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Chapter 1
Renaissance and Early Modern Philosophy:
Mobile Frontiers and Established Outposts

Cecilia Muratori and Gianni Paganini

Abstract Difficulties with periodization are often symptoms of internal diseases
affecting the history of philosophy. Renaissance scholars and historians of early
modern philosophy represent two scholarly communities that do not communicate
with each other, as if an abrupt change of scenery had taken place from the sixteenth
to the seventeenth century, from the age of Campanella to the age of Descartes. The
assumption of an arbitrary division between these two periods continues to have
unfortunate effects on the study of the history of philosophy. This chapter provides
a diagnosis of this problem by looking at the way in which periodization crystal-
lized in the history of philosophy. It then lays a foundation for attempting a new
approach to this issue, which consists in mapping direct connections and conceptual
links of seventeenth-century philosophers with the philosophies of the Renaissance.
We intend to shift the weight from the problem of assessing the ‘modernity’ of
Renaissance philosophers to the creation of a space of interaction between
Renaissance and early modern thinkers in the spirit of ‘conversation’, with special
attention to tracing sources, direct allusions, confutations and continuities.

Renaissance Thinkers as “Conversation Partners”

Difficulties with periodization are often symptoms of internal diseases affecting the
history of philosophy. Nowadays, Renaissance scholars and historians of early
modern philosophy represent two scholarly communities that do not communicate
with each other, as if an abrupt change of scenery had taken place from the sixteenth
to the seventeenth century, from the age of Campanella to the age of Descartes. This
would be understandable if one could locate a clear watershed between the end of
the Renaissance and the beginning of early modern philosophy. But marking a clear
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2 C. Muratori and G. Paganini

line between the two periods appears rather to be an impossible task, since, to give
just one example, philosophers like Tommaso Campanella (1568—-1639), Pierre
Gassendi (1592-1655), and René Descartes (1596—-1650) were contemporaries, and
their lives and works largely overlapped. Nonetheless, the first is considered to be in
all respects a Renaissance philosopher, the second is supposed to have had one foot
in humanism with his Epicurea anastasis and the other in scientific revolution with
his atomism (“le plus excellent Philosophe qui fiit parmi les Humanistes, et le plus
savant Humaniste qui fit parmi les Philosophes”, according to Bayle’s astute
description'), and the last is considered without doubt as the father of early modern
philosophy.

The assumption of an arbitrary division between these two periods continues to
have unfortunate effects on the study of the history of philosophy. Early modern
scholars, for instance, tend to perceive scholars of the Renaissance as belonging to
an entirely different group, not precisely defined as to its disciplinary focus.? Indeed,
Renaissance philosophical studies are often considered to be related thematically to
the literature and arts of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, rather than as lying
within a time-frame that would connect them to the great tradition of modern phi-
losophy. Such lack of symmetry is the result of long-established presuppositions,
which have been integral to the structure of modern philosophical historiography
since the discipline took its first steps. This is reflected most notably in the terminol-
ogy used to talk about the line to be drawn between the Renaissance and the begin-
ning of modern philosophy. As Guido Ruggiero fittingly puts it, the Renaissance
seems to have remained under siege for a long time: “It has been reincorporated into
the Middle Ages, dissolved into the early modern period, obliterated by the premod-

ern, and largely ignored by history done from a local or a world perspective”.?

'Bayle (1740), vol. 1, art. “Catius”, rem E, 102b. This poignant description of Gassendi follows
from rem. D, 102a, where Bayle famously defines the “République des Lettres” as a free state in
which truth and reason reign, a state characterized by a freedom similar to the indipendence of the
natural state. All these elements contribute to the concept of libertas philosophandi, which, as we
will discuss below, plays a key role in drawing the boundaries between Renaissance and early
modern period, from the origins of modern historiography (Brucker) onwards. On the importance
of this conception of modern philosophy in Bayle, especially in the Dictionnaire, see Paganini
(1980), 331-348. Bayle viewed modernity in philosophy as a ‘culture of evidence’ and thus distin-
guished it from the age of the Renaissance. Yet, because of his sympathy for scepticism he was far
from attributing an absolute supremacy to one single position among those of the ‘modern’ think-
ers: from this point of view Brucker’s eclecticism has its roots in Bayle’s sceptical approach to the
history of philosophy.

2As C.B. Schmitt has remarked, it was not “until the first quarter or so of the twentieth century that
the history of Renaissance philosophy emerged as a subject in its own right — a subject distinguish-
able form medieval philosophy [...] and from ‘modern’ philosophy which had been initiated by
Bacon, Descartes and their contemporaries” (Schmitt (1989), 11). Yet, the word ‘contemporaries’
implies using chronology as a watershed: if applied practically, this would imply, for instance,
placing Campanella, Gassendi and Descartes in the same ‘group’.

3Ruggiero (2002), 3. Luca Mola has discussed the fragility of the historiographical category of
‘Renaissance’ in Mola (2008), where he also considers the impact of revealing the shaky historical
foundation of Burckhardt’s idealised construction. Cf also Martin (2003), Part I (“The Renaissance
Paradigm in Crisis”).
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National background and historiographical traditions play a significant role, if one
compares the Italian distinction between Rinascimento and Eta moderna with the
English concepts of Renaissance and early modern period (sometimes even used as
synonyms, even if with some discomfort), and with the German definition of Friihe
Neuzeit (where the word friih, just as in the case of early modern, preludes the fulfil-
ment of the following ‘new’ period, Neuzeit). In the aftermath of Burckhardt, the
word ‘Renaissance’ tended to be geographically focused on Italy, in such a way that
defining the Renaissance was in fact equivalent to tracing the contours of a national
culture in Italy, taking shape against the background of the Middle Ages. The
Renaissance thus became nothing other than the defining mark of the “Italian spirit”,
a specific phenomenon with precise geographical as well as historical borders.*

In recent years a conception of a ‘long Renaissance’ has emerged, according to
which the end point of the Renaissance period might be extended to include the
whole first half of the seventeenth century. This conception is for instance founda-
tional for the new Encyclopaedia of Renaissance Philosophy, in preparation for
Springer at the time of writing. The border between the two epochs thus appears to
be, at least with regard to philosophy, a mobile one, with the tendency of the former
(the Renaissance) to invade the latter (the early modern period), probably as a reac-
tion to the contrary tendency in past historiography. Other scholars, notably James
Hankins, have argued in favour of the opportunity and indeed the necessity of estab-
lishing continuities and connections between Renaissance philosophy and early
modern philosophy. In this sense Hankins spoke of “continuities” and “similarities”
extending from Renaissance to seventeenth- and eighteenth-century philosophy: his
aim was to claim the right of Renaissance philosophers to be “conversational part-
ners” in current philosophical discourse (“partners who can join in modern conver-
sations”, in the famous phrase of Richard Rorty to which Hankins referred), despite
the peculiarities for which they were too often dismissed out of hand, primarily for
their methodology and their approach to constructing a theory of knowledge.’

It might be objected that such an attempt to open a space of dialogue is based on
a precise idea of methodology: Renaissance thinkers could be brought into dialogue
with later philosophical developments despite the fact that their stand on philo-
sophical method seemed to set them apart from seventeenth-century philosophy. It
is especially the identification of philosophy with natural philosophy, or more pre-
cisely with epistemology and theory of knowledge (closely related to scientific
method) which was, retrospectively, responsible for the reinterpretation of what phi-
losophy’s aims are, and, ultimately of what philosophy proper is,® as distinguished

*See Walther Rehm’s useful introduction to Burckhardt (2014), especially 8-9.

SHankins (2007), 339. See also 2-3 for further “continuities” between “the thought of the four-
teenth through sixteenth centuries, often labelled late medieval or Renaissance or premodern or
transitional, and that of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, generally regarded as modern or
early modern”.

SFor a discussion of the meaning of philosophy, and to the role of historiography in defining this,
see Kristeller (1985). Kraye and Stone (2000), xiii, have pointed to the continuity of humanism and
seventeenth-century scientific developments: “Various features of the new ‘mechanical philoso-
phy’ also benefit from being seen against the backdrop of the ideals and achievements of the
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from other disciplines.” Yet the interpretation of seventeenth-century philosophy,
too, has been subject to constant revision, up to the point where the issue of meth-
odology is no longer the primary object of historians, even though it still occupies
an important place in their narratives. This is not just matter of either chronology or
academic organisation: behind the fact that Renaissance studies on the one hand,
and early modern philosophy and history on the other, function de facto as two sepa-
rate fields in the scholarly division of labour (as also in the case of ancient and
medieval philosophy) lies a precise idea of what modernity was or should have
been.® Historians of philosophy have thus until now based the reconstruction of
continuity between the Renaissance and early modern period exclusively upon an
empbhasis of the ‘modernity’ of Renaissance thinkers, rather than by highlighting the
Renaissance legacy in early modern thought.

While this is the trajectory of the approach that seeks to connect the Renaissance
with the (early-)modern period in philosophy, there have been fewer attempts in the
converse direction, to map direct connections and conceptual links of seventeenth-
century philosophers with the philosophies of the Renaissance. This is precisely
what the essays in this book set out to do. The present volume thus takes further the
challenge posited by Hankins to think in terms of continuities and similarities, but
proposes to invert the direction, going beyond fixed periodization by considering
the ‘Renaissance legacy’ in early modern philosophy. We thus intend to shift the
weight from the problem of assessing the ‘modernity’ of Renaissance philosophers
to the creation of a space of interaction between Renaissance and early modern
thinkers in the spirit of ‘conversation’, with special attention to tracing sources,
direct allusions and confutations within a frame of continuity.

Back to the Founders: Brucker’s Sense of Continuity
and the Rise of True Modernity

For a professional historian it is always tempting to go back to the founders of the
discipline in order to understand when and why the two periods were conceived as
separate ages and in what ways they could possibly be connected to each other.
Looking at this kind of Ur-history of the history of philosophy, it emerges that the
division is certainly older than the organisation of the university into departments

humanist movement, which, contrary to conventional wisdom, remained a powerful force through-
out most of the seventeenth century.”

"See Celenza (2013), 368-369. Celenza reconstructs in detail how this judgement on fifteenth-
century thinkers, not recognized as philosophers in the proper sense of the word, became dominant
in philosophical historiography, and contrasts this with an analysis of what philosophy actually
meant in the fifteenth century.

8James Hankins has studied twentieth-century interpretations of the role and meaning of
Renaissance philosophy. See on this aspect Hankins (2002), especially 274-275 and 290 on the
problem of ‘modernity’.
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and faculties during the nineteenth century, and even older than the birth of the
notion of the Renaissance itself with Burckhardt.’ If one considers the ‘founding
fathers’ of philosophical historiography — Brucker in the eighteenth century, Hegel
in the nineteenth — it is clear that the emergence of the modern conception of a his-
tory of philosophy developed in parallel with the theorization of a sharp distinction
between these two periods — a theorization which was practically applied as well.

The German early Enlightenment is the birthplace of modern philosophical his-
tory, with Brucker’s Historia critica philosophiae, which had a deep influence on
the articles dealing with the history of philosophy in Diderot and d’Alembert’s
Encyclopédie.® In Brucker’s work the early modern age (with Bacon, Descartes,
Hobbes, Locke, Leibniz, and so forth) and the Renaissance were tightly associated
into the same “period”, the third one, which stretched “from the restoration of letters
to our times”.!"" In line with this sense of unity, Brucker emphasised continuities
from the seventeenth century and the Renaissance, and even more with Luther and
the Reformation, due to the importance he attributed to the battle against
Scholasticism that was common both to Renaissance philosophers and to theolo-
gians and philologists of the Reformation. Yet, at the same time, the author of
Historia critica was convinced that a sharp line could be drawn between the first
part of this period, i. e. Humanism and the Renaissance,'? and the latter part (“Pars
altera. De studio philosophiae eclecticae post renatas litteras™).!* For Brucker, the
watershed is located between philosophy which was still “sectarian” (like the sev-
eral ‘renaissances’ of the old school) and modern philosophy proper, which he
labelled ““eclectic”. Eclecticism meant for Brucker not to be enslaved to one single
school, as instead, he claimed, had happened during the Renaissance, and to prac-
tice by contrast full philosophical liberty, as in seventeenth-century philosophy. In
Brucker’s own words, modern philosophy “as it does not swear on the words of the
masters, chooses out of all things that which is proven to the highest degree, and
discovers the truth by means of accurate rational reflection on the very nature of
things”."

Even if he saw continuities from one period to another, Brucker was nevertheless
convinced that a new kind of philosophical research began in the seventeenth cen-

?On the status of Renaissance philosophy within Burckhardt’s interpretation of the Renaissance
(also with attention to the influence of Hegel’s own treatment of Renaissance philosophy) see
Hankins (2002), 273-274.

10For a pre-history of philosophical historiography in Germany see Santinello et al. (1993), 371 ff.
!'See Piaia and Santinello (2011), 512-513.

12For Brucker’s opinion of Ficino, for instance, whom he considers to have been very learned but
philosophically feeble, see Celenza (2013), 367-368, and 373-374.

13This part occupies the whole of Brucker (1744), vol. 5, and it is also divided into three books:
“De restauratoribus philosophiae universae”, i. e. philosophers who attempted an “eclectic” reform
of all philosophy, like Bruno, Cardano, Bacon, Hobbes, Descartes, Leibniz, Ch. Tomasius (V,
3-543); “De emendatione philosophiae in singulis partibus” (V, 544-803); “De philosophia exo-
tica” (V, 804-923), devoted to non-European philosophy (Chinese, Indo-Chinese, Canadian,
Japanese).

4Brucker (1742-1744), 1, 44. Quoted and trans. in Piaia and Santinello (2011), 518.
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tury, “due mainly to the emergence of eclectic philosophy”, which realised in one
single century more advancements than in the previous ages.!® At the same time,
“love of Antiquity was harmful for the men of the Renaissance”, who were driven
by the study of the texts to “a state of veneration and absolute respect for Classical
civilization”, which prevented them from being true innovators. In Brucker’s view,
continuities and discontinuities coexist;'¢ nonetheless he was able to point out a
criterion, thus identifying a precise defining feature of modern philosophy:
eclecticism.!’

In Brucker’s case the notion of libertas philosophandi has a twofold function: it
allows him not only to distinguish between two different conceptions of modernity,
but also to see them at work within the same period. When used as a polemical
instrument against the dominance of auctoritas, Brucker considers it as forming
part of the the initial phase (a phase more destructive than constructive, more linked
to the renaissance of antiquity than open to novelties). But if it is instead viewed as
full freedom within the frame of eclecticism, going beyond positive as well as nega-
tive prejudices, then it represents the pars altera, that is true modernity. In any case,
continuity and discontinuity are never radically separate: Brucker maintains a strong
sense of the unity of modernity, and he attributes the key role in achieving this to the
Reformation.

Conversely, the development of a separation can be seen at work in the most
important German histories of philosophy of the eighteenth and nineteenth centu-
ries, which commonly refer to what we now call the Renaissance as the “more
recent time” (“neuere Zeit”)'® and to early modern philosophy as the “most recent
time” (“neueste Zeit”). For instance, Rixner’s Handbuch der Geschichte der
Philosophie (published in several volumes in the first half of the nineteenth century:
1823-1850) lists a series of events that in his opinion concurred in lending the sense
of an epoch to the centuries from the fourteenth to the mid-seventeenth. He calls
these events ‘symptoms’, thus implying an acknowledgement of the fact that precise
demarcation lines are always artificial: these include political events, as well as lit-
erary changes connected to the rediscovery of antiquity. At the same time he men-
tions the aspects that mark the beginning of something different in the seventeenth
century, primarily the emergence of “systems of philosophical doctrine” (“philoso-
phische Lehrgebidude”),! such as those of Bacon and Descartes. Despite the flexi-

5Piaia and Santinello (2011), 533. (The whole section on Brucker was written by Mario Longo:
see ibid., 479-577; this is a monograph on Brucker in its own right).

16See Piaia and Santinello (2011), 532.

7Leo Catana (2008) has drawn attention to Brucker’s treatment of Bruno as “an innovator of
eclectic philosophy” (35). C. Schmitt has emphasized the connection between Brucker’s under-
standing of the history of philosophy and his interpretation of the modern revival of ancient scepti-
cism, which appears as a key example of the way in which an ancient philosophical tradition
reached modern times through Renaissance interpreters (Schmitt (1989), 193).

18 On the emergence of the literary category of “history of the more recent philosophy” [Geschichte
der neueren Philosophie] see also Piaia (1998), 167-180, 169.

YRixner (1823), 3—4. See Catana (2008), 3—4 for a brief overview of the meaning of ‘system’ in
philosophical historiography.
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bility of Rixner’s definition of the two periods, he nevertheless considers the
Renaissance a largely literary rather than philosophical period, and this is why
Bacon and Descartes mark in his eyes a definite change.

Tennemann argues in a similar way in his Geschichte der Philosophie when he
identifies as a coherent period that from Descartes and Bacon to Kant, a period
markedly different from the previous ones because of the “new attemps to ground a
system of philosophical knowledge”.?® This is, in his opinion, the phase during
which “the interest in philosophy emerges more strongly and spreads further and
further. [...] It begins a new and indeed a very interesting period for the advance-
ment of philosophy”.?! Tennemann thus frames Renaissance philosophies (he deals
directly with Telesio and Patrizi, among others, and proceeds as far as Bruno) as
“attempts” (“Versuche”): “particular philosophical attempts and combinations”, as
he terms them, placed somewhere in between the rediscovery of the ancients and the
systems of modernity.?

The Renaissance as Intermezzo: Hegel

The other great forefather of this discipline beside Brucker — Hegel — posited so neat
and even dramatic a separation that in order to depict it comprehensively he even
reinterpreted historical facts with a certain liberty, especially from the point of view
of chronological order. The Reformation, in Hegel’s case, appears to be fully ‘on the
side’ of the moderns, thus ceasing to work as a possible trait-d’union with the
Renaissance. The crucial watershed is indeed not the conception of libertas but that
of self-consciousness. Famously, Hegel’s History of Philosophy pinpoints a radical
change in the emergence of Cartesian philosophy. Descartes is described as “a hero
who restarted again from the beginning, and reconstituted the foundation of phi-
losophy anew, to which it now came back after a 1000 years.”*

When turning to the discussion of Descartes, Hegel, like a new Columbus,
exclaims: “land!”.>* This newly discovered territory — which Hegel nevertheless
calls a place in which “we are home” — is for him the solid ground of self-
consciousness, even though in the form, not yet mature, of “the thinking under-

X Tennemann (1817), vol. 10, 1: “neue[] Versuche[], ein System philosophischer Erkenntnisse zu
griinden.”

21Tbid., 1-2: “Das Interesse fiir Philosophie tritt kréftiger hervor und verbreitet sich immer weiter.
[...] Es beginnt eine neue und zwar sehr interessante Periode fiir das Fortschreiten der Philosophie.”

2Tennemann (1829), 320.

3 Hegel (1836), 331: “Er ist so ein Heros, der die Sache wieder einmal ganz von vorne angefangen,
und den Boden der Philosophie erst von Neuern konstituirt hat, auf den sie nun erst nach dem
Verlauf von tausend Jahren zuriickgekehrt ist.”

241bid., 328: “Hier, konnen wir sagen, sind wir zu Hause, und kénnen, wie der Schiffer nach langer
Umberfahrt auf der ungestiimen See ‘Land’ rufen; Cartesius ist einer von den Menschen, die wie-
der mit Allem von vorn angefangen haben; und mit ihm lebt die Bildung, das Denken der neueren
Zeit an.”
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standing”. For this reason, Hegel regards Descartes as the truly pivotal figure who
pulls Renaissance and modernity apart.

The background and impact of Hegel’s sharp separation of modern philosophy
from the preceding period is well known. What is less widely acknowledged is the
fact that Hegel consciously turned historical sequence upside down in order to
strengthen this view. As a good Lutheran and exactly like Brucker, the author of the
lectures on Geschichte der Philosophie connects Descartes to the father of the
Reformation, even though he does so not under the auspices of the struggle against
Scholasticism but rather in a more sophisticated form, emphasising rather moment
in which the spirit comes to itself.

In sharp contrast with Brucker’s approach, Hegel’s strategy led him to what
could be called a subversion of chronology, in order to unearth the full value of a
crucial development in the history of philosophy. Descartes established a new ter-
rain for philosophy itself, and indeed the conjunction of “exact sciences” (also
called “sciences of the determinate intellect”) and philosophy began in this period,
with Descartes.”> As a result of this, Renaissance philosophy was pushed into the
background, disconnecting it decisively from modernity, while at the same time
Hegel emphasized the role of the Lutheran reformation.?s As in Brucker, periodisa-
tion is the key, but Hegel instead opts for a different order — one that pays more
attention to conceptual development — rather than simply following historical
succession.

The fact that most Renaissance authors were little known in Germany at the time
partly explained their treatment in these histories of philosophy. Hegel’s History of
Philosophy is a case in point: he mentions certain authors only via second-hand
material, often without direct knowledge of the texts. Moreover, many authors are
consciously left out of the history of philosophy — a selection which is paramount to
the specific understanding of what philosophy is, and thus of what can be included
in a history of philosophy and what should be left out of it. This is notably the case
with Montaigne, as well as with Machiavelli, who do not feature in Hegel’s History
of Philosophy simply because from Hegel’s point of view they rather belong to the
history of general learning: for him, they are not true philosophers.?’

Hegel briefly discusses a series of authors from the fifteenth to the early seven-
teenth century under the heading “Revival of the Sciences” (“Wiederaufleben der
Wissenschaften). They are divided into three main groups. To the first — labelled

21bid., 331. Cf. also ibid., 332 on “Wissenschaften des bestimmten Verstandes”.

2 Hegel (1969-1981), T, 99—-100 (Hegel to Voss, April 1805): “Luther hat die Bibel, Sie den Homer
deutsch reden gemacht, — das groBite Geschenk, das einem Volke gemacht werden kann [...]
[W]enn Sie diese beiden Beispiele vergessen wollen, so will ich von meinem Bestreben sagen, daf3
ich die Philosophie versuchen will, deutsch sprechen zu lehren.”

Y"Hegel (1836), 252: “Noch viele andere merkwiirdige Ménner fallen in diese Zeit, die auch in der
Geschichte der Philosophie aufgefiihrt zu werden pflegen, als Michael de Montaigne, Charron,
Machiavell u.s.f. Dergleichen Mianner werden genannt; aber sie gehoren nicht eigentlich der
Philosophie, sondern der allgemeinen Bildung an.”
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“The Study of the Ancients” — belong thinkers who rediscovered ancient philosophy
in its original form, without adding anything new. The border dividing philosophy
and literature is here particularly subtle, and Hegel underlines that during this phase
philosophy did not achieve anything original, as engagement with philosophical
texts (especially Greek ones) consisted merely in their rediscovery through the
learning of ancient languages.”® Hegel dedicates a few lines to the thinkers of this
period who studied strands of ancient philosophical: Pomponazzi as an example of
Aristotelianism, Ficino for the Platonic tradition, followed by Gassendi
(Epicureanism), Lipsius (Stoicism) and Reuchlin (the Kabbalah).

