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Abstract

In Robert Garnier’s tragedy Les Juives (1583), King Nabuchodonosor makes a
grand entrance, singing his own praises: “I walk like the Gods, and from the shining
sun’s rise until its set, none can match my Royal splendor.” Nabuchodonosor’s blindness
to any limitations on his power marks him as a tyrant. In early modern France,
identifying tyrannical excess and distinguishing it from the proper exercise of sovereignty
was crucial because while subjects had a duty to obey the sovereign, they also had the
right to resist a tyrant. During the French Wars of Religion (1562-98), theologians and
political theorists vigorously debated the limits and possibilities of what historians have
since identified as the droit de résistance. This dissertation argues that early modern
tragedy participated in and extended these debates. Although Protestants and Catholics
disagreed on theological matters during the sixteenth-century religious wars, they shared
a tendency to link individual and collective justifications for resistance to tyranny.
Protestants and Catholics alike identified the individual’s subjective relationship to the
divine as ground on which the sovereign should not tread. Likewise, Protestants and
Catholics connected the vindication of the individual’s subjective freedom to concerns
about collective authority and communal salvation. In the aftermath of the religious wars,
debate about the droit de résistance diminished, as absolutist theories and practices
relegated freedom of conscience to the private realm and separated it from questions of
the public good. Dramas by Robert Garnier, Jean de Rotrou, Pierre Corneille and Jean

Racine, however, picked up and reintegrated these questions. Attending to how tragedies
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that were first composed, performed, and published between 1570 and 1700 maintain ties
between personal complaint and collective lament, I demonstrate how the droit de
résistance enjoyed a long afterlife in early modern theater. By locating the droit de
résistance’s persistence in tragedy, I suggest that this genre carries a political concern
that has been under-examined. Whereas tragedy has long been read as a genre that is
ultimately preoccupied with the exercise of sovereign power, this dissertation
underscores how tragedy rehearses and reimagines the possible forms of legitimate

opposition.
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Introduction: The Emergence and Afterlife of the Early Modern Droit de Résistance

In 1793, Gilbert Romme, a deputy to the French Legislative Assembly from Puy-
le-Dome, was tasked with analyzing proposals for a new declaration of rights. Many of
these proposals included a right to resistance from oppression or tyranny. There was
some disagreement, however, about the nature of such a right. Some proposals suggested
that the “droit de la résistance a I’oppression” should be considered a “moyen legal.”"
According to this approach, the terms and conditions of resistance would be inscribed
into the legal norms of the state. In other words, it would ultimately be up to the state to
determine which claims of resistance were legal and legitimate. Other proposals took an
opposing view, insisting that the right to resist oppression should not be considered a
right in the legal sense. Instead, they argued that resistance from oppression was a duty,
which should remain “délégalisé.”> Writing on April 17, Romme seems to endorse the
latter view, stating that the right of resistance or insurrection was not a legal right, but
rather, “un droit religieux et sacré qui émane de la souvraineté populaire.”® He argues,
however, that this sacred right or duty should be included in official documents as a

warning against the possibility of oppression by officers of the law.

! Alessandro Fontana, “Du droit de résistance au devoir de I’insurrection,” Le Droit de résistance, XII*-XX¢
siécle, ed. Jean-Claude Zancarini (Fontenay Saint-Cloud: ENS Editions, 2000), 21.

2 It is Maximilien de Robespierre who uses the word “délegalisé” when describing the nature of the right of
resistance to oppression. Article XXX of the constitution that he proposed in April 1793 also states:
“Assujettir a des formes légales la résistance a ’oppression, est le dernier raffinement de la

tyrannie.” Fontana points out that the divergent conceptions of the relationship between resistance and the
law marks a difference in the political philosophies of the Girondin and Jacobin factions. Whereas the
Girondin proposals envisaged the need to place limits on claims to the droit de résistance in order to
maintain social order, their Jacobin counterparts maintained that putting such limits in place would be
antithetical to this right’s fundamental character as an unregulated safeguard against the law itself. For the
Jacobins, Fontana explains, the “droit de résistance est devenu...l’insurrection pure et simple” (22).

3 Quoted in Fontana, 22.



Romme also suggests that the right of resistance or of insurrection should be
commemorated in a more spectacular way. He writes: “En reconnaissance et pour donner
une legon aux nations et aux générations futures, une statue devrait étre élévée a
I’insurrection, et placée comme une sentinelle aupres de la statue de la liberté, afin de
rappeler au peuple ses droits, et aux ambitieux le chatiment qui attend les usurpateurs.”
Romme most likely refers to the statue of liberty that was erected in 1792 to replace an
equestrian statue of Louis XV.> The statue of liberty, which stood at the Place de la
Révolution, was a key fixture in several revolutionary festivals and processions, such as
the Féte de I'Unité et de I'Indivisibilité de la République.® While emblems of liberty
remained central to revolutionary iconography, emblems of insurrection or resistance
seem to have met a different fate. Romme’s proposed statue of insurrection, which would
have stood as a twin sentinel alongside that of liberty, was never constructed.

The different fates of these two statues parallel the divergent fates of the concepts
they commemorate. The declaration of a right to liberty, or to individual freedom is often
celebrated as central to the Revolution’s legacy, along with rights of property and
security. In contrast, the declaration of the people’s right to resist is not often cited among
the Revolution’s great achievements. Although the droit de résistance was the subject of
much debate for the revolutionary deputies, and although it was mentioned in

foundational documents such as the Déclaration des droits de [’homme et du citoyen

4 Quoted in Fontana, 22.

> Lynn Hunt, Politics, Culture, and Class in the French Revolution (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1984), 96-7.

¢ Dan Edelstein, The Terror of Natural Right: Republicanism, the Cult of Nature, and the French
Revolution (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2009), 180-81.



(1789), the right of resistance remained more of a political possibility than a clearly
delineated legal concept.” Romme’s unconstructed statue thus serves as a fitting
monument to the droit de résistance as an idea. Unlike a physical statue of wood, stone,
or metal, this monument exists only through its potentiality. Romme’s proposed statue
suggests that in order to account for the droit de résistance, we must look beyond the
rights and freedoms that the law clearly codifies, and beyond the monuments that
celebrate these rights and freedoms. In order to account for the droit de résistance we
must examine political possibilities that remain hypothetical and tentative, and explore
the cultural sites and modes of expression that commemorate these possibilities. It is
through hypothetical declarations and theoretical monuments that the droit de résistance
persists.

This dissertation argues that early modern political tragedy serves as a kind of
theoretical monument to the droit de résistance by participating in a debate about this
right that precedes the revolutionary deputies’ dispute. During the French Wars of
Religion (1562-98), theologians and political theorists from both the Protestant and the
Catholic sides of the confessional divide claimed the right of resistance in order to justify
opposition to the monarchy’s authority. These oppositional claims took on a very
particular structure. Although Protestants and Catholics disagreed on theological matters
during the religious wars, they shared a tendency to link individual and collective

justifications for resistance. Theorists and theologians of both confessions identified the

7 Article 11 of the Déclaration states, “Le but de toute association politique est la conservation des droits
naturels et imprescriptibles de I’homme. Ces droits sont la liberté, la propriété, la streté et la résistance a
I’oppression,” Assemblée Nationale. Déclaration des droits de [’homme et du citoyen [1789], Les Droits de
I’Homme, ed. Jean-Jacques Gandini (Paris: Librio, 1998), 21.



individual subject’s relationship to the divine as ground on which the sovereign should
not tread. Likewise, Protestants and Catholics similarly linked the vindication of the
individual subject’s freedom to notions of popular sovereignty.® For both sides of the
conflict, to claim the droit de résistance was thus to claim a connection between
subjective liberty and collective authority.” The specific contours of this connection,
however, remained highly contested. Many sixteenth-century texts provide accounts of
this theoretical connection between subjective liberty and collective authority, from
sermons to pamphlets, from theological tracts to political treatises. What is less clear in
these texts, however, is how such a theoretical connection could shape and structure the
physical and emotional interactions between individual subjects and collectives. Tragedy
and the Ethics of Resistance Rights in Early Modern French Theater suggests that
dramas by Robert Garnier, Jean de Rotrou, Pierre Corneille, and Jean Racine, which were

first composed, performed, and published between 1570 and 1700, bring the droit de

8 Throughout this dissertation, I use the term “individual subject” to denote a single member of a collective.
This term is in dialogue with many other terms that will appear in the following chapters. In sixteenth-
century resistance theory, a single member of a people is often referred to as a singuli in Latin, and a
particulier, or homme prive in French. English translations and critical studies of sixteenth-century
resistance theory tend to render these terms as “private subject,” “private person,” or “private citizen.”
While I often use these terms while discussing Huguenot and Catholic resistance theory, I tend to use
“individual subject” more broadly. “Individual subject” better captures how the attributes and capacities
ascribed to single members of collectives often exceed the limits of these single members and attach them
to others. At times, when discussing the dual structure of the droit de résistance, 1 use the phrase
“individual and collective claims” to avoid the slightly more wieldy “claims of individual subjects and
collectives.” I use a number of adjectives more or less interchangeably to describe the attributes, capacities,
and claims of individual subjects: “particular,” “personal,” “specific,” “singular,” and “subjective.” I use
the term “private” to describe a claim or a space that is explicitly positioned in opposition to a public claim
or space. Finally, it is important to note that in this study, the “individual subject” is not the “modern
subject” or “modern individual.” Whereas the modern subject or individual is considered to be autonomous
and detached, the “individual subject” remains constitutively bound to others.

° I will discuss the differences between Huguenot resistance theories and those of their Catholic
counterparts in greater detail in the pages that follow. For an overview of resistance theories in early
modern France, as well as in early modern Europe more broadly, see Quentin Skinner, The Foundations of
Modern Political Thought, Vol. 2, The Age of Reformation [1978] (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2012): 190-358.

EEINTS



resistance’s political potential more fully into relief by demonstrating how individual
subjects and collectives are physically and affectively bound together, and by
emphasizing how these entities are implicated in each other’s oppositional claims.

In addition to elaborating the particular ways in which the droit de résistance
configures the relationships between individual subjects and collectives, the tragedies
examined in this study also complicate accounts of the droit de résistance’s history
within early modern thought. Whereas the droit de resistance was frequently claimed and
hotly debated during the religious wars, claims to this right diminished in the wars’
aftermath and much of the debate subsided. As Paul Scott has noted, in the passage from
the sixteenth to the seventeenth century, “the political orthodoxy” shifted increasingly
toward absolutism.!? This shift in political orthodoxy made opposition to the monarchy’s
authority more difficult to justify. During the sixteenth century, to claim the droit de
résistance was to claim that the monarch has failed to uphold divine law, and had thus
rendered his rule illegitimate. When theories of absolutism came to dominate political
thought during the seventeenth century, however, claims that the monarch had failed to
uphold divine law were rendered theoretically impossible. Seventeenth-century theorists
of absolutism maintained that the king has unique access to divine direction.!! Subjects
were thus in no position to question whether the monarch upholds divine law, or to make

legitimate charges of tyranny.

10 Paul Scott, “Resistance Theories, Orthodoxy and Subversion in Early Modern French Studies,”
Seventeenth-Century French Studies 21.1 (1999): 57-74.

! See, for example, Cardin Le Bret, De la souveraineté du roy (1632) and Pierre Le Moyne, De [’art de
regner” (1665). On the rise of absolutist theory during the seventeenth century, see Ellen McClure,
Sunspots and the Sun King: Sovereignty and Mediation in Seventeenth-Century France (Urbana: University
of Illinois Press, 2006).
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As theories of absolutism became increasingly dominant during the seventeenth
century, the droit de résistance seems to have so thoroughly disappeared from French
political thought that the debate about this concept during the eighteenth-century
Revolution had to take its terms from other national traditions. Fontana argues that the
revolutionary deputies were more in dialogue with debates surrounding the English Civil
War and the American Revolution than those surrounding the religious wars in France. !
The absolutist seventeenth century thus seems to mark a moment of rupture in the history
of the French droit de résistance. Tragedy and the Ethics of Resistance Rights seeks to
complicate this view of the seventeenth century as a period of rupture by suggesting that
tragedy continued to explore the limits and possibilities of the droit de résistance, even
after theories of absolutism gained theoretical hegemony.

To read tragedies by Garnier, Rotrou, Corneille, and Racine as works that sustain
the droit de résistance is to suggest that these dramas carry a political concern that has
been under-examined. Seventeenth-century tragedy in particular has long been read as a
genre that is ultimately concerned with the exercise of sovereign power, and with
absolutism in particular.!® Several scholars have examined how Louis XIII’s chief
minister, Cardinal Richelieu, sought control over dramatic production and printing in
order to secure the theater as a site that reinforced the king’s strength. When viewed as a
genre with close ties to the king, tragedy seems to support a theory of absolute monarchy,

whether it stages strong or weak sovereigns, whether it offers portraits of good kings or

12 Fontana, 18-19.

13 On tragedy’s relationship to absolutism, see Timothy Murray, “Richelieu’s Theater: The Mirror of a
Prince, Renaissance Drama 8 (1977): 275-97, and Déborah Blocker, Instituer un ‘art’: Politiques du
théatre dans la France du premier XVII° siécle (Paris: Honoré Champion, 2009).



bad tyrants. Tragedies that feature strong, just kings are thought to reflect the actual
monarch’s glory. In contrast, tragedies that feature weak kings or bad tyrants serve as
negative examples that underscore the actual monarch’s glory.

More recently, scholars have called attention to the ways in which tragic theater
exposes the fissures and contradictions in absolutist theory. Héléne Bilis argues that
dramas by Rotrou and Corneille disrupt fictions of dynastic continuity that are projected
by ceremonies of royal succession.'* For her part, Ellen McClure explores how the figure
of the diplomat in Corneille and Racine’s theater challenges absolutist conceptions of the
king as a singular source of power.!®> Other scholars have worked to complicate tragedy’s
long-standing association with absolutism by exploring the genre’s relationship to other
forms of political thought and action. Katherine Ibbett, for example, argues that
Corneille’s drama raises questions about the maintenance of power, and thus gives strong
expression to a political philosophy that is typically associated with the writing of
Machiavelli.'® Together, these recent studies insist that tragedy does not merely promote
fantasies of absolute monarchs, but also places absolutism, as well as other theories of
sovereignty and power, into question.

Tragedy and the Ethics of Resistance Rights participates in the critical effort to
broaden our understanding of tragedy’s relationship to sovereign power. However, this
dissertation moves away from an examination of the different forms of kinship and

governance, and focuses instead how tragedy imagines the shape and structure of

14 Hélene Bilis, “Passing On: Dynastic Succession and the King's Body in French Tragedy, 1637-1749,”
Diss. University of California, Berkeley, 2008.

15 McClure, 193-249.

16 Katherine Ibbett, The Style of the State in French Theater, 1630—1660 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2009).
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resistance. If tragedy were only concerned with kingship, than its only contribution to the
elaboration of a droit de résistance would be to contain or coopt this right. Fontana
explains this apparent limit, writing that tragedy’s mise en scene of dysfunctional or
unjust kings who misuse and abuse their power serves as a form of “containment d’un
droit dangereux et de mise en garde contre les abus.”!” Recasting tragedy as a genre with
a set of oppositional concerns that exist alongside its acknowledged preoccupation with
sovereign power, I argue that tragedy stages the droit de résistance in ways that are never
fully contained or reabsorbed. In order to demonstrate how tragedy both sustains and
transforms the right of resistance, we must first understand how this concept emerged
within early modern theological and political thought and how it structured opposition.
To that end, the following section examines in more detail the major lines of debate
surrounding the possibility of legitimate resistance during the religious wars. I then
address how the rise of absolutism in the aftermath of the religious wars made the droit
de résistance difficult to claim, a historical development that resulted in the virtual
disappearance of this concept from political discourse. Finally, I outline how subsequent

chapters locate an afterlife of the droit de résistance within tragedy.

Identifying Tyranny, Theorizing Resistance
In Act I1, of Robert Garnier’s tragedy Les Juives (1583), King Nabuchodonosor
makes a grand entrance, singing his own praises:

Pareil aux Dieux je marche, et depuis le réveil

17 Fontanta, 26 (original emphasis).



Du Soleil blondissant jusques a son sommeil,

Nul ne se parangonne a ma grandeur Royale.

En puissance et en biens Jupiter seul m’egale (II, 181-84).'8
Nabuchodonosor’s blindness to any divine limitations on his temporal power marks him
as a tyrant. In early modern France, identifying tyrannical excess and distinguishing it
from the proper exercise of sovereignty was crucial because while subjects had a duty to
obey the sovereign, they also had the right to resist a tyrant. Debates about resistance
during the sixteenth-century Wars of Religion were thus inextricable from debates about
tyranny. It was the identification of tyranny that legitimized claims to the droit de
resistance. Of course, the question of tyranny did not originate during the early modern
period. Sixteenth-century concerns about the proper limits on the king’s authority joined
centuries-long discussions of what constitutes tyranny and what should be done to
address it. During antiquity, republican philosophers, such as Cicero and Tacitus,
outlined the dangers of tyranny and enumerated the justifications for tyrannicide. !
Ancient literature also took up the conditions and consequences of tyranny. One of the
central issues in Sophocles’ Antigone (441 BCE), to take a famous example, is whether
Creon acts in accordance with his legitimate powers as a king, or whether he unjustly

exceeds these powers. In short, the problem of sovereign excess enjoys a long history.

18 Robert Garnier, Les Juives, ed. Robert Lebégue (Paris: Société Les Belles Lettres, 1949). Throughout this
dissertation, I often cite editions such as Lebegue’s, in which the text is modernized but retains some
sixteenth-century conventions. When quoting directly from sixteenth-century editions, however, I provide
my own modernizations.

19 See, for example, Marcus Tullius Cicero, On Duties, ed. E.M. Atkins, trans. M.T. Griffins (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1991).
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Although typologies of good kings and bad tyrants differ across genres and
periods, two principle forms of unjust rule consistently appear. The first, tyranny of
usurpation, occurs through conquest: a foreign king who exerts control over a conquered
population may be considered a tyrant. The second, tyranny by oppression or exercise,
occurs through conduct: a king who legitimately inherits the throne or is elected to
power, becomes a tyrant by abusing his authority.? What constitutes an abuse of
authority? A charge frequently leveled at tyrants is that they privilege personal gain or
glory over the common good. Tyrants of exercise are also identified by their tendency to
mete out especially harsh punishments, which often exceed notions of justice and
contradict understandings of divine or natural law. The severity of Creon’s refusal to bury
Polynices, for example, opens the king up to charges of tyranny. In addition to placing
their own interests over the people’s and to delivering excessively harsh punishments,
tyrants of exercise are also known for violating the natural liberty of their subjects. In
republican theories of antiquity, a citizen’s innate freedom is something that a sovereign
respects and a tyrant ignores.?!

During the sixteenth century, the idea that a king would infringe upon subjective
liberty took on a specifically religious dimension, in large part due to the Reformation
and to the spread of Protestant theology and political theory across Europe. Martin Luther

and John Calvin both stress the primacy of the individual subject’s relationship to God

20 For more on this distinction, as well as a comprehensive typology of tyranny’s forms, see Mario
Turchetti, Tyrannie et tyrannicide de I'Antiquité a nos jours (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 2001).
21 See J.H.M. Salmon, “Cicero and Tacitus in Sixteenth-Century France,” American Historical Review 85.2
(1980): 307-31.
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throughout their writing.?? Their emphasis on the individual subject’s capacity to receive
divine guidance bolstered critiques of clerical hierarchy and church practices. As has
been well documented, these critiques contributed to the proliferation of vernacular
translations of the Bible, as well as to calls for a changes to religious services away from
ceremonial displays of symbols towards more inwardly focused periods of
contemplation.?? The Reformation’s shift towards the individual subject’s private beliefs
also affected discussions of tyranny. During this period, an individual subject’s personal
relationship to the divine became closely linked to the idea of freedom of conscience. A
king who attempted to dictate or to circumscribe religious belief was thought to infringe
upon the subject’s freedom of conscience and could thus be labeled a tyrant of exercise.**

As the religious wars continued, the question of how to react to a tyrannical or
unjust king became just as widely debated as the distinction between the king and the
tyrant itself. Indeed, these two questions are often considered alongside each other in
many theological and political texts. As a result, theoretical considerations of kingship
and tyranny from this period also explored the limits and possibilities of opposition.
Historians such as Quentin Skinner have suggested that the early modern right of
resistance or droit de résistance emerged from these debates.?> Elaborated over numerous

sermons, pamphlets, treatises, and literary texts, the early modern droit de résistance took

22 See, for example, Carter Lindberg, The European Reformations (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996).

