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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study is twofold: firstly, to describe the views
of Ramus on communication, and, in particular, on the qualities of differ-
ent kinds of discourse, and, secondly, to compare these views with those of
the theorists of the Pléiade. In the first chapter we shall see something
of the life and works of Ramus (briefly, because this has been more than
adequately treated by Walter Ong who bases himself on the contemporary bio-
graphies, especially that of Na.ncel)l, and then the points of contact bet-
ween Ramus and the various members of the Pléiade and some other associated
writers and critics. The information we have on the subject of the rela-
tions between Ramus and the Pléiade is not extensive, but this fact is sig-
nificant in itself, and corrects the commonly accepted view that Ramus was
a close friend and follower of the Pléiade. The second chapter is devoted
to a discussion of the main outlines of what has come to be known, asbove
all since the appearance of Grahame Castor's book which bears this title,
as Pléiade Poetics.2 The subsequent chapters deal with the same questions
of literary and artistic theory as did the theorists of the Pléiade. They
set out Ramus' views in great detail, and then make a brief comparison bet-
ween them and those of the Pléiade. The topics to be considered are: the
relation of art to nature, imitation, clarity and obscurity, truth and fal-
sity, invention and disposition, some general questions of style, and,

especially, plain and figurative writing, and finally the relation between

l, Walter J. Ong, S.J., Ranus, Method and the Decay of Dialogue, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 1958 (here referred to as RIDD).

2. Grahame Castor, Pléiade Poetics, Cambridge, 1964.
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logic, rhetoric and poetry.
The literature on Ramus and Ramism is vast. A glance at Walter Ong's
other major book on Ramusl will show, in the first place, the very great

number of editions of books by Ramus himself published in the sixteenth and

seventeenth centuriest

"There are over 750 separately published editions
(including some adaptations) of single or collected
works by Ramus or his collaborator Omer Talon (Audo-
marus Talaeus, ca. 1510-1562) - close to 250 editions
of the important Dialectic alone. Counting separately
each of the works in these 750-o0dd volumes, some of
which include more than one item, one gets a total of
around 1100 separate printings of individual works.
All but a few of these fall in the century roughly
between 1550 and 1650".2

In the second place, Ong's list will show the extent of the contro-
versies surrounding Ramus and Ramism, and the scope of Ramist influence

throughout Europe.

Interest in Ramus continues to grow. Some more recent research has
not always either acknowledged, or sometimes even been aware of, the vital
and indispensable contribution which Ong's two books made. Clearly, the
twelve years which have elapsed since he published these works have added
something to our knowledge of the subject, but it is remarkable how little
there has been found to criticize in his major contentions. Two broad ob-

jections may be, and have been, made: that the rhetorical tradition is more
important in Remus' theories, and in the period afier Ramus' death, than
Ong allows, and that his stress on the 'spatialization' of knowledge is ex-

cessive, but neither of these objections could be adequately substantiated

1. Ong, Ramus and Talon Inventory, Canbridge, Massachusetts, 1958 (here
referred to as RTIS.

2. Ong, RDD, P-5-
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without an equally detalled documentation. There are, of course, many addi-
tional facts which have come to light concerning editions and copies of books
which Ong had not come across.l In general, however, his theses remain un-
assailed.

There are two books directly concerned with parts of the subject of
this thesis which have appeared since 1958. The first of these is Grahame
Castor's book which I have already mentioned. I intend to treat this book
more fully in chapter two. It will become obvious that I am indebted to it
(though on most of the major points I had already formed basically the same
opinions before the book was published); it is an excellent account of the
linguistic and psychological problems connected with the critical terms of
poetic theory, and of the philosophical bases of that theory. I nmust, how-
ever, at this stage, make one important reservation about it. One chapter
(Invention and Reason, pp.126-136) is devoted almost entirely to Ramus, yet
Castor does not seem to have made any use of Ong whose name appears neither
in the text nor the bibliography. Nor does Castor seem to have been aware
of another earlier, but major, piece of work directly on his subject, Rose-
mond Tuve's Elizabethan and Metaphysical Imagery (Chicago, 1947). The effect
of both omissions is that Castor misses some of the broader aspects of the
problem. The second book suffers from the same defect, but in a way which

deserves much stronger criticism. I refer to the edition of the Dialectique

prepared by lichel Dassa'mvillei..2 He is aware of Ong but seems able only to

l. I have communicated some of these to him, and he hopes to incorporate then

in a supplement to the RTI. There are also some details of fact about
Ramus' biography which need to be modified in the light of new evidence,
but these are not relevant to the present study.

2. Pierre de La Ramée, la Dialectique, edited by liichel Dassonville, Travaux
d'Humaenisme et Renaissance, Geneva, 1964.
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refer to him slightingly or disparagingly. For example, on p.1l6, he claims
in a footnote "Valter J. Ong néglige d'analyser les phases de la révolte
intellectuelle qui a mené Ramus & s'opposer 2 1'enseignement sorbonnique",
and refers us to RMDD. There is some truth in Dassonville's statement, but
it gives a completely distorted picture, since Cng's weighty contributions
to the wnderstanding of other phases of Ramus' activity are not mentioned.
There are scattered references to Ong in the footnotes, but not a single
one in the chapter called 'lLes Démarches de la Dialectique ramiste!. This
is impossible to account for. Furthermore, in a note on p.158, Dassonville
has some very harsh things to say about Ong:

"lous sommes persuadé que Walter J. Ong, R.IDD, notam-

ment p.l83 ss. s'est mépris en refusant de reconnaitre

la nouveauté et l'importance de la relation dans 1'énon-

ciation ramiste. En négligeant d'y voir une tentative

logistique, W7.J. Ong a commis une grave injustice et &

faussé la perspective propre & la diglectique de Ramus'.

While there is certainly room for discussion on the point at issue,
the criticism is tendentious and itself unjust;l
There have been many recent articles and short notes on Ramus and

Ramism. I should like to draw attention to three of these. Frances Yates,
in The Art of lMemory (1966) has a chapter on Ramus which does acknowledge
its debt to Cng, and shows how Ramus fits into the tradition of arts of me-
mory; and R. Leake has published two articles, one in 1968, entitled 'The

Relationship of two Ramist Rhetoricss Omer Talon's Rhetorica and Antoine

)
Fouguelin's Rhetorique Francoise, an excellent article, clear, detailed and

le I do not wish to lapse into the same kind of carping criticism as Dagson-
ville does; for an assessment of the value of this, I am afraid, uncritical

edition, I must refer the reader to my review of it in The Modern Language
Review, 1967, pp.13C-3.



well-expounded and which promises well for the forthcoming edition of the
Rhetorique which the author announces,l and one in 1970 called 'Antoine Fou-
quelin and the Pléiade'.2 Besides these works there have been some recent
reprints of books by Ramus.

I should like to thank many people for their help, especially my
supervisor, lrs. Doris Delacourcelle, for her kind encouragement. Father
Ong, too, has always been generous with advice whenever I have written to
him; any acknowledgement of debt to Ong, particularly in connection with
the bibliographical part of his work, is bound to be an understatement. 1
should like to thank also James P. Thorne for letting me see the manuscript
of his forthcoming book on medieval and Renaissance theories of language,

grammar and logic, which contains chapters on Ramus, and Aristotelian poet-

ics in the Renaissance.

1, Bibliothdque d'Humanisme et Renaissance, 1968, pp.85-108.

2. Ibid., 1970, pp.379-94.




CHAPTER ONE

THE LIFE AND WORKS OF RAMUS AND HIS CONTACT WITH THE PLEIADE

Part One <« Ramus! l1ife and works.

Petrus Ramus (otherwise called Pierre de la Ramée) was born in 1515
into an impoverished noble family, in the village of Cuts in Picardy, a few
miles from Noyon where Calvin had been born six years earlier. At about the
age of twelve he went from Cuts to Paris, having already twice tried to
establish himself there as a student. The third time he managed to secure
a place in the Colleéege de Navarre as the servant of a rich student, the Sieur
de la Brosse. Among his companions were Charles de Bourbon and Charles de

Lorraine, who were both later to become cardinals and his protectors. He had

little time for the study of which he was passionately fond, and so applied
himself with feverish diligence. Although presumably he had studied sonme

gramnar and rhetoric in Cuts, these would also form part of his syllabus at

the university.

"This arts course consisted of grammar, rhetoric, and
‘philosophy!, the last being chiefly logic and 'physics?,
with a certain amount of ethics, a tiny dash of metaphy-
sics, and variable incidental items such as rudimentary
geometry or other mathematics, or occasionally music." 1

Physics, it should be noted, embraced most aspects of natural science
studied at that time, and included some metaphysics and psychology; the scope
and treatment of these subjects were much the same as they had been for cen-

turies.

l. Ong, RMDD, p.20. Most of the blographical details in this section come,
through Ong, from the three contemporary biographies, of Johann Frelge
(1575), Théophile de Banos (1576), and, especially, Nicolas de Nancel (1599).
I have used all these biographies, and also the many speeches and prefaces
in which Ramus talks about himself, but it is not my present purpose to dis-
cuss these questions at length.



"Rhetoric and dialectic or logic (the terms were, in practice,
synonymous) had not remained the same. The humanists were
replacing the practical medieval rhetoric with a more elaborate
art designed to teach perfect Latin expression as a literary
and stylistic instrument."}

The change in the teaching of rhetoric was, however, largely one of
gtress. The change in the teaching of dialectic was more far-reachings the
formal (almost mathematical) logic of the Middle Ages was giving place to the
topical 105102 of Rudolph Agricola (1444-1485) introduced into Paris by Johann
oturm in 1529.

After obtaining his M.A. degree in 1536 Ramus began immediately, as was
the custom, to teach, first in the Collége du Mans in Paris, and then in the
Collége de 1l'Ave Maria, where one of his colleagues was Omer Talon. While he

was engaged in teachingihe was also busy preparing for publication his first
works on logic. In 1543 there appeared together two books; the first of these,
Dialecticas Partitiones (The Structure of Dialectic)3 was brought out again
later in the same year in a second slightly amplified edition, under the title
Dialecticae Institutiones (Training in Dialectic); the other work was called
Aristotelicae Animadversiones (Remarks on Aristotle). Both books were inten-
ded as an introduction to the reconstruction of philosophy, starting with tra-
ditional logic; as such, they were calculated to undermine the authority of
Aristotle and his followers and, in effect, of the whole university teaching
body. 3Since Ramus must have realised what would be the reaction of those

responsible for the curriculum he was presumably not unduly disturbed when two

of the university staff took up the challenge. Antonio Gouvea, a Portuguese

l. Ong, op.cit., p.2l. ’
2. The 'places' (loci, ToT7O1 ) will be discussed in chapter eight.

3. For details of all Ramus' works see Ong, RTIj; the English translations of
the titles are mainly from Ong.



lawyer and teacher of logic, and brother of the principal of the Colldge de
Guyenne in Montaigne's time, brought out in the same year, 1543, a defence of

Aristotle and of his supporters: Pro Aristotele responsio adversus P. Rami
calumnias (A Reply on behalf of Aristotle against the calumnies of Ramus). He

was supported by a Benedictine theologian, Joachim de Périon, who published a
book called Pro Aristotele in Petrum Ramum orationes II (Two discourses on be-
half of Aristotle against Ramus). Gouvea saw to it that Francis I heard

about the dispute and a commission was appointed to look into and judge the
matter. Since the attack had been directed at the very foundations of the
university system the men chosen as adjudicators were drawn from all five facul-
ties. Two were to be chosen by each party to the quarrel and a fifth, a neut-
ral arbitrator, was to be chosen by the King. Ramus was to be represented by
Jean Bomont, a physician, who had twice been rector of the university, and Jean
Quentin, who was Dean of the Faculty of Law.l Gouvea and the Aristotelian
party were supported by Pierre Dands, the first professor of Greek at the Col-
lége Royal, and Francesco Vicomercato, who had been chosen in 1542 to occupy
the newly-established Chair of Philosophy at the same college; (he had studied
and later taught at Padua and Pavia, joining the study of philosophy to that

of medicine, and since 1530 he had been physician to Francis I, while at the
same time he taught philosophy in the various Paris colleges;his aim was to

restore the body of Aristotelian thought to its true state by ridding it of

the inaccuracies introduced by the hordes of commentators on the text). The
fifth member of the panel was to be the theologian Jean de Salignac.2

After two days of discussion the judges could not reach agreement;

l., Gf., Charles Waddington, Ramus, Sa Vie, Ses Ecrits et Ses Opinions,

Paris, 1855, p.34.
2. Waddington, op.cit., pp.47-48; cf. Henri Busson, Le Rationalisme dans la

littérature francaise de la Renaissance, Paris, 1957, pp.193-4.




Ramus' representatives withdrew and he had to admit defeat. A royal decree of
March 1, 1544, banned the sale or republication of the books in question and
forbade Ramus to teach or write philosophy. The reason given for the twofold
ban was the ignorance, stupidity and lack of integrity of the author; this is

different from the reason given in the arret de justice obtained by Pierre
Galland, rector of the university, when the books first appeared: that they
were a danger to young minds, and were hostile to Aristotle and so against

1

nature and truth.™ The king gave the necessary sanction to the decree, it

was reglstered by parliament without difficulty, and was received eagerly by

the university.

Ramus next turned his attention to the teaching of mathematics and
eloquence (that is, rhetoric, through the medium of classical authors). His
first publication after the decree was a defence of mathematics, the earliest

known science: Petri Rami Oratio de studiis mathematicis (Address on the

study of mathematics). He followed this up with an edition of a Latin trans-
lation of Euclid's Elements, (1545)..,2

In this year he was invited by Nicolas Lesage, principal of the Col-
lége de Presles, to become a member of his teaching staff; Ramus was soon
joined there by Omer Talon, who was to be his friend and literary partner
for the next seventeen years. On December 1, 1545, Ramus was installed as
rector of the college in place of Lesage.

The association with Talon was to prove particularly fortunate. It
was not just that the two writers shared more or less the same interests;

they complemented one another, since Ramus' main preoccupation was with the

1. Charles Desmaze, P. Ramus, Sa vie, ses écrits, sa mort, Paris, 1864, p.45.
2. Of. my article, "La Ramée's Early Mathematical Teaching", in Bibliothéque

d'Humanisme et Renaissance, 1966, pp. 605-614.




study of logic and Talon's with that of rhetoric. Talon's Institutiones Ora-
toriae (Training in Oratory, 1545) was intended as a close parallel to one of
Ramus' banned books, and we have it on the authority of Nancel (Ramus' secre-
tary and biographer) that the work on rhetoric published under Talon's name
was perhaps largely written by Ramus. Furthermore, after Talon's death in
1562 Ramus undertock to revise a book called the Rhetorica which had grown out
of the Institutiones Oratoriae. Finally, in 1546, Ramus evaded the ban on
writing a philosophical work by publishing, under Talon's name, a third edi-
tion of his own treatise on dialectics Dialectici commentarii tres authore
Audomaro Talaeo editi (Three commentaries on dialectic by Omer Talon). I
mention at some length this close literary collaboration between Ramus and

Talon because it 1s essential to an understanding of my exposition of Ramus'
views. It is often impossible to say whether a particular work is either by

Ramus or by Talon or by both. On occasion I think we must assume joint author-
ship. There is no doubt that Ramus was the principal author of almost all

the works we are going to look at, though I venture to suggest, for stylistic
reasons, that the Institutiones Oratoriae of 1545 owes more to Talon himself

than Nancel allows .1

l. Cf. Ong, RTI, pp.B82-85, where this question is discussed at length. It seems
to me, however, after a close examination of Nancel's own words (Nancel, Petri

Rami vita, 1599, pp.40-41), that Nancel is not quite so sure about the exact
responsibility for authorship which each of the two writers had. Ong's view

is that 'Nancel was convinced that "from its beginning'", the work on rhetoric
was more Ramus' than Talon's, Ramus having done most of the work with the ma-
terial and "reduced it to an art", and Talon having only given it his own
style..." (p.82). It is true that Nancel says this, but he also says, 'Hoc
igitur Talaeo vita functo, cum Ramus artium instaurationem moliretur Rhetoricen
illam eandem sub Talael nomine diuulgatam, haud scio quo iure, sibi arrogauit,
et interpolatam in vulgus edidit, quasi a se primum inuentam descriptamque, et
& Talaeo commentarijs illustratams sicuti primum de Dialectica factum constat:
cuius verus suthor Ramus est, Talaeus commentator...' He goes on to say that
because of Talon's stylistic improvements, 'ideo 1lli gloriam solidam inuenti-
onis viuo concessisse, quam a mortuo velut vsuram repoposcits vt cuius operis
dictator atque dux extiterat, eiusdem nunc¢ vere primarius author haberetur.
Haec mea coniectura si vera non est, nescio quid queas excogitare:s cum certum

sciam, P. Ramo satis solidae laudis proprio Marte quaesitum, nec vnquam plagio
alterius inuentam sibi arrogasse aut vendicasse!. It is clear from this that
Nancel wants to prove that the work was la.riella.gr1 written by Ramus, but realises
the weakness of his own argument. (I have icised the passages which show
Nancel's uncertainty).



