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Abstract

The dissertation argues that Thomas More, Willidrakéspeare, and Francis Bacon deliberate
about the nature of rhetoric and the ethics thghoto govern it by dramatizing multifaceted

acts of persuasion. In the English Renaissanoee shinkers believe rhetoric to be a byword for
honeyed speech that conceals flattery and liess Vilbw coexists uneasily with a great
enthusiasm for rhetoric, alternatively understomté a justice-seeking art that only the morally
good orator can effectively utilize. More, Shakeme, and Bacon dispute these polarized views
of rhetoric in their heuristic representations péaking that appropriate aspects of both the
influential classical Roman and Christian rhetdricaditions and that navigate between the
Roman advocacy of a utilitarian ethic and the Atigiemn insistence that falsehoods can never
be justified as means of persuasion. The projesttdssesses the rhetorical ethics of Cicero,
Quintilian, and Augustine, as well as the continunfravailable opinions about rhetoric in the
English Renaissance milieu. It then asserts th@aeMepicts his master sophist, Richard Ill, as a
perversion of the classical ideal oratoffimeHistory of King Richard 1l Richard’s surprising
inability to persuade reveals the future Lord Cledloc's Augustinian confidence that sophistry

is weaker than apt, true words. Initially, it appethat Shakespeard&échard Il andOthellg,

unlike More’sHistory, suggest the superior power of unethical speakeé®takespeare, but the
project’s examination o€ymbelinedemonstrates that an ethical Shakespearean statioras
Imogen, in rhetorical situations that deliberatelypke the aforementioned plays, can forestall
tragedy with Ciceronian words and pseudo-Augustipigty. Finally, in the treatment of
Bacon’sNew Atlantisit is contended that, unlike the rhetorical eimplied in More and

Cymbeling Bacon'’s representations advocate for the renefn@lintilian’s Roman ethic and



for a gnostic—rather than Augustinian—rhetoric ihieh the cooperative model of persuasion is

rejected in favor of seductive words.



Introduction

In William ShakespeareRichard Ill, Buckingham, co-conspirator in Richard’s attempt
to usurp the throne, assures the future King: “Rawd, my lord, I'll play the orator / As if the
golden fee for which | plead / Were for myself"§®3-5)! Buckingham is no orator, who—by
definition—should seek to guide an audience codpeis by licit means toward good ends;
rather, he is a sophist, a pretender who—in thegmtecase—promises to move hearers to bad
acts through illicit means. Shakespeare wroteethines at a time when humanists sought to
renew the commonweal and emphasized the needifeens to be skilled in thars Rhetorica
to achieve this end. This esteem of oratory, h@nded to a debate among both humanists and
their successors over whether it was possiblekely) for there to be an ethical rhetoric aiming
at the good. To ask this question was to revigeiny into the fundamental issue at the
foundation of an ethics of speaking, argued at Isiase Gorgias gave his defense of Helen and
took money—as Shakespeare’s language of ‘goldémfag subtly suggest—to teach Greek
youths how to compel an audience with magical wotdshe English Renaissance milieu, it is
not only philosophers, divines, and courtiers wpme upon the question, but also authors of
literary texts, who interrogate this matter in threpresentations of acts of persuasiofhis
dissertation examines such acts in the fictive wafrkhomas More, William Shakespeare, and
Francis Bacon and seeks to determine where eachl wibuate himself in the debate and what

their literature suggests about the nature of riceémd ethics that govern it.

! All quotations from Shakespeare’s work are talkem Bevington’s works, unless otherwise notedl Al

references to More, unless otherwise noted, are fhe YaleComplete Works of St. Thomas Maeferences to
the More volumes follow the standardiZddreanacitation method in which, for exampl@W 15, 422-423/11-12
indicates a reference from volume 15, pages 425 11-2.

2 | am appropriating Vickers's phrase “act of pasion” (“Power of Persuasion” 418) to describe what
others might call a suasion or a speech act.



Methodology

The importance of rhetoric to the English Renaissaso well proven by T. W. Baldwin,
Sr. Miriam Joseph, and Hanna Gray, has becomeieatéommonplacé. However, an
appreciation for the dispute over rhetoric’s natamd ethics, and explorations of how literary
texts participate in this contest are only begigrimdevelop. Brian Vickers's 1983 essay “The
Power of Persuasion’: Images of the Orator, Elgdblhakespeare” first revealed that
Shakespeare was exploring issues of rhetoricatstand Wayne Rebhorn helped critics
appreciate that Shakespeare was not a lone quexsstba monolithic view of the nature of
rhetoric, but part of a milieu in which various amdtually exclusive opinions about rhetoric
coexist Emperorl9-20;Debate$. More recently, Scott Crider has persuasivetyshthe
depth of Shakespeare’s interrogation of rhetoetiics, found not only in the play’s formal
speeches, but also in other uses of language aedialy in moments where characters discuss
previously dramatized acts of persuasiBeréuasior2).*

These helpful studies are only a beginning; muchkwemains to be done in the area of
literary explorations of rhetorical ethics in thedlish Renaissance. Not only does the
conversation need to be broadened beyond Shakegpesahis dissertation does), but
Shakespeare himself needs further consideratitwe. pfincipal contributions of this dissertation
are its fresh understanding of the complicated vilayghich classical Roman rhetoric and
biblical-patristic rhetoric influence More, Shakegpe, and Bacon, and its positioning of each

figure on a continuum of available opinions abdngtorical ethics.

3 Of course, our understanding continues to beetesg) see the more recent treatments listed inl#te

4 For a fuller account of scholarly writing on Skageare’s rhetoric, see notes 13, as well asrdtddiv

notes in chapter 4.



To achieve these contributions, I rely on a litgdaistorical approach that some have
begun to call historical formalism. As a histotistudy, | follow Quentin Skinner, who insists
that we must “see things their wayigionsl 3). Skinner’s method has encountered many
detractors, with whom | sometimes have sympatiNevertheless, his longstanding and
fundamental contention that “understanding of textgresupposes the grasp both of what they
were intended to mean, and how this meaning wasdetd to be taken” (“Meaning” 48) remains
a balanced middle way between the mutually exctudisgmas of “text’ alone” and “context’
alone,” fulfilling what another critic has calleth scholar’s obligation to understand the past as
it understood itself, [rather than to impose] ujitdmnis own canons of logic” (Kendall 447).

The fulfillment of this obligation requires an umgi&nding of the historical moment(s) of
the three authors, as well as of the importantierites on their rhetorical ethical thought, the
classical Roman and the Christian rhetorical tradg. While RebhornEmpero) diversified
Vickers’ binary of possible, available opinions, Bystained examination of how authors
integrate, favor, or reject parts of the perios most influential rhetorical traditions providas
more adequate and textured view of More, Shakespaad Bacon in the English Renaissance.
There is little doubt that the classical Romanuefice is great in the English Renaissance, but
the role of Christian ethical thought in the Regaige discourse on rhetorical ethics has
sometimes been particularly under appreciatederiighd. Debora Shuger’s work has helped
correct this omission; she asserts that “sacretricgs not a narrowly specialized compartment
of the history of Renaissance rhetoric but its nvital and reflective branch’Sacredl13).
Shuger’s own work, however, has looked especialihetorical manuals and theoi§gcred

and at the writings of English Renaissance cldktahits) to substantiate her claims about the

See Tully's collection for a series of thoughttutiques.



ubiquity of Christian influence on most spherefRehaissance life, including speculations about
rhetoric. This dissertation builds on and goesobeyShuger’s work by looking more

particularly at the role of Christian rhetoric (@sll as classical rhetoric) in shaping fictive
representations of acts of persuagiofihe project walks through a door that Shugerdpesed,
but has not passed through.

In addition to its historical dimension, my methedjuires a formalism that attends to
literature as literature. The complicated narstdrMore’sHistory of King Richard Illand
Bacon’sNew Atlantis and the dramatic dialogue of Shakespeare’s glayst give formal,
discursive expositions on rhetoric or ethics. N#haess, as Michael Grossman reminds us,
“Renaissance writers understood their work asqfaah ethical pedagogy” (3). My method will
blend literary analysis of particular passagessymihesis of patterns across a writer’'s work to
discover the content of what is being taught, tdasstand how each author uses his Christian
and Roman sources, and thereby to ascertain hwridad ethics and to situate each author on
the continuum of available opinions about the reaturd ethics of rhetoric.

When seeking to analyze an act of persuasion thatithor represents, the dissertation
relies on an hermeneutic that considers the follgvieatures: the speaking orator, the
audience(s) spoken to, the issue spoken on, thesngyht, the means employed, and the

situation in which words are spoken. While manyhefse variables inform contemporary

6 Shuger has published a readindvigfasure for Measuréut her argument is centered on political
theologies, not rhetoric. Jeffery Knapp believest the role of Christianity has been overlookechlee of
“secularist bias among modern critics [which] hatphd sustain the myth that piety and popular &itenents in
Renaissance England were cultural opposites anddvagr on one anothe(Shakespeare’s Trib2). While
Crider’s principal work Persuasiohis largely concerned with Greek influences, ha iotable exception to those
who divide the rhetorical ethical questions in EsiglRenaissance literature from any the Christiaoadirse. See
his accounting for the Roman and Christian infliesnio his “Eloquence Repaired” (250) and “Human @qi 35).



speech and composition pedagogy, the hermenettistisrically justifiable’ Assuming
different situations and having addressed rhetbneans in his definition of rhetori®fetoric
2.1), Aristotle explains that “[a] speech [situafi@onsists of three things: a speaker and a
subject on which he speaks and someone addresgktheaobjectivetglog of a speech relates
to the last (I mean the hearer)” (1.3.1). Thesdures, outlined by Aristotle, are taken for
granted by Cicero and Quintilian whose understagg]im turn, are transmitted into sixteenth-

century England.

Terms

When describing the rhetorical situation Aristatédls the orator a “speaker,” but
elsewhere he calls the speaker a “rhetor” (1.1.14 ShakespeareRichard lll, the sophist,
Buckingham, promised to “play tleeator.” While the dissertation’s opening lines sought t
distinguish sophist from orator and while this idistion will become more clear after the first
chapter’s treatment of rhetoric and sophistryeéras necessary before embarking on this study
to offer some brief clarifications, distinguishibhgtween my use of rhetor, rhetorician, orator,
speaker, and sophist. All five of these figures speakers of words. The “sophist” is by
definition an unethical or evil speaker who eitheeks an evil purpose and/or employs illicit
means to achieve his or her purpose. The wordatspe when not accompanied by an
adjective that indicates an ethical judgment, camote any sophistical or ethical user of words.
Following George Kennedy (AristotleRhetoric35 note 32), RebhorikE(nperoré note 7), and

Crider Persuasiornl05 note 9), “rhetor” will be employed to indicatee who practices the art

! For example, seeasy Accesér-10),Hodge’s Harbrace Handboold04-22),The Little, Brown Essential

Handbook for Writerg1-2), Crider’'sOffice of Assertiori7-10),Principles and Types of Speech Communicaen
17), and Lindemann’A Rhetoric for Writing Teached0-21). Hodge'sspecifically links its thinking to Kenneth
Burke’s pentad (422).



of persuasion, whereas a “rhetorician” is a theéafishetoric. Of course it is not uncommon for
the two categories to overlap in one theorist-speaklso, because the role of Roman rhetoric is
so prominent in the inquiry, | will also often usgator,” whose speaking, like the
“rhetor”/’rhetorician” is not necessarily limited formal speeches. In Roman imaginings of an
ideal orator and in Aristotle’s definition of theghist (1.1.14), the “orator” or “rhetor” is set
opposite the sophist. This distinction, which nsaktee orator/rhetor a morally good speaker,

will be largely respected, but in certain contextg, dissertation will use rhetor(ican)/orator
simply to denote any speaker.

Another term that requires some explanation isggbibhical anthropology. When | use
this phrase | am talking about an author’s viewhefnature or constitution of the human person,
what has sometimes been called the “philosophyasf’ror “philosophy of human nature.” A
number of the figures that the project examineslasply interested in the human being as
human, and More and Augustine are even involvexniroversies that surround the nature of
the human being. While framing these concernautiinahe language of “anthropology” could
be considered anachronistic, | will use the phradlwing the manner in which it is generally
used in the discourse of the history of philosopfmgre it is not uncommon to see references to
the anthropology of Aristotle, Augustine, et ceféra

In addition, an inquiry into rhetorical ethics rés a note on ethical systems. Grounded
in what | have called “available opinions,” the xdions of the rhetorical ethics of More,

Shakespeare, and Bacon (as well as Cicero, Qamtédind Augustine) will often allude to

8 These distinctions have avoided the questiometrical skill; Rebhorn and Kennedy make rhetat an

orator equivalent, but the latter notes that oresor carry a connotation of “eloquence not necéggaesent in”
rhetor (Aristotle’sRhetoric35 note 32). My use of orator does not intendaiavey such skill, but is privileged
since it derives from the Roman rhetorical traditio

° For one example, see Duffy’s entry on “anthroggfan Augustine Through the Ages: An Encyclopedia



conceptions of ethics accessible to each figumo af these which will play a prominent role
are realism and utilitarianism. It may be moreparoto call the latter proto-utilitarianism; 1 do
not use the term “utilitarianism” to denote thedfe sense of that word that is associated with
the thought of Bentham and Mill. Instead | usettren in a broader sense that is meant to
indicate a consequentialist, proportionalist, twagional ethics in which emphasis is placed on
the achievement of a result. While the fullesicatation of utilitarianism postdates the
Renaissance, the greatest exponents of realisistofle and St. Thomas Aquinas, predate the
period. When the term realism is employed, | measignify what Alasdair Macintyre, in his
Three Rival Versions of Moral Enqujrgalls the moral inquiry of “tradition.” While adism
sometimes has placed greater emphasis on law totthes times, has emphasized nature and
virtue, different strains of realism are unitedheir belief that first principles can be discerned
in the natural ordef’ In the generic sense in which the project usalisra and utilitarianism,
both ethical systems can be said to be “availabl¢fie Renaissance. Each system has a
different view of rhetorical ethics. In a realibetorical ethic, good ends never justify illicit
means, and an epistemology is assumed in which dglivered truth is more persuasive than
equally well delivered falsehood. In the utilieriview, there is more ambivalence about the
greater potency of well-spoken truth, and meanassessed not according to a moral standard,

but according to their potential utility in achiagian end.

Chapter Abstracts
The first chapter of the dissertation reads Quantis Institutio Oratoriaand Cicero’®De

Officiis andDe Oratore | contend that—in addition to providing the at}pe of the ideal

10 The claim to be able to discern first principleshe natural order can be said of Stoic ethicael this

will prove notable in the investigation of Ciceraoleetorical ethics.



orator that becomes an exemplum, generative tRémaissance imagination—these two
influential Roman authors develop very differergtdrical ethics. Cicero gives an unsystematic
account of rhetoric as a noble, justice-seekingnanthich the expedient is always tethered to the
honorable. While Cicero is often thought of akepsic, and while we have examples in his
corpus that reveal him to be a man who did not ydwie up to the task of yoking the expedient
with the honorable, his ethics are of the reattbiosl. Quintilian admires Cicero and initially
restates Cicero’s epistemological optimism. HowgeQaiintilian ultimately fails to define the
relationship between moral goodness and skilled@pan the orator, leading to a surprisingly
utilitarian ethic in which he encourages illicit ames to a good end.

The second chapter focuses on AugustibeDoctrina Christianathe principle
Christian intervention into the rhetorical traditioAugustine rejects Quintilian’s situational
ethic, rearticulating a realist rhetorical ethigtsiplace. His emphases and orientation, though,
differentiate his views from those of Cicero. Tighop of Hippo always maintains the
salvation of orator and audience as the ultimateaérany act of persuasion, insists that no
falsehoods may be used as means of persuasioengsithsizes the role of the passions of the
audience when an orator seeks to persuade notamitellectual assent, but also to action. The
chapter then turns to Thomas Wilson’s 1560 manitad, Art of Rhetoricfor an example of a
text that is both deeply Christian (Augustinian &walvinist) and highly Roman. Wilson
articulates a common view that eloquence is abiisndicator of a speaker’s moral goodness
and a guarantee of his rhetorical ethics. Thetenaoncludes by contrasting this view of
rhetoric with another which claims, influenced bgagicature of Machiavelli, that not all speech

is rhetorical and that rhetoric is inherently umedh encouraging lying or concealment. This



hyper-cynical view and Wilson’s naive one provide extreme answers to whether it is
possible to have an ethics of rhetoric aiming atgbod.

The naive-versus-cynical binary that | lay outha first two chapters provides a
continuum on which [ situate More, Shakespeare Bawbn. Using More’slistory of King
Richard I, the third chapter argues that More ironically &agp language that evokes the
Roman ideal orator tradition when describing Ridhartyrannical sophist who seeks to scatter a
gathered humanity through his words. This revergalen into the narrator’s descriptions of
the represented acts of persuasion, reveals Mep&semological optimism, which is nuanced
by his Christian anthropology and Augustinian ooggl. | contend that his epistemology not
only values truth well spoken, but also—in its datimenactment—offers a reflection on how to
see through a speaker’s dissembling. Ultimatedysuggests the complementary workings of
both an intuitive degree of discernment and a prudge, well trained by abstract thinking, as
the best way to penetrate beneath a sophist’'sidesguis difficult text is actually designed to
improve a reader’s faculty of sharp sight. In Mave find another proponent of realist
rhetorical ethics; however, by removing rhetorimnfrthe position of highest excellence, he
avoids the naiveté of Wilson while reasserting @afickence that rhetoric can contribute to the
personal and common good.

The next chapter looks at three Shakespeare plRyshard Ill, Othellg, and
Cymbeline—and uncovers their rhetorical ethics. Shakesps@oess the real power of sophistry
and concealment in the characters of Richard Ml lago. Especially in the latter, Shakespeare
gives an example of a sophist whose facade is ietpvle and whose words are persuasive. |
make an initial case that Shakespeare holds theatynew of rhetoric and that he suggests that

acquisition of authentic knowledge may be impossililowever, irCymbelingImogen’s
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ability to discern the evil intentions of the horteygued lachimo and to forestall tragedy
nuances the chapter’'s argument. Shakespeare’'sueegaw was a de facto suspicion
predicated on the absence of an orator: skilletyaus, and devout. The Shakespearean ideal
orator, as figured in Imogen, is both Ciceroniad egligious (professing a pagan religion that
Shakespeare inflects with Judeo-Christian, Augigstielements). | conclude that Shakespeare
believes that the species of ethical and apt rleei®more powerful than sophistry; Imogen’s
realist ethics and her faith, informing her apt dgrallow her to discover means of persuasion
wholly unavailable to the sophist. | further cardehat Shakespeare deems the sharp-sighted
agent, though limited and fallible, able to seetigh false appearances. In fact, Shakespeare
reprises More’s contention that there are compleéangmegrees of knowledge acquisition,
including an intuitive mode, that work togethest®e through dissembling. Howeveithello
casts a long shadow; Shakespeare insists thatssigpisi potent and that an Imogen-like orator is
rare. Even while he gives rhetoric a privilegeael in serving the good, Shakespeare clearly
discerns the multifarious ways in which words carabused.

The final chapter turns to Francis BacoNsw Atlantis The citizens of New Atlantis
often seek to persuade for ends of questionableswaith illicit means. | show that Bacon,
unlike More and Shakespeare, presents the sopbistiens of the utopia as essential to the
flourishing of the commonwealth, not as evil degérs of the bonds that unite humanity. |
argue not only that Bacon departs from Augustimi@smology in his scientific works, but also
that he rejects Augustine’s ethics in this literesgyrk. He revitalizes Quintilian’s utilitarian
rhetorical ethic and reveals his own epistemoldgieasimism: to be most persuasive one must
use seductive force, not cooperative means. Tineicdes with Bacon’s departure from the

belief of More and Shakespeare in an intuitive degf knowing that complements more



11

advanced degrees of knowledge acquisition. Bacamfests little concern about the ability of
people to see through false appearances, instggeésting a more gnostic program in which the

strong possess secret knowledge that the weakewibr attain.
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Chapter |

The Sixteenth Century Debate and the Roman Influere

‘Il am no orator. . . . / For | have neither wityrmeords, nor worth, / Action, nor
utterance, nor the power of speech, / To stir mblged. | only speak right onJglius Caesar
3.2.216, 220-2). So Shakespeare’s Antony stirKitraans, renouncing rhetoric via rhetorical
tropes (paralipsis and polysyndetdh)Examples could easily be multiplied to show Estyli
Renaissance authors’ sustained interest in theenafuhetoric and the ethics that govertfit.
This preoccupation is widespread, as rhetorictsnofinderstood to include nearly all
communicatiort> Most humanists thought cultivating the art oftdrie in citizens was
necessary for the renewal of commonwealths, and/mftheir successors considered rhetoric
to be a (or, perhapthe) privileged branch of learning that undergirdsahier knowledgé? For
many, rhetoric was considered not just a utilitati@ol to educate courtiers, but a liberal art,
integral to the good, to the flourishing of theiindual person and of society. Both the
confidence of the liberal position and the potdmi@itical consequences (for good or ill) of the
more utilitarian view incited in another group dfservers an anxiety that rhetoric did not

guarantee human flourishing and might be essenfialived, actively promoting great ill. After

Hn To use Lanham’s definitions: In the paralipsggifie, “[a] speaker emphasizes something by pointed|

seeming to pass over itHandlist68), and in polysyndeton, a speaker uses a “cetipmbetween each clause”
(Handlist 78).

12 See note 15 for a representative sample.

13 Ancients, such as CicerD¢ oratorel.22) and Quintilianifstitutio Oratoria2.21), share this view which
Rebhorn shows was prevalent in the early moderiogh@Emperorl-5).

Among the many helpful studies that treat Renaissahetoric, see Gray, KahmjéchiavellianRhetoric,
Prudencg, Plett, Rebhorndiebate$, and ShugerJacred. For studies that pay particular attention tgland, see
the magisterial writings of T. W. Baldwin and ofséph; these two were among the first to emphakize t
importance of rhetoric to Shakespeare. Also foremecent treatments of rhetoric in RenaissancéalBdgsee
Altman (Tudor Play, Armstrong, Mack, Plett (415-75), RebhoEm{pero), Rhodes (3-65), and Vickers (“Power of
Persuasion”).

14 Indeed, Hardison rightly argues that “Renaissdmnoeanists made rhetoric the queen of the scier(2d3’
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all, Antony’s purpose is to stir up “mischief” (3258) Those holding this view conceive of
rhetoric in a more narrow fashion; to avoid beiagdered mute, they assume that rhetoric is not
a constitutive part of all speech.

What might initially appear to be an unquestionethesiasm for rhetoric in the period
turns out to be an ongoing debate (both among histseand between their successors) about
whether or not it is possible to have an ethicatahic aiming at the good. This debate was
argued in fictive texts (drama, prose, and poetngtories, sermons, and treatises, and while
many subtle positions emerge in this conversattmppinions can be organized into two
overarching categories: the confident and the si®ps. Furthermore, extreme positions,
confident and suspicious, were not uncommon. @rctimtinuum of available opinions, it is
useful to note that, at one extreme, confidenceg(@ad did) become idealized naiveté, and
suspicion, an anxious cynicism. Despites varigtiand differences of degree, all those in the
confident camp, naive or not, believe that ethibatoric is essentially good, possible, and has
the potential to be more persuasive than unetbagathistry, while all the suspicious believe that
rhetoric is essentially no different than sophistnyethical and worthy of suspicion. In other
words, the confident camp would answer the titglaestion—"Is théArs Rhetoricdor the
Good?"—with a resounding affirmation while the aygmiwould deny that rhetoric can be for the

good?®

15 I will often allude to the diversity of opiniorabout and overarching concern with rhetoric in Reseance

England. Therefore, in chronological order, letpnevide a series of examples (to which many mordccbe
added) to substantiate my claim. Many of thesgstants have been interpreted by critics as irantcmeaning
precisely the opposite of what they say, but ashBebpoints out, the lengthy refutation of courdeguments in
pro-rhetoric texts, as well as any ironic anti-dretal texts can at least be said to articulatargitrhetorical
sentiment that is “already available [in the diss&]’ (Emperor20 note 26). In his 1519 letter, Thomas More’s
mocks Edward Lee: “How you play the oratdrdtoris| here, heaping up words to exaggerate things wieh
basically petty” CW 15, 170-117/25-27). (See Wegemer for a full actofitMore’s comments on rhetoric [“Civic
Humanism” 188].) Heinrich Cornelius Agrippa spénte in England, and his 153e Incertitudine et Vanitate
Scientiarum et Atriunftranslated into English in 1575) argues thald ftonfess the truth, it is generally granted
that the entire discipline of rhetoric from startfinish is nothing other than an art of flattemgulation, and, as
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Implicit in the question about thArs Rhetoricas the whole history of rhetoric because

two of the progenitors of the rhetorical traditiéhato and Aristotle (at least seem to) disagree

some say more audaciously, lying, in that, if inrwat persuade others through the truth of the ¢adees so by
means of deceitful speech (77 in Rebhoiébate$. John Jewel'©ratio Contra Rhetoricanfc.1544-52) was not
published until 1848. He advises the young ndspend so much time and effort on a thing . . .chldarkens a
good cause, illuminates and adorns a bad one; vidiyshdowns rules for deceits, frauds, and liesctwivas
devised and created for error, for profit, anddemocratic heedlessness; which avoids judiciousurerof the
wise; which has overthrown great commonwealthscivitiie most ancient states rejected. . .” (39onTas
Wilson’s Art of Rhetoric(1560) concludes by insisting that “the good wik speak evil and the wicked cannot
speak well” (244). In an introductory epistle aekled to the Ramist Gabriel Harvey, Edmund SpenkeK. (The
Shepheardes Calendelr'579) discusses the use of archaic languageanittye toward rhetorical issues. “And
firste of the wordes to speake, | graunt they beetbing hard, and of most men unused, yet bothiEmgind also
used of most excellent Authors and most famousd3odh whom whenas this our Poet hath bene maebited
and thoroughly redd, how could it be, (as the wo@hatour sayde) but that walking in the sonnecaith for other
cause he walked, yet needes he mought be sunandhhaving the sound of those auncient Poetesistihg in
his eares, he mought needes in singing hit out swrteyr tunes (14). In the early 1580s, thoughlighed in
1595, Sir Phillip Sidney, concerned with those phegis who use excessive figures and repetitioriesntTruly,
they have made thee think of the sophister, tht teb much subtlety would prove two eggs threé, though he
might be counted a sophister, had none for hisrlaBo these men, bringing in such a kind of elogeewell may
they obtain an opinion of a seeming fineness, buyade few, which should be the end of their fssi (121). In
1589, George Puttenham registers both the naivendal sentiments: “These and many such likeud&ggs do
we find in man’s behauiour, and specially in thau@iers of forraine Countreyes. . . . Which pamsyerthelesse,
we allow not now in our English maker, because aeehgeuen him the name of an honest man, and aot of
hypocrite : and therefore, leauing these manndissimulations to all base-minded men, and of nd&ure or
misterie, we doe allow our Courtly Poet to be &elisbler only in the subtilties of his art : thatiden he is most
artificiall, so to disguise and cloake it as it nmayt appeare, nor seems to proceeds from him bgtanle or trade
of rules, but to be his naturall. . . . (308). Heeond edition of Henry Peacharfitse Garden of Eloquen¢&593)
fashions a series of similes to praise rhetorior#® possess great knowledge without apt utteranas to possess
great treasure without use; contrariwise, to affdotjuence without the discretion of wisdom is@bdndle a sweet
instrument of music without skill. . . . So mighsythe power of this happy union—I mean of wisdamal
eloguence—. . . that [the orator] is in an manheramperor of men’s minds and affections and reetie
omnipotent God in the power of persuasion by geamedivine assistance” (225-6 in Rebhomd&bate$. In 1619,
Samuel Purchas argues thehtorickes yet worse. . . it is a swelling Poyson, it dhes into Pulpits, Tribunalls,
Theaters, to proue a publike Pestilence” (72 intPlén 1624, John Donne argues thivention andDisposition
andArt, andEloquenceandExpressionandElocution andreading andwriting, andprinting, are secondary
things, accessory things, auxiliary, subsidiarpgisi men may account us and make account of s, @G atorsin
the pulpit, and oAuthors in the shop; but if they account of us adMafistersand Stewardsthey give us our due;
that’s our name to you” (9). Many other Englishraus, such as Caxton, Colet, Hawes, Elyot, Ascl&imeyry,
Marlowe, Harvey, Jonson, Rainolds, Garnet (and With those, such as Barnes, Mason, Morton, andh@alit on
both sides of the mental reservation debate), HaldB&con, and Milton, as well as continental alghide Ficino,
Pico, Castiglione, Machiavelli, Vives, Agricola,&&mus, Ramus, Montaigne, and Melanchthon—some ofrwh
are know in England—could be added to this cataagfyperspectives on rhetoric that includes moeégpasitions,
as well as advocates for the naive and cynicates.

In addition to RebhornrEmpero) and Vickers “Power of Persuasion,” see Kaka¢hiavellian Rhetoric
87-92), Plett (67-73), and Rebhoibepate$ for two synthetic accounts and a synoptic, primaxt treatment of
some of the “praise and blame of rhetoric” in then&ssance (Plett 67).
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about whether or not rhetoric is an @t techn@.’® While classical Greek texts were less
widely known in Renaissance England than clas§loahan texts, the whole notion of thes
Rhetoricaevokes the debate between Plato and Aristotléetoric’s status which would have
been known in some form in England, even by thdse eid not have direct access to the Greek
texts'’ In hisGorgias Plato famously has Socrates argue that rhe®riot an arttechné, but

a knack, a branch of flattery akin to cooking andmetics (462b-466a). Socrates, at least
partially, rehabilitates rhetoric by the end of thalogue and in a work of greater maturity, the
Phaedrus he defines rhetoric as an aadhng of soul leading [to the good] by means of
language (2614f Plato further expands his treatment in®ophist This text condemns
sophistical speech on metaphysical, epistemolggacal linguistic grounds and may maintain a
space for true assertions of rhetdricAristotle is less ambiguous. From the first deapf his
treatiseOn Rhetori¢ he maintains not only that rhetoric is an gtling, but that this fact is

readily apparent to all (1.1.2). Generally sppgkRenaissance writers place Aristotle in the

16 I have no intention of rehearsing this historytie current study, but mention it only as it iplagable to

understanding the view of rhetoric in Renaissanugligh culture. For a concise history of rhetosiee Corbett
(539-78).

1 See Hope (1-39) for an illustration of how commlace many of the ideas of Plato and Aristotle were
English Renaissance writers. Quite different froyfocus, Hope attends particularly to the debatevben
Aristotle and Plato, concerning whether or notliistic meaning is arrived at by custom.

18 See Crider (“Art of Gathering” esp. 2-5) for amading of theSorgiaswhich argues for Plato’s
rehabilitation of rhetoric.

19 TheSophist(as well as th&ymposiunandTimaeu$ prove particularly important in the Italian Resgance
as Marsilio Ficino finds in them a Neo-Platonichphy which to join classical thought with spiriti@ncerns and—
at the same time—to address questions of rhetodathics. While Hoby's translation of Castigkogives a
brand of Neo-Platonism to the English Renaissahlee,Book of the Courtidocuses readers on typical Neo-
Platonic ideas regarding metaphysics, knowledg, avid eros over and against treating questionbetbric and
ethics at length. Speaking is only one of the memty a courtier must master in the text. Castiglidoes introduce
“sprezzatura,” (a concept pregnant with rhetorathlcal significance), but such a notion is alrepthsent in the
rhetorical tradition when Cicero, for example, neeoends “careful negligenceOtator 78). While we will see
More, Shakespeare, and Bacon all grapple with disgiple synthesis of classical and religious thougbo-
Platonism is not a central player in their attentptanswer thé\rs Rhetoriceguestion in sixteenth- and early
seventeenth-century England. For an account ofMove’s humanism incorporates spiritual concerngevh
differentiating itself from the Neo-Platonism oftBj see Beier. See Marback (46-72) and Alleaste$ for two
accounts of Ficino’s interpretation of tBephist
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confident camp, as one of the art’s foremost defesidDespite the strong evidence that Plato
did not maintain a wholly suspicious view of rhétphis critique is so powerful and became so
well-known that he is viewed by many writers aoaponent of rhetori€°

In the Renaissance view of Plato and Aristotle iarttie views of the period’s many
confident and suspicious theorists, one can diss@mmmon belief that undergirds all the
various available positions. All acknowledge rhiefe power or force\(is, dynami3. The
naive branch of the confident camp believes thatftiice should not be feared, but respected,
and all in the confident camp believe that rhetiased in the service of the common good to
help create or sustain the social order by wayafi& which motivate an audience to think more
clearly and to act well. This camp believes thiatheetoric is ethical rhetoric. To misuse
rhetoric does not condemn the art, but the spealter,is not a rhetor at all, but a sophist as
manifest in his or her unethical means or endsy@eDr intentions. The suspicious camp
believes that rhetorical force cannot be constalmeethics and is, in fact, inherently unethical
because in its nature it lends itself to abuséefaudience. This abuse can be manifest not only
in an act of persuasion’s enelps finis), but its means. An unethical end is obviougeaker
seeks to transmit a lie or create social chaoswveder, even the seeking of a good end is liable
to corruption in the eyes of the suspicious bec#usdorce of rhetoric does not cooperate with

the hearers’ reason, but dupes them by a sortssigrzate magit:

20 For example, see BacorAglvancement of Learnirig which he criticizes Plato and appears to assert

more epistemologically optimistic position (238).
za For a concise and helpful comparison of the camgeiiews of rhetorical force, see Crid@ffice of
Assertionl-4 and 119-20). Of course, the idea of words agical comes from Gorgias himself in his “Encomium
of Helen.” Rebhorn, while his own view of powediseply influenced by FoucauEifperor93-4), nicely sums up
how a confident Renaissance thinker and suspi@oasvould view rhetorical power. The former woskk

rhetoric as “an instrument of politics,” a “pow@sponsible for creating and maintaining the peadeocader of the
state” while the latter would view it as a “danges@ource of social and political instability, ke tause of riots,
rebellion, and civil war” Debates3).
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In unpacking the question, “Is tlhes Rhetoricdor the Good?”, we have seen that a
wide range of writers in the Renaissance agreetigdbric is potent and that some believe it is
an art, but it remains to identify what is “the @oaevhich rhetorical power may or may not
serve?® The term “good” is, at best, abstract and, atstyaague. Different figures examined in
this dissertation will have different views on whiag¢ good is and how it is to be determined. As
a starting point, let me lay out the Aristotelidaw which would have had traction in the English
Renaissanc& Aristotle thinks about the good both in termstaf commonwealth and the
individual. The two goods are commensur#elitics 7.2.), but to understand the community
one must begin with the individual (7.1). For thdividual person, then, the “human good turns
out to be activity of soul in accordance with vetEthics1.7). While many in the Renaissance
would assent to this view, it should be added tivey would want to wed this claim to a
Christian ethics and metaphysics in which the w@tarend and good to be sought is communion
with God in time and in eternity/.

With characteristic terseness, Aristotle next dsgbat “there can be no doubt” that the
“happiness of the individual is the same as thahefstate” Politics 7.2). The common good,

therefore, is found in a well-ordered and virtucosnmonwealth that assists all in their

2 Again, cf. note 15 for examples of the wide ranfepinions.

s There is, in Richard Foster Jones’ word, a “révobm Aristotle in the later part of the periodth in
science and ethics, but before the advent of HobhdBacon, my necessarily broad generalizatiodshoSee
Schmitt’s treatment of John Case which shows thegrce of Aristotelianism in England (13-76) anccMbyre’s
account (“John Case”) of how Case’s Aristotelianisrtself-subverting.” Schmitt notes that the Riseance in
England brought “a greater degree of emphasis” arksvof moral philosophy, and he provides an actotithe
mixed fortunes of th&licomachean Ethics England between 1479-1634 which included atimgnof Bruni's
translation, a vernacular version by John Wilkinsaim “exposition” by Heiland, and Cas&peculum quaestionum
moralium(23-4). Furthermore, while none of Aristotle’s logl, metaphysical, or scientific works were transt

in to English in these decades, EthicsandPolitics were (60-1).

2 For an articulation of this ultimate end for whi strive, see More’s reworking of PidoW 1, 123/5-12).
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individual and collective quest to cultivate virttieMuch in the same way that that the good of
the individual is augmented by a Christian phildsoal anthropology in Renaissance culture,
the English Renaissance understanding of the congood is enlarged by Christian ethical
thought. When one appeals to Aristotle@litics, his ranking of the six types of regimes is
evoked. Many English Renaissance thinkers woutdeagith Aristotle that the best among the
six possible regimes is monarchy, but Aristotle $ethmight view some of the Tudor reigns as
more tyrannical than monarchical.Furthermore, lingering medieval notions of a kéndjvine
right, paradoxically co-existing with a rebirth r@publican ideals garnered from classical texts
force Tudor England to recast ideas, near Arisete/n, in new and various (and often
incommensurate) ways while still maintaining tiie# tommon good is found in a
commonwealth that provides the best conditiongHerpossession of virtue and wisdom
(Politics 7.1) both in action and contemplation (7.2).

The titular question can now be restated: is rie{@rhich may be an art) for the growth
of the individual in virtue and piety, and for tbeder and stability of a just society? Aware of the
confident and suspicious answers to this questioihvath a better sense of what is meant by the
good, it is necessary to gain a fuller understagoinwhat is meant by rhetorical ethics. It has
already been noted that rhetoric for the Renaigsanagination encompasses not only formal
speeches, but all persuasion. Furthermore, folignBenaissance humanists, all rhetoric was

ethical rhetoric. The humanists “distinguishedetally between ‘true eloquence’ [rhetoric] and

% While many words are available in Renaissancddfito describe a societyd]is, civis, respublica

kingdom), | prefer “commonwealth” because of th@al concern stamped into the very word and bexausill
be used by More and Shakespeare. Rawley usekig imote that introducddew Atlantis but the work itself only
uses commonwealth to describe and mock Mddétpia. The occasional use of more generic words such as
“society” and “community” is not meant to suggdst Enlightenment ideas associated with a free enop
“society.”

% See Thomas SmithBe Republica Anglorurfpublished in 1583) which begins with Aristotle&gimes
(1.1) and praises the English monarch as the hieli @ommonwealth (2.3).
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‘sophistry,” perceiving in the latter a perversiont a consequence, of the former” (Gray 498).
This is a distinction that is sometimes difficutapply, but that Renaissance proponents of
rhetoric will use time and again; to fail to mete ethical standards was to be a sophist, not an
orator.

If the rhetorical art is not just a hand list ofesito craft a speech, but instead bears on all
persuasions, and if one accepts the distinctiowdsst rhetoric and sophistry, then an ethics of
rhetoric becomes all the more important. Whildedédnt ethical systems articulate different
rhetorical ethics, a general account (that soménaigpute) to introduce rhetorical ethics is
necessary at the outset of the inquiry. A fuliettof rhetoric seeks to distinguish rhetoric
(which by definition is always ethical) from sopinys To do so is to discover the principles
which when followed allow the orator, having disted the particulars of a situation, to craft
and deliver the best possible act of persuasidmns gersuasion employs licit means and seeks
good ends, including the moving of an audiencepfm@priate assent or action. These principles
seek to ensure that an act of persuasion endetmv/orgve an audience not by deception, but by
an awakening of an audiences own deliberative fiesuloward the good end to which the orator
seeks to persuade. Or to formulate an ethicsetbrit in a negative and concise fashion: an
ethics of rhetoric is a system which aims to un@es what constraints need to be put on
speaking and writing, so that good words lead tovilae good, so that rhetoric properly
motivates the hearer to act in accordance witlgticel.

It is the considerations of ends, means, and cistamce that are addressed in any system

of rhetorical ethics and dominate any debate ath@upossibility of an ethical rhetoric aiming at
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the good’’ Atristotle, in the first chapter of the first bookhis Rhetoricsignals that the means
selected will be part of all rhetorical ethicalaisnment, “for all sophistry is not a matter of
ability but of deliberate choice [of specious argums]” (1.1.14F® What will also differentiate
rhetoric for the good from sophistry is the intenfends of the speaking or writing agent and his
or her character. In other words, not only arécatly licit means required for an ethical
persuasion, but also a good end, intent, or purfiekesor finis). In fact, most acts of
persuasion have multiple ends, but an ethics dbrizecan always discern at least two discrete
but related ends, the external end of persuadie{s@udience and the internal end of speaking
the best possible ca$&.This distinction, which Quintilian will articulatclearly (2.17.23),

allows for the possibility of audience defect thaght prevent a rhetor from persuading with his
or her ethical case which has discovered and eraglail the potent, available means of
persuasiori° Circumstance emphasizes the fact that any riétionften have to speak in an
extemporaneous fashion and within limits of humaawledge, exercising prudence or practical

wisdom. However, it is not so much this realitgitbxcites ethical concern, as much as the

27 Sometimes the language of “intention, action, @incimstance” is used to discuss ethics, butlineil on

the ends, means language because of the way it wtednquiry has framed an act of persuasionealsgr
speaking on an issue to an audience, using meathiteve ends in a particular circumstance.

% The translator, Kennedy, not myself, adds themtetical prepositional phrase.

2 I am indebted to Garver for the vocabulary ofitfyug/internal” and “given/external” endéig Art of
Character22-41). His fine study shows that this distinctispresent in Aristotle’s corpus, including in the
Rhetoric This distinction is also implicit in CiceroBe Inventionel.6 andDe Oratorel.138 and is explicit,
though not directly applied to speaking, in thetneent ofutile andhonestunin De Officiis Quintilian is most
explicit in making the distinction: “Moreover, theal orator will always achieve [the end], becdusevill always
speak well. However, this criticism may perhapvéled against those who think that the ‘end’ iptrsuade. My
orator, and the art that | have defined, do notddpn the outcome. The speaker certainly aimsripbut when
he has spoken well, even if he does not win, hduifiked the demands of his art. . . . [T]hig depends on the
activity, not on the outcome” (2.17.23).

0 Again, as with intention, one can see the ind#rixes of the conversation to Aristotle, who defirtegtoric
not only as an “art,” but as “an ability [dynamis]each [particular] case to see the available me&persuasion”
(1.2.1); however, Plato’s influence is also fdRecall his definition that rhetoric as the art ofisleading [to the
good] by means of language (261a) in Bt@edrus Cicero and Quintilian’s definitions will alsogre useful, but
will be treated at length later in the chapter.
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aspect of circumstance that is sometimes labeledrdm, in which the rhetor aptly fits his or

her case to the situation (note that this has tirdansiderations back to the means). Such a task
is not only difficult, but also may tempt a rhetorunethical means of persuasion. With a fuller
knowledge of rhetorical ethics, we can reframe witater precision what began as our question
about the possibility of an art of rhetoric for th@od: can a well intentioned orator in any
circumstance produce an ethical act of persuasioth (n its means and end) with the potential
of moving the audience toward appropriate assengbt action, and if so, then is such an act of
persuasion more persuasive than a competing uagtutof persuasion (judged either by the
orator’s intention/ends or means)?

This foundational understanding begins to prepar®wnderstand the sixteenth- and
early seventeenth-century views of rhetoric thatdiverse and that are rarely simple or static.
However, to more deeply comprehend rhetoric inBhglish Renaissance, one must
comprehend the two Roman authors, Cicero and Qiamtivho were touchstones in the debates

about rhetorical ethics and to whom More, Shakespeamd Bacon all had access.

Marcus Tullius Cicero

While in the latter part of the period the Ramisis eventually challenge the Ciceronian
and Quintilianic views and there are many Renassanthusiasts of Roman rhetoric who are
amused and annoyed by the sycophantic hyper-adomirtdiat some profess for “Holy Saint
Cicero,” it remains difficult to underestimate haviluential Cicero and Quintilian were upon
the Renaissance. In England, in particular, critics such as E. Atrong, T. W. Baldwin,

Howard Jones, George Kennedy (“Cicero’s Legacy&tePMack, Russ McDonal@(ts of

3 The quotation is taken from Erasmus and is fdond W. Baldwin (Il 588).
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Languagg, and SkinnerReason and Rhetorit9-137) have shown the pervasiveness of Roman
rhetorical theory and practice in spheres of edogaliterature, and public life.

This study could turn to various texts to disco@erero’s rhetorical ethics, but it will
rely most heavily on Cicero’s final work of mordlippsophy,De Officiisand on his finest
articulation of rhetorical theorype Oratore The former was written during the last year of
Cicero’s life and was ubiquitous in Renaissancel&m It is largely a discussion of whether
moral excellencehpnestupand the expedienti{ile) are always, never, or sometimes in conflict
with one another. The latter was not as widely r@aother Ciceronian works on oratory, such
asDe InventionendAd Herenniun{a pseudo-Ciceronian text that was considered atitha
the sixteenth-century). Howevde Oratorewas not unknown in the period and remains a
more valuable source for Cicero’s rhetorical ethiimDe Inventioneor Ad Herenniunt?
These two latter texts are rather conventional ranult is still possible to understand some of

Cicero’s rhetorical ethics from such manuals (agllitbe with Quintilian’s manual), anBe

3 The full degree to whicBe Oratorewas known in England is difficult to surmise.wis a common place

among humanists and schoolmasters to quote Cidexxt'sss an authority on the pedagogical practi¢eaaslating
a passage out of one language into another andrtmesiating that passage back into the originadlage. T. W.
Baldwin is littered with references to this devetmgmnt from Cicero’s suggestion to “take the speedfitise great
orators from Greece and reformulate them” (1.1%5).T. W. Baldwin, see | 263-5 and | 581.) Alsioe
Ciceronian dialogue was known to the English Resaaise for its treatment of humor which was relevrainglish
debates about the stage and the comedic genreré@®alB-15). Yet it was only printed in Englandd® in the
sixteenth century (T. W. Baldwin Il 62). Howevitris “very often found” in the lists of books frogtudents who
died in residence at university, suggesting it pas of a “basic reading list in rhetoric at bothiversities” (Mack
51-2). Furthermore, “of Cicero’s rhetorical work¥ Oratoreis by far the most frequently referred to by Eslgli
writers of the sixteenth century” even if not “thest widely used” (T. W. Baldwin 1l 62). For exalapa study of
references to Cicero’s various rhetorical work®\ilson’s Art of Rhetoricand Roger Ascham'Scholemaster
reveals that both rely more heavily De Oratorethan on any other Ciceronian text (T. W. Baldwif4). Ascham
callsDe Oratorethe “best book that Tully ever wrote” (quoted im#strong 1).De Oratore at least in a limited
fashion, was an important part of the English Res®ice discourse on rhetoric. See Armstrong, vidjlatif)
presumes Sidney and Spenser’s knowledge of the text

Among our three authors in particular, More cleddgDe OratoreandDe Officiis For example, he
alludes to the former in thdistoria (CW 15, 422-423/20-22; cDe Oratore2.237-247) and tDe Officiisin Utopia
(for example, see notes on 51 and 69). ShakeskeavesDe Officiis see T. W. Baldwin Il 578-616. His direct
knowledge oDe Oratoreis less clear, but he would have some of its idieasigh references in Sidney and
Spenser, and he would have WetlHerenniumand, possiblyDe Inventione (See T. W. Baldwin Il 69-107.)
Bacon, like More, manifests his knowledgeDaf OfficiisandDe Oratoreacross his writings. In hisdvancement
of Learning De Officiis for example, is quoted on 175, dbd Oratoreis alluded to on 223. More’s and Bacon’s
knowledge is not coming from commonplaces; manytemtal citations of their allusions to Cicero cdlde added.
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Inventionehas some important passages to which the studlgiwé attention, but Cicero goes
out of his way in th®e Oratoreto disclaim théDe Inventiongexplaining to his brother that:
you have often told me, you would like me to pubk®mething more polished
and mature on this subject, since the sketchy asdphisticated work that found
its way out of my notebooks when | was a boy (timeaa youth) is hardly worthy
of my present age and of the experience | haveitifrom pleading so many
momentous cases. (138)
Indeed, Cicero had been about seventeen when heosewDe InventiongdMay and Wisse 58)
and was about fifty-one when he finishied Oratore Furthermore, Cicero’s change of
approach in the more mature work, composing a pbghical dialogue instead of a handbook,
was “a rejection of the standard approach to oyaiarhis own day (Wisse 376). Cicero is
doing something e Oratorethat is unique and demands attention.

Marcus Tullius Cicero (106 B.C. — 43), along witkrbosthenes, is—to the present
day—considered the greatest orator of the claspg@bd. He was a new man who is
remembered for his speeches, oratorical workspaiidsophical writings. His political career
was as tumultuous as the late Republican periachioh he served. The two most famous
episodes in his public life are probably his pujtdown of the Catilinarian conspiracy in 63 and
his speeches against Antony which led to his muaddrto the nailing of his head to the rostra at
the forum in 43* While Aristotle and Plato were quite concernethwiie ethical questions that
surround rhetoric, Cicero has a reputation for pé#ss so (May and Wisse 12). Itis true that he

rarely touches directly on the topic, but as a inpihdosopher (ethicist) iDe Officiisand as one

3 All translations fronDe Oratoreare from May and Wisse, unless noted otherwise.

3 See May (“Cicero”) and Glendon for brief biogrégghof Cicero. It is interesting to note that Glen is

holding Cicero up as a model for contemporary lawand politicians.
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who sets out “to answer the challenge of the drgtarical content [of Plato’s early and middle
dialogues]” inDe Oratore(Fantham 50), one is able to discern somethirtgsofhetorical
ethics®

The genre of these two texts will prove to be intaotr background information for the
present discussion. | have already notedBeaOfficiiswas written during Cicero’s last year of
life, and as one might suspect from the title,libek concerns itself with a person’s ethical
duties. Additionally, it should be noted tti¢ Officiisis composed as a lengthy letter from
Cicero to his son Marcus, during the youth’s resaein Athens to study philosophipe
Oratoreis a dramatic dialogue, the first of this genrsuovive in Latin (Fantham 49). The
dialogue self-consciously evokes and, in many wsgsks to outdo PlatoRBhaedrus The
Phaedrugs Plato’s only dialogue which takes place outshdecity walls. Socrates and
Phaedrus find a comfortable spot under a planenegeto a stream, not far from the altar to
Boreas, where they will talk of the love, divineanass, rhetoric, and the written word. In
Cicero’s dialogue the Roman statesmen Crassuspintand others remove themselves from
Rome during the games to Crassus’s estate wheyevi@liscuss oratory under the plane tree,
at a remove from the dangerous affairs of the dihile one could enumerate many differences
between Cicero and Plato’s tales, Cicero’s setimd)explicit allusions to PlatoGorgiasand
Phaedrusheld in tension with his stated purpose to deféwedoric, reveal that this text will be
an apology for rhetoric which must engage the a#giof an ethical rhetoric, with Plato’s
supposedly pessimistic suspicion against the pidiggitif ethical rhetoric never far from the

forefront.

% Among the many treatments of Cicero, | have foariew especially useful for the current treatmefar

discussions obe Oratore see Crider (“Art of Gathering”), DiLorenzo, Faath, May {Trials of Characteresp. 1-
12), May and Wisse, and Wisse. For discussiomeoDfficiis see Atkins, Frank, and Simpson (74-89). Also, fo
more general treatments, see Cape, Nicgorski, @anteR
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The dramatic dialogue genreld€ Oratorepresents some difficulties in interpretation of
Cicero’s actual position. Nevertheless, it is cibat Crassus is the most privileged voice of the
dialogue. While taking Antonius and other’s pasis seriously, especially as articulations of
points about which Cicero was unsure, we can généaie Crassus’s opinion to be very nearly
that of Cicero’s within thén utramque partendiscussions. The irony of Plato’s dialogues
(much like More’sUtopia) presents an additional layer of difficulty whican “hamper
interpretation” (PiepetEnthusiasn®9); happily, Cicero is not as deeply ironic aat®)| but we
must also be careful to discern when and in what @iaero is in earnest when speaking through
the voices of different interlocutors.

A number of episodes in the two texts bear upotorteal ethics. An obvious place to
begin is with Crassus’s definition of rhetoric. eltiefinition is introduced by him with the tag:
“so the rules say” (1.138). Indeed, the accouadsdike a textbook and draws De Inventione
1.6 in which the young Cicero explains that rheterduty ©fficium) is “to speak in a manner
suited to persuade an audience” and its @nis)is “to persuade by speect.”In De Oratore
Crassus does not speak about the art of rhetarigtdopractitioner’s office: “the duty of the
orator is to speak in a manner suited to persugpramum oratoris officium esse, dicere ad
persuadendum accommodgtél.138)3’ In the division of office and end in the earlyttand
in the winding treatment of the office in both ®xbne finds a glance at the distinction between
the internal end of speaking the best possible élnidal) act of persuasion and the external end

of persuading an audience. However, one doesmbaffull acknowledgement of the limited

3 Latin and English obe Inventionare taken from Hubbell’s text.

3 The Latin passages De Oratore unless noted otherwise, are taken from SuttonRawkham’s Loeb

edition. For the definitive Latin edition, see Wifs.
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control which the orator has over the external mmdis there a clearly articulated commitment

to seeking the ethically-bound internal end whiauld characterize an ethical rhetoric.
Nevertheless, the implicit distinction between ititernal and external ends of rhetoric

acknowledges that there may be unethical meanerstipsion that might better secure the

achievement of the external end at the expendgedhternal. Yet Cicero famously is

unsatisfied with formulations of ethics which giat which seems expedient (in the present case

the external end of an act of persuasion) agawastvthich is morally good (the internal end). In

his youthfulDe Inventionghe had formulated particular enfisémat 2.155-6.) for the different

kinds of speeches (2.155-178). All three genrespetch, he argues, seek the morally good

(honesturpand/or the expedienttjle). He places much of his focus on deliberativeara

which seeks things morally excellent, expedienbath, in which case “because honouis [

honestatigis a higher quality, we may apply the better téonthem and call them honorable,

although it is understood that they are undoubtediyplex and belong to both groups”

(2.158)* While Cicero handles the apparent tension betleeiwo ends of the morally

excellent and the expedient briefly in his youththdnual, he returns to the question and gives a

full account of his position iDe Officiis Cicero’s mature assessment is that windieestum

andutile may appear to be in conflict, they never actuatly. There are two levels upon which

he argues this position. First, as a practicallanbr seeking Roman, he submits that that which

makes one risk the loss of his honor is not agtuedeful; “What is there that your so-called

expediency can bring to you that will compensatenfioat it can take away, if it steals from you

the name of a ‘good marbni viri nomefh and causes you to lose your sense of honour and

38 See Corbett (133-43) for a contemporary treatroétite three kinds of rhetoric which still maintaithat

“[a]ll of our appeals in [all three discourses] danreduced to these two heads: (1) the wodkgn{tag or the good
(bonum and (2) the advantageous or expedient or usefilitds)” (133).
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justice” (3.82)* This statement at first seems to imply a calémesf risk in which one might
choose to do that which is nednestumf he could avoid detection. But Cicero is not
Machiavelli*® He explores the familiar story of Gyges ring andcludes that even if one’s
action is
hidden from gods and men... [if] we put them as iteugoon the rack: should
they answer that, if impunity were assured, theyldalo what was most to their
selfish interest, that would be confession thay tire criminally minded; should
they say that they would not do so, they would tzenting that all things in and of
themselves immoral should be avoided. (3.39)
This affirmation, thahonestunmandutile are mutually reinforcing ends which should help an
agent determine what action is ethical, remaintherevel of honor and law. One should never
choose to do something not morally good even ibagmtly expedient because to do so is to risk
one’s reputation and, depending on the case, akhhe law'!

Much in the way that Socrates argues against Galia Plato’sGorgiasby introducing
the prospect of punishment of the soul after deaitero is not content to leave his argument
completely hidden from unworldly concerns. He ateg his argument to a second,
metaphysical plain. “[I]f he believes that, whileck a course [violating the laws of nature]

should be avoided, the other alternatives are mmbse—namely death, poverty, pain—he is

39 De Officiistranslations and Latin come from Miller unlesserthise noted.

40 Remer lays out with care the way in which Cicenmbraced théonesturmand theutile (with the
honesturas the ultimate end) [while] Machiavelli rejectbe possibility of adhering to both. Instead, hguad
that leaders must be guided by the useful; suagessérs cannot permit themselves to be hamsthyngoral
considerations” (21). Cicero might respond “Foratifference does it make whether a man is agtuall
transformed into a beast or whether, keeping tiwara appearance of a man, he has the savage oatteast
within?” (3.82).

4 cf. 3.82 which expands this idea. Also, thigcdpn of Machiavellian politics involves a beltbat good
faith (bona fidg is the attribute upon which “all the transactibot“social relations. . . depend” (3.70). See
WegemerYoung Thomas Morg21-5, for an account of how More will take upstiiceronian topic.
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mistaken in thinking that any ills affecting eith@s person or his property are more serious than
those affecting his soul” (3.26). The grounds uptiich Cicero bases this claim are significant;
he invokes the natural law (variousigitura, lex naturaeat different places in the té%t It
would go well beyond the concerns of our inquirgiee a full explication of how Cicero, with
his Stoic sympathies and formation, advances ndaweheory far beyond the thought of the
Greeks and prepares a system from which Chrisjianitld readily borrow (Gaffney 38j.
Nevertheless, it should be briefly noted that Gioeill off-handedly and frequently comment
that certain actions are not “in accord with Nasitaw.”* He continues: “[T]his principle [that
a man shall not wrong his neighbor] follows muchreneffectually directly from the Reason
[ratio] which is in Naturerjaturad, which is the law of gods and mdeX divina et humarja
(3.23). This non-systematic account of natural ¢antains many of the aspects of natural law
theory: a Divine law giver, intelligible nature,chan adequate human rationality and agency.
Cicero invokes the gods, positing a divine moral that is manifest in nature Human reason
has the power to discover these laws and to basarmactions and positive laws upon the
principles of the natural laf.

From his early career, Cicero thinks of this madtem as a guide for speaking.De

Inventionehis oratorical handbook clearly posits that “[t]aes of nature fiaturae iu$is that

42 Cicero also treats the natural lawDe Inventionewhere he usually makes use of the phias@aturae

Koterski helpfully distinguishes between the usus# oflex, as applied to a particular principle, statute, or
legislation andus, as the general systeidtural Law67).

a3 See Koterski (“Reading Guide” and “Panel”) foraatount of the development of natural law theasy,
well as of Cicero’s role in it. See Gaffney, Walkdiller, and Rand for three accounts of the relaship between
Cicero and later Christian thinkers.

44 The quotation is from 3.21; cf. 3.22, 26, 27,29, 31, 35, 75, 78.
4 My understanding of the natural law is indebt&oterski’s formulation in which a higher law meess
the justice of institutions and helps one undexstahat makes an agent virtuous. As he notes, misparate
theories are united under the natural law headindpdir common “appeal to nature as in certain waysnative for
human behavior” (“Syllabus” par. 1).
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which is not born of opinioropiniol, but implanted in us by a kind of innate instiritincludes
religion, duty, gratitude, revenge, reverence autht (2.161). He states explicitly that the first
principles of justice “proceed from nature” (2.1680)d he goes on to explain that positive law
proceeds from nature to various degrees while bitngngthened by custom, or any principle
which lapse of time and public approval have méaaehabit or usage of the community”
(2.162)*° These passages make an important aspect of Gieghics clear, one that will prove
important for our investigation of Quintilian, Austine, and Renaissance writers. Cicero
grounds the just (and the good) outside of theviddal agent, or in the case of rhetorical ethics,
outside of the particular orator. This stabilies internal end of speaking the best possible,
ethical case. The gods, the law of nature, andipe$aws and customs (that are grounded in
natural law) will provide the ultimate principlepan which to judge if an act of persuasion is
ethical.