23 On the differences between Protestant and Catholic religious practices, as well as the social and political
consequences of these differences, see Barbara Diefendorf, Beneath the Cross: Catholics and Huguenots in
Sixteenth-Century Paris (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1991).

24 On the conjunction between Reformation theology and resistance theory, see John Witte Jr., The
Reformation of Rights: Law, Religion, and Human Rights in Early Modern Calvinism (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2007).

25 Skinner, 302-58.
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on a particular structure that, as I have noted, linked individual and collective opposition
to tyranny. As we will see, this structure represents something of a paradox, vesting the
impetus for resistance in the individual subject, but the authority for resistance within the
people as a whole.

In the French tradition, the individual and the collective components of the droit
de résistance both find their roots in the writings of Calvin and his successors. In his
Institution de la religion chrétienne (1559), Calvin argues that individual subjects owe
primary allegiance to God, rather than to temporal authorities. Each subject, he maintains,
possesses a spiritual freedom of conscience upon which the monarch should not infringe.
Throughout the Institution, Calvin uses the terms particulier and homme privé when
discussing the individual subject’s spiritual freedom.?¢ Although the particulier or private
person may possess a spiritual, subjective freedom, a tyrannical violation of this freedom
does not itself authorize resistance. In other words, for Calvin, subjective freedom does
not directly translate into political rights of resistance for individual subjects. Indeed,
when discussing resistance, Calvin often makes a distinction between members of the
general population, or private subjects, and the lower magistrates, who hold offices
within the temporal government. He argues that private subjects should not directly
oppose the temporal authority of superior magistrates or kings. Instead, if these
authorities threatened physical security and personal liberty, private subjects should

“disobey quietly, move away quickly, or suffer patiently and prayerfully until directed

26 John Witte Jr., who explores Calvin’s contribution to early modern rights discourse, tends to use the
terms “private persons,” “private subjects” or “private citizens,” when discussing Calvin’s particuler or
homme privé (39-56).
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and protected by lower magistrates.”?’ For Calvin, it is up to the lower magistrates (les
magistrats subalternes) to resist or to organize the resistance of private citizens. In
addition to outlining the grounds for opposition, one of Calvin’s concerns is the
maintenance of a well-regulated community that adheres closely to a code of Christian
conduct. To authorize any private citizen to resist would be to introduce too much
instability into community life.?® By authorizing the lower magistrates to act on behalf of
the wider population, however, Calvin allows for resistance to tyranny in a way that
preserves the social order and avoids general revolt.

Calvin’s formulations exerted a strong influence on the Huguenot resistance
theory that developed in subsequent decades. Theodore de Béze, for example, a
Huguenot theologian and political theorist, took up and extended several of Calvin’s
arguments about legitimate opposition. In his Du Droit des magistrats (1574), de Béze
reiterates Calvin’s conception of the individual subject’s liberty of conscience. He also
seconds Calvin’s position that the lower magistrates should either resist on behalf of the
people, or organize the people in resistance, maintaining that “[No] private citizen
[particulier] is entitled on his own private authority to oppose the tyrant with violence
against violence.”?® To authorize private persons to resist on their own behalf would be to
invite chaos and instability, opening the door to the possibility of “a thousand tyrants™

instead of one.’® De Béze’s work thus reiterates the paradox already present in Calvin’s

27 Witte Jr., 115. Witte Jr. summarizes Calvin’s writing on possible modes of resistance found in the
Institutes of the Christian Religion (1559): book 1, chapters 15-18.

28 See, for example, Witte Jr., 47-70.

2 Quoted in Witte Jr., 133.

30 Quoted in Witte Jr., 133.
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writing. Although the private subject possesses personal liberties and freedoms, he or she
is not permitted to resist actively if a tyrant violates these liberties and freedoms. Instead,
the violation of personal liberty must become a matter of collective concern.

De Beze legitimizes this collective concern, or the idea that lower magistrates
might articulate and organize resistance on their subjects’ behalf by mobilizing theories
of popular sovereignty. During the sixteenth century, considerations of the limits of
sovereign power frequently intersected with theories of popular sovereignty. These
theories countered prevailing notions of the French monarch as the Rex Christianissimus,
or the “most Christian King.”*! Juridical practices and ceremonial rituals of the time
worked to shore up the idea that the French king was God’s earthly appointee, a position
that afforded the monarch a quasi-divine status. This status rendered accusations of
tyranny difficult to levy and dangerous to sustain, as authority flowed from God to king,
and the king then ruled over his subjects. In contrast, theories of popular sovereignty
offer a rather different organization of divine and earthly power by figuring the
relationship between God and the people as primary. The people then secondarily appoint
or elect a king to govern them. These theories often harken back to an originary moment
that precedes the dynastic monarchies of Renaissance Europe. For example, in his
Francogallia (1573), the Huguenot political theorist Fran¢ois Hotman chronicles how the
ancient Franks and Gauls join together to appoint Childeric, son of Merovech as their

king. For Hotman, this election serves as France’s originary event, and strengthens the

31 Mack P. Holt, The French Wars of Religion, 1562-1629 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005),
8.
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notion that “the French monarchy was elective rather than hereditary.”*? De Béze
similarly vests sovereignty in the people as a whole, and argues that divine authority
flows from God to the people, who appoint then their temporal leaders and consent to
their rule.® If these leaders become tyrants, it is up to the people as a collective to resist.
Authorizing the lower magistrates rather than private individuals to organize resistance is
thus in keeping with the idea that the people hold power together.

By suggesting that the king receives his authority from the people and that the
people receive authority from God, theories of popular sovereignty rendered the king’s
faith and fidelity a matter of public speculation and concern. During the sixteenth
century, the monarch’s religious beliefs and practices were thought of as legitimate
grounds for critique and invited charges of tyranny and sovereign excess. In other words,
kings as well as subjects could be charged with heresy. As a result, warring factions of
Protestants and Catholics not only accused each other of holding heretical beliefs, but
members of each side also brought accusations of heresy against the crown. Such
accusations were especially leveled during the final years of Charles IX’s reign (1572-75)
and during the reign of Henri III (1575-89). In the years following the St. Bartholomew’s
Day Massacre in 1572, Protestant leaders and pamphleteers were increasingly vocal
about their dissatisfaction with the crown’s often hesitant and feeble protection. Their
rhetorical objections were accompanied by more overtly rebellious actions. After the
massacre, the decimated Protestant communities elected elders and representatives to a

general assembly, which established a kind of republic within the kingdom, or a “state

32 Holt, 101.
3 Witte Jr., 137.
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within a state.”** By electing their own leadership, the Huguenots directly challenged the
spiritual—as well as the temporal—authority of the King and his administration. From
the other side of the confessional divide, members of the Catholic league argued that by
not stamping out Protestantism once and for all, Henri III violated his coronation oath to
preserve the kingdom under one faith in a united Gallician church. Violating this oath,
they argued, constituted a form of heresy.*® Political and theological writings by
Catholics and Protestants often levied such charges of monarchical heresy, or suggested
that the monarch had fallen under the influence of heretical counselors.

One of the most widely circulated political treatises of this period was the
Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, which was first published anonymously in 1579.3¢ The
treatise’s text, as well as the many commentaries that offer interpretations of it, framed
much of the debate surrounding the droit de résistance in the final decades of the
religious wars. First appearing in Latin, the Vindiciae was subsequently reprinted on
numerous occasions, often accompanying editions of Machiavelli’s Prince. French
translations of the Vindiciae, which begin to appear in 1580, are also frequently printed

with French translations of Machiavelli’s Prince.’” The pairing of these two texts is

3 Holt, 99-100.

3 Holt, 123-55. See also Frederic J. Baumgartner, Radical Reactionaries: The Political Thought of the
French Catholic League (Geneva: Droz, 1976).

3 Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos [1579], ed. and trans. George Garnett (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1994), 3. George Garnett provides a helpful summary of the authorship controversy, “Introduction,”
lv-Ixxvi. I quote from Garnett’s English translation because his edition has a critical apparatus, which
includes a glossary of the terms used in the Latin original. A photographic reprint of the 1581 French
translation was published in 1979. I plan to consult this edition for future work: Vindiciae contra tyrannos.
Traduction frangaise de 1581, ed. A. Jouanna, J. Perrin, M. Soulié, A Tournon, and H. Weber (Geneva,
1979).

37 Garnett, Ixxxiv-Ixxxviii. The Vindiciae was also frequently printed along with Theodore de Béze’s Du
Droit des magistrats (1574).
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thought to stem from a provocation made in the preface of the Vindiciae, wherein the
author promises to provide a refutation of Machiavellian ideas. If Machiavelli describes a
form of political action divorced from virtue and moral principles, the author of the
Vindiciae promises to outline political action derived from virtue and principle. He
writes:

Whatever is asserted in these investigations is demonstrated to be the case by the

clear illustrations of Holy Scripture, not by twisted ones; confirmed by the

teachings of moral and political science, and of nature, and by the precepts of

laws, the pronouncements of jurisconsults, and the rescripts of emperors;

supplemented by the customs and practices of diverse nations; and presented for

inspection as though in a mirror in the various striking examples furnished by

various historians.®
George Garnett has pointed out that the author of the Vindiciae does not make good on
his promise to systematically refute Machiavelli. The author does, however, articulate a
coherent theory of resistance that is grounded in biblical and historical precedent. Widely
celebrated and denigrated, this theory of resistance became a major touchstone in
subsequent debates about the possibility of legitimate opposition.

The Vindiciae is divided into four quaestiones, or questions, which outline the
moral and legal ties that bind the people, the church, the king, and God:

I.  Whether subjects be bound, or ought to obey princes who command anything

against the law of God.

8 Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, 10. Garnet also quotes this prefatory promise, xxii.
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II. Whether it be lawful to resist a prince wishing to abrogate the law of God and
devastate the church: also by whom, how, and to what extent.

III. Whether, and to what extent, it be lawful to resist a prince who is oppressing
or ruining the commonwealth: also by whom, how, and by what right it may
be allowed.

IV. Whether neighbouring princes may be right, or ought to render assistance to
subjects of other princes who are being persecuted on account of pure
religion, or oppressed by manifest tyranny.>

In response to the first quaestio, the Vindiciae argues that subjects are not bound to obey
princes who violate the laws of God. Like other Huguenot political treatises of the period,
such as Hotman’s Francogallia, the Vindiciae asserts that God’s relationship to the
people is primary. The king merely serves as an administrator of God’s authority on
earth.

In response to the second and third quaestiones, the Vindiciae asserts that if the
king fails to uphold divine law, the people can—and should—resist. Who resists and how
become more complicated concern. In keeping with the formulations of Calvin and Béze,
the Vindiciae explains that private individuals (singuli) cannot themselves take action
against the king. Instead, action must come from the people as a whole, corporate body
(universitas). The Vindiciae also corroborates the argument of other Huguenot treatises
that it is up to lower magistrates or public officials (universi) to organize and lead the

opposition to the king, opposition that the people’s collective relationship to God

¥ Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, 5.
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authorizes. This dynamic between private persons, public officials, the people, king, and
God is reiterated throughout the Vindiciae. In the third quaestio, for example, the author
writes:

We have proved, then, that all kings receive their royal dignity from the people;
that the whole people is more powerful than, and superior to, the king; that the
king is only the supreme minister and agent of the kingdom, and the emperor of
the empire, but the people truly lord. It follows, therefore, that a tyrant commits a
felony against the people, as lord of the fief; that he is guilty of high treason
against the kingdom or empire, and is a rebel...Thus, says Bartolus, he could be
deposed by a superior or more justly punished according to the Julian law on
public force. For the superior is the whole people, or those who represent it—the
electors, palatines, patricians, the assembly of the estates, and the rest. And if the
tyrant has proceeded so far that he cannot be expelled without armed force, then it
will obviously be lawful for them to call the people to arms, to conscript an army,
and to move against him with force, guile, and every stratagem of war, as if one
who has been judged enemy of the country and commonwealth.*’
Situating the people as the true lord of the kingdom and positioning the king as “only the
supreme minister or agent,” the Vindiciae establishes a legal basis on which the people
may take up arms against the king. The treatise also makes clear that it is up to the
“superiors” or representatives to lead this taking up of arms. The language in this passage

underscores a persistent tension in the Vindiciae. On the one hand, the author is very

4 Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, 156.
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clear about the hierarchy of authority that orders the people, the public officials, and the
king. On the other hand, his list of possible “superiors” includes a number of different
kinds of public officials, ending with “and the rest.” The author thus clearly defines the
role of the superiors, but leaves some room for interpretation about exactly who may it.
In other words, the people require an intermediary in order to resist, but that intermediary
may take different forms. In the fourth quaestio, the intermediary takes the form of a
foreign or neighboring prince. The Vindiciae argues that neighboring princes may, in
some cases, intervene on behalf of a people who are subjected to the tyranny of their own
prince.

The reception history of the Vindiciae suggests that the category of the
intermediary was also interpreted in ways that seemed to justify more radical forms of
resistance. Although the Vindiciae defines intermediaries as superiors whose public role
allows them to act in a capacity other than that of the particular or private individual, the
treatise was celebrated and feared as a text that sanctioned tyrannicide by private
individuals. Reportedly, the treatise garnered such a dangerous reputation that Henri III
actively sought to determine its author’s identity.*! The Vindiciae’s scandalous reputation
can in part be explained by its treatment of the central paradox in Huguenot resistance
theory, which, as we have seen, endows individual subjects with liberty of conscience,
but vests the capacity for resistance in the people’s collective sovereignty. George
Garnett explains that the treatise attempts to systematically wrestle with the relationship

between subjective liberty and collective sovereignty. For example, the Vindiciae’s

4l Garnett, xix.
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author cites the biblical examples of Jehu and Ehud, who single-handedly deliver a
population from a tyrant. Whereas the actions of these biblical figures might seem like
those of private individuals, who literally take matters of tyranny into their own hands,
the treatise labels them “extraordinary liberators” who act through God’s direction. These
figures thus fulfill a similar role to that of the lower magistrates or electors, who act on
the people’s behalf rather than as private individuals. However, as Garnett notes, it is
“very difficult to verify claims of a divine vocation,” and while the Vindiciae ratifies
these particular, quite “extraordinary,” examples, it is easy to see how the treatise gained
a reputation for authorizing tyrannicide by private individuals more broadly.** By
situating biblical figures like Jehu and Ehud as agents of the people’s resistance, the
Vindiciae suggests that an intermediary might be an individual who does not hold public
office, but who nevertheless acts on behalf of the entire people. In other words, the line
between the actions of a private individual and of a ‘superior’ or intermediary is more
ambiguous within the treatise than it might initially seem.

Greatly contributing to the Vindiciae’s more radical reputation was the text’s
adoption by members of the Catholic League. Language from the treatise appeared in
pamphlets associated with the League, which explicitly called for private individuals to
take up arms against a tyrannical or heretical monarch. In addition, Jean Boucher, a
Catholic priest and theologian, reproduced entire sections of the Vindiciae word for word
in his polemical treatise De Justa Henrici Tertii (1589).* Expanding upon Huguenot

resistance theory, Boucher’s treatise argues for the removal of Henri III for the good of

42 Garnett, XXiX-XXX.
43 Garnett, xx.



22
the Gallican church and the people. This treatise, however, goes beyond the calls for
resistance in the Vindiciae, stating that private individuals had a right—as well as a
duty—to take up arms against the king. Boucher’s incorporation of whole sections from
the Vindiciae also demonstrates how Huguenot resistance theories crossed the
confessional divide to undergird Catholic theories of legitimate opposition. Christian Biet
explains, however, that as Boucher and other members of the Catholic League adopted
Huguenot resistance theories, they fundamentally reversed a key element of these
theories. The Huguenots maintained that a tyrant’s breach of his subjects’ private
freedoms justified collective resistance. In contrast, Biet explains that for members of the
Catholic League:
Tout sujet est menacé de damnation éternelle s’il montre une connivence, méme
passive, avec le tyran. Un particulier peut donc étre I’exécuteur de la sentence de
mort contre le tyran qui a violé la loi de Dieu et qui a ét¢ déposé par 1’autorité
spirituelle. Quand le tyran s’appréte a chatier son peuple...il ne s’agit plus
simplement de légitime défense individuelle, mais un geste salvateur effectué
pour le salut de I’ensemble de la communauté.**

In other words, a king’s perceived violation of the common good could justify a private

individual’s resistance. Taken up by the Catholic league, the Vindiciae acquired new, and

as Biet suggests, more radical possibilities for resistance.*> Whereas the Vindiciae’s

author takes pains to circumscribe who might legitimately carry out an act of tyrannicide,

4 Christian Biet, “Notice a Cléophon,” Thédtre de la cruauté et récits sanglants en France
(XVIe-XVIE siécle), ed. Christian Biet (Paris: Robert Laffont, 2006), 881.
45 Christian Biet, “Notice a Cléophon,” 881.
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limiting this act to public officials or extraordinary liberators, the Catholic league’s
interpretation suggested that anyone concerned about his own soul or about the
community’s salvation might legitimately kill the king.

The malleability of resistance theories made them all the more dangerous to the
crown, as they were taken up by multiple factions in the ongoing conflict. Indeed, it is
precisely the spread of the Vindiciae’s message (or perceived message) that the Catholic
cleric Jean Baricave laments in his Defense de la monarchie frangaise, published in 1614.
Undertaking a line-by-line refutation of the Vindiciae, Baricave argues that this text was
ultimately responsible for the assassination of Henri IV in 1610. He writes that the
Vindiciae’s “infernal doctrine had placed in the hand of that monster Ravaillac the
cunning dagger with which he pierced the heart of the invincible Henri IV.”*® Holding
the Vindiciae responsible for Henri IV’s assassination by a Catholic zealot, Baricave
suggests that this “Calvinist” treatise leaves the door wide open for sedition and
anarchy.*’ Ravaillac’s act was so troubling to Baricave (and others) because it
demonstrated how a private individual could claim to act on behalf of the people as a
whole. Ravaillac may have thought of himself as an “extraordinary liberator,” but there
was no way to verify his claims. Baricave’s condemnation of Ravaillac indicates how the
distinction between an act of extraordinary liberation and an act of sedition was largely a

question of perspective and interpretation.

46 Quoted in Garnett, xx.

47 Garnett, xx. Ravaillac was also thought by some to be inspired by Jesuit treatises that provided
theoretical justifications for regicide. See Christian Biet, “Notice a la Tragédie sur la mort du roi Henri le
Grand,” Le Thédtre de la cruauté et récits sanglants, ed. Christian Biet (Paris: Robert Laffont, 2006), 940-
41.
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As we have seen, the malleability of resistance theories during the religious wars
was in part the result of differences between Catholic and Protestant thought. However,
this malleability was also indicative of a certain porosity that existed during this period
between matters of the private individual’s conscience and conceptions of the people as a
whole. Despite the efforts of resistance theorists to consider the individual subject’s
liberty of conscience and the people’s sovereignty as distinct concepts with precise points
of conjuncture, these notions were so thoroughly intertwined that their relationship could
not be precisely circumscribed. In other words, during the religious wars, liberty of
conscience could not be considered apart from conceptions of the community as a
spiritual whole. As Mack P. Holt has argued, the very idea of religion in the sixteenth
century is that of “a body of believers rather than the more modern definition of a body of
beliefs.”*® If the community was understood as a body of believers, then each subject’s
conscience directly affected the integrity of the people as a whole, as well as prospects
for communal salvation. As a result, Catholics and Protestants mutually regarded each
other’s beliefs as heretical and dangerous. Religious violence during this period was thus
aimed at purging the community of corrupting beliefs for the sake of the common good.
In other words, private belief constantly impinged upon public life. * Theoretical efforts
to distinguish matters of the individual subject’s conscience and matters of the common

good thus did not hold up in practice.