It is true that Cardano, Vanini, Bruno, and Campanella — who are included in the
next section, “Idiosyncratic Endeavours of Philosophy” (“Eigentiimliche
Bestrebungen der Philosophie”) —receive friendly treatment from Hegel (Campanella
is the most neglected figure of the three, receiving in the Michelet edition one third
of a page, less than Cardano and Vanini, much less than Bruno).” But what is most
relevant for the purpose of our investigation in this volume is that this section dedi-
cated to peculiar and rather wild philosophical attempts is a subsection of the part
on “Philosophy of the Middle Ages”. This might appear paradoxical, given that
these philosophers were all “novatores”, that is fierce opponents of medieval and
scholastic philosophy.

If we consider a particular course of Hegel’s history of philosophy, that held in
the year 1825-1826, rather than Michelet’s edition (in which materials related to
various courses were merged), we still find the same structure but with a notable
awareness on Hegel’s part of the implications of his shaping procedure. Renaissance
thinkers are still discussed before the Reformation, and the link between the
Reformation and modern philosophy features just as prominently. Nevertheless,
according to the structure of this course, which can be reconstructed from the
Nachschriften prepared by Hegel’s students, Renaissance and Reformation are here
placed together under one heading. Just as in Michelet’s version, here too the gen-
eral section within which the Renaissance and the Reformation are included is that
of “medieval philosophy”: Renaissance and Reformation are considered as one sec-
tion, following three previous ones: (1) the Church fathers, (2) the philosophy of the
Arabs, and (3) the Scholastics.® Again, the section in which Renaissance and
Reformation are included is in itself divided into three subheadings. The short sec-
tion dedicated to the rediscovery of ancient languages and philosophies is entitled
here “The Interest in Ancient Philosophy”, and Hegel affirms firmly that “free phi-

81bid., 213: “Die Wiedererweckung der Wissenschaften und Kiinste, besonders des Studiums der
alten Literatur in Beziehung auf Philosophie war aber zuerst eines Theils eine Wiedererweckung
blof der alten Philosophie in ihrer friiheren urspriinglichen Gestalt; Neues ist noch nicht
aufgekommen.”

1bid., 224.

0Hegel (1986), 45.
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losophy, systems that were initiated by thought, have not yet emerged, but ancient
philosophical systems were now merely renewed and revived.”!

This is followed by the presentation of the same selection of Renaissance think-
ers as in Michelet’s edition. Hegel underlines the fact that this period — that is the
Renaissance — was “full of such individuals, who experimented in the most genial
but then in the most corrupt way”, stressing the contrast between the confused
energy of these figures and the calmer and less original character of those who
occupied themselves only with the rediscovery of ancient thought.>> When Hegel
comes to the section on the Reformation, leading directly to the third period (“Die
neuere Philosophie”), it emerges clearly that he is well aware of the tension in his
unfolding of the history of philosophy — the tension between the use of chronology
and the requirements of different principles, inherent in philosophical content rather
than mere chronological succession. In the course of 1825-1826 we read: “Here a
transition must be mentioned, which interests us because of the universal principle
that is recognized here at a higher level and it is recognized in its justification.
Giordano Bruno, Vanini and others fall in the age of Reformation and later. The
Reformation therefore commenced in this time.”*® This comment shows both
Hegel’s attempt to trace the unfolding of universal principles, such as the principle
that human “activity, reason, imagination** gradually develop, while also acknowl-
edging actual historical patterns.

Given this outline, it seems that Hegel’s history pf philosophy could allow no tertium
between the Middle Ages and Modernity: the Renaissance must be merely a descendent
of medieval philosophy, a transition towards the achievements of philosophy in the
proper sense of the word. Luther, meanwhile, is discussed not only in the third and last
part of “Renaissance of science”, titled “The Reformation”, but also, and at great length,
in the third introductory explanation to the third period: “Modern Philosophy” (“Neuere
Philosophie”). Here Hegel mentions again the group of Renaissance authors (Bruno,
Vanini, Ramus; Campanella is no longer mentioned) who lived after Luther, adding a
telling explanation for this chronological twist: “With the Reformation we actually
enter the third period, regardless of the fact that Bruno, Vanini and Ramus, who lived
later, still belong to the Middle Ages. A point of inversion occurred.”*

31Tbid.: “Freie Philosophie, Systeme, die vom Denken ausgegangen wiren, sind noch nicht auf-
gekommen, sondern nur die alten philosophischen Systeme wurden jetzt erneuert und erweckt”
(translation by Cecilia Muratori, but see also Hegel (1990), 71).

2 Hegel (1986), 50: “Die Zeit war reich an solchen Individuen, die sich auf die genialste und dann
aber auf die korrupteste Weise herumtrieben [...].”

31bid., 61: “Hier ist nun ein Ubergang zu erwihnen, der uns angeht des allgemeinen Prinzips
wegen, das darin hoher erkannt und in seiner Berechtigung erkannt ist. Jordanus Bruno, Vanini und
andere fallen in die Zeit der Reformation und spiter. Die Reformation ist also in diese Zeit einget-
reten.” (Translation by Cecilia Muratori, but see Hegel (1990), 94.) Cf. the same passage, differ-
ently formulated, in Hegel (1836), 255.

¥*Hegel (1986), 62.

3 Hegel (1836), 265: “Mit der Reformation treten wir so auch eigentlich in die dritte Periode
hiniiber, ungeachtet Bruno, Vanini und Ramus, die spater lebten, noch zum Mittelalter gehoren.
Ein Punkt der Umkehrung trat ein” (translation by Cecilia Muratori).
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In the 1825-1826 course the introduction to modern philosophy is short, and
does not directly mention Luther and the Reformation. Yet, Hegel continues to posit
a direct link between the guiding principle of the Lutheran Reformation — the turn
inward, towards subjectivity — and the beginnings of modern philosophy. Indeed,
here too Renaissance thinkers are discussed before the Reformation, which thus
concludes the section on medieval philosophy, leading to the new period of modern
philosophy. Moreover, Hegel stresses the fact that thought makes its appearance
now as “something subjective, with the reflection of its being-in-itself’*: once
again, the role of subjectivity plays the role of a bridge directly from Luther to
modernity, while the Renaissance is left in the background, placed logically — and
thus chronologically — before the Reformation. The essential tenets of Hegel’s posi-
tion are thus clearly evident in this course, too, but so is his awareness of the tension
between chronology and logical unfolding. From Hegel’s perspective there are two
overriding reasons for discussing Renaissance thinkers before, rather than after
Luther, contrary to what history and chronology would require. The first is a con-
ceptual one: these Renaissance authors did not have the modern notion of self-
consciousness. The second reason is, so to speak, a strategic one. If he had respected
and not inverted the real sequence, the Renaissance intermezzo, made of such irreg-
ular thinkers, would have disturbed the direct connection between Luther and
Descartes he aimed to establish.

History of philosophy, even of the most speculative kind, is still history, which
means that it depends on knowledge or ignorance of matters of fact, and not just on
the choice of “conversation partners” — and this principle is valid even for Hegel.”’
For instance, the better treatment Bruno received from Hegel in comparison to
Campanella is clearly due to Bruno’s renown in Germany from Lessing to Schelling.
This is understandable, but also a little paradoxical, because Campanella would fit
better than Bruno into Hegel’s historical scheme. If the author of the Geschichte der
Philosophie had known Campanella, he could have appreciated in the latter a strong
supporter of his own metaphysical thesis that modernity is fundamentally the era of
self-consciousness.*® Campanella thought that any kind of consciousness, even if it
is diffused throughout nature, still remains some sort of self-consciousness, accord-
ing to his theory of the three ‘primalities’: besides power (pon=posse) and love
(mor=amor), every kind of being exhibits another fundamental quality (‘primal-
ity’), which is “sap” (sapere=to feel, to know), and most of all to have a certain
knowledge or feeling of itself.

This is a clear example of the fact that the transmission and reception of certain
texts, to the detriment of others, had a direct impact on the discipline of philosophi-

% Hegel (1986), 71: “Dies [das Denken] tritt wesentlich jetzt auf als ein Subjektives, mit der
Reflexion seines Insichseins”.

37C. Schmitt has pointed to the ‘imbalances’ that emerged from the tendency to select certain data
to form a ‘history of Renaissance philosophy’, for instance privileging certain geographical areas,
such as Italy, over others (Schmitt (1988), 10).

¥ See Paganini (2008a), 11-29. See also Paganini (2008b), chapter III, which focuses on the intel-
lectual relations between Campanella, Descartes, and Mersenne.
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cal historiography. In Campanella’s case this is blatant: from the chronological
point of view Campanella was a true contemporary of Descartes (with whom he was
even indirectly in contact through Mersenne). Further, his thought is in harmony
with the trajectory of Hegel’s section on modern philosophy, to the extent that the
idea of self-consciousness, so crucial in Campanella’s thought, is the criterion for
tracing a line to divide the new, proper philosophy from previous, pseudophilo-
sophical attempts. Of course, his idea of self-awareness is profoundly different from
Luther’s and from idealistic conceptions, because Campanella attributes self-
knowledge to every kind of being, and not only to spiritual ones (taking word ‘spiri-
tual’ in the meaning of the German word geistig, that is not referring to spiritual
beings as those endowed with a higher form of life, but rather to all living beings).
If one takes into serious consideration this idea of extended self-awareness, which
has several different levels, up to the highest one of the pure mens, even the empha-
sis put by German historiography on the central place of consciousness could point
towards a different theory for the birth of modernity: it would imply going beyond
the connection Luther-Descartes, and moving back in the direction of the Italian
Renaissance. The case of Campanella and of his treatment within Hegel’s history of
philosophy is thus an instance of the fact that a different assessment of philosophi-
cal texts, or simply access to them, could have changed the path of thought about the
history of philosophy, or at least its fundamental contours.

Philosophical Periodization: The Issues at Stake

This historiographical survey, and the examples of Hegel and Brucker in particular,
highlights the crucial issues at stake in dealing with the Renaissance legacy in early
modern philosophy: were Renaissance thinkers philosophers in their own right, or
do they rather belong to the history of literature and the arts? Were they essentially
polemical, anti-scholastic thinkers, or did they instead contribute innovatively to the
birth of modernity? Were they mainly philosophers (as Garin argued), or mainly
philologists (Kristeller’s thesis), that is ‘humanists’ in the technical, narrowest sense
of the word (scholars of ancient languages and texts)?* Did their work consist
mainly in the reappraisal of antiquity, or what were the (other) elements that con-
tributed to their inclusion in a separate group apart from that of modern philoso-
phers? And especially, how did the legacy of their philosophical approaches persist
in the following centuries through the direct encounters of subsequent generations
with their texts?

By asking such questions, this volume deals collectively with the broad historio-
graphical problem of bridging the distance between phases fixed by subsequent
historiography, considering in particular the role of the Renaissance between the

*¥On the terminological juxtaposition of humanism and Renaissance seen as a historiographical
phenomenon, see Hankins (2005), 73-96. See further the clear overview of the terms Renaissance
and Humanism and the history of their uses in Black (2005).
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Middle Ages and the Early Modern period.*® More specifically, it addresses the
question regarding the legitimacy of setting milestones to delimit important changes
of scenery and conceptual shifts. One of the crucial ones is the year 1650: for
instance, Jonathan Israel has argued that after this date, “a general process of ratio-
nalization and secularization set in which rapidly overthrew theology’s age-old
hegemony in the world of study, slowly but surely eradicated magic and belief in the
supernatural from Europe’s intellectual culture, and led a few openly to challenge
everything inherited from the past”.*! The contrast between the adjective “rapidly”
and the following phrase “slowly but surely” exemplifies the complexity of the task
of marking boundaries while at the same time acknowledging the persistence of
certain conceptual problems. Indeed, the intertwining of ‘rapid’ and ‘slow’ changes
characterizes the fabric of the case studies presented in this collection: while high-
lighting the continuous transmission of texts and sources, these studies attempt to
pinpoint what changed and how problems were reinterpreted and framed in new
contexts, not only strictly philosophical but also religious.

While the legacy of philosophical historiography sets a critical frame for the
present volume, the studies included here collectively question the assumption of an
abrupt border dividing Renaissance and early modern philosophies. They thus rep-
resent concrete alternatives to a division into two periods which only by a conven-
tion (which scholars often employ without either justifying or questioning it) has
come to be identified with the year 1650, or more traditionally some decades before,
with the publication of Discours de laméthode by Descartes (1637) and Campanella’s
death (1639). In so doing, the chapters in the volume set aside this conventional
border in order to explore in detail how thinkers of the fifteenth to the seventeenth
centuries underwent a varied philosophical afterlife, comprising influence as well as
reaction, through the engagement of later philosophers with their work: thus it is
early modern philosophers, in this case, who are viewed as joining their predeces-
sors as ‘conversation partners’. In this way the volume aims to establish a new
methodological approach to study permanencies, modifications to and new interpre-
tations of philosophical theories from the period usually labelled as ‘Renaissance’
to that termed ‘early modern’. We wish to point in the direction of reconstructing
the sources known to early modern philosophers, in order to restore the missing link
between the Renaissance and the early modern period, thus attaining the sense of a
continuity, in which each philosopher’s approach to his immediate predecessors
marks at the same time a certain change of perspective. We aim to highlight ele-
ments of continuity without losing sight of the various points of difference and of

“00f course the problem of the continuity of Renaissance and the Middle Ages can also be consid-
ered — as it was by Ferguson (1948) — from the point of view of the scholars of the latter period as
well (see the chapter ‘The Revolt of the Medievalists: The Renaissance Interpreted as Continuation
of the Middle Ages’, in Ferguson (1948), 329-397. See also Burnett et al. (2008).

“Tsrael (2001), 4.
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change, creating a frame of investigation which allows for a plurality of chronologi-
cal as well as geographical and ideological viewpoints.**

Case Studies of ‘Conversation’

The case studies presented in this volume of course do not aim at exhaustive cover-
age of the Renaissance legacy in early modern thought: rather, they attempt to inau-
gurate a new way of studying the history of philosophy of this period. Core topics
and key authors running through the volume give a sense of the continuous engage-
ment with certain philosophical approaches and texts, while the timeframe spans
from the Platonic revival in the fifteenth century, to the late eighteenth century. The
chapters are divided into four main areas, bringing attention specifically to the
endurance and change of philosophical theories with regard to (1) the topic of creat-
ing and maintaining a philosophical tradition; (2) issues in natural philosophy; (3)
the reception and reinterpretation of political and moral theory; and finally (4) the
changes in the anthropological conception of the human being, also considering the
difference between man and the animals. The volume culminates in the Epilogue,
‘A Story in the History of Scholarship: The Rediscovery of Tommaso Campanella’
by Germana Ernst. This is the story of a personal encounter with Campanella’s writ-
ings that contributed significantly to the reappraisal of his philosophy.

I. The first section addresses a crucial question for the entire book: how is a philo-
sophical tradition constructed? The essays deal with the concepts of eclecticism
and philosophical systematicity, investigating their connections and oppositions
in selected historiographical cases. Guido Giglioni’s essay analyses the case of
Rudolph Goclenius’s Lexica in order to answer precisely this question, by looking
at the focal point on which a philosophical tradition is constructed — that is, lan-
guage. Dealing with the afterlives of Renaissance philosophical terminology,
Goclenius presents a practical example of the fact that continuities persist despite
any historiographical attempt to draw a boundary line. A principal example of this
endurance, apparent in Goclenius’s Lexica, is the ‘construction’ of a Platonic tra-
dition from the Renaissance into the seventeenth century. Stephen Clucas’s start-
ing point is the conception of the ‘general scholar’ in the seventeenth century:
focussing in particular on Burton’s Anatomy of Melancholy, Clucas shows how
Renaissance love theory was received and reinterpreted in the new context of

42 As Black (2010) has aptly put it: “Renaissance humanism [...] may have been a movement, but
as such it was far from uniform, and so it is arguably more appropriate to speak in the plural rather
than in the singular of Renaissance chronologies, ideologies and geographies” (44). Black also
interestingly stresses the fact that at the roots of attempts at periodization (even while using appar-
ently flexible formulations, such as the concept of ‘movement’) there is often a tendency to give
primacy to continuity, coherence and uniformity within one selected ‘period’, such as the
Renaissance, at the expense of the many differences and changes that of course also need to be
taken into account.
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what can be called “general scholarship”. Also considering the persistence of
Humanism in later centuries, Lodi Nauta brings attention to the topic of language:
the criticism of Scholastic language — Nauta argues — has a rich afterlife which
connects Humanists like Lorenzo Valla to early modern philosophers like Hobbes
and Gassendi. Sarah Hutton sets out to investigate a particular, and often forgot-
ten, case of reception history: Henry More’s engagement with the writings of
Girolamo Cardano. She employs this case study to pose a series of crucial ques-
tions: does the engagement with the past make a philosopher less ‘modern’? In
what sense is More ‘anachronistic’ in his interests in Humanistic and Renaissance
philosophers, and what does his way of employing arguments drawn from
Renaissance sources tell us about early modern philosophical methodologies?
The second section focuses on Renaissance and early modern natural philoso-
phy, analysing especially the conception of the living being that formed through
the legacy of authors like Cardano, Telesio and Bacon. Silvia Manzo considers
ways of describing and interpreting the changes of matter — especially rarefac-
tion and condensation — from Cardano to his seventeenth-century readers, espe-
cially Bacon. By reconstructing the history of specific termini (impulsus and
attractio feature prominently), Manzo offers a detailed textual basis for framing
the philosophical debate over the qualities of matter in the longue durée from
the Renaissance to the early modern period. Daniel Garber’s essay retraces the
varied afterlives of a Renaissance thinker whose philosophical legacy often
seems to have been almost entirely forgotten: Bernardino Telesio. From Bacon’s
engagement with Telesio to Sorel’s inclusion of the Italian philosopher among
the novatores, Garber shows how Telesio’s fame was established, while his
philosophy was nevertheless left more and more in the background. The last
essay of this session, by Natacha Fabbri, considers the changes that one of the
most lively debates in the Renaissance — on the idea of an earth-like moon —
developed and changed, especially after the introduction of the telescope.
Indeed the intertwining of astronomical theories with ontological ones, regard-
ing the similarity of the earth and the moon, explains on the one hand the neces-
sary changes in the frame of this debate, while on the other linking firmly
together Renaissance approaches and early modern reinterpretations.

The conception of man, and the distinction between man and the other animals,
is an exemplary topic with regard to the long afterlives of Renaissance philoso-
phy.* Emmanuel Faye’s essay looks at a pivotal conception in philosophical
historiography — that of the perfection of man, in relation to Descartes’ posi-
tion — in order to reassess its position in relation to the debt owned to humanism.
Emanuela Scribano continues the analysis of the relation and indebtedness of
the Cartesian tradition to the previous centuries by considering the specific case
of the debate on the mechanistic versus vitalistic view of nature: she shows how
the legacy of Campanella’s vitalism was at the heart of discussions about the

“Descartes’ automatism theory has been often used as a watershed marking the beginning of a
new, modern era in thinking about the difference between man and the animals. This view is dis-
cussed and methodologically challenged in Dohm and Muratori (2013).
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explanation of the animals’ capabilities. Cecilia Muratori reconstructs a parallel
reception history which also pivots around the man-animal distinction in the
mid-seventeenth century. The anonymous Theophrastus redivivus — she argues —
weaves together selected Renaissance sources (especially Cardano, Vanini and
Campanella) in order to intensify the sense of a continuity of all beings — and
yet, in so doing, gives to these sources a different frame and a different tone.
The four chapters in this section explore the Renaissance sources in early modern
moral and political theory. Annalisa Ceron reveals in Bacon’s Essays a whole
series of echoes to the moral and political literature of the fifteenth century (with
particular reference to the so-called ‘mirrors for princes’), up to Machiavelli’s
prince. She shows how Bacon’s treatment of the topic of friendship is ultimately
deeply linked to this background: ultimately, Bacon frames his personal view of
friendship by drawing ideas from the past and by reframing them so as to make
them applicable to the present. Gianni Paganini’s essay casts light on often forgot-
ten Renaissance sources of Hobbes’s account of virtue. Intervening in the con-
temporary debate about the appropriateness of considering Hobbes a ‘virtue
ethicist’, Paganini shows that in order to answer this question it is essential to
think in terms of continuity, bringing the Renaissance thinkers in dialogue with
‘modernity’. Paganini demonstrates that the legacy of Lorenzo Valla is crucial for
understanding Hobbes’s conceptions of virtue, equality, self-preservation, along-
side the critique directed to the concept of glory. From virtue to the greatness of
states: Sara Miglietti selects the concept of greatness — one that is considered the
corner stone of political thought on modern state building — to retrace changes of
perspective from Machiavelli to Burton, but also reveal what might appear sur-
prising points of agreement (for instance between Botero and Machiavelli) on the
topic of how to recognize the greatness of a state. The final essay of this section,
by John Christian Laursen, expands the area of investigation of dis-continuities
between Renaissance and early modern philosophy by reaching the eighteenth
century: John Upton (1707-1760) serves here as a case study for evaluating the
practical effects of Renaissance studies on changing political and moral views. By
including in the analysis literary Renaissance sources as well — from Shakespeare
to Spenser — Laursen points to the necessity of dealing yet with another border:
that which often artificially divides literary and philosophical approaches.

The volume ends with an epilogue which functions as exemplary case study for

our topic and as homage to a study of Campanella that has been carried out indefati-
gably despite the prejudices that often still surround this writer. As Giglioni puts it
in his essay, there is still a sense that “there is something wrong with the history of
Renaissance philosophy”, and Campanella is one of the thinkers who most suffered
the consequences of such a feeling. Germana Ernst’s presentation of her approach
to Campanella — a contemporary of Descartes so often misjudged against the back-
drop of fixed conceptions of ‘modernity’ — is a plaidoyer for a new approach to
Renaissance philosophy and to its relation to the early modern period.

ok sk
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This volume is the result of a collaboration between the two editors, generously
sponsored by the Center for Advanced Studies, Ludwig Maximilian University, Munich.
We wish to acknowledge the Center’s support in the organisation of the conference from
which this book originates. The conference was sponsored by LMU Munich (pro-
gramme ‘Research Fellowships’) and the Universita del Piemonte Orientale (Vercelli):
we thank both institutions for having made the conference, and thus the book, possible.
We also wish to thank the Research Centre of the Accademia dei Lincei (Rome) for
supporting our research collaboration. We are also very grateful for editorial support
financed by the LMU Research Fellowships Programme. Finally, we thank the anony-
mous reviewers of our book manuscript for their useful suggestions.

