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Editorial Note

Since 1970, this new series has sought to promote significant scholarship, criticism, and reviews within the fields of medieval and Renaissance studies. It has published articles from a variety of disciplines, and it has given attention to new directions in medieval and humanistic scholarship and to significant topics of general interest. This series has been particularly concerned with the exchange between specializations, and scholars of diverse approaches have complemented each other’s efforts on questions of common interest.

Medievalia et Humanistica is sponsored by the Modern Language Association of America. Publication in the series is open to contributions from all sources, and the editorial board welcomes scholarly, critical, or interdisciplinary articles of significant interest on relevant material. Contributors are urged to communicate in a clear and concise style the larger implications and the material of their research, with documentation held to a minimum. Text, maps, illustrations, diagrams, and musical examples are published when they are essential to the argument of the article. In preparing and submitting manuscripts for consideration, potential contributors are advised to follow carefully the instructions given on pages ix and xi. Articles in English may be submitted to the editor Reinhold F. Glei or to any member of the editorial board. Books for review should be addressed to Christoph Schülke (Ruhr-Universität Bochum, Seminar für Klassische Philologie, GB 2 / 152, Universitätsstraße 150, 44801 Bochum, Germany). Inquiries concerning subscriptions should be addressed to the publisher:

Rowman & Littlefield
4501 Forbes Blvd, Suite 200
Lanham, MD 20706




Manuscript Submission Guidelines

Preparing Your Word File


	Double-space your file, except for extracts (lengthy quotes), which should be single-spaced with a line space above and below.

	Use only one space between sentences. Use tabs, not letter-spaces, to indent text.

	Use the Notes feature of Word so the notes are embedded and autonumbered. Keep the superscript formatting in the notes section, without periods.



Style Matters


	Spell out numbers up to one hundred—both cardinals and ordinals (e.g., twentieth century).

	Use American punctuation and spelling: commas and periods go inside closing quotation marks.

	Lowercase biblical, medieval. Capitalize Bible, Middle Ages, West, Western.

	Style for literary works includes Book of Acts, Genesis (book of the Bible), Genesis A (poem), Gospel of Matthew.

	Short quotations: Put small quotations with translations in running text into parentheses: “Ipsa autem nocte vidit mulier …” (“That very night his wife saw …”).

	Long quotations: For longer quotations with translations, set them off as extracts with the translation in brackets below. If the original text is poetry with half-lines, use only one tab between each half-line. Although the text will look uneven in your Word file, the tab will make the lines align exactly when typeset:



Cynewulf describes her as she sits on a throne while the Jews crowd around her:



	þrungon þa on þreate

	þær on þrymme bád




	in cynestole

	casere mæg,




	geatolic guðcwen

	golde gehyrsted.





[They crowded where the Caesar’s kinswoman was waiting / in majesty upon a throne, / a magnificent battle-queenclad in gold] (329–331)

Sample Notes

Journal Article:

1 Melinda Shepard, “The Church in Eleventh-Century Europe,” Medieval Studies 15, no. 1 (1993), 211–226.

Book:

2 Shepard, p. 223. Shepard notes other similarities as well. See also R. A. Potter, Church and Medieval State (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1979), 301.
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Preface

With the publication of volume 37 (2011) of Medievalia et Humanistica, Paul M. Clogan, who passed away in the summer of 2012, retired from editorship. The journal’s international success and high reputation are due to his extraordinary erudition and ceaseless dedication. For this, the scholarly community is deeply indebted to him.

Since 2012 (volume 38) M&H has been in the hands of new editors: Reinhold Glei takes care of the articles, and Maik Goth is in charge of the reviews (beginning with volume 42). We endeavor to continue the well-proven approach of M&H and publish articles treating all facets of medieval and Renaissance culture: history, art, literature, music, science, philosophy, and so forth. This journal will continue to offer a platform for transdisciplinary and transepochal contributions, but we also welcome studies focusing on a single text or author. We intend to continue M&H as a well-established review journal and thus present new publications relevant to the journal’s fields of interest.

Volume 49 contains four articles ranging from medieval literature (discovery of the self in the twelfth century) and philosophy (reception of Moses Maimonides in Latin) to humanist poetry (Boccaccio on leisure) and panegyrics (Nagonio on Henry VII and Prince Arthur, with an appendix containing a couple of poems hitherto unedited, along with an English translation). In addition, there are five book reviews that cover various epochs, genres, and discourses.

Christoph Schülke’s help as editorial assistant is an indispensable prerequisite for the editors’ work, and we are happy that he joined us in 2018. As always, we are also grateful to the staff of Rowman & Littlefield for their production of the annual volume.

Ruhr-Universität Bochum, May 2023
RFG / MG

Medievalia et Humanistica, New Series, Number 49 (Reinhold F. Glei and Maik Goth, eds.), Rowman & Littlefield, 2024.




Henry VII of England and Prince Arthur in the Epideictic Verse of the Roman Diplomat Giovanni Michele Nagonio (1496)

DAVID R. CARLSON

Abstract

Manuscript publication encouraged poetic reuse of old material for new, inasmuch as presentation manuscripts de luxe were not much circulated or read: the salient though little documented case is that of the Roman poet-diplomat Giovanni Michele Nagonio, who, in the period 1494–1512, republished his one grand poem on the earliest phases of the Italian Wars to a dozen different European sovereign patrons, including England’s king Henry VII and his heir Arthur in 1496. Nagonio’s poetry (some published for the first time in an appendix to this article) may have failed to persuade Henry to make himself rex of Italy, as was intended; nonetheless, its epic praise for the novel Tudor dynasty attests developments in diplomatic and international-political relations in this poorly sourced period of English history, as well as the epideictic techniques that contemporary humanist poets used.

“In no period of the English annals are the sources of history so scanty” as they are for the reign of England’s King Henry VII (r. 1485–1509), with his first son Prince Arthur (1486–1502), and so “no original document bearing upon it can be void of interest”: these were the views of James Gairdner (1828–1912), the redoubtable historian-archivist who calendared the state papers of the two “Tudor” Henries, end to end, all but all by himself.1 In the circumstance, Gairdner had recourse even to poets. The main contents of his Memorials of the Reign of Henry VII (1858) are editions of works of the contemporary historiographer Bernard André (ca. 1450–1522), who was a poet too. André’s historiography—chiefly the Vita Henrici septimi (ca. 1502) and the surviving annals he presented at court thereafter—regularly incorporated verse on state events, his own as well as that of others; and a good deal of the poetry that André performed was circulated in other forms as well, best known being his late collection of Hymni Christiani, published at Paris by Josse Bade in 1517 with commendations of the international literary elite, including Desiderius Erasmus, Fausto Andrelini, and Thomas More.2

However, Bernard André was only the chief figure of a grex poetarum that gathered at the earliest Tudor court, as André himself termed it; and so Gairdner’s Memorials quotes and discusses the work of some other contemporary poets: the English envoy to Rome Giovanni Gigli (1434–1498), who conveyed King Henry’s obedience to the new Borgia pope Alexander VI upon his 1492 election;3 Pietro Carmeliano (ca. 1451–1527), resident in England before the Tudor accession, who remained until his death working also as a Latin Secretary to the two Tudor kings Henry;4 and the less well attested Giovanni Opici (fl. 1492–1497), whose hexameter account of Henry VII’s 1492 French campaign Gairdner also uses.5

Among the others implicated in the activities of the early Tudor grex poetarum, the one of concern herein is the Roman diplomatic envoy Giovanni Michele Nagonio (ca. 1450–ca. 1510), whom Gairdner does not mention. Nagonio too came to England, and he left behind him a gift-manuscript copy of poetry of his, by its own evidence presented to Henry VII probably in 1496. The poet-diplomat’s advent to England had been announced in advance by a letter to Henry VII from Francesco Todeschini Piccolomini (1439–1503), Cardinal Protector of the English nation at Rome, later elected to the papacy as Pius III; after Nagonio’s visit, King Henry replied to the cardinal, in an undated letter, praising Nagonio’s book of verse (a libellum “nomini nostro dicatum,” “vario genere carminis intextum et longo studio elucubratum”), asserting that he had himself read and did approve the writing, finding the poet to be both litteratus atque eruditus.6

However, it is in the nature of Nagonio’s verse to be neither much of a historical witness nor literature either. The poet was a propagandistic fabulist, of limited inventive opportunities and resources, and so was noteworthily parsimonious in disposing his authorial labors; moreover, Nagonio was not well informed about the English historical circumstance, possibly in consequence of what C. S. L. Davies respectfully termed “Henry’s policy … of consistent evasion.”7 Nagonio’s poetic presentation to King Henry was not so much for reading or recirculation as for lending emphasis—by its bulky magnificence alone—to the papal effort to involve Henry in current Italian affairs.8

The evidence, largely gathered by the labors of Paul Gwynne, is that Nagonio wrote one big thing, chiefly; further, that this one big thing was published in manuscript at least eleven times, during the decade and a half after its first publication, to eleven different grand dedicatees in different European sovereignties—first in 1494 to the emperor Maximilian I (r. 1493–1519) and, after the Henrician presentation of 1496, in 1497 to the Bohemian King Vladislav II (r. 1471–1516), in 1499 to the French King Louis XII (r. 1498–1515), and so on—the one big thing undergoing revision better to fit the work for its differing recipients, in different places and at different times, while remaining recognizably the same one big thing over and over and over.9

The leading component of Nagonio’s one big thing is an epic (hexametric) Pronostichon, a prognostics of solutions for the ever-altering crises of the earliest phase of the Italian Wars (1494–1559). In Nagonio’s poem, the astral cosmos and the pre-Christian tutelar-deities of Rome—chiefly Venus, Mars, and Quirinus, the deified Romulus, with Jovial sanction—combine to attempt to persuade some extra-peninsular power or other to intervene in Italian affairs on papal Rome’s behalf. Though the heroic soter to come changes from version to version—from Maximilian to Henry, from Henry to Vladislav, etc.—the poem’s narrative remains: cosmic crisis entails astro-divine intervention, by consequence of an Olympian conclave; there follow a senatorial assembly at Rome, under the city’s divine presidents; then a visit to the Sybil of Cumae and the underworld; and finally, worldly celebrations of the joyous outcomes foretold by the oracle, though of course the prognostications had not yet come to pass and in fact would not eventuate.

To the Pronostichon—at some 1,400 lines long, roughly twice the length of any one book of the Aeneid or three times the length of a book of the Iliad—Nagonio subjoined a corpus of shorter verse, both carmina lyrica and epigrammata, amounting to another 1,200 lines, roughly (about one and a third times the length of a book of Horace’s carmina), though in varying verse forms, all involving metrically shorter lines (and so fewer words): Sapphic strophes, elegiacs, and eventually hendecasyllables too.10

The copy version of the one big thing that was made for presentation to Henry VII in England, comprising both a Pronostichon version and a collection of shorter poems, incorporates explicit address to the Tudor monarch in uniquely attested preliminary verse and elsewhere. The idea of the presentation appears to have been, by praising Henry’s epic fortitude, to help persuade him to assume a kingship of Italy. In the Pronostichon, “Nec tollerare moras,” Mars himself instructs the assembly of the Romans: “Henricum accessite regem.”11 Though of course nothing ever came of Henry’s Italian kingship, the Borgia-pope Alexander VI’s grant to Henry of a papal sword and cap of maintenance, mentioned repeatedly by Nagonio, was another part of the diplomatic effort underway to recruit the English to an anti-French alliance intended to save the papal states.12 The poet knew that Henry VII had campaigned in the Low Countries in 1492 against the French, who then enjoyed imperial support, and that he had warred intermittently with France’s Scottish ally, though particulars are obscured by the Homeric-epic representation:


Tot strauit terras: et Gallum in lege rebellem
Vertice iurato deiecit arundine fulmen;
Perculsit latos campos et prelia Rheni;
Atque Calidonios animosus terga relatos
Expauit dominus.13



[Many a land he has laid low: on Gaul, rebel against his law, of his righteous crown he threw down his thunder-bolt from on high; and he beat down the broad fields and the battalions of the Rhine; and he—brave lord!—made himself a terror upon the backs of his Caledonian neighbors.]

At the moment of Nagonio’s 1496 presentation, public preparations for another English campaign against the Scots were in train, provoked by the imposture of a person pretending to be Richard, Duke of York—a son of the previous king, Edward IV (r. 1461–1470 and 1471–1483), in fact probably murdered by Richard III (r. 1483–1485), who was in his turn despoiled of the throne by Henry VII—who was claiming as by right to be styled King Richard IV of England, with significant though intermittent imperial and Scottish support. The pretender, whose proper name was revealed to be “Perkin Warbeck” only later, was resident in Scotland at the moment of Nagonio’s presentation; and, though the matter was far from resolution, the Roman poet demonstrates some knowledge of events:


Nauali iuris sorte nuper puer ille putatus
Gentibus interea eget falsis certamine. Victor
Ocean <i>inuasit tractus; et remige in alto
Victus abit iuuenis per flumina, prensus in undis.
Hunc pius Henricus, titulis celeberrimus altis
Et iusto terrę diademate clara remotę,
Sceptra tenens, armis nullo dubitatus in ęuo
Insequitur ualidis per longos ęquoris ęstus.
Contusus tandem ponti uix de uia uasti
Contulit, et dubiam potuit sperare salutem.
Obsessus loca dura tenet. Veniam sereni
Principis expectat, pansis ad sydera dextris.
Vtere sorte tua. Pietas tamen auget honores.
Nulla gerunt cassi; memorant hoc bella poetę.
Quid dubitas, Henrice potens? Sanctissimus ensem
Auratum tibi mittit ouans, ut possis in hostes
Protinus ire tuos et falsum pellere regem,
Pastor Alexander, totus quem mundus adorat;
Infula prefuluis huic pendet honusta lapillis.
Dum paro Gradiuum describere talia, uates
Consului; secumque uolens contendere, dixi.14



[Late judged by sentence of naval law, that boy—mere boy!—lacked followers, and those he had were false to him in the strife meanwhile. His conqueror entered upon the breadth of Ocean; and, already on the deep with oar, caught out amongst the waves, the boy was conquered, dispatched across the flood. Him the pious Henry did pursue—renowned indeed of his high titles and of the illustrious crown of the remote land that he holds by right—nor did he at all hesitate to set out in mighty arms, bearing his scepter, upon the lofty billows of the deep. Beaten in the end, he barely bore himself out of the broad sea’s byway and was unable to hope for any but a dubious delivery. He haunts only hard places so long as he is beset; he but awaits the indulgence of his serenity the prince, his hands raised up to the stars above. But exploit thy good fortune! For piety augments thine honors. Haps unforeseen decide no wars; it is for this reason that poets commemorate them. O potent Henry, why hesitate? Celebrating thine ovation, Alexander—a good shepherd, holy indeed!, for the whole world adores him—does send thee the gilt sword, whereby thou art endued to move against thy foes straightaway and strike down the king of falsehoods; by it depends the blessed lappeted cap, freighted exceedingly with jewels of golden hue.]

The bright future of the English throne’s proper heir, Henry’s ten-year-old son Arthur, rates attention too in the Henrician Pronostichon—“Arturi crescentia fata”; for the boy was distinguished by nature, by descent, and by his place of birth (“Indole preclarum, patria titulisque paternis”), though chiefly inasmuch as he was really good-looking, like Endymion or Attis, the both of them proverbially handsome, though the former was perpetually somnolent and the later self-mutilating:15


Hoc magis admiror: patri stat proximus alto
Candidus Arturus, soboles dignissima cęlo,
Cui uisus radiis crinesque in fronte trementes
Dulce micant, roseęque nitent lanugine malę.
Eximiam speciem quanta indulgentia seruat
Formę!16



[This the more did I admire: next his lofty father stood child Arthur, a youth indeed worthy of heaven. He had a face that flashed sweetly with rays of light, as did the locks waving about his brow; his cheeks shone with a soft rosy beard. How great was the maidenly mildness that adhered to the uncommon appearance of his beauty!]

Nagonio knew enough of English antiquity to mention a legend of the foundation of a “uetus Albion” by the misgendered colonist of a land otherwise inhabited only by inhumans;17 but legends of the King Arthur after whom the prince was named are not mentioned. Instead, Nagonio favored an astrological allegory for explaining the choice of name, which other poets at the early Tudor court also used.18 And although Arthur’s brother Prince Henry (born 1491), who was to become king in succession to Henry VII, did not attract Nagonio’s attention, commemoration of a “Helisabet regina”—probably the Tudor princes’ recently deceased sister Elizabeth (1492–1495)—was included in the catalogue of exemplary dead women (“Seruilia, Portia, et Acca,” etc.) encountered in the underworld-journey section of Nagonio’s epic:


Hic super ambibat dominas formosior almas
Helisabet regina, genis et fronte decora.
Illa sedens oculis et matres ore premebat,
Et ueste aurata regina micabat in omnes.19



[Here, beautiful indeed, a glory of brow and cheeks, even beyond these dear ladies, Queen Elizabeth held court. Of visage and eye, those matrons she surpassed; seated amidst them all, of gilded raiment she did shine.]

The praises are sufficiently generic that, in later versions of the Pronostichon, they could be adapted for the imperial Augustus’s older sister Octavia minor (d. 11 BCE), the mother of the much-lamented M. Claudius Marcellus (d. 23 BCE), to whom Nagonio refers separately.20

The conditions of the Tudor advent to the throne of these children’s parent are not detailed in Nagonio’s verse; nonetheless, the poet was still able to imply that Henry’s own ancestry was royalty distinguished, calling Henry “atauorum regia proles,”21 though the only possible evidence for such an assertion offered in Nagonio’s poem appears to be based on the king’s connection to the late English King Henry VI (r. 1422–1461 and 1470–1471).22 In 1492, the first Tudor had petitioned the Roman papal curia in behalf of official sanctification for his predecessor King Henry; the matter was in active consideration at the moment of Giovanni Gigli’s dispatch to Rome and of the Roman-diplomatic poet’s dispatch to England.23 And it may appear that Nagonio mentions it in his vision of the heroic dead of the underworld, where he also may appear to link the late Lancastrian monarch to his half-brothers, Henry VII’s father Edmund Tudor, Earl of Richmond (1430–1456), and his more recently deceased patruus (father’s brother) Jasper Tudor, Duke of Bedford and Earl of Pembroke (1431–1495), the both of them sons of the same mother as Henry VI:


Huncne uides patrem spectantem sydera uultu
Henrici? Quantum propriis his maximus armis
Presidium tribuisset auis; sed leta manebit
Vita breuis, durumque nephas huic fata parabunt.
Sors superis non uisa piis. Hic alter adibit
Grandius imperium, qui nunc loca proxima carpsit,
Germanus magni patris; patruusque uocatur
Ille sibi spectans oculis et fronte benigna.
Debent regna quidem. Portendunt omina regnum.24



[Dost thou see that forefather there, studying the stars upon the face of Henry? How great a bulwark in defense of his own ancestors had he been, mighty indeed in arms in his own right! But, though blessed, his life was to be brief; for the fates were readying hard crime against him. His lot amongst the pious gods above is not yet apparent. A second hence were to approach nigh on sovereignty, much the mightier—namely, the brother of that great forefather, who has now wrested control of the land next neighboring his; and the third there, studying him with his serene brows’ gaze, is said to be a paternal uncle unto him. For a certainty, the realm owes them a debt. Their solemn assurances presage his rule.]

None of Henry VII’s forbearers is called by name in these remarks of the Sybil (and of course her remarks tend to be enigmatic in this peculiar oracular fashion); in fact, the remarks are only a rephrasing of something published previously, in the earlier version of the Pronostichon, concerning the emperor Maximilian’s son Philippe (1478–1506):


Huncne uides natum spectantem sydera fastu
Continuo? Quantum Latiis hic paruulus infans
Presidium tribuisset populis!



[Dost thou see that son there, studying the stars with evident pride? How great a bulwark in defense of the races of Latium had this boy-child been!]

For Philippe too had uncles, one of them mentioned in the later rewritten line, “Ille tibi spectans oculis et fronte Philippum” (the third there, studying Philippe, thine own, with his serene brows’ gaze).25 Otherwise the passage is unchanged.

The same needs be said of another remark in the Henrician Pronostichon, also in the field-of-heroes section, where the Sybil makes reference to an English Edward, though there had been a number of them on the throne before Henry VII came to it and the oracular pronouncements are again enigmatic. Reference could be to the heroized imperialist Edward III (r. 1327–1377); or it could be to the less martially distinguished though more closely related Edward IV (r. 1461–1470 and 1471–1483), the father of Henry VII’s spouse, Prince Arthur’s mother, whose regal right was effectively vindicated by Henry VII’s battlefield deposition of Richard III, though Edward IV’s reign had begun with interruption of that of Henry VII’s half-uncle, the not-yet-sainted Henry VI (“Sors superis non uisa piis”):


His Eduardus erat, precinctus casside fulua,
Regius ille pater, bellorum et maximus ausi,
Ense suo totiens Martem descendere cęlo
Qui poterat Thracem iussuque lacessere ad arma.26



[Amongst them was Edward, head girt with gilded helm—that regal father, great indeed in battles and in enterprise, who of his own sword has been able so often to bring Thracian Mars down from the sky and to rouse him to arms at a nod.]

But no reward comes for any effort to divine what in particular Nagonio’s Sibylline reference might have been, for there was not one. Whether Nagonio’s equivocations about Henry’s regal ascent were a matter of ignorance or, more likely, of propriety, the nature of such encomiastic phrases as he chooses is to be typical, imparticular. The same praise of this English “Eduardus”—whichever it might have been, still always “regius ille pater” and Mars’s darling—had already been written and published with reference to the emperor Frederick III (r. 1452–1493), whose recent decease made his son Maximilian a candidate for an imperial coronation at Rome: “His Federicus erat, precinctus casside fulua, / Regius ille pater” etc.; and the same remarks would be rewritten again (“His Casimirus erat, precinctus casside fulva” etc.) and again (“Charolus ille prior precinctus casside fulua” etc.) later, in praise of others.27 The heroizing representation remains just as true in either or any regal case, and just as untrue; and all Nagonio had to do for the Henrician presentation was swap out the one name for a widely used metrical equivalent of English.

This epideictic imparticularity pervades the collection of short-form verse that Nagonio subjoined to his epic in the Henrician presentation manuscript. The imparticularity vitiates any historiographical value the verse might be expected to have; it also enabled or encouraged Nagonio’s peculiar approach to poetic invention. For instead of adhering to the basic Horatian principle—“Denique sit quod uis, simplex dumtaxat et unum” (In short; I bid, Let what thou work’st upon, / Be simple quite throughout, and wholly one)28—Nagonio rather reweaves originally disparate verse matter to make his ostensibly novel carmina lyrica and epigrammata.

Like the Pronostichon, the shorter verse in the 1496 Henrician version of Nagonio’s presentation appears to address contemporary English affairs. Without exception, the shorter poems in Henrician presentation have titles addressing the poems to King Henry or Prince Arthur; moreover, the poems use these persons’ names and titles in the verse itself, along with other localizing references, including references to England’s campaigns against the Scots and the French, to the matter of the Scottish-fugitive pretender, and to Pope Alexander’s suasive gifts of maintenance.29 On the other hand, evidence indicates that these putatively English shorter poems are all revisions of items that Nagonio had already published, or are items that Nagonio would republish again addressing other sovereigns in other immediate, local circumstances.

For the more part, the revisions of the shorter poems’ localizing references are simple, as in the smaller revisions noted above for the Pronostichon. Nagonio put individual titles on each poem, unmetrical and so more easily altered; and the poet might again swap out whatever place or personal names occurred in the verse itself for other metrically equivalent formulations. For example, Britanni can be exchanged for Bohemi simply enough: “Glorior armipotens repetant quod festa Britanni” (That the British, mighty in arms, merit victory rites does please me) prognosticates the same glory for a different people, though they too are armipotens, in the case of “Glorior armipotens repetant quod festa Bohemi.”30 Likewise, that the visage of their sovereign is of surpassing reverence the British can well see (in a hendecasyllable): “Vultus egregium uident Britanni”; but so can the Bohemians, of their different king, who has precisely the same sort of visage nonetheless, “Vultus egregium uident Bohemi”; and (because their name is short) so too do the French, “Vultus egregium uident que Franci.”31

Attributing the introduction of the same aetas aurea come again in one elegiac poem to differing messianic figures did not require much more complex adjustments.32 Nagonio’s versions of his “Golden Age” poem begin with significantly differing first couplets, though differences subside: by their concluding lines, the poems are all the same. To begin, the Imperial version for Maximilian has “Cesare regna Phryges nunc aurea stante fouebunt” (With Caesar ruling them, the Phrygians shall cherish now his gilded regime), the line altering to “Aurea regna fouent Henrico stante Britanni,” then (altering only after the strong caesura) to “hoc principe stante Bohemi” and “isto sub principe Galli,” all still locally particular; the second line of the initial distich, “Et preciosa sui secula Roma ducis” (and Rome [shall cherish now] the well-valued epoch of a battle-leader all its own), alters only after the diaeresis: to “Pannonis ora ducis” in the markedly Bohemian version, but back to “secula” in the others: “secula terra ducis” and “secula regis habent,” here unidentifiable out of context. The needful context is supplied only by the title put on the little-particularizing poem. Title alteration shifts responsibility for discharge of the messianic function from diuus Cesar Maximilianus semper Augustus—calling the poem “epigramma quo poeta existimat regnante Cesare Romanos aurea secla possident” (an epigram wherein the poet concludes that a golden age shall inhabit the Romans once this Caesar rules them); to diuus Henricus rex splendidissimus, “sub quo iubare tota insula coruscat triumphatque” (beneath whose splendor his whole island realm shall shine and triumph); to diuus Vuladislaus rex inclytus, “sub cuius iubare tota Hungaria et Bohemia coruscat triumphatque”; to diuus Ludouicus duodecimum Frantię rex excellentissimus grauissimusque, “sub cuius regno tota Gallia coruscat triumphatque.”33

In addition to such intermittent intralinear rewritings, there come loci in the shorter poems where Nagonio wrote too. Broadly speaking, the collection of shorter poems circulated with the Pronostichon grew: in the Imperial version for Maximilian of 1494 the short poems comprise 50 items in about 1,300 lines of verse; the short poems of the French version for Louis XII of 1499 is nearly double the length, comprising 101 items in about 2,400 lines. New poems were added for each iteration of the collection, including eight wholly new poems in the collection presented to Henry VII. But that all eight of these Henrician novelties were kept for intact repetition in the subsequent Bohemian and French collections suggests already that such new writing as was done tended to be generic too; and it is the case that, aside from the imposed titles and intermittent particulars, these novel English poems, added anew for the Henrician collection, have not much to do with England.34

The growth of Nagonio’s collection of shorter verse did not always proceed by simple linear accretion, however. For there were expunctions. Sometimes, lines were cut from poems that remained in the collection thereafter in different forms; and whole items too may appear to have been set aside. On the other hand, the expuncted passages and items had unpredictable afterlives indicating Nagonio’s parsimony about his authorial labor. The expuncted poems and passages were not often wholly set aside; in fact, the expuncted poems and passages were sometimes revived complete, as well as being used to fabricate parts of other notionally novel poems later. Of the twelve poems of the Imperial epigrammata apparently cut for assembling the Henrician collection, five were revived complete for the Bohemian collection some years later, and a further two that had not appeared among the Bohemian revivals returned complete in the French collection, not having been used since the original Imperial one.35

Moreover, the whole items and passages apparently cut from the Imperial collection reappear in poems in the Henrician collection, but reassorted and redistributed. For example, the Imperial collection had a fifty-six-line poem, beginning “lam cohors docti satiata Phoebi,” that, with minor verbal variants of names and the like, reappears at the same length in the Bohemian collection of the short verse (“lam cohors docto naturata Phoebo”) and in the French (“lam cohors docto saturata Phœbo”). In its place, the Henrician collection has a forty-line item (“lam cohors docti satiata Phoebi”) that matches the first forty lines only of the poem in the Imperial collection that was repeated too by the later ones in full.36 In the Henrician collection, this poem “Iam cohors” ends


Desides, princeps, sine te poete;
Pauperes extant sine te sorores.
Non sumus: largus uenit, ecce, Cæsare,

Alter Apollo.37

[The poets, o prince, without thee stand idle; the sister-muses without thee are impoverished. Not so us: another Apollo, lo!, generous indeed, o Caesar, does come on apace.]



The Imperial “Iam cohors” continues, after its own “largus venit ecce Caesar / Alter Apollo,” for another sixteen lines, which recur also in the Bohemian and French collections in the same place in the same poem:


Stabis in longum, generose Cesar;
Tu meis uiues numeris, lule;
Te Dyoneum quoque, Caesar alme,

Sydus amabit.

Iam polo uectus sacra uota trades.
Te colent uotis populi frequentes,
Et tibi laudes nurus omnis addet

Templaque ponet.

Tu libens, Cesar, populos uidebis
Ad tuas aras properare multos,
Thura portantes, iuuenes senesque:

Orat et infans.

Numen, o Caesar, ueniat, precamur,
Sic tuum foelix placidumque nobis,
Vt tibi gentes referant honores,

Turba det hymnos.38

[For long shalt thou remain, o noble-born Caesar; live on thou shalt in these my verses, o Iulus; thine own star, o beloved Caesar, shall lavish love on thee too as another child of Dione. Borne up unto the heavens, thou shalt there readily accede to thy peoples’ holy vows. They shall do thee worship, crowding thee with their vows. Alike all brides shall adjoin their praises and set up shrines to thee. Thou shalt see, o Caesar, thy manifold peoples, young and old alike—even infants offering prayers!—busying themselves all willingly about thy altars, bringing burnt offerings. May thy divinity descend, we do thee pray, propitious and well pleased with us, that all races may recount thy honors, o Caesar, throngs of people singing hymns to thee!]



However, these sixteen lines expuncted from the Imperial “Iam cohors” were not lost for the Henrician collection. The lines were incorporated into a different poem that the Henrician collection compounded from bits and pieces of various others in the Imperial collection with some properly new writing. Specifically, the second of the carmina lyrica in the Imperial collection is a 72-line poem beginning “Colle sacratos uideant nepotes”; for its own 132-line poem, also beginning “Colle sacratos uideant nepotes,” the Henrician collection uses only the first 60 lines of the Imperial “Colle sacratos” (all that remains of the poem in the Bohemian and French collections) and then adjoins lines from other different items in the Imperial collection, including one that does not occur in the Henrician collection except by way of these excerpts.39

There are new lines of verse in the Henrician “Colle sacratos,” chiefly by way of concluding with reference to the sword and the cap of maintenance that Pope Alexander was to transmit to King Henry, mentioned also in the distinctive title put on the Henrician version (calling the poem “congratulatio quę Romę fuit de eius nomine et inclyta fama ob ensem auratum nuper sibi destinatum per Alexandrum sextum pontificem maximum” [a congratulation, announced at Rome, of his illustrious name and fame, in virtue of the gilt sword sent him of late by the pontifex maximus Alexander VI]40):


Pastor in toto gladium coruscum
Mittit et fuluam niueus lapillis
Infulam Sextus meliore sumptu;

Hunc tibi mundo

Dat tibi talem properes in ensem
Viribus gentes inimica regna
His Alexander quibus ipse semper

Ire solebas.41

[The shepherd of the world as a whole, the illustrious sixth Alexander, sends thee a bright-shining sword and the filleted cap, agleam with gemstones, for thy better maintenance; he gifts thee such a blade to hasten thee in force against peoples whose realms are hostile, which thou wert accustomed already to go against thyself.]



But the bulk of the verse addenda to the “new” Henrician “Colle sacratos” is brought back in from Imperial-collection matter that would otherwise have been lost to the Henrician collection: twenty lines rearranged and reassorted from the peculiar poem in praise of Rome’s ancient Isis cult that Nagonio wrote for the Imperial collection (but which was not again reused complete), in the middle of which were inserted the otherwise lost sixteen lines of the conclusion of the Imperial “Iam cohors” quoted above.42

In addition to the lines on the papal gifts of maintenance, other new writing in the Henrician poem (65–84) amplifies a remark in the Imperial “Colle sacratos” on the benefits that accrue to the great from their patronage of poets; in addition to the example of Virgil’s Augustus in the Imperial version (“Fecit Augustus nimium Maroni”), the Henrician version adds the examples of Horace’s Maecenas (“Vatibus multos tribuens honores”) and L. Licinius Lucullus and Q. Caecilius Metellus Pius (to whose generosity “Testis Archias Itacus poeta / Voce disertus”);43 and then to this amplified list of examples, “Nempe si tantum facies honorem / Vatibus” (81–82), Nagonio subjoins the sixteen concluding lines from the Imperial “Iam cohors,” quoted above, which the poet had not used in the Henrician “Iam cohors”: in the Henrician “Colle sacratos,” the new lines “Nempe si tantum facies honorem / Vatibus” (If thou too shalt so greatly honor poets) (81–82) link up with the other, earlier poem’s “Stabis in longum, generose, tempus; / Tu meis uiues numeris serene” (85–86), etc.44

The Henrician poem otherwise belies the principle of unity articulated in the Ars poetica of the Horace of Maecenas, invoked by Nagonio here; for the amplified list of examples of patronal generosity inserted before the sixteen lines from the Imperial “Iam cohors” are from yet another different item in the Imperial collection, as are the eight lines immediately following the inserted Imperial “Iam cohors” lines, both from Nagonio’s Isiaca poem:


Tunc tuum uiuet decus orbe, Cęsar
Editus dextro mihi forte casu
Cui licet uestris resonare semper

Nomen in oris.

Sis tibi fœlix placidusque nobis,
Largus et seruis retributor unus
Nosce. Stat uirtus miseros clyentes,

Splendide princeps.45

[Then indeed shall thy glory live, when by good fortune Caesar has been promulgated bravely about the globe; for unto me is it granted to make thy name forever resound unto your peoples’ bounds. May thou be propitious and well pleased with us, and know thee that thou alone art an open-handed patron to us, thy slaves. O splendid prince, thy strength sustains us, thy lowly servitors.]



Similar cases of such odd reassorted reassemblies are featured in the editions below: a woman’s head on the neck of a horse, surcoated with avian plumage; “a faire female feature, / Which in some swarthie fish uncomely ends”; the whole out of joint, uelut aegri somnia: these products of Nagonio’s revisionary procedures are the Horatian nightmare evoked to begin the Ars poetica.46 For the evidence is that Nagonio made his epideictic verse as much by rewriting reassemblies as by inventing anew.

Diplomatic pressure encouraged this parsimony that Nagonio practiced, for the situation for which the Roman envoy had to compose kept changing. Given the excesses of demand on a faculty of invention, Nagonio discovered that generic encomium could be more easily adapted to changing circumstance than more locally particular whole-cloth inventions would have been, especially on the epic grand scale that Nagonio was bound to use, on occasions of such international moment, for such grand objects of address. A dozen differently conceived large-scale epics, with all different collections of shorter verse appended, from just the one poet-diplomat, ought not to have been possible.47 In the circumstance, however, the poetic outcome is necessarily akin the near contemporary eulogy (1478) for Geoffrey Chaucer (d. 1400) commissioned by England’s prototypographer William Caxton (d. 1492) from another itinerant Italian humanist poet, Stefano Surigone (fl. ca. 1455–1490), who had not enough English to appreciate any of the specific qualities that made Chaucer’s verse noteworthy.48 For the repeated republication that Nagonio practiced, martial praise that was imparticular and so easily adaptable to differing potential heroic saviors of Italy was called for, rather than anything more particular or detailed about any one actual historical actor, like England’s King Henry or his Prince Arthur.

Moreover, manuscript publication facilitated such compositional practices and even encouraged them. For there is contemporary evidence of such repeated reuse of rewriting in multiple republications among the early Tudor grex poetarum that Gairdner delineated. Carmeliano made multiple manuscript presentation copies of his Vita S. Katherine for different English noble patrons; Bernard André’s late collection of Hymni Christiani reprinted work already published in manuscript; and at least one other itinerant Italian reassembled something already published for presentation to the Tudor king. But only Erasmus’s multiple republications of old matter for new became notorious, infamous even, and only when the printers he worked with were able to compare manuscripts and editions and so to see the repetitions.49 Multiple copies of manuscript presentations did not travel or circulate in the same way that copies from editions of printed books did, and so any one manuscript was not compared or collated with others. Again, the published products of such revisionary procedures as Nagonio practiced made mock of the notion of poetic unity. But such Horatian aegri somnia are evident only by comparison of copies; the poetry was not meant so to be read, if indeed it was meant to be much read at all.