4 Holt, 2.

49 See Barbara Diefendorf, “Rites of Repair: Restoring Community in the French Religious Wars,” Ritual
Violence.: Natalie Zemon Davis and Early Modern France, eds. Graeme Murdock, Penny Roberts, and
Andrew Spicer (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2012): 30-51.
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In the wake of the religious wars and in the aftermath of Henri IV’s assassination,
theories of absolutism worked to create a more impermeable separation between private
belief and public life. Following the religious wars, theories of resistance diminished as
theories of absolutism gained strength. Seventeenth-century treatises that attempted to
shore up the monarchy’s power by positioning the king as “the image of God on earth,”
took their cue from Jean Bodin’s Les six livres de la république (1580).>° Against the
theories of popular sovereignty that circulated in France during the sixteenth century,
Bodin maintained that the king received his authority directly from God. Given this
divine right, the king did not require the people to function as an intermediary between
him and God. Arguing that sovereignty could not be shared between entities, Bodin
insisted that the king held a power that existed independently from the people’s
approval.®!

By separating the people’s approval and the king’s authority, Bodin invalidated
the people’s ability to raise charges of tyranny. As we have seen, the charge of tyranny
was crucial to the articulation of resistance. Whereas good sovereigns could not be
legitimately opposed, resistance to tyranny was justified. Theoretically, if subjects could
not raise charges of tyranny then they could not legitimately resist. In Les six livres de la
république, Bodin argues that the category of tyranny had been misused to the point of
being meaningless. Providing descriptions of the theoretical differences between kings

and tyrants, he writes that “le roi se conforme aux lois de nature, et le tyran les foule aux

30 Ellen McClure discusses the importance of Bodin’s treatise to the subsequent theories of absolutism in
Sunspots and the Sun King, 27-35.
S McClure, 35.
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pieds. L’en entretient la pieté, la justice, et la foi; I’autre n’a ny Dieu, ny foi, ny loi.”>? He
goes on to explain, however, that because perceptions of piety, fidelity, justice, and
natural law varied wildly, the distinction between a king and a tyrant was impossible to
maintain. Glossing Bodin’s assertion, Ellen McClure remarks that during the Wars of
Religion, “almost anyone disagreeing with the king’s actions could accuse the king of
tyranny.”>* In other words, if expressing piety and upholding natural law was what
distinguished the king from the tyrant, and if there was no stable definition of either piety
or natural law, than any king could be a tyrant and any tyrant, a king. This prospect
seemed especially dangerous at a historical moment when tyrannicide was considered to
be a possible means of resistance. Bodin writes:
O qu’il y auroit de tyrans s’il estoit licite de les tuer; celuy qui tire trop de
subsides seroit tyran, comme le vulgaire I’entend: celuy qui command contre le
gré du people seroit tyran, ainsi qu’Aristote le definit és Politiques: celuy qui
auroit gardes pour la seurté de sa vie seroit tyran: celuy qui feroit mourir les
conjurés contre son estat seroit tyran. Et comment seroyent les bons Princes
asseurés de leur vie?>*

By raising the possibility that even “les bons Princes”” who merely take steps to assure

their own security could be labeled tyrants, Bodin suggests that the charge of tyranny is

essentially meaningless. If charges of tyranny question a monarch’s legitimacy, Bodin

questions the legitimacy of those who would make such charges by calling attention to

32 Quoted in McClure, 35.
33 McClure, 35.
34 Quoted in McClure, 35.
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the arbitrary nature of their claims. Given the inherent instability of public conceptions of
piety, and of perceptions of a monarch’s adherence to natural law, the king’s authority
cannot, for Bodin, depend upon the people’s approval, but is instead secured by a
sovereign power that is unitary, perpetual, and divinely legitimized.’> Uniquely privy to
God’s will, the king’s authority on earth is thus theoretically absolute.

Absolutist theories such as Bodin’s gained strength in the wake of the Wars of
Religion in ways that altered individual subjects’ relationship to the sovereign. Not only
did the category of tyranny lose its political force, but the rise of absolutism also helped
to create a centralized state, which was designed to limit the influence of private belief on
public life. Reinhart Koselleck writes that “The princely state, supported by the military
and the bureaucracy, developed a supra-religious, rationalistic field of action....”>® The
development of this “supra-religious, rationalistic field of action” effectively privatized
the religious beliefs of both the sovereign and his subjects.

If the monarch enjoyed a unique relationship to the divine, and thus stood as the
highest temporal authority, than his piety was not open for public debate.’” Similarly, the
question of the individual subject’s piety, as well as his or her liberty of conscience, was
removed from public debate in the aftermath of the religious wars. Liberty of conscience
remained the subject’s prerogative, but theories of absolutism, as well as the state

practices that these theories engendered, divorced subjective liberty from notions of the

35 McClure, 26-36.

36 Reinhart Koselleck, Critique and Crisis: Enlightenment and the Pathogenesis of Modern Society [1958]
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1988), 16.

37 Koselleck, Critique and Crisis, 20. See also, W.J. Stankiewicz, Politics and Religion in Seventeenth-
Century France: A Study of Political Ideas from the Monarchomachs to Bayle, as Reflected in the
Toleration Controversy (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1960), 136-61.
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common good. Whereas during the sixteenth century internal belief could spark external
resistance, the consolidation of the absolutist state during the seventeenth century
demanded a “clean break between the internal and the external.”® In order to navigate
this political landscape, Koselleck maintains, “A prudent man withdraws into the secret
chambers of his heart, where he remains his own judge, but external actions are to be
submitted to the ruler’s judgment and jurisdiction. The voice of conscience must never
emerge, outwardly it must be put to sleep.”’

By separating the internal beliefs from the external actions of both sovereigns and
subjects, absolutist theories and practices altered the ability of individual subjects to
claim legitimate resistance. The privatization of the sovereign’s piety deflated potential
charges of heresy. When subjects could not legitimately call the king a heretic, cries of
tyranny and calls for tyrannicide on behalf of the common good lost much of their
political amplitude. In addition, by confining the individual subject’s liberty of
conscience to the “secret chambers of his heart” absolutism cut its ties to notions of
popular sovereignty. As we have seen, the ties between the individual subject’s
conscience and popular sovereignty authorized the people as a whole to resist tyrannical
infringements upon subjective freedom. By some accounts, these ties also authorized
individual subjects to resist tyrannical threats to the common good. In cutting the ties

between subjective and collective justifications of opposition, however, absolutism

effectively dismantled the conceptual framework surrounding the droit de résistance.

>8 Koselleck, Critique and Crisis, 19.

%9 Koselleck, Critique and Crisis, 19. See also, Anna Maria Battista, “Morale “privée’ et utilitarisme
politique en France au XVII¢siécle,” In Le pouvoir de la raison d’Etat: Recherches Politiques, ed.
Christian Lazzeri and Dominique Reyni¢ (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1992), 191-230.
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This right, which allowed for a large measure of porosity between subjective and

collective claims, could no longer be legitimately marshaled.

Historical Rupture, Dramatic Continuity

In spite of absolutist theory’s hold on political discourse, tragedy sustains the
droit de résistance by maintaining the connections between individual liberty and
collective authority and by continuing to explore the political potential of these
connections. By continuing to explore the political potential of the droit de résistance
even after the rise of absolutism, tragedy complicates the division between theory and
action that has marked historical accounts of opposition in early modern France. Nannerl
Keohane articulates the commonly held position that during the seventeenth century there
was “no coherent theory of opposition.”®® She writes that “during the first half of the
seventeenth century, rebellion was common in France and theories of rebellion almost
unknown. Even during the Fronde, in the 1650s, little that deserves the name of theory
appeared to justify what was being done.”®! Whereas theories of resistance and resistant
action coexisted during the sixteenth century, it seems that during the seventeenth
century, resistant actions persisted, but the theories did not. Maintaining that tragedy
continues to explore the structural contours and possible permutations of the droit de

résistance, this dissertation suggests that the seventeenth century does indeed contain a

60 Nannerl Keohane, Philosophy and the State in France (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980), 20.
I cite Keohane in particular on this point because she marks the division between theories and acts of
resistance so strongly and clearly. See also, Jeffrey K. Sawyer, Printed Poison: Pamphlet Propaganda,
Faction Politics, and the Public Sphere in Seventeenth-Century France (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1990), 107-31.

61 Keohane, 20.
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theory of resistance, a theory that is elaborated through dramatic action. Put another way,
the dramas included in this study blur the line between action and theory. They are not
themselves instances of rebellion or forms of political protest. They are, however, sites
that continue to rehearse the droit de résistance. This is not to suggest a kind of continual
repetition of the same. Instead, much as a rehearsal for a performance is a kind of
exploration of what is possible under a given set of circumstances, tragedy’s rehearsal of
the droit de résistance explores this concept’s range and potential permutations.

In order to emphasize how dramas rehearse resistance theory, this dissertation
reads tragedy as a dramatic genre that exists “between poetry and performance,” to
borrow W.B. Worthen’s formulation.®> Worthen contests the idea that the dramatic text
serves as an inert document that provides a blueprint for performance, or which supplies
information to be performed.®® He maintains instead that dramatic writing is “writing for
use, an instrument.”* Understanding dramatic writing as an instrument allows us to
understand the text as material already infused with the constraints and possibilities of
performance. Worthen offers the example of stage directions as a way of understanding
what he calls the “agency of dramatic writing.”® In some dramatic traditions, stage
directions incorporate specific modes of action within the text. Worthen argues, however,
that the agency of dramatic writing can be understood much more broadly, asserting that
plays are “often responsive to the uses of performance in more searching ways [than

stage directions], attending to the various pressures of bodies and of space that will

2'W.B. Worthen, Drama: Between Poetry and Performance (Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2010), 1-34.
% Worthen, 1-34.

% Worthen, xviii.
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remake writing into doing.”*® By training our critical attention on the scene of theater,
Worthen explains, “We can gain access to drama’s ways of allegorizing the action it at
once encodes and enables to take place.”®” In other words, dramatic writing both
influences and is influenced by stage practices and other forms of embodiment. Neither
text nor performance exists as a primary artifact that the other must copy, transcribe or
reproduce. Instead, dramatic writing both captures and creates an organization of bodies.

The political tragedies examined in this dissertation “enable and encode” an
organization of bodies that evokes the droit de résistance. They feature characters who
articulate their opposition to tyranny on the basis of their liberty of conscience, their
subjective freedom, or their personal beliefs and sentiments. Some of these characters
also boast about personal strength whether physical or moral. All of the dramas suggest
that these characters’ subjective liberties and personal strengths are endorsed or bolstered
by the political force of a collective. In some cases, the collective takes the form of a
staged chorus. In others, the collective is a people, or peuple, which while not staged,
nonetheless impinges upon the dramatic action. Some dramas feature multiple choruses,
or a staged chorus and an unseen people. Although the specific dynamic of each tragedy
varies, they all explore how the collective shapes the individual character’s constitution
as a political subject by exerting forms of physical or affective influence. Furthermore,
these tragedies also demonstrate how the collective’s political potential is mediated

through the speech and actions of staged characters.

% Worthen, xv.
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Chapter One provides a model for reading early modern dramas as sites that
rehearse the droit de résistance. The chapter first situates this ongoing rehearsal as part of
tragedy’s broader engagement with the religious wars and their aftermath. I then
undertake a longer examination of two dramas: Garnier’s Cornélie (1574) and Corneille’s
La Mort de Pompée (1644). Both center on Cornélie’s grief for her slain husband, the
Roman general Pompée who had shared power with César before becoming César’s rival.
Emphasizing the specificity of their shared heroine’s objections to César’s tyranny, the
dramas also bring into relief how her specific claims are bolstered by the communal
complaints of the Roman people. Likewise, both dramas situate Pompée’s legacy and his
physical remains as the common ground on which Cornélie and the Roman people base
their claims. Garnier’s drama is contemporaneous with the debate about resistance theory
that took place during the Wars of Religion. In contrast, Corneille’s drama is composed,
performed, and published long after this concept seems to have disappeared from
political thought. Examining these dramas together allows us to see how tragedy sustains
the droit de résistance despite its apparent disappearance, as well as how tragedy’s
rehearsal of this right changes over time.

Chapters Two, Three, and Four build upon the model of reading established in the
first chapter, examining other dramas in which subjective claims are complicated and
strengthened by collective attachments. Chapter Two focuses on two early modern
versions of Antigone, the first by Garnier (1580) and the second by Jean de Rotrou
(1639). Much like the heroine of Cornélie and La Mort de Pompée, Antigone articulates

an opposition to tyranny that is based in her specific attachment to a slain family member.



33
Whereas Cornélie resists César’s authority following the death of her husband, Antigone
resists Créon’s after the death of her brother. Although the integrity of Cornélie’s
opposition is never questioned, Antigone’s troubled legacy and excessive attachment to
her brother call her virtue into question and raise doubts about the legitimacy of her
contentions. In both dramas, the interventions of staged choruses and the unseen Theban
people ratify the heroine’s claims. These versions of Antigone thus illustrate how some
assertions of subjective virtue require collective corroboration.

Chapter Three argues that two dramas by Corneille stage a similar requirement,
nuancing conceptions of the Cornelian hero as supremely self-sufficient. Nicomede
(1651) and Suréna (1674) feature heroes who project an immense amount of individual
prowess. Nicomede and Suréna do not only win wars for their respective sovereigns, but
they appear as masters of their own will. Each hero’s resistance seems to derive from his
unique capacity for self-control and extraordinary inner strength. However, the dramas
complicate this portrait by demonstrating that the hero’s self-sufficiency depends upon
the attention and admiration of others. Nicomede and Suréna suggest that heroism does
not result from one extraordinary subject’s action, but instead emerges through collective
contestation. By emphasizing the collective constitution of heroism, this chapter
underscores how the droit de résistance persists, even as a cultural paradigm that favors
individual liberty and fortitude seems to have left it behind.

Chapter Four examines how the structure of the droit de résistance similarly
alters our perception of the figure of the savior in Jean Racine’s biblical tragedies. Esther

(1689) and Athalie (1691) feature characters who are positioned to secure the future of
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their people through the revelation of their true identities. Both tragedies figure the
savior’s exceptional purity and innocence as potent weapons against an oppressive
sovereign. Once openly acknowledged, however, the savior’s purity and innocence risk
corruption by forces that exceed him or her, from troubling familial legacies to the
seductive pull of popular approval. The public exposure of the savior’s virtue thus
threatens to corrupt it. The interplay of private virtue and public corruption in these
tragedies demonstrates that the flow of influence between savior and people is
multidirectional. One does not merely secure the other’s safety and salvation. Instead,
these entities influence each other in ways that make it difficult to locate stable
boundaries between them.

By highlighting how sixteenth- and seventeenth-century tragedy positions the
strength and power of individual characters as attributes that are secured through ties to
other characters and collectives, Tragedy and the Ethics of Resistance Rights also seeks
to intervene in contemporary debates about the modern individual’s rights and capacities.
Scholars have long located the origins of the modern individual in seventeenth-century
philosophy and literature.®® Furthermore, seventeenth-century tragedy has been
positioned as a cultural site that helps to construct the modern individual as a subject who
is free from attachment and who exercises sovereignty over him or herself.> What this

dissertation argues, however, is that in several moments when the modern individual

%8 See, for example, Dalia Judovitz, Subjectivity and Representation in Descartes: The Origins of
Modernity (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988).

% See, for example, Héléne Merlin-Kajman, L absolutisme dans les lettres et la théorie des deux corps:
Passions et politique (Paris: Honoré Champion, 2000). I will discuss Merlin-Kajman’s argument in more
detail in Chapter Three.
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seems to emerge within tragedy, he or she is neither autonomous nor detached, but
instead remains co-implicated in networks of action and influence. In addition to arguing
that dramas by Garnier, Rotrou, Corneille, and Racine provide a literary afterlife for the
droit de résistance, 1 also highlight the ways in which these early modern dramas help to

nuance modern and contemporary notions of autonomy and relationality.
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Chapter One: Singular Grief, Shared Lament, and the Steadfast Mourner

Sixteenth-century theories of resistance were not general calls for revolt and
rebellion. Instead, these theories attempted to circumscribe the specific conditions
necessary for opposition to be legitimate. Some of these conditions had to do with the
nature of the sovereign and the manner in which he exercised his power. If a king ruled
justly, fairly, and out of concern for the common good, than resistance against him was
considered illegitimate. To act against such a king would have been to commit an act of
sedition. However, if a king ruled unjustly, or for personal gain, legitimate resistance was
possible. Of course, the determination of whether a king acted justly or tyrannically was
often a matter of perspective. A king who perceived himself to act on behalf of the
common good may have appeared to some of his subjects as a tyrant in pursuit of his own
benefit. Likewise, subjects who accused the king of tyranny in order to justify their
opposition were often perceived as seditious by their king and his supporters. As a result,
claims of legitimate resistance against a tyrant were open to interpretation and
contestation.

In addition to raising questions about what kind of sovereign could justly be
opposed, sixteenth-century resistance theories also attempted to define the kind of subject
who was authorized to mount this opposition. As we have seen, notions of popular
sovereignty endowed the people as whole, corporate body with the power to remove a
tyrant from the throne. This collective power, however, had to be exercised by
intermediaries who could organize and lead the people’s resistance. Huguenot treatises,

such as the Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos state that these intermediaries had to be public
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officials, such as lower magistrates. The Vindiciae also accepts that on rare occasions the
intermediary could be an “extraordinary liberator” who does not occupy a public office,
but delivers a people from tyranny as a solitary agent of divine will. These Huguenot
theories maintained that intermediaries acted in the service of the people, rather than as
private individuals. In contrast, Catholic interpretations of resistance theory suggested
that a private individual could act as an intermediary and resist a tyrant directly if this
individual felt that the tyrant’s beliefs and actions threatened the community’s salvation.
Theories from both sides of the confessional divide thus positioned the intermediary as a
point of contact between individual and collective justifications for resistance.

Early modern tragedy participated in the debate about legitimate resistance by
exploring the forms that the intermediary might take and by examining how this figure
joins together notions of subjective freedom and collective authority. Rather than adopt
either the Huguenot or the Catholic conceptions of the intermediary, tragedy instead
played on ambiguities raised by the theoretical disputes about this figure. Reflecting on
who might serve as an intermediary, many dramas consider the ways in which these
figures speak and act on the people’s behalf. Furthermore, these drama situate their
intermediaries within networks of action and influence, bringing into relief how these
figures relate to other characters and collectives. Attending to how tragedy “enables and
encodes” (to borrow Worthen’s formulation once more) the patterns of interaction that
attach intermediaries to other entities allows us to better understand how the figure of the
intermediary serves as a site on which claims to the droit de résistance are negotiated and

rendered legitimate.
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Robert Garnier’s Cornélie (1574) and Pierre Corneille’s La Mort de Pompée

(1644) model how tragedy explores the role of the intermediary by delving into instances
of opposition to Julius Cesar during Rome’s civil wars. These wars were widely cited in
sixteenth-century debates about tyranny and resistance. The Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos,
for example, bestows high praise on the Romans who opposed Cesar. In its third
quaestio, the Vindiciae draws a sharp contrast between this case of Roman opposition and
the actions of the Bible’s King Zedekiah, who attempted to oppose Nebuchadnezzar.”®
Although it casts both Nebuchadnezzar and Cesar as tyrants, the Vindiciae argues that
resistance to the Babylonian king was illegitimate, but that resistance to the Roman
emperor was justified. In order to explain the difference between these two cases, the
treatise appeals to the notion of prior consent, stating that “King Zedekiah was
condemned and punished together with the whole people, who, after formally rendering
fealty, defected from Nebuchadnezzar, although unprovoked by any wrong.”’! Once a
tyrant’s terms have been accepted, the treatise argues, resistance to tyranny is no longer
just. The Vindiciae then turns its attention to the actions of the Roman leaders who

immediately opposed Julius Cesar’s tyrannical quest for power:

70 Throughout the dissertation, I use English spelling conventions when discussing characters or figures as
they appear in English editions of texts. I use French conventions when referring to characters of French
dramas.

" Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, 152. Zedekiah had been appointed King of Judah by Nebuchadnezzar and
had not initially objected to the Babylonian king’s idolatrous ways. Eventually, however, Zedekiah
attempted to flee Nebuchadnezzar’s rule and to save the Jewish people from pagan idolatry. Garnier’s
tragedy Les Juives focuses on the aftermath of Sédécie’s (Zedekiah’s) attempt to lead his people out of
Jerusalem and away from Nabuchodonosor’s (Nebuchadnezzar’s) rule. After capturing the King of Judah
and his followers, Nabuchodonosor has Sédécie’s children killed and Sédécie blinded. In his preface,
Garnier relates the fate of the Jewish people in the drama to the horrors of the France’s religious wars. He
writes, “Or vous ay-je representé les souspirables calamitez d’un peuple, qui a comme nous abandonné son
Dieu,” Les Juives, 10.
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Thus Pompey, Cato, Cicero, and others, performed the office of good citizens by
snatching up weapons against Cesar when he was overturning the commonwealth;
and there can be no excuse for those whose inactivity meant that these efforts
resulted in no happy conclusion at all.”?
Although Cesar succeeded in seizing Rome for himself, opposition to his tyranny
continued, with others eventually leading the charge against him. The Vindiciae goes on
to state that “Brutus, Cassius, Casca, and others, who killed Cesar while the affair was
still raging, could not be charged [with sedition].””® By contrasting the respective
campaigns against Cesar and Nebuchadnezzar, the Vindiciae emphasizes that resistance to
tyranny must be sustained in order to remain legitimate.

In these passages, the Vindiciae focuses on the taking up of arms as the primary
means of sustaining opposition. Pompey and the other Roman leaders raised armies
against Cesar, or as in Cicero’s case, they explicitly called for armed resistance. Through
their brave and bold actions, these leaders serve as exemplars of the kind intermediaries
required by Huguenot resistance theory. When Cesar’s tyranny threatened the liberty of
all Romans, these generals and politicians organized resistance by drawing on their role
as public figures. It was thus not only their resolute fortitude, but also their public
positions, which made their campaign legitimate. Garnier’s Cornélie and Corneille’s La
Mort de Pompée add another figure to the Vindiciae’s list of intermediaries: Pompée’s

steadfast widow, Cornélie. Insisting on her interminable grief over the loss of Pompée,

2 Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, 152.
3 Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, 153.
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Cornélie refuses to end her mourning and recognize César’s rule. Much like the valiant
leaders cited by the Vindiciae, Cornélie sustains opposition to César. Unlike these
leaders, however, she mounts her resistance through grief rather than arms. Focusing on
Cornélie’s interminable grief, these early modern dramas echo the Vindiciae’s
prescription that resistance must be sustained, while imagining a form of sustained
resistance not considered by the treatise itself.

As we have seen, in the Vindiciae, it is a public position that authorizes
intermediaries to resist. In Cornélie and La Mort de Pompée, however, it is Cornélie’s
physical and affective attachments that condition and legitimate her opposition.
Throughout Garnier’s drama, Cornélie deplores César’s actions and maintains that
however much the tyrant’s power grows in Rome, it will never overtake her heart.
Corneille’s La Mort de Pompée offers a similar portrait of the great general’s widow.
This tragedy drama centers on César’s efforts to use Pompée’s death as a means of
gaining more influence in Egypt. Cornélie, however, opposes these efforts by situating
herself as a successor to Pompée’s glory. Both dramas focus on Cornélie’s heart as a
legitimate locus of resistance. Her heart connects her to Pompée and this connection
drives her ongoing opposition. Furthermore, in both dramas, Cornélie’s connection to
Pompée ultimately binds her claims to the general laments of the Roman people. The
dramas thus position Cornélie as a site where individual and collective claims meet. In
other words, her role as an intermediary is secured through her attachments to Pompée

and the people.
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By positioning Cornélie as an intermediary, these dramas indicate how early
modern tragedy began to rehearse the droit de résistance during the religious wars and
continued this rehearsal well into the seventeenth century. Garnier’s Cornélie was first
published in 1574, at a time when resistance theories were widely advanced and
contested. In contrast, La Mort de Pompée was first performed during the 1642-43 season
and published in 1644, at a time when absolutism dominated political discourse. The
resonances between the dramas suggest how the droit de résistance survives, even after
the rise of absolutism seems to have made resistance theory obsolete in seventeenth-
century political thought. This is not to suggest that there are no differences between
these two dramas, or that their rehearsal of the droit de résistance is without variation. On
the contrary, Cornélie and La Mort de Pompée at times differ significantly, particularly
when it comes to their respective figuration of the Roman people. In Garnier’s drama, a
chorus of Roman women represents the people and join its collective laments to
Cornélie’s claims. In contrast, Corneille’s drama does not feature a chorus. La Mort de
Pompée’s Cornélie instead invokes the Roman people’s strength, incorporating them into
the drama’s action. In this later tragedy, the heroine stands in for the unseen people,
asserting their collective authority.

The relationship between Cornélie and La Mort de Pompée brings into relief how
the droit de résistance survives not only the rise of absolutism, but also the evolution of
tragedy as a genre. In many ways, both dramas adhere to the dominant poetic conventions
of their historical moments. Whereas Garnier’s drama can be read as a humanist tragedy,

characteristic of the sixteenth century, Corneille’s drama can be understood as a
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“classical,” “neoclassical,” or “regular” tragedy, typical of the seventeenth.”* The
appearance of a chorus in Cornélie, for example, is consistent with the tradition of its
time.”® Likewise, the lack of a chorus in La Mort de Pompée is unsurprising, given that
these collective entities were relatively rare on the seventeenth-century stage.’® The two
dramas are also typical of their times in other ways. Cornélie, like many sixteenth-
century tragedies, contains several long monologues and choral odes. There is relatively
little dramatic action.”’ Instead, the characters and chorus exchange speeches and tirades
about the condition of Rome since César took power. In contrast, La Mort de Pompée
features fewer monologues and more dialogue between characters. This later drama also
clearly complies with the neoclassical unities of time, place, and action.”® Furthermore, in

Corneille’s tragedy, as in many neoclassical tragedies, the denouement seems to favor the

"4 Whereas the term “classical” is often used by scholars to discuss dramas by Corneille and Racine, John
Lyons explains in Kingdom of Disorder that the term “classical” is anachronistic. He writes, “Seventeenth-
century French culture did not use the term classicism to describe the contemporary changes in literature
and the arts. Instead, critics and theorists used the term régulier to indicate the change that occurred in the
theater at the time of Corneille” (1). Lyons goes on to argue that the notion of regularity was less stable
than has previously been suggested. He explains that the so-called rules of seventeenth-century tragedy,
which include unities of time, place, and action, as well as standards of decorum and verisimilitude, were
not really fixed aesthetic prescriptions, but were instead contested preoccupations and cultural concerns,
Kingdom of Disorder: The Theory of Tragedy in Classical France (West Lafayette: Purdue University
Press, 1992), 1-42.

75> Indeed, many humanist tragedies feature multiple choruses. For example, in Garnier’s Antigone (1580),
which I will discuss in Chapter Two, there are three different choruses who comment on and participate in
the drama’s action. On the role of choruses in sixteenth-century tragedy, see Gillian Jondorf, French
Renaissance Tragedy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press), 65-86.

76 Jean Racine’s biblical tragedies, Esther (1689) and Athalie (1691), which I will examine in Chapter Four,
both include choruses and are notable exceptions to the trend away from staged

77 Madeleine Lazard, Le thédtre en France au XVI¢ siécle (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1980),
99-117.

8 Corneille argues that La Mort de Pompée respects these three unities in his retrospective “Examen,”
which was published in 1660 as part of his complete theatrical works to that date. This edition also included
Corneille’s three essays on dramatic theory, namely the Discours de [ utilité et des parties du poeme
dramatique, the Discours de la tragédie, and the Discours des trois unités. For a longer discussion of the
role of the unities in Corneille’s theater and in seventeenth-century dramatic theory more broadly, see
Lyons, Kingdom of Disorder, 141-202.
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consolidation of sovereign power.”® At the end of La Mort de Pompée, which takes place
in Egypt, César orchestrates a funeral for Pompée and installs Cléopatre on the Egyptian
throne, resolving the political crisis that drives the drama’s plot. Garnier’s tragedy
imagines no such denouement. Instead, the political crisis announced at the beginning of
Cornélie remains unchanged at the drama’s end. César is still a tyrant and Rome
continues to resist. Each drama’s end thus seems to fit the political climate of its time,
with the difference between them marking how notions of popular sovereignty seemed to
give way to more absolutist conceptions of monarchical rule.

However, reading Cornélie and La Mort de Pompée together underscores how the
genre of tragedy retained a set of oppositional concerns, even as its compositional and
stage practices shifted and even as it became more closely associated with forms of
monarchical authority. In other words, the political concerns of sixteenth-century
tragedies informed those of their seventeenth-century counterparts. Gillian Jondorf has
argued that foregrounding the influence of sixteenth-century tragedies on later dramas
allows us to appreciate the continuities between the two periods without reinforcing a
long-standing teleology. Renaissance dramas, she explains, have often been understood
as “irregular” precursors that eventually gave way to glorious expressions of classicism.
Rather than judge sixteenth-century tragedies by how they hold up to standards that were

put in place during a later period, Jondorf maintains that we should instead explore how

7 On the idea that the political crises of many classical tragedies are resolved through the reassertion of
monarchical order, see Christian Biet, “Résistance et tragédie classique. Dire 1’ordre et le désordre.” Le
Droit de Résistance, XII°-XX° siecle, ed. Jean-Claude Zancarini (Fontenay Saint-Cloud: ENS Editions,
2000): 153-72
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seventeenth-century tragedies take up the questions, considerations, and formal elements
of the sixteenth century.

Taking Jondorf’s methodological suggestion, this chapter examines La Mort de
Pompée as a kind of successor to Cornélie, while acknowledging the differences between
them. In addition to sharing a cast of characters (at least partially), the two tragedies draw
from some of the same sources, including Lucan’s Pharsalia. Corneille also borrows
from Garnier’s drama, particularly in scenes that center on Cornélie’s grief.®* As we will
see, La Mort de Pompée takes up and transforms the earlier drama’s figuration of
Cornélie as an intermediary. Situating Corneille’s drama as a successor to Garnier’s calls
attention to how seventeenth-century tragedy remained concerned with the possibility of
legitimate resistance. Before examining Cornélie and La Mort de Pompée in more detail,
it is first necessary situate these dramas within tragedy’s broader engagement with the
religious wars. Tragedy’s abiding concern with the droit de résistance allowed the genre
to continue the work of commemoration and remembrance that it began during these

conflicts.

Staging the Civil Wars
The history of French tragedy is deeply intertwined with the sixteenth-century
religious wars. Vernacular tragedy emerged in France during the 1530s and 1540s, when

dramas by Euripides, Seneca, and Sophocles began to be translated into French along

80 John E. Matzke, “The Sources of Corneille’s Tragedy La Mort de Pompée,” MLN 15.5 (1900): 149-51.
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with editions of Aristotle’s Poetics.®! Translations of ancient models led to original
compositions, which often reworked Greek and Roman subjects and sources. During this
period, rhetoricians asserted that this ancient genre was particularly well suited for the
moral character of France itself.®> Greek and Roman tragedies communicated the
grandeur of these ancient civilizations. Translating, adapting, and reconfiguring these
works was in part a means of claiming the ancients’ past for France’s present. Greek and
Roman tragedy also warns of civil war as a threat to grandeur, chronicling how it
devastates populations and engenders crises of authority. For French dramatists, tragedy
offered an ideal poetic space from which to lament their own nation’s condition of civil
war and call attention to its disastrous consequences.® The dramatist Jean de la Taille, for
example, draws strong connections between the internecine conflicts of antiquity and the
bloody clashes that were ravaging France in his De [’art de la tragédie (1572), arguing
that the genre of tragedy effectively depicted the “horrible disasters once brought upon
France by our civil wars.””*

Several dramatists and dramatic theorists echoed de la Taille’s sentiment,
including Robert Garnier. In many of his prefaces and other paratextual materials,
Garnier points out that the content of his tragedies, which often took up scenes of civil

war and conflict, seemed to match contemporary events in France. In the dedicatory

preface to La Troade (1579), for example, Garnier begs pardon for presenting his

81 Lazard, 93-7. See also Timothy Reiss, “1553, March: The Origin and Development of French Tragedy,”
A New History of French Literature, ed. Denis Hollier (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989), 207.
82 Reiss, 207.

8 Andrea Frisch, “French Tragedy and the Civil Wars,” MLQ 67.3 (2006): 287-98.

8 Quoted in Reiss, 208.
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audience with such a grim, “poéme,” noting that it depicts “les malheurs lamentables des
princes, avec les saccagements des peuples.”> He goes on to state, however, that these
“malheurs lamentables des princes” and “saccagements des peuples” should offer his
audience a measure of consolation, given their similarity to the events still ravaging
France. He writes, “les passions de tels sujets nous sont déja si ordinaires que les
exemples anciens nous devront dorénavant server de consolation en nos particuliers et
domestiques encombres.” 3¢ Marc Bizer suggests that the representation of civil conflict
in Troy would have provided some consolation for Garnier’s readers and spectators
because this ancient conflict eventually gave way to grandeur. He explains:

The reference to the destruction of Troy clearly implies a very grave situation in
France. However, the point of the example is that the destruction of Troy was not
definitive, but rather foreshadowed a far greater glory than that of the Greeks, one
that eventually triumphed over Rome by culminating in a flourishing French
monarchy.®’
In other words, depicting the past violence of Troy’s civil war allowed Garnier to lament
the violence of France’s present, as well as to hold out the promise of France’s future
glory. In the preface to Cornélie, Garnier makes a similar comparison between his

country’s civil wars and those of ancient Rome, writing that this “poéme,” is “trop propre

85 Robert Garnier, “A Révérend Pére en Dieu M. Regnaud de Beaune...,” La Troade (Paris: Robert
Etienne, 1579), n.pag.. My modernization. Also quoted in Marc Bizer, “Garnier’s La Troade between
Homeric Fiction and French History: The Question of Moral Authority,” Romance Notes 46.3 (2006): 331.
8 Garnier, “ A Révérend Pére en Dieu M. Regnaud de Beaune...,” n.pag..

87 Bizer, 332.
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aux malheurs de notre siécle.”®® Margaret McGowan notes that for Garnier, Rome’s
example is both celebratory and cautionary. Like Rome, France is understood to be a site
of greatness and glory. However, civil strife threatens to destroy France’s glory, much as
civil conflict once threatened Rome.?” In Garnier’s theater, the ancient concerns of Rome
and Troy are thus directly related to France’s current problems.

If the conflicts of ancient tragedy were seen as particularly well suited to
sixteenth-century France, then the conflicts of sixteenth-century France were likewise
seen as fitting subjects for the genre of tragedy. Several tragedies commemorate specific
events that took place during the religious wars. For example, Frangois Chantelouve’s
Tragédie de Coligny (1575) and Pierre de Mathieu’s La Guisade (1589) respectively
depict the assassinations of a Protestant admiral and a Catholic duke. The dramatization
of these incidents highlights the perceived correspondence between historical event and
literary expression during this period. In sixteenth-century lexicon the word “fragédie”
can refer either to an actual event or to a theatrical representation.”® Andrea Frisch points
out that playwrights and historians often established a correlation between these two
meanings, describing the tragic events occurring throughout France as worthy of being
represented in tragic dramas. Pierre de Matthieu, for example, writes in his Histoire des
derniers troubles de France (1594) that “des sanglantes tragédies, des monstrueuses

rebellions, des meurdres, des assassinats...la France doit estre le Theatre ou 1’on

88 Robert Garnier, “A Monseigneur de Rambouillet...,” Cornélie (Paris: Robert Etienne, 1574), 3 verso. All
citations of Cornélie are from this edition. Modernizations are my own.

% Margaret McGowan, “The Presence of Rome in Some Plays by Robert Garnier,” Myth and its Making in
the French Theater, eds. E. Freeman, H. Mason, M. O’Regan, and S.W. Taylor (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1988): 12-29.

% Frisch, 289-91.
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representera des spectacles effroyables.”! Figuring France itself as a theatrical space, De
Matthieu’s formulation reinforces the idea that the spectacular instances of violence and
unrest that were plaguing the nation were appropriate for the tragic stage.

Representing contemporary events and ancient clashes, sixteenth-century tragedy
offered a literary space through which to raise questions about the causes and
consequences of civil strife. Dramas of this period adopted a range of aesthetic
approaches when addressing the political uncertainty and widespread violence associated
with the civil war. Humanist tragedy tended to focus on lamentation and on the aftermath
of violence not directly viewed on stage.’> Christian Biet has identified a contrasting
theatrical tradition, a “théatre de la cruauté,” or “théatre macabre,” which was more
explicitly violent and bloody. He writes, “Contrairement a la tragédie humaniste, la mort
n’est plus dans ce théatre une substance secréte, un événement silencieux et invisible,
mais un arrachement a la vie, une ‘mort théatrale’, ¢’est-a dire pour les spectateurs
d’alors une ‘mort vivante.””* Despite their aesthetic differences, this “théatre de la
cruauté” and humanist tragedy both brought the violence and devastation of the religious
wars into sharp relief.

By underscoring this widespread violence and devastation, tragedy
commemorated the ongoing conflicts. Some dramas, as we have seen, memorialized

specific events, such as an assassination. Others more broadly observed the problems

°! Quoted in Frisch, 290.

%2 Christian Biet, “Introduction,” Thédtre de la cruauté et récits sanglants en France (XVI--XVII siécle),
ed. Christian Biet (Paris: Robert Laffont, 2006): xxvii. On the role of lamentation and the production of
pathos in Garnier’s theater, see Florence Dobby-Poirson, Le Pathétique dans le thédtre de Robert Garnier
(Paris: Honoré Champion, 2006).

93 Biet, “Introduction,” xxvii.
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driving the conflicts, raising issues of tyrannical excess and the interpretation of divine

will. Although they adopted several different approaches to the religious wars, sixteenth-

century dramas thus participated in a shared work of remembrance. When Henri IV

promulgated the Edit de Nantes in 1598, however, he decreed that the wars could no

longer be remembered. The conflicts had to be forgotten in order for the peace to be

maintained. The edict’s first two articles outline this mandate to forget:

L

IL

Premi¢rement, que la mémoire de toutes choses passées d’une part et
d’autre, depuis le commencement du mois de mars 1585 jusqu’a notre
aveénement a la couronne et durant les autres troubles précédents et a leur
occasion, demeurera éteinte et assoupie, comme de chose non advenue. Et
ne sera loisible ni permis a nos procureurs généraux, ni autres personnes
quelconques, publiques ni privées, en quelque temps, ni pour quelque
occasion que ce soit, en faire mention, proces ou poursuite en aucunes

cours ou juridictions que ce soit.