Germana Ernst passed away during the production of this book. We dedicate this volume to her
memory.
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Chapter 2

What’s Wrong with Doing History

of Renaissance Philosophy? Rudolph
Goclenius and the Canon of Early Modern
Philosophy

Guido Giglioni

Abstract The chapter is divided into two main parts. In the first, I offer some gen-
eral remarks on the elusive place of Renaissance philosophy within the larger disci-
plines of philosophy, philosophy of history and history of philosophy. In the second
part, I rely on a specific case study — Rudolph Goclenius’s dictionaries of philoso-
phy (published in 1613 and 1615) — to emphasize the value and importance of the
philosophical production during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. As a thinker
straddling two centuries, Goclenius demonstrates how the contribution of
seventeenth-century philosophers, with their innovative ideas about language, sci-
ence and religion, cannot be properly understood without taking into account the
philosophical work elaborated during the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. Rather
than perpetuating the image of these two centuries as impoverished and unoriginal
in terms of ideas and commitments, Goclenius helps us to have a more historicized
and positive consideration of eclectic contaminations among philosophical trends,
the influence exercised by the classical tradition, the persistence of scholastic ways
of arguing and the decisive impact of philological methods.

Introduction

Between 2004 and 2007, Anthony Kenny published a new history of Western phi-
losophy in three volumes (reissued as one volume in 2010). In Volume 3, devoted to
early modern thought, 32 out of 331 pages are devoted to the sixteenth century (the
fifteenth century, with Renaissance Platonism, Renaissance Aristotelianism and a
few pages on Lorenzo Valla and Nicholas of Cusa, had already been dealt with in
Volume 2, dedicated to medieval philosophy). The authors examined in Volume 3
are Giordano Bruno, Galileo Galilei and Francis Bacon. Two pages are on Montaigne
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(117-118), three on Suarez’s metaphysics (181-184), three on issues of religious
casuistry (247-250) and eight on Machiavelli’s Prince and More’s Utopia (273—
281). Kenny’s survey is certainly better than Bertrand Russell’s (“Until the seven-
teenth century, there was nothing of importance in philosophy. The moral and
political anarchy of fifteenth-century Italy was appalling, and gave rise to the doc-
trines of Machiavelli”’) or D. W. Hamlyin’s (“It may seem a paradox that a period
that saw the flowering of much else — of science, of art and of literature — was a
period in which philosophy was at a low ebb. It is nevertheless a fact”).! Kenny’s
The Rise of Modern Philosophy remains, however, disappointing, for it ignores all
the efforts to legitimate the philosophical production of the Renaissance undertaken
in the past by such historians as Giovanni Gentile, J.-Roger Charbonnel, Henri
Busson, Eugenio Garin, Paul Oskar Kristeller, Charles Schmitt, Brian Copenhaver
and Cesare Vasoli.? It is nonetheless evidence that Renaissance philosophy contin-
ues to have a precarious place in the history of philosophy, and this for a number of
reasons such as the bad publicity that the word and notion of eclecticism has
received among philosophers from the seventeenth century on, the allegedly non-
philosophical nature of Renaissance humanism, a lingering uneasiness about early
modern theories of universal animation and, finally, a certain tendency to regard
theological debates from the heretical movements of the fifteenth century to the
Reformation and Counter-Reformation as philosophically spurious. For all these
reasons, Renaissance philosophy continues to be relegated in a limbo of pseudo-
philosophy placed between the genuinely and gloriously philosophical epochs of
the Middle Ages and the seventeenth century. The story goes that, in the early
modern period, serious philosophy resumed its course with Descartes, Hobbes and
Spinoza, after an interlude of literary experiments and slavish imitations of classical
authors. Although there may be an element of historical truth in this view (for the
seventeenth century was indeed a golden age for philosophy), the problem behind a
blasé and patronizing attitude towards Renaissance philosophy boils down — very
prosaically — to issues of monolingualism, nationalism, educational and
institutional settings, publishing marketing plans and, more recently, criteria and
strategies through which research funds are allocated to historians and institutions
of higher education.

This may sound obvious, but it is fair to say that every age elaborates its own
philosophical consideration of the surrounding reality and the major events that
shape such reality. Depending, however, on philosophical preferences and tastes, a
sort of tacit assumption has established itself among historians of philosophy
according to which some ages are more philosophical than others. To cut a long
story short, classical antiquity (Plato and Aristotle), scholastic philosophy (from

"Kenny (2006); Russell (2004 [1946]), 453; Hamlyn (1987), 123. Recent attempts to present a
more conciliatory view of the philosophical relationship between the sixteenth and the seventeenth
centuries can be found in Sorell (1993) and Rogers, Sorell and Kraye (2010).

2Gentile (1968 [1920]); Gentile (1968 [1923]); Charbonnel (1919); Busson (1957 [1922]);
Kristeller (1964); Kristeller (1979); Garin (1978 [1966]); Schmitt et al. (1988); Copenhaver and
Schmitt (1992); Vasoli (2002).
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Abelard to William of Ockham), the seventeenth century (Descartes, Hobbes,
Locke, Spinoza and Leibniz) and German idealism (from Kant to Hegel) are seen as
authentic philosophical ages. In different ways and with different aims, this view
has been perpetuated by both continental and analytical philosophers. It has also
been sanctioned by a growing industry of handbooks and companions to philosophy
and history of philosophy, which helps reinforce the stereotype that there are in fact
serious and less serious periods of philosophy in human history.

To this situation, which is specific to the discipline of history of philosophy,* one
should add the question of the narrow and contested space left to the history of
Renaissance philosophy within the broader field of Renaissance studies, a field that
is still dominated by Burckhardtian prejudices. Jacob Burckhardt (1818-1897)
famously ignored Renaissance philosophy in his Civilization of the Renaissance in
Italy (1860). Censors of Renaissance philosophy can therefore be found both within
and without the field of the history of philosophy. The ones from within are often
historians of seventeenth-century philosophy and analytically-trained historians of
philosophy. The censors from without are historians who are simply uninterested in
intellectual history, either for militant reasons (and therefore actively and aggres-
sively uninterested) or because they prefer to devote their energies to investigating
various aspects of material history (they are passively uninterested).

Finally, I should at least hint at a general philosophical question — a question
pertaining to philosophy of history. This has to do with the uncomfortable relation-
ship which has always characterized the two intellectual activities of philosophy
and history. In an article published in 1994, Paola Zambelli noted that “[h]istory of
philosophy is now a part of history, no longer a part of philosophy, nor its
completion”.* This is an important point to be borne in mind, which is relevant for
the definition of the history of philosophy as a discipline. In the second half of the
nineteenth century and the first half of the twentieth, the history of Renaissance
philosophy emerged from a glorious historiographical past and from a speculative
setting that was as glorious. Within the traditions of both German idealism and his-
toricism Renaissance philosophy was indeed a privileged field of both scholarship
and inspiration. One should only think of G. W. F. Hegel (1770-1831) and Wilhelm
Dilthey (1833-1911). In Italy, the shaping of the field of Renaissance philosophy
coincided with the activity of Bertrando Spaventa (1817-1883), Francesco De
Sanctis (1817-1883), Francesco Fiorentino (1834—-1884), Benedetto Croce (1866—
1952) and Giovanni Gentile (1875-1944). Within this context, the history of
Renaissance philosophy was indeed meant to be an integral part of the philosophical
investigation of reality, in some cases a crucial stage in its very development. Even
Ernst Cassirer (1874-1945) demonstrated a certain penchant for this speculative
tendency in doing history of Renaissance philosophy. His Individuum und Cosmos
(1927), however, remains one of the most fascinating contributions to the study of
Renaissance philosophy.

3Rorty, Schneewind and Skinner (1984).
4Zambelli (2012 [1994]), 384.
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Today history of Renaissance philosophy has definitely become part of the
history of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, while philosophical assumptions on
the part of the historian of philosophy are seen — and probably rightly so — with
suspicion and scepticism. We all should be ready to acknowledge, though, that in
this field philosophy of history has often been replaced by practical instructions in
historiographical methodology, the subject of many seminars in graduate programmes
at university. Historiography is a bland version of philosophy of history and gives
hope for method in an area where in fact there is no method. The result of this very
recent development is that history of Renaissance philosophy has inadvertently
mutated into history of philosophical historiography, and historians are often keen
to maintain their allegiances to hoary historiographical traditions.’ This, however,
should not come as too much of a surprise, for, by its very nature, history of philoso-
phy is strongly opinionated and often judgmental.

The bad publicity that Renaissance philosophy is receiving at the moment dates
back, in fact, to the Renaissance itself. This cannot be denied, for already at the
time, a significant chunk of philosophical production — the so-called scholastic phi-
losophy — was strongly criticized by two main fronts: the humanists (Lorenzo Valla,
Desiderius Erasmus, Luis Vives, Thomas More) and a number of vanguard philoso-
phers (Marsilio Ficino, Baldassarre Castiglione, Leone Ebreo, Giordano Bruno, to
mention only a few). Both groups shrank from the technicalities of scholastic phi-
losophy. On the other hand, both Neo-Hegelianism and Neo-Kantianism during the
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries imparted an aura of speculative dogmatism
on Renaissance thinkers. This fact has certainly not helped the cause of Renaissance
philosophy. In a way, sixteenth-century philosophers find themselves in an infelici-
tous situation, even more so than fifteenth-century philosophers. It must be, I sus-
pect, the proximity of the seventeenth century, for doing history of Renaissance
philosophy with one’s eyes turned towards the seventeenth century transforms some
of the most tantalizing and original philosophers of that period into disquieting
hybrids. Girolamo Cardano (1501-1576), Bernardino Telesio (1509-1588),
Tommaso Campanella (1568—-1639) and Francis Bacon (1561-1526), to mention a
few names, look like spooked centaurs, suddenly caught in the light of a better,
more rational century. Sometimes they are reluctantly included in accounts of his-
tory of philosophy which I would call “history in the optative”, that is, if-only his-
tory. If only Telesio hadn’t maintained that everything is sentient in nature; if only
Cardano had not been so prone to astrology and demons; if only Campanella had
not got lost chasing theocratic dreams; if only Bacon hadn’t assumed that appetite
rules nature, including inanimate nature. If only indeed: we could have had modern
physics, algebra, global studies and the scientific revolution already in the sixteenth
century! Instead we had to wait for later developments in the seventeenth century to
see the longed-for relos fulfilled.

We all know that such things as fifteenth, sixteenth and seventeenth centuries are
in fact figments of the historiographical imagination. They fit extremely well in
long-tested and official periodizations and categories; however, they simply have no

3Celenza (2004).



2 What’s Wrong with Doing History of Renaissance Philosophy? 25

ontological consistence apart from being useful conventions. The view of
Renaissance philosophy that is being legitimized by august companions and hand-
books from institutions which are as august is that of a squeezed middle, squeezed
between medieval and seventeenth century. Let us instead resort to the anamorphic
resources of the imagination and think of a “long” philosophical Renaissance,
stretching as it were from Anselm of Canterbury (c. 1033—1109) to Spinoza (1631-
1677). The great historian of Renaissance philosophy, Edward Cranz (1914—-1998),
who managed to combine philosophical ingenuity with historical rigour, argued that
towards the end of the eleventh and the beginning of the twelfth century a momen-
tous “reorientiation” in thinking took place in the major European centres of philo-
sophical investigations.® This is the path T would like to follow, for here I can see a
pattern, emerging from the matrix of scholastic philosophy, with extraordinarily
valuable accretions coming from the Latin translations of Avicenna, Averroes and
Jewish thinkers and with decisive influences from cutting-edge vernacular
thinking.

In this chapter, in order to practise this exercise in anamorphic vision, I will use
Rudolph Goclenius’s philosophical dictionaries as barometers to test the climate of
pre-Cartesian philosophical endeavours in Europe. This decision is certainly open
to methodological objections. They concern, firstly, the extent to which Goclenius’s
dictionaries can be said to be representative of Renaissance philosophy; secondly,
whether they transcended the limits imposed by the so-called national styles of
thought; and, finally, whether they were in fact prone to individual philosophical
preferences. I will address these points briefly in my conclusion.

An Entire Library in One Book: Goclenius’s Lexicon
Philosophicum

To begin with, I summarily describe the physiognomy of Goclenius’s Lexica, start-
ing with those traits that we expect to find in them judging from what we know
about its author. Rudolph Goclenius (1547-1628), father of another illustrious phil-
osophical Rudolph (1572-1621) better known for his place in the history of mag-
netic therapies, wrote two seminal dictionaries of philosophy: the Lexicon
philosophicum, quo tanquam clave philosophiae fores aperiuntur (‘“Philosophical
Lexicon, Which Opens the Doors of Philosophy Like a Key”), published in 1613,
and the Lexicon philosophicum Graecum (“Greek Philosophical Lexicon”), which
came out two years later. After having studied in Erfurt, Marburg and Wittenberg
following the Philippist line within the Lutheran fold, he taught physics, logic and
ethics at the universities of Kassel and Marburg. He wrote a number of metaphysical
writings which clearly reflect the theological debates between Lutherans and
Calvinists at the time. His Analyses in exercitationes aliquot J. C. Scaligeri de

6Cranz (2006).
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subtilitate (1599) and Adversaria ad exotericas aliquot Julii Caesari Scaligeri
acutissimi philosophi exercitationes (1606) testify to the pervasive influence of
Julius Caesar Scaliger (1484—1558) in Protestant philosophical circles. When the
University of Marburg turned into a Calvinist institution in 1605, Goclenius’s
sympathies towards Calvinism became more evident.’

I will focus on his two dictionaries as philosophical texts that are both rhetori-
cally and theologically savvy: these for me are two very important reasons why this
books can be said to be representative of the philosophical climate of the Renaissance.
Part of Goclenius’s rhetorical awareness lies in his constant attention to the linguis-
tic aspects of the philosophical problems. Goclenius was clearly a philo-Hellenist in
his approach to philosophy, so much so that he felt the need to complement his lexi-
con of philosophical Latin terms with one devoted to the principal Greek concepts.
He remained nonetheless a strong advocate of the importance of the Latin tradi-
tion — both scholastic and humanist — in Western philosophy. And while he was in
principle against the use of barbarisms in philosophy (especially scholastic barba-
risms), the painstaking care — almost of an entomological kind — with which he
collected, scrutinized and dissected all sorts of inappropriate and incorrect terms
reveals in him a passion for the domain of the philosophically inarticulate or the
barely articulable, i.e., for those awkward protrusions of clotted meaning (the bar-
barisms, that is) which especially accrue on the technical terms dividing language
from the process of thought. Here it is significant to recall that by 1615 Goclenius
had added to the Latin dictionary an appendix entirely devoted to a meticulous
analysis of the inappropriate ways of expressing philosophical concepts in Latin, a
“Collection of Words and Phrases that are Obsolete, Less Ordinary, Recently Born,
Improper, Impure, Uncouth, including Barbarisms, Solecisms and Slight Solecisms”
(Sylloge vocum et phrasium quarumdam obsoletarum, minus usu receptarum, nuper
natarum, ineptarum, lutulentarum, subrusticarum, barmibarbararum, soloecismorum
et vrocoloikwv).?

One way of shedding further light on the characteristic physiognomy of the work
is by looking at the imposing array of sources used by Goclenius and considering in
particular the authors whom he refers to with more frequency. At the top, I would
put the already mentioned Scaliger, who is cited and quoted in almost every single
page. The principal text by Scaliger to be referenced by Goclenius is the Exotericarum
exercitationum liber quintus decimus de subtilitate ad Hieronymum Cardanum
(“The Fifteenth Book of Exoteric Exercises about Cardano’s On Subtlety”, 1557),
but other works are also well represented, such as De causis linguae Latinae (“The
Principles of the Latin Language”, 1540), Poetices libri VII (“Seven Books of
Poetics”, 1561) and his dialogues on the pseudo-Aristotelian De plantis (1556).
Then, in descending order of frequency, we encounter Jacopo Zabarella (1533—
1589), Jakob Schegk (1511-1587) and a large number of Reformed metaphysicians
and theologians such as Philipp Melanchthon (1497-1560), Girolamo Zanchi

7On Goclenius, see Ashworth (1967); Jensen (1990), 32-36; De Angelis (2010), 158-192;
Lamanna (2013); Stiening (2014). On early modern philosophical lexicons, see Canone (1988).

8Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 282. On Goclenius’s “Sylloge”, see Giglioni (2015).
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(1516-1590), Joachim Morlin (1514-1571), Amandus Polanus von Polansdorf
(1561-1610) and Daniel Tillen (1563—1633). In keeping with the philosophical and
theological guidelines of Lutheran and Calvinist debates, Goclenius manifested a
clear preference for Scholastic Aristotelianism.’ For him, this tradition warranted a
fundamentally rational understanding of reality. Relying on Amandus Polanus, he
stated with confidence that truth was “besides, below and above reason”, and reason
was perceived “through the intellect, through the senses and through faith™, and as
a result truth could never be “against reason”.!” After all, it is worth remembering
here that Goclenius came up with quite a notable philosophical term: “6vtoAoyia”,
ontology, understood as the philosophical inquiry about being and its more general
properties.'!

The classics, of course, are well represented in both dictionaries (Plato, Aristotle,
Cicero and Seneca), together with the Fathers of the Church (Augustine and
Boethius). Diogenes Laertius (“non ignobilis rerum philosophicarum rapsodus”) is
often mentioned as a reliable source of philosophical information.'? Albert the
Great, Thomas Aquinas and John Scotus are among the most important sources.
The presence of Gabriel Biel (1425-1495) is evidence of Goclenius’s attention to
the contribution of nominalism and the Ockhamist via moderna. Averroes’s point of
view is frequently consulted. The same is true of Thomas Cajetan (1469-1534) and
the Coimbra Commentators.'* Among the authors with no affiliation to the univer-
sity system, Scaliger is not the only one to be referred to by Goclenius. We also have
Bessarion (1403-1472), Giovanni and Gianfrancesco Pico della Mirandola (1463—
1494 and 1470-1533, respectively) and, above all, Ficino (1433-1499). The latter is
a key source in Goclenius’s Lexica also for the authors he translated and commented
upon, first among them Dionysius the Areopagite, who is well represented in both
dictionaries. Finally, it is worth noting how Goclenius drew profusely on a number
of encyclopaedic accounts of Renaissance learning, such as Conrad Gessner’s
Bibliotheca universalis (1545—-1549), Theodor Zwinger’s Theatrum vitae humanae
(1565) and Paul Skali¢ de Lika’s Encyclopedia, seu orbis disciplinarum tam
sacrarum quam prophanarum epistemon (“Encyclopedia or Knowledge of the
World of Disciplines, both Sacred and Profane”), published in Basel in 1559.

Like Campanella and Bacon, whom I mentioned earlier, Goclenius is a philoso-
pher who inhabited both the sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries. The main
reason why I decided to focus my chapter on the Lexicon philosophicum and the

°On the relationship — mainly of a pragmatic nature — between metaphysics and theology in
Lutheran contexts, see Jensen (1990), 25: “In the late sixteenth century, for Lutherans in particular,
metaphysics became subordinate to theology in a far more direct way [than it used to be in the
thirteenth century], and no secret was made of this subordination. The principles of metaphysics
were derived from theology and proved a posteriori’.

1"Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 24ab.

bid., 16.

21bid., 210b.

130n the influence of scholastic philosophy in Germany during the sixteenth and seventeenth cen-
turies, the following studies remain fundamental: Weber (1907); Petersen (1921); Lewalter (1967
[1935]); Wundt (1939); Leinsle (1985). See also Lohr (1988).
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Lexicon philosophicum Graecum is that they provide — in the shape of a microcosm
as it were — a relatively faithful image of what doing philosophy was like during the
Renaissance. This is made clear in an elegy written by Raphael Eglinus (1559-
1622), professor of theology at the University of Marburg with strong interests in
alchemy, who composed the poem placed at the beginning of the Latin Lexicon: “we
don’t need shelves any longer; no more thousands books. This book alone is like a
whole library”.'* In using Goclenius’s dictionaries as one coherent book of philoso-
phy, I intend to concentrate on four aspects that, while they may give the impression
of being philosophically meagre or illegitimate from a post-Cartesian point of view,
represent in fact a most original contribution to philosophical inquiry between the
thirteenth and sixteenth century. These aspects are: a reassessment of the virtues of
eclecticism, which means that the philosophical past — and therefore history — could
be used as legitimate matter for philosophical investigations (otherwise said: doing
history of philosophy is part of the philosophical exercise); a background ontology
based on the idea that substances of different nature are nevertheless able to interact
and that life in particular acts as the principal mediator between physical and cogni-
tive reality; a sophisticated understanding of the role played by language in articu-
lating human thought; and, finally, a positive consideration of theology seen as a
source of philosophical knowledge, in which the cognitive faculty of the imagina-
tion plays a key role. In this respect, I feel entitled to adopt the term with which
Johann Wirz, a professor of theology active in Zurich during the 1650s, described
Goclenius’s endeavour: theiosophia.”® If we consider these four points carefully,
they can also be seen as a way of taking history, life, language and imagination seri-
ously from a philosophical point of view — which for me it’s another way of stress-
ing the specific contribution of Renaissance philosophy to the definition of early
modern thought.