One question which exercised Ramus very much at this time was the rela-
tion of the different arts and sciences to one another. He is insistent that
each art has a clearly defined scope, absolutely distinct from that of any
other art, and yet the method to be used in the explanation of each art is
jdentical. Furthermore, because of the unity of all thought, all the arts
have a common ultimate purpose, the furtherance of human knowledge. It was on

this subject that Ramus gave his first address of the new school year, on Qcto-

ber 12, 1546; this was published three years later as Oratio de studiis philo-

sophiae et eloquentiae coniungendis (Address on combining philosophy and elo-
quence). The union which he proposed was the classical one of philosophy and

rhetoric, and since, at this time, traditional philosophy was more or less
just logic and physics, and since Ramus had as yet shown little interest in
the latter, it seems fairly clear that he was equating philosophy and logic.
The 1546 address appears to be a summary justification of the attitudes adop-
ted in the various editions of Ramus! dialectic and Talon's rhetoric.

Ramus proposed, from now on, to revert to the Greek and Roman practice
of teaching 'philosophy! in the morning (this was to be Talon's task) and
rhetoric in the afternoon; the afternoon classes were to be directly related
to those given earlier in the day, since Ramus' procedure was to explain
classical authors by showing the usage and application of the rules of logic.

After the death of Francis I (31st March, 1547) the ban on the compo-
sition and publication of books by Ramus was lifted by Henry II, under the
influence of Diane de Poitiers, and Charles de Lorraine, Cardinal de Guilse.
Although Ramus was free now to write and teach philosophy, the concession did
not make any real difference to him. He had in fact been teaching it already

to some extent, and he had been able to publish, as we have seen, under



Talon's name. He was, however, now allowed to republish the two condemned
books. The lifting of the ban would have made more difference had Ramus not
been so interested at the time in another subject, rhetoric. No doubt his en-
forced teaching of the subject had awakened his interest in it. In 1546 he
had produced an explanation of the Dream of Scipio from Cicero's Republic,

and the following year (before he was granted his freedom) he brought out a

commentary on Cicero's Orator. The year 1548 saw the fifth edition of Talon's

work on rhetoric under the title of Rhetorica; this book had clearly been
adapted so that it fitted in with Ramus' views. In the course of the next
year Ramus completed his commentary on Quintilian's Institutiones Oratoriae,

which he later combined with his commentary on Cicero's Orator to form the

Scholae Rhetoricae (Lectures on Rhetoric)l and in which the main contention
against both Cicero and Quintilian is that they are illogical. These works
were followed by other commentaries on Cicero.

At this time, too, Ramus engaged in controversy with Pierre Galland on
the subject of university reform; he was interested in the subject both from
the practical angle (his own dissatisfaction with the way he had been taught
had made him adopt in his teaching at the Collége de Presles a more humane
and simpler attitude, free from the aridities of scholasticism and from the
tyranny of authority reverenced for its own sake), and from the theoretical
angle, because for him the arts and sciences should be taught in a certain
order and in a certain way. The discourse Pro Philosophica Parisiensis Aca-
demiae disciplina (Plea for philosophy at the university of Paris, 1551)
suggests that the arts-course could profitably be shortened. Ramus is anxious

to show that his current practice at the Colléege de Presles is free from he-
retical ideas. On the contrary, his quarrel with Aristotle is based on the

l. Ong, RTI, p. 147.



observation that this doctrine is opposed to the truth of the Gospel. Galland

replied in Contra novam academiam Petri Rami oratio (Address against the new

academy of Ramus). Rabelais, in the prologue to Book IV of Pantagruel, al-

ludes to the quarrel,but does not take sides.

1

In the same year (1551) Ramus was appointed to a chair at the Colldge

Royal. This was an invitation to give public lectures but not technically

within the university. His full title was Professor of Eloquence and Philo-

sophy.2 He retained the headship of the Collége de Presles, which led to an

altercation with Jacques Charpentier,

3 who contended that his method of con-

ducting the classes at Presles was unacceptable (that is, that he taught dis-

cursively, and not progressing by a strict word-for-word analysis of a given

text). At Charpentier's insistence the matter was eventually brought before

a tribunal; because of his friendship with Cardinal de Lorraine Ramus was

allowed to carry on teaching in his own way, but only at certain prescribed

hours and on ‘'extraordinary' or feast days; since, however, there were about

two hundred of these the restriction was not particularly harsh.

4

In 1555 there appeared Ramus' first major mathematical work, Arith-

meticae libri tres (Three books on Arithmetic). 1In the same year Ramus also

published what many would see as his most important work, the Dialectiqus.

1.
2e

Ong, RTI, pp. 496-8; cf., also, p. 156; for the Rabelais episode see below
Pe 20.

After his death, the chair of Eloquence and Philosophy was discontinued and
in its place a new chair of mathematics was set up, according to provisions
made in Ramus! will. Ramus' interest in mathematics is the result partly
of his teaching the subject when he was under the interdict, partly of his
doctrine of the interrelation of all the branches of learning and of his

desire to embrace all knowledge, and partly of his inclination towards
clarify and methodical procedurse.

Jacques Charpentier (1524-T4), who engaged in controversy with Ramus on
method and on the teaching of mathematics, was a teacher in the arts faculty,

and later became a professor of mathematics at the Collége Royal.
Waddington, op.cit., pp.73-8; for Ramus' defence of himself cf. his manifesto

on his installation as Regius professor (Ong, RTI, p. 158).



Apart from being the first work in French on the subject of logic (and among
the earliest works in French dealing with any of the parts of philosophy) it
is also important as the only exposition of Ramus'! leading ideas to come from
his pen in French.

The Dialectique is important for two other reasons. Firstly, it repre-
sents a major step in the development of the presentation of Ramus! thought.
From the vast number of editions, revisions, and adaptations of the original
form of his works on logic, the Dialecticae partitiones of 1543, we can pick
out a few main stages. The first edition discusses three parts of dialectic:
nature, art and exercise. The second main stage is reached with the 1546
edition which Talon sponsored; this book is better arranged than any of the
earlier ones and contains the first real treatment of method. The third
stage is this Dialectiques 'exercise! has been discarded and the work has
become an art or manual of dialectic made up of two parts, ‘invention' and

' judgement! (disposition). In the following year the French version is re-

adapted into Latin and expanded to include explanations by Talons Dialecticae

1ibri duo, Audomari Talaei praelectionibus illustrati (Two books on dialectic
illustrated with notes by Omer Talon). There are numerous other editions

which need not concern us here. It is, however, interesting to note that the
work was soon translated into various languages: there were three different
English translaticns before 1600, in several separate issues, the first The
Logike of P. Ramus translated by Rolland M'Kilwein (1574), and others by
Dudley Fenner and Abraham Fraunce; the first Dutch translation came out in
Leyden in 1585 and the first German one in Erfurt two years later.

Jecondly, the Dialectique is of importance, not merely because it

marks a stage in the progress of the French language as a vehicle for serious
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technical discussion, but also because the author had asked several well-known
men of letters to provide translations of the excerpts from the classical

poets which he was including to illustrate his new technique of dialectic.

(in brief, Ramus' idea was that small boys would better understand logical pro-
cesses if they were given examples of their usage taken from recognised master-
pieces of literature, rather than 1f they were subjected to the meaningless
scholastic mnemonics and jingle of barbaric terms). It is worth noting, how-
ever, that Jean Dorat, who had taught Du Bellay, Ronsard and Belleau at the
College de Coqueret, did not approve of his pupils' support of his rival Ramus,

and with his doctrine that French was a suitable medium for the expression of

profound ideas.l

In the same year (1555) the Rhetorica was brought out in French as a

counter-part to the Dialectique; the translation was not by Talon but by
Antoine Foclin (or Fouquelin) who was a pupil, then later a fellow-teacher,

of Ramus at the College de Presles. The work is not an exact translation, but
rather an adaptation, and Talon's examples from Latin authors have given place
to French examples, mainly from Ronsard and Balif. The book was published by
André Wechel who also brought out, in the course of the same year, Ramus' Dia-
lectique and Arithmetica. A revised edition of Fougelin's Rhetorique came out
in 1557, but this was the last time it appeared in French.2 Dudley Fenner and
Abraham Fraunce both translated Talon's Ramist Rhetoric into English, as they

l. Cf. Alexandre Eckhardt, Rémy Belleau, sa vie - sa 'Bergerie!, Budapest,
1917, pp. 19-30.

2. Cf. R. Leake, 'The Relationship of two Ramist Rhetorics: Omer Talon's
Rrhetorica and Antoine Fouquelin's Rhetorique Fra.ngoise'in Mk&ay_e_
d'Humanisme et Renaissance,1968, pp. 85-108. 1 should, however, like to
add here details of an apparently unnoticed reprint of the text of Fouquelin's
Rhetorique, (though without the supporting quotations): Christofle de Savigny,

Tableaux accomplis de tous les arts libéraux, Paris, 1587.
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had translated Ramus!'! Dialectic, and their versions went through several prin-
tings before the end of the century. It is sufficient to look at Father Ong's
list of the dozens of Latin editions of the Ramist Dialectic and Rhetorlc, and
then compare it with the handful of translations into French to realise why it
was that Ramus preferred to stick to the international language. The sort of
person in France who would be likely to read his works would read them Just as
readily in Latin, and in many cases more readily, since the technical terms of
the Latin and Greek theorists had not yet filtered through into French. The
number of editions which came from presses outside France is an indication of
the public Ramus aimed at. I have treated at some length this French version
of the Ramist Rhetoric, since I intend to make use of Fouquelin in the course
of this present study. I do not wish to suggest that we can read Fouquelin as
though we were reading Ramus, in the way that we can often be sure that a work
which purports to be by Talon is in fact by Ramusj; but it must be borne in
mind that within the circle of Ramus' acquaintances authorship is never easy
to determine - there seems to be a kind of collective authorship - in much the
same way as Ramus' own works become identified with their subject-matter and
Ramus' logic becomes anonymously listed as logic. Furthermore, the Rhetorigue
does follow the Rhetorica fairly closely, and we have seen that the exact
responsibility for the authorship of this is not easy to determine, and we
must assume that at least Ramus was anxious to ensure that the Rhetorigue
appeared in a form which closely imitated the Diale;:tigue.

The theme running through all the writings of Ramus at this time was
the idea that everything should be studied and taught methodically - witness

the small but important Quod sit unica doctrinae instituendae methodus (The

one and only method for setting forth all subjects) which was published se-
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parately in 1557, but which was from Book IX of one of the revisions of the
Remarks on Aristotle (1556). It is method which is at the basis of Ramus'
plans for university reform, a subject which attracted his attention at this
time. In 1557 Ramus was appointed by the Faculty of Arts to a commission for
university refom,l and he was also on the commission which appealed against
some severe disciplinary measures taken by Henry I1 against some students who

had fought with a group of religious about the right to make use of the Pré-

aux-Clercs.® His Oratio de legatione (Address concerning the deputation) was
issued twice in a Latin version in 1557, and four times in French (Harangue

de Pierre de la Ramée, touchant ce gqutont faict les deputez de 1'Université

de Paris envers le Roy), all from the press of André Wechel. The French

version was apparently not by Ramus himself, but seems to have had his sanc-

tion.

An indication that his thoughts were turning more and more to the
value of writing in French is that his next book was translated into French
within the year it appeared. (It is to be noted, however, that the transla-

tion is not done by Ramus himself). This Liber de Moribus Veterum Gallorum

(1559) was translated by his friend Michel de Castelnau as Traicté des facons

et coustumes des anciens Galloys; in spite of the wide appeal the subject

3

might have been expected to have in France,” there were twice as many Latin

editions as French. (The scholarly Liber de Caesaris militia came out from
the house of Wechel in the same year, but in this case the translation, by
Pierre Poisson (Traicté de l'art militaire ou usance de guerre de Jules César)

was not printed until 1583.)4

1. Waddington, op.cit., p.l1l17.

2. Ibid., p.ll2.

3. This book is the nearest we have to the lost book on ethics which Ramus is
supposed to have written (cf. the preface by Johann Freige written in 1574) .

4. Ong, RTI, p.308.




13

The period at the end of the 1550's and the beginning of the 1560's was
a fruitful time for Ramus. It was then that he directed his energies to the
study of grammar, and it is his works on grammar that most people seem to have
heard of; this is sirange in a way,since there was little of original or las-
ting value in his various grammars, though they are currently receiving some
attention from students of linguistics interested in attitudes to language in
the years immediately prior to the appearance of Descartes! works. The Latin
Grammar came out in 1559 and went through numerous editicns, including several
in English. The following year saw his first Greek Grammar, which met with a
similar success. Both works were supported by separate books explaining the
rudiments of each grammar. The French Gramere (which made use of Louis
Meigret's revised spelling) came out in 1562 and, after appearing in several
French editions, was translated into Latin.

It was in 1562 that Ramus seems to have made the final bresk with
Catholicism; he had earlier been suspected of Lutheranism and his attacks on
Aristotle could have been construed as undermining the authority of the Church,
but it was not until about 1562 that he ceased to practise as a Catholic. A
Protestant influence is evident in a work which he wrote during this year on
the subject of university reform: the Prooemium reformandae Parisiensis
academiae (Notes on the Reform of the University of Paris),l published anonym-
ously, and addressed to Charles IX and Catherine de Medici. André Wechel im-
mediately published a translation: Advertissements sur la réformation de
1!'Université de Paris. The main points of the suggested reform are that the
great number of teachers should be lessened and that poor students should not
be at any disadvantage; scholasticism is contrasted with true classical human-

isms Ramus stresses that it is essential to have recourse to the Hebrew version

) Ongg _B_’I_'_]_:_’ Po 350-
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of the Old Testament and the Greek version of the New; there must be a free
and sincere explanation of the pure truth of religlon.l During the Wars of
Religion, when Calvinists were banished from the city of Paris, Ramus, taking
advantage of a safe-conduct granted by the Queen Mother, escaped to Fontaine-
bleau,where he remained until the Peace of Amboise, March 19, 1563; he then
resumed his duties at the Collége de Presles and the Colldge Royal. In the
early autumn he made a speech setting out once more his theory of education
and the interrelation of the arts:t Oratio de professione liberalium artium
(Address on the teaching of the liberal arts). In the early 1560's he de-
voted himself to commentaries on Aristotle's physics and metaphysics, apply-
ing to them his new-found logical principles. He continued also to develop

his interest in mathematics. When Charpentier obtained the chair of mathe-

matics in the Colldge Royal (February, 1566) Ramus protested to the Privy

Council on the grounds of Charpentier's ignorance of the subject. In the

following year he wrote in French a Préface sur le Pro&me des Mathématiques,
asking Catherine de Medici to provide a suitable building for the professors

of the College Royal; the Prooemium itself was written in Latin and was a

history and defence of mathematics. Ramus' principal argument against Char-
pentier was that he was combining the function of professor of philosophy
and professor of mathematics, and then was forgetting about the latter in
order to concentrate on the former.