Appendix

Henry VII of England and Prince Arthur in the Epideictic Verse of the Roman Diplomat Giovanni Michele Nagonio (1496)

What follows are editions of selected short poems that Nagonio circulated with his Pronostichon in the collection presented to Henry VII in 1496. The selections include poems peculiar to the Henrician presentation (i.e., the preliminary poems for Hen. Pron.) or nearly peculiar (the final poem of the whole collection); poems first introduced in the Henrician presentation among Nagonio’s shorter verse; and others that make particular references in verse to Henry VII and Prince Arthur. In all cases, the editions are of the texts of the Henrician presentation, in the manuscript York, Minster Library, MS XVI. N. 2. Departures from and additions to its texts are enclosed in angled brackets “<>” in the editions. The selected Henrician poems were collated with the other three early versions of Nagonio’s presentation, and the results are recorded in the textual notes attaching to each edition, using the system of abbreviate references delineated above, n. 9, pp. 59–60; also, the abbreviations “ac” = ante correctionem, in instances where the lection before correction can be read, and “pc” = post correctionem.

<Hen. Pron. 1 praef.>

DIVO HENRICO SEPTIMO ANGLIAE FRANCIAEQVAE REGI INVICTISSISMO SALVTEM


Nunc Henricę tuum ualido stat robore regnum:

Sceptra docent nullo debilitata metu.

Barbara precipites egit discordia ciues

Exitioque graui Romula tecta dedit,

<5> At te non rixæ nec uis deturbat ab arce.

O quantum tibi nunc spondet amena quies.

FINIS

<Hen. Pron. 1 praef.>

UNTO THE DIVINE HENRY THE SEVENTH, UNMASTERED KING OF ENGLAND AND OF FRANCE, ALL HAIL AND FARE WELL!

Thy realm does indeed repose in thy mighty strength, o Henry—so thy scepters do instruct, since they are weakened now by no fear. Barbarous discord drove the Romulean citizens headlong down <4> and buried their homes in grave destruction; but no quarrels within nor violence from abroad drives thee from thy fastness. O how great are now the portents of thy peace and quiet!

THE END

<Hen. Pron. 1 praef.>

Text:

Hen. Pron. 1 praef. (1r).

Comment:

This is the first of two otherwise unattested poems occurring only as prefatory verses just before Hen. Pron. On the manuscript’s opening, see Gwynne, “The Frontispiece to an Illuminated Panegyric of Henry VII,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 55 (1992): 266–70.

<Hen. Pron. 2 praef.>

ROGAT POETA LIBRVM SVVM VT EAT AD PATRONVM SVVM SERENISSIMVM HENRICVM REGEM SEPTIMVM QVI SIBI SVA SOLITA HVMANITATE BLANDIETVR.

Clari principis ad lares meabis,
Cultus carminibus meus libellus
Fulgens, aureus, elegans, politus:
Misso uertice mille dic salutes!
<5> Regi magnanimo et suis Britannis
Henrico tibi septimo iubemus
Dices, “Optime nobilisque regum
O rex, gloria, laus decentiorque,
Nostri, candide, conscius laboris,
<10> Cuius Mopsopiis madent medullis
Mirum pectora doctiore uoce,
Noctes suscipies tui poetę
Et curas uigiles diesque, princeps.
<3r> Nostrum uiuet opus tibi perenne
<15> Et tecum pariter feret Britannos.
Ad te mittit amans clyens Michail
Totus deditus emicans uolumen:
Queso, suscipe, fronte non seuera,
Centum basia.” Blandieris illi:
<20> Trades oscula, sepius remittes,
Astringes geminis eumque dextris
Et uultu capies sereniori.
Confestim referes, decente uisu,
Nostros ingredere inclytos penatis,
<25> Hec dicens subito, “petiuit ædes
Et tanta atria; regium theatrum
Noster possidet aureus libellus.”
O fœlix liber et satis beatus,
Qui tantos capis et foues honores!

FINIS

<acclamationes>

HENRICE, DII TE SERVENT! DII TE PERPETVENT! DII TE EX HOSTIVM MANIBVS IMPVRIS ERIPIANT! FOELICEM ANGLIAM IMPERIO TVO! HENRICE SEPTIME DII TE CONSERVENT!

<Hen. Pron. 2 praef.>

THE POET BIDS HIS BOOK MAKE WAY UNTO HIS PATRON, HIS SERENITY KING HENRY THE SEVENTH, WHO, OF HIS CUSTOMARY HUMANITY, SHALL MAKE IT THERE WELCOME UNTO HIMSELF.

Unto the hearth-gods of a prince of renown shalt thou travel, o my little book, resplendently gilt-groomed as thou art with my verses, elegant and refined. With head bowed down, thousandfold, say him hail and fare well! Unto Henry the Seventh, that magnanimous king, and unto his British subjects, we do bid thee tell:

“O noble king, o best of kings, fit yet for more glory and praise, knowing as thou art of our labor, o illustrious one!, whose heart within is suffused with marrows of old Mopsopia, wondrously learned in song, thou shalt receive these the night-work of thy poet and his days” wakeful occupations, o prince! Our opus shall live with thee ever after, and with thee it shall alike raise up the British. <16> Unto thee does thy loving client Michele—wholly dedicated!—send this eminent-gleaming tome. Take of it, not frowning, I thee beg, its hundreds of kisses.”

Thou shalt lavish thy favors on him: kisses thou shalt give and shalt often requite; thou shalt clasp him to thee with the hands of a twin brother and shalt capture him with thy serene appearance. <23> Straightaway, thou shalt propose it him—in seemly wise—to approach the renowned hearth-gods of our people, speaking these terms without let:

“Our gold-gilt volume has sought out his sanctuary and palaces, of such magnitude as they are; it shall occupy itself about the royal stage.”

O fortunate book, much blessed indeed, for thou do gain and cherish such honors!

THE END.

<with the acclamations>

O Henry, may the gods keep thee! May the gods preserve thee forever! May the gods snatch thee from out all foul hands! Happy is England in thy empery! O Henry the Seventh, may the gods preserve thee!

<Hen. Pron. 2 praef.> Text:

Hen.
Pron. 2 praef. (2v).

Textual notes:

12 Noctes] pc : Nocte ac

14 perenne] pc : peremne ac

20 Trades] pc : Traddes ac

Comment:

<acclamationes> : The imperial salutations are from SHA, Alex. 6.3–5 (and cf. 7.1–6), as is pointed out in Gwynne, Poets and Princes, 272.

<Hen. Carm. lyr. 4>




Scipio qualis Lybicis in oris,

Hannibal postquam dare terga iussus,
Victor in bello fuit et uerenda

Fronte decorus;




<5> Perse deuicto Aemilius superbo
Qualis incessit Latios per agros;
Qualis et quantus fugiente Pyrrho

Fabriciusque;




Qualis ad Cannas iuuenisque Pœnus,
<10> Post feram stragem Phrygii cruoris,
Qualis in magno Trebię tumultu

Consule uicto;




Qualis et Cymbris Marius fugatis,
Qualis et Cæsar fugiente Magno,
<46v> <15> Victor intrauit uacuę timenda

Moenia Romę:




Omnibus talem licet intueri,
Septimum Henricum, o nimium beata
Terra, cui fas est propius uidere
<20> Ora benigna!




Prisca iam uirtus rediit furorque,
Et duces illi rediere summi;
Nam potest per te ueteres probare,

Anglia, reges.




<25> Frons tibi plena est rigidi pudoris,
Lucet et fastu grauitas modesto,
Quam timent hostes, socii uerentur,

Miles adorat.




Proximus certe superis uidetur
<30> Ille, quem monstrat ratio; nec irę
Dat locum, et punit mala facta pacis

Qui bonitate.




<47r> Ense se iactent alii timeri,
Quos iuuat rapto cum<u>lare census;
<35> Pace tu torques facerent tyranni

Quod feritate.




Non fames lucri uocat ad rapinam;
Ocium nec te uocat ad quietem,
Non ad infand<o>s Veneris recessus

<40> Blanda uoluptas.




Quis tui dotes animi superbas,
Bella quis narret manifesta cunctis?
Et tot et tantos referat triumphos

Sanguine partos?




<45> Iam cathenatos opulenta Gallos
Vidit et Scottos—inimica proles!—
Et sacro pensum diadema templo

Insula, per te.




Quid feram? Nuper pelago fugasti
<50> Gentibus falsis iuuenem putatum.
<47v> Nominis ficti dedit ipse penas

Victus amaras.




Plura quid de te loquimur procaces?
Vocibus quare et teneo, mororque
<55> Digna cum tantis nequeam referre

Laudibus umquam?




Ipse nec posset Maro Tulliusque,
Hauriant quamuis Heliconis amnes
Vel bibant totos Aganippedosque
<60> Fonte liquores.




Ergo nunc nobis potius tacendum
Esse, cognosco, rudis ipse cum sim.
Nunc tuos, princeps, ueteres Britannos

Imbuis acris.




<65> Iamque tu, Arture iuuenis serenę,
Patre tam claro genitus resulta!
Tu dabis supplex superis pudicas

Thura precesque.




<48r> Patre tam claro genitus resulta;
<70> Cuius excelsos imita<ri>s actus,
Digna nunc tali suboles parente

Vt uideare.




Tuque Erithreis merito lapillis
Hanc diem signes, generose princeps,
<75> Quam tibi nerunt niueo seuere

Vellere Parcę!




O decens germen, decus o, Britannis
Adsis! Et uiuas Pilii senectam
Et Sybillini superes beatus
<80> Pulueris annos!




Sed Ioui, Marti superest, Quirino,
Gratias omnes ut agamus una.
Fata predixere tibi futura

Inclite Princeps.




<Hen. Carm. lyr. 4>



Just as Scipio Africanus, on Lybic shore, after Hannibal had been bidden to turn tail, was the wars’ victor, awesome in the glory of his appearance; just as Aemilius Lepidus, once the proud Persian was beaten down, processed through the fields of Latium; <7> just as was C. Fabricius Luscinus, when Epirot Pyrrhus was put to flight, and just as great; just as was the Punic youth at Cannae, after that bestial slaughter, with such effusion of Phrygian blood, and just as he was in the great battle of Trebbia, when the consul was defeated; just as was C. Marius when the Cymbrians were put to flight and C. Julius Caesar when great Pompey fled, <15> and the victor entered within the fearsome walls of Rome though it had been emptied out; just such a one—Henry the Seventh!—ye are allotted to see, o land more blessed than all these, for unto you is it a right to admire beneficence close at hand.

Ancient virtue and its furious power are returned ye. Such battle-leaders are returned ye too, and of the highest sort. <23> For making assay of these ancient kings is granted ye, o England! His brow is fulfilled of strict shamefastness; his gravity shines forth in modest pride; such that his foes do fear, his peers respect, and the soldier worships him. Nigh on the gods above does the man himself appear, for a certainty, for reason guides him. He gives himself over not unto wrath, and he punishes wrongdoings with the benefits of peace. <31> Others, for whom gaining wealth at sword point is a pleasure, do vaunt themselves feared. Thou extort by peace what tyrants achieve but by bestial conduct. No hunger for gain calls thee to rapine; nor does leisure call thee to mere quiet, <39> nor pleasure’s enticements to Venus’s unspeakable retreats.

Who could recount the proud endowments of thy spirit? Thy wars, well known to all? Who might retell thy triumphs, in blood begot, so many and so grand? Already thy wealthy island home by thee has seen the Gauls and the Scots enchained—hateful races!—and their diadems hung up within thy holy fanes. <49> What shall I tell? Late upon Ocean didst thou put to flight a mere youth thought to be of thy race, but falsely. He paid a bitter price, when he was beaten, for assuming the title.

Why are we so rash as to bring forth more words of thee? Wherefore do I persist and linger, since I am in no wise able ever to convey praises worthy thy great dignities? <57> Vergilius Maro himself were unable, and Tullius Cicero too, even had they drained the very streams of Helicon and imbibed all the liquor of Aganippe’s fount. Better it were now, therefore, if I kept quiet, since I am but rude, I know. O prince!, thou dost imbue thy Britons with the bravery of the ancients.

<65> And now thou, o Arthur, youth serene!, make thy birth from a father so great re-echo! Thou shalt give a suppliant’s chaste prayers and offerings unto the gods above. Make thy birth from a father so great re-echo, whose exalted deeds thou mayst well emulate, so to be seen as the worthy scion of a parent so great as he. <73> Of right may thou mark this day with the markers of Sibylline Erythrae, o prince well-born!, upon which the hard Parcae had thee spun out in snow-white fleeces! O gloried blossom!, o thou glory! for the British be thou at hand! And may thou live to the old age of the Pylian and surpass the years of the dust of the Sibyl, all blessedly.

<81> It but remains that, unto Jove, Mars, and Quirinus, all together we give thanks. The Fates have foretold what is to come for thee, o illustrious prince.

<Hen. Carm. lyr. 4>
Texts:

Hen. Carm. Lyr. 4.1–84 (46r), collated with Imp. Carm. Lyr. 5.1–76 (52r),

Boh. Carm. Lyr. 3.1–100 (p. 349), and Fre. Carm. Lyr. 8.1–100 (100v).

Textual notes:

1–8] in ordine 5–8, 1–4 Fre.

1 Lybicis in] Numidum sub Fre.

9 Iuuenisque] Iuuenusque Imp. in errore

15 timenda] uerenda Boh. Fre.

18 Septimum Henricum] Cesarem magnum Imp. : Inclytum regem Boh.

: Te Ludouicum Fre.

19–20] Pannonis proles, propius uidere / Cui licet ora Boh.

19 Terra] Turba Imp.

20 Ora benigna] Gallica regem Fre.

20] post additur Boh. 21–36 Fre. 21–36:


Caesaris <] Hostium Fre.> fudit celeres cateruas,
Iste pugnaces pepulit phalanges,
Ire per latos inimica campos

Castra coegit.

<25> Pila suscepit ualido <] totiens Fre.> merente
Sic equo fortis, peditumque turmas
Depulit dextra meliore sęuas

Vndique uictor.

Arma quo cantu memorem sonoro
<30> Quę polum certe penetrant coruscum,
E quibus coelo celebratur, ingens

Gloria terris.

Si decus tantum peperit sub armis,
Dignus et tantus titulis uidetur,
<35> Roma laudibus referesque mecum

Maxima <] Martia Fre.> regem.



21] Iam furor patrum rediitque uirtus Fre. 37

23 potest per te] potes per se Fre. 39

23 probare] uidere Imp. Boh. 39 Fre. 39

24 Anglia Reges] Roma triumphos Imp. Boh. 40 Fre. 40

25 tibi] sibi Fre. 41

27 Quam timent] Quem timens Boh. 43

28] post additur Boh. 45–48 Fre. 45–48:


Prestat hic multa pietate princeps,
Plenus et multę <] magnę Fre.> probitatis extat,
Et suis dat iustitiam subactis

Gentibus almam.



29 superis uidetur] superi <] superis Fre.> habetur Boh. 49 Fre. 49

32 bonitate] feritate Imp. in errore : cf. 36

34 cumulare] Imp. Boh. 54 Fre. 54 : cumalare Hen.

38 uocat] petit Imp.

39 infandos] Imp. Boh. 59 Fre. 59 : infandas Hen.

45–52] Imp. omittitur : substituitur Boh. 65–68 Fre. 65–68:


Sensit hoc Caesar superatus oris <] ense Fre.>
Pannonis, magno <] Cum duce Hispano Fre.> fugiens pudore,
Laureę cessit tibi iam petenti

Armaque currum <] Contulit arma Fre.>.



59 Vel] Seu Fre. 75

63–64] Et tu nunc clarus ueteres Quirites / Imbuis heros Boh. 79–80 : Si sacros reges proauosque uincis / Fortior ausis Fre. 79–80

63 Princeps ueteres Britannos] Cesar ueteres Quirites Imp. 55

65] Nobilis princeps nimium serenus Boh. 81 Fre. 81

65 Arture iuuenis serenę] Hen. pc : Harture iuuenis serenę Hen. ac : princeps iuuenis Philippe Imp. 57

70 imitaris] Imp. 62 Boh. 86 Fre. 86 : imitatus Hen.

74 princeps] fili Boh. 90

77] Regię prolis decus atque germen Boh. 93 Fre. 93

77 Britannis] Latinis Imp. 69

78 Pilii] Priami Fre. 94

81] Maximo sed iam <] iam sed Fre.> superest tonanti Boh. 97 Fre. 97

83 predixere tibi] Hen. pc : predixerunt tibi Hen. ac : predixit tibi qui Boh. 99 Fre. 99

84] Optime regum Fre. 100

84 Princeps] Cesar Imp. 76

Comment:

Hen. Carm. Lyr. 4 has no individual title; rather, occurring at the beginning of the section called carmina lyrica in other manuscripts, it is preceded only by the book heading “AD EVNDEM DIVVM HENRICVM SEPTIMVM ANGLIAE ET FRANCIAE REGEM SERENISSIMVM LIBER SECVNDVS” (46r). Its lines 1–20 and 45–68 are ed. and trans. in Gwynne, Poets and Princes, 71–72, 118.

45–48: On the 1492 campaign, see above, pp. 2 and 4.

49–52: On the regal imposture, see above, pp. 4–5.

<Hen. Carm. lyr. 5>

Ad eundem Diuum Henricum septimum Anglie et Francie Regem potentissimum Carmen Lyricum.

O decus summum ualidi Britanni,

Quem duces horrent metuuntque magni:
Si placet, nostrę faueas Camenę,

Optime Princeps!

<5> Quę tuas optat celebrare pugnas
Et pares tantis resonare cantus
Laudibus; sed tu, nimium decorus,

Comprimis ora.

Quis queat uatum ueterum politos

<10> Spiritu tanto modulos notare,
Aequet ut fortis proceres canendo

Carmine regem?

Militum uirtus premeret sorores;
Mantue magnos ducibus tremendos
<15> Principes nullus caneret poeta
<49r> Pectine digno.

Hic adest Princeps animoque et armis.
Alter armorum rabidumque frenans
Cæsar et structas acies per arua
<20> Infremit asper.

Seu ferat duros equites in hostem,
Seu regat castris homines feroces,
Cuncta tam sensu peragit profundo

Vincat ut omnes.

<25> Quos patres quondam genuere nostri,
Quos locat cęlo furiosa uatum
Turba, non his inferiore floret

Pectore et armis.

Voce non possum resonare tanta
<30> Vt pares edam numeros canorus,
Qui graues ornent decorentque pugnas

Principis huius.

Quo tamen uersu modulabor acris
<49v> Gesta plectro principis et sonante.
<35> Errat incerto mea musa gressu

Et fugit ultro.

Cæsaris tanti memoranda bello
Dextera euitat; renuitque uirtus
Barbiton nostram, grauiora querens
<40> Pectora uatis.

Non satis nobis animi dederunt Fata, quo possem fremitu ciere
Bella, que semper patulum per ęquor

Armiger egit.

<45> Bellicos sensit Boreas furores,
Qua caput Phœbus nitidum recondit;
Quaque consurgit, tua fama fulget,

Qua furit Auster.

Tu dabis, princeps, ueniam, benigne!,
<50> Si tuas laudes taceo. Dolor me
Conficit, languet quia mentis ardor:
<50r> Et Numa pace.

Sic micant pulchris equitum cateruis
Armaque Henrici uelut inter ęra
<55> Lucet aut aurum uelut inter ignes

Astra minores.

Nec minus magno similis parenti
Pulcher Arturus; Veneris neposque
Visus Aeneę Tyrio recumbens
<60> Murice natus.

Belliger fortis, neque te silebo,
Preliis audax, animo potenti,
Nemo quo Dynam melius labores

Ense refringit.

<65> Insulę clarę, uelut arbor amnis
Herculis ripa, uiget atque crescit
Fama per summas Orientis oras

Occiduasque.

Quis queat iusto domitos triumpho
<50v> <70> Siue diuisis populos in oris,
Scottieis, Francis, reliquisque lati

Partibus orbis?

Heu! nimis lato spaciata campo
Musa, diuorum tenuare tentas
<75> Gesta, deducto nihil apta cantu:

Desine tandem.

<Hen. Carm. lyr. 5>

Unto the same divine Henry the Seventh, king most puissant, of England and of France, a lyrical song.

O highest glory of the mighty British!, who makes battle-leaders tremble and strikes fear into the great; mayst thou show our muse favor, if it thee please, o best of princes! For indeed she does desire to celebrate thy battles, <6> to sound out hymns doing justice to such great praises; but thou, exceedingly well mannered, dost bid her close up her mouth. Who would be so bold, amongst the foremost famous bards of old, that were able to fashion polished measures true enough to life and so, by chanting chants, to draw himself up level with this king? <13> His army’s manly virtue had the sister-muses overfreighted. No poet of Mantua with worthy lyre had hymned the great princes who so afrighted battle-leaders; and here is at hand a prince of both brain and brawn. <18> Another Julius Caesar, curbing those enraged in arms, does fiercely harangue his forces arrayed upon the field of battle. Whether he leads hardened horsemen against the foe, or governs feral forces on campaign, he conducts all with so deep an understanding that everywhere he does conquer. <25> Than those whom our forefathers formerly begot, than those whom the inspired troupe of bards does set up upon the heavens, not lesser does he blossom, in heart and in arms. Though well-versed, unable am I to sound out such matters in my song, to draw up level with this prince in measures that could adorn and ornament his weighty battles. <33> And yet in my verse, with sounding instrument, I shall meter out the deeds of this sagacious prince. My muse but wanders on halt foot and in the end does run away and hide. My hand does shun commemorating a Caesar so great in war; and the power is denied our lute-song, for it seeks a weightier-hearted bard. <41> The Fates granted not us an adequate spirit, to enable me with a roar to strike up the chords of war, which ever this arms-bearer has pursued on open seas. The North has felt his warlike fury, where Phoebus Apollo hides his radiant head away; and where he rises, where the South is all aroar, thy fame does shine. <49> Reward thou shalt give me, o well-intending prince!, if of such praises of thine I keep quiet. Yet regret compels me, for the perspicacity of thy mind would lie neglected; and in peace thou art a Numa Pompilius. Amongst the comely assembly of horsemen, the arms of Henry shine so brightly as do the stars amidst the air, or as gold does gleam amidst lesser lights. <57> Like his great parent, no less, is comely Arthur, recumbent on dyed Tyrian; for seemed he to be Aeneas’s child, a grandson of Venus. Nor of thee shall I keep silent, o brave warwaging Dynham, bold in battles, potent in spirit! <63> None with sword discharges due labors better than thee. Of this renowned island, beside the bank of Hercules’s stream, just like a tree, the fame is vigorous and spreading, to the furthest shores of the East and the Western ones. <69> Who might comprehend the peoples mastered in righteous triumph or on the distant shores of the Scots, of the French; and the remaining parts of the wide world? Alas! surveying a field of such exceeding extent, o my muse, thou dost essay but to minish the deeds of gods, by no means fit for such thin-spun song-stuff; at length, have done.

<Hen. Carm. lyr. 5>

Texts:

Hen. Carm. Lyr. 5.1–76 (48v), collated with Imp. Carm. Lyr. 7.1–52 of 1–72 (56r) + Imp. Carm. Lyr. 8.49–72 of 1–72 (58r); Boh. Carm. Lyr. 4.1–52 of 1–68 (p. 352) + Boh. Carm. Lyr. 5.48–72 of 1–96 (p. 354); and Fre. Carm. Lyr. 7.1–52 of 1–68 (98r) + Fre. Carm. Lyr. 9.48–72 of 1–96 (102v).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem Maximilianum Cesarem augustum serenissimum carmen saphicum Imp. : Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum, Hungarię et Bohemie regem splendidissimum fortunatissimumque carmen lyricum, quo poeta summopere desiderat eius gesta et laudes describere Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum duodecimum pium foelicem et Francię regem inuictissimum. Liber quartus carminis lyrici eiusdem poete Iohannis Michaelis Nagonii ciuis Romani Fre.

1] Gallie summum decus o potentis Fre.

1 ualidi Britanni] Latii potentis Imp. : patrię potentis Boh.

3 placet] lubet Boh. : libet Fre.

3 nostrę … Camenę] nostris … camenis Fre.

4 Princeps] Cesar Imp.

5 pugnas] pompas Imp.

12 Carmine] Maxime Boh. Fre.

12 regem] teque Boh.

13 uirtus] turmas Imp.

14 magnos] magnis Fre.

16 Pectine] Carmine Boh. Fre.

18] Cesar armorum rabidique frenans Imp. : Pannonis rex et populi Bohemi Boh. : Inclytus ducens uelut inter hostes Fre.

19 Cæsar et] Agminis Imp. Boh. Fre.

21 hostem] alas Fre.

22 homines] animos Boh. Fre.

27 inferiore] deteriore Fre.

30 edam] prodam Fre.

31 pugnas] palmas Fre.

32] Factaque regis Fre.

32 Principis] Cesaris Imp.

34] Gesta seu partos memorem triumphos Fre.

34 principis et] sic domini Boh.

37 Cæsaris] Principis Boh. Fre.

37 memoranda] celebranda Fre.

43 ęquor] orbem Imp. Boh. Fre.

49 benigne] serene Fre.

52 Et Numa pace] Boh. 5.48 Fre. 9.48 : Prodere tanta Imp. 7.52 Boh. 4.52 Fre. 7.52

54 Armaque Henrici] Arma sacrati Imp. : Arma sed regis Boh. : Arma Gallorum Fre.

54 Henrici] Hen. pc : Enrici Hen. ac

55–56] Inter aut aurum uelut illa lucent / Astra corusca <] Astraque fulua Fre.> Boh. Fre.

56 Astra minores] Cesaris astra Imp.

57 Nec minus magno] Carolo natus Fre.

57 magno] regno Boh.

58 Arturus] Hen. pc : Harturus Hen. ac : et pulchro Imp. Boh. : ardentem Fre.

58 neposque] nepotem Fre.

59–60] Murice Æneam pietate cultum / Sternis et ore Fre.

60 natus] Iulus Imp. Boh.

62 potenti] Triuulci Fre.

63 Nemo quo Dynam] Cesar ad duros Imp. : Iane quo duros Boh. : Nempe quo duros Fre.

64] Semper adurens Imp. : Nemo refringit Boh. Fre.

65 Insulę clarę] Gentis inuictę Imp. : Stemmatis clari Boh. Fre.

70 diuisis] campanis Imp. : Germanis Boh. : uicinis Fre.

71 Scottieis Francis] Appulis Tuscis Imp. : Hungaris Turcis Boh. : Exteris aut in Fre.

Comment:

Hen. Carm. Lyr. 5 is an amalgamation of parts of two poems in the Imperial collection, Imp. Carm. Lyr. 7.1–52 and 8.49–72; but the amalgamation was not transmitted further. The two Imperial collection items recur (disamalgamated) in the Bohemian and French collections, once in a slightly shortened form (Imp. Carm. Lyr. 7.1–72 > Boh. Carm. Lyr. 4.1–68 and Fre. Carm. Lyr. 7.1–68, both omitting Imp. Carm. Lyr. 7.65–68); the other in an extended form, the novel lines Boh. Carm. Lyr. 5.73–96 = Fre. Carm. Lyr. 9.73–96 being only added on after the ending of the poem in the Imperial collection (Imp. Carm. Lyr. 8.1–72). A different instance of reassembly is analyzed above, pp. 11–13.

14–15 Mantue … poeta: Sc. P. Vergilius Maro.

19–20 Cæsar et structas acies per arua / Infremit asper: Cf. Sil., Pun. 3.230 “acrius infremuit trepidumque exterruit orbem.”

39 Barbiton: from Grk. βάρβιτος.

63 Dynam: see above, n. 11, p. 60.

75 deducto nihil apta cantu: Verg., Ecl. 6.5 “deductum dicere carmen.”

76 Desine tandem: Hor., Carm. 2.9.17–18 “Desine mollium / tandem querellarum et potius noua / cantemus Augusti tropaea / Caesaris” (and cf. 1.23.11 “tandem desine matrem / tempestiua sequi uiro”); also, Verg. Aen. 12.800 “desine iam tandem precibusque inflectere nostris,” and Sil., Pun. 12.725 “cede deis tandem et Titania desine bella.”

<Hen. Epig. 10>


Proxima Tarpeo nunc spectas Flauia monti

Roma; nitent cęlo condita templa suo;

Illa micant uariis diuum depicta figuris:

Phidiaca uigilant marmora sculpta manu.

<5> Parte sedet media solio subnixus eburno

Iuppiter; hinc aderat Ianus in ore biceps;

Inde Quirinus erat, pueros lustrare Laconas

Cui datur et Martem noscere posse suum.

Post erat Aoniis precinctus Apollo Camenis,

<10> Iudice qui plectris temperat aure sonos.

Hinc Venus et Iuno, Cybale, stat Delia Pallas,

Et Ceres et sacri lumina uiua Laris.

Parte alia tenuem iactabat legibus urbem—

Ocia qui Tullus fregerat—ille Numa;

<15> Hos iuxta sequitur populo studiosior Ancus—

<59r> Si cupis in regno discere quartus erat.

Inde subibat auos proles Tarquinia reges,

Intulerat casto quę nimis ausa thoro.

Consulis imperium, cum Porsena stabat in arce,

<20> Extinxit natos, qui noua bella dabant.

Hinc Decii Drusique micant, nimiumque seuerus

Torquatus, referens gessa, Camille, tuus.

Discordes inerant cognatis ausibus umbrę:

Hinc gener, instructus bella ciere, socer.

<25> Vnus ab Alpinis remeabat et arce domantis

Alter ab Eoa promptus ad arma plaga.

Nec procul ipse Cato, Cossus, Fabiique perempti,

Fulmina Serrano cum duo Martis erant;

Fabricius Gracchique genus; Marcellus et ille

<30> Qui strauit Poenum cum Rhodanoque ducem,

Septimiusque ferox; audax Antonius armis

Et quę sollicitant Actia tela uirum.

Hos inter comites Henricus clarior ore

<59v> Astabat, fulgens inter et arma deos.

<35> Ore suum patrem spectabat natus amico

Arturus, ueteres et bene cernit auos.

Cedite templa, rogo, caluo fabricata Nerone;

Cedite Gorgonee tecta dicata deę!

Quamuis sola manet gens magnę Flauia Romę,

<40> Vna etiam regi, sacra ferenda puto.

<Hen. Epig. 10>

Nigh on the Tarpeian rock, o Flavian-imperial Rome, now look ye: the temples founded about its height do gleam, do flash, decorated as they are with diverse representations of the divine beings: the marbles formed of Phidian hand there stand on guard. In the middle place sits Jupiter, seated on a throne of ivory; next him was Janus—he of the double face; <7> and on the other side was Quirinus, unto whom was given the power to invigilate the youth of Laconia and to teach them the ways of the Mars that was their very own. Behind was Apollo, girdled with the Aonian muses—he who modulates the tunes of their instruments with judicious ear. Thereby stand Venus and Juno, Cybele, the Delian Pallas, and Ceres, as well as the living flame of the holy Lar. <13> In another part, there was Numa Pompilius, who established many a law for the fledgling city—and thereafter Tullus Hostilius had shattered their repose. Next after these followed Ancus Marcius—if ye wish to know, he was the fourth to rule—and he was more sedulous of the peoples’ wellbeing. Thence the Tarquinian progeny succeeded the forefather-kings, but these people inflicted unthinkable deeds on a chaste marital couch. <19> Imperium passed to the consuls, and these wiped out their descendants, who were raising war anew, when Lars Porsena laid siege to the citadel. Here too the Decii and the Livii Drusi shine, and thine own T. Manlius Torquatus—he of the excess of severity—o M. Furius Camillus, you who brought back trophies of the Gauls. Shadows of discord fell, here too, of the reckless exploits of those relatives: the father-in-law, the daughter’s husband, taught to incite war. <25> The one returned home from the fastness of the all-mastering Alps, and the other came from the East, roused to arms by the other’s affront. Not far off stood Cato (the censor) himself, Cornelius Cossus, and the Fabii, fated to die, and the twin lightning bolts of Mars, with Atilius Serranus beside them; C. Fabricius Luscinus and the Gracchi family; and Claudius Marcellus himself, who slew the general of the Carthaginians, with him too of them who dwell on the Rhone; and the savage L. Septimius Severus; and M. Antonius, bold in the arms that roused the epic blows of Actium. <33> Amidst such company was Henry taking his place, of appearance much renowned, refulgent in his arms amongst the divinities. A son of amiable appearance was gazing upon this father there too, his own—Arthur it was, and well did he study his ancient forebearers. Yield pride of place, I beg, ye temples built of the smooth-pated Nero; yield pride of place, ye halls dedicated to Gorgon-wielding Pallas! Although but the Flavian-imperial race of great Rome does now remain, <40> their sacralities I think fit to be restored—together at once with the kingship.

<Hen. Epig. 10>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 10 (58v), collated with Imp. Epig. 13.1–66 (67r), Boh. Epig. 14 (p. 377), and Fre. Epig. 26 (134r).

Textual notes:

2 cęlo condita templa suo] gestis Gallica templa suis Fre.

18 casto quę] castoque Boh.

21 micant] simul Imp.

24 instructus bella] armatus regna Imp.

25 et] ab Fre.

25 arce domantis] Herculis arce Imp.

30 Poenum] poenos Imp. Boh. Fre.

30] post additur Imp. 31–32: Hic Marius natusque iacens, et Sylla cruentus, / Et Catulus, Lepidus Cynnaque, Carbo uigent

32 tela] bella Fre.

33 Henricus clarior] Cesar sublimior Imp. 35 : astabat clarior Boh. Fre.

34 Astabat fulgens] Vuladislaus auos Boh. : princeps efulgens Fre.

35 Ore] Fronte Fre.

35 patrem] fratrem Boh.

35 natus amico] dulce Philippus Imp. 37 : Ianus amico Boh. : natus amica Fre.

36] Inter delicias Cesaris unus amor Imp. 38

36 Arturus] Hen. pc : Harturum Hen. ac : Albertus Boh. : Magnanimus Fre.

36 cernit] uidit Fre.

36] post additur Imp. 39–62:


Gentis Iberiacę Rex et regina feroces

<40> Herebant lateri Cesaris ambo sacri

Inde ducis uultum mirantur sede decentes

Dulcius et fortes credis Ibere uiros

Altius inde uident maurorum tela retusa

Vtque manus tendit Betica turba reas.

<45> Hinc et Alexander totus quem mundus adorat

Sextus erat, colitur quo bene sancta fides.

Hinc et Cesar erat pastoris gloria nostri

Ille Valentina presul in urbe fuit

Ille nepos sacri pręclarus in indole Cesar

<50> Pontificis; grato lumine Cesar erat

Hinc dux aurata fulgebas ueste superbus

Ore dei blando conspiciende nepos.

Quem sub fronte pia comprehendit dulce Marades

Virtute exuperans candidiore uirus.

<55> Iste dei nostri thalamo sic prefuit unus

Quem sequitur plausa curia facta frequens

Hinc Hynicus Rhodoricus erant quis pulchrior alter

Non fuerat toto pictus in ore tholo

Attamen unus erat prestantior ore Philippus

<60> Non fallor mixto de grege solus erat.

Hic diadema patris lambebat molliter ore

Lectus in imperium sorte futurus erat.



37 fabricata] fundata Imp. 63

38 dicata] sacrata Fre.

39 sola manet] una sedet Imp. 65 : una manet Fre.

40] Cesare sub nostro nunc quoque sacra manet Imp. 66 : Turba Ludouico Gallica templa dedit Fre.

40 etiam] tamen Boh.

Comment:

The poem has no individual title; rather, occurring at the beginning of the section called epigrammata in other manuscripts, it is preceded only by the book heading “AD EVNDEM DIVVM HENRICVM SEPTIMVM ANGLIE ET FRANCIEQVE REGEM INVICTISSIMVM LIBER TERTIVS” (58r–58v).

12 sacri lumina uiua Laris: The singular is less common than the plural Lares, though it occurs often in Silius Italicus, e.g., incl. Pun. 3.566 “Assaracique larem et Vestae secreta feramus,” quoting Verg., Aen. 9.259 “Assaracique larem et canae penetralia Vestae.” Also, cf. Hen. Pron. 92–94 (8v) “iuuenesque Laconas / Concussit, uiuumque Larem, Phrygiosque pęnatis / Quos pius Aeneas mediis ex ignibus hausit.”