Cicero’s natural law argument presumes human ralitgrand a universal human nature.
He sees human beings united in their faculty odoaatheir peculiar ability to search after
wisdom and truth, and their capacity for leisutepoiwhich differentiates them from beasts
(1.11, 13). Cicero’s position has been provocétiealled, by William Frank, a “civic
metaphysics” in which “being rational and beingiabare equally ends of being human”
(180)*" This fits together Cicero’s natural law argumetth his constant insistence owvia

activa(active life), lived in the service of thies publica(state) and theommunis utilitas

46 Justice is the central virtue D& Officiis See Atkins for an insightful exploration of Qios view of
justice. See Rand, 36-8, for a discussion of @isdormulation of the natural law in comparisortlwAquinas’s.
4 Frank “adapt[s] to [his] own purposes an expasfiie has] found in Luca Del Pozzo's ‘La “metafis
civile” di Augusto Del Noce: ontologismo e libeisino™ (176 note 4).
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(common benefitf® But, as was already seen in his appreciationefason and belief in the
natural law, for Cicero the bonds of human sogiaittend beyond the state to all pedfilelhis
“universal brotherhood of mankindégmmunem humani generis societgtamcessary for
justice (ustitia) and goodnes$énitag, is a bond of fellowship established by the g(3i&8).
This common bond is especially manifest in spe&ct?). Cicero is fond of turning a phrase by
playing on the similarity of the wordatio andoratio (reason and speech) which together form
the “bond of connection” which subsists “betwedrit@d members of the human race” (1.50).
This uniting power of speech is explored morelyich De Oratore Crassus near the
very beginning of the dialogue tells a story, ttanulated the imagination of many Renaissance
writers, which Cicero had already toldOre Inventionel.2-5. It is worth quoting at length.
For the one thing that most especially sets usaboimalsferig] is that we
converse with one another, and that we can expresthoughts through speech.
Who, then, would not rightly admir@gn iure miretuf this ability, and would not
think that he should take the greatest pains ierai@ surpass other human beings
in the very thing which especially makes humanswaves superior to beasts
[bestiig? But let us now turn to what is surely the moghortant point of all:
what other force\jis| could have gathered the scattered members dfithen
race into one placalispersos homines unum in locum congrefjarecould have
led them away from a savage existence in the wikkes to this truly humam [

fera agrestique vita ad hunc humanum cultum ciwjeendeducelfle communal

8 Cicero’s understanding of the later is compleragntvith Aristotelian view of the common good; the

salute communjcommon good) is a society of virtue which suppantlividuals’ virtue (cfDe Officiis1.62).
49 Critics (such as Crider, “Art of Gathering,” 1tefer to use the language of “sociality” while etleritics
(such as Breyfogle, “Citizenship” 504) use “sociil’
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way of life, or, once communitiesiitatibug had been founded, could have
established laws, judicial procedures, and legangements? And to avoid
enumerating still more points (they are actualip@t numberless), let me
summarize everything in a few words: | assert thatleadership and wisdom
[moderatione et sapieniiaf the perfect oratorgerfecti oratori provide the
chief basis, not only for his own dignity, but afeo the safety of countless
individuals and of the State at largajversae reipublicde(1.32-4)
For Cicero, the art or faculty of speaking is awvear Speech not only maintains the bonds of
human society, but was the necessary conditioedoiety’s creation. The proto-orator myth
reveals how the faculty of persuasive speech atdaienan society and formed individuals into
citizens. More specifically, persuasive speechdi@ms the human race from ferocious beasts
into possessors diumanitas® Furthermore, it is of great importance that thegage points
forward. The perfect or ideal orator is not a nmesghological ancestor, but an ideal that
Crassus and his companions discuss in anticipafiarpotential future figure who will use
words to reform society further and to civilize hamity more deeply. There are varying degrees
of confidence within the text about whether or tha$ perfect ideal is achievable, but it is held
out as a goal worth seekiny.This ideal will be taken up by Quintilian and bees an

exemplum in the Renaissariée.

0 humanitags a notoriously difficult word to translate. niteans something like culture, learning, liberty, or

the characteristics of (what May and Wisse trapsha) a “gentleman.” This word may suggest itsetfause of
John Henry Cardinal Newman'’s powerful usage daf iftie Idea of a UniversityFor a popular history of the
gentleman, which gives particular attentiorsppezzaturasee Miner.

> See Crider (“Art of Gathering”) for an examinatiof how the text advocates for arator perfectug17-
8). Also, May and Wisse argue that the overarclkoncern of the whole text is the ideal orator tirad the title’'s
focus on skill rather than rules emphasizes this (2).

2 See Gray for an account of the humanists’ emboétee ideal orator tradition (504).
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In addition to his view of natural law and the ibdeeator, Cicero’s treatment of style
(elecutig, given by Crassus in book threeld¢ Oratorebears upon the Roman'’s rhetorical
ethics. Crassus organizes his discussion onlsyyéeldressing its four qualities: correct Latin,
clarity, ornatusl[distinction], andaptus[appropriateness or decorum] (3.37). It is comnmon
call these qualities virtues of style, and indeedsSus goes so far as to call eloquence “one of
the supreme virtuesifa quaedam de summis virtutifu8.55). While not uncommon to use
the workvirtus to refer to human excellences that are not spadifi moral habits, the current
usage is multidimensional because Cicero will athaé style is not value neutral in this
section?

The virtues obrnatusandaptusare especially suggestive. Cicero’s view of trenfer
will be particularly important in chapter 5 becalscon’s departure from the Roman’s
understanding affects the Englishman’s rhetoritdats. Concerningrnatus Cicero argues that
words (erba and thingsres) are inseparable and mutually dependent (3.1B)scbvering
[inveniri] words for a distinguished stylerhatun] is impossible without having produced and
shaped the thoughts, and. . . no thought can sheaey without the enlighteninduce power
of words” (3.24). Raymond DiLorenzo’s restatemainCicero’s position is clarifying:rées
gives, as it weresedesseat or place, teerbd (250). This union is a large claim for which
Crassus offers cosmological and historical proéfisst, he argues that the unity of words and
things flows from and participates in the cosmbeuni-verse which “is bound together by a
single, natural force and harmony” (3.26)This has an epistemological consequence: All the

spheres of human investigation into and knowledghecosmos (thdoctrinarumof theartes

3 DiLorenzo argues that this portion of the texaristitutes the climax of the whole work” (247).

4 DiLorenzo helpfully traces an etymological contieat betweerkosmosandornatus(252-9).
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liberales®) similarly partake in the “one common bond,” ateirity founded on “an agreement
and harmonydonsensus. . . concentusfjue. that is quite extraordinarynjrug” (3.21).
After providing a cosmological rationale, Crasaus$ to the difficult question of why
his contemporaries own experience might not lingvitp the position being articulated. The
answer, he claims, must be found in the developsnatistory. Primeval history suggests the
unity of thought and speech. “For the old formearning seems to have taught both right
actions and good speech.” (3.57) Different teaxkaare not needed to instruct philosophy and
oratory; he recalls the famous ninth book oflitte&l in which Phoenix tells of his formation of
Achilles as a “speaker of words and doer of de€8§7). All of this history (further explored in
3.126-143) is leading to Crassus’s most directtation of the Platonic tradition, or at least af it
most privileged character: Socrates. The chaged is that
in his discussions [Socrates] split apart the keolge of forming wise opinions
and of speaking with distinction, two things theg,an fact, tightly linked . . .
This was the source of the rupture, so to spedkdsn the tongue and the brain
[linguae atque cordjswhich is quite absurd, harmful, and reprehemsibhd
which has resulted in our having different teacliersghinking and for speaking
(3.60-1).

The heart and the tongue, eloquence and wisdomberresevered. Socrates’s divorce of the

two has been appropriated by his many disciplesplan brought into the various schools of

Greek philosophy (3.61-2), and may have even dmuted to his capital condemnatith Cicero

wants to reunite the two for the benefit of oratang philosophy. He sees the potential for

s May and Wisse claim that this is what Cicero nseidiough his words are actuaihgenuarum et

humanarum atrium

%6 On the latter point, cf. Antonius’s account otBaes’s trial irDe Oratorel.231-3.
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eloquent communication of philosophical principlgg®n which an audience can shape their
lives, as well as potential to secure better aic@tloratory that avoids illicit means and seeks
that integrated good which is intelligible withimet cosmos’

These heady considerations turn practical whenr@itens to his much briefer
discussion of the fourth virtue of stykgptus An apt style is an “obvious” necessity (3.210)l a
will depend on the exigencies of orator, audiergssje, and situation (3.210-2Aptusis a
learned “capacity” flowing from “art and naturalilétly [ artis et natura§’ and governed by
“intelligence prudentiag¢’ (3.212). An orator uses the same “distinctionnamenti§’ in
different situations, adapting his act of persuasto the problem at hand” (3.212). The orator
must aptly fit his case to the circumstance. Tivecation ofornatuswhich Cicero has already
linked to wisdom gapientig and prudencepfudentig provides some grounding faptus
However, if a reader interprets prudence as anddepepractical wisdom (a sort ofile)
divorced from the cardinal virtue of prudence (a@etyfhonesturjy decorum can become the
occasion of employment of unethical means of paisna However, Cicero seems aware of this
issue in as much as he firmly grounds decoruhe¢brun’ not “aptus) in justice inDe Officiis
(3.116-20). There he explicitly makes decorumpasable lon queat separarifrom honestum
(1.94). The “deportment” of “proprietgigcoruny’ is linked to beauty and harmony (recalling

the Ciceronian doctrine @irnatus[1.96-7]) and to the natural law (1.96, 169).

57 DiLorenzo’s language skills again provide insjdig reads Crassus’s critique of Socrates andepodipre-

Socratic history against the backdrop of an etymgickl study okosmosandornatus and illuminates the rich
Crassian understanding kdsmogd ornatusas “the informing principle of the charge agaiietrates.”Kosmogd
ornatusis not a mere cosmetic ornament of flattdwyldkeid (257), but the universe (253), an “order of paten
as a whole” (255), which “partakes of the naturevisidom” (258).

%8 Cicero, however, does an unexpected thing inre@ment of decorum; he praises the master oé goill
decorum not necessarily linked to justice: UlyssEke trickster is praised for having a self untierding of his
temperament and for fulfilling his duties accordinchis abilities by the endurance of wanderings iasults
(1.113-4). It should be noted that in book thiemyever, Ulysses is condemned for feigning madhesause
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Cicero’s view ofaptus which is laid upon the foundation of justice, dmsl cosmic view
of ornatushave ethical implications. In the beginning of treatment of these two virtues of
style, Crassus notes that the pows)(which has unified “all-embracing knowledget{entiam
rerum) with eloquence can drive an audiengessit impellereat will. Therefore, if one lacks
“integrity and the highest measure of good sengelg(s probitate. . . summaque prudehtia
and is given this faculty, they will not be oratdosit madmen with weapons (3.55). As May and
Wisse point out, Cicero’s ideal orator is not auatically upright; rather, eloquence must
necessarily be joined to moral qualities (239)This helps Cicero avoid a problem which we
will encounter in Quintilian.

Nevertheless, for all of his writing on ethics d@rehtment of the ideal orator, a close
examination of Cicero reveals moments in which @icat best, falls short of his own ethics of
rhetoric or, at worst, sets forth certain acts@fpasion as licit within his system which are
actually sophistic and unethical. May and Wissggest that “in the harsh reality of Roman
politics, [Cicero] will not hesitate to manipulates audience, if [good purposes] demand it”
(12). If they are right, then Cicero is in thesstances not letting a normative ethic outsidenof a
orator’s subjective judgment determine what is arsd good. It is true that the ideal orator, if
perfectus could be trusted to have all his subjective judgta perfectly align with the natural
law, but May and Wisse seem to be attributing dmssretionary power to both the ideal orator
and to Cicero at the same time. The example wthie} cite as evidence is complex; Antonius,

in De Oratore provides a situation in which Rutilius criticizésse who stir “up pity in the

though it seemed expedient, it was neither expéedietmorally right” (3.97). This contradiction mganticipate
this project’s discussion of contradictions andrhtls within Cicero’s rhetorical ethics.

%9 There is disagreement about the extent to whickr€ intends for the ideal orator’s understanding
philosophy to have formed him as a virtuous ag&ge May and Wisse’s (11-12, esp. note 9).
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hearts of peoplepppuli misericordian concitasgétand when unjustly accused himself, his own
defense is argued with “no more embellishmemdtiug or freedom than the plain truth of the
matter allowedduam simplex ratio veritatis fere§afl.227, 229). Antonius complains that
none of his advocates “uttered a groan or a shioeite was nothing that pained any of them,
none complained or appealed to the Roman Stategwydad for mercy—why say more? During
the entire trial, none of them even stamped hig fioo fear, | suppose, of being reported to the
Stoics!” (1.230). This quotation implicitly introdes the three types of rhetorical appeals: the
logical (ratio, logo9, ethical (the appeal to one’s character or rdmutamores ethod and
emotional &dfectuspathod which Antonius treats in more detail in book tifloFor Cicero, all
three are legitimate; complementing Aristotle’sghs that the best persuasions are
enthymematic, Antonius observes that an audienlessslikely to be persuaded by a “reasoned
judgment” than by a “strong emotional impulse” @1also see 2.211-6), but this is not a
suggestion that it is licit to enflame an audiense®tions so that they act against their reason;
rather, it is encouragement to use the best avaitabans of persuasion, often emotional, in the
service of that which is true. Rutilius seemsnderstand this in his insistence that ithto
veritatismust be rightly related to awnatus Style will enflame emotions and disclose an
orator’'sethosand must cooperate with reason in an ethical rieetélowever, in matter of
practice Rutilius fails to enact his own principla.cursory reading of Cicero’s own speeches
initially shocks a 2% century reader (especially one only familiar with more theoretical

works) with their level of invective, but Ciceroeses to be following Rutilius’s principle (unless

he seeks to go against reason), not his exampég, aid Wisse cited Rutilius’s case as an

€0 Ethosis a difficult word to translate into Latin; seeayl(Trials of Characte), 4-12, for an analysis of the

words that Cicero and Quintilian choose étinos Also, cf.De Oratore3.211 for a linking oethosand decorum;
the investigation of More will reveal thathoscan also be important tiona fide Cicero contends that the very
“foundation of justice. . . is good faithDg¢ Officiis1.23).
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example of Cicero condoning the misleading of & jand in fact Antonius notes the juror’'s bias
and perniciousness (1.230). However, while thiggia picture of the difficulties of certain
rhetorical situations, |1 do not believe that anyta ethical and emotional means which Antonius
lists and which Rultilius failed to employ are insically unethical. In the present case, Cicero’s
ethics are clarified, but remain ethical.

Cicero goes on in the latter part of book thre®efOfficiisto take up many particular
situations and to provide careful analysis of difft cases. For example, he treats when
promises ethically might not be kept: one mustkeatp the promise to return a sword to
someone who has gone crazy (3.95). These casesifbritify his system as consistent but
sensitive to the particulars of difficult situat&tt However, one does find moments in which
Cicero condones unethical speech. A reader isthalidone may argue on behalf of a guilty
client because “a judge should always strive fertthith, but an advocate may sometimes defend
what looks like the truthvri simild, even if it is less truestiamsi minus sit verufn(2.51).%2
The orator is no longer to concern himself walkio as Cicero reallocates ethical responsibility
to the audience. This concurs with Quintilian’s@mt of a no longer extant Ciceronian text in
which he boasts of casting dust into the eyesjofyato deceive them (2.17.2%). These
instances may not initially seem too deviant, bettstand in opposition to Cicero’s principle of

personal service, that one never “take up a cagpposition to the right nor in defence of the

o1 Though the word “casuistry” sometimes carriep@anotation of specious reasoning, throughout s It

will use the word to note the way in which difficehse studies are resolved through the tediokofaspplying a
general principle to the particular case.

62 This De Officiistranslation comes from Griffin and Atkins.

&3 See Peterson’s examination of how Cicero may baes deceiving the jury in the case which Quantili

references.
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wrong. For the foundation of enduring reputatiod &ame is justice, and without justice there
can be nothing worthy of praise” (2.7°f).

When faced with these, at least seeming, contiad&tone must ask him- or herself the
culminating question: what is Cicero’s ethics oftdric? To this point | have examined
Cicero’s view of ethics and view of rhetoric, buwa classification of the whole, which exerted
great influence on the English Renaissance is nkeliés a difficult task to summarize a large,
not perfectly consistent corpus, but it will progid valuable short hand throughout the
remainder of the study. Cicero’s system is nagsifeable in one of the schools of Hellenistic
philosophy of his own time. While he clearly régthe Epicureans (3.116-20), he draws
heavily from the Stoics, especially their natueal/Idoctrine and their virtue theory which is
similar to Cicero’s yoking of the morally excellearid the usefli® But he is quick to show
some sympathy for the Peripatetic belief that whoethe highest good, material and natural
goods remain real goods. He tells his son thaeethe Stoic or Peripatetic view is “sufficient”
for the purpose of his ethical system (3.33). kenmrnore, he is quick to take the position of an
academic or skeptic throughout the text, insistived his view is of the probable not the certain
(2.7-8; 3.20%° Marcia Colish, however, rightly notes that Cic&m@nts to take a definitive
stand. . .. [He] posits and uses axiomatic etipidaciples in theDe officiiswithout raising any

guestions about their epistemological status” (3#4€Cicero may have some skeptical

o4 cf. 2.41 in which Cicero clarifies that justice ake of glory and not for its own sake is natie.

& See Nicgorski for an examination of Cicero’siqtie of the Epicurean tradition that he relatesamby to
the Ciceronian idea of citizenship, but also toAmeerican founding.

g6 See Griffin and Atkins for a helpful chart (xxxiand for a brief attempt to situate Cicero witttie
Hellenic schools (xxxv-xxxvii) to which this accdunwes a great deal.
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sympathies, but they do not largely inform his ohieal ethics in the texts being consideféd.
He fulfills his promise to draw from and synthesilkese three schools into his own unique
system (1.6), but “[w]hat emerges is a new Ciceanr@malgam in which Stoicism is a critical
ingredient but in which it is subordinated to otpéilosophical insights, to traditional Roman
values, and to Cicero’s personal vision of politigSolish 145). What, then, is the best way to
classify his synthetic doctrine? Crider’s attensphelpful: “Cicero defends a rhetoric as
responsive to, and responsible for, both the sofdé audience and the truth of the matter at
hand during contingent speech acts which consténtenourish the human bond in the time of
active life” (“Art of Gathering” 21). This formutaon highlights the unique Ciceronian concern
about the human bond and active life, as well agdaus on truth and sensitivity to the
cooperative leading of an audience. This match&shrof the evidence that we have weighed:
Cicero’s definition of rhetoric, understand of imtal and external ends, theoryhainestunand
utile, belief in a natural law, portrait of an ideal tora view of the cosmos (and constitutive
belief in a unity of knowledge that is discernainl¢he universe), and thoughts on decorum.
Collectively, these opinions suggest that Cicerol$ia realist rhetorical ethfé. He believes that

his moral principles are discernable in nature thiadl utility cannot justify use of illicit means.

&7 Perhaps Cicero’s skepticism was born out ofsgstence on the active life, which requires atydeal of

prudential judgment to apply the principles of ethfrhetorical or otherwise) to particular circuamstes. As
Glendon suggests: “Following Aristotle [by no meanskeptic], who taught that, in the realm of huraffairs, one
can know only partially, and, for the most partc&d says he belongs to the school of thoughtréuatires one to
seek the highest possible degree of probabilitggrizing that the limitations inherent in polititiéfe make
certainty impossible. The statesman, unlike théophpher, must act, and he must act within theeafgvhat is
possible, aiming for the best while realizing thatmust often settle for less” (par. 32). Alse badot for an
excellent explication of how ancient philosophyadiwed a lived ethical (moral) dimension. On 141H&dot treats
skepticism generally and Cicero’s in particular.

&8 If forced to classify Cicero as a Stoic or a Skg[it seems that—according to my reading—Stoicisthe
better label. The term realist may seem anachionisit in as much as Aristotle could clearly ladled a realist,
the label remains appropriate in the present case.
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His allowance of verisimilitudes by an orator whegfore a judge and brag about
blinding a jury remain a difficulty. To speak knimgly that which is not true for the acquittal of
the guilty, remains, in the realist view, a bad nget a worse end. This brief bit of utilitarian
ethics hardly undoes his whole realist systemgraihshould be viewed as an inconsistency,
one to which Cicero may even have been blind becatithe highly practical and judicial
character of Roman oratory. Itis illuminatingset this deception against a moment in Thomas
Aquinas (another ethical realist) where Ciceraisoked:

It is unlawful to cooperate in an evil deed, by mseling, helping, or in any way
[defending an unjust cause]. . . . [l]t is lawfal fa soldier, or a general to lay
ambushes in a just war, by prudently concealingtwbkaas a mind to do, but not
by means of fraudulent falsehoods, since we shiegg faith even with a foe, as
Tully says (De office. iii, 295° Hence it is lawful for an advocate, in defending
his case, prudently to conceal whatever might hindéhappy issue, but it is
unlawful for him to employ any kind of falsehoodl-I{ q.71 a.3)
Aquinas provides the more consistent position winehwvould expect to flow from Cicero’s
ethics and to inform his ethics of rhetoric: oneymaver willfully choose to cooperate in effil.
This principle is latently present in Cicero’s ling of the expedient to the morally good in what
Simpson calls aconstitutivejustice” (81) where “justice is good in and ofifsand not for any

consequential advantages” (80). Cicero’s systemidawltilitarian consequentialism, and in its

69 Again note Cicero’s insistence on good faith (ewdth a foe) which Aquinas appropriates.

0 This echoes Cicero’s insistence that one newade“tip a case in opposition to the right” (2.71tshould
be noted that Aquinas does not always agree witllyT See Rand (89 note 92) for a couple exampfes
disagreement.
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insistence on the natural law, on a universal hunsuare, and on absolute ethical norms we can
confidently call his system realist.

If this still does not save Cicero from contradiatin his largely unsystematic treatment
of rhetorical ethics, it should also be noted tfialy his own account there were occasions when
he failed to live up to his own publicly professgdndards, and in private correspondence he
often berated himself for falling short of his owdeals” (Glendon par. 33). Perhaps these
occasions of misleading judge and jury were thithgs Cicero ultimately regretted; if not, they
are juxtaposed to a high vision of oratory. Thisagest of Roman orators articulates for the
English Renaissance a largely noble view of oratoryhe good and the just. The cumulative

effect ofDe OratoreandDe Officiisis to provide an unsystematic, realist rhetorathic.

Marcus Fabius Quintilianus

With this understanding of Cicero’s ethics of rii@towhich would have been widely
available in Renaissance England and influencedceMsinakespeare, and Bacon, let us turn to a
great admirer of Cicero, another classical Romaough of the empire not the republic) with
great influence upon the Renaissance: Quintilidswith many of Cicero’s works, Quintilian’s
most notable work, thimstitutio Oratorig was known only in fragments in the Middle Agés.
1416, Poggio Bracciolini rediscovered a complexe ¢ thelnstitutio Oratoriain the monastery
of St. Gallen. Quintilian was then read and pmisg the continental humanists, and through

Erasmus this enthusiasm was brought to Englandentegronly the highly educated More and

n See Simpson for a full and convincing prosecutibthe case that Cicero avoids consequentiali©me

could say that Cicero’s system is situated betveesituational and a Kantian ethic, neither relatigior legalistic
(cf. Kreeft,Summad15 note 122).

The treatment of More, Shakespeare, and Bacornrnwiistigate more fully the realist understanding of
reasoning that allows a role for intuition thatqg@des and often informs logical reasoning. Thisggsle may make
Cicero’s own defense of his position more intebligi “For people expect it; custom sanctions itnlanity also
accepts ityult hoc multitude, patitur consuetude, fert etianmanita$’ (2.51).
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Bacon would have access to Quintilian, but alsagtiaenmar school boys across the island
would study hidnstitutes’® Baldwin demonstrates that “at the pinnacle of|&speare’s]
grammar school [curriculum]” was “the Rhetoriciam”“supreme authority,” Quintilian (Il
197)3

Marcus Fabius Quintilianus (c.35 A.D. - 95) wasrbior modern day Spain, but spent
most of his life in Rome where he was first a studand then a teacher of rhetoric. In his
retirement he composed threstitutio Oratoria’® To appreciate his rhetorical ethics, one must
focus on his understanding of the ideal or consutameator, who Quintilian labels as thie
bonus dicendi perituggood man skilled in speakin§).Bonus in this instance, denotes ethical
or moral character. Quintilian sees that skillpdech has an ethical dimension. However, his
understanding of the good man skilled in speakihgmexplained more fully is surprising to a

twenty-first century reader; Quintilian claims “tithe orator must be a good man, but tiat

2 For a concise, but full histories of Quintiliarirdluence, see Kenned@(intilian 139-41) and Russell (21-

9). Some humanists even preferred Quintilian’tedty Cicero’s (Kennedy “Cicero’s Legacy” 493). On
Quintilian’s role in English school curricula anda vernacular manuals, the larger rhetorical celtgee T. W.
Baldwin (Il 197-238) and Mack (77-8) respectivelgcholarly editions of More’s works point to an ablance of
Quintilianic echoes and borrowings. (For exampke 2¢ [note on 506], 34 [note on 509-510], and 1iAq on
557] of CW15.) Bacon would have likely encountered Quiatilat Cambridge. At certain times, thetitutio
Oratoria was one of the stipulated texts of the Univergibere the entire first year “was devoted to rhetafiviack
51); the work, likeDe Oratore is “very often found” in the book lists of thoado died while in residence at both
universities (51-2). Furthermore, Bacon quotesalhdies to Quintilian; for example, s€ke Advancement of
Learning141.

& For a full account of Shakespeare’s debt to @izint see Baldwin (Il 197-238).

" For a brief biography of Quintilian, see Rus$&i4) and Lopez (308). For a book length studg, se
Kennedy Quintilian). For the place of Quintilian in the larger histof Roman rhetoric, see Kennedjogman
World), esp. 487-514.

& Quintilian is quick to cite Cato the Elder (14)las the source of the phragebonus dicendi peritus
When paired with Cato’s other famous maximerm tene, verba sequenttiseize the subject, the words will
follow”—one can see Cato’s idea clearly (see KegnBdman World8-60, esp. 55-7). Once an orator had a
handle on the issuegs), he would be able to better articulate the cohtiegn any sophist or court opportunist who
had only superficial knowledge. Quintilian transfis the phrase to undergird his own concept otdmsummate
orator. Quintilian’s dual emphasis on the oratpessonal morality and technical competence not onl
distinguishes him from Cato, but also highlights thifference between his conception of the gootbofeom that

of Plato, Isocrates, and Cicero who emphasizedieeaf political and intellectual leadership in itheonceptions of
an ideal orator (KennediRoman Worlb09).
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onecan be an oratamlesshe is a good man” (12.1.%). Unfortunately, Quintilian does not
explicitly address this surprising point any furthéle posits the interdependent character of
eloquence and virtue in his orator and, more sjpatlif, makes moral goodness a necessary
condition for skilled speech, but he does not diyetefine the relationship between good
character and skilled speech. An understandirigeofelationship between the two is a
prerequisite for ethical oratoricptaxis Therefore, to understand Quintilian’s rhetorietilics
we will examine small moments throughout his martiial suggest an understanding of the
relationship which he failed to define directly.

This examination will yield a surprising possihjilidespite Quintilian’s lofty ideal of the
vir bonus dicendi perityQuintilian’s good man may not have to be an ethacator, but might
conceivably be a skilled sophist who maintains @ntyere hope for the good of society. To
explore this prospect, it will first be necessargkamine two theoretical (and ethically licit)
points in Quintilian’s treatise—his epistemologicahfidence in truth and his definition of
rhetoric—which are contradicted in his practicat@mt both of how an orator is to act in certain
moral dilemmas and of hoadfectuqpathosor emotion) is to drownatio (logosor reason) to
gain a sought outcome. An examination of theséradictions will reveal Quintilian’s

rhetorical ethics or lack there of.

6 All trans. of Quintilian are Russell’s unless etiise noted. Kahn argues that Quintilian deatk ttie

“the ambivalent moral status of rhetoric. . . [lyperdinating] rhetoric as a skill to moral judgmeamd thereby
identify[ing] rhetoric with the moral use of rheitt(Prudence42). Quintilian, however, explains: “The mind is
never at liberty even to study this noble art [orgl, unless it is free of all vices” (12.1.4), aperfect orator “must
understand the language of honour and [subseqlibathe the courage to use it” (12.2.31). In thiseca
“subordination” may not quite capture it; virtuechenes a necessary prerequisite to discern wheh@amdo put
one’s eloquence into action. Brandenburg recogrtizat, to a modern reader, Quintilian’s claim rmagm absurd.
From the starting point of Quintilian’s thought,a@Bidenburg asks whether contemporary rhetorica¢sshould
make good character a requisite for the great speadfis surprising 1948 conclusion was that moharacter
should and does remain a requirement for a goddrmra
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Quintilian’s vir bonus dicendi peritubas received ample critical attention. Some
scholars seek to illuminate the element of morahftdion in thenstitutesby tracing
philosophical influences upon Quintilian. For exde) Arthur Walzer (“Stoic Wise Man”) and
Prentice Meador believe Roman Stoicism is the &aynderstanding Quintilian\ar bonus
Another camp believes that situating the textsristorical circumstances is the key to
understanding the training of a virtuous oratoriciel Winterbottom (“Quintilian”) suggests
that Quintilian was simply “led to a moralistic wieof the function of rhetoric by what he saw
going on around him.” He is “swimming against tite [of other oratorical trends] in
proclaiming a new Ciceronianism” (94-6). Aubrey @w agrees that Quintilian’s program for
training the virtuous orator was a response toooic! decadence (240). Walzer also recognizes
a historical dimension in Quintilian’s program. Higues that Quintilian was an opportunist
who criticized and appropriated moral philosophyhimi his rhetoric-centered curriculum during
the time when Domitian had exiled all philosoph@Honor and Expediency” 264-6). Unlike
the current investigation, these models of analy@snot meant to attend to Quintilian’s
rhetorical ethics. In fact, examinations of Quiati—including A. Craig Baird (103-4), Lester
Thonssen and Baird (154), and Gwynn (230-241)—gbess the question of his ethics of
rhetoric for thevir bonus dicendi peritusOnly Alan Brinton (“Quintilian”), Meador, Walzer
(“Honor and Expediency”), and Winterbottom (“On lokge”) have engaged fully the rhetorical
ethics question. Other critics offer only pasgudgments. For example, Clarke notes
Quintilian’s willingness to allow his good man wttrs, but then avoids directly confronting this

problem by simply stating that motive, not act, et (115-119§’

" Kennedy, however, perceives what is at stakeolb$erves that “[t]his orator must be a good mahhie

belongs to what we have called the sophistic ti@dinot the philosophical'Glassical Rhetorid02). Also, see
Kennedy Quintilian), esp. 123-132.
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Quintilian clearly believes that the truth is mewssily discernable to a good man and
more persuasive to any clear-sighted audiencearglges in the section on the lucidity of
narrative: “Now the real orator speaks best whesd®ans to be speaking the truth” (4.2.38).
One should not infer that “seems” discloses Quartihaving doubts about the efficacy of the
truth. Rather, in the full context of the passdgeintilian argues that orating true facts
believably without excessive show is most persmsishile he condemns orators who disdain
the task of simply stating facts. Further confitima of Quintilian’s epistemological confidence
in truth is found in Book 12: “One could surely maincede intelligence to people who are
offered the paths of virtue and vice and then cadbs worse—nor indeed prudence either,
because, owing to the uncertain outcome of evémy,often become exposed by their own
doing to the heaviest penalties of the law, alwechysto those of a bad conscience” (12.1.3,
emphasis original). Like Aristotle before hiRRHetoric1.2.6), Quintilian maintains that when
all things are equal, the truth is more persuatiga falsehood. When an orator is faced with a
falsehood that he could present with verisimilittol@chieve his end, Quintilian’s
epistemological confidence has additional ethicasequences. The truth, compellingly
presented, will always be most persuasive. Thiziction, on behalf of the truth, points to an
intersection between the consummate orator’s isk8peaking and his moral choices in how to
speak. It is morally good and pragmatic to spéakituth.

This treatment of the truth, however, does noirdsiish between the two discrete ends
of oratory. Quintilian’s definition of rhetoricelps to draw this distinction. In Book 2 of the
Institutes he offers a catalogue of the ways in which presiariters have defined rhetoric and
concludes by adding his own: “Rhetoric is the socgeof speaking wellRhetoricen essieene

dicendi scientiarfi (2.15.38).Beneimplies “both artistic excellence and moral goashie
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(KennedyClassical Rhetorid01); the moral element of the good man skilledpgaaking is
reinforced by Quintilian in his definition of rheto. He continues: “[rhetoric’s] endiiis] and
highest aim is ‘to speak well” (2.15.38). Building upon this definition, Quintilian makes a
helpful distinction between the internal and exé¢end of oratory, ethically solid footing for the
vir bonus dicendi peritus.

Moreover, the real orator will always achieve [#ral], because he will always

speak well. However, this criticism may perhapyéle against those who think

that the “end” is to persuade. My orator, andatighat | have defined, do not

depend on the outcome. The speaker certainly @imwi; but when he has

spoken well, even if he does not win, he has fallithe demands of his art. . . .

[T]his art depends on the activity, not on the oute. (2.17.23)
The success of an act of persuasion is not priynaidilged by the outcome of the persuasion (the
external end). Rather, the act is assessed bgKspewell.” This distinction is much more
explicit in Quintilian than in Cicero and remairarficularly important because a speech act
judged solely by the success of the act of perenasould allow an orator to use any means to
achieve his end. Since “speaking well” has an efegmot only of eloquence, but also of moral
goodness (2.15.33-35), the latter demands thadrtiter only use good means to seek the end of
the activity itself (internal).

Quintilian adds a further dimension to this disomssn Book 11. He elevates Socrates

as the supreme example of one who sought the esyeaking well above mere persuasion,
choosing to be remembered by posterity and toHaskfe rather than his past (11.1.10-11).

And, | would add, if we take Socrates’s own wordsausly, as recorded by Plato in both the

8 In different places, Quintilian uséeem summumorultimum(and in one place all three collectively,

2.15.38) to capture the Greek tetelns
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trial and death dialogues, and tBergias Socrates thought that he was saving his sobleat t
cost of his life. This offers readers a metaphaisieason never to seek persuasion by speaking
with moral and stylistical iniquity. Distancingrhself from Cicero’s critique of Socrates for a
lack of oratorical prudence, Quintilian innovateghwis praises of the proto-moral philosopher.
Quintilian, however, maintains Cicero’s moral amgtaetic linking oirtus. In the
famous book 10 which provides a long book list oéts, historians, and philosophers to be read,
a reader is told that it “is from these and othéhars worth reading that we must draw our stock
of words, the variety of our Figures, and our systd Composition, and also guide our minds
by the patterns they provide of all the virtuesstitum]” (10.2.1). The beginning of the sentence
is a review of the reasons outlined in 10.1 fodshis to read. Future orators must increase their
lexical capital, and see how others use enthymemeslisposition. It is only the last claubat
is an exhortation to let these sublime works oicarity not be read strictly through the lens of
oratorical utility. Quintilian, with brevity, stas the obvious that almost goes assumed: students
should read these works to be formed morally, ds Wée key wordyirtus, was employed by
Quintilian throughout the discussion of 10.1, rafeg to stylistic excellences to be imitated. The
elastic word makes a bolder claim for moral virtué¢he present instance.
But it is not just thavirtusis used in a wider sense in this passage. 1@dnbey
instructing the reader that students must acquir@xuation facilitas, or as Quintilian himself
says, the Greekexi9 for making good stylistic choices. The acquisitof the artistic virtues of
style, now provides a “pattern” for the studentdibow in seeking moral virtue as well. This
suggests the Ciceronian (and Horatian) idea tlgbd g&elf is not value neutral, as found in
Crassus’s argument to unite eloquence and wisdiommmake Horace’s poet of thes Poetica

into Quintilian’s oratorical student of the podtse student of rhetoric must blend “profit and
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pleasure, at once delighting and instructing tieafar]” (Horace 343-4). By hinting that speech
has a moral function, Quintilian unites the head the tongue; for Quintilian, style will
disclose, and help cultivate, thie bonus’®

In this view of virtue, in Socrates’ example, ithstitutio Oratorids own theoretical
explanation of internal and external ends of osgtand in Quintilian’s epistemological
optimism, he maintains space for ethical oratoegnsingly providing a point of intersection for
eloquent speech and moral action inthidbonus dicendi peritysut this ideal gets much
murkier as Quintilian treats practical matters. dderesses moral dilemmas in a questionable, or
at least ambiguous, fashion and—in his treatmeatitdctusandratio—may reveal his support
of skilled sophistry in his “good” man. In Bookl2aving just finished a retelling of Cicero’s
myth of the proto-orator (2.16), Quintilian addressnoral dilemmas that will face his bonus
dicendi peritus In this context, he argues that the consummait®iomay use his power to
assert falsehood, but only for the public inteestmunis utilitas(2.17.36). He is quick to add
that this can be done only because his oratosipiarable from the good man (2.17.#3).
Again in Book 12 Quintilian invokes theommunis utilitag12.1.37) as a license for the orator to
lie, protesting too much: “I am not arguing that tirator | am shaping will often have to do this,
only that, if some such reason compels him to dehsodefinition of an orator as ‘a good man

skilled in speaking’ still holds good” (12.1.44)Ve see the naiveté in Roman rhetoric that

& However, Quintilian remains frustrating to hisders in as much as the relationship between raachl

rhetorical imitation is never defined. In 12.2 Qlilian does suggest that virtue is a prerequisitdiscern when and
how to put one’s eloquence into action (12.2.30,dven in this the relationship remains uncldaanham
(Electronig, beginning from this difficulty in Quintilian wbkh he calls the “Q question” has provocatively
interrogated what presently might be called thsigiin the humanities and the role of the univgiisitsociety.
Lanham sets the rhetorical paideia against thegtihical, with the former merely a “mixture of plgame, and
purpose” in its “product,” if not always in its “awed purpose” (187). In this characteristicallyriidan move and
much of the practical analysis which follows framlithink that Lanham is mistaken.

8 Colson’s quotes Voltaire's response tolthsitutes he believed it was a treatise on “lying as a FAnte
for those fully conscious of their own rectitudekyiii). Voltaire's levity adds insight into what'at stake in
Quintilian’s formulation.
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Augustine will react so strongly against exemptifia this passag¥. Quintilian believes that
the training of a future orator will purge him ofyaself-interest and ambition. There is no
Augustinian sense of a darkened intellect, weakenkdand disordered passions clouding the
consummate orator’s ability to verify independentigt his end is selfless and truly for the
communis utilitas Additionally, it seems credulous to believeasntilian claims, that
instances where lying might serve the public irgeage raré&?

These warrants for lying on behalf of the publienest are peppered throughout the text.
In Book 3, for example, Quintilian explains thatig should be prepared to replace words by
their nearest neighbors, calling the foolhardy roeave, a prodigal generous, a miser thrifty.
The procedure also works the other way. It is that the real orator, the good man, will never
do this, unless led into it by the public intefestmmuni utilitat§ (3.7.25)%® Quintilian again
gives the good man permission to deploy questienaidglans for a useful end. Though itis
tempting to join Augustine in dismissing this attie, embodied in Quintilian, without further
inquiry, a deeper exposition of tatemmunis utilitageveals that Quintilian is grappling with the
guestion at the foundation of all rhetorical ethi€uintilian mounts his own apology, offering
many examples to defend his position: “[With] satkldren, for example, we pretend many

things for their good and promise to do many thiwhggch we are not going to do; even more

81 Augustine is a famously harsh critic of rhetai@ of classical Rome, but in chapter two his dnldi

complicated position on rhetoric will be articuldte
82 When Quintilian discusses the potential conflictspeaking expediently and honorably, the wordroft
chosen for expedient igilitas. Quintilian takes up the expedient and honorabBook 3 and 11. He contradicts
himself, at times—Ilike Cicero—allowing that the twever contradict and are inseparable, while ardilmes
admitting conflict. When he admits conflict, herstimes insists that the honorable way must albayshosen,
while at other times he is not so insistent. Wia{adonor and Expediency”) seeks to reconcile theflicting
accounts of honor and expedience, maintaining@attilian’s ethic is situational (274-5, 277).

8 However, Quintilian’s treatment of hyperbole pr®s a potentially more ethical justification in st one
should use this “bolder kind of Ornament” to deserihat which “transcends the ordinary limits ofuna
[naturalem modum excegsit8.6.67, 76). Also, it should be noted thatde Oratore Antonius allows for
exaggeration as well (1.221). Augustine, as cliapte shows, condemns all lying.
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justifiably, we lie to stop an assassin from kilia man, and deceive an enemy to save the
country” (12.1.38-9¥* These last three examples are important be¢hagerevent a hasty
condemnation of his system on legalistic grouridewever, when these three are paired with
the other allowances for lying, guided not by tia¢unal law but by the judgment of the
consummate orator, Quintilian reveals that hisatiedl ethic is utilitarian, and more specifically
situational®® This situation ethic and—to borrow Prentice Ma&itormulation—a more
traditional Western framework of ethics (such ase@’s realism) would likely agree that an act
of denying the truth to the sick child or assassithe appropriate actidfi. The situational or
circumstantial ethicists, like Quintilian insisttthe lie is permitted because of a greater good o
useful outcome. While the realist camp of eth&crsy agree that an act of denying the truth to
the sick child or assassin can be the appropr@iem this camp insists that such a speech act is

f_87

not a lie at all because a lie is always wrondsalf.”" Though this may seem like a mere verbal

84 Socrates raises a similar dilemma in the firgtkbof theRepublicwhen he asks if one should lie or return

weapons to a friend who has lost his mind (33Xxall that Cicero also introduced this examplB@Officiis
3.95), and Aquinas, in an example similar to Quantis, allows for ambush in a just war (lI-1l g. a1 3).

8 While there may be some disagreement that situ&thics is a form of utilitarianism, based on megding
| will assume this is the case.

8 Golden insists that the situational ethics ofr@lian was typical of Roman morality (47). Meaditwes
not explicitly join the “traditional western ethitd the school of realism.

87 It is the realist ethicist Aristotle who firstdists that lying is wrong “in itself’Nicomachean Ethic$127a
29) and that the “man who loves truth, and is fulttvhere nothing is at stake, will still more rathful where
something is at stake” (1127b 4-5). Neverthelegglism is avoided and Quintilian is somewhatcpéted: “We
are not speaking of the man who keeps faith irmgieements, i.e. in the things that pertain tagasir injustice

(for this would belong to another virtue), but than who in the matters in which nothing of thistseiat stake is
true both in word and in life because his charasteuch” (1127a 34- 1127b 3). Aquinas’s conclaosiare not at
variance with Aristotle but are articulated in #eatient idiom (Maclintyre, “John Case” 77). He ofaithat the
“essential property of a lie is that it is the imienal utterance of a false statement” with th@ention to deceive as
an additional evil of almost all lies” (77). Aquis (II-11 g. 110) frequently calls on Augustine, evbondemns all
lies, in his texts.

Realists in the Christian tradition have been paldirly concerned with this question. For conterapp
articulations of the Christian argument againstational ethics, see Grisez and Shaw (102-11) Vamd
Hildebrand Morality. For a complementary and concise account of ptigpalism, consequentialism, and
situation ethics, see Erlandson (153, 136, 158 J Smith, as well as responses from Reno, altefSem and
Pruss, for contemporary ethical realist argumemtsifid against the permitting false assertiondjsisiguished
from lies, to achieve certain goods.



51

disagreement, the differences in principles thégrdene the licitness of an action in a particular
case is important to both sides when they seeljtalecate the tension between prescriptive
ethical norms and prudence on related questio, &siif an innocent human life can ever be
willfully taken.

Quintilian is at least partially successful in $thileg his position by providing examples
in which the situational and realist ethicist femmething close to common ground. These
examples act as emotional appeals (an ailing dnighdangered country), case studies that can
only be explicated by casuistries. But the measQuintilian allows his good man to persuade
for the public interest get even murkier throughBabk 1228 Quintilian allows his good man to
“undertake the defense of the guilty” (12.1.34)emeourages consideration of “how one may
speak for a falsehood or even for an injustice”1134). The latter allowance is admittedly for
detecting and refuting “such things more easilyt dne questions if this is the only reason an
orator is allowed to defend the guilty, especiadlgalling our difficulty with Cicero’s transfer of
responsibility from advocate to judged Officiis2.51). For Quintilian, also, the consummate
orator may hide the truth from the judge or usghdly fraudulent means to help his case
(12.1.41); he can seek release of the guilty ilvaaced of the guilty one’s conversion “to a right
way of thinking” (12.1.42). For Quintilian, all dfiese actions may be done, “so long as our
intentions joluntatd are honourablehjonestd’ (12.1.45). Notice that Quintilian has removed
the means employed from the ethical judgment oathef persuasion. These means no longer
need to bénonestumso long as an orator’s intentionhisnestum This rejection of the need for
ethical means and founding of the ethicality ofation solely upon intention is typical of

situational, utilitarian ethics. Quintilian makid® consummate orator’s whim, not the natural

88 See Meador’s helpful chart which lists the adiquintilian outlines for their bonusin Book 12 (164).
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law, the adjudicator of what is good. It is in factite remarkable that this follower of Cicero so
deeply undoes the relationshiphafnestunandutile.

The contradictions within thiastitutio Oratoriaaccumulate. Quintilian’s understanding
of rhetorical ethics in moral dilemmas for his comsnate orator seems incongruous with his
epistemological confidence and previous treatméimtternal and external ends. Even if we
grant Quintilian’s apparently situational ethic &atjudicating moral dilemmas, the question
remains: Is he intentionally taking on the manfleantextual ethics for his good man, or is his
developing formulation just opaque, ambiguous,va@neunintentional? This question can be
answered with an examination of how Quintilian &ddes the interaction afifectusandratio
in Book 6, revealing Quintilian’s good man to bskdled sophist, who maintains only a mere
subjective hope for the public inter&tThe Quintilianicvir bonus preserving this hope, does
not deserve to be placed as equal to the thugg8iiti€s of Plato’sGorgias but his sophistry
does place him in the Gorgian traditith.

In 6.2, Quintilian begins his treatmentratio andadfectusby implicitly reducing all
ends to the outcome and blurring the distinctioveen internal and external ends: “But where

force has to be brought to bear on the judgesirfgeland their minds distracted from the truth,

89 Unlike when he introducesdfectusandmoresby talking about their Greek equivalents, Quiatilidoes

not actually spend time talking abdagos the Greek antecedentratio. However, in Book 6, he—at least
sometimes—usestio when talking about the third of the classical oniel appeals. (See 6.2.6.) In my text, |
will most often useatio to refer to the logical appeal in Quintilian.

Furthermore, recall that the sophist intentionabgs words deceitfully, only putting on the appeegaof
truth (Crider,Office of Assertiod).
%0 While some sophists care more for their fee fioathe good or use illicit means in their actgpefsuasion,
Callicles of Plato’s5orgiasand Thrasymachus of Platdepublicare fine examples of sophists of a distinct
degree, who seek to exercise verbal force overathsing an arsenal of words. These figures kieiig
manipulating words to gain power over people. $ingachus anticipates aspects of the thought of Maehi and
even Nietzsche.
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there the orator's true work begins” (6.2.5). 24)8" It has been noted that both those who do
and do not believe rhetoric to be ethical think thes a force. However, in the present case the
language used excludes the cooperative view. isriritetance of deceiving the judge, power is
certainly exercised primarily toward the externadl @f persuasion, even to the extreme of
distracting from the truth, and thus subordinatisygeaking well’—in its moral, not stylistic
sense—to the external end, persuasion.

This passage where Quintilian contradicts his qweviously stated position—that the
orator will not only discern and articulate thatie¥his true, but also not subordinate necessary
truths when seeking to persuade one’s audience-gether ignores theommunis utilitas
Quintilian may agree with Cicero’s comment thasithe judge’s, not the orator’s, task to
discern the truth, but no mention of bending tlmhtfor the public interest is made in this
passage; he does not articulate even a princiglegtisnal ethic. Nor does he acknowledge that
some judges may also seek the common utility. @ainm offers something more sinister: The
orator’s ‘true work begins” with the manipulation of the judgé®lings over and against truth.
This is a realization of Rutilius worst fear. “0as lovers cannot judge beauty because their
feelings anticipate the perception of their eyesalso a judge who is overcome by his emotions
gives up any idea of inquiring into truth; he isepivalong by the tide, as it were, and yields to
the swift current” (6.2.6-7). This passage addresww the orator is to make usé' afspecial

aspect oimore$ (ethog andadfectugpathog (6.2.8-9). Quintilian’s account of these two

o Quintilian further complicates his view of rhat@ force (he makegis synonymous witldynamisn

2.15.4) by his frequent use of martial similes ¢satibe it. The Renaissance largely appropriat@dtdan’s
fondness for rhetoric as martial. See RebhBmgero), esp. 23-79. Later writers, such as Pope, iftAmsEssay
on Criticism,” also perceive Quintilian’s fondnéss thinking of rhetoric as matrtial; see 51. NeQicero a
stranger to thisopos He open®e Inventioneexhorting the use of “weapons of eloquence” (LHywever, irDe
Officiis, he stress that war be not undertaken, exceist‘ibbject” is “secure peace” (1.80), and that the
“achievements of war” are less “important than thobpeace” (1.74). cf. Cicero’s description dof fiincepsas a
helmsmangubernatoj 1.77, 1.87 to which More will be attracted. $¥egemeryYoung Thomas Mor@ 75 note
60), for a catalogue of More’s usesgufbernator
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appeals is distinct and adds to the disturbingreatfithe passage. Quintilian oppoadgectus

to ratio, as one sees in the exhortation, to distractutigg from the truth. Kdfectuss used to
lead audiences away from the truth, then it calonger be considered a proof—as Aristotle
held—but as an anti-proof which clouds reasonggpéir” for sufficiently clear proof&
Quintilian’s own rhetoric further illuminates thagsage. He uses two tropes: the simile of the
lovers and the metaphor of the torrent. Quintikéms that the lovers lose the capacity for
judgment because the power of feelings. Evenlyigittiered emotions cannot assestio in the
simile; emotions preclude reason. This is mada elearer in the metaphor: the judge has no
choice but to yield to the currefit. The rational faculties of the judge cannot helple swept
away in a flood of emotion.

This treatment omoresandadfectusn thelnstitutio Oratoriais particularly distinct
because Quintilian joins them as two sides of aie.cThey “are sometimes of the same nature,
and differ only in degree” (6.2.12), witddfectuscharacterized as vehement and volatile, while
moresis described as calm and distinguished, “havingdgess.” One questions if the orator
must possess this goodness, avihbonusformula demands, or if the orator only must appear
good. Regardless, Quintilian also tells a realdat ‘the life and soul of oratory, we may say, is
in the emotionsddfectibu$’ (6.2.7). To summarize then, one may say thah@ian innovates
by conflatingmoresandadfectus However, he then breaks these emotions—the lowehich

he considers the life and soul of oratory—away fratio, pitting them against reason.

92 Such a manipulation of emotions is dramatize@bgkespeare in Antony’s funeral oration for CaeSme

Crider for a reading of Brutus as unwilling to Uis# emotional appeals and Antony as unwillingni@ke his
emotional appeals liciRersuasiom5-65).

o Winterbottom (“On Impulse”) carefully and skillfy examines the 6.2 torrent episode, expressing
reservations about the supposed moral goodnesasiofikan’s orator.
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Though it is unclear how much of AristotldRhetoricQuintilian knew directly,
Quintilian innovates away from the Aristotelian @ideronian tradition by conflatingores
(ethog andadfectugpathog and in pitting reasordgos against the tw8* Aristotle argues that
“by using [words] justly one would do the greatgsbd and unjustly, the greatest harm”
(Rhetoric1.1.13) and that “sophistry is not a matter ofigbbut of deliberate choice [of
specious arguments]” (1.1.14). Further, Aristbidieves that emotions can either assist or
challenge reason. Therefore, the appropriaterfems @ppeal tadfectuss a moral choice on
the part of the rhetor, who must relate the padisuof an individual rhetorical situation to
ethical norms. The rhetor is then able to chodisiealy appropriate appeals for the
circumstance, applying an objective standard byasiag virtues that, as an agent, he has
already habituated in himself. Quintilian, whenrhakes his own formulation, at best, did not
know of these counter opinions, or, at worst, refu® engage these questions. He does not
make these Aristotelian distinctions, all the whidgher allowing for emotional proofs that
contradict reason. He wants judges to be distwdxyauntruths and to have their reason swept
away to achieve an external end. Speaking monakybeen subordinated to the outcome of
persuasion. Clearly contradicting his previousesteents on the end of rhetoric, Quintilian in his
treatment ofatio andadfectusplaces persuasion as the primary end in Book 6.

Quintilian’s discussion of moral dilemmas in Bodk dt minimum exercised a situational
ethic and left many questions as the consummaterorimlated the realist moral principle of the
ends never justifying the means, a surprisingljtatian development from one who had

confidence in the persuasiveness of truth. Bstdalowance of false means was never given a

o Both Gwynn and Russell are confident in Quintilladeep reading of Plato, but they question hisatli

knowledge of Aristotle. Crider insists that Quiiath knew some Aristotle, as manifestiivstitutio Oratoria
2.15.13-6 Persuasiordl).
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further treatment beyond the reminder that he witloexercise such means is the bonus As
with Cicero, the highly judicial character of Ronvdetoric may account for how Quintilian
came to this conclusion, but Quintilian’s sileneaves one to question if Quintilian is sophistic
or superficial. The placement oforesandadfectusagainstratio, however, is unambiguously
sophistic. While Quintilian maintains belief in aggl end and, therefore, avoids the moniker
Calliclean, no longer is it simply a matter of egpdating for an uncorroborated conception of
thecommunis utilitas It is now clear that reason may be deliberagalypressed. The
particulars of the moral dilemmas and Book 6’s eplas of the lovers and the drowning judge
contradict the abstract principles that Quintillagues should guide the consummate orator.
Quintilian’s great educational text is one thatmans sophistry in their bonus dicendi peritus
while maintaining only a vague moral hope that&hnorms will only (and rarely) have to be
violated for a greater good. These instances dbe fwrudently discerned by the good man. The
relationship between moral goodness and skilleddp#hat Quintilian outlines reveals a
hopeful, but ultimately sophistic consummate orafrintilian’s ethics of rhetoric are unethical.
Both Cicero and Quintilian are inconsistent. Néweless, in articulating a principled
rhetorical ethic and acknowledging his inabilityalevays live up to the ethic, Cicero provides
the Renaissance with a realist rhetorical ethiain@ian gives a system that helpfully articulates
complementary ethical principles (such as themtstin between external and internal ends) and
provides commentary on the good orator that thdse ave naively confident about rhetoric in
the Renaissance will build on. However, his emghas outcomes and entrustment of authority
to orators rather than to a natural law suppliesRenaissance with a utilitarian outlook whose
arguments and examples devolve into an unethiggastifor sophistry. Furthermore, both

Romans emphasize the ideal orator, a figure thatapture the Renaissance imagination.
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Chapter Il

The Christian Influence and the Sixteenth Century @2bate

The Roman rhetorical tradition is not the onhdttimn which informs the English
Renaissance debate about rhetoric. There islasGltristian rhetorical tradition. The Hebrew
Bible and New Testament are filled with powerfuidaage, coming from a diverse series of
speakers in varied rhetorical situations and genfdss collection of specimens of rhetoric
grows into a more self-conscious tradition withtpiblical apostolic preaching, the reflections
of the early fathers of the Church on rhetoric bildical hermeneutics/exegesis, certain spiritual
and mystical writings, particular theological sp@tions of the schoolmen (which in their origin
come from lively lectures and debates), certaingfian-humanist writings on rhetoric, and the
reflections of many of the English and Continengdbrmers on oratory. The figures in this
wide-ranging tradition are usually aware of thessieal rhetorical tradition and many, like Paul,
Justin Martyr, Jerome, Ambrose, Augustine, Basitl &regory of Nyssa, Thomas Aquinas,
Thomas More, Erasmus, and Calvin seek, in someureas appropriate it. But such a project
is filled with tensions, well captured in Jeromatount of his feverish vision of Christ the
Judge, who condemns the future saint as too atfaohthe pagan world:Ciceronianus es, non
Christianus(You are a Ciceronian, not a Christian!)” (Let?).

Given this broad and deep tradition, our invesitgainto the Christian rhetorical
tradition will have to be partial. Jerome’s friergt. Augustine of Hippo, is an appropriate locus
of our investigation. He personifies the tensietween the classical tradition and the Christian,
as a teacher of rhetoric who, after his converto@hristianity wrote both in seeming

condemnation and praise of tAes Rhetorica He is the most important extra-biblical figure i
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the Christian rhetorical tradition and was of parar importance to the English Renaissance and
Reformation.

However, before beginning our investigation ints Hietorical ethics, let us take the
occasion of this transition between two figureslagsical Rome and a Christian patristic author
to emphasize the understudied intersection of idalsand Christian thought in the English
Renaissance. To reconstruct the sixteenth-centlvgte about rhetorical ethics in a way that its
participants would recognize dual emphases muptdmed on the role of Christian thought and
of Roman thought®> Usually the Christian influence is the more urtephasized element in
inquiries into what Plett has called “rhetoric &enaissance culture.” For example, Victoria
Kahn'’s project of “historical poetics” on pruden@rudence is in many respects exemplary, but
the focus of her study upon the renewed interesliaissical rhetoric and its relationship to
Aristotelian prudence in the Renaissance doesiwatya sufficiently acknowledge Shuger’s
previously mentioned insight that “sacred rhet@sinot a narrowly specialized compartment of
the history of Renaissance rhetoric but its masi and reflective branch’'Sacredl3). Indeed,
Shuger has done an excellent job of showing theitapce of religion in Renaissance England,
rightly arguing that Renaissance English culture

comprehend|s] the essential nature of its preodaups . . . Renaissance
religious discourse enfolds more than such spetifitheological concerns as the
manner of eucharistic presence, the necessitywthrelders, or the fourfold
senses of Scripture. Religion during this periogpdies the primary language of
analysis. It is the cultural matrix for exploratgof virtually every topic:

kingship, selfhood, rationality, language, marriagihics, and so forth. . . . [All

% Again, cf. SkinnerReason and Rhetor{@), “Meaning,” andVisionsl (3) on “seeing things their way.”
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these topics] are considered in relation to Godthechuman soulHabits of

Thought6)
Shuger is correct in this analysis, and she mashedemonstrates her thesis. Yet, she proves
her claim that religious discourse provides a heeunéc for all analysis of the period, largely by
way of the writings of “religious” personages (obs) such as Andrews, Hooker, Herbert, and
Donne, whom one would expect to have recoursedb aueligious hermeneutic. While Shuger
does not compartmentalize the role of the sactesidees not extend it explicitly to less
obviously sacred realms such as humanism anddge sthich were also deeply enfolded in the
religious meta-discourse of the peridl intend to emphasize this point which largelyegns a
potentiality in Shuget’

Also, the deeply classical reforms to the Englisgmgmar school curricula instituted by
humanists rightly lead critics to focus on the @acgan character of curricula. Nevertheless, it
remained a deeply Christian educational prograime tfipartite ends of piety, wisdom, and
eloquence (Mack 11) were sought with full recoucsexplicitly Christian elements in the
curricula. The petty school, which precedes ttargnar school would have provided students
with “a leaf of paper on a wooden tablet coveretth\aisheet of translucent horn, which featured
the alphabet, numbers, and the ‘Our Father” (MiSlaakespeare’s Readi2y. The

guintessential Christian prayer was to be as foumwla to education as letters and numbers.

% It is true that ShugePelitical Theologieshas produced a study bfeasure for MeasureNevertheless,

her concern in that book becomes the intersecttwden sexual morality, Tudor-Stuart politics, 4palitical
theologies;” my work on the Christian inflected tdrécal ethics of the stage extends the scope o§&fs earlier
work while addressing a different set of questi@garding Shakespeare.

o7 I noted in the introduction that Knapp has uralest to account for the Christian influence onstage
and that Crider’s investigations of rhetoric iretdture acknowledge the dual touchstones of tssicla and
Christian for many Renaissance authors. Neverhethe field has yet to grapple fully with theigas English
Renaissance attempts at a renewed classical, @hrisinthesis in which, for example, Thomas Mome ca
recommend to his children’s tutor the patristicd &allust in the same breath without hesitationdeéveer and
Smith 200).
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The petty and grammar school built on this fouratatind included teaching of catechism, the
New Testament, the Psalter, and the Book of Comrager (T. W. Baldwin | 432-3).
Christian formation and education was not overladog the schools, despite their highly
Latinate character and emphasis upon Ciceronigornbe

The failure to emphasize the dual importance ofsfian and Pagan thought in the
Renaissance often begins with a simplified undaditey of the Renaissance humanists’
rejection of scholasticism; this inadequate undeding universalizes the objections of some
Renaissance figures to scholastic epistemologyraetdphysics. In fact, the more universal
humanist objection to scholasticism was focusedaesthetics (or lack there of) and its greater
interest in casuistries than wisdéfSuch critiques do not necessarily disclaim a ian
metaphysic or even the scholasticism of the HigtldW ages vis-a-vis the pseudo-Thomistic
scholasticism of pre-Renaissance Cambridge andr@xim fact, on the continent and in
England, a vibrant part of the Renaissance wastitsn not only to classical sources, but to
biblical and patristic ones as wéil.