History, Life, Language and the Imagination: A Précis
of Renaissance Philosophy

Like many philosophers at the time, Goclenius explained the way in which the
human mind understands reality as a result of a continuous adjustment between
cognitive, linguistic and natural factors. From a strictly metaphysical point of view,
his dictionaries chronicle the emergence of what can be seen as the great conun-
drum of the modern age: the contested relationship between res (“reality”), ideae
(the underlying template of reality, both in cognitive and operative terms) and a
number of devices left to both nature and the human minds to bridge the gap divid-
ing reality from its ideal underpinnings. These devices correspond to a cluster of
philosophical notions that denote the human ability to reflect and represent being:

4Quoted in Goclenius (1980 [1613]), sig.)( )(1". On Eglinus see Moran (1994).
15Quoted in Goclenius (1980 [1613]), sig.)()(1".
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imago (“appearance”), species sensibilis and species intellegibilis (“liknesses”, both
sensible and intelligible), figura (“shape”), repraesentatio (“representation”) and
signum (“‘sign”).' Goclenius held that imago could be understood as either arche-
type or ectype. He distinguished between copoatikai and nveopatikei images (the
latter also termed species immateriales et intelligibiles)."” Ontologically speaking,
he regarded ideae, imagines and species as all instances of formae, “forms”, that is,
constitutive principles of both nature and the mind. While formae mentales were
key in adjusting representations to reality, formae reales were further subdivided by
Goclenius into forms that governed things from without while remaining separate
from them (formae assistentes), and forms that shaped things from within, becom-
ing one single entity with them (formae informantes). In addition, real forms were
also divided into “natural” and “artificial”. Among natural forms, “substantial”
forms were certainly the more problematic, for they remained the mainstay of scho-
lastic metaphysics despite being increasingly exposed to objections coming from
different fronts of the European republic of philosophical letters. They were either
“separable” (such as the rational soul) or “inseparable” (celestial or sublunary, the
latter further subdivided into inanimate and animate). The rational soul, because of
its dependence on the body, was characterized by a limited degree of self-sufficiency
(subsistentia incompleta).'®

Goclenius’s loyalty to the Aristotelian notion of life as évteléyein helped accel-
erate the crisis of the Latin forma when this was associated to matters of soul and
identity. With his De immortalitate animae (1516), Pomponazzi had demonstrated
how the Aristotelian évteléyeia remained perilously too intimate with the structure
of the body. As is often the case with his Lexica, Goclenius smudged the boundaries
between Platonism and Aristotelianism adding the Platonic meaning of form to
complete the picture of traditional scholastic accounts. In these circumstances,
Goclenius showed that he was an Aristotelian who leant towards an irenically
Thomist interpretation of being, while being eclectically open to Platonism through
the mediation of Ficino’s philosophy. Forms could therefore be characterized as
either ideae (i.e., exemplaria, patterns “devoid of matter and participating in intel-
ligence”) or imagines, understood as reflections of ideas “joined to matter”, that is,
a “oxiorypagia, sketch and rough outline (adumbratio et rudis delineatio), to which
colours are yet to be applied (vivis coloribus nondum adhibitis)”, also described as
Tormot, “characters”.!” Judging from the amount of lexicographic attention paid to
such lemmas as ratio, idea, archetypus, similitudo and species, it seems evident that
in Goclenius’s framework the notion of form continued to be the ontological back-
bone of the whole universe. Another recurrent way used by Goclenius to express the
relationship between res and idea was to assume a correspondence between esse

19On the history of the adjustment of intellectual knowledge to sensible reality through the cate-
gory of “representation” (species), see Spruit (1994-1995).
7Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 215b-216a.

181bid., 588-593b; Goclenius (1980 [1615]), 104a. On the early modern evolution of the Aristotelian
notion of form, see Des Chene (1996); Des Chene (2000).

19 Goclenius (1980 [1613], 593a; Goclenius (1980 [1615]), 244a.
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reale (or formale) and esse ideale. The esse ideale — said Goclenius while acknowl-
edging that he was using the way of speaking of the “barbarian schoolmen” — was
reality in its being fashioned by mental forms, “the being of a thing, as this is in the
mind according to the species through which, as in a representational principle
(obiectivum principium), a thing is known”.?

In Goclenius’s reconstruction of Western metaphysics, the ultimate foundation
of the congruity between esse reale and esse ideale was, however, of a theological
nature. The two levels corresponded — and indeed interacted — because they had
been originally created by God in such a way that they mirrored each other and to a
certain extent allowed forms of mutual dependency and interaction (for, as causal
entities, ideas were productive and reproductive entities, besides establishing the
link through which knowledge connected to reality). A further consequence coming
from this metaphysical setting was Goclenius’s belief in a fundamental unity or
harmony between the mind and the material universe. Citing Augustine, he defined
ideas as species, formae or rationes of an external reality, and in this sense they were
“outside” reality (extra rem). As such, ratio was not res. And yet, as Goclenius
explained while progressing in the argument, “some likeness (similitudo) between
ideas and things” needed to be assumed. As in the realm of physical generation, this
similitudo was either “univocal” or “equivocal”.?! Envisaging concepts in terms of
fertile seeds, Goclenius defined ideas as principles of activity (principia operatio-
nis), in which operations and implementations followed the instructions included in
an original pattern (per modum exemplaris).”> This model of causality predicated
upon notions of likeness and archetypal productivity secured a level of interaction
between the world of ideas and physical reality. In discussing the entry “Reactio”,
for instance, Goclenius confirmed that a world of “spiritual” responses (in potentia
cognoscente, that is, in the field of knowledge) was running parallel to the material
universe organized by networks of physical actions and reactions. It was certainly
not by accident that a key notion in Goclenius’s dictionaries was the power of being
affected (vis recipiendi).”

However influential in bridging the gaps between reality and appearance, being
and activity, Platonism was kept carefully at bay when the issue under scrutiny con-
cerned theological matters. As the creator of both ideas and things, Goclenius’s God
was no constrained by any pre-existing and extra-mental ideal reality, for, in opposi-
tion to the Platonic notion of idea, he unambiguously stated that “nothing outside
God is eternal” (nulla enim res extra Deum est aeterna). As all things were deemed
to be in God beyond any degree and measure (eminenter) and as objects of His infi-
nite thinking power (secundum esse cognitum), Goclenius looked at God’s mind as
the boundless repository of all that could be actually thought: “the whole realm of
possible things (tota multitudo rerum possibilium) is not in nature in actuality (actu),

2 Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 209a.
2'Tbid., 208ab.
21bid., 209a.

B1bid., 960ab. On dispositio recipiendi, see 565b. See also Goclenius (1980 [1615]), 161b-162a,
s.v. “TIaBog”.
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but in God’s knowledge, for there is no possible thing that God ignores in actuality
(actu)”.* In addition, as the creator of physical, intelligible and linguistic objects,
and the guarantor that nature, knowledge and language were different expressions
of the same reality, God was also the foundation upon which moral certainty rested:
“the right judgment of the mind is the judgment of right reason, which is congruent
with the eternal and immovable norm in God’s mind, as revealed in the Decalogue”.?

Despite rejecting the most radical assumptions underlying Plato’s exemplarism,
Goclenius showed nevertheless a favourable disposition towards the “double world”
(duplex mundus) of the Platonists, and not simply for its tendency to smooth the
asperities of Aristotelian naturalism.?® Although, as already said, Aristotelian scho-
lasticism remained the great argumentative platform of Goclenius’s metaphysics
(and, unsurprisingly, Zabarella was often cited and quoted), in his Lexica the
Platonic tradition worked as the speculative glue that could cement theology with
ontology. The theologians’ distinction between imago increata and imago creata,
for example, was Platonic in kind. It was yet another way for Goclenius to underline
an original congruity between reality and appearance, with the difference that while
a divine “image” was “essential and immutable”, a created “image” could only be
“accidental and mutable”. When seen along these lines, it’s easy to understand why
the theological matters most debated by Goclenius concerned the divinity of Christ,
His humanity, the difference between essence and person within the Trinity, the
nature of divine presence in the Eucharist, the effect of Grace and the importance of
biblical hermeneutics. Considering himself primarily a philosopher, however, he
left to contemporary divines the task of discussing with caution (sobrie disputanda)
the most controversial issues in theology.”’

For all its philosophical significance, the pivotal juncture created by the many
relationships between idea, res, verbum and imago has momentous theological
reverberations throughout the dictionary. Innumerable entries are organized in such
a way that they often end with a significant Christological coda. For instance, in
discussing the meaning of regressus, that is, the logical procedure from effects to
causes and then back from causes to effects, Goclenius found a way of further
expanding on how to interpret the body of Christ in the Eucharist. He argued against
the “corporeal presence” of Christ in the bread in favour of the Calvinist thesis that
the Lord’s Supper signified a real participation in a ritual of divine transformation:
“Corpus Christi est ubicunque est Ecclesia”.?® The entry “Repraesento” sheds more
light on this crucial point. Goclenius explained that the verb “to represent” could be
understood in two principal senses: as significare in a purely denotative way (“The
breaking of bread in the Lord’s Supper represents [repraesentat] the passion and
sacrifice of the body of Christ on the cross™) and as rem praesentem facere, that is,

2 Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 209b; 989b.
»1bid., 963a.

%Tbid., 209ab.

2Tbid., 206b.

21bid., 974ab.
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as a way of re-enacting and reproducing the event in question.” The relationship
between idea, res, verbum and imago was also a crucial issue with respect to the
meaning and effectiveness of sacraments and rituals. While discussing the concept
of identica praedicatio, Goclenius used the statement “Hoc est corpus meum” of the
Eucharist as an opportunity to discuss the ontological and causal status of religious
signs. While Thomas Aquinas had interpreted that which was “hidden under the
species of bread” as the body of Christ, for the Lutherans, His body was that which
was hidden “under the substantia of bread”.*

As already said, a large number of entries in Goclenius’s Latin and Greek dic-
tionaries demonstrate a clear willingness on his part to engage with theological
issues. Above all, he showed a great deal of exegetical subtlety and philosophical
acumen in discussing the power of signs and rituals. In the entry “Relatio”, while
examining the different meanings of the words patronus and cliens, he argued that
the proposition according to which Christ was “our priest” and “the victim who
sacrificed himself for our sins” was to be understood in a spiritual sense.?' Also, the
reason why the devil would be warded off and sick people were healed by invoking
the name of Christ did not depend on the name as such, but on the intention with
which one invoked Him.*> Regarding the symbol of the cross, Goclenius quoted
John Chrysostom (c. 347-407) to reinforce the thesis that religious symbols were
effective in triggering the inner development of the soul: “One should not simply
make the sign of the cross with his finger, but shape the cross mentally with intense
faith”.% Closely related to this point is Goclenius’s way of addressing the interplay
of idea and res by relying on the rhetorical tradition. An example of the many rhe-
torical and theological intertwinements that run through Goclenius’s dictionaries is
his discussion of the difference between “clarity” (perspicuitas) and “certainty”
(certitudo). While he rested on Cicero’s authority to argue that the meaning of the
adjective “apparent” (evidens, évapyég in Greek) was the same as the adjective
“clear” (perspicuus), he thought, however, that certainty had a different status in
theological matters: “many of the foundations of our faith”, Goclenius went on to
explain, “are not apparent (evidentia); they all are, however, said to be certain and
stable within us, for certainty (certitudo) refers to the infallibility of the believed
object (motod)”. Goclenius defined certainty as the firmitas, i.e., the strong urge
that led the intellect to adhere to the known object from within; evidentia, on the
other hand, indicated “the way in which” the truth manifested itself and forced the
intellect to give its assent.**

#1bid., 981b.

3Tbid., 212b. On the meaning of Eucharist among Protestant theologians, see Wandel (2005);
Wandel (2014).

3 Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 978b.
21bid., 966a.
$1bid., 966b.

31bid., 206b. See also Goclenius (1980 [1615]), 73b-74a, under “Evépyera”. For Cicero on
evidentia, see Academicae quaestiones, 11, vi, 17.
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Goclenius’s discussion of the religious power of symbolical meanings presup-
poses the ongoing debate among Reformed theologians about the value of sacra-
ments, saints, images and rites, but it is also firmly grounded on both his rhetorical
expertise and his appropriation of the Renaissance notion of life (with special atten-
tion to the scholastic doctrine of substantial forms and the analogical meanings of
life refracted through the prism of Aristotelian metaphysics). It is especially the
all-encompassing nature of the question of life in Goclenius’s dictionaries that con-
stantly allows notions to migrate from the metaphysical to the physical, from the
moral to the political, from the logical to the theological. Indeed, migration of
meanings is one of the most riveting experiences that today’s readers of the Latin
and Greek Lexica may undergo while perusing the various entries, and this is cer-
tainly a tribute to the richness of the philosophical experience of the Renaissance.
Trained as a linguist and a rhetorician, Goclenius revealed the extent to which syn-
ecdochic and metonymic transfers of meanings could shape one’s philosophical
inquiries.® In doing so, he proved to be a typical product of Renaissance culture, for
he showed how philosophy intersected various domains of knowledge and spanned
many levels of abstraction. Precisely because he duly recognized and recorded all
possible metaphorical, metaleptic and catachrestic shifts every time they occurred
while scrutinizing the content of a given concept, almost every entry can be read as
a forum in which ontological, epistemological, ethical, political and theological
meanings are held together in the most productive of hermeneutic tensions. A tell-
ing illustration (pulchrum exemplum) of the analogical correspondences among the
natural, artificial, ethical and political aspects of reality is the one that, in Goclenius’s
opinion, brings to the fore the “similarities (convenientiae) between physical quali-
ties and human wills™:

just as in compound substances (mixta) the primary qualities are weakened or as it were
blunted, so that another quality may arise or emerge, in the same way, in society, the wills
of the individuals are weakened, and from there a common will emerges.*

To add further examples, the entry “Recidiva” (“Relapse”) prompted Goclenius to
expand on various transfers of meaning concerning the domains of medicine and
theology (“Transfertur a Scholasticis Theologis ad vitia cum dicitur, Recidiva pec-
cati”), and so did the entries “Facies” and “Fames”.*’

As a thesaurus of both linguistic and rhetorical wisdom, Goclenius’s work marks
in quite remarkable terms the conceptual evolution of philosophical Latin during the
Long Renaissance, from around mid-twelfth century to mid-seventeenth century. In
reflecting a number of dramatic changes in interests, topics and priorities, it epito-
mizes a characteristic Renaissance way of doing philosophy, that is, philosophy
through a dictionary. The Renaissance was a time of intense experimentation in
literary genres, and this also applies to philosophy. Dialogues, treatises, essays,

3 For some examples of synecdochic predications, see Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 963a, 970b;
Goclenius (1980 [1615]), 222b.

3 Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 955a.
Y Respectively, Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 962a; 565a; 569ab.
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commentaries and supercommentaries, plays, letters and poems were often used to
convey philosophical arguments and to debate the most urgent issues of the time.
Goclenius’s dictionaries can be said to be a typical product of Renaissance culture
in that literary creativity is a constitutive element of the speculative exercise. While
a modern philosophical eye would consider the stylistic unevenness of his Lexica as
a sign that their author was unable to organize the material in a proper way, creating
a sort of philosophical pastiche or cento, or a didactic tool that more or often than
not seems to verge on the pedantic and the pedestrian, the diversity and multiplicity
of writing practices put to fruition by Goclenius are in fact another attempt to com-
press a whole library into one book, to repeat Eglinus’s phrase. His Lexica are sys-
tematic and yet sufficiently loose to allow all sorts of digressions and detours
(paululum saltare extra chorum).® They contain discussions about proverbs,
responses to specific queries addressed through private letters, grammatical debates
about the proper use of terms and even their correct spelling. See, for instance, the
discussion about which of the two Latin words redarguitio and redargutio is the
correct one.** As demonstrated by the important appendix on philosophical barba-
risms at the end of the Greek Lexicon, Goclenius was as much a humanist almost as
he was a scholastic thinker.** He did not refrain, to give some other examples, from
referring to Euripides to make a philosophical point*' or from inserting epigrams
while discussing philosophical matters; indeed, we even find an epigram in the mid-
dle of a discussion about whether asses rudunt or rudiunt.** Sometimes he also
recorded vernacular terms (in German) corresponding to their Latin equivalents.*
In full agreement with the rhetorical spirit of Renaissance philosophy, copiousness
and accumulation should therefore be seen as resources, not limits or defects.*
Between the fifteenth and the sixteenth centuries, linguistic copia and congeries
were seen as manifestations of the vital power of nature and inner creativity. As
such, they could be used to foster the power of thinking. This was, after all, one of
the most significant legacies of Erasmus in philosophy. The transfers of meaning
recorded by Goclenius in his dictionaries paralleled the overlapping of semantic
exchanges within the domain of life. Goclenius distinguished between three princi-
pal meanings of life (vita) — physical, political and theological — which intersected
with the Aristotelian division into animal (pecuina seu voluptaria), civic (civilis)
and contemplative (contemplativa) existence. In a physical sense, “life” meant the
natural power to assimilate food (vis alendi), to grow (vis augendi) and to perform
elementary vital and cognitive operations (motus vitalis and sensus). While in a
broader, less technical sense (improprie) “life” coincided with the meaning of soul
understood as a principle of life (essentia rei viventis), in a political sense, vita

#¥1bid., 174a.

¥1bid., 964ab.

“Goclenius (1980 [1615]), 282-371b.

#'Goclenius (1980 [1613]),172b.

“1bid., 173a.

“1bid., 172b.

#0On copiousness in early modern culture, see Shinn and Vine (2014).
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denoted one’s way of life: ratio, modus, genus agendi seu vivendi.* Referring to
Ficino’s commentary on De divinis nominibus by Dionysius the Areopagite,
Goclenius was also willing to mention the Platonists’ contribution to the definition
of vita, seen as a spiritual force pervading the universe in its entirety.® It is an
important acknowledgment, which once again testifies to the influence of Ficino’s
translations while signalling the persistence of Dionysian words and tropes.*’ By the
time Goclenius had published his Lexicon philosophicum in 1613 and his Lexicon
philosophicum Graecum in 1615, the Latinization of Dionysius had reached its end,
both conceptually and linguistically. Goclenius did not hesitate to acknowledge the
presence of this legacy in the philosophical armoury of contemporary theologians,
but he added significant scholastic qualifications of a distinctively Reformed kind.
It wasn’t therefore by chance that Goclenius reported Girolamo Zanchi’s definition
of life as “the unremitting movement (agitatio) of the soul in the body (évteléyein)
through which the body nourishes itself and grows”, and, relying on the Bible, he
identified this agitatio with the life pervading the blood.*® An Italian Protestant,
Zanchi (1516-1590) shared with Goclenius a basically irenic and eclectic position
between the Lutheran and Calvinist fronts, especially on matters pertaining to the
interpretation of the Eucharist.*

Conclusion

As a thinker straddling two centuries, Goclenius shows how seventeenth-century
philosophy, with its innovative aspects in the fields of language, science and reli-
gion, cannot be properly understood without taking into account the philosophical
background of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries. Rather than looking at these two
centuries as an unusually barren and unoriginal age in terms of speculative ideas and
commitments, Goclenius helps us embrace a more historicized and positive consid-
eration of such cultural trends as eclecticism, the reception of the classical tradition
and the role of philological inquiry. In Goclenius’s dictionaries, the eclectic layering
that forms the texture of each entry reveals how old traditions interweaved with new
ideas. For this reason, as I stated at the beginning of this chapter, Cranz’s notion of
a Long philosophical Renaissance seems to me a perspective that, from a historical
point of view, is much more convincing and stimulating than explaining away the
fifteenth and sixteenth centuries as philosophically trite and derivative. There are
certainly risks in describing the period of time between the twelfth and the seven-
teenth century as a Long philosophical Renaissance, for in doing so some crucial
differences may disappear (such as a more prominent sense of the self, a more

4 Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 324-328.

4Tbid., 328b.

470n Ficino’s commentaries on Dionysius, see now Allen (2015).
“Goclenius (1980 [1613]), 326.

49 0n Zanchi, see Griindler (1963); Goris (2001).
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nuanced sense of the historicity of human experience, a closer attention to the
linguistic conditions of thinking and a growing awareness of the role played by
economic factors in shaping the world of human beings). These differences,
however, would not be perceived unless they were set against the background of
long-term, tectonic shifts in the domain of metaphysics and theology.

If we read Goclenius’s lexicographic accomplishments as a book of philosophy,
a sinuous but seamless narrative emerges. To cut a very long story short, Goclenius
attempted to adjust the Aristotelian ontology in its latest scholastic versions to the
principles of Reformed theology via a reinterpretation of Platonic metaphysics. In
this chapter, I decided to limit my analysis to a few specific remarks concerning the
fields of metaphysics and the practice of writing about philosophy. The more than
1500 pages of the Latin and Greek Lexica make the work too vast in scope for the
limited amount of words of this chapter, but my aim was to provide a case study that
could testify to the healthy state of Renaissance philosophy. It may sound like a
hackneyed commonplace, but the printing press, the discovery of new worlds and an
astounding proliferation of political and religious conflicts had immeasurably
expanded, within the space of a century, the boundaries of knowledge. Renaissance
philosophy was inextricably related to these technological, anthropological and bel-
licose developments. It coincided with a momentous linguistic turn in that conflicts,
controversies and commerce fostered the emerging of a plural and quarrelling mul-
tilingualism. Goclenius’s rich and articulate account of contemporary philosophy
thus provides historical evidence that there was diffuse awareness of these rapid
changes among fifteenth- and sixteenth-century philosophers, which is yet another
instance of early modern intellectuals coping with information overload.*

I began my chapter by criticizing the limits of the contemporary hand-bookish
view of Renaissance philosophy, and I ended up using a Renaissance dictionary of
philosophy to defend the value of Renaissance philosophy in the history of modern
thought. This is not a contradiction on my part. The fact is that, for a historian,
handbooks are good material to probe the perceptions, preconceptions and expecta-
tions of a particular age. A contemporary text-book of history of philosophy speaks
volumes about the philosophical concerns of our age. Even more so, a companion
to Renaissance philosophy of our time will tell future historians what view of
Renaissance thought was predominant among twenty-first-century scholars.’! For
the same reason, therefore, Goclenius’s dictionaries can be used now to assess the
state of philosophical experience around the 1610s.

Of course, these dictionaries express a particular point of view and cannot be
used to represent the totality of philosophical endeavours occurring during the
Renaissance. While I look at them as a distillation of Renaissance thought, I am
fully aware that this material remains one synthesis of a kind, which can be employed
for tentative generalizations only if these are made with a good dose of caution and
scepticism. Another important reason why I decided to use Goclenius’s dictionaries

30See now Blair (2010).

S'Some examples of recent text-books of Renaissance philosophy are: Ernst (2003); Hankins
(2007) and Blum (2010 [1999]).
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as reliable specimens of thinking practice is that they provided me with what I ear-
lier called an anamorphic resolution of long-term developments in Western philoso-
phy. Each philosophical notion is there, safely located in its corresponding entry, in
the historically conditioned setting of a particular dictionary written between the
sixteenth and the seventeenth century. And yet those philosophical notions also cut
through centuries, disciplinary fields and the synchronic assessment of foundational
notions. This, too, can be safely taken as evidence of Goclenius’s historicist and
humanist attitude. Together with his reliance on a metaphysics of interactive sub-
stances and his speculatively creative use of theological commonplaces, his attitude
brought to the fore the philosophical legacy of the Renaissance while highlighting
the differences with later centuries.
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Chapter 3

Italian Renaissance Love Theory

and the General Scholar in the Seventeenth
Century

Stephen Clucas

Abstract This essay considers the uses made of Renaissance love theory by the
seventeenth-century English scholar Robert Burton in his Anatomy of Melancholy
(first published in 1621). It is argued that Burton’s approach is that of a ‘general
scholar’, and a close examination of his sources reveal that he made use not only of
the primary texts of Renaissance love theory such as the works of Marsilio Ficino
and Leone Ebreo, but also the compendious works of later scholars working in
medicine and law, as well as philosophy. Drawing on sources as diverse as Francesco
Piccolomini’s weighty philosophical tome on civil science, Vniversa Philosophia
de Moribus to a diminutive collection of Platonic commonplaces by Niccolo
Liburnio, Burton’s work makes it clear that a history of the reception of Platonism
in the seventeenth century needs to consider the various milieux of European gen-
eral scholarship.

