The Kydian pattern of revenge in Titus Andronicus

The outline of Titus Andronicus basically conforms the Kydian pattern, however certain modifications may be detected. Apparent is the lack of the ghost and Revenge as characters actually appearing on stage. The ghosts calling for revenge are only present through the strongly coded belief in Roman society that the sufferers of violent death can only be released from “the dreadful shore of Styx” (I.i.88) (LINK: 1.1.88.) if they are justly retaliated. However, by the sacrifice of Alarbus the ghosts fulfil their function in launching the bloody cycle of revenge, which here does not unfold as a chain, like in The Spanish Tragedy where everybody employs the other as his/her means for revenge, but rather as two parallel actions constructing each other in the logic of defence and attack. It is not the ghosts who implant the seed of revenge in the subjects’ mind, rather the sight of violence performed on the body of a beloved one (the performance of abjection) is what provokes resort to revenge. Tamora swears revenge after being exposed to the entrails of his son burning in the sacrificing fire (I.i.144) (LINK: 1.1.144.),

I’ll find a day to massacre them all,
And race their faction and their family,
The cruel father, and his traitorous sons,
To whom I sued for my dear son’s life

(I.i.450-453) (LINK: 1.1.450.)

and Titus sets forth “Revenge’s cave” (III.i.270) (LINK: 3.1.270.) when seeing his “two sons’ heads,” his “warlike hand,” his “mangled daughter” and his “other banish’d son.” (III.i.254-256) (LINK: 3.1.254.).

The Kydian allegorical Revenge character watching over the play becomes a role taken up by Tamora, a disguise which is immediately seen through by Titus and thus creating a comic effect (V.ii.21-26) (LINK: 5.2.21.). Revenge is among, inside the characters, not above them in a metaposition, which is also emphasized by Aaron,

Vengeance is in my heart, death in my hand,
Blood and revenge are hammering in my head.

(II.iii.38-39) (LINK: 2.3.38.)

reinforcing the notion that man is a heterogeneous entity, a servant to his passions.

The villain revengers are also portrayed more subtly than in Kyd. The issues of “good” and “bad” become confused. It is Aaron who seems to fit best Keyishian’s definition on the agents of vindictiveness, his soul motivation for revenge being his ill will and evil disposition.

(...( the vicious Aaron has been turned into the Machiavellian stage villain whose colour and race are an emblem of his unprecedented wickedness and totally corrupted nature( the combination prurient lecherousness, inventive cruelty and complete indifference to any moral appeal (...(.

Even in his last moments, proudly citing his catalogue of crimes, he does not show any signs of regret.

But I have done a thousand dreadful things
As willingly as one would kill a fly,
And nothing grieves me heartily indeed
But that I cannot do ten thousand more.

(V.ii.141-144) (LINK: 5.2.141.)

However, in sharp contrast with Titus, a murderer of his own son, he displays true paternal feelings preserving his babies life.

He dies upon my scimitar’s sharp point
That touches my first-born son and heir.

(IV.ii.91-92) (LINK: 4.2.91.)

Even this unredeemable villain, however, gives evidence of Shakespeare’s reluctance to present simple types of good or evil( although his monomaniac hatred and his delight in diabolic stratagems make him almost a personification of wickedness and remove him from any possible sympathy on the part of the audience, his emphatic concern for the life of his bastard son reveals a surprisingly “natural” aspect in him which is not in any way motivated or developed in the play, but adds some modifying touch to the conventional Machiavellian stage villain.

What is more, it is he, the most repulsive character, the author of evil stratagems, who, sharing the characteristics of the diabolic Vice figure of the moralities, draws the audience into his confidence by initiating them into events the other characters do not know. Aaron’s role as a typical agent of involvement, mediator between the fictional and the real world is given special attention by Julie Taymor, as she often places Aaron in spaces (e.g. in front of a column — approx. at 0.46.48, or tree — approx. at 1.03.24) where he is cut off from the action and thus takes up a metaposition.