The influence of Augustine, in particular, on Renaissance is well documented. He
deeply influences Petrarch and the Italians, iy frequently printed, and his “influence can be
measured across a variety of verbal and visualaredot only. . . [in Petrarch and many
paintings,] but in the interstices of poetry andthetics, of theology and philosophy, of religious
polemic and humanistic oratory” (Gill 1J° Erasmus’s edition of Augustine’s works helps grin

the texts north, but it is not that these worksenerer lost and then found, like Quintilian and

% As | noted before, Gray (499) highlights the ammcabout aesthetics and wisdom.

9 Wegemer and Smith note More’s attentivenessassatal authors, and the bible and Church fathxers (

100 On his continental influence, see Quillen (15%) &ill (1-2). For more on the availability of Austine,

see Kristeller (355-72) and Monfasanbg doctrind 172; “Renaissance Humanism” 713-6).
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some of Cicerd”® Rather, the great renewal of interest in Augestiame from its existential
and affective qualities that are usually absemstcholasticism. Among the large corpus of his
works being circulated, my attention in uncoverggustine’s rhetorical ethics will draw
chiefly fromDe Doctrina Christianabut to enlarge our understanding of this forneacher of
rhetoric’s Christian ethics of rhetoric, it will mecessary also to look at parts of the
ConfessioneandDe Civitate Dei

English Renaissance rhetorical culture is deeplynbt always directly, influenced by
the writings of Augustine. For the present purgosae can be certain that More knew
Augustine well, even to the point of giving lectsi@n the historical and philosophical aspects of
De Civitate Dei More alludes to Augustine with frequent®. With the intervention of the
English Reformation, Augustine becomes an authtmiay both Catholics and reformers claim
for their sides?® Because Augustine is not important to the postridean grammar school,

Shakespeare’s direct access to Augustine is unatehdebated by scholdf$. Nevertheless,

101 Pinckaers, for example, claims that Augustingtisd more than any other figure in tBemma

Theologicas Secunda Pars (17).
102 One of these allusions, foundArDialogue of Comfort against Tribulatianay be a reference e
Doctrina Christiana “Actually, Nephew, that saying like so many otlkayings in Scripture, as Saint Augustine
points out—needs interpretation” (2.17). The gtiotecomes from the modern English rendering (1888). The
editors of CW 12 note difficulties with this passage in the was manuscripts and suggest, DetDoctrina
Christianag but De Sermone Domini in Mon&s a possible source of the allusion (405-6). rEference is general
enough thaDe Doctrina Christianacould also be considered a possibility.

103 Augustine’s thought is indirectly and partiallgismitted to England through figures like Calvin
(BouwsmaCalvin 123). With the Reformation in view, Bouwsma hotug a type of Augustinianism as one of the
two faces of Renaissance humanism (“Two Faces”)1-F®nfasani, though, believes that Erasmus aad th
continental Reformers “used Augustine when and witesuited then. For Protestantism, Augustine m@asso

much a creative force as a found of authority tekgoited after pivotal doctrines had been deteedi . . .[And]
Erasmus cited Augustine primarily as a historicairse and as a way of shielding himself from scétatecritics”
(“De doctrind 174).

104 An obvious possible evidence of Shakespeare'ssado Augustine i§he Rape of LucreceBullough’s
treatment of sources omits Augustine’s accountuafrece in favor of Chaucer, Ovid, and Painter. dumJones’s
recent Arden edition ofhe Rape of Lucredsolds out the possibility that Shakespeare may teen aware of “the
Augustinian debate,” but avoids the issue of dikectwledge (44, 306). Also, Roe’s recent Cambrieldigon of
The Poemsreats the history of Lucrece and Augustine’s iol# without claiming Augustine as one of
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even if one cannot prove Shakespeare’s direct adoghe works of Augustine, Augustine’s
thought—including his thought on rhetoric—is acdagsin the English discourse of
Shakespeare’s time and can at least be an inteottétradition” that finds its origin in
Augustine and about which Shakespeare kn?ahe university educated, Bacon provides

fewer difficulties. He no doubt encountered sommgdstine in his education and the bishop is

Shakespeare’s sources (23-41). He believes Augistopinion is available in Tyndale (25) and—idistorted
way—in Chaucer (36). Miola sets up his treatmdr@ltakespeare’s poerStjakespeare’s Roneith the
generalization that the Elizabethan “who studietin_sententiae in school, who came upon intriglRaognan
examples in the pages of reference books coultyesa=juire further information from numerous chies and
biographies. Livy and Tacitus told the story ofnRoin the original language and in translationnSAugustine
and Orosius offered a Christian reading of theonjsand achievements of the Earthly City” (7). ffarthis starting
point he goes on to rely upon Augustine in somei®tections ohucrece(20, 36-7).

In addition to treatments dfucrece what follows is a number of other critical retieos on Shakespeare’s
access to Augustine: Hankins (114) believes timttanner in which characters speak about friepdshinultiple
Shakespeare plays echdganfessioned, but | believe (and Hankins may too) that thisld just as likely come
from a common place as from an Augustinian texighBy more compelling is a moment kenry Vthat Anders
suggests “was known to the Elizabethans only frord\8gustine’sDe Civitate Deill, 21" (278), but this most
likely reached Shakespeare “through a collectiofsiofilitudes]” (T. W. Baldwin Il 601). Battenhoaseads both
Shakespeare and Chaucer as sharing Augustine’sal'wision” (Shakespearean Trage8yl0); he analyzes two
“Augustinian Echoes,” one iHamletand another i®thello (Shakespearean Trage8y7-84). Battenhouse further
argues that Shakespeare’s art is deeply influebge&kligustinian thought (“Augustinian Artistry” 4459n a
volume where Walter suggests that Augustine’s viefascriptural interpretation inform some of thetifein the
Tempes{272-3). While Frank Kermode believes tNM#cbethreveals Shakespeare’s knowledge ofGbafessions
(205), Plumer—representing many critics—finds nwlemce that Shakespeare read Augustine (63), bo¢lieves
that Augustinian ideas were pervasive in the periblis allows for his Augustinian readingldémlet which
“though not exhaustive of the play’'s meanings, tbeiaw light on depths and coherences of the playtany other
readings leave in shadows (63-4). Freinkel reddk&speare’s sonnets as built upon a foundatiaeas coming
from Augustine, Petrarch, and Luther while takimgecto distance herself from a methodology, likeawy, which
hinges upon “source and influence” (xix). Altmarngading ofOthellohas recourse to the “ironic echo of
Augustine” in lago Ifnprobability 172).

105 See MiolaShakespeare’s Readitigj2-7) on the source and inter-text or, as hedgltexts and traditions
distinction. Even if Shakespeare does not haveustilge’s texts, the bishop’s “tradition” is palpalbor
Shakespeare among many humanists, religious agtdpgnd others. For example, Richard Sherrygeéer
Augustine in his 1550reatise of Schemes and Trofstack 87). Wilson, who Shakespeare likely reaa] blearly
read Augustine and, more specificalDg Doctrina ChristiangPendergast 30). Mack believes that Wilson expect
readers offheArt of Rhetoricto want to return to Latin texts (perhaps inclgdikugustine) to look for tropes (97).
Also George Puttenham, Thomas Campion, and SarmaréeDengage with Augustine’s theories about vierion
(Pahlka 36). The Southwell-Sibthorpe Commonplamakbncludes all of book eight of Augustinds Civitate
Dei (Mack 104). “[I]t is practically certain that Manlve. . . had firsthand acquaintance with [Augussineork”
(Cole 195). This exposure would have been initiaeuniversity, where the collection was primatiigological
(H. Jones 227). See McConica for an account obfaid history which often touches upon books tawgtd read.
Plett notes the Augustinian synthesis of Christéiad pagan thought iDe Doctrina Christianawhich the
humanists took as an authorization for their ingsirand he looks to Andreas Gerhard Hyperius&ise
(translated into English in 1577) as both an Auigiest based instrument for sermon invention anédagustinian
tool for textual interpretation (27-8De Civitate Deiwith Vives’s commentary was translated into Erglis 1610,
but theConfessionewas not translated into English until after Shakese’s death in 1620 (Battenhouse,
Shakespearean Trage@y?9).
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often cited in his corpu®® Augustine, including his thoughts and ideas atatic, is important
to all three figures in this dissertation, and EstgRenaissance culture more broadly is deeply

imbued with his thought.

Saint Augustine of Hippo

While Cicero had lived in the Roman republic andr@lian in the Roman empire,
Augustine (354-430) would live to see the empitendsle. His own life was one of searching.
By his own account, Cicerolortensius'stirred” him at a young age to the “study of wosa’
(Confessione8.7), but he went through many positions befottiisg for a time with the
Manichaeans and then finally having his well knavenversion to Christianity in a gard&H.
After this change, he went on to become a priedtiéghop who wrote voluminously in defense
of his new found Christian faitt?®

Augustine’s rhetorical ethics are complicated beedie seems to speak powerfully
against rhetoric in th€onfessioneplacing himself with those in the sixteenth-ceptwho are
suspicious of thérs Rhetoricaand who believe all rhetoric to be fundamentatigthical.
Augustine gives up his position as a teacher dbrieafter his conversion, content to
characterize himself as a teacher of “lying folli€x2). Furthermore, while Cicero is only
explicitly mentioned twice, both times in conneatiwith hisHortensiuswhich Augustine

recalls as a positive influence, the Roman oragens implicitly grouped with Virgil and

106 To take one example, tie Civitate Deiis alluded to ifiThe Advancement of Learnifit52).

107 All English quotations are from Sheed’s beaut#ntl rigorous translation, unless otherwise noteatin
from theConfessionewiill come from the Loeb edition.

108 For a full version of Augustine’s biography, #®wn'’s account, updated in 2000, which remains the
standard treatment. For general treatments of tirgeis thought, among an enormous body of litesgtsee
D’Arcy, Fitzgerald, and Gilson (38-62).
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Terrence, who are “woeful” to study (1.16). Augnsts provides his opponents claim that

“[b]y these studies words are learned and theoge acquired which is so necessary for
persuasion and exposition’ [. . . as if there iotieer way to learn certain ideas and concepts
except by Terrence’s profligate plays].” This pasgs the way for his refutation: “The words are
not learned one whit more easily because of altheness: but the vileness is committed all the
more boldly because of the words” (1.16).

Nevertheless, this jeremiad against classical etydn general, and something like
rhetoric, in particular, is complicated throughthe text. A reader is given many moments
where Augustine is influenced by pagan learningl@adwn text often has inconspicuous
appropriations of these texts, such as his mirgooinAeneas as he steals to RaffleAugustine
does not reject pagan learning out of hand. Furtbee, in the present passage there is an
allusion to an unnamed mamominem who offers a Platonic critique that “Homer invedt
these stories, ascribing things human to the GottsSheed’s translation, this figure is more
explicitly identified as Cicero. The preeminentriamn orator and theorizer of oratory who
Augustine praises in the text is also an implically in his critique. Additionally, this critique
does not seek to make “accusation against the wattdsh in themselves are choice and
precious vessels, but against the wine of errdrighia them, and is poured out to us by teachers
already drunken with it” (1.16). Augustine provedie Aristotelian distinction between those

who misuse words and words themselves which aenpand “precious.” This distinction

109 The depth of these contradicting parallels wagibit to my attention by Michael Foley in a lectore

“The Use and Abuse of Books: The Literary Unityfafgustine’sConfession$ Also, it should be noted that
Augustine invokes a commonplace whose source hédwave likely known to be Terrence in support oé @f
his position inDe Doctrina Christiana2.140.
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anticipates Augustine’s fuller (though still quad) acceptance of pagan texts in the education
of Christians irDe Doctrina Christiana2.72, 1451°

The Confessionebring into focus the fact that while Augustinei@slon many pagan
classics, his Christian view of the world has ratlicaltered the content of certain classical
ideals. While he shields Cicero and makes an itapbdistinction as regards rhetorical ethics,
the view of his spiritual autobiography is fairlggsimistic and suspiciots: Augustine began
to composée Doctrina Christianain the 390s, roughly the same time that he wrage th
ConfessionesBut he did not complete this work until 427 (Grée-xiv). This more mature and
confident text provides a fuller understandingladtoric and articulates a Christian rhetorical
ethics which while it finds existing pagan modeistufficient, “legitimizes Ciceronian rhetoric”
and “achieves a synthesis of Christian doctrineamhn rhetoric” (Plett 272

It is useful to begin my examination of this texttwAugustine’s definition of rhetoric.
He explains that the “relevant observations anéds;ulvhich, together with a skillful manner of

speaking that uses an abundance of words and ariEhent, constitutes what we mean by

110 De Doctrina Christianecitations hereafter will bBDC. It is true that other patristics and Jews of the

Diaspora such as Philo had also sought to apptem&pects of pagan learning to Judeo-Christian.éS8ge Quinn
(“Donne’s Sermons” 1-85) for a helpful history ofegiesis from Philo through Augustine). But a conagemained,
in the famous words of Jerome’s vision, that onghtibe a Ciceronian, rather than a Christian. Atige's
acceptance is so powerful and thorough that it iImesonormative and a potential problem for Renatssan
rhetorical theorists.
1t Vickers (“Territorial Disputes” 247) makes a udebut limited distinction between Augustine ireth
Confessionsnd Augustine ie Doctrina Christianawith the former an “attack” on rhetoric and thédaa
defense. Tell actually goes so far as to read Atiigel's resignation from teaching rhetoric as ast tendertaken on
behalf of rhetoric itself” (405).
12 As is clear in Plett’s treatment, these two aqgaiishments are important to the Renaissance huinanis
project. For a treatment of the relationship afeé€d and Augustine as manifestDe Doctrina Christianasee C.
S. Baldwin (51-73), Fortin, and Primmer.

Among the many treatments of Augustine and rhetbtiave found Cavadini, Copeland, Green, Kennedy
(Classical Rhetorid49-60), Murphy (“St. Augustine” 203-19 aRthetoric in the Middle Age%3-64), and
O’Donnell helpful. See note 121 for treatment$yofg, some of which bear more directly on the dioesof
Augustine’s rhetorical ethics.



66

eloquencedloquentid’ (4.6).*** But he is quick to add that “these should berledr
independently of this work” and that “I do not ré@oquence] so highly that | would wish
people’s mature or advanced years to be devot#t(th6-8). From the moment of definition,
we see that Augustine does not consider rhetogigjtieen science and that rhetoric is not even
the primary concern of his text. While he will aelsk rhetoric, pagan learning, semiotics, and
more, the end of his text is to provide clergy enfeneutic for interpreting scripture both in
controversies and in formation of Christidn$.Augustine is inventing a new genre of rhetoric.
Not only is there the epideictic, the judicial, ahé deliberative; there is preaching, what will
come to be known as tlaes praedicandpr ars concionandi Furthermore, Augustine seems to
take a less Ciceronian (at least less Crassianamatilianic view of acquisition of rhetorical
skill. One does not need rules (4.7-9). One mrtesy for help (4.87), read books both wise and
eloquent, and imitate them (4.22).

To the end of providing a hermeneutic for biblicakerpretation, Augustine organizes his
text with the first three books examining “the pss of discoveringrjveniendj what we need
to learn” and the fourth setting out how to pregprferend) “what we have learnt” (1.1). The
fourth will address the ethics of acts of persuasimst fully. Interestingly, it begins with an
allusion to thevir bonus dicendi peritusAugustine reminds readers that what follows it
be a manual of rhetorical rules, but that thesebeanseful to learn separately, “assuming that a
person of good charactdrdno vird has the time to learn them on top of everythilsg’e

(4.3)° In this passage we find an allusion and subversithere is no ambiguity in

13 All De Doctrina Christiangpassages (Latin and English) are from Green’sosdit Also, see Sr.

Sullivan’s Latin-English commentary on Book 4.

114 The hermeneutic principle becomes one of faitpeh and love. ¢DDC 1.95.

15 Green'’s note (196) agrees that this moment imifiiscent” of Quintilian, but his translation “pers of

good character” does not capture the depth ofltbsien.
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Augustine’s ethics about the relationship betwdengood man and skilled speech. Neither is
goodness a necessary requisite for skilled speechg sense of speech that enacts rhetorical
rules appropriately) nor is there a guaranteelibatiuse one is\ar bonus dicendi peritube

will always and easily choose to speak ethicalhtiie good and on behalf of thbemmunis
utilitatis.

Augustine wants to encourage the morally good &ospeech, but the speech and
goodness are separate. The rules of eloquencedhden spite of the fact that they can be used
to commend falsehood. Since they can also betossmmmend the truth, it is not the subject
itself that is reprehensible, but the perversityhalse who abuse it” (2.132). This passage begins
a fuller account of the idea which Augustine betgaundertake in th€onfessionesHe gives
examples of how one can use a narrative and vaoedgsist an act of persuasion and that these
things are “discovered” and “true whether appliedrtie matters or false” (2.132). Furthermore,
Augustine insists that a Christian orator craftspasions that use these weapons to avoid
sounding “dull and indifferent” (4.4) when “fight{g] for the truth” (4.5). Augustine’s rhetorical
ethic includes an imperative to be not only ethimal rhetorical to give the best possible act of
persuasion. While this may sound obvious, Augestina brief stroke has rehabilitated much of
classical rhetoric for his Christian ends.

While it is useful to make an ethical distinctiogtlween the use and abuse of rhetorical
rules, perhaps more interesting is Augustine’saisdf the naive Quintilianic guarantee that a
good man skilled in speaking will necessarily spimait which is ethical and that which benefits
thecommunis utilitatis As with Cicero, for Augustine, the human agenot the ultimate
arbiter who can decide what is good and speaksdpeihalf. Augustine grounds the good

(common and individual, which for Augustine are motonflict) in the Christian God. The two
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keys to Augustine’s view are found in his view atural law and his philosophical
anthropology. Both are understood only with anarathnding of Augustine’s belief that the
“ultimate good summum bonupfof life] is eternal life peternam vitaf(De Civitate Deil9.4,
122-3)M® This belief provides a teleology in which eteriifal is the ultimate end. With this

end in view, Augustine distinguishes between usgiiil and the enjoyabldr(i) things DDC
1.7-9). The enjoyable makes us happgato3 while the useful assist us toward happiness. To
enjoy a thing which is to be used, to make a me#nsan end, is to “impede” our “advance”
toward beatitudeaeternam vitam This ordering of goods, much like Cicero’s distion

between the expedienit{le) and the morally goochpnesturjy can be applied to rhetoric to
avoid a utilitarian (consequentialist) ethic. Pargustine to make a means an end is not only
idolatry, but also unethical. In speech craft apthical means may present itself as useful, but it
is never so because it forestalls both the rhetdrthe audience’s advance towards the ultimate,
enjoyable end of life.

With Augustine’s final end of life clear, let usuen to his view of the natural law and of
philosophical anthropology which help reveal thattenship of an orator to the good. St.
Augustine’s view of the natural law while influercand related to the Stoics derives primarily
from scripture (Dougherty 582). “[ljn St. Augustione discovers the flourishing of the
conception of natural law in the Christian sens#iating a consideration of the personal nature
of God, mixed with the identification of a striciomal code that cannot be violated under any
circumstances without retribution” (582). As wilicero, Augustine’s account is not systematic

and uses a variety of terms, but across all this teg are considering, and many others, he

116 English and Latin obe Civtate Deare taken from the Loeb edition unless otherwigech The citations

include book, chapter, and page numbers becaube téngth of chapters paired with inadequate timabering in
this edition.
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invokes God as giver of a law which can be seeratnre and which is at least partially
accessible to human reason (583)He is quite insistent on a universal moral noams a
shared human nature which transcends culturalrdiffees DDC 3.52-3), placing the just and
the good outside of the individual agent. Howewés,understanding that human nature is
radically different, paradoxically more and lesbleo than Quintilian and Cicero’s. In
understanding both what constraints to place otog@nd how best to persuade audiences, his
understanding of the person is key. Augustinesbel that the human being is a body-soul
composite formed in the image and likeness of @hd3enesis 1:26). Nevertheless, while his
Roman predecessors have great confidence in thigy abbithe person to choose the good,
Augustine believes that human beings suffer thecedfof original sin: a weakened will,
darkened intellect, and disordered passions. Theulty which will be fought about by
Reformation adherents and opponents is the degnehith these effects of the fall corrupt the
human being’s goodness and free will, his or hditako see the good and choose it. Both
sides will wield Augustine as an authority in tha@gologetics and to this day there is
disagreement between Catholic and Protestant cotatmesn about Augustine’s actual position
and his relative authorit}®

For the present account, | will assume that Auge&tiposition—while it emphasizes a
human being’s fallenness—is that human beings bhduee will and remain, at the core, good
even if suffering from concupiscence. Therefdneytcan see the good and with some difficulty,

choose it. Luther’s view, which More will disputed which Shakespeare and Bacon will

ll I'm indebted to Koterski, who argues that the Asiinian view about the degree to which nature and

human nature are wounded limit his developmentrobast natural law theory (“Panel”).
118 See Marrou and articles in Fitzgerald—"Calvin16:20), “Augustinianism in the Reformation” (705-7)
“Renaissance to the Enlightenment” (716-22, esp-3)t—for a helpful primers. Marrou suggests that ¢onflict
lies in a moderate or extreme interpretation ofAsigustine’s anti-Pelagianism (165).
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know, is often called Augustinian, but it is cemlgidarker than the position | have put forth for
the bishop of Hippo. One need only to point tonauts religious formation and his allusions to
Augustine in print to show that Luther’s negativew of fallen human nature is indebted to
Augustine. However, Luther may fail to apprecidie rhetorical situations within which
Augustine is sometimes speaking. When battlingPlagians or defending Christian belief
“against the pagans” iDe Civitate Dei Augustine speaks about human nature in a dar&gr w
than when fighting the Arians or articulating hisrStian rhetoric irbe Doctrina Christiana In
balancing inconsistencies and/or appreciating varibetorical situations, one can at least make
a cogent case for my reading of Augustine thatimger than Luther’'s and still available in the
Renaissance.

Augustine’s conception of the human person diffessn Cicero and Quintilian, and the
view of the natural law shares much with Cicerd,ibulistant from Quintilian. But Augustine’s
view of eternal life as the good of every persomgehwith an emphasis on the effects of the fall
that plague human beings transforms his understgrafithe orator’s relationship to society and
the common goodcOmmunis utilitatis Augustine is not interested in developing acciv
metaphysics or in baptizing the Ciceronian ideaamfio-orationality. With invaders at his
doorstep, he offers view of the political spheffgeo called his “political realism” (not at all
related to our use of the word realism in the readmthics) that is neither Ciceronian nor
Machiavellian. InDe Civitate Dej he recalls Cicero’s use of Scipio to insist #atate must be
governed with justicé*® Augustine quotes Cicero’s Scipionian definitidrtie statergi

publicag as “the people’s estateem popul]” (2.21, 220-1) and adds “that by a people

19 My reflections orDe Civitate Deiand reading of Augustine as rejecting Cicero’swié political life are

deeply influenced by John Boyle’s helpful study sfiens that were developed for the Center for TroMare
Study’s 2011 Summer Seminar on “Augustine’s andeé¥otse of Cicero.”
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[Cicero/Scipio] means, not every gathering of atiy; but a gathering united in fellowship by a
common sense of righitfris consensysand a community of interesttjlitatis communiong
(2.21, 220-1). By this definition then, the stakgsts only where “there is good and lawfoéhe
ac iust¢ government whether in the hands of a monarcbf arfew nobles or of the whole
people” (2.21, 220-1). This Ciceronian valuingustice as a virtue which can never be violated
for a perceived expedience places Augustine firagiginst the Thrasymachian politics or
Calliclean rhetoric (both of which somewhat antatgpMachiavelli) that share “a false
conception of right, commonly maintained by certiring thinkers, that it is the interest of the
strongest” (19.21, 206-7). Yet, by using Cicemgdinition, Augustine wants to show that
Rome, even the Rome of the wise ancestoadreg for which Cicero longed, was not a state
(though he makes a concession to its status asiacn wealthes publica “of a certain sort”
by “definitions easier to justify” [2.21, 224-5])n Augustine’s program the only state, “if you
please to call it. . . a republic” with true jugtiis the City of God whose “Founder and Ruler is
Christ” (2.21, 224-5). This view leads Augustineatview of politics which is well summed up
by Stephen Dulffy:
Earthly endeavors could not hold ultimate sigmifice. About this fleeting life
one ought not be overly concerned; hope for th¢ bedse what comes, as long as
one is not required by the regime to act immorgly. Dei5.17). One may, with
restraint, avail oneself of procedures and metledigstive in the secular city, but
one should not be surprised when they disappdingustine’s political realism
is grounded in a nonutopian view of human historg & the conviction that the
virtues and skills demanded by life in the earfhjis are dominated by the

ultimate values suffusing then, the horizon of grleves. Hence they must be
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assessed under two norms, one ultimate, the otbgmnpate; viz., how they stand
in the eyes of God and of fellow citizens. Initdljoys and miseries life in the
secular city is permeated by motivations pregnatit spiritual life or death.
(Duffy 30-1)
Augustine rejects Cicero’s view of political lifaé citizenship. Cicero held that the morally
good ponestupwas never in conflict with the expedienti(e) on both a temporal and
metaphysical level. Augustine believes that ifreéébeatitude is the ultimate end to be enjoyed,
politics is not a limited and complimentary proximgood to help the pilgrim along the way,
but rather a means (to be used, not enjoyed) attwioi remain skeptical since the only just
regime is otherworldly.

With this view in mind, it becomes clearer why Aiggine’s rhetoric is aimed at Christian
preachers and apologists. The speaker is now art atp@ cooperates with God, both in the
discovery and delivery of arguments (4.59, 87, 89&hd whose words “are only beneficial [to
the audience] when the benefit is effected by Gdd5). Within all the various rhetorical
situations befitting such a Christian orator (ci.44 102), Augustine provides a clear rhetorical
ethics. But to understand his view of the endaro&ct of persuasion and the ethical means, we
first must look at his most substantial inventidthe takes Cicero’s passing comment about the
need to instructdpcerg, delight delectarg, and movef(ecterg listeners (4.74) and constructs a
whole system in which the end is to be listeneditb understanding, with pleasure, and with
obedience (4.877° Each bears a resemblance to the Ciceronian olsif a high, middle, and
low style (4.96), but is reinterpreted with an urgg based on the belief that every act of

persuasion has potential salvific consequences.

120 Also, there is surely an echo of the Horace pgestizat exhorts the poet to blend “profitgdesspand

pleasuredelectarg, at once delightingificundg and instructingifloned” (Ars Poetica343-4).
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Of these three external ends, Augustine placemtis emphasis upon the third because
while instruction is necessary (4.76), it is rarehough. His treatment of delight reveals his
epistemological optimism (similar to Aristotle aQaintilian’s) that “truths themselves. . . do
produce delight by virtue of being true” (4.77).hew all is equal, truth will win the day. But
Augustine believes that even delight may fail tovgan audience’s assent to the truth or
movement toward good action, especially if somatatslare unwilling or stubborn. Therefore,
while not always needful (4.76), it is most ofteetassary to move an audience. Augustine
allows that styles be mixed, but the third, whiehdalls the grand stylgiandi eloquentiat.75;
granditer4.104) is emphasized as an orator seeks the svaggb gain “assent for things which
are spoken of for the general good and with horimernatent [t rebus quae utiliter
honestequé (4.142).

Beyond the ends of instructing, delighting, and mg\an audience towards the good that
is God, Augustine’s robust rhetorical ethics isibamg to become clear. One sees the nuanced
view of rhetorical force which, even while emphasigzemotional appeals respects the audience,
not duping them but cooperatively seeking to pateibem to assent and action. In another
passage, we see Augustine carefully distinguisivdet the external and internal ends of an act
of persuasion: “the general functiasfficium| of eloquence. . . is to speak in a manner fitted
persuade, and the airfinis] is to persuade people” (4.143). His “functiorthe internal end,
speaking the best possible ethical case, whilégams’ is the external end of persuasion.
Additionally, Augustine leaves no ambiguity aboig prohibition against unethical means of
persuasion, both in general condemnation of danggral17, 81) and evil speakers who want to
appear good (4.161) and in his proscription agdynsg (1.86, 2.130, 4.99). We do not find

Cicero’s inconsistency or Quintilian’s sophismgjifilg is always useless” (1.86). It is unjust and
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therefore, while it may seem useful, this “is imgibg” (1.86). The ethical Christian rhetor will
never lie®?* While Quintilian invokes theommunis utilitatigo justify lying, Augustine viewed
theutilitatis communion@f the state as linked to justided Civitate Dei2.21) in such a way
that lying, which is always unjust, can never beds®r a just cause (d2DC 4.99). In chapter
one’s treatment of Quintilian, it was suggested bwh the realist and situational ethicist allow
for certain false assertions with only the lati@lticg such assertions lies. While Augustine
seems to be on the realist side, he develops @rcattain of rhetorical ethical realism (with
which other realists have sometimes disagreednibiadnly disallows lies, but also false
assertions in every case without exception. Higtinent of difficult cases makes this clear,
condemning, for example, the “lie which is harmfuho one and beneficial to the extent that it
protects someone from physical defilemem&(Mendacial4 (25))+?2

In the previous paragraph the peculiar juxtapasitiba rhetoric which emphasizes the
emotions but does not seek to dupe was noted. evitiel emotional appeal could be cognitive
and licit for Aristotle and Cicero (and while Quli@n used it to his own sophistic purposes),
Augustine fashions something different than thesgap rhetorics. He gives greater legitimacy
to the role of the emotions in acts of persuaserabse of a different anthropological view of

audience members as people whose hearts are ptyentéirdened (4.150) and because of his

repositioning of the ultimate end of any act ofquesion in light of Christian revelation. Shuger

121 Augustine expanded his treatment of this topitbwwmany examples ibe Medacio(395) andContra

Mendacium(420) both of which articulate the same prohilsiteggainst any and all lies (Ramsey, “Mendacio” 555)
Commentators continue to discuss what is at stakeigustine’s account; see Brinton (“Augustine” 338 eehan
(“Morality” and “Examples”), Ramsey (“Two Traditiaf)), and Swearingen (175-214).

122 Augustine’s ethical, honest orator cannot helphave his honesty strengthen éthos Augustine places
emphasis oethos not in the limited Aristotelian sense of the viayvhich the rhetor is presented within an act of
persuasion, but in the larger view of a rhetor’arelster. Augustine believes that the orator “nbeéstome a man of
prayer before becoming a man of words” (4.87). @arenot simply appear good, but must be good (3 .4édause
the “life of the speaker” is the most eloquent ir@o151). As Crider’s note rightly points outjglemphasis on
humility would be rejected by all ancient rhetdPefsuasiorl74).
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captures the full import of this development. “Aemt thought tends to set reason and emotion
in opposition, with the result that passionateamatppears inherently deceptive, a device for
bypassing and negating rational argumeBStidred44-5)1* She continues by showing that
Augustine offers two solutions to this dilemmarsEihe placepathosas “arousing the will”
subsequent to “rational conviction;” secondly, pgychology argues that “affectivity, instead of
being an irrational perturbation,. . . [is at] tenter of spiritual existence” (46). In the alyilif
the emotions to move the heart, there was potdhtialination of the truth, not deflection away
from it (Skinner,Reason and Rhetorik05).

While the emphasis in the present analysis of thés€@an Grand Style has thus far been
focused on its grandeur and how it works, one ghaldo note the obvious that the emotions are
particularly disposed to the influence of styleuglistine is explicit in his tripartite formula of
instructing, delighting, and moving, that the fistoncerned with “subject-matter” while the
latter two are concerned with “style” (4.74). Weavh seen that the primary ethical question
which bears upon style is decordffi. Augustine readily notes that various types ofjetmce

will be appropriate for different audiences (4.26 emphasizes more than his classical

123 She places Plato firmly in this camp while id&nitig Aristotle as more complicated. She then etac

Cicero (by way of Antonius’s words and Crassudasngie) and Quintilian (with recourse to the torrpassage
which we have examined at length) also in thisitiad of “bifurcation.” As is apparent from my ownvocation of
Aristotle and Cicero, | do not agree with all tretalls of her genealogy. Nevertheless, it provaleelpful road
map and synthesis.

124 For Cicero, ethical style surrounded decoruma@mnédtus Augustine does not discuss Crassus’s linking of
the tongue and the heart, of words and thingsl suspect that given his neo-Platonic tendencissiudt of

political life, and semiotics which differentiatestween words and things, Augustine might be bgtimnped with
those who “imagine an ideal philosopher who is lnglylanguage and its consequent sociality” (Crideat of
Gathering” 19). This, of course, is complicatgddugustine’s zeal to win converts, by his ecclexiy, and by his
belief that the mixed style “is not so much emisékid by verbal ornament as inflamed by heartfetitem. It has

no room for almost all those ornaments, but if thegy not there they are not missed. It is boraegby its own
momentum, and derives its beauty of expressidndded this emerges, from the power of its subjeatter, and

not the pursuit of elegance” (4.118). cf. 4.105chtseparates “ornament” and “argument” to a degree
Nevertheless, Murphy notes the Augustine maint&ngion between meaning and expression” as aatdat of

the second sophistiRbetoric in the Middle Agets).
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precursors that “style. . . depends on functiar,subject. . . . [And, therefore, he] created a
decorum based on a Christian sense of value” (3h8gered44, 49). This value is the guiding
force in Augustine’s clarity prohibiting injusti@nd lying, despite any perceived expediency
that they might offer, and this value reveals howgistinian decorum circumvents temptations
to illicit means of persuasion while being subsunmed Augustine’s assumption that the humble
orator cooperates with God in seeking to move sttmward salvation. As he explains, God is
the ultimate judge of ethical decorum, for “who éanow what it is expedient for us to say or
our audience to hear at a particular moment bubtigewho sees the hearts of all?” (4.88).
Augustine discerns one of the difficulties of th#itarian rhetorical ethic; it requires one to
project probable results without full knowledgewdfat will happen.

Because the ultimate end of any Augustinian apeo$uasion is to bring the audience
closer to the good and just triune God, his ettsgatem, which we have discerned, falls
systematically into place. Again, though veryeliént from Cicero in orientation and
emphases, Augustine’s view is a largely realistl (@ore internally consistent) rhetorical ethic
that accounts for the act of persuasion’s meangh&orator’s ends, and for the circumstance.
Augustine requires ethical ends sought by ethiedms, and—even while emphasizing the role
of the passions and emotions—is careful to mairdgaimodel in which orator and audience
cooperate and in which the good is held to be dibpand based outside any one human person.
What is left untreated by Augustine is how hisméite end functions in mundane “forensic
cases” because he limits his scope to “eccles@stiatters” (4.97). Augustine is convinced that
the ultimate end which he articulates should bditia end in any act of persuasion, even in
secular matters which touch less directly uponrdivthings because *“justice is not diminished

when small matters are performed with justice” @.9However, his refusal to work out
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explicitly the details of how an ethical Christidretoric engages the larger public sphere will be
an inheritance with which the English Renaissanitiehave to grapplé? Nevertheless,
Augustine’s text articulates a hermeneutics of fmreGod and neighbor in which (ethical)
rhetoric assists interpretation, an astounding rking of Cicero that shapes the rhetorical praxis

and ethical discernment of the Middle Ages and Rsaace*®

The Sixteenth-Century Debate

The final section of this chapter completes the ifieichiasmus found in the first
section of this dissertation: Sixteenth-Century &tebRoman Influence:: Christian Influence:
Sixteenth Century Debate. | am not simply walkim¢ghe same river twice as a way to conclude
the treatment of background material. Rathersrgng the debate is valuable as a way to return
to where the dissertation began, having better nstaled the rhetorical ethics of Cicero,
Quintilian, and Augustine, available opinions withihe English Renaissance discourse about
rhetoric, a discourse that included lively debdtewt whether or not th&rs Rhetoricas for the
good. The dissertation has not outlined a fulldngbf rhetoric or even a full account of the
Roman and Christian rhetorical traditions, butas haid out important texts and ideas to which
More, Shakespeare, and Bacon will respond.

The primary purpose of this sub-section is to givfaller account of the competing and
mutually exclusive views of rhetoric (naive confide and hyper-cynical suspicion) that are on

the extremes of the continuum of available opinionsixteenth- and early seventeenth-century

125 Similarly, Shuger suggests that “Augustine’s ayescription of the grand style often seems narrowly

forensic and accusatory, while the balances helgdaggween art and grace, style and subject priragile”
(Sacred49-50).

126 See Schaublin for an argument tbat Doctrina Christiands a “classic of Western culture.”
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England. Before charting these developments, ¢éetirst offer a brief note on the religious
upheaval during the English Renaissance that mfiliénce the views of rhetoric and practices
of speaking since “Renaissance religious discoemselds... virtually every topic” (Shuger,
Habits of Though6), including rhetoric and ethics. The continéatad English Reformation
have an effect on changing views of rhetoric aredatical ethics. It has been argued that the
English reformation has four theological factole tWycliffite, Erastian, Lutheran and
Reformed elements” (Nichols 19). As scholars hrawphasized, this makes the English
Reformation very complex. However, Reformed Catrm“by the 1560’s” is “the most
important single factor in the making of a new odbxy” (31). Calvin had a humanist training,
which proved “crucial to his thought” (Bouwsn@alvin 113). Like Augustine, he saw the
potential of rhetoric as a scriptural hermeneut21(123). This affirmation of Augustine
provides Reformation Protestants from many diffecammps with permission to be rhetorical, to
be humanists, to adapt the classical grammar sgimogkam of a priest (Colet) and former monk
(Erasmus) to their new orthodoxies. However, witimany different humanistic syntheses of
the Christian and pagan thought based on diffdoents of Christianity and different degrees of
willingness to let classical Rome (and Athens)rmiegle with Jerusalem, it is hardly surprising
that the period ends up with an abundance of vmwmserning thé\rs Rhetorica

One of the two extreme views is the naively confideew that is well articulated by the
courtier, Thomas Wilson, ithe Art of Rhetoric Wilson’s text was read widely and went
through eight editions between 1553 and 1585 (M&)k it received praise from Richard
Rainolde, and Gabriel Harvey gives us a hint airtlaence of Wilson’s book, lamenting that it
was the “daily bread of our common pleaders ancodissers” (Medine, “Introduction” 8-9 and

Wilson55). The book was one of the few vernacularatiedt! manuals that individually
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“exercised much influence in transmitting doctrir§@d). Wilson’s text is most often examined
by contemporary critics because it was likely rbgd&hakespeare, but in addition to containing
all the usual schemes of tropes and figures witruigtions for inventing and organizing
speeches, it is filled with fascinating moment sasta Christianizing of Cicero’s proto-orator
myth (41-3) and an explanation of synecdoche delfiection” which becomes a catechesis
upon the Calvinist doctrine of the Eucharist as Imas it is an explanation of a trope (18%).
For our purpose, the text’s most interesting featsiits conclusion:
But here an end. And now, as my will hath beenestrto do my best, so | wish
that my pains may be taken thereafter. And yettwbads wishing, seeing the
good will not speak evil and the wicked cannot &peall. Therefore, being
stayed upon the good and assured of their gerdglengewith me, | fear none
because | stand upon a safe ground. (244)
Wilson brings his work to an end with a simplificat of thevir bonus dicendi peritusadition.
While it may be true that the persuasive wickedakpeis still not speaking “well” in the sense
of morally good, Wilson means something more. Ekelies that the morally good orator must
necessarily speak well and the wicked will be uedblspeak well in the sense of persuasively
or with skill. Russell Wagner observes that tliaausion to Wilson’s text “seems to be

Wilson’s only comment on the speaking of wicked m@fickers, “Power of Persuasion” 422).

127 The first of these two moments is inescapabhaetitve to critics. For example, see Crider (“Rleqgce

Repaired” 2009) and Vickers (“Power of Persuasiéh3-4). Crider captures Wilson’s humanism nicéiilson
employs Augustine’s rhetoric not only as a herménghut also as a poetic; that is, our early modéetorician
will not only interpret scripture, but also rewritehereby fusing it with Ciceronian texts” (“Elognce Repaired”
255). See Rebhorn for a discussion of the wideshirgerest in the orator-as-founder myEmperor25-31). For a
more general treatments of Wilson, see Mack (76;1d2dine, and Shrank (182-219).

As regards Shakespeare’s access to Wilson, Crigerysecuting an argument about Shakespeare and
Aristotle—offers an even less tenuous hypothes$isorh Aristotle to Cicero, from both Aristotle anit€ro to
Quintilian, and from Quintilian to Shakespeare: glemealogy is highly probable, even if Shakespeaver heard
of or read either Wilson’ért of Rhetoricor Rainolds’s lectures on ttihetoric or studied with someone who did
(Persuasior1).
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Such a naive idealization of the confident viewledtoric minimizes the need for rhetorical
ethics. Instead of only making rhetoric (whichdsfinition is ethical) good, Wilsons position,
shared by many of the manualists, makes all “laggua. good,” with a “striking inability, or
unwillingness, to conceive that language couldfy@iad to evil ends, or used to deceive or
corrupt” (Vickers, “Power of Persuasion” 412§. Wilson's is the extreme confident position,
and it can stand in contrast other confident viewsr example, Erasmus provides a view of
rhetoric that is quite confident, but which is kigesware that words can be abused and become
sophistry instead of rhetoric. Erasmus’s letteDtwp discerns the potential unethicality of
Quintilian’s system and complains that “Quintiliamew this trick [to pluck words of the
accused out of context, but]. . . [m]y enemies Hawgened [it], not from Quintilian, but from the
resources of their own malice” (240).

While Wilson was printed much and was read widely,view is contravened not only
by those who have a more tempered confidence tonbgbut also by those who are anxious
about the power of words. As Wayne Rebhorn pamatsn a corrective to Brian Vickers’
comments on the naive manualists, there was ajsead fear of rhetoric as a powerful tool to be
used by the bad for ill in Shakespeare’s Engl&rderor20, note 26) that can be discerned
well before Shakespeare wrote. This suspicioitsimost cynical and anxious form, is captured
by John Jewel in hi®ratio Contra Rhetoricanwritten c. 1544-52). He asserts that one should
not pursue

something [i.e. the art of rhetoric] that. . . rerglgood causes obscure and adorns
evil ones and makes them resplendent; that teakaashery, fraud, and lying;

that was found out and brought into existenceterdake of error, for profit, for

128 Recall note 15, and see Vickers for an exceiantey of manuals’ articulation of this idealismiathhe

calls “optimism” (“Power of Persuasion” 422).
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popular recklessness; that flees away from theegvesion of the wise; that has
overturned the greatest commonwealths; that theé amusent states have booed
from the stage; that philosophers of all ages atbns have repudiated; that our
ancestors despised. . . and that, finally, rhaét@mselves are ashamed to profess
after they have learned it. (Rebhobebatesl72)
The oeuvres of both Wilson and Jewel reveal thelh &adeeply rooted in both the classical
Roman rhetorical tradition as well as in biblicatigpatristic rhetoric, yet they arrive at mutually
exclusive conclusion¥® While there is debate about whether or not Jésniel earnest
(RebhornDebatesl61), this position, clearly a polar opposite afddh, is available and
captures the intensified fear of words—as an urtcaingble force that is likely to abuse
audiences. Perhaps this fear was occasioned lbyitiaé reception in England of the ideas of
Niccolo Machiavelli. Hisl Principe gained a reputation in England as a handbook iregch
concealment and lying and reinforced the suspicodiibe anxious cynics. Shakespeaidie
Third Part of King Henry the Sixttaptures Machiavelli’s reputation in England asftiture
King Richard Ill reveals: “I can add colors to ttieameleon, / Change shapes with Proteus for
advantages, / And set the murderous Machiavelloadt (3.2191-3)** The prospect of such a

speaker terrified many in Englant.

129 For Wilson, the classical Roman and Christiatugrices are apparentTine Art of RhetoricJewel’s text

is filled with Roman allusions, but one has to ttorworks such as hispology for the English Churdio see the
influence of biblical and patristic rhetoric. Iratitext Jewel immediately addresses the false tiasiens” that lead
to persecutions of the prophets, Paul, and CH)stHe also references figures like Jerome, Augastnd,
Ambrose (e.g. 19), as well as classical figures Mkistotle (105) and Sophocles (20).

130 See Grady (26-108, esp. 26-57) for a sustaireadnrent of Shakespeare’s “Machiavellian Moment” in
which he argues that from 1595-60 Shakespeareys jiderrogate “a secular, realpolitik understagdfi political
power as a force for both good and evil, a view thavidely identified with the discourse of Machéli's 1513
The Princé (26). Also, see Rebhorefnperor54-63) for an examination which finds similaritiestween
Machiavelli and the second tetralogy.

131 The Shakespeare passage also may be revising Piew of humans as chameleons in more sinister
fashion.
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The essential aspect of this anxiety is a “nervoess$] about the divorce of rhetoric from
ethical considerations” (KahMachiavellian Rhetori@8). Current critical treatments of
Machiavelli are eager to note that the English view caricature of Machiavelli’s thought and
that the Italian was relevant in his “analysisha tlilemmas ofortunaandvirtu” (92) and
original in his articulation of “the origins of plalism” (Garver After Virtu” 67)*? These
works show his originality as a thinker, but theiaty motivated by Machiavelli’s reputation is
not wholly unfounded in his actual writings. HevdBps an ethical system that allows the
reasons of the state to “prevail over ordinary rmiggasons” (Copenhaver 269). In a departure
from Cicero and Augustine, the end can clearlifysinethical means for MachiavellP(ince
18) and in a departure even from a utilitarianesysthe end need not necessarily be morally

good?33

At the heart of this departure is his conceptigti.
Christian moral theology, with its roots in Greeidd.atin terminology, had long
since developed its own taxonomy of virtues an@sji@n ethical vocabulary that
was part of the common lexicon of early modern paroMachiavelli debases
that language. . . in ways from which political andral discourse in the West
has not recovered. . .. One can scarcely exatggihraviolence done by

Machiavelli’'s language and ideas to the discoufsartues and vices that early

modern Christians took for granted.” (Copenhave3-20)

132 On Machiavelli and prudence, see Garver (“Aftetu” and Machiavell).

133 Copenhaver offers a chilling example drawn frtvaDiscourses”If the deed [of Romulus’s fratricide]
“accuses him, the result excuses him.” Augustimas the Livy text from which Machiavelli draws,dahis view
of the fratricide and deification of Romulus is gudifferent. cfDe Civitate Dei2.15, 3.5-6, 22.6. Also, recall
Remer’s discussion which notes Cicero’s influencévachiavelli and Machiavelli’'s ultimate break “WiCicero
on the political role of thbonesturi(20).
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This is a radical ethical system that deservedbypked some anxiety. Machiavelli avers that
“it is necessary for a prince, who wishes to mamtamself, to learn how not to be good”
(Prince 15). In a “seductive” style that makes use otges to ancient and contemporary texts
like a humanist (Copenhaver 281), he subverts tineaimist preference for peace over war (279)
and “forget[s] legitimacy and morality” (280). besd, the prince is a fox and lion, master of
seeming and violenc®(ince 18) who must be cunning and willing to “conqueddy Fortuna
“by force” (Prince 25). This episode of domestic violence that catesil Principe reveals a
politics of verbal and physical force. Clearly,eathics of rhetoric as we have conceived of it
using cooperative force has no place in Machidsadlystem. His rhetorical ethics are sophistic,
and not just in the genial manner of Gorgias irid®adialogue of that name. Rather,
Machiavelli’s ethics are Thrasymachian and Caldiolevith the Florentine further emphasizing
the Renaissance audacity of Pico whose “exaltatidhe will” is “given its final performance
by Nietzsche” (Quinnlris Exiled 171).

The invocation of Pico and hidration on the Dignity of Maprovide the occasion to
talk about a final aspect of Machiavelli’'s thoudtit philosophical anthropology. As Peter
Kreeft has argued, while Machiavelli and Hobbeskmadically from the common traditions of
ethics in the West (partially articulated in oucawnt) that precede them, they do base their
ethics on anthropology in a way that Bentham ankidMitilitarian or Kantian ethics will not.
However, their anthropology views human person&ssentially evil.” Therefore, they center
their ethics on power and “institutions to checkam nature.” Presuming the inability of
humans to choose the good, they effect a “revalliégainst the common Aristotelian view that

the “aim of society . . . is [moral] virtue,” thpolitics are social ethics (KreeftJoral Thought
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2d-2e)*** In Machiavelli's anthropology, rhetorical ethiesd politics, one can see that it is not
wholly without reason that anxious Englishmen “esgmted this anxiety about rhetoric, and
about Machiavelli’s rhetorical politics in the Maatel” (Kahn,Machiavellian Rhetori&8)!*°
But the degree to which this anxiety is justifiegpdnds not only on Machiavelli planting the
idea of deception in the heads of politicians aifidias, but also on whether or not his
philosophical anthropology is correct.

The cynical-suspicious and naive-confident strafrthought about rhetorical ethics have
a complex co-existence with the latter assumingdha who appears good is good and the
former fearing false appearances. In their moseme forms one presumes upon a false sense
of security while the other borders on pararidfaThese views are not simple, and it appears
that some who hold to idealized confidence are iIm&@g more naive and some who are
cynically suspicious are becoming more anxiouhasixteenth century unfolds, but even this
trajectory is not static: some refuse to allow titeinfident view to become idealized or their
suspicious view to become anxious, and many boo#<altural beliefs combine the
incommensurate idealized and anxious views to ae@étf There is a continuum of opinion.

This complexity in the landscape of sixteenth-centnglish rhetorical culture provides

a rich background to assist in our understandinghaimas More, William Shakespeare, and

Francis Bacon. We have seen how preoccupiedchkure is with rhetoric and rhetorical

134 Also, see KreeftNloral Though} 8a-8g.

135 In addition to Kahn’s helpful study of ‘Englishddhiavellism’ Machiavellian Rhetori@-12, 85-166), also
see Praz (90-145) on the view of Machiavelli in Bng.

136 Interestingly, both seem like they could leanira closer reading of their Augustine that thera i
potential difference between appearance and rehlitythat the life of the speaker has potentiakteal the reality
of a dissembler (cf. 4.151, 161). See note 242ulter development of the five possible typestoétors as
suggested by Plett and Crider, “Through Nurture.”

137 Even Wilson, who seems oblivious to Machiaveldaxiety inThe Art of Rhetorichas Machiavellian
“traces” in his other works (Shrank 201).



85

ethics. This preoccupation was mutually reinforbgaontinental humanism, by the classical
grammar school curricula, by the well-known ide&€igero, Quintilian, and Augustine, by
idealistic English-language rhetoric manuals, apdtpanxious posture towards potential
Machiavellian sophistry. All of these influentideas, texts, and institutions exist within a
framework which, despite intense religious contreyginsists upon the need to view all things
through the lens of the Christian faith and to omkthings according to God’s will while

holding pagan, and especially Roman, learningénhilghest esteem. In the chapters that follow,
one will see how three of the most important figuoéthe English Renaissance are shaped by
and respond to this cultural milieu as each satfscmusly formulates his own answer to the

guestion is thé\rs Rhetoricdor the good?
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Chapter Ill

“Colour” that Fails “To Set”: Unethical Persuasion and the Nature of Rhetoric in More’s
History of King Richard 111

Thomas More (1478-1535) is a figure to which tithssvarious as merry, angry, earthy,
religious, martyr, heretic, free-thinker, dogmatmbto-communist, and saint have been
applied™®® Despite this disagreement, there is little qoesthat he was both a man of broad and
deep learning and an active public servant. Thegnt account of More will attempt to discover
how he would answer the question “Is #rs Rhetoricaor the Good?” and where this answer
places him upon the spectrum between the mostre&traive and cynical answers available in
Renaissance England. While many scholars tutitapia as the best way to understand and
examine More, | will attend primarily to his proskial languageélistory of King Richard 11l
which is a work of political theory, a humanist plez and a poetic fable. Such a choice is
justified on practical and historical grounds. Practically, the powerful sophist Richard
provides an obvious locus for understanding Morle&torical ethics in a work that is made up of
40 to 50 percent “speeches, direct or reported, andrations comparable in brilliance to those
in Shakespeare’s plays Baradise Lost(Logan, “Introduction” xxxiii). Also, there is a

historical precedent for privileging théistory overUtopia. As Gerard Wegemer observes:

138 All biographical study of More begins with Rope3ee Wegemer and Smith (3-160) for early acconints

More including Roper’s. Also, see Stapleton. Laétegraphies, largely based on these sources amd’'8own
corpus, reach the diverse conclusion listed ab&we.three accounts which both overlap and divesge,Curtright,
Greenblatt $elf-Fashionindl1-73) and WegemePo6rtrait of Courag¢. The fundamental difference between the
three is that Greenblatt’s picture of More is ohdiscontinuity (within himself and over time) whilCurtright and
Wegemer see greater unity in More’s life and thaugh

139 Furthermore, thélistory stands in need of further study. As Logan naial; 13 pages of Geritz's
bibliography concern thdistory compared wittUtopia’'s 97 (“Development” 135). Especially rare are btength
studies of theHistory. | have found McCutcheon (“Differing Designs” afidore’s rhetoric”) and Wegemer
(“Civic Humanism” and “Educating Citizens”) to beny helpful starting points. | am especially intibto
Wegemer whose reading of théstory deeply influenced my own thought first in a graguseminar, then at the
2007 Thomas More Studies Conference, and finalljisrscholarly writing.
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Especially by its profound influence on ShakespeRiehard Il may well
be More’s most important and most influential poét writing. Shakespeare
studied More’s work so closely at the beginnindnisfcareer that not only did he
structure his first four plays around it, but hatoued wrestling with the issues it
posed, dramatizing his own conclusions only inlés¢ of his thirty-seven plays at
the end of his life.

That influence is also seen in Ben Jonson, who dvitlegally) a copy of
More’s Latin Works. SignificantlyJtopia “is nearly unmarked,” yet there are
over 1600 markings in Jonson’s distinctive handulghout “the roughly 3000
total lines of print” inHistoria Richardi (“Educating Citizens” 39)

More’s use and view of rhetoric has been studied fBw critics**° In 1943, Nelson showed
More to be a student of grammar who cultivatedptwveer of rhetoric, but he does not examine
in-depth More’s understanding of the nature anghpse of rhetoric. More recently, scholars
have sought to discover More’s view of rhetoriasgose and have come to different
conclusions. Daniel Kinney, for example, suggésts More’s seeming insistence upon
grammar as an art greater than rhetoric functiorshield his privileging of rhetoric, the “new
governing science,” “without mentioning its muchaabd name” (Ixvi, Ixii). Wegemer
disagrees with Kinney and takes More at his woad thetoric is not the governing discipline.
He argues that More intentionally “deflates the amignce of rhetoric,” worried about its power
to do “great harm.” More “points out the need tst& public deliberation and to seek counsel
that looks to existing laws and traditions as tk&rting point, and to truth and justice as their

objective” (“Civic Humanism” 188-90). Both Kinneyyand Wegemer’s positions emphasize

140 More possesses a general knowledge of the rhataradition. This is well documented by Logan

(“Deliberative Rhetoric”) and McCutcheon (“More’satoric”).
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that More is engaged in reflection about the natume ethics of rhetoric, topics that are much
debated in sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Bdgfa My study of theHistory is positioned
more closely to Wegemer’s view than Kinney’s, buproves on critics’ understanding of More
by focusing particularly on how More’s engagemeithwhe classical Roman rhetorical tradition
in The Historydiscloses something of his rhetorical ethics. seh@nalyses of More’s
engagement with classical Roman rhetoric will tpesvide an occasion for a synthetic
discussion of how Christian rhetorical ethics atdtuence the future Lord Chancellor.
Ultimately, this chapter argues that, for More tdnie is not the privileged discipline and should
be viewed with caution, but he remains somewhatfident in rhetoric: Ethical acts of
persuasion can motivate hearers to right beliefgoudi actiort*?

To substantiate this claim, the examination ofHinstory will begin with an analysis of
Richard and his allies that reveal More’s delibetgagement with the classical ideal orator
tradition in his representations. This engagemaihshed new light on More’s view of the role
of words—both their power and limitation—in the astement of tyranny. Sections will follow
that develop a nuanced understanding of More’d@pisiogy and that note his philosophical
anthropology and ontology. It is especially in tager two that More’s reliance on and
interpretation of the Christian rhetorical traditiovill also become clear. Taken together the
three parts will prepare us to answer more defieiyi whether or not More believes tAes

Rhetoricato be in service of the good and to suggest whratod system is assumed in his ethics.

141 In addition to works that make synthetic arguraeatiout More’s view of rhetoric and rhetorical ethisee

the following studies that examine particulars ajrls own use of rhetorical figures and strategizzmney,
Hosington (“English Proverbs”), McCutcheon (“Dengithe Contrary” and “Notes on Litotes”), Story Danmand
Wegemer and Curtright (11-25).

142 While | will interrogateTheHistory, Brendan Bradshaw’s reflections btopia similarly assert that More,
following Cicero, saw rhetoric as a bridge betwe&ational idealism” and “practical politics,” allawg for the
pursuit of the ideal within the world oéalpolitik (112-113).
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The Anti-ldeal Orator(s)

In the first chapter, both Cicero’s and Quintilawmiews of the ideal orator were
addressed. For each of the Romansythkeonus dicendi perituggood man skilled in speaking]
is able to rule society for the good by means efetic}** Renaissance humanists made this
figure an exemplum and sought to renew the commahlmetraining citizens in the art of
persuasiori’* More, however, was acutely aware that skilledesheneed not be ethical and that
it can be used in the service of both statesmertyaadts. InTheHistory of King Richard 1)
More fashions Richard and his henchmen with surgisecourse to the Roman exemplum as
his villains seek to usurp the English throne lrgdoof words and arms.

In his first introduction of Richard, More suggestat he is thinking through the ideal-
orator tradition. Richard, “by nature” as uncle &hy office” from his oath, is to protect King
Edward 1V’s two heirs, but he “vnnaturallye congdi to kill his nephews with “al the bandes
broken that binden manne and manne together, wilenye respecte of Godde or the worlde
[ruptis omnibus humanae societatis vinculis / conisaac fasruptured all bonds of human
society; in defiance of man’s law and God’'sPW 2, 6/3-7:CW 15, 320-321/11-12}*> Note

the emphasis that is only present in the Latin uperiaws of God and of human society. This

143 See Cicero'®e Oratorel.32-4 andDe Inventionel.2-5, and Quintilian’$nstitutio OratoriaProoemium

of 1, 2.15-8, 12.1-2.

144 More calls Richard an “exampleC\V2, 86/22). See Grant (158), Kincaid.(231-2), Stu(477-80); and
Sylvester (cii) for accounts of the content of €&xemplum. Story Donno provides a synthesis ofcstimany

views of the genre(s) employed in tHestory, along with her own assertion that the work cast be understood as
an instance ofituperatia

145 I will sometimes quote from both More’s Englighdalatin texts. Taken together, the two texts can
illuminate one another. When both are cited, thgligh will usually be given first, with the Latand its translation
following in brackets. The translation of the Inai$ Kinney’'s fromCW 15. Because of this use of brackets,
clarifying synonyms for archaic English words vii# put in French brackets in this chapter and tiem o
formulated in consultation with Logan’s “Readingifitth.”
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emphasis and More’s formulation of the “bonds aflan society” evoke the Ciceronian proto-
orator who gathers and civilizes a scattered hutyé&De Oratorel.32-34;De Inventionel.1-5)
and picks up on Ciceronian languag®m Officiisin its discussion of the “universal
brotherhood of mankinccbmmunenmumani generissocietatem]. . . [a] fellowship which the
gods have established between human besugssfitutam inter hominescietatem]” including
a most close “bond” of “fellowship”spcietatis artissimumvinculum) based on a shared
“conviction” about justice (3.28; emphasis add¥d)From the beginning of More’s text, the
narrator reveals to the audience that Richardvis malus dicendi peritysa potent anti-ideal
orator (“anti-ideal” in the sense of not morallyogh but still highly skilled); he is “close and
secrete, a deepe dissimule€W 2, 8/7), the scatterer of a gathered humanity evkates a
chaotic environment in which “a man could not v&l wwhom he might truste, or whom he
might feare” CW 2, 43/27-28).