Many scholars in seventeenth-century Europe, working in a variety of disciplines,
re-visited the themes of late-fifteenth- and early sixteenth-century Italian Platonic
love theory. In this essay, I will be looking at the uses made of Renaissance love
theory in the work of the English author Robert Burton (1577-1640). Burton’s
generically complex work The Anatomy of Melancholy was first published in 1621,
but was re-published (and expanded) several times before the author’s death in
1640. Drawing together religious and medical concerns, Burton’s voluminous work
is a typical (although highly self-conscious and sometimes playful) product of late
humanism in that it proceeds by the compilation and collection of passages from a
bewildering variety of authors, both Classical and modern. Although John Charles
Nelson asserted in his influential 1958 study Renaissance Theory of Love, that by
the time that Giordano Bruno published his Degli eroici furori in 1583, “the courtly
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tradition of superficially learned Platonizing comment upon love, deriving from
Pietro Bembo, had become hackneyed”,! in this essay I will be considering the
persistence of the philosophical themes of Platonic love commentary in the milieu
of “general scholarship” in the sixteenth century through to the first two decades of
the seventeenth century.

General Scholarship in the Seventeenth Century

What exactly do I mean by “General Scholarship”? It is a term which could perhaps
be replaced by the terms Philologia or critice as they were understood in the six-
teenth and seventeenth century.? A useful definition is provided in the manuscript
treatise Generall Learning written in 1668 by the Anglican scholar and divine
Meric Casaubon (1599-1671) son of the great humanist scholar Isaac Casaubon,
and — like Burton — a scholar of Christ Church, Oxford. “Generall Learning” or “that
learning which make’s 8 GENERALL SCHOLLER”, was the kind of humanistic
scholarship pursued by jurists, physicians and divines in pursuit of their professions.
“There be, and haue beene”’, Casaubon wrote,

of all professions, Lawyers, physitians, & others, who (whateuer theire aime hath beene)
have deserved the title of generall schollers, as their learned labours, dealing with, & in all
kinde of learninge, with good choyce & judgment will beare them testimony.?

Divines in particular, had need of this kind of learning, for how could any man “doe
any good” in this field, Casaubon asks, “without competent knowledge of the origi-
nall tongues; a good stocke of human learninge, some insight in all sciences, good
knowledge of former tymes, of actions & events; rites and customes, sacred and
civill [...]?”* The scholar needed to be able to make intelligent and judicious use of
the works he read, be “able to make good use with choyce and variety of what he
reades, and [...] in such multiplicitie, & contrarietie sometymes, of interpreta-
tions & opinions, to judge what [is] most probable, or warrantable.” In 1645, in a
letter concerning De Methodo Studiorum, Casaubon defined “Studia Philologica” as
including “the whole éykvkAonaideiov, all liberal Arts & Sciences”,® while in A
Treatise of Vse and Custome (published anonymously in 1638), he defined “a true
Philologist” etymologically as a “a lover of learning in generall”.”

'Nelson (1958), 257. All translations from Latin are my own unless otherwise stated.
2See Bravo (2006). See also Ligota and Quantin’s “Introduction” to the same volume, 1-38.

3Casaubon, Generall Learning, 89 and 92. See also Serjeantson’s “Introduction”, especially
“General Learning and the Encyclopaedia” and “The Ideal General Scholar”, 13-21.

4Ibid., 95.

S1bid., 96.

¢Meric Casaubon to Oliver Withers, 24 February 1645, Lambeth Palace Library, Lambeth MS 595,
101-103, printed as an ‘Appendix’ by Serjeantson in Casaubon, Generall Learning, 194.
7Casaubon (1638), cit. Serjeantson in Casaubon, Generall Learning, 20.
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Robert Burton, writing in the 1620s also promoted the ideal of the general
scholar. Burton published the Anatomy of Melancholy under the pseudonym of
“Democritus Junior”, and in a preface entitled “Democritus Junior to The Reader”,
he explains why he has chosen this nom-de-plume. Democritus, he says,

was a litle wearish old man, verie melancholy by nature [...] and much giuen to solitari-
nesse, a famous Philosopher in his age [...] wholly addicted to his studies at the last, and to
a priuate life [...] A great Diuine, according to the Diuinitie of those times, an expert
Physitian, a Politician, an excellent Mathematician [...] He was much delighted with the
studies of Husbandry, saieth Columella [...] [and] He knew the natures, [and] differences
of all Beasts, Plants, Fishes [and] Birds [...] In a word he was omnifarium doctus, a generall
Schollar [...].3

It is on the basis of their shared pursuit of general scholarship, that Burton claims an
affinity with the illustrious Greek philosopher, comparing his own life as a fellow of
Christ Church, and as an Anglican divine (he was appointed as preacher at St Thomas
Church Oxford in 1616, and was also rector of Seagrave in Leicestershire from 1630
onwards) to that of Democritus. Like the melancholy Greek he “liu’d a silent, sedan-
tarie, solitarie, priuate life [...] penned vp most part in my Study.” As Serjeantson
has noted, “The vast majority of statutorially sanctioned scholarship pursued in an
early modern English university beyond the level of Master of Arts was directed
towards divinity.”!° The role of general scholar as later outlined by Casaubon, was
therefore an important part of the ecclesiastical life, and more so for those who were
also university scholars. The philological ideal of being omnifarium doctus, codified
by the great humanist scholars of the previous century such as Erasmus in his De
ratione studii,'"! had perhaps become a little jaded by the 1620s, and Burton steers a
fine line between self-mockery of the general scholar ideal, and promotion of it as a
still-vibrant tradition. He cites Lipsius’s Manuductio ad Stoicam Philosophiam in
praise of the scholar who is not a “slave” to any single discipline, and Montaigne’s
praise of the early sixteenth-century French humanist Adrien Turnebe as a general
scholar, but he also lampoons his own humanistic procedures: “I haue confusedly
tumbled ouer diuers Authors in our Libraries, with small profit, for want of Art,
Order, Memorie, Iudgement”.'> While he concedes — in a rhetorical move designed
to pre-empt criticism — that his work is nothing more than “Apish imitation, a
Rapsody of Rags gathered together from seuerall Dung-hills, excrements of Authors
[...] confusedly tumbled out without [...] ludgement, Wit [or] Learning”, he none-
theless defends the “Cento” which he has patched together out of the works of others:
“I haue wronged no Authors”, he insists, “but giuen euerie man his owne. [...] I cite
and quote mine Authors, sumpsi non surripui [I have taken, not stolen].”!

8 Burton (1628), 2 (hereafter cited as Anatomy). All quotations are from this edition, together with
a cross-reference to the modern edition, Burton (1989-2000) (hereafter cited as AOM).

°Burton, Anatomy, 2 [AOM, vol. 1, 3].

10Serjeantson, ‘Introduction’ in Casaubon, Generall Learning, 18.

1See Erasmus (1511). For the mediaeval background of this ideal see Rohling (2012).
12Burton, Anatomy, 3 [AOM, vol. 1, 4].

3Burton, Anatomy, 8 [AOM, vol. 1, 11].
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He quotes a Terentian tag out of a medical author, Johann Jacob Wecker’s Medicae
Syntaxes (1562), that “nihil dictum [est] quod non dictum prius; methodus sola arti-
ficem ostendit, wee can say nothing but what hath been said, the composition &
method is ours onely, and shewes a Schollar.”!* This is the “choyce” and judgement
which Casaubon insisted that the general scholar bring to his reading, and while
Burton satirically scoffs at the composition of such works of general scholarship, he
is also tacitly defending its values, and cites Seneca, the “painfull omniscious
Philosopher” as a type of the general scholar, defending him against some of the
harsher judgments of Lipsius in the introduction to his 1605 edition of Seneca’s
Opera omnia. “If Seneca be thus lashed”, asks Burton, “what shall I expect? I that am
vix vmbra santi [sic=tanti] Philosophi [scarcely the shadow of so great a
philosopher] [...]?’!5 Shade or shadow he might be, but Burton clearly emulated
the idea of the “omniscious” scholar.

The General Scholar and Renaissance Love Theory

So — what happens to the Renaissance philosophy of love in the hands of a
seventeenth-century general scholar? Burton cites as a singular precedent for his
own work Antonio Zara’s Anatomia ingeniorum et scientiarum, published in Venice
in 1615.1 A divine, like Burton, Zara presents in his work a compendium of classi-
cal quotations, together with judicious selections of omnivorous sixteenth-century
general scholars, such as Girolamo Cardano and Julius Caesar Scaliger. Like Burton,
Zara divides his Anatomia into membra and sectiones, playfully alluding to the
processes of anatomical dissection, and like Burton he uses his anatomy as a pretext
for promiscuously ranging across a whole variety of topics, from astronomy, optics
and architecture, to the magical arts, law and theology. Like Casaubon, both Burton
and Zara cite modern authors alongside ancient ones,!” and this process is seen viv-
idly at work in Burton’s treatment of two sub-varieties of melancholy which can be
found in the final part of his work: “love melancholy” and “religious melancholy”.
It is in these sections of the Anatomy, that we find Burton gathering and selecting
from the work of Marsilio Ficino and Leone Ebreo.

So why did neoplatonic love theory feature in a book which sought to provide a
comprehensive account of a range of early modern mental illnesses and their

4Burton, Anatomy, 8 [AOM, vol. 1, 11]. Cf. Wecker (1562), ‘Pro Lectore’, sig. a 1 verso. I am
indebted here (and throughout this paper) to the annotations of Burton in AOM, although I have
occasionally amended them slightly, in the light of checking their references against the
originals.

15SBurton, Anatomy, 11 [AOM, vol. 1, 15].

1*Burton, Anatomy, 5 [AOM, vol. 1, 6]: “I haue honourable Presidents for this which I haue done:
I will cite one for all, Anthony Zara Pap. Episc. his Anatomie of Wit.” See Zara (1615).

170n Casaubon’s use of ancient and modern sources, see Serjeantson, ‘Introduction’, in Casaubon,
Generall Learning, 26-27.
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“causes, symptoms, prognostickes & severall cures”? The inclusion of Ficino is
not as anomalous as it might seem, given the profoundly medical orientation of his
work. In his commentary on Plato’s Symposium, the Commentarium in Convivium
Platonis de amore, first published in Florence in 1484, Ficino emphasized the
physiological causes of “vulgar love” (Amor uulgaris), which he presents in Oratio
VIL4 as a contagious disease comparable to venereal itch, mange, leprosy, dysen-
tery, the plague and “other diseases which attack through contagion”.!® Burton
cites this passage, and others of a medical nature from Ficino’s work. He cites
Oratio VII.10, for example, where Ficino explains how the disease (morbus) of
love is a kind of fascination or enchantment (fascinatio) which has a physiological
foundation. “The beginning of this disease”, Burton says, translating Ficino, “is in
the eye” (causa [...] & origo [morbi] est oculus), and he cites in support of this a
demonological work on fascinatio by the Neapolitan Benedictine Leonardus Vairus
[Leonardo Vairo] (1540-1603), Bishop of Pozzuoli, who says that the spirits are
infected by rays emitted by the eye.'” Burton concedes that his contemporaries may
baulk at the extromissive theory of sight (which had largely been discredited by the
1620s) but “Ficinus proues it by bleare eyes” (lippus) in Oratio VII.4, which Ficino
explains by rays of light leaving the eyes, carrying with them ““a vapour of corrupt
blood” (cum radio una uaporem corrupti sanguinis emanare).”* Ficino, in fact,
believed that melancholic blood was the cause of irrational love. As Burton notes,
“Ficinus [...] in Convivium Platonis, will haue the blood to be the part affected.””
Burton cites Ficino’s definition of vulgar love as “a species of madnesse”, and
when we consult the chapter in Oratio VII.12 on the noxiousness of earthly love,
we find a thoroughgoing humoral definition of this madness: “First in the course of
their love they are kindled by bile [choler]; then they are afflicted by the turning
brown of the black bile [i.e., melancholy] and thence they rush into madness and
raging passion.”??

However, Burton’s interest in Renaissance love theory does not end with this
medicalized view of vulgar love as a contagious disease caused by blood infected
by adust melancholy. Burton’s reasons for digressing into the area of love are more
complex, and — as we shall see — are intimately connected with the following treat-
ment of religious melancholy. Part of the complexity of Burton’s work, and inter-
pretations of it, is due to its satirical framework. As the title of the work announces,
the preface of Democritus Junior is “Satyricall”. This preface is described as

8 Ficino, Commentarium in Convivium Platonis de Amore, VI1.4. In Ficino (1576), 1358 (hereafter
cited as Opera). English edition: Ficino (1944), 224 (hereafter cited as Jayne).

Burton, Anatomy, 431 [AOM, vol. 3, 88]. See Ficino, Opera, 1360 (Jayne, 113) and Vairus
(1583), 1.3, 13. On Vairo’s De fascino see Brann (2002), 213-214.

20Burton, Anatomy, 431 (AOM, vol. 3, 88). Ficino, Opera, 1357 (Jayne, 108).

2 Burton, Anatomy, 413 [AOM, vol. 3, 58]. See Oratio VIL.7 “Vulgaris amor est sanguinis pertur-
batio”, Opera, 1359: “In sanguine igitur illam meritd collocamus. In sanguine uidelicet melan-
cholico”. “In the blood, therefore, we rightly place the fever of love; that is to say, in the melancholic
blood” (Jayne, 226).

2Burton, Anatomy, 412 [AOM, vol. 3, 57]. See Ficino, Opera, 1361: “qui amore durante bilis
incendio primum, deinde atrae bilis adustione afflicti, in furias, ignemque ruunt.” (Jayne, 114).
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“conducing to the following Discourse”. Interpreters have been divided about
whether this implies that the whole work is satirical in intent, or whether “conduce”
should be construed in a more neutral sense. While some of the sections of the
Anatomy are clearly satirical in intent — the “Digression on Air”, for example, which
scoffs at the bewildering variety of new natural philosophical ideas emerging at this
time — others seem to have more serious intentions, even though they are sometimes
underpinned by a certain wry scepticism (see, for example, the deliberately incon-
clusive conclusions of the section where Burton outlines the many conflicting medi-
cal accounts of the location of melancholy in the human body). The introduction of
the section on love melancholy certainly seems to suggest the possibility that it will
be a satirical, or at least comical interlude. “Tis a Comicall subiect”, Burton says,

in sober sadnesse I craue pardon of what is amisse [...] I am resolued howsoeuer, velis,
nolis, in this Trage-comedy of Loue, to Act seuerall parts, some Satyrically, some Comically,
some in mixt Tone, as the subiect I haue in hand giues occasion.?

This would certainly seem to suggest a rather light-hearted approach to the topic,
and yet, I would argue, his handling of Renaissance love theory is in earnest. Burton,
echoing one of his sources, the sixteenth-century French jurist Pierre Godoffroy
[Petrus Godefredus] (who tells his readers that his Dialogus de amoribus, was writ-
ten as a way of relaxing his mind from his legal studies),?* presents his discussion of
love as a diversion from the more serious business of discussing melancholy. To
discourse of love, he says, will allow him to “recreate himself after laborious stud-
ies” on melancholy which have been “harsh and vnpleasing”. “Giue me leaue then”,
he opines “to refresh my muse a little, and my weary readers, to expatiate in this
delightsome field.”*

Despite this suggestion that his treatment of love will be a harmless and light-
hearted diversion, he also mounts a serious defence of love as a topic for scholar-
ship. Some may think that love is a topic more suited to “a wanton Poet [...] an
effeminate Courtier, or some such idle person”, and that discussing love is to use
one’s time badly. “I am not perswaded it is [...] so ill spent”, he says, addressing a
subject on which

many graue and worthy men haue written whole volumes, Plato, Plutarch, Plotinus,
Maximus Tyrius, Alcinous, Avicenna, Leon: Hebraeus, in three large dialogues [...] Picus
Mirandula, Marius Equicola, both in Italian [...] [and] almost euery Physician [...] haue
treated of a part.?

2 Burton, Anatomy, 379 [AOM, vol. 3, p. 8].

2 Godeffroy (1552), “Intentio Autoris summaque operis”, 1: “Et qui non inquam de amoribus nos
etiam agemus vel relaxandi animi gratia, laborissimis omnium istius iuris studijs fatigati, quando
& poétarum genus dudum, otiosissimum his se iuuari ac iuuare illaesis moribus vult?” (“And who,
I say, would not wish us to occupy ourselves with love or to alleviate our mind wearied with all its
legal studies, when but a short time ago the idlest kind of poets have delighted, and are delighting
themselves with this subject without any harm to morals?”).

2 Burton, Anatomy, 377 [AOM, vol. 3, 4].
2Burton, Anatomy, 376 [AOM, vol. 3, 2].
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The Platonic orientation of this list is striking, as is its close attention to love trea-
tises of the Italian Renaissance, including the works of Pico della Mirandola, Leone
Ebreo and Mario Equicola.?’ Burton also cites Marsilio Ficino in his defence: “They
reproue Plato then, but without cause (as Ficinus pleads) for all loue is honest and
good, and they are worthy to bee loued that speake well of loue.”?® Here Burton cites
in the margin phrases from Oratio 1.4 where Ficino defends Plato’s philosophy of
love against his critics such as Dicaearchus of Messana (c. 350 — c. 285 BCE). Love
and the desire for physical union are two separate things says Ficino, as both ancient
and Christian theologians agree. Therefore we should be careful to use the word
“love” correctly, and refrain from applying it to irrational emotions (insanias
perturbationes):

Let Dicaearchus, and whoever else makes bold to accuse the Platonic majesty of indulging
too much in love, blush with shame, for we can never indulge too much, or even enough,
the proper, pure, and divine passions. From this it follows that all true love is honorable, and
every lover virtuous [...] But the turbulent passion by which men are seduced to wanton-
ness [...] is considered the opposite of love.”

Burton’s treatment of love is very much concerned with “Plafo’s majesty”, and
the “pure and divine passions” of man in relation to God promoted by Ficino and
Ebreo, and it is my contention that in his treatment of Platonic love theory Burton is
very much in earnest. Love, he says, is not “scurrile, but chast, honest, most part
serious and euen of religion itselfe. Incensed (as he said) with the loue of finding
loue, we haue sought it, found it.”*° The allusion here is to the exultant closing chap-
ter of Ficino’s Commentarium (Oratio VII.17) where he is celebrating the fact that
he has reached the true definition of love: that is to say, the love of God himself.*!

Burton’s Compositional Process

But let us take a closer look at Burton’s compositional process, to bring us a little
closer to the way in which Platonic love theory is integrated into the work of a
seventeenth-century general scholar. Following Plato’s emphasis on beauty as a
cause of love, Burton echoes Phaedrus 250c-D:

270n this tradition of love treatises see Zonta (1975) [1910].
2 Burton, Anatomy, 377 [AOM, vol. 3, 4].

2 Ficino, Opera, Oratio, 1.4, 1323: “Erubescat Dicaearchus, & si quis alius Platonicam maiestatem
quod amori nimium indulserit, carpe non ueretur. Nam decoris, honestis, diuinis affectibus, nec
nimium, nec satis unquam possumus indulgere. Hinc efficitur, ut omnis amor honestus sit & omnis
amator iustus. Pulcher enim est omnis atque decorus, & decorum propri¢ diligit. Turbulentus
autem ardor, quo ad lasciuiam rapimur [...] amor contrarius iudicatur.” (Jayne, 41).

30Burton, Anatomy, 378 [AOM, vol. 3, 7].

3 Ficino, Opera, 1361 (Jayne, 235). See, in particular, “inueniendis amoris accensi, amorem quae-
siuimus & inueniemus.” (“aroused by love of finding love, so to speak, we have sought and found
love”).
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Beauty shines, Plato saieth, and by reason of its splendor and shining causeth admiration,
and the fairer the obiect is, the more eagerly it is sought. For as the same Plato defines it
Beauty is a liuely shining or glittering brightnesse resulting from effused good, By Ideas,
seeds, reasons, shadowes, stirring vp our mindes, that by this good they may be vnited and
made one.’

In the “Preface”, Burton says that Greek authors have been ‘“cited out of their
Interpreters [i.e. Latin translations], because the Originall was not so ready”.*
However, here the “Plato” passage cited is not from Marsilio Ficino, or Jean de
Serres, but is taken from another work of general scholarship, Francesco
Piccolomini’s Vniversa Philosophia de Moribus, first published in 1583.3
Piccolomini (1520-1604) was a Jesuit and the first ordinary Professor of natural
philosophy at the University of Padua. In this work Piccolomini aims to give the
outlines of a “universal civil philosophy”, which attempts to synthesise and harmo-
nize the moral philosophies of Plato, Aristotle and the Stoics, all of which are cor-
rected against the norms of Christianity (albeit within what is essentially an
Aristotelian framework).* The passage cited by Burton comes from the eighth gra-
dus, which deals with “The instruments of the virtues and the greatest good, which
are called the gifts of nature and fortune”.*® One of the “gifts of nature” discussed is
beauty, and the passage Burton cites is from Chap. 35, “The opinion of Plato con-
cerning Beauty” (De Pulchro Opinio Platonis). However, the cited passage is not a
second-hand citation from a translation of Plato, but rather a summary of Plato’s
doctrine in Piccolomini’s own words. The phrase quoted by Burton is preceded by
the words “In my opinion beauty, according to the view of Plato is to be defined
thus”, and continues, much as Burton translated it:

Beauty is a vital brightness emanating from the good itself, poured forth through Ideas,
Reasons, seeds, and shadows, exciting our minds so that by the good they are reduced to
unity. From this definition every kind of cause shines forth.*’

Burton continues from here to cite the opinion of “Others” who think beauty is “the
perfection of the whole composition, caused out of the congruous symmetry, mea-
sure, order and manner of parts [etc].”®® The Latin passage in the margin is also

32Burton, Anatomy, 381 [AOM, vol. 3, 10].
3 Burton, Anatomy, 14 [AOM, vol. 1, 19].