A further example of how the categories of “right” and “wrong” are dissolved by Shakespeare is that, unlike Kyd’s stage-villains, Tamora, Chiron and Demetrius are provided with a motivation of blood-revenge as a cause for their evil machinations, which certainly provides them better grounds than Lorenzo and Balthazar have in The Spanish Tragedy, even if it is only Tamora who is obsessed with revenge for Alarbus and the two boys rather act out of sheer carnal desire. Tamora in fact re-enacts or rather pre-acts Titus’ course of action. The loss of a beloved one (Alarbus is Tamora’s absolute) turns her to revenge, which she intends to fulfil by engaging in excessive role-playing leading into a playlet directed by her. She is “a handmaid to (Satuninus’( desires / A loving nurse, a mother to his youth” (I.i.331-332) (LINK: 1.1.331.), the pseudo-victim of Lavinia and Bassianus, calling for the revenge of his sons (II.iii.114-115) (LINK: 2.3.114.).

The hero-revenger is definitely Titus Andronicus, though unlike in Kyd’s Hieronimo, a number of faults are emphasized in his character (pride, cruelty, a blind admiration of the Roman state), which, though are balanced with obvious virtues, make necessary a tragic ending for his bloodstained life. We witness Titus’ psychological pilgrimage from “the patron of virtue, Rome’s best champion” (I.i.65) (LINK: 1.1.65.) to a bloody butcher, producer of corpses, or using Nicholas Brooke’s
 words, from man to beast. (The notion of Titus’ transformation into a slaughter man is clearly shown by the play’s BBC film adaptation, where the murder of Chiron and Demetrius takes place in a meat stall among hanged pieces of raw meat — approx. at 2.25.06, and also by the performance of the theatre of Kaposvár, where Titus wears a black plastic apron used in slaughterhouses — approx. at 2.28.40). In the following the focus is placed on Titus’ metamorphosis of identity with reference to the so far not mentioned motifs of the revenge pattern (actually working similarly as in Kyd’s play).

At the beginning of the play Titus appears as the ruthless representative of traditional Roman virtue, a subject defining his identity in relation to his state.

(He is( an individual who feels keenly that his personal potency and, finally, his very identity are contingent on the validity of his contract with his culture, (...(
 

Titus’ commitment to Rome is revealed by qualifying him as the agent of “many good and great deserts to Rome” (I.i.24) (LINK: 1.1.24.), as “Rome’s best champion” (I.i.65) (LINK: 1.1.65.), as the “great defender of this Capitol” (I.i.77) (LINK: 1.1.77.). As the result of this loyalty and to preserve public honour, he longs for more than anything else, Titus sacrificed twenty-one “valiant sons” (I.i.79) (LINK: 1.1.79.), elevated an unfit emperor to the throne following the mechanical rule of primogeniture, offered his daughter to him and killed another son by his own hands. However, as Keyishian
 points to it, public honour for Titus is only meaningful with reference to his children. It is their rich legacy gained through service. That is why rejecting the crown, Titus only asks for the love of Rome for his remained children (I.i.81) (LINK: 1.1.81.). Thus as early as the first scene, the play establishes two absolutes for Titus, two meanings in life, reasons to live for: public honour and his children, especially Lavinia, “the cordial of (his( age” (I.i.165) (LINK: 1.1.165), both of which he will be deprived of later on, resulting in his falling into despair, which evokes madness and a desire for revenge in him. (The third possible reaction to despair inherited from the Senecan pattern, the desire for suicide is, unlike in The Spanish Tragedy, neglected in Titus Andronicus.)

The first instance of the questioning of the value system around which Titus has constructed his identity occurs with Tamora’s persuasive pleading (I.i.104-120) (LINK: 1.1.104). However, the broader moral issues, showed up by her against Titus’ rigid, Roman religious imperatives, do not threat Titus’ identity, since he believes he acted on legitimate grounds. The first shake in his identity comes when his inhuman Roman virtue is challenged by the law of nature in whose name his brother and his sons demand the burial of Mutius (I.i.370-371) (LINK: 1.1.370).