Défendons a tous nos sujets, de quelque état et qualité qu’ils soient d’en
renouveler la mémoire, s’attaquer, ressentir, injurier, ni provoquer 1’un
I’autre par reproche de ce qui s’est passé€, pour quelque cause et prétexte
que ce soit, en disputer, contester, quereller ni s’outrager ou s’offenser de

fait ou de parole, mais se contenir et vivre paisiblement ensemble comme
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fréres, amis et concitoyens, sur peine aux contrevenants d’étre punis
comme infracteurs de paix et perturbateurs du repos public.’*

The edict declares that instead of being seen as occasions for remembrance and
reflection, these events should be treated as “chose[s] non advenue[s].”® The edict thus
seems to announce an end to the work of commemoration performed by political
tragedies during the sixteenth century.

Despite the edict’s definitive tone, however, tragedy remained a cultural site
where the conflicts were commemorated and explored. Biet points out that tragedy
continued to lament the social and political problems raised by the civil wars and notes
that the genre also continued to represent specific acts of violence associated with these
conflicts. He writes that “malgré I’interdiction [de 1’Edit], la littérature et le théatre ne
renoncent pas a figurer les événements tragiques a peine passées et, lorsqu’ils vont dans
le sens de la politique royale, ils ne sont ni interdits de publication ni interdits de
représentation.””® There was thus a considerable gap between the edict’s language and its
effects. However, it is important to note that although French tragedy continued the work
of remembrance it began in sixteenth century, many of its poetic structures and stage
practices shifted over time, though often in subtle ways.

This subtle evolution can be seen, for example, in tragedy’s presentation of

historical assassinations. In the decades following the Edit de Nantes, tragedy continued

%+ Quoted in Biet, “Introduction,” xxxvii.

9 Frisch points out that the Edit de Nantes’ language echoes that of earlier édits de pacification that were
promulgated during the sixteenth-century religious wars. She also notes that “the call to obliterate
memories of France’s tragic history appears in every subsequent edict of pacification...[making] its final
appearance in Louis XIV’s preamble to the Edict of Fontainbleau, which revoked that of Nantes” (299).
% Biet, “Introduction,” xxxviii.
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to raise questions about regicide—or tyrannicide—as a means of resistance, but these
questions had to be approached with care. Biet examines how two dramas published in
the aftermath of the religious wars take up instances of regicide. Jacques de Fonteny’s
Cléophon: Tragédie conforme et semblable a celles que la France a vues durant les
Guerres Civiles, which was published in 1600 and likely performed during the same year,
depicts the 1589 assassination of Henri III. Claude Billard’s Tragédie sur la mort du roi
Henri le Grand, which was most likely performed in 1610 and published in 1612,
represents the assassination of Henri IV. Biet explains that the two tragedies employ
different compositional strategies and stage practices to address these politically fraught
events. Fonteny’s tragedy stages the king’s assassination, but Hellenizes all of the
characters’ names and other references. Offering a drame a clef, instead of staging
characters who carry the names of Henri III or of his assassin, Jacques Clément, the
tragedy places some distance between itself and the historical king’s death.”’ In contrast,
Billard assigns the characters in his tragedy historical names, directly representing Henri
IV, Marie de Medici, the dauphin, and officers of the court. Although members of the
royal family and their entourage are explicitly named as characters, Billard’s drama does
not stage the king’s assassination. As Biet notes, “Cette acmé de la tragédie est cependant
reléguée hors scéne et le spectateur, transporté dans une salle du Louvre, apprend le
régicide en méme temps que la reine, par la rumeur venue de I’extérieur du palais.””
Both dramas explore the causes and consequences of these historical events without

directly representing the deaths of Henri III or Henri IV.

97 Christian Biet, “Notice a Cléophon,” 880-90.
9 Christian Biet, “Notice a la Tragédie sur la mort du roi Henri le Grand,” 945.
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By placing some distance between historical and staged events, Fonteny’s
Cléophon and Billard’s Tragédie sur la mort du roi Henri le Grand participate in a
broader shift within the genre of tragedy toward less spectacular, more sublimated forms
of violence. As Biet (and others) have shown, during the seventeenth century, acts of
violence were more often reported than directly staged.” In this respect, seventeenth-
century tragedies, such as those by Corneille and Racine, tended to draw upon the
humanist tradition, which focused on the lamentation of unseen or off-staged violence
and set dramatic action in an ancient past. Andrea Frisch argues, however, that unlike in
humanist tragedies, the connection between the ancient past and French history in
seventeenth-century tragedies tended to be more abstract. Frisch describes this shift in
terms of the spectators’ implication in the dramatic action. When viewing sixteenth-
century dramas, the spectator was encouraged to identify either with a particular
character, or with the general situation depicted on stage. As noted, for example, in
Garnier’s theater the lamentation of civil strife in Troy and Rome was thought to pertain
directly to contemporary events in France. In contrast, Frisch maintains that “Corneille
and his contemporaries [including Racine] make no claim that the tragedies played out in
the theater have a special connection to French history: consequently, the historicity of
the French public that watches them remains unacknowledged.”!?’ Dramatic theory of the
seventeenth century, Frisch argues, posited a spectatorial public that was “less and less

implicated in the drama onstage.”'%! In other words, staged conflict was less likely to

% Biet, “Introduction,” v-xlvii. See also Frisch, “French Tragedy and the Civil Wars.”
100 Frisch, 308.
101 Frisch, 309.
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reflect directly on the sixteenth-century religious wars or the civil conflicts that continued
in the seventeenth century.

With more distance placed between staged conflict and the events of France’s
recent past and present, the primary role of tragedy seems to have shifted from away from
commemoration toward the production of “aesthetic enjoyment.”!??> During the
seventeenth century, tragedy was increasingly understood as a genre that should please its
spectators and offer them moral instruction. During the sixteenth century commemoration
was not necessarily thought to prevent pleasure and instruction—although these goals
were often in tension. Seventeenth-century dramatic theory, however, insisted that
commemoration was antithetical to enjoyment and edification.!?® Dramatists and
theoreticians maintained that a close proximity between real and staged events would
cause spectators pain. Spectators in pain, they contended, were less likely to experience
pleasure or receive moral instruction.!® In light of this widely held theoretical
supposition, the religious wars—and the civil strife that marked their aftermath—had to
be suppressed in order for drama to achieve its prescribed aims. Frisch argues that
dramatic theory shifted in part as a result of the mandate to forget the religious wars that

was expressed in documents such as the Edit de Nantes and that pervaded seventeenth-

102 Frisch 304.

103 Frisch notes, for example, that Jean de la Taille negotiates a “commitment to [tragedy’s] contemporary
relevance” with a concern about making spectators too sorrowful in his 1572 De [’art de la tragédie (303).
Although he emphasizes tragedy’s bearing on his contemporary moment, de la Taille also states that it is
better to “descrire le Malheur d’autruy que le nostre” (Quoted in Frisch 303). No such negotiation is needed
for a seventeenth-century theorist such as René Rapin, who does not share de la Taille’s “commitment to
contemporary relevance.” Rapin suggests instead that tragedy’s ability to elicit pleasure is predicated on its
ability to evoke universal, rather than historically specific, situations and sentiments. Frisch explains,
“Rapin’s tragic pleasure is born of the absolute elision of questions of personal, social, and historical
identity...he makes no mention of an explicitly French audience and a particular historical subject” (309).
104 Frisch, 304.
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century culture and political thought. Although the Edit de Nantes did not directly banish
the religious wars from drama, Frisch suggests that the edict contributed to a general
climate of amnesia, a climate in which seventeenth-century drama participated.'%

Tragedy’s commemorative work would thus seem to have ended as the repeated
injunctions to forget the religious wars eventually took hold. As noted, however, tragedy
continued to raise many of the political questions at the heart of the religious wars, such
as: What are the marks of tyranny? Who may resist a tyrant? What are the acceptable
modes of opposition? Furthermore, many seventeenth-century dramas positioned
characters and collectives in ways that tested the limits and possibilities of resistance
theory, picking up and extending the considerations raised by sixteenth-century dramas.
Together, Cornélie and La Mort de Pompée demonstrate how tragedy remained a site of
commemoration and remembrance. By situating Cornélie as a figure who refuses to end
her opposition and set aside her grief these dramas refuse to set aside the political

possibilities advanced during the civil wars.

Cornélie’s Grief, Rome’s Lament

Cornélie opens on the city of Rome in crisis. While previously content to share
power, César has since conspired against his allies and subjected the Roman people to his
tyrannical rule. Potential rivals to César’s authority have either been killed or have been
driven out of the city. Beginning in such a state, much of Garnier’s drama centers on the

consequences of César’s tyranny for city’s inhabitants, as well as for Cornélie. Like many

105 Frisch, 298-304.
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sixteenth-century tragedies, Garnier’s Cornélie features several long monologues. The
first two acts consist primarily of monologues by Ciceron and Cornélie respectively, both
of which are followed by choral odes. Alternating between monologue and choral ode,
the structure of these first two acts suggests that César’s tyranny is a problem for
individual Romans, as well as for the inhabitants of the city as a whole.

In Act IIT it becomes clear that César’s tyranny is evident to everyone except
César himself. Absent during the first two acts, César enters a stage that has been set with
a portrait of him as a tyrant. As a result, his first monologue, which begins as an
encomium to Rome and ends as a speech of self-praise, is jarring in both tone and
content. Portraying himself as a great ruler who seeks to secure Rome’s glory, César is
utterly oblivious to his tyrannical reputation:

O Superbe Cité, qui va levant le front

Sur toutes les Cités de ce grand monde rond:

Et dont I’honneur gagné par victoires fameuses

Epouvante du ciel les voutes lumineuses!

O sourcilleuse tours! O coustaux décorez!

O palais orgueilleux! O temples honorez!

O vous murs, que les dieux ont magonné eux-mémes,

Eux-mémes étouffé de mille diadémes,

Et ne sentez-vous point de plaisir en vos cceurs.

De voir votre César, le vainqueur des vainqueurs? (IV, 30 verso-31 recto).
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Fusing his own glory with the architecture of the city itself, César figures his rule as
beneficial to the city’s inhabitants. His military strength stands as another monument to
Rome’s greatness, along with its towers, temples, and walls. César’s presumption that his
status as “le vainqueur des vainqueurs” causes pleasure in the Roman people’s hearts,
stands in sharp contrast to the complaints expressed in the drama’s first two acts. In
Ciceron’s opening monologue, for example, he states that the Roman people’s hearts
have been “sous un Tyran...abatardis” (I, 9 recto). This earlier monologue undermines
César’s claims to act on behalf of the people, suggesting that the ruler instead acts for his
own benefit. By boasting of his personal strength and glory in Act III, César thus
unwittingly adds to the chorus of voices that casts him as a tyrant.

Entirely sure of his glory—and of the pleasure that it brings Rome—C¢ésar does
not concern himself with the possibility of the Roman people’s opposition. His counselor
and supporter Marc Antoine does raise this concern, however. Marc Antoine explains to
César that he fears “ceux qui méchants / Ne vous ayant peut vaincre ouvertement aux
champs, / Brassent secrétement en leur ame couarde / De vous meurtrir a I’aise, en ne
vous donnant garde” (IV, 31 verso-32 recto). Marc Antoine specifically cautions against
the secretive dissent that could fester within the “4me couarde” of some citizens and
eventually result in a coup d’état. He identifies each citizen’s dme as an interior site
where resistance may originate and suggests that the possibility of opposition may easily
move beyond this secret, interior place, resulting in concerted action against César’s rule.

By expressing his concerns, Marc Antoine points toward the porosity between private



57
belief or sentiment and public action, which marked so much of sixteenth-century
resistance theory.

Previous readers of Garnier’s Cornélie have noted that the drama foregrounds
themes of political authority and protest. Gillian Jondorf, for example, points out that
Cornélie (as well as many of Garnier’s other dramas) foregrounds the problem of tyranny
and acknowledges the interior freedom of individual subjects.!’® What has remained
under-examined, however, is the structure of opposition, or the way in which Garnier’s
drama configures characters and collectives in a way that sustains the droit de résistance.
To argue that Garnier’s drama proposes a specific configuration of individual and
collective bodies is not to make a claim about how the drama was performed. Although
many humanist tragedies were staged in scholarly establishments or at the homes of
prominent nobles and court officials, it is unclear whether Cornélie was ever performed
during the sixteenth century. Rather than attempt to reconstruct a specific scene of
performance, it is instead necessary to highlight the ways in which Garnier’s dramatic
writing captures and creates a set of interactions that, when taken together, rehearse the
droit de résistance. Focusing on Cornélie’s corporeal imagery and its figuration of
physical contact brings into view how the drama situates Pompée’s widow as an

intermediary who helps sustain Rome’s opposition to César.

1% Gillian Jondorf, Robert Garnier and the Themes of Political Tragedy in the Sixteenth Century
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1969), 137-40. Curtis Perry examines how Thomas Kyd’s
translation of Garnier’s Cornélie takes up questions of republicanism and monarchical authority in the
English context, “The Uneasy Republicanism of Thomas Kyd’s Cornelia,” Criticism 48.4 (2006): 535-55.
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Cornélie’s role as an intermediary is not apparent at the outset of the drama.
Instead, it Ciceron who first serves as the people’s intermediary, explaining how César
has violated his subjects’ liberty:

Voyant sous un Tyran nos cceurs abatardis

Lachement soupirer, voyant nos ames pleines

De vergogne endurer milles hontes vilenies.

Méchante Ambition, des courages plus hauts

Poison enraciné, tu nous trames ces maux!

Tu renverses nos lois, mortelle convoitise

Et de nos libres cceurs arraches la franchise (I, 9 recto-verso)

Condemning Ambition as a force that produces tyranny, Ciceron’s verses also outline the
nature of Roman freedom. Referencing the hearts and souls of Roman citizens, he depicts
their liberty as fundamentally interior. The common condition of all Roman citizens,
these verses suggest, is the freedom that they each enjoy in their hearts. César has thus
violated the liberty of each Roman citizen and of the Roman people as a whole.

When Cornélie enters in the second act, she does not join Ciceron in decrying the
general loss of liberty for all Romans. Instead, she focuses on the particularity of her own
loss. Cornélie emphasizes her status as Pompée’s widow, and thus as the widow of one of
César’s most formidable rivals. Furthermore, she underscores that she is also the widow
of Crasse, another roman general who had once formed a triumvirate along with César

and Pompée. Surviving both of her husbands, and left to experience César’s tyranny,
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Cornélie’s only wish is to die. The drama’s entire second act consists of Cornélie’s
laments, which are often directed at the gods:
Voulez-vous arroser mes angoisses cruelles,

Les voulez-vous nourrir de larmes éternelles

Mes yeux, & voulez-vous que faute de tarir

Vos renaissants pleurs, je ne puisse mourir?

Faites couler le sang de mes tortices veines

Par vos tuyaux cavez, deux larmeuses fontaines:

Et si bien épuisez mon corps de sa liqueur,

Que I’ame contumace abandonne mon cceur (II, 12 verso).

Begging the gods for death, Cornélie describes a kind of emptying out of her self. She
asks that the unceasing tears flowing from her eyes be replaced with the blood of her
veins. Draining her body of its blood, she suggests, will allow her “4me contumace” to
leave her heart. What she desires is a mortal body left with neither blood nor soul.

For Cornélie, to be alive in the wake of her husbands’ deaths represents
something of a scandal or a mistake. Surviving Pompée is particularly troubling to her,
given that she experienced his assassination as partially her own:

Je ’ay vue, j’y étais, & presque entre mes bras

Il sentit le poignard, & tomba mort a bas.

Lors le sang me gela dans mes errantes veines,

Le poil me hérissa, comme aspics dans les plaines:

Ma voix se cacha morte au gosier, & le poux
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En mon froid estomac doubla ses faibles coups (II, 15 verso).

More than merely witnessing Pompée’s death, Cornélie also experiences it, physically
feeling the blows to his body. Her desire for death is thus in part a desire to rectify the
incongruous situation of her continued life. She has already died and yet goes on
living.'” Throughout the drama, Cornélie continues to wish for a death that has already
taken place.

The heroine’s unceasing mourning separates her objections to César’s rule from
those of Ciceron and the rest of the city. When Ciceron urges her to curb her
lamentations, suggesting that—gods willing—C¢&sar will eventually experience a change
of fortune, Cornélie responds that her interlocutor has missed her true source of sadness:

Les bons Dieux pourront bien remettre en liberté

Si tot qu’il leur plaira, notre pauvre Cité.

Mais las! Ils ne sauront, en eussent-ils envie,

Ranimer a Pompée une seconde vie (I, 15 recto).

Acknowledging the common plight of the city, Cornélie distinguishes this plight from her
very particular loss of Pompée. Later in their dialogue, Ciceron again attempts to curb
Cornélie’s tears, arguing that her loss is shared, rather than singular: “Madame il ne faut
pas vous transporter ainsi, / Vous souffrez de I’angoisse, hé qui n’en souffre ainsi? / Le
désastre est commun...” (II, 16 recto). Pointing out that nearly everyone has lost a family

member to César’s plots, Ciceron suggests that the shared suffering of the entire

197 Emily Wilson examines the concept of “living too long” as a common trope in ancient and early modern

literature in Mocked with Death: Tragic Overliving from Sophocles to Milton (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 2004).
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population should ease Cornélie’s pain. Cornélie argues in response that the common
condition of mourning does not remove the specificity of her anguish: “Moindre n’est
mon tourment, ni moindre ma douleur / Pour voir a tout le monde un semblable malheur”
(I1, 16 recto). Cornélie acknowledges that the whole city suffers, but she maintains the
particularity of her grief.

The particularity of Cornélie’s grief and her relatively extreme reactions sets her
apart from the condition of the people as a whole, a condition which is articulated
through Ciceron’s speeches and the chorus’s laments. Cornélie clearly shares much with
the rest of Rome’s inhabitants. Like most Romans, she has lost family members, and like
all Romans, she claims an interior liberty exempt from César’s tyranny. Despite this
shared condition, she never allows her own singular grief to be subsumed into or
substituted for that of the whole. As the drama progresses, however, Cornélie does join
her particular complaints to those of the Roman people, grounding this juncture in the
notion of a shared future.

The future begins to emerge in the drama as a space of shared freedom through
Ciceron, who shifts tactics from waiting for a change in César’s fortune to hoping for a
brave subject to rise up and assassinate the tyrant.!% In Act IV, Cassie further advances
this hope, arguing to Decime Brute that César’s many wrongs justify his assassination:

C’est trop longtemps souffert, ¢’est par trop enduré,

L’on di avoir déja mille fois conjuré,

Mille fois pris le fer, mille mis fois en pieces

198 Garnier, Cornélie, 22 verso.
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Ce Tyran, pour venger nos publiques détresses (IV, 29 recto).
For Cassie, resistance is not only legitimate, but overdue. A future plan to conspire
against César would rectify past and present inaction. In addition, Cassie argues that such
a plan would be undertaken in the service of the public good. The choral ode that follows
Cassie’s argument bolsters many of his claims, reiterating César’s tyranny and predicting
that whoever acts against him will win the people’s thanks and favor:

Son renom porté par la gloire

Sur Iaile des siécles futurs

Franchira les tombeaux obscurs

D’une perdurable mémoire.

Les peuples qui viendront apres

Lui feront des honneurs sacrez

Et chaque an la jeunesse tendre

Ira le chef de fleurs orné,

Chanter au beau tour retourné

Dessus son héroique cendre (IV, 29 verso).
The chorus suggests that he who rises up against the tyrant will not only be celebrated by
Rome’s current inhabitants, but by future generations as well. His courageous act, they
argue, will be remembered as an important moment of common history that the people
will celebrate by commemorating the hero’s remains.