3 Piccolomini (1583). In this essay I refer to the Geneva edition of 1596. On Piccolomini’s moral
philosophy see Kraye (2002), and Poppi (1997), 59-78 and 206-213.

3 Kraye (2002), 59-60. On “universal civil philosophy” see Piccolomini, Vniversa Philosophia, 4:
“Dum quaeritur subiectum Ciuilis Scientiae, nomine Ciuilis Scientiae vniuersam Philosophiam
Ciuiliem denoto, non partem eius [...].”

3 Piccolomini (1596), 531: “De instrumentis virtutum et summi boni quae naturae et fortunae
munera dicuntur.”

37Piccolomini (1596), VIIIL.35, 595: “Pulchritudinem ex sententia Platonis ita definiendam censeo:
Pulchritudo est vitalis fulgor ex ipso bono manans, per Ideas, Rationes, semina, & vmbras effusus,
animos excitans vt per bonum in vnum redigantur. Per hanc definitionem omne genus causae
elucescit.”

¥ Burton, Anatomy, 381 [AOM, vol. 3, 10].
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taken from Piccolomini, this time from Chap. 36, “Concerning Aristotle’s opinion
of beauty” (De Pulchro Opinio Aristotelis). Once again Burton has taken the quota-
tion out of context (here Piccolomini is exploring the various ways in which
Aristotelians define beauty),* and the definition which Burton cites (without nam-
ing Aristotle), is in actual fact a summary in Piccolomini’s own words:

In my opinion according to Aristotle’s view in book 13 of the Metaphysics it should be
defined thus: Beauty is the perfection of a composition, arising from the congruous order,
measure and proportion of the parts. The explanation of this definition is obvious from what
is said. This in my opinion was the view of Aristotle concerning beauty.*’

Burton clearly has no interest in Piccolomini’s central concern — that of reconciling
the Aristotelian and Platonic understandings of beauty (to which Piccolomini
devotes part of Chap. 39: “An Aristoteles cum Platone conciliari possit & dubia
nonnulla diluuntur”).*! The original controversial nature of Piccolomini’s text is
elided, and he segues seamlessly into a Platonic account of “Grace” (Gratia) culled
selectively from the opening passage of Piccolomini’s Chap. 38, “Quid sit Gratia”,
which reports the opinions of Plato and the Academics (Academicorum plurimi),
which compares beauty and grace to the rays and beams of the divine sun shining in
various ways in various things,*> which (Burton says), “are diverse, as they proceed
from the diverse obiects, to please & affect our seuerall senses”.* This is followed
by a quotation about the “species of beauty” (Species Pulchritudinis) which are
received by the senses and “conceiued in our inner soul” (concipiuntur interna
mente), an idea which, Burton says, “Plato disputes at large in his Dialogue de
Pulchro, Phaedo, Hyppias [etc.]”.** Burton has moved here from Piccolomini’s
Vniversa Philosophia to the Controversiarum medicarum et Philosophicarum of
the Spanish medical humanist Francisco Valles [Franciscus Valesius] (1524-1592),
first published in 1556.% A professor of Medicine at Madrid, and commentator of
Galen and Hippocrates, Valles’s Controversiarum, as its title suggests, was a com-
pendium of medical controversies. His remarks about beauty appear, oddly, in Book
IIT of the work, which is dedicated to the use of the pulse as a method of diagnosing
illnesses. In Chap. 15, “Whether there is a lover’s pulse” (Vtrum sit aliquis pulsus
amatorius), Valles departs from his stated object to dilate more generally on the
subject of love.

¥ Piccolomini (1596), VIIL.36, 597: “Definitur Pulchritudo a Peripateticis vario modo.”

“Piccolomini (1596), VIIL.36, 597: “Censerem ego ex sententia Arist. 13 Metaphysicae ita esse
definiendam, Pulchritudo est perfectio compositi, ex congruente ordine, mensura, & ratione par-
tium consurgens. Cuius definitionis explicatio ex dictis satis est conspicua. Hanc censeo fuisse
sententiam Aristotelis de Pulchritudine.” The reference is to Metaphysics, X111.3.10, 1078b.

I Piccolomini (1596), VIIL.37, 600-604.

“2Piccolomini (1596), VIIL.38, 599: “Pulchritudo & Gratia sint, tanquam radij & splendores Diuini
Solis, in rebus variis vario modo fulgentes”.

“Burton, Anatomy, 381 [AOM, vol. 3, 10].
“Burton, Anatomy, 381 [AOM, vol. 3, 11].
4T am using the third edition, Valles (1591).
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If all the things which have been written concerning love by Plato and other most virtuous
philosophers were to be surveyed now, it would take a whole book of its own. But since now
we are not undertaking to deal with a single part of philosophy, but exercise our pen with
many and varied questions: we will only deal with that kind of love called “tempestuous”,
which seems to be completely necessary to resolve the question which has been
proposed.*®

Like Burton, Valles finds opportunities in what is essentially a medical enterprise, to
“exercise his pen” as a general scholar, exhibiting his knowledge of a wide range of
philosophical as well as medical topics. For Burton, the Spanish humanist is simply
another source of the Platonic doctrines which interest him, substituted for — or
supplementing — the works of Plato himself. Valles goes on to discuss the difference
between rational and irrational appetites and loves, and in a passage Burton will
return to later in his work, situates rational love in the brain and irrational love in
the liver.’

Platonism and amor Dei

Burton then breaks away from his mosaic of sources, to reflect on the “seuerall
kindes of loue”, dividing it into two basic kinds: the love of God (amor Dei) of
which he says “many fathers and Neotericks haue written iust volumes [...] many
paranetical discourses”, and the love of God’s creatures — which seeks both spiritual
beauty which is discerned with “the eyes of our minde”, and physical beauty which
is “discerne[d] with [...] corporall eyes”.* This “twofold Diuision” is, he says,
advanced by Valles, Scaliger and Melanchthon “out of Plato @iAew & &pav, from
that speech of Pausanias belike, that makes two Veneres and two loues.” This is
followed by a quote, given in Latin the margin: “One Venus is antient without a
mother, and descended from heauen, whom we call caelestiall; The Younger, begot-
ten of lupiter and Dione, whom commonly we call Venus.’>® The quotation from
Plato is, once again, not from a translation but a secondary source, in this case, a

4 Valles (1591), II1. xiiii, 361: “Si omnia quae de amore a Platone, & aliis probatissimis philoso-
phis scripta sunt, forent modo recensenda, iustus liber in sola hac tractatione consumeretur. Sed,
cum modo non vnicam philosophiae partem susceperimus pertractandam, sed in multiplicibus &
variis quaestionibus, stylem exerceamus: illud tantum de amore dicere erat tempestiuum, quod ad
quaestionis modo propositae dissolutionem videbitur esse omnino necessarium.”

“TValles (1591), III. xiiii, 362: “Amor igitur generatur in appetitu nonnumquam rationali, qui in
cerebro residet: nonnumquam irrationali qui in hepate.” Cf. Burton, Anatomy, 385 [AOM, vol. 3,
16], where the passage is paraphrased “Affectus nunc appetetiuae potentiae, nunc rationalis, alter
cerebro residet, alter epate, cor &c.”

4 Burton, Anatomy, 381 [AOM, vol. 3, 11].

4“Burton, Anatomy, 382 [AOM, vol. 3, 11]. The passage referred to is Symposium 180D-E.
S0Burton, Anatomy, 382 [AOM, vol. 3, 11]: the Latin reads: “Duae veneres, duo amores, quarum
vna antiquior & sine matre coelo nata quam caelestem venerem nuncupamus, altera vero Iunior a
Jove & Dione prognata, quam vulgarem venerem vocamus.”
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highly abbreviated collection of Platonic sententiae compiled by the Italian human-
ist Niccolo Liburnio (1474—1557), the Divini Platonis Gemmae published in sexto-
decimo format in 1556.5! Liburnio published several collections of sententiae in the
early decades of the sixteenth century, some for the vernacular market and some for
a Latinate audience, and also translated Virgil into Italian.> The “Gems of Divine
Plato” consists of extremely brief summaries of each of Plato’s works (compared to
which the Platonic epitomes of Ficino seem positively lengthy), each no more than
6-8 sextodecimo pages. This is followed by a list of “remarkable places, or gems,
even more succinct comments” (locos insigniores, sive Gemmas, Commenta adhuc
succinctiora), which are basically single sentence tags extracted from the summa-
ries.>® These are followed by a set of thematic commonplaces listed under headings
such as “Natura”, “Bene Vivere” or “Deus”.>* Many of his contemporaries, Liburnio
says, “are accustomed in their daily speeches to intermingle the thoughts of the
divine Plato confusedly, in a piecemeal fashion, and in a corrupted form”. His book
will remedy the situation by publishing the best of his philosophical precepts col-
lected from almost all of his works.” Through his work, he says, those “who have
had little experience of literary studies, will be able to arrive at a clearer and fuller
understanding of Plato.”*® That is to say, Liburnio was writing an early sixteenth-
century Plato for Dummies. His printer, Benoit Prévost (who writes his own letter
to the reader), puts it slightly differently. “I considered it a worthwhile thing to do”,
he says, “to present [Plato] to you, reduced into a compendium [redactum in com-
pendium] in this way, so that you could have in your hands all those things which
were written by him more diffusely [fusiis] under the persona of Socrates and
others.” Liburnio’s book is a perfect example of the kind of reference works
recently surveyed by Ann Blair, “designed to aid in reading and composing Latin

SI'Liburnio (1556), 24 verso: “Quoniam verd duae sunt Veneres geminum quoque amore necesse
est. Geminam autem deam hanc esse quis neget? Nonne vna quaedam antiquor est, & sine matre
Venus caelo nata, quam caelestem Venerem nuncupamus? Altera vero iuniore Ioue. & Dione pro-
genita, quam vulgarem communémque vocamus?”. I have underlined the phrases which Burton
quotes verbatim.

32 See, for example, Liburnio (1537), and Liburnio (1551). His Virgil translation was printed in
Venice in 1543. On Liburnio’s literary output see Peirone (1968).

33 Liburnio (1556), 54 recto-65 verso.

3#1bid., 68 recto-127 verso. “Aliae sententiae ex eodem Platone depromptae” (“Other sententiae set
forth from the same Plato”).

31bid., 3 recto: “nonnulli ex eiusmodi hominum grege suis ipsorum quotidianis sermonibus, diui-
nos Platonis sensus confuse, intercise, atque corruptissime¢ immiscere consuescant: his ergo reme-
dio praesentissimo occurre posse indicarim, si optima quaeque talia ac tanti philosophi praecepta
ex toto fere eius opere collecta sub tuo nomine auspicatissime publicarentur.”

%1bid., 3 recto-verso: “Eiusdem vero, qui literarum studia leuiter attigissent, commodissimum fore
visum est, vt nostro hoc labore ad apertiorem & pleniorem Platonis cognitionem peruenire
valerent.”

S1bid., “Typographus Lectori”, 66 recto: “existimaui operae pretium me facturum, si cum vobis
exhibarem ita redactum in compendium, vt in manibus omnes habere possent ea, quae fusius, sub
Socratis & aliorum persona, ab eo conscripta sunt.”
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texts [...] used by students, teachers, and preachers, and also by scholars.”*® Liburno,
and others like him, broke down complex texts into “more succinct”, summarized
fragments, which could then be reassembled and incorporated “more diffusely” into
copious texts of their own composition — as Burton does here.

But Burton is not only in the business of filleting sextodecimo manuals — he
moves directly from the Liburnio summary of Symposium 180Dp-E to “Ficinus in his
Comment vpon this place”, who (he says), “following Plato, calls these two loues,
two Divells, or good and bad Angells according to vs, which are still houering about
our soules.” This observation shows that Burton was aware of Ficino’s interpreta-
tion of the Greek daimon (daipwv) as something distinct from the meaning of
“demon” in Christian theology. In Oratio VI.3 of the Commentarium Ficino notes
that:

Some Platonists and the Christian theologians claim that there are certain bad demons. For
the present we are not concerned with bad demons. The good demons Dionysius the
Areopagite is accustomed to call by their proper name, Angels, the governors of the lower
world, and this differs little from the interpretation of Plato.®

In his argumentum to the Apologia Socratis, Ficino also writes, “if it displeases you
to call a man’s familiar guide a daemon, then at least — as it pleases people nowa-
days to do — call it a good angel.”®! If the retention of “Divell” shows that Burton is
not happy to side unequivocally with Ficino, he does at least gesture towards his
interpretation. He certainly follows this statement with a long quotation which fuses
together elements of Oratio VI. 8, where Ficino says that one of the two demons of
love “reares to heauen, the other depresseth us to hell” (alter ad superna erigat,
alter deprimat ad inferna).% The better demon, as Burton puts it “stirres vs vp to the
contemplation of that divine beauty, for whose sake we performe lustice, and all
godly offices, study Phylosophy, &c.”’% “So farre Ficinus”, Burton adds, before sup-
plementing Ficino’s evocation of divine love with passages from several works by
Augustine: book 15 of De civitate dei, Chap. 15 of De moribus ecclesiae catholicae,
and his commentary on psalm 64 (Enarratio in Psalmum 64), where the twofold
nature of love is similarly handled, and where it is asserted that the “foure cardinall
vertues [... are] naught else but loue”.%*

% Blair (2010), 6.

*Burton, Anatomy, 382 [AOM, vol. 3, 11-12].

% Ficino, Opera, 1342: “Esse uerd alios quosdam malos daemones Platonici nonnulli, & Christiani
Theologi voluerunt. Sed de malis daemonibus nulla ad praesens nobis est disputatio. Bonos autem
nostri custodes, proprio nomine angelos inferiores mundi gubernatores. Dionysius Areopagitica,
quod in Platonis mente minime discrepat uocare solet.” (Jayne, 80).

S1Ficino (1532), 467: “At si minus tibi placet & familiarem hominis ducem daemonem appellare,
saltem, ut placet nostris, bonum angelum appellato.”

92Burton, Anatomy, 382 [AOM, vol. 3, 12]. Ficino, Opera, 1345.

9 Burton, Anatomy, 382 [AOM, vol. 3, 12]. Cf. Ficino, Opera, 1345: “Profectd in hominis mente
aeternus est amor ad diuinam pulchritudinem peruidendeum: cuius gratia, philosophiae studia, &
iusticiae, pietatisque officia sequimur.”

%Burton, Anatomy, 382 [AOM, vol. 3, 12].
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A great part of the section on Love melancholy is given over to considering the
deleterious effects of irrational love, and this is perhaps what Burton meant by the
“delightsome” nature of this part of the Anatomy. Burton quotes widely from the
classical amorists and satirists, as well as more contemporary poets who write in
either Neo-Latin or the vernacular. Amongst English authors Burton cites Samuel
Daniel, Edmund Spenser and Christopher Marlowe, amongst European neo-
Latinists he cites the Dutch Catullan poet Johannes Secundus (the Basia), and
Italian poets such as the Greek-born Michele Marullo and Giovanni Pontano, and
quotes several times from Kaspar Barth’s Pornoboscodidascalus Latinus (1624) a
Latin translation of the late fifteenth-century Spanish comedy by Fernando de
Rojas, La Celestina.®® The sections on love melancholy and religious melancholy
seem to mirror each other — beginning with evocations of divine love as it was
understood by Renaissance neoplatonists and theologians, and then moving to con-
sider the irrational abuses of love and religion.

Leone Ebreo and Lover’s Melancholy

The Dialogi d’Amore written by the Portuguese Jewish physician, poet, and phi-
losopher Leone Ebreo (Judah Leon Abravanel) in the early 1500s plays an impor-
tant role in Burton’s Anatomy. Burton clearly had no Italian and read the work in the
Latin translation of Johannes Carolus Saracenus, published in Venice in 1564 (and
later anthologized in Johannes Pistorius’s Artis cabalisticae published in 1587).%
Saraceno dedicated his translation to Carolus Perrenotus Granvellanus, Abbot of
Fauverney and counsellor of Philip II of Spain, and sought to situate Ebreo’s work
in the context of both Christian and Platonic love. “Plato in his symposium on love,”
says Saraceno, “spoke eloquently and copiously of this great God diffusing himself
widely through all things, both human and divine”, and then goes on to insist on the
importance of Christ for understanding the true nature of love.®’ It is in this Christian-
Platonic sense that Burton understands Ebreo’s work.

In the section on love melancholy Burton uses Ebreo as “the most copious writer
on this subiect” alongside Ficino’s translation of Plotinus’s Enneads III (“De
amore”), and Ficino’s Commentarium in Convivium, to insist upon the idea that
love is a “desire of enioying that which is good and faire.”®® He also uses Ebreo’s

9 See, for example, Burton Anatomy, 457 [AOM, vol. 3, 131], 470-471 [AOM, vol. 3, 151-2], 482,
502. On Barth’s translation see Fernandez (2006).

%Ebreo’s work was reprinted in Pistorius (1587), 331-608. The original Italian work was pub-
lished posthumously in Rome: Ebreo (1535).

“"Ebreo (1564), sig. [a vii] recto: “Plato in conuiuio de Amore diserté copioseque pertractans
maximum hunc Deum per omnia tam diuina, quam humana latissimé¢ sese diffundere
pronunciauerit.”

% Burton, Anatomy, 380 [AOM, vol. 3, 9]. Cf. Burton: “Amor est voluntarius affectus & desiderium
re bona fruendi”, and Ebreo (1564), 9 recto: “amorem vero affectum uoluntarium maxima quadam
copulatione fruendi re, quae bona iudicatur, communiter esse definerem”.
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“accurate Division” of love into the “Naturall, Sensible, and Rationall”, with natural
love defined as the “sympathy or Antipathy, which is to be seene in animate &
inanimate creatures”, such as stones tending naturally to move downwards. Sensible
love is “that of brute beasts”. “The third kinde”, Burton says, “is Amor cognitionis,
as Leon calls it, Rationall loue, Intellectiuus amor, and is proper to man, on which I
must insist. This appears in God, Angels, Men. God is loue itselfe, the fountain of
loue.”®

It is Ebreo’s insistence on divine love, the “copulation” (copulatio) or union
between the soul of man and God that Burton seems most drawn to in the section on
religious melancholy. After citing the “mysticall song of Solomon” and Augustine
on the eternal and unchanging beauty of God Burton adds that in the after-life we
shall be “perfectly inamored [...] and loue him alone, as the most amiable and fair-
est obiect, our summum bonum, or chiefest good.”™ Citing Ebreo in the margin, he
adds “This likewise should we haue now done, had not our will beene corrupted.”
The marginal comment reads, “Leone Ebreo. It is doubted whether human happi-
ness ends in understanding or loving God.” (Leon Hebraeus. Dubitatur an humana
foelicitas Deo cognoscendo an amando terminetur). This could refer to various pas-
sages in the Dialogi, but probably the most relevant is this passage in Dialogue 1:

The greatest happiness consists neither in the act of understanding God, which engenders
our love of him, nor in the love which succeeds understanding, but only in the act of inner
copulation, and the united and divine understanding of him, which understanding is to be
considered the highest perfection of the created intellect: and this act is the last and blessed
end of that intellect, and in that state deserves to be called divine rather than human.”*

Burton adds to this his own translations from Ficino’s Commentarium, including
the opening exhortation of Oratio II.8, where Ficino beseeches his readers: “I exhort
and beseech you, that you would embrace and follow this diuine loue with all your
hearts and abilities [...].”’? Burton however deflects Ficino’s passage which moves
on to discuss Plato’s views on reciprocal love, and pushes it instead towards the
“louing” Christian God, before slotting in a passage from Ficino’s translation of
Plotinus’s Enneads 1.6.7, which urges us to “forsake the kingdomes and Empires of
the whole earth”, in favour of divine beauty.”

% Burton, Anatomy, 383 [AOM, vol. 3, 13]. See Ebreo (1564), 56 verso-60 verso.
Burton, Anatomy, 576-577 [AOM, vol. 3, 333-335]

""Ebreo (1564), 38 verso-39 recto: “In summa faelicitas nec in actu Dei cognoscendi, qui eius
amorem nobis ingenerat, nec in amore, qui huic succedit cognitionis, sed solum in actu copula-
tionis intimae, & vnitae diuinaeque illius cognitionis consistit, quae quidem cognitio summa per-
fectio intellectus creati esse censetur: & actus ille est vltimus, atque beatus ipsius finis & in eo statu
intellectu noster diuinus potius, quam humanus vocari meretur.” Cf, also earlier in the same dia-
logue, 36 recto-verso, where Philone tells Sophia: “De his autem proprius actus ipsius faelicitatis
in cognitione, an in amore Dei reponatur, maxima fuit inter sapientes controuersia.”

2Burton, Anatomy, 578 [AOM, vol. 3, 336]. Cf. Ficino, Opera, 1327: “Vos autem amici hortor &
obsecro ut amorem rem profecto diuinam totis uiribus complectamini [...].” (Jayne, 49-50: “T urge
and beg you all, my friends, to imbrace immediately this love, a thing certainly divine, with all
your strength.”)

73 Burton, Anatomy, 578 [AOM, vol. 3, 336]. Cf. Ficino (1580), 56.
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What I hope this rather close examination of Robert Burton’s working methods
has shown is that the habitus of the general scholar in the seventeenth century trans-
forms and shapes the materials that it works upon. John Nelson saw 1600 as a
watershed beyond which Platonic love theory made less and less sense, because
“the problems of the succeeding century were very different from those of the cen-
tury which ended with Bruno’s demise.” He saw the philosophy of Galileo, Bacon
and Descartes as definitive here, whereas I would suggest that the afterlife of
Renaissance love theory in the milieux of general scholarship in Europe would
make a worthwhile study. Burton draws together Renaissance theorists such as
Ficino and Ebreo, but also later scholars working in medicine, like Valles, or law,
like Godeffroy, who had absorbed this love theory and interwoven it into their
works. Drawing on sources as diverse as Piccolomini’s weighty philosophical tome
on civil science, to Liburnio’s diminutive collection of Platonic commonplaces,
Burton constructs his own copious discourse. Like his fellow Christ Church scholar
Casaubon, Burton saw general learning as something which was the duty of a
divine. “As a christian, & a Divine, I write to yow, who are a Diuine”, Casaubon
wrote,

I am very well content as Plato woulde haue it, that nothing should be accounted learninge
but what doth tend to the maine end. As a christian therefore it doth concerne mee to be well
satisfied my selfe, & as a Diuine it is part of my charge to be able to satisfie others [...].”*

The Anatomy of Melancholy concerns itself a great deal with medical matters, and
Burton clearly saw general scholars working in other professions as fellow travel-
lers, but the “maine end” of the Anatomy, I think, has much to do with his sense of
himself as a Doctor of Divinity, and he seeks to give his readers spiritual succour as
well as medical cures.” In the sections on love melancholy and religious melan-
choly, conceptions of divine love are drawn from Renaissance neoplatonists and
from Church Fathers, to produce a Platonized amor Dei, which would have been
recognised by pre-Tridentine Italian scholars as a viable synthesis. As with other
general scholars of the seventeenth century, the work is more than the sum of its
juxtaposed parts: the Anatomy of Melancholy is not so much a “Rapsody of Rags”,
as the work of a divine who sought to console those suffering under what he saw as
the crushing weight of mortality. A comprehensive history of the reception of
Renaissance love theory after 1600 remains to be written, and when the many tribu-
taries of general scholarship have been reassembled I have no doubt that a very
different picture of Early Modern Platonism will emerge.
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Chapter 4

The Critique of Scholastic Language
in Renaissance Humanism and Early
Modern Philosophy

Lodi Nauta

Abstract This article studies some key moments in the long tradition of the critique
of scholastic language, voiced by humanists and early-modern philosophers alike.