13–32: The Roman historical excursus here appears based on two particularly well-known passages of the Aeneid—predominantly Anchises’s infernal encomium of the Roman imperialism to come (6.788–854, culminating 851–852 “tu regere imperio populos, Romane, memento— / hae tibi erunt artes”) and the ekphrasis of the “clipeum Volcani, dona parentis” to Aeneas (8.625–731)—but in a way characteristic of Nagonio’s work with verbal sources. Though Nagonio alludes, in general he does not quote, preferring sorts of periphrastic rewriting that make allusion but without significant verbal repetition. In Hen. Epig. 10.21–32, the twelve lines use fifty-seven substantive terms (i.e., nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs), twenty-nine of them occurring in eighteen lines of the Virgilian passages (Aen. 6.824–831, 841–844, and 855–858; and Aen. 8.675 and 685); but the only direct quotations are wholly unremarkable bi-verbal conjuncts: Hen. Epig. 10.21 “Decii Drusique” = Aen. 6.824 “Decios Drusosque,” 28 “Fulmina … duo” = Aen. 6.842 “duo fulmina,” 29 “Gracchique genus” = Aen. 6.842 “Gracchi genus,” and 31 “Antonius armis” = Aen. 8.685 “Antonius armis.” As characteristic or more may be Hen. Epig. 10.13–20, on the regal period and its end. Though only three proper names are in fact shared, Nagonio’s remarks seem to depend on Aen. 8.644–647, by periphrase: “raptabatque uiri mendacis uiscera Tullus / per siluam, et sparsi rorabant sanguine uepres. / nec non Tarquinium eiectum Porsenna iubebat / accipere ingentique urbem obsidione premebat.” But the same remarks may be verbally closer to the account of the same regal period in Aen. 6.808–823, beginning with Numa, where 808–810 “ille autem ramis insignis oliuae / sacra ferens … qui legibus urbem / fundabit” ~ Hen. Epig. 10.13 of “ille Numa” who “tenuem iactabat legibus urbem”; 813–814 “otia qui rumpet patriae residesque mouebit / Tullus” ~ 14 “Ocia qui Tullus fregerat”; 815 “quem iuxta sequitur iactantior Ancus” ~ 15 “Hos iuxta sequitur populo studiosior Ancus”; and 819 “consulis imperium” = 19 “Consulis imperium.” On Nagonio’s other use of Aen. 8, see Susanna de Beer, “In the Footsteps of Aeneas: Humanist Appropriations of the Virgilian Walk through Rome in Aeneid 8,” Humanistica Lovaniensia 66 (2017): 40–43.

16 quartus erat: Romulus is counted as first.

18 Intulerat casto quę nimis ausa thoro: Allusion is to the tale of the rape of Lucrece, best known from Liv. 1.58–59.

22 gessa: Here taken to be a spelling of gaesa (as in Aen. 8.662, the Virgilian passage mentioned just above), with the double ss to close the syllable, though its original vowel was already a diphthong. The term occurs in the same spelling also in Hen. Pron. 480 (19v) “et siccum seruantia gessa cruorem.”

24 gener … socer: i.e., Pompeius magnus and Julius Caesar, respectively; cf. Verg., Aen. 7.317, and Luc., 4.802.

28 Fulmina … duo Martis: P. Cornelius Scipio Africanus (235–183 BCE) and P. Cornelius Scipio Aemilianus (185–129 BCE), as in the Virgilian passage quoted just above, Aen. 6.842; cf. also Sil., Pun. 7.106–107 “en, ubi nunc Gracchi atque ubi nunc sunt fulmina gentis / Scipiadae?”

37 caluo fabricata Nerone: Juvenal used the phrase for the Flavian emperor T. Flavius Domitianus (imp. 81–96), but in derision, as “another Nero, only bald”: “Cum iam semianimum laceraret Flauius orbem / ultimus et caluo seruiret Roma Neroni” (4.37–38); it is the case that Domitian was a considerable builder of monuments at Rome, at least in the view expressed de spectaculis by Martial and in Statius’s Silvae.

<Hen. Epig. 20>

Ad Arturum Vualię principem excellentissimum diui Henrici Septimi filium paterna indole insignitum.


Maxima Vualigenis proles bene nata sub oris,

Conspice magnanimi regia sceptra patris!

Submittet pater auricomos, Arture, Batauos;

Promisit pariter sternere Bactra Getas.

<5> Tu modo palmiferam precellens robore Idumen

Coge, pharetrati regis et arma geres.

Et tua laurigeris ostendet palma Britannis,

Inde frequentabunt alta trophęa nurus.



<Hen. Epig. 20>

To Arthur, Prince of Wales, a son most excellent, distinguished by the paternal talents of his father, the divine Henry the Seventh.

O greatest of that offspring, well born of the shores of the Welsh race, look about thy great-souled father’s regal dominions. That father shall subject the Batavians, them of the gilded locks, o Arthur; alike he has promised to overthrow the capital of the Bactrians of Thrace. Thyself, excelling in strength, do thou force palm-bearing Idumea, and thou shalt bear away the arms of its quiver-bearing king. That victory-palm shall make thee a wonder, even amongst the laurel-bearing British, and the lofty trophy of daughters-in-law shall crowd about thee therefore.

<Hen. Epig. 20>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 20 (63r), collated with Imp. Epig. 39 (83v), Boh. Epig. 24 (p. 382), and Fre. Epig. 35.1–12 (138r).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad illustrissimum ducem Philippum diui Cesaris Maximilianum semper augusti filium Imp. : Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum Hungarie et Bohemie regem magnanimum paterna indole insignitum Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum duodecimum Francię regem fortissimum pium foelicem et semper inuictum indole patria insignitum Fre.

titulus Arturum] Hen. pc : Harturum Hen. ac

1–5] Fre. 1–9 =


Maxima Francigenos proles auctura nepotes,

Suscipe magnanimi gesta uerenda patris.

Ora tenes, animum fortem, mentemque uirile;

Vt breuibus soluam cetera patris habes.

Charolus ille fuit genitor, cui gloria Martis

Cessit et astrigero notus in axe stetit.

Indole tu patria, mores imitare parentis

Presignis, laudes claraque gesta nota.

Tu modo Iherusalem precellens robore mœstam



1 Vualigenis] Cesarea Imp. : Polonicis Boh.

1 bene nata sub oris] celeberrima stirpe Imp.

2 regia sceptra] gesta Philippe Imp.

3 Arture] Hen. pc : Harture Hen. ac : rex magne Boh. : sic ense Imp.

3 Batauos] Hen. pc

5 robore] corpore Imp.

6 Coge] Solue Fre. 10

6 geres] feres Boh. : cape Fre. 10

7] Et tibi laurigeros tribuet Germania currus Imp. : Post tua laurigeras conscendet palma quadrigas Fre. 11

7 Britannis] Bohemis Boh.

8 Inde] Pulchra Imp.

8 alta … nurus] parta … patres Fre. 12

<Hen. Epig. 24>

Ad eundem diuum Henricum septimum regem magnanimum carmen Phaletium quo poeta optat sibi longam uitam.


Annorum genitor bicepsque Ianę,
Qui claudis rigida seraque templa,
Victorem modo Martis et quietis
Optantem sibi quam satis superbos
<5> Vultus egregium uident Britanni.
Illic et dominum insulę frequentant;
Rhenus cum Rhodano ducem uerentur;
Terrarum pater est deoque gratus.
Henrico Piliam dabis senectam
<10> Regi, Iuppiter o micans, rogamus.
Pro te, principe, sic uolo precari
Numen, Ianę, tuum: puta sodalis.
Hunc dices oculos tuos habere
Spectantes fora sedis et senatum
<15> Tarpeę Iouis et iugum Monetę.



<Hen. Epig. 24>

Unto the same divine Henry the Seventh, the magnanimous king, a poem in Phalaecians wherein the poet wishes him a long life.

O twofold Janus, father of the year, who dost close thy temples ironbound with bolts, him outstanding of address, Mars’s victor over the proud—more so than they should be—who now wishes quiet for his people, the British do see. <6> To the lord of their island they do therefore flock; from the Rhine to the Rhone, this battle-leader they revere; for he is the father of all his lands, pleasing indeed unto God. O Juppiter of the flashing lightning, thou shalt grant a Pylian old-age unto King Henry, we do ask. On thy behalf, o prince, I would entreat thy divinity, o Janus: do take him in sodality. Do thou declare him to be in thy sight that overlooks the forum and the senate, the mount of the Tarpeian seat of Jove and Juno Moneta.

<Hen. Epig. 24>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 24 (64v), collated with Boh. Epig. 28 (p. 383) and Fre. Epig. 39.1–26 (139v).

Textual notes:

titulus Henricum septimum … magnanimum] Vuladislaum … magnanimum Boh. : Ludouicum duodecimum … splendidissimum Fre.

5–6 uident Britanni / Illic et dominum Insulę] uident Bohemi / Illic et dominum inclyti Boh. : uidentque Franci / Hinc hinc et dominum incliti Fre.

8] post additur Fre. 9–10: Censu sanguine gratia decore / Comptus regibus altiorque princeps

9 Henrico] Huic regi Boh. Fre. 11

10 Regi] Sacro Boh. Fre. 12

15] post additur Fre. 18–26:


Serua, Christe, ducem, precamur omnes,
Rerum conditor unicus perhenne,
<20> Et tuos uirginei fouete partus.
Sanctam subripiet furente Mauro,
Et Turcho repetet repente Syon.
Augustum foueas diebus almis,
Sinceri pariter ducemque sacri;
<25> Sic ieiunia singulis et annis,
O innupta parens deique mater.



Comment:

The poem is a periphrastic expansion of the Martial epigram 8.2, in the same meter: Hen. Epig. 24.1 ~ Mart. 8.2.1 “Fastorum genitor parensque Ianus” (though cf. also Ov., Fasti 1.65 “Iane biceps, anni tacite labentis origo”); Hen. Epig. 24.3 ~ Mart. 8.2.2 “uictorem modo cum uideret Histri”; 4 ~ 4 “optauitque oculos habere plures”; 8 ~ 6 “terrarum domino deoque rerum”; 9 ~ 7 “promisit Pyliam quater senectam”; and 12 ~ 8 “Addas, Iane pater, tuam rogamus.”

15 Monetę: This epithet of Juno occurs also in Hen. Pron. 378–379 (16v) “Haud procul aspexit mirantia sacra Monetę / Seu Paphie, que diua fouet pietate nepotis,” here as there probably with reference to her prominent Capitoline temple.

<Hen. Epig. 25>

Ad eundem de templo Fortunę sibi construendo in colle iterum Quirinali.


Illa dies iterum sacrata est colle Quirini,

Fortunę tulerat que noua festa deę,

Cæsar Agenoreis uictor cum uenit ab oris

Regnaque fallacis contudit ampla Iubę.

<5> Publica templa dedit, ludis ut sepe frequentent

Sintque Quirinali sacrificata iugo.

Nunc delubra uides etiam uenerata Sabeis

Nubibus; Idei dant quoque thura patres:

“Ipse hac militia populos submitte rebelles,

<10> Vincentur dextra magnanimique duces

Iura feres Rheno; stabit gens Gallica sceptro

Iuncta tuo; leges ponet et arma toga.

Glorior armipotens repetant quod festa Britanni,

Lętor et officiis demeruisse nimis.”



<Hen. Epig. 25>

Unto the same [Henry], on the Temple of Fortune to be founded again in his honor upon the Quirinal Hill.

Upon the Quirinal Hill, again was celebrated the day that brought festal rites anew unto the goddess Fortune, when Caesar came back the victor from the shores of Agenor, having trampled down deceitful Juba’s broad realms. <5> He consecrated a public temple there, for crowding with games and for offering up prayers, upon the mount of Quirinus. Even now thou dost see his altars venerated with billows of Sabaean; too, the Idaean fathers offer incense: <9> “With this same soldiery, do thou subject rebel peoples; and their great-souled battle-leaders shall be mastered by thy right hand. Thou shalt give law unto the Rhine; the Gallic race shall remain conjoined unto thy sway; the toga shall impose both its rule and its arms. Mighty in arms as I am, I do glory that the British may rejoin our festal banquetings; <14> and I do rejoice to have merited such exceeding devotion.”

<Hen. Epig. 25>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 25 (65r), collated with Boh. Epig. 29 (p. 384) and Fre. Epig. 40 (140v).

Textual notes:

titulus eundem … colle iterum Quirinali] eundem diuum Vuladislaum … colle iterum Quirinali Boh. : eundem diuum Ludouicum Francie regem illustrissimum pium et foelicem … monte Romuli ob eius merita Fre.

4 ampla] usta Fre.

5 templa dedit ludis] tecta dedit ludos Fre.

6 sacrificata] nouanda Fre.

9 populos] fidei Fre.

10 Vincentur] Vincantur Fre.

11 Rheno stabit gens Gallica] Mauris stabit gens barbara Fre.

13 Britanni] Bohemi Boh. : subacti Fre.

14 officiis demeruisse nimis] ex armis hec meruisse tuis Fre.

Comment:

1–5: Reference may be to the temple of Venus Genetrix that Caesar consecrated in 46 BCE to culminate his notorious quadruple triumph, including an “African” one, though Nagonio’s remark (“Agenoreis uictor cum uenit ab oris / Regnaque fallacis contudit ampla Iubę”) obscures the fact that the triumph celebrated Caesar’s defeat of the Roman republican-Pompeian remnant.

<Hen. Epig. 26>

Ad eundem diuum Henricum septimum admonitio.

Princeps, Sytonios nuper uenture Triones,

Aspicies Vrse sidera pigra tuę.

Inde Prometheas cernes, et fabula rupes

Quod montis memorat, uix et eunda loca.

<5> Si licet huc adeas, rimantes uiscera rostro

Caucaseas poteris fingere tristis aues.

Tu tamen astringes religatum rupe cathenis

Et dantem poenas criminis esse reum.

Finxerat ille genus, saxo post terga reiacto,

<10> Penituitque manus excoluisse uiros:

“Sic tu deuinctum iuuenem perstringe cathenis.

Hoc est quod moneo me monitore frui.”

<Hen. Epig. 26>

Unto the same divine Henry the Seventh, an admonition.

O prince, soon to go by the Sithonian Wain, upon the sluggard stars of thy Bear shalt thou gaze. Thence thou shalt discern the Promethean cliff, which fable so commemorates with its warnings, a locale but barely to be approached. Be it allowed thee thence to draw nigh, thou shalt be able to imagine the mournful Caucasean fowl beak-tearing his inner parts. Yet shalt thou reach that captive, chain-bound upon the cliff, there paying the price for being guilty of crime. There bound upon the rock at his back, he made false imaginings of his origins and did regret it that he had so engrossed his people in their powers: “Just so do thee bind in chains that youth whom thou hast overcome! This is what I admonish thee, to use me as thy guide of admonition.”

<Hen. Epig. 26>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 26 (65v), collated with Boh. Epig. 30 (p. 384).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum regem optimum admonitio, si aliquando contingerit se in externas conferre Regiones Boh.

4 et eunda] adeunda Boh.

5 Si licet] Silicet Hen. : Scilicet Boh.

11 iuuenem] Turchum Boh.

Comment:

1 Sytonios: Herein understood to be a spelling of the demonymic adjective Sythonius, used, e.g., in Verg., Ecl. 10.66.

11 deuinctum iuuenem: Reference is to the pretender whom Henry had yet to vanquish in fact (see above, pp. 4–5). The lone substantive verbal variant of the Bohemian version—a substitution of Turchum for iuuenem just here, following the proleptic adjective—sufficed to change the poem significantly.

<Hen. Epig. 27>

Ad eundem diuum Henricum Septimum de suarum diuitiarum fama.


Maxima uersatur de te uaga Fama per orbem,

Quod tu Romulidas diues in ęre premis

Et superas crassos poterant qui tradere luxus

Dardanios; nequeunt te tribuente tamen.

<66r> <5> Non opibus certant Crassi lautique Luculli

Quos in Apollineo fercula mira probant.

Diues Tuscus erat segetum modo carmine cultus,

Et quem presserunt tela Neronis eques.

Vincis et auriferas Pactoli solus harenas

<10> Atque Tagi; nullus stat comes ecce tibi.

Aurum Fabricii nec tu contemne Camilli;

Et genus et nomen diuitias et habes.



<Hen. Epig. 27>

Unto the same divine Henry the Seventh, on the fame of his riches.

Fame goes errant about the globe telling it of thee, above all, that in coin thou dost rival even Romulean riches and so surpass those Dardans who were able to leave after them such an excess of sumptuousness; yet they are not able so to do without thy tribute-monies. They rival not the riches of the elegantly wealthy M. Licinius Crassus and L. Lucinius Lucullus, of whom the wondrous ceremonial litters in the Apollo temple make show. That Tuscan of the equestrian order, now honored with the poem of husbandry—he was wealthy, and so was the other one whom Nero’s oppressions struck down. The gold-bearing sands of the Pactolus and of the Tagus thou alone do surpass; none is thy like, indeed. Spurn thou nor the gold of C. Fabricius Luscinus nor that of M. Furius Camillus; wealth thou dost have, both the thing itself and the repute of it.

<Hen. Epig. 27>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 27 (65v), collated with Boh. Epig. 31 (p. 385) and Fre. Epig. 42 (141v).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum regem serenissimum de suarum diuitiarum magnitudine famaque maxima de sua munificentia Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum Francie regem Christianissimum pium foelicem et semper inuictum Augustumque de suarum diuitiarum fama et de magnitudine liberalitateque Cesarea Fre.

2 Romulidas diues in ęre premis] Romuleos opprimis ære duces Fre.

3 tradere] Hen. pc : traddere Hen. ac

5 Crassi] alii Fre.

10 nullus stat comes ecce tibi] fuluas et premis unus aquas Fre.

11 Aurum] Hen. pc : Aureum Hen. ac

12 Et genus et nomen diuitias et habes] Hoc est quod moneo: me monitore frui Fre.



Comment:

Excepting its title, Boh. Epig. 31 is wholly invariant.

6 fercula: The term refers to the litters or stretchers used for carrying gods in procession for the lectisternium and the pompa Circensis; Julius Caesar’s assumption of the use of “tensam et ferculum Circensi pompa” for bearing images of himself is singled out by Suetonius as evidence of the dictator’s “abusus dominatione” (Iul. 76.1). See Brian C. Madigan, Ceremonial Sculptures of the Roman Gods (Leiden: Brill, 2013), 39–66.

7 Diues Tuscus erat segetum modo carmine cultus: Reference is to C. Clinius Maecenas and his patronage of Virgil’s Georgica, probably by way of Martial, 8.55, e.g., 9–10 “risit Tuscus eques paupertatemque malignam / reppulit et celeri iussit abire fuga,” ending with Martial’s offer, 23–24 “Ergo ero Vergilius, si munera Maecenatis / des mihi.”

8 Et quem presserunt tela Neronis eques: Possibly C. Caecina Tuscus, the Neronian eques who was appointed prefect of Egypt and then dismissed for abusing the imperial toilet: see Suet., Ner. 35.5.

9–10: Cf. Hen. Pron. 636–638 (23v) “qui certat harenis / Auriferis Hermique Tagi fuluoque metallo / Pactoli Duriique.”

12 The variant final line of the version of this poem in the French collection, Fre. Epig. 42.12 “Hoc est quod moneo: me monitore frui,” is removed here from a poem that the French collection does not otherwise reuse, ed. just above: Hen. Epig. 26.12 (65v) and Boh. Epig. 30.12 (p. 384).

<Hen. Epig. 34>

Ad illustrem principem Arturum quem poeta nomen ab Arctophilace stella habuisse arbitratur.


Arctophilax nitido demissit nomen Olympo

Et dedit Arturo quod stetit ante polo.

<68v> Hoc nisi portendit multo regnaberis ęuo

Cum patruis atauis et seniore patre.

<5> Arturum uirtus celestis ad offeret astra

Transcendetque suos indole clarus auos.

Et patris hunc iuxta radiabunt tempora natum,

Sumpserit ut celo tarda senecta patrem.

Fœlices quod uos genuistis in orbe parentes,

<10> Hostiles terras qui reget ense suo.

Cresce tuos annos! Primo delebis in aeuo

Et Gallos Scottos atque rebelle genus.

Bellatrix citius cupit ista Britannia, princeps,

In patrios mores erudiende puer.



<Hen. Epig. 34>

Unto the renowned Prince Arthur, whose name the poet judges was received of the constellation Arctophylax Bear-Guardian.

Arctophylax Bear-Guardian sent his own name down from bright Olympus and so gave unto Arthur that which before remained in the heavens. <2> This portends not but that thou shalt reign for many an age with thy forefathers, uncles, and father before thee. Celestial virtue shall present Arthur unto the stars, and so he—illustrious by nature—shall surpass his ancestors. <7> The times shall shine on this father’s son, when late-coming old-age shall have taken his father unto the sky. Fortunate ye parents, that brought into this world such a son, who shall with sword reign over the territories of his foes. Increase thee thy years! In age of thy youth, thou shalt destroy the French and the Scots alike, a rebellious race. <13> War-waging Britain longs for so much more to come, o prince, and swiftly, o thou child featly to be raised up in the customs of thy fatherland!

<Hen. Epig. 34>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 34 (68r), collated with Imp. Epig. 34.1–16 (80v), Boh. Epig. 38 (p. 389), and Fre. Epig. 48.1–16 (144v).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem illustrissimum ducem Philippum Cesareanum in regem Romanorum electum epigramma quo poeta existimat habuisse nomen a Philippo rege Macedum Imp. : Ad eundem illustrissimum Hungarię Bohemięque regem Vuladislaum quem poeta nomen ab Arctophylace ueloci stella habuisse arbitratur Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum Francie regem fortunatissimum potentissimum et semper illustrium de nomine suscepto a regum ueteri prosapia Fre.

titulus Arturum] Hen. pc : Harturum Hen. ac

1–2] Imp. 1–4 =


Grande Phillippus atrox Macedum quod prefuit oris

Nomen Alexandro contulit orbe pater

Postea de cęlo demissit sorte Philippo

Magnus Alexander quod patris ante fuit



1–2] Progenies regum demisit nomen ab alto / Atque Ludouico contulit illud acri Fre.

2 Arturo] Hen. pc : Harturo Hen. ac : egregio Boh.

3 regnaberis] regnabitur Fre.

5–6] Celestis uirtus sic efferet astra Philippum / Qui transcendet auos indole dulce Imp. 7–8

5 Arturum] Hen. pc : Harturum Hen. ac : Hunc regem Boh. Fre.

5 ad offeret] ad efferet Boh. : adefferret Fre.

7] Quem pater et genetrix radiabunt lampade iuxta Fre.

7 Et patris] Cesaris Imp. 9

8 patrem] ducem Fre.

9 Fœlices quod] Foelicesque Boh.

9 parentes] Philippum Imp. 11

10 Hostiles] O patres Imp. 12

10 reget] teret Fre.

10] post additur Fre. 11–12: Semper in Elysiis fœlices uiuite campis / Amboque tranquillis semper in este locis

11 Cresce … primo] Verte … nostro Fre. 13

12 Et Gallos Scottos] Hostiles populos Imp. 14 : Germanis Turcos Boh. : Et Turchos Mauros Fre. 14

13 Bellatrix citius cupit] Ista uidere cupit cicius Fre. 15

13 ista Britannia] hec Germania Imp. 15 : ista Bohemia Boh. : tua Gallia Fre. 15

14] Bellorum sub quo militat omnis eques Fre. 16

Comment:

Hen. Epig. 34 and its predecessor Imp. Epig. 34 are ed. and trans. in Gwynne, Poets and Princes, 372–77.

1–2: See above, p. 5 and n. 18.

<Hen. Epig. 35>

Ad eundem inclytum principem Arturum regium natum de ipsius preclarissima indole et de eo spe habenda.


Sit puer Aemilius tenera qui perdidit hostem

Indole, uirtutis tunc elementa refer.

Testis eris Marco iuueni tu, Quinte Popedi,

<69r> Cum uetuit uotis id licuisse tuis;

<5> Cumque salutandum uenisses, maxime, Syllam,

Illa fuit grauitas inmoderata, Catho.

Hoc nihil est: ultor potuit quid denique Caius

Obtulit ætatis signa futura suę?

Sic Alcibiades presignis flore iuuentę

<10> Vestibulum doctę spreuit ut ante deę.

Quid moror exemplis, faciem dum specto sereni

Principis et uisus per sua membra meos.

Natorum memores uultus placet usque tueri.

Ecce duces princeps terruit ore nouo;

<15> Iste sua Geticam placaret fronte iuuencam,

Sarmaticam pariter uertice mite feram.

Non dotes numerabo tuas, nec corporis umbram;

Quod cernam maius tu nisi maior habes.



<Hen. Epig. 35>

Unto the same famed Prince Arthur, regal child, on his truly distinguished genius and the hopes reposing in him.

Be the boy an Aemelius who, of natural disposition, killed his foe in battle even in youth, recount him thee these elements of virtue. Thou shalt stand witness, o Silo, to the case of the young Cato, <4> when he prohibited it that thou should be granted thy rights of suffrage; and that gravity of thine was indeed excessive, o greatest of the Catos, on the occasion when thou hadst come to salute Sulla. That was nothing. What of it that Cassius, the avenger, too showed signs of what was to come of him in his maturity? <9> Just so Alcibiades, at the blossoming only of his distinguished youth, dismissed the notion that the propylaea of the goddess of wisdom should stand but as it had been. <11> But what need for so lingering on more examples, the while I do survey the visage of the prince’s serenity and my gaze covers all the members of his whole form? Thoroughly to survey a son’s appearance that comports such recollections [of forebearers] is a pleasure indeed. Of his as yet new-born look, lo!, the prince has affrighted battle-leaders; of his face, the man would have soothed the Getan heifer; <16> alike, of his gentle bearing, the Sarmatian she-beast. Thy endowments I shall not enumerate, nor the lineaments of thy form; what in greater age I might see that thou shalt have not unless in a still greater degree, thou dost already have it.

<Hen. Epig. 35>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 35 (69v), collated with Imp. Epig. 33 (80r), Boh. Epig. 39 (p. 389), and Fre. Epig. 49.1–22 (144r).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem illustrissimum ducem Philippum primigenitum serenissimi Cesaris Maximiliani semper augusti epigramma quo poeta admiratur de preclara indole Imp. : Ad eundem inclytum regem Vuladislaum de ipsiiis preclarissima indole et de eo spe habenda in posterum Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum duodecimum Francię regem Christianissimum de ipsius preclarissima indole quę atenens annis magnam spem Gallis semper prebuit Fre.

titulus Arturum] Hen. pc : Harturum Hen. ac

11 sereni] Philippi Imp.

12–14] Cesarei; similem suspicor esse deo. / Paruulus ecce nouo Cesar perterruit ore / Vrbe uiros; stupuit maxima Roma nimis Imp.

12 meos] fero Fre.

14–16] Fre. 14–20 =


Ecce alius Cesar terruit ore duces.

Totus eras oculis quum strinxit in urbe capillos

Atque tuum populi sancta corona caput.

Viderunt et plebe uias et matribus alta

Tecta latere patres. Consilium graue,

Os sacrum, frontemque piam, formam uirilem:

Turba sequebatur plausibus aucta suis.



18 cernam maius tu nisi maior] cernam maius Cesareanus Imp. : spectent proceres haud puto maius Fre. 22

Comment:

1–10: The lines follow the beginning of Valerius Maximus, Facta et dicta memorabilia 3 (Init. “Adtingam quasi cunabula quaedam et elementa uirtutis, animique procedente tempore ad summum gloriae cumulum peruenturi certo cum indolis experimento datos gustus referam”), which has the same anecdota that Nagonio uses, in the same order: 3.1.1, of M. Aemilius Lepidus (cos. 187 BCE); 3.1.2, of the child M. Porcius Cato and the Marsic dux Q. Poppaedius Silo (d. 88 BCE), and of the same child’s relations with the tyrannus L. Cornelius Sulla (d. 78 BCE); 3.1.3, of the anti-Sullan sentiment of a boyish C. Cassius Longinus (d. 42 BCE), the later tyrannicide; and 3.1.ext.1, of the apology of Alcibiades (d. 404 BCE) for Pericles’s extravagance in wartime.

10 ut ante: I.e., as it had been before Alcibiades’s uncle Pericles rebuilt it at excessive expense.

15–16 Iste sua Geticam placaret fronte iuuencam, / Sarmaticam pariter uertice mite feram: Possibly the iuvenca is Io (cf. Verg., G. 3.153 “Inachiae Iuno pestem meditata iuuencae”; Ov., Met. 1.611 “Inachidos uultus mutauerat ille iuuencam”); possibly, Sarmatica fera alludes to Caucasian Amazons; both are more probably simple figures for untamed wildness that the boy’s appearance can soothe. Also, there may be some parallel with the peace-lauding Martial epigram 7.80, e.g., 1–2 and 6–8 “Quatenus Odrysios iam pax Romana triones / temperat et tetricae conticuere tubae,” “ferat carmina nostra puer / non qualis Geticae satiatus lacte iuuencae / Sarmatica rigido ludit in amne rota.”

<Hen. Epig. 40>

Ad eundem diuum Henricum septimum regem serenissimum, qui alter Cæsar habetur in mundo et maxime apud Britannos.


Alter in oceano Cæsar nunc orbe renatus,

Quem modo cum uotis templa opulenta colunt!

Lætus in attonitum sęuire ferocius Histrum

Cernitur, et famulas iam timet Hister aquas;

<5> Et pauet Assyrius tanto sub principe Medus.

Quid facit Arctous, quem notat archus, ouans?

Raptor odoratis pariter Gangeticus armis

Credidit Hyrcanos te penetrasse lares.

Per te captiui nunc mittunt frena colores,

<10> Et uigilat curru tigris adulta tuo.

Heus, age! laurigeros, princeps, tua fama triumphos

Vincet. Romuleos inter habende duces,

<71v> Alter eris tellure uagus. Mihi credito, princeps:

Purpureum fundis sufficit ore iubar.

<15> Inuadet tecum terras animosus in armis

Arturus, sine quo non bene castra forent.

O castris furiose puer!, tibi fortia cedent

Castra que deuinctis sępe petenda uiris.

Iam poteris, Henrice, tibi coniungere caluos:

<20> Spiritus Augusti qui fuit ante tuus.



<Hen. Epig. 40>

Unto the same divine Henry the Seventh, his serenity the king, who is regarded as a second Caesar throughout the world, and especially amongst the British.

A second Caesar for the world is now anew borning, upon Ocean, and opulent temples do honor him now with devotions. Unto the astonished Ister, the exultant he is known as fiercely savaging, and Ister now does fear its servant-waves. The Assyrian Mede grows pale beneath so great a prince. What did the triumphant northern Great Bear bring to pass, the one at whom the rainbow points? <7> The Ganges’s pillager, with the perfumed weapons, believed it that thou hadst penetrated even to the Hyrcanians’ hearth-gods. Now their bold shows let slacken their reins, afrighted of thee, and the full-grown tiger watches out for thy warchariot. Yet onwards ever, o prince! Thy fame shall go beyond thy laurelbearing triumphs. O thou, fit to be counted amongst the Romulean battle-leaders, thou shalt be another of those who circle the globe. Do thou believe me, o prince—the royal-hued radiance of thy visage puts a foundation in place. <15> With thee these lands Arthur shall invade, spirited in arms; for without him, thy strongholds be not well. O child, fearsome unto strongholds, unto thee shall yield the brave strongholds that are often to be assaulted by warriors vowed to thee. To take a place amongst the smooth-pated ones, o Henry, thou art now able: thine is that spirit that once belonged to Augustus.

<Hen. Epig. 40>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 40 (71r), collated with Imp. Epig. 22 (74v), Boh. Epig. 44 (p. 392), and Fre. Epig. 54 (147v).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem inuictissimum Cesarem Maximilianum semper augustum epigramma Imp. : Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum Hungarię et Bohemie Regem serenissimum qui alter Caesar habetur in mundo, et maxime aput Romano, ob uictoriam Pannonicam superato Maximiliano Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum Francie regem splendidissimum qui alter Caesar habetur in mundo et maxime apud Romanos superatis antiquis regibus sua maxima uirtute Fre.

apud] Hen. pc : aput Hen. ac

1 oceano] Hesperio Imp. : Ausonio Boh.

2 templa opulenta colunt] flauia templa colunt Imp. : turba Quirina colit Fre.

3 sęuire] seruire Boh.

5 tanto sub principe] nostro sub Cęsare Imp.

7 armis] aruis Imp.

8] Credit in Hyrcanos te penetrare locos Fre.

9 nunc mittunt] submittent Imp.

11 princeps] Cesar Imp.

11 triumphos] iugales Fre.

12–13] Cogitat et querit Cesaris omne decus / Orbe uagus pelleus eris seu grandior ipso Fre.

12 duces] deos Imp. Boh.

15–19] Imp. 15–19 =


Inuadet tecum terras tibi fida uirago

Hera duci, sine qua non bene castra forent.

O castris furiosa comes succurrere semper

Imperio debes hoc quoque numen habet

Iam merito domini poterunt tibi cedere calui



16 Arturus] Hen. pc : Harturus Hen. ac : Albertus Boh. : Mars semper Fre.

17 castris furiose puer] frater furiose armis Boh. : Cesar furiose armis Fre.

18–19] Castra tibi Martis cedet et omnis honor / Aureliane duces poteris modo noscere caluos Fre.

18 Castra que deuinctis] Castraque deuictis Boh.

19 Iam poteris Henrice tibi] Vuladislae tibi poteris Boh.

20] post additur Fre. 21–22: Si tu Cesar ades simili uirtute superbus / Te decet æternum nomen habere modo

Comment:

6–10: Cf. Mart., 8.26.1–4 “Non tot in Eois timuit Gangeticus aruis / raptor, in Hyrcano qui fugit albus equo, / quot tua Roma nouas uidit, Germanice, tigres; / delicias potuit nec numerare suas.”

13 Alter eris tellure uagus: Possibly promising catasterism, though cf. Sil., Pun. 13.762–766, in Scipio’s underworld journey, the Sybil of Cumae addressing him, where the iuvenis in question is Alexander: “post haec ostendens iuuenem sic uirgo profatur: / ‘Hic ille est, tellure uagus qui uictor in omni / cursu signa tulit, cui peruia Bactra Dahaeque, / qui Gangen bibit et Pellaeo ponte Niphaten / astrinxit, cui stant sacro sua moenia Nilo.’”

14: Quoting Mart., 8.65.4 “purpureum fundens Caesar ab ore iubar.”

19 caluos: Though the Flavian emperors were most troubled by this deformitas (see, e.g., Suet., Dom. 18.1–2), some Julio-Claudians were also calui: Julius Caesar was bald, notoriously in triumph mocked by his own troops as “the bald he-whore”: “Vrbani, seruate uxores: moechum caluom adducimus” (Suet., Iul. 51; cf. 45.2).

<Hen. Epig. 41>

Ad eundem diuum Henricum septimum Anglię et Francię regem inuictissimum de fama incomparabili eius prudentie.


Nunc, Henrice, sciens si Fama resultat in orbe

Quid restat? Meritis crescit eundo tuis.

Iam cedunt Latii mores ueteresque triumphi

Cæsaris: addatur fama secunda tibi.

<5> Ista triumphales modo nunc fuscauit honores

Fama; quid optanti laurea ferre potest?

Nosse Getę cuperent; cuperent te noscere Persę,

<72r> Memnonis et gentes, Armeniique uagi?

Forsitan Ausonie peterent te nosse cohortes

<10> Cum Rheno et Thiles littora nigra uolent?

Insontes monstrat pharetras Parthusque remittit

Arcum, permulcet sponteque uictus equos?

Eia, age! Romuleos, rex, exultabis in actus!

Ostendunt leges armaque iusta toge.

<15> Tu pacem tribuis terris et tela Britannis;

Tu libertatem protegis ense suam.

Si libertatem defendis, splendide princeps,

Quid tibi persoluet terra opulenta satis?

Magnanimi te gesta mouent repetita parentis—

<20> Hoc puto—cum superas inclyta facta patris.



<Hen. Epig. 41>

Unto the same divine Henry the seventh, unmastered king of England and of France, on the incomparable fame of his sapience.

Now, o Henry, since all-knowing Fame re-echoes thee about the globe, what remains? From thy merits, she grows as she goes. Already Latian ovations grant thee the age-venerated habits of Caesar himself: thou hast added thee a fame for good fortune. This sort of fame has not darkened thy triumphal distinctions, but what now can the laurel-bearing she impose on her devotee? <7> The Getans would like to have known thee; the Persians would like to know, as would Memnon’s folk, and the vagrant Armenians. Perchance the armies of Ausonia would seek thee to have known, while they speed from the Rhine even unto the shores of Thule? The Parthian, brandishing harmless quivers of arrows for the bow, puts them down and, overmastered, freely but holds his horses. <13> But, o king, onwards ever! Revel thou shalt in Romulean actions. Thine arms and due rights make the laws of the toga manifest. Peace and strength thou dost bestow upon thy British territories; by the sword, their liberty thou dost preserve. If liberty thou dost defend, o prince of splendor!, what recompense would be enough that that opulent land does owe thee? <19> Again-seeking the achievements of thy great-souled parent does rouse thee, I do believe it, since the renowned deeds of thy father thou do surpass.