When Marcus caps his argument with the plea “Thou are Roman, be not barbarous” (I.i.378), he challenges Titus’ vision of himself as an exemplar of virtue by invoking alternative values that are deeper and broader than the ones by which Titus has lived.

However, the reason of his total collapse is his exclusion from the court, his loss of public honour. (His despair and helplessness is very effectively pictured by Julie Taymor, who places him at the bottom of the royal palace in the company of a dog, the symbol of faithfulness and being an outcast — approx. at 0.38.55.) 

Then a strange play starts with Titus’ identity led, of course, by Tamora, who, by reconstructing the emperor’s appreciation for Titus, gives him back the position, the point of reference in relation to which he can define his identity, however only to fall deeper since Titus soon has to learn, receiving blow after blow (the imprisonment of his two sons, the rape of Lavinia, and Lucius’ banishment) according to the precise plan contrived by the villains, that “Rome is but a wilderness of tigers” (III.i.54) (LINK: 3.1.54.), where state justice is corrupt, inoperative and stones are “better than the tribunes” (III.i.39) (LINK: 3.1.39.).

A stone is soft as wax, tribunes are more hard than stones(
A stone is silent, and offendeth not,
And tribunes with their tongues doom men to death(
(III.i.45-47) 

(LINK: 3.1.45.)

The climax of Titus’ despair, his being overflown by the passion of grief (expressed by excessive water imagery) occurs after the sight of the raped and mutilated Lavinia, when Titus summarizes his tragic situation.

For now I stand as one upon a roc
Environ’d with a wilderness of sea,
Who makes the waxing tide grow wave by wave,
Expecting ever when some envious surge
Will in his brimish bowels swallow him.
This way to death my wretched sons are gone(
Here stands my other son, a banish’d man,
And here my brother, weeping at my woes.
But that which gives my soul the greatest spurn
Had I but seen thy picture in this plight
It would have madded me: what shall I do
Now I beholding thy lively body so?

(III.i.93-105) (LINK: 3.1.93.)

Here occurs the final loss of Titus’ identity defined in relation to Roman virtue. As Keyishian  argues, “his repeated question ‘what shall I do?’ leads to such deeper questions as ‘what can I do?’ and ‘Who am I now, when all the assumptions by which I have lived my life have collapsed and I am impotent?’”
 Though the old identity got ruined, a new one (that of the revenger) is not yet devised. This is the total vacuum of identity, when Titus’ mind searches for options very well reflected by the list of numerous questions he addresses to Lavinia (III.i.116-135) (LINK: 3.1.116.). The notion of autonomous action for revenge (“Plot some device of farther misery” — III.i.134) (LINK: 3.1.134) versus passive suffering (“Or shall we bite our tongues and in dumb shows / Pass the remainder of our hateful days” — III.i.131-132) (LINK: 3.1.131) with trust in divine providence becomes crucial here.

(...( for heaven shall hear our prayers,
Or with our sighs we’ll breathe the welkin dim,
And stain the sun with fog, as sometime clouds
When they do hug him in their melting bosoms.

(III.i.210-213) (LINK: 3.1.210.)

However, as later revealed natural order seems to tolerate and even enjoy the prospering of evil, thus pushing the Andronici towards privately executed vengeance.

O, why should nature build so foul a den,
Unless the gods delight in tragedies?