EEINT3

It aims at showing how the humanist idiom of “linguistic usage,” “convention,”
“custom,” “common” and “natural” language, and “everyday speech” was repeated
and put to new use by early-modern philosophers in their own critique of scholastic
language. Focusing on Valla, Vives, Sanches, Gassendi, Hobbes, and Leibniz, the
article shows that all these thinkers shared a conviction that scholastic language, at
least in its more baroque forms, was artificial, unnatural, uninformative, ungram-
matical, and quasi-precise. The scholastics were accused of having introduced a
terminology that was a far cry from the common language people spoke, wrote, and
read. But what was meant by “common language” and such notions? They were not
so easy to define. For the humanists, it meant the Latin of the great classical authors,
but this position, as the article suggests, had its tensions. In the later period it became
even more difficult to give positive substance to these notions, as the world became,
linguistically speaking, increasingly more pluralistic. Yet the attack on scholastic
language continued to be conducted in these terms. The article concludes that the
long road of what we may call the democratization of philosophical language, so
dear to early-modern philosophers, had its roots — ironically perhaps — in the humanist
return to classical Latin as the common language.

Introduction

Throughout the ages philosophers have questioned our common sense view of the
world, claiming that the world is not as it appears to be. This claim is almost the
philosopher’s raison d’étre. Philosophy thrives on the idea that there is a deep struc-
ture behind the phenomena we perceive and claim to know — matter, substance,
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powers, forms, Ideas, and so on; it would amount to naive empiricism to think that
what we see is all there is to know, or would be enough to justify our claims to
knowledge. As Robert Pasnau has rightly observed: “Over the centuries, it has been
practically definitive of the philosopher’s job to subject naive empiricism to a with-
ering critique. Indeed, stages in the development of philosophy can be measured in
terms of how far they depart, and in which direction, from our natural but naive
pre-theoretical orientation toward empiricism.”! This withdrawal from naive empir-
icism has often (though not necessarily so) gone hand in hand with the development
of a language that likewise departs from the common way in which people speak
about the world. Like scientists, grammarians, lawyers, theologians, and practitio-
ners of other professions, philosophers too developed their own technical language,
sometimes staying fairly close to the common parlance of the time but often intro-
ducing more technical, abstract, and formal terminology, needed, so it has always
been thought, to refer to deeper levels of reality.

Scholastic Aristotelianism is a philosophical trend that scores high on both
counts. The divergences between scholastic thinkers are immense but what these
thinkers have in common is the conviction that an analysis of the world and of our-
selves as knowing subjects and moral beings, while perhaps starting with what we
daily perceive and think, will soon lead away from this common world, introducing
all kinds of entities and corresponding vocabulary: form and matter, act and potency,
universals, transcendentals, predicables, substantial and accidental forms, formal
distinctions, intentions, species, active and potential intellect, categories, all kinds
of distinctions in the analysis of language and argumentation, and so on — it makes
reading scholastic authors philosophically immensely rewarding but often also very
difficult and puzzling. What is true for almost any kind of theorizing is certainly true
for the scholastic way of philosophizing: concepts require new concepts, and to
clarify these new concepts still other concepts have to be introduced, and so on. The
higher we come in this conceptual building the less we feel that we are still in the
process of analyzing our initial object of study. It has become a game on its own,
and even a highly sympathetic interpreter of scholastic thought such as Robert
Pasnau must admit that “one risk this kind of analysis runs is that we will end up not
just up to our necks in metaphysical parts, but positively drowning — that once we
begin to postulate such entities, we will be forced to postulate infinitely many more.”
We might think “that nothing of any explanatory value has been achieved by all this
philosophizing.” It is indeed “the timeless complaint made of all philosophy.”

It was certainly a complaint voiced passionately by Renaissance humanists and
early modern philosophers alike. They indeed thought that the scholastics had
erected a conceptual building that was out of tune with its function and purpose. In
this article I will study some moments in this long tradition of language critique.
There are several reasons why this is an interesting theme worthwhile to explore.
First, the critique of philosophical language is a clear example of continuity between
Renaissance and early modern thinkers: not only were early modern thinkers

"Pasnau (2011), 115.
2Pasnau (2011), 211 and 210 (on Scotus’s analysis of the inherence of accidents in a substance).
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indebted to scholastic traditions — a historical fact widely acknowledged — but also
to Renaissance humanism, a debt that is far less often recognized and appreciated
by modern scholars. This critique of scholastic language is one of the factors that
contributed to the demise of scholastic Aristotelianism, hence it is interesting to
study how it developed in the period between, let’s say, Petrarch and Leibniz.
When Leibniz, for instance, claimed that in language “Der Gebrauch ist der Meister”
([linguistic]usage is the master) he repeated in the same words a common humanist
point that philosophical language should follow the common language of the people
though, as we will see, what was understood by “common language” shifted over
the years.

This also suggests another reason why this is an interesting theme. Historians of
philosophy have often dismissed the humanist critique of scholastic language as
merely polemical and rhetorical, and as philosophically superficial and ill-informed.?
Such a dismissal is understandable given the sometimes highly polemical nature of
the humanists’ invectives — a genre that was of course not meant to engage in deep
philosophical argument. But behind the polemics a serious and age-old philosophi-
cal question looms large: What kind of language should be used in philosophy (and
indeed in any kind of intellectual pursuit, including science)? Should we use the
common language of the people or is this far too imprecise and should we develop
our own technical vocabulary? If we plea for the first, then we will have to make
clear what we mean by “common” (or the “ordinary”), “the people,” “common
usage” and so on, and also why this usage should be normative in our philosophiz-
ing. If we accept a technical language on the other hand, we must make clear, ide-
ally, why common language does not suffice, and what the relationship is between
this technical terminology and our common, non-technical language.* Seen from
this perspective, the criticisms leveled against the scholastics raise philosophically
pertinent and wide-ranging questions.

In what follows I can discuss only a small number of thinkers, from Lorenzo
Valla to Leibniz, and many interesting and even major figures have to be left out of
the picture (e.g. Petrarch, Agricola, Pico, Ramus, Cardano, Campanella, and
Descartes). Nor can I pay attention, within the scope of this article, to related
debates, for instance, on Ciceronianism, or on the questione della lingua (on Latin
versus the vernacular), or on later seventeenth-century attempts to construct a uni-
versal language (e.g. George Dalgarno and John Wilkins), let alone to debates and
controversies that informed their positions. But the authors I will discuss sometimes
refer to each other, and the earlier ones were among the (admittedly) many authors
read, consulted, or at least known to early modern philosophers such as Gassendi,
Hobbes, and Leibniz. Thus Valla is mentioned by Vives, and Vives by Sanches, and
these Renaissance thinkers helped Gassendi, as he tells us, to break away from the
Aristotelian-scholastic tradition. Between Valla and Hobbes some affinities have
been detected. And omnivorous reader as he was, Leibniz had read many Renaissance
authors, including Valla, and he had edited the work of the humanist Mario Nizolio,

3For discussion see Nauta (2009), 211-212.
“For a modern discussion see Hanfling (2000).
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who in his turn was indebted to, among others, Valla, Agricola, and Vives. There are
no straight lines of influence in history — the concept of influence is of course notori-
ously difficult to define — but a recognizable track can be discerned (or, at least, can
be cleared) in the forest of Renaissance and early modern texts.

Lorenzo Valla (1406-1457)

Before Lorenzo Valla came on the scene in the 1430s, humanists such as Petrarch,
Salutati, and Leonardo Bruni had already complained about the Latin of the scho-
lastics, a language that they found ugly, ungrammatical and a far cry from the beau-
tiful Latin that they wanted to revive and reinstall as language for communication,
and literary and scholarly pursuits.’ Their critique was primarily of a rhetorical
kind. When Leonardo Bruni, for instance, criticized the scholastic translator of
Aristotle’s Ethics (whom we know was Robert Grosseteste, an identification
unknown to Bruni), he focused on the lack of beauty of the translation: Greek words
had been left untranslated in the translation, Latin words were used with different
meanings than they had in classical Latin, and the clumsy style did not match
Aristotle’s copious and eloquent style.® A good translator must know both the source
and the target language very well, a requirement the medieval translator clearly did
not meet. Bruni’s harsh words provoked a response from bishop Alfonso of
Cartagena who defended style and terminology of the medieval translation. Though
being primarily a debate on translation, it addressed the issue of philosophical
language: should we give priority to rhetorical eloquence or to technical precision?
All these categories were matters of contention, and Bruni would not recognize the
validity of the opposition, claiming precision and exactness for his rhetorical
approach, concerned with using words in the right context with their right
meaning.

This debate on the language of philosophy was given powerful though controver-
sial expression by Lorenzo Valla, who in his Dialectical Disputations subjected
some core notions of Aristotelianism to a withering critique. While he presented
himself as an orator, Valla was concerned with semantic precision rather than with
the beauty of style: the term elegantia meaning first and foremost semantic preci-
sion.” Valla’s profound studies of the Latin language and his vast reading in classical
and post-classical works convinced him that the meaning of words and the use of
grammatical constructions can be learnt only by careful observation of linguistic
practice, that is, how classical authors had actually used language. Meaning is to be
determined by linguistic usage (consuetudo), and for Valla this meant the usage of
the great authors, the auctoritates, roughly from Cicero to Quintilian. It was during

The literature is vast; for some excellent general works see Seigel (1968); Witt (2000); Rummel
(2000); Wels (2000).

SBruni in Griffiths et al. (1987), 213-229; Botley (2004), 41-62.
"Marsh (1979), 101-103.
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these two centuries that Latin reached its peak, and while it continued to be used
far and wide and for many centuries to come, Valla saw a gradual decline in the
knowledge of good Latin, going downhill with Boethius’s philosophical Latin,
not to speak of what Valla regarded as the barbarous gibberish of the medieval
scholastics.® This had disastrous effects on the arts and sciences, and especially for
philosophy and theology where everything depends on words.’ This is a prominent
theme of the Dialectical Disputations in which Valla used linguistic usage as one of
his main principles to attack Aristotelian-scholastic philosophy and logic. Thus,
from a predominantly linguistic point of view, he criticized the ten Aristotelian
categories, the six transcendental terms, important Aristotelian distinctions such as
matter/form and act/potency, as well as what he thought the useless and abstract
logic of the scholastics that had nothing to do with how people actually spoke,
argued, and reasoned.
We may group Valla’s criticisms in the following categories!”:

(i) Ungrammatical terms. As is well known, Valla rejects terms such as “entitas,”
“haecceitas,” “identitas,” “quiditas,” “iditas,” “reitas” and “perseitas,” since
they are incorrectly formed. They cannot be formed from substantives such as
“ens” and from pronouns such as “quid,” nor from adjectives (with some
exceptions).

(1) Superfluous terms. While perhaps grammatically correct, many scholastic
terms, especially those standing for categories and transcendentals, are super-
fluous. Transcendental terms such as “something,” “one,” “true,” “good” and

“being” are superfluous; “something” is nothing but “a certain thing” (aliqua
res), “one” can be reduced to “one thing,” “true” to “a true thing,” “good” to “a
good thing” and “being” to “that thing which is (ea res quae est).” Likewise,
many of the nine accidental categories of Aristotle are superfluous and can be
reduced to quality and action. Such qualifications as size, relationship, position
and time do not differ from qualifications that refer to qualities such as white
or smart: “big,” “brother,” “armed,”, “in the house,” and so forth all qualify a
person or thing; from a grammatical point of view they are essentially qualita-
tive terms. Valla’s basic assumption seems to be that the categories should
reflect or point to things in the world, and he therefore has no need for other
categories than substance, quality and action, referring to a thing, how it is
qualified and what it does or undergoes. Clearly, the grammatical categories of
noun, adjective and verb lie behind these ontological categories.

(iii) Words taken out of context. Valla is in particular sensitive to this point. It is, for
instance, an abuse of words to say that the senses are “being acted upon (pati)
by an object,” or that the soul is moved or is self-moving, or that inanimate

99 ¢

$Moss (2003), 36-37; Camporeale (1972), 181-182; Nauta (2007), 195-198.

“Omnis enim huiusmodi questio, qua se philosophi theologique disputando torquent, de vocabulo
est;” Valla (1982), 405.

10My examples come from Valla (2012), vol. 1, 54-62 (haecceitas etc.), 18-36 and 62-70 (tran-
scendental terms), 276 (pati), 88 (materia), 270 (prior), 32 (one), 240 (empty); vol. 2, 18-142
(markers), 126-142 (modality); more examples are discussed in Nauta (2009), passim.
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things have a final cause. He also thinks one cannot apply the matter/form

distinction to God nor to the sun, with which God is compared: both God and

the sun should be said to have an essence plus the qualities vibration, light and
heat. (Valla almost takes the analogy between the Sun and the Trinity literally,
speaking of “persons” of the Sun’s essence.) He criticizes the application of

“prior” and “prius” to a number of expressions found in scholastic literature

such as “prior and posterior in nature,” “the whole is prior to the part,” “genus
is prior to species.” Many more examples could be given.

(iv) Arbitrary restriction on the meaning or application of a term. Valla’s criti-
cized, e.g., Aristotle’s statement that one is not a number but the principle of
number. Similarly, to say that a vessel can never be “empty” since there is
always air in it, is an absurd restriction on the terms “full/empty” and “place.”

(v) Oversimplification and arbitrary restriction on a range of words. Closely
related to the previous point is Valla’s criticism of the rather arbitrary restric-
tion to a limited set of words in scholastic philosophy. Scholastics reduce the
markers of quantity and quality to only a few, namely “all,” “some,” “none,”
and “no one,” while Latin has a far richer arsenal of such words. Similarly,
scholastics usually treat only the following six terms as modals: “possible,”
“impossible,” “true,” “false,” “necessary,” and “contingent.” But again Latin is
much more resourceful in expressing modality.

9 <

9 <

Valla thus aims at showing how Latin words — nouns, verbs, pronouns, and so
on — were used and hence should properly be used, not only in literary studies and
our own writings, but also in philosophy and other intellectual and literary pursuits.
What he suggests then is that, once we create our own language or use words out of
their “normal” context, we get a distorted picture of reality, that is, we will be
searching for referents of these terms, or we will raise questions only because we
have taken a metaphor literally or because we have applied a term outside its com-
mon domain. Valla’s humanist assumption is of course that classical Latin should be
our yardstick, because this is, according to him, the common, natural language in
comparison to which post-classical forms of Latin and a fortiori the jargon of the
scholastics can only appear as corrupt, depraved, distorted, unnatural, and artifi-
cial — words that abound in Valla’s writings.'! For us it is difficult to regard classical
Latin as a common, normal, let alone ordinary language but, as I have pointed out
elsewhere, this is how Valla indeed regarded it, especially when he compared it to
the Latin of the scholastics. It was certainly the Latin of great authorities such as
Cicero and Quintilian that constituted the norm of linguistic usage, but Latin had
spread far and wide and had been used over a long period of time, so that for a
humanist it could easily be regarded as the normal language, in opposition to scho-
lastic Latin that was considered to be technical, artificial and “unnatural.”

Valla’s programme of ontological reduction was inspired and driven by his
grammatical-rhetorical approach. It inspired — directly or indirectly — many later
humanists as well as early modern philosophers such as Gassendi, Hobbes, and
Leibniz.

"'Nauta (2009), 274-279.
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Juan Luis Vives (1492-1540)

One of the most influential humanists whose position who was much indebted to
Valla is Juan Luis Vives. In his famous letter Against the Pseudodialecticians he
takes up several themes we have already met in Valla: the importance of linguistic
usage, the appeal to the common language of the people as a sine qua non for effec-
tive communication, the rejection of technical jargon, and so on. Vives had studied
with the Parisian logicians, so more than Valla he knew what he was talking about
when he polemically analysed late-scholastic sophisms. Just as for Valla, for Vives
classical Latin was a storehouse of learning and erudition. To create one’s own jar-
gon, as the philosophers do, is to make communication impossible. Communication
requires the use of one language, and access to one common source of learning!?:

if we all profess a Latin logic, words will have the meaning established by Latin practice
and usage, not our own. It is unbecoming and foolish in Latin logic to use Getic or Sarmatian
words, or not even those, but words belonging to no nation, which we have conjured up
ourselves. Indeed, I should very much like to hear from these men: if they were to teach
dialectic in Spanish or French, which is as feasible as in Latin or Greek, would they make
up rules as they please rather than take them from the structure of the language itself?

The rules which the dialecticians derive from their own brand of Latin are not nec-
essarily valid for other languages. But if we choose to use Latin in logic and com-
munication, we should not make up the rules ourselves nor assign meanings
arbitrarily, but rather stick to convention and linguistic usage.

But if they would not be willing to accept rules from conventional discourse to teach logic
in other languages, why do they want to exercise this tyranny over the language of the free
Roman people, and force it to accept rules of speech from men as uncultivated and barbar-
ian as themselves?'?

To this question philosophers often give the answer that they speak “rigorously” (de
rigore): making a distinction between “good,” “common” or “everyday sense” and
an “exact,” “rigorous,” or “philosophical” sense, they thus create room for them-
selves to uphold the truth of their claims (mainly in logic) that in everyday speech
would be false, e.g. “You are not a man.” But Vives thinks this self-acclaimed free-
dom is false. For him rigor can only mean “this very appropriateness, this distinct,
innate, and genuine force, the right and true meaning of Latin discourse,” which can
be learnt only from good Latin authors.!* We see here the same conflation of the
learned language of the great authors with the common language of the people
(the “free Roman people” in the quotation just given) as we saw in Valla.'> But this
conflation as well as the identification of “rigor” with “the right and true meaning of

2Vives (1979), 67. See Nauta (2015).
13 Ibid., 67-69.
4Ibid., 69-71.

50n the distinction between exact and common manner of speaking, see Valla (2012), 266
(populus an philosophus); Nauta (2009), 108.
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Latin discourse,” is problematic. The uneducated masses, Vives says, sometimes
use expressions that, strictly speaking, are not correct:
Every language has its own appropriateness of speech, which the Greeks call idioma.

Words have their own meaning, their own force, which the uneducated masses sometimes
H 16
misuse.

Vives then quotes from Cicero who had given some examples, also referred to by
Valla, e.g. that the common people say “the vessel is empty,” while strictly speaking
this is not true; it still contains air. Valla was adamant in holding that everyday sense
rather than the exact sense of philosophers should be the norm, and Vives wants to
maintain the same, yet he also admits that “the better educated make some conces-
sions to the common people in the use of language; among themselves they think
and speak in a different manner.”!” (As, for instance, Bishop Berkeley was later to
say: thinking with the learned, and speaking with the vulgar.) But to distinguish this
situation — in which a normal word such as “empty” does not describe the facts cor-
rectly — from the jargon of the scholastics, he adds “though not to any great extent
and mostly on abstruse and philosophical subjects which the people would not be in
a position to know as precisely as the philosophers understand them.” This seems to
support the idea that philosophers may have their own “exact” way of speaking, but
such freedom is apparently not allowed to scholastic logicians, who go far over the
top in inventing rules of logic that allow them to say that “You are not a man” is,
strictly speaking true (i.e. according to their rules).

Vives’s position is somewhat ambiguous then. On the one hand, the common
people sometimes misuse language, but the example of the vessel suggests that this
misuse is actually not a misuse at all but rather the common way of talking (hence
consuetudo), and moreover that this common way of talking is rigorous in Vives’s
sense of the word, namely proper and good Latin. Vives probably wants to make the
point that “common language” does not always capture the facts right (the vessel is
not really empty), though for the purpose of communication, in ordinary contexts, it
is adequate because it captures our common sense feeling or perception of the mat-
ter (we see that the vessel is empty). Several issues seems to get mixed up here then.

Apart from the in-crowd character of scholastic language, it is also essentialistic,
Vives thinks. It seems to lay bare the deep structure of reality that Vives, as a moderate
sceptic, believes is impossible to know. We cannot know the essences of things: “what
knowledge we have gained can only be reckoned as probable and not assumed as
absolutely true.”'® All we can do is observe carefully the outer aspects of things
(qualities, actions, their similarities with other things etc.), and from a careful
comparison establish general patterns and laws, which however must remain provi-
sional. Many scholastics would agree with this, as they also turned away from sub-
stance and essence, moving toward an examination — or at least a defense of such an

1*Vives (1979), 69.
17Ibid.
8 Vives (1971), 166-67. See Casini 2009.
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approach — of sensible qualities.!” But in Vives this move is closely connected to a
reform of language. As he writes, in metaphysics the philosopher should have a good
knowledge of language, for it is “the common meaning of words” rather than the
technical terminology of the scholastics that should be followed (communis verborum
usus; sensus communis; verbis de vulgo sumptis). Strange as it may seem, metaphys-
ics is for Vives a discipline that must take its starting-point from common usage, lay-
ing bare (enucleare) the meaning of individual words, since “the rise and disappearance
of nearly all problems in the disciplines are dependent on the way we phrase them in
language.”” Indeed, language is a shaping force: “the power of almost all knowing
and understanding lies in words; for in words are perceptions (sensa) registered, and
all that takes place in the mind and in thought is expressed in words.”?! When properly
combined words will give us, “as far as possible,” a description (explicatio) of the
nature of whatever thing. And for him, as for Valla, it was classical Latin that serves
us best in expressing our view of the world of observable phenomena.