The fusion of past and future, or of remains and potentiality is precisely what

pulls Cornélie’s grief toward the people’s common cause. Her list of personal complaints
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against César grows in the final act, when she learns that her father, Scipion died during
his failed military campaign against César’s forces. This news sets off a new round of
mourning for Cornélie. She is now not only twice widowed, but fatherless. She laments
in particular the loss of Pompée and Scipion, both of whom mounted active opposition to
César. In the wake of this new loss, however, the tenor of Cornélie’s grief shifts. She
joins her grief to that of the people, enlisting the chorus in her renewed laments:
“Pleurons Dames pleurons, nous n’avons autres armes / Contre notre malheur qu’un long
torrent de larmes” (V, 40 recto). For Cornélie, lamentation represents a form of
opposition, an idea that the drama reinforces through the rhyme “armes/larmes.” The
chorus quickly agrees to participate in Cornélie’s campaign, responding:

Nous te pleurons Pompée, 6 la gloire Romaine,

Et de la liberté de la défense certaine:

Ta vie était la ndtre & le tombeau noirci

Qui t’enveloppe mort nous enveloppe aussi (V, 40, recto).
Praising Pompée’s glory, the chorus echoes the temporal structure of life and death that
Cornélie articulates in the second act. The chorus yokes its life to that of Pompée, and
claims to share his tomb. They thus claim to have already lost their collective life. Their
lamentations, however, are ongoing, and stretch into the future. The chorus’s promise to
mourn Pompée, “Nous te pleurons Pompée,” becomes a refrain in drama’s last scene. Just
as Cornélie argued that she had already died with Pompée, but could not wait to join him
in death, the chorus claims to share his tomb, while pledging to commemorate his life

through their ongoing, interminable tears.
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By inviting the chorus to add their tears to hers, Cornélie binds her particular loss
to the general lament of Rome. At previous moments in the drama, such a stance seemed
unacceptable. Cornélie maintained that her specific loss could not be subsumed within
the city’s general plight. When she calls upon the chorus to join her lament, however,
Cornélie does not propose to leave her particular grief behind. Nor she does quite add her
voice to that of the chorus. Rather, she suggests that she and the chorus might cry
alongside one another in order to commemorate Pompée as both a husband and a Roman
general. These two modes of lamentation, the singular and the plural, converge at the
resting place of Pompée’s body. Echoing the chorus, we might say that Pompée’s tomb
envelops them all, or wraps them all up together.

After the chorus claims to occupy and to be encompassed by Pompée’s “tombeau
noirci,” Cornélie articulates how she plans to survive her husband and father in order to
eventually add her remains to theirs:

Mon Pere je vivrai, je vivrai mon Epoux,

Pour faire vos tombeaux, & pour pleurer sur vous,

Languissante, chétive, & mes pleurs fumeuses

Baigner plaintivement vos cendres généreuses:

Puis sans humeur, sans force, emplissant de sanglots

Les vases bien heureux qui vous tiendront enclos,

Je vomirai ma vie, & tombant légére Ombre,

Des esprits de la-bas j’irai croitre le nombre (V, 40 verso).
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Projecting her own death into the future, Cornélie outlines a mode of survival based on
commemoration. In these, the drama’s final lines, Cornélie proposes once again to empty
herself out. Having already lost her ceeur and dme in the moment of Pompée’s death, she
now proposes to succeed him by releasing all of her tears, and then eventually rejoining
the remains of her body to his. By projecting her own physical death into the future and
by dedicating the remainder of her life to Pompée’s remains, Cornélie refuses to give
herself over to César’s tyranny. She maintains that tyranny cannot legitimately infringe
upon the liberty of her heart and soul, and thus cannot break her bond with Pompée. By
combining her tears with those of the chorus, she suggests how her opposition might
survive her physical death.

Garnier’s drama ends on a moment of suspension, with the promise of ongoing
resistance. Much like much the valiant leaders that the Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos
recognizes as intermediaries, Cornélie sustains Rome’s resistance, as well as her own.
Whereas figures such as Pompée and Cicero rally the people through military might and
political rhetoric, however, Cornélie invites the chorus to join her in grief. She works to
sustain opposition through the commemoration of Pompée’s life and legacy. By
foregrounding Cornélie’s grief, and by situating this grief in relation to a chorus of
lamenting Roman women, the drama suggests that women might serve as intermediaries
through their role as widows and mourners. This is a possibility that the Vindiciae itself

leaves unexplored. When the Vindiciae mentions female figures it is usually to critique
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them as tyrannical usurpers of power.!% It also cites the biblical prophetess Deborah as
an example of an extraordinary liberator who, acting as an agent of divine will, displays
uncommon military might.!'® Cornélie fits neither of these roles. Although the Vindiciae
does not explore the possibility of a steadfast mourner as a kind of intermediary, the
reception history of this treatise indicates that the category was not closed, but was
instead the subject of much discussion and debate. Positioning Cornélie as a figure who
maintains Rome’s opposition to César through the interminable grief that binds her to
Pompée, Garnier’s drama contributes to this discussion and debate. Rather than merely
illustrate the droit de résistance as articulated by a political treatise, the drama instead
expands this concept’s potential by demonstrating how individual and collective
opposition persists through a kind of shared lamentation.

By focusing on the corporeal connections between Cornélie, Pompée, and the
chorus, Garnier’s drama also underscores how the body of the intermediary becomes a
locus of legitimate resistance. Whereas the Vindiciae asserts that legitimacy is established
through the public position that an intermediary occupies, the drama instead establishes
Cornélie’s legitimacy by insisting on her physical and affective ties to Pompée and his

remains. La Mort de Pompée turther explores the idea that intermediary’s body operates

1 For example, the Vindiciae states during a longer discussion about tyranny of usurpation: “And there
also women who occupy kingdoms which, by ancestral laws, are accustomed to descend only to males; or
who snatch the administration for themselves, as Athaliah did in Judah, Semiramis in Assyria, Agrippina in
the Roman empire under her son Nero, Mammaea under Alexander Severus, Semiamira under
Heliogabalus, and several Brunhildas in the Frankish kingdom” (142). Garnett explains that the reference to
Brunhilda was interpreted as an “implicit attack on Catherine de Medici,” and notes that this comparison
was a commonplace during the 1570s, Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, 143, n. 507.

0 vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos, 51-2.
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as a site of resistance and contestation by incorporating the collective dimension of the

droit de résistance into Cornélie’s speech and actions.

Pompée’s Remains, Cornélie’s Glory

Whereas Garnier’s Cornélie ends on a moment of suspended resistance,
Corneille’s La Mort de Pompée seems to end on a moment of consolidated power.
Corneille’s drama takes place in Egypt, rather than in Rome, and focuses primarily on the
power struggle between Ptolomée and Cléopatre in the wake of their father’s death. Both
siblings seek Rome’s favor. The drama opens as Ptolomée consults his advisers about
whether to offer Pompée safe harbor, or whether to assassinate him in attempt to win
César’s approval. As the play’s title suggests, the arguments for assassination win out.
Pompée never appears on stage. Instead, his death is reported in the second act. Despite
his absence, Pompée drives much of the tragedy’s plot. Indeed, in his “Examen” of the
drama Corneille situates Pompée at the center of the action: “Il y a quelque chose
d’extraordinaire dans le titre de ce poeéme, qui porte le nom d’un héros qui n’y parle
point; mais il ne laisse pas d’en €tre en quelque sorte le principal acteur, puisque sa morte
est la cause unique de tout ce qui s’y passe.”!!! The machinations of the staged
characters, including César and Cornélie, revolve around this “principal acteur,” as they
seek to advance their own interests by gaining control over Pompée’s memory. Many of

the drama’s readers have noted that César emerges triumphant from the battle to shape

1 Pierre Comeille, “Examen,” (Euvres Complétes, ed. André Stegmann (Paris: Seuil, 1963), 316. All
citations of La Mort de Pompée are from this edition.
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Pompée’s legacy by staging an official funeral for his former rival. !> The drama
complicates this seemingly triumphant ending, however, through Cornélie’s resistant
speech and actions.

Although she does not appear in the final scene, Cornélie disrupts the finality of
the denouement by declaring that Pompée’s family and followers will rise up against
César in the future. Serge Doubrovsky mentions Cornélie’s continued resistance, but
notes an apparent discrepancy in her claims and capacities: “Cornélie, sa veuve, prétend
continuer la lutte, mais elle n’en a pas les moyens.”'!® Pompée’s widow neither flees nor
takes up arms against César. However, as we have seen in Cornélie, there are other
possible means of resistance, such as the refusal to set aside one’s grief. Echoing the
singular grief of Garnier’s heroine and the shared lament of Rome, the Cornélie of La
Mort de Pompée turns her unforgettable loss into a promise of future vengeance.

Whereas in Garnier’s drama several characters, including Cornélie, argue that
César holds his subjects captive by enslaving their hearts through his tyranny, in
Corneille’s drama, César makes Cornélie a more literal captive by keeping her in Egypt
following Pompée’s assassination. Lamenting her captivity, Corneille’s heroine, like
Garnier’s, regrets that she lives too long, and maintains that she should have died along

with Pompée:

112 See, for example, Serge Doubrovsky, Corneille et la dialectique du héros (Paris: Gallimard, 1963), 273-
81. Doubrovsky reads César’s actions in the final scene as a gesture of magnanimity toward a formal rival.
For Doubrovsky, César is thus similar to Auguste, the Roman emperor of Corneille’s Cinna, who
generously forgives those who have conspired against him. See also, Richard Goodkin, Birth Marks: The
Tragedy of Primogeniture in Pierre Corneille, Thomas Corneille, and Jean Racine (Philadelphia:
University of Pennsylvania Press, 2000), 78-96. Goodkin reads this final scene as marking a passage from
one era to another, with Pompée figuring the old order, of “inherited debts and benefits” and César figuring
“the forces of the present,” which include political ambition and calculation.

113 Doubrovsky, 278.
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J’ai vu mourir Pompée, et ne 1’ai pas suivi,

Et bien que le moyen m’en aye été ravi,

Qu’une pitié cruelle a mes douleurs profondes

M’aye ote le secours et du fer et des ondes,

Je dois rougir pourtant, aprés un tel malheur,

De n’avoir pu mourir d’un excés de douleur.

Ma mort était ma gloire, et le destin m’en prive

Pour croitre mes malheurs et me voir ta captive (I, iv, 995-1002).
The physicality of this speech differs considerably from its counterpart in Garnier’s play.
Specifically, these verses put more distance between Cornélie’s body and Pompée’s.
Corneille’s heroine does not proclaim physically to feel the blows within her own body.
This heroine does not claim already to have died and yet go on living. Instead, she
expresses shame at having watched Pompée die and at having failed to follow him in
death. This Cornélie’s survival marks a lack of courage, and thus a lack of glory.

Garnier’s drama centers on the heroine’s struggle to decide what to make of her
survival. As we have seen, that drama ultimately ends with Cornélie’s pledge to
commemorate her fallen husband and father, a pledge that she allows the chorus to share.
In La Mort de Pompée, however, Cornélie’s course of action is immediately clear: she
must work to recuperate her fallen glory. She attempts to accomplish this task by
insisting on her origins and pedigree:

Je te I’ai d¢ja dit, César, je suis Romaine;

Et quoique ta captive, un cceur comme le mien
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De peur de s’oublier ne te demande rien.

Ordonne, et sans vouloir qu’il tremble ou s humilie,

Souviens-toi seulement que je suis Cornélie (I11, iv, 1022-26)

In these verses, which read as both compliant and defiant, Cornélie reiterates her
recognition of César’s authority while also preserving her heart as a space that he cannot
control. He can give orders, she suggests, and can restrict her physical movements, but
should refrain from making demands on her heart. The heart emerges in these verses as
that which is proper to Cornélie. Importantly, her heart belongs to her primarily as a
“Romaine” rather than as Pompée’s widow. Cornélie’s claim in these verses emphasizes
civic belonging rather than an unrecoverable personal loss.

In the final act of La Mort de Pompée, Cornélie is given an urn containing
Pompée’s ashes.!!* Her continued grasp on the urn signals her effort to honor her
husband’s glorious legacy and to prevent this legacy from being coopted by Cléopatre or
César. The Egyptian princess and Roman emperor both attempt to manipulate Pompée’s
legacy to their own ends. For her part, Cléopatre suggests that Cornélie might moderate
her calls for vengeance, intimating that the two women have interests and aims in
common. But Cornélie will have none of this logic, refusing to settle for a vengeance
half-pursed and responding to Cléopatre, “Comme nos intéréts, nos sentiments different”
(V, 11, 1574). César also attempts to control Pompée’s legacy. While Pompée still lived,

César considered him a rival. After Pompée’s death, however, César works to turn

114 As Matzke notes, Cornélie is given a similar urn in Garnier’s drama. However, in this earlier drama, it is
Pompée’s tomb that serves as the primary focal point for Cornélie’s grief. The urn becomes much more
important in Corneille’s tragedy (151).
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Pompée’s memory to his advantage. The official funeral that César stages for his former
rival coincides with Cléopatre’s ascension to the Egyptian throne. César announces this
double ceremony in the drama’s final lines: “Couronne Cléopatre et m’apaise Pompée, /
Eléve & I’'une un trone et I’autre des autels, / Et jure & tous les deux des respects
immortels” (V, v, 1810-12). Speaking the drama’s final lines, César seems to have the
last word on how Pompée will be remembered. Honoring Cléopatre and commemorating
Pompée, he frames the glory of his current ally and formal rival as part of his own
strength.

Given that César speaks the drama’s last lines, Cornélie cannot contradict his
assertions the way she contradicted Cléopatre’s. However, in the penultimate scene,
Cornélie delivers a tirade that undermines the apparent finality of César’s subsequent
declaration. Against César’s suggestion that the official funeral will “apaise” or pacify
Pompée’s sprit, Cornélie argues that nothing short of vengeance will properly honor her
husband or calm his spirit:

Non pas, César, non pas a Rome encor:

Il faut que ta défaite et que tes funérailles

A cette cendre aimée en ouvrent les murailles,

Et quoiqu’elle la tienne aussi chére que moi,

Elle n’y droit rentrer qu’en triomphant de toi.

Je la porte en Afrique et c’est 1a que j’espere

Que les fils de Pompée et Caton et mon pere,

Secondés par I’effort d’un Roi plus généreux,
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Ainsi que la justice auront le sort pour eux.

C’est 1a que tu verras sur la terre et sur ’onde

Les débris de Pharsale armer un autre monde,

Et c’est 1a que j’irai, pour hater tes malheurs,

Porter de rang en rang ces cendres et mes pleurs (V, iv, 1701-12).

Forced to bide her time in Egypt, Cornélie makes certain her future resistance. Extending
beyond the time of the play, Cornélie’s speech interrupts César’s ending. César’s
assurances in the final lines that Pompée has been duly honored are thus preemptively
contradicted by Cornélie’s pronouncements.

Corneille’s heroine echoes Garnier’s by articulating her work of commemoration
as a form of survival. However, the two heroines’ respective work of commemoration
differs in tone. Garnier’s Cornélie joins the chorus in lamentation and pledges to maintain
her tears until she finally dies. She thus opposes César’s tyranny by commemorating
Pompée. In contrast, Corneille’s heroine makes her commemoration into an explicit call
for vengeance. Describing how Pompée’s family and followers will rise up to avenge
him, she places herself in the middle of the action. She will appear alongside Pompée’s
most valiant defenders, carrying his ashes “de rang en rang.” Although this Cornélie, like
Garnier’s, speaks of her interminable tears, she departs from her predecessor’s example
by figuring these tears as a central part of a military campaign. Maintaining her grip on
Pompée’s ashes, Corneille’s heroine articulates her future glory. Pledging her continued
resistance, Cornélie dedicates the remainder of her life to commemoration. In addition to

preserving her husband’s memory, however, Cornélie’s commemoration also serves as a
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means of recuperating the honor she lost by surviving him. Whereas Garnier’s Cornélie
continues living despite her irrevocable loss, Corneille’s heroine works to convert her
loss into her honor. Put another way, Garnier’s Cornélie speaks primarily as a grieving
widow while Corneille’s heroine speaks primarily as a Roman.

By speaking as a Roman and by insisting that Pompée’s followers will join her
opposition to César, this Cornélie suggests that her calls for vengeance exceed her
singular interests. Her plan to avenge Pompée is in the service of Rome. Although the
Roman people are not figured, they are implicated in the drama. Jondorf explains that
seventeenth-century tragedies without a chorus relied on individual characters to
communicate public opinion or sentiment.!!> Jondorf cites Corneille’s Horace as a
particularly salient example of this practice, noting that in the final act /e vie/ Horace
states “Rome tout entiére a parlé par ma bouche” (V, ii, 1482).!'® Le viel Horace claims
that people speak through him. In La Mort de Pompée, Cornélie does not explicitly state
that the people speak through her, nor does she quite claim to speak for them. Instead, by
imagining herself at the head of what was once Pompée’s army and by drawing strength
from her civic virtue, she positions herself as a worthy captain of the people’s opposition.
Pledging to organize and maintain Rome’s resistance as well as her own, Cornélie
incorporates the Roman people into the drama. She operates as a staged mediator—or

intermediary—of the unseen people’s potential.

115 Jondorf, French Renaissance Tragedy, 69.
116 Quoted in Jondorf, French Renaissance Tragedy, 69.
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Conclusion

By adding Cornélie to the Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos’ list of intermediaries, La
Mort de Pompée and Cornélie complicate some of the distinctions between Huguenot and
Catholic resistance theory. The configuration of bodies in Garnier’s drama more closely
resembles Huguenot theories, as outlined in the Vindiciae. As noted, Garnier’s drama
expresses individual and collective dimensions of the droit de résistance through
Cornélie and the chorus respectively. Common sorrow over the loss of Pompée binds
these two entities together and Cornélie emerges as an intermediary by inviting the
chorus to participate in her ongoing commemoration. In contrast, the configuration of
bodies in La Mort de Pompée more closely resembles resistance theories articulated by
members of the Catholic League, such as Jean Boucher. According to these theories, the
individual, private subject could take action if he or she perceived a threat to the common
good. This version of resistance theory required no magistrate or public official to
authorize opposition. Instead, the private individual could act as a self-authorizing
intermediary by implicating the common good in his or her personal claims. However, in
terms of the tenor of Cornélie’s claims, the dramas seem to switch confessional affinities.
The emphasis on Cornélie’s civic virtue in Corneille’s drama is more in keeping with a
Huguenot conception of the intermediary, whereas the emphasis on Cornélie’s personal
sentiment in Garnier’s drama is more in keeping with a Catholic conception of what spurs
legitimate resistance. Rather than strictly adhere to one confession’s theory of resistance,
the dramas instead pull from both sides, rearranging each of their structures and

categories.
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In Cornélie and La Mort de Pompée, the heroine’s personal attachment to Pompée
allows her to sustain Rome’s opposition. By exploring the connections between
Cornélie’s personal attachment and her public position, the dramas indicate how the
figure of intermediary joins together the private the public, the individual and the
collective. Many sixteenth- and seventeenth-century tragedies similarly position the
figure of the intermediary as the site on which the individual and collective dimensions of
the droit de résistance are brought together and contested. Subsequent chapters continue
to investigate how tragedy reworks the role of the intermediary. In many cases, a
character who articulates subjective or individual claims emerges as an intermediary
through familial ties or romantic attachments—much as Cornélie assumes her role
through her ties to Pompée. Through this ongoing examination of the intermediary’s
possible form and constitution, early modern tragedy insists on the porosity between
notions of subjective freedom and the common good, a porosity that was necessary for
claims of legitimate resistance. Many dramas extend the personal, particular, or
subjective claims of an individual character beyond his or her boundaries as a single
entity. These dramas also express collective concerns and preferences through the speech
and actions of individual characters.

Focusing on these forms of porosity or permeability allows us to see how tragedy
continued to rehearse resistance theory even after the religious wars seemed to recede
from public memory and absolutism came to dominate political thought. As
compositional and stage practices evolved during the seventeenth century, the droit de

résistance endured, often in more vestigial or sublimated forms. Tragedy’s ongoing
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rehearsal of resistance theory thus echoes the temporality of Cornélie’s survival.
Inextricably bound to Pompée’s remains, Cornélie’s opposition extends into the future.