<Hen. Epig. 41>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 41 (71v), collated with Boh. Epig. 45 (p. 392) and Fre. Epig. 55.1–26 (148v).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum Hungarię et Bohemię Regem fortissimum de fama incomparabilis prudentie eius Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum Francie regem Christianissumum pium fœlicem et semper inuictum de fama incomparabilis potentię prudentięque Fre.

1 Nunc Henrice sciens] Vuladislae sciens Boh. : Aureliane potens Fre. 6 ferre] maius Fre.

9–10] Hiis simul Hesperię peterent te nosse cohortes, / Miles et Hyspanus, Rhenus et ipse potens Fre.

12 Arcum] Arcus Fre.

15 tela Britannis] tela Bohemis Boh. : gentibus arma Fre.

16 suam] tuo Fre.

18–20] Fre. 18–26 =


Iherusalem Mauris hanc quoque pressa manet.

Syon et in lachrymas tantum uersata fluentis

<20> Expectat reditus plena doloris tuos.

Acta monent regum totiens repetita tuorum

Quum patris exuperas inclyta gesta tui.

Tu melior fama, maior spe, bella moueto

Nunc potes et sanctam restituisse domum.

<25> Deficiunt uires, animi, nec uultus; equestris

Haud uirtus acri Marte tremenda tibi.



Comment:

2 crescit eundo: Aen. 4.175 “mobilitate uiget [sc. Fama] uirisque adquirit eundo.”

19–20: This last couplet of the earlier versions is largely reused as Fre. Epig. 55.21–22, above in the textual note. For Nagonio’s knowledge of any magnanimi gesta parentis or inclyta facta patris of Henry VII, see above, pp. 6–7.

<Hen. Epig. 45>

Ad eundem diuum Henricum septimum de conuiuio celebrato.


Lauta licet memorem conuiuia grandis Elyse,

Tradita Pergameo pocula grata duci;

Alcynoique dapes monstrant mea plectra superbas,

Aequore quas lento sumpsit Vlixis edax;

<5> Velque tuos laudem mensę, Germanicę, luxus

Aut epulas hilares deliciasque Iouis;

Vel quas Hannibali rerum qui perdidit arma

Terra dedit prisco nomine dicta Capys:

<74v> Vmbrarunt ueteres mensas noua gaudia cenę

<10> Qui tenet a Bruto nomen et arma suo.

Nectit odoratas pariter, mea Mantua, laurus

Et probat illustres, rex celebrande, dapes.



<Hen. Epig. 45>

Unto the same divine Henry the Seventh, on the celebration of a banquet.

Although the lavish banquets of lofty Elissa I might commemorate, the gratifying drinking bowls that were passed to the Pergamene battleleader; and my instrument might display the proud feast of Alcinous, <4> the which Ulysses did consume, famished as he was from his long time on the open sea; or I might praise the lavishness of thy table, Germanicus, or thy exultant meals—the delights of Jove himself; or such as the place called Capys, to use its ancient name, gave Hannibal, who squandered his forces in the affair— <9> yet the novel festivities of the race that takes its name and arms from a Brutus all its own have overshadowed these banquetings of long ago. O Mantua, my Mantua!, equally does this laurel of mine connect, equally does it approve, these famed feasts, o thou king fit for such celebration!

<Hen. Epig. 45>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 45 (74r), collated with Boh. Epig. 49 (p. 395) and Fre. Epig. 58 (150v).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum regem munificentissimum de conuiuio celebrato Bude post uictoriam Pannonicam deuicto Maximiliano Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum duodecimum Francie regem inuictissimum pium fœlicem et semper augustum de conuiuio celebrato Parysius in coronatione Fre.

2 Tradita] Hen. pc : Traddita Hen. ac

2 Pergameo pocula grata] non fausta pocula sorte Fre.

6 Iouis] sacras Fre.

7 Vel] Seu Fre.

8 dedit] tenet Fre.

9 ueteres mensas … cenę] mensas ueteres … regis Fre.

10 Bruto … suo] magno … duce Boh. : magno … Ioue Fre.

11 Mantua] Gallia Fre.

12 rex celebrande] Ausonis ora Fre.

Comment:

1–8: A similar list of famous mythical and legendary-historical ancient banquets (though somewhat differently sourced) occurs in Hen. Pron. 1176–1180 (38v): “Regificas habuere dapes Romana propago, / Quas non Alcides, nec lautius Hannibal oris / Etholis; nec Elysa duci, nec partibus ustis / Iuppiter Ethiopum uel post fera bella gigantum; / Alcynous tales nunquam gustasse probabit.”

1–4: Though these lines are especially close to Stat., Silv. 4.2.1–4, with 3–4 being as much as a quotation, Nagonio’s epigram as a whole might be regarded as a paraphrase of Silv. 4.2.1–10 (Nagonio’s reference to laurels of Mantua coming below, Hen. Epig. 45.11):


Regia Sidoniae conuiuia laudat Elissae,
qui magnum Aenean Laurentibus intulit aruis;
Alcinoique dapes mansuro carmine monstrat,
aequore qui multo reducem consumpsit Vlixem:
ast ego cui sacrae Caesar noua gaudia cenae
nunc primum dominaque dedit consurgere mensa,
qua celebrem mea uota lyra, quas soluere grates
sufficiam? non, si pariter mihi uertice laeto
nectat odoratas et Smyrna et Mantua lauros,
digna loquar.



5–8: 7–8 refer to the banquet the Capuans offer Hannibal, in Sil., Pun. 11.259–368, though a particular phrase from Silius’s account occurs rather in line 5 “mensę … luxus”; cf. Pun. 11.280–282 “stupet inconsuetus opimae / Sidonius mensae miles faciemque superbi / ignotam luxus oculis mirantibus haurit.” At the same time, however, it seems equally clear that 5–6 are also indebted to Mart. 8.39 (where, as is usual in Statius too, Martial addresses Domitian by the honorific Germanicus):


Qui Palatinae caperet conuiuia mensae

ambrosiasque dapes, non erat ante locus:

hic haurire decet sacrum, Germanice, nectar

et Ganymedea pocula mixta manu.

Esse uelis, oro, serus conuiua Tonantis:

at tu si properas, Iuppiter, ipse ueni.



<Hen. Epig. 46>

Ad eundem diuum Henricum septimum qui semper carmina et Musas appetit.


Quantum erit Aonio satur hoc epigramma lepore,

Inserit Henrico cum bene cartha sacro

Iste nouos elegos—Romane plectra Mineruę—

Semper auet, nostrum sepe frequentat opus.

<5> Optat opus numeris centum: si conscia sylua

Mille daret, cuperet tam magis ipse sonos.

Nec pia cum Phoebo saturaret turba parente,

Pindarus, et Gorgon corruat inde licet.

Attamen et uersus, lusus, epigrammata, cantus

<10> Semper et Henrico, fons Aganyppę, dabis.



<Hen. Epig. 46>

Unto the same divine Henry the Seventh, for the man does ever pursue the Muses and their song.

However stuffed full an epigram may be with Aonian charms, when a page weaves the holy Henry in, the man himself ever prefers elegiac novelties, the instruments of Roman Minerva; the man himself is ever busying himself about our work. <5> He wants work a hundredfold in meter; should a well-informed abundance give him thousands, the man himself would wish for still more prosodies, no matter that the holy poets’ troop, with their parent Phoebus, even Pindar himself, might not satisfy and Gorgon should fall therefrom. <9> Nonetheless, o fountain Aganippe!, verses, plays, epigrams, and lyrics, for Henry shalt thou ever produce.

<Hen. Epig. 46>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 46 (74v), collated with Boh. Epig. 50 (p. 396) and Fre. Epig. 59 (151r).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum regem Illustrissimum qui semper optat musas et carmina Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum duodecimum Francie regem splendidissimum pium fœlicem et semper inuictum qui semper optat musas et carmina libenter audit.

2 Inserit Henrico … cartha sacro] Luserit armifero … casta duce Boh.

: Luserit armisono … cartha duce Fre.

4 frequentat] requirit Fre.

6 sonos] modos Fre.

7 saturaret] satiaret Fre.

8 Pindarus et] Aut Helycon Fre.

9 Attamen et … cantus] Tu semper … laudes Fre.

10 Semper et Henrico] Semper et huic regi Boh. : Ista Ludouico Fre.

Comment:

See below, n. 10, p. 60.

<Hen. Epig. 47>

Ad eundem diuum Henricum septimum Anglię et Francię regem potentissimum.


<75r> Rex Henrice, tuum solita pietate poetam

Suscipe, nam domino plectra placere putat.

Carmina sint quamuis, querit quę gloria dulcis,

Parua, tibi magnis laurea nostra uacat.

<5> Ludere nec tenui uersus meditatur auena,

Sed cupit Andina scribere gesta tuba.

Nos tibi cura sumus. Viues sub imagine nostra.

Flauia preterea te quoque templa colent.

Inclite, magnanimi relegent tua facta Britanni

<10> Et dicent semper: maximus ille fuit.

Septimus Henricus nullo periturus in ęuo

Stet, precor; ad superos uita perennis eat.



FINIS

E. V. R. M. S.

Deuotus seruulus Io. Michail Nagonius Ciuis Romanus et Poeta Laureatus.

<Hen. Epig. 47>

Unto the same divine Henry the Seventh, king most puissant of England and of France.

O King Henry, of thy customary piety receive thee thine own poet, for he believes it that his instrument does please his lord. Although these verses—the which glory, a sweet thing, does enjoin—are but little, in service unto thee our laurel stands ready for grander things. <5> Nor does my poem contemplate but sporting on some slight reed; rather, thy deeds it does wish to inscribe with the epic trumpet of Andes. We are in thy care. Thou shalt live on in the image we create thee. Moreover, the Flavian-imperial shrines we build shall do thee reverence. <9> O renowned one!, the mighty-souled British shall review thy deeds and shall ever pronounce: that man was the greatest. May the seventh Henry remain, to perish in no future age, I pray; may his life eternal pass amongst the gods above.

THE END

E. V. R. M. S.

Thy devoted servant, though a minor one, Giovanni Michaele Nagonio, citizen of Rome and poet laureate.

<Hen. Epig. 47>

Texts:

Hen. Epig. 47 (75r), collated with Imp. Epig. 46.1–8 (86r), Boh. Epig. 51 (p. 396), and Fre. Epig. 60.1–16 (151r).

Textual notes:

titulus] Ad eundem diuum Cesare<m> Maximilianum Epigramma Imp. : Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum Hungarie et Bohemie Regem potentissimum quo Poeta rogat ut poesim diligat Boh. : Ad eundem diuum Ludouicum xii. Francie regem munificentissimum pium fœlicem et semper augustum Epigramma quo poeta rogat ut poesym diligat Fre.

1] Vittatum Cesar sertis musisque ministrum Imp.

1 Rex Henrice] Vuladislae Boh. : Aureliane Fre.

2 Suscipe] Excole Imp.

2 placere putat] canora tulit Fre.

3 sint] sunt Boh.

3 querit quę] queritque Boh.

3 gloria dulcis] laurea uestra Fre.

4 magnis] modulis Imp.

4 laurea nostra] noster Appollo Fre.

5 uersus] cantus Imp. : uestros Fre.

5 auena] honores Fre.

6 Andina … tuba] Andino … sono Imp.

7–8] Nos tua cura sumus durabis imagine uatis / Cesar preterea iam uenerare deas Imp.

8] Te quoque preterea terra subacta colet Fre.

9 Inclite magnanimi] Inclite doctiloqui Boh. : Postea doctiloqui Fre.

9 relegent] Hen. pc : legent Hen. ac

9 Britanni] Latini Boh. : Quirites Fre.

10 dicent] referent Fre.

11] Sis mihi nunc foelix nullis periture sub annis Fre.

11 Septimus Henricus] Vuladislaus adest Boh.

12 Stet precor] Deprecor Fre.

12] post additur Fre. 13–16:


Coelum semper ama meritis, fortissime regum.

Pro tantis tadet nostra Thalia decus.

Aurea spectabis senio confectis et astra

Regibus antiquis et patre maior eris.



Comment:

Hen. Epig. 47 is ed. and trans. in Gwynne, Poets and Princes, 119–20.

5 tenui uersus meditatur auena: Verg. Ecl. 1.2 “siluestrem tenui Musam meditaris auena.”

6 Andina: The place-name Andes, for Virgil’s birthplace, from which the very rare adjectival form derives, occurs in a very widely circulated piece of writing: Donat., Vit. Verg. 2 the poet was born “in pago, qui Andes dicitur et abest a Mantua non procul.”

11 nullo periturus in ęuo: Cf. Luc., 9.986 “Pharsalia nostra / uiuet, et a nullo tenebris damnabitur aeuo” (also perhaps Ov., Met. 10.502 “nomen erile tenet nulloque tacebitur aeuo”).

post 12 E. V. R. M. S.: The significance of this evident abbreviation I cannot divine.
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5. The grex poetarum phrase occurs in André’s Vita Henrici Septimi, ed. Gairdner, Memorials, 57; on the activities of the grex, in addition to Gairdner’s analyses, see William Nelson, John Skelton, Laureate (New York: Columbia University Press, 1939), esp. 4–58; also, the particulars in C. S. L. Davies, “Information, Disinformation and Political Knowledge under Henry VII and Early Henry VIII,” Historical Research 85 (2012): esp. 244–46. There is a great deal of useful information in Walter F. Schirmer, Der englische Frühhumanismus, 2nd ed. (Tübingen: Niemeyer, 1963), and Roberto Weiss, Humanism in England in the Fifteenth Century, 3rd ed. (Oxford: Blackwell, 1967), though both attend principally to the years before the Tudor advent.

6. Henry’s letter (probably a secretarial composition of Gigli or Carmeliano) survives only as a stray, in an excerpt copied out by the herald-antiquary Thomas Wriothesley (d. 1534), and it is quoted here from Francis Wormald, “An Italian Poet at the Court of Henry VII,” Journal of the Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 14 (1951): 118 “Venit ad nos pauloantea Johannes Michael Nagonius Civis Romanus quem veluti litteratum atque eruditum virum vestra reverendissima distinctio suis literis octavo Februarii ad nos datis fecit nobis commendatum. Iste poeticum quendam libellum nobis reddidit nomini nostro dicatum, quem quidem vario genere carminis intextum et longo studio elucubratum legimus perlibenter atque eciam probavimus.” The payment “To an Italian a poete,” dated May 10, 1496, recorded in one of the contemporary John Heron Account Books—London (Kew), The National Archives, Public Record Office, E. 101/414/6, fol. 30r—may refer to Nagonio; on the other hand, the Heron Accounts usually refer to literary figures only by such imprecise descriptive epithets (e.g., fol. 47r “the blynde poete”), rather than by personal names, and so certainty does not obtain: certainly, there were a number of such persons to whom such payments were recorded. On the Heron Accounts, see H. R. Plomer, “Bibliographical Notes from the Privy Purse Expenses of King Henry the Seventh,” The Library 4 (1913): 291–305.

7. Davies, “Information, Disinformation and Political Knowledge,” 247; cf. also C. S. L. Davies, “Tudor: What’s in a Name?,” History 97 (2012): 25–27.

8. The diplomatic activity is delineated in John M. Currin, “Henry VII, France and the Holy League of Venice: The Diplomacy of Balance,” Historical Research 82 (2009): 526–46; for the literary-historical properties of such a presentation as Nagonio’s, see David R. Carlson, “The ‘Opicius’ Poems (British Library, Cotton Vespasian B.iv) and the Humanist Anti-Literature in Early Tudor England,” Renaissance Quarterly 55 (2002): esp. 879–80.

9. See Paul Gwynne, Poets and Princes: The Panegyric Poetry of Johannes Michael Nagonius (Turnhout: Brepols, 2012), having detailed accounts of the several manuscripts’ contents and including establishment of the dates used here; see also, on the Imperial and Bohemian presentations, Gwynne, “‘Tu alter Caesar eris’: Maximilian I, Vladislav II, Johannes Michael Nagonius and the renovatio Imperii,” Renaissance Studies 10 (1996): 56–71; and, on the imperial Pronostichon, Dennis Pulina, Kaiser Maximilian I. als Held im lateinischen Epos (Berlin: Gruyter, 2022), esp. 111–15. For present purposes have been collated only the four earliest versions of Nagonio’s work:

Imp. = The Imperial Collection of 1494 in the manuscript Vienna, Österreichische Nationalbibliothek, MS 12750 (now to be viewed in a digital facsimile online = https://digital.onb.ac.at/RepViewer/viewer.faces?doc=DTL_3171178&order=1&view=SINGLE).

Hen. = The Henrician Collection of 1496 in York, Minster Library, MS XVI. N. 2.

Boh. = The Bohemian Collection of 1497 in the edition in Analecta nova ad historiam renascentium in Hungaria litterarum spectantia, ed. Jenő Abel and István Hegedus (Budapest: Hornyánszky, 1903), 297–404—wherein the Pronostichon is divided into two books, 1.1–1077 and 2.1–851—from the manuscript Prague, Národní knihovna České republiky, MS VIII. H. 76 (the “Digital Library” of the “Manuscriptorium” database contains an online digital facsimile: www.manuscriptorium.com). Another edition of the same is in Leopold Jan Šeršník, ed., Joannis Michaelis Nagonii ciuis Romani et poetae laureati ad Vladisaum II Boemiae et Hungariae regem Poematum libri IV (Prague: Samm, 1777).

Fre. = The French Collection of 1499 in Paris, Bibliothèque nationale de France, Département des Manuscrits, MS Latin 8132 (now to be viewed in a digital facsimile online = https://gallica.bnf.fr/ark:/12148/btv1b6000789v/f1.item.r=Français).

For reference to individual items in these collections are used the enumerations of them in Gwynne, Poets and Princes, 443–61, with line numbers; with references to the collections’ subdivisions of the shorter poems: Carm. lyr. (“carmina lyrica”) and Epig. (“epigrammata”); and, when exigent, with folio (or page) references for the beginnings of the verse items. The exception is the Pronostichon itself proper, cited simply as Pron., by my own lineation in the case of Hen. Pron.; by the book and line numbers of the Abel-Hegedus edition in the case of Boh. Pron.; and by only the folio numbers of the beginnings of the passages at issue in the case of Imp. Pron. and Fre. Pron. For example, “Hen. Epig. 46.3–6 (74v)” cites the third through sixth lines of what is the forty-sixth item in the Gwynne enumeration in the 1496 Henrician collection, which is in the collection’s section of epigrammata and begins on fol. 74v of the manuscript.

10. The lines on meter addressing King Henry, Hen. Epig. 46.3–6 (74v), ed. in the appendix below, are unlikely to tell anything about Henry’s tastes in fact; the same lines are addressed in other collections to other grand dedicatees: Boh. Epig. 50.3–6 (p. 396) and Fre. Epig. 59.3–6 (151r). On the other hand, the prosodic exuberance of Henry’s poet Bernard André was renowned: see A. J. Hasler, Court Poetry in Late Medieval England and Scotland (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011), 22–31.

11. Hen. Pron. 457 (18v). The historiography that follows ignores Nagonio’s inscrutable featuring of the administrator John Dynham (d. 1501), royal treasurer from 1486, in the Henrician Pronostichon: Hen. Pron. 742–743 (26v) “Militia clarus Dynam de gente Iohannes, / Qui regis conseruat opes et fortis in armis”; 785 (27v), 820–822 (28v), 1058–1095 (35v), 1111–1115 (37r), and 1246–1253 (40v), asserting it that Dynham “Nobiliore animo nimium speciosus in armis / Conspiciendus erat,” and, later, that “Semper fuit iste fidelis / Regibus” (1147–1149), though in fact Dynham had had to change sides repeatedly during the period leading up to the Tudor accession; likewise, Nagonio’s singular mention of a person named Langton, Hen. Pron. 1254–1255 (41r) “Parte alia Langthon, ueteri de gente creatus, / Emicat in saltu campumque perambulat omnem”: possibly the ecclesiastdiplomat Thomas Langton (d. 1501), bishop of Winchester from 1493, and archbishop-elect of Canterbury at the time of his death; or possibly Thomas’s nephew, the famously wealthy Robert Langton (1470–1524), who studied law at Bologna ca. 1493–1498 and associated with another of Thomas’s nephews, Christopher Bainbridge (1462–1514), the later Cardinal Protector, as well as John Colet, Cuthbert Tunstall, Richard Pace, and their like. On these figures, see Gwynne, Poets and Princes, 115; notice of the early Langton associates (including Gigli) is in Vincent Joseph Flynn, “Englishmen in Rome during the Renaissance,” Modern Philology 36 (1938): 128, 134–35, 137.
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13. Hen. Pron. 74–78 (8r). The events occasioned an epic poem by Opici: see “The Italian Johannes Opicius on Henry VII of England’s 1492 Invasion of France,” Renaissance Studies 20 (2006): 520–46.

14. Hen. Pron. 7–27 (6r), where 19 “Vtere sorte tua” is Verg., Aen. 12.932. In addition, Nagonio refers to the same matter at Hen. Pron. 988–1007 (33v), incl. “O puer infœlix! Contra capere arma potentem / Henricum, uerum titulis et nomine regem?” (O unfortunate boy!, so to raise up arms against the potent Henry, thy true king, by name and titles?); Hen. Pron. 1215–1223 (39v), incl. “Vtque fuit nuper iuuenis confractis in undis / Oceanis et classe ualens deprehensus in alto” (and when, of late, a youth ship-wrecked on Ocean’s waves and so, though potent in ships, was apprehended on the deep); also, Hen. Carm. lyr. 4.49–52 (ed. below) and Hen. Epig. 26.11–12 (ed. below). For this period of the imposture, see esp. David Dunlop, “The ‘Masked Comedian’: Perkin Warbeck’s Adventures in Scotland and England from 1495 to 1497,” Scottish Historical Review 70 (1991): 97–128.

15. Citing, respectively, Hen. Pron. 779 (27v), 157 (10v), and 1130–1135 (37v).

16. Hen. Pron. 1116–1121 (37r).

17. Hen. Pron. 1049–1052 (35r) “Insula terra ferax, habitata gigantibus olim / Inmensis fuit ista, canunt; ueterique colono / Arte noua possessa; diu uetus Albion illo / Ante uocabatur, recitant ut tempora cartę” (Once upon a time, this fruitful isle was a land inhabited by immense giants, as song has it; occupied it was by an ancient colonist of novel type; long since, it was called “Old Albion” after him, as the tales recount those times). For the legend Nagonio is mistaking, apparently, see Anke Bernau, “Myths of Origin and the Struggle over Nationhood in Medieval and Early Modern England,” in Reading the Medieval in Early Modern England, ed. Gordon McMullan and David Matthews (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 106–18. Nagonio also evokes the Brutus legend, but without detailing it: Hen. Pron. 202 (11v) calls the Anglo-British “gens condita Bruto”; and Hen. Epig. 45.10 (ed. below) says that it is a people “Qui tenet a Bruto nomen et arma suo,” in an uncharacteristically “medieval”-style line (having bisyllabic Leonine rhyme of strong caesura and line end). For the early devolutions of the Brutus legend, see Thea Summerfield, “Filling the Gap: Brutus in the Historia Brittonum, Anglo-Saxon Chronicle MS F, and Geoffrey of Monmouth,” The Medieval Chronicle 7 (2011): 85–102; it is recounted in detail in Gigli’s 1486 Epithalamium de nuptiis Henrici et Elisabet, 58–70, ed. Gilbert Tournoy and Godelieve Tournoy-Thoen, “Giovanni Gigli and the Renaissance of the Classical Epithalamium in England,” in Myricae: Essays on Neo-Latin Literature in Memory of Jozef IJsewijn, ed. Dirk Sacré and Gilbert Tournoy (Louvain: Leuven University Press, 2000), 156.

18. See Hen. Epig. 34 (ed. below); the same astronomical conceit is in André’s Vita Henrici Septimi, ed. Gairdner, Memorials, p. 41 “Post tam prosperum sidus Arturi sterili tunc novellorum principum mundo collatum omnes Erebi Furiæ longe profligatæ sunt. Orta enim Arcturi stella, quæ secundum genetliacos duodecimum calendis Octobris oritur, Arturus quoque princeps natus est”; cited, with other evidence for humanists’ avoidance of the popular though historically ill-informed name, in “King Arthur and Court Poems for the Birth of Arthur Tudor in 1486,” Humanistica Lovaniensia 36 (1987): 147–83.

19. Hen. Pron. 856–860 (29v). Her epitaph is recorded in William Camden, Reges, reginæ, nobiles, & alij in ecclesia collegiata B. Petri Westmonasterij sepulti (London: Bollifant, 1600), sigs. C3v–C4r, wherein the death is imputed to the operations of Άτροπος, the unturning one of the Greek Mοĩραι (“Atropos hanc rapuit seuissima nuntia mortis”), and there is no Christian reference.

20. Hen. Pron. 859–860, in praise of Elizabeth, are reworked in Boh. Pron. 1.930–933: “Vera parens regis, uirtute superbior omni / Romulea secumque libens Octauia stabat, / Illa sedens oculis et matres ora premebat, / Et ueste aurata regina micabat in omnes.” For Marcellus, see Hen. Pron. 86–87 (8v), in a list of Roman triumphatores, “et Idumeos meditantem sorte triumphos / Marcellum,” and Hen. Epig. 10.29–30 (ed. below) “Marcellus et ille / Qui strauit Poenum cum Rhodanoque ducem.”

21. Hen. Pron. 64 (7v); cf. the assertion that Henry was out to emulate the res gesta of royal ancestors, Hen. Epig. 41.19–20 (ed. below).

22. “His fortuitous and irrelevant connection to Henry VI,” Davies has it: “Information, Disinformation and Political Knowledge,” 248.

23. The documents of the beatification process are gathered and analyzed in Paul Grosjean, Henrici VI regis miracula postuma (Brussels: Société des Bollandistes, 1935), 163*–222*. On it, see esp. John W. Mckenna, “Piety and Propaganda: The Cult of King Henry VI,” in Chaucer and Middle English Studies, ed. Beryl Rowland (London: Allen & Unwin, 1974), 72–88; also, John M. Theilmann, “The Miracles of King Henry VI of England,” The Historian 42 (1980): 456–71, and Leigh Ann Craig, “Royalty, Virtue, and Adversity: The Cult of King Henry VI of England,” Albion 35 (2003): 187–209.

24. Hen. Pron. 941–949 (32r), where 941–942 may recall Aeneas’s lament on the death of Evander’s son Pallas, ending, Aen. 11.57–58, “ei mihi quantum / praesidium, Ausonia, et quantum tu perdis, Iule!”

25. Imp. Pron. 31v.

26. Hen. Pron. 868–871 (30r).

27. Imp. Pron. 29v; Boh. Pron. 1.942; and Fre. Pron. 36v.

28. Hor., Ars P. 23, in the translation of Ben Jonson (1572–1637), in Ben Jonson, Vol. 8: The Poems; The Prose Works, ed. C. H. Herford, Percy Simpson, and Evelyn Simpson (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1947), 307.

29. Respectively, Hen. Carm. lyr. 4.45–48, 49–52 (ed. below) and Hen. Carm. lyr. 6.117–124 (54r), quoted below.

30. Hen. Epig. 25.13 (ed. below) and Boh. Epig. 29.13.

31. Hen. Epig. 24.5 (ed. below), Boh. Epig. 28.5, and Fre. Epig. 39.5.

32. Reference subsequently is to the versions of the one poem and its titles: Hen. Epig. 17 (62r) = Imp. Epig. 43 (84v) = Boh. Epig. 21 (p. 381) = Fre Epig. 33 (137v). For other contemporary English instances, see L. B. T. Houghton, “Astraea Revisited: The Virgilian Golden Ages of Tudor England,” Neulateinisches Jahrbuch 21 (2019): 155–64; and for Nagonio’s Virgilianism in Imp. Pron., see Pulina, Kaiser Maximilian I. als Held, 126–32.

33. Even such changes as were worked on the beginning of the aetas aurea poem were not requisite in most cases, where the titles put on the individual items did all the work there was to be done of localizing the verse; consequently, however, there are instances where the titles-revisions propagate falsehoods. For example, a poem beginning “Lauta licet memorem conuiuia grandis Elyse,” Hen. Epig. 45 (ed. below), chiefly rehearsing ancient-literary antecedents for fabulous banquetings, once said to have been written “De conuiuio celebrato Parysius in coronatione” of Louis XII (May 27, 1498), Fre. Epig. 58 (150v), had in fact already been published “De conuiuio celebrato Bude post uictoriam Pannonicam deuicto Maximiliano,” the victory having occurred probably in 1491, in Boh. Epig. 49 (p. 395); and in any case, the poem itself had been written and published first for Henry VII, “De conuiuio celebrato,” though no occasion for the Tudor conuiuium is here mentioned (cf. the title of Hen. Epig. 12 quoted above, n. 12, however). Not all of these titles can be true; except for the altering title, the poem itself remains essentially invariant. Another such instance is noted below, n. 40.

34. The Henrician novelties—Hen. Epig. 24–27, 41, 45, and 46—are ed. below, with reference to their later republications in occasionally somewhat revised forms, excepting the novel Hen. Epig. 43 (73r), entitled “Ad eundem diuum Henricum de uenatione” > Boh. Epig. 47 (p. 394), with the title “Ad eundem diuum Vuladislaum Regem de uenatione sepositis curis,” but otherwise wholly invariant.

35. The five Imperial-collection epigrammata omitted from the Henrician collection but revived for the Bohemian collection and subsequently are here listed with first lines: Imp. Epig. 14 (69r) “Quam tibi laute dies Cesar pulcherrima luxit” > Boh. Epig. 60 (p. 401); Imp. Epig. 21 (74r) “Olim laudis erat direptis castra maniplis” > Boh. Epig. 53 (p. 397) > Fre. Epig. 62 (152v); Imp. Epig. 23 (75r) “Iam dominum mundi gentes et Roma salutant” > Boh. Epig. 52 (p. 396) > Fre. Epig. 61 (151v); Imp. Epig. 28 (77v) “Cesaris effigiem uultu qua mente superbit” > Boh. Epig. 55 (p. 398) > Fre. Epig. 64 (153r); and Imp. Epig. 38 (82v) “Numine quam simili spectatur in Herculis aede” > Boh. Epig. 59 (p. 400) > Fre. Epig. 98 (182r). The two resumed by the French collection though not by the Bohemian are: Imp. Epig. 45 (85v) “Paulisper Latias uati concede Camenas” > Fre. Epig. 78 (160r); Imp. Epig. 54 (88v) “Cesaris ante fores uidit spectator Agrippę” > Fre. Epig. 77 (160r). The remaining Imperial epigrammata not seen again in the earliest collections are Imp. Epig. 24 (75v), “Ad eundem diuum Cesarem Maximilianum Distichon” “Nox ruerat nimbis, surgunt noua lumina mane, / Cesar cum domino diuidit astra Ioue”; Imp. Epig. 27 (77r) “Atria si, Cesar, spectasses magna Quiritum”; Imp. Epig. 31 (79r) “Pone ferum Boreę stridorem sęue December”; Imp. Epig. 53 (88r) “Prisca fides sileat miracula, Cesar, harene”; and Imp. Epig. 55 (89r) “Pone modum dictis sacrarum turba sororum,” the collection-final item.

36. The four items mentioned here (all beginning “Iam cohors”) are Imp. Carm. lyr. 10 (62v) = Boh. Carm. lyr. 9 (p. 364) = Fre. Carm. lyr. 13 (112r); and Hen. Carm. lyr. 7 (54v).

37. Hen. Carm. lyr. 7.37–40.

38. Imp. Carm. lyr. 10.41–56.

39. Imp. Carm. lyr. 6.1–60 (of 72) (54r) = Boh. Carm. lyr. 6 (p. 357) = Fre. Carm. lyr. 10 (106r); = also Hen. Carm. lyr. 6.1–60 (of 132) (50v).

40. The title is another of the falsehoods (see above, n. 33), inasmuch as the poem had already been published Imp. Carm. lyr. 6 (54r) “Ad eundem Cesarem semper augustum inuictissimum [sc. Maximilianum] carmen lyricum” and would later be republished as Boh. Carm. lyr. 6 (p. 357) “Congratulatio ob eius [sc. Vuladislui] uictoriam Pannonicam superato Maximiliano [sc. “inuictissimo” above, in Imp. Carm. lyr. 6] habita Rome per Hungaros tamquam in templo Fortunae Optimę,” and as Fre. Carm. lyr. 10 (106r) “Congratulatio ob eius [sc. Ludouici XII] triumphalem coronationem habita Rome tanquam in templo olim Fortune Optime.”

41. Hen. Carm. lyr. 6.117–124.

42. Nagonio’s Isis-cult poem is Imp. Carm. lyr. 9 (60r) “Bos Phoroneis stabulata tectis”; the twenty lines from it reassorted in the Henrician “Colle sacratos,” i.e., Hen. Carm. lyr. 6 (50v), are: Hen. Carm. lyr. 6.61–64 = Imp. Carm. lyr. 9.77–80; 6.101–108 = 9.69–76; and 6.109–116 = 9.81–88. The sixteen lines of the Imperial “Iam cohors” quoted above, i.e., Imp. Carm. lyr. 10.41–56, are Hen. Carm. lyr. 6.85–100.

43. Reference would be to the Ciceronian oration Pro Archia, which had begun again to circulate only with the (now lost) transcription of a (now lost) Liègeois manuscript made by Francesco Petrarcha in 1333. On the recovery, see Michael D. Reeve, “Classical Scholarship,” in Cambridge Companion to Renaissance Humanism, ed. Jill Kraye (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004), 20–26.

44. These “new” Henrician lines, Hen. Carm. lyr. 6.65–84, amplifying the Imperial “Colle sacratos” lines (Imp. Carm. lyr. 9.57–60), were in turn repeated in the Bohemian collection, but as part of another different poem in it: Boh. Carm. lyr. 7.101–121 (p. 359) “Vos precor fluctus nimium procaces.”

45. Hen. Carm. lyr. 6.109–116 = Imp. Carm. lyr. 9.81–88, the lections italicized in the quotation being: Hen. 109 Tuum] : Sic Imp. 81 and Hen. 112 oris] : urbe Imp. 84.

46. Hor., Ars P. 1–9, again in the Ben Jonson translation, Ben Jonson, Vol. 8: The Poems, 305.

47. Cf. Gwynne, Poets and Princes, esp. 59–73; also, Gwynne and Bernhard Shirg, “The Economics of Poetry: Fast Production as a Crucial Skill in Neo-Latin Encomiastic Poetry,” Studi Rinascimentali 13 (2015): 11–32.

48. “Chaucer, Humanism, and Printing,” University of Toronto Quarterly 64 (1995): esp. 280–83.

49. The cases mentioned here are analyzed in David R. Carlson, English Humanist Books (Toronto: University of Toronto Press, 1993), 42–47, 65–81, 82–101, excepting that of the aftercoming Camillo Paleotti (ca. 1482–1517), detailed in “Erasmus and the War-Poets in 1513,” Erasmus Studies 34 (2014): 25–27; also see Haye, “Die Dichtung des Petrus Carmelianus,” 214–16. On Erasmus’s manipulations of the publications system, see also Lisa Jardine, Erasmus, Man of Letters: The Construction of Charisma in Print (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1993).
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Exploration and Discovery of the Self in the Twelfth Century: Spanish/Latin and Middle High German Perspectives. Petrus Alfonsi’s Dialogus contra Iudaeos and Hartmann von Aue’s Klagebüchlein

ALBRECHT CLASSEN

Abstract

Many attempts have been made to determine the meaning of the Twelfth-Century Renaissance and hence of the innovations characteristic of that epoch. We can be certain that previous claims on the Italian Renaissance having been the “first” period when the individual emerged can no longer be maintained. Looking at the dialogue treatises by the Spaniard Petrus Alfonsi (Dialogus contra Iudeos) and by the German Hartmann von Aue (Klagebüchlein), we face an enormous opportunity to discover early literary and philosophical attempts to explore the meaning of the self and to situate the individual within the context of internal explorations pitting the body against the heart (Hartmann) and the newly converted Christian against the former Jew (Alfonsi). Undoubtedly, there are many courtly romances and other narratives, and also countless philosophical treatises in which questions regarding an individual’s performance and ideas about this world were raised already well before 1300, i.e., shortly before the emergence of the Italian Renaissance. But, as this study indicates, the contributions by Alfonsi and Hartmann are of a unique character and need to be viewed in tandem with each other despite many differences in language, purpose, and narrative foundation. In each case, the focus rests on the self, that is, on its internal conflicts and tensions, certainly clear indications of the early development of a personal identity and form of self-awareness.