The sophistic acts of persuasion of Richard andllies reveal the depth of their skill in
speaking and their malice. Some of these actearated and others are monologues. In order
to better appreciate the anti-ideal orators thateMas created, let us first examine Richard’s
persuasion after Hastings is killed, second Dra%hsermon, and finally, Buckingham’s address
at the Guildhall. After Hastings is executed, Rich addressing city leaders, attempts “to set
some colour vpon&fthat} matter suam culpam. .velaret pallia to palliate his guilt]” CW2,
52/25-26;CW 15, 420-421/11) to enervate the many (true) rureorsounding the murder that
are moving swiftly about Londor€{V 2, 52/23) and which might endanger the contrdhde

secured through homicid&’ His means (lies) are illicit, and his end (to ceal guilt),

146 The text and translation 8fe Officiisin this chapter come from the Loeb edition.

147 Such a use of words provides an inversion of @siMaximus; Cicero, quoting Ennius, praises Quintu

for putting the safety falutent) of the state before self-interest in combatingor (‘rumores) (De Officiis1.84).
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corrupt’*® He ignores Aristotle and Quintilian’s distinctibetween ends, having no internal

end of an apt and ethical case, and only seeksxtieenal purpose of persuading the audience
that Hastings was justly killed. Further, Richattempts to persuade them that they must spread
abroad his version of the story that Hastings Ipdudheaded a large conspiracy against the good
protector.

Because this accusation is absurd, Richard faski@asticularly powerful means to
conceal the truth with a covenglaret pallid): physical proof. The protector and Buckingham
appear “harnesed in old il faring briginder€W 2, 52/28), as the former explains that they
grabbed whatever armor was at hand to defend aghasonspirators. The Latin narrator adds
a parenthetical statement that makes explicit Rithanotive for choosing such attit& “[T]o
lend these words some appearance of truth they sh@oe wearing armor so shabby that not
even the lowest footsoldier would be likely to gudn except in an emergencyC\V 15, 420-
421/15-18). Richard hopes that the sight of thermor will lend credibility to his tale and
will strengthen higthosas a heroic warrior, but he is not content to Isiwkply martial. He
goes on to explain that, while they captured “mahthe plotters¢oniurantiunj, they had
generously chosen to content themselves with theshbment of Hastings alone (since his malice
was incorrigible) and to spare all the rest forarance” CW 15, 420-421/19-21). Richard
crafts a tale that presents himself as mercifulyaas strong.

While the passage shows the interworking of an @sgive act of persuasion, the

narrator’s tone in describing it provokes the reddéaugh at the absurdity of the scene. It

148 As McCutcheon puts it, Richard habitually “missisketoric for perverse ends” (“More’s rhetoric”)54

149 One will recall that Aristotle singles outtfoiceof specious arguments” as the key in distinguighire

sophist from the ethical rhetorician (emphasis diild&ee, hiRkhetoric(1.1.14).
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seems that this absurdity is not lost on Richaaddience for “no man beleued” the stoByY 2,
53/10). Nevertheless, Richard partially accomgsshis end because they universally praise his
“fortitude [fortitudinenj” and “forbearancedlementiani (CW 15, 420-423/22-1), apparently
willing to spread his lies among the public andstag flying rumors to be tamed. In the Latin,
the narrator adds a provocative conclusion thaatltkence members both “gave thanks for their
safety” and “secretly wisheddcite . . secunheach of them on the gallowsCW 15, 422-423/1-
2). They perceive Richard’s malice and wish hilbilit either because of apathy or for the sake
of self-preservation, they go forth to act on rehaif.

This same mixed result is achieved in an extensfidhis act of persuasion, addressed to
a different audience, which immediately follows IRacd’s plea. He sends out a proclamation
filled with “slaunder” CW 2, 53/20) and adds “allegations” to tell the “pled@r “commons”
[“ populum” “ plebé] of Hastings'’s alleged coup d'étaC\\W15, 422-423/3, 5-7). Hastings is
criticized as an evil counselor to Edward IV angrafligate whose licentious conduct not only
influenced the former king to similar immoralityytoalso was the cause of Hastings’s
apprehension and execution because Shore’s wité thom he lay nightly” snitched on
him.>® (Of course, in reality, it is Catesby who hasitBichard that the lord chamberlain’s
circle is beginning to distrust Richard [W 2, 46].) Even in the third person retelling, amas
see the masterful craft of Richard, whose calumpast Hastings as a long standing “vniuersal

hurt” to the realm, who reaped what he sowed agragious liuyng brought him to an vnhappy

ending” CW2, 53/23, 28-29). Furthermore, Richard emergakeasavior of the realm which

150 After the description of Richard’s proclamatiardahe people’s response, there is a long sectidrow

Richard subsequently treats Jane Shore. She beg@hanother ‘proof’ in Richard’s performance whis meant
to persuade. He imprisons her and accuses hetasforaft and complicity in Hastings supposed pMthen this
“colour” will not “fasten” upon her, she is forcéd do public penance for her sexual sin. Howetves, proof
seems to backfire, as “many good folke. . . [thated her liuing, & glad wer to se {see} sin coteet yet pitied
thei more her penance, then reioyced therin, wheinconsidred that®yprotector procured it, more of a corrupt
intent then ani vertuous affecciorC{2, 54-55/20-7).
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according to the English: “shold bi gods grace mesgfood quiete and peaceC\\V2, 54/2-3) and
according to the Latin: should “live peacefully aaetly under their excellent prince
[principg” (CW15, 422-423/11-12). Of course, Richard’s mor¢atisend of the crown will
require not peace but chaos, yet it is importaat fbars be calmed at this point when he might
still be vulnerable to the uprising of others. Hetieless, the people, much like the nobles,
reject Richard’s pose because “eueri child mightpeeceiue, that [the proclamation] was
prepared before'GW 2, 54/6-7). Richard’s calculations omit considieraof decorum; the
manner in which his case is delivered does nohétcircumstance under which it was
supposedly composéd: The citizens see through the appearance (the hatid used to
describe their perspicaciousness is fnadeo[CW 15, 422/18]); a schoolmaster playfully
remarks that the document is “a gay goodly casigfoast awai for hast {a fine, excellent trick,
spoiled by hasté?” (CW2, 54/12), and a merchant suggests that perhagzdlamation was
written prophetically CW 2, 54/13)>

Especially because it is mediated by the narréterpicture of Richard that is emerging
seems to belie my claim that he is a skilled sdphisanti-ideal orator. His acts of persuasion

do not actually persuade the citizens of Londowoweler, it is helpful to place these particular

151 See McCutcheon for an account of More’s own eareegards decorum (“More’s rhetoric” 50). Ariftot

discusses decorum Rhetoric3.7; Cicero discusses it e Oratore3.210-112 ande Officiis1.94. In the latter
text, he takes care to ground all efforts to spziky upon the foundation of justice, thereby aptiing and
circumventing many ethical difficulties. Quintitiadeals with decorum in 11.1 with additional comtseam
decorous diction in 10.1.8-9 and 10.2.13, and aod®ris delivery in 11.3.69-70, 150-174.

152 The gloss is taken verbatim from Logan’s ediii6& note 96).

153 While the merchant’s statement is ironic for teader, it is admittedly ambiguous whether the mentis
in earnest or is being sardonic. However, sineendrrator comments that “eueri child might welgeare” the
truth, | assume the latter. More’s choice of pssfens for these two speakers is intriguing; thecatbr is clearly
sharp-sighted and the merchant may be.

In the Latin version, the teacher’s remark is gcefl with the Ciceronian question of whether orthet
“crafty stupidity of the edict’§olertem edicti stulticiairis “too atrocious. . . for witticisms"GQW 15, 422-423/20-
22; cf.De Oratore2.237-247). cf. the note @W 15 on the Ciceronian echo (622).
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speeches within the context of the whole. Ricliasino care for the internal end of persuasion
(speaking an apt arethicalcase), but he maintains a hierarchy of proximatewdtimate

external ends. His ultimate end is to become kidgs acts of persuasion may not fool his
audiences (the proximate external end), but thedsaare still influenced by the rhetorical force
of Richard to the extent that the people do natdtall Richard’s progress toward his ultimate

end. This is all that the tyrannical Richard regsi™*

To put it another way, the audience
members are not duped; they withhold their full aeassent but act in violation of their
convictions. Richard first sought to divide thebles into factions@QWw2, 9-10/26-9CW 15,
328-329/6-23), and now he has divided each audiitbin him- or herself. Each of
Gloucester’s acts of persuasion is calculatedltovahim to move one step closer to the throne,
and he rarely experiences setbacks. In this respeds a frightening anti-ideal orator with
potent rhetorical skill.

Richard is also careful to surround himself withetpowerful sophists who extend his
program and act on his behalf when the achievewfdRichard’s ultimate end is best served by
his own absence. The most notable of these speaileBr. Shaa and the Duke of Buckingham.
The former gives a sermon at Paul’'s Cross on kagitimacy of Richard’s brothers and nephews
which would prohibit them from being rightful heiis the throne. He wields means of
persuasion like a skilled rhetor: he uses “forghaofe & confirmacion of this sentence, certain
enamplesgxempli$taken out of the olde testament & other aundmestories” CW 2, 67/5-7,

CW 15, 450/15). The Latin narrator adds that he tgezht assertiveness, not only with

probable signs and suspicions but also with falsalyed witnessesCW 15, 451/24-25). He

then goes so far as to associate himself with fohBaptist, “not unawar&pn ignarunp of

154 See Baumann, who includes an account of More&fi€icero, and Logan (“on tyranny”) for two

explications of More’s engagement with classicalcaptions of tyranny in thidistory.
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how dangerous it was for him to be giving [thisgsph,” but insisting that when speaking from
the pulpit the “truth should be held to be more am@ant than even life itselfGW 15, 450-
453/25-2). This is quite a flourish. His invoeatiof John the Baptist is a figure of anamnesis
which increases histhos as does his appeal to truth with its implied n$klamnation for one
who would dare to speak lies from the pufpit.His knowledge of this reality is emphasized by
the doubly negative litotes with which he begimapbasizing his “awareness” of the situations
potential gravity. (Of course, More—and perhapsrharrator—intends this to be highly ironic.)
Buckingham—"neither vnlearned, and of nature maousiye well spoken”CW 2,
69/9)—is an even more polished speaker than Dra.Shat us examine the latter’'s address at
the Guildhall. He goes to this “forum” of Londo@\W 15, 454-5/17) and addresses the
commons [populg of the city with the mayor and city aldermemndbilibus et sentatu
Londinesnsinobles and the aldermen of London”) “assemblexighim” (CW 2, 69/6;CW 15,
454-455/17-19¥°° Apparently a master of the rhetorical canons efmory and delivery, he
begins in a voice “loude” and “clereCWW 2, 69/10). What follows is a well-crafted classgic
oration with exordium, narration, division, proafjd peroration. As Carney has noted,
Buckingham omits refutation of arguments againshRid>>" This, no doubt, is calculated;
when Buckingham’s end is unethical and his worésnaostly untrue, he realizes that it is

dangerous to introduce the truth of the mattehéodudience.

155 Shaa’s use of this figure was brought to my aitterby Carney (par. 4). See McCutcheon (“Denyimg

Contrary” and “Notes on Litotes”) on More’s uselitdtes.
156 In addition to my analysis of this sophistical atpersuasion by Buckingham, see Koterski’s trestt
(“Dirty Hands”) of Buckingham’s act of persuasiogeinst the inviolability of sanctuary in which tBeike
sophistically manipulates the distinction betweamal and material cooperation in evil.

157 See Carney (par. last) whose divisions of thesipé follow.
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Logan’s note calls Buckingham'’s speech an “extrmany production;” as he comments
elsewhere, “More was a particularly adept and esigistic practitioner of the fictional
oration.”® For our purposes, let us briefly examine onlyakerdium of Buckingham’s speech:

Frendes, for the zeale & heartye fauour that weebgau, we be comen to breake
vnto you, of a matter ryghte great & weighty, amdiesse weightye, then
pleasing to God and profitable to al the realm:toano part of the realm more
profitable, then to you the citezens of the noliie.c For why, that thyng that we
wote {know} well ye haue long time lacked and stmeged for, that ye woulde
haue geuen great good fo{tlyat}ye woulde haue gone farre to fetche, that
thynge wee bee comme hyther to bringe you, withgatee labour, payne, coste,
aduenture or ieopardieC{V 2, 69/11-20)
This is a remarkable passage. Buckingham begimobiioning himself as a person of good
will, in a sentence that is copious and that buitda climax. He concludes the sentence by
descending from high-minded appeals to God’s witl the common profit to an appeal to the
self-interest of the auditors, which he makes coasbwith the higher things. The copiousness
of the first sentence is punctuated by the vatiedy follows in a laconic rhetorical question.
Buckingham is smart enough to know that he mustigeothe audience with his ideal response
to this question. His anaphoric answer plays uperdesires of the people, and—again with
copiousness—promises the fulfillment of their desiwithout any exertion or risk. Furthermore,
Buckingham leaves some ambiguity about what exéstlye issue (or, as the Romans would
call it, thestatug of the speech. This keeps the attention of liBesnce as he transitions into the

narration of the facts.

158 See Logan’s note in and introduction to hisiediof Richard 11l (80 note 63 and xxxiii).
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Despite Buckingham'’s skill in crafting this actgdrsuasion, both he and Shaa—Ilike
Richard—end up appearing foolish after initiallypapring potent. Dr. Shaa fails to execute the
planned dramatic entrance of Richard at the cofmiusf the portion of his sermon dedicated to
Richard’s legitimacy. When Richard finally arrivé&shaa “out of al order, & out of al frame”
repeats some of his fulsome praise of the prot€€tdr2, 68/14), but it has the opposite effect
of Shaa’s intent with the people not crying outntkiRichard king Richard,” but instead “turned
into stones, for wonder of this shamefull sermd@dW(2, 68/5, 25-26). As with Richard himself,
Shaa has great rhetorical power but fails to pelsu&urthermore, Shaa’s own conscience is so
affected by his despicable actions and his remurtasi so publicly shamed that he diesifwa]
fewe daies” CW 2, 68/33).

Buckingham’s attempt to persuade the people tol@rmdichard king is only slightly
more successful. He assumes that the audiendeebasframedgreformasseconditioned]” by
the mayor [prefectumi] (CW 2, 75/1-2,CW 15, 468-469/17), but his oration is met with silen
Buckingham then undertakes a “somewhat louderatestent of his case “so wel and ornately
[dilucide ornatequeclearly and elegantly]. . . that euery man mu@ruailed that herd him, and
thought that they neuer had in their liues heardwlb a tale so well tolde’GW 2, 75/9-14CW
15, 468-469/23-26). Nevertheless, all remain gilas they do again when the mayor and
Buckingham require the recorder to restate thecpess is customary® The narrator’s
presentation of these repetitions is darkly comfidoewildered Buckingham finally adds to his
persuasion a more threatening postscript that adeslby requiring a yea or nay answer. The
Guildhall then buzzes with deliberations and evaityia few allies of Richard call for his

coronation. The mayor and Buckingham willfullyarnpret these few shouts as representative of

159 cf. CW15 which uses the wordrforis’ (470/4).
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the “hole mindes” of allQW 2, 76/29), a “perfect consensesfisens]i (CW 15, 472-473/24).
The majority goes away sad, including some of th&d>» company, among whom are some
that are “not able to dissemble theyr soro@W 2, 77/4). While Buckingham’s speech is
potent, the majority easily sees through his apezr to the “euill” intent of his “tale so well
tolde.” Some lack the ability of Richard and Buayfham to dissemble their true feelin@N 2.
77/1-6), but as with Richard’s act of persuasiat thas previously examined, the anti-ideal
orator’s sophistic proxy succeeds in strong-arnmegrly all of the people if not to assent, at
least into the submission necessary for Richaig&s'?® The following day, “a large throng of
nobles and citizensipbiles civesgye. . all the lords and the council and peopléafdon
[proceres omnes senatum populumque Londindhgento ask Richard to assume the throne
(CW15, 474-475/3-5; cICW 2, 77/7-10).

These (partially) successful acts of persuasiam fspeakers who are described using
language borrowed from accounts of the classieallidrator, present a difficulty. How can a
‘marvelous’ speech, like that of Richard or of Bingham, be both deeply unpersuasive and—
simultaneously—instrumental in Richard’s ultimathi@vement of tyranny?* The
epistemology, implicit in thélistory, as well as a note on More’s Christian philosoghic
anthropology and ontology both of which complent@atepistemology, will help to provide a

coherent answer that can lead us to understanydMidte’s rhetorical ethics in the work.

160 It is debatable whether or not silence is a ssbimn, but this silence at least reveals anothesision

when, having been muted, an auditor is dividediwitiim- or herself. If it is a submission, them thater “stage
play” and “scafoldes” metapho€{V 2, 80-81) suggests that many submit out of feslioigfear and/or
powerlessness.

161 While the word “marvelous” is never itself uséte narrative communicates the amazing qualithef t
speeches. For example, “euery man mmehuailed at Buckingham'’s restatement of his ca€&\(2, 75/12
emphasis added). Richard’s proxy is not linketh®bRoman rhetorical tradition by virtue of his@dation with
Richard alone. More’s description relates Buckamgltto the Roman ideal more directly, inasmuch astbmans
characterize their model orator as worthy of sudmmieation. See, for examplBge Oratorel.31 andnstitutio
Oratoria 12.10.77, 12.11.25-26.
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More’s Epistemology inThe History

Written in the same decade as Machiavelligrincipe, More’s work reflects a
widespread interest in whether or not unethicad atpersuasion are more persuasive than
ethical ones and in how (or if) one can see thrdafgfe appearancé¥ It is precisely an
assumption that unethical acts are stronger thadttise foundation of the suspicion and anxiety
manifest in some sixteenth-century cynics. Moegsount initially suggests that
epistemological confidence found explicitly in Aofle, Augustine, and Quintilian. Richard’s
propaganda fails to create a cult of personalitgnen the absence of an equally well-crafted
case on behalf of the truth of the matf&r Buckingham’s unwillingness to refute
counterarguments suggests that, in the poeticseptation of reality that More is fashioning,
these counterarguments would prove more persutsaveany refutation. Also, the sharp-
sightedness of the common people—who see througbnipthe stunning oration of
Buckingham, but also through Richard’s well-crafpedclamation and Dr. Shaa’s sermon—
suggests that More thinks ethical acts of persunasithe service of the good are more

persuasive than unethical orlé5.

162 In his brief treatment offhe History Greenblatt notes More’s interest in whether drame can “see

beneath” a “manipulated” “appearance” and rightijnarks—the often forgotten point—that the “charaofe”
Richard rarely “deceive[s]"Self-Fashionindl3-5).

163 Equality of craft is key. When weighing answirshe question of whether or not an ethical act of
persuasion is more potent than an unethical oa, &ssuming equal skill or aptness. This was In@ys assumed
in Tudor England; recall, for example, that in 1380son will take epistemological confidence toaive extreme
arguing that “the wicked cannot speak well” (24#).The History More repeatedly dramatizes the fact that well-
spoken, sophistic acts of persuasion can be paedthisLetter to Brixiusand Brixius epigrams seem to reaffirm a
deep concern (and, in the Brixius affair, manyiesitvould claim over concern) with the power okfalvords.
Nevertheless, More’s very act of responding toGherdigeraor Antimorus(even if thel etterwas quickly
withdrawn) exhibits a measure of confidence thatshilled defense, in its veracity, will be morequasive than
Brixius's calumnies and divergent account of hist@revents.

164 More ironically uses the phrase “sharp-sightedhis second letter to Gile€\W 4, 248/23; 249/28).
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Two additional places in the text where More’s ggisological optimism can be inferred
are in the early episode of River’s execution anthée response of Richard’s acceptance of the
throne’®® In the latter moment, the response to Richarcteptance is universal: “wel wist
{knew} there was no man so dul that heard them heuperceiued wel inough!, fghat} all the
matter was made {prearrangedC\{V 2, 80/22-24). In the former, Richard must getafid
Rivers so he can become protector of the young, kisghephew. The Duke of Gloucester lays
a trap for Rivers, but as soon as Rivers realieas Among those that Richard and Buckingham
have deluded, with “suretie of his own conscientee’begins an oral defense of himself. They
fear him because he is “very well spoke@W 2, 18/17, 23-24), and when “they ran out of
arguments and causegium ratione causaque deficererjtdor their “speech ¢rationeny,”
they turn “to forcedd vinj” first imprisoning and then beheading hi@W 15, 346-347/20-24).
The beheading is overseen by Sir Richard Ratcli¥fey we learn is “rude in specheZ\\V2,
57/25; cf.CW15, 430/22). He is clearly no match for the hetengued Rivers and is unwilling
even to give him due process of law because itavopken up an opportunity for the accused to
speak publicly. Richard, Buckingham, and Ratcldéanot craft orations that are a match for
Rivers, so like new Antonys they behead a potefieéro. The villains know well the power of
speech, and within the narrative they give a &dihowledgment that the true, ethical act of
persuasion from one who is well spoken endangeis phans.

Nevertheless, More’s account of human knowing idetumany moments in which false
appearances are not seen for what they are. Thmon people are twice distinguished from

the wise for their inability to see through empgsturesCW 2, 24/10-15; 82/1-2; cCW 15,

165 Yet another instance is found when the duchesstipersuaded by false worddW 2, 64/20).
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358-359/7-14; 484-485/15-16%° In one instance, just after Hastings seeks tsuaete that
Rivers and his companions meant harm to the youngegs, Richard arranges a visual proof of
Rivers mal-intent, but “[t]his deuice all be it themade the matter to wise men more vnlykely,
well perceyuying that intendours {plotters}. . . e rather haue hadde theyr harneys on theyr
backes {weapons close by}. . . yet muche part efddimmon people were therewith verye well
satisfyed, and said it wer almoise {a good deedjang them {the perpetrators}C{V2, 24/10-
15; cf.CW15, 358-9/7-14). In the second instance, on #yeadter Richard accepts the people’s
request to be king, Richard addresses them, expgelsis desire to be a clement ruler. As with
the action that follows Hastings’s speech aboutRiand as with Richard’s speech after
Hastings execution, there is again recourse toipalysroof. He rehearses his “deceitful
clemency” by forgiving his enemy, Fogg, who he Aaanged to be present at the ev@W,
81/26). As before, the “wise men” or “prudent jedgonsidered [the gesture] emptgW 2,
82/2;CW 15, 484-5/15-6) while the “common people reioysgekV 2, 82/1-2). Notably,
Richard feels himself no more secure after havigliyered the speeciC{V 15 484-5)'°’
Additionally, the nobles are blind to Richard’s atign in its earliest moments (e GW
2, 14-16/16-3), and the Queen goes from blindrestetir sight, seeing men'’s dissembling and
“damning the time” when sophistic words causeddvem dissuasionsQW 2, 20/27-28; cfCW
15, 384-385/13-23 which also usgedeq, only to fail ultimately (and inexplicably) to e¢hat

she is handing over her second son to imminenhd€&atthermore, twice the narrator laments

166 Furthermore, More distinguishes “comen people¢hat waue with the windeQW 2, 45/7-9) and who

“are easily provoked to all sorts of snap judgmef@®WV 15, 402-403/13-17) from “wise men” [opfudentey in a
passage that includes both parties in sharp-sightsd The passage distinguishes the wise frorde3ror
“procereg] as well, but mockingly groups a few of these resbwith the wise; however, these nobles are mewed
debate rather than to action.

167 This psychological state is much more fully exptbin the English edition which goes on for maages
after this episode while the episode concluded #tim version.
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that Richard has succeeded in clouding perceptidrdasorientingall the people QW 2, 43/26-
28; 58/6-8,CW 15, 398-399/18-20; 432-433/6-8), and in respoadeastings’s foolish
confidence in his own security (and in Catesbyg,rihrrator opines: “O good god, the blindnes
of our mortall nature@ densam mortalitatis caliginerithe dense blindness of mortal
existence!]” CW2, 52/13-14CW 15, 418-419/24-25).

How can we piece together moments of sharp-sigktsiand of blindness into a
coherent Morean epistemology? It seems that M@iatains that, all other things being equal,
the apt and ethical act of persuasion will be npEesuasive than one which is unethical or
sophistical, agreeing with Aristotle that “the trared the just are by nature stronger than their
opposites” Rhetoric1.1.12). But our large catalogue of episodesaisvihat rarely will all
things “be equal.” The moments of blindness redale’s belief that persons are not only
fallible and have varying degrees of blinding pradeenabling wisdom, but also will sometimes
simply not have enough data by which to make aasglessment of a speaker’s honesty. This
can be due to lack of exposure or to the sustdnaed of a skilled deceiver. Therefore, the
moral character of the speakethosor moreg becomes important not only as an element of
proof in an orator’s act of persuasion, but alsa gsint of orientation for the right discernment
of the audience. This fact helps account for #asyasive power of both Hastings and the

Cardinal*®® The possibility of such thorough disorientatibnwever, does not lead More to

168 For Aristotle ethosis limited to the manifestation of character witkhe speech, but for More it takes on a

larger dimension. This idea of a speaketlsosas orienting to an audience is influenced by aretlays nicely
with the recent discussion bbna fidesn theHistory by WegemerYoung Thomas Morg21-5). The extra-
Aristotelian view ofethogmoresclarifies the interworking of the moment when Hiags (himself knowing that his
persuasions are partly sophistical) seeks to eate&ichard’s treatment of RiveitG\W 2, 23/24-26); he “offered
his word of honorguamfiderm (which everyone trusted completely)” and his ‘sgle pratio] had a considerable
influence because of the speaker’s honorable répantgidemmagnani’ (CW 15, 356-357/3-5, 18-19). H&thos
is key to persuasion. Similarly, the Queen’s mtwvgive up her son hinges on the Cardinal’s inviocadf his good
faith (bona fide.

As Wegemer points ou¥Ypung Thomas Morg22), Cicero thought good faith to be the “founalabf
justice” and the republidde Officiis1.23). In a society without good faith, thereli®os. This is one of the
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epistemological skepticism (pyrrhonist or academig)skeptical reading of More simply cannot
account for episodes in which some or all seertlth bf the matter. Those instances in which
some see and others are blind reinforce that oméaae his or her faculty for seeing through
false appearances. For More, these seers, ofterasted with the common people (and also
distinguished from the nobt€9), deserve the appellation “wise” (e@W 2, 45/8).

Furthermore, the existence of the multitude of @ges wherein everyone sees through false
appearances suggests that More does not view tresghe sole province of the sapient and the
educated; instead, More, in the tradition of All@nd Aquinas, believes that knowledge
acquisition begins in trustworthy intuition, a peiréng “somewhat” or a “secret instinct of

nature” CW2, 44/25-28; cfCW 15, 402-403/1-637°

reasons that Quintilian so desperately desireshibatieal orator be morally good (12.1). But dsvillingness to
define fully the relationship between such goodresbskilled speech seems to open the door tejcst abuses of
moresas that of Hastings in which a once good man dtlpepeople who only know his past for which he has
justly won repute.

169 See note 166.
170 The partial nature of this seeing implies thatition can be cultivated and honed. More suggiséssin
the Latin when the narrator describes the LordI8yeas “old in years and in the experience of nidunygs” as well
as “prescient [with] mistrust of these circumstanfpeouidenter illa suspectaifis( CW 15, 402-403/17-19).
Aristotle gave intuitionrfoug a real role in understandinlyicomachean Ethic$141a-1142b) and is
presumably among those “ancients” who posit thatlkedge acquisition proceeds by complimentary degjre
poetical, rhetorical, dialectical, and scientific the pre-Cartesian sense), as argued in TayJor{Bomas Aquinas
and other scholastics develop this idea througin &xaminations of connatural knowin§ymma. Theologidé I,
g.45, a.2) andynderesigSumma Theologickhg.79 a.12), and through the distinction they enbktweematio and
intellectus See Piepelgisure esp. 8-26), for a full explanation of the lattiégstinction. Also, see MaritairR@nge
of Reasor22-9) on connaturality. Taylor provides a fulltbiy of the idea of the intuitive or poetic mode of
knowing (not limited to poetry), and explains that
[p]oetic experience indicates an encounter witlitsethhat is nonanalytical, something that is
perceived as beautiful, awful (awefull), spontareaonysterious. . . . [Itis] found in common
experience, when the mind, through the sensesrantians,seesn delight, or even in terror, the
significance of what is really there. . .. [Tafiun a slightly different fashion, pJoetic knoadge
is. . . a spontaneous act of the external andnateenses with the intellect, integrated and whole
rather than an act associated with the powersaif/ao reasoning. Itis. .. a natural human act,
synthetic and penetrating, that getsnsidethe thing experienced. Itis, we might say, krexige
from the inside out, radically different in thiggeed from a knowledgaboutthings. (5-6
emphasis original)
As with More, Taylor cannot help but talk about ltedge acquisition in terms of seeing.
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The passage from which these two quotes are drawoiith examining more fully. It
follows the assertions that no one can “wel telbowhhe might truste” and that the “state of”
chaos is partially succeeding in clouding the “@eawindes of men, from perceiuingCiV 2,
43/26-28; 44/10-11). Nevertheless, despite théeptor’s plans being

very secret: yet began there here & there aboatgsoaner of muttering amonge
the people, as though al should not long be weljgh they neither wist {knew}
what thei feared nor wherefore: were it that befareh great thinges, mens hartes
of a secret instinct of nature misgiueth them. yAgthat} sea wout
{without}wind swelleth of himself sometime beforde@mpest: or were it that
some one man happely somwhat perceiuing, filledi mem w {with} suspicion,
though he shewed few men what he knew. Howbeiind@hthe dealing self
{itself} made men to muse on the mater, thoughdtensell were close. QW 2,
44/22-30; cfCW 15, 400-403/21-8)
While the reader is faced with the two parts ofadydis between which he or she must choose,
both halves of the disjunct offer a singular vieikoowing. Either a single man intuitively
perceives with many more intuiting the truth sectiadd from him, or a whole mass of people
by an “instinct of nature” see Richard’s malice. either case, these seers appear to be common
people, and they come to know by intuitidh. Furthermore, the sea simile nicely reinforces the
intuitive nature of the knowledge acquisition bedegcribed, and the natural image of the storm
has the potential to remind a reader of how oraetisg from perception of particulars via the
senses (cDe Anima431b;Metaphysic980a-982b), can discern a coming storm regaratess

rank or formal education. The metaphor and thepskighted commoners who inhabit both

e In the Latin, the word used for those descrilsethé broadly inclusivepopulus (CW 15, 400/23).
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sides of the division reveal that More’s epistergglbas an enlarged view of reasoning in which
intuition is valued.

In the end, More believes that truth well-spokestisnger than falsehood and that all
people have potential to see things as they asxeftheless, this knowing is difficult;
impediments abound. Concupiscence, pradgpérbig, attachments, sin, human regard, malice,
and desire for power or esteem head the inventioopstructions which More would have
readers seek to conquer in themselves and to be afvas things that potentially (mis)guide

other oratorg/?

A Note on Philosophical Anthropology and Ontology

The awkward picture of Richard and his proxiesrdsideal orators, whose successes
are not nearly as universal as was foreseen bytamfor hisvir bonusor Cicero for his proto-
or ideal orator is not based solely on More’s epigilogical confidence. It should also be noted
that More comes to the conviction that the wellkspotruth is stronger than eloquent sophistry
by way of his philosophical anthropology and hisobmgical understanding of evil. These are
informed in a particular way by the Christian ttawh, and most particularly, the Christian
rhetorical tradition.

More’s anthropology or view of the nature of thaertain person has been anticipated in
the catalogue of impediments to knowledge acquisitihat has already been listed and in the

tension between blinding human vices and humatritiotuthat has already been discussed.

172 Wegemer repeatedly contends that pride is “tinérakand most pervasive theme in More’s entirgpasr”

See hidMore on Statesmansh{80-6), “Civic Humanism” (189-90), and “Educati@gtizens” (47). Also, for
accounts ofJtopia that emphasize More’s concern with pride, see ¥be@209-13) and White (1982 341-54 and
1989). The admittedly complicated Edward calldgan “odious monster” in theistoria (CW 15, 224-335/14-
15).
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However, it is primarily More’s depiction of Riclthand his henchmen that reveals he is not as
sanguine about human goodness as is QuintilianSahsuel Gregg has made clear, while More
writes in a classical historiographic mode, “therat@niverses of many [of theistory's]

primary characters” illustrate an “understandingpofnan identity” and “action” that is
thoroughly Christian and particularly Thomistic 222). Indeed, as his later writings against
Luther make clear, More’s view of human beingsadle does not terminate in the view of
human depravity that is common to many of the refos>’® But More’s willingness to use a
historiographic mode that highlight’s Richard’s itaualbeit while stressing Richard’s agency,
seems to borrow from Augustine and Aquinas. lcen&t. Thomas’s moral theology while
dramatizing how seductive sophistic speech cambdehaw corrupt a human being can become.
More’s synthesis of Augustine and Aquinas places/tew of fallen human nature between that
of Luther and of Quintilian.

One might also think profitably about this Moreardbe way in terms of education.
Erasmus has great confidence in the “ruler’s ediitafand] the schoolteacher’s powers”
(Copenhaver and Schmitt 273) while Machiavellilater in the early modern period, Hobbes
believes that human beings are, in some sensealatele'’”* More makes a distinction

between learning the right course of action anagithe right thing (Wegemer, “Civic

173 For example, More judges the human being to pesadree will and perceives Luther’s view of tleegon

to be that “he hathe no fre wyll of hys owne / biyieh he can with helpe of grace eyther worke oygirél CW6,
373/18-20).

174 Framing the anthropological question around eblilibareturns us to epistemology, inasmuch asdlat
inquired whether or not virtue is knowledge andiifue can be taughiMeno70, 89c). See Kreeft for a helpful
reading of theMlends opening lines which Kreeft believes providesrfaliernative views of virtue which anticipate
the four powerful positions articulated in Platgjstotle, Rousseau, and MachiaveMdral Thought3g). Plato
believes virtue can be taught; Aristotle thinksah be gained by habit; Rousseau believes thahdtural;
Machiavelli thinks it is against nature. Accorditagthis formulation of categories, | would placefd with

Aristotle. However, Copenhaver and Schmitt distaMiore from Erasmus by grouping him with Luther and
Machiavelli (273). This formulation risks misinpeetation because Luther seems to deny the passitfilvirtue

and Machiavelli seeks to replace it with world-wigeu.
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Humanism” 194), and his humanist texts—includiiige History—try to educate readers with a
pedagogy that, concerning a student’s educabiditypt as presumptive as Erasmus’s was nor as
coercive as Hobbes’s might have been. More attetogtelp the reader cultivate his or her
power to act well by presenting puzzles that, oheotto be solved, require the reader to accept
More’s invitation to engage actively his text. Jhinforced engagement can begin to habituate a
reader in intellectual virtues and encourages ¢btthinly does not guarantee) the cultivation of
moral excellence¥> The text as a whole can be thought of as a netaf@ersuasion in which
More seeks to engage and cooperatively guide @reather than dupe him or her. More does
not desire to be a pedant nor does he desire ithatdders’ faculties be flooded like those of
Quintilian’s judge.

More’s epistemology is complemented not only bygtigosophical anthropology, but
also by a view of ontology which he shares with ohthe fiercest critics of Roman naiveté,
Augustine. The Doctor of Grace argues that “eas m itself no substancprjali. . . nulla
natura es}f; rather the loss of what is good has receivectrae evil §ed amissio boni mali
nomen accepjit (De Civitate Deil1.9)*"® This solves the Manichean problem for Augustifie:
evil is only a privation, “all things are gooldng which thou hast made, nor is there any
substancegqubstantiagat all, which thou hast not madeC@nfessioneg.12). More, like
Augustine, is acutely aware of evil, and is cleaflyhe Augustinian mind when, for example, in

theDialogue of Comfort Against Tribulatiplnthony says that “as euery evill mynd cometh of

175 cf. More’s belief inA Dialogue Concerning Heresidisat “[rJeason is by study / labour and exercyke o

[the] lyberall artes corroborate and quickenedd.an iudgement. . . moche ryped” QW 6, 132/3-16), but that
“good wyttes” can fall victim to “the dampnable sy of pryde” (1CW6, 122-123/26-6). On More’s humanist
pedagogy in an earlier work, see Beier (34-8);ho® pedagogy ifThe History see Wegemeiypung Thomas More
125-38, 176-90). Referencing More’s second leti€giles, Wegemer thinks about the issue of edogataders in
terms of “'sharp-sighted’ judgment” (126).

1re In this chapter, quotations and English transtetifrom Augustine’€onfessioneandDe Civitate Dei are
from the Loeb editions; those frobe Doctrina Christianafrom R. P. H. Green'’s edition.
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the world & our selfe and the devil / so is euargltsgood mynd. . . inspirid into mans hart by
the goodnes of god hymselfeC\V12, 16/25-29). Imhe History one finds suggestive
passages, such as a line from King Edward’s dedtbiaion, that may well complement the
explicit view of theDialogue of Comfort’” While the text emphasizes Edward’s faults, his
speech is rather sapient, perhaps influenced byrbigmity to deatH”® He astutely observes
that his children’s safety is best secured by uaityng the nobleCWV 2, 11/18-19) and that “a
pestilente serpente is ambiciol€W 2, 12/21-22). While within the context of tryitg prove
the ultimate inexpediency of flattery and the adbibty of “good plain wayes,” the king makes
a general statement: “euer at length euil drifresid to nought”"QW 2, 12/3-4). Primarily, this
maxim speaks to the specific context, but the laggucrafted by one who had lectureddmn
Civitate Dej also evokes Augustinian ontology. Evil, lacksupstance, is always “nought.”
This ontology, in harmony with his philosophicat@opology and epistemology, undergirds
More’s belief that a good act, such as the trutlifislky spoken, is more persuasive than an anti-

ideal orator’s sophistic speech which is witholistence in every sense.

Conclusion
Thomas More’s ironic refashioning of the ideal orahis epistemology, anthropology,

and ontology position us to assert that he woutthody answer “Is thé\rs Rhetoricdor the

1 Admittedly, some of these suggestive passagdd easily be read as putting forward a different

ontological view. For example, when the narragines that “god neuer gaue this world a more netakbmple. . .
[in] what mischief worketh the prowde enterpriseanfhyghe heart'GW 2, 86/21-23), | believe the narrator
suggests that God gives free choice that allowbdibidoes not create evil; however, one could ik the
narrator has God make and ‘give’ an evil example.

178 Edward, building his owathos does not fail to note his proximity to dea@\y 2, 12/7-12), and he may
even be sincere (though the oath he uses is ati@vahen he swears that if he would have foreskemesulting
factions, he “woulde neuer haue won the courteysemnes knees, with the losse of soo many hed @342
13/3-6).
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Good?” in the affirmative. While the art of rhatois not the highest excellence for More, it can
contribute to the personal and common good argbggnce or corruption can assist the tyrant.
More’s view puts him among the confident upon thectrum between the most naive and
cynical answers to the question of #es Rhetorican the English Renaissance. However,
More’s demotion of the virtue of skilled, ethicaleech to a lesser place in the hierarchy of
excellences might have surprised some Italian em$talpine humanists as a dissent from a
common and more sanguine belief. More’s anthrapobnd epistemology help him avoid the
naive, idealized strain of confidence (the furtleedsteme of one end of the spectrum) which
Wilson will articulate so clearly later in the cang and position More closer to the cynics than
some of his humanist peéfs.

Having provided More’s answer to tAes Rhetoricaguestion, all that remains is to
assert what system of ethics informs his answeoreMike Cicero and Augustine, has a realist
rhetorical ethic. It is more difficult to ascertdlore’s ethic in thedistory than in Cicero’s or
Augustine’s texts not only because he is presefrigigthics through a literary form, but also
because the acts of persuasion almost exclusivakemse of illicit means, seeking bad ends. If
characters which one could argue to be the idéla¢rahan anti-ideal used bad means to a good
end then one could make an argument that Moreissetine situational or utilitarial?® Instead,
one is given a picture of the abuse and misusbketbric creating chaos and the conditions

necessary for tyranny. While More’s uses a protreeahumanist method in which fiction (or

179 The account of educability revealed that Erasfarsgxample, is more sanguine than More on theeiss

180 Some interpreters recalling Morus’s exhortatiomtake as little bad as possible what you canmotttu
good, see More as one who believes in a situatietha. For example, this view is implicit in Gtanreading of
Fox (which I'm not sure Fox would grant) that “Mazemes to see that any engagement with politicessecily
forces us to compromise with evil” (Grant 171-2enti®). Koterski's reading of thdistory (“Dirty Hands”) offers
a helpful corrective which shows how More could olphan ethical realism in the midst of the dirtysess of
politics by distinguishing between formal and miaiezooperation with evil.
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to put it more harshly seeming or lies) gives as¢egruth, this method addressed to the reader
of the text remains in the cooperative rather floaceful mode, the former being foundational to
realist rhetorical ethics. A legalist, whether lhestan or Kantian, might object to More’s method,
but such a hypothetical objection only helps tasiltate that More’s ethics are realfSt. Also, if
one can trust More’s narrator, then the whole tekably points to the existence of natural law,
a component of so many articulations of realisicstif?> Among the references to natural law,
there are many which are ambiguous, positionednehalf of a dialysis (such as the sea storm
figure that we have examined), invoked by an unsgtimgtic character, or used as evidence on
both sides of an issue (such as sanctuary), bdergare also given direct moments such as
when the narrator introduces Richard as one whiesl#fe laws of man and God:¢htra ius ac
fas’) (CW 15, 320-321/12). The more ambiguous allusionms#esigned as part of More’s
pedagogy, focused on inviting readers to learn toapply and interpret the natural law, but the
latter assertion firmly grounds the whole text irealist ethic, including a realist rhetorical
ethic!®

Furthermore, the text seems frequently to critithaese like Hastings who have some
measure of good will, but ultimately privilegéle overhonestum Such figures could attempt
to justify their actions with a utilitarian or sétional ethic that might place self-preservatiod an
self-advancement over moral action However, iitdsfigures who use this reasoning, but

others such as Justice Markha@W 2, 70/10-20CW 15, 458/3-11) who seem to receive

181 In this statement | am not meaning to invoke Kaaésthetics, but his ethics.

182 On the difficult question of the narrator's gdaith, see Wegemer (“Educating Citizens” 43-7).

183 See Pawlowski and Wegemer (13-16) for a fulldisteferences to natural law in thiéstory. The ones to
which | allude are a dyalisis at Richard’s bir@W{ 15, 324-325/1) and at the sea sto@W2, 44/26), as well as
Edward’s deathbed ple€Y{V 15, 334-335/11-14CW 2, 12/21) and the invocation of natural law argntady
Buckingham and the Queen in their dispute abouttsany CW 2, 32/4-5CW 15, 372-373/25-28CW 2, 39/26).
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Morean approval®* More’s Augustinianism and (non-reformed) Christinthropology place
him within a tradition that has long denied tha #nd can ever justify the means or, in Pauline
language, that evil may be done so good may contdaf Rom 3:8).

Thomas More’dHistory of King Richard Ilipresents a tyrant whose skill in speaking
(perhaps because of Shakespeare) we take for draltere, however, links Richard and his
cronies to the ideal orator tradition while havthgm deliver speeches that often fail to persuade
audiences toward their short-term ends; their “edlavill not “set” (cf. CW 2, 52/25-26; 24/3,;
54/20-21; 59-60/24-2). These partial failures, bogr, incrementally bring about their ultimate
goal of Richard’s tyrannous rule. Such an awkwamehbination presents a puzzle that, when
pieced together, reveals More’s view of the powerards. True and well-spoken words are
always more powerful than sophistic falsehoodd;isvanly a privation. Furthermore, every
human being possesses an intuitive sight that esghérpened and that allows one to see
through false appearances. Nevertheless, botlatdiéalse words have their limits; sophistic
speech (with its mixed achievements) is only onthefmany instruments necessary for
Richard’s tyrannous ascent, and while More—like @heeen—damns times when a human
being is sophistically manipulated (either fullypgd or divided within him- or herself) by a
tyrannical deceiver, one senses that More—unlikeian and Cicero (in his oratorical
writings)—does not believe that the good wordsrofdeal orator can alone turn the tide against

tyranny*®®> Rhetoric is not the queen science for M§feHe, like Augustine, not only desires

184 Wegemer, for one, puts forth this view of Mankhas a Morean “herojoung Thomas Morg37, 156).

185 See Logan (“on tyranny” 182-4), McCutcheon (“Bifhg Designs” 11-2 and “More’s rhetoric” 54) and
Wegemer (“Civic Humanism” 191-6, 2007 48, and 2@30-8) for—to borrow Logan’s word—the “lessons” of
More that these critics draw from the text. Intgaitar, Wegemer is explicit in his belief that Modoes not view
ethical rhetoric as sufficient to forestall tyranny

186 One should recall that this was the primary pofrtontention between Kinney and Wegemer with Whic
the chapter began.
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apt and ethical speech (listened to with care)alsd asks orators and audiences to cultivate
character prior to an act of persuasion and twigctously after words have been spoken; to do
all three creates an environment in which potemgiants can be forestalled and “human

institutions vital to the cohesion of society” dam sustaineddDC 4.87; 4.151-55; 2.139-40).
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Chapter IV

Poured Pestilence vs. Tender Air: Richard Ill, lagg and Imogen’s Contest of Oratory
A study of representations of acts of persuasidheriterature of the English

Renaissance cannot omit Shakespeare. Despitealpheaval and change that characterized
the years between More’s death and Shakespeasag's, phere is continuity of concern about
rhetorical ethics, about whether or not A&rs Rhetoricas for the Good. Shakespeare was
rhetorically trained and dramatizes acts of pelisaahroughout his corpu8’ In fact, the
representations of acts of persuasion are so conminakespeare’s works that it is a challenge
to determine on which plays to focus. Ultimatastudy that does not limit itself only to
Shakespeare must select a few representative watkge such works afichard 1ll, Othellg,
andCymbeling'® In them, one finds a play from the beginning, dtégd and end of
Shakespeare’s career. The first two texts prowideof Shakespeare’s most effective sophists,
Richard and lago. Much in the same way that Mosejshistic Richard could teach us about
More’s rhetorical ethics, these two figures begimaveal something about Shakespeare’s

rhetorical ethics®® In addition, the former provides continuity beemeour discussion of More

187 cf. the latter half of note 13 for accounts ohRissance rhetoric and treatments of rhetoric gldd that

often have Shakespeare in view. For accountscpéatito Shakespeare, also see Adamson, Hope, idsgnu
Rhodes (195-204), and Trousdale.

188 In this chapter, references@thelloandCymbelineare drawn from the New Cambridge editioR&ghard
Il from Bevington; all other plays, from Greenblattlerton

189 As the introduction to the dissertation suggestetical inquiry into Shakespeare’s rhetoricdlies can be
said to begin with Vickers (“Power of PersuasionAlso see Altmanl{nprobability), Crider Persuasiol, Hunt,
McDonald @Arts of Languagk Platt, Plett (415-75), and Strier. The thedfsalv this chapter will develop suggests
that while qualified by the highly suspicious viefwrhetoric presented iRichard Ill and, especiallyOthellg,
Shakespeare ultimately offers a nuanced, confidsitn of theArs Rhetorica My thesis shares Crider’s
conviction that Shakespeare is concerned withdbaliorator and that the late plays are importaonterstanding
Shakespeare’s view, even while | approach the titpaugh a different late play than Crider and ehmily set of
questions, while complementary to Crider’s, aréedént. In greatest contrast to my position iseBtivho claims
that moral questions are irrelevant to Shakespaig¢hat a villain like Richard is simply portrayasl having fun, a
fun in which the audience can share (206-9). (@natudience sharing in the ‘fun’ of Shakespeareggetly, cf.

note 202.) This view makes Shakespeare into @afN@tzschean and perpetuates the mistaken distmittat
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and our examination of Shakespeare while the latteds to be addressed as a figure who is the
focus of much of the scholarship on Shakespearehatdric. For example, in no small part
because of lago, Joel Altman singles Otitelloas a most intimate portrait of “rhetorical
anthropology” [mprobability 22). Vickers has even gone so far as to rank #&sgo
“Shakespeare’s greatest rhetorician and greatesinalilator” (“Power of Persuasion” 434).
While Othelloand especially its arch-villain merit the sustdiadtention that critics have given,
an exclusive focus on this play and the other cated tragediesHamlet King Lear, Macbeth

too often has given a distorted picture of Shakaspe view of rhetoric. While some critics
broaden their scope when seeking to understandeSpaéire’s outlook, this chapter will argue
that an unexplored and a fruitful way to deepenumderstanding of Shakespeare’s view of
rhetoric and rhetorical ethics is to consider Skpkare’s most potent sophist, lago, side-by-side
with lachimo, to weigtOthellowith Cymbeliné®® Shakespeare invites the connection by

evoking the former villain in the latter's narte. FurthermoreCymbelinedemands attention

limits rhetoric to play and philosophy to serioussie Altman is indispensible in his discussion miyability in
human choice, esp. as dramatize®thello. Nevertheless, Altman only makes a “gesture” tehw&hakespearean
romance, admitting the need of a fuller investigathan he offerdifiprobability 339). | hope to have provided
that fuller investigation. Furthermore, while wetlh use an Aristotelian poetic as a hermeneuticyiew of the
marvelous inCymbelinds that such Shakespearean wonders do not traisggragainst the Aristotelian view, but
confirm it. Altman wants to make a strict distiloct between the universe Gthelloand ofTheWinter'sTale
(Improbability 367), between the world of probability and the i@f the admirable which | believe risks
confusing Shakespeare’s rhetorical ethics and misttibes the possibility of wonder in real life wihiAristotle
(and Shakespeare) allows for. On Shakespeariagtup wonder in his audience, see Cunningham arg.H

190 Treatments of Shakespeare’s rhetoric in additbahose by Altmanlnprobability) and Vickers, “Power
of Persuasion,” that turn ©thelloinclude Crider Persuasionl01-21), Desmet (95-101), Greenbl&eff-
Fashioning232-54), Lyne (163-97), McDonaldI(ts of Languagéd.85-8), Parker (“Shakespeare and rhetoric” 54-
74), Plett (454-75), Rhodes (197-204), and Trows{E60-72). Most of these studies are not limite@thello, but
some privilege the play; only Lyne and Plett dietihk OthelloandCymbeline Lyne offers a brief contrasting of
the two plays (163-4, 196-7), and Plett looks @tlyachimo’s persuasion of Posthumus in 2.4 in vileaterms a
“digression” (468-9). Whil&€ymbelinecriticism frequently makes comparisons betweerpthg andOthellg, it is
not with an eye toward the role of rhetoric in fays.

o1 Crider’s useful word to characterize Shakespearedcations is “retracesPérsuasiort). Cymbelingas
a late play, also merits attention in an examimatitientive to rhetoric because of its ornate st@a this
phenomenon in the late plays, see Adamson, Huribdviald (“Late Style” and “You speak”), and Palfrey.
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because it provides a potent non-sophistic speakgpe notably absent Richard Il and
Othello. An examination of these connected plays, as agetifRichard Ill, provides a richer
understanding of Shakespeare’s view of the natudesthics of rhetoric, allowing one to situate
him more precisely on the continuum between theenaind cynical extremes and providing a
fresh perspective on Shakespeare’s epistemology.

To achieve this fresh perspective and to place &psare on the continuum, the chapter
proceeds in four sections. The first section utadkes a parallel examination of Shakespearean
anti-ideal orators, Richard Ill and lago. Thed&irns then, in the second section, are situated
within their respective play®ichard Il andOthellg, to determine provisionally Shakespeare’s
answer to the question of whether ethical andegkiticts of persuasion are more or less
persuasive than sophistic ones and to investidakeSpeare’s view regarding whether it is
possible to see through false appearances. Tiftesction turns t€ymbelineto examine the
sophistical speech of lachimo and ethical rhetofiemogen. This inquiry leads to a larger
evaluation, in the fourth section, of Shakespeare'w of epistemology within the late play.
Faced with seemingly irreconcilable conclusionsardmmg Shakespeare’s epistemology within
the three plays, the conclusion seeks to discemfaed rhetorical ethics between the plays that

helps provide insight into how Shakespeare migbwan the project’s titular question.

Parallel Lives and Endangered Wives: Anti-ideal Ribard and lago
It is no accident that two of Shakespeare’s mdsté¥e, memorable, and evil villains,

Richard 11l and lago, are both skilled in speakirgke More’s Richard, these two antagonists
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figure the ideal orator in the negatit’8. With the Morean Richard, we saw More draw direct
linguistic parallels, in a way that was fittinghs humanist discourse, between the classical
Roman ideal orator and his Richard. Shakespeare@skhis Cicero and Quintilian, but his anti-
ideal orators are created not only in dialogue wéitovered Latin texts circulating between
humanists, but—as chapter two suggests—in a miigere there is a bizarre coexistence of an
overly idealized, naive position (that a skille@aker is necessarily morally good) and a cynical
point of view (that human beings are by nature dradl often lie for the sake of their own
advantage, and that skilled speech may even irdibat a speaker is dissembling), concerning
rhetoric’s status. While this milieu would not bbefamiliar to More, it develops considerably by
the time that Shakespeare writes. Many of theesinth-century, vernacular rhetorical manuals
are published between the time of More and Shakespand Machiavelli's reputation (if not
his works) is much more widely know® While proponents of the cynical view feel confirth
in their outlook by what Machiavelli has writtehgtmanuals often give a version of the naive
position which idealizes the consummate orator dugther than the Romarig*

It is within this context that Shakespeare crehtesrch villain, anti-ideal orators:

Richard Il and lago. They explode the most naieev and give power to the cynical view.

192 See Fox, Gurr, and the Shakespeare and More théame 201Moreana(ed. Phelippeau) for

comparative accounts of More4story/Historia and ShakespeareRichard For two account of Shakespeare’s
Richard, see Strier and Targoff (“Dirty’ Amens”).

193 For example Wilson is published in 1560; Puttenhm 1589; Peacham, in 1593. See the secondpart
Kahn’sMachiavellian Rhetoriavhich is focused on “English Machiavellism” (855)6

104 Recall the discussion of the first two chaptefglson, for example, takes Quintilian’s undefined
relationship between moral goodness and skilledldpg to the extreme by presuming that skilled sheg always
a trustworthy sign of moral goodness. In fact,r@ilian also suggests this idea. cf. 12.1.3-4ttdhham (as Kahn
points out inMachiavellian Rhetori@8) registers anxiety about Machiavelli in his ti@m of the “disguisings. . .
[of] Courtiers of forraine Countreyes” (308).

195 As was laid out in a more general way at thet sifathe project, Vickers has argued that “Shakaspe
knew more about the power of persuasion than gifsixteenth-century] theorists” (“Power of Persaa%435)
while Rebhorn—insisting on the presence of thea@almstrain—believes that Shakespeare is “not schmuc
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Let us begin with an examination of each figurégtoric which brings their sophistic powers
into focus. InThe Third Part of King Henry the Sixitine future King Richard calls himself a
chameleon, a Proteus, and a Machiavel, and hiartiplay fulfills his brag (3.2191-3)° The
opening scene ofhe Tragedy of King Richard Idegins with a display of Gloucester’s
rhetorical skill in which he confesses to the andeshis determination “to prove a villain”
(2.1.30). As with More’s Richard, all this villains ultimately ordered toward gaining the
throne. To that end, he twists an ambiguous propteensure the murder of his brother
Clarence. In an interview with Clarence he shoissability to speak equivocally promising that
the matter touches him deeply (112) and that “1 deliver you, or else | lie” (115). Indeed, this
is true, but not in the sense in which Clarenceiwes it because Gloucester does lie and is
touched deeply by the matter because it bears higaability to ascend to the throne. The
audience is always assisted in the discovery di&tt's duplicity and malice by the frankness
with which he speaks to the fourth wall. This teicjue draws in a particular way on the
tradition of Vice characters in medieval moralitgys'®” Richard’s rhetoric will pervert
Christian and classical traditions of rhetoric.s ldoliloquy which ends the first scene reports that
he will woo Lady Anne (but not for love) and that Wwill ensure Clarence’s demise “with lies
well steel’d with weighty arguments” (148). Withlg the first scene finished, there is no

guestion that Richard is highly skilled in speenl enorally evil. As with the Morean Richard,

[replying] to positive image of rhetoric,” as he'isodeling. . . the negative image already avaéakithin it,
though never so fully realized—unfolded and devetbp-as in Shakespeare’s texEniperor20 note 26). Taken
together, Vickers and Rebhorn provide an exceleatling of Richard and lago as concerns rhetdfimwever,
their comments seem intended for the whole of Stda@re’s body of work. The present discussio@yshbeline
may complicate their view(s).

196 In Richard 11, Richard adds to this catalogue of descriptorstieds a traditional Vice figure (3.1.82). See
Alvis (“Shakespeare’s Hamlet”), Grady (26-108), &uhlueter for three treatments of Shakespeargjagament
with Machiavelli.

197 On Shakespeare’s use of this tradition, see MBiekespeare’Reading63-71) and Spivack.
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we are presented with a clearly sophistical charagho has not only bad ends for his acts of
persuasion, but who wields illicit means (thusli@s and equivocations) to achieve his ends.
Furthermore, Richard has no internal end of spegtkia best possible case in a way that is
appropriately constrained by ethics. His only @ns are with results, with external ends.

Shakespeare’s Richard can rightly be called anidedl orator because he is chillingly
successful in achieving his many proximate andwtimate external end. The very next scene
provides one of Richard’s most frightening achieeats, the successful act of persuasion in
which he woos Anne. Anne begins as a rightly tesfinot intractable, audience. She calls
Gloucester a devil and fiend, and she has a polwetiort to each of Richard’s honey tongued
advances. She tries to slow the momentum of hisupsion by uncovering the corpse of Henry
VI for whose death Richard is responsible. Heuai<ounter-proof does not affect Richard at
all. The rapid exchange of acerbic dialogue apeavill end in a stalemate as it proceeds, but
then Gloucester, admitting his guilt, gives Anne @ipportunity to slay him. She cannot. Her
first words suggest that she will remain rightlystile to Gloucester: “Arise, dissembler. Though
| wish thy death, / | will not be thy executiondf’.2.184-5). But it quickly becomes clear that
she is relenting: “ANNE: | would | knew thy heaftGLOUCESTER: Tis figur'd in my tongue. /
ANNE: | fear both are false. / GLOUCESTER: Thenereman was true” (1.2.192-5). Anne’s
feisty self-preserving defense is gone. She imgientry to Richard’s overtures. Her tone is
now one of dismay, exhaustion, and caution, a cawtihich will ultimately yield to him despite
all the obvious reasons not to do so. Richar@dpofse, has no intention of reforming. His
tongue and heart are not just compartmentalizedditiorce effected by Socrates according to
the lament of Cicero’s Crassus. Rather, his diséd heart is disguised by his tongue, a

necessary condition for his sophistical act of paston to succeed. His wooing includes a mix
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of lies with admissions of guilt for things whiclmAe knows he has done. Admitting the truth
provides him the opportunity to recast his motif@shis past crimes in a more positive light.

The proof of his alleged love which is ultimatelgrpuasive to Anne is his putting his life into

her hands, which was risky enough as to appeantee Ao be a sign of real repentance or to be a
sign of authentic vulnerability upon which to buddnarital relationship. While the wooing is
filled with overtones of violence, it is truly theetorical force (albeit sophistic and not
cooperative), not any political or physical fortewhich Anne submits. When the interview is
over, Gloucester has manipulated speech for ewiledbthat he cannot help but boast in what
has become a famous anaphora: “Was ever womaisihumor woo’d? / Was ever woman in
this humor won?” (1.2.227-8).

After only two scenes, one sees just how powerkdghist, how much of an anti-ideal
orator, the future King Richard is. Equally teynifg to his rhetorical potency is the success
toward gaining the throne. He continues to hidedorrupt heart with his honeyed tongue
through most of the play’s action. He fools Rivieysclothing naked villainy in holy writ in 1.3
(335-6), and he successfully sets the Queen’'sallnel enemies against one another (1.3-4). He
continues to equivocate not only to achieve hisehdt to amuse himself with the irony of his
double meanings (cf. 3.1.81-3). Hastings prové&dlyoblind to Gloucester’s dissembling,
believing that “there’s never a man in Christendddan lesser hide his love or hate than he; /
For by his face straight shall you know his he&t4.51-3). In addition, unlike More’s power-
hungry mayor, Shakespeare’s more ambiguous maganséoled by Richard in 3.5 and 3.7.