(Marc., IV.i.59-60) (LINK: 4.1.59)

Magni dominator poli,
Tam lentus audis scelera? Tam lentus vides?
(Ruler of the great heavens,
art thou so slow to hear and to see crimes?(
(Titus, IV:i.81-82) (LINK: 4.1.81)

(The oscillation of Titus’ mind between engaging in revenge or not and his general helplessness, impotence are very wittily pictured by Julie Taymor since she places Titus at a crossroads symbolizing both his loss of direction and urgent need to choose between the paths leading to the corrupt Roman state or to “Revenge’s cave” (III.i.270) (LINK: 3.1.270) — approx. at 1.17.17. Titus’ lying flat on his face here, in the shape of a cross, actually performing the Christian practice of penitence, can be interpreted as his repentance of what has so far committed in the name of his inhuman, Roman piety — approx. at 1.12.40)

Titus at first opts for the former “path” since the appearance of Aaron with the possibility of a bloody bargain

I go Andronicus, and for thy hand
Look by and by to have thy sons with thee.

(Aaron, III.i.200-201) (LINK: 3.1.200)

creates false illusions in Titus about the reconstruction of his original identity: for the price of an arm, he thinks, he can again take a negotiating position in the face of authority.

However, the betrayal of Aaron, the sight of the bloody body parts (the heads of his two sons, his own chopped hand and even Lavinia’s mangled trunk), in fact constituting a spectacle of abjection, quickly makes Titus turn to the other direction, towards revenge. (The theatrical nature of the scene is very much emphasized by Julie Taymor as she presents the Andronici as the audience of a burlesque Punch and Judy show, the puppets being the lopped body parts — approx. at 1.25.17.) The question of Titus: “Where shall I find Revenge’s cave?” function as Hieronimo’s “Vindicta mihi” (III.xiii.1), it marks the emergence of a new identity, the total identification with the task of revenge. Titus’ surrender to the role of the revenger, his complete loss of himself, disintegration of original identity, instead of the radical self-assertions of other stage-revengers
 (“Know I am Hieronimo,” — IV.iv.83, “Tis I, Hamlet, the Dane,” — V.i.261-262.,
 “Tis I, ‘tis Vindice, ‘tis I.” — III.v.165), is expressed here by the outburst of a mad laughter (III.i.264) (LINK: 3.1.264). Critics have commented on this moment of the action in various ways, agreeing in its being some kind of turning point in the course of events.

This moment is the dramatic centre of the Act, indeed of the whole play, the point at which suffering drives Titus from passive grief to insane activity. (...( This is, effectively, his metamorphosis from man into beast, (...(

(...( the frenzied ‘Haa, ha, ha!’ (...( marks both his (Titus’( collapse into madness and the confirmation of his dedication to an inhuman revenge.

(Titus has( dropped the role of the Lamenter to take up that of Revenger.

His (Titus’( laugh is (...( a sign of mental liberation, reflecting Titus’ new understanding that he no longer owes Rome’s rulers service: that he owes them, rather, as much harm as he can manage to inflict.

Besides the laughter, another important element of the scene concerning Titus’ role as revenger is Lavinia’s kiss given to his father. If we perceive Titus’ laughter as the manifestation of the emergence of the new, revenger identity in him, we must acknowledge that Lavinia1s kiss is some kind of indicator in the process. Lavinia’s kiss in these terms fulfils the role of the ghost by implanting the passion of revenge to the protagonist’s mind. As Brooke argues
, Marcus is wrong when he sees the kiss as the gesture of comfort, it is in fact a sign of complicity, a call for revenge.

‘Gentle’ Lavinia is the agent of Titus’ metamorphosis, and she is his bestial accomplice in Revenge.

Lavinia’s active cooperation in Titus’ revenge will be reinforced later on by her participation in the murder of Chiron and Demetrius. (In the performance of the theatre of Kaposvár dressed in black with a face painted white and the eyes again strongly emphasized by black, she in fact appears as an angel of death, a fury, a lively image of revenge on stage( no doubt a lot more effective counterpart of Tamora’s disguise as revenge — approx. at 2.29.14).

Overwhelmed with the passion of revenge, the so far passive Titus engages in action surprisingly fast by distributing tasks among his fellow-revengers.