After a second period away from Paris (a few months in 1567-8) Ramus
seems to have decided that it would be advisable to profit from these enfor-

ced spells of absence which he saw might well occur again and take the oppor-

tunity of travelling abroad. From 1568 he travelled extensively in Switzer-

l. Waddington, op.cit., p. 148.
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land and Germany, paying visits to many foreign aca.demies.l The result of
these travels, if not the intention, was the spread of his ideas throughout
the Rhineland., He met Johann Sturm in Strasbourg, Henry Bullinger in ZuUrich,
and Théodore de Beze in Geneva. He went as far as Nuremburg to inspect mathe-
matical and optical inatrumenta.z His journey was a fruitful one by reason of
the contact he had with other scholars, his opportunity to examine the running
of other educational institutions, and the experience it afforded him of
living in strictly Protestant countries. When he returned to Paris in 1570

he was debarred from the Collége Royal and from the Collége de Presles on

account of his now open allegiance to the Protéstant faith. On the 22nd Octo-
ber, 1570, he wrote to Cardinal de Lorraine that his only wish was to be able

to devote the rest of his life to the study of Scripture; he asked the Cardi-
nal to organize a new translation of the whole Bible; he asked, too, for a
methodical table of religion which would contain all the principles and ex-
amples (note the similarity of technique to that of the other arts Ramus had
dealt with) of doctrine and discipline.3 Ramus did attempt something of the

sort in his posthumous Commentariorum de religione Christiana Libri quatuor

(Fra.ncofurti, A. Wechelus, 1576), (Four books of commentaries on the Christian

religion). This book is generally considered to be uninspired theology (just

a mild and superficial form of Zwinglianism) but its interest for us is that

it shows Ramus applying his views on method to his latest enthusiasm, theology.
He never regained his professorship, though the title and the salary

were restored to him. He did not seem to find full favour with his new associ-
ates of the Reformed Religion. When he wrote to Bdze about the possibility
1. Wadd.ington, OE-Cit-, P 188,

2. Ibid., pp. 197-215.
3. Ivid., p. 226.
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of retiring to Geneva he was told that this would not be advisable since the
Academy was short of money and was committed to teaching pure Aristotelianism.
After the Synod of Nimes in 1572,‘ Baze claimed that Ramus' democratic atti-

tude on the subject of Church government was Bubversive.l

In his last few months he was engaged on a project for uniting all the
liberal arts and for producing a work which would embrace all knowledge, in
Latin and French. He aimed to bring out further revised editions of his
works on all the sciencesj he published a new edition of the French Grammar,
republished the Rhetorica, corrected the Latin version of the Dialectic, and
prepared a new French edition of it. Ten days before his death he wrote to
one of his former pupils, Johann Freige, sending him books on the first three
liberal arts, and promising to send books on the other four at a later date.
On August 26, 1572, Ramus was brutally murdered in mysterious circumstances
on the third day of the massacre of St. Bartholomew.

These, then, are the salient facts about the life and works of Ramus.
In the second part of this chapter I shall discuss his relations with some
of his contemporaries, and after that, in the main body of the thesis,I shall

discuss the ideas contained in the works I have described here.

l. Ibidl’ Pp-229-30, 246:



17

Part Two =~ Ramus and the Pléiade.

I must stress at the outset what exactly my purpose is in this section
and remind the reader of my overall purpose. My general aim is to discuss
certain ideas of Ramus and then to contrast them briefly with views on the
same or similar subjects which were held by poets and literary theorists of,
or connected with, the Pléiade who were writing in the same place (Paris) at
exactly the same time (1543-72). The basic justification for such a study
is the undoubted, but not always appreciated, importance of Ramus in the
history of ideas and his far-reaching influence on European literary theory
and practice.l The brief comparison with the Pléiade is attempted because
of the actual contact which took place between Ramus and the Pléiade, and

because Ramus represents, in spite of his passion for reform, the scholastic
tradition against which the poets reacted. Furthermore, Ramus is at the

centre of all the academic debates of the years between 1540 and 1570, many
of which concerned the very problems which were the subject of the literary
manifestoes. A study of Ramus will greatly elucidate the broader philo-
sophical background and the rhetorico-logical tradition out of which the

arts of poetry grew.
It is for these reasons that I have already dealt with the life and

works of Ramus so that he can be seen in his literary and historical context.

l. Cf. Tuve, op.cit. No study has as yet been done on the actual influence
which Ramus may have had on French literature (as he certainly had on
English literature); in his Ronsard, Poet of Nature, p.90, D.B. Wilson
suggests 'with considerable hesitation!' that round about 1555 Ronsard may
have been influenced by Ramus in the matter of order or disposition. Be-
cause this was the moment at which the contact took place I feel, too,
that there may be some influence, but so far I have not found any signifi-
cant difference after 1555 which can be ascribed entirely or even princi-
pally to contact with Ramus.



18

The important years for the formation of his theories are 1543 to 1555; the

parallel with the Pléiade i1s obvious, and I append a table at the end of this

chapter to show synoptically and chronologically the relation between Ranmus'

own publications and those of the Pléiade.

I have said that there was contact between Ramus and the Pléiade.
From what follows it will emerge that this contact was limited and that in
any case our knowledge of the facts is not extensive. I include the present
section, not because my thesis rests on the assumption that there was direct
influence either way (it will become clear that I think the opposite to be
the case), but for two other reasonss in the first place I wish to examine
the commonly accepted opinion that there was close contact, and secondly to

suggest some possible future lines of research.

In his edition of the Dialectique which I have already talked about

in the introduction, Michel Dassonville does not deal at all with the questi-
on of the Pléiade's contribution to this book by Ramus (except for a few
brief and unequal notes), because he had already published an article on the
subject.l This article is a good factual analysis of the snippets from
classical authors which the poets had translated at the request of Ramus,

but some of Dassonville's conclusions can be no more than tentative, and it
seems to me that he assumes far closer contact between Ramus and the Pléiade
than the evidence warrants. When he claims 'A priori peu d'humanistes de

ce temps étaient mieux faits pour s'entendre! (because Ronsard and the other
poets were aiming at a renewal of poetry and Ramus at a renewal of teaching,
and especially of logic), I feel that he is quite wrong. In the first place

1. "La collaboration de la Pléiade a la Dialectique de Pierre de la Ramée
(1555)", in Biblioth2que d'Humanisme et Renaissance, 1963, pp.337-348.
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we can think of several humanists who were far more likely to get on well
with Ronsard, and who in fact enjoyed his friendship for years (Dorat, Muret,
Turnédbe and Lambin, for example). Then there was little in common between
the two aims Dassonville mentions, and I am convinced that the Pléiade found
that even Ramus' modernised teaching programme retained all the vices of

traditional scholasticism; and when he adds. -

'I1 n'est pas jusqutau moyen qu'ils préconisaient qui
ne les raPprochE.tl tout comme les gens de la Brigade
et & la meme époque, La Ramée décida d'employer la
langue vulgaire, de la défendre et de l'illustrer par
son enseignement et par ses écrits!,

it is clear that he wants to make Ramus into an apostle of the vernacular
when he was no such thing. In both the article, and the edition of the
Dialectique he claims that after 1555, 'ses publications en frangals se
multiplidérent!. This assertion is surely unjustified. Apart from the Di-

alectique itself there were the Gramere (three editions before 1572), Adver-

tissements sur la réformation de l'Université de Paris, Préface sur le

Proéme des mathématiques, and the Remonstrance au Conseil Privé (three editi-

ons). But during these same years there were no fewer than thirty different
Latin works in over sixty-five editions. Nine Latin editions of the Dialec-

tica were published between 1555 and 1572. If Ramus was as enthusiastic

about French as Dassonville suggests why did he not write in it? The simple
a.nsw‘er is that his public felt more at home in Latin.

Dassonville goes on to give three hypotheses to explain how these
translations of the lLatin quotations were prepared and appeared in the edi-
tion. The first is that they were taken from already published translationss
this is so in the case of a few quotations, for exanple, some by Marot: the

second, that they were school-exercises; the third, that they were directly
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commissioned by Ramus. He comments, 'La seconde et la troisidme hypothéses...
révadlent une collaboration plus intime, une confiance et une admiration réci-
proque, peut-etre meme une amitié que nous ignorions'. This presents too rosy
a picture alt jogether as we shall see in a moment. The third hypothesis is
the one which the author favours, and it does seem to be the most obvious and
probable one. The names of the contributors will tell us something about the
possible contact between Ramus and the poets. Ronsard is the principal contri-
butor (thirty-five quotations in all, 168 lines). The others are Du Bellay
(78 lines), Pasquier (57 lines), Peletier (47 lines), Belleau (42 lines)
Denisot (37 lines), De Bruds (15 lines), Des Masures (3 lines); there are also
652 lines from Marot. It is almost impossible to know how this book was pre-

pared, but I do not see that we can be certain that the collaboration was very
close. What seems most likely is that it was Ronsard who organised the details

of who should translate which passages.

In spite of this edition of 1555 I do not think that we can really con-
clude that Ramus and the Pléiade were given to mutual admiration. In my view
the relationship was an uneasy one to say the least; it is by no means cer-
tain that the relations were either happy or prolonged. Ramus' biographer
Nancel suggests that they were neither:i

'‘He rarely associated with the poets, as if they did not
have common interests. He did, however, from time to time,
invite to dinner all those who were famous in Paris, with
Ronsard at their head, like Apollo. But nsever afterwards.
One of these people, the learned Du Bellay, mocked Ramus
with 8 biting taunt, imitating the sarcastic insults of
Rabelais'.l

1. Nancel, op.cit., p.65; cf.. Nolhac, Ronsard et l'Humanisme, Paris, 1921
(1966), pp.167-9; the attack by Rabelais appears in the Prologue to
Pantagruel Book IV, and that by Du Bellay in the Pétromachie (ed. Chamard,

vol.V, pp.236-51).
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It is not certain, of course, to what extent Du Bellay's criticisms
were serious and lasting. It is possible that he may not even have been
asked permission for the inclusion of his pleces in the Dialectique. There
is nothing from him of a date later than 1552 (the date of the Pétromachie),
but since he was absent from Paris from 1553 we can not be sure what his
attitude was. Of the other contributors Ronsard is the most likely to have
kept contact with Ramus (though temperamentally Ramus was much nearer to Du’
Bellay than to Ronsard), but he does not seem to have done so. Nolhac
quotes a manuscript account of 1559 in which Ramus' name is linked with
those of Dorat, Du Bellay, Belleau, Peletier, Le Roy and Balf, but he points
out that Ronsard never mentions Ranus in his printed works.l Du Bellay also

mentions him in 1559 and never again.2

Estienne Pasquier, who was one of Ramus' first pupils at the College
de Presles, does seem to have kept in touch with him. His presence in the
1555 Dialectique is explained by the fact that he was closely linked with
Ronsard in 1555. Ramus, just before his death, received a letter from Pas-
quier commenting on the 1572 edition of the Gramere. The tone of this
letter is a little distant and cold, in spite of the fact that it is signed
‘celuy, lequel, combien qu'il ne condescende & vostre opinion, si vous res-

pecte il et honore pour le vouloir qu'il voit que vous portez aux bonnes

3

lettres?.

The contact with Peletier, too, can, at least in part, be explained

by Peletier's relationship with Ronsard at the time. In many ways Peletier

1. Nolhac, op.cit., p.168 and p.265. |,
2. Allusiones, 1569, p.13; quoted in Nolhac, op.cit., p.168.

3. Cf. Estienne Pasquier, Choix de Lettres sur la Littérature, la Langue et

la Traduction, ed. D. Thickett, Geneva, 1956, p.1l09.
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shared more of Ramus' interests than did any of the others in the group (see

especially his Arithmeticae practicae (1545), L'Arithmetique (1549), Dialoﬂé

d¢ 1'Ortografg e Prononciation francoesd (1550), 1'Algebrf (1554), In Euc-

1lidis Elementa (1557) and De usu Ceometriae (1572). Peletier, however, seenms

to have been absent from Paris so often that it seems unlikely that his actu-

al contact with Ramus amounted to very much«.1

There 1s one strange omission from the list of poets who contributed

to the Dimlectique, that of Balf. We do know that Ramus had been in touch

2 and that Antoine was to remain his friend

with the father, Lazare de Balif,
throughout his life. It 1s odd that he should not appear in 1555, especially

since the Amours de Francine were published in the same year as the Dialec-

tique and also by Wechel. Apart from some unimportant reason for the omis-
sion of his name, it is possible that he does not appear precisely because

at this moment relations between Balf and Ronsard were rather strained.
This would support my suggestion that it was Ronsard rather than Ramus who
organised the work. We know that Balf and Ramus were friends, from the

letter of Pasquier to Ramus which I have just quoted, where he talks of
3

'Jean Antoine de Baif, amy commun de nous deux';~ we know also that Ramus

was interested in Baif's system of reformed spelling which was similar to

his own, and that in the 1562 edition of the Gramere Ramus speaks favourably
4

of 'measured verse', and in 1572 mentions Baif's experiments.

l. Cf. André Boulanger's introduction to the editiocn of the Art Poé&tique

(1555), p.25.
2. Cf. OScipionis Somnium... Petri Rami praelectionibus explicatunm (1546),

also contained in In Ciceronis orationes... praelectiones 1582), p.o19.
3. Fasquier, op.cit., p.98.

4. For the Ramus-Balf relationship see especially Thickett's edition of
Pasquier, pp.70-74; cf., also,Frances A. Yates, The French Academies of

the Sixteenth Century, London, 1947, p.2l1 and p.52.
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About Belleau, Alexandre Eckhardt wrote,
'Il est fort probable que Belleau suivit aussi les cours
de Ramus que celui-ci faisait au Collége Royal. Les
rapports du professeur et de 1'8ldve se changédrent en
une sorte de collaboration qui aboytit & un livre fait
en commun. En 1555 Ramus fit paraitre sa dialectique
en frangais...'l
I do not think that we should make too much of the probability (and it is no
more than that, in any case,) that Belleau heard Ramus' lectures. Ramus was
a very famous teacher and public speaker, and we know that his lectures were
a great attraction, but it is doubtful what influence or effect they would
have had on Belleau. Furthermore, it will have become clear by now that the
'livre fait en commun' is not an accurate description of Ramus' book.
Jodelle, who, like Baif, was interested in 'measured verse!, seems to

have had close contact with Ramus. In the 1572 edition of the Gramere (but

not in 1562) there appeared a laudatory poem by Jodelle. Balmas notes that
the printer André Wechel was a good friend of Jodelle.2 (I think we may
safely assume that he was a good friend also of Ramus, since he published,
between 1555 and 1572, over sixty editions of his bodks.) Balmas then goes
on to meke much of the connection between Ramus and Jodelle. He writes of

Jodelle's contribution to the Gremere (1572):

'Non & tuttavia impossibile che Jodelle avesse gla composto

questi versi nel 1567, all'epoca del suo incontro con
Meliss!t.