In the latter episode (3.7), Richard is persuasiveart, because he constructs a physical proof
that makes him appear a pious, prayerful Christiha is fit for the throne and surrounded by

clergy who can offer him good counsel. In 4.4,&speare gives an episode which in its
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rhetorical situation is a deliberate parallel te gersuasion of Anne. The two princes have just
been killed and their mother, Queen Elizabeth, meand rants. Richard enters wanting to
persuade the Queen to be his intermediary to heivéng daughter whom Richard desires to
wed. As with the interview with Anne, the Queeregdrom immovable to relenting after the
exchange with Richartf®

Richard’s skill in sophistic speaking which uséisiil means to achieve bad ends,
however, is matched by perhaps the most terrifgimgideal orator in Shakespeare’s canon,
lago®® The first act oDthello, the Moor of Veniceoncludes with the villain's first long aside.
The audience learns with terror that he does nowkih Othello has cuckolded him, but he will
act as if he is sure. lago’s malice is emphadgethe way his lines articulate the stops and
starts of his discursive invention, of his plardastroy Othello (which grows into a plan to drive
Othello mad and to destroy Cassio and others)o dejghts that Othello “holds [him] well” and
is “of a free and open nature, / That thinks mendsb that but seem to be so” (1.3.372, 381-82).
lago is very aware of his audience and how to “abbs “ear” (377); as he put it elsewhere,
he’ll “pour. . . pestilence” through the “ear” (2323); he will seek to appear good, so his
eloquence may effect evil.

The next four acts unfold his discursive plan. Wivita larger matrix of all sorts of
manipulations, one finds many acts of persuasiat.us briefly analyze a passage that sets forth
lago’s self-understanding as sophist and then enethie three acts of persuasion that lago

addresses to Othello on Cyprus. lago’s self-undeding is well expressed in 2.3 when he

198 This (at least) partially discredits other momemktere Queen Elizabeth seems to see through Righard’

sophistry such as 2.4.54 and 1.3.40-1. The infsib@irard reads both Anne and Elizabeth not asemas duped
unethically, but as willing audiences with an uiehdesire for power (254-5). This reading reliespart, on
Richard'’s interpretive authority which may provelplematic.

199 See note 190 for a list of treatments of lago dedoric.
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explains to viewers his plan to put a plague inegdts ear that will cause him to misinterpret
Desdemona’s advocacy for Cassio.

I'll pour this pestilence into his ear:

That she repeals him for her body’s lust;

And by how much she strives to do him good,

She shall undo her credit with the Moor.

So will I turn her virtue to pitch,

And out of her own goodness make the net

That shall enmesh them all. (2.3.323-29)
lago makes clear the end that will guide all hisadgng; it is to “enmesh,” to bring Othello to
madness or ruin, as well as anyone else that hisamecapture. This is an unethical end that
guarantees his acts of persuasion will be sophlstieurthermore, in his eager boast, lago points
to his unethical means, pestilence. The metaghpotent, linking a general notion of how
words are received through hearing with the faat tago will try to infect Othello’s judgment in
such a manner that he will misinterpret Desdemdfaile this will be accomplished with
words, the passage is largely ambiguous as tolgxemty lago will make good on his brag.

The mention of Desdemona’s “credit,” however, gigeclue tha¢thosand—by
extension—the rhetorical appeals will serve asilpestmeans. However, lago is not interested
in all the appeals. Given the sophistic charaaftéiis speech (in this case, evil ends sought by
unethical means), he has no use for the logicata@mnd will rely primarily on ethical and
emotional evidence. Looking beyond the presentgges one can say that ethical appeals allow
lago to establish his seemiethosamong all the various characters he orchestratesrtl his

desired enmeshing. The play resounds with thaire@f “honest lago,” issuing forth from the
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mouths of Othello and Cassi. But thisethosis not something achieved only before or outside
of the attempts to persuade Othello that Desderhasdeen unfaithful (the real end of the act of
persuasion being Othello’s madness or death).islmbments of persuasion, lago reinforces his
reputation through the ethical appeal. For exampl8.3.90-259, lago’s guarded way of
speaking about Cassio’s honesty to Othello suggeskte Moor both lago’s fidelity in
friendship and his honesty and discretion, as meatefl in his care with words (118-25). Much
later in 3.3, lago references his own “honestyland” as the reasons he is impelled to tell
Othello the alleged truth about Cassio and Desdeyreffectively reinforcing his seemirghos
within a moment of persuasion (413).

As the 2.3 passage makes clear, however, lago me¢dsly to fortify his owrethos
but also to diminish Desdemona’s. While lago doasmanifest any concern about actualizing
this reversal, tarring Desdemona’s “credit” (whgttould rightly be informed by her virtue and
goodness) appears to be a difficult task. lagoididence comes from a belief that his words
will attack like a pestilent disease and that he make Othello particularly susceptible to
becoming the virus’ host by creating “a jealousyssong / That judgment cannot cure”
(2.1.282-83F% This indeed sounds like the disconcerting wawliich Quintilian proposed to
flood the judge’satio with adfectug6.2). lago has sized up his intended audienck aradl
while it is unsaid in lago’s brag, it becomes clmat twistedpathosappeals will be powerful

means of persuasion by which to plague the Moog iwmot only trusting, but given to passion.

200 For example, cf. 1.3.280, 1.3.290, 2.3.6, 2.3,758.228, 3.3.119, 5.2.147, 5.2.153 from Othetid a
2.1.97, 2.3.302, 3.1.38 from Cassio.

201 It should be noted that lago also holds out cldikg Othello as another potential avenue of desitnn,
but such an “achievement” appears highly unlikely.

When speaking more nobly about persuasion, Qizintdften relates rhetoric to healing medicine 4¢5.5
and 5.13.3). lago distorts this idea in his foration of words as pestilence. However, accordiniggo’s twisted
logic, his words are actually disease and medicka. example, the knave exclaims: “Work on, / Mgditine,
work! Thus credulous fools are caught” (4.1.42-:43)
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The general acknowledges as much when trying wadaddjte in the Montano-Cassio-Roderigo
affair: “Now by heaven / My blood begins my safeidgs to rule, / And passion having my best
judgment collied, / Assays to lead the way” (2.3-B8). Othello is vulnerable to lago’s
pestiferous sophistry which manipulates his emat@mmd—as a disease—self-consumes,
corrupting Othello’s ability to judge both what hears and sees. lago does not seek to justify
ethically his lies that arouse and improperly di@thello’s emotions, and his dishonest and
intelligent employment of them helps to reveal R@man naiveté in sometimes permitting such
means. His lies are meant to convince viewerb®fianger and injustice of seeking to “appear
good” when one is in fact vicious, an incongrutigtt Augustine decriedDC 4.161)%

Having gained a feel for the texture of lago’s poisus sophistry in his use of ta#os
andpathosappeals that are means used to achieve the eleswbying Othello, let us turn to
the three important acts of persuasion that lagesses to Othello in Cyprus. Each of these
exchanges progressively moves lago toward thdlfo#it of his singular purpos&® To that
end, the first act of persuasion, in 3.3, introdu@eOthello the idea that something is
purportedly amiss. Seeing Cassio depart fromrtesview with Desdemona (an encounter that
lago recommended to him) in which the former lieat® petitions her to help him regain his
lost rank, lago mutters “I like not that” (35). Bhis followed by a denial to Othello that he said

anything, to which he adds a provocative “or if—Abkv not what” (36) and a commentary on

how it could not have been Cassio sneaking awaitygike” (39). This sort of exchange,

202 Vickers, “Power of Persuasion” 430, notes thatgbliloquies of lago in a way make an audience bem

a “privileged” viewer of his plot. CrideRersuasiorl21, goes further, suggesting that until very iatéhe play, the
audience derives pleasure from their semi-omnisgerspective. Perhaps overly influenced by kndgéeof how
the play will end, | agree with Vickers that thigoerience, by design, is “rather unpleasant.”

203 Plett, 457-70, argues that lago conducts a dalsgudicial oration, “distributed over severaéses and
acts” (458). While one may be able to discernadogue, a body of formal proofs, and a conclusiomss the three
exchanges under investigation, | will present tkeéhanges as three acts of persuasion, sharingalairpurpose,
but temporally separate.
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making use ofeticentia(aposiopesis), continues after the two soldiezsagain aloné®* lago
simultaneously discourages jealousy in Othello @ladts the seeds of jealousy (167-72, 174-
78). As Quintilian explainggeticentia“will ensure that the judge himself searches fansthing
which perhaps he would not believe if he heardrit then believes what he thinks he has found
out for himself” (9.2.71). Othello, like Quintiles judge, is duped by the usereficentia

Othello’s initial resolve (which his immediate spheand behavior will not match) is to
withhold judgment: “I'll see before I doubt” (192)n this he suggests to lago that the kind of
rhetoric needed will be judicial, and he providagd with the standard of proof that the knave
must meet to be persuasive when he presents thésmbhis judicial case. But by the time lago
departs from this interview, Othello is alreadyilating between certitude (“I am abused”

[269]) and contingent thinking that privileges Destna’s guilt over her innocence (“If | do
prove her haggard. . .” [262] and “If she be fals&[280]). This doubt within Othello is all
accomplished in lago’s initial act of persuasidte has not yet offered developed proofs, but he
has increased hethosand has enflamed Othello with doubts and falseipas through the
appeals tpathosthat make use of theticentiafigure.

The next time lago and Othello encounter one am@®8.335), the knave constructs a
second act of persuasion that develops proofsitbae him closer to the achievement of his
purpose. Before giving any proofs, however, lagdrasses the standard of proof put forth by
Othello which is too high for lago to effect higended tragedy. Othello again insists on “ocular
proof”’ (361), but with little more than an interfem by lago, he lessens his standard from
seeing his wife cheat to at least having proof beydoubt (365-67). lago has already procured

the handkerchief, a “trifle” which he believes Qtbs jealousy will twist to a proof equal in

204 Vickers, invoking Quintilian, first brought to mattention that lago employs aposiopesgigfdropriating

ShakespearB2). The figure is also treated by Trousdale (&R5-
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weight to divinely inspired scripture (322-25). ,Hieerefore, takes this occasion of Othello’s
restatement of the standard of proof to imagindieidy what the adultery of his wife might
look like while at the same time persuading Othd#ilt it is too “tedious” of a “difficulty” to
obtain ocular proof (398-99) and that “imputatiodatrong circumstances. . . [w]ill give you
satisfaction” (407, 409).

Having established a new, lesser standard of ghatflago knows he can meet with his
deceit, the villain begins a series of formal psoofThe first proof includes lago’s characteristic
falseethosof honesty, in which he confesses that he doeBkaohaving to tell what he knows.
He proceeds to give a vivid account of when hegelily saw Cassio having a dream in which
the former lieutenant insists aloud to an imagiDeddemona that they must “hide” their love
from the Moor and which included the sleeping Gagssing lago and throwing his thigh over
lago’s leg, all the while dreaming that it was Desdna. The proof further confirms for Othello
what he has already decided: his wife is guillggd counsels caution that it is just a dream, a
“thin” proof. As a skilled sophist, lago’s disptien of proofs within this exchange is not
random. Contrary to his statement, he must thielkproof that occupies the primary position is
quite persuasive to his audience who is alreadygo@aten up with passion” (392), but he
claims it thin to sustain his audience’s attention.

lago then offers the second and final proof of éxshange; he inquires if Desdemona
owns a strawberry-spotted handkerchief which—ofseud-the ancient already knows she was
given by her husband. This technique again leawsaid those things which Othello might not
believe from another but which seem certain whéfadsecovered. Once Othello confirms that
the handkerchief was his first gift to her; laggshe has seen Cassio with it. lago claims that

this “speaks against her with the other proofs2{440f course there has only been one other
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proof, but Othello is overwhelmed. He asserts tNatwv do| see'tis true” (445; emphasis
added). There has been no ocular proof, just agabsit Othello thinks it enough, swears death
for Cassio and his wife, and raises lago to lieateénnever considering that lago had something
to gain for himself in his false repdft

lago has nearly achieved his external end by thelasion of the second exchange, but
in 4.1 we find the knave pushing his case forwdedjo begins by insisting to Othello, in a
double-edged fashion, that Desdemona’s essencetdaaiseen (4.1.16). Othello is already
going mad, falling into fits, but lago desires t@egcopious proofs to secure a stronger certainty
that has the potential both to destroy Othello tanstrengthen the general’s resolve to ruin
Cassio and Desdemona. The first proof of this amgk is brief. lago, using his characteristic
reserve, eventually causes Othello to draw outrofthat Cassio has confessed his profligacy.
This leads to the second proof in which Othelld finlally receive ocular confirmation of a sort,
witnessing—from a distance—Ilago questioning Caabimut his sexual exploits. Shakespeare’s
audience realizes that Cassio speaks of his camitésit lago’s audience, Othello, is deaf to this
as he “marks” Cassio’s facial expressions and gesi{r9-85). Ocular evidence divorced from
auditory evidence might prove tenuous, even fodwiaus Othello. However, the episode is lent
credence by the arrival of the courtesan, Biariago could not have hoped for a better way for
Othello to see Cassio with the general’s handkefchs a love token which Cassio carelessly
gave to a prostitute. lago turns this into higndte proof of his final act of persuasion. It

deserves the terminal position because for Otliiedcthe desired physical evidence. It is still

20 Samuel Taylor Coleridge famously was vexed byagotiveless malignity (230-34, esp. 231), and—

indeed—Ilago is unsure that Othello has cuckolded Hilevertheless, lago has something to gain itanjlrank
by his malignity, even if what is gained is not coemsurate with the evil undertaken or the pleagweevil gives
lago.
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nowhere near his original standard of witnessing@rof adultery, but among all of lago’s half
truths and lies, it is most tangible; it is enough.

With the proofs presented, lago still has many petporchestrate to their appropriate
locations to effect as many deaths and downfalfgoasible, but his acts of persuasion addressed
to Othello are almost finished. With his purpoganty achieved, he fashions something like a
conclusion for this last act of persuasion. Aifowing Aristotle’s advice, he is brieRhetoric
3.19), mediating for Othello everything he hag ugnessed as a summary or restatement of the
facts that confirms a fictive dialogue between @aasd lago which Othello already had
provided for himself. Othello responds to the dosion with certainty (4.1.184); lago’s
conclusion of the third exchange effectively fireshall three acts of persuasion that collectively
have cast a sophistic spell. Having persuadedl@tbihis wife’s guilt and having won his
favor, lago even gains for himself a space to psedarther evils without proof. His suggestion
that poison is too impersonal of a way to kill Desswbna and his promise to kill Cassio are

received warmly (195-200).

Epistemological Tragedies: Situating Richard and lgo

Having closely followed lago’s deceptive speech Rizhard’s evil wooing and other
sophistic episodes, one can see, as Vickers has@rthat, in creating such powerful sophists
(anti-ideal orators as | have called them), Sha&asprejects the extreme of naive position
concerning rhetoric’s status (“Power of Persuas#B). The addition of an examination of
Cymbelinewill provide more clarity about Shakespeare’s posj but before we add that play to
the discussion, it is useful to ask some providignastions aboudthelloandRichard Ill, and

to offer some exploratory remarks. Let us asswnéhe current time that the mimetic universe
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created by Shakespeare in the two plays and thraatkes within both are adequate to real life.
If this is so, then do the texts and their respectiophistical villains suggest that unethical acts
of persuasion are more persuasive than ethical asdke cynics fear? Furthermore, what is
suggested about Shakespeare’s view of epistematsggcially about the ability of persons to
see through false appearances?

In the earlier of the two playRichard Ill, the answers to these two questions are
complicated. Despite the extraordinary succests @inti-ideal orator, Richard does encounter a
few failures, or at least counterpoints, alongwlag in Queen Margaret, Clarence, a perceptive
citizen, the events following Hastings’ death, &mel speeches before the battle of Bosworth
Field. In 1.3, Queen Margaret sees clearly thraRighard’s false appearances. At first, she
keeps her insight to herself in a series of asiolesshe finally is moved to speak and greets
Richard with curses. She demands that those whprasent attend more closely to Richard,
whom she often characterizes as a devil or a daeacoriates nearly every one, cursing many
who fail to attend to her “gentle counsel” (29&)l of her prophecies will come true, and
everyone who received a curse from her will reitat their time of demise. But at this
moment, despite her sharp sight, she persuadeseio@f course, Richard knows that she
speaks truly, but why do all the others fail teatt to her perspicacious counsel? In part, it is
because of Gloucester’s skilled speech, but ilsis laecause her counsel is not as gentle as she
claims. She is aware of her audience to the exttanishe sees the divide parties unified against
her as a scapegoat (189). But she subsequenslydattend to each audience member’s needs.

She is more concerned to remind them that they péleged her (158) than to persuade
them. For example, she could try to connect witle€h Elizabeth on a level of shared personal

experience (much like they will in 4.4 where “sawradmit[s] society” (38)). But instead she
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mocks Elizabeth’s folly (240-5). Ultimately, shiscloses her disposition: “Uncharitably with
me have you dealt / And shamefully my hopes byam@ubutcher’d / My charity is outrage, life
my shame, / And in that shame still live my sorrewdge!” (274-7). The insight she has into
Richard’s character and the freedom she has tkspEaly, as one who fears death less than
banishment, are both squandered by her unwillirgyteeet her outrage be overtaken by charity
or at least by a practical concern to craft the pessible persuasion for her audiences. In the
case of the latter, she would be fulfilling the gtatelian and Ciceronian requirement in their
respective definitions of rhetoric, forming the bpsssible case “in a manner suited to
persuasion” (cfRhetoric1.2.1;De Inventionel.6; De Oratorel.138). In the case of the former,
charity, she would be fulfilling an office that widube less comprehensible to Cicero and
Aristotle?®® Rather, it is the Platonic (or erotic, in therdis original sense) leading of souls
taken to a level that forgives ills committed agaioneself. Thisaritasis largely introduced to
the west by Christianity. It fits the Augustinigiew of rhetoric in which the ultimate end is
always the salvation of the audience and speakebC 1.7-9;De Civitate Deil9.4, 122-3), a
view which moves the orator to prayer for underdilag and for guidance in invention, and
which privilegescaritas as a scriptural hermeneutic (EfDC 3.134, 4.87, 3.33-8" Queen

Margaret is not tempted to illicit means or a bad as found in Richard’s unethical acts of

206 cf. Cicero’sDe Inventione2.161 as well as AristotleRhetoric2.2 andNicomachean Ethics.

207 Augustine’s hermeneutic also privileges the “rildaith.” See 3.3, 3.33-4. As | invoke Aris®thnd
Augustine, it is necessary to recall from our d&sions in the first two chapters that while it ilear if
Shakespeare knew any of Aristotl&thicsor Rhetoricdirectly, he would have had access to the Petipstédeas.
See Schmidt (3-76) and Cridétgrsuasiorb, 41). Similarly, Augustine is not an unreasdeaitertext for
Shakespeare and a rhetoric of charity was avaitalidém in Wilson’s Calvinist Augustinianism andnmanuals for
thears praedicandi Strier, recalling T. S. Eliot, reflects on “hdittle Shakespeare required to absorb ‘all he
needed’ of various traditions” (224). Indeed, Vdalready suggested that Augustine is not a sphutean inter-
text for Shakespeare, but he certain absorbedassilplity of a rhetoric of love that is so prominién Augustine.
Additionally, Girard—quite insightful, but rarelyngn to understatement—finds Augustine to be atéveguide for
a sound understanding of Shakespeare [and, edpelaglo] than Freud and his entire comet tail o$tonodern
epigones” (296).
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persuasion, but is lured by her anger away frommtbst apt means. She is ethical, but not
successful in offering the best possible caseifti@enal end) which diminishes her ability to
persuade her audiences (the external end). The &mocharity which Shakespeare places in her
mouth suggests that if she had possessed suchyclamittedly difficult to obtain, she might
have been able to translate her prudent sightiffiéative acts of persuasion that could help stop
Gloucester’s tyrannous plans.

This absence of charity which could have provedrgmrtant is reinforced by Clarence’s
execution which follows on its heels. After Quédargret exits, Richard orders the murderers
of Clarence to “be sudden in the execution / Wititadurate, do not hear him plead; / For
Clarence is well-spoken, and perhaps / May move learts to pity if you mark him” (1.3.345-
8). Indeed as death approaches, Clarence doéswethe Margaret-like scorn of one wronged
(though he is), but possesses the repentance afloméas wronged many (which he has). This
mourning creates a charity mixed with the oratéroaellence (which Richard feared) that
proves powerful and actually persuades the secamdarer not to be party to the killing.
Nevertheless, Richard quickly kills his brother,omlias potentially the most powerful counter-
orator to himself (just as he did with Rivers in td@ History) and continues his quest for
absolute power. The episode reinforces how effecfilueen Margaret could have been if she
combined her ability to see through false appe@maad to speak without fear with a Clarence-
like combination of charity and apt speech.

Shakespeare, drawing on his source of Mark&$ory but lacking the mediation of a
narrator who can illustrate characters’ privatagfsaghted thoughts, goes on to provide a semi-
private conversation among citizens. As Vickersdrgsied, we have some access to

Shakespeare’s intentions (notoriously difficultiteconstruct”) through what he “included,
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omitted, [and] changed” from his sourcégppropriating Shakespeatelt7), and this episode,
especially by what it includes, teaches us somgtbfrBhakespeare’s epistemolddy. The
nameless, third citizen proves particularly shaghted. As soon as the king’s death is
confirmed, he laments, saying: “look to see a ttoub world” (2.3.10). Shakespeare hints at his
perspicacity by giving him the verb of sight. Tdétlers challenge him by historical exemplum:
Henry VI was crowned as a child, and it provedlhoBut the third citizen retorts that Henry
had virtuous uncles while Edward’s children hasckering family and a dangerous uncle in
the Duke of Gloucester, all of whom need “to bedsund not to rule” (30). When the first
citizen accuses the third of pessimism, the thitiden gives a series of proverbial examples,
much like More’s narrator, to illustrate that higipical realism is based on observation (his
faculty of observation being quite keen). Thendbeond citizen, also echoing More’s narrator,
notes that “the hearts of men are full of fear”)(36 which the insightful citizen adds that “by
divine instinct men’s minds mistrust / Ensuing dan@s, by proof, we see / The water swell
before the boist'rous storm” (43-5). Shakespeasmnanakes use of More’s sea image @V

2, 44/22-30; cfCW 15, 400-403/21-8).

The overall effect of this dialogue is that it give sense of differing degrees of sharp
sight among people, some more sharp-sighted theansot The third citizen, who has been given
obvious credibility by Shakespeare, since he préwde correct in his predictions, provides
again the idea of a poetic or intuitive degreeradledge, a “divine instinct.” The
epistemology which Shakespeare is developing appedre set against what Bacon or

Descartes will develop in favor of a larger vieweésoning and knowledge posited by Plato,

208 Vickers’ method will assist our examination ofaRespeare all throughout the chapter. On Shakespea

sources, see Miol&hakespeare’s Reading
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Aristotle, and Thomas Aquind%’ This epistemology is reinforced in the wit andgen of the
doomed child princes, who lack the full developmaitheir faculties and who ultimately cannot
defend themselves against Richard, but in whomadtFearfully and rightfully recognizes
wisdom (3.1.79) and “sharp-provided wit” (3.1.1384-6)'°

There is one more moment, before Richard secueesrtiwn, which is relevant to my
inquiry, the moment after Hastings’ execution iniebhGloucester seeks to reign in rumors.
One will recall that in More’s account of Richathis episode revealed the sharp sight of nobles
and then, upon the publishing of a proclamatiommahy of the commoners. In Shakespeare the
initial proof that Richard invents is the same. athel Buckingham dress in “rotten armor,
marvelous ill-favored” (3.5) so as to “counterfiié deep tragedian” (3.5.5), claiming self-
defense in their murder of Hastings. Unlike Mor@tsount where many nobles are assembled,
Shakespeare’s Richard primarily has to persuadm#y®r, who is easily duped and takes the
news to the other citizens. Buckingham accomparniado the Guildhall, intending to “play the
orator” (3.5.95), in acquiescence to Gloucestarimmand. Indeed, while the audience only
learns of the Buckingham’s Guildhall speech throRgthard’s instructions in how to craft the
sophistical act of persuasion (3.5.72-94) and thindBuckingham'’s report after the fact (3.7.1-
43), the latter includes the same elements as Faexount with all mute to the act of
persuasion, except for ten of Buckingham'’s party.@). Clearly, despite the powerful

sophisms that Richard provided to Buckingham, theenis at the Guildhall see through to the

209 This is not to say that Plato’s and Aristotleggstemologies do not have notable differences, eugte

they share the view of the poetic degree of knowiige notes 170 and 239 for a fuller account ¢ftétte and
Thomas'’s view.

210 I will continue to develop this argument on bélvdlShakespeare’s epistemology throughout the telnap
It is certainly a view which is contrary to a whdledy of literature which, extending Shakespead&sputatioin
utramque partenmabits of mind, has made Shakespeare into a Mpmtai skeptic. Nevertheless, my reading of
Othellocould be characterized as sympathetic to the Nigmitan reading. See note 239 for a fuller accaidinhe
literature on both sides of this question.
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protector’s evil intention. Furthermore, while 8aapeare omits More’s reading of the
proclamation of Hastings death to the people ofdaim he instead creates a scrivener who has
been given the task of composing the public “indet” (3.6.1). He confesses that he has been
working on the document longer than Hastings has loead and laments:

Here’s a good world the while! Who is so gross

That cannot see this palpable device?

Yet who so bold but says he sees it not?

Bad is the world, and all will come to nought

When such ill dealing must be seen in thought..{8-8})
The scrivener’s suggestion complements the Guildbpbrt. Many see through the “gross”
devices of Gloucester, but almost all remain silefs in More’s text, many an audience
member is split within him- or herself. They ai@ persuaded like Anne (1.2) or Elizabeth
(4.4), but they refuse to speak up, allowing Ridriarcontinue toward his ultimate end.

Once Richard reaches his goal of kingship, hiksskotably diminish. Catesby easily
sees that he is angry and ill at ease (4.2.270hdd may think he need not maintain the facade
of his dissembling once he has secured power fosdii, or perhaps his insecurity about
maintaining his illicitly won power is a pressuréish he cannot bear well. Or more simply,
without an evil end to be actively achieved, he mayonger know how to behave. Most
especially, he no longer wields words like an &bl orator. His speech, clearly set in
juxtaposition to Richmond'’s before they take thediat Bosworth, is disordered and haphazard;
he is still distracted from the parade in his dréhennight before. He speaks in a tone of
desperation and focuses almost entirely on the gnexpect for a bit opathosfear mongering

focused on the enemy overtaking the lands, wives daughters of his soldiers. Richmond’s act
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of persuasion to his troops is not the most exceipecimen of rhetoric, but it is better than
Richard’s. Itis measured and inspires confidendes leadership, while praising his soldiers,
entrusting his cause to God, and discrediting tieargy.

Taken together, these episodes of Margaret, @arehe third citizen, the aftermath of
Hastings’s death, and the speeches of the batBe®iorth combined with Richard’s many real
and horrifying acts of persuasion that achieverteeiernal end of persuasion and assist him
toward his ultimate end recommend a nuanced vieBhakespeare’s epistemology (both if one
can see through false appearances and whetheicalettts of persuasion are more persuasive
than ethical ones). The latter question remaimswered because Richard finds no match in
skilled speech who is ethical. Richmond’s rhetaiaverage; Clarence—who had real potential
to be Richard’s equal in speaking while constraibg@thics—is killed; most especially, one has
seen that Queen Margaret fails to craft a seriegpbécts of persuasion. If she had, then we
could view more clearly if her words where mordess effective in the achievement of their
external ends than Richard’s speech. Richard’sermmabout Clarence suggests that the anti-
ideal orator himself believes in a measured epistegical optimism: that the true case, well
presented, would potentially preempt his rise angtg his words of their sophistic power. But
despite this potential optimism, reinforced by ¢herus of the '8 citizen, the scrivener, and the
Guildhall auditors, Richard’s real sophistic susess—while by no means total—really dupe and
overwhelm some of his audiences in a way that MoRethard never achieves. The anti-ideal
orators in More often fail to persuade their respecaudiences and were only successful enough
to move events toward Richard’s ultimate goal ef¢hown. InRichard Ill, Shakespeare
provides some similar limited successes, but heesiilkem with other darker moments where

Richard’s sophistic speech is wholly effective.aéspeare’s view on a greater power of
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truthful, ethical words well spoken cannot be diged fully in this play, but it is clearly a darker
view than More’s, and it portends a cynical viewlodtoric.

One reason, however, that Shakespeare’s pos#timmbiguous is because the evidence
regarding a human being’s ability to know, to deeugh false appearances (which one would
expect to favor a skeptical conclusion based ok&peare’s potentially darker view of the
power of sophistry vis-a-vis ethical and apt rhiejois actually hopeful. Shakespeare’s
introduction of the intuitive degree of knowing the perceptive third citizen, the wisdom of the
youths, and the sharp sight of Margaret (despadlgws in her acts of persuasion), the
prudential judgment of the Guildhall audience, #melability to see through “palpable
device[s]” which the scrivener extends to all the tmost “gross” is a strong case in favor of a
person’s ability to see through false appearan&émkespeare, of course, is sensitive to the fact
that not all possess the faculty of sharp-siglhéosame degree (e.qg. the first citizen) and that
Richard’s sophistic speech is difficult to penetrég.g. Anne, Elizabeth), but these facts are
outweighed by the supermajority, identified by slteivener, who see through appearances at the
Guildhall.

Shakespeare allows sophistic speech greater pbeseMore, but seems to agree with
him that in a world where everyone cannot disceslity well and where some deliberately seek
to conceal the truth, all people possess an imeufeiculty to assist them in authentic knowledge
acquisition and that education in prudence evasiass person in the difficulties of seeing
through false appearances. The prospect of edundaighlights Shakespeare’s belief that one’s
sharp sight is not a static matter. Experienceptissage of time, and especially imminent death
are all particularly educative in the play. Theseumstances develop and extend the correct

intuitions of some characters. Shakespeare draesaiamuel Johnson’s insight: “Depend upon
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it, Sir, when a man knows he is to be hanged wortight, it concentrates his mind wonderfully”
(Boswell 849). Thus far we have referred to theys a tragedy in loose terms, pinning the
tragedy upon the fact that a tyrant rises to poaemvent which proves “woe, woe for England”
(3.4.80). However, the play is not only a trageflyegime, but also a series of individual
tragedies in which characters possess degreesdhbks, well suited to the Aristotelian tragic
formula. Clarence, Rivers, Grey, Hastings, Anmg Buckingham (and even, to a degree,
Richard) experience a reversal of fortunes whighdgsrabout a “change from ignorance to
knowledge” Poetics11, 1452a 315" Their newly gained sight comes not only from this
reversal but also is combined with pangs of comegidor evils committed and—excepting
Clarence and Anne—an awareness that Margaret’'ssdisected toward them were at least
prophetic if not affective. For example, Hastifigslly learns to see through Richard’s
seeming: “Who builds his hope in air of your goodHs /Lives like a drunken sailor on the
mast, / Ready, with every nod, to tumble down @ lihie fatal bowels of the deep” (3.4.98-101).
The metaphor is particularly apt since Hastingedhio see, in the words of the third citizen and
More’s narrator, the “water swell before the bomi's storm” (2.3.45) because of his
metaphorical drunkenne&¥. Similar to Hastings’ discovery, Anne exclaims opr discovery
of the truth: “my woman'’s heart / Grossly grew ¢epto his honey words / And prov’'d the
subject of mine own soul’s curse” (4.1.78-80)islbf particular note that she accuses herself
with the word “gross” for indeed she belonged witthie category which the scrivener provided

for those few who fail to see through Richard’sitvous visor” (2.2.28). Even Buckingham

21 Admittedly, the tragedy is above all Richardke too will end the play with a reversal of fortsrend—at

least—a partial discovery, though he battles agalivespangs of conscience that confront him toetine
212 The metaphor also suggests England’s needdabarnatoror skilled steersman, an office which Hastings
failed to fulfill. cf. Cicero’sDe Officiis1.77, 87. Shakespeare knows this text well.
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repents, condemning his dallying against the AB38.1.20). The divine authority invoked is a
Christian one, and Buckingham raises the stak&amiledge to a metaphysical level,
acknowledging, like Augustine, the “one who seeshbarts of all’DDC 4.88). A villain may
be able to sustain a partial or temporary occlufiom the sight of human beings, but the
omniscient God will always see. All of these digees, these sharpenings of sight are
predicated on the progress of Richard’s rise aag#nding death of the character. They
reinforce the already strong case for human beilngised but real ability to know and further
suggests not only that experience and nearnessath dan often improve one’s prudential
judgment, but also that the passage of time presbfficulties to sophistic dissemblers who can
only orchestrate the concealment of truth for smlbefore it becomes clearly seen.
Shakespeare iRichard 11l suggests that there is great potential in humargbdo see
through false appearances while also giving a dasikev than Thomas More, albeit ambiguous,
on the ability of ethical and apt rhetoric to berenpersuasive than sophistry. In turning to
Othello, however, we discover a complementary picture pbetwhich will terminate in an even
darker picture of human knowledge and of the padeof primacy of sophistic acts of
persuasion over an ethical and skilled rhetoncthe case oRichard Il one is able to find
many examples of people who either specificallyteegugh Richard’s dissembling and
sophistic rhetoric or who have credibility and eutate an understanding of how one generally
can see to the heart of a matter. While ther@ecasional episodes dthello (like when
Roderigo momentarily argues that lago’s “words padormances are no kin together”
[4.2.180-81] and when Emilia is puzzled by why latgsires the handkerchief so ardently
[3.3.315-21] or when she notes that “some eteritlaiv’ has devised a slander of her lady

[4.2.129-43]) that glance at the possibility ofisgdago’s true self, no one in the play sees his
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villainy clearly until after Desdemona is dead, &dilia and Othello are brought into frank
conversation. Until this point lago’s facade hasmimpenetrable to sharp sight.

This ultimate conclusion t@thellodoes allow us to reprise our claim that sharptsigh
improves at the very end of a villain’s course tha end of one’s life. lago is revealed, and
Othello and other survivors have their momentsisé¢alery. More’s dictum: “time tryeth truth”
(cf. CW7, 135) can be brought to bear on this tragedyedisas onRichard Ill. However, these
developments that conclude the play, do not brigtiie epistemology of the play precisely
because such events were not unforeseen by ladgpen We boasts that he will make Othello
mad while, at the same time, making the generalritme, love me, and reward me” (2.1.289),
lago sees the endgame: “Knavery’s plain face i€nseen till used” (293). Knavery of his sort
will be revealed once it achieves its end:; it carmesustained indefiniteR}> Notice that lago
moves from the particular of his end to the unigepsinciple (289-93). Ultimately, lago tries to
prove the exception to the universal rule becanse de has gained Othello’s thanks, love, and
reward, lago has created the condition of possiltiee advancement for himself in addition to
increasing the sinister pleasure he takes in therlgalestruction. His wife’s tongue, however,
prevents this greater obfuscation of the truth.

Nevertheless, lago, unlike Richard lll, is totalypenetrable until the moment when he
foresaw he would become vulnerable by the verytfadthis ends had been achieved. It would
be premature to address this impenetrability bybireaying that there are no characters of

sharp sight in the play; in fact, the play goesafuts way to suggest that meaningful knowledge

213 There is also a belief articulated by variousk&spearean characters (including Othello [5.2.26]) {hat

all will be made known on the Day of Judgment, eNeoncealed until then. While lago gives lip\wee to this
eschatological view, he is not concerned by it. nkdgy see himself as immune, as not being a hurablelto
judgment, but as a metaphorical devil or animadlegs named by himself and, eventually, othersak8bpeare’s
late plays, includin@ymbeline particularly figure eschatological concerns. S$kshall (12-37) and Fitts.
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acquisition is, at best, thorny or at worst, imploles—even for the most perspicacious—when
faced with an lago. The topic is introduced with jhxtaposition of Brabantio to the other
senators and the Duke. The latter group possessegree of prudent sight, taking care not to
trust false reports and to exercise their reasomgla crisis which circumscribes full
understanding of the Turks’ intentions (1.3.9-121B). Brabantio, however, warns the
audience that one cannot trust minds only by asts@men (1.1.169-73). Once the scene turns to
Cyprus, there is not even the limited sight ofchg fathers. One’s first view in Cyprus is of
Montano and the other gentlemen trying to perceiliat is going on at sea between the Turks
and the Venetians. But there is such a “foul anteat tempest” that they can “discern. . .
[n]othing at all” (2.1.34, 1-2). This motif of Inldness is extended in the playful, but ominous
dissembling of the clown to Desdemona (3.4), inftguent ironic references to seeing through
false appearances by those who are blind to Iggais and in lago’s own ironic claim to be one
whose “nature’s plague” is “[tjo spy into abuse3:3(147-48). In fact, the sophistical speaker
effects an epistemological anti-miracle, in Oth'slords: “a huge eclipse of sun and moon”
which frightens and shakes the foundations of tbbey(5.2.100-02). lago is not just seductive
to the protagonist within the play and to the andesoutside of it; he is a Vice character who is
ultimately not conquered by the action of gracagols false words may bring Othello beyond
redemption.

In Cyprus one cannot see through false appearamtishe moment at which the
orchestrator of the whole heinous charade allowgtssibility of revelation. The false
appearances of lago cannot be penetrat@thello. It is no surprise, then, that@thellothe
sophistic seducer’s acts of persuasion are de faote powerful than the apt and ethical orator,

even if the play does not definitively answer tlestionde iure No one suspects lago,
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precluding the emergence of an orator who can geo&icounter-rhetoric by which one might
judge which is more powerful and persuasitelago is even more effective than Gloucester.
He fools everyone and has no opponéhtdf Gloucester provided a dark, but ambiguous yiew
the complement of the more skilled and more deeepégo (still presuming upon a shared
mimetic realism in the plays) suggests a real égmidn Shakespeare about the ability of ethical
and apt speech to be equally or more affective sioghistry?'® If this is Shakespeare’s view, it
contravenes not only Wilson’s naiveté, but alse thare tempered confidence of Aristotle,

Quintilian, and Augustiné&’

214 The rare species of ethical rhetoric in CyprusteDesdemona’s death are from Desdemona and&mili

(4.2.11-93) to Othello in Desdemona’s defense. s&hio not assist in the discernment of whetheleskdthical or
skilled unethical rhetoric is more effective be@lemgo has already severely corrupted their audig@thello.
Perhaps if their dialogue in 3.4 had included #iceat persuasion by Desdemona rather than a mdarae of
(possibly) unethical dissembling (also assisteétinlia lying about the status of the handkerch8#[20]), then

we could judge the strength of ethical oratoryhia play. As itis, the dissembling in 3.4 is & lggportunity in
which the real accusations that might have defldtedvorkings ofeticentiaare suppressed. In 4.1, Othello slaps
Desdemona, but he continues to be unclear abouhetagts in this fashion (4.2.75). Only in 5.2 josfore he
murders her, does Othello speak his accusatiosdé&mona’s defense is powerful (5.2.49-85), bt itao late”
(84); he is too far gone.

215 It is notable, though, that the audience getetRichard across a longer stretch of time folgwhe
achievement of his ultimate end, the crown, tharareeallowed to see of the apprehended and mubesitgr his
achievement of Othello’s madness and crimes.

216 One can see in this view Othellg, the fulfillment of my claim that my reading shamething with
critics who make Shakespeare into a Montaigniaptske Shakespeare would also know skepticismrobee
academic sort from texts likee Officiis even though—as Colish has argued—Cicero is maya consistent with
his claim to be an academic skeptic and uses “adienethical principles. . . without raising anyegtions about
their epistemological status” (144-5).

ar Aristotle asserts that “the true and the justtareature stronger than their oppositéRhétoric1.1.12).
Quintilian agrees at 4.2.38 and 12.1.3. Augustitds that “it is not the aim of the eloquence eritttention of the
speaker that the truths or the eloquence shoutteimselves produce delight; but the truths theneselas they are
revealed, do produce delight by virtue of beingtr&imilarly the exposure and refutation of fatsaifs generally
give delight. They do not give delight because thie false, but because it is true that they asefdelight is given
by the words in which this truth is demonstratedDC 4.77).
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lacomus Parvus?

In the examination of two of Shakespeare’s mostmaophists, lago and Richard Ill, it
appears that on the continuum between the naiveymdal extremes, Shakespeare may fall on
the latter side. Shakespeare invents a mimetieuse, shared by the plays, in which sophistic
acts of persuasion appear more effective thanrapethical ones and where the difference
between the two cannot even be discerned—espemadlithello—because it is difficult, if not
impossible, to penetrate to the heart of the stighigentions beneath his honeyed speech. In
his creation, Shakespeare seems to assert thatghehetoricas not for Good and that an
ethical rhetoric may be impossible. But this regdwill not accommodate the final play of our
study,Cymbelineg*®

The key figure for our purpose is lachimo. Lefiust link him to lago and then examine
his most significant sophistical act of persuasioh.6. Shakespeare’s romances frequently
include action that evokes his earlier plays, W@§hmbelinealone re-presenting aspects of
Othello, Romeo and JulieendThe Merchant of Veniceg® The link toOthellois especially
visible in lachimo. Much in the way Othello is aed by lago about his wife’s fidelity, so

Posthumus is gulled by lachiri®@. The similarity, however, is more than just anotaeample

218 While sustained treatments of rhetoricdymbelineare rare, the topic has been addressed by DeS@et (

83), Lyne (132-62), and Parkdiiterary Fat Ladiesl32-40).
219 On Shakespearean romance, among the many stseégBelperin, Hunt, Knight, Palfrey, adghaus.
Nosworthy, xi-Ixxxiv, provides a discussion of Skakeare using his plot @ymbelineto allude to his own earlier
plays (Ixxvii).

220 Critics often pair their examination 6thellowith TheWinter'sTale Girard, though, helpfully
characterizes Posthumus as the “luminous ‘missirik between Claudio and Othello on the one hardl lsgpntes
on the other” (319). As Bevington (“Introductioh415), observes, both Othello and Posthumus ariéagliyn
fooled by physical evidence (the bracelet and haradiief). However, Posthumus is denser than Qiliedismuch
as he is offered insightful counsel by Philario fails to heed it. The two husbands utter sindespairing
repetitions: “OTHELLO: Cold, cold, my girl, / Evdike thy chastity. / O cursed, cursed slave. Q Desdemon!
Dead, Desdemon! Dead! O! O!" (5.2.273-79). “POSTWUS: Oh, no, no, no, ‘tis true!” (2.4.106). Josepii-88,
argues that these are instances of diacope.
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of an alleged cuckoldry among many in early modama. Shakespeare invents an
unmistakable allusion #@thellothrough the naming of his villaff® lachimo is a diminutive
form of lago. From a strictly linguistic perspegj it might be inferred that lachimo will be less
evil and less powerful than lago. While criticg@ both for lago’s and for lachimo’s
superiority in villainy, the more widely-argued foer position often fails to consider on their
own merit the skill and evil of lachimo in the fitsvo acts before he undergoes radical
transformation. When one considers only the wardsdeeds of pre-penitent lachimo, it is fair
to consider him at least as evil and as skillethge??? If Shakespeare replicates similar
circumstances to those in which lago effected ttgd® speech with an equally potent villain
who is meant to evoke Othello’s ancient, tiidmbelinegives particular assistance in deepening
our understanding of Shakespeare’s view of rhetarich we have provisionally characterized
as suspicious, perhaps to the point of anxiousceymi

In the first two acts, lachimo appears four tintasce in conversation with Posthumus in

Italy (1.4 and 2.4) and twice interacting with Ineogin Britain (1.6 and 2.2). In the former

221 Shakespeare’s intentionality can be seen, in padause his invention of the name departs fram#me

of the villain in his two sources, tli@ecamerorand theFrederyke of Jennemvhere the lachimo figure is named
Ambrogiuolo and Johan of Florence, respectivelyl.réferences to these two sources are drawn fratioBgh.
See Vickers for an account of how sources can tSkakespeare’s intentiondgpropriating Shakespear! 7).
222 Harold Bloom argues that lachimo is “a mereeritompared with the more-than-Satanic greatness of
Othello’s destroyer” (616) while Nosworthy beliewbst there is little ground to justify a comparidzetween the
two: “lachimo is less a symbol than a stock fig@weeduced pattern of the Italian villain. . heJis a vainglorious,
self-dramatizing rouge, but his acts of villainymiat carry real conviction. He lacks the persdgpathe insistent
malice, the cue to revenge, the long-term policgwF which tragic villains undoubtedly possesglii(). However,
Knight submits that lachimo “is a re-creation afjdeas a creature of Italian cunning. . . . Heassan individual,
more convincing. . . [and] more rounded out, moralyzable as a person, can stand on his own f&é2)( While
Knight may be overstating matters, his point hédpseveal that Nosworthy and Bloom are basing taggessments,
at least in part, on ultimate results. They remeaviction” or “greatness” from lachimo becauseundergoes
change in fortunes and outlook. A better readinigqchimo distinguishes between the lachimo offtrst two acts
and of the last three; he undergoes a transformatiid will remain outside the scope of our inquio give a full
account of how a villain so lago-like undergoestsachange.) Admittedly, Nosworthy may be corthat
lachimo’s knavery starts out more as a game thateeg-seated evil. However, by the time he vislateogen’s
chamber his self-understanding is more sinisteheasays, “hell is here” (2.2.50). To diminish thalice and skill
of devilish lachimo in the first two acts basedpmst hoc propter homeasoning is not justifiable.
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episodes lachimo speaks to a husband on the i$$u wife’s fidelity, just as lago had done to
Othello and with equal success. His actions fittame. He manipulates his audience,
achieving his external end of persuasion withoyt@mncern for an internal one or for ethical
means?® However, it is the interaction between one agmioas lago and the princess of Britain
that adds a dimension to our understanding of Sipedare’s view of rhetoric. Let us examine
the sophistical act of persuasion that lachimoqyer$ in 1.6 in which he seeks to seduce
Imogen both to win the wager which Posthumus hgsudently entered into with the Italian
and to make her into the demeaned object of hisaelesiré?* This double, evil end is sought
by illicit means: lies, half-truths, and calumnids.lachimo’s means and ends, one again
witnesses sophistry from a speaker with absolutelgare for ethics or internal ends.
However, his audience—Imogen—requires an introduactiThe princess of Britain,
while imperfect, is an “earthly paragon” (3.6.48)ous, virtuous, and skilled in spee@f.Our
examination of one moment of her listening (andca&p®) will follow, but one must note that
her religious piety is a wellspring and her virausafeguard of the ethical praxis of her own
skilled speaking. She is pious but wholly unlikeridy VI in the first tetralogy. While there is

inevitable overlap between her virtues and helypmte might say that her moral character is

223 In 5.4, lachimo himself characterizes his meansrethical, “similar proof{s]” (5.4.200).

224 Not all critics agree with me that Posthumusripriudent. See Lehman for a refutation of the tiest
Posthumus is right to make the wager (14 note 13).

225 | use piety in the Christian rather than Romarssee Felperin notes that Imogen connects evegy tdv
action in the play: domestic, national, and intéoreal (179, 194). While she is imperfect (e.gt nsing all the
available means of persuasion when angrily harauggiier father [1.1.130-50] and misjudging cert&ialities in
Wales [4.2.290-331]), Imogen is a paragon. Théswodf her is disputed by Butler (25-6), but asskkg many,
including Lehman, Van Doren (268), and von Hildelor@\ature of Love811-7). Van Doren gives particular
attention to her fidelity. Bamford’s account (51}6which reads Imogen’s suffering as redemptivetie diseased
polity, (51) also largely complements my own. Maaéso emphasizes the importance of the “virtuégiety,

love, and self-knowledge in the play (12). Thompdwwever, reads Imogen’s plight as one in whiehlsses
agency in the face of a resurgence of patriaratélosity and in which she can only flourish whem sghere of
operation has been diminished to the domestic {}6-Balfrey argues that she is “defiant,” “amhisg’ and
“violent,” even after she has suffered a great {@hB-21).
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seen—for example—in her chastity and fidelity ia #ncounter with lachimo (1.6) and her
courage and prudence in confronting Cloten (2k8r piety is manifest in her promise to pray
(1.3.31-33, 4.2.390) and her actual prayers (212)34in her concern with honoring her father,
not stealing, and burying the dead (1.1.87, 3.6447.386-88), in her theological reflection upon
whether or not a false assertion is a lie and &esfare she persuades Lucius to allow her to enter
his service (4.2.376-78), and in the two occasionghich she is tempted to suicide, but—with
reference to the divine “prohibition” against it435)—chooses to write herself not as a suicide
like Dido (implied in her comparing her husbandftdse Aeneas” [3.4.56]) or Juliet (whose
situation parallels her own in 4.2), but as a meutike Hecuba (4.2.312). As the avoidance of
suicide, honoring of a parent, and burying of teadipoint out, though her devotion is to the
pagan gods, Shakespeare has given her religioeualpsludeo-Christian charactét. In the
Roman ideal orator, thar bonus dicendi perityghe relationship between moral goodness and
skill in speaking is ambiguous, allowing for thespibility of illicit means to good ends and for
making subjective the standard by which good enelsualged. This impressive woman is less
Roman and more Augustinian. Her moral charactstrasg, and she is seen habitually allowing
prayer and moral/theological deliberation to shiagewords and actions (@&DC 4.3, 7-9, 87).
lachimo marvels upon meeting this paragon thaishs beautiful as Posthumus

reported and worries that his report of her wit aimtle might also be unexaggerated (1.6.15-

226 Of course, the nature of her religious beliefamplicated. She is a faithful devotee to the pagoman

gods. Nevertheless, this may be in part becaueedf606 statute of the revel’s office which geaensored
explicitly Judeo-Christian references to and repméstions of God. Therefore, instead of God, veegiven Judeo-
Christian overtones throughout the play which amerhany to be mere accidental anachronisms. Te manty a
few allusions in the play: The Decalogue is invokerdits prohibition of adultery; suicide is forlddn by the gods,
but it is the Christian God not the Roman gods whject to self slaughter; holy water and graceirareked.
Redemptive suffering is interrogated.

For examinations of Judeo-Christian elemenSymbeling see Arbery, Battenhouse (“Augustinian
Artistry” 216-31), and Fitts. For more generabtraents of Shakespeare’s use of Christian elemss¢Batson
(Christian TraditionandProtestant and Cathol)¢ Battenhouse (Shakespearean Tragedy and “Augarstin
Artistry”), Bevington Shakespeare’s |ded96-42), GreenblatHamle), Knapp (“Preachers and Players” and
Shakespeare’s TribeMiola (“Shakespeare’s Religion”), Richmond, aratrgoff (“Performance of Prayer”).
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21). He girds himself: “Boldness be my friend!ii\me, audacity, from head to foot” (18-19).
The matrtial language highlights the sophisticatagaperative rhetorical force which lachimo
intends to use and which he must use if he is ve laachance of seducing Imogen. There are
sexual undertones in his language of force, beeens to realize that unconstrained physical
force (rape) has too much potential, to paraphiege, to reveal knavery’s plain face too soon
(Othello2.1.293). This would jeopardize his potentiaterg in the wager and endanger the
superior “accomplishment” and evil satisfactiorvauld take in persuading Imogen, albeit
unethically, to indulge his perverse sexual pleasitaving achieved such an act, he would not
only win the wager, but also be positioned to bfimgher ruin to Imogen and Posthunfds.
lachimo’s reaction to Imogen suggests that he hasuntered a different character, a
rare woman, who is unlike any of lago’s victimseTlkalian knave, however, has arrived in
England furnished with letters of introduction frétosthumus and with news that Leonatus *“is
in safety” (1.6.12). This piece of good news amelletters provide lachimo with authority and
assist his development of a trustwordtiiosat the outset of his interview with Imog#&#. Just
like “honest lago,” lachimo begins from a positinstrength. Imogen has previously been
sharp-sighted to false appearances. For exantesasv the evil intentions of the Queen that
her highness sought to mask (1.1.84-5). But s éjpisode she begins at a disadvantage, her
sight initially clouded because her dear and fodtissband has given her a false account of

lachimo (1.6.22-25).

221 He does not make this last desire explicit, Isua &ittle lago—who brings “hell” with him to Cymlee’s

court (2.2.50)—he may very well desire it.
228 Shakespeare complicates and develops the narmél beyond his two sources in which there isach
encounter, but in which both lachimo-like villaidespair of their chances to seduce the Imogen cieara
Shakespeare invents a moment, pregnant with tpegential, in which apt, ethical speech and a sijufail act of
persuasion will have a direct confrontation. Seeameron(54); andrFrederyke(66).
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In a similarity to lago’s first exchange with Otleellachimo begins witheticentia He
offers three statements which function like an edéal tricolon. First, he discourses on the
wonders of the universe, but inserts a rhetorioaktjon that seeks to distinguish “fair” Imogen
from that which is “foul” (38). He blathers a sedatime, distinguishing her from “[s]luttery”
(44). Finally, the third part of the series langetiite “cloyed will” which after enjoying the lamb
turns to garbage (47-563° The last, of course, is lachimo’s most specifieparation for the
charge he will make against Posthumus: that Imagene is no longer faithful to his lamb, but
feasts on garbage. Imogen is puzzled by eachrstateand interjects questions, concerned that
lachimo may not be of stable mind. lachimo, howgkiaving planted the reticent seeds of
Posthumus’s infidelity now excuses Pisanio, presgrtiat if alone with Imogen he can
actualize his sought ends.

While continuing to arouse suspicion in Imogen @ning Posthumus’s infidelity by
what he omits in his account of Leonatus, lachiroa moves through formal proofs which he
hopes will obliquely serve his dual ends. Histfpeoof is his report, in answer to Imogen’s
guestioning, that Posthumus is quite merry in ltdipogen seems to have opened herself to
lachimo’s plan, to his suggestion that Posthumus st miss her. But while she notes that
such mirth does not fit the melancholic temperanoétihe man she knows, she—unlike
Othello—is not immediately led to assume that hefoand new pleasures in infidelity. In fact,
lachimo’s masked suggestions lead her to reasadialpy her trust in her husband (77).
lachimo then turns to a second proof, linked toitiigal tricolon. He wonders that the heavens
gave Posthumus such a marvelous bride. The pesopbtential both to compliment the lady he

is trying to seduce and to suggest what her fdtaeralready insisted: that she is too good for

229 While many of the Christian undertones invokdipatarly Catholic images, this use of cloyed wékalls

the teaching of Luther and Calvin.
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Posthumus, especially if he is base enough to fatiful. Still making use ofeticentia all of
this is implicit. Having complimented her, therthproof, using the same reticent means,
renews glancing accusations of Posthumus’s allegietblity.

Imogen’s prudential judgment and spoken questionsitue to slow each of lachimo’s
proofs. Rather than allowing the poison to be pdunto her ear to work beneath the surface,
one might say that she suspends the poisonous wotlds air and confronts them, judges them
in a direct way that Othello did not. The diffeceris not in the sophist, but in the audience.
Instead of finding out for herself (in error) wiskte “would not believe if” told directly (cf.
Institutio Oratoria9.2.71), she critically evaluates the bearer efrtbws and his intentional
ambiguity. This care shifts the dialogue from lgexclusively lachimo’s act of persuasion to a
sparring between two skilled speakers: one, a sgpthe other, an ethical and apt orator. Her
counter-oratory makes lachimo into an audienceshatwill persuade to be more open, to
abandon the shadowy method of lag@scentiatechnique.

Innogen: | pray you, sir,

Deliver with more openness your answers

To my demands. Why do you pity me?

lachimo: That others do—

| was about to say, enjoy your—but

It is an office of the gods to venge it,

Not mine to speak on't.

Innogen: You do seem to know
Something of me, or what concerns me. Pray you,

Since doubting things go ill often hurts more
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Than to be sure they do—for certainties

Either are past remedies, or, timely knowing,

The remedy then born—discover to me

What both you spur and stop. (1.6.87-99)
Imogen’s initial effort to take rhetorical contiiglignored by lachimo (87-9). He proceeds to
speak vaguely and offers a new reason for his tguensubmission to the gods. Perhaps aware
of Imogen'’s religious piety from the praises whiwr husband offered of her person (1.4), he
tries to cover himself in a humble piety of his gwmuch as lago had fooled Othello concerning
his pretended love and honesty by making a shasupgposedly weighing words before giving
them and by speaking with supposed charitablevegef. 3.3.106-55). This pretend piety has
potential to increase further reghosin Imogen’s eyes and to provide a justificationvidy
lachimo both hints at and conceals a supposedtsbetehe keeps out of alleged concern for
Posthumus and Imogen. Imogen, who can speak etauthority of one who is truly pious,
rejects the office of silence which lachimo hasstarcted. His pretend piety fails to increase
his ethosor to maintain his silence. Imogen immediatelgkseto discover the full truth, rather
than to provide her own false conclusions to filhis silence (93-99). Her reasoning seems to
be of one who is wise, of one who—it might be safs-read and learned frabihella®®® She
refuses to fall under the spell of lachimo’s mabwards and defends herself with her own
skilled speech.

lachimo takes this victory of Imogen as his oppoityy to be bold. He pays her another

compliment, stating that it is only by her gradest the secret is charmed from him (115-17),

230 The play is deeply interested in the questioharfk learning and experience, about nurture angr@atin

the present case, perhaps assisted by her edydatiogen reads lachimo’s malice; however, she aldb assert:
“Experience, O, thou disprov’st report!” (4.2.34)p write and read / Be henceforth treacherous!2 @115-16).
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and bluntly lies that Posthumus is a companionarh&s prostitutes. Such news could be met
with any number of emotional responses by a scaspedse: anger, denial, sorrow, rage. The
pathosappeal arouses and directs emotions, so lachit@mpts to lead her to the “appropriate”
response for his purposes: “Be revenged, / Orlsitebibre you was no queen, and you / Recoil
from your great stock” (126-28). His directing @aity includes fallacious appealsltgosin a
potent enthymeme; the mixing of a terse imperatiite the ‘or’ conjunction suggests to Imogen
implicit categorical, hypothetical, and disjunctisd@aims. All spurned princesses seek revenge is
the categorical assertion, but of course, the n@@mise is fallacious; the hypothetical
assertion—if a spurned princess, then you mustteaaenge—is equally specious; lastly,
lachimo’s reasoning provides a false disjunct inclwlshe must either choose to be royal (and
legitimate, which necessitates taking revenge) lmasdard, not fit to rule.

Despite its clear logical inadequacy, lachimo’s@sa command is powerful and is
addressed to Imogen at a moment when she is reslohdlled with emotion. Imogen,
however, takes her own royal authority—the samehizh lachimo has appealed—and
mitigates the rising tension by her speech.

Revenged?
How should | be revengedif?this be true—
As | have such a heart that both mine ears
Must not in haste abusefit be true
How should | be revenged? (128-32; emphasis added)
Imogen’s “if” reveals her exercise of prudence, tnosting a complete stranger’s word about

one she knows intimatef§’* Also, she seeks—either out of disbelief or petye—a definition

1 Desmet building on the work of Madeleine Dorarggest that lago uses “if” to remove Othello from
reality (98); Imogen uses conditional “if’ claugesrestore it.
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of what lachimo means by the term “revenged.” iachhappily replies. He attempts, once
again, to reclaim rhetorical control not only by&ining how Imogen can be sexually revenged,
but also by seeking to fool her into thinking tehe is in control and he merely dedicated to her
“sweet pleasure” (136). With terms now clarifiéthogen sees through his appearances and
calls out for Pisanio, her attendant. While awagithis arrival, she once and for all claims
control of the situation condemning the ears “tiate / so long attended” lachimo (141-2). She
clearly articulates his lustful and ignoble intentias a “base” and “strange” “end” (144) which
wrongs her husband. She condemns his lack ofev(dtd3), calling to a viewer’s attention her
own temperance and courage. She compares hintheitthevil (a powerful rhetorical
expression of her own piety and another link betwlaehimo and lago, who like Richard IlI
often is labeled a devil) and plans to acquaintdimg, her father, with the attempted assault.
lachimo, like Richard and lago, is a Vice, but heets a rare, pious opponent and ends the play
conquered (and reformed), something more like l@diaval predecessors. Imogen’s continued
guestioning of lachimo has brought into plain siigistend of seducing her which he had hoped
to cloak in vague, reticent language. Furthermibtachimo is incarcerated by Cymbeline, he
will surely fail to be able to deceive Posthumusuich a way as to win the wager.

lachimo is a skilled sophist, and he goes on tocse successful damage control,
persuading Imogen that he was only testing hereapthining that Posthumus is actually living
a virtuous life in Rome. Nevertheless, Imogenwdience-turned-orator has exercised skilled
speech to render lachimo’s sophistic act of peisndeuitless. Had she believed lachimo and
been led into adultery, lachimo would have immeadjaachieved both of his ends. The heroine
succeeds through her careful words, distrustfudiyrassed to her audience, lachimo. lachimo

who hoped to wield sophistical force, has beengelliby Imogen to explain more precisely how
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an action of revenge could be accomplished, remgdlis own lustful purposes which she

wholeheartedly rejects.