Introduction

One of the most intriguing topics determining the High Middle Ages pertains to the question whether, how, when, and through whom the idea of the self was developed and promoted. Although famous nineteenth-century scholars such as Jacob Burckhardt and Jules Michelet wanted to reserve the phenomenon of the rise of the individual for the Italian Renaissance, countless medievalists have revolted against this one-sided perspective and have alerted us to a plethora of indications that have fully confirmed a much earlier origin of the self in literature, philosophy, and religion. Medieval art history, by contrast, knows hardly any names, does not reflect individuality, and does not seem to be determined by a sense of personal identity because the artists were mostly working in commission for some patrons.1 The issue, however, has not yet been satisfactorily settled, and the debate continues to rage because it addresses the interpretive sovereignty over cultural history. Where and when can we determine the origin of modernity in the pre-modern period, here identified as the emergence of selfhood, self-awareness, and personal identity—three separate and yet interlinked aspects of human existence? What was the Italian Renaissance, and to what extent did it really differ from the Twelfth-Century Renaissance? And the latter, in turn, is in dire need to distinguish itself clearly from the Carolingian Renaissance, or the Ottonian Renaissance. Each time we observe a so-called “Renaissance,” then, we can recognize a specific turn back to Roman culture, language, philosophy, the arts, and architecture. Thus, any talk about a “Renaissance” requires a careful balancing of what was truly innovative and what was rather traditional in contrast to previous cultural periods.

If we leave those labels and the efforts to categorize special periods in chronological terms aside, however, we might discover an extensive freedom to listen to many different voices from the past that spoke out about themselves and engaged with a profound self-analysis. In short, we will thus discover that there was no such narrow dividing line between pre-modernity and our modern world. Even the invention of the printing press by Johannes Gutenberg in ca. 1450 did not mean at all that suddenly, overnight, all literary texts pursued new ideals and values, as the examples of Huon de Bordeaux, the Melusine novels, or the tales about Till Eulenspiegel indicate.2 The quest for the self or for one’s individuality can be traced as far back as the early Middle Ages, at least in some isolated cases, and it continued to grow considerably in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, when it then finally fully bloomed in fourteenth-century Italy, where humanism and the Renaissance evolved in tandem to set the stage for the early modern world to arise. But again, we must not forget that poets and philosophers such as Petrarch and Boccaccio would not have been possible without their medieval predecessors, as much as they tried to reject them, belittling them as members of a “Gothic” world, using that adjective in pejorative terms.3 We today, in turn, are the avatars of much earlier predecessors who, often far ahead of their own time, succeeded in exploring their own self and thus set the stage for developments in later centuries. Although it is fashionable to locate the emergence of the modern individual in the late Middle Ages, that is, to associate it primarily with the rise of mysticism, lay piety, and the devotio moderna, for instance,4 the historical-cultural conditions were much more complex and not limited to a specific period.

Twelfth- and thirteenth-century literature is filled with references to the own self, and this generally under the motto of “nosce te ipsum,” the Latin translation of a Greek notion formulated by Macrobius in his commentary on Cicero’s Somnium Scipionis (ca. 400 CE).5 Marie de France offered intriguing self-reflections in the prologue to her lais: “Pur ceo comenc[ai] a penser” (Therefore I began to think),6 and Gottfried von Strassburg, her near contemporary, offered a fascinating prologue to his Tristan und Isolde (ca. 1210) in which he discusses both his own standing and perception of the world and outlines ethical and spiritual values and ideals for his audience: “Everything I read about this love story I now present freely to noble hearts, that they might occupy themselves with its contents.”7 Similarly, Wolfram von Eschenbach can be credited with extraordinary comments about himself as a poet in the prologue to his Parzival (ca. 1205): “If I were to scrutinize both women and men as I am well capable of doing, it would bring with it a long tale.”8 The exploration of the self and individuality by Latin theologians and philosophers would have to be added here as a strong confirmation that the so-called Italian Renaissance was not at all the first movement to return to classical antiquity and the dominance of the individual.9

Of course, in the world of the visual arts and architecture, music, and calligraphy (manuscripts) in the High Middle Ages, we would search in vain to recognize the individual creator, that is, the individual who left his/her name behind, proud of his/her accomplishment. We simply do not have many names, with some small exceptions (e.g., the Parlers in Prague, or Hans von Burghausen in Landshut), and so a simplistic approach would support the claim by Renaissance scholars that the true self did not emerge until the fourteenth century.

Recent research, however, has laid the solid foundation for the opposite claim that there existed, of course, medieval selfhood or a sense of the individual; we just have to examine the evidence carefully enough and need to keep an open mind because there are countless indications that the twelfth century at the latest witnessed the extensive development of personal identity in many different areas, as Colin Morris had already pointed out in 1972 with respect to the development of the crafts and trades, the rise of the medieval cities, and individual politicians.10

As I have already indicated, the new courtly romance was actually predicated on the existence of selfhood, as Robert Hanning has outlined for us a long time ago.11 For Carolyn W. Bynum, the new requirement by the Church since the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215 that each Christian goes to confession at least once a year created a bureaucratic and religious framework for the new introspection from which resulted a renewed sense of the self.12 Alastair J. Minnis recognizes in the new literary efforts and university-based scholarship since the late twelfth century a deliberate strategy to formulate concepts of the self.13 The open display of emotions in courtly literature and elsewhere also since the twelfth century lends considerable weight to the argument that the High Middle Ages was the birthplace of the pre-modern self.14 And Suzanne Verderber insists, quite parallel to her predecessors, on the emergence of the subjective interiority in many different cultural manifestations throughout the Middle Ages.15

Peter Dinzelbacher successfully outlined the profound transformation of high medieval society when the individual appeared on the stage of public, religious, and also private life:


The aspect most important, however, is the interest many of the authors (beginning with Otloh) now demonstrate not only in their vita exterior but as well in their vita interior, i.e., in their spiritual or psychological life. “The awakening of personality” can be demonstrated abundantly both in secular lyrics and epics and in religious literature. The whole corpus of texts on practical mysticism, based on experience, attests to that new approach. Mysticism experienced, however, is a phenomenon which premises a complete mental separation from the social surrounding and an absolute concentration on the individual’s interior life of the soul. … Concerning profane literature, the new awareness of the psychic forces of existence, the feeling and reasoning of the fictitious but true-to-life characters, has long been recognized; the earliest writers of renown especially sensible anent these moments were Benoît of Sainte-Maure, Chrétien, and Gautier of Arras.16



The entire corpus of courtly love lyric is characterized by this new focus on the self, and the same applies to high medieval philosophy, such as the ideas developed by Peter Abelard or Peter Blois.17 Only recently, a group of scholars dedicated to Old Norse literature and history has confirmed the same observation,18 but now from an Old Norse perspective, considering legal history, sagas, hagiography, graffiti, foodstuff, place-names, and art-historical elements. As much as the contributors focus on medieval Scandinavian evidence, the editors conclude that:


from a cognitive perspective, medieval and modern cognition is the same, as our cognitive faculties and abilities have not changed over the past 50,000 years and do not change depending on cultural context. Cognitive abilities and needs are indeed realized differently in different cultures, but the cognitive premises for culture, stories, selves, and choices are the same. (331)



I would not go so far as to level the differences to the same extent as these scholars do, but the results of their endeavor prove that the self can be discovered in many cultures at different times. Differences continue to matter; sometimes the self is rather subdued or even hidden, but the individual has always tried to express itself: “The expression may indeed vary with regard to language, discourse, genre, and materiality, and thus be historical, but the choice needs to be made no matter which of these modalities is available and used to communicate the choice” (330). The case of the famous tenth-century poet and canoness Hrotsvit of Gandersheim, who proudly pronounced her own accomplishments as a playwright and author of religious tales, and even of two historiographical poems, underscoring each time her personal poetic achievements, gives us much fodder for further thought on any such global cultural-historical claims as to the rise of modernity not until the fourteenth century.19

As this overview of the relevant studies on the medieval self has already indicated, there are, first, many different approaches possible, and, second, we can be certain that already the pre-modern world witnessed the emergence of a strong sense of individuality and person-hood—two terms that by themselves would deserve further discrimination. The phenomenon of courtly love, as it bloomed in the early twelfth century (see the poetry by the first troubadour poet, William IX, e.g.), underscores the early development of a significant subjectivity within the poetic discourse which was to lay the foundation for much of the later forms of self-reflexivity.20 As Fidel Fajardo-Acosta has already indicated, the development of courtly literature and culture was essentially predicated on the existence of a strong sense of subjectivity already in the twelfth century.21

Here I want to bring to the table two twelfth-century voices that certainly contributed each in his own way to the literary, narrative, and psychological exploration of the self, though both come from very different backgrounds and languages. First, I want to examine Petrus Alfonsi’s Latin Dialogus contra Iudeos, in which the author engages intensively with his own Jewish self and the new Christian identity. Then I will turn to the Middle High German dialogue poem Das Klagebüchlein by Hartmann von Aue, where we likewise discover a very early internal struggle between two entities, in this case, body and soul. While the Dialogus is deeply determined by religious concerns, Hartmann’s poem explores the psychological dimension of love. And both writers thereby demonstrated a deep sense of self, as conflictual as that quest for identity proves to be on the surface.

As we will see, the narrative approach pursued by both confirms in impressive terms how much the twelfth century was already determined by interiorization strategies whereby profound issues in human life could be addressed.

Petrus Alfonsi

Throughout the late Middle Ages, if not already before that, the Christian population was deeply troubled by the existence of Jewish communities in their midst. The history of that relationship has already been discussed by many scholars, approaching it from numerous different perspectives. Dogmatic thinking, stereotypes, hypocrisy, fear, envy, hatred, and personal religious insecurity were some of the dominant features determining the relationship of both social and religious groups. One of the major figures in this long-term struggle was the former rabbi who had accepted baptism for himself, Petrus Alfonsi, who took stock of his internal struggle pitting the Jew in him against the new Christian.

He was born sometime before 1075 in Huesca (Aragón) as a Jew. He received an excellent medical education and assumed the function of a rabbi, hence his original name Rabbi Moses Sephardi. In 1106 he converted to Christianity and adopted the name of Petrus Alfonsi in honor of the Apostle Peter (he was baptized on the saint’s day of the Apostles Peter and Paul, June 29) and also in honor of his patron, King Alfonso I (1083–1134), who personally attended that event as a sign of honor and respect. It is very likely that Alfonsi was, here disregarding his religious role, the king’s personal physician, but he later also traveled to the English court of King Henry I (r. 1100–1135), where he seems to have stayed for a couple of years before he returned to the Continent, settling in northern France. In England, he was in close contact with scholars such as Adelard von Bath (ca. 1080–ca. 1142/1152) and Walcher of Malvern (d. 1135). Alfonsi translated the astronomical tables, Zij al-Sindhind by al-Chwarizmi (ca. 780–ca. 835/850; he was the father of the modern algorithm), around 1116, which Adelard later improved. He also wrote the dialogic treatise Humanum proficuum, which was mentioned by Peter of Cornwall in 1208 but which is lost today. Moreover, he was possibly also the author of a treatise, De elementis. If we accept that a Peter of Toledo was the same person as Alfonsi, he might have written even further works, but this proposition is still debated.22

Petrus argued radically against his former co-religionists in his Dialogus contra Iudaeos (Dialogue Against the Jews, ca. 1109/1110),23 and this based on his own insider knowledge of Judaism. This famous work contributed to a very long Christian tradition at least a thousand years old by then to reaffirm the Christian faith and to argue for the absolute primacy of the Christian teachings. As in virtually all other cases, Alfonsi’s efforts were principally aimed at a Christian audience and did not look for an honest exchange or debate with a Jewish audience. However, the Dialogus achieved great popularity among the learned Christian audience, as documented by the surviving eighty manuscripts (plus ten that have been lost) and a number of late medieval translations.24 There is no shortage of relevant studies on Alfonsi,25 but it proves to be rather valuable to examine how his Dialogus contributed to the new movement of literary soul-searching.

There would be much to say about the conflict between both religions and Alfonsi’s major contribution to this debate by means of his internalized soul-searching in narrative terms. After all, throughout the Middle Ages and beyond, Christian authors published Adversus Judaeos tracts, many directly based on the model developed by Alfonsi in his Dialogus.26 These dialogues are carried out between his former Jewish self (Moses) and his current Christian self (Peter), a powerful reflection of the new awareness of the individual character of the so-called Twelfth-Century Renaissance. The Dialogus was the first full-fledged and systematic anti-Judaic treatise written in Spain, composed only a decade after Alfonsi’s birthplace, the Muslim town of Huesca, had been conquered by King Pedro I of Aragón in 1097.27

Previous research has focused especially on the religious component, whereas here I want to elaborate his narrative strategy to engage with himself in an interiorization of two voices, the Jewish and the Christian. The Dialogus severely attacked Jews, of course, but Alfonsi also targeted Muslims as enemies of the “true” faith, Christianity.28 As vicious as we would characterize this treatise today, of course, it was a major intellectual contribution at its time, as Resnick observes, because “it was the first polemical work written in Spain, or anywhere in Europe for that matter, that turned systematically to Jewish post-biblical literature in general, and the Talmud in particular, in order to demonstrate the inferiority of Judaism and the truth of Christian teaching” (29). Although firm evidence is lacking, we may assume that Jacob ben Reuben’s Milhamot ha-Shem (Wars of the Lord) written in 1170 was a direct response to the Dialogus and appealed to the Jewish audience to abstain from the apostasy as advocated by Alfonsi.29

To proceed further, I will refrain from any attempts to engage with the religious reasoning developed by the two speakers and focus instead on the internal struggle that Alfonsi mirrors in this dialogue. The Dialogus is, after all, a theological debate in which the representative of the Jewish and the Christian faith argue against each other, both drawing from their respective religious background and education. However, we must never forget that the two positions are really two sides of the same coin, that is, Alfonsi’s own self, as he explains regarding the intention and purpose of his book: “so that all may know my intention and hear my argument, in which I set forth the destruction of the belief of all the other nations” (41). After having been converted and baptized, he felt the strong need to review all the reasons that might be adduced against the Christian faith and wanted to make sure that he could deconstruct them by means of “reason and authority according to my understanding” (41).

Doubtlessly, Alfonsi has his own agenda and reveals that quite openly, trying to demonstrate why the Jews are all wrong in their understanding of the biblical words, which the main narrator characterizes immediately as “silly” (42). But he also raises heavy charges against the Jews that were to have a very long afterlife: “Christ was crucified and killed by the Jews by their free will” (42). In the actual debate, however, Moses—Alfonsi’s earlier Jewish identity—appeals to his friend to use rational arguments and to reflect critically on their respective positions. Alfonsi agrees, and both then turn their attention to the specific points that differentiate their individual faiths. The ultimate goal is, as the Christian emphasizes, and what the Jew agrees with, to abandon all unjust matters and to embrace only just issues as the basis of all interaction. Both want to exchange their opinions in a rational and mutually agreeable fashion, especially because Alfonsi emphasizes that he wants to beat the other at his own game (42).

Moses, on the other hand, sets the basic rules for their exchange, operating with questions, responses, and criticism, as the argument would evolve (43), and Alfonsi agrees, and so the debate sets in. Of course, from the start, there is a clear preponderance of the Christian in Alfonsi who makes the Jew realize that they both follow the same biblical laws, but that only the Christians have fully understood their intentions (46). As was later remarked many times throughout the Middle Ages in similar debates, Moses is confronted with the Christian’s harsh attack that the Jews only cling to the letter of the law but do not understand its meaning (46). So, he charges him with ignorance and blindness: “while living in captivity you observe very little of all the laws’ precepts, even according to your own explanation” (46). As Jeremy Cohen observed it, “Peter’s Dialogi retrace the process whereby rational argument did in fact effect conversion, in this case the conversion of the author himself.”30 At the same time, Moses appeals to Alfonsi to tread more lightly and to abstain from insulting the Jewish faith (47), although both then agree on the former’s suggestion to categorize the arguments and the issues to be discussed in order to proceed more orderly (47).

Significantly, although both disagree heavily with the other, they engage with each other in a polite and respectful manner and rely heavily on logical arguments. In fact, Alfonsi praises Moses for his suggested procedure (48) and embraces it fully for his own purposes. When the Christian develops an argument that the Jew cannot resist, the latter accepts the point made (49), which serves, of course, for Alfonsi’s primary purpose of defending his own decision to abandon the Jewish faith and convert to Christianity. Hence, he has always the advantage of commanding the control of the debate and thus to put Moses down as a victim of his irrationality and false reliance on traditions (51). In fact, in the course of time, we hear the Jew accepting Alfonsi’s explanations more often, such as: “I understand all these things clearly” (57), or “I am unable to deny what reason demonstrates” (58). Moses increasingly assumes the position of a student who acknowledges Alfonsi’s authority as a teacher (58–59), as when he utters: “Thanks be to God, that you have satisfied my desire by showing me, visibly, the truth of the matter” (61).

For a long time, the exchange also pertains to scientific aspects, as explained already in the Bible, and Alfonsi helps Moses to understand them to the best of his abilities. Other topics include the phenomenon of anger (66), the nature of God (67), and miracles (69–70). We can thus be certain that throughout the Dialogus, Alfonsi maintains the upper hand because it is, after all, his new self, whereas the Jew represents his old identity he wants to distance himself from. Naturally, Alfonsi as the new convert takes much more space to explain his points and to refute the Jew’s opinions and interpretation of Scripture. Not surprisingly, we hear Moses say, for instance, “It is appropriate for me to bless your words, from which I believe that I receive such great fruit. Therefore, fulfill the promise, and now bestrew the palace with the flowers which you mentioned” (76). The debate thus changes from an equal exchange to a teaching situation in which Alfonsi instructs his own old self about many different features of this world and the divine. He argues now from a position of supreme reason and bestows the fruit of his wisdom on Moses, his old self (78).

Alfonsi combines philosophical with scientific topics and connects them once again with theological arguments. Of course, this also means that he moves far away from the initial soul-searching process in the name of faith; instead, he is increasingly turning to an explanation of the various elements of this world and presents a proto-scientific world-view as he has learned it himself. This he shares with Moses, who thus is increasingly reduced to a passive listener, the old self which was apparently little developed and ignorant about the many statements and hence also contradictions of the Old Testament (91).

In fact, Moses has no hesitation to admit openly that his own authorities were wrong and that he has to submit under Alfonsi’s teachings. It seems curious, however, why he then would not convert to Christianity as well, although Alfonsi observes that, indeed, Moses “already see[s] some scintilla of truth” (98). Nevertheless, as Moses admits himself, “all the generations to come will certainly remain in the captivity of the fathers, because they follow the deeds of their fathers, so far as they can” (105).

The debate continues for several additional chapters and then turns to theological questions once again. Alfonsi concludes the discourse with final words about his faith and the true meaning of Christianity, whereby he reconfirms his newly found conviction. Moses is thus assigned the function of highlighting Alfonsi’s truth in his faith: “God gave a great deal of his wisdom to you and illuminated you with a great reasoning power that I am unable to vanquish. Instead you have confounded my objections with reason” (273).

While one side of Alfonsi has turned to Christianity, he still feels pity for the other side, appealing to him to accept the illumination of the Holy Spirit “so that you will recognize what things are true and repudiate those that are false” (273). The future is beckoning to Moses, and Alfonsi is expressing his hope that his entire being will be able to transition to the new faith. Nevertheless, he has to recognize that his old self lingers in the background, certainly psychologically speaking, and as much as he has defeated the Jew’s arguments throughout the Dialogus, as much as he acknowledged Moses’s own arguments that stand on their own and need to be overcome in a rational, critical fashion. The new Christian is fully aware of his previous identity as a Jew and now relies on the dialogue to come clear with his new self.

We can thus conclude that Alfonsi developed a highly intriguing narrative framework in which he could debate with his own self and review all of his own convictions and understanding, both of this world and of the statements in the Holy Scriptures. Significantly, Alfonsi does not rally any troops against the Jews as such, and he does not promote their killing, as many Christians later would do (pogroms); instead, he engages with the Jew within himself and accepts the rational exchange with him as a reasonable form of interaction. As Cohen rightly concludes, “We can appropriately include him, along with Anselm and his northern European colleagues, among the proponents of a new rationalist approach to anti-Jewish polemic around the turn of the twelfth century.”31 Aside from the theological issues at stake, we can be certain that Alfonsi created with his Dialogus a phenomenal literary framework for his own deep self-reflections after his conversion to Christianity. He names himself and still reminds his readers of his previous identity. He allows both beings to present themselves and to discuss a wide range of topics, but he makes sure, of course, that Alfonsi wins the debate because he himself is now a new Christian. But instead of crudely condemning all Jews, Alfonsi illustrates the intellectual dimension through which he gained his new perspectives, his new faith, and sheds light on the theological foundation of his previous self as a Jewish rabbi.

Hartmann von Aue

From here let us turn to a very different type of dialogue poem, the Klagebüchlein by Hartmann von Aue, a late twelfth-century Swabian courtly poet most famous for his rendering of Chrétien de Troyes’s romances of Erec and Yvain into Middle High German (Erec and Iwein). He also composed the religious narrative of Gregorius and the fascinating verse novella Der arme Heinrich, along with a number of love poems.32 Hartmann is today considered as one of the masters of Hohenstaufen courtly literature, and his contemporaries such as Gottfried von Strassburg praised him highly as one of the best of his predecessors.33

Throughout his entire œuvre, Hartmann incorporates introspection, with his protagonists facing serious problems in their lives, struggling hard to overcome their personal conflicts and challenges, either in religious or in knightly terms. But in his earliest work, the Klagebüchlein,34 maybe more than most of his contemporaries, the poet was the first to explore his own inner self in narrative terms, having body and heart debating with each other about the meaning and purpose of love, which constitutes such high demands on the individual.

Previous scholars have suggested that Hartmann might have followed the model of dialogues contained in Andreas Capellanus’s De amore, a most famous but also very dialectical love treatise,35 which would indicate that the poet transferred the dominant scholastic analytic approach to the realm of courtly culture.36 Oddly, this very early work from Hartmann’s pen has survived only in one very late manuscript, the Ambraser Liederbuch, copied down by the Bozen toll keeper Hans Ried between 1504 and 1516 on behalf of Emperor Maximilian I.37 Even more curious, the table of contents lists the text as no. 6, but in the actual manuscript, it is included as item no. 4.38 I suspect that Hartmann’s short work did not appeal to his contemporaries, although it must have survived in some manuscript copies which Ried later was able to use for his project. Maybe, as we could speculate, the sophisticated self-probing by the poet was just too esoteric for his audiences.

Much effort has already been made to examine Hartmann’s dialogue poem, both in terms of its manuscript version and the linguistic features of the sixteenth-century copy.39 However, scholars have been rather hesitant to engage with the poem’s purpose and meaning.40 Only recently, Ineke Hess suggested examining Hartmann’s strategy of self-reflection as documented in his Klagebüchlein and also in his other works.41 By contrast, my intention is to pair it up with the same interiorizing strategy pursued by Petrus Alfonsi, that is, as an early effort to recognize the mixed personalities in the self and to come to terms with the internal and external demands on the individual.

As far as I can tell, this is the very first attempt to read both texts through the lens of the Renaissance of the Twelfth Century, that is, as literary attempts to explore the own inner self. Of course, there are strong classical, especially learned traditions prior to Hartmann predicated on the concept of the dialogue as a medium of self-exploration in the philosophical sense of the word,42 but the Klagebüchlein proves to be rather unique, apart from Alfonsi’s Dialogus, in its strategy to develop an inner concept of the poetic “I” consisting of various voices.

Intriguingly, the narrator at first relates of a young man who has fallen in love, which tortures him badly because his lady does not respond to his wooing. This man is then identified as the poet himself who addresses the woe within himself in moving terms, having his body talk to his heart, which is here identified as the locus of the senses.43 Since the body feels badly tortured by the heart, it would like to take it to court, though it knows that both are part of the same entity and cannot separate. Because of the love pangs which originate in the heart, the body suffers badly and complains bitterly about it. Among friends, this bitterness would not be found, whereas the heart deserves to be brought to trial over its evil action: “Ichn müeze in dînem gewalte leben, / daz ich dem niht entwenken mac” (50–51; I must live under your control which I cannot avoid; from here I am switching, for convenience’s sake, to the English translation by Tobin).

Subsequently, body and heart engage in lengthy, at times acrimonious exchanges and thereby illuminate for each other what their respective purpose is and what the experience of love means. The body complaints that the heart has made it fall in love with a woman: “Your reasoning bids me serve her for the sake of love. You told me much of her goodness, as one does who wants to deceive another, saying how well things would turn out for me if she were to grant me her favor” (p. 3, trans. by Tobin, Vivian, and Lawson). Of course, in clear contrast to Alfonsi, Hartmann has a third person indirectly participating in the debate: the lady the heart has fallen in love with but who refuses to accept its bidding, which results in bitter pain.

At first, body and heart are in conflict with each other, but soon the former asks the latter for advice on how to act in such a situation (4), especially because the lady is not listening to him and disregards all of his services: “Alas, that she does not tell me what she would have me do. If she would only test my constancy!” (5). The deliberations then turn to the lady and her reasons for not responding to the man’s request because she has good reasons to worry that she might be deceived or abused, as it has happened to many other women (5).

As esoteric and refined as the comments sound, the naked truth behind them is the sexual desire, hence the woman’s fear of giving up her virginity to the man and then of being abandoned again in turn (5). Nevertheless, as in much other courtly literature, the narrator hides the physical intentions and talks instead about the erotic relationship, which is constantly described as conflictual and filled with tensions, whether we think of Mauritius von Craûn (ca. 1220; also in the Ambraser Heldenbuch) or Konrad von Würzburg’s Partonopier und Meliur (ca. 1290). However, in most of the various cases of romance literature, the fictional projection creates a narrator who tells us the story of knights, ladies, and their love affairs. Those would hence not qualify as reflections of an emergent sense of selfhood.

Again, by contrast, Hartmann von Aue created a kind of meta-narrative propaedeutic of courtly love which he discovers in himself and wants to understand by means of the critical exchange between body and heart. The body is suffering and helpless in the matters of love, so it appeals to the heart for help: “If only your power would release me so that I, too, might be able to recognize a good woman as other men can” (4). At the same time, the body complains that its pain results from the heart’s working (5), so we are facing an intriguing internal struggle highlighting the interiority of the poet’s own self.

Of course, there is a deep sense of frustration and unhappiness, which the body badly complains about (6–7). The love pangs make him stay away from people, so he retires to his own self where the pain rests (7). This move, however, is the very personal reflection that matters so centrally for the new worldview determining the High Middle Ages, or the Renaissance of the Twelfth Century. The self is probing its own inner struggles and gives vent to the psychological conflicts that the courtly ideals and values impose on the individual, as much as Hartmann projects here a fictional narrative. As the narrative voice indicates, the poet finds himself in a profound dilemma and needs assistance figuring out the path toward himself and then also toward his beloved. The body’s charge against the heart speaks for itself:


For what purpose have you so contrived to want to keep me here alive in order to torture me? If I could now discover why I first earned your ill will, I would be more than happy to beg you for God’s sake to stop and not destroy us both. For it will cause you harm when the end comes for me. Who shall settle the conflict between the two of us? (7)



Both body and heart begin to realize that they rely on each other and have to figure out ways to reach a compromise, but the strife remains acrimonious for a long time. But love calls upon both, and the self needs to find a way to come to terms with the erotic tension it experiences since its first encounter with a woman it fell in love with: “One has to risk body and soul for the sake of women if one wishes to be rewarded by them” (10). The goal of this entire debate is, of course, to win the lady’s love, as the heart insists: “I shall never allow you to turn away from this striving. And therefore, take heed, body; here is what you must do.” (11).

We could identify Hartmann’s Klagebüchlein as a pre-modern, almost post-modern psychogram, with the individual making a strong effort to come to terms with its own emotions, desires, and concerns and to aim for higher goals, that is, “virtue and intelligence” (12). Once those ideals have been realized, then “love will be pure” (12). But to reach that point, we are told that the individual first would have to “endure misery” (13), a concept that was to have a large impact on most of high medieval courtly love poetry, especially Middle High German minnesang, but then also courtly romances, as Gottfried von Strassburg emphasized so explicitly in the prologue to his Tristan.44

But the fight between body and heart is not over so easily; instead, the arguments continue to fly back and forth, such as: “Body, I assign to you the blame for this because without you I cannot accomplish any intentions I’ve ever had” (14). In its defense, the body reminds the heart of their old friendship and the need for mutual agreement for survival, but the exchange remains rather acrimonious for still quite some time. Nevertheless, we clearly observe the extent to which both sides establish their own identity and work at strengthening their arguments, which ultimately proves to be the poet’s own position, though fractured through the narrative account: “My will shall not shirk whatever service is required. Whatever I can and should do, I shall accomplish, and it will do me good” (15).

Ultimately, there is a steady approximation in the debate (16), and both body and heart begin to realize how much they depend on each other and hence need to collaborate in order to achieve their mutually shared goals, as when the heart says: “Body, I like how you are talking now” (16). This goes so far that the body affirms: “Now I shall willingly do whatever you wish” (17), and both then slowly accept that they have to help each other in this new situation of love because it is that feeling which bothers both deeply. As the heart then instructs the body:


Earlier I heard you forswear magic. This is a vow you must break. If you ever want to achieve success or partake of any sweetness, then learn the craft of magic. It is definitely something valuable. (19)



Subsequently, both sides discuss how they can proceed in this case and how to appeal to the woman, the source of both of their suffering. Indeed, the psychological focus then turns to the impact that the woman had on them, which constitutes a kind of psychological self-analysis by the poet: “Ever since her power overwhelmed me, I have constantly had but one thought: if things were to turn out so well for me that she accepted my favors, I would want to live so completely at her bidding that, aside from God, I would prefer nothing else to this” (21).

Body and heart, hence the full entity of the speaking voice, begin to collaborate because they accept each other in light of the shared goal, the woman’s love: “Not until now have I heard that we are joining together well and that we are equally serious” (22). This then convinces the heart to give instructions to the body, which amount to basic teachings in how to achieve love, be it steadfastness, persistence, appropriateness, or appealing to the woman’s heart by fulfilling all of her wishes (23–24). Upon that basis, the body can finally approach the lady and woo her in a most sophisticated fashion and with the best eloquence (24–26).

That means we face here a remarkable narrative strategy by Hartmann to come to terms with his own internal conflicts regarding love, with the tensions between the physical and the spiritual dimension, and with the formation of the inner self. As Susan L. Clark observed, “the interior world of the protagonist’s mind is not only influenced by external circumstances but also often reflects those circumstances. An external conflict engenders internal strife.”45 Only on that basis does the poetic “I” succeed in turning fully toward the beloved lady and ask her for her love and hence for the relief of his pain. This finds its best expression in the heart’s charge for the body to go forth and try its best luck in this erotic endeavor: “Now, tarry no longer. I commend our honor to you. Our chance of success is in our hands. Body, you shall go to her now and plead our case” (24). While both heart and body had fought against each other for a long time, finding themselves in almost insurmountable conflicts over the experience with love, at the end of the exchange they have joined in their efforts and acknowledged the essential need to collaborate because they are part and parcel of the self, the poetic identity.

By looking into his own inner world, the poet reveals a high degree of self-awareness and his realization of how much love as an external force requires the body and the heart to recognize each other as intimate and critical parts of one and the same entity, the person in love. Hartmann thus provides, as one of the first Middle High German poets, an in-depth analysis of the psychological processes that are in operation within oneself once love has struck that person.

Conclusion

Reading these two works in tandem, the Latin Dialogus contra Iudaeos by Petrus Alfonsi and the Middle High German Klagebüchlein by Hartmann von Aue, facilitates a new perception of the rise of the poetic self during the twelfth century. While the Dialogus focuses on the question of how to decide on one’s own religious orientation, the Klagebüchlein mirrors the internal struggle to come to terms with erotic feelings that body and heart perceive at first through different lenses, but at the end embrace them together in a joint effort to achieve happiness in love. We could thus claim that here we face two major writers from the High Middle Ages who successfully explored their own self, analyzed meta-narratively the internal tensions and conflicts, and thereby developed an innovative sense of their own identity.

As we have observed, both authors acknowledged for the first time through their works the great need to recognize their own personality, which is based on the physical and the spiritual dimension. Whereas Alfonsi experimented with the issue of religion, Hartmann focused on the issue of love, but in both cases, their focus turned toward their own self wherein profound tensions exist which first need to be worked out before the poetic “I” can reach a sense of true identity and self-awareness. Only once this process of self-reflection has been completed do the writers realize how they can move forward in the external existence, Alfonsi as a strongly convinced Christian, having shed his previous Jewish existence and faith, Hartmann as a consolidated lover who has body and heart collaborating to appeal to the lady. Both works thus demonstrate a significantly new level of self-awareness and a strong sense of the internal conflicts that commonly determine an individual.

By way of turning their full attention to the inner being, Alfonsi and Hartmann each on his own, set the tone for the emergence and development of the Twelfth-Century Renaissance, supported at the same time by many other efforts undertaken by philosophers such as Peter Abelard, his beloved and later wife Heloise, and many theologians involved in the Fourth Lateran Council in 1215 reaching out to the Christian soul as a unique entity, fully responsible for its own actions and intentions, and hence easily guilty of sins that had to be confessed. Many medievalists have already identified the stirring of the individual in the late Middle Ages, such as in architecture (see the Parler family), in the arts, in economic dealings, in literature, and in politics.46 Peter Dinzelbacher insisted that this phenomenon had already emerged in the twelfth century,47 and we can only support his conclusions by pointing out, one more time, the significant contributions by Petrus Alfonsi and Hartmann von Aue to the emerging new discourse predicated on the inner self, as conflictual as that might have been. Barbara Newman’s recent claims that the medieval self was much more porous and permeable than the modern self might be acceptable in light of the strong religious orientation during the Middle Ages,48 but it does not alter the observations we can make when analyzing Alfonsi’s and Hartmann’s works.

There were many more similarities between the medieval and the modern mindset than Newman and others seem willing to accept. Not surprisingly, in her study, neither one of these two major writers appears as valid sources. But if we want to understand the fundamental transformations as they occurred during the long twelfth century, then we need to pay particular attention to the contributions of the Aragonese/Spaniard Alfonsi and the Swabian/German Hartmann, most likely independent from each other. There is no indication whatsoever that the latter was familiar with the Aragonese treatise, but this fact only underscores that the discovery of the interior self began almost simultaneously in various parts of medieval Europe.
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Giles of Rome, Moses Maimonides, and the Errores philosophorum1

ALEXANDER FIDORA

Abstract

This article presents and discusses several references to Moses Maimonides’s Guide of the Perplexed in the authentic works of the Augustinian Hermit Giles of Rome (ca. 1250–1316). These references, which have gone unnoticed until now, show that Giles of Rome deserves a place in the history of the reception of Maimonides in the Latin West, being chiefly interested, as he was, in the Guide’s discussion of God’s attributes and knowledge of particulars. Analyzing the relevant texts from Giles’s principium and his Ordinatio books I and II, significant similarities appear with the Errores philosophorum, a work whose attribution to Giles has been contested. While these parallelisms may not be sufficient to prove Giles’s authorship, they contribute important pieces of evidence to the scholarly dossier on the Errores.

Introduction

Since the pioneering studies of Manuel Joël, Joseph Perles, and Jacob Guttmann, published more than 150 years ago, scholarship has succeeded in drawing a very detailed and rich picture of the impact of Moses Maimonides on Christian philosophers and theologians.2 Studies on specific scholastic authors, such as Albert the Great or Meister Eckhart, and on their readings of Maimonides’s Guide of the Perplexed, along with more comprehensive investigations of the reception of that text have allowed us to map Maimonides’s pervasive influence during the Latin Middle Ages.3 To these scholarly efforts one must add the publication of the first volume of the ongoing critical edition of the Dux neutrorum: that is, the Latin translation of the Guide.4

While the Augustinian Hermit Giles of Rome (ca. 1250–1316) is occasionally mentioned in these studies, his exact position in the history of the Latin reception of Maimonides is rather unclear. In general, Giles is referred to as the author of the Errores philosophorum, a very influential text from ca. 1270 that gathers together purported doctrinal errors by non-Christian authors including Aristotle, Averroes, and Maimonides, among others.5 However, as the attribution of this work to Giles is itself a matter of debate, some scholars have preferred to speak of the influence of Maimonides on Pseudo-Giles.6 In this article I wish to shed new light on Giles of Rome and his reception of Maimonides, not only with regard to works that are unanimously attributed to him, but also concerning the Errores philosophorum. More specifically, I will present several references by Giles to Maimonides that, for the most part, have escaped scholarly attention, showing that some of these references are in fact very close to the items listed in the Errores philosophorum in terms of both their form and their content.