This refers to a visit which Paul Melissus made to Paris, in the

course of which, according to Balmas, he came into contact with Ramust

1. A. Eckhardt, Rémy Belleau, Sa Vie - Sa "Bergerie'", Budapest, 1917,

pp e 26-7 ®
2. E. Balmas, Un poeta del Rinascimento Francese, Etienne Jodelle, 1962,

p.646; cf E. Jodelle, QOeuvres Completes, I, ed. Balmas, Paris, 1966,
PP- 46-501
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'Giunta a Parigl nel 1567, in compagnia di un amico, Jean
Lobbet, chi viene a proseguirvi i suoi studi di diritto,
Meliss, che & munito di lettere di raccomandazione for-
nitegli dal suo maestro vienneseSambucus per Henri de
Mesmes, Denys Lambin e Pierre de la Ramée, fa tosto la
conoscenzadel poeti e degli studiosi parigini piu noti.
Ramus, con ogni probabilitd, lo introduce presso Ronsard,
e questo a sua volta lo presenta a Dorats sempre a Ramus,
invece, egli deve di aver conosciuto Jodelle, come tra
poco diremo. Jean-Antoine de Baif et Jean Passerat si
aggiungeranno a queste prime amicizie!,l

Much of this is speculative and, I am afraid, even rather doubtful.
I suspect that either Henri de Mesmes or Lambin were far more likely to
have introduced Melissus to Ronsard than was Ramus. We know that both of
these two were in close contact with Ronsard and with mutual friends (e.g.,
Michel de 1'Hopital, Turndbe, Léger du Chesne, Dorat, Muret, Passerat),2
and we have no evidence that Ramus was in touch with Ronsard as late as
this. He seems to have been forever on the edge of the circle, though,
again, it is possible that Ramus was among the lecturers whom Melissus
frequented at the Collége Royal.3 Balmas wonders why Melissus should single

out for translation Jodelle's poem on Ramus, and concludes,

'Meliss...era di religione riformata (quanto meno si

mostra intimamente legato a molti protestanti notori) e nella
sua raccolta inserisce 1l'elogio di un'altra illustre vittima
della notte di S. Bartolomeo, il musicista Goudimel. L'elogio
di Ramus ¢ anch'esso un elogio post-mortem, e prende il sapore
di una riposta ai contemporanei attachi di Dorat, alla memoria
del celebre filosofo vittima dell'odio di parte'.4

1. E. Balmas, Un poeta..., pPp.643-4.
2. 0f. Edouard Frémy, Henri de Mesmes, Paris, 1881; for the Ronsard-Lambin

contact it will be remembered that in this very year (1567) Lambin pub-
lished his notes on the Ars Poetica together with the unpublished text of
part of the Francisade.

3. Balmas, op.cit., p.644.

4. Ibid., p.646; cf., also,Nolhac, Un podte rhénan ami de la Pléiadet Paul
M&1issus, Paris, 1935.
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A further source of biographical information about Ramus and his asso-

1 In

clates is the succession of controversies which surrounded his books.
an age given to all kinds of polemical writing Ramus stands out as someone
who needed controversy in order to be able to formulate his own ideas. The
relevance of this is that some of his many adversaries had connections with
the Pléiade. I shall restrict myself here to those discussions and arguments
which directly concern people who were in Paris in the period 1540-70. The
first of these is the quarrel in 1543 between Ramus and the Portuguese jurist
Antonio Gouvea (1507-1565), about the nature of dialectic and the correct
interpretation of Aristotle. From 1544 Gouvea left Paris for the south and

there does not seem to have been further contact.2 Another important con-
troversy, the one which took place in 1551 between Ramus and Pierre Galland
(1510-59) was about the reform of the curriculum,and is discussed by Rabe-
lais in the 1552 Prologue to the Fourth Book.3

Then there is a lengthy exchange of views during the years 1564-7 bet-
ween Jacques Charpentier (1524-1574) and Arnaud d'Ossat (1536-1604), who
undertook to defend Ramus on the question of method. Adrien Turnebe (1512-
1565), well-known for his close contact with Ronsard, enters into this dis-

cussion, mildly attacking Ramus in his De methodo libellus (first published

1. Ong, m’ pp-492"511; RJDD, pp-214-224-
2. Cf. Martha Katherine Zeeb, The Latin letters of Antonio de Gouvea, (Edi-
tion, Introduction, Text, Commentary and Translations, Philadelphia, 1932.
In 3. N. NE{EB]., M-’ P060, gives a significant account of the part Galland
' played in alienating people from Ramus: 'P. Galland was the one who raised
the standard of war, and made many people hostile to Ramus: in the first
place his own associates and colleagues, Turnébe, Charpentier, Du Chesne,
Vicomercato, and others who conspired with him in order to destroy Ramus,
with a hatred greater than that inspired by Vatinianus, such as Gouvea,
Perion, Muret and many others, who had fiercely hit out at Ramus in various
speeches, or, rather, diatribes, and had attacked him with bitter charges
and taunts, more bitter than those of women or the comic writers."
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posthumously in 1600). Turndbe himself had also been involved in an earlier
minor dispute with Ramus in 1550-1554 concerning Ramus' reduction of fate
and predestination to logic rather than to ethics. Ramus hides behind the
name of Talon in some of the books in this exchange of views and Turnébe
sometimes hides behind the name of his friend Léger Du Chesne.l It seems
that Ramus became friendly again with Turndbe and Galland at a later date.2
I feel that it would be most rewarding to make a further study of Turndbe's
relations both with Ramus and with the Pléiade. We know of Turnébe's life-
long friendship with Du Chesne, that he studied with him at Sainte-Barbe

in 1538, and went to Toulouse with him and Lambin in 1545. They are still
associated in 1561 when Turndbe takes over Vicomercato's chair of Greek
philosorhy, Lambin takes over Greek literature and Du Chesne Latin litera-
1:1.11‘91...‘3 Lambin himself does not seem to have had very much contact with

Ramus, but then it must be remembered that he was teaching in Toulouse in
1548 and from 1549-1560 he had two very long periods of absence in Italy.

There is one further name we might add to this list of humanists, that of
George Buchanan. I feel sure that there was some contact between Ramus
and Buchanan, but at the moment all we can do is to point to a few scattered

references. The only tire that Ramus mentions Buchanan is in the Prooemium

mathematicum (1567), p.60, asking him to encourage the study of mathematics

at St. Andrews. Buchanan mentions Ramus in a letter to Daniel Rogers in

1. Gf! Ong. B_E, P1293-
2- N&DCEI, OEIcitl' Ppl66-7|

3, 0f. L. Clément, De Adriani Turnebi regii professoris praefationibus et

oematis, Paris, 1899, p.l19.
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1571,

A glance at the relevant pages in Nolhac's Ronsard et l1l'Humanisme
will show what was Ramus'! position in the humanist milieu. Time after time,
three of the four names, Muret, Dorat, Turnébe and Lambin appear in the
same context, but hardly at all is Ramus ever included in these contemporary
lists. There are several reasons for this fact. Dorat seems to have dis-
approved of him almost entirely (perhaps because Dorat was the one of the
four he most closely resembled); Turndbe, as we have seen, disagreed with
him in public controversy on at least two occasions, and both Muret and Lam-
bin were so often absent from Parlis that contact was almost impossible. All
the evidence we have points to the fact that Ramus was a difficult person to
get on with. It is clear that he shared almost none of the interests of the
members of the Pléiade, except the more academic interests of Baif and Jo-

delle. He was sober, ascetic and withdrawn, totally apart, therefore, from
the joyful social activities and epicurean aspirations of the poets. He

gseens to have had little poetic sensibility.2 On the other hand we might

iy

l. I.D. McFarlane, "George Buchanan's Latin Poems from Script to Print: A
Preliminary Survey", in The Library, December 1969, p.293. This long
article (pp.277-332), and another article by the same author, ("George
Buchanan and France", in Studies in French literature presented to M.W.
Lawton, Manchester and New York, 1968, pp.223-45), are invaluable for an
understanding of the humanist background in Paris at the time. I am
grateful to Professor NcFarlane for several important leads and references
in this connection, which he has given me, both in these articles and in
private discussion.

2. N. Nancel has several comments on this: op.cit., p.22, 'Porrd facto illo
in oratoriis progressu, animi recreandi, et lectoris oblectandi gratia,
voluit ad poeticam diuerteres (ad quam tam® minus natus aut propensus
erat'); p.32, 'poetas Graecos, quod sciam, non attigit'; 'Iam vero ut in
eloquentia primas tenebat, sic in poesi miré nouus erat, minimuque versa-
tus: ut per annos totos viginti et plures, quibus fere cum illo egi, ne
totid& quidé carmina scriptitarit'; p.33, 'Scio tamen me vidisse versus
complusculos ab eodem Ramo adhuc iuuene scriptos, neque illos inuita Mine-
rua. sed consequentium studiorum ratio diuersa, istum poetices igniculum

facil® sopijt atque restinxit'; Nolhac, op.cit., pp.8l1-82, talks of some
French poetry by Ramus in Charles Toutain's La Tragédie d'Agamemnon, but

I was unable to find this in the B.N. copy.
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have expected that he would have shared the interests of people like Turnebe.
Ramus, however, had put all his faith in logic and methodology (and it was on
precisely this point that Turndbe attacked him), and this was of little in-
terest to the pleasure-loving Pléiade. Ramus' philosophy was, in spite of
his desire to rid it of the deficiencies of scholasticism, still the philo-
sophy of books which Montaigne was later to attack. The fact that Ramus
was a far better philosopher than any of the neo-platonists (he has often
been hailed as an important precurser of Descartes) was of little concern
to Ronsard. Even as a classical scholar the appeal of Ramus was limited.
It is sufficient to look at a list of the authors he commented on to see
the reasons Caesar, Cicero, Quintilian, Aristotle; his commentaries on
Virgil are the only instance of his tackling a more acceptable text, and
even there his comments show little awareness of the poetry. Had he turned
his energies to Terence, Catullus, Anacreon, or even Plato, then he would
have aroused Ronsard's interest. Nor was he concerned with textual criti-
cism, or the establishing of the correct text, so much as with a logical
analysis of it. In simple terms Ronsard was not interested in the kind of
literary criticism which Ramus advocated. A further point of the greatest
importance is that Ronsard was a far better Greek scholar than Ramus.l

I should like finally to mention some friends and associates of

Ramus in order to indicate possible lines of future research. The best

startingapoiﬁt is, as usual Nancel's biography. Nancel himself (1539-1610)

1. Of. Nolhac, opycit., pp.l1l4l-2, for Ronsard's knowledge of Greek; for
Ramus, cf., Ong, W.J., 'A Ramist translation of Euripides'’ in Manuscripta,

VIII, I. St. Louis, March, 1964, p.23.
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was a pupil, secretary and life-long friend of Ramusj they had first met in
1548. He gives us two lists of names which are of interest for the informa-

tion which they contain and also for the names which they omit.l The first

list contains the names Jean Magny (Magnienus, a doctor and nm.thexmsx'cicit:a,n),2

Frédéric Reisner (a German mathematician who was responsible for publishing
Ramus' posthuuous work on optics, and who was a contestant for the chair of
mathematics after Ramus' death),3 Forca.del4 and Jean Péna (whom Nancel

calls his own fellow-pupil).5 The second 1list includes the following namest
Omer Talon (whose close collaboration with Ramus has already been described),

Barthélemy Alexandre ,6 Quintinus Heduus, Oronce Finé,7 Jean Magny, Simon

Pietre (Petreius),Jacques Hollier (Hollerius), Nicholas Charton (Ca.:"cc:nﬁ.l.w),8

1. Nancel, op.cit., p.26 and p.65.
2. Cf. his edition of Euclidis Elementorum libri xv Graece et Latine, Paris,

Guillaume Cavellat, 1558; the preface is by St. Gracilis and talks of
'vir doctissimus Jo. Magnienus Mathematicari artium in hac Parrhisioru
Academia professor vere regius'.

3- Cf. Ong,RTI, 0SS . 648-50:
. Pierre Iorcadel, not Estienne Forcadel.

. Both Forcadel and Péna were to become regius professors of mathematics.
. Alexandre was associated with Ramus in 1544 in the book:s Tres orationes
g tribus liberalium disciplinarum professoribus, Petro Ramo, Audomaro

Talaeo, Bartholomaeo Alexandro, Lutetiae in Gymnasio Mariano habitae, et

ab eorun discipulis excertae,Paris 1544.

7. Finé (1494-1555) is one of the most important of these associates of

Ramus. He held a chair of mathematics at the Collége Royal from 1530,
and was a prolific writer of mathematical works; for his relations with
Ramus, cf. my article, 'La Ramée's Early Mathematical Teaching' in
Bibliothdque d'Humanisme et Renaissance, 1966, pp.605-614.

8. These three are all doctors or medical writers; there is & work
Nicolai Chartonis Bellovacae Scholae Gymnasiarchi Oratio, Lutetiae in
eodem gymnasio, principio praelectionum suarum habita, Anno 1551. Non.

OCtObi, Paris. M. DaVid, 15511

A\ &
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D. Furnerius, Jean Sabellus,l Pasquier, Bergeron,2 Amariton,3 Loisel,4

2

Dahurus, Péna, Reisner, 0Ossat, Briaetus, Martinus, Gualterius.

Ramus! principal associates seem to have been his own teachers (1ike
Oronce Finé) or his pupils (Pasquier, Bergeron, Amariton, Loisel), and
especially pupils who were authors of mathematical treatises.

I hope that I have sufficiently demonstrated that contrary to the
generally accepted opinion the case for close friendship and collaboration
between Ramus and the Pléiade is at least 'non-proven'. My own conclusions
have the disadvantage of being negative, but they are based on a reading of
the entire corpus of printed work by Ramus, much relevant manuscript mater-

ial and countless prefaces and liminary epistles. It remains possible, cer-

tain even, that more material will come to light.

1. These two are theologians; the preface of the Praelectiones in Porphyrium
(1547) is addressed to Sabellus.

2, Nicholas Bergeron was one of the executors of Ramus, and in 1580 he pub-
lished a Commendatio professionis mathematicae, a Petro Ramo institutae,
in gratiam Academiae Parisiensis, cum interpretatione francica, Paris

Joannes Borellus), 1580. This key text, the only first hand account of
the strange sequence of events surrounding the foundation of the chair of
mathematics, has gone completely unnoticed by historians; I am preparing
an article describing this book and the new light it throws on the question.

3. This is Jean Amariton de Nonette who published a commentary on Horace in
1553: Joannis Amaritonis Nonetani Commentariorum in eplstolas Q. Horatil
Flacci. Liber primus, Paris, 1553; (I have been unable to find out if any
more than the first volume was publiahed); cf. Pierre-Frangois Fournier,
Jean Amariton de Nonette, Sa Vie, Ses Ouvrages, Sa Famille, Clermont
Ferrand, 1933'

4. Loisel (1536-1617), the other executor of Ramus' will, is quite well-known
from the life which was written by his grandson: Divers opuscules tirez

des memoires de M. Antoine Loisel advocat en Parlement....lLe tout recueilly
et mis nouvellement en lumiére par M. Claude Jolyes.e Paris, 1652.

5. There are some names here for which I have been able to find next to
nothing, and one or two which I have not yet been able to identify. For
the rest, I have given some indication of who they were and am preparing
s detailed article on all the friends and acquaintances of Ramus which

will contain much supplementary material.
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It seems to me that it is of the first importance if we are to under-
stand the place of Ramus in the eyes of people like Ronsard to realise how
different he was from the poets and theorists associated with the Pléiade.

He was a logiclian and a teacher of philosophy above all and only inciden-

tally someone who was interested in literature for its own sake. We shall
see that he did not write an art of poetry although he wrote an art of al-
most everything else. The justification for the present study is that in
many ways Ramus, in spite of his desire for novelty, and for a recasting

of the whole body of knowledge, because of his encyclopedic approach, pro-

vides a very complete picture of the intellectural climate of the Paris of
the years from 1540 to 1572 which was where and when the theories and doc-

trines were formulated which we have come to know as Pléiade poetics and

which represented such a major step forward in literary theory as well as

in poetic practice.



1541
1542
1543

1544

1545

1546
1547

1548
1549

1550

1551

1552
1553
1554
1555

1556
1507

1558
1559

J2

SYNOPTICAL TABLE.,

Dialecticae partitiones.
Dialecticae institutiones.

Aristotelicae animadversionas.

Oratio de studiis mnathema-
ticis.,
Euclides

Oratio in Gymnasio Praelleorum

habita.

Institutiones oratoriae (Talon)

Ciceronis Somniun Scipionis
explicatunm

Oratio de studiis philosophiae

et eloquentiae coniungendis.
Brutinae quaestiones.
Rhetorica (Talon).
Rhetoricae distinctiones in
Quintilianum.

Ciceronis De Fato liber
explicatus.

Pro philosophica Parisiensis
Academiae disciplina oratio,

Oratio initio suae professi-
onis habita.

Arithmetica.

Dialectique.

Virgilii Bucolica exposita.
Virgilii Georgica illustrata.
Admonitio ad Turnebum.
Ciceronis De optimo genere
oratorunm.

Ciceronianus.

Quod sit unica doctrinae
instituendae methodvs.

Liber de moribus veterun
Gallorun.
Liber de Caesaris militia.