Come, let me see what task I have to do.
You heavy people, circle me about,
That I may turn me to each one of you,
And swear onto my soul to right your wrongs.
The vow is made. Come, brother, take a head(
And in this hand the other will I bear.
And, Lavinia, thou shalt be employ’d in these arms:
Bear thou my hand, sweet wench, between thy teeth.
As for thee, boy, go get thee from my sight(
Thou art an exile, and thou must not stay:
Hie to the Goths, and raise an army there(
And if ye love me, as I think you do,
Let’s kiss and part, for we have much to do.

(III.i.275-287) 

(LINK: 3.1.275)

However, the scene appears to be excessively ironic since Titus does not know exactly against who he has to act and how to act. A delay in the sequence of events thus is desperately needed, where taking up the role of the madman Titus gains time to get in possession of all the information and a method necessary for the performance of a perfect revenge.

From this point on, the concentration on portraying Titus as mad becomes clear. A way of depicting Titus’ lunacy is through the reflections of other characters. Marcus states after the banquet of Act III:

Alas, poor man! Grief has so wrought on him,
He takes false shadows for true substances.

(III.ii.79-80) (LINK: 3.2.79)

Aaron refers to the verse of Titus sent by his grandson, young Lucius to Demetrius and Chiron as “some mad massage from his (Lucius’( mad grandfather” (IV.ii.3) (LINK: 4.2.3). Marcus watching Titus bearing arrows with letters for the gods notes:

O Publius, is not this a heavy case,
To see thy noble uncle thus distract?

(IV.iii.25-26) (LINK: 4.3.25)

At the court Saturninus attributes the presence of the arrows to Titus’ lunacy:

And what and if
His sorrows have so overwhelm’d his wits?
Shall we be thus afflicted in his wreaks,
His fits, his frenzy, and his bitterness?

(IV.iv.9-12) (LINK: 4.4.9)

Tamora also clearly announces that Titus is insane, building her little playlet, in which she cast the role of Revenge on herself, on this fact.

This closing with him fits his lunacy.
What1er I forge to feed his brain-sick humours,
Do you uphold and maintain in your speeches,
For now he firmly takes me for Revenge(
(V.ii.70-73) (LINK: 5.2.70)

Titus’ madness is not only reflected by other characters’ speech but by his own deeds. The fly-killing scene (III.ii) (LINK: 3.2.1), first printed in the Folio of 1623, does not advance the action, rather reinforces the notion of Titus’ mental collapse by presenting his grotesque anger at the sight of the destruction of a fly. The arrow-shooting scene (IV:iii), where Titus instructs his kinsmen to look for justice in the sea (LINK: 4.3.1), in the underworld and finally in heaven, also largely contributes to Titus’ portrait as mad.

Concerning the above demonstrated manifestations of Titus’ madness, we must observe that they are heavily burdened with artificiality, forming attempts to hide his real intention of taking revenge. They do not refer to Titus’ clinical lunacy, rather work symbolically, designating a mental state which contemporary thought considered to be madness: the overthrow of the reason by any kind of passion: love, hate, joy, grief, anger and those deriving from them: envy, revenge, jealousy. Here, of course, mainly by grief and revenge. This mental status of Titus is referred to in a warning Marcus addressed to Titus,

O brother, speak with possibility
And do not break into these deep extremes
(...(
But let reason govern thy lament.

(III.i.214-215, 218) (LINK: 3.1.214)

and also mentioned with reference to Lavinia by young Lucius.

For I have heard my grandsire say full oft,
Extremity of griefs would make man mad

(IV.i.18-19) (LINK: 4.1.18)

In short, we must acknowledge that Titus is not clinically insane, he is not a lunatic, rather only mad north-north-west.

I am not mad( I knew thee (Tamora, Chiron, Demetrius( well enough:

(Titus, V.ii.21) (LINK: 5.2.21)

I knew them all, though they suppos’d me mad,
And will o’erreach them in their own devices,
A pair of cursed hell-hounds and their dame

(Titus, V.ii.142-144)

(LINK: 5.2.142)

His madness is the conventional madness of the revenger: a mind overwhelmed with the passion of grief and revenge capable of clear-cut and logical functioning concerning everything in relation to the preparation and performance of revenge and a mental status which finally brings so excessive rule of passions that he loses control over his actions and descends to the same level of brutality as Tamora and her circle.