Giles’s Principium: Theology vs. Philosophy

The first quotation from Maimonides in a work unanimously attributed to Giles of Rome occurs in one of the latter’s principia, that is, speeches that students of theology at the university in Paris were expected to give at different occasions during their career, first as baccalarii biblici when they started to lecture on a specific book of the Bible, then as baccalarii sententiarii as they took up their lectures on Peter Lombard’s Sentences, and finally when they incepted as masters.7 Concetta Luna has identified three such principia by Giles of Rome, namely Sermons 69–70 (which form a unit), 71, and 73.8 While the last of these clearly goes back to Giles’s lectures on the Sentences,9 the relation between the other two is not clear. Both offer commendations of Sacred Scripture, as was customary for this genre.10 More specifically, they both laud the Bible and theology in comparison to philosophy, claiming to show that, from an epistemological point of view, biblical and theological wisdom exceed philosophical knowledge. Hence, they belong to what has been called the comparative type of principia.11

The Maimonides quotation that I shall discuss appears in Sermon 71, as part of the comparative argument by which the author tries to prove the superiority of the Bible and of its study, that is, of theology, vis-à-vis the secular sciences, i.e., philosophy. Among the prerogatives of the Bible and of theology that refer to their subject matter, Giles counts their “sensuum multiplicitas,” “veritatis sinceritas,” and “intelligentiae profunditas.” Expanding on the latter—that is to say the “depth of insight” that Holy Scripture provides—he explains that while Sacred Scripture conveys difficult notions in simple words, the secular sciences, on the contrary, use sophisticated terminology to expound rather trivial truths. This is where Maimonides comes into Giles’s argument:


Unde Rabi Moyses in libro quem fecit De expositione legis exponens illud verbum “poma aurea in lectis argenteis” (Prov. 25:11) ait quod scriptura sacra habet poma aurea, i.e. sapientiam et intelligentiam altam, sed lectum habet argenteum, quia verba in quibus requiescit illa sapientia non videntur esse tantae profunditatis et tantae excellentiae quanta est sapientia illa. Aliae vero scientiae ergo habent poma argentea in lectis aureis quia ibi non invenit quis tantam excellentiam in sapientia quantam in verbis.12

[Whence Rabbi Moses in his book On the Exposition of the Law, when explaining the verse “apples of gold in settings of silver” (Prov. 25:11), said that Sacred Scripture has apples of gold, that is, a lofty degree of wisdom and insight, but it has a silver bed, because the words in which that wisdom rests do not seem to be of so great a depth and of so great excellence as that wisdom is. Other sciences, in turn, have silver apples in golden settings, because there no one finds as much excellence in wisdom as in words only.]



Giles’s quotation refers to a famous passage from the Guide’s prologue, wherein Maimonides offers a sketch of his exegetical method concerning biblical parables, based on the interpretation of Proverbs 25:11. In Shlomo Pines’s translation of the Guide, the text in question reads as follows:


The Sage has said: “A word fitly spoken is like apples of gold in settings [maskiyyoth] of silver” (Prov. 25:11). Hear now an elucidation of the thought that he has set forth. The term maskiyyoth denotes filigree traceries; I mean to say traceries in which there are apertures with very small eyelets, like the handiwork of silversmiths. They are so called because a glance penetrates through them; for in the [Aramaic] translation of the Bible the Hebrew term va-yashqeph—meaning, he glanced—is translated va-istekhe. The Sage accordingly said that a saying uttered with a view to two meanings is like an apple of gold overlaid with silver filigree-work having very small holes. Now see how marvellously this dictum describes a well-constructed parable. For he says that in a saying that has two meanings—he means an external and an internal one—the external meaning ought to be as beautiful as silver, while its internal meaning ought to be more beautiful than the external one.13



Ulisse Cecini has shown that the passage was used by some Latin scholars in the late thirteenth century, namely in Ramon Martí’s Pugio fidei (ca. 1280), and in the fourteenth century, in Nicholas of Lyra’s Postilla litteralis and Ponç Carbonell’s Commentary on Proverbs.14 While Giles was not the only Latin author to quote this passage, he was probably the first to do so,15 as well as the only one who referred to it in a principium.16 When compared to the above-mentioned authors, Giles’s interpretation of the passage turns out to be rather unique, for while the former remain within the exegetical domain of the Guide, in Giles’s reading the text bears epistemological connotations, pointing to how the Bible presents its wisdom (the apples of gold) in plain words (the settings of silver), whereas philosophy offers less profound knowledge using complicated expressions.

Both from a chronological and doctrinal point of view, it seems plausible to me to assume that Giles took Maimonides’s explanation of Proverbs 25:11 directly from the Guide: either from the Dux neutrorum, that is, the complete translation of the Guide into Latin (ca. 1244), or from the slightly earlier partial translation in the Liber de parabola, which includes a prominent—although strictly exegetical—discussion of the quotation in its introduction (see table 1).

These texts do not allow us to determine which translation Giles was drawing on for his principium, nor does the title under which Giles quotes the Guide—to wit, Liber de expositione legis—reveal which of them was his source, as it is significantly different from any of the titles under which the early Maimonides translations circulated. Interestingly, however, this title is characteristic of the way in which the author of the Errores philosophorum refers to Maimonides’s Guide, that is, as Liber de expositione legis. Josef Koch, the editor of the Errores, claimed that this title was “otherwise unknown.”17 Indeed, apart from Giles’s principium and the Errores, I could identify only one further text that refers to the Guide as Liber de expositione legis (or legum), namely the Commentary on the Canticles by John of Sulmona, another Augustinian Hermit active during the first half of the fourteenth century.18 A closer look at the title as it appears in Giles’s principium and in the Errores philosophorum even reveals a coincidence in the rhetorical construction of the quotation, in the form of the use of the figura etymologica: “Liber de expositione legis exponens.”19

Table 1.



	Dux neutrorum, prol.

	Liber de parabola




	Dixit sapiens Salomon: “Mala aurea cum sculpturis vel picturis argenteis [ms. A in marg.: mala aurea in lectis argenteis] verbum prolatum in ratione sua.” Appone cor tuum ad audiendum expositionem huius rationis, quam dixit. Picture seu sculpture sunt celature reticulate, scilicet in quibus sunt loca cavata celaturis subtilibus sicut opus aurificum. Et ipse dicit, quod sicut est similitudo malorum aureorum cum picturis argenteis, quorum celature sunt nimis subtiles, ita est verbum, quod dicitur duobus modis. Et scias et intelligas, quam suavis sit ista similitudo. Nam ipse dicit, quod omnis parabola duas habet facies, scilicet modum apertum et modum occultum.1

	Et tunc, quando apparet quod sic innuitur ex parabola, manifestabitur nobis intellectus huius parabole. Quoniam dixit Salomon .XXVº. Proverbiorum post principium, in illo versu: “mala aurea in lectis argenteis, qui loquitur verbum in tempore suo,” et due alie translaciones meliores et manifestiores super eodem, quatum una est: “poma aurea in circulis argenteis, vir qui profert verbum inconvenienti suo” et alia est: “poma aurea in sculturis argenteis, vir qui profert verbum inconvenienti suo,” verior autem est illa translacio que dicit “poma aurea in circulis argenteis” et plus sonat ebraice veritati et secundum proprietatem ebraicam.2





1. Moses Maimonides, Dux neutrorum vel dubiorum, ed. Di Segni, 13.

2. The text is quoted from Óscar de la Cruz’s working edition of the Liber de parabola, based on the codex unicus ms. Paris, Bibliothèque de la Sorbonne, ms. lat. 601, here fol. 1rb. I thank him for having shared his preliminary edition with me.

Already Giles’s principium offers clear evidence that the Augustinian Hermit was familiar with Moses Maimonides and his Guide, for Giles explicitly used Maimonides’s exegetical remarks for his epistemological inquiry into the relation between philosophy and theology, putting forward a very peculiar interpretation thereof that expands on its original meaning. At the same time, the way in which Giles quotes the Guide in his principium, namely as Liber de expositione legis, suggests a high degree of affinity between Giles and the author of the Errores philosophorum.

Giles’s Ordinatio: Divine Attributes, Providence, and Exegesis

Giles of Rome lectured on Peter Lombard’s Sentences at the University of Paris most probably during the academic years 1269–1271. His lectures have been preserved both in fragmentary reportationes, which closely reflect the original text, and in Giles’s reworked version, that is, his Ordinatio of book I (composed in 1271–1273) and book II (completed after 1309), Ordinatio III having been shown to be spurious.20

Several passages in the Ordinatio contain references to Moses Maimonides and his Guide. These passages, which have gone completely unnoticed until now, are unfortunately not covered by the fragments transmitted in the reportationes.21 Yet they are very significant and certainly deserve attention. The references contained in Ordinatio book I refer to (a) the status of divine attributes and (b) God’s providence and knowledge of particulars. Those of Ordinatio book II (and the spurious book III) refer to (c) exegetical questions.22

a) The Status of Divine Attributes

In Ordinatio I, d. II, q. 1, pars 2, princ. 1, q. 3, a. 2, Giles of Rome asks whether the attributes that we predicate of God, such as wisdom, beauty, etc., have a foundation in the thing: that is, in God.23 His answer to this classical question draws upon a distinction between the twofold meaning of the names one attributes to God; thus, wisdom can signify either a perfection as such or a perfection as present in a compound: that is, a perfection insofar as a created being participates in it.24 Subsequently, Giles turns his attention to those philosophers who have focused on the second of these two meanings and who, for that very reason, have denied the possibility of predicating the divine attributes of God in a proper sense:


Avicenna et Rabi Moyses magis attendentes secundum significatum nominis dixerunt tales perfectiones deo non competere proprie: nam deus est ipsum esse. Quod autem dicitur deus est sapiens, et pulcher, hoc est vel per remotionem, quia in eo non est turpitudo et ignorantia, vel quia ad modum talium se habet.25

[Avicenna and Rabbi Moses, who paid more attention to the second meaning of the name, said that such perfections do not belong properly to God; for God is being itself. But when we say that God is wise and beautiful, this is said either by way of negation, since there is no ugliness or ignorance in him, or because his actions conform to these names.]



Maimonides, along with Avicenna, is introduced here as a proponent of negative theology, according to which there is no affirmative way of speaking of God. Rather, any names attributed to him are either the result of removing—i.e., denying—certain qualities with regard to him, or they derive from God’s actions, that is, from what he causes. Against this negative approach, Giles puts forward the authority of Augustine, Pseudo-Dionysius, and others who, he claims, maintained a different view, since they considered the first and principal meaning of the divine names—the perfections as such—claiming that these really exist in God (“considerantes principale significatum nominum dixerunt tales perfectiones verissime in Deo esse”).26 In conclusion, Giles holds that regarding the object of our knowledge, that is to say God’s wisdom, his essence is indeed the immediate foundation for his wisdom; yet, with regard to our way of understanding this wisdom, the divine essence is not its immediate foundation, since God’s wisdom is different from how we conceive it.27

The same point is made by Giles at Ordinatio I, d. XXIV, princ. 1, q. 4,28 although this time his rejection of Maimonides and Avicenna’s position is more nuanced:


Cum dicimus deum esse sapientem, si volumus hanc rectificare, debemus addere, quod non est sapiens eo modo ut alia sapientia sunt, propter quod aliqui philosophi, ut Rabi Moyses et Avicenna, dixerunt talia de deo dici propter removendas imperfectiones; unde cum dicimus deum esse sapientem, ipsum a non sapiente distinguimus. […] Secundum viam istorum in deo non sunt plures perfectiones, sed plures unitates, quia sapientia, bonitas et huiusmodi secundum hos in deo nihil ponunt, sed solum aliquid removent. Quod licet non sit omnino verum, quia huiusmodi perfectiones veriori modo sunt in deo quam in creatura, tamen quantum ad hoc verum est, quia ista est magis propria: “Deus non est insipiens,” quam ista: “Deus est sapiens,” etsi non ratione rei significatae, ratione tamen modi significandi.29

[When we say that God is wise, and want to do so correctly, we ought to add that he is not wise in the same way as there are other wise things; therefore, some philosophers, such as Rabbi Moses and Avicenna, have said that such things are said of God in order to remove imperfections. Whence, when we say that God is wise, we distinguish him from the non-wise. […] According to the way of these men there are not many perfections in God, but many unities, because wisdom, goodness and the like do not posit anything in God, rather they remove something. Although this is not entirely true, because such perfections exist in God in a truer way than in creation, yet in a certain respect it is true, because the latter is more proper: “God is not unwise,” than that: “God is wise,” although this is not said by reason of the thing signified, but rather by reason of the mode of signification.]



Once more, Maimonides and Avicenna are quoted as the representatives of a negative theology that understands any names given to God as negations of imperfections rather than as affirmations of real qualities. And again this position is qualified as not being true—at least not entirely—for even though it contains some insights that are worthy of consideration, it offers only a partial analysis of the question, as it does not recognize that the divine names as such have a foundation in God.

Both quotations, from Distinctions II and XXIV, clearly go back to Maimonides’s famous chapters dedicated to the names of God in book I of his Guide, and in particular to chapters 55 (54) to 61 (60).30 In chapter 60 (59), for instance, one finds the notion of “remotio” (negation), which is key to Giles’s presentation of negative theology:


Remotio namque cuiuslibet rei a Creatore, que non est in ipso, cum tibi probata fuerit, faciet te appropinquare ipsi per unum gradum sine dubio. […] Verum in narratione ipsius per affirmationes est periculum magnum, quia iam probatum est, quod quicquid credimus esse perfectionem, licet illa sit in eo secundum sensum credentium in agnominationibus, non est de genere perfectionis, quam nos opinamur, sed dicitur equivoce solummodo, sicut exposuimus, nec convenit Creatori. Et idcirco de necessitate procedes ad rationem abnegationis.31

[The removal of anything from the creator, which—as will be proven to you—is not in him, makes you undoubtedly come nearer to him by one degree. […] But there is a great danger in trying to describe him affirmatively, because it has already been proven that whatever we believe to be a perfection, even if it exists in God according to the opinion of those who believe in his names, is not of the kind of perfection which we think of. Rather, it is predicated only equivocally, as we have explained, and does not belong to the creator. Hence you will necessarily proceed according to the idea of negation.]



To this, chapter 61 adds that the names of God that are attributed to him in the Bible are derived from his actions: “Omnia nomina Creatoris, quae inveniuntur in libris, sunt sumpta de operibus.”32 Giles was clearly drawing on these chapters of the Guide much more than on Avicenna, whom he also mentions.33

Of course, Giles was not the only Latin scholar to address Maimonides’s negative theology. Starting with Albert the Great’s early readings of Maimonides, the latter’s doctrine of the divine attributes was in fact much debated among Latin philosophers and theologians of the thirteenth century.34 It will therefore not come as a surprise that the Errores philosophorum contain an item that focuses on the teachings that are under examination by Giles: that is, Error Rabbi Moysis 3:


Ulterius erravit circa tales perfectiones, non credens eas in Deo vere existere. Propter quod Io libro De Expositione Legis cap. LVIIo ait quod Deus non est in essentia, et vivit non in vita, et est potens non in potentia, sed omnia talia dicta sunt de Deo per remotionem, ut innuit eodem libro et capitulo; vel dicta sunt de eo per causalitatem, ut dicatur Deus vivus, non quia sit in eo, sed quia viva causat, ut patet Io libro De Expositione Legis, cap. LXIo.35

[Again he erred in regard to these perfections, because he did not believe that they existed truly in God. On this account in book I On the Exposition of the Law, chapter LVII, he says that God exists but not in essence, and He lives but not through life, and He is powerful not in power, but that all such things are said of God by way of remotion, as he suggests in the same book and chapter; or that these perfections are said of God by way of causality, so that God is said to be living, not because there is life in Him, but because He is the cause of living things, as is clear from book I On the Exposition of the Law, chapter LXI.]



This parallelism gains in significance, as the author of the Errores includes Avicenna among the proponents of negative theology—as does Giles—namely in Error Avicennae 14:


Ulterius erravit circa divina attributa volens quod scientia Dei et aliae perfectiones eius non dicunt in ipso aliquid positive, sed solum dicta sunt per remotionem.36

[Again he erred on the subject of the divine attributes, holding that knowledge and other perfections in God do not denote anything positive in Him, but are applied to Him only by remotion.]



Taken together, this suggests again a certain proximity between Giles and the author of the Errores philosophorum, even though such coincidences can also go back to common sources, such as Thomas Aquinas, whose lectures Giles attended at the time.37

b) God’s Providence and Knowledge of Particulars

The second set of Maimonides quotations in book I of the Ordinatio occurs in the context of the analysis of divine knowledge. In Ordinatio I, d. XXXVI, princ. 1, q. 1, Giles addresses this question, asking whether God knows particulars.38 His response to the question begins by identifying three erroneous positions that have been held with regard to God’s knowledge of particulars: first, that of Averroes who categorically denied such a knowledge;39 second, those who admitted God’s knowledge of particulars, although not as such, but in a universal way, that is, Avicenna and al-Ghazali;40 and third, those who defended divine knowledge of particulars as such but as a consequence felt obliged to maintain the equivocity of divine and human knowledge. According to Giles, Maimonides represents the last of these categories:


Tertium defecerunt aliqui, non ex eo quod negarent deum particularia cognoscere, vel quia dicerent ipsum particularia secundum quod particularia ignorare, sed quia non sufficientem evasionem invenerunt ad evadendum inconvenientia quae videntur sequi ex eo quod dicimus deum particularia perfecte et secundum quod particularia cognoscere. Dicunt enim quod aequivoce dicitur scientia de scientia dei et scientia nostra, et ratione huius aequivocationis omnia inconvenientia volebant effugere. Et hoc videtur sensisse Rabi Moyses.41

[Third, some went wrong not because they denied that God knows particulars or because they said that he does not know the particulars insofar as they are particulars, but rather because they found no adequate solution to avoid the inconsistencies which seem to follow from the fact that we say that God knows particulars perfectly and insofar as they are particulars. For they say that knowledge is predicated equivocally regarding the knowledge of God and our knowledge, and by means of this equivocity they wanted to escape all the inconsistencies. And this seems to have been the opinion of Rabbi Moses.]



The passage makes reference to Maimonides’s famous analysis of divine providence in book III of the Guide. In chapter 20 (21), Maimonides states that all objections put forward by ancient philosophers against divine providence originate in the fact that the latter did not distinguish appropriately between divine and human knowledge. As he says in the Guide:


Ego vero dico quod causa quae fecit eos in talibus vagari est quia posuerunt comparationem inter scientiam nostram et scientiam creatoris, et quaelibet illarum sectarum necesse habet opinari quod illa quae sunt impossibilia in scientia nostra sunt necessaria in eius scientia, vel multum laborant in alia ratione.42

[I say that the reason that made them go astray in such matters is that they have established a relation between our knowledge and that of the creator, and each of these schools is bound to believe that what is impossible for our knowledge is necessary with regard to the creator’s knowledge; and they work hard to find a way out of this.]



Subsequently, at Ordinatio I, d. XXXIX, princ. 2, q. 3, Giles inquires further into Maimonides’s notion of divine knowledge, asking whether everything that exists is subject to providence.43 Again, he distinguishes among three positions: one which denies that anything falls under divine providence, another one which claims that only universals can be (fore)known by God, and still another one which holds that God’s providence not only embraces universals but also extends to a specific kind of particulars, that is, humans:


Aliqui negaverunt omnia divinae providentiae subjici […] secundum quod ostendit Commentator 12. Meta. Aliqui vero dixerunt deum de universalibus curam habere, sed circa particularia se non extendere eius curam, quae positio Commentatori tribuitur, licet secundum eius verba directe haberi non possit. Aliqui vero, ut Rabi Moyses, et sui sequaces, dixerunt deum non solum de universalibus curam habere, sed etiam quod circa particularia hominum eius sollicitudo extenditur. Nam cum homo secundum intellectum sit quid incorporale […] dignum est ut eorum, secundum quod particularia sunt, deus curam habeat. Quorum omnes positiones falsae sunt.44

[Some have denied that anything is subject to divine providence, as the Commentator (Averroes) points out. Some, however, said that God does take care of universals, but that he does not extend his care to the particulars, a position which is attributed to the Commentator, although it cannot be directly found in his words. But some, such as Rabbi Moses and his followers, said that God takes care not only of universals, but that his concern also extends to the individuals of mankind. For since mankind is something incorporeal according to the intellect, it is appropriate that God should take care of humans insofar as they are particulars. All these positions are false.]



Here Maimonides is credited with a position that accounts for God’s knowledge of particulars, although restricting it to his knowledge of humans and their actions. Giles rejects this position along with the other two, as he maintains that everything—universals as well as singulars— falls under divine providence. The view that God’s knowledge includes, in addition to universals, only human individuals is indeed a genuinely Maimonidean doctrine, developed in book III of the Guide, particularly in chapter 17 (18). After reviewing and refuting four alternative positions, Maimonides provides the following account of divine providence:


Quod autem ego credo in hac principalitate, item in cura speciali, est illud quod narrabo tibi. […] Ego credo quod cura specialis est in hoc mundo inferiori, qui est sub sphera lunae, et est coniuncta in singularibus speciei hominum tantummodo. Species autem illa, scilicet hominum, ita se habet quod omnes diversitates singularium suorum et ea quae accidunt ipsis, sive bona sive mala, sequuntur debitum, sicut Scriptura dicit, “universae viae Domini iudicia” (Deut. 32:4). Alia vero animalia, quanto magis et plantae, opinio mea in illis est sicut opinio Aristotelis.45

[What I believe concerning this principle, that is, God’s specific care, is what I will tell you. […] I believe that there is a special concern in this lower world, which is under the sphere of the moon, and that it is attached to the individuals of the human species alone. But that species, namely humans, is so that all its distinct individuals, and those things which happen to them, whether good or bad, follow their due course, as the Scripture says, “all the ways of the Lord are judgment” (Deut. 32:4). But regarding other animals, much more so with plants, my opinion is as is the opinion of Aristotle.]



Also in the case of divine knowledge and providence, one finds parallel passages for the Maimonides quotations of Distinctions XXXVI and XXXIX in the Errores philosophorum. Thus Error Rabbi Moysis 9 reads as follows:


Ulterius erravit circa providentiam. Credidit enim Deum habere providentiam hominum quantum ad speciem et quantum ad singularia; aliorum autem dixit Deum tantum habere providentiam secundum speciem et non secundum singularia. Unde casus foliorum de arboribus et alia, quae contingunt circa singularia, voluit non subdi ordini divinae providentiae, sed aestimavit omnia talia contingere per accidens, ut patet ex IIIo libro De Expositione Legis, cap. XVIIo.46

[Again he erred with regard to the divine providence. For he believed that God had providence over men both with respect to the species and with respect to the individuals. But in the case of things other than man he said that God had providence with respect to the species but not with respect to the individuals. Thus he said that the falling of leaves from the trees and other things which happened to individuals of this kind were not subject to the order of divine providence. He thought, rather, that all such things happened by accident, as is clear from book III On the Exposition of the Law, chapter XVII.]



This alone would not be strong evidence for a connection between Giles’s Ordinatio and the Errores. However, it is telling that all the different views considered by Giles in his discussion of God’s knowledge of particulars—that is, the doctrines of Avicenna, Averroes, and al-Ghazali—do also appear in the Errores philosophorum.47

c) Exegetical Questions

As mentioned above, Ordinatio book II was not completed until 1309, and Ordinatio book III is not authentic. These circumstances must be taken into account when briefly considering the references in these two texts. In the case of Ordinatio book II, the time lapse may explain a shift in the thematic focus of the quotations from the Guide, a shift that goes hand in hand with a more positive appraisal of its author. Two of the three quotations in book II refer to exegetical questions. In Ordinatio II, pars prima, d. XIV, q. 1, a. 2, Giles embraces Maimonides’s reading of the opening lines of Genesis to the effect that in the beginning God created all four elements, although the account in Genesis does not mention them all explicitly.48 In Ordinatio II, pars secunda, d. XXII, q. 1, a. 2, Giles subscribes to Maimonides’s interpretation of Genesis 3:5 (“You shall be as Gods [Elohim]”), taking “Elohim” to denote God, angels, and judges.49 The third reference to Maimonides, at Ordinatio II, pars prima, d. II, q. 2, a. 4, is more philosophical in nature as it takes up the description of the universe as a living whole outlined in book II of the Guide.50 Less distinct is the one reference to Maimonides one comes across in Ordinatio III, d. XI, pars 1, q. 2, a. 2. According to this reference, Maimonides, who is now called Rabbi Moyses Iudeus,51 would have interpreted Isaiah 53:4 (“he took up our pain and bore our suffering”) as referring to the Son of God.52 While I have not been able to locate this text in Maimonides’s Guide, Ramon Martí’s Pugio fidei attributes such an interpretation of the verse in question to Rashi.53 One may therefore wonder whether Ramon Martí, rather than Maimonides, was the source for the anonymous author of Ordinatio book III.

The Maimonides quotations and references in books I and II of the Ordinatio clearly confirm Giles’s acquaintance with doctrines from the Guide. Particularly interesting are the discussions of Maimonidean doctrines in Giles’s early Ordinatio book I, which was completed between 1271 and 1273. As I have noted, these rather systematic discussions draw on texts and doctrines that had already been scrutinized by other Latin authors, such as Albert the Great and Thomas Aquinas, although Giles presents and criticizes them in a doctrinal context that shows substantial overlaps with that of the Errores philosophorum.

Conclusion

The foregoing survey and analysis of Maimonides quotations in Giles of Rome’s oeuvre should suffice to grant the Augustinian Hermit a place in the history of the reception of the Guide of the Perplexed in the Latin West. Already in his early works, but also in his more mature intellectual output, one finds very precise references to Maimonides and the Guide, which range from philosophical topics in the early works to exegetical concerns in the later ones. Therefore, regardless of the attribution of the Errores philosophorum, Giles of Rome is part of this reception.

Concerning the Errores philosophorum, this article can certainly not sweep away the arguments that have been put forward in the ongoing debate on Giles’s authorship of this work, nor does it pretend to do so.54 However, in the course of the present discussion, it has become conspicuous that Giles of Rome and the author of the Errores approach Maimonides and his Guide in very similar terms. Not only do both refer to the Guide under the extremely rare title Liber de expositione legis, but also their assessments of Maimonides’s philosophico-theological doctrines bear a striking resemblance to one another, namely regarding their specific problematization and rejection of certain Maimonidean positions along with those of Avicenna, Averroes, and al-Ghazali. In one way or another, these resemblances will have to be accounted for in future discussions of the authorship of the Errores philosophorum.
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Rethinking the Writing Space: The Social Horizons of a New Vernacular Poetry in Boccaccio’s De casibus 3.14

KATHRYN MCKINLEY

Poeta solitudines querit et incolit. [The poet seeks out and inhabits solitary places.]
—De casibus 3.14

con li miei libricciuoli, quante volte voglia me ne viene, senza alcuno impaccio posso liberamente ragionare. [without any impediment I can commune freely with my dear books whenever I feel like doing so.]
—Consolatoria a Pino de’ Rossi1

Abstract

In De casibus 3.14, Giovanni Boccaccio interrupts the chronological narrative of the rise and fall of famous figures to make a case for a new vernacular poetry, one not exclusively didactic or theocentric. Seeking to legitimize the repose necessary for such intellectual work, Boccaccio rewrites the venerable locus of the sylvan refuge with its accompanying ocium, “time for,” reflection and writing. He grounds his argument within Latin discourse and the authority of classical poets, in particular Horace. As in Genealogia deorum gentilium book XIV and again in response to his detractors, Boccaccio issues a call in De casibus 3.14 for a new heterodox space for poetry.

Introduction

In De casibus virorum illustrium 3.14, Giovanni Boccaccio takes up the problem of justifying not only the craft of poetry but the repose or time (ocium) necessary to produce it.2 However fictionalized, the chapter presents a fascinating glimpse into Boccaccio’s own struggles over the vocation of poetry and his desire to seek out the quiet needed to reflect and compose, despite the criticism of his detractors. To negotiate with such readers, Boccaccio draws on the classical motif of the green space needed for poetic labor. But Boccaccio not only treats the locus amoenus as such a setting; he emphasizes the free time (ocium) that is crucial for the poet. The repose he describes makes possible the deliberation upon and composition of vernacular works that broaden the parameters of literature considerably. In De casibus 3.14, Boccaccio legitimizes his call for the necessary ocium for poetic labor by situating his argument deeply within the classical tradition of the writer’s sylvan retreat, evoking such authors as Ovid and Horace. Yet this sylvan retreat or “green space” is a “social product … a construction”3 of the classical imaginary, with which Boccaccio negotiates the problem of the place of poetry in his own time.

Writerly Ocium

At the center of De casibus 3.14 is the concept of writerly ocium.4 Mostly commonly ocium refers to “leisure,” “vacant time,” or “inactivity.”5 One additional usage of the word otium in classical Latin is “time for” something, as opposed to a pause in activity. Indeed, in Ovid’s Tristia 2.224, the poet refers his poems as “otia nostra,” or according to Lewis and Short, in the sense of “the fruit of leisure.”6 There is also the use of otium related to a specific activity, such as “otium ad scribendum” (time for writing). This sense of ocium as “time for” is what we find in Boccaccio and Petrarch also, albeit in different instantiations as I will discuss below. Altogether, in the short chapter of De casibus 3.14, Boccaccio mentions ocium and its forms eight times. Horace also developed the theme in Odes 1.1, and while it does not present a one-to-one correspondence, the poem offers what can be seen as a fruitful intertextual dialogue with Boccaccio’s chapter. Boccaccio uses the Latin of the De casibus as a vehicle to mount a defense of poetry, even as he does in Genealogia deorum gentilium 14. Boccaccio’s conception of poetry is one that encompasses prose—the prose of the De casibus and the Genealogie, among other works: “Highlighting hermeneutics and interpretation instead of formal features, Boccaccio produces a definition of poetry that includes not only the vernacular but even vernacular prose.”7 Boccaccio’s project in the prose of De casibus 3.14 is not just a call for a sylvan setting in which to write; he negotiates a locus amoenus to offer an impassioned appeal for the legitimation of a new kind of poetic labor. Chapter 3.14 has a two-part structure: the trope of the writerly sylvan ocium, or what we might see as the text; and then the defense of a poetry produced in writerly quiet, or the gloss on that text.

De casibus 3.14, an inter-chapter in the work, breaks the fourth wall of the march of time narrative to address the poet’s calling. To negotiate for a distinctly new use of writerly otium, Boccaccio presents an encomium on poetic labor. While such metapoetic narratives dot the De casibus (3.14, 6.1, 8.1, 8.9), Boccaccio’s most extensive defense of poetry is found in Genealogie 14. Perhaps he sought to present such defenses in Latin texts in order to enhance readers’ perceptions of their seriousness. If authorial apologies or defenses (however fictionalized) are commonplace in classical and medieval literature, Boccaccio’s seem to clamor for attention as they surface with even greater regularity. In 3.14 he speaks of critics faulting poets for desiring “mountainous caves, shady forests, clear fountains, murmuring streams, as well as the joyful and withdrawn silence of the country, which the ancients and I have called restful” (ocia; De casibus 3.14). Detractors allege that he and others merely posture in such wooded settings to achieve the outward appearance of poets; his adversaries employ sylvan imagery to discredit his status as author. In addressing their complaints, he defines poetry in a crystallized form of what we see in Genealogie book XIV. In the Genealogie, whose first redaction was written at approximately the same time as that of the De casibus (1355–1360), he spells out the unorthodox nature of the poetry he defends. Facing considerable criticism, Boccaccio brings up the problem of his detractors in many works: the Decameron, the De casibus, the Corbaccio, and the Genealogie.8 As Jason Houston has argued, in Il Corbaccio, Boccaccio targets Dominican preachers like Jacobus Passavanti (d. 1357) who from the Florentine pulpit attacked the immorality of writing about pagan poetry.9 Beyond the specific historical detractors that Boccaccio faced, there were a number of nearly insurmountable difficulties in the literary culture of the time: not just opposition to a vernacular literature rooted in the everyday world and legitimizing bodily play, but long-standing outright clerical hostility to secular poetry. The concern over the immorality of fable or fiction making surfaces in the writings of many late medieval authors, including William Langland and Geoffrey Chaucer.10 De casibus 3.14 addresses head-on the charge that poets deal in falsehoods. Boccaccio says that those who lack knowledge about poetry claim that poets are liars (poetas mendaces … esse; 3.14.11), a topic he engages at greater length in Genealogie 14. But not only poets faced condemnation; even the space of poetic composition came under fire. Boccaccio probes both the problem of poetry as labor and the problematic space of composition in his study of the occupations in 3.14.

Horace on Otium and the Vocations

Horace offers several analogues for Boccaccio’s comparison of various vocations in De casibus 3.14: Ode 1.1 and Satires 1.111 and 1.4. These are thematic and sometimes structural intertextual analogues rather than cases of direct verbal influence. Yet as Boccaccio read Horace, among other classical auctores, deeply, a consideration of these works is productive. In Satire 1.4, Horace presents an authorial apology, or defense, of his satires in response to critics. Although the satire addresses metapoetic questions regarding the differences between satire and comedy and whether comedy is poetry, it functions as a justification of Horace’s writing, which we also see in De casibus 3.14.12 Notably, Horace grants that free time (quid … oti) allows him the chance to write: “ubi quid datur oti, / Illudo chartis. hoc est mediocribus illis ex vitiis unum: cui si concedere nolis, multa poetarum veniat manus, auxilio quaesit mihi (nam multo plures sumus), ac … cogemus in hanc concedere turbam (when I find a bit of leisure, I trifle with my papers [poems]. This is one of those lesser frailties I spoke of, and if you should make no allowance for it, then would a big band of poets come to my aid—for we are the big majority—and we will compel you to [join] our throng) (1.4.138–43; emphasis added).13 If 1.4 as authorial defense concerns other kinds of poetic subjects than those in De casibus 3.14, it ends with a reference to the throng of poets who will come to Horace’s aid and thus legitimize his status as poet. Here, although Horace is self-deprecating about his style and his use of prose (42), he places himself in the context of a band of esteemed poets much as Boccaccio does at the end of chapter 3.14.

Satire 1.1 presents evocative parallels to 3.14, too, through an extended array of occupations that men might choose. Here Horace details the experiences of person after person who thinks a different occupation will bring true satisfaction. The soldier envies the trader; the trader envies the soldier; the lawyer praises the farmer; the country-dweller envies the urbanite; however, when asked if they would actually trade lives, each declines, citing the need to provide for an adequately provisioned retirement (1.1.1–42). Then the narrator denounces seeking gratification in “plenior … copia iusto” (undue abundance; 57) and urges setting “finis quaerendi” (a limit … to the quest of wealth; 92), advocating for a life of moderation. Horace explains in Satire 1.4 that his father offered him the instruction in morality and ethics that has guarded him from a life of vain pursuits.14 Yet in 1.1 the conclusion of the discussion of each type of labor is that the man is caught in a foolish quest for wealth or worldly possessions and that this pursuit will be fruitless. Ode 1.1 presents a shorter list of occupations, but it approximates Boccaccio’s treatment of the subject more closely, as both Ode 1.1 and De casibus 3.14 present repeatedly a direct comparison of each type of labor to the poet’s work.

Horace’s Ode 1.1 is a poem that approaches Boccaccio’s focus on writerly otium more closely by contrasting other occupations to the quiet space and reflection needed for poetic labor, indeed defining poetry as a kind of labor. Horace presents two series of comparisons of other occupations to poetry, each time ending with the preferred solitude and tranquil green setting necessary to compose verse. He offers brief vignettes of other forms of work: politics, farming, sailing, merchant activity, and finally poetry.15 If Horace presents the impatient merchant who eventually forsakes respite (otium; 1.1.15) in the countryside to return to the acquisition of wealth, he valorizes twice in the poem the poet’s need for rural solitude:


est qui nec veteris pocula Massici
nec partem solido demere de die spernit,
nunc viridi membra sub arbuto
stratus nunc ad aquae lene caput sacrae.

[One man does not refuse cups of old Massic, and is prepared to take a slice out of the working day, stretched out at length beneath a leafy arbutus or at the gentle source of a sacred stream.]16 (1.1.19–22)



Next Horace repeats the same rhetorical pattern, beginning with the pleasures of other kinds of labor—war, hunting, and again poetry:


me doctarum hederae praemia frontium
dis miscent superis, me gelidum nemus
nympharumque leves cum Satyris chori
secernunt populo, si neque tibias
Euterpe cohibet nec Polyhymnia
Lesboum refugit tendere barbiton.