Grammatica Latina.

Peletier, L'Art Poétique d'Horacs.

Peletier, L'Art Poétique d'Horace(2nd.ed.).
Arithmeticae practicae methodus
facilis.

Sebillet, Art Poétique Frangoys.
Du Bellay, La Deffence et Illustration de
la Langue Frangoyse.
Sebillet, L'Iphigéne d'Euripide.
Peletier, L'Arithmetique.
Peletier, Dialogu dﬁll'Ortografﬁ et Pronon-
ciation francoesg.
Barthélemy Aneau, Quintil Horatian.
Du Bellay, Preface to L'Olive.
Ronsard, Preface to the Odes.

Pontus de Tyard, Solitaire Premier.

Peletier, L'Algebrg.

Pontus de Tyard, Solitaire Second.
Peletier, L'Art Poetique.

Fouquelin, La Rhétorique frangoyse.

Pontus de Tyard, Discours du Temps.

Le Caron, Dialogues.

Peletier, In Euclidis Elementa geometrica.
Pontus de Tyard, L'Univers.

Pontus de Tyard, Mantice.
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1560 Algebra
Crammatica Graeca

Peletier, De occulta parte numerorum quam
Algebram vocant.

Ronsard, Preface to Meslanges.

1561

1562 Gramere.

Prooemium reformandae Parisi-
ensis Academias.
1563 Oratio de sua professione.
1564
1565 Scholae physicaae.
1566 Scholae metaphysicae.
1567 Prooemium mathematicum.
1568 Remonstrance au Conseil privé.
1569 Geometria.
1570
1571 Basiles.

1572

1573
1574
1575
1576
1577
1578
1579

1580
1581
1582
1583
1584
1585
1586
1587

Ronsard, Abbregé de 1'Art Poédtique.

Peletier, Disquisitiones geometricase.

Pelaetier, Do usu Geometriae.
Ronsard, Preface to lLa Franciade.
Peletier, De 1l'usage de Geometrie.

Peletier, Oratio ...in praelectiones

mathematicas.
Peletier, In Mauricium Bressium Apologla.

u—--_-_-_-ﬂ--"-_----“--‘ﬂ--ﬂ-‘-ﬂ-ﬂ---—---—--‘-‘-

Ronsard, Preface to La Franciade.

NOTES.

I have used extensively the material to be found in Ong, RTI,
pp.37-40, and in Boulanger's edition of Peletier's Art Poétique, pp.l-3, in
the compilation of this table. I have omitted many of the less important
works of Ramus (such as some of the commentaries on Cicero), and I have re-

ferred only to the first edition of each work, by Ramus and the other writers,
except in the case of Peletier's translation of Horace's Ars Poetica (because

the second edition is the most important) and of Ronsard's prefaces to the
Franciade (because they are significantly different from one another). In the
case of the poets I have included only the theoretical writings (and not just
on poetry - Peletier's mathematical studies form an interesting parallel to
those of Ramus), and not the different editions of the poems, because this
would have made the table too unwieldy.
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CHAPTER TWO

THE POETIC THEORIES OF THE PLEIADE

The views which the various members of the Pléiade held about poetry
have, of course, often been discussed. The most complate and factual account
is to be found in a book by W.F. Patterson, Three Centuries of French Poetic
Theory, Ann Arbor, 1935. Then there are two books which came out shortly
afterwards,*Hénri Chamard's Histoire de la Pléiade, Paris, 1939-40, a rather
more general description, but one which does attempt to relate the theory to
the poets and their poems, and R.J. Clements' Critical Theory and Practice
of the Pléiade, Cambridge, Massachussets, 1942, which treats the subject
thematically. In 1956, in La Création Podtique au XVIe sidcle en France,
Henrl Weber published a brilliant synthesis of the theories and related
them to the actual poetry of the time. There have also been several editions
of the different Arts Poétiques, the introductions of which add much to our
knowledge of the field, especially in the matter of the sources in Italian
writers like Speroni, and in classical rhetoricians like Cicero and Quin-
tilian. 1 should mention particularly the edition of Du Bellay's Deffence

et Illustration de la Langue Francoyse by Chamard, (1904, 1948), that of
Peletier's Art Poétique by André Boulanger, 1930), and that of Sebillet's

Art Poétique Frangoys, by Félix Gaiffe, (1932).

Finally, in 1964 there appeared a book devoted entirely to the sub-

ject, Grahame Castor's Pléiade Poetics. I propose to use this book as my
starting-point, and to give a detailed account of the ideas which it con-

tainsy since any treatment of Pléiade Poetics must now depend greatly on
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Castor's work. My discussion of the book will do three thingss firstly, 1t
will review what exactly the author contributes to our knowledge of Renais-
sance critical theory, secondly, it will serve as an exposition of the
poetic theory of the group, and, thirdly, it will show where Ramus f{its
into the scheme. I shall have some criticisms to make of the book. One
genaral point must be made here. It is evident that I am accepting the
basic assumption that there was such a thing as 'Pléiade Poetics'!. What in
fact seems to have been the case is that there was a group of people, who
saw themselves as a group, who made, individually, many pronouncements
about poets and poetry. We are not entitled to forget their individuality.
Castor, I feel, gives them a unity and an identity which they did not pos-

sess. In so many ways the things which divided them were more important

than the things which they had in common. I do, however, accept his term
as a convenient label. I see it rather as covering a number of people who
were very closely connected with each other and who were interested in the
same artistic problems. I would, nevertheless, prefer to think in terms

of chronology, of the people who wrote about writing poetry between the

years 1541 and, say, 1572.

Castor's sub-title, A study in Sixteenth-Century Thought and Termi-
nology sets out clearly how different his approach is from that of his pre-

decessors. At the beginning of his introduction he writes,

"The most obvious problem confronting the commentator of
the Pléiade's theory of poetry is that no one member of
the group produced a full and coherent theory of poetry

as such" ’

noting that Pontus de Tyard is a possible exception but that he was not
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primarily interested in poetry.1 Castor's criticism of Patterson, Chamard
and Clements, that they list the items in the poets' programme but do not

evaluate them critically, is justified.®

He is much more appreciative of
Weber's book, and in particular of its treatment of two contradictions,
firstly the one between imitation and inspiration, both of which were fa-
vourite doctrines of the early humanists, and secondly, the one between
truth and fiction. He disagrees with Weber's restriction of 'fiction' to
the use in poetry of 'les fables antiques', and wishes to give the term a
much broader reference.

One of the most important ideas in the book is that we must beware
of using the terminology of twentieth-century literary criticism when re-
ferring to sixteenth-century theorizing. The two best examples of this are

the words 'originality' and 'creativity' (usually used by commentators to

describe sixteenth-century theories) which do not come in until the seven-

3 He himself wishes to look closely

teenth and even eighteenth centuries.
at the language used by the theorists of the time, in order to see how they
themselves thought of the nature of poetry, and of the r6le of the poet.
?wo of the most important of the concepts to be studied will be 'invention!
and 'imagination'. It is only a study of these and related words which
will enable us not to fall into the trap of equating the sixteenth-century

use of 'invention' with our use of 'creative imagination’.

I should like to make clear what I think is new in this approach,

l. Castor, op.cit., p.l.

2. While I feel sure that Castor is basically right here, he seems to mini-
mize the value and importance of these works of synthesis,with the result
that he does not integrate into his own work as well as he might have
done certain of the items discussed, and even omits some of then.

3. 1bid., p.>.
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and show that although his aim seens at first sight to be broader than that

of all his predecessors, it nevertheless has important limitations to its
scope. The greatest innovation and merit of the work is that it attempts to
relate the poetic theories of the Pléiade to the broader philosophical con-
text of the time, by wmeans of a linguistic enquiry into their own critical
vocabulary. In general this is excellently done. The limitations, as I

see it, are partly the result of the obvious need to restrict one's scope,
partly, however, they amount to (perhaps unavoidable) distortion. It would
be interesting to know, for example, how the vocabulary of the Pléiade theo-
rists compares with that of some of the earlier vernacular arts of poetry,
and the relation between both of these and the neo-~Latin critical writings.
of the Renaissance, and especially of the French Renaissance in the years
we are studying. The philosophical background, too, might have been dealt
with in greater depth and detail.l I shall, of course, have a good deal

nore to say about Castor'!s chapter (Invention and Reason) of which pp.l128-

132 are devoted to Ramus. I need simply say here that the reason for the

inclusion of Ramus is not made at all clear, and that he is not dealt with
adequately since the only work of his which is quoted is a late (1576)

edition of one of the rare works he wrote in French, and then a few lines
(quoted from somebody else) of another earlier work. I hope to show that
Ramus is indeed relevant,far more so than Castor seems to allow. The best
way to explain his relevance both to Pléiade poetic theory, and, especially,
to a linguistic study of it, is that since he wrote so voluminously on most

1. Ficino, for example, gets scanty treatment, and the work of Henri Busson,

Le Rationalisme dans la littérature francaise de la Renaissance, does
not figure in the bibliography.
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of the arts, and, above all, on rhetoric and dialectic, he cannot be ignored.
He represents the old tradition of education and at the same time stands out-
side it because of his passion for reform. The reforms which he proposed
were being implemented in exactly the same years as the Pléiade theories

were being published, and in the same literary and educational milieux in
Paris. His importance is that he can tell us much about how the vernacular
grew out of the Latin and neo-Latin tradition, and how the theories of po-
etry grew out of rhetoric and dialectic. I hope to show that although the

actual connections between Ramus and the Pléiade are, as we have seen, less great

than is often supposed, it is still true that a better understanding of
Ramus adds to our understanding of the Pléiade. Castor's sketchy account

of Ramus contains another distortion: many of the other topics discussed

(and not just 'invention and reason') were discussed also by Ramus, so that

his presence would have been justified in most of the other chapters as
well. (I shall have reservations to make about his relevance to the dis-

cussion of imagination).

Castor's second chapter Poetry as the Art of Second Rhetoric (pp.l4-
23) tells how the late fifteenth- and early sixteenth-century arts of po-

etry were considered as parts of rhetoric, and were concerned with technique.

There is an important footnote,(p.14), on the different meaning art has now

from its early Renaissance meaning:

'Then the predominant meaning of the word "art" was not the
essentially modern aone of "skill displaying itself in per-
fection of workmanship", but rather '"a body or system of
rules serving to facilitate the carrying out of certain
principles" (0.E.D., under art). A typical Renaissance de-
finition of the word is given by Abraham Fraunce, The Lawiers
Logike (1588), 1, i, lbs "An art is a methodicall disposition
of true and coherent precepts, for the more easie perceiving
and better remembering of the same."'l

l. It is worth pointing out that Abraham Fraunce was an ardent follower of
Ramus, cf. Ong, RTI, Nos. 309-11.
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This is perfectly true, but, as I shall show when talking of art and nature

in Ramus in my next chapter, the connotations of the word are very much

Wider.

Castor is concerned to show the technical nature of the early arts

of poetry. He says of the Art Poétique Francoys of Thomas Sebillet, (1548),

"even though it marks a real advance over previous
treatises in that it comes so much closer than they
had done to a serious consideration of what poetry
is and what poets are doing (the title itself of the
work is probably significant from this point of view),

it still contains a very high proportion of narrowly
technical material®.l

Castor shows clearly that Sebillet carries on that tradition which made the

art of poetry a mere part of rhetoric, and was devoted to a discussion of

figures and other ornaments:

"The verse form was simply one more rhetorical figure,
or "colour". For poetry was considered to have exactly
the same object as any other form of discourse, namely

to persuade an audience either that something is so, or
that it should act in a particular manner."?

Sebillet sees invention as the 'premiere partie de Poésie) and this was
traditionally the first part of rhetoric. There is a great similarity

between the poet and the orator, except that the poet 'est plus contraint
3

de nombres que l'autre'.” Castor points out that Du Bellay also equates

the poet and the orators 'les vertuz de l'un sont pour la plus grand! part
communes & l'autre'. Jacques Peletier du Mans, in his Art postique (1555),
in a chapter on the 'diferancg du Poetf e df¢ 1'Orateur' sees them as being

essentially the same, except for the superficial difference that the orator

1. Castor, op.cit., p.l6.
2. ivid., p.18.
3. Ibid! P.19.
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must persuade briefly and immediately, while the poet's appeal is eternal
and universal. In this connection Castor stresses that the poet (like the
orator) deals in argumants; he sees this as primarily the terminology of
rhetoric. He might have added here that it was absolutely central to Ramus'
own theories of logic . The chapter concludes with the statement that to
see poetry as a branch of rhetoric was to give it an ethical purpose (its
aim was to persuade or dissuade). Castor does not, however, go into the
differences in the functions of the poet and the orator, or the precise
meaning of didacticism. I hope to show in my account of Ramus that the
question was a good deal subtler than is suggested in the statement that
the Pléiade's view of poetry 'provides moral teaching by means of a pleasing
form.'l The tension between teaching and pleasing was one which was often
debated and carefully worked outj there is, further, the vital question of
clarity and obscurity in discourse which Castor seems to ignore.

In the next four chapters the relations between inspiration, nature
and art are examined. In this connection Castor studies the twofold imita-
tion which the Renaissance propounded, that of nature and that of the clas-
sical authors. His main concern is to "show that the Pléiade poets were
indeed trying to introduce a new kind of poetry, and to give the poet a
function proper to himself.

"The Pl8iade sought to free poetry from the obligation of
conforming to extra-poetical scales of value; poetry did
not have to masquerade as ethics, or as philosophy, or
as history."?

The author brings out well here the delicate balance between poetry as

1. Ivid., p.22.
2. 1bid., p.24.
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ethical teaching and poetry which could also moralize, but which was much

more besides. He situates, too, the poet in the social and intellectual
context, thus explaining the Pléiade's feeling that they were a chosen and

privileged intellectual aristocracy, and must live up to this ideal of
virtue.l This will be of great significanée when we cone to see how dif-
ferent Ramus! position was; Ramus was a popularizer with strong democratic

feelings, and his aims were a far cry from the aristocratic aspirations of

the poets.

Castor links this feeling of aristocratic superiority with the be-

lief in the divine origin of poetry. The first poets (especially Orpheus)

were considered by the Pléiade to have been priests and interpreters of the
gods, and they had helped to civilize primitive man. This idea, which Horace
did much to perpetuate, was widely held, and was extended by some writers

(Sebillet, for example) to include Moses, David, Solomon and the Prophets.2
Poetry is, in this theory, the result of divine inspiration.

"Sebillet also stresses the origin of human knowledge
in the divine perfection. All the arts, since they
are 'conjoins avec ceste divine perfection que nous
appelons Vertu', contain some spark of the divine
fire, for our minds are of kindred substance with the
divine fire, though of necessity incomparably less
pure. Whenever a spark from the divine fire comes
near to a human mind, light is generated in the latter
and it is enabled to know the divine substance., This
1s especially true in the case of the poetic art..."3

Sebillet repeats the adage that poets are born not made, but then goes on
to show the necessity and importance of the technical side of writing poetry.

1. I should like to add here that this 'virtue'! was much more than noral

superiority; it was a general excellence orperfection(ieffq).
2. Ibid., p.27.
3. Ibid., p.27.
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The theory that poetry is a kind of divine fury is at the basis of this dooc-

trine of poetic inspiration; it comes into French writing from Plato's Ion

and Phaedrus particularly via the translation and commentaries of Ficino.

It finds its fullest expression in the Solitaire Premier (1552) of Pontus de
Tyard. Poetic fury is the first step on the ascending ladder of perfection,
the ascent from the senses to the world of spirit. Both Peletier and Ron-
sard share Pontus de Tyard's "neoplatonic!" enthusiasm. Ronsard stresses,
especially in the Ode & Michel de 1'Hospital, (1552), that divine inspiration

can come only to a virtuous person.

"Poetry, in Ronsard's view, reaches up into the highest
realms of man's intellectual and spiritual endeavour.
It is the vehicle of all man's noblest aspirations,
and to become a poet is to commit one's whole being
to a most sacred purpose."i

It is only by thus seeing the Pléiade against the neoplatonist background
of the time that we can understand the force of their theories. I suggest
that this neoplatonism itself must be further and more deeply studied if

we are to appreciate how it itself fits into the broader intellectual back-

ground of the time.