Attending to what remains as tragedy evolves will become increasingly important
in the next chapter, as we examine Garnier’s Antigone ou la Pieté (1580) and Jean de
Rotrou’s Antigone. Antigone is a tragic heroine who has often been understood as a
precursor of the modern individual, or as a herald of the modern individual’s rights.
Chapter Two suggests instead that her individual claims cannot be separated from the
communal concerns of her family and of Thebes. Rather than stand alone for the
individual rights to come, this heroine instead participates in the droit de résistance’s

survival.
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Chapter Two: Personal Attachment, Public Complaint, and the Early Modern

Antigone

Robert Garnier’s Antigone ou la Pieté (1580) opens with a tender scene between
father and daughter. Antigone and (Edipe enter together slowly, with Antigone leading
her blind father by the hand. Supporting the weight of the disgraced (Edipe’s body,
Antigone urges him to return to Thebes and put an end to the conflict between her
brothers. Having discovered his crimes of incest and parricide, (Edipe had renounced his
crown, exiled himself from the city, and declared that in his absence, Atéocle and
Polynice would rule “successivement d’an en an.”!'!” Of course, (Bdipe’s plan overlooked
a key characteristic of sovereign power: it is difficult to share. When Ztéocle refused to
cede the throne after his year as king, Polynice declared war. In the first act of Garnier’s
drama, Antigone attempts to pull her father back to Thebes before this fraternal war
destroys the entire city:

Quand vous n’auriez, mon pere, autre cause de vivre,

Que pour Thebes defendre et la rendre delivre

Des combats fraternels, vous ne devez mourir,

Ains vous jours prolonger pour Thebes secourir :

Vous pouvez amortir cette guerre enflammee,

Seul vous avez puissance en [’une et 1’autre armee :

Des mains de vos enfants vous pouvez arracher

7 Robert Garnier, “Argument d’ Antigone,” Antigone ou la Pieté, ed. Jean-Dominique Beaudin (Paris:
Honoré Champion, 1997), 59.
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Le fer desja tiré pour s’entredehacher (I, 325-31).!18
By imploring (Edipe to exercise his influence over Polynice and ZAtéocle, Antigone
articulates how the fate of her father and city are profoundly intertwined. Only (Edipe,
she suggests, has the capacity to make her brothers lay down their arms. (Edipe alone
might save Thebes from total devastation.

Although Antigone’s lines insist on the specificity of (Edipe’s influence, this
scene also points us toward the drama’s wider preoccupation with the relationship of the
royal family to Thebes. Grasping her father by the arm, Antigone literalizes a gesture that
the drama will repeat and rework as it explores the dynamic between family and city,
ruler and ruled. Lamenting her brothers’ tight hold on their weapons, Antigone’s speech
attunes us to the hand as a symbol of power. After all, the hand holds the scepter, that
striking emblem of sovereign authority and control. Placed gently on her father’s arm,
Antigone’s gesture also introduces us to the hand as a symbol of familial devotion.
Communicating familial attachment and political power, the forms of reach in Garnier’s
tragedy are both literally embodied, as in Antigone’s opening gesture, and more abstract,
as in the powerful impression that (Edipe’s return would presumably have over his
warring sons. In other words, the drama suggests that its characters are swayed not only
by each other’s physical touch, but also by the push and pull of affective influence. While
the Theban people may not hold the scepter or make claims to the throne, the drama’s

emphasis on affective influence allows them to participate in this push and pull as well.

18 Antigone ou la Pieté, ed. Jean-Dominique Beaudin (Paris: Honoré Champion, 1997). All citations from
Garnier’s drama are from this edition.
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Through the interventions of staged choruses, along with invocations of their collective
voice, the Theban people impinge upon the drama’s actions and impress their concerns
and preferences upon the royal characters.

Held together through forms of physical and affective influence, this network of
people and family shapes what we might call the “early modern Antigone.” Appearing in
Garnier’s 1580 drama, as well as in a drama by Jean de Rotrou that was first performed in
1637, the early modern Antigone makes claims that are thoroughly personal and
subjective. Antigone’s claims in both are thus similar to those of Cornélie, especially the
Cornélie in Garnier’s drama. Similar in structure, Antigone’s claims carry a different
valence from Cornélie’s. When Pompée’s widow asserts her subjective freedom and
personal attachment to her slain husband, the legitimacy of her assertions is not in
question. In contrast, when Antigone, asserts her subjective freedom and personal
attachment to her bother, the legitimacy of her assertions is placed in doubt. Cornélie
seems to act appropriately, given her role as Pompée’s widow, his surviving “époux
noble et digne moitié.”'!” Antigone, however, opposes Créon on behalf of a brother rather
than a husband. Whether or not her attachment to Polynice justifies her claims, or
whether this attachment instead confirms her family’s unseemly legacy, is a central
question of both early modern versions of the tragedy.

The questions surrounding Antigone’s claims point to a problem in sixteenth-
century resistance theory. As we have seen, articulations of the droit de résistance rested

in part on the individual subject’s liberty of conscience. During the religious wars, liberty

19 Corneille, La Mort de Pompée, 111, iv, 1027.
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of conscience was thought to safeguard private belief. For Protestants, this safeguard was
necessary in order to prevent sovereigns from regulating matters of faith. Private belief,
was not, however, considered by itself to be an acceptable justification for active
resistance to tyranny. And yet, as the reception of the Vindiciae, Contra Tyrannos
suggests, private belief and matters of conscience were nonetheless mobilized as
justifications for resistance. With the rise of Leaguer resistance theory, opposition based
on a private perception of the common good became a spiritual demand. The problem
with private belief is that its virtue is difficult to verify, especially during a time of
religious conflict. If an individual subject could resist based on a private belief about the
common good, who but this individual subject could ratify his interpretation of the
common good?

Garnier’s Antigone ou la Pieté and Rotrou’s Antigone address this problem by
having the collective voice of Theban people ratify Antigone’s singular claims. As in
many versions of the myth, Antigone labels her uncle Créon a tyrant in these early
modern dramas, claiming that his refusal to bury Polynice constitutes an infraction of
divine law. In so doing, she makes the sovereign’s adherence to divine authority a matter
of public debate. In both works, Antigone’s claims remain hers alone, but they require the
Theban people’s endorsement. By linking Antigone’s attachment to forms of public
complaint, the dramas address the problem of legitimacy that resistance theory poses.

Through their elaboration of the droit de résistance, Garnier’s Antigone ou la
Pieté and Rotrou’s Antigone disrupt some of the terms that structure ongoing debates

about Antigone’s importance within political theory and philosophy, which turn on
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modern distinctions between the ethical and the political, the individual and the state, and
the family and the state. Often taking Sophocles’ Antigone as a point of departure, these
debates cast its eponymous heroine as a figure who champions kinship bonds, singular
desires, or individual rights. What these divergent conceptions of Antigone share is a
tendency to remove her from the scene of theater. In other words, Antigone often
circulates within political theory and philosophy as an isolated tragic figure, rather than
as a character embedded within a drama. Critiquing this tendency, Patchen Markell notes
that Antigone and Creon serve as complementary parts of a tragic action that exceeds
them both. Productively suggesting that we resituate Antigone within the structure of
tragedy, Markell argues that the text of Sophocles’ drama offers insight into the problem
of recognition in modern political thought.'?° However, we might further disrupt the
tendency to isolate Antigone by reading Garnier and Rotrou’s tragedies as forms of
dramatic writing that require us to situate Antigone in relation to her familial attachments
and her civic concerns. Taking up these early modern tragedies, which are in dialogue
with Sophocles’ drama, but which possess their own dramatic structures, allows us to
return Antigone to the scene of theater, while affording us some distance from the
modern readings of Sophocles that press so heavily on contemporary considerations of
this figure.

Resituating Antigone as a character within drama brings into relief how her
speech and actions are constituted through those of other characters, choruses, and even

those of the off-staged Theban people. In drama, action does not belong to one character

120 Patchen Markell, Bound by Recognition (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2003), 85.
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or entity alone, but instead is shared or “dislocated,” to borrow a term from Bruno Latour.
Indeed, is precisely to drama that Latour turns in order to illustrate the idea of dislocated
action and overlapping agencies:

Play-acting puts us immediately into a thick imbroglio where the question of who
is carrying out the action has become unfathomable. As soon as the play starts
[...] nothing is certain: Is this for real? Is it fake? Does the audience’s reaction
count? What about the lighting? What is the backstage crew doing? Is the
playwright’s message faithfully transported or hopelessly bungled? Is the
character carried over? And if so by what? What are the partners doing? Where is
the prompter? If we accept to unfold the metaphor, the very word actor directs our
attention to a complete dislocation of the action, warning us that it is not a
coherent, controlled, well-rounded and clean-edged affair. By definition, action is
dislocated. Action is borrowed, distributed, suggested, influenced, dominated,
betrayed, translated (original emphasis).'?!
Distributing the action among the staged entities and unseen forces, Garnier’s Antigone
ou la Pieté and Rotrou’s Antigone bring into relief how personal complaints and public
laments are profoundly co-implicated. Rather than propose an Antigone who single-
handedly advocates for the droit de résistance, these dramas instead put forward an
Antigone who participates in the collective articulation of this right. The droit de
résistance is thus not vested in Antigone, or in any other character or entity, but rather in

the very structure of the dramas. Before examining this collective articulation of the droit

12! Bruno Latour, Reassembling the Social: An Introduction to Actor-Network-Theory [2005] (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2007), 46.
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de résistance, we will first consider in more detail some well-known modern conceptions
of Antigone. As we will see, Garnier and Rotrou’s tragedies cut across the divisions on

which such conceptions depend.

Modern Antigones

Antigone has often been associated with the modern individual’s emergence
during the eighteenth century. Within the pages of the Encyclopédie (1752-71), for
example, the chevalier Louis de Jaucourt heralds Sophocles’ Antigone for obeying her
own sense of justice in opposition to sovereign decree. In the article “Sujet,” Jaucourt
considers how an individual should react when his obligation to the sovereign conflicts
with his own understanding of right and wrong. Is it possible, Jaucourt wonders, to
maintain one’s innocence while carrying out an unjust order? Contra Hobbes, who argues
that acting as an agent of the sovereign would absolve the subject of guilt, Jaucourt
ultimately decides that when faced with an unjust order, one should not obey, but instead
“montrer un noble courage, refuser de I’exécuter, & resister de toutes ses forces a
I’injustice, parce qu’il vaut mieux obéir a Dieu qu’aux hommes, quel que soit leur rang
sur la terre.” For Jaucourt, obedience to God and fidelity to justice override the subject’s
obligation to the sovereign. The chevalier argues that Sophocles’ Antigone exemplifies
this “noble courage,” citing her burial of Polynice in defiance of Créon’s edict:

‘Je ne croyois pas, dit Antigone a Créon, roi de Thebes, que les édits d’un homme

mortel tel que vous, eussent tant de force qu’il diissent I’emporter sur les lois des

dieux mémes, lois non écrites a la vérité, mais certaines & immuables; car elles ne
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sont pas d’hier ni d’aujourd’hui; on les trouve établies de tems immémorial;
personne ne sait quand elles ont commencé; je ne devois donc pas par crainte
d’aucun homme, m’exposer, en les violant, a la punition des dieux.” C’est un beau
passage de Sophocle, Tragédie d’Antigone, vers. 463.12

For Jaucourt, who wrote many of the articles on law and jurisprudence for the
Encyclopédie, recognition of this hierarchy of laws makes Antigone an enduring model
of the ideal subject. Her defense of “les lois des dieux mémes” operates in this context as
an assertion of natural law’s primacy over any mortal government.

Looking beyond the Encyclopédie, we find other examples of how Antigone has
come to stand as a classical prefiguration of the modern individual. In Le Mythe
d’Antigone, Simone Fraisse argues that “La protestation d’ Antigone, qui ose agir selon
son cceur malgré I’oppression sociale, est génératrice de 1’individualisme moderne, celui
de Rousseau qui croit que la conscience est un instinct divin, celui de Kant pour qui la loi
morale est inscrite dans le cceur de chaque homme.”'?* Fraisse also notes the affinity of
Sophocles’ Antigone with the rights of man as formally declared at the end of the
eighteenth century.'?* Like Antigone’s “lois des dieux mémes,” the rights of man are

proclaimed timeless and immutable in the Déclaration des droits de I’homme et du

122 Louis de Jaucourt, “Sujet,” Encyclopédie, ou dictionnaire raisonné des sciences, des arts et des métiers,

etc., eds. Denis Diderot and Jean le Rond d'Alembert. University of Chicago: ARTFL Encyclopédie
Project, ed. Robert Morrissey (2013). In this entry, Jaucourt references a biblical verse that was a
commonplace in early modern debates about the droit de résistance. The verse, from Acts II 29:5, in which
the Apostle Peter states that it is “better to obey God rather than men,” is cited in Huguenot treatises in
particular. As Daniel Brewer has pointed out, whereas Jaucourt’s biographical relationship to Protestantism
remains a subject of debate, Jaucourt’s writing suggests intellectual ties to some aspects of Protestant
thought, “Encyclopedic Transfers and the Internationalization of Intellectual Work: Louis de Jaucourt,”
n.d., 1-27.

123 Simone Fraisse, Le Mythe d’Antigone (Paris: Armand Colin, 1974), 93.

124 Fraisse, 104.
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citoyen (1789). And just as Antigone’s claim (as cited by Jaucourt) rests on her subjective
perception of justice, so the rights proclaimed in the Déclaration rest upon a notion of the
individual subject’s autonomy and capacity for self-determination. Given these parallels
it is easy to see how Antigone’s example has been associated with notions of the liberal,
modern individual whose inalienable rights were formally recognized during the
eighteenth century.

The association of Antigone with the modern individual has had no small amount
of staying power within the French tradition. After surveying the many dramatic and
critical inflections of this figure across centuries of French cultural history, Fraisse
concludes that “Pour les Francais en particulier, Antigone sera toujours la fille de la
Révolution.”'?* This legacy also extends beyond the French tradition, contributing to a
broader trend in modern and contemporary political theory and philosophy that
understands Antigone as an autonomous, solitary political dissident. Bonnie Honig
summarizes this trend, writing that it casts Antigone as a “heroic conscientious objector
who on political grounds violates an unjust law, challenges a powerful sovereign, and all
by herself dares speak truth to power. This is the legalists’ Antigone, invariably paired,
whether or not to her advantage, with Socrates, that other famous civil disobedient.”!?
Within this framework, the subjective perception of justice that Jaucourt so admired in
Antigone’s example (the “Je” in her “Je ne croyais pas”) becomes the heroine’s defining
characteristic. Whereas freedom of conscience as claimed through the early modern droit

de résistance linked the individual subject to a broader community, Antigone’s subjective

125 Fraisse, 167.
126 Bonnie Honig, Antigone, Interrupted (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013), 7.
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perception of justice as articulated through the modern, legalist framework has an
isolating effect. This Antigone stands up for justice, alone.

As Honig notes, the legalist view of Antigone as a solitary civil disobedient that
seems to emerge during the eighteenth century positions this heroine against a powerful
sovereign. In Sophocles’ drama, this sovereign is Creon, her uncle, who has taken power
after her brothers kill each other while warring over the Theban throne. It is Creon who
has decided that Eteocles will receive an official state burial (an honor befitting a Theban
king), and that Polynices will be left unburied (a dishonor befitting a traitor who raised a
foreign army in order to usurp the throne). Just as Antigone’s example has migrated into
new contexts and taken on different inflections, so has the sovereign power she opposes.
If within the legalist framework Antigone has come to resemble a modern individual,
Creon has come to represent the modern state. In this context their conflict maps onto a
tension between natural and positive law, with Antigone standing for the former and
Creon, the latter. Reading Sophocles’ Creon as a champion of national interest, or raison
d’état, Fraisse remarks that “Entre I’Etat et ’individu, entre I’ordre et la justice, I’accord
est fragile, il ne peut jamais étre qu’une tréve. A fortiori quand I’individu s’autorise de
I’autonomie de sa conscience. Car dans la constitution d’une collectivité, rien n’est plus
déconcertant que le droit naturel.”'?” The alignment of Creon with the state further
underscores the conception of Antigone as a lone dissenter, because such a configuration
positions Antigone against the collective. By vigorously defending her liberty of

conscience, this Antigone acts in her own self-interest, rather than in the interest of the

127 Fraisse, 94.
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state or of the community, two entities which are here understood as synonymous. In
other words, she represents the natural liberty of the individual in opposition to the state’s
laws or community’s norms.

Of course, this Antigone—the heroic, the solitary, the self-interested—is not the
only Antigone in modern poltical theory and philosophy. Another trend defines her as an
exemplary incarnation of familial devotion. In this line of thought, Antigone’s defiance of
Creon is not a mark of solitude or of autonomous heroism, but rather a sign of devotion to
her brother. After all, it is in burying Polynices that Antigone transgresses Creon’s edict.
The portrayal of Antigone as a picture of sisterly devotion is most closely associated with
G.W.F. Hegel, whose account of the conflict between familiy and state in the
Phenomenology of the Spirit (1807) is often read as a gloss on the conflcit between
Antigone and Creon. For Hegel, a woman’s burial of her male family member constitutes
an ethical act that secures his particularity. As a result, the act of burial works against the
state, which instead understands him as a replaceable citizen.

By burying her kin, woman thus takes up the familiy’s particular interests against
those of the state, or the broader community. Judith Butler notes that Hegel “variably”
uses the terms community, government, and state to name the entity in conflict with the
family.!?® Uniting these terms as the “public sphere,” Butler reminds us that for Hegel,
the conflcit between this sphere and the family is dialectical. She writes, “The public
sphere...only acquires its existence through interfering with the happiness of the family;

thus, it creates for itself ‘an internal enemy — womankind in general. Womankind — the

128 Judith Butler, Antigone’s Claim: Kinship between Life and Death [2000] (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2003), 35.
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everlasting irony [in the life] of the community’ (288, 352).”!% Exemplifying
“Womankind” as “the everlasting irony of the community,” the Antigone of Hegel’s
formulation marks a continual turning away from the common interests of the public
sphere in favor of the private interests of the family. As Butler explains, Hegel’s
Antigone thus remains a “prepolitical subject,” forever representing the “internal enemy”
or other of the public sphere.'*°

The differences between Hegel’s Antigone and the legalist Antigone point us
toward some persistant patterns in modern conceptions of this figure. The legalist
framework renders Antigone solitary and political. In contrast, Hegel’s Antigone (or the
Womankind she represents) is not solitary, but rather appears deeply devoted to the
family. This private attachment, however, makes her into an ethical rather than a political
figure. Our options seem to be for a political, autonomous Antigone, or for a non-
political, attached Antigone. For all of their significant differences, however, both options
position Antigone against the community. Antigone the lone political hero or
conscientious objector champions individual liberty over the common good. Antigone the
devoted sister champions the private interests of the family over those of the larger
community. Furthermore, in both of these cases, the community and the common good
are understood as coextensive with the state.

Another framework aligns Antigone with a community that is not co-extensive
with the state, but rather exceeds and precedes the state, encompassing all of humanity.

This third framework, which Honig terms the “mortalist humanist,” takes Antigone’s

129 Butler, 34-35.
130 Butler, 34-35.
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familial devotion as a point of departure, but it understands her devotion as a mark of
human universality rather than familial particularity. In this case, Antigone’s burial of
Polynices functions as a gesture of mourning, and the common experience of mourning
binds all humans together. Honig argues that mortalist humanists tend to position
Antigone as a “lamenter of the dead, a grieving sister/mother/daughter/ whose cries for
her brother accentuate a sense of loss said to be familiar to all humans, instancing a
universal that is pointedly poised against time-bound, divisive, and merely political
distinctions between friend and enemy.”!*! If the Hegelian framework opposes Antigone
to the political by aligning her with the private interests of the family, the mortalist
humanist framework has the same effect by aligning her with the universal experience of
all mankind.'*? Despite this difference, there is some commonality between the mortalist
humanist trend and an earlier step in Hegel’s dialectic, in which woman (Antigone)
returns the dead to nature and to the entire human community.