Epistemological Romance: Situating Imogen
lachimo, like his namesake lago and like Richakddla deft and successful sophist in the
absence of an ethical speaker of equal skill. Hanres foolish Posthumus to the bet (1.4) and is
especially effective in his sophistry when he cones Posthumus that he not only has been in
his lady’s chamber, but also has seduced her (2¥these successes, lachimo seems to foretell
a similar view of sophistry’s superior power@ymbelineas inOthello. But when the villain—
using techniques similar to those of lago to achi®milar ends on similar issues—address the
audience-turned-orator Imogen, she succeeds igipgris attempted seduction and in gaining
the truth of how Posthumus lives in Rome. Heraathihetoric, even to such a defective and
intractable audience, suggests at least as gpawver in truth-well-spoken, as in lies-well-
hidden. However, it is notable that lachimo iseglaifter Imogen’s great victory, to persuade her
that he has only been testing her, that he is inegdif evil. Imogen’s willingness to believe him
(when reluctance is called for) shows typical Sksakarean nuance. The good well-spoken is at
least equal to and often stronger than sophistryitlis never that simple. All things are rarely
equal and a skilled and quick-witted sophist weldom be completely undone by a single apt,
ethical persuasion. Sophists will continue tocktauman goods, which will always be
precariously endangered not only by those who dresnphistic acts of persuasion, but also by
villains of all stripes.

While the exchange between lachimo and Imogen@nslmost revelatory about

Shakespeare’s view of the power of ethical rheteeisus sophistry i€ymbelingit is only one
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of many aspects of the play that inform our underding of Shakespeare’s view concerning the
ability to see through false appearantésMuch like inOthello, the question is introduced as a
motif near the play’s beginning. The first gentlammotes that many at court feign sorrow about
Imogen’s marriage, though they approve (1.1.8-285J1 One quickly learns that Imogen is
keen-sighted. She sees through the false appeapatize dissembling Queen (1.1.84). This
perspicacity is confirmed in her episode with lacbi Even while one’s view of her sharp sight
is tempered by lachimo’s successful shielding ofdelf at the very end of their interview, her
ability to thwart a villain who came bearing letiehat fortified his falsethosimpresses. When
she receives the ambiguous love letter from Postisum3.2, she is excited but notes that she is
entering a fog that she “cannot look through” @13. While she is referring primarily and
metaphorically to the blinding power of her love Rosthumus (which she states can smother
the senses [3.2.59]), this comment foreshadowsdbese of events which will present even
greater difficulty in seeing through false appeaesnthan Imogen experienced at cétitt.
Nevertheless, by the time Pisanio and Imogen ami\Wales, Imogen sees clearly that
something is bothering her servant (3.4.1-10). eéJPisanio reveals to Imogen the truth and
begins his plan, she runs ahead of his words tenideof his proposal (165-6). Also, she sees

rightly the nobility of the royal rustics, even agst the report of her court education, against

232 See Cynthia Lewis (343-64) for an account of mispption inCymbelinethat focuses especially on the

way in which the play raises and paradoxically hesoepistemological difficulties for the audienaslso, see
Desmet (59-83), Harmon (150-4), Sanders (49-70,%667), and Simonds (300-33) for four additiovialws on
what Simonds calls the “limits of perception”@ymbeline

233 Her first-hand experience of rustic life will doadict report (4.2.32-34), but her major disoragiun
comes from the pill-induced stupor and, subsequistovery of the dead, headless Cloten in Postkismiothes.
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authority of teachers and parents, one of thee=aréind fundamental ways in which one comes
to know (4.2.33-345%

Despite all this perspicacity, the fog that shetfiold descends. When she awakens next
to a beheaded man in her husband’s clothes, shiestthat she identifies Posthumus based on
the clothes and the deceased’s leg, hand, fogh,thnd brawn. She wrongly thinks that Cloten
and Pisanio have conspired against Posthumus aselfneShe questions her previous sharp
sight that judged Pisanio as trustworthy, assurthaghe forged the letters in which she had
rightly discerned her husband’s hand. She excldiffswrite and read / Be henceforth
treacherous!” (4.2.315-6). In fact, she has reatl wp until now; she has seen through many
false appearances and is in the midst of writimgélé exercising her own moral agency with
reference to exempla, as a new Hecuba insteadabigo or a Juliet®®> Her own life suggests
that one should write (and speak and act) resplyraital read with discernment, but she is too
blinded to appreciate this in the moment. As hé&d conclusions reveal, Shakespeare depicts
even the most sharp sighted as fall#ife Despite her education at court, royal natureyes,
and piety, Shakespeare emphasizes that Imogeithemnperfect nor omniscient. Her
circumstance acts as a dense fog, reminisceneafal storm i@thello’s Cyprus, that impairs
her prudent sight. But unlike Othello, it is piady in her continued “writing” of herself that she

overcomes her blindness. She continues to actimiglyrity. The extreme circumstance

234 As Thomas Aquinas, quoting Aristotle, puts itaimaxim that could easily have been known in #véopl:

“oportet addiscentem credeff@very learner must first be a belieyefl-Il .2 a.3,).

235 Sanders gives an account of Imogen that higtdigbt as a perceptive reader of texts and reality.

236 Behind this fallibility lurks the Queen’s ill Wil While the situation is one particularly givemdrror
because of the powerful drugs and powerful emotibasafflict Imogen, the princess (who previousiyw the
Queen’s veiled malice) took the pills—which Pisatal her were from the Queen—uwithout hesitatiowd (B36-
90). Pisanio too, despite seeing the Queen fot s (she makes a failed attempt at gainingdsiran
intermediary in her plot to marry Cloten to Imogeri.5), is blind to the fact that the pills sheag may be
dangerous (3.4.184-91).
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ultimately (and amazingly) improves her abilitydiscern the available (apt and ethical) means
of persuasion to convince Lucius to enlist herijderviceé”>’ She does not yet have the benefit
of hindsight to sort out her current misperceptjdng the pressure of the extreme situation
sharpens her ability to engage in ethical and dgoél discernment about her actions (4.2.376-
78), to find appropriate outlet for her feelingsneburning (4.2.386-93), and to persuade well
(4.2.366-93). The occasion of fallibility reinfas the need for her habituated virtue and piety
which help her to act well, even when—as she im@hjiand without full understanding states
truly—"[o]ur very eyes /Are sometimes like our judgnts, blind. Good faith” (4.2.300-01).

Her awareness of her own fallibility and Hema fidesact as conditions of possibility for the
recovery of sharp seeing and, even in the intdonresponsible action. When one next sees
Imogen in 5.4, she has not only regained keen dgittalso has further sharpened it as a result
of her temporary blindness. This helps her to beagor force in the shaping of the romantic
ending of the play.

In addition to Imogen, many other figures show éegrof sharp sight or blindness that
help one to discern Shakespeare’s view. The Quezely, in the play, reveals that she is able to
fool the king and persuade him to her evil desipnsugh false appearance (1.1.103-06). The
dull King is only enlightened by the Queen’s unmgpat deathbed confession to which he
foolishly replies: “Who is’'t can read a woman” (38). Cloten’s lords, in their asides, are
always seeing through Cloten’s poses and makirng tifjthe Queen’s son (1.2, 2.1) while he is
blind to the fact that he is being mocked (e. §.23). In Italy, Philario often sees through

lachimo and counsels the intractable Posthumusubtdhe knave (1.4, 2.4). But Posthumus,

7 While too far outside of our current scope torekee in detail, | acknowledge that it is debataltether

or not Imogen’s false assertions are licit meanser§uasion, especially according to the Augustistandard that
forbids all lies.
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like Othello, is largely blind to the Italian’s we$. Cornelius sees through the Queen’s pose and
refuses to give her the poisonous pills she deglr&s33-44). Pisanio, when ordered to kill
Imogen, quickly discerns that a “poisonous tonguéalian has put a “strange infection” in
Posthumus’s ear which is “too ready [in] hearing2(3-6, cf. 3.4.118-25°

In addition, Shakespeare fashions charactersehé#firm the more Aristotelian-
Thomistic view of epistemology (that was also seeRichard Ill) at the moment when Bacon
and (a generation later) Descartes argue vigordashery different view$®® Shakespeare
suggests this intuitive mode or degree of knowmthe two princes and in Lucius. Belarius first
tips off the audience that Guiderius and Arviraghseugh uneducated, “prince it much” (3.3.85).
While intertwined with Shakespeare’s interrogatddmature and nurture, their “sparks of
nature” suggest something about their ability townntuitively (3.3.79). When Imogen arrives,
the two princes immediately see the nobility of dieguised Imogen and remark that they will
love Fidele like a brother. They somehow see,ghancompletely, that she is “[a]n earthly
paragon” and deserves love such as that whiclvengo a sibling (3.6.43, 66-72; 4.2.2-3, 16-

24, 30). Albeit with Imogen’s act of persuasioraagentle cooperative guide, Lucius possesses

238 Not only does this metaphor echo lago’s, but @lséfers a faint echo of the poisoned earslamlet For

one account of ears and poison in that play, s@eRereen. (All other references to Green indi¢at®. H. Green.)
239 Cauvell claims that Shakespeare’s epistemologyianticipation of Cartesian skepticism. This view
(which includes a reading @ithellg, 125-42) has deeply influenced the discussionhak8speare’s epistemology.
My argument—which is limited inasmuch as it addesssnly the ability to see through false appearsrdakes an
alternative stance that Shakespeare’s view of kedgé acquisition is more Aristotelian. See Sch¢t76) on
the circulation of Aristotelian ideas in Renaissaftigland. Beauregartliftue’s Own Featurg A. Kinney (1-24),
and Lockerd provide accounts that link Shakespieatige Aristotelian tradition. |1 am especially cemned with the
role of intuition. As mentioned in note 170, Adle’s view of intuition can be found in tidicomachean Ethics
(1142a 23-31). In thBumma Theologiadquinas expands on the notion of intuition in thesatment of connatural
knowing andsynderesigll-Il .45 a.2; 1 .79 a.12), as well as in thstihction he makes betweéntellectusand
ratio. On this distinction, generally, see Piefeazigure8-26). For a specific examination of how Shakaspe
dramatizes it, see Lockerd. Also, Taylor providadnsightful history of the intuitive/“poetic” medof knowing (5-
57). For two additional views that provide countanps to Cavell, see Beauregard (“Against the Sksfjtand
Quinn (ris Exiled 212-5). Also, see Altmarnniprobability) and Marra for further interrogations of Shakespaa
epistemology.
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the same intuitive faculty as the two princes. sdes clearly the true virtues of the disguised
Imogen. Pisanio, when recommending the Roman’d@mpent to Imogen, had noted Lucius’s
holiness and honor which would lead him to see kenégyvirtues and to embrace her (3.4.171-
78). More specifically, Pisanio states that Imdgeelling of her skills (her act of persuasion)
“will make him know / If that his head have eammusic” (173-4). David Bevington’s gloss
suggests that Lucius will be persuaded by appieci&r her voice (1437 This is true; she
will not use the uncollaborative magic of a sopbist the cooperative means which are musical.
Nevertheless, there is something much deeper Isaidgabout knowledge acquisition than that
Imogen’s voice is the instrument of the persuasibhe passage is also affirming a harmony
between the knowing agent and reality, and betvimelgen and Lucius because the latter, as
well as the former, to paraphrase Lorenzdle Merchant of Veniog play also evoked by
Posthumus’s lack of appropriate care for Imogeimg)r hath music in himself and can be
trusted®** The motions of his spirit are luminous; he cam]4rk the music,” can see sharply
and intuitively (5.1.69-87). This intuition is ntite mark of the free and open (in other words,

naive) nature of the easily duped Othello, butgreke of knowing which Shakespeare again

associates with nature (in other words, it is regeshdent upon book learning) but which is

240 Butler’s note in thé&ew Cambridgedition offers a similar gloss of the passage:itiiLucius] will

quickly discover if he has the smallest ear for ims
241 I am not suggesting that the deeply flawed Looesnzd Jessica necessarily have this “music,” thil#yto
know intuitively in themselves. As is so often tase in Shakespeare, it may be that a flawed cteaiia partially
blind to the truth which he is speaking. Howewkr Alvarez argues that, unlike Lorenzo, Pericley have the

music in him (197-215, esp. 210-1). See Furnesa fwief history of the music of the spheres irst®en thought as

it relates toMerchant of Venic€237-53, esp. 248-9). Of coursgymbelinehas also been remembered for the actual
music that is performed within the play; while @otuses music in 2.3, see esp. the funeral sotig ofistic

brothers in 4.2 and their comment on Imogen’s helgvginging (4.2.48). Also, see Simonds, 300-68,an

account that may help reveal how the musical mdd@awing intersects witicymbeline In particular, she links
Cymbelineto Orpheus (334-63). Music and persuasion oft@mlap in the Renaissance imagination because
Orpheus is proto-orator and proto-poet/musician.



157

sharpened by the honor and holiness, the virtugoaatyg available to all and which can be built
upon by additional degrees of knowing (includingda® that rely on nurture or education).

The possession of the intuitive mode of knowingbgne characters, as well as the
various degrees of sharp-sightedness and blindmesany of the play’s characters intimate that
sharp sight, while assisted by intuition, is natyetp possess and will not be possessed by all.
Nevertheless, there are rare examples of charagigrsustained sharp sight, such as Imogen;
while she is shown to be human (neither omnisagieninfallible), she is truly able, on the
whole, to see through false appearances and taedwdr own limits. She affirms both the
difficulty in seeing rightly and the possibility seeing through false appearancesCymbeling
contrary toOthellg, it is not impossible to see through false appeagsa and to acquire reliable

knowledge.

Conclusion

There seems little doubt that Shakespeare inwet&dars and viewers to make a
connection between the villainy of lago and lachitea highly skilled sophists and the
additional link to Richard Il is merited on accawt the sophistic skill all three possess. But
what does this connection mean for an understarafiGpakespeare’s view of rhetoric and
rhetorical ethics? It is outside of the currerdpefor me to prosecute a full argument that
Othello’s and Britain’s tragedies and Imogen’s roce (admittedly labeled the tragedy of King
Cymbeline in the first folio) share the same mimetorld, but | believe that they do.
Shakespeare, in a work of mature poetic realiss fdshioned a single cosmos shared by all
three plays that is meant to be neither fantastiditeral. If this is true, then how does one

resolve the contradictory accounts of epistemolmgy of sophistry’s power in the three plays?
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In Richard Il andOthello, Gloucester’s and lago’s success devastates the ialized view

of rhetoric and suggests skilled sophistry is nppwerful than apt and ethical speech.
Furthermore, lago’s triumph goes well beyond Ridieand implies that it may be impossible
to acquire knowledge when a sophist intends to tride behind a constructed facade. In
CymbelingImogen suggests that apt and ethical rheto@at lisast equal to, if not more powerful
than sophistical speech, and—deepening the suggestiRichard [I-many characters
possess varying degrees of sharp sight that—talgatiter—provide a picture in which a
universally available intuitive sight can be homeduch a way that one like Imogen can often
penetrate false appearances.

The apparent contradiction is reconciled—above allthedramatis persona&*
Regarding the epistemological question, it is mgkr premature—having considered Richard,
lago, and lachimo—to say that one cannot see tlhréalge appearances@thello, simply
because the play lacks sharp-sighted characteasedBon Shakespeare’s whole catalogue, |
suspect that he thought such characters 1@tkelloemphasizes a rather melancholic view that
is still present irCymbeline Impediments to sharp sight abound, but blindiaeskits
subsequent tragedy can be forestalled throughftbeseof the eloquent, ethical, virtuous, and
pious Imogen and of additional wise and honest sgesunselors (Pisanio and Cornelius), as

well as through the intuitive knowing of many chaeas, the providence of Jove (5.4.99-110),

242 Plett is helpful in his account of the varioupdyg of orators in Shakespeare (418). A Shakesgeare

character is either “Type 1: A person who is a gomtor and a good character as well. Type 2: i&grewho is a
good orator but a bad character. Type 3: A pevdomis a bad orator but a good character. Typke gerson who

is a bad orator and a bad character as well.” #amgbthe lachimo of the first two acts belong t® skecond type.
Imogen belongs to the first and there is no sintifpe one orator i@thello. Crider deepens Plett’s insight by more
fully articulating the limits of this typology (“THough Nurture” 17-36): “[For example,] Paulina nes\from Type

2 to Type 1, but these types must. . . be usedbfierot to reduce moral character and action ciwheven if
mimetic, is not merely typological” (33 note 1achimo, who speaks remorsefully and with a degfetoguence

in 5.4, similarly moves from two to one.
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fate (which Shakespeare seems to suggest changesektent, with a person’s charattdr
and the passage of time which agents seem to seeegsisite to preserve lives and to let truth
come to light without catastrophe (3.4.180-81) kéiratogether, Shakespeare provides a
difficult, but real remedy for how both to foredtimagedy and see through the thick darkness
that envelops Cyprus. Whikichard 11l was able to propose the possibility of percepsight,
it did not give the fully developed picture, founmdCymbeline for what is required to transmute
tragedy. In addition, lachimo—a new (or, at theyMeast, a little) lago—is not only read by
Imogen for what he is, her speech is more potent His. Sophistry appears more powerful than
apt, ethical oratory i®thelloandRichard Il both because Shakespeare rejects the naive, hyper-
idealized view of rhetoric and because Imogen,nar like her, is not present. The deliberate
revising ofOthelloin Cymbelinesuggests that Shakespeare does not hold a suspwcew of
rhetoric after all. Rather, he positions himsathin the tradition which extends back to
Quintilian and Aristotle that believes that welle&en truth is more persuasive than sophistry.
On the continuum between the naive, hyper-ideabretianxious, hyper-cynical extremes,
Shakespeare positions himself on the confident@idiee confident-suspicious division.
Furthermore, while our greater focus on lachimorde®gen has limited our ability to
see the extent to which it is so, Shakespeareagwi® Roman ideal oratd. Not only does
Imogen sustain the bonds of human fellowship (ddimesd communal) as foreseen for the

ideal orator by Cicero and Quintilian (&e Officiis1.53, 3.28De Oratorel.32-4;De

243 Sallust, inThe War with Catilinghad insisted that “fortune. . . changes with ab&r” (2.5). On the use of

Sallust in Renaissance England, see Wegexfmir(g Thomas Morg26-9, “Educating Citizens” 39).
244 See Cicerol§e Oratorel.32-4;De Inventionel.2-5) and Quintilianlfstitutio Oratoriaprooemium, 2.15-
8, 12.1-2) for discussions of the classical idgaider is attentive to Shakespeare’s appropriagiuth refashioning
of the ideal inThe Winter's Taleas well as to Thomas Wilson’s use of it in Aré of Rhetoric(Persuasionl52-62).
On the latter point, see his piece on Wilson (“Elegce Repaired” 248-65).
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Inventionel.2-5), but also this imperfect, but highly potspeaker is femafé® has a more

clearly defined sense of the relationship betwemdgess and skilled speech than do the
Romans (cfDDC 4.3, 2.132, 4.873%° and exhibits the Augustinian development in the
rhetorical tradition that goodness encompassesrmitiral and theological virtué. In her

later acts of persuasion—not addressed to lachinm@-#sistrates that the apparent constraints
of ethical rhetorical means, as well as ethicalsenéed not be disadvantageous to a skilled
orator. Instead, her own life becomes a proof@&iC 4.151), and her faculty of speaking
discovers ethical and potent means of persuasiafhich the sophist has no access. While
Shakespeare certainly does not believe that mbeabcter guarantees skilled speech, one sees
that he does not believe ethical means and endsbmwshindrance; for Imogen, they are assets
that assist the orator in achieving her externdseand that help her forestall tragedy. lago may

enact an anti-miracle by speech, but Imogen effectance.

245 Kennedy argues that Quintilian’s ideal forcepeaker to be “perfectly good or perfectly villaisdu

(Quintilian 124). Imogen’s imperfection makes her a moreehalle, but still impressive ideal. As Quintilian’
phraseyir bonus dicendi peritysuggests, the Romans imagine the ideal oratamaan. In the face of a tradition
which, as a whole, usually thinks of orators as raueah often speaks of the power of words in marsiahs,
Shakespeare frequently presents viewers with tiggiarpersuasive power of women. His female oratarsbe
particularly discerning, bold (sometimes overly sach as in Imogen’s indecorous words to her fathérl and
Queen Margaret iRichard Ill), and effective. Imogen’s sex does not limit Hegtoric to the domestic sphere; she
is a public rhetorician, mulier bona dicendi perita

246 The Augustinian orator has a clearly definedtieteship between his tongue and the virtues ohbart
(DDC 4.3, 2.132); he is “in no doubt that any abilityltes and however much he has derives more from his
devotion to prayer than his dedication to oratory.[H]e must become a man of prayer before bé&wgm man of
words” ODC 4.87). Augustine insists on the orator’s prepanaaind development of skill as weldDC 4.89), but
piety is first. Imogen’s clarity allows her to rigate the world ofealpolitick without the impediment of
Quintilian’s naiveté.

241 Shakespeare incorporates the theological viituagashion that allows for a pagan, CatholicRotestant
reading. See Crider’s analysRefsuasionl62-78) of the statue sceneliheWinter’'s Tale in which he suggests an
intentional ambiguity in that play which allows fekeptical, pagan, Protestant, and Catholic ingtgpions.

Altman (mprobability371-72), however, insists on a Protestant or dtilereading of the statue scene. While
Marrapodi is right that Christian virtues triumpheo masculinezirtu in Cymbeling(217-8), the play argues for an
integration of theological and cardinal virtues.
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The revision of the Roman ideal into a figure whaitentive to licit means and who
possesses a more clearly defined understandirgpotationship between moral goodness and
skilled speech suggest that Shakespeare may heneessonpathy for a realist ethic. With the
given dramatic evidence, | do not believe that defynitive assertions about the playwright can
be made, but he creates a heroine who'’s guidirigattbrinciples, that are a condition of
possibility for her oratorical and political sucseare of the realist scho@f

Despite the inability to label Shakespeare’s ethichool with complete clarity, at this
point it can be asserted that Shakespeare inddiegtdgetheArs Rhetoricao be for the good.
Nevertheless, Shakespeare has a peculiar sorhbflence, a hard won trust in the iure
strength of ethical rhetoric. The rarity of an lgea and the potency of a Richard and, more
especially, an lago nuance his vision. Imogen&aical achievement in 1.6 is immediately
diminished by lachimo’s recovery; the accomplishtaerf the ethical orator are not static, but
must be tirelessly defended. Human goods areléamnd, in Shakespeare’s view, the rarity of
apt and ethical oratory that can work powerfullyg&send, preserve, or achieve such goods still
gives sophistry something of a de facto advant&fen so, in fact and in principle, tragedy has
been forestalled i€ymbeling sophistry is ultimately less potent, and the $sifas been

unmasked.

248 The obvious objection to labeling Imogen as #icet realist is the false assertions that she ustse

episode with Lucius. However, while the focus amgAstine in the dissertation has emphasized hisapthat a
lie is never justified, the use or allowance ofsé assertion would not automatically make an tagietiheorist into
a utilitarian. As both the account of Augustineapter two and Quintilian in chapter one notedrehs a
longstanding disagreement within the realist sclabolut whether false assertions (as distinct fies) kcan ever be
justified. In Tudor and Stuart England, the quasts taken up in an earnest and urgent way byitdeke Garnet
and Southwell, as they consider the question oftaheeservation. Shakespeare is clearly interastedch
questions; for example, cf. the porter's commemtdacbeth(2.3.1-20).
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Chapter V

“For our own we conceal”: A Rhetoric of Use in Baca’s New Atlantis

When this study began, it was noted that the utzigs influence of Cicero among
humanists would be challenged by the followerseitEPRamus, the Frenchman who sought to
dismember rhetoric, giving ovarventiq dipositio, andmemoria(invention, disposition, and
memory) to the province of logic or dialectic whi¢goringpronuntiatio(delivery) and making
elecutio(style) the sole concern of rhetoric. The likéSpenser and Sidney directly challenge
this mutilation of the traditional canons of rhetpand Shakespeare, educated in the more
Ciceronian way, evinces his commitment to the integrated canons that make up the
rhetorical art in his creation of Imogen as an ideator?*® All the while maintaining a
Ciceronian view of the rhetorical canons, Shakespeatyle in the late plays grows
progressively more ornate. However, in reactiosuch a style and in agreement with Ramus’s
identification of style as the sole task of rhetpa great number of both Puritans (reformed
Christians) and scientists began to call for aspar “plain” style, so that words would not get
in the way of things. Sir Francis Bacon is weliied in ornate humanist rhetoric, deeply

committed to the project of the new science, ateinofissociated with a push toward plain

style?®® His commitment to science informs the counsailies to Fulke Greville to avoid

249 Ong remains an extremely helpful guide to Rarsas;esp. 270-92 for a treatment of Ramus and ibetor

See Armstrong for an account of the poetics of &jimd of Spenser in which he shows that both asitbelf-
consciously resists Ramist reductionism.

20 Vickers gives a full treatment of Bacon'’s styi@gncis Bacoh and has shown that Bacon cannot be easily
placed with those who are against rhetoric, or—iickgrs’ account—those often associated with begajrest

rhetoric who actually are not (“The Royal SocietyAt moments, however, Bacon certainly gives épvice to the
“plain style” which while a rhetorical choice segksappear “naked and unarmeddfzancemen299).

Furthermore, even if Bacon never claims to be drdteric, he is not one who merely wants to tarogdlistyles;

he, instead, shares the assumption of many newtistgethat rhetoric can be of “some hindrandsi\ancement

139) and that supra-rhetorical language commumicasi possible and necessary to give scientists\dat
observations that are “set forth briefly and coelgisso that they may be nothing less than worBsitdsceve97-
304). Vickers reads the latter exhortation as #ienaf rhetorical decorum not as a rejection aftohic (“Bacon
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poetry: “For poets, | can commend none, being wesbto be ever a stranger to therilajor
Works105). Yet this resolution is surely not one iniethBacon endured. His writings are
littered with allusions to the classical poets anators>>* Like More and Shakespeare before
him, he is deeply influenced by the Roman clasdrealition and also by Christianity, even if he
rejects or disclaims some of the principles he antars in classical and Christian rhetorical
texts as in conflict with his scientific projedeurthermore, Bacon’s counsel to Greville to avoid
poets is especially striking because, ultimatebgcd@h himself is not able to resist the urge to
represent his scientific project in literary formNew Atlantis Even science, apparently, needs
defended by recourse to a poetic-rhetorical art.

This chapter examines the representations of &gsrsuasion iftNew Atlantisand
considers the text, as a whole, as a piece of aeirgirhetoric with a clear rhetorical purpose
which we will have to identify>? Together these local acts of persuasion and Batanger one
will reveal Bacon’s rhetorical ethics—his answethe question “Is thars Rhetoricaor the
Good?” that | will situate on the continuum betwélea idealized, naive and anxious, cynical

extremes>® Bacon’s ethics, as with More and Shakespeareshaeed vis-a-vis the Roman and

and Rhetoric” 224). Nevertheless, whether or rextd rejects rhetoric in this instance, he stilheges to offer
credence to the anti-rhetoric assumption that &erteal communication is possible. This standmerked contrast
to the sixteenth-century view that rhetoric is pragsn nearly all communication (RebhoBEmperor4).

References to page numbers frilew AtlantisEssaysandThe Advancement of Learniage drawn from
The Major Worksunless otherwise noted. All translations citexrf theParasceveNovum Organuiand
Instauratio Magnacome from Urbach and Gibson’s edition.
1l It is helpful to remember that for many Renaissathinkers rhetoric and poetics where two parisnef art
of language.
2 cf. my brief articulation of the pedagogical posp of More’sHistory in the section on More’s
anthropology; this goal could be thought of asghesuasive aim of the text as a whole.
253 For treatments of Bacon and rhetoric, see Br{getoric of Naturg Corbett (557-9), Harrison, Howell
(364-88), Jardine, Johnstone, Vickers (“The Royali&y,” “Bacon and Rhetoric,” and “The myth”), M/allace,
and Zagorin (175-83). BriggRhetoric of Naturg Johnstone, and Vickers (“Bacon and RhetoricVegiarticular
attention to Bacon'’s rhetorical ethics. Vickergues that Bacon’s rhetorical ethics are a nobleraptishment that
use and complement the Aristotelian rhetoricalcettacon’s rhetoric “fuses ethics and psycholdlg,
Aristotelian and the Galenic traditions, into atnphant unity, a model of persuasion that has denasble
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Christian influences. To reach these conclusithreschapter must first undertake two
preliminary sections before turning to tNew Atlantis The former will establish Bacon’s
understanding of his scientific project and episikrgy. This section will also manifest an
understanding of how Bacon is engaging, genenailyy Christian epistemology and cosmology.
The latter section will define the relationshipBzcon to Roman—and especially Ciceronian—

rhetoric, drawing on Bacon’s non-literary writing.

Bacon’s Epistemology and the New Science

The renaming of the Renaissance period by somdasstas the early modern period
reminds us that this epoch of rebirth was notgusitne of renewal of ancient customs and
mores, but also a time, to borrow Richard Fostaed® phrase, of “revolt from Aristotle and the
Ancients” and rebellion against the scholastic @oeeThomistic) method of the universities.
Bacon'’s project of science seeks to discover neefull knowledge by a reliable method. In the
process, he revolts against the Aristotelian coinokform, laboring to narrow the range of
human reasoning, and he rehabilitates curiosithngoto expand the scope of those natural

phenomena which are open to inquity.

explanatory power” (“Bacon and Rhetoric” 221). dstone also labors to bring out the similaritiesueen
Aristotle and Bacon, noting the latter’s effortlitdk rhetoric and ethics (118, 168-70, 355-7). Whhese
Aristotelian elements so carefully outlined by ek and Johnstone are present in Bacon, my viewéh more
sympathetic with Briggs, who finds Bacon’s rhetatiethics filled with tensions and contradictiort$e sums up
his position that Bacon’s new learning “is an eigrcof falsely coercive magicians, alchemists, asimologers,
which yet seeks to accommodate their modes of psisn. . .” Rhetoric of Naturel2). Bacon may earnestly
speak of an Aristotelian rhetorical ethic, butrbitely he is willing to use sophistic magic thatisercive,’ that
does not guide an audience to choose freely to nimmaselves (in assent or action).

24 | draw the phrase “range of reason” from the titf a book by Maritain, an excellent twentiethicen
commentator on Thomistic epistemology.
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Before showing how Bacon attacks Aristotelian idéas necessary to articulate briefly
a part of the peripatetic’s project. In the treatments of both More and Shakespeadjave
seen how each has a realist epistemology that cmuldbeled Aristotelian. Both early modern
figures value intuition and conceive of human nadidty broadly with knowledge acquisition
proceeding by degrees: poetical (or intuitive anraatural), rhetorical, dialectical, and scientific
(in the Aristotelian, pre-Cartesian sen$8) They believe that there is a real world which ban
known through these modes. Taylor characterizestiaitive, poetic mode of knowing, as
involving “a spontaneous act of the external andrimal senses with the intellect, integrated and
whole, rather than an act associated with the powkanalytic reasoning. Itis ... a natural
human act, synthetic and penetrating, that geiissidethe thing experienced” (6). Aristotle’s
thought can be seen in this definition.Oa Anima he argues for a correction of Plato’s dualism
by placing form within a given object. This forsperceived intuitively by the mind which then
abstracts universal ideas from the particular dfEcJonathan Lear summarizes Aristotle’s
conception well: “Because the universal is embedddide particulars, a person’s first
exploration among particulars will naturally leaditoward a grasp of the embodied universal”
(2-3).

This conception of cognition is complemented by tfithe peripatetic’s famous
observations at the opening of tletaphysics He begins, proposing that

all men by nature desire to know. An indicatiortto$ is the delight we take in

our senses. . . . We do not regard any of the seas®&/isdom; yet surely these

25 Recall the influence of Aristotle in RenaissaBogland shown by Schmitt (13-76) and MacIntyre htdo

Case.”

26 See Taylor, who quotes Senior regarding theseedemf knowledge (8).

=7 See especially 431b, in which Aristotle summarilzis whole argument. Also, see Vickers, esp.224,3-

for an account of Bacon’s knowledge and usBefAnima(“Bacon and Rhetoric”).
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give the most authoritative knowledge of particslaBut they do not tell us the
“why” of anything—e.g. why fire is hot; they onlyag that it is hot. (980a-981b)
Sense perception is basic; it does not give wisdomeasons “why,” but is the foundation for
answering why, for acquiring knowledge. The padtinode is nearest and most directly related
to the experience of perception. Poetic learnioigAristotle, begins in the experience of
wonder:
For it is owing to their wonder that men both noggim and at first began to
philosophize; they wondered originally at the oladlifficulties, then advanced
little by little and stated difficulties about gteamatters. . . . A man who is
puzzled and wonders thinks himself ignorant (whese the lover of myth is in
a sense a lover of Wisdom, for the myth is compadedonders). . .. For all
men begin, as we said, by wondering that thingaarbey are. (982b)
Sense perception is nourished and propelled beyselflby the passion of wonder. Wonder is
not just perception, and yet—as Taylor insists-s-tiniot yet philosophy” or a part of the higher
degrees of knowing. Rather, it is pre-rationalwlealge which is part of the first degree of
knowing (the poetic, intuitive degree).

This tradition of form and wonder in Aristotle’sisggmology is variously developed by
many subsequent thinkers, and while it is challdrigelate scholastic nominalists, it is largely
in tact in the early 17 century®>® DescartesPrincipia Philosophiadn 1644 and Robert Boyle
in 1666 will fully reject the idea of substantiakins (Perez-Ramokjeas of Sciencé8), but

Bacon offers one of the first influential challesge Aristotle:

28 Examples of subsequent thinkers both before &rdthe 17 century include Thomas Aquinas, Henri

Bergson, and Jacques Maritain.



167

Bacon'’s Forms are prior sseor in the scale of being, with regard to their
sensory perception by man, whose sense organgdprbimn only with particular
naturaeor qualities. The ‘substantial forms’ were, pa#t least, the result of
sense perception and of the ordering of its coatéhé Baconian Form, on the
other hand, is a purely intellectual construct.e Bnquirer has to posit an
individual Form in the case of each individual diyain accordance with a
particulate matter-theory, built on certain anadsgivith what he observes in
sense experience. (Perez-Ranidsas of Scienc@6Y>°
Such a program is a radical departure. Bacontsefbe Aristotelian insistence upon sense
perception and offers his own alternative. InNi&/um OrganumBacon reveals what is at
stake. He believes that Aristotle “corrupted naftphilosophy with his dialectic” (68, aphorism
63)2°° Hence, the logic-heavy of@rganonis insufficient and a new method based on apliorist
insights is proposetf!

Bacon’s concern for and development of naturalgsioiphy is, in fact, also the source of
his arguments to lift any prohibition against csiig. Hans Blumenberg has argued that Francis
Bacon is the finest apologist of curiosity’s rehigdiion in the early modern period and that his
justification of curiosity opens the way to the ightenment. The precedent which Bacon had
to overturn is well articulated by Augustine. Tishop of Hippo had argued, via scripture, that

to be curious was to be prideful, seeking knowldagygond oneself not for the sake of learning

29 In addition Perez-Ramokigas of Sciengesee Funari (1-37), Jardine (76-108), Kusukaveag BRamos

(“Bacon’s forms”), Vickers (“Bacon and the Progre$s&Knowledge”), and Zagorin (183-7) for explicatioof
Bacon’s epistemology.

260 This snippet captures the essence of Bacon’s medagences to Aristotle and the Scholastics thinoug

theNovum Organum

261 See Vickers for an account of Bacon’s use of @php(Francis Bacor60-95).



168

the truth, but for an exultation of one’s self (€bnfessione&0.35). But Bacon addresses this
scriptural and Augustinian objection to human bsisgeking hidden knowledge by “taking the
biblical ‘tree of knowledge’ literally[. In doingo] Bacon reserves the realm of morality for
religion but gains nature as the harmless object ofnquiry” (Blumenberg 387). This “gain,”
in Bacon’s mind was perhaps double: Not only waalble to justify his new method of
scientific inquiry, but also he consigned all rigs belief to a pure fideisAt?
Nevertheless, Bacon remains especially fond ofigyyo ground his justification for
curiosity upon a reading of the biblical text. Badgmproves higthosby appealing to a text that
was, for many in his audiendbg authority. His favorite proof text within the B&comes from
1 Kings:
And God gaue Solomon wisdome, and vnderstandirnggezking much, and
largenesse of heart, euen as the sand that ie@ethshoare. . . . And he spake
three thousand prouerbes: and his songs were aghdwand fiue. And hee spake
of trees, from the Cedar tree that is in Lebanaene/nto the Hyssope that
springeth out of the wall: hee spake also of beasis of foule, and of creeping
things, and of fishes. And there came of all peaplheare the wisedome of
Solomon, from all kings of the earth, which hadrdea his wisedome. (4:29, 32-
34753

In the dedicatory epistle of thestauratio Magna5-6) and the opening lines of the first book of

The Advancement of LearniiR0), Bacon flatters King James by making hino iathew

262 Sommerville brought this obvious fact to my attem. Also, see Lampert (65). Briggs (“Bacon’s

science”) gives a refined account of the relatigmsif faith and reason in Bacon that seeks to shews not in
favor of limiting religious belief to fideism.

263 Biblical citations in this chapter come from th&l1 King James Version, unless otherwise noted.
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Solomon while also giving biblical precedent fos mquiry. Alsq New Atlantiscontains an
allusion to this passage, seeking to link King Bwlaa and the scientific project of the isle of
Bensalem to King Solomon (469). Of course, thdidabtext does not indicate that Solomon
was vicious (curious in his natural philosophizing)t Bacon’s exegesis wants to expand
Solomon’s wisdom and knowledge of the natural wartd a justification for the curiosity that
Bacon believes is requisite for the new science.

In the Christian tradition, the vice of curiosigytraditionally opposed to the virtue of
studiousness. Furthermore, curiosity is also offewed as an impediment to wonder, which —
in Aristotle’s formulation—is necessary for poeititowing®®* Once curiosity is no longer
considered a vice, but a virtue, wonder is no lotigeught to be a pre-rational knowing which
can lead to seeking further degrees of knowledgeate in concord with poetic knowledge.
Instead, inThe Advancement of Learnifngacon characterizes wonder as “broken knowledge”
(2002 125). Historian of wonder, Dennis Quinn exms that “What [Bacon] seems to mean by
calling wonder ‘broken knowledge’ is that when @ate=mpts to contemplate nature as a means
to know God, wonder ceases to be the seed of kulg@land the mind is arrested in its search
for knowledge” (ris Exiled 197). For Bacon, this arrest is not even therbegg of avia
negativa but a belief that wonder forestalls learning ahduld be avoided and replaced with
curiosity2%°
In charting these two examples, the restoratiotuabsity and the struggle of Bacon to

change the Aristotelian notion of form without dgiaway with form altogether, one sees that

264 See Quinnlfis Exiled 25-9) for a concise discussion of the relationdfgfween wonder and curiosity.

265 In addition to Quinn, see Daston and Park (22@u®1303-28, esp. 316-21) and Jalobeanu (esp. Rf4-5
two accounts of Bacon'’s relationship to wondere Bisher for an account of change in attitude towesnder in
the period that looks to Descartes rather than Ba&ee Blumenberg, to whom | have already alluftedBacon’s
role in rehabilitating curiosity (377-401).
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the previously-understood relationship betweenitini (poetic) knowledge, abstract learning,
and experimental science is in crisis in the earbyglern period. Bacon’s epistemology—that
will bear on his rhetorical ethics—is very diffeteéhan his predecessors in this study. He sees
his scientific project as an “instauration,” a reaé&in which “a path must be opened to man’s
understanding entirely different from that knowmten before us. . . so that the mind can
exercise its rightful authority over the naturetifigs” (nstauratio Magnaz)**® Bacon
summarizes his whole scientific project with itsigsience on a new method, change in view of
form, and rehabilitation of curiosity in the image the title page of hismstauratio Magna

(1620) which depicts ships passing through thaRilbf Herculed®” The columns, of course,
represent the rocks of Gibraltar that were longigi to be the boundary of the world; but
Bacon, fifteen years before, in the opening to biwak of The Advancement of Learnirtad
already made them metaphorical, as he impatieetiyigns the King “why should a few
received authors stand up like Hercules’ Columegphd which there should be no sailing or
discovering, since we have so bright and benigaraas your majesty to conduct and prosper
us?” (169). Bacon wants to create a space in wiectan undercut received authors, such as
Aristotle. Just before this renunciation of untoaicle authorities ifhe Advancement of
Learning Bacon blames Ulysses for choosing to returnhtadé rather than become an
immortal; Bacon opines that this episode standsfagire for choosing “custom and habit” over
“excellency” (168). There is a deep, unintendedyrpresent in his use of this passage. Bacon

is so intent to tear down the confining walls ofstetle’s natural philosophy that he forgets to be

266 Bacons language of dominion can be read as teisipt to fulfill the command of God in the book of

Genesis or as an exercise of power that emphadizegance over care and stewardship.
267 The pillars are also mentionedNiew Atlantisin a context where Bacon suggests that long agast
common to pass beyond the pillars and that thd Bie@salemites still go back and forth betweengitiars with
ease to gather knowledge secretly from variousetiesi (467).
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a stranger to the poets, using Homer. Furthernmarégrgets that Ulysses is an exemplum of the
sort of curiosity he seeks to rehabilitate. Wioitdy implicit in Homer, in the Dantesque

tradition, Ulysses is condemned to the inferncafe@oyage of curiosity past Hercules’s pillars,
undertaken after finally arriving back in lthaddacon words on Ulysses that conclude book one
of The Advancement of Learnirgll short of illustrating what the frontispiedees. The latter
represents Bacon'’s voyage of the new science gggusing past the pillars that represent
Aristotle and the ancients; in so doing, one may fjbe company of Ulysses without any fear of
the eternal damnation to which the man of many wegs consigned for his curiosity by the

God of Dante because, to the God of Bacon, cuyigsitot sin but excellence.

Bacon’s Anti-Ciceronian Ciceronianism

While Bacon justifies his project by way of creatiexegesis of scripture and by razing
the pillars of old scientific authorities (with ceequences, as we shall see, for his rhetorical
ethics), he is also explicitly concerned with théjsct of rhetoric in a variety of his works.
While Cicero is not given the direct rebukes thatural philosophers of old, such as Aristotle,
receive, Bacon’s writing on rhetoric, especiallyhis treatment of the office of rhetoric and in
his view of the relationship between words anddhjrsuggests that Cicero is also among those
“received authors” who despite a tradition of vextien should be passed beyond.

Let us begin by attending briefly to Bacon’s viefitloe office of rhetoric and then turn at
greater length to his view of words and thingsthia former case, he begins by citing both
Biblical and classical praise of rhetoric and tle&horts that “[[tlhe duty and office of Rhetoric
is to apply Reason to Imagination for the bettewimg of the will” (Advancemen238). He

adds to this formulation in tHee Augmentis‘Rhetoric is subservient to the imagination, as
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Logic is to the understanding” (455 While Bacon often positions himself as one who is
influenced by and agrees with the Judeo-Christrah@assical view of rhetoric, interpreters of
this passage vary in what they have seen as eitbiandard restatement of the Aristotelian
position with sensitivity to both the peripatetigsychology and rhetoric (Vickers, “Bacon and
Rhetoric” 210-22) or as a division of facultiesttbaes beyond Aristotelian and medieval
distinctions to assert strict division between imagon and reason as “distinct faculties,” an
innovation that places Bacon well within the Ransetnp and allows for the further removal of
invention from rhetoric (Corbett 558)° This latter view is opposed, for example, to the
psychology of Augustine in which sense, imaginagtemd intellect are “understood as distinct
kinds of vision,” but which are all active partiaipts in “the conjoint” movement by which “the
soul acquires knowledge” (Breyfogle, “Imaginatici?2).

Corbett goes on to observe that the reason-imagindistinction reveals Bacon’s desire
to privilege things over words (558-9). In hisatmaent of the relationship of words and things in
The Advancement of Learnirtfe full extent of Bacon’s dismissal of Cicercbmes apparent.
Bacon famously critiques Ciceronianism and the tatrdeif[ication]” of both Cicero and
Demosthenes (139). Such a critique was not nenasnius provided an earlier, biting critique
of Ciceronianism (quoted by Bacon in this sectibiflee Advancementand More’s Latin style

was uncharacteristic of many of his contemporanets deliberate rejection of a pure

268 When | refer tde Augmentisn Latin, | am referencingVorks volume I; when speaking of its English

translation Worksvolume V.
269 Vickers (“Bacon and Rhetoric”) is quite convingim his corrective case against those who haveemad
Bacon into an absolute opponent of rhetoric. Hawethe way in which he orders his argument allbins to
present Bacon in two rather dissimilar ways. G:dhe hand, Bacon is first characterized as agipooponent of
a classical conception of rhetoric in which perstaspeech collaborates with logic. On the otteard; Bacon is
then shown to place emphasis on thirrgs)(to such an extent that he ultimately has litdef@ence in rhetoric,
believes that rhetorical invention cannot discavew knowledge, and sees words getting in the wagality rather
than potentially imaging and conducing toward\ifickers seems content to let these two coexist] baetieve that
the latter may trouble the former.
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Ciceronianisnt’® Bacon finds unusual allies, both having died als6uyears beforghe
Advancementwvho also sought to destroy (either in word orctthe stylistic idol of
Ciceronianism. However, Erasmus and More both estithe words and thoughts of Cicero
himself while Bacon, despite moments of praiseprseeot only to want to tear down
Ciceronianism, but also the “received author” fretmom this movement takes its name.
Cicero, after all, wants to make words and thimgeparable: “words/érbg cannot
have any basisédenmif you withdraw the contentém), and the content will remain in the dark
if you remove the words'{e Oratore3.19). The right harmony between words and things
Cicero goes on to suggest, flows from the natutheintelligible universe, taken as an ordered
whole (3.20-1) that “partakes of the nature of wisd (DiLorenzo 255, 258). This formulation
implicitly acknowledges that a disproportionateateinship between words and things is
possible and blameworthy, but one always has d@rument for judging the appropriate
correspondence of words and things: the cosmagitg. . . bound together by a single, natural
force and harmony” (3.26)! In such a universe, words that describe thingsalowed a
certain degree of copiousness, as they fulfillithgerative that style capture and image the
harmony of the spheres and the fecundity of thddvdn this we see a nascent expression of
Cicero’s view of the unity of the five rhetoricamons (contra Ramus) and the inseparability of

speech and thoughtlifiguae atque cordis3.61)"? Cicero, while he acknowledges the virtues

270 See Logan, Adams, and Miller xxxiii-xli, esp. xx xI-xli and Hosington, “Language and Translation

More’s style.
27 DiLorenzo remains key to my understanding of @iaen these points. Also, while outside of therent
scope of this section, it should be noted that Bacdeparture from this approach would have conseces if he
wanted to ground ethics on a natural law.

22 Bacon actually invokes this position of Cicerdhts advantage in a different contefd¢ancemen205).
Vickers relentlessly seeks to revise critics wheehaade Bacon into an ‘anti-humanist’ by compagativ
examination of Bacon'’s view of words and thingshmagtassical figures (“The myth” esp. 140, 146-5Dyrant this
to a degree, but believe that despite Bacon'’s fikaraanist discourse conventions, there remainmdamental
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of style and discusses them in an artificial wagiasrete from the concerns of invention and
disposition, unites thoughts and wor@se(Oratore3.24): “Discoveringipveniri] words for a
distinguished styledrnatuni is impossible without having produced and shapedhoughts,
and. . . no thought can shine clearly without thiggatening [uce] power of words” (3.24).
Cicero reuses the light and darkness metaphor iwhwie already had recourse when showing
the harmony between words and things to join spaadhthought.

Bacon rejects much of Cicero’s vision. He placeseater distance between words and
things, and insists that “the substance of magtéetter than the beauty of word&diancement
140)2" Disclaiming various vanities and distempers afténg, he puts forth his full view of
the relationship between things/mattess| and words\(erba):

Here therefore is the first distemper of learnimgen men study words and not
matter: whereof though | have represented an exaofphte times, yet it hath
been and will be ‘secundum majus et minus’ inialet And how is it possible
but this should have an operation to discreditiedy, even with vulgar
capacities, when they see learned men’s workslhigdirst letter of a patent or
limned book, which though it hath large flourishest it is but a letter? It seems
to me that Pygmalion’s frenzy is a good emblemantrgiture of this vanity: for

words are but the images of matter; and exceptliagg life of reason and

difference regarding the relationshipret andverbanot only between Bacon’s view and that of Ciceaaism, but
between the view of Bacon'’s view and that of Cicevickers aggressive provocations are based oellext close
analysis, but perhaps “so many otherwise learnddagtl-informed scholars feel confident about asiog [anti-
rhetorical, anti-humanist] opinions to Bacon” (15#)en they synthesize many facets of Bacon’s pra@jed see a
program that speaks a humanist language while wortki undercut many essential aspects of Renaissanc
humanism. Furthermore, when Vickers, in defend@oBacon-as-humanist thesis, quotes a line cbBand
observes that it “might have come straight fromphges of Harvey'€iceronianus (148), then one sees that
Vickers’ conception of humanist includes Harvey &ainus, who have a very different view of rhetdinian
Cicero, not just Ciceronianism.

273 cf. New Atlantisvherein the Father of Salomon’s house placesytilrer and against beauty (482).
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invention, to fall in love with them is all one &sfall in love with a picture.
(Advancement39)
Bacon thinks that it is possible, as he previostlyed in his critique of Ciceronianism, “to hunt
more after words than matter” (139), to study wardexcess or the expense of studying the

274

matter 275

We first should note how he translates“™ While “matter” is a perfectly good
translation ofesthat, according to th@ED, fits a common usage of “matter” for the time, the
word also can refer to the strictly material stuffsich are the object of Baconian scieAte.

The etymology of matter, coming fromateria(wood), is not lost on the author of t8glva
Sylvarumwhen he translategesas “matter” rather than “things.” Bacon chooséssa abstract
word forresto emphasize further his view of the primacy ahgjs and especially to reveal his
more narrow view of what constitutes thirf§5.Bacon, like Cicero, believes apt correspondence
determines the right relationships of words togkinBut, as gently hinted at in the choice of the
word “matter,” Bacon focuses on thass which are material, natural objects. He beliebhes
“human understanding on account of its own nateaglity supposes a greater order and
uniformity in things [n rebug than it finds” (Novum Organuns6 aphorism 453’ We can see

that Bacon'’s restricted view of the cosmos is tgssd than Cicero’s and his approach to

“things” (his view of or method for science) is reattilitarian. The famous adage attributed to

274 Uncharacteristic of the rest of Vickers fine gssghen he quotes this passage he offers no asalf/i

but assumes that it simply is clear to readersttteapassage promotes the subordination of worttsrigs without
presenting any difficulties (“Bacon and Rhetori@3). However, his “The myth” article does lookla¢ statement
in more detail, but he does not see any of thelpnad with the illumination and Ovidian emblem thatill chart.
275 While it is clear that he is referring to thediteonal res-verba distinction in his writing, thsfurther
confirmed by the Latin chosen e Augmentis Scientiarur#51-2).

276 TheOED even uses part of the present quotation to itstdefinition 10a.

2 Bacon is also drawing on Cicero, however, wha ke language aylva Bacon alludes to Cicero’s use
in The Advancemer(L73).

278 ForNovum Organunm Latin, seeNorksl; English references continue to come from Urbaietl Gibson.
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Bacon: “Knowledge is power” (cNovum Organum 3, aphorism 3) suggests that knowledge is
valuable only because it is useful or empowerimgl, lais approach to the less grand cosmos,
absent wonder and imbued with curiosity, is to pakéd prod the mechanized specimen for
benefits that it can provide human beings lft$tauratio Magnar, 16). Cicero and Bacon both
judge words by their correspondence to reality,tbey have very different understandings of
reality.

This difference can be more fully understood, i€ @amagines how Cicero might question
both the illumination analogy and Ovidian emblemttBacon offers as examples of stylistic
excess. According to the Ciceronian view, a rolbo$ection of words, invented, organized, and
stylized is rightfully like the beautiful versalahopens an illuminated manuscript. First of all,
Cicero despite all of his concern for tia activg would agree with Aristotle that some things
are good for their own sake, that they need ndfigation beyond their participating (as Plato’s
Socrates might have it) in the good, true, or H&alft® According to this view, the lovely
versal remains potentially praiseworthy, even géless.” Furthermore, on a more practical
level, Cicero might suggest that an illuminatioansts as a worthy analogy of his view of words
as the light of and yet as seated upon thingsethieellished firstittera of the literature could be
considered “word” or artificial “thing,” an imagéaat stands as the threshold between words and

things. The versal agord is quite simply a letter of the alphabet whiclaisecessary,

279 The versal that is merely beautiful has potentiatcording to the Ciceronian position—to be good in

itself, liberal and in harmony with reality. Ford@ro’s position on thartes liberalesseeDe Oratore3.58. He
mentions devoting time to poets, mathematics, masid the tasks of the dialecticians, saying thesé “artséis
artibug. . . were devised to educate children’s mindsumane culture and virtuad humanitatem fingerentur
atque virtuterh” Also, see hisPro Archia Poetdor another defense of liberal education and “Dred Scipio” in
De Republicdor a moment in which the concerns of thi& activaare put into a larger perspectivieet us assume
in the current moment that Plato is earnest, moiiérin his claims about the transcendentals.
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constitutive part of the first word of the teXf. The versahs thingenacts how words stand upon
things, with the image appearing, especially iflgteer is “diapered,” as a foundation upon
which to set a letter or as a threshold betweesphere of things and of words (admittedly with
the words written on a material object). Additibpaasthing, the versal can either be
beautifully useless (good in itself) or, in somees can shed light on the whole page (or whole
text). Itis the latter if it captures the whoted visual representation of some episode or idea
discussed in the text, and the former if it mecg@ynmunicates that the text is important, worthy
of the time, effort, and resources required tanililbate, to copy, or to read and understarittit.
In accomplishing its purpose of capturing the wtaiéaving no such task, the illuminated
letter, asvord andthing, can properly mirror the unity and splendor of ¢esmos that Cicero
believes can be at least partly re-presented imnlsvor

Bacon’s seeming disdain for an ornamented letegrdbuld be a word and/or a thing
shows his utilitarian outlook; he dislikes both essive words, but also “useless” things; his
Father of Salomon’s house insists that gardengotgpnditions for growth over and against
any beautiful arrangement (482). Bacon measuredsat againgtesin the Thomistic,
scholastic sense of all thingsnine$, but againstes utilisor res materiae Furthermore, the
illuminated texts to which Bacon refers can beptént.” Cicero would certainly encourage the
choice to ornament official civic or institutiondbcuments. To do so would provide an apt sign
to remind both the civil servant and the citizerowthe paperwork concerns—even (or perhaps

especially) one of “vulgar capacities”™—of the rifgfhimportance of civic institutions and the

280 Of course, the best texts may also be so watlodisd that the first word is very deliberately @roand can

be all the more emphasized by the versal.

281 Obviously, some illuminations are more closehkéd to the content of a text than others.
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duty of servant and served to support the commoheveain a bit of etymological irony—the
res publica

Bacon’s Ovidian “emblem” reinforces his distarficen Cicero and reveals tensions
created by his rejection of that which is not slyiaseful. An emblem is a picture and in many
ways seems similar to a versal. By a utilitariegtedon, both are ornaments that are not strictly
“necessary” to a text. Yet Bacon does not conttddimself in including both his analogy that
opposes versals and his emblem-in-words retellfriRygmalion’s story as pieces of evidence.
The latter, while ornamental, has greater potemtiaheet Bacon’s utilitarian standard by
accomplishing something that words alone canndte the frontispiece of thimstauratio
Magnathat distills and successfully communicates Bacavisle scientific program in a
picture, this use of Ovid need not automaticallycbesidered a contradiction, but a useful short-
hand. Nevertheless, even if Bacon's employmeth®emblem can be justified by his own
criterion for word usage, it remains odd. Recgllms advice to Fulke Greville “to be ever a
stranger to the [poets]”’ (105), his frequent reseup bards in his texts is puzzling and seems to
suggest a penchant for his own study of wordsdbatot, by his definition, bear directly on
matter but are—in the language of his emblem—orgyanipictures.?*? This is a difficulty that
Bacon never fully addresses. For example, irPdmascevehe insists that scientific observation
(which he extends to include Natural philosophyfrig) be “only a granary and store house of
facts” unadorned, not giving pleasure (304, aphoB3. However, to make his point, he has
adorned his text with an agricultural metaphor aata simple one, but a repetitive, pleonastic

one.

282 Bacon'’s difficulty might be further exacerbatedibvoking Sidney’s view of a poem as “speakingyie”

that can “teach and delight” (an idea that carrédeed back to Horace) (66).



179

Furthermore, to return to the Ovidian emblem, B&analogy does not pass scrutiny.
He puts Pygmalion before readers to suggest thatdbexcessive words is like the frenzy of
Pygmalion, like falling in love with a shadow ratilan with reality. But Pygmalion
problematizes rather than supports Bacon'’s viewid'® Pygmalion is described as losing his
grip on reality as he desires his great work dfieet(10.273-92F%° Yet the sculptor never is
totally lost in madness; the reader sees him dalibeabout how to ask Venus for a wife who
will be like his statue, even while he desiresdtaue rather than a different wife (297-303), and
the narrator gives the reader no reason to doujphBlon’s judgment that the goddess has, in
fact, turned his statue into an actual human comparPygmalion might be unstable, but his
over-abundant art and his prayers (a speciggentig bring about a new realitygs); As Bacon
insists, the sculptor did fall in love with a piotuand this is disturbing, but he marries one with
“pulses beating” (316). Ovid is always eager tackydut the episode also reveals Ovid’s
preoccupation with the relationship between art@atdre, and with the effect of the former on
the latter. The story is not against many wordswsting copia, but in fact suggests that these
can effect something extraordinary in the realrthofgs?®* Bacon’s interpretation is something
of a willful reading that does not acknowledge tispect of the text.

Both Bacon'’s disdain for the versal illuminatiordgreculiar Ovidian emblem serve to
show just how drastically his vision departs froioeZo’s view on the relationship between
words and things. Nevertheless, he carefully posthis claims about the universe, against

which the appropriate relationship between wordstamgs would be measured by both Cicero

283 My citations point to the book and line numbeikgeg in a contemporary edition of Golding’s sixtéden

century translation.
284 While considering more mundane works of artifiégstotle suggests that “generally art partly costes
what nature cannot bring to a finish, and partlitates her” Physics199a 16-17). See Crider’s readings of
revitalizing speech ihe Winter's Talghis “Through Nurture” takes this line of Aristeths its starting point (17)
and the expanded account in Risrsuasiorexamines Shakespeare’s use of Ovid's PygmalioR-£)6
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and himself, not as a circumscription of the Cioéma cosmos, but as the golden mean. He veils
his implied calculus of utility by drawing attertido his opponents. He insists that he provides
the correct balance between words and things vis-fie excess of the Ciceronianists and the
deficiency of the Schoolmen. This “moderation’gsehim persuade his audience to the
reasonableness of his different approadtesand his contrary vision of the nature of things,
even if it means severely pruning rhetoric andddng style to place words in right relationship
with reality (viewed differently) and to allow rigetc and science to achieve utilitarian ends

most easily. This is a clever way to reject sufitstaly Cicero’s view of rhetoric, to move

beyond yet another long upheld authority, evenevigimaining quick to offer superficiathos

reinforcing praise the Roman statesman.