The next part of Castor's treatment can be summarized fairly briefly
because the subject of it has often been dealt with. The relation between
'art! and 'nature! in literature is a topic which has exercised critics from
earliest times, and which still continues to do so. Castor relates how Du
Bellay and Ronsard both described the history of poetry as a process of dege-
neration from divine to human, and that for them this was, at least in part,

one of the results of the fall from original i.nnocence'..2 The evaluation

1. Ibid-’ Ppi35"'6-
2, Ibid., p.39: This complicated question will be treated at length in

chapter three, pp.55 ff.
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of the relative importance of art and nature was first attempted in treati-
ses on rhetoric. To them was almost always added a third term, 'exercitatio!'
or practice. In the sixteenth century in France, and especially in the years
we are considering, the general feeling seems to have been that art and
nature were almost equally important, except that nature without art was
better than art without nature. Castor distinguishes "the naiveté which

had been a characteristic of the 'divine' poets, and the naiveté which could
be achieved by merely human poets".1 For the latter, naiveté was the re-
sult of long and arduous labour. Naiveté means also what is proper to an
individual, and consequently it is closely linked with our sense of 'origi-

nality'. "Indeed naif was more or less equivalent to naturel, but with the

added suggestions of genuineness and "rightness", in the sense of particu-
lar appropriateness."2 It was essential, if real naturalness was to be

attained, that a poet should write in his own language. This idea was re-

peated time and again by all the theorists of the period. 'It was not
enough! writes Castor,

"simply to follow others, certainly not to follow earlier
writers in one's own language, and it was not enough

even to enrich one's language by following exactly (i.e.
by translating) the best works written in other languages.
Imitation had to be of such a kind that the poet could
yet be naif, true to his own natural language and true

to his own natural self."3

The doctrine of imitation is certainly central to all Renaissance
theories of literature. The word was used in two main ways, the imitation
(representation) of nature, and the imitation of classical models. It seems
1- Ibidl ’pi77l

2 e Ibidl ,P.79.
3- Ibid.,p.82.
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to me that Castor is exceptionally perceptive and original in his treatment
of the former topic. He distinguishes carefully between the Platcnic theory
of imitation at two removes from reality, and the theory of Aristotle who
started by teking over Plato's idea, and then evolved a new theory:

"Works of Art were still held to copy "things'" 1in some
way, but in the Aristotelian scheme this implied
nothing about their relative status on the scale of

being."l
Aristotle saw poetic imitation as an instance of man's capacity for learning
by imitation. He also saw imitation as the apprehension of what is univer-
sal in what is particular.

"The philosopher tries to achieve knowledge of the
eternally enduring universals inherent in the
particulars, which exist only at a certain moment
in time. The artist, on the other hand, tries to
represent particulars in such a way that the uni-

versals embodied in them are revealed more clearly
than they are in ‘real life!, "

Castor shows that this theory of the universals was often misunder-
stood, and that Aristotle was wrongly thought to have been saying that
imitation meant merely vivid representation. It is a commonplace that
Aristotle's De Poetica, in spite of having been published in a Latin ver-

sion in Paris in 1538, was virtually unknown in France until the appearance

of Scaliger's Poetices 1libri septem (1561), and of Ronsard's Abbregé de
1'Art Poétique (1565).3 Neither Sebillet nor Du Bellay saw art as an imita-

tion of nature in the Aristotelian sense. Peletier seems to be feeling his

1. Ibvid., p.53.

2 Tbid-, p-54-

3. There are, however, several indications in the Latin writings of the
time that the humanists were aware of the importance of Aristotle's

theories on the subject. This still remains to be worked out in de-
tail.
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way towards such a view, but is still much nearer to Plato. So, too, 1s
Pontus de Tyard with his view that the arts are concerned with deceitful

images.

It is not until Ronsard's Abbregé that we begin to find any awareness

in French critics, writing in French, of the Aristotelian concept of vral-

semblance.l Castor shows clearly the progression in Ronsard's thought,

until 1572 when Ronsard contrasts la vérité (the material of history) and
le vraisemblable (the material of poetry). It is essential that we realize

that Ronsard is not here equating poetry with lying. He defends himself
explicitly against this charge.

"Le vraisemblable", writes Castor,"conforms to the true
nature of things and depicts, or makes actual in images,
or represents, what things contain in potentiality.

Thus le vraisemblsble brings out the universals in par-
ticulars. It conforms to the actual truth of the par-

ticulars and through this truth it expresses at the same
time the potential truth of universals."?

Castor is here making a very real contribution to our understanding of the
Pléiade's views on the imitation of nature. I feel, however, that he does
not do full justice to the theory of the vivid representation of nature

(which he calls a 'trivialisation' of Aristotle's view)3 which was such a

well-developed and frequently found attitude.
The second kind of imitation, that of model authors, is wmuch more

straightforward. The study and adaptation of classical models is not in-

1. Peletier, of course, writing in 1555, does discuss the question of 'la
verité historique', and says of something in Virgil that it is ' chosé
mal croyablg!, but he does not use Aristotle's terminology: Peletier,
L'Art Poeétique, ed. Boulanger, pp.100,102.

Qe Ca.stor, OE-Cit-’ Pl59-
3. Ibid., p.5H5.
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tended to be an alternative to writing directly in the vernacular, but an
exercise which will both help the writer to be able to write in his own
language, and ensure that his medium, the vernacular, will improve and be-
come capable of admitting a greater variety of writing. Imitation must go
beyond servile translation (though this was not ruled out completely at the
beginning; and was certainly practised by many, Du Bellay himself, for ex-
ample, in spite of all his strictures on it). Peletier seems to be the
first to say that the poet should go beyond his model:

"Il néd faut pas pourtant quf 1¢ Poetf qui doet exceler,

soet imitateur jure ni perpetuel. Eins sﬁ proposg non

seulﬁmant de pouvoer ajouter du sien, mes a.ncorp!s de
pouvoer ferf mieus an plusieurs poinz."l

Castor goes on to give a further justification for the imitation of
classical models. The ideal should clearly be the imitation of nature in
some form or other (though this was an ideal, as we have seen, of which
these theorists became aware only gradually), and since the classical poets
had found such an excellent way to express or represent nature, later (and
consequently slightly less divine) poets should accept their writing as
natural, and so imitate it. Castor does not really tie this up with the
previous chapter where Sebillet, Du Bellay and Peletier were shown not to
have been interested in the imitation of nature itself. Perhaps the link
is to be made in this way, that at the beginning of the French Renaissance
writers were so enthusiastic about the newly-discovered classics that they
did not have time or energy to realise the extent to which direct imitation
of the earlier models was desirable, and only gradually saw that there was

1. Peletier, L'Art poétique, ed. Boulanger, Paris, 1930, p.60; quoted in
C&Stor’ Op-cit., Po?l-
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no value in imitation for its own sake. Rather what was valuable was to do
the same thing as the classical writers had done, that is, imitate nature
in the vernacular.

The second half of Castor's book deals with two main topics, invention
and imagination. Of these, invention has a good deal more to do with my own
study than has imagination, since Ramus was interested in logic (and rheto-
ric) rather than psychology, but it is essential that I describe both of them,
for the sake of completeness and to show Low Ramus differed from the Pléiade
theorists.

Castor's basic contention is that invention, a term we use now only
in a very limited sense in critical discussion, was extensively used from
Cicero to the Romantic period. He sees a vital difference between the tradi-
tional idea that invention is 'finding!, and the post-Voltairean idea that
invention is a kind of ‘'‘making'. Both of these meanings are closely connec-
ted to their respective psychological and epistemological contexts, and dif-
fer in the same way as the sixteenth- and eighteenth-century theories of
the imagination differ.

In Chapter Nine (Inventionz Rhetoric and Poetry) Castor describes
briefly some of the points of contact between the arts of poetry and rheto-
ric. He traces the development of the word 'invention' from classical to
modern times, explaining how it starts with a neutral sense (coming to, upon),
becomes 'finding out' (which implies seeking to discover), and is then used
particularly for the orator!s faculty of invention.l As such it is the first

and principal part of rhetoric. (The others were disposition, elocution,

l. Castor, op.cit., p.96.
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memory and delivery).

"Invenire 1is no longer something passive, no longer the
event of happening upon a thing by accident; now it is
something active, something deliberate and intentional,
not so much a simple finding as a finding by seeking." 1

Castor brings out very clearly how invention assumes the figurative connota-
tions (of fabrication) that it often has today.. Since oratory's purpose is
to persuade, invention will often be used on what resembles the truth, le

vraisemblable.

"As long as this view of invention is supported by an
Aristotelian or pseudo Aristotelian theory of verisi-
militude, no harm will be done. If it is not so

supported, however, invention is in great danger of

being accused of producing merely non-truth, that 1s
to say lies."

The hidden objects of invention will be readily found by recourse to the

system of 'places'. The rest of Castor's chapter discusses rather summarily
how the arts of poetry took over these rhetorical divisions (and specially
invention, disposition and elocution).

The next chapter is a more general linguistic enquiry into some of
the meanings of invention in the sixteenth century. The principal source
is Montaigne. (In spite of Castor's justification of this I suspect that to
rely so heavily on Monteigne is to run the risk of falsifying the picture.)
Castor sees & beginning of a 'movement towards the implications of untruth

3

and deception'.” This forms the subject of the next chapter ('Invention

and Poetry as Fiction). Poetry has been traditionally associated with

lying (making up, rather than making), though poets had often repudiated

1. Ibid., p.97.
2. 1bid. p.98.
3. Tbid., p.112.
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the accusations. In the sixteenth century one of the most common words in

critical writing was 'fiction', very often in a pejorative sense of dissimu-

lation and mensonges.

"It did seem possible, however, to use the cognate verbd
feindre to describe the activity of the poet, without
necessarily condemning him out of hand as a liar.

Feigning had not yet gone the way of fiction, and was 1
apparently still regarded as a fairly reputable activity."

'Feindre' is to be distinguished from 'contrefaire! which usually had a
pejorative sense. (I feel that all this could be gone into still further;
ny own reading of sixteenth-century poems which deal, incidentally or
otherwise, with the nature of poetry-writing has left me with the impression
that it is the pejorative senses which predominate, and that many other
clearly pejorative words are used in the same context and connection.)

The following chapter (Invention and Reason) is the one which touches
most nearly the subject of my own study. The author's aim is to show that
invention was a respectable word, which had nothing irrational about it,
and so he turns to Ramus as an obvious support for his idea. Here 1s some
one, an exact contemporary of the Pléiade, an acquaintance of theirs, who
is a fervent believer in the order in the universe, who writes voluminously
about invention, and especially about the 'places of invention'. I must
repeat that Castor's treatment of Ramus is (necessarily) superficial, and

that it even has very serious defects. In the first place to appeal to

Ramus for support is highly dangerous. Castor writes;

"Invention was suspect only as far as reason itself was
suspect; and providing always that it kept strictly to
its own realm of secular knowledge and did not try to

1.1bid., p.119.
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"meddle too closely in matters of faith, recason was felt

during a large part of the sixteenth century to bf all-

powerful and (potentially at least) all-knowing."
Unfortunately Ramus himself was suspected of all sorts of heterodoxical
opinions (some of which he actually held), and above all his account of
reason and invention was suspect. In the second place, since Castor takes
as his source for the ideas of Ramus the posthumous 1576 edition of the
1555 Dialectique he does not make clear the very evident evolution of Ramus'
thought from 1543 onwards. It would have been interesting to see how Ramus

developed at the same time as the other writers, such as Ronsard, developed.

Castor goes on to point out that Ramus reorganized rhetoric and

dialectic, shifting invention and disposition to dialectic, and restricting
rhetoric to elocution. This much is true, but it is quite untrue to say
that "Ramus'! system of dialectics is based on a fully elaborated epistemo-

logy andmetaphysica“.2 The very opposite is the case. One of the greatest
merits of Ramus' system is its independence of anything non-logical.
Castor shows briefly that for Ramus

"the method of dialectics could and indeed should be derived
simultaneously {rom observation of the natural order of the
universe and from observation of the natural processes of
the human mind. These two elements, the natural order of
the universe and the natural processes of the mind, infallidbly
correspond, so he believed, which means that the dialectical
method of reasoning is able to give immediate and true access

to things as they'actually‘are".3
I do not wish, at this stage, to go into the discussion of the

targuments! in Ramus, which Castor touches on here, because I shall deal
with it at length in its place. Suffice it to say that the logician invents
1. ibid. ’ p.128-

2o 1bid. ? p-130-
3. 1bid., p.130.
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'arguments' which correspond to the name of the mental conception of the

thing.

"The arguments, then, subsist in reality; the dialectician
simply comes upon them. This is the key to Ramus' view
of invention. Invention is carried out by following what,
according to him, are the natural rules of thought, that

is, by descending from universal genera to particular
instances."l

In this chapter the close connection between invention and reason is stressed,
but the views of Ramus on this subject are not fully explained.
The greatest merit of this book on Pléiade poetics lies perhaps in
the five short chapters it devotes to the analysis of sixteenth-century atti-
tudes to imagination. These chapters are specially valuable in that they
get to the very heart of the problem of mimesis, and thus bring together
all the different ideas Castor has been talking about. They are also the
most original part of his work. If I treat them rather more summarily than
1 have ireated the earlier chapters, this is because they have less to do
with my own subject: Ramus was not interested in psychology or metaphysics.
The basic distinction which Castor makes is between the Platonic and
the Aristotelian accounts of imagination. For the Platonist all artists
produced 'images', which were somehow less real than the things they repre-
sented. "Thus, in Plato's terms, the imagination dealt only with appearan-
ces, with the ever-moving, ever-changing flux of particulars."2 There is
for him & clear distinction between the reason which deals with the ideal
(i.e.real) world, and the imagination which deals with appearances. There

is also, for the Platonist, a strong ethical concern which associates reason

1. Ivid., p.l1l31.
2. 1bid-, p-139-
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with what is good, and imagination with what is bad. For the Aristotelian,
the theory of the imagination is desoriptive (of how we come to know things)

rather than prescriptive (of how we should come to possess true knowledge in

contemplation).

"Aristotle made two basic assumptions which were directly
opposed to Plato's doctrine. First, he accorded reality
not to the supra-sensible world of Ideas, but to the
here-and-now, to the world of material things. Secondly
(and this is simply an extension of the metaphysical
assumption into the field of epistemology), he placed the
origin of whatever knowledge human beings possess not in
the intellectual apprehension of the universal ideas, but
in sensationI in the apprehension of particulars through
the senses,"

Castor adds that the sixteenth-century attitude to imagination was usu-
ally an amalgam of these two systems of thought.

I do not wish to discuss, because it is not relevant to my purpose,

his account of the faculty psychologies, and the medical treatises on how
the brain worked. Suffice it to say that he feels that from quite early in
the sixteenth century people thought that the imagination dealt not just
with images derived from sense-objects, but with abstract ideas and judgmentss
"By and large for the sixteenth century the imagination
was simply the image-making faculty, which pictures
objects and events already experienced or perceived,
but no longer present to the senses. But it could

also picture things which Ead never actually formed
part of one's experience."

The imagination was midway between the sense-world and the world of reason.

Castor goes on (in Chapter Sixteen, Imagination linked with Invention)

to denonstrate that imagination in the sixteenth century was often more or less

synonymous with invention, or at the very least they worked together in such

1. Ibid., p.14l.
2. Ibid., p.153.



23

close harmony, that they became almost indistinguishable. In the next chapter
(Imagination, Invention and Poetry) he repeats that both prescriptive and des-
criptive elements were present in the sixteenth-century account of imagination,
and that there was a close link between imagination (which often had unfavour-
able mssociations) and invention (which was usually considered favourably).
Invention was useful because it was so closely associated with the rational
process, but it needed imagination if it was to be able to form pictures or
images. Poetry, then, owes something to both imagination and invention. By
the time of Ronsard it was becoming clear that any autonomy it might have

would be the result of its growing concern with the vraisexblable as its proper

and peculiar scope. Castor stresses that even for Ronsard this view of poetry

was not yet clearly formulated.