Surveying these trends — the legalist, the Hegelian, the mortalist humanist — we
see that an emphasis on Antigone’s attachments, whether they correspond to the family or
to all of humanity, tend to occlude the political potential of their speech and actions.

Butler and Honig have both critiqued this tendency, arguing on the contrary that these

131 Honig, 7. See also Honig’s chapter “Tragedy, Maternalism, Ethics: Toward an Agonistic Humanism,”
17-35. T adopt a different typology of Antigones from Honig’s, although I am clearly drawing from her
organization of the field. Whereas I consider the legalist, Hegelian, and mortalist humanist Antigones,
Honig does not treat Hegel’s Antigone as its own framework. Honig’s three frameworks, or trends, are the
legalist, the mortalist humanist and the Lacanian or psychoanalytic. Honig argues that this third trend
positions Antigone as “a monstrous creature of desire unbound by the ordinary satisfactions of everyday
life and therefore willing, even passionately eager, to die for her cause” (7). I do not include this
psychoanalytic framework in my typology because it is less pertinent to my main interest in Antigone’s
potential political force and her relationship to the community.

132 For more on this point, as well as on the other places in Hegel’s writing where Antigone is referenced,
see George Steiner, Antigones [1984] (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1996), 19-42.
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attachments undergird Antigone’s capacity for political disruption. In Antigone’s Claim,
Butler suggests that Antigone wields the language of sovereignty, acting out a perverse
familial legacy in ways that trouble canonical interpretations (including Hegel’s), which
often position her as an incarnation of a pure, pre-political kinship. More recently, in
Antigone, Interrupted, Honig proposes an agonistic partisan Antigone, who acts
conspiratorially in cooperation with her sister [smene. Together, Butler’s and Honig’s
work suggests that is not Sophocles’ drama as such that necessitates a choice between a
solitary, political Antigone, and a devoted, ethical Antigone, but rather a persistent set of
reading practices and interpretive biases that impose these categories.

Informed by Butler and Honig’s readings of Sophocles’ text and its dramaturgical
potential, this chapter seeks in part to carry futher their shared aim of working against
these categories. Unlike Butler and Honig, however, I attempt to trouble the modern
receptions of Antigone by turning away from Sophocles’ tragedy and toward the early
modern dramas of Garnier and Rotrou. Composed and performed before modern
divisions between the ethical and the political and between the individual and the
community are put into place, these dramas offer an Antigone whose subjective claims
are constituted by attachments to her family and ratified by the people of Thebes. In both
Garnier and Rotrou, the Theban people function as a community that is neither co-
extensive with the state, nor representative of all humanitiy. The people are instead a
specific, bounded population with political preferences. Tethering the people’s claims to
those of Antigone, these dramas stage the early modern droit de résistance. Through the

performance of this right, Garnier and Rotrou offer an interpretation of this classical
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figure that departs from modern categorizations within political theory and philosophy
but still addresses contemporary concerns with these fields. In particular, these dramas
provide insight into how subjective freedom and forms of belonging can operate in
concert. First considering how the structure of these dramas eschews divisions between
the ethical and the political, or between a solitary and an attached Antigone, this chapter
then examines how each drama raises Antigone’s subjective claims and authorizes these

claims through the Theban people’s approval.

Early Modern Antigones

First published and performed within sixty years of each other, Garnier’s
Antigone ou la Pieteé (1580) and Rotrou’s Antigone (1637-39) draw from many of the
same sources, incorporating elements of Aeschylus, Euripides, Seneca, and Statius’
versions of the myth. As I have noted above, Rotrou also draws from Garnier’s tragedy
directly, as well as from another sixteenth-century version by the Italian dramatist Luigi
Alamanni.'* Working from this plurality of sources, Garnier and Rotrou do not simply
mimic the dramatic arc established by Sophocles’ Antigone. Whereas Sophocles’ drama
opens as Antigone receives the news of Creon’s edict, both early modern versions begin
at an earlier point in the family’s story. As we have seen, Garnier’s tragedy opens with

Antigone leading (Edipe through the wilderness after his self-blinding and abdication.

133 For further discussion of Garnier’s sources, see Jean-Dominique Beaudin, “Introduction,” Antigone ou
la Pieté, ed. Jean-Dominique Beaudin (Paris: Honoré Champion, 1997), 7-54. For a discussion of Rotrou’s
sources, see Bénédicte Louvat, “Introduction” to Antigone in Thédtre choisi, ed. Bénédicte Louvat, Pierre
Pasquier, and Marianne Béthery (Paris: Société des Textes Frangais Modernes, 2007), 199-249. Rotrou’s
drama was first performed at the Hotel de Bourgogne in 1637. It is uncertain whether Garnier’s drama was
performed during the sixteenth century. Beaudin argues, however, that the composition of the text suggests
that Garnier certainly had performance in mind (53).
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Rotrou’s begins with Jocaste lamenting that ZAtéocle and Polynice have not managed to
share the throne as (Edipe had envisioned. Both dramas go on to treat Antigone’s
reactions to the brothers’ fatal duel and to conclude with Antigone’s defiance of Créon.
Garnier and Rotrou thus cover two conflicts in one drama, a construction that serves to
link Antigone’s resistance to the many misfortunes of her family and city.

Linking the two conflicts, Garnier’s Antigone ou la Pieté and Rotrou’s Antigone
hold together what seem like two sides of their eponymous heroine: the devoted
daughter/sister and the dissident. We have already seen how conceptions of Antigone as a
tragic figure in political theory and philosophy tend to take up one of these sides. Simone
Fraisse also notes the appearance of these two Antigones within drama, a duality that she
traces to Sophocles’ Oedipus at Colonus and Antigone respectively:

Dans (Edipe a Colone, Antigone est le type de fille aimante et pieuse, qui apaise

et réconcilie. Modele édifiant, elle suscite I’admiration, quelles que soient les

circonstances ou le poéte a choisi de la faire évoluer. Elle ne différe pas en
essence d’Ismene, congue comme son double: les deux sceurs pleurent la mort
d’Edipe en un Cheeur alterné, comme elles pleureraient ensemble sur chacun des
malheurs attachés a leur race. Dans Antigone, la jeune fille n’existe qu’en fonction
d’une situation bien définie. Sans une loi a violer, sans un tyran a braver, elle ne
serait plus Antigone.'**

Fraisse goes on to suggest that the different portraits of Antigone from within Sophocles’

ceuvre afford this character “une double postérité” within French literary and cultural

134 Fraisse, 14-15.
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history, arguing that subsequent dramatic interpretations have tended to favor one over
the other.!?> Fraisse aligns Garnier’s Antigone ou la Pieté with the devoted Antigone,
noting how Garnier “[tire] de beaux effets” from a touching scene of affection between
Antigone and (Edipe that appears in (Edipe a Colone, as well as in the Phéniciennes of
both Seneca and Euripides. However, as I have noted, Garnier’s tragedy also stages the
conflict between Antigone and Creon, presenting Antigone the dissident as well as
Antigone the devotee. More than merely presenting both of these roles, the drama firmly
establishes their mutual constitution and eschews the very idea that they might be
separated. Rotrou’s drama performs a similar work, offering an Antigone whose
inextricable attachments to family and people inform her objections to sovereign power.

The frontispiece that accompanies early editions of Rotrou’s drama illustrates this
close relationship between Antigone’s objections to Créon’s edict and the misfortunes of
her family and city.'*® Engraved by Claude Vignon and Michel Lasne, the frontispiece
depicts Jocaste in the left foreground as she attempts to pull apart her warring sons. The
right background shows the final confrontation between Créon and his son Hémon, which
takes place over the body of Antigone. These two scenes of parental alarm serve as
bookends for the plot, depicting a tragic action that is both at its beginning and near its

end:

135 Fraisse, 15-17. Tracing the historical periods during which one side or another of this dual lineage
seemed to be in vogue, Fraisse suggests that during the Renaissance and nineteenth century the devoted
Antigone reigned. In contrast, during eighteenth and twentieth centuries, the dissident Antigone who speaks
out as “la voix du faible contre le puissant” was more in favor.

136 The frontispiece appears in editions from 1639 and 1640 that were published under the direction of
Antoine de Sommaville (Louvat 254).
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Figure 1: Antigone, Frontispiece 1640
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The many outstretched arms in the image create a kind of visual tension, pulling the
scenes apart even as they remain tied together. It is impossible to see Jocaste’s
outstretched arm restraining her son in the foreground without also seeing Créon’s raised
arm imploring his son in the background. The impossibility of viewing the image’s
foreground without the background seems to suggest a linear passage from one conflict to
the other. However, it is likewise impossible to see the background without passing
through the foreground, an optic that suggests a continual repetition and a lack of any
final resolution. The image thus refuses a chronological passage from one scene to
another, suggesting instead a kind of perpetual suspension that underscores the
enmeshment of Antigone’s opposition to Créon and the communal crisis that her
brothers’ conflict engenders.

Holding these two conflicts in suspense the frontispiece alerts us to the
outstretched arm as a key gestural motif. In both dramas, characters and entities reach
toward each other, attempting to exert their influence. No one or group acts alone, but
rather all are pushed and pulled by the physical tug of another’s arm, or by the affective
sway of another’s laments. Within Rotrou’s drama, Antigone reaches most explicitly
toward Polynice. In Garnier’s her reach extends first toward (Edipe, and second toward
Polynice. Her outstretched arms function as corporeal manifestations of her attempts to
move her father and brother, both physically and emotionally. These gestures also signal
how she is moved by them. In both dramas Antigone’s reach and grip attach her to her

family’s troubled legacy. Rather than only function as signs of Antigone’s apparent piety
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and virtue—as has previously been suggested—these gestures also raise questions about
the legitimacy of Antigone’s claims. As we will see, the crisis of legitimacy that these
gestures engender is ultimately mediated by the interventons of staged choruses and the

unseen Theban people.

Corrupting Piety

In Garnier’s Antigone ou la Pieté, the heroine seems to exert a unifying effect on
what might otherwise feel like a diffuse or sprawling drama. Although the drama presents
a number of events in the family’s history, all of these events dilate around Antigone’s
“pieté.”!*” Derived from the Latin concept pietas, “la pieté” is a capacious concept that
encompasses religious, familial, and patriotic devotion. During the sixteenth century, the
idea of piety often overlapped with that of pity or compassion. Fraisse explains, “Piété
fraternelle qui se confond avec la pitié, les deux mots qui procedent du méme radical
étant au XVI° encore mélés dans 1’usage. En ensevelissant son frére, Antigone se montre
‘piteuse’ ou ‘pitoyable,’ c’est-a-dire qu’elle pratique la charité.”'* In Garnier’s drama,
the charity or compassion that Antigone expresses includes a particularly Christian
dimension. Piety thus operates as an elastic concept that allows the drama to harmonize
pagan values with Christian virtues.!* The elasticity of “la pieté” renders Antigone a

“point convergent” or “pole affectif” that pulls together the drama’s affective registers

137 As Fraisse points out, Garnier’s tragedy is “la seule qui présente pour le thétre I’histoire d’ Antigone
dans sa continuité” (22). Jean-Dominique Beaudin underscores that the actor playing Antigone would
remain on stage during nearly the entire duration of the drama (39). Fraisse and Beaudin are in part
responding to Emile Faguet’s assertion that Garnier’s drama lacks unity, an assertion that he makes in La
Tragédie francaise au seizieme siécle (Paris: Librairie Universitaire, 1894), 38.

138 Fraisse, 24.

139Steiner, 139-40.
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and the elements of its plot.!** As we will see, however, piety also pushes Antigone
toward other characters in ways that call into question her unifying virtue.

The tragedy highlights Antigone’s “pieté” in the first act by contrasting her
virtues with (Edipe’s vices. The act begins as the father-daughter pair enters, with
Antigone slowly leading (Bdipe by the hand.'*' As (Edipe’s first lines indicate,
Antigone’s filial gesture operates as a sign of her piety: “Toy, qui ton pere aveugle et
courbé de vieillesse / Conduis si constamment, mon soustien, mon addresse” (I, 1-2). The
lines do not merely offer a portrait of Antigone’s piety, they also signal the distinction
between father and daughter. Antigone is constant and upright, whereas (Edipe is bent
over and falters. Such physical distinctions as these have a clear moral valence, which the
drama develops further as the act progresses. Antigone’s physical steadfastness operates
as the outward sign of her rectitude, just as (Edipe’s sloped posture marks not only his
age, but also the bent nature of his past conduct. Although (Edipe lauds Antigone’s
fidelity, he also urges her to leave his side and return to Thebes alone. When Antigone
refuses and maintains her constant grip, (Edipe explains that he fears a repetition of his
incestuous union with Jocaste if Antigone remains:

[....] penses-tu qu’il me reste

Encore un parricide et encore un inceste?

J’en ay peur, j’en ay peur, ma fille laisse moy:

Le crime maternel me fait craindre pour toy (I, 49-52).

140 Beaudin, 40; Fraisse, 22.
141 Dobby-Poirson notes that this slow, deliberate pace would have produced maximum emotional effect on
the drama’s spectators (234).
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(Edipe’s warning suggests that Antigone’s grasp on her father, the very gesture that
communicates her piety, also signals its possible corruption.'4?

In terms of the plot, (Edipe’s fears do not come to pass: Antigone eventually
releases his hand and returns to Thebes. But the drama’s language complicates this
separation, suggesting a persistent form of influence between them. The continued
emphasis on their physical and moral distinction works paradoxically to create a kind of
anxiety about the permeability between her purity and his corruption. The more the
tragedy contrasts Antigone with (Edipe, the more their qualities attach to one another
through rhymes and other resonances. For example, pleading with Antigone to leave in
yet another instance, (Edipe says:

Pourquoy me serres-tu de ta virgeale main

Ma dextre parricide, et mon bras inhumain,

Taché du mesme sang qui me donna naissance ?

Mechante, abominable et pestifere engence ! (I, 99-103)

The verses clearly identify a difference between Antigone’s hand and (Edipe’s arm,
labeling hers “virgeale” and his “inhumain.” The rhyme between “main” and “inhumain,”
however, complicates this distinction, associating Antigone’s hand with the less desirable
characteristics of (Edipe’s arm. Worried about this corrupting association, (Edipe points
out that his “bras inhumain” is, like the rest of his body, stained with his cursed blood. He

begs Antigone to release his arm for fear of contamination. And yet, is not Antigone born

142 Dobby-Poirson reads (Bdipe’s worry as an instance of appropriate parenting: “Seul, (Edipe garde
présentes a I’esprit ses responsabilités de pere: il engage Antigone a 1’abandonner par crainte d’un nouvel
inceste” (143).
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of the same blood? Does she not also carry this incestuous legacy? (Edipe himself raises
these questions, wondering “Se peut-il faire helas! qu’un lict incestueux / Ait peu jamais
produire un enfant si vertueux” (I, 87-88). Like the rhyme of “main” and “inhumain” the
pair of “vertueux” and “incestueux” communicates a certain anxiety about the distinction
between father and daughter. (Edipe argues that the blood of his birth continues to course
through him, working out its effects. Suggesting how his influence may extend beyond
the release of her grip, the drama implies that his legacy contaminates her virtue.

Much of the disagreement between father and daughter takes up precisely the
question of persistent influence. When (Edipe is not urging Antigone to let go and leave,
he is deploring his cursed fate and rehearing his crimes. Whereas (Edipe maintains that
these crimes forever mark him, Antigone holds up the possibility of redemption: “Vostre
malheur est grand, mais un cceur genereux / Surmonte tout malheur, et n’est point
malheureux” (I, 123-24). Their disagreement turns on whether one’s heritage and
previous acts can be overcome, as well as on whether one can successfully detach from
family and former self. Antigone’s verses express the possibility of detachment, locating
responsibility and blame in the individual will. The drama thus creates a kind of clash
between gesture and speech: Antigone extolls the freedom of the individual will even as
she refuses to relinquish her grip on (Edipe. With Antigone articulating the possibility of

individual redemption, their disagreement maps onto the drama’s intermingled value
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systems: the tragic and the Christian. Antigone answers (Edipe’s tragic fatalism with a
kind of Christian hope.!'*

Whereas this idea of Christian hope would seem to allow Antigone to shake off
(Edipe’s lingering influence, or to preserve her piety even while grasping his cursed
body, the Christian valences of her gesture in fact deepens the anxiety surrounding her
legacy and devotion. Composed and published during the Wars of Religion, Garnier’s
drama appears at a time of intense theological battles and physical conflicts between
Protestants and Catholics. Notably, Antigone’s piety has been linked to both sides of the
conflict. For Beaudin, Antigone clearly articulates a Catholic point of view. Glossing the
argument between Antigone and Créon, Beaudin writes, “Il ne nous semble pas exagéré
de dire que cette controverse est un écho du débat qui opposait catholiques et calvinistes:
Antigone, en affirmant le role de la liberté de I’homme dans le choix du mal ou du bien,
ne peut se résoudre a I’idée d’une condamnation originelle et définitive de I’individu.”!**
Aligning Antigone’s Catholicism with Garnier’s, Beaudin continues, “Garnier, en bon
catholique, ne saurait adhérer a 1’idée de réprobation divine a 1’égard de I’individu avant
méme sa naissance.”'* Gillian Jondorf also remarks on Antigone’s insistence on the
individual’s liberty, but aligns this insistence with Protestant positions. Jondorf argues
that “in Antigone, Garnier shows sympathy for the freedom of individual conscience; in
the sixteenth century this would seem an almost Protestant viewpoint, for Antigone

follows her own judgment entirely in deciding where her duty lies and what God requires

143 To underscore this point, Beaudin proposes alternate titles for Garnier’s tragedy: “Antigone se dressent
contre la malédiction de la famille d’(Edipe” and “Antigone luttant pour la justice et la piété” (39).

144 Beaudin, 22.

145 Beaudin, 22.
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of her.”!#¢ I cite these divergent views not with the aim of adjudicating between them, but
rather in order to point out that they share a similar structure: both suggest how
expressions of piety attach individuals to communities.

Jondorf and Beaudin underscore Antigone’s freedom of conscience by linking her
speech to communities that are constituted along religious lines. In both cases, her
proclaimed independence is what renders her position either Catholic or Protestant. As
we have seen, the drama’s interplay of language and gesture highlights Antigone’s
inseparability from her family’s legacy, even while insisting on her independent virtue.
Similarly, accounts of the possible historical resonances of Antigone’s piety tie her to
confessional communities, all the while emphasizing her claims of subjective freedom.
Articulating a kind of freedom through attachment, these claims illustrate a constitutive
feature of the religious conflict: the deep connections between assertions of religious
freedom and concerns about collective salvation.'*” During this historical moment,
Catholics and Protestants regarded each other’s claims as threats to the spiritual well-
being of the community. Religious violence during the sixteenth century was thus not
quite (or not only) a clash of communities, but rather a conflict about the proper
constitution of the community. Barbara Diefendorf explains, “Despite their religious
differences, Protestants and Catholics held to an ideal community in which the sacred and
the civic were joined. Members of both faiths nevertheless believed that the social body

had been dangerously corrupted and could only be restored by purging the errors that

146 Jondorf, Robert Garnier and the Themes of Political Tragedy in the Sixteenth Century, 104-05.
147 Diefendorf, “Rites of Repair: Restoring Community in the French Religious Wars,” 35.
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defiled it.”'*® In this context, acts of piety, such as attending a particular service or
worshiping with certain objects, took on a dual significance. From one side of the
confessional divide a gesture of piety would have operated as a sign of faith and virtue.
From the opposing side the same gesture would signal sin and corruption. Piety and
corruption were thus transmutable qualities that could shift with changes in perspective.

The anxiety surrounding piety during the religious wars helps us to understand the
troubling duality of Antigone’s gesture within Garnier’s drama. On the one hand,
Antigone comes across as a pure and innocent character, who attempts to pull her father
toward redemption while expressing faith in the powers of the individual will. On the
other hand, Antigone’s grip on (Edipe raises questions about his hold on her, suggesting
how his legacy may shape her actions. Just as an act of faith during