The gradual overthrow of reason by the passion of revenge in the mind of the revenger-character is conventionally marked by increasing references to hell in the speech of the revenger since according to orthodox Christian view passions reside in the underworld. The use of hell-rhetoric, similarly to Hieronimo, is remarkable in case of Titus too.

‘Tis you must dig with mattock and with spade,
And pierce the inmost centre of the earth:
Then when you come to Pluto’s region,
I pray you, deliver him this petition(
(IV.iii.6-14) (LINK: 4.3.6.)

I’ll dive into the burning lake below,
And pull her (Justice( out of Acheron by the heeds.

(IV.iii.43-44) (LINK: 4.3.43.)

However, other characters express their subjection to passions by referring to hell too.

Per Stygia, per manes vehor.
(I am borne through the Stygian(
(i.e. infernal regions, i.e. I am in hell.)

(Dem., II.ii.135) (LINK: 2.2.135)

Now let hot Etna cool in Sicily
And be my heart an ever-burning hell!

(Marc., III.i.241-242) 

(LINK: 3.1.241)

Besides verbal imagery of hell, the three-decker renaissance stage with its emblematic logic, making the trapdoor on stage stand for the hell-mouth, was also exploited to indicate the revenger’s obsession with the passion of revenge. Since in psychoanalytical terms, passions, heterogeneous drives, instincts are suppressed to the unconscious, the gap of the Renaissance stage can also be considered as a metaphor of the unconscious threatening stable identity. Titus does not fall into the pit (though note that in the performance of the theatre of Kaposvár he stands in the orchestra pit when communicating with Tamora disguised as revenge — approx. at 2.19.35), however two of his sons are placed there (II.iii.191-245) (LINK: 2.3.191) in order to symbolize their entrapment by their passions for revenge at the beginning of the play, when insisting on the death of Alarbus. As Wilbern points to it, the pit also has a female genital significance: “it is both womb and tomb, and vagina”
, thus it is obviously attached to Tamara, who uses it as a means, property for her revenge. (The parallel between the pit and the maternal womb is emphasized by the performance of the Kaposvár theatre due to the reddish light on stage and the foetus-like position of the Andronici boys. — approx. at .56.19.) Titus’ sons, Quintus and Martius, therefore are doubly captured and consummated by the passion of revenge: they are not only victims of their own but of Tamora’s passion for revenge as well.

Quintus and Martius as revengers now fall subject to revenge, here symbolized by the swallowing mouth of the underworld and the unconscious.

If, on the basis of the womb metaphor, we equate Tamora’s body with the pit, the symbol of hell and the unconscious, it will stand for the “devouring receptacle” (II.iii.235) (LINK: 2.3.235) of uncontrollable passions, drives, impulses, and thus the fate of the Andronici boys, entrapped and destructed by the passion of revenge, will be ironically repeated when Titus serves Chiron and Demetrius to their consuming mother.

The delay, filling out the temporal gap between the moment of the emergence of revenge in Titus and between the performance of his violent acts, does not only contribute to the development of Titus’ madness, but also provides him with the information against who he has to direct his revenge (through the intertextual deixis to the Ovidian narrative about Philomel the crime of Chiron and Demetrius gets revealed) and how to act. The method Titus draws on is the conventional means for revengers to execute their vengeance: the “plot(ing( of some device of further misery” (III.i.134) (LINK: 3.1.134) which leads to the play-within-the-play, one of the final motifs of the revenge pattern. In his study Titus is “ruminat(ing( strange plots of dire revenge” (V.ii.6) (LINK: 5.2.6). As the Halletts put forth, since the playlet must be created by the revenger himself (for it should reflect the revenger’s mental state), the playwrights face with a difficult task.