Castor concludes by attempting to explain why the poets of the Pléiade
did not go further than they did in formulating their doctrine about the true
nature of the poet and of poetry. He has brought out very well the develop-
ment that did take place between 1545 and 1572, and repeats that we must not
judge the sixteenth century by twentieth-century criteria. We must not expect
too much of these poets - for example, in their undefr:standing of all the finer

points and the full importance of Aristotle's theory of imitation and vraisem-

blance. At the end of his book Castor seems to come round to the view that

the true role of the poet is that he is divinely inspired, that poetry is much
more than a mere first step on the way up to the contemplation of the godhead.
This book, then, is the best and most complete account of Pléiade

poetic theory that has been written. It has some defects, some major

lacunae, however, which must now be mentioned. There are some unaccountable
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omissions in the treatment of the topics of pootic theorys there is almost
no discussion of the central problem of clarity and obscurity in poetry (a
theme which was of immediate concern to almost all the sixteenth-century
theorists), very little treatment of the nature of 'ornament' and what in
Renaissance terms is called 'copie!, and not much about the function of the
poet (that is, the relation between the poet and the philosopher, and the
orator)., In general, I feel that the rhetorical tradition in the theory of
poetry has not been given sufficient importance, considering the part it
plays in Sebillet, Du Bellay and especially in Peletier; (apart from inven-
tion, the first part of rhetoric, the traditional divisions of rhetoric re-
ceive little treatment). But this is not to minimize the real contribution
that the author has made to our knowledge of the subject, by his careful
analysis of many of the critical terms used by the theorists, and his plac-
ing of them in their semantic context. (There are, of course, many other
terms which are frequently used, and perhaps equally important, but these
would make necessary a further, complementary study.)

In these first two chapters I have treated Ramus' life and works,
and mentioned the actual contact he had with the Pléiade; I have also ana-
lyzed the main elements of what is now called (with some justification)
Pléiade Poetics. I now come to the main body of my work, which is to set

out Ramus' views on the topics discussed by these theorists of the Pléiade.
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CHAPTER THREE
ART AND NATORE

One of the basic features of literary criticism in the sixteenth
century was, as we have seen, the discussion of the roles of art and
nature in the composition of a work. It is evident that both terms had
a very wide currency outside this context, and that an analysis of some
of the other ways in which they were used will help towards a fuller
appreciation of their function in poetic theory. The writings of Ramus
are particularly useful for this purpose because he wrote on almost all
the branches of science then known, attempting to define the difference

between these branches, and, in the course of his argument, often touching

on the problem of the relation of art to nature.

Together with his contemporaries Ramus sometimes uses the word 'ars!
almost synonymously with 'scientia', 'disciplina', 'methodus', !'professio’
and even !'virtus!. Other words, such as 'doctrina'! and ! \lff Brlfl( ' are
often assoclated with 'ars'; behind most of these terms is the idea that
an art is a way of teaching-.1

In the Aristotelicae animadversiones(1556) he attempts a definition
of an art. First of all he says that 'categoria'! is the 'arrangement of

homogeneous things by means of what is most general, subordinate, lowest'

and then goes on to state:

1- Ong’ HMDD’ pt156l
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"This definition of category is nothing else than a
definition of an art and science arranged according
to true principles of method - for art is the per-
ception of homogeneous things by means of what is
most general, subordinate, most particular".1

In the Scholae Metaphysicae Ramus stresses that art proceeds from the general

to the particular. The difference between experience (or practice) and art

is that experience deals with particulars and art with universals; arts deal
with constant eternal things, which are not subject to the ravages of‘time.2

The definition which Ramus gives of ‘genus’ will tell us something further

about this universality:

"Genus is a multitude of similar essences, or the
gsimilar essence of many things. Now this is un-
doubtedly the Platonic Idea, the discussion of
which I have left until now so that once genus

has been dealt with the Platonic Idea will be
more easily understood. For the Platonic Idea

is nothing other than genus as I have defined.it".3

There is here a very close linking of the Aristotelian theory of forms and
the Platonic theory of ideas. It is of the utmost significance that for Ramus
here the basis of all arts is the Platonic Idea, and that they are all concer-

ned with making known the universals. Ramus' view, not surprisingly, is far

more strictly Aristotelian than is that of Sebillet, Du Bellay or‘Peletier.4

1. Aristotelicae animadversiones, (1556), p.115; cf.. La Dialectique, (1555),
p.121. ZIn.my quotations from La Dialectique I have used the original
edition; the modern edition of it has the original page-numbers in brackets,
so the reader will be able to refer to this also).

2. Scholae metaphysicae, in Scholae in liberales artes, (referred to herecafter
as SLA), Bale, 1569, col.831; it is important to notice that this is the
edition I refer to by SLA, and not the edition of 1578t it seems to me that
the earlier edition is likely to be closer to Ramus'! own revision of his
works.

3. Aristotelicae animadversiones, (1556), p.94; cf. Brutinae gquaestiones,
Paris, M. D&Vid’ 1549’ p.22-

4., Gf. Castor, op.cit., p.55.
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Here we have & philosopher, at least vaguely associated with the Pléiade,
preaching a doctrine which is more or less purely Aristotelian, long baefore

any of the group got round to accepting such ardoctrine.l
It is not obvious from thase definitions which Ramus gives that 'ars'

and 'scientia' may be synonymous, nor, indeed, is it obvious from the fact
tha@ they are often found linked together. They are, however, equated on at

least one occasion, in the Scholae metaphysicae, where a distinction between

them is rejected:

"All these words have a common general meaning in true
common usage, 80 that grammar may be called an art, a
science, a skill or wisdom, although skill is more
often used for actions and wisdom for plans and deliber-
ation".?

'Ars! and 'scientia' are here not distinguished in any way. Elsewhere,

3

too, 'ars! and 'disciplina' are often linked,” and on one occasion it is made

clear that they are synonymous:s

"All rational teaching and learning stem from previous
knowledge; this is obvious to anyone who takes a global
view of the question. And indeed mathematics proceeds 4
to its end in this way, as does each of the other arts'.

A 1little later, commenting further on the Posterior Analytics he claims that
'doctrina'! and 'disciplina' refer to complete arts such as grammar, rhetoric
and logic.5 Now, while these two words 'doctrina' and 'disciplina' are not

usually synonymous but complementary, they can both be equivalents of the

1. Peletier is again perhaps something of an exception. In his phrase, 'Car
lui qui parlg a.un£ eternite, doet seulgmant toucher 1¢ neu, lfsﬁgrqﬁ et
84)

lﬁ’fons d'un argunant...' (1'Art foetique, ed. Boulanger, p. we have
more than a theory of the immortality of the poet, something, in fact,

very close to the Aristotelian theory of the universals.

2. Scholae metaphysicae, SLA, col.832.
3. Cf. La Dialectique, p. 6.

4. Scholae dialecticae, SLA, col.3l5.
5. Ibid., col.317.
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one word 'ars'. Ong has, of course, pointed out Ramus' error in restricting
‘doctrina' and 'disciplina' to formal arts. The Latin words had as wide a
range of meanings as the words 81.o§~ 36xa) 152 and p.afe’q £t ¢  which Ramus
was commentingon.1 Finally, it is interesting that Ramus should hold that
all art is teaching, but not that all teaching is art. 1In the Dialectique
(1555) he wrote, 'Or ceste methode n'est seullement appliquée en matiere des
arts et doctrines, mais en toutes choses, que nous deliberons enseigner

facillement et clerement: Et partant elle est commune aux orateurs, poetes

et tous escriuantz'.2

One of Ramus! favourite ideas was that all the different arts or

branches of learning are interrelated. There is one method common to them

all, and while they each retain their special aims, their ultimate purpose

is identical:

"The ends and teaching-procedures of all the arts are
separate from one another; they are united, however,
in their usefulness; we see the same thing in the
possession of farms and fields - my field does not
make inroads into yours nor yours into mine, but when
we buy, sell or exchange produce, they have a common
usefulness."3

Elsewhere, in a justification of his own teaching-practice, in the Pro philo-
sophica disciplina, the metaphor of utility is enriched by one of fruitfulness:
"We teach the different arts at different times, but as their individual fruits
gradually ripen, we adapt them to our purposes for rhetoric and for action';

he joins the 'use! of one art to that of another until '"we make finally one

ll Ong, HMDD, P-163-

2. La Dialectique,p.l123.
3, Scholae rhetoricae, SLA, c0l.237; Brutinae quaestiones, (1549), p.16.
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common general practice of rhetoric and philosophy out of many special and

particular practices." He continues in an untypical departure from his nor-

mal philosophical style to illustrate his point with a metaphor from farmings

"In agriculture there are crops, trees, vines, herds and

cattle which all demand a particular kind of treatment:

we leave the stubble in the fields and carry home the

graint we leave the beasts in the pasture and take home

the milk and the fleecess we give all of them a common

usefulness in feeding, nourishing and clothing the body.

90 1t should be in the nourishment of the mind: its .

various parts should be catered for in different ways."
Because of his insistence that all the branches of learning were closely con-
nected Ramus laid himself open to the criticism that he was confusing them.
He repeatedly professes that both in theory and practice he really keeps them

quite separate; he writes,for example,

"Have all my labours been useless and in vain? For so

many years have I been publicly arguing about the

distinction of the liberal arts, and have written and

published so many books on the subject!"?
His further jibe that anyone who denied this (and many did) could not have
read his books, was generally justified. He was clear in his own mind about
two complementary aspects, that all the arts had separate ends and should be
taught quite distinctly from one another, but that at the same time the pro-
cess of teaching and learning was similarly exemplified in each, and that
their ultimate aim was a8lways 'the cultivation of minds!.

It now remains to examine a little more closely the special aims of
some of the individual arts and to see how they fit into the total schenme.
There are many instances where Ramus lists the aims of different arts - gram-
mar is the art of writing well, rhetoric of speaking well, logic of reasoning

1. Pro philosophicadisciplina, SLA, co0l.1020.
2o ibidt,CO1-1024l
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well, and so on, right up to theology which is the art of living well - "for
the end of any art is not the knowledge of what is contained there, but use
and practice";l in this context he shows how the practical aims of all other

arts are only part of what 1s necessary, mere steps towards the acquisition

of wisdom:?

"So the human arts teach by means of their own precapts to
gpeak, write, reason, count and measure well, and so on
according to their aims. Theology, however, teaches how

to live well, that is, fittingly and in harmony with God
who is the source of all good."

Pagan ethic philosophy fell far short of this ideal in situating man's happi-

ness in his own natural human faculties,

"as though man could find happiness of life within himself,
and could acquire it naturally, by learning or by habit,
so that either the habit or practice of human virtue, or
pleasure or honour could make him happy."

Theology, for Ramus, was God's revelation of himself contained in the canonical
books of the two testaments.2 But this is Ramus writing at the end of his life-
his only work of theology was published posthumously in 1576 - and after he had
decided to devote all his energies to the study of Scripture. Earlier on he
had indeed seen all arts as leading to God, but he had been more interested in

God's direct action on the human mind than His influence through Scripture.

The natural light of logic becomes suffused with the divine light, because logic

is the image of God:

"How many and how genuine are the images of divine wisdom
which learning portrays to the philosophical mind! By
what way do we come nearer, in this illusive mortality,
to the condition of immortal nature?"3

l. Commentariorum de religione Christiana.libri quatuor, (1576), p.b.
2. 1bid. y p-

3. Dlalectlcae artitiones, Paris, 1543, p.5%4.
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The answer is, by learning: ‘mathesis' (strictly, learning, science,

and by extension:mathematics) has a broadening, liberating, liberalizing in-

fluences:

"Learning frees man from his limitations, or rather it makes
man greater than the whole universe, so that he who can
scarcely be called a millionth part of it, contemplates the
whole with far superior eyes. Are we to feel pity for man

as one cast out from his heavenly possessions into the re-
motest parts of the world, and exiled from his own country?
Learning reinstates him into the citizenship and inheritance
of his heavenly countny."l
Ramus proposes to heal by means of his teaching, the diseased body of
philosophy, which has become so afflicted by the disastrous state of its
health that it has forgotten what it felt like to be well and scarcely even

wants to be cured.2

Learning has also a sedative effect on man when he is troubled by un-
ruly desires, restoring harmony in his soul under the rule of reasont "How
heavenly and divine it is, when you are wandering blind in the dark, to be
able to assess everything in the fullest possible 1ight!"3 The same thera-
peutic qualities are ascribed to 'iudicium' which is 'the greatest and noblest
part of an art'st by it men realize their natural nobility; 'For although it
is circumscribed by the minute prison of the body, it looses its bonds and
frees itself by evaluating and judging'.4 The Platonic imagery is made even

clearer in the Dialecticae partitiones than in the Dialecticae institutiones,

after a discussion of the allegory of the cave, when we are exhorted to "light

the fire sent down from heavenly light, and free ourselves from our bonds“.s

2. _]_:_b_j;,g-s Pe3e

3. Ibid., p.55.

4. Dialecticae institutiones, 1543, p.1l9.

5. Dialecticae partitiones, p.45; cf. Dialecticae institutiones, p.42.
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Dialectic will free the mind from its sensunlity, and our thought-processes
from shackling habits. Ramus goes even further., Learning becomes synonymous

with wisdom, and shows us something, however shadowy, of God's own wisdom,

and that our own minds are 'struck out from some particle of His own.being'.l

Moreover, logic (which here, as elsewhere, is equated with learning and
wisdom)2 also finds ready-made images within itself 'when it comes to coun-
sels and precepts about life and manners.‘

Some principles are clear 'a nostre premiere et naturelle raison sans

observation ny experience de sens aucun, voyre sans doctrine aucune antece-

3

dente'.

Precepts are, in fact, nothing other than formulated natural messages.4

It is even possible for Ramus to talk about principles as 'singular gifts of
nature'.5 The most outstanding natural gifts which have been accorded to man
are, of course, reason and speech§ but there are all sorts of other natural
gifts. The first principles of arithmetic, for example, are inborn within us
('divinely'inborn')7, and moral principles are 'written in our hearts (animis)'8
From earliest childhood a boy has 'a natural bent towards using his reason',9 80

that the only true method of teaching is that which performs an appraisal of

1. Dialecticae partitiones, p.55v; the soul is also described as "descended
from the region of heaven", Dialecticae partitiones, p.49v.

2. Cf. Scholae metaphysicae, SLA, col.833.
3. La Dialectique, p.85.

4., Dialecticae partitiones, p.62.

5. Scholae rhetoricae, SLA, col.235.
6. Ibid., col.238.

7. Dialecticae partitiones, p.5lv.

8. Ibid., pp.8lv-82; cf. Aristotelicae animadversiones,(1543), p.65v; it
seens to me that Ramus' view here is not unlike that of Pascal, who saw that
first principles, even those of mathematics, were known by the heart and not
by the reason alone, or even primarily (cf.. Pensées, ed. Brunschvicg,no.282).
9. Dialecticae institutiones, (1549), p.II; cf., (15545, Pe5e
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propositions by progressing from those which are most naturally evident to
those which are less so. The whole process of dialectic is called 'that
eternal reason which is inborn and divinely imprinted in individual men's
minds‘.l As always, Ramus is here aware of a hierarchy within the arts,

All arts are, indeed, called 'mental gifts and virtuea',2 but they do not
all have the same immediacy and importance. On one occasion Ramus asks, 1if,
as Josephus asserts, mathematics were given to the Hebrew people, almost with

God teaching them directly, is it likely that logic would not be divinely in-

3

spired?” And to go even one grade higher, the doctrine of theology is given

by God to men. Since the knowledge of God is innate, this may seem rather ob-
vious, but Ramus' expression is very emphatic, "divinely offered by God to
men", with the suggestion of religious sacrifice contained in the 'oblata'.4

Ramus explains that the reason for our veiled and imperfect knowledge of God

is that we are suffering the effects of original sin.5
The ultimate aim of life is to live according to nature ('naturae con-
gruenter conuenienterque'), that is, with fortitude, justice, freedom, modera-

tion, prudence and religion.6 We realize that in order to do this we must obey

7

the dictates of our conscience.' We are aware that we are not merely sensual

1. Aristotelicae animadversiones, (1543), p.4v.

2. Pro philosophica disciplina, SLA, col.l1025.

3. Scholae dialecticae, SLA, col.3; Ramus often returns to the idea that the
art of mathematics was given by God to the Chaldeans; see, for example, the
preface to the Brutinae quaestiones,(1549), p.4, (also in SLA, (1569), p.233);
and M.T. Ciceronis de Fato liber, in Praelectiones in Ciceronis orationes
octo consulares,il5755, p. 302,

Commentariorum de religione Christiana, p.7.