[As for me, the ivy crown, the reward of poetic brows, puts me in the company of the gods above; the cool grove and the light-footed bands of Nymphs and Satyrs set me apart from the crowd, provided Euterpe does not cease to pipe and Polyhymnia does not refuse to tune the Lesbian lyre.] (1.1.29–34)



But, he notes anticlimactically and somewhat whimsically, if they will add him to the lyric poets in the heavens, he will “soar aloft and strike the stars with his head” (1.1.36).

Boccaccio presents in De casibus 3.14 an organizational and thematic structure similar to that in Ode 1.1 His chapter proceeds in five sections: first a paragraph offering four sets of reflections on the occupations (1–3); then one on the poet’s need for quiet retreat; a meditation on Boccaccio’s own poetic aspirations; an exaltation of the art of poetry itself; and, finally, a brief return to the justification for poetic ocium. Like Horace, he offers multiple other occupations but always ends with the preferred repose of the poet; doubling Horace’s series of two successive comparisons, he presents four series of such comparisons: soldier, lawyer, farmer, poet. In each of the four comparisons, Boccaccio highlights a different aspect of the work’s pleasure, ending as does Horace with the highest reward of each kind of labor. See table 1.

Each author stresses the importance of a wooded retreat for poetic composition: for Horace, “me gelidum nemus / nypharumque leves cum Satyris chori / secernunt populo” (the cool grove and the light-footed bands of Nymphs and Satyrs set me apart from the crowd) (1.1.30–32). For Boccaccio, Homer and Virgil could never have composed their poems within the bustle of city life; he says: “Idcirco selecta illa loca et omni tumultu civico vancantia ocia vocavere. Hec ego commendavi sepius, michi hec ego cupio, si darentur” (therefore these places have been called places of repose [ocia] which were removed from all the noise of people. I have often praised such places, and I desire them very much, if they should be granted to me) (3.14.7–8).

Table 1.



	Horace, Ode 1.1

	Boccaccio, De casibus 3.14.1–3




	types of labor in order

athlete
politician
farmer
plowman
sailor
merchant/trader
poet

2nd series: the rewards for each

soldier: battle and alarums of war
hunter: the prey
poet: the ivy crown and immortality

	I: the setting of labor

soldier: war
lawyer: court
farmer: fields
poet: solitary places

II: what each enjoys

soldier: tumult of battle
lawyer: argument and litigation
farmer: beauty of the fields
poet: harmonious sounds of verses

III: what each is accustomed to

soldier: combat
lawyer: judgments
farmer: progress of the seasons
poet: contemplation

IV: final goal for each

soldier: victory
lawyer: money
farmer: harvest
poet: reputation





Even as Horace ends his encomium on poetic labor with a self-deprecating line about striking his head on the stars, Boccaccio too reflects humility as to his poetic calling:


esse quidem opto et pro viribus ut sim studio; utrum autem ad metam proventurus sim, Deus novit. Ego quidem vires tam longiquo cursui non satis futuras arbitror, cum prerupti saltus plurimi et vertices inaccessibiles fere intersint.

[I wish to be and take great pains that I may be a poet. Whether I will arrive at the summit only God knows. I think that I do not have sufficient strength for so long a climb when along the way many passes, and cliffs almost insurmountable intervene.] (3.14.10–11)



These words echo the text in Eclogues 12 and 15, where, as Janet Smarr puts it, “Boccaccio shows himself at the bottom of mountains … longing to ascend but humble in the ascertainment of his own abilities.”17 As in Genealogie 14, Boccaccio culminates his argument with a tribute to poetry itself.

Having praised the poet’s unique labors, Boccaccio turns in the second part of 3.14 to a kind of gloss on the first part. Here he takes up the criticisms of an imaginary detractor: that Boccaccio merely apes the leisure of poets (poetarum ocia) and purposefully writes in a sparing style (paucis literis). Elsewhere Boccaccio denies that poets seek quiet respites (the pleasant and remote silences of the countryside; amena atque semota ruris silentia) just to indulge their bodily passions. Not only are poets fraudulent, the critics allege; they clothe themselves in a wooded setting simply as a form of posturing. Boccaccio also suggests that his opponents consider his own poetic activity fraudulent (using the sylvan setting to say he merely manufactures an image of a poet) because of the nature of his writing. Boccaccio turns the critics’ arguments on their head, saying that it is his detractors who lie and who are ignorant about the true nature of poetry.

In the most lyrical section of chapter 3.14, Boccaccio moves beyond the poet’s setting or landscape to the work itself, sacred in its operations. Poetry, far from being made up of falsehoods, is


quidem de se inclita plurimum artificiosa sublimis et ornata facultas, sola, in quantum humane imbecillitati possibile est, sancte pagine vestigia sequi conata. Nam prout illa divine mentis archana prophetis futurisque sub figurarum tegmine reseravit, sic et hec celsos suorum conceptus sub figmentorum velamine tradere orsa est; et si optimus homo sit, poesis optima apparebit. Nec fuerunt adeo dementes antiqui qui suo more concesserunt solis triunphantibus et poetis lauream in laboris premium et testimonium virtutis eternum, ut victores et mendaces equo decorassent munere.

[indeed a celebrated body of knowledge, elevated and beautiful, requiring skill. Only by the aid of poetry is it possible, within the limits of human weakness, to follow in the footsteps of sacred scripture. For as scripture has revealed the secrets of the Divine Spirit to the prophets and to posterity under the guise of figures of speech, so poetry has begun to relate the lofty concepts of their adepts under the veil of fictions; and if the man is of the (morally) highest type, then his poetry will be of the highest achievement. The ancients were not so mistaken in their custom to give a crown of laurel only to those who had a triumphal military reception, and to poets as a reward for their work, and in eternal testimony of their powers, that they would have honored victors and liars with an equal reward.]



Boccaccio reasserts a central argument in the Genealogie, comparing poetry to scripture in its veiling of truth. As Gur Zak notes, Petrarch’s theory of poetry purposely omitted theology, something that Boccaccio nevertheless incorporated, following Dante.18 Yet in defining poetry, Petrarch said that Scripture also uses figurative language. When Boccaccio likens the allegorical capacity of poetic language to Scripture, he expands Petrarch’s concept to include the vernacular.

As Boccaccio moves toward the end of the chapter, he closes with the invocation of classical authority. The antiqui, he says, awarded poets the crown of laurel for their excellent work and not for their mendacity. Boccaccio ends 3.14 by revisiting the theme of ocium: if he seeks ocia (3.14.15), it is because leisure will confer a great part of that which other poets have pursued “with the greatest diligence” (summa cura; 3.14.16). The chapter’s final sentence is, appropriately, a figurative utterance: “Latrent igitur canes et luna fulgida celi more suo percurrat limpidas regions” (Therefore let the dogs bark and the gleaming moon in due course pass through the clear regions of heaven).19 In Epode 6, Horace similarly refers to an adversary as a dog:


Quid immerentis hospites vexas, canis
ignavus adversum lupos?
quin hue inanis, si potes, vertis minas
et me remorsurum petis
…
an si quis atro dente me petiverit,
inultus ut flebo puer?

[How dare you go for unoffending guests, you who are a cowardly cur when confronted with wolves? Why not turn your empty threats in this direction, if you have the guts, and attack someone who will bite back? … Well, if someone attacks me with the tooth of malice, am I expected to weep like a child, without retaliating?]20 (Epode 6.1–4, 15–16)



Boccaccio’s opponents may also carp, he says, but poetry will remain above their invective, lofty and shining. After his employment of the classical refuge in the first part of the chapter, Boccaccio’s return to classical authority at the end effects a frame: the ancients themselves legitimize his argument for a new kind of writing.

Ovid on Writerly Otium

Ovid also writes of the need for privacy to compose poetry, and his handling of the subject has resonance in Boccaccio’s writing as well. In the post-exilic Tristia, Ovid reflects on the nature and consequences of writing poetry:


carmina proveniunt animo deducta sereno;
nubila sunt subitis tempora nostra malis.
carmina secessum scribentis et otia quaerunt;
me mare, me venti, me fera iactat hiems.
carminibus metus omnis obest; ego perditus ensem
haesurum iugulo iam puto iamque meo.
haec quoque quod facio, iudex mirabitur aequus,
scriptaque cum venia qualiacumque leget.

[Poetry comes fine spun from a mind at peace; my days are clouded with unexpected woes. Poetry requires the writer to be in privacy and ease; I am harassed by the sea, by gales, by wintry storms. Poetry is injured by any fear; I in my ruin am ever and ever expecting a sword to pierce my throat. Even the making of such verse as this will surprise a fair-minded critic and he will read these verses with indulgence, however poor they are.] (Tristia 1.1.39–46; emphasis added)



In this instance of “otia” Ovid’s context is different from Horace’s; his exilic writings express longing for his pre-exile life, in which such otium was available; yet Augustus (to whom some of the poems are addressed) had imposed exile on Ovid for the nature of his writing. He complains of the figurative (and perhaps real) turmoil and storms in which he is tossed in exile, which keep him from the kind of quiet poetic repose he needs. In the next poem, Ovid addresses Augustus from his exile in Tomis:


utque deos caelumque simul sublime tuenti
non vacat exiguis rebus adesse lovi,
de te pendentem sic dum circumspicis orbem,
effugiunt curas inferiora tuas.
scilicet imperii princeps statione relicta
imparibus legeres carmina facta modis?
non ea te moles Romani nominis urguet,
inque tuis umeris tarn leve fertur onus,
lusibus ut possis advertere numen ineptis,
excutiasque oculis otia nostra tuis.

[As Jove who watches at once o’er the gods and the lofty heaven has not leisure to give heed to small things, so whilst thou dost gaze about upon the world that depends upon thee, things of less moment escape thy care. Shouldst thou, forsooth, the prince of the world, abandon thy post and read songs of mine set to unequal measure? That weight of the Roman name does not lay so light a burden upon thy shoulders that thou canst direct thy divine attention to silly trifles, examining with thine own eye the product of my leisure hours.] (Tristia 2.215–24; emphasis added)



Boccaccio likewise faced an audience hostile to the poetic project he was undertaking and unwilling to grant him the figurative space to carry it out. To extol writerly repose, indeed, was fraught with difficulty in the fourteenth century. The concept of “otium” was increasingly burdened with “negative associations” in the Middle Ages.21 The Vulgate Bible condemns otium: “multam enim malitiam docuit otiositas” (for idleness has taught much evil; Ecclesiasticus 33.29). Once otium was redefined within the context of the seven deadly sins (acedia, or sloth), the word acquired even greater pejorative associations and was widely condemned in penitential treatises. Otium as an intellectual activity, indeed, was compromised by its associations with sin and idleness on into the Renaissance period. In his Esposizioni on the sin of sloth in Inferno Circle 5, Boccaccio provides a commentary that evokes the couch-ridden Boccaccio of De casibus 8.1:


e tutto dimessosi per la viltà dell’animo suo all’ozio, in tutti i suoi pensieri, in tutte le sue meditazioni s’attrista, ognora divenendo più vile, in tanto che la sua vita, quasi non fosse vivo, trapassa; e in essa dolorosa non è cosa alcuna, quantunque menoma, la quale esso s’attenti di cominciare … È nondimeno questo vizio origine e cagione di molti mali: di costui nasce non solamente povertà, ma indigenzia e miseria, nella quale rognoso, scabbioso, bolso, malinconico e pannoso si diviene; nasce ancor da costui afflizion d’animo, odio di se medesimo e rincrescimento di vita; nascene ignoranza di Dio, vilipension di virtù, perdimento di fama e moltitudine di pensieri vani, tiepideza di spirito, prolungazion d’opere e fastidio general d’ogni bene, e, ultimamente, dopo la trista vita, eterna perdizion dell’anima.

[Completely given to torpor on account of his mental trepidation, the slothful man grows sullen in all his thoughts and deliberations, which so makes him even more cowardly that he neglects his own life as if he were dead. All things in his existence, no matter how insignificant, are so painful that he dares begin none … this vice is the source and cause of numerous ills. From it are born not only poverty, but also indigence and the misery that causes a man to get eczema, scabies, asthma, melancholic and shabby. It also gives rise to mental afflictions, hatred of oneself and depression, the ignorance of God, disdain for virtue, loss of reputation, and a multitude of vain thoughts, lackadaisicalness, procrastination, a general annoyance at every possession, and, lastly, after a sad life, the eternal perdition of the soul.] (Esposizioni Canto VII, Allegorical Exposition L, XXXII, 148, 153; emphasis added)



Boccaccio writes within the discourse of allegorical exegesis here, but the topic of “ozio” or “ocium” surfaces in a range of the genres he employs. Boccaccio and Petrarch explore a variety of senses of otium or repose.

Writerly Otium in Genealogia Deorum Gentilium XIV and De Casibus 8.1

In Genealogie book 14, many passages highlight the poet’s need for a productive green space; here Boccaccio expands on the trope of the retreat so as to situate his vision for poetry within a classical frame. In 14.4 Boccaccio depicts the dwelling place of Poetry and the havens poets seek to carry out their work:


Et, siquando, placidis vocata precibus et sublimi sede descendit in terras, sacris comitata Musis, non celsa regum palatia, non molles deliciosorum domos exquirit habitatura, verum antra atque prerupta montium, umbras nemorum, fontes argenteos, secessusque studentium, quantumcunque pauperrimos et luce peritura vacuos, intrat et incolit.

[And if at any time in answer to gentle prayers, (Poetry) leaves her lofty throne, and descends to earth with her meinie of sacred Muses, she never seeks a habitation in the towering palaces of kings or the easy abodes of the luxurious; rather she visits caves on the steep mountainside, or shady groves, or silver springs, where are the retreats of the studious, often very modest and undisturbed, with fading light; and there she dwells.]22



He emphasizes the quiet secessus (retreats, hiding places) much as he does in 3.14. We see the same desideratum in 14.7, where Boccaccio ties the natural retreat to the poet’s desire for glory:


Preterea delectabiles nature artificio solitudines oportune sunt, sic et tranquillitas animi et secularis glorie appetitus.

[Furthermore, nature’s delightful solitudes are advantageous for the author, as well as peace of mind and desire for worldly glory.]



In 14.11 Boccaccio devotes a whole chapter to the theme, drawing in the voices of many classical authors, particularly Horace, to legitimize his own position. He stresses again his critics’ ignorance of spaces conducive for the poet’s work: the solitudines necessary for the meditatio … assidua (continuous contemplation):


Ast si nesciunt sussurrones hi, ob id solitudines incolunt et coluere poete, quia non in foro cupidinario, non in pretoriis, non in theatris, non in capitoliis aut plateis, publicisve locis versantibus, seu turbelis civicis inmixtis, vel mulierculis circumdatis sublimium rerum meditatio prestatur, absque qua fere assidua nec percipi possunt, nec perfici percepta poemata.

[These mutterers probably are not aware that poets have sought and still seek their habitation in solitudes because contemplation of things divine is utterly impossible in places like the greedy and mercenary market, in courts, theatres, offices, or public squares, amid crowds of jostling citizens and women of the town. Yet unless such contemplation is practically uninterrupted, the poet can neither conceive his works, nor complete them.]



To bolster his argument, Boccaccio then incorporates a series of quotes from Horace’s Epistulae 2.2, first insinuating that his critics have never read it:


Quid insuper? Vix credam ista dixissent, si sana mente legissent, que scribit Oratius Floro. Qui, postquam eleganter more suo enumeravit quedam urbium impedimenta, dicit interrogans:

Rome ne poemata censes Scribere posse inter curas atque labores?

Volens ob hoc, ut intelligatur, minime posse. Nec his contentus, superadditis aliis inconvenientiis, quibus civitates agitantur continue, quasi commotus ait:

I nunc, et versus tecum meditare canoros! Quasi dicat, non poteris.

[But all this aside, I should hardly expect their charges, had they ever in a moment of sanity read Horace’s words to Florus. After he has reviewed in his own elegant manner certain disadvantages of life in the city, he asks:

Besides all else, do you think I can write verses at Rome amid all my cares and all my toils? (2.2.65–66)

Meaning thereby that it cannot be done. Not content with this, he adds other of the inconveniences that forever disturb the lives of city people, and then says with some irony, Now go, and thoughtfully con melodious verses (2.2.76), as much as to say—if you can!] (Gen. 14.11)



After grounding his argument in Horace’s own resistance to urban distractions, Boccaccio begins his idyll on the poet’s retreat in earnest:23


satis apparet, cur petant et incolant silvestria loca poete. … Esto non adeo detestabile sit, ut hi arbitrari videntur, habitare silvas, cum in eis nil fictum, nil fucatum, nil menti noxium videatur; simplicia quidem omnia sunt nature opera. Ibi in celum erecte fagi et arbores cetere, opacitate sua recentes porrigentes umbras; ibi solum viridantibus herbis contectum atque mille colorum distinctum floribus, limpidi fontes et argentei rivuli, lepido cum murmure ex ubertate montium declinantes; ibi picte aves cantu frondesque lenis aure motu resonantes, bestiole ludentes; ibi greges et armenta, ibi pastoria domus, aut gurgustiolum, nulla domestica re sollicitum, et omnia tranquillitate et silentio plena. Que non solum, satiatis oculis auribusque deliciis suis, animum mulcent, verum mentem in se colligere et ingenium, si forte fessum sit, in vires revocare, atque illud videntur impingere in desiderium meditationis sublimium et aviditatem etiam componendi; que mira exhortatione suadent placida libellorum societas et canori circum choreas agentes Musarum chori. Que omnia si rite consideremus, quis studiosus homo civitatibus solitudines non preponat?

[the reason why poets seek to dwell in sylvan spots is clear. … It seems that it is no such abomination as these critics appear to think, to dwell in the woods where there is nothing artificial nor counterfeit, nor noxious to the mind, for all nature’s works are simple. There the beeches stretch themselves, with other trees, toward heaven; there they spread a thick shade with their fresh green foliage; there the earth is covered with grass and dotted with flowers of a thousand colors; there, too, are clear fountains and argent brooks that fall with a gentle murmur from the mountain’s breast. There are colorful song-birds, and the boughs stirred to a soft sound by the wind, and playful little animals; and there the flocks and herds, the shepherd’s cottage or the little hut untroubled with domestic cares; and all is filled with peace and quiet. Then, as these pleasures possess both eye and ear, they soothe the soul; then they collect the scattered energies of the mind, and renew the power of the poet’s genius, if it be weary, prompting it, as it were, to long for contemplation of high themes, and yearn for expression—impulses wonderfully reinforced by the gentle society of books, and the melodious bands of the Muses moving in stately dance. In the light of all this what studious man would not prefer remote places to the city?]



Charles Osgood likens this description to Boccaccio’s depiction of Certaldo in his letter to the exiled Pino de Rossi. The passage offers Boccaccio’s reflections on a geographical and intellectually productive space:


sono tornato a Certaldo e qui ho cominciato, con troppa meno difficultà che io non estimavo di potere, a confortare la mia vita; e comincianmi già i grossi panni a piacere e le contadine vivande; e il non vedere l’ambizioni e le spiacevolezze e’ fastidi de’ nostri cittadini m’è di tanta consolazione nell’animo che, se io potessi stare senza udirne alcuna volta, credo che ’l mio riposo crescerebbe assai. In iscambio de’ solleciti avvolgimenti e continui de’ cittadini veggio campi, colli, arbori, delle verdi fronde e di vari fiori rivestiti; cose semplicemente dalla natura prodotte, dove i cittadini sono tutti atti fittizi. Odo cantare gli usignuoli e gli altri uccelli non con minore diletto che fusse già la noia d’udire tutto il dì gl’inganni e le dislealtà de’ cittadini nostri; e con li miei libricciuoli, quante volte voglia me ne viene, senza alcuno impaccio posso liberamente ragionare. E acciò che io in poche parole conchiuda la qualità della mente mia, vi dico che io mi crederrei qui, mortale come sono, gustare e sentire della etterna felicità, se Dio m’avesse dato fratello o non me lo avesse dato.

[I … have returned to Certaldo and here I have begun, with much less difficulty than I thought possible, to comfort my life, and the rough clothes and the peasant fare are beginning to please me; and the absence of the ambitions and the unpleasantness and annoyances of our town-dwellers is of such consolation to my heart that, could I remain without hearing anything of them, I do believe that my repose (riposo) would increase greatly. In exchange for the anxious and continuous intrigues and occupations of the town-dwellers, I see fields, hills, trees, clothed with green leaves and variegated flowers; things produced simply by nature, whereas in the towns all is artificiality. I hear the songs of the nightingales and the other birds with a delight no less great than was the nuisance, formerly, of hearing the deceptions and the disloyalties of our citizens all day long; and without any impediment I can commune freely with my dear books whenever I feel like doing so. And, to sum up my state of mind, I tell you that I believe that, mortal as I am, I am enjoying and feeling something of eternal happiness.]24



Through De casibus 3.14 and Genealogie 14, Boccaccio rewrites the sylvan retreat topos found in classical poets as a means of showing he deserves to be placed in their lineage; but more importantly, he speaks through this familiar language to claim a time and space for a poetry that will differ from that of his predecessors. Boccaccio’s concept of the uses of the vernacular may explain the extensive justification of poetry we find in his writing, by contrast (all of book XIV of the Latin Genealogie, for example). In both works Boccaccio intensively engages classical authority to endorse his vision of a new vernacular literature. De casibus 3.14 offers a cameo illustration of this: within opening and closing evocations of classical authority, Boccaccio articulates a vision for a more broadly conceived and inclusive poetry through the age-old echoes of the verdant writerly retreat. In De casibus 3.14, he urgently argues that poets need the space (both repose, otium, and place, locus) to ponder, agonize, and ruminate in the long gestational process of composing literary works. Ocium can flexibly betoken both repose and the geographical, literary, and intellectual space required for it.

After Boccaccio’s exploration of ocium in 3.14, he offers a companion chapter in a much lighter vein in De casibus 8.1. Here Boccaccio presents a comic inversion of the poet’s necessity for ocium with a picture of himself crushed by intellectual torpor and doubt brought on by the writing of the De casibus. Boccaccio’s self-deprecating portrayal here is found in his other writings.25 In the De casibus in particular, Boccaccio presents himself as an inferior author twice: in his bruising encounter with Fortune, who upbraids him for his lowly style (De casibus 6.1), and in his imagined visitation by an ominous Petrarch (De casibus 8.1). Simone Marchesi suggests correspondences between Boccaccio’s real life and the fictional encounter with the Petrarch he presents in 8.1.26 In this episode, Boccaccio portrays Petrarch visiting him to chastise him for his shameful writerly lethargy. Here the Boccaccio character himself embodies one of the many “fallen” figures of the larger work, literally unable even to emerge from his couch. The Boccaccio narrator addresses the futility of composing for an unreliable fame; he chides himself for pursuing the chimera of renown which will be of no value once he dies:


Quid, oro, cum nil ex momentaneis rebus amplius senties, etiam si orbis totus ore pleno nil aliud preter nomen tuum cum laude cantet, absens, honoris aut voluptatis assummes? … Sino quod nomen tuum, quod tam egregie colendum posteritati paras, multis poterit esse commune; et utrum iam sit, incertum est.

[I pray you, when you will no longer experience things of the moment, even if the tongues of all the earth will sing the praises of no other name but yours, what honors and pleasure will be left to you then? … I venture that it is uncertain whether your name, which you are trying to glorify to those who come after you, will be commonly known to many others, or whether it is now.]



The character’s ruminations are legitimized by mainstream Christian teachings on earthly fame. Despite these somber reflections, the image of a visitor appears before Boccaccio. The towering Petrarch rails: “Quid iaces, ociorum professor egregie? Quid falsa inertie suasione torpescis?” (Why are you lying down, famous Professor of idleness [ociorum]? Why are you stupefied by the false arguments of inertia?) (8.1; emphasis added). He rebukes the sullen Boccaccio to goad him out of his funk, trying to instill in his pupil the “Otium agite” biblical principle seen in Petrarch’s De otio religioso 64–65.27 Through Petrarch’s long speech, Boccaccio also offers a provocative meditation on the question of poetic labor, repose, and productivity, albeit through the perspective of the dazed narrator. In this part of Petrarch’s long encomium on worldly fame, he encourages Boccaccio not to lose sight of the motivations for his own work.

After a long speech extolling the value of earthly glory and the need for Boccaccio to strive for it, Petrarch goes on:


“et ideo ne in furore meo te flagellis afflectem, has tenebras tuas pelle, ignaviam contere fervensque consurge et in finem usque cursum ceptum perage, ex quo etsi nil tibi glorie aut muneris alterius secuturum sit, velis potius vigilasse vacuus quam satur ocio torpuisse.” Dixerat inter mortales nostro evo gloriosissimus homo; ego vero memor eo neminem magis tempus exercitio redemisse.

[“Therefore—lest I, in my anger, drive you with whips—rid yourself of gloom, and sluggishness; rise up energetically and finish the task that you began. Even if neither glory nor reward come to you from it, you should wish rather to stand guard with an empty stomach than, stuffed, stagnate in lethargy.” So the most famous man of our time spoke to an ordinary mortal. Truly I remember no one who more redeemed his time on earth with continual exertion.] (8.1.27–28; emphasis added)



Boccaccio has Petrarch condemn him for ocium and its variations several times. Petrarch warns Boccaccio to emerge from his ignavia and segnitia (laziness, inactivity, sloth). Similarly, in Petrarch’s De remediis 1.21, Reason corrects Joy’s pleasure in repose by distinguishing between two types of ocium (duas nempe species otii diffiniunt):


De primo igitur sepe magna quedam opera, et mundo utilia et suis auctoribus gloriosa, proveniunt, de secundo autem nichil unquam nisi inglorius torpor ac marcidus. Primum illud rite philosophantibus, hoc secundum pigris et ventri somnoque deditis peropportunum, ubi nullo interpellante edant licenter ac dormiant.

[the first kind (active ocium) produces often great attainments, useful to the world and bringing glory to its authors; but the second brings nothing, save inglorious torpor and numb stupefaction. The first is fit for the philosophically minded, the second for dullards given to their bellies and snoring, who seek to eat and sleep without interruption.]28



The reinvigorated Boccaccio claims he was “assuaged by the charm of [Petrarch’s] words” (verborum lepiditate lenitus) and returns to his writing.

A central difference between Petrarch and Boccaccio can be seen in the social horizons each imagined through ocium. Petrarch devoted much writing and reflection to various types of otium, whether religious or that of the solitary life. As Susanna Barsella has argued, the religious repose Petrarch advocates in De otio religioso (1347–1357) is “active leisure,”29 likening it to the constant activity of bees. Petrarch presents a picture of writerly ocium in De vita solitaria that more closely approximates that in De casibus 3.14. He defines the writerly refuge as one through which the author obtains virtue, serving the mind in a manner pleasing to God. As Julia Bondanella observes, this sort of retreat, defined by scholarly study, is not characterized by mystical contemplation. For Petrarch, such a place of reflection does not require total isolation or direct meditation on God; furthermore, the company of close friends (literate men) can play a part in this form of ocium. As she points out, however, Petrarch imagines the world of this scholarly coterie as purposely separated from the ignorance of the vulgar crowd.30 He is scornful of the sense-driven mob, who are unable to comprehend his works; his scholarly writings are intended only for the clerical class:


ut vides, sepe res novas tracto durasque et rigidas, peregrinasque sententias et ab omnia moderantis vulgi sensibus atque auribus abhorrentes. Si indoctis ergo non placeo, nichil est quod querar: habeo quod optavi, bonam de ingenio meo spem.

[as you see, the matters that I treat are often novel and difficult, and the ideas severe, remote, and alien from the ears and minds of the vulgar horde which regulates everything. If I should fail to please the ignorant, I shall have no occasion for complaint; rather shall I enjoy good hopes of my talent according to my ambition.]31



Boccaccio’s social horizon for the scholarly retreat is different not only because of his project of redefining poetry as accommodating vernacular and vernacular prose, but because he imagines the less educated reader encountering his writing, and in fact he seeks to draw such a reader. In the Tratatello, he praises Dante for choosing the vernacular purposely so that many could read his work. In answer to the question why Dante would choose the “fiorentino idioma” and not Latin, Boccaccio says:


è per fare utilità più comune a’ suoi cittadini e agli altri Italiani: conoscendo che, se metricamente in latino, come gli altri poeti passati, avesse scritto, solamente a’ letterati avrebbe fatto utile; scrivendo in volgare fece opera mai più non fatta, e non tolse il non potere essere inteso da’ letterati, e mostrando la bellezza del nostro idioma e la sua eccellente arte in quello, e diletto e intendimento di sé diede agl’idioti, abandonati per addietro da ciascheduno.

[it was for the sake of being more useful to his fellow-citizens and other Italians. He knew that if he wrote Latin verse, as other poets had done previously, he would have been accessible only to the learned. If he wrote in the vulgar tongue, he would accomplish something that had never been done before. This would not prevent its being understood by the learned, and would show the beauty of our language and his excellent skill in it, and give delight and understanding of himself to the unlearned who had, up to this point, been neglected by all.]32



In Genealogie 14.7 and 14.21, likewise, Boccaccio affirms the use of the vernacular even within his Latin text. Thus, while Boccaccio’s sense of writerly ocium, or space to compose, shares features with Petrarch’s, including the sylvan setting and the occasional company of a like-minded friend (such as Petrarch), it nevertheless contains a different social commitment in relation to the audience for whom he writes his works.

Boccaccio’s view of the appropriate intellectual and ethical space for poetic labor came into conflict with Petrarch’s in 1351 when the latter accepted Visconti patronage in Milan. In Petrarch’s letter to Francesco Nelli, Petrarch states that he had been promised “solitudinem … in primis et otium” (“perfect solitude and leisure” in Milan; Familiares 16.11.9).33 Boccaccio rebuked Petrarch for this politically compromised decision in his letter of 1353, using an extended pastoral allegory with Petrarch as the transgressor Silvanus who, embracing the promiscuous Crisis, corrupts the countryside.34 Silvanus has “abandoned the transalpine Helicon,” becoming a “Lombard yokel instead of a shepherd of the Muses.” In this respect Boccaccio’s concept of the means and ends of poetic otium extended outward to audience and political commitments.

Framing the Call for a New Writerly Otium

What of the chapters in the De casibus that frame 3.14? Boccaccio precedes chapter 14 with two chapters on Alcibiades, ultimately distinguishing poetic otium from Alcibiades’s sloth, which led to his fall. Several chapters after 3.14, Boccaccio returns to the theme of the preferred solitude and peace of the countryside in contrast to the frenzy for riches that drives those in the hectic everyday world. Here too Boccaccio echoes Horatian strains, such as those found in Satire 1.1:


Quid ergo ad superflua anhelamus? Venenum porrigitur gemmis et auro, rivuli autem immunes a pestifera labe decurrunt. … agrestes coctis potius quam elaboratis cibariis parce etiam utuntur plerique. Hos durata cute soles et imbres pati et nervoso atque robusto corpore modico vestitu contentos … et in senium usque, quasi reassumptis de novo semper viribus, devenire videmus.

[Why do we, therefore, breathlessly search after superfluities? Poison is offered in gold and gems, but the brook runs clear of dirt. … In the country people are used to cooking food moderately rather than elaborately, and we observe that they, with their firm skin, endure the sun and the wind; they are content with plain clothes. … Even in their old age they enjoy great vitality, as if they were still young.] (De casibus 3.17)



Boccaccio’s reflections on green writerly space as refuge surface repeatedly in his works. In fact, Maria Raja argues that in Boccaccio’s works, the moment of narrative creation is inextricably bound to the representation of the locus amoenus (paessagio ameno); in this setting, whether real or imagined, the poet finds repose and relief, as a refuge in which poetry can survive despite what the future brings.35 Boccaccio’s sylvan motif, with its associations of forests, fountains, and streams, finally speaks to a realm in which the poetic imaginary dwells.36 As Denis Cosgrove puts it, “Landscape denotes the external world mediated through subjective human experience in a way that neither region nor area immediately suggest. Landscape is not merely the world we see, it is a construction … a way of seeing the world.”37

Ultimately in De casibus 3.14, Boccaccio’s figuration of a verdant space so critical for writing functions as a metaphor: it is fundamentally a plea for the legitimation of his own vernacular writings.38 And although Boccaccio did draw inspiration and writerly productivity from real green spaces, he also extensively echoed the motif to place himself in the line of august poets who had long evoked it in the service of their poetry: Virgil, Horace, Ovid, and Petrarch. Far from posturing as a poet in a sylvan setting, he joined in the literary discourse of his forebears so as to negotiate for other, rather different goals. Dante, Petrarch, and Boccaccio each appealed for a new kind of intellectual and literary space in the trecento. But Boccaccio’s need for poetic ocium was likely the hardest to justify: if Dante’s poem could be legitimized through its divine teleology, and Petrarch’s writing through Latin, classical, and religious authority, Boccaccio sought a new space, green in its promise, for the writing of vernacular works that were not didactic or theocentric, and which valorized the world of merchants, erotic desire, and moral and ethical ambiguity. Seeking to legitimize the repose necessary for such work, Boccaccio negotiates his argument within Latin discourse and the authority of classical poets. He closes his chapter too with an invocation of the ancients (antiqui) who awarded great poets with the laurel crown. Rewriting the venerable locus of the sylvan refuge with its accompanying ocium, “time for,” reflection and writing, Boccaccio issues a call in De casibus 3.14 for a new, heterodox, yet legitimate intellectual space for poetry, however far off on the horizon.
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Review Notices

Platt, Peter G: Shakespeare’s Essays: Sampling Montaigne from Hamlet to The Tempest. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2020. Pp. 208.

Critics have debated the influence of Montaigne’s essays on Shakespeare’s plays ever since Capell noted verbal echoes of “Of the Caniballes” in The Tempest in 1780. Malone specifically linked the 1603 Florio translation of the essays—not the French original as Capell suggested—to the play ten years later. Peter G. Platt’s exploration of the Florio-Montaigne-Shakespeare connection adds a new dimension to the debate: instead of tracing verbal echoes in Shakespeare’s plays, Platt argues that Montaigne not only provided Shakespeare with a variety of themes such as the “instability of the self, of knowing and of the world” (2), but also with the method of exploring these themes. In his post-1603 plays Shakespeare is trying or “essay-ing” ideas he finds in Montaigne’s essays and follows Montaigne’s own strategy to dissect them. It is this new approach to “ideas of knowing, being, and aesthetic form” (1) and not merely the Jacobean political and social climate of uncertainty after the ascension of James I that leads to a change toward darker comedy and a pessimistic tone in the tragedies after 1603.

For his analysis, Platt pairs specific essays with plays to demonstrate that the essays are integral to the meaning of the plays with regard to “the problems of knowing and being” (12). He combines close readings of linguistic parallels and verbal echoes with explorations of “shared ideas, especially of knowledge and the self” (12). To clarify what these ideas are and where they originate from, Platt begins his study by tracing Montaigne’s and Shakespeare’s ontological and epistemological views. Their concepts of knowing and of being are marked by the belief that there are multiple perspectives in the quest for knowledge. Due to this, there is not one truth—human beings are diverse in themselves, are contrary and mutable. Montaigne, for example, describes the formation of the self as a process in which different parts of human beings all play a role. It is a great feat to play only one man (see 31), and Shakespeare’s characters often express mention that they are not what they seem, thus taking up the assumption that the self is diverse and mutable rather than whole and fixed. Hamlet, on the contrary, challenges this notion when he admonishes his mother that he does, in fact, not play his grief, but is a unified self (see 32). Platt could sharpen his argument a little at this point by making it clearer what Hamlet’s seeming to counter Montaigne’s view of the self as inherently diverse actually means. This might be seen as an instance of Shakespeare “essay-ing” concepts put forward by Montaigne instead of merely adopting them—the very strategy Platt is looking for in the plays.

Hamlet is also at the center of the next chapter, which begins Platt’s close reading of Montaigne and Shakespeare. The play is paired with Montaigne’s essay “Of Diverting or Diversion.” The main connection here is an “anatomy of diversion” (45) shared by Hamlet the play, Hamlet the character, and the essay. Both the essay and the play show diversion as a human way to deal with grief, passion, and despair, but also as a root of delusion and escapist fantasies. Essay and play share an ambivalent attitude toward the theater and playing as a form of diversion. Platt here focuses on the question whether Shakespeare had access to the 1603 English translation of the essays when he worked on Q2 of Hamlet. If we follow critics who assume that Q1 is a first draft of what later became Q2, then Florio’s translation of Montaigne could have had a direct influence on the Q2 text.