They must provide a play written by the revenger without allowing for the protracted time that would be required for its composition. The plot cannot permit the revenger to sit down and write out a whole play (Hieronimo, for example, rewrites his previously created play.(, nor is he, as a character, psychologically in any condition to do so.

(The Julie Taymor film very much emphasizes Titus’ helplessness at this point by picturing him in a bath writing non-sense scripts in his own blood — approx. at 2.10.48.) The solution Shakespeare chooses is the employment of a counter-revenger, Tamora, who will provide a base for Titus with her transparent playlet. (The fact that Titus and Tamora are counter-revengers shaping each other’s fate is highlighted by Julie Taymor, as she, by creating a frozen tableau, lifts them out of the regular space of the movie and shows them standing face to face with fire and flying body parts in between. — approx. at 0.45.00) Titus in fact expands Tamora’s play by casting himself in it as a cook and Lavinia as an under-cook.

This encounter between Titus and Tamora is a brilliant piece of theatre because of the way that one character takes over the other’s plot, and turns it against the inventor. By a superb act of improvisation, Titus expands the cast of the masque-like show, making Tamora’s companions into what they are, Rape and Murder( by the end of the scene, the device has been fully reversed — the vehicle of Tamora’s revenge against Titus for the death of Alarbus has become the vehicle of Titus’ revenge against Tamora for the rape of Lavinia and the deaths of Bassianus, Quintus, and Martius.

The scripts, “recipies” Titus uses are ready-made, just like Hieronimo’s, however it is not Titus who prepared them earlier but Ovid (the story of Philomel and of the battle between the Centaurs and the Lapithae) and Livy (the story of Virginius), whose plots Titus is following in the realization of his revenge.

Overwhelmed with the passion of revenge, Titus engages in multiple murders within the frames of a sacrificial ritual and a banquet directed by him. His revenge acts are in proportion or rather exceed the injuries inflicted upon him by his adversaries. Regarding back. One can acknowledge the extremity of contrast between the “patron of Rome” and this “new” Titus, a cool-minded executioner of violence. (The performance of the theatre of Kaposvár emphasizes very much the bestial element in Titus by partly bringing to stage the dismemberment of Tamora’s sons too. With the backstage door half open, we can witness Titus’ blows and even two heads roll out to the stage, re-enacting the beheading of Titus’ sons. — approx. at 2.30.30)

A further “ingredient” of the Kydian revenge pattern is the death of an innocent in the multiple murders of the play-within-the-play performed by the revenger. In Titus Andronicus this innocent character is Lavinia, who must die, since as an object of remembrance (like the bloody napkin and Horatio’s unburied dead body in The Spanish Tragedy), as a walking exclamation mark urging revenge has fulfilled her role. Killing Lavinia is Titus’ last desperate attempt to execute power over death, to establish his position as the “author” of death. (Different adaptations of the play stage and thus interpret the death of Lavinia variously. The BBC adaptation and the film directed by Julie Taymor place emphasis on Lavinia’s self-sacrifice. In the BBC version Lavinia herself gives the knife to the hands of Titus — approx. at 2.34.37-45, while in the Julie Taymor film she willingly offers her neck to Titus. — approx. at 2.26.17. The performance of the theatre of Kaposvár, however stages the scene as a cruel execution, without Lavinia’s initiation into the forthcoming events. — approx. at 2.36.14.)

The final motif of the revenge pattern is the death of the avenger himself. Titus’ death is not only necessary for the support of the period’s ethical, moral opinion (i.e. the hero-revenger must be punished as he committed atrocities equal to those of the antagonists, as he transgressed the law of heavens and state too, in favour of the natural law of blood-revenge) but because it is his death by which the cycle of revenge comes full circle, exhausting itself in a mass massacre, where one can no longer tell who is a victim and who is a victimizer, since the passion of revenge indistinguishably rules over all human subjects.
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