Ibidyz pp- 24-5 ®

Dialecticae partitiones, pp.55v-56.

Ibid., pp.81lv-82; of.Aristotelicae animadversiones, D.65V.

-J ON\UV .
]
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beasts but have the gift of free will. Ramus insists that he has always
(this is 1543, in his first published work) praised the freedom of man's
will (he calls it elevated, loveable, glorious) and considered slavery de-
testa.ble.1 This may seem to be in contradiction to the Platonic theory,
which he adopts, of man's imprisonment in the body, but the two notions are
not incompatible. Man is, indeed, limited by his body and by the world,
but this is the given situation in which he must work out his freedom. To

deny the limitations of the body would mean that one was not living accor-

ding to nature.

The rational man knows that his share of the virtues is a mere spark
of God's total possession of them, and when he has mastered the explanations

of all the different arts, he will perceive that philosophy is "the love of

God, Who is supreme goodness, for He is all truth and wisdom, to which all
the studies and thoughts of men are naturally referred“.2 The aim of all

arts or teaching, locked at from this rather different point of view, is the

love of God. This is well summed up in the Dialecticae partitiones:

"All arts and teaching have no other aim than the contem-
plative admiration of the immense variety of nature, which

has been established by the ineffable wisdom of the supremely
good God. ZFor this reason, all labour, industriousness, emula-
tion, fame and literary excellence, together with that of any
other art, exhort us to embrace by our own praise, justice and
piety, the majesty of this great good and eternal powerf3

1. Dialecticae partitiones, p.83 cf. ibid., p.S56v.

2. 1bid., pp.70-70v.

3. ibid., pp.4lv-2; cf. Dialecticae institutiones, p.41l, which adds that the
aim is the contemplation of the Pythagorean sphere, equally spread through
all the parts of the world, whose centre is everywhere and circumference
nowvhere. In Dialecticae tit y (pp«47-47v) men's minds are called

'glittering sparks' of the rays of divine light, and we read also (p.56v)
of 'sparks divinely planted in our minds'. These seem to me partially to

cover the divine activity in the person which is usually ascribed to grace.
Some of these sparks, for example, make us patient, some generous, some

are directed at the preservation of peaceful human relations within society,
and some are for mastering unruly passion. Only in the final place do we

find those which are meant to help us in the study of all arts and sciences.
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These are some of the most important of the various meanings of ‘art' in
Ramus. However, the term can rarely be properly understood on its own, since
it was normally thought of as one pole, with nature as the other. The two pri-
mary meanings of nature in this context are inseparable - origin and inherence.
Ramus was well aware of the multiple other meanings 'nature' may have.l He
discusses, on more than one occasion, Aristotle's various partial definitions
of nature, and finds them unsatisfactory. Nature, for example, according to
Aristotle, is the principle and cause of movement and rest, in which it prima-
rily inheres, 'per se' and not 'per accidens'. Ramus criticizes this defini-
tion on the grounds that the addition of the word 'rest! is unneccessary ame
plification; the definition could apply to a certain extent to artefacts, and
above all, it does not apply to all nature, for example, matter and form. A

second Aristotelian definition or description of nature which Ramus refers to
is 'that which is primarily inherent in something, simple and 'per se' o' Al-
though this is the sense Ramus himself usually attributes to nature, he finds
Aristotle's statement of it tautolcgous. Two other descriptions are given,
firstly, that nature is 'the form and species which we use in defining what a
thing is', and secondly, that it is ‘'genesis! or 'generation'.2 Elsewhere

Ramus lists five modes of nature according to Aristotles generation, matier,
efficiency (the principle of movement), subject, and the essence of things
which are 'constant by nature'.3 These are not to be taken as synonyms of

nature, but rather as ways in which Aristotle (and Ramus, too, in spite of

himself) looked on nature. The 'nature of an art' has a special meaning. In

1. Gf. D.B. Wilson, Ronsard, Poet of Nature.
663-T.

2. 3cholae physicae, SLA, col. 6
3. Scholae metaphysicae, SLA, col.896-7.
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all arts except that of dialectic it is differentiated from the subject-matter
(nateria) of the art. In medicine, for example, the nature of the art is the
doctor's skill, the matter is health, medicine, and anything which is contain-
ed in the precepts. But in dialectic they are the same since it deals with
skill in discourse.1 The nature of anything is contained in its causes and we
can see, here again, the idea that nature is synonymous with origin. The na-
ture of man (that is to say, his substance) is contained in his body and soul
since these (matter and form) are the principal causes in which his nature is

2

contained. In the same way, the nature of the soul lies in its three-fold

make-up, or the three causes, vegetative, sensitive, rational, 'desquelles
l'essence de nostre ame est composée'.3
Ramus repeats the dictum that art imitates nature. For him, art is an
attempt to express (re-present) the natural, that is, what is inborn in man
before he has recourse to labour, study, practical exercise or industry. The
science of logic, for instance, is an imitation of natural logic. The teach-
ing process is a copy of the natural process, a reflection of the order in
nature; that which is natural to us has been given to us by God, and our in-
nate ideas are proof of the natural origin of all arts; the practical aim of
all the arts is that they should be either taught or studied in order to im-
prove men, leading them back to God through an understanding of nature (the

universe) and of man himself (in his nature). At times Ramus indulges in a
neoplatonic lyricism about nature. 1In 1543 he  wrote about the singular beauty

of the universe, the symmetry of the world, its flowers, waters, and infinite

1. Dialecticae libri duo, (1556), p.7.
2. Scholae rhetoricgae, SLA, co0l.298.
3. La Dialectique, p.49.
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variety of living beings, listing these beauties in some detail, and referring
them all back to their source:

"Now do not these principal components of the world show forth

in the shadows the goodness, prudence and wisdom of the most

powerful God, their author and begetter, and endow them with
all possible meaning?"i

Natural logic is seen as an image of God, yet from man's point of view nature

is the true exemplar, and art is the image:

"The difference between nature and art is the same as
that between a true exemplar and an imitated.image."z

At the same time as art reflects the variety of nature and divine good-
ness, from a different point of view art is imperfect, because the very diver-

sity of nature is an imperfection. In its imitation of nature, art follows

natural prudence:

"This is the true observation of nature, from which learning
should never depart, but should follow religiously as if

it were a god. It will be seen to have fulfilled its func-

tion with distinction if it is able to imitate the discretion
of nature."3

This imitation has two stagess the teacher organizes his material by obser-
ving (and then copying) nature, and later proposes his view of nature for
imitation by the disciple. It is important to understand what is meant here
by nature: it is whatever is inborn in man, and especially as exemplified in
particularly gifted men. Thus art learns from nature and then teaches nature

in that the teacher works upon the natural gifts of the pupils. One's natural

character benefits greatly by being presented with a true description of itself
and so achieves self-knowledge. Ramus altered this text in the course of 1543;
1. Dialecticae partitiones, pp.48v=49.

2. Aristotelicae animadversiones, p.8.
3. Dialecticae partitiones, pp.4-4v.




68

when the revised Dialecticae institutiones came out in the autumn the phrase

"the natural signs inborn in men of outstanding character" was changed to

|

"the signs inborn and inherent in human spirits".”™ This refinement of the

idea of what is innate was the result of an inclination to democracy. All

men are naturally logicians and the aristocracy of the intelleot was irrele-

vant.2 This change of text is corroborated by another very similar one in

the two editions. In the earlier text Ramus invites the reader to choose
out from all living men those who were outstanding examples of natural shrewd-

ness and discernment (but who had no knowledge of logic), such men as Homer's

3

Nestor and Ulysses had been,” and he will find that they are quite at ease in

any discussion of great moment, giving evidence of their natural qualities.

The later text modifies this, omitting the reference to Homer and to outstan-

ding men; it asks the reader to look rather at peasant people

"and in order to form a proper idea of nature's liberality
towards men, ask these unskilled, unlettered vine-growers,
who have never even heard of the existence of an art of
reasoning, about the prospects of the coming year's harvest,
and what quantity of wine can be expected, then an image of
nature will be reflected in their minds as in a mirror".4

This fits in with Ramus' general appeal to common sensé, and with his view

that all dialectic is popular, natural and expressed primarily in popular

and natural speech. The common people are the ultimate court of appeal for

the correct use of language.6 Ramus does not seem to have been particularly

1. Dialecticae institutiones, p.b.

2. Pro philosophica diseiplinag, SLA, c0l.1025.

3. Of.. Institutiones oratoriae,TSAlS), (Talon), where the unlettered
rhetoric of Ulysses and Menelaus is discussed; cf., also, Pro philosophica
disciplina,SLA, c0l.1068, where rhetoric and philosophy are both called

'to a large extent natural'.
4. Dialecticae partitiones, p.2; cf. Dialecticae institutiones, p.6b.
5. Dialecticae partitiones, p.l2v; cf.. Prooemium reformandae Parisiensis

Academiae, SLA, c0l.1097.
6. Aristotelicae animadversiones, (1543), p.10.
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happy about this question, however, because in 1548 he reverts to his former
position, and adds an explanation, namely that we should not be surprised if
unlettered people seem to achieve the same results as the learned, because

this is often indirectly the result of art in that they have followed the

example and practice of others.l In the Proocemium mathematicum there is a
curious departure from Ramus' normal theory that all men are born logicians.
He seems to except the American 3avages.2

Art is also often referred to by Ramus as "the image and picture of
nature". The art of dialectic imitates natural dialectic and indeed the
truth (true content) of any art is to be found in nature before any princip-

3

les are formulated.” We cannot, however, grasp or appreciate what is natu-

ral without some sort of formulation of it. The creative originality of

art is limited in so far as it must not contain anything which is not imita-
ted from nature.4 Ramus stresses again and again that "the art of dialectic
is an image of natural dialectic"5 and finds fault with Aristotle for ignor-
ing this principle. When Ramus says that logic is natural to all men he
means that it is innate, God-given. This is a strange equation of 'natural’
and 'divine' which is not without parallel in other fields of Renalssance
thought. Art is similarly contrasted by the theorists of poetry with both
nature and divine inspiration, so that the distinctions between the two
latter are often blurred. On numerous occasions Ramus uses the expression

6

‘mother nature! or 'parent nature!. This accords well with the view of

1. Aristotelicae animadversiones, (1548), p.1l0.

2. Prooemium mathematicum, p.270.

3. Dialecticae institutiones, (1554), p.6; cf. Ong, RMDD, pp.18l-2.
4., Aristotelicae animadversiones, p.Jv.

5. 1bid., p.4v.

6. Cf., for example, Dialecticae partitiones, p.82.
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nature as both origin and principle of generation. It is significant that

in revising the 1543 Aristotelicae animadversiones in 1548 Ramus changed the

phrase 'the dictates of our parent nature! into 'the dictates of almighty

God.'1 God is nature. So it is that we find almost identical references

to Cod as the author and parent of the universe, 'God tho parent of all

2 Natural logic is described as 'the eternal reason which is inborn

3

things'.
and impressed by God upon individual human minds'.” In a final summing-up,
in the Scholae diaslecticae, of the differences between Aristotle and himself
in the question of logic,‘the first contrast Ramus makes is this, that while
he himself derives all logic from the imitation of nature, according to the
practice of human prudence, Aristotle starts from an inadequate definition,
and flounders in the idle sophistic wranglings of the Schools.4 The theory

that all men are born logicians finds its clearest expression in the Dialec-

tique of 1555. In his discussion of the syllogism Ramus writes of reason,
"certainement ceste partie en l'homme est image de quelque divinité", pre-

cisely because it is natural to man and distinguishes him from animals.5 This

gift of God is often spoken of as a light:

"Et partant (comme dict Socrate au lieu mesme) la lumiere de
ceste methode est un don des Dieux, conferé aux hommes par
un Promethée auecques un feu reluysant et resplendissant".

After stressing that practical experience is more desirable than art, Ramus

goes on to say, as a conclusion to his book,

1. Aristotelicae animadversiones, (1548), p.470.
2. Dialecticae partitiones, p.49v and p.55v.

3. Aristotelicae animadversicnes, p.4v.

4. Scholae diaslecticae, SLA, co0l.556.

5. La Dialectique, p.119.

6., Ibid., p.127.
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"ie priray (sic) le Dieu tout puissant, qui est le seul
parfaict logicien, et qui seulement en tout et par
tout use parfaictement de raison, qu'il vous continue
le bon vouloir de maintenir et auancer ceste philosophie,
et toutes honnestes et liberalles disciplines'.

Just as there is a natural logic so grammar and rhetoric are natural to

men; logic because men are rational animals, grammar and rhetoric because they

are endowed (praeditos)2 with a mother tongue

"by which they may express not only what is in theilr
minds, but they can show various feelings in different
ways by exclamation, by turning away, by communing, by
imitating".3

Talon, in his Institutiones oratoriae (1545) publishéd, as we have seen, in

very close collaboration with Ramus, amplifies the point that rhetoric is

naturals

"For God has implanted in us quick mental processes which
are fruitful and abundant for expressing all thoughts and
judgements, and when these have been strengthened by a

knowledge of the subject, hard work and meditation, then
the gift of eloquence becomes outstanding and excellent".4

Talon comments on the imitative use of language in the child before he has
had contact with any written arts. Since any speech is an example of natu-
ral rhetoric, the art of rhetoric is concerned with all things, "it can ex-

ist in, and wander freely through the vast field of all things and all arts',

1. Ivid., pp.139-40; cf., ibid., p.ii: Prometheus took heavenly fire from the
tofficine' of Minerva, 'pour esclaircir et enluminer l'esprit de 1l'homme';
it is interesting to note that in the preface to M.T. Ciceronis de Fato
(contained in Praelectiones in Ciceronis orationes octo consulares, Z1575),
p.284) ,Ramus writes, 'At bone, imd etiam dialectice Deus, viinam homines
dialecticam artem aut veram nossent, aut omnino nullam nossent’',

2. Men can also be seen as 'endowed with a liberal erudition' even though

this must have been laboriously acquired, Oratio de sua professione, SLA,
col.1108.

3. Pro philosophica dlSClplina, SLA, col.l025.

4. Institutiones oratoriae, p.6
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and whatever claim other arts may have to the "science and knowledge of

things", rhetoric reserves to itself the task of 'embellishing and illumina-

ting the praise of speech'.l In this activity the art of rhetoric imitates
the natural processess "The parts of the art of rhetoric correspond to the

parts of nature, one of which deals with the praise of single words, the

other with that of words joined together".2

Neither Ramus nor Talon composed an art of poetry, but they were both
aware that their principles applied to poetry as well, though with the ob-
vious difference that while poets are dependent on their natural inspiration,

not all men are poets. In the Prooemium mathematicum (1567), Ramus quotes

the adage, current at the time, that poets are born not made:

"Popular opinion thinks that poets are born such, and are

driven on by a fury of the mind to pour forth outstanding
poems's

Ramus immediately refers this to his own theory of the arts in generals

"But this natural vigour is common to all virtues and
to all learning, in which nobody will reach perfection,

unless he is impelled by his natural genius and goodness,
or rather unless he is carried off by force".3

(This is a refinement on Ramus' earlier position; he seems uncertain whether

perfection is attainable or not. God is the only perfect logician; men are

imperfect logicians in varying degrees. The aim of all teaching is perfec-

tion, [teaching itself is a 'virtus'], and it is the perpetual search for

l. I shall deal with this question of the 'praise' of words when I come to

talk about ornament. At this stage we may take it 