New Atlantis: Quintilian’s Old Rhetorical Ethic for a New Sciertific Society

While Bacon consistently presents himself as aniga of Cicero and as one grounded
in and submissive to the Christian, Biblical traait we have seen that he in many ways tears
down important aspects of Cicero and rejects tiididail cosmology and the prohibition of
curiosity as articulated by Augustine, among othe&xsticipating Descartes, Bacon seems to be
setting out to do something new while deliberasatgiding (or more properly, rejecting) that
which has come before, even if—to build his ethog-#tentionally performs with recourse to
Ciceronian humanist and Christian conventions.s Téjection shapes the rhetorical ethics that

Bacon dramatizes in his only fictive woikew Atlantis’®

285 Among the many general treatmentdNefvAtlantis the current study is in conversation with Box5412

64), Faulkner (229-58), Jalobeanu, Lampert (27-Bfife (ed., with particular attention to essay$hge,
Colclough, and Hutton), Weinberger (“Science anteRand “Introduction”), and Zagorin (169-74).
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| have already suggested that this work repredgaaten’s scientific project in literary
form; in the words of Bacon’s secretary, W. Rawlefijch introduce the first edition dfew
Atlantis (published after Bacon'’s death), Bacon thought ttework had a “near affinity” to
“Natural History” (785)?®° As such, the whole utopian narrative is desigoguersuade readers
via story of the merits of Bacon’s new science.likénMore’sHistory, in which the text as a
whole subtly attempted to persuade readers towsppaque ends via a particular humanist
pedagogy, the persuasive purpose of Bacon’s werg,ahole, is transparent and rightly
announced in this note to the reader from RawiéyHe reports that Bacon primarily sought to
represent a “model” of a scientific college that @aterpret nature “for the benefit of men”
(785). Bacon, by this account, provides a protetigy the Royal Society in Salomon’s House,
justifying the institution, as one has come to exfpem Bacon, on its usefulness. Rawley
appears ready to concede the utopian quality offéide,” advising that it is a “model. . . more
vast and high than can possibly be imitated ithatigs” (785). Nevertheless, within the same
sentence, he goes on to boldly proclaim that “rttuags therein are within men’s power to
effect” (785). The first part of the sentence bres an exercise in false humility because,

regarding the scientific aspects of the work, Rglelieves that men have the power to effect

286 The reference to this “To the Reader” leads fimoénote in the edition dilew Atlantisncluded in Vickers’

edition of The Major Works Weinberger, in his edition, includes the ndt®awley before the text.
287 This, of course, assumes that Rawley is corgxn reflection, | believe that he is. In addittorMore’s
History, Utopiais also of note. Bacon sets up a utopia thahimks is a true, achievable ideal while More sgtsu
world filled with contradictions that many have dess not meant to be an earnest, one-to-one corrdspce
proposal for a commonwealth. Brann captures tiisiactly in her contention that in modernity “[glutopian
mode ceased to lmnical and becomeppositional (24-5 emphasis original). E. Simon, howevead®the
utopian task of More and Bacon as similar (136Wigh both of them “less concerned with achieving gpals than
experiencing the infinite process of visualizinggibilities” (192).
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most everything that is suggested. History seenmste proven Rawley’s claim (at least partly)
right 2%

To Bacon’s primary rhetorical end of proposing afukscientific college by means of
“fable,” Rawley adds another end sought by the sam@ans; the text also puts forward the “best
state,” “mould of a commonwealth,” and “a framdays” (785). In the way that Rawley orders
his list of Bacon’s ends and in the treatment ¢érsee and politics within the text, it seems that
Bacon holds up the scientific project as the ulterend with the ideal state as merely a
proximate end to facilitate science. While it isrtth noting both ends, it is the means that
particularly attract our attention at present. @aases literary means, presumably because he
believes that they will be most potent in commemtin the design of the commonwealth and in
proposing his new science. No doubt the successeeduccinct frontispiece to thestauratio
Magna(1620) frontispiece revealed to Bacon how powérfah image or a story could be both
in capturing the argument he makes for his scierifoject and in favorably stirring the
passions of his audience.

It is because Bacon’s pan-textual rhetorical puepeso palpable, almost pedantic,
within the text that | have foregrounded it befteking at the representation of acts of
persuasion within the text. All these acts aréll#id through the first person narrator, one @& th
European sailors who has stumbled upon Bensalamds|While he speaks with the benefit of

hindsight, the narrator is not omniscient, so &the moments of persuasion are situated in a

way that departs from More’s peculiar narratorisHiistory. One series of acts of persuasion

288 See Colclough for an account of the text whigfuas that Bacon intended to put forth a realizable

scientific project. This fact can have a discortifgr aspect when one considers some of the sequetiments that
the members of Salomon’s house undertake. Semam Philosopherof Industrial Scienceand A. Wallace for
two accounts of what the latter’s subtitle desihg the “early industrial revolution as foreseeBacon’sNew
Atlantis” Much earlier John Evelyn argued that Salomatisise appeared “Romantic,” but had “in it nothing.
[iiImpossible to be effected” (Price 15).
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that the sailor relates is a serially delivereatdisse given by the Governor of the House of
Strangers. On the surface, the Governor’s spead@ams designed to offer welcome to the
Europeans, but one will see that his ends are rmazie complicated®

When he first appears to the sailors, they arevierg vulnerable situation, fearing that
the Governor may give them a death sentence (488¢ must imagine that it is with great relief
to the sailors to learn that they will not be comaed to a swift death and that they may stay for
at least six weeks and (upon petition) perhapsdodge to an ambiguity in Bensalem’s laws.
The Governor goes on to encourage them with neatdhle state will pay all their expenses and
that they should not hide any requests becausstat find we will not make your countenance
to fall by the answer ye shall receive” (462). Hwer, he also insists that they must never go
more than one and a half miles from the city wailhout leave. The sailors receive all this
news gladly. They have been moved from fear wicgjg and are eager to agree to the

Governor’s invitation, even going so far as to cametheir fate to receiving heavenly salvation,

289 For treatments of rhetoric in or the rhetorid\gfw Atlantis see Faulkner, Hutton, and Weinberger

(“Introduction”). Hutton’s account is not partieuly concerned with the ethical aspect of rhetorithe text and
examines only the text, taken as a whole, as darument of persuasion. Faulkner is attentive todBés attempt to
“conceal the repulsive features” of Bensalem thiordtetoric, and he notes that this raises ethigestions, but
again he is looking at the pan-rhetorical purpafsthe whole, without concern for the practice leétoric or
sophistry manifest in actual acts of persuasionly @/einberger, in a passing comment, picks upherethical-
rhetorical issues at stake within the text, notimat “[t]he propagation of Bensalemite perfectismot immune to
the possible problem of immoral means for moralk&iftintroduction” xvi). (Weinberger’s ethical corrn with
actions represented in the text extends well beygmedking and is even clearer in his “Science arid’Rreatment
of New Atlantis)

As the current case develops, one will see thati€te not only is Bacon lacking immunity, but higts of
persuasion when read along with his “Of Simulatowl Dissimulation” reveal Bacon intentionally asisgra very
different rhetorical ethic than the realist ethicThomas More or Imogen. Colclough explicates Besethics by
arguing that he “found a degree of incommensutgtbietween ethical (specifically Christian) andicivalues”
(62). He cites the essay on “Simulation” as evigeof the claim and implements a method that l@ldifferent
texts of Bacon as “different and specific intervens into a particular debate” (63). To a degtekink this is a
fruitful method that can appreciate Bacon’s variaudiences and genres, along with developmensindti
perfectly consistent thought. Nevertheless, 1usk “Simulation” as a lens by which to bring ifib@us the
rhetorical ethics oNew Atlantisnot believing that | am “reading Bacon’s wide raxggwritings into an unhappily
homogeneous unity” (Colclough 63), but rather ifsgsthat the essay and fictive text shed lighbae another and
on their common author. The former makes the icit@ind obscure of the latter happily explicit with enforcing
a willful, unhappy sort of homogeneity.
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having discovered a new “land of angel¥)" They refashion Yahweh's self revelation to Moses,
calling the land of which they still do not knowethame “holy ground” (463; cf. Ex 3:5), and
they replace Jerusalem with the utopian isle ag¢lsbo the psalmist (cf. Ps. 137:6).

Having welcomed the sailors and gained their grdéif the Governor retires until the
next day. When he returns, he reveals the nartfeeasland, Bensalem (“son of peace”). But
then he subtly draws attention to the fact thatdaéem has intricate knowledge of the whole
world despite the fact that his own land is natlitsvell-known. Therefore, he invites their
guestions to which the sailors reply with inquirsgsout how and by whom Bensalem was
evangelized to the Christian faith. The Govermpmorts a special revelation not brought by an
apostle or evangelist that occurred “[a]bout tweyggrs after the ascension of our Saviour”
(464). The good news was heralded by a beam laf digpearing on the sea. The Governor
reports that it was “marvelous” and a source ofrider.” But this is not the wonder that shares
something with holy fear because—unlike Moses eratflorementioned holy ground who was
told to come not closer (cf. Ex 3:5)—the Bensalesiiake to boats and sail toward the light.
They are prevented from approaching too near tdighg but a single member of Salomon’s
house, “the very eye of this kingdom," is allowesgage forward at which point the apparition
vanishes. Nevertheless, left behind are the Rihtduding books not yet written) and extra-
canonical documents including a letter from thestiedBartholomew. In the retelling, the
Governor is quick to point out that he knows whiddoks comprise the scriptural canon of the

sailors, at which point he is suddenly called algya messenger.

290 In the latter name, Bacon may be drawing a pelrb#tween Bensalem and England for whom he is

proposing the Bensalem ideal. Gregory the Gradgide’s report, upon seeing boys of Angles (f&rmgland)
comments: “Well are they so called, for they haa@ an angel’s face, and it is meet such men wéeritors with
the angels in heaven” (2.1; Loeb ed. 200-1).
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The next day, the Governor will resume his spebahits apparently intended for the
rhetorical purpose of welcoming the sailors. Beifiolbe recounting and analyzing that portion of
the act of persuasion, let us pause upon whatdes $aid so far. It seems that two
irreconcilable readings are possible. On the @l hit might be said that desperate sailors are
treated with dignity and charity for which they eggps great thanks. Furthermore, this kind
treatment goes so far as to answer the sailorstmuns despite the fact that the Bensalemites
apparently have nothing to learn from the Europehatthey do not already know. On the other
hand, details in the text almost urge a readeetmbre suspicious of the motives of the
Bensalemite$®* A reader has seen so many customs and laws taweid precisely executed
within the text that the Governor’s claim that #é an ambiguity in the law that touches on
treatment of strangers seems unlikely. Also, tbggBnor, as priest, has performed admirable
ethical behavior, such as refusing payment foséirsices, while claiming his motivation for
refusal is because he is a cleric. Neverthelessntan of God does not object to or deflect the
sailors almost idolatrous praises addressed taahiradapted from the Torah and Psalms.
Furthermore, he moves the sailors from their invtidnerability (physically sick and worried
they may be executed) to an odd, new sort of valmkty. He gestures toward matters of
Bensalem about which he is forbidden to speak amslgirict boundaries upon where they can
circulate while saying that he will favorably ertgén any question or request. And he is always
repeating that Bensalem knows everything of Eurapd,the whole world, while remaining
itself unknown. This must make the sailors—wharst €xperience of the island was “divers of

the people, with bastons in their hands” (457)—fiel they are being closely watched in

291 Other have noted this potentially sinister eletnfam example, see Innes (10-4), Price (18-9), Wlerger

(“Introduction” xv-xvi, xxviii and “On the miracl€3.
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Bensalem, much like their societies have been gtibteto Bensalemite surveillané&. The
offhanded reference to the House of Salomon a4hberery eye of this kingdom,” even while
it could primarily refer—as Vickers’ glossesTiheMajor Works—to the ‘intellectual center’
and could highlight that sense (sight) which PE#&med to be the highest, stands as another
suggestive and eerie hint at the ubiquitous spgfrte kingdom on other lands and, perhaps, of
Salomon’s house on its own guests or even on felemsalemite citizenS* Also, the abrupt
coming and going of the Governor could be integatets a technique of interrogation that keeps
the sailors aware of their continuing helplessnésgen the account of the reception of
Christianity on the island adds to the reader’apif the sailors’, feelings of unease. New
Atlantis received the gospel in an unusual waythedsovernor’s retelling of it articulates a
vision of religion that is gnostic. New Atlantiafibooks and doctrines only available to them
(including the letter from Bartholomew [465], thataral history of Solomon [471], and—we
will learn latter—a “secret cabala” of Moses that lews of Bensalem believe “ordained the
laws” of the island [476]) that they have not sauightake to the ends of the earth (cf. Mt.
20:19), but which they keep as secret knowledgéhair own benefit as enlightened ones.

This suspicious reading of the governor’s act epasion is strengthened when one
considers the resumption of the act of persuasiote following day. The Europeans rejoice,

exclaiming that they “forget both dangers past f&agls to come” when hearing the Governor

292 While not delivered with suspicion, the narratailor acknowledges in a speech meant to rousaéisto

good manners that their hosts may have “an eye upb(61). Also, while the courtship customs @viNAtlantis
are praised by Joabin as “more civil” than thos®lofe’s Utopia, they ultimately amount to the state spying on its
own citizens in addition to their surveillance adml478).

293 SeeTimaeug47a-c). This idea extended well into the Reraiss. Behunin argues that Jonson favorably
reclaims it in his masques (48, 57). Also, seelét-19); while her focus is slightly differersthe touches upon
how the sense of sight has been privileged by maedieval and more contemporary thinkers (1-19). On
Renaissance afterlife of tiégmaeusgenerally, see Allen, “Ficiniamimaeus; for an account of the Renaissance
reception of Plato, see Marback (46-102).
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speak and that “an hour spent with him, was woeidry of our former life” (465). In the
trusting reading, these praises are merited, luapiprehensive reader may think that the
Governor’s tactics have already brainwashed hiseagd. The European narrator gives the
reader no reason to think that these praises sirgcere, yet they are in response only to an
announcement of safety for the sailors and a testynof the extraordinary fashion by which
Bensalem was Christianizé¥. The Governor responds by again entertaining thesstions, a
subtle reminder that he already has an almost amnisknowledge of the Europeans. One
brave questioner addresses the looming, unspogea:ifow has the island attained such great
knowledge of the known world while remaining itsettknown? The delivery of the question is
highly deferential and the Governor wastes no fimasisting that such deference is due. He
then darkly jokes that they must think Bensalei liznd of magicians who sent out spying
spirits since they have such knowledge. The sabbanter back that indeed there is something
supernatural at work but it is more “angelical tmaagical.” Both sides acknowledge more
openly the “touch in his former speech that [thand has] laws of secrecy toughing strangers,”
and the Governor insists again that what he saly®evsatisfying even if he must continue to
keep secrets.

What follows is the lengthy historical account. eT$uilors learn that 3000 years ago
Atlantis (America in his retelling), New Atlantiand Europe all were very advanced in
technology. However, the three fell into conflid&tlantis ultimately was destroyed by a flood
(about which the Governor displays detailed knog&dhat set Atlantis back in “letters, arts,

and civility” (469); and “whether it were in respex wars, or by a natural revolution of time,”

204 Such a fascination with this marvel, while untiemslable, does not seem “worth years of formet tde

the European Christians when one considers theneguiiority placed on faith, hope, and love ovsoteric
experience (cf. 1 Corinthians 13, 14).
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European technology decayed. Only New Atlantiswia@med their prowess, and about 1900
years ago, their great king—Solamona—founded ansfiezcollege and made laws which
inaugurated the current isolationist policy thaméd no strangers, yet resolves to help the
distressed (and makes provision if they want toaiarforever on the island) and which sends
fellows of the college out at regular intervalgyadher intelligence of foreign cultures. He
refuses to explain the details but notes that thesgoys seek no “commodity of matter,” but
only “light” (472). This account leaves the memsttished to hear so strange things so
probably told,” so the governor deigns to ask tlgerastions about themselves (though he
already knows it all) before exiting.

This concludes his long “welcoming” act. The caontef the last day’s address continues
to offer mutually exclusive interpretive possibég. It may be the case that the reader and the
sailors are right to marvel at Bensalem’s achievemand to rejoice at the refuge offered.
Nevertheless, details of the story and its telfiti) present reasons to be apprehensive. The
Governor’s great knowledge of the “deluge” and fidation” that brought an end to the old
Atlantis has struck some as disconcerting, esgggalen the history of conflict between Old
and New Atlantis that the Governor presétitsSimilarly, something seems odd about the
Governor’s near omniscience and his intentionalignity (a dialysis of sorts) about whether
war or time decayed European technology (469)theamore, the Governor never ceases to
remind the Europeans that he has great, secretli&dge/that he cannot share. (It seems a rather
poor means to achieve his stated promise of resggesome things but satisfying all their

guestions.) While the trusting reading is quicktant out that all this acquisition is oriented to

295 One such reader is Wegemer, “New Atlantis,” wincthermore, reads the Bensalemites as havingacegla

charity with courtesy.
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“light,” it seems to the more suspicious readet #ilecould be oriented to distorted or tyrannical
power.

At this point, one should recall the larger purpokthe work that Bacon foresaw when
conceiving of the whole as an act of persuasiéthel end of the whole is to promote the new
science, an institution like the Royal Society, &aton’s vision of the commonwealth, then is it
possible that within the means of the fable he @anéate a highly suspect character who
nevertheless belongs to his ideal society, prombigquivalent of the Royal Society, and
praises its advancement achieved in learningsaihtia(knowledge)? | think not. If Bacon is
to achieve his pan-rhetorical end, he must intbatithe audience trust this Governor and
respond to him as the European sailors do. Tlgelding unease of the suspicious, however,
begins to reveal that Bacon has a very differemnof rhetorical ethics, leading to a natural
suspicion in some readers and critics.

Outside of the fiction, Bacon explicitly treats ttwcal ethics. InfThe Advancement of
Learningjust after his discussion of rhetoric’s duty “tgopypReason to Imagination,” he desires
to touch on “abuses” of rhetoric as a caution (238¢ proceeds to answer the historically
frequent objections against rhetoric with the Aatetian distinction between right use and abuse
of words (239) and offers a degree of epistemobdgiptimism that “speech is much more
conversant in adorning that which is good thanduiing that which is evil” (238§%° Bacon
goes on to develop his unique psychology and pbylbal anthropology to justify the need of
rhetoric and to explain the way in which persuasweds takes hold in an audience. As has

been pointed out, while Bacon aligns himself wittisfotle, he actually often departs from the

296 Vickers gives a lengthy analysis that draws fiacon’s whole canon to reveal how he “synthesized

classical and postclassical doctrine” into his deéeof rhetoric that asserts rhetoric to be ethichlle
acknowledging that words may be misused (“BaconRimetoric” 210-22, esp. 213 and 216).
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peripatetic®®’ This is to be expected when one considers theezprences of Ramus’s removal
of inventiofrom the rhetorical canons. This removal is eglgcapparent in the above
statement of Bacon’s epistemological optimism whgchctually a rather anemic expression of
confidence compared to that offered by the othermaive confident figures we have
examined® Nevertheless, it initially appears that Bacon—pitesthese differences and
departures—has some form of realist rhetoricakettke that of More and Imogen, that
distinguishes sophists from rhetoricians and uphtteé need for licit means rather than
justifying questionable means based on ends, cistame or intentiof®’

However, Bacon'’s ethic becomes complicated precisgthe question of what
constitutes licit means of persuasion. Cicero iregkt—in an admittedly complicated way—the
yoking of the usefulutile) and the goodnpnestagin means. In the same tradition, Augustine
goes on to disallow the use of any falsehood teezeheven a good end despite an orator’s good
intention and/or urgent circumstance. Bacon’sye83& Simulation and Dissimulation” reveals
the very different position of the Englishman. Hgrs in a rhetorical awareness of the

Aristotelianism of his own day, the essay has mdmenwhich the realist position, much like it

297 In The Major Workg646) Vickers cites Wolff who has observed that@as “distinction between logic
and rhetoric is not Aristotle’s.”

298 Vickers quotes this line to show Bacon’s Aristiatie rhetorical ethic and its distance from theveai
idealism of Quintilian and Wilson (“Bacon and Rh&tt217). | agree that Bacon avoids naive idealand
proposes a form of tempered epistemological optimisut | do not want to concede that Bacon is faligring
Aristotle’s view in the present case. Aristotlentand that “the true and just are by nature strotigen their
opposites” and that it is the office of the rhdtwuse rhetoric (ethically) on behalf the true arsd (Rhetoric
1.1.12). Bacon only implies that the good is sgenthan the evil when each is spoken of with eql@l, and he
does so using language of “adorning” and “coloritigit revises the role of rhetoric as only trafiickin
ornaments. This is potentially a much less robaafidence that reflects Bacon'’s persistent viest gtyle and
things can be severed. Vickers rejects Jardirieis that Bacon saw rhetoric as purely ornamentatk@fs,
“Bacon and Rhetoric” 20-4, 221; Jardine 216) andanastimates moments in which Bacon articulateb audaim.
299 This is the position of Vickers (“Bacon and Rhé&t§ who notes that the discussionThe Advancement
“is based on a realist acceptance of human naf@ds3). Vickers is not talking about ethical realjsut about
sensitivity to the fact that human beings oftendne®re than logic to be persuaded. NeverthelesspB—as he
presents himself ithe Advancementdoes base his ethics on human nature and thipitsat of a realist ethic.
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is presented ifthe Advancemenis rehearsetf’ However, the opening lines of “Of
Simulation” reveal a more complicated position. Bégins: “Dissimulation is but a faint kind of
policy or wisdom; for it asketh a strong wit andteong heart to know when to tell the truth, and
to do it. Therefore it is the weaker sort of pgqlies that are the great dissemblers” (349). The
first clause calls dissembling a puny policy ordas. While at first glance this seems like it
could be taken to be a fairly traditional restatatred the realist position, it is actually quite
vague. Because of the choice of the ‘to be’ vird predicate seems unnecessarily wordy and
particularly unclear. An ethical judgment is averdn favor of one of utility: Dissimulation is
imprudent or unwise. The “or” conjunction linkifigolicy” and “wisdom” is equally
disorienting. Are the two words synonyms or aeytbquivalent to something like Cicero’s
utile andhonesta® The latter would edge toward a moral judgmententhie former
interpretation remains purely pragmatic.

The last sentence of this passage seems to cathintilitarian approach. Unlike
Cicero’s abstract argument that the useful is aplyarently so unless morally good, Bacon
seems to be using a Machiavellian criterion oftytdbove the good while drawing his
ambiguous conclusion. He concludes that weakipialits are “great dissemblers.” By
consequence, one can conclude his belief thatgpoliticians are bad dissemblers. In this
conclusion, either the emphasis is placed on stinengh Bacon simply stating that a mighty
tyrant need not pretend because he or she, beangdfenore than loved, can impose his or her

will regardless of persuasion or the emphasisdseau on the badness of dissembling explaining

300 On Aristotle in England in the period, again te8ahmitt (3-76) and MaclIntyre, “John Case.”

The essay “Of Cunning” provides another interestiage. Bacon is mostly against cunning, but in the
middle of the essay does advise the use of somiat[gjoof cunning.” However, most of the “pointafe not ones
that include lying or that would be considereditlfor use according to a realist ethic. Stik thermissiveness of
cunning and the use of the language of ‘cunningjielathan ‘prudence’ seems to foreshadow the eatist aspects
of “Of Simulations.”
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that a politician who takes the high road (avoidialge appearances) respectably obtains a
position of strength. The latter of these is map&mistic than Machiavelli and the former
perhaps does not align fully with the Florentine'sistence that one appear good and learn how
not to be soFrince 15), but both possible interpretations of Bacawsclusion share with
Machiavelli the belief in the priority of the uséfij*

While the last sentence helps point to the coirgetpretation of the first clause, the
second clause of the quotation, “for [dissimulatiasketh a strong wit and a strong heart to
know when to tell the truth, and to do it,” shedglier light on the ambiguity of the final
sentence. In the midst of his caution againsiednsing, Bacon offers a backhanded panegyric
for the dissembler as one strong in heart and Wi tnows when and how to speak the truth,
and when and how to lie. This pushes readerdeopret the final sentence with the emphasis
on power, not in the sense of cooperative leadiuigbmagical force.

As the essay proceeds, it grows less vague. Apoim Bacon relates that “the ablest
men that ever were have had all an openness amkhi&as of dealing” (350). The suggestion
seems to be that the best need not dissemble.inBatt, Bacon proceeds to explain how these
men won reputations that then allowed them to is#mdulation, as required, without tainting
the “former opinion spread abroad of their goothfa350). This is not thbona fideof Cicero
or More, but of Machiavelli and More’s Hastings cdaer. In a similar passage, Bacon appears
initially critical of “Simulation and false profess” as “more culpable, and less politic” to

which he adds, “except it be in great and rareersit{351). Also, he praises the proverb, “Tell

301 Minkov (266-7) and Faulkner (59-83) both point bow, in theEssaysBacon takes up Machiavelli’'s

starting points but, in Faulkner’s words, attergrismproved edifice” (59). Also, see Patersongioraccount of
“the Machiavellian Character of Baconian Scien¢giltis more specific thlew Atlantis(439-41). Farrington,
however, submits that Bacon familiarized himselfmiachiavelli only to understand and defend agaiitiginy
(Philosophy31).
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a lie and find the truth” (351). Both these foratidns allow for ends to justify means in a way
objected to by the realists. The proverb is paldidy notable because it introduces the language
of lying. Some realists, as we have seen, allawestalse assertions and significations that they
believe to be not exceptions to a rule but as categlly distinct from lying. In his previous
language of simulation and dissimulation, Bacorldtave tried to articulate a similar view; his
introduction of permitted lying eliminates suchaspibility. Instead, in clear opposition to the
realist position, Bacon reveals his advocacy ferghmacy of intention and allowance of
exceptions to the ruf®? As he explicitly states in the essays final lirtee “best composition
and temperature is to have . . . dissimulatioresssnable use; and a power to feign, if there be
no remedy” (351).

In Bacon’s ultimate formulation we see a returmh® more Quintilianic, utilitarian view.
This is surprising, considering the Aristoteliastdiction between sophistry and rhetoric, and the
epistemological optimism that Bacon put forth. whgh Quintilian, there seems no way to
reconcile fully this latter belief in the greatearpuasiveness of the truth with a system that
allows orators to lie for “great. . . matters” (35Bacon situational ethic implicitly lays great
emphasis on the speaker’s good intention, contgrdas Quintilian had—that instances of
lying will be “rare” and that the orator can arhit when lies are and are not justified. Perhaps
as the highly juridical character of Roman oratergy have influenced Quintilian’s
utilitarianism, so Bacon'’s legal training and preet and life at court may have influenced his
situational rhetorical ethic, as well as his conimepof science as justified especially by its

usefulness to human beings.

302 This is not to deny, as Briggs notes, that “Bacouches [‘Tell a lie and find a troth’] in a nedt

qualifications,” even as he asserts that suchia lieeuristic” (Rhetoric of Nature38).
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One will recall that Quintilian’s situation ethisgecially lost credibility, even with those
attracted to the utilitarian ethical system, wherallvocated drowning the reason of a judge. It
was suggested that while not a Callicles or Thrasyras, Quintilian was truly a Gorgian
sophist. This seems like an adequate title foroBdoo. He allows for the use of false means to
persuade the audience (a transgression of theiiiytefithe internal end to realists) while
providing no ethical checks on the external ené. celebrates those “ablest” who can keep
appearance of good faith when a “case. . . req)irbgs3°® Unlike Quintilian who at least can
claim that his situational arbiters arie boni, Bacon presents merely talented, not morally good
orators. Quintilian, when not teaching how to dela judge (6.2.6-7), wields sympathetic
examples for his position such as lying to the sickd or the assassin (12.1.38-9); Bacon,
however, is silent and gives the impression thasehwho are in the public life will inevitably
encounter any number of unspecified (“rare” or &ewl”) occasions that justify lyirig*

Without examples for how to apply his utilitariatiie and without even an insistence that the
arbiters be of good character, Bacon looks the i@orgpphist.

With the help of Bacon’s essay, “Of Simulation dhdsimulation,” and its explicit, if
not totally consistent, advocacy of a utilitarifwetorical ethic, the act of persuasion of the
Governor, which is representative of many of thesgans ilNewAtlantis, gains clarity. The
details that provoked a potentially suspicious meg@which seemed unlikely given Bacon’s
larger ends for the project) now make more seBsgon wants a fable that praises the new

science and secures science’s place in the idgal sTo this end, he permits the model citizens

303 This insistence on the strength of will to semsthing through is picked up on by Lampert who amgthat

Bacon and Nietzsche “mutually illuminate one anctii®2). Also on Nietzsche and Bacon, see Weinberge
(“Science and Rule” 884-5).

304 In fairness, it should be added that Bacon’'sye¥3&Judicature” warns judges against such taaifcs
advocates and forbids advocates and counselsadhakn up (447). However, one could also readgthadal that
ended Bacon'’s public career as a confirmation ®bllief that such behavior could be justified.
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of the imagined state, such as the Governor, th®ipsive means of misleading or lying to an
audience (illicit for realists) so long as the meare used to serve, above all, science, but also
the state that appropriately supports and privéesggentific inquiry. If this is the case, however
one needs to reconsider the topic, means, andoéitikds act of persuasion between the audience
of European sailors and orator Governor. The tognicains (as we were previously presuming)
an account of the past and present of New Atlamdan explanation of how the sailors will be
treated, but the means are adjusted to includemigtstraightforward assertions, but lying,
indirection, and intimidation because the end istamffer welcome to the sailors (as previously
posited), but to inspire awe and fear at the iskagdvernance and scientific achievem#nt.

This end could be labeled a means or proximateoéBacon’s pan-rhetorical purpose that his
readers accept and support the new science amst@ntion such as the Royal Society.

On its face, the Governor’'s new end of inspiringgamd fear in the sailors sounds oddly
as if it is trying to provoke wonder. We have sdemwever, that Bacon has worked to diminish
wonder in his attempts to lift the prohibition amgti curiosity®®® Elsewhere ifNew Atlantis
Bacon inserts a clever equivocation in his useafder. The Bensalemites that approach the
miraculous pillar of light supposedly gather “tomder” (464). But for them wonder is assertive
actions, depicted in a praiseworthy fashion, teak4o overtake and possess and understand

every aspect of the ineffable divine light. Wondestipulatively reworked to mean not wonder,

30 Perhaps these situational ethics means (lyimlixgation, intimidation) are alluded to when thev@mor

jokes that the sailors must think the island is imt@bited by magicians and they retort rather Bexisalemites
must be angels. Angelos, in the biblical traditiare (trustworthy) messengers while sophistsraditionally
linked to magicians that charm and dupe.

306 My previous treatment of Bacon’s view of wondeamined his rehabilitation of curiosity and hisdfri
comments on wonder ifthe AdvancementHowever, as | will demonstrate, Bacon’s viewwainder is at play in
New Atlantisas well. See Achinstein, Cowan, Funari (22-3&peanu, Price (9-14, esp. 13), Quihis Exiled
196-7), Serjeantson, and Weinberger (“On the misdigifor diverse analyses of knowledge acquisidad/or
wonder inNew Atlantis
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but curiosity. Yet the Europeans, in the currgns@de, react with more traditional wonder.
They are “all astonished to hear so strange thsngsrobably told. And [the Governor],
perceiving that we were willing to say somewhat tioad it not ready, in great courtesy took us
off” (471). In this case, which uses the Arist@slvocabulary of wonder incited by
improbability, More, Shakespeare, and Aristotle ldargue that wonder is already disclosing
without the wondering agent immediately attackimg object that provoked the passion. An
intuitive but rational movement toward new knowledgkes place without the exercise of
curiosity3®” This type of wonder is different in kind from tBaconian redefinition (manifest in
his non-literary works and in his stipulative rekiag of “wonder” into curiosity irNew

Atlantis) that implicitly suggests that wonder is not raiband, therefore, is both an impediment
and a waste in the quest to advance knowledge.

Since the Governor, and by extension Bacon, extgi®sity and calls it wonder, this
moment of the more traditional wonder of the saildoes not show Bacon embracing a claim
that the sailor’'s awe and fear are semi-cognitiveabonal emotions. Instead, if traditional
wonder for Bacon equals “broken knowledge,” then@overnor’s act of persuasion—in its end
of fear and awe—seeks shackles that restrict tHeace and that forcibly persuade without
cooperatiorr’® The act of persuasion seeks to confine and cl@ud. earlier suspicions have

been confirmed and now it is left to understandtivbiethe persuasion is, at best, benevolently

307 Harp elucidates this view when he argues thatdegrfor many thinkers, is a “rational movementhaf

mind toward fresh knowledge” (295).
308 Briggs also sees that Bacon envisions a prognarhich “the mass of men” will only know of “the we
sciences’ power to amaze, please, and comfBtteforic of Naturell). Price makes the complementary point that
the narrator’s very limited acquisition of knowled{funs counter to the empirical, experimentalpictive

approach Bacon promotes” (13).
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elitist or, at worst, sinistef’? The Aristotelian, Morean, and Shakespearean wfemonder and
epistemology maintained a democratic element. B&es narrowed reason so much that only a
few can attain fresh knowledge and only by hardkwesrd by commitment to a method, never by
intuition.>'° New Atlantis as it dramatizes Bacon’s view, does not inspiesepistemological
guestion that the texts of More and Shakespearesare@an, and if so, how can one see through
false appearances? Instead of concerning himsshlftiae positive problem of if and how a
natural but limited intuitive sight can be honeds&z more sharply, Bacon’s approach assumes
the existence of many who will ever be ignorantpvasily err” New AtlantisA87), and
proposes a program of science, statecraft, arglorlin which the few use their sight
powerfully. Bacon is concerned that a few peopdate and manipulate appearances not that
many grow to improve their natural ability to peag¢ beneath false appearantes.

To understand more fully the Governor’s exercispater that seeks via an act of

persuasion to ensnare the sailors in awe andl&ars turn to the text’s treatment of the last of

309 See note 291 for treatmentsN#w Atlantisthat find a sinister aspect. However, otherasitiave

submitted that Bacon is simply elitist. Price $tizes the elitist reading well (7-9); also, semrtham and
Zagorin (174). See Achinstein for a related actafiBacon’s willingness to conceal and potentiatligdirect in
New Atlantis Briggs addresses Bacon'’s view of the moralitgexdrecy Rhetoric of Natur@43-8) and thinks that
New Atlantisprovides a code that can be deciphered only bsetindho allow the text to initiate them; this segrisc
not “to hide their achievements from envy or thbitt to protect their piety from their own unrel@allispositions”
(Rhetoric of Naturel74). The question of the use of poweNiEw Atlantiss examined directly by Box (147-64),
Lampert (27-66), and Weinberger (“Science and Relgp. 882-5).

310 To be fair, Bacon sees a different sort of demtiation present. Even if few can reason weliséhfew
can discover a method that allows—in a phrase caomyradtributed to Bacon—"men of no genius” to pwesu
scientific studies.

s Of course, Bacon’s Idol of the Marketplace {¢fivum Organund5, aphorism 43) is, accordingThe
Advancementthe false appearances that are imposed upoy wetis, which are framed and applied according to
the conceit and capacities of the vulgar sort: @tttbugh we think we govern our words and presadtilbesll,
‘Loguendum ut vulgus, sentiendum ut sapientes’ cgetain it is that words, as a Tartar's bow, doattback upon

the understanding of the wisest, and mightily eglaand pervert the judgment. . .” (228). Bacailites are to

avoid such false appearances, but not necessaally acts of speaking, rather in their knowledgeuasition and
discourse with other such elites. The advice ®dga as much as he goes on to calls for cleaffipitg terms, but
such distinguishing was not new and was particylardcticed by the scholastics that precede Baodrf@ whom

he shows great disdain. However, Bacon also eaactpistemological distinction between the vulgew-

nothings and elite knowers rather than providiregAhistotelian view of degrees of knowledge, evemea quotes

and “prescribe[s],” but ultimately undercuts a dictfrom Aristotle’sTopics
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the three spheres of life mentioned above: religtérrhis aspect of life on New Atlantis will
bring into focus two mutually exclusive possibégi the power possessed by the rare, sharp
sighted, best citizens of Bensalem keeps straraget$esser citizens in ignorance either to best
serve the good of all (benevolent elitist posdiilor to serve well the self-interest of the sharp
sighted at the expense of everyone else (sinibtist possibility). In matters of religion, | hav
already labeled Bensalem’s unorthodox form of Giansty as something gnostic, reflecting on
the way extra-canonical scriptures, secrecy, dadkaof evangelical zeal or eschatological focus
reveal Bensalemite Christianity to be organizediadoa cult of secret knowledge. Nevertheless,
the strangers observe a society that has many idegtian trappings: Bensalem has biblical
symbols on document seals (458); the first queshersailors are asked is if they are Christians
(459); figures from the island casually allude tolibal figures and episodes such as creation
(471, 472), Noah (469), Lot (477), Solomon (469 ¥ Elijah (478), and Paul (477); figures

who claim to be clergy are often seen; divine s®wviare attended; prayers, said; Trinitarian
blessings, given (473, 475).

These markers of religious citizens or of a religisociety, however, continue to be
complicated by other facts. Bacon transfers muic¢heotraditional ecclesial trappings and office
to the secular Father’s of Salomon’s house. Fiytirat appear to be bishops, who in liturgical
processions of Bacon’s England had a privilegedtipos are merely part of the retinue of the
Father of Salomon’s house in the festive processyowhich he enters the city (479); the Father

offers his tippet to be kissed, much like a biskajrig (480)** The language of “Father”

312 The role of religion ilfNew Atlantishas an extensive critical history. Innes, Lamf2rt66), and Paterson

give accounts complementary to mine that Bacorbeadisingenuous or can manipulate Christianityetwes his
own ends. See McKnight (1-44) and Briggs (“Basostience” 192-7) for a different view. The staft¢he
question is well summarized by McKnight (1-13, eBp-3).

313 For an example of the place of clergy, and bgesion bishops, in processions, sedmfienctionsof
1559: “[P]erambulations of the circuits of parishage to be retained and the “curate in their saichmon
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sounds priestly and the man of science raisesamd,lfas blessing the people” (479, 480).
These prelates of science build high towers taecblineteorological data that reach much higher
than Babel with an intention that seems to be usttlinowledge acquisition, but such acquisition
for the sake of power for self-aggrandizeniéfitit appears that the Fathers of Salomon’s House
either set up science as pseudo-religion or asfanable alternative to faith. The pageantry and
trappings of the Christian religion lose their angg content and are manipulated in a fashion to
persuade the Europeans and/or the average citi@ensalem of the compatibility between the
island’s scientific project and the Christian faith

Nevertheless, Joabin tells the Europeans a taleakligious freedom on Bensalem that
sounds almost to foreshadow free societies thaecfter Bacon which will allow free exercise
of religion. Yet, upon close examination, there mrany disturbing aspects in the narrator’'s
description of Joabin. Not only is there palpadié-Semitism in the account, but almost all of
the praise of Joabin is based on his love of Bensalr respect for Christ. The case of Joabin is
yet another example that could be interpreted gerséy or suspiciously. In the latter
interpretation, one suspects that the state regjdoabin to place its concerns or at least the
concerns of science before personal concern foexthertation of the Shema and the first
commandment.

This suspicious reading is reinforced in the resopa of biblical language Mew
Atlantis We have already seen that the Governor allowed@entation of biblical images in

praise not of the biblical God, but instead of iedy ground of Bensalem (Ex 3:5, Ps 137:6). In

perambulations. . . at certain convenient place#i admonish the people to give thanks to Godh&lieholding of
God’s benefits, for the increase and abundancdfrtits upon the face of the earth. . . .” (G@é} Of course,
one can look to non-liturgical processions, like&beth's progresses, for an alternative model.

314 Quinn uses the language of “self aggrandizemtiatt’| have employed more than ontés(Exiled 134);
Bacon’s description of such a tower stands in netabntrast to Augustine, who in one of his instanof
condemning curiosity invokes the folly of pagarrasvmers Confessiones.1-7, esp. 3).
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the account of the Feast of the Family and the @meo with the Father of Salomon’s House
there seem to be similar biblical revisions thatient the biblical word. The herald’s
proclamation, “Happy are the people of Bensalent4j4and Joabin’s observation about the
coming of the Father of Salomon’s House, “Ye anggyamen” (479), rewrites the first line of
the Psaltertieatus]esi vir) and exploits the formula of the Beatitud&s It seems that the
sailors and Joabin are assured happiness onlgyfght their trust in princes (or—more
properly—in the metaphorical princes of sciencafher than in the Lord (cf. Ps. 146:3).
Collectively, this account of the role of religionBensalem uncovers a hierarchy—in
Bacon’s thought—in which religion is subordinatedite state and in which the state is the
servant of science. The scientific authorities, drydextension, the regime of Bensalem do not
seem neutral to religion but want to appropriagerappings to secure the preeminence of
science in its society. Even withNew Atlantis Bacon is ever offering his defense that he has a
biblical mandate to be a new Solomon, but his wissoone in which faith and reason are not in
rapprochement, but in which faith must be subjénte and cut down, another potential idol
unless it is appropriately subordinat&8i.Every aspect of religion in New Atlantis, it tsrout,
serves scienc&’ The leaders of science create a limited spaceefigion and have extended
many of the benefits of their discoveries to tliellow citizens and to the sailors. In this redpec

there is an appearance of an elitist, but benevdietatorship of science; the customs and

315 The “happy” or, as the 1611 King James Bible jituthlessed is the man” language is not limited”salm

1, but pervades the Psalter. For example, seenBSd and 41.
316 cf. note 262 on Bacon and fideism. The langusgapprochement between faith and reason draws upo
the well known account dfides et Ratio

s The political sphere, which is not presently teelaat the same length as religion, is also subatdi
While Bacon notably does not address many matfeatedsland’s regime, the Laws of Bensalem may e&dram
secret Cabala (481), rather than being grounded ifiristotelian rule of law that flows from an umstanding of
natural justice. Rules and customs ensure sethatyhe Fathers of Salomon’s house believe esddotithe
exercise of their scientific task.
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trappings of religion and the political sphere ag®s the masses and gives space to the few to
work on the supposedly most important task.

However, this elitism, while certainly making udeaa unegalitarian epistemology, is
only benevolent to the degree to which one is mgllio accept the elevation of science to
scientism, either as the fundamental value shayaddmbers of Bensalemite society or as the
greatest good sought by the commonwealth. If seiashould not be architectonic, if it lowers
ultimate horizons, then perhaps one can accuserBawbthe Fathers of Salomon’s House,
whom he deeply reveres, as more sinister. Thigmornous possibility is reinforced by the
long list of deceits that the House of Salomonfeahion that might be misused to veil reality in
false appearances. One such deceit, relevant tdiszussion of the Governor’'s attempt to
entrap the sailors in wonder, is “artificial rainsis” (485); these traditional objects of wonder
(thought to unfurl in the wake of Iris, daughtertioé god of wonder and sign of the covenant
that the Lord made with Noah) can now be feigneddgntists. Also, as reinforced by the
listing of “Deception of the senses” on the appehitst of Magnalia Naturag489), there is a
whole house dedicated to “deceit of the senseB)(4&hin Salomon’s House. This college is
given the ultimate position by the Father in hisgdist of the houses and instruments of
Salomon’s House. The Father by his dispositioprobfs suggests that the house of deceit is the
preeminent example of how powerful Bensalem’s smeas. In his description, he boasts:
“surely you will easily believe that we that hawermsany things truly natural which induce
admiration, could in a world of particulars deceiflie senses, if we would disguise those things
and labour to make them seem more miraculous” (486)s is complementary to the view of

entrapping wonder that we have already examinkdthe present case, the language insists that
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wonder is a tool of power to ensnare, and suchtanglement can be achieved by either natural
or deceitful sciencé'®

As with our earlier difficulty with whether or nta interpret certain data with suspicion
or with trust, it seems that the benevolent-elgesus-sinister difficulty is also not totally
resolvable within the text. Nevertheless, we nmagé that this is not MoreHistory or Utopia
The mutually exclusive possibilities are not pdra@edagogy, not an invitation for the reader to
sharpen his or her own sight. Rather, in the Bagdpn wants to preserve the elitist view over
and against the sinister. Therefore, he has tlieeFacknowledge how the ability to
manufacture deceits for any occasion might causeara about a potentially sinister rather than
benevolent elitist program. He assures any susscauditor: “we do hate all impostures and
lies: insomuch as we have severely forbidden #dlltour fellows, under pain of ignominy and
fines” (486). Within this defense are an impl&ithropological claim and a rhetorical-ethical
claim. As regards the former, the Father acknogdsdhe potential of corruption in persons and
offers a remedy. While Augustine would scoff & tfaiveté of such toothless negative
consequences in the face of such potentially pawddceits and of what he saw as human
beings’ weakened will, darkened intellect, and disoed passions, Bacon, with his trust in
science and willingness to use it for good, questide, and neutral ends, assumes an ontological
and anearlyunqualifiedmoral goodness only for his Fathers/scientisessgnving their elite
benevolence. This is a development from the ethi©f Simulation” where we noted that
Bacon did not even require the moral goodnessbfators vis-a-vis Quintiliangri boni. In
New Atlantis Bacon, if his philosophical anthropology is mpegsuasive than Augustine’s view

that posited ontological goodness dmghly-qualifiedmoral goodness for all, successfully

318 The language of “induce” and “admiration” is natasince what is described sounds more like stiphis

seduction rather than cooperative conducting ocatitug in wonder.
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preserves his elitist program; it is spared frolinig into something more sinister because those
not in the class of the paternal scientists ar Hkbbesian animals (morally and ontologically
bad) that need to be constrained by the wisdorhevbhtologically and morally good Fathers.
This is a rather adept move by Bacon as it plangsAaigustinian objector in the position
of being one who is not elite and is thereby pratngn he or she should be humble; he or she is
a Hobbesian plebs who remains incapable of theomiseiquired to understand. The quote that
has this implicit philosophical anthropology, howevsuggests a very concrete ethical principle
that presumably the Father (and Bacon) would thortkprehensible to the European sailors and
other non-elites. The Father claims hatred foliedl Bacon’s Father sounds like an ethical
realist, offering a universal claim by which evéigyis always judged illicit. Again, Bacon
seems to insist that his view may be elite, but+easaled in such a universal norm—it is not
sinister. Nevertheless, the tension between émahd sinister view is never fully resolved.
The Father walks back his assertion and quicklystdjto articulate the more utilitarian,
sophistic rhetorical ethic in his next words. Hayfinished account of all the houses, he turns to
the “Merchants of Light” who “for our own we conte@86). The Father believes these lies to
be justified, over and against any previously iripliniversal formulation. There are no qualms
about keeping others in the dark when trying t@edtthe enlightenment of Bensalem’s own
scientific project. Apparently, lies are necessamg justifiable on these reconnaissance missions
because they are means to gather knowledge andasaiencé’® An unqualified universal

principle would have strengthened a claim to naomsger elitism, but the utilitarian reworking

319 In fact, the language of espionage is insuffitizecause spying adds ethical complexity absent the

current deceits done “for our own.”
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leaves the elite-or-sinister problem unresolvedmie text breaks off, even while it is clear that

Bacon is advocating for the reader to believe liegpromotes a benevolent elitist vigky.

Conclusion

The revered Father of Salomon’s house has confirmedeading of Bacon’s abstract
account of rhetoric as utilitarian (and perhapshssife), and the sinister possibility reinforces
my mistrusting analysis of the Governor’s act afspasion that could be read in two mutually
exclusive ways New Atlantisultimately promotes a utilitarian rhetorical ethécnarrowed
rationalist/empiricist epistemology in which theme only a few specialists who may both
construct and see through false appearances, amgth science as the greatest personal,
cultural, and civic good. In this program, Bacejects Cicero and Augustine in favor of
Quintilian and the Gorgian sophists. While Morel &hakespeare (or at least Imogen) found
ways to synthesize aspects of Roman rhetoric amgt@mity in their rhetorical ethics, Bacon
discards the approach and certain fundamental &spkboth (though he does, as we have seen,
at times allude to each as expedient means by viticitrease histhog.

Having formulated his utilitarian rhetorical ethimgainst the Christian and Roman
traditions, Bacon would address the titular questitls theArs Rhetoricdor the Good?"—
very differently than More and Shakespeare. NdtldlBacon was pressed, the answer offered

would be in the affirmative, but Bacon'’s utilitami@thics entail very different uses of the terms

320 Many critics note the absence of the promised érafaws within the text and argue from this alcgen

that the work is truly unfinished. While there mi@s/no way to settle the question definitivelym af the opinion
that the text is actually complete. The dispositid the episodes iNew Atlantissuggests a thoughtful unity in
which Bacon deliberately wanted to conclude wittaacount of Salomon’s House and its many impressive
functions. The breaking off also fits with the taned way in which the Bensalemites and, in thise; the
European sailor who now appears to be their neeplnytlertake a program of confusion and disoriematiSee
Spitz and Faulkner (233-6) for arguments that tbhekvis complete or intentionally unfinished. Als$erice gives a
helpful account of both sides of the issue (1-3, 24
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“Ars,” “Rhetorica,” and “Good” than the meaningsamed by More and Shakespeare, and put
forward in chapter one. Thigs Rhetoricds a very different sort dechnefor Bacon. It is now
just a craft of style that need not concern itagth logical, albeit enthymematic, invention. And
rhetoric, while it remains a dynamic power in Basonew, is—despite his very invocation of
the Aristotelian defense of rhetoriddvancemen238-9)—no longer the use of the apt and
ethical available means of persuasion, accordingadraditional frame of Western, realist
(Augustinian, Ciceronian, Aristo-Thomistic, Moredamogenian) ethics. His good does not
blend the individual and civic good as Aristotleldicero attempted to do, nor is it particularly
informed by a Christian metaphysic or Christiariggophical anthropology?* In his best
commonwealth we have seen that the achievemestesftgic knowledge is the highest good
that orders all other aspects of the personal antgon weal.

As Ramus disfigured the canons, so the exampleaodB has disfigured our question.
Where, then, does Bacon'’s very different sort @fraation in reply to the titular question place
him on the spectrum between the available naivaimi and anxious cynical extremes? Surely
he is on the suspicious side of the confident-sisps divide because his answer to the question,
as it has stood since the beginning of this diatert, would actually be that ti#es Rhetoricas
not for the Good in the original sense. Howeves slispicion differs from the person so fearful
of a Machiavel that he or she assumes that behspi&ech must be concealing evil ends or illicit
means. In a strange similarity to More, Bacon’s/teeatment of rhetoric as not the highest or

most important art/discipline (also seen in hioteomy of knowledge ihe Advancement

321 One could object that Aristotle’s justificatiohgavery actually makes him into a Baconian dlitiher

than an egalitarian. Nevertheless, | would wargrtgphasize that Aristotle’s epistemology and thagiian,
Augustinian philosophical anthropology still standnarked contrast with Bacon.
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leads him to a less anxious suspicith Furthermore, his situational ethics open up to hi
Machiavellian means. If these are licit tacticsHon, then he is again not anxious while
suspicious, but instead he seeks to ensure thatdnds are the most potent, so that in a milieu
that might be filled with Machiavels he can win amgrs of words by sophistical rhetorical
force.

In some ways, Bacon’s answer is less surprising @antilian’s. The latter gave a
robust account of epistemological optimism while tbrmer offers a tepid one when addressing
rhetoric directly and is only confidently assertveen maintaining materialist, scientific
epistemological optimism. However, Bacon’s eedecaint of Bensalem and of the Fathers of
Salomon’s self-justified concealment, while shar@gntilian’s move to subjectivize the norms
by which to judge an act of persuasion, is eves ¢gesunded in the good. Quintiliarvs bonus
dicendi peritugwith the exception of the account of drowning jilnége’s reason) maintained a
hope that moral norms would rarely be broken andlavalways be in service of the greater
good, understood as tkemmunis utilitas Bacon’s utopian “best state” seems construcpeshu
an even more utilitarian view, upholding the greagood for the elite, perhaps at the expense of
or only superficially mollifying the least. Bactwpes the good of the few will benefit the rest
who are intentionally kept in ignorance, but asregped in the fiction, he does not seem to have
concern if some lesser citizens are destroyedamttest to advance science.

It is difficult to remain focused purely on mattefsrhetorical ethics and the

epistemology that undergirds them because Bacomapity wants to cultivate a class wfi

322 See my chapter on More, as well as Wegemer (£CGiimanism”), on More’s ranking of rhetoric among

the arts; also, see Vickers’ treatment of Bacoltisnate judgment of rhetoric’s importance (“BacameRhetoric”
225-7).
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boni natura aut scientia perjtskilled, above all, in natural philosophy, noeaking®?® This

leads him to his adjustment of ethics that alldwese men, whom he presumes astute and
trustworthy, to do as they please. They, notdealiorator, have the power to order society;
they may dissemble, and therefore, they are lassetned with seeing through false
appearances than with potentially constructing th&acon comes by his rhetorical ethics
tangentially, almost by accident; it is not hisnpary interest or concern, but it reveals a serious
shift in understanding of rhetorical ethics chagastic of the end of the Renaissance and

beginning of Modernity>*

In situating Thomas More, William Shakespeare, larahcis Bacon on a continuum of
available opinions, the dissertation has achievednasiched understanding of the English
Renaissance debate about rhetorical ethics. Tinéaop of all three poet-thinkers improve our
understanding of the influence of both the clag$kmanan and Christian rhetorical traditions in
the period, and the three authors’ literary modesallective avoidance of the extremes of
naiveté and cynicism help to reveal an elementibfisty in the period’s debate about the nature

and ethics of rhetoric that has not yet been faigreciated in secondary literature.

323 | use these Latin words thinking of Bacon’s ovimgses: MagnaliaNaturae' (New Atlantis488) andDe

Augmentis Scientiarum
324 It is, of course, debated when the RenaissandedenHowever, Bacon is often a touchstone in the
discussion about the end of the Renaissance arzkthiening of modernity. See, for example, Blurmengb In the
present analysis, Bacon’s text clearly has moreamodualities than the other early modern works tiaae been
examined in this project. Furthermore, Schall'sexvation about modernity seems particularly afge¢nsalem:
“The completion of the modern project is proposgea@uiainner-worldly “city” in which everyone has eything he
can want as if his purpose is an on-going existamtiee world.” (The quote comes from Wood's revief
Schall’'sModern Agdpar. 8].)
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Furthermore, reading the three figures chronoldiyigaovides a helpful narrative that illustrates
the development of very different humanisms, fromr&s pre-Reformation return to Christian
and Classical sources as a means to renew the coweatith to Bacon'’s pre-Cartesian turn
towards science and utility that anticipates arigshmitiate Modernity.

The dissertation, in addition to discovering Mor&takespeare’s, and Bacon’s different
opinions on rhetoric and ethics has also showrliiee relationship of epistemology and
philosophical anthropology to early modern underditags of the art of persuasion. The roles of
these branches of thought in Renaissance literatarel in need of further study. Especially if
the project is correct in its suggestion that Mamne Shakespeare look to a (neo)Aristotelian
rather than Modern conceptions of knowing, themelaee many unexplored and potentially
fruitful questions to ask.

Last of all, the study began by suggesting thétaheart of the present inquiry one finds
fundamental issues about the ethics of speakirigettiand back, at least, to Gorgias. Perhaps in
the reading of these pages, the reader has felthdse enduring questions are still relevant. |
believe that they remain with us. For exampleitip@dns routinely accuse their opponents of
unethical or dissembling speech, and the tactiexpbsé reporting have been questioned
recently precisely because a journalist made usase assertions> If these examples seem
rather tame, one need reach back only a littlén&urinto the past to see the full significance of
rhetorical-ethical questions. In the wake of N&tzocities, a question that arose and that has
become a common case study in moral casuistryds: id one able to speak with integrity to a
Nazi-like interrogator when hiding a person whevemted (unjustly) by the state? The need for

answers to such rhetorical-ethical questions resnaigent. While this dissertation has taken

325

Smith.

See J. Smith, who makes reference to the epissdeell as Reno, and Tollefsen and Pruss who nesimo
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care to view More, Shakespeare, and Bacon in ltiigtiorical context, perhaps they have
something to teach the twenty-first century as waslwe continue to ask: “Is thes Rhetorica

for the Good?”



210

Works Consulted

1611 King James Biblechttp://www.kingjamesbibleonline.org/1611-Bibteaccessed 20

January 2012.

Aaron, JaneThe Little, Brown Essential Handbook for Write88 ed. New York: Longman,
2000.

Achinstein, Sharon. “How To Be a Progressive withoooking Like One: History and
Knowledge in Bacon’sNew Atlantis” Clio 17.3 (Spring 1988): 249-64.

Adamson, Sylvia. “The Grand StyldReading Shakespeare's Dramatic Language: A Gilidde
Sylvia Adamson. London: Arden Shakespeare, 2006031

Allen, Michael J. B. “The Ficiniaifimaeusand Renaissance Sciencé&lato’s ‘Timaeus’ as
Cultural Icon Ed. Gretchen J. Reydams-Schils. Notre Damevessity of Notre Dame
Press, 2003. 238-50.

---. Icastes: Marsilio Ficino’s Interpretation of Plate*Sophist Berkeley: University of
California Press, 1989.

Altman, Joel BThe Improbability of Othello: Rhetorical Anthropgpand Shakespearean
Selfhood Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2010.

---. The Tudor Play of Mind: Rhetorical Inquiry and thevelopment of Elizabethan Drama
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1978.

Alvis, John. Cymbelinen Context: The Regime IssueShakespeare’s Last Plays: Essays in
Literature and Politics Eds. Smith and Curtright. Lanham: Lexington B®002. 35-
52.

---. “Shakespeare’s Hamlet and Machiavelli: Howt No Kill a Despot.” Shakespeare as

Political Thinker Eds. Alvis and West. Wilmington: ISI Books, 200289-313.



211

Anders, H. R. D Shakespeare’s Book&lew York: AMS Press, 1965.

Aquinas, St. Thomasumma Theologicédttp://newadvent.org/summa/index.htadcessed 16

February 2011.

---. Summa Theologia®ol. 31,Faith Ed. and trans. T. C. O’'Brien. New York: Blackfs,
1974.

Arbery, Glenn. “The Displaced Nativity ymbeliné Shakespeare’s Last Plays: Essays in
Literature and Politics Eds. Smith and Curtright. Lanham: Lexington Be®002.
157-78.

Aristotle. “De Anima.” The Basic Works of AristotleTrans. Smith. New York: Random
House, 1941. 533-603.

---. “Metaphysics.” The Basic Works of Aristotl&rans. Ross. New York: Random House,
1941. 681-926.

---. “Nicomachean ethicsThe Basic Works of Aristotl&rans. Ross. New York: Random
House, 1941. 927-1112.

---. On Rhetoric: A Theory of Civic Discourddew York: Oxford University Press, 1991.

---. “Physics.”The Basic Works of AristotléTrans. Hardie and Gaye. New York: Random
House, 1941. 213-394.

---. “Poetics.” Introduction to Aristotle Trans. Bywater. Ed. McKeon. New York: Modern
Library, 1947. 624-67.

---. “Poetics.” Politics and Poetics of AristotleTrans. Butcher. Norwalk: Easton Press, 1979.

---. “Politics.” The Basic Works of Aristotldlew York: Random House, 1941. 1113-316.

Armstrong, EA Ciceronian Sunburn: A Tudor Dialogue on Humagi&hetoric and Civic

Poetics Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 200



212

Astell, Ann W. Eating Beauty Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2006.

Atkins, E. M. “Domina et Regina Virtutum': Justiaad Societas in "De Officiis"Phronesis
35.3 (1990): 258-289.

Augustine. “Against Lying.Treatises on Various Subjeci@ans. Harold Jaffee. New York:
Fathers of the Church, 1952. 113-82.

---. Confessions : books I-XlITrans. F. J. Sheed. Indianapolis: Hackett Pub, 1993.

---. De Doctrina ChristianaEd. R. P. H. Green. Oxford [England]: Claren@®vass, 1995.

---. “Lying [De Mendaci®” Treatises on Various Subjeciidans. Sr. Mary Sarah Muldowney
S. S. J. New York: Fathers of the Church, 1952-122.

---. On Christian TeachingTrans. R. P. H. Green. Oxford [England]: Oxfbhdiversity Press,
1997.

---. On the Care of the Dedde CuraPro Mortuis Gerendp

<http://www.newadvent.org/fathers/1316.raccessed 18 January 2012.

---. St. Augustine's Confessioh®eb ed. 2 vols. Ed. W. H. D. Rouse. Trandli&vin Watts.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1950-1951.

---. The City of God Against the Pagans: In Seven Vadubeeb ed. Ed. and Trans. McCraken,
et al. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1957-72

Bacon, FrancisThe Advancement of Learningn The Major Works Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2002. 120-299.

---. De Augmentis Scientiarunin Bacon’s Works Eds. Spedding et al. Vol 1. New York:
Garrett, 1968.

---. De Augmentis Scientiarunn Bacon’s Works Trans. Trans. Spedding. Eds. Spedding et

al. Vol 4. New York: Garrett, 1968.



213

---. Essays In The Major Works Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002. 341-456.