Platt’s ensuing close readings of Montaigne and Shakespeare are particularly strong. He finds Montaigne’s attitude toward diversions ambivalent. While diversion is helpful and even essential when dealing with loss, despair, and mourning (see 53), it can also be “highly misleading, illusory, and escapist” (53). Another important link between “Of Diverting and Diversion” and Hamlet is Montaigne’s claim that diversion generates compassion and the fact that he puts this in contrast to acts of revenge (see 56). Montaigne also sees theatricality as a form of diversion. He illustrates this by referring to the topos of women using diversion to escape gossip and to disguise their true feelings (see 57). Montaigne immediately cautions his readers against the negative effects of such behavior as one might become what one plays: delusion rather than solace is, at times, the outcome of diversion.

Platt’s reading of Hamlet focuses on the differences between the 1604 Q2 and 1623 F texts on the one hand and the 1603 Q1 text on the other. He looks for parallels between the two later versions and Montaigne’s essay that are not found in Q1 and attributes these differences to the influence of the Florio-Montaigne, as for instance in changes to “Hamlet’s meditation on acting and seeming” (60). Montaigne’s influence may moreover be visible in the play’s treatment of revenge. In “Of Diverting and Diversion,” Montaigne gives an example of diverting a king from taking revenge, not by telling him to turn the other cheek but by diverting his thoughts to attaining a good reputation, which rests on being good and gentle. Platt believes that the influence of Montaigne’s example may be reflected in the move away from Hamlet being a revenge play in Q1 to being a play about revenge and the nature of revenge in the Q2 and F versions. This is one example of Platt’s remaining vague about parallels going beyond verbal echoes. While the general link between diverting and (not) taking revenge is clear, the specific notion of diverting from revenge by setting one’s ambition on attaining a good reputation in Hamlet is haphazard to say the least.

The next chapter traces the influence of Montaigne’s “We Taste Nothing Purely” on Measure for Measure and All’s Well That Ends Well with regard to the exploration of the contrary nature of life and of the self. Platt makes a connection between this and the critical view on the two dramas as “problem” plays, as they combine contrary features of comedy and tragedy. Montaigne thus does not only influence the ideas and language of the plays, but their form and genre. This “mixed” nature applies to the world of Vienna, to the rigid justice delivered by Angelo and the ending of the play, which leaves open Isabela’s answer to the Duke’s proposal and has the audience speculating whether they have seen a comedy or not. Platt’s analytical focus in this chapter is on the influence of ideas rather than language. While Platt’s close reading provides plausible examples for a thematic impact of the essay on the play, it raises a methodological question: Is the assumption that there are echoes of Montaigne’s ideas in this play not the prerequisite for finding them? In his analysis of All’s Well That Ends Well, Platt focuses on the notion of the impurity of human experience. He seems to apply the term “impure” quite broadly here, which contributes to an interesting reading of the play, but begs the question whether really everything Platt terms as “impure” in All’s Well That Ends Well fits Montaigne’s take on the impurity of human experience.

The connection between Montaigne’s “Of the Affections of Fathers to Their Children” and King Lear has been made by others before Platt and mainly rests on verbal echoes. The notion that elderly fathers should distribute their money evenly among their offspring, delivered by villain Edmund, who falsely claims that the idea comes from his brother Edgar, is also found in Montaigne’s essay. Seeing that this notion causes disruption and destruction in the Gloucester family, critics of the play often come to the conclusion that Shakespeare’s view of the bond between fathers and children is much more pessimistic than Montaigne’s. Platt, however, points out that Montaigne’s essay itself contains some rather pessimistic views on family bonds. At times, King Lear even provides redemption where Montaigne presents examples of despair. Both develop the notion that love that is not expressed cannot be recognized by the beloved. While Montaigne illustrates this with the example of a father who has lost his son without ever having shown him his love, Shakespeare provides a more positive version of this in the Gloucester plot. The final section of this chapter is dedicated to the notion of “engenderings of the mind”—a non-corporeal type of offspring Montaigne focuses on in his essay. Platt’s analysis of such instances in King Lear is a good example of how identifying ideas from Montaigne’s essays in Shakespeare’s plays can enrich our reading and understanding of them.

Platt’s final chapter focuses on the origin of the Montaigne-Shakespeare debate: the connection between the essay “Of the Caniballes” and The Tempest. He continues his quest to look beyond verbal echoes and instead finds parallels in Montaigne’s and Shakespeare’s exploration of the tension between culture as manifested in art and magic on the one hand and chaotic, messy nature on the other (see 131). Both writers conceive these concepts as opposites only to then make the case more complex by blurring the lines between them. Among other examples, he deals with Caliban’s displaying a degree of cultural refinement in the creation of poetry. What follows from this observation remains moot. Has Prospero’s “nurture” influenced the way Caliban responds to what he perceives in nature? Or does this illustrate his ambiguity as a product of nature that simultaneously possesses culture? The parallel Platt finds in Montaigne’s essay seems to point to the latter.

Montaigne’s view of the cannibals, Platt proposes, is more complex and ambiguous than has often been acknowledged. Platt uses the seemingly opposing concepts of marriage and polygamy as examples of how Montaigne sets up binaries between Western civilization as “we” and the cannibals as “them” only to complicate these binaries by showing that “we” and “them” are ultimately not that different. While it is clear that Platt uses examples from the essay and the play to illustrate their ambiguous take on nature versus culture, he leaves quite a few loose ends in his discussion of these examples. The moral aspect of Miranda’s figural relations to Caliban and Prospero are not explored, which leaves the reader wondering whether this has really been influenced by Montaigne. Platt’s summary that “both expose the shaky quality of European triumphalism and highlight the potential for beauty and integrity in their ‘canibals’” (144) but that “neither gives an unequivocal upper hand to the natural and unadorned elements of their Calibans, either” (144), clarifies his overall conclusion, but it could have been shown more succinctly how he arrives at it.

Platt ends his study with an epilogue that looks at Shakespeare’s approach to the themes of mutability, skepticism, and “the multiplicity of truth claims” (154). According to Platt, these are the themes that show Montaigne’s influence on Shakespeare the most. Platt focuses on soliloquies from pre- and post-1603 plays and notices differences. Whereas the earlier soliloquies are more interested in “getting the soliloquist in touch with the audience,” the latter offer an exploration of inwardness (154), with Richard II and Iago being notable exceptions. Platt argues that while Montaignian themes are found before 1603, the post-1603 plays present new strategies of approaching these themes from the Montaigne essays. To illustrate this, he looks at the soliloquy of all soliloquies: Hamlet’s “To be or not to be.” According to Platt, Hamlet’s remark that thinking weakens resolution as appended to the speech in Q2/F (missing from Q1) could be a manifestation of the essay method Shakespeare adopted from Montaigne.

Overall, Platt’s study provides a conclusive overview of the ongoing debate surrounding the Florio-Montaigne-Shakespeare connection. By not merely focusing on verbal echoes and shared ideas but by also introducing the notion that the Montaignian method influenced Shakespeare in his presentation of certain themes, Platt adds a new dimension to the debate. Although this approach has a certain circular element to it, Platt’s close comparative reading of the plays and the essays provides noteworthy perspectives on how certain themes are unfolded in both the essays and the plays, and thus enriches our reading and understanding of both.

Martina Bross
Universität Tübingen
m.bross@uni-tuebingen.de

Medievalia et Humanistica, New Series, Number 49 (Reinhold F. Glei and Maik Goth, eds.), Rowman & Littlefield, 2024.




Brigitte Burrichter and Dorothea Klein: Monster, Chimären und andere Mischwesen in den Text- und Bildwelten der Vormoderne. Würzburger Ringvorlesungen 20. Königshausen & Neumann, 2022. Pp. xii + 371.

Modern academia was notoriously late in exploring the literary, cultural, and political relevance of monsters and the monstrous. During the past twenty years, however, the monster has become a major subject of investigations into all cultures, literatures, and art forms. During the winter term of 2019/2020, Würzburg University dedicated a whole lecture series to this subject. The resultant collection of German-language articles provides a chronological look at monsters from the dawn of monster art up to the early twenty-first century, and mixes surveys of well-known monsters (and the texts they appear in) with contributions providing new perspectives for teratological inquiry. Although the title Monsters, Chimeras and Other Hybrid Creatures is more confusing than illustrative (are chimeras no monsters?), editors Brigitte Burrichter and Dorothea Klein have pulled together a well-structured volume that pays due to the various manifestations of the monstrous over the course of about five thousand years. No single book can do justice to such a plethora of monsters, of course. Hence, it is no mean feat that the articles successfully parade representative monsters from classical, scriptural, medieval, and early modern art and literature, from Mesopotamia to Israel, from Germany to France and Italy, from England to the New World.

The contributions are divided into three sections. The first, “The Monstrous in the Religion and Myth of the Old World,” offers readings of monsters from the Mesopotamian, Judaic, Greek, and Roman traditions; the third, “Monsters and Other Hybrids in the Literature and Visual Arts of the Middle Ages and the Early Modern Period,” discusses creatures from the epic, the chansons de geste, the medieval romance, political philosophy, Florentine painting, Shakespearean drama, and post-Enlightenment vampire lore. The two sides of this diptych are joined by the second section, “Deformities in Premodern Science,” which contains a single, yet significant article. All contributions follow the basic notion that the monstrous consists in a deviation from the norm, and underscore the infinite variety of monsters, their functions, and their meanings.

The first section showcases the ambivalence of the monstrous before Christianity. Dahlia Shehata, in “Monstrous Terror and Protective Genius: Hybrids in Mesopotamia,” embeds her discussion of monsters in a thorough cultural exploration. Focusing on the relation between text and image, she distinguishes between monsters that threaten natural and social order, and mediators between the divine and the human offering personal protection. Such a typology creates an ambivalence that the Judeo-Christian polarity of good versus evil would later eschew. She persuasively works out the initial polyvalence of the monstrous, underscoring that such openness ended with a distinct cultural change that perceived the monstrous with regard to deviant attributes (Humbaba). Bernard Lang’s article “Seraf, Satan, Leviathan: Monstrous Creatures in the Worldview of the Bible” confirms Shehata’s argument. The authors of the Bible distinguish between “bad” hybrid creatures on earth, symbolizing the evils of the world, and “good” ones in the heavens, residing at God’s throne. Lang traces the history and reception of Leviathan from the Garden of Eden (serpent, tempter) to the Psalms (the monster rises periodically to be vanquished by God) and Isaiah (the monster as the curse of the Israelites). He establishes the monster as a trickster figure and (in the New Testament) as a figuration of Satan (the old serpent in the Apocalypse). He then briefly touches upon cherubim and seraphim. To readers steeped in non-scriptural traditions, the paucity of monstrous descriptions in the Bible is a particularly fascinating aspect of this article. In “Divine Monstrosity: Pelor and the Limits of Anthropomorphism in Early Greek Poetry,” Emrys Schlatter teaches us to look at monsters with the fear and wonder of the ancients. He posits a twofold classification for the monsters in Homer and Hesiod: teras, “miracles, signs, omens,” name extraordinary, deviant life-forms, as well as objects, events, and natural phenomena that might be signs sent by a god; pelor, “monster, monstrosity, portent,” signifies a sub-category of gargantuan and deviant bodies with extraordinary qualities. Additionally, Schlatter demonstrates in an involved reading of Apollo’s alterity that divine monstrosity figures at the founding moment of civilizations and cults. Matthias Steinhart covers similar monsters and texts in “On Monstrosities and Friends of Mankind,” showcasing myth and visual art as pathways to classical concepts of the monstrous. In these sources, hybrids are ambivalent beings, with the centaurs relating both to animal savagery and to wisdom; Medusa changing her form and appearance over time; and Pan, the ultimate divine hybrid, many-faced and goatlegged. Like the monsters, contemporaneous explanations are heavily ambivalent. While Hesiod emphasizes the monsters’ joint genealogy in the Theogony, thus turning them into an extended and malfunctioning family, authors such as Hekataios and Euhemeros from Messene proffered rational explanations about their origin, while Physiologus (second century AD) reinterprets them as symbols teaching their readers a moral lesson.

Joachim Hamm’s “Monster Studies, Premodern: Monstrous Races in the Encyclopedias and Natural Histories of the Middle Ages” is the sole article in the second section. In a clever twist, he moves away from monsters and instead surveys pre-modern monster studies. His focus lies on the monstrous races that resided at the margins of the known world. In the Middle Ages, homines monstruosi only seemed to deviate from normative anatomy; rather, they were seen as wondrous manifestations of God’s plan in Hartmann Schedel’s Nürnberger Weltchronik (1493), Hugo of St. Victor’s Didascalion (twelfth century) and Isidore’s Etymologiae (early seventh century). In the High Middle Ages, the scholarly knowledge of the monstrous races was disseminated in the vernacular languages and thus reached a broader readership. Hamm elaborates on this transfer of knowledge in two major works, the late twelfth-century Lucidarius, which embeds the monstrous in the theological tradition, and Konrad of Megenberg’s mid-fourteenth-century Book of Nature, which attempts a detailed and nuanced scientific classification. It is the latter that calls to mind the typology-defying nature of the monstrous, which becomes apparent in Konrad’s progressively erratic treatment of monstrous creatures. Hamm’s contribution is thought-provoking, especially in its emphasis on the hermeneutic potential of the monster and the ever-new attempts of categorizing the uncategorizable.

The third section turns to the literature and art of the Middle Ages and the Early Modern Period. Sophie Marshall sees two meanings in “Grendel’s Dragon-Skin Glove” in the Old English Beowulf (ca. 1000 AD). As Beowulf does not claim the glove, which stands for the beast’s invulnerability and ferociousness, he rejects what traditional heroes would demand as their trophy (and precipitate their downfall). Thus, Beowulf constitutes a new kind of hero with alternative ethics. On a metapoetic level, the glove symbolizes the poetics of the epic, more precisely the narrative strategy to summarize and skip over significant parts of the action: just as Beowulf omits his fight against Grendel from his own narrative right after he mentions the glove (as it takes too long to tell), the epic narrator passes over Beowulf’s reign. This reminds Marshall of the glove that hovers above Beowulf but remains empty, and of Beowulf’s name, bee-wolf, a kenning for bear. Marshall’s advanced, source-heavy interpretation begins with an interesting premise but unfortunately labors very hard to argue a rather cryptic point. In “Monstrous Creatures in the Chansons de Geste,” Brigitte Burrichter draws a fourfold taxonomy of the monstrous in Old French heroic epic up to ca. 1250. The first of these classes is made up of “heathen” Saracens, who in the Chanson de Roland, La Chevalerie Ogier de Danemarche, and the Chanson d’Aliscans are marked as wholly “other” by their gargantuan size, their animal features, and their satanic origin. These texts also feature the second category, represented by Rainouart, a youth with monstrous attributes who fights his own monstrosity by battling monsters and is successfully integrated into society. Maugis d’Aigremont represents a third type of monstrosity: he disguises himself as a devil and practices black magic to defeat the monstrous. Finally, Burrichter deals with human beings who are transformed into monsters temporarily. In such imaginative play, she sees the narrators’ pleasure in the creation of ugly creatures. Contributions to the teratology of the chansons de geste are scarce, so Burrichter’s article offers a welcome introduction, which will hopefully inspire a book-length study. In a similar vein, Dorothea Klein investigates the monsters in medieval romances as embodiments of “Teacher, Disturber of Order, Poetic Cipher.” She distinguishes between three types of monster narratives, each fulfilling a specific function. While some monsters serve as teachers and educators of an aristocratic warrior, others are presented as threats to political, social, and gender order. Additionally, Klein argues that the creatures are a canvas on which medieval authors projected their fantasies and values, such as the virtues of the aristocratic warrior and the fear of war or of feminine dominance. For example, King Matur’s giantlike messenger in Daniel signifies the poetics of its author and is thus an abstract cipher. The final section of this thought-provoking article illustrates the strategies used to dominate the monstrous on the narrative and meta-narrative levels. Erudite and incisive, Klein’s article is a substantial contribution to medieval teratology. Christian Buhr examines how monsters are employed in political philosophy to mark tyrants as “Monstrous Rulers.” He discusses illustrations associating Frederick II with the dragon from the apocalypse by means of allegory. Sidonius Apollinaris and John of Salisbury’s Policraticus present tyrant rulers against the foil of kalokagathia, which links physical to spiritual beauty, while tyrants in narrative texts are rendered monstrous to figure as abject representations of vice, hubris, and social deviancy. In contrast to the previous articles, the texts in Buhr’s interesting contribution do not relegate monsters to the margins but place them at the core of the human. Damian Dombrowski’s “Centaurus Florentinus? Botticelli—Michelangelo—Giambologna” offers an ingenious diachronic reading of the centaur in Renaissance art. Discussing Sandro Botticelli’s Minerva and the Centaur (ca. 1485/1490), he criticizes the entrenched view identifying the painting as a manifesto of power politics that represents the supremacy of civilization over savagery, of reason over instinct. This antagonism is notably absent from the painting. Calling to mind the positive connotations of centaurs in Florentine traditions, he argues in favor of a strong link between Minerva and the centaur. In his reading, the painting depicts the transformation of physical and sensual to spiritual love, with the centaur signifying man’s dual nature. Next is Michelangelo’s Battle of the Centaurs (1490/1492). According to Dombrowski, this marble relief represents the constantly clashing forces of life and the inescapable, endless struggle that ensues through a melee where individual fighters become an indistinguishable mass. It is only with Giambologna’s Hercules and the Centaur (1599) that the centaur becomes a cipher forced into a propagandistic narrative, warning its viewers to keep allegiance to the Duke of Florence for fear of violent defeat. I consider this article a highlight of the present volume, because it offers perceptive readings of visual artworks that take into account the complexities of their production and the historico-cultural backdrop against which they were created. Zeno Ackermann demonstrates in his article “Strange Bedfellows” how Shakespeare’s plays bring the monstrous back home. He parades Macbeth and Richard III as monstrosity at the heart of English society, Caliban (The Tempest) as a figure unmasking man and monster as (flexible) human constructs, and assheaded Nick Bottom (A Midsummer Night’s Dream) as the comic spectacle of upward mobility. Viola, the heroine of Twelfth Night, has perhaps the greatest significance for Ackermann’s argument. In her reflection on the ambiguity of gender roles she plays (as Viola/Cesario), Ackermann sees the vanishing point or culmination of bringing the monster back home in Shakespeare. The author stays close to Shakespeare (strangely alternating between English, German, and bi-language quotations) and thus does not bring into purview the diverse and complex Renaissance discourse of the monstrous (treatises, broadsides, poetry, etc.). Shakespeare is not the singularity Ackermann makes him out to be, a caveat he admits to about a third of the way into his article. Miriam Wallraven’s “Between Monster and Superman” treats seminal vampire narratives in Anglophone literature from the early nineteenth to the early twenty-first century: John Polidori’s The Vampyre (1819), Sheridan Le Fanu’s Carmilla (1872), Bram Stoker’s Dracula (1897), Anne Rice’s Interview with the Vampire (1976), and Stephenie Meyer’s Twilight (2005). In her readings, vampires, while retaining their key attributes, become indicators of cultural change that can represent anything from the exotic to sexual taboo and core American values. While the article thus makes an important general statement about the diachronic development of monsters, its limitation to the most discussed texts elicits unsurprising readings that beg the question why the author does not explore less-covered texts, especially as all art forms, mainstream and underground, have been teeming with these attractive bloodsuckers since the nineteenth century.

Monster, Chimären und andere Mischwesen gives written testimony to what was certainly an exciting lecture series. The volume is rounded off with a helpful index of authors and their works, which makes for easy cross-referencing and will likely lead the reader to other articles. I particularly liked the generous number of illustrations that bring alive the visual traditions discussed here and thus invite readers to follow the arguments closely (e.g., Shehata, Dombrowski). The question is, of course, how this memento of lectures works as a collection of articles. As with other publications of this nature, the use or purpose of the articles varies. While some do indeed provide noteworthy additions to teratological inquiry (Hamm, Dombrowski) or offer good and serviceable introductions to significant aspects of the monstrous (Schlatter, Steinhart), others tread all-too-familiar ground with little originality (Ackermann, Wallraven). Perhaps the most surprising insight I gathered from Burrichter and Klein’s volume is that the manifold typologies offered in these articles simultaneously underscore both the futility and usefulness of such attempts. In other words: we need to categorize the uncategorizable in order to gather significant insights. In that sense, this book could also be seen as a solid, chronologically organized primer for the budding teratologist.

Maik Goth
Ruhr-Universität Bochum
maik.goth@rub.de
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Don A. Monson: Eros and Noesis: A Cognitive Approach to the Courtly Literature of Medieval France. Boston: Brill, 2022. Pp. 369.

In Eros and Noesis, Don A. Monson calls on evolutionary psychology, or the study of “adapted psychology [as] evolved over many generations and millions of years in response to various pressures on survival and reproduction” (6; his italics), to help fill a “theoretical void left by the disrepute into which the theory of ‘courtly love’ has fallen” (9). For Monson, recent cognitive science can help us better understand (a) medieval literature’s preoccupation with love, (b) the poetic genres that serve as “modes of expression available for developing this subject,” and (c) the “structure” of “the relationships between the courtly themes” (9).

Monson’s book is divided into two overarching sections. The first begins with the “controversy” over “courtly love” (13). Gaston Paris, C. S. Lewis, and others understood the love featured in literary texts as both “a fairly faithful reflection of the social practices of the aristocratic society” and “a system” (19; his italics). Later critics, such as D. W. Robertson, debunked these assumptions, but they did not come up with a satisfactory way to theorize fin’amors. For Monson, neither feminist nor psychoanalytic criticism has contributed much. Indeed, he is dismissive of both (for example, Lacan is “pseudo-science” [314], E. Jane Burns’s work “aggressively ideological” [32]).

In chapter 2, Monson challenges the notion that the troubadours “invented love” by countering that the love they champion is “first and foremost an expression of a complex combination of biologically conditioned psychological mechanisms endemic to the human species” (51–52). For Monson, it particularly reflects the “fundamental asymmetry of sexual desire,” according to which “men want sex more than women” (46). The troubadours nonetheless adapted “the erotic instincts of the species to the socio-cultural environment of courtly society” (53). Four factors “account for the specific treatment of love found in medieval literature” (56): its debt to rhetoric and dialectic, on the one hand, and its relation to feudalism and Christianity on the other.

Chapter 3 begins mapping how “medieval literature developed along three generic axes: lyric, narrative and didactic,” which, for Monson, showcase different elements of human psychology (76). Perhaps each genre even reflects distinct breakthroughs in the history of human cognition, as theorized by the psychologist Merlin Donald.1 Monson emphasizes how “the truth of the troubadour love song is the universal truth of common human experience” in love (83). Narrative reflects how, “to be biologically successful,” humans “had to create stories” (84). Didactic works “propose precepts for future behavior and action based on the observations and inferences developed by other hyper-genres” (91). According to Monson, “these three modes constitute at a fundamental level the entire range of pragmatic situations available for the discussion of love” (96). Part two goes into detail about how this plays out.

First, though, the fourth chapter “attempt[s] a cognitively organized catalogue of the various love themes used in the creation of courtly literature, along with a preliminary outline of the complex ways in which these themes interact with each other” (101). It discusses how love is born in courtly literature; how it feeds off obstacles, internal and external, which must be overcome in different ways; and how it can lead to drastically different outcomes. Throughout, Monson suggests that features of the medieval literary love experience can be understood in terms of cognitive science. For instance, the “internal, psychological obstacles to love concern primarily the resistance of recalcitrant ladies in accordance with the asymmetry of desire that is endemic to the species” (109).

The second part is organized around the three “hyper-genres” of courtly letters. The lyric is the “most fundamental … depicting in its most characteristic sub-genre, the canso or love song, the act of courtship which lies at the heart of human sexual selection” (133). This chapter considers other lyric genres as responses to cansos. It focuses on troubadour gaps, trobairitz lyrics, and “chansons de femme” (chansons de malmariée, chansons de toile), as well as debate poetry (tensos and partimens) about love.

Narrative mines what Paul Zumthor once referred to as the “latent narrativity” of lyrics (85). In order to emphasize how narratives respond to lyrics, chapter 6 begins with troubadour vidas and razos and romances with lyric insertions. It then considers shorter verse narratives (Occitan novas and Old French lais), before looking to courtly romance, namely the Tristan material and Chrétien’s Charrette. Monson takes almost literally the suggestion that verse romances can be approached as “long poems,” insofar as he reads narratives as sites that (to play on Chrétien’s famous notion) “conjoin” various lyric genres.2

The subject of chapter 7, the didactic mode responds to the need of “our ancestors to plot out future actions appropriate to particular sets of circumstances” (222). Monson moves through troubadour ensenhamens, some northern responses to Ovid, Andreas Capellanus’s infamous treatise, and Guillaume de Lorris’s Rose. For him, Guillaume’s text “weaves together the lyric, narrative, and didactic strands of which it is composed” (266). Monson’s focus is on how didactic texts “often dra[w] out implications barely suggested in the other genres or even transfor[m] the themes by juxtaposing them with non-literary reality” (223).

The last chapter is about satirical texts, which Monson views as related to “a kind of evolutionary arms race between the development of psychological mechanisms for deceiving and manipulating others and … for defending against such tactics” (269). He first considers sirventés, focusing on Marcabru’s and Peire Cardenal’s work. He then looks to fabliaux and shorter satirical pieces, the débats du clerc et du chevalier, book III of Andreas Capellanus’s De amore, and Jean de Meun’s “complex,” “elusive” Rose (312). In this chapter, Monson acknowledges how “antifeminism is … an integral part of the entire tradition of anti-courtly satire, from Marcabru to the fabliaux” (304).

As this summary makes clear, this book draws on an enormous corpus of twelfth- and thirteenth-century French and Occitan texts. It also engages with many secondary works. Although it moves quickly over much material, there are some intriguing readings of particular texts. For example, it is interesting to consider the Tristan material in relation to troubadour albas, and the Charrette as a “vast amplification” of the canso (218). This rather impolitic volume may also raise some provocative questions. For instance, does the fact that psychoanalysis is (at least in the United States) not generally practiced as medical science today change how literary critics ought to use it? If, for Freud, psychoanalysis exists to theorize what cannot otherwise be treated, should things be updated for the twenty-first century, where science can venture in different directions?

Moreover, ambitious, bold, and challenging critical ventures are, in my view, vital to the health of the field. Monson’s volume nonetheless has important flaws that will likely significantly hamper its reception. Because it moves quickly over many texts, some number of readings seem unoriginal or even reductive (for instance, Monson reads Yvain’s prologue as unironic and considers that his wife’s reaction to his mistakes goes overboard [241, 108]). The immense reliance on notions of genre may also strike some as overly taxonomic, perhaps even anachronistic. More significantly, this study of love is unapologetically heteronormative; it implies that, in medieval literature, men simply love women. While I cannot evaluate what cognitive science could bring to the study of medieval literature, it can nonetheless come across as rather thin here; either it is harnessed to bolster seemingly self-evident claims (for instance, all humans rely on storytelling) or to voice versions of Men Are from Mars, Women Are from Venus. This is not necessarily done very carefully, insofar as cognitive science is pitted against the notion, putatively at the heart of feminist theory, “that gender is entirely a social construct” (52; his italics). In my view, this is an unhelpful oversimplification. Feminist and queer theory, such as that of Judith Butler, does not refute the existence of science or biology so much as it warns that scientific discourse, because it necessarily emerges within cultural realms, should always be examined critically. History corroborates this lesson, as science and “pseudoscience” (Monson’s term) have a long history of being enlisted to justify problematic political causes. Medievalists should, moreover, know that dubbing certain behaviors “natural” or “merely human,” especially when referring to gender and sexuality, has a dubious history. It is striking that this book neither considers modern psychology in relation to medieval “scientific” arguments that get to similar places—that imply, in particular, fundamental differences in male and female desire—or critically interrogates the potential of the theoretical frame to go awry. Because it basically pits itself against a straw man (or woman) and makes no gesture to how troublesome readers may find the implications of statements it makes—for instance, “Rape … is a human universal present is [sic] all societies, an unfortunate outcome of the asymmetry of desire” between men and women (121)—Monson’s notion that cognitive science can move the dialogue on fin’amors forward will likely be found wanting by those, like me, who believe in the value of critical analysis of the intersections of medieval and modern gender politics.

Notes

1. Merlin Donald, Origins of the Modern Mind: Three Stages in the Evolution of Culture and Cognition (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1991).

2. See Zrinka Stahuljak, Virginie Greene, Sarah Kay, Sharon Kinoshita, and Peggy McCracken, Thinking through Chrétien de Troyes (Cambridge: D. S. Brewer, 2011).
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Alain de Lille: Anticlaudianus. Édité et traduit par Florent Rouillé. Geneva: Librairie Droz, 2023. Pp. 832.

Florent Rouillé’s edition of Alain de Lille’s (1120/1125–1203) hexametric poem Anticlaudianus offers a detailed introduction, a French translation, and an extensive commentary. The theologian and teacher Alain was, without a doubt, one of the most prolific authors of the twelfth century, best known for his prosimetrum De planctu naturae, modeled after the Consolatio philosophiae by Boethius, and Anticlaudianus, which counters Claudian’s In Rufinum. In his allegorical poem, Alain depicts Natura as she invokes a meeting with the topical virtues in order to create the ideal “divine” man. The soul, however, has to be granted by God, for which reason personified Prudentia is given a chariot for a journey to heaven. It is built by the seven artes liberales, while the five senses, ordered by Ratio, take on the roles of its horses. Eventually God creates the soul for a puer senex who is later attacked by the topical vices that are commanded by the fury Alecto, who invokes her own council, thus alluding to Claudian. However, the ideal man remains victorious and heralds a new golden age. Alain touches discourses such as natural and moral philosophy, theology, and rhetoric, while incorporating a wide range of different literary models developed from ancient texts. The considerable impact of Alain’s writings on medieval intellectual thought and literature still requires extensive investigation, although his works have seen a resurgence of interest in recent years (see, e.g., Frank Bezner and Beate Kellner, eds., Alanus ab Insulis und das europäische Mittelalter [Paderborn: Brill Fink, 2022], which focuses on a variety of historical and philological topics and the contextualization of Alain de Lille in a broader intellectual environment).

Rouillé introduces his edition with a systematic presentation of Alain and his body of work. The introduction falls into two parts: The first part (7–55) focuses on the historical and literary surroundings, the compositional conditions including the immediate and posthumous reception of the Anticlaudianus (7–37), while also taking into consideration Alain’s other writings as well as recent (international) research. In particular, Rouillé discusses three recent hypotheses concerning the biography of Alain, that is, Françoise Hudry’s alleged identification (based on a suggestion by Dom Brial from the nineteenth century) with Alain de Canterbury/Tewkesbury, his suggestion of stylistic similarities between Alain’s diction and that of a monk at Bec Abbey, and, ultimately, Carla Rossi’s proposition that Alain was of Breton origin, thus dismissing the hypotheses by contextualizing the literary evidence, which clearly exhibits Rouillé’s deep knowledge of the author and his surroundings.

The second and longer part of the introduction (56–245) provides a literary study in its own right. Rouillé examines Alain’s literary models and his different approaches to the art of imitation. Special attention is paid to the rhetorical devices of the integumentum and allegory. He particularly discusses the influence of Matthew of Vendôme’s Ars versificatoria on Alain’s Anticlaudianus, noticeably “L’art de la description” (88–99) and “la pratique de l’allégorie et de l’énigme” (99–105). This chapter is followed by an in-depth analysis of the late antique sources Alain explicitly and implicitly used: the title of the poem immediately evokes Claudian’s In Rufinum (esp. 150–171), as well as De statu animae written by Claudian Mamert (d. ca. 473). Furthermore, Rouillé demonstrates Alain’s use of Martian Capella’s De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii, Bernard Silvestris’s Cosmographia, and Prudence’s Psychomachia, which he subtly transformed and exploited in various ways. Rouillé also takes into account the concept of hypertextuality in order to analyze the structure and the poetic functionality of allusions to and quotations of other writings in Alain’s Anticlaudianus. Rouillé is able to demonstrate how carefully Alain uses different methods of imitation in order to create a genuine epic that is both detached from its respective models and evokes them at the same time. The second part of the edition is thus an important contribution to the current scholarly discourse.

The text of the poem is based on the critical edition of Robert Bossuat from 1955. Each of the epic’s nine books is followed by extensive commentary that provides literary explanations; identifies and discusses quotations, allusions, and rhetorical devices; and elaborates on philosophical, theological, and historical aspects. The French translation faces the Latin text and makes for easy reading, while the commentary helps us considerably to follow this complex work. Rouillé’s edition provides a useful French translation and, this has to be emphasized, a valuable commentary as well as an important study of the intertextual and hypertextual configuration of Alain de Lille’s Anticlaudianus. The edition is highly recommended for students as well as for researchers who study Alain and his work.

Tristan Spillmann
Friedrich-Wilhelms-Universität Bonn
spillmann@uni-bonn.de
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Oleg Voskoboynikov (Ed.): L’éloquence du visage entre Orient et Occident. Micrologus Library 110. Florence: SISMEL, Edizioni del Galluzzo, 2022. Pp. vi–335 + 56 tavv.

The 2022 Micrologus volume edited by Oleg Voskoboynikov is dedicated to pre-modern discourses of the face: L’éloquence du visage entre Orient et Occident. In keeping with Micrologus convention, the sixteen essays collected are published variously in French, English, and Italian (though predominantly the former two), each with an English-language abstract. As the title indicates, the volume’s scope encompasses both Western and Eastern histories of the face, with examples ranging from the late antique through the seventeenth century, though essays on Western Europe in the high and late Middle Ages predominate. Essays treat a rich and varied range of topics, from histories of the beard and the slap to physiognomical and diagnostic traditions, and from theological interpretations to optical and art historical ones. The volume is amply illustrated with over one hundred color and black-and-white images.

Two essays make newly available primary material to their readers: Francesca Galli offers a partial edition of a fascinating and unique thirteenth-century Latin quaestio (De assumptione, from Florence, Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 17 sin. 8, ff. 119r–124v) by Bartolomeo da Bologna, which applies Euclidean geometry and optics to questions of the face-to-face contemplation of Christ, and Joseph Ziegler appends a chapter (“De phisonomia faciei in uniuersali” II. 16) from Rolandus Scriptoris’s Reductorium phisonomie (ca. 1430) to his essay on pre-modern physiognomy of the face. Other essays focusing on academic or medical material include Danielle Jacquart’s survey of the face as a diagnostic tool in medical literature on leprosy and signs of death at the end of the Middle Ages, and Nicolas Weill-Parot’s essay on the interpretation of the term “vultus” in verbum 9 of the Pseudo-Ptolemaic Centiloquium and its twelfth-century translations.

Several essays turn to other genres of literary evidence: descriptions of the face in late antique and medieval apocrypha, particularly of the Apostle Andrew, are the subject of Andrey Vinogradov’s essay, while Alexey Muraviev highlights the ascetic goal of self-effacement in Eastern-Syriac mystical literature from the seventh to the ninth centuries. Agostino Paravicini Bagliani explores the pope’s face in Rabelais’s Quart Livre (1552), and Olga Togoeva traces the origin of the stereotypical witch’s face through sixteenth- and seventeenth-century English demonological pamphlets.

Several essays offer broader histories: Francesco Santi ranges from late antique to seventeenth-century sources to explore the slap as part of the performed soundscape of drama; Michele Bacci compares the iconicity of the beard and its role in men’s self-understanding in Byzantium and Western Europe; and Oleg Voskoboynikov’s introductory essay traces art-historical representations of the face, distinct from that of portraiture, in the Occident and the Orient.

Voskoboynikov’s focus on visual traditions is followed by essays on Georgian royal portraiture from the end of the twelfth to the early sixteenth centuries by Anna-Maria Makarova; the new trend toward portraying visible teeth beginning with a mid-thirteenth-century statue, the Magdeburger Reiter, by Valentino Pace; the frontal, three-quarters, or profile representation of the face in Western European art by Jean Wirth; and the face of cadavers in German sepulchral art, and the tomb of Wolfhard de Roth à Augsbourg (1302) more specifically, by Dominic Olariu. The volume closes with Evgeny Steiner’s essay on portraiture in pre-modern Japan, which, in contrast with associations of the face in Western art, stresses a Japanese tradition of faces “without individualization.”

There are some occasional errors in the English-language abstracts, but overall this is a fascinating volume that opens up a range of crosscultural approaches to the face and will be of interest to scholars and students working on the face or on the body more broadly. The volume’s scope, “entre Orient et Occident,” is particularly welcome, and if a narrower time span and disciplinary focus would likely have enabled a more sustained understanding of discourses that are often kept separate, a number of the essays collected here succeed in demonstrating both distinctive traditions and cultural interchange between East and West on which future research might usefully build.

Katie L. Walter
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