---. The Great InstaurationIn The Great Instauration and New Atlanti$rans. Spedding. Ed.
Weinberger. Arlington Heights: Harlan Davidso@80. 1-33.

---. The Major Works Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002.

---. New Atlantis In The Major Works Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002. 457-89.

---. NewAtlantis. InTheGreat Instauration and New Atlanti€€d. Weinberger. Arlington
Heights: Harlan Davidson, 1980. 35-81.

---. Novum Organum Trans. Urbach and Gibson. Chicago: Open C@984. 33-293.

---. Parasceve (Preparation toward a Natural and Expental History) Trans. Urbach and
Gibson. Chicago: Open Court, 1994. 295-323.

Baird, Albert CraigRhetoric: A Philosophical InquityNew York: Ronald P, 1965.

Baldwin, Charles Searbledieval Rhetoric and Poetic (to 1400): Interprefean
Representative Workbllew York: The Macmillan Company, 1928.

Baldwin, Thomas Whitfieldwilliam Shakespere's Small Latine & Lesse Grebkbana:
University of lllinois Press, 1944.

Bamford, Karen. “Imogen’'s Wounded ChastitigsSsays in Theatr#2.1 (1993): 51-61.

Bates, Jennifer AnnHegel and Shakespeare on Moral Imaginatigibany: State University
of New York Press, 2010.

Batson, E. Beatrice, edShakespeare and the Christian Traditidrewiston: Edwin Mellen
Press, 1994.

---. Shakespeare’s Christianity: The Protestant and GltHPoetics of “Julius Caesar,”
“Macbeth,” and “Hamlet.” Waco: Baylor University Press, 2006.

Battenhouse, R. WA Companion to the Study of St. Augustiew York: Oxford University



214

Press, 1955.

---. Shakespearean Tragedy, Its Art and Its ChristiaenisesBloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1969.

---. “Shakespeare’s Augustinian ArtistryShakespeare's Christian Dimension: An Anthology of
Commentary Ed. Battenhouse. Bloomington: Indiana UnivgrBitess, 1994.

Baumann, Uwe. “More and the Classical TyraMdreana86 (1985): 108-27.

Baxter, John. Cymbelineand the Measures of ChastityThe Elizabethan Theater XEds.
Magnusson and McGee. Streetsville: Meany, 19%85-55.

Beauregard, David. “Shakespeare Against the Steptiature and Grace irhe Winter's Talg
Shakespeare’s Last Plays: Essays in LiteratureRwmidics. Eds. Smith and Curtright.
Lanham: Lexington Books, 2002. 53-72.

---. Virtue’s Own Feature: Shakespeare and the VirtdedstTradition Newark: University of
Delaware Press, 1995.

Bede (the Venerable). “Baedae Historia EcclesiagBientis Anglorum.”’Baedae Opera
Historica . Loeb ed. Trans. J. E. King. Cambridge: Harvdndversity Press, 1954.

Behunin, Robert. “Classical Wonder in Jonson’s dles”Ben Jonson Journd (1996): 39-57.

Beier, Benjamin V. “The Subordination of HumanisYiwmung More’s ‘Profitable’ WorkThe
Life of John Picu$ Moreana47 (2010): 23-44.

Bergson, Henri.The Creative Mind: An Introduction to Metaphysid&ans. Mabelle L.
Andison. Mineola: Dover, 2007.

Bevington, David. IntroductionCymbeline By William Shakespearelhe complete works of
Shakespeare8rd ed. Glenview lll.: Scott Foresman, 198@14-6.

---. Shakespeare’s Ideas: More Things in Heaven andhEadvialden: Wiley-Blackwell, 2008.



215

Bloom, Harold.Shakespeare: The Invention of the Huméew York: Riverhead Books, 1998.

Blumenberg, HansThe Legitimacy of the Modern Agé&rans. Robert Wallace. Cambridge,
Mass: MIT Press, 1983.

Boswell, Jamed.ife of Johnson Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1980.

Bouwsma, WilliamJohn Calvin : a sixteenth-century portraNew York: Oxford University
Press, 1988.

---. “The Two Faces of Humanism: Stoicism and Agtguanism in Renaissance ThoughA”
Usable Past: Essays in European Cultural HistoBerkeley: University of California
Press, 1990. 19-73.

Box, lan. The Social Thought of Francis Bacohewiston: Edwin Mellon Press, 1989.

Boyle, John. Discussion Question HandoutDerCivitate Dei Unpublished.

Bradshaw, Brendaimhe Cambridge History of Political Thought, 145007Ed. J. H Burns.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1991. 95-131

Brandenburg, Earnest. “Quintilian and the goodaraQuarterly Journal of Speecdy.1
(1948): 23.

Brann, Eva. “An Exquisite Platfornitopia.” Interpretation 3.1 (Autumn 1972): 1-26.

Breyfogle, Todd. “Citizenship and Signs: Rethinkiugustine on the Two CitiesA
Companion to Greek and Roman Political Thougbkford: Wiley-Blackwell, 2009.
501-23.

---. “Imagination.” Augustine Through the Ages: An EncyclopeBi@ Fitzgerald. Grand
Rapids, Mich: W. B. Eerdmans, 1999. 442-3.

Briggs, John C. “Bacon’s science and religiofifie Cambridge Companion to Bacoid.

Markku Peltonen. Cambridge: Cambridge UniverBitgss, 1996. 172-99.



216

---. Francis Bacon and the Rhetoric of Natur€ambridge: Harvard University Press, 1989.

Brinton, Alan. “Quintilian, Plato, and the "Vir Bos".” Philosophy & Rhetorid 6.3 (1983):
167-184.

---. “St. Augustine and the Problem of DeceptiorReligious Persuasion.Religious Studies
19.4 (1983): 437-50.

Brown, Peter.Augustine of Hippo Berkeley: University of California Press, 1967.

Bullough, GeoffreyNarrative and Dramatic Sources of Shakespe@reols. London:
Routledge and Paul, 1957.

Butler, Martin. Introduction.Cymbeline By William Shakespeare. Ed. Martin Butler.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005. 1-72.

Cape, Robert. “Cicero and the Development of Priigleractice at RomePrudence:
Classical Virtue, Postmodern Practideéd. Robert Hariman. University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003. 35-66.

Carney, Ellen. “Speech/Debate: Rhetoric in theeStaainship of More Curriculum UnitCenter
for Thomas More Studigisl Sept. 2010. Web.

Cavadini, John. “The Sweetness of the Word: Salnaind Rhetoric in AugustineBe
doctrina Christiana’ ‘De doctrina christiana’ A Classic of Western Cu#uEds. Arnold
and Bright. Notre Dame, IN: University of Notre ida Press, 1995. 164-81.

Cavil, Stanley.Disowning Knowledge In Six Plays of Shakespe&ambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1987.

Cicero, Marcus TulliusCicero on the Ideal Orator (De Oratore)rans. May and Wisse. New
York: Oxford University Press, 2001.

---. De Inventione Trans. H. M. Hubbell. Loeb ed. Cambridge, Madarvard University



217

Press, 1960.

---. De Officiis Trans. Walter Miller. Loeb ed. London: W. Heimenn, 1956.

---. De Oratore 2 vols. Trans. Sutton and Rackham. Loeb ed.iCidge, Mass: Harvard
University Press, 1942.

---. De Oratore I-1ll. Ed. A. Wilkins. London: Bristol Classics Pres8pZ.

---. On the Commonwealth and On Lawsd. and trans. Zetzel. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999.

---. On Duties Trans. Griffin and Atkins. Cambridge [Englan@jambridge University Press,
1993.

---. “Orator.” Brutus[and]Orator. Loeb ed. Trans. H. M. Hubbell. Cambridge: Hadv

University Press, 1962. 297-5009.

---. “Pro Archia Poeta."The Speeched oeb ed. Trans. N. H. Watts. Cambridge: Hatdvar
University Press, 1961. 2-41.

Clarke, M. L.Rhetoric at Rome: A Historical Surve3rd ed. London: Routledge, 1996.

Colclough, David. “Ethics and politics in tiNew Atlantis’ Francis Bacon’s ‘New Atlantis’:
New Interdisciplinary Essaysd. Price. Manchester: Manchester UniversigsBr
2002. 60-81.

Cole, DouglasSuffering and Evil in the Plays of Christopher Mavke Princeton, N. J.:
Princeton University Press, 1962.

Coleridge, Samuel Taylor. “Comments Othello.” Othello: Norton Critical Edition Ed.
Pechter. New York: Norton, 2004. 230-4.

Colish, Marcia L.The Stoic tradition from antiquity to the early i€l ages: Stoicism in

classical Latin literatureLeiden: Brill, 1985.



218

Colson, F. H. PrefaceM Fabii Quintiliani Institutionis Oratoriae: Libet. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1924.

Condren, Conal. “Cornwallis’ Paradocical Defenc&whard 1lI: A Machiavellian Discourse on
Morean Mythology?."Moreana94 (1987): 5-24.

Copeland, Rita. "Medieval rhetori€ncyclopedia of Rhetori€d. Thomas O. Sloane. Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2001.

Copenhaver, Brian P and Charles Schraittistory of Western Philosophy: 3. Renaissance
Philosophy Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992.

Corbett, Edward P. Llassical Rhetoric for the Modern StudeNew York: Oxford University
Press, 1965.

Cowan, Jacqueline. “Francis BacoNsw Atlantisand the Alterity of the New World.”
Literature & Theology25.4 (December 2011): 407-21.

Crider, Scott. “An Art of Gathering Scattered HuntgnCiceronian Civic Humanism and the
Defense of Responsible Rhetoric in "De OratorelrieJ2010: Unpublished ms.

---. “Eloquence Repaired: Thomas Wilson's New Myftithe Origin and Nature of Oratory.”
Ben Jonson Journdl6 (2009): 248-65.

---. Rev. ofA Ciceronian Sunburn: A Tudor Dialogue on Humamketoric and Civic Poetics
by E. Armstrong.Ben Jonson Journdl3 (2006): 222-6.

---. “Rhetorical Poetics and Shakespeare Studies. Bssay of "Rhetoric and Renaissance
Culture" by Heinrich Plett.Ben Jonson Journdl4.2 (2007): 268-84.

---. “The Human Bond, Loosened and Tightened: @ican Sin and Redemption King
Lear.” Sin and RedemptiorEd. H. Bloom and B. Hobby. New York: Bloom'sdiary

Criticism, 2010. 135-45.



219

---. The Office of Assertion: An Art of Rhetoric floe tAcademic Essayilmington, Del: ISI
Books, 2005.

---. “Through Nurture and Good Advisement: Paulildigal Orator of "The Winter's Tale".”
Cithara47.2 (2008): 17-36.

---. With What Persuasion: An Essay on Shakespearehenéthics of RhetoridNew York:
Peter Lang, 2009.

Cunningham, J. VWoe or Wonder: The Emotional Effect of Shakespeafeagedy Denver:
University of Denver Press, 1951.

Curtright, Travis. The One Thomas MaréeNashington D.C.: Catholic University of America
Press, 2012.

D’Arcy, M. C. et al.St. Augustine: His Age, Life, and Thougkteveland: Meridian Books,
1964.

Daston, Lorraine and Katharine Paiklonders and the Order of Natur&lew York: Zone
Books, 1998.

de Alvarez, Leo Paul. “The Soul of the Soujourrraricles, Prince of Tyre.Shakespeare’s
Last Plays: Essays in Literature and Politic&ds. Smith and Curtright. Lanham:
Lexington Books, 2002. 197-216.

Desmet, ChristyReading Shakespeare's Characters : Rhetoric, Ethind Identity Amherst:
Univ. of Massachusetts Press, 1992.

DiLorenzo, Raymond. “The Critique of Socrates ic&2o'sDe Oratore Ornatusand the Nature
of Wisdom.” Philosophy & Rhetorid 1.4 (1978): 247-61.

“Dissuade.”Oxford English Dictionary

<http://www.oed.com/viewdictionaryentry/Entry/55558ccessed 06 June 2011.




220

Donne, John. “25 April 1624The Sermons of John Donwel. 6, no. 4.

<http://contentdm.lib.byu.edu/cdm/compoundobjectémtion/JohnDonne/id/3206/r&t/

> 24 November 2012.

Dougherty, Richard. “Natural LawAugustine Through the Ages: An EncyclopeHig
Fitzgerald. Grand Rapids, Mich: W. B. Eerdmar®99. 582-4.

Duffy, Stephen. “Anthropology.Augustine Through the Ages: An EncyclopeBid
Fitzgerald. Grand Rapids, Mich: W. B. Eerdmar@9a

Duncan-Jones, Katherine and H.R. Woudhuysen. datition and NotesShakespeare's
Poems: Venus and Adonis, The Rape of Lucrecenen8horter Poem8y William
Shakespeare. London: Arden Shakespeare, 2007.

Erasmus, Desiderius. “Letter to DorpT'he Praise of Folly and Other Writings: a New
Translation with Critical CommentaryNew York: Norton, 1989. 228-51.

Erlandson, Greg, e@ur Sunday Visitor's Catholic Almanac, 2009 Editibtuntington, IN: Our
Sunday Visitor, 2009.

Fantham, ElaineThe Roman World of Cicero's De Oratoxford: Oxford University Press,
2004.

Farrington, BenjaminFrancisBacon: Philosopher of Industrial SciencBlew York: Henry
Schuman, 1949.

---. The Philosophy of Francis Bacothiverpool: Liverpool University Press, 1964.

Faulkner, RobertFrancis Bacon and the Project of Progredsanham: Rowman & Littlefield,
1993.

Fawkner, H. W.Shakespeare’s Miracle Plays: “Pericles,” “Cymbelifi@nd “The Winter’s

Tale” Rutherford: Fairleigh Dickinson University Pegd.992.



221

Feehan, Thomas. “Augustine’s Own Examples of Lyingugustinian Studie®2 (1991): 165-
90.

---. “The Morality of Lying in St. Augustine.’Augustinian Studie®1 (1990): 67-81.

Felperin, HowardShakespearean Roman&ginceton, N. J.: Princeton University Press,2197

Fisher, Philip. Wonder, the Rainbow, and the Aesthetics of Rarereqres Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1998.

Fitts, William. Cymbeline and the woman in the wilderness : théfttwehapter of the
Apocalypse as a source stu@yss. Texas A&M U, 1985.

Fitzgerald, Allan, ed Augustine Through the Ages: An Encyclope@ieand Rapids, Mich: W.
B. Eerdmans, 1999.

Fletcher, JosephSituation Ethics: The New MoralityPhiladelphia: Westminster Press, 1966.

Foley, Michael. “The Use and Abuse of Books: Theettary Unity of Augustine’€onfession$
Lecture. Irving, TX, 8 March 2007.

Fortin, Ernest. “Augustine and the Problem of €tmin Rhetoric (1974)."The Rhetoric of St.
Augustine of Hippo Eds. Enos et al. Waco: Baylor University Pre8. 219-34.

Fox, Alistair. “Richard IlI's Pauline Oath: Shakesgpe's Response to Thomas Moiddreana:
Bulletin Thomas Moré&7 (1978): 13-23.

Frank, William. “Cicero's Civic Metaphysics As adisfor Responsibility.Responsibility:
Recognition and Limit€Ed. Herausgegeben von Anton Rauscher. Berlinckem&
Humblot, 2010. 175-191.

Freinkel, LisaReading Shakespeare's Will: The Theology of Fifrpama Augustine to the
SonnetsNew York: Columbia University Press, 2002.

Funari, Anthony.Francis Bacon and the Seventeenth-Century Inteiéédiscourse New



222

York: Palgrave MacMillan, 2011.

Furness, Horace Howard, edlNew Variorum Edition of Shakespeare: “The Merdhan
Venicg” vol 7. Philadelphia: Lippincott, 1888.

Gaffney, James. “Comparative Religious Ethics an3ervice of Historical Interpretation:
Ambrose's Use of CiceroThe Journal of Religious Ethi&1 (1981): 35-47.

Galbraith, David. “Theories of Comedyl’he Cambridge Companion to Shakespearean
Comedy Ed. Alexander Leggatt. Cambridge: Cambridge ©rsity Press, 2001. 3-17.

Garver, Eugene. “Afte¥irtu: Rhetoric, Prudence, and Moral Pluralism in Machi&”
Prudence: Classical Virtue, Postmodern Practied. Robert Hariman. University Park:
Pennsylvania State University Press, 2003. 67-97.

---. Aristotle's Rhetoric: An Art of CharacteChicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994.

---. Machiavelli and the History of Prudendgladison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1987.

Gee, Henry and W. H. Hardy, ed®ocuments lllustrative of English Church Historyondon:

MacMillan, 1896. 4ttp://history.hanover.edu/texts/engref/er78.btnA6 November

2012.

Gill, Meredith. Augustine in the Italian Renaissance: Art and Pdolohy from Petrarch to
Michelangelo Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005.

Gilson, Etienne.God and PhilosophyNew Have: Yale Nota Bene, 2002.

Girard, Rene.A Theater of Envy: William Shakespeat®outh Bend: St. Augustine’s Press,
2004.

Glendon, Mary Ann. “Cicero SuperstaFirst Things(January 2010) 26 January 2011.

<http://www.firstthings.com/article/2009/12/ciceroperstar

Glenn, Cheryl, et aHodge’s Harbrace Handboo 5" ed. Boston: Thomson Wadsworth, 2004.



223

Golden, James, Goodwin Berquist, William Colemas. dthe Rhetoric of Western Thought
Dubuque: Kendall/Hunt, 1997.

Gordon, Walter. “Exemplum Narrative and Thomas &®History of Richard 111.”Clio 9
(1979): 75-88.

Gorgias. “Encomium of Helen.Norton Anthology of Theory and CriticisnNew York:
Norton, 2001. 30-33 (excerpt).

Graham, GordorEight Theories of EthicdNew York: Routledge, 2004.

Grady, Hugh.Shakespeare, Machiavelli, and Montaigne: Power 8abjectivity from ‘Richard
II"to ‘Hamlet.” Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002.

Grant, Patrick. “Thomas MoreRichard Ill: Moral Narration and Humanist Method.”
Renaissance and Reformatiér§1983): 157-72.

Gray, Hanna H. “Renaissance Humanism: The Purs&ltoguence.”Journal of the History of
Ideas24.1963 (1963): 497-514.

Green, R. P. H. IntroductiorDe Doctrina ChristianaBy Augustine. Oxford: Clarendon, 1995.
IX-XXV.

Green, Reina. “Poisoned Ears and Parental Adwieamlet” Early Modern Literary Studies

11.3 (2006): 3.1-31.R&ttp://purl.oclc.org/emls/11-3/greeham?2.ktnaccessed 12 April

2013.
Greenblatt, Stepheirlamlet in PurgatoryPrinceton, N. J.: Princeton University Press,1200
---. Renaissance Self-Fashioning: From More to Shakesp€dicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1980.
Gregg, Samuel. “Intentionality, Choice and Idgnitit Thomas More’d he History of King

Richard Ill/Historia Richardi Tertii” Moreanal89-90 (December 2012): 213-38.



224

Griffin, M. T. and E. M. Atkins. IntroductionDe Officiis Cambridge [England]: Cambridge
University Press, 1993. ix-xliv.

Grisez, Germain and Russell ShaBeyond the New MoralityNotre Dame: University of Notre
Dame Press, 1980.

Gronbeck, Bruce, et al., ed®rinciples and Types of Speech Communicatiti#f ed. New
York: HarperCollins, 1994.

Grossman, Marshall. “Introduction: Reading Resaice ethics.Reading Renaissance Ethics
Ed. Marshall Grossman. New York: Routledge, 2@16.

Gurr, Jens Martin. “’Bad Is the World, and All Wilome to Nought:” History and Morality in
More’s and Shakespeardchard IIl.” Litteraria Pragensia: Studies in Literature and
Culture7.13 (1997): 51-78.

Gwynn, AubreyRoman education from Cicero to Quintiliadew York: Russell & Russell,
1964.

Hadfield, AndrewShakespeare and Republicani€dambridge: Cambridge University Press,
2005.

Hadot, Pierre.What Is Ancient Philosophy®ambridge, Mass: Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, 2002.

Hankins, John Erskin®ackgrounds of Shakespeare's Thoubfatmden, Conn: Archon Books,
1978.

Hardison, O. B., edEnglish Literary Criticism: The RenaissancBew York: Meredith, 1963.

Harmon, A.G. Eternal Bonds, True Contracts: Law and Nature il&speare’s Problem

Plays Albany: State University of New York Press, 200



225

Harp, Richard. The Winter's TaleAn ‘Old Tale’ Begetting Wonder.Dalhousie RevieVi8
(Summer 1978): 295-307.

Harrison, John. “Bacon’s View of Rhetoric, Poetigpd the Imagination. The Huntington
Library Quarterly20.2 (February 1957): 107-25.

Heilman, Robert. “Shakespearean Comedy and Tradehjicit Political Analogies.”
Shakespeare as Political ThinkeEds. Alvis and West. Wilmington: ISI Books, 200
381-95.

Hibbs, Thomas.Virtue’s Splendor: Wisdom, Prudence, and the Hu@aond New York:
Fordham University Press, 2001.

Hittinger, RussellThe First Grace: Rediscovering the Natural Law iR@st-Christian World
Wilmington: Intercollegiate Studies Institute, 200

Hope, JonatharShakespeare and Language: Reason, Eloquence aifidetint the
Renaissancd.ondon: Arden Shakespeare, 2010.

Horace.Satires, Epistles and Ars Poetic@ambridge [Mass.]: Harvard University Press, 1961

Hosington, Brenda. “More’s Use of English Provarb$he History of King Richard II1
Moreanal34 (1998): 5-24.

---. “Thomas More’s Views on Language and Tramstaéind their Place in the Classical and
Humanist Tradition.”"Moreanal53-4 (March 2003): 69-98.

Howell, Wilber. Logic and Rhetoric in England, 1500-170Rew York: Russell and Russell,
1961.

Hunt, Maurice Shakespeare's Romance of the Waewisburg: Bucknell University Press,

1990.



226

Hutton, Sarah. “Persuasions to science: Bacomhietoric and thé&lew Atlantis’ Francis
Bacon’s ‘New Atlantis’: New Interdisciplinary Essa Ed. Price. Manchester:
Manchester University Press, 2002. 48-59.

Innes, David. “Bacon’dlew Atlantis The Christian Hope and the Modern Hope.”
Interpretation22.1 (Fall 1994): 3-37.

Jaffa, Harry V. “The Unity of Tragedy, Comedy, adi$tory: An Interpretation of the
Shakespearean UniverseShakespeare as Political ThinkeEds. Alvis and West.
Wilmington: 1SI Books, 2000. 29-58.

Jalobeanu, Dana. “Bacon’s Brotherhood and itss@takSources: Producing and
Communicating Knowledge in the Project of the Giaatauration.” Philosophies of
Technology: Francis Bacon and his Contemporarigsl. 1. Ed. Zittel, et al. Leiden:
Brill, 2008. 197-230.

Jardine, Lisa.Francis Bacon: Discovery and the Art of Discoursgambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1974.

Jerome.Letter 22
<http://www.earlychurchtexts.com/main/jerome/jemrap_22 ciceronian_or_christian.s
htmI> accessed 24 November 2012.

Jewel, John An Apology of the Church of Englané&d. J. E. Booty. Ithaca: Cornell University
Press, 1963.

---. “Jewel’s Oration Against Rhetoric: A Transtat.” Trans. Hoyt H. Hudson.

Quarterly Journal of Speect¥.3 (1928): 374-92.
John Paul Il. Fides et Ratio Trans. Vatican Translation. Boston: Paulin€Q8.9

Johnstone, Christophe€Communication and Morality: A Study of the Ethidse®ric



227

Relationship as Conceived by Aristotle, Francis@@aand John DeweyDiss. 2 vols.
University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1976.

Jones, HowardMaster Tully. Cicero in Tudor EnglandNieuwkoop: De Graaf Publishers,
1998.

Jones, Richard FosteAncients and ModernsBerkeley: University of California Press, 1965.

Joseph, Sr. MirianShakespeare's Use of the Arts of Languagsv York: Columbia University
Press, 1947.

Kahn, Victoria.Machiavellian Rhetoric: From the Counter-Reformatio Milton Princeton, N.
J.: Princeton University Press, 1994.

---. Rhetoric, Prudence, and Skepticism in the Renateséthaca, NY: Cornell University
Press, 1985.

Kaczor, Christopher, edProportionalism: For and AgainstMilwaukee: Marquette University
Press, 2000.

Keene, Michael and Katherine Adantsasy AccessNew York: McGraw Hill Higher
Education, 2006.

Kendall, Willmoore. “How to Read Milton’Areopagitica” The Journal of Politic22.3 (1960):
439-473.

Kennedy, George. “Cicero's Oratorical and Rheabiiegacy.”Brill's Companion to Cicero:
Oratory and RhetoricEd. James May. Boston: Brill, 2002. 481-501.

---. Classical Rhetoric and Its Christian and Seculaadition from Ancient to Modern Times
Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Pse4.980.

---, ed. and transOn Rhetoric: A Theory of Civic Discourd®y Aristotle. New York: Oxford

University Press, 1991.



228

---. Quintilian. New York: Twayne Publishers, 1969.

---. The Art of Rhetoric in the Roman World, 300 B.M-A0Q Princeton, N. J.: Princeton
University Press, 1972.

Kermode, FrankShakespeare's Languadeew York: Farrar, Straus, Giroux, 2000.

Kincaid, Arthur Noel. “The Dramatic Structure af $homas More’History of King Richard
II1.” SEL12.2 (Spring 1972): 223-42.

Kinney, Arthur . Shakespeare and Cognition: Aristotle’s Legacy amak8speare’s Drama
New York: Routledge, 2006.

Kinney, Daniel. IntroductionThe Complete Works of St. Thomas MoreNéwv Haven: Yale
University Press, 1986. xvii-Cliv.

Knapp, Jeffrey. “Preachers and Players in Shakessdangland.’Representationd4 (Autumn
1993): 29-59.

---. Shakespeare's Tribe: Church, Nation, and Theat&anaissance Englan@€hicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2002.

Knight, G. Wilson. The Crown of Life: Essays in Interpretation of speare’s Final Plays
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1947.

Koterski, Fr. Joseph. “Cicero’s Theoretical Fouratafor Citizenship: A Panel Discussion.”
The Center for Thomas More Studies’ “Cicero onzgitiship: His Philosophical
Foundations.” Irving, TX, 18-9 July 2010.

---. Natural Law and Human NatureGuide Book to Audio Lectures. Chantilly: The Tkeng
Company, 2002.

---. “The Problem of Dirty Hands: Thomas More’sflRetion on Complicity with Evil in the

History of King Richard II’ Thomas More Studies (2007): 53-62.



229

---. “A Reading Guide for Natural Law EthicsRessourcement Thomism: Sacred Doctrine, the
Sacraments, and the Moral Lifé&ds. Hutter and Levering. Washington D.C.: Ghth
University of America Press, 2010. 256-84.

---. “[Syllabus:] PHGA: Natural Law Ethics.”

<http://www.fordham.edu/academics/programs at famihahilosophy/materials/cours

e_descriptions/natural_law_ethics 74021 a8pFeb. 2011.

Kreeft, Peter.The Modern Scholar: What Would Socrates Do? A Idystd Moral Thought
Compact discs of lectures. Prince Fredrick: RestiBlooks, 2008.

---, ed. Summa of the SummBy St. Thomas Aquinas San Francisco: Ignatiu8p19

Kristeller, P.O.Studies in Renaissance Thought and LetiRmne: Edizioni di storia e
letteratura, 1956.

Kusukawa, Sachiko. “Bacon’s classification of knegge.” The Cambridge Companion to
Bacon. Ed. Markku Peltonen. Cambridge: Cambridge UrsiNgiPress, 1996. 47-74.

Lampert, LaurenceNietzsche and Modern Timeblew Haven: Yale University Press, 1993.

Lanham, RichardThe Electronic Word: Democracy, Technology, andAhe. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1993.

---. A Handlist of Rhetorical TermsBerkeley: University of California Press, 1969.

Lawler, Peter Augustine. “Shakespeare’s Realisithim Tempest Shakespeare’s Last Plays:
Essays in Literature and PoliticEEds. Smith and Curtright. Lanham: Lexington Bso
2002. 91-110.

Lear, JonathanAristotle: The Desire to UnderstandCambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1999.

Lehman, Jeffrey. “Spousal Love in Shakespedgimbeling’ Unpublished ms.



230

Lewis, C. S.A Preface to “Paradise Lost Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1961.

Lewis, Cynthia. “With Simular Proof Enough’: Modg®f Misperception ilCymbeling’
Studies in English Literature, 1500-1980.2 (Spring 1991): 343-64.

Lindemann, Erika.A Rhetoric for Writing Teacherd™ ed. New York: Oxford University
Press, 2001.

Lockerd, Benjamin. “Symbolism of the Senses: Disme and Intuitive Reason in Much Ado
and Lear.”Ben Jonson Journdl8 (November 2011): 212-32.

Logan, George. IntroductiorThe History of King Richard the Thir@loomington, IN: Indiana
University Press, 2005. xv-Ii.

---. “More on tyrannyThe History of King Richard the Thifd The Cambridge Companion to
Thomas More Ed. George Logan. Cambridge: Cambridge UnitieRiess, 2011. 168-
90.

---. “On the Development of Thomas More Studidhdmas More Studiels (2006): 133-7.

---. “Thomas More on TyrannyThomas More Studiex(2007): 19-32.

---. “Utopia and Deliberative Rhetoric.Moreana31.118-9 (1994): 103-20.

Logan, George, Robert Adams, and Clarence Milletroduction. Utopia. By Thomas More.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006. xWNii-

Loépez, J. F. “Quintilian as Rhetorician and Teaché& Companion to Roman RhetoriEds.
W. Dominik and J. Hall. Malden, MA: Blackwell Pusdting Ltd, 2007. 307-22.

Lowenthal, DavidShakespeare and the Good Life: Ethics and Politiddramatic Form
Lanham: Rowman & Littlefield, 1998.

Lyne, Raphael Shakespeare, Rhetoric, and Cognitidbambridge: Cambridge University

Press, 2011.



231

Machiavelli, Niccolo. The Prince Trans. Luigi Ricci. New York: New American Limy,
1952.

Maclintyre, Alasdair. “John Case: An Example ofsteielianism’s Self-Subversion?”
Recovering Nature: Essays in Natural Philosophidst, and Metaphysics in Honor of
Ralph Mclnerny Eds. Hibbs and O’Callaghan. Notre Dame, Indidhaversity of
Notre Dame Press, 1999. 71-82.

---. Three Rival Versions of Moral EnquirNotre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
1990.

---. Whose Justice? Which RationalityPotre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 1988.

Mack, PeterElizabethan Rhetoric: Theory and Practi€@ambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 2002.

Magnusson, Lynne. “Style, Rhetoric and DecoruReading Shakespeare's Dramatic
Language: A GuideEd. Adamson. London: Arden, 2001. 17-30.

Marback, Richard Plato’s Dream of SophistryColumbia: University of South Carolina Press,
1999.

Maritain, JacquesThe Range of ReasomNew York: Scribner’s, 1952.

Marra, Guilio. Shakespeare and This “Imperfect” World: DramaticrFoand the Nature of
Knowing New York: Peter Lang, 1997.

Marrapodi, Michele. Mens sana in corpore san®he Rhetoric of the Body in Shakespeare’s
Roman and Late PlaysQuestioning Bodies in Shakespeare’s Rofad. Maria Del
Sapio Garbero, et al. Gottingen: Deutsche Nalimiigothek, 2010. 197-218.

Marrou, Henrilrénée. St. Augustine and His Influence Through the Ajesv York: Harper

Torchbooks, 1957.



232

Marsh, D. R. C.The Recurring Miracle: A Study of ‘Cymbeline’ ahe t_ast Plays
Pietermaritzburg: University of Natal Press, 1962.

Marshall, CynthiaLast Things and Last Plays: Shakespearean Eschgtoarbondale:
Southern Illinois University Press, 1991.

“Matter.” Oxford EnglishDictionary. 23 January 2012

<http://www.oed.com/viewdictionaryentry/Entry/115083

May, James and Jakob Wisse. Introducti@icero on the Ideal Orator (De OratoreBy
Cicero. New York: Oxford University Press, 20015&

May, James. “Cicero: His Life and CareeBtill's Companion to Cicero: Oratory and Rhetaric
Leiden: Brill, 2002. 1-21.

---. Trials of Character: The Eloquence of Ciceronial@&t Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 1988.

McConica, James edl'he Collegiate UniversityOxford: Clarendon Press, 1986.

McCutcheon, Elizabeth. “Denying the Contrary: Mar&/se of Litotes in th&ltopia.” Essential
Articles for the Study of Thomas MorEds. R. S. Sylvester and G. P. Marc’hadour.
Hamden, Connecticut: Archon Books, 1977. 263-74.

---. “Differing Designs Differing Rhetorics: WhywWo Versions of More's "Richard 111".”
Thomas More Studies(2007): 1-12.

---. “More’s rhetoric.”"The Cambridge Companion to Thomas MoEs. George Logan.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011. 46-68

---. “More'sUtopia and Cicero'®aradoxa Stoicoruth Moreana86.1985 (1985): 3-22.

---. My dear Peter : the Ars Poetica and Hermeneuticdviore's ‘Utopia’ Angers [France]:

Moreana, 1983.



233

---. “Some Notes on Litotes in Thomas More's Thstétly of King Richard Ill."Moreana
38.2001 (2001): 91-110.

McDonald, RussShakespeare and the Arts of Languageford: Oxford University Press,
2001.

---. Shakespeare’s Late Styl€ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006.

---. “You speak a language that | understand:Hmtfening to the last plays.The Cambridge
Companion to Shakespeare’s Last Plaizgl. Catherine Alexander. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2009. 91-111.

McKew, Maureen. “Augustine on Women: Misogynispddogist or Simply a Mixed Bag?”

<http://heritage.villanova.edu/vu/heritage/allthiff301SU.htre accessed 18 January

2012.

McKnight, Stephen.The Religious Foundations of Francis Bacon’s ThaudgPolumbia:
University of Missouri Press, 2006.

Meador, Prentice. “Quintilian's Vir BonusWestern Speecd4 (1970): 162-9.

Medine, Peter. Introductiorilhe Art of Rhetoric (1560)University Park: Pennsylvania State
University Press, 1994. 1-31.

---. Thomas Wilson Boston: Twayne Publishers, 1986.

Miller, Clarence. “On the Development of Thomas BI&@tudies. Thomas More Studiels
(2006): 125-30.

Miller, Walter. Introduction.De Officiis Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press, 2@05.
XiX.

Miller, William E. “Double Translation in English énanistic Education.Studies in the

Renaissanc&0 (1963): 163-174.



234

Mincoff, Marco. Things Supernatural and Causeless: Shakespearearaf® Newark:
University of Delaware Press, 1992.

Miner, Brad.The Compleat Gentlemarallas: Spence Publishing, 2004.

Minkov, Svetozar. “The Human Good and the ProbbéfBacon’s Intention.”Interpretation
35.3 (Summer 2008): 265-82.

Miola, Robert.Shakespeare's Readir@xford: Oxford University Press, 2000.

---. “Shakespeare’s Religion First Things: A Monthly Journal of Religion and Higllife 183
(May 2008): 25-30.

---. Shakespeare's Rom@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983.

Mirandola, Pico dellaOration on the Dignity of ManTrans. Elizabeth Forbes. Tie
Renaissance Philosophy of Makd. Cassirer, et al. Chicago: University of Glgic
Press, 1975. 223-54.

Monfasani, John. “Renaissance Humanisfugustine Through the Ages: An EncyclopeBid
Fitzgerald. Grand Rapids, Mich: W. B. Eerdmar@9a

---. “The De doctrina christianand Renaissance RhetoridcReading and Wisdom: The ‘De
doctrina christiana’ of Augustine in the Middle Ag&d. Edward English. Notre Dame,
IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1995. 172-88.

More, Thomas.The Complete Works of St. Thomas Mored. Frank Manley et al. New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1990.

---. “Coronation Ode to Henry VIII.”

<http://thomasmorestudies.org/docs/Mores 1509 CdimmaDde.pdf accessed 18

January 2012.

“A Dialogue Concerning Heresiehe Complete Works of St. Thomas Mar2 %ols. Eds.



235

Lawler, Marc’hadour, and Marius. New Haven: Yalevénsity Press, 1981.

---. A Dialogue of Comfort Against TribulatiorPrinceton: Scepter, 1998.

---. “A Dialogue of Comfort Against TribulationThe Complete Works of St. Thomas More 12

Eds. Martz and Manley. New Haven: Yale Universitgd3, 1976.

---. “Historia Richardi Tertii.”The Complete Works of St. Thomas MoreEkh Daniel Kinney.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986. 312-631.

---. The History of King Richard the Third: A Readingtiesh. Ed. George Logan.
Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2005.

---. “The History of King Richard the Third. The Complete Works of St. Thomas More@

Richard S. Sylvester. New Haven: Yale Universitgd3r 1967.

---. The History of King Richard Il (c. 1513)Eds. Wegemer and Curtright. Center for Thomas

More Studies, 2003. kttp://www.thomasmorestudies.org/docs/Richard>pdf

---. “Latin Poems."The Complete Works of St. Thomas More BA&2 Miller, Bradner, Lynch,
and Oliver. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1984.

---. “Letter to Edward Lee.”The Complete Works of St. Thomas MoreEkh Daniel Kinney.
New Haven: Yale University Press, 1986. 151-95.

---. “The Life of John Picus." The Complete Works of St. Thomas MarEd. Clarence Miller,
et al. New Haven: Yale University Press, 1997.

---. Utopia: Latin Text and an English Translatid@Bambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1995.

Murphy, James Rhetoric in the Middle Ages: A History of Rhetoti€aeory from Saint
Augustine to the Renaissan&erkeley: University of California Press, 1974.

---. “Saint Augustine and the Debate About a GlasRhetoric.” Readings in Rhetoricds.



236

Crocker and Carmack. Springfield, IL.: Charles Goihas, 1965. 203-109.

Nelson, William. “Thomas More, Grammarian and Ordt PMLA 58.2 (1943): 337-52.

Newman, John Henryhe Idea of a UniversitfNew Haven, Conn: Yale University Press, 1996.

Nicgorski, Walter. “Cicero, Citizenship, and thei€ipean Temptation.Cultivating Citizens:
Soulcraft and Citizenship in Contemporary Amerigd. Dwight Allman. Lanham:
Lexington Books, 2002. 3-28.

Nichols, Aidan, O. PThe Panther and the Hind: A Theological HistorAoiglicanism
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1993.

Nosworthy. J. M. IntroductionCymbelingThe Arden Shakespeare). By William Shakespeare.
Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1966. xxixx

O’Donnell, James J..Doctrina Christiana, D& Augustine Through the Ages: An
EncyclopediaEd. Fitzgerald. Grand Rapids, Mich: W. B. Eeaths) 1999.

Ong, Walter.Ramus, Method, and the Decay of Dialag@ambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1958.

Ovid. MetamorphosesTrans. Golding. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Unsisr Press, 2002.

Pahlka, William H.Saint Augustine's Meter and George Herbert's Wiint, Ohio: Kent State
University Press, 1987.

Palfrey, SimonLate Shakespeare: A New World of Woidsford: Clarendon Press, 1997.

Parker, PatriciaLiterary Fat Ladies: Rhetoric, Gender, Propertyondon: Methuen, 1988).

---. “Shakespeare and rhetoric: ‘dilation’ andlat®n’ in Othello.” Shakespeare and the
Question of TheoryEds. Hartman and Parker. New York: Methuenp19%4- 74.

Paterson, Timothy. “On the Role of Christianitytlie Political Philosophy of Francis Bacon.”

Polity 19.3 (Spring 1987): 419-42.



237

Pawlowski, Mary and Gerard Wegemer eddistoria Richardi Tertii Indices of Latin Terms.”
Thomas More Studies(2009): 1-196.

Pendergast, JohrReligion, Allegory, and Literacy in Early Modern @and, 1560-1640
Burlington: Ashgate, 2006,

Perez-Ramos, Antonio. “Bacon’s forms and the niakerowledge tradition.”The Cambridge
Companion to BaconEd. Markku Peltonen. Cambridge: Cambridge UmsigiPress,
1996. 99-120.

---. FrancisBacon’s Idea of Science and the Maker’'s Knowledgeifion. Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1988.

Peterson, W. IntroductiorilThe Speech in Defence of Cluentiy Cicero. London:
Macmillan, 1895. ix-lix.

Phelippeau, Marie-Claire, ed. Spec. issublofeana48 (July 2011): 9-161.

Pico della Mirandola, Giovanni. "Oration on the Bity of Man." The Renaissance
Philosophy of ManEd. Ernst Cassirer, Paul Kristeller and John RAndrans.
Elizabeth Forbes. Chicago: University of ChicagesB, 1975. 223-54.

Pieper, JoseEnthusiasm and Divine Madness; on The Platonicdyak PhaedrusTrans.
Richard and Clara Winston. New York: Harcourt, & & World, 1964.

---. Leisure: The Basis of Culturelrans. Gerald Malsbary. South Bend, IN: Stgéstine’s
Press, 1998.

Pinckaers, Servais-Theodore. “The Source of thegbf St. Thomas Aquinas.” Trans. Mary
Noble O. P..The Ethics of Aquinaskd. Stephen Pope. Washington D.C.: Georgetown
University Press, 2002. 17-29.

Plato.Gorgias Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1994.



238

---. “Meno.” Five Dialogues Trans. G. M. A. Grube. Indianapolis: Hackef81.

---. PhaedrusIndianapolis: Hackett, 1995.

---. Republic Indianapolis: Hackett Pub. Co, 1992.

---. “Sophist” The Dialogues of Plat® vols. Trans. Jowett. New York: Random Hou$87.
vol. Il, 221-80.

---. “Timaeus.”"The Dialogues of Plat® vols. Trans. Jowett. New York: Random House,
1937. Vol. ll, 3-68.

Platt, Peter. “Shakespeare and Rhetorical Cultdr€€bmpanion to Shakespeaka. David
Kastan. Oxford [England]: Blackwell Publishers, 9977-96.

Plett, HeinrichRhetoric and Renaissance CultuBerlin: de Gruyter, 2004.

Plumer, Eric. “There’s a Divinity That Shapes Gnds’ An Augustinian Reading éfamlet”
Augustine and LiteratureEd. Kennedy, Paffenroth, and Doody. Lanham, MD:
Lexington Books, 2006. 63-93.

Pope, Alexander. “An Essay on CriticismAlexander Pope: Selected Waorkdew York:
Modern Library, 1951.

Praz, Mario. The Flaming Heart: Essays on Crashaw, Machiavatfiil Other Studies in the
Relations between Italian and English Literaturenfr Chaucer to T. S. Eliot
Gloucester, MA: Peter Smith, 1966.

Price, Bronwen, edFrancis Bacon’s ‘New Atlantis’: New InterdisciplinaEssays
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2002.

---. Introduction. Francis Bacon’s ‘New Atlantis’: New InterdisciplinaEssays Ed. Price.
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 200Z.1-2

Primmer, Adolf. “The Function of thgenera dicendin De doctrina Christiana.” ‘De



239

doctrina christiana’ A Classic of Western Cultuks. Arnold and Bright. Notre Dame,
IN: University of Notre Dame Press, 1995. 68-86.

Puttenham, George. The arte of English poesi&9.15ondon, 1869. <
http://catalog.hathitrust.org/Record/002431579 ceased 24 November 2012.

Quillen, Carol “Plundering the Egyptians: Petraacid Augustine’®e doctrina christiand
Reading and Wisdom: The ‘De doctrina christianaAoigustine in the Middle Agesd.
Edward English. Notre Dame, IN: University of N@fdbame Press, 1995. 153-71.

Quinn, Dennis B.Iris Exiled: A Synoptic History of Wonddranham [Md.]: University Press of
America, 2002.

---. “John Donne’s Sermons on the Psalms and tadiffons of Biblical Exegesis.” Diss.
University of Wisconsin-Madison, 1958.

Quintilian. The Orator's Educatiarb vols. Trans. Russell. Loeb ed. Cambridge,s¥Hsrvard
University Press, 2001.

Ramsey, Boniface, O. P. “Medacio, De/Contra medaciAugustine Through the Ages: An
EncyclopediaEd. Fitzgerald. Grand Rapids, Mich: W. B. Eerds)a999.

---. “Two Traditions on Lying and Deception in tAacient Church.”The Thomis#i9.4 (1985):
504-33.

Rand, Edward Kennaricero in the Courtroom of St. Thomas Aquindgwaukee:
Marquette University Press, 1946.

Rebhorn, Wayne ARenaissance Debates on Rhetoltisaca: Cornell University Press, 2000.

---. The Emperor of Men's Minds: Literature and the Resence Discourse of Rhetarithaca:

Cornell University Press, 1995.



240

Remer, Gary. “Rhetoric as a Balancing of Ends: @iead Machiavelli."Philosophy and
Rhetoric42.1 (2008): 1-28.

Reno, R.R. ed. Letters to Editor. “Doubting Thoroad.ying.” First Things: A Monthly
Journal of Religion and Public Lif216 (October 2011): 8-12.

Rhodes, NeilThe Power of Eloquence and English Renaissancealute. New York: St.
Martin's Press, 1992.

Richmond, Velma.Shakespeare, Catholicism, and Romandew York: Continuum, 2000.

Roe, John. IntroductionPoems: Venus and Adonis, the Rape of Lucrece,ltberfx and the
Turtle, the Passionate Pilgrim, A Lover's ComplaBy William Shakespeare. Updated
ed. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press,6200

Russell, D. A. IntroductionThe Orator's EducatianCambridge, Mass: Harvard University
Press, 2001. 1-29.

Sallust. The War with Catiling. Sallust Ed and trans. Rolfe. Loeb ed. Cambridge: Hakrva
University Press, 1985.

Samuel Johnson on Shakespedte. Wimsatt. New York: Hill and Wang, 1960.

Sanders, Eve Rachele. “Interiority and the Lette€Cymbeline.”Critical Surveyl2 (2000): 49-
70.

Schaublin, Christoph. De doctrina ChristianaA Classic of Western Culture”De doctrina
christiana’ A Classic of Western Culturéds. Arnold and Bright. Notre Dame, IN:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1995. 47-67.

Schlueter, Nathan. “Prospero’s Second Sailing:iWaelli, Shakespeare, and the Politics of
The Tempest Shakespeare’s Last Plays: Essays in LiteratureRwoidics. Eds. Smith

and Curtright. Lanham: Lexington Books, 2002. -BB9



241

Schmitt, CharlesJohn Case and Aristotelianism in Renaissance Emgl&ingston, Ontario:
McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1983.

Schuster, Sr. Mary Faith, O. S. B. “Philosophy.ib¢ and Prose Style in Thomas More’s
Richard Ill and Francis Baconidenry VIL.” PMLA70 (1955): 474-97.

Serjeantson, Richard. “Natural knowledge inlfeav Atlantis’ Francis Bacon’s ‘New
Atlantis’: New Interdisciplinary Essay<d. Price. Manchester: Manchester University
Press, 2002. 82-105.

Shakespeare, WilliamThe Complete Works of Shakespe@8rd ed. Ed. Bevington. Glenview
ll.: Scott Foresman, 1980.

---. Cymbeline The New Cambridge Shakespeare ed. Ed. MartileBuCambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2005.

---. The Norton Shakespear@nd ed. 2 vols. Eds. Stephen Grennblatt,.eNalw York:
Norton, 2008.

---. Othella The New Cambridge Shakespeare, 2nd ed. Ed.&voBanders. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003.

Sharp, Frank.Shakespeare’s Portrayal of The Moral Liflew York: Haskell House: 1971.

Shaw, George Bernard. Foreword. “Cymbeline Reffiad.: A Variation on Shakespear’'s
Ending” [sic]. Geneva, Cymbeline Refinished, & Good King Charlsw York: Dodd,
Mead, and Company, 1947. 133-8.

Shrank, CathyWriting the Nation in Reformation England, 1530-@58xford: Oxford
University Press, 2004.

Shuger, Debora KHabits of Thought in the English Renaissance: RatigPolitics, and the

Dominant Culture Berkeley: University of California Press, 1990.



242

--- Political Theologies in Shakespeare's England: $hered and the State in 'Measure for
Measure' New York NY: Palgrave Macmillan, 2001.

---. Sacred Rhetoric: The Christian Grand Style in timglish Renaissanc®rinceton, N. J.:
Princeton University Press, 1988.

Sidney, Sir Phillip. “An Apology for Poetry3ir Phillip Sidney’s An Apology for Poetry and
Astrophil and Stella: Texts and Contex@&en Allen, VA: College Publishing, 2001. 54-
126.

Simon, Elliott. The Myth of Sisyphus: Renaissance Theories of Hifedectibility Madison:
Fairleigh Dickinson University Press, 2007.

Simon, YveRené Marie. The Tradition of Natural Law; a Philosopher's Retlens New York:
Fordham University Press, 1965.

Simonds, PeggyMyth, Emblem, and Music in Shakespeare’s “Cymbgé&liAa Iconographic
Reconstruction Newark: University of Delaware Press, 1992.

Simpson, PeteNices, Virtues, and Consequences: Essays in Mo Paolitical Philosophy
Washington, D. C.: Catholic University of AmeriEaess, 2001.

Skinner, Quentin. “Meaning and Understanding inHistory of Ideas.’History and Theorg.1
(1969): 3-53.

---. Reason and Rhetoric in the Philosophy of HobBesnbridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996.

---. Vision of Politics 3 vols. Cambridge: Cambridge University Pre€922

Smith, Janet. “Fig Leaves and Falsehoods: Pacemag@quinas, sometimes we need to
deceive.” First Things: A Monthly Journal of Religion and Rigti_ife 214 (June/July

2011): <ttp://www.firstthings.com/article/2011/05/fig-lees-and-falsehoodsaccessed




243

20 May 2011.

Smith, Thomas.De Republica Anglorum< http://www.constitution.org/eng/repang.htm

accessed 12 April 2013.
Sommerville, J.P. “Scientific and philosophical thied.”

<http://faculty.history.wisc.edu/sommerville/351/3%%.htn> accessed 25 January 2012.

Spenser, Edmund. “The Shepheardes Calenddre’ Yale Edition of the Shorter Poems of
Edmund SpenselEd. William A. Oram, et al. New Haven” Yale Warsity Press, 1989.
1-213.

Spitz, David. “Bacon’s ‘New Atlantis’: A Reintergtation.” Midwest Journal of Political
Sciencel.1 (February 1960): 52-61.

Spivack, BernardShakespearand the Allegory of Evil New York: Columbia University
Press, 1958.

Stapleton, Thomagdhe Life and lllustrious Martyrdom of Sir Thomasrelalrans. Phillip E.
Hallett. London: Burns and Oates, 1966.

Story Donno, Elizabeth. “Thomas More and Richatd IRenaissance Quarterl$5.3 (Autumn
1982): 401-47.

Strier, Richard. “Shakespeare Against Moraliff€ading Renaissance Ethidéew edition. Ed.
Marshall Grossman. New York: Routledge, 2007. 226-2

Sullivan, Sr. Therese. “Latin Text, TranslationdaCommentary of Book IV dde Doctrina
Christiana” The Rhetoric of St. Augustine of Hippéds. Enos et al. Waco: Baylor
University Press, 2008. 33-186.

Swearingen, C. JarRhetoric and Irony: Western Literacy and WesteesLiNew York:

Oxford University Press, 1991.



244

Sylvester, Richard S. Introductiofhe Complete Works of St. Thomas MarE&w Haven:
Yale University Press, 1967. xvii-cvi.

Targoff, Ramie. “Dirty' Amens: Devotion, Applausad Consent iRichard IIl.” Renaissance
Drama31.2002 (2002): 61-84.

---. “The Performance of Prayer: Sincerity and Theality in Early Modern England.”
Representation60.1997 (1997): 49-69.

Taylor, James SPoetic Knowledge: The Recovery of Educatiétbany, NY: State University
of New York Press, 1998.

Tell, Dave. “Augustine and the ‘Chair of Lies’: &bric inThe Confession’s Rhetorica28.4
(2010): 384-407.

Thompson, Ann. “Person and Office: The Case of lempdPrincess of BritainLiterature and
Nationalism Ed. Vincent Newey. Liverpool: Liverpool UP, 19916-87.

Thonssen, Lester, and A. Craig Baird. “Cicero amth@ian on Rhetoric.”The Province of
Rhetoric Ed. Joseph Schwartz & John A Rycenga. New YodadRl Press Co, 1965.
137-57.

Tollefsen, Christopher and Alexander Pruss. “ThseCAgainst False AssertiondFirst
Things: A Monthly Journal of Religion and Publiddwebsite.

<http://www.firstthings.com/onthesquare/2011/09/dase-against-false-assertions

accessed 18 January 2012.

Trousdale, MarionShakespeare and the Rhetoricia@fapel Hill: University of North Carolina
Press, 1982.

Tully, James, edMeaning and Context: Quentin Skinner and his GsitiPrinceton: Princeton

University Press, 1988.



245

Uphaus, RobertBeyond Tragedy: Structure & Experience in Shakegpe&omances
Lexington: University Press of Kentucky, 1981.

Van den Berg, KentPlayhouse and Cosmos: Shakespearean Theater aphbetaNewark:
University of Delaware Press, 1985.

Van Doren, Mark.ShakespeareNew York: Doubleday, 1953.

Vickers, Brian Appropriating Shakespeare: Contemporary Criticala@els. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1993.

---. “Bacon and RhetoricCambridge Companion to Bacomd. Markku Peltonen.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996. 280-

---. Francis Bacon and Renaissance Prossambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1968.

---. “Francis Bacon and the Progress of Knowledglurnal of the History of ldeds3.3
(1992): 495-518.

---. “Territorial Disputes: PhilosophyersusRhetoric.”"Rhetoric RevaluedEd. Brian Vickers.
Binghamton, NY: Medieval and Renaissance Texts&tndies, 1982. 247-66.

---. “The myth of Francis Bacon'’s ‘anti-humanismHumanism and Early Modern Philosophy
Eds. Kraye and Stone. London: Routledge, 20(8%-58.

---. “The Power of Persuasion’: Images of thet@rd&lyot to ShakespeareRenaissance
eloquence : studies in the theory and practiceafd®ssance rhetoriced. James
Murphy. Berkeley: University of California Pres€8B. 411-35.

---. “The Royal Society and English Prose StyleRédassessmentRhetoric and the Pursuit of
Truth: Language Change in the Seventeenth and &ggith CenturiesBrain Vickers
and Nancy Struever. Pasadena: The Castle Preds, 198

Voegelin, Eric. “More’sUtopia.” The Collected Works of Eric Voegeluol. 10. Ed. Ellis



246

Sandoz. Columbia: University of Missouri Pres)@20197-217.

Von Hildebrand, DietrichMorality and Situation EthicsChicago: Franciscan Herald Press,
1966.

---. The Nature of LoveTrans. John F. Crosby. South Bend: St. AugasiRress, 2009.

Vos, Alvin. “Good Matter and Good Utterance': T®learacter of English Ciceronianisn&EL:
Studies in English Literatur£9.1979 (1500): 3-18.

Voss, Paul J. “To Prey or Not To Prey: Prayer Badning in Hamlet.Hamlet Studies: An
International Journal of Research on The Tragedielamlet23.2001 (2001): 59-74.

Vyvyan, John.The Shakespearean Ethitondon: Chatto & Windus, 1959.

Wallace, Anthony.The Social Context of Innovation: Bureaucrats, Hasj and Heroes in the
Early Industrial Revolution, as Foreseen in Bacohsw Atlantis: Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1982.

Wallace, Karl. Francis Bacon on Communication and Rhetor@hapel Hill: University of
North Carolina Press, 1943.

Walter, James. “From Tempest to Epilogu8hakespeare's Christian Dimension: An
Anthology of CommentaryEd. Battenhouse. Bloomington: Indiana UnivgrBitess,
1994.

Walzer, Arthur. “Moral Philosophy and Rhetoric hetnstitutes Quintilian on Honor and
Expediency."Rhetoric Society Quarterl$6.2006 (2006): 263-80.

---. “Quintilian's 'Vir Bonus' and the Stoic WiseaM.” Rhetoric Society Quarterl$3.2003
(2003): 25-41.

Warren, Roger. Appendix ACymbeline By William Shakespeare. Oxford: Oxford Univéysi

Press, 1998.



247

Wegemer, Gerard. “Ciceronian Humanism in More'spi#td Moreana27.1990 (1990): 5-26.

. “Thomas More's 'History of King Richard lIEducating Citizens for Self-Government.

“Henry VIII on Trial: Confronting Malice an@onscience in Shakespearal§ls True”
Shakespeare’s Last Plays: Essays in LiteratureRwoldics. Eds. Smith and Curtright.

Lanham: Lexington Books, 2002. 73-90.

. “The 'City of God' in Thomas More's 'UtopiaRenascencéd4.2 (1992): 115-35.

. “The Civic Humanism of Thomas More: Why Law $HBrominence over RhetoriBen

Jonson Journal: Literary Contexts in the Age otz&tieth7.2000 (2000): 187-98.

. Course Lectures ddew Atlantis “Cicero’s Theoretical Foundation for Citizenship

University of Dallas. Irving, TX, 16-98 October @&

. “The Rhetoric of Opposition in Thomas More'®pia: Giving Form to Competing

Philosophies.Philosophy and Rhetori2z3.1990 (1990): 288-306.

. Thomas More: A Portrait of Courag®rinceton: Scepter Publishers, 1995.

. Thomas More on Statesmanshigashington, D.C.: Catholic University of Ameriegaess,

1996.

”

Thomas More Studigs(2007): 38-48.

. Young Thomas More and the Arts of Liber§ambridge: Cambridge University Press,

2011.

. Discussion Handout dPrinceps 16 June 2010. Unpublished.

Wegemer, Gerard, and Stephen W Smith, Adehomas More Source BadKashington, D. C:

Catholic University of America Press, 2004.

Wegemer, Gerard, and Travis Curtright. “Study Gua@@&homas More's 'The History of King

Richard I1I' (c. 1513)."Center for Thomas More Studidst Sept. 2010. Web.



248

Weinberger, J. IntroductioniThe Great Instauration and New Atlantiy Bacon. Arlington
Heights: Harlan Davidson, 1980. vii-xxix.

---. “On the miracles in BaconMew Atlantis’ Francis Bacon’s ‘New Atlantis’: New
Interdisciplinary EssaysEd. Price. Manchester: Manchester UniversigsBr2002.
106-28.

---. “Science and Rule in Bacon’s Utopia: An Imtugtion to the Reading of tidew Atlantis’
The American Political Science Review 70.3 (Septenil®76): 865-885.

White, Thomas. “The Key to Nowhere: Pride &jtdpia.” Interpreting Thomas More’s
‘Utopia.” Ed. John Olin. New York: Fordham UniversityeBs, 1989. 37-60.

---. “Pride and the Public Good; Thomas More’s d&Plato inUtopia.” Journal of the History
of Philosophy20.4 (October 1982): 329-354.

Wilson, ThomasThe Art of Rhetoric (1560niversity Park, Pa: Pennsylvania State Universit
Press, 1994.

Winter, Ernst.Discourse on Free Will: Luther and Erasmudew York: Continuum, 2007.

Winterbottom, Michael. “On ImpulseEthics and Rhetoric: Classical Essays for Donalg$l
on his Seventy-Fifth Birthdafd. Doreen Innes, Harry Hine, & Christopher Pelli
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995.

---. “Quintilian and the Vir Bonus.The Journal of Roman Studi&4 (1964): 90-97.

Wisse, Jakob. “De Oratore:' Rhetoric, Philoso@ngd the Making of the Ideal OratoBtill's
Companion to Cicero: Oratory and Rhetarted. James May. Leiden: Brill, 2002. 375-

400.



249

Wood, Joseph. “A Book for Our Age.” A Review ohdes V. Schall’sModern Age

<http://www.thecatholicthing.org/columns/2011/a-bdok-our-age.htmb accessed 11

April 2013.

Wortham, Simon. “Censorship and the institutiokkmdwledge in Bacon’slew Atlantis’
Francis Bacon’s ‘New Atlantis’: New InterdisciplinaEssays Ed. Price.
Manchester: Manchester University Press, 2002-9830

Yoran, Hanan. “Thomas More's Richard llI: Probihg timits of Humanism.Renaissance
Studies: Journal of the Society for Renaissancdi&td5.2001 (2001): 514-37.

Zagorin, PerezFrancis Bacon Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1998.