Francisco Sanches (1550/51-1623)

The same intrinsic connection between a sceptic-empirical outlook and a critique of
scholastic language can be found in the work of the Portuguese scholar, Francisco
Sanches, who mentions Vives a few times. Sanches’ Quod nihil scitur, first pub-
lished in 1581, is well known as a skeptical treatise that aims at refuting what
Sanches thinks are the pretentions of philosophers to arrive at the truth of things.??
He is in particular very critical of the Aristotelian theory of scientific demonstration.
It is a system based on definitions and demonstrations, not on observation of the
facts, on res: “for other sciences are based on facts, whereas this one is a subtle
invention, and quite useless — or rather most harmful inasmuch as it distracts me
from the observation of facts and keeps me engaged in the study of itself.”* Their
system of logic prevents them seeing the facts (res): “They know nothing but a mul-
titude of syllogistic inferences — no facts at all.”** This is a running theme in Sanches,
who was influenced by Galenic writings in which find we find a strong emphasis on
the observation of facts and the importance of ordinary life experience®; hence,
unsurprisingly, the word “res” abounds in Sanches’s work. As he says in the address
to the reader: “I would address myself to those who, ‘not bound by an oath of fidelity
to any master’s words’, assess the facts for themselves, under the guidance of

Y Pasnau (2011), 115-134, and 634-635.

2 De prima philosophia 1, in Vives (1782-90; repr. London, 1964), vol. 3, 193.

2 Tbid.

220n Sanches’s debt to humanists such as Vives and Erasmus, see Limbrick in Sanches, Francisco
(1988), 28-36, but see also Howald’s cautious remarks in Sanches, Francisco (2007), ciii, and
Lupoli (2009).

2 Sanches, Francisco (1988), 103 (Latin)/186 (English).

21bid., 104/189.

% On ancient empiricism, see Frede (1987). On Sanches’s affinity to it, see Caluori (2007).
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sense-perception and reason.”?® This indeed could have been the words of Valla and
Vives too. And like them, Sanches sees a close connection between the language of
the philosophers and their claims to truth and certainty?’:

They distort words from their commonly accepted meanings (a propria significatione), and
corrupt them in order to have another language of their own, quite different from their
mother-tongue, yet the same. And when you go to them in order to learn something, they
change the meanings of the words you had hitherto employed, in such a way that these no
longer denote the same objects — that is, objects in the natural world — but instead the
objects that they themselves have invented.

99 <

Greek terms such as “entelecheia” and Latin terms such as “essentia,” “quidditas”
and “corporeitas” have no meaning at all, he says, and “can be neither understood
nor explained by anyone — much less rendered into everyday speech (sermo vul-
garis), which is accustomed to assign only to real things (but not to invented things)
names of their own.””® The idea behind such an alleged exclusivity of Latin or Greek
is that such a language has a particular efficacy to express the nature of things.
Sanches rejects this idea, suggesting that languages, including Greek and Latin,
have changed continuously: “Therefore there lies in words no power to explain the
nature of things, except that which they derive from the arbitrary decision of him
who applies them.”” And it is popular usage, as he says elsewhere in his treatise,
that determines meaning : “the meanings of words appear to depend, for the most
part or wholly, on popular usage (a vulgo); and here, accordingly, is where we must
look for them; for who but the populace (vulgus) taught us how to speak?”*°

Sanches realizes however that there is no fixity and stability in the common lan-
guage of the people either. Every question, every issue depends on words,*' and
words do not have fixed meanings: whatever meaning we give to words, these words
will never be able to disclose the nature of things. In his commentary on Galen’s De
differentiis morborum he remarks that “Galen was right in striving to take the mean-
ing of health and sickness from common linguistic usage (a communi loquendi
usu); for linguistic usage (consuetudo) as well as the will (voluntas) of people gives
speech its signification (vim).”*? But this also represents a serious problem for the
sciences (scientiis), Sanches continues

since the populace (populus) does not use words appropriately nor does it understand the
things referred to by those words, for while it speaks of health, it does not know at all what
it is. Hence medical doctors, who understand or nearly understand the matter (res), are
forced to use words in a different way than the populace does, or to use words with a differ-
ent meaning (ad alia significata transferre) or, even, impose new meanings (nova impo-
nere) after consultation of Galen, Cicero and other writers.*

26 Sanches, Francisco (1988), 92/168.

Y1bid., 119/216-217.

2 1bid.

21bid., 121/219.

OTbid., 97/177.

31Tbid., 101/183 (“almost every enquiry is about a name”); cf. 95-96/174; 97/177, and elsewhere.
21bid., 177 n. 34; my translation.

#1bid.; my translation.



4 The Critique of Scholastic Language in Renaissance Humanism and Early Modern... 69

It seems then that what is forbidden to philosophers — inventing new words, or using
words in a different way than common people do — is allowed to the medical doctors
and practitioners of other crafts and professions, but of course the latter follow the
correct authorities, Cicero and Galen.

The passage just cited complicates matters somewhat and shows how flexible (or
ambiguous) phrases such as “common linguistic usage” and “the populace” are.
Standing in the tradition of Galen and ancient empiricism, Sanches seems to defend
ordinary life experience and the experience of professionals based on observation;
hence common language should be the rule. But on the other hand, compared to
medical professionals, the “common people” (vulgus) are not always a reliable
guide to understanding the phenomena. But in spite of what Sanches suggests in this
passage, namely that Cicero is an important authority for the use of words in a pro-
fession such as medicine, in Quod nihil scitur he dissociates himself from the rhe-
torical and polished style of Cicero and his followers: “You are not to look in me for
an elegant, polished style (...) If that is what you want, seek it from Cicero, whose
function it is; I shall speak prettily enough if I speak truly enough.”* Elegant lan-
guage, he says, “is seemingly for rhetoricians, poets, courtiers, lovers, harlots,
pimps, flatterers, parasites, and people of that sort, for whom elegant speech is an
end in itself.”

Thus next to the similarities already mentioned, we also see clear differences
between Sanches and humanists such as Valla and Vives: while the humanists still
thought of a close intrinsic connection between elegance on the one hand and clear
and truthful language on the other, Sanches no longer believes in such a bond.*> Nor
does he regard Latin (and hence the linguistic usage of the great Latin authorities)
as a sine qua non for philosophizing and doing science. We need a sober, clear,
unpolished language, avoiding both technical jargon and rhetorical elegance. This
view was endorsed by many early modern philosophers: with the rise of the new
science sober, unaffected language became an asset for most philosophers.

Pierre Gassendi (1592-1655)

Gassendi is a good example of an early modern philosopher whose views are
indebted, not only to ancient sources such as Sextus Empiricus and Diogenes
Laertius, but also to his humanist predecessors; modern scholars have even called
him a “mitigated humanist.”*® He himself is quite explicit about his debts, stating
that it was the reading of Renaissance authors such as Vives, Charron, Ramus, and
Gianfrancesco Pico della Mirandola, that made him realize that “there was nothing

*#1bid., 171 for this and the next quotation.

3 Lupoli (2009), 151 sees even “that (intrinsically anti-humanistic) resetting pattern (...) of philo-
sophical reflection which was to characterize the Cartesian or ‘modern’ approach to philosophy in
the seventeenth century.”

3 Qsler (2003), 41. On a comparison between the humanism of Valla and Gassendi see Joy (1987).
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wrong in supposing that this sect [of the Aristotelians] was not necessarily correct
in all matters just because most men approved of it.””*” They showed him the impor-
tance of the libertas philosophandi, which often meant, as a first step, the liberty to
attack Aristotelian-scholastic philosophy, and this is what Gassendi does in his first
major work, Exercitationes Paradoxicae adversus Aristoteleos. Covering much the
same ground as his Renaissance predecessors, Gassendi criticizes Aristotelian phi-
losophy (logic, physics, natural philosophy, metaphysics, ethics), saying in words
that remind us of Valla’s, that he selected “just those opinions which were, so to
speak, foundational doctrines of the Aristotelians.”*® Referring also to Valla’s pro-
gram of ontological reduction, Gassendi attacks the Aristotelian categories, the tran-
scendental terms, and rejects Aristotelian logic and theory of demonstration as
“artificial” and useless. In fact, in the words of a modern scholar he seems to attack
the Aristotelians for “asking philosophical questions™ at all, which illustrates “the
difficulty, for an early seventeenth-century intellectual, in articulating just what was
wrong with scholastic philosophy, and what ought to replace it.”*

What Gassendi was to propose as a replacement, namely a Christianized version
of the Epicurean system, need not detain us here. More relevant, though hardly
surprising, is the fact that Gassendi appealed to “the common and accepted manner
of speaking (communis et protritus loquendi usus)” that we have to employ in phi-
losophy.*® Of course, this no longer implies a Ciceronian or classical style, and
concerning his own “style and manner of expression,” Gassendi says that he is “nei-
ther Ciceronian nor the least bit scholastic,” favoring “an unaffected (illaboratum)
prose style which flows spontaneously.”*! Elsewhere he praises ancient authors who
knew how to draw the attention from their audience, combining the useful with the
agreeable in a pleasant prose style.** We should not strive for a grand style, but phi-
losophers who have claimed that “solecisms are praiseworthy, and are the gems of
philosophers” are to be despised: a decent style (honestus cultus) fits the philoso-
pher, and “even the abstruse things can be presented in a decorous way (cum
ornatu).” The wording is vitally important, Gassendi writes, and debates on mat-
ters always turn out to be debates on words; if we do not use the proper meaning of
words (sermonis proprietatem) we end up making our own idiosyncratic speech,
that is, philosophical jargon. Like Valla and Vives, he thinks that the so-called
“rigor” of the philosophers can only be defined in terms of the common and accepted

3 Gassendi (1972), 18. Cf. his Letter to du Faur de Pibrac, in ibid. 5. Vives is mentioned also in
Gassendi (1658), III, 119. Cf. Murr (1992) and Maclean (2006), esp. 264267 on libertas
philosophandi.

3 Gassendi, Pierre (1972), 26. Cf. one of the titles of Valla’s Dialectical Disputations, Retractatio
totius dialecticae cum fundamentis universae philosophiae.

Pasnau (2011), 93-94.

4 Exercitationes paradoxicae adversus Aristoteleos, in Gassendi (1658), III, 151B.
4 Gassendi (1658), III, 103; trans. Gassendi, Pierre (1972), 27.

“2Gassendi (1658), 111, 110A.

“1bid.
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manner of speaking, which he seems to equate here with the Latin of authorities
such as Cicero and Livy.*

Much has been written on Gassendi’s philosophy and his skepticism, called by
Richard Popkin “constructive scepticism” or “mitigated scepticism,” which he says
“represents a new way, possibly the closest to contemporary empirical and prag-
matic methods, of dealing with the abyss of doubt that the crisis of the Reformation
and the scientific revolution had opened up.”* Popkin describes this position as the
“realization that the doubts propounded by the Pyrrhonists in no way affected la
verité des sciences, provided that the sciences were interpreted as hypothetical
systems about appearances and not true descriptions of reality, as practical guides
to actions and not ultimate information about the true nature of things.” Here too,
however, we might point to Renaissance authors, and in particular Vives who had
already formulated a philosophy that combines a sceptical attitude towards knowl-
edge of the essences of things with a pragmatic empiricism.*® As we have noted,
Vives often emphasizes the importance of careful observation and the risks of
hasty conclusions, though he would not have shared Gassendi’s love for
Epicureanism.*’

Thomas Hobbes (1588-1679)

Friend of Gassendi, brilliant stylist and author of one of the most beautiful philo-
sophical prose works written in English, the Leviathan, Hobbes too had no patience
with the Aristotelian-scholastic philosophy of the schools and their language. If
scholastic philosophers were forced to translate their barbarous, “insignificant
speech” into the vernacular of the common people, we would immediately see,
Hobbes suggests, how ridiculous and nonsensical it is.*® They hide their confusion,
ignorance or downright stupidity behind a fog of incomprehensible and obscure
Latin and Greek words. They call the Lord, e.g., with a Latin or Latinized word
“verbum,” which sounds impressive, but when translated into ordinary French,
“parole,” gives something rather absurd.* Just try, Hobbes says, to translate a title
of a chapter from the work of Suarez into “any of the modern tongues, so as to make

#Ibid.: “Quod vero interdum respondent loquendum esse ad rigorem, prorsus non diffiteor:
quando sic apposite, vel nescientes, nominant suam illam insipidam marcidamque frigiditatem.
Certe si cum tanto rigore isti Latine loquuntur, parum est M. Tullius, vel T. Livius loquutus Latine.”
(110B). Gassendi also gives here an etymology of “res” that he may have derived from Valla (“res”
from “reor, reris,” or from “ratus, rata, ratum”); Valla (2012), 124.

4 Popkin (2003), 125 for this and the following quotation. Osler (2003), 32 argues that Gassendi’s
voluntarism led him to deny essences and necessary connections.

4 Cf. a similar position in Campanella’s Metaphysica, as discussed by Paganini (2009).

47See e.g. Vives (1971), 31 and 125 (expressing a negative view of Epicurus).

“sHobbes (1994), 21; I also refer to the new and definitive edition of the Leviathan: Hobbes (2012),
60. For a comprehensive treatment see Isermann (1991). See also Leijenhorst (2002).

“Tbid.
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the same intelligible; or into any tolerable Latin, such as they were acquainted
withal, that lived when the Latin tongue was vulgar: ‘The first cause does not neces-
sarily inflow any thing into the second, by force of the essential subordination of the
second causes, by which it may help it to work.””*® This is nonsensical speech, cer-
tainly not the normal speech of man: “the common sort of men [...] seldom speak
insignificantly.”

Such criticisms was commonplace by now, but Hobbes transcends his humanist
predecessors in giving a rather detailed analysis of insignificant speech: “insignifi-
cant sounds,” he says, are of two sorts: “One when they are new, and yet their mean-
ing not explained by definition; whereof there have been abundance coined by
schoolmen, and puzzled philosophers. Another, when men make a name of two
names, whose significations are contradictory and inconsistent.”>! Examples of this
latter kind are “incorporeal body,” or “incorporeal substance.” As he explains:

For whensoever any affirmation is false, the two names of which it is composed, put
together and made one, signify nothing at all. For example, if it be a false affirmation to say
a quadrangle is round, the word round quadrangle signifies nothing, but is a mere sound.
So likewise, if it be false to say that virtue can be poured, or blown up and down, the words
in-poured virtue, in-blown virtue, are as absurd and insignificant as a round quadrangle.

In the next chapter he develops this point by explaining how absurdities arise when
we mix up words that belong to different categories, for example, when we give
names of bodies to accidents, or vice versa (“faith is infused or inspired,” “extension
is body,” “phantasms are spirits”), or when we give names of bodies to names or
speeches (“there be things universal,” “a living creature is genus, or a general
thing”), or names of accidents to names and speeches (‘a man’s command is his
will”).>? Another cause of “absurd conclusions” is “the use of metaphors, tropes,
and other rhetorical figures, instead of words proper,” which — though lawful in
common speech — should not be admitted in the “reckoning and seeking of truth,”
that is in science and philosophy. A last source mentioned by Hobbes is the use of
names “that signify nothing, but are taken up, and learned by rote from the schools,
as hypostatical, transubstantiate, consubstantiate, eternal-now, and the like canting
of schoolmen.” By the standards of Hobbes’s own materialistic philosophy, many
things turn out to be absurd such as “incorporeal substance” or “incorporeal body,”
and his inclusion of the terms just quoted (and also “free will” since a person can be
free, but not his will) clearly reveals Hobbes’s ultimate aim, namely to criticize a
number of philosophical and theological doctrines on transsubstantiation, the soul,
separate essences, the Trinity — doctrines which he finds dangerous for the stability
of the commonwealth. This critique forms the basso continuo of Part IV of the
Leviathan.

NTbid., 46 and Hobbes (2012), 122.
S'Hobbes (1994), 21; Hobbes (2012), 60.

22Hobbes (1994), 24-25; Hobbes (2012), 68-70; probably adapted from a similar listing in
Hobbes’s De corpore 1.v.3-9.
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It has puzzled scholars that Hobbes recommends a proper, that is, non-figurative
language in philosophy and science, because his own style abounds with metaphors
and rhetorical tropes. But for Hobbes rhetoric was essentially a matter of style and
presentation, but never part of the production of true knowledge and the construc-
tion of science. Science requires definitions, deductions and demonstrative reason-
ing, in which there is no place for metaphors and rhetorical embellishments.>

It is not difficult to point to similarities between Hobbes and Renaissance critics
of scholastic Aristotelianism. Gianni Paganini has suggested that “the affinity is
undeniable between the philological-linguistic argument defended in Elegantiae
and Disputationes, on the one hand, and the many passages of the Appendix [to the
Latin Leviathan] and the Leviathan itself,” and more in particular that it is “very
probable” that Valla was a source for Hobbes’s daring views on the Trinity.>* As
author with a more than solid background in Renaissance humanist culture, Hobbes
was surely indebted to a long tradition of Renaissance anti-Aristotelianism in which
Valla was an important (early) voice, and Reformation authors referred to Valla’s
treatise against the authenticity of the Donation of Constantine. There is no evi-
dence, however, that Hobbes had read Valla’s Disputationes.>> Important debates
and controversies on religious and political matters had taken place in the two cen-
turies that separate them — debates that enriched Hobbes’s understanding and exege-
sis of these theological doctrines.® Moreover, there are important differences
between the two thinkers, not only in their view of God, matter, body, soul and so
on, but also in their linguistic approach. Hobbes’s solution to the “insignificant
speech” is of course not a return to classical Latin nor does he argue that the com-
mon language of the people is always correct. For Hobbes the solution lies in defin-
ing one’s terms very carefully and avoiding the combination of words that belong to
different categories. Moreover, Hobbes’s own definitions of terms and concepts do
not always reflect common usage but aim at reforming usage, often with the purpose
of bringing them more in tune with the ultimate political aim he had in mind.”” Valla
does not distinguish between such categories. He did not share Hobbes’s love for
geometry, definitions, deductions and proofs. Valla’s notion of linguistic usage
(consuetudo) is defined in terms of the Latin of the great classical authors, an ideal
that is certainly not central to Hobbes, who often criticizes these authors for having
failed to understand the nature of morality and politics.

33 Nauta (2002).
*Paganini (2003), 211.

531n private correspondence Noel Malcolm writes to me that in his transcriptions of the Hardwick
Hall library catalogues he cannot find any reference to any work by Valla except his Latin transla-
tion of Thucydides. Of course, one would expect a well-educated man such as Hobbes to have
encountered the Elegantiae at some stage, but still Malcolm sees no distinctive debt to it in
Hobbes’s writings.

%See Sommerville (1992), Chaps. 6 and 7; Malcolm in Hobbes (2012), vol. 1, 45-47, 106,
181-82.

S7Curley in Hobbes (1994), x.
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Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (1646-1716)

A philosopher who undoubtedly knew the work of Valla (viz. his dialogue on free
will) was Leibniz, but it is in critical dialogue with a follower of Valla, the sixteenth-
century humanist Mario Nizolio, that Leibniz developed his views on the require-
ments of clear speech and philosophical language. The Ciceronian Nizolio had
published his On the true principles and the true manner of philosophizing against the
pseudophilosophers in 1553. This work contains a radical critique of the ontology and
conceptual armory of the scholastics, and in particular of universals, which Nizolio
believed were accepted by virtually all philosophical schools except the nominalists.

In the preface to his edition, Leibniz discusses philosophical style. He shares a
principle endorsed by Nizolio that “whatever cannot be explained in popular terms
is nothing and should be exorcised from philosophy as if by an incantation, unless
it can be known by immediate sense experience.”*® Like Nizolio, Leibniz thinks that
the “passion for devising abstract words has almost obfuscated philosophy for us
entirely.” As we want to communicate our thoughts we must be very clear in our
language: “the greatest clarity is found in commonplace terms with their popular
usage retained.” Since “usage is master” (der Gebrauch ist der Meister), Leibniz is
sceptical about linguistic innovation, and he warns against assigning meaning to
philosophical terms “which are not in conformity with usage from which one should
not stray easily in writings intended for the common man.”*® Technical terms are
therefore to be shunned “as worse than dog or snake, and one must abstain particu-
larly from those words for categories which are far removed from Latin usage.”*
Yet Leibniz also realizes that technical terms cannot always be avoided “because of
the prolixity which would result if popular terms were always used.” In geometry
e.g. “popular usage does not exactly fit the concepts of geometry.” But technical
terms, which can be convenient and handsome abbreviations of much longer
descriptions in non-technical language, must ultimately be reducible to common
terms. As Leibniz concludes®':

There is certainly nothing which cannot be expressed in popular terms, at least by using
many of them. Hence Nizolius rightly urges that anything be regarded as nonexistent, ficti-
tious, and useless to which there cannot be assigned a word in the vernacular, however
general; that is, as I interpret him, a word which joined together with other general words
can express the matter.

Just like Hobbes, Leibniz argues that terms “ought to involve either no figures of
speech or few and apt ones.”® He criticizes the scholastics in particular, because
“strange though this sounds, their speech abounds with figures. What else are such

% For this and the following quotation see Leibniz (1969), 124, 126, 123. For an analysis of
Nizolio’s work see Nauta (2012).

% Quoted by Laerke (2009), 942 n. 25.

0 Leibniz (1969), 123 for this and the following quotation.
11bid., 124.

©21bid., 126 for this and the following two quotations.
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terms as to depend, to inhere, to emanate and to inflow?” And again like Hobbes, he
gives as example Suarez’ term “influx,” which is metaphorical and more obscure
than what it defines, viz. “cause.” But it is not only the scholastics who use obscure
language. In other letters and writings Leibniz frequently says that Descartes and
especially Spinoza often used obscure terms and definitions.®

But while sharing Nizolio’s plea for a common language in philosophizing,
Leibniz omits elegance from the three praiseworthy marks of speech (clarity, truth,
and elegance):

since our discussion concerns philosophical discourse and the style that befits it, we shall
omit elegance for the present, although we may admit that it can be of great service in secur-
ing attention, in moving minds, and in impressing things more deeply on the memory.

Not surprisingly, he considers Nizolio’s principles of correct philosophizing, which
included knowledge of classical languages and their literature as well as grammar
and rhetoric, “principles of speech rather than of thought.”®® Thus, although he pres-
ents Nizolio as an excellent guide toward a “sober, proper, natural, and truly philo-
sophical way of speaking,” his omission of elegance from philosophical style
suggests that the Ciceronian link between verba and res, style and content, elegance
and clarity-truth, was no longer felt as intimate and intrinsic in the way in which
humanists such as Nizolio had done.*

Conclusion

One of the aims of this article has been to show that the humanists, while most of
them were not philosophers in any modern sense of the word, were important
sources for later Renaissance thinkers and early modern philosophers for the way in
which they formulated their critique of scholastic language. All shared a convic-
tion — which we certainly do not need to share — that this language, at least in its
more baroque forms, was artificial, unnatural, uninformative, ungrammatical, and
quasi-precise. The scholastics were accused of having introduced a terminology that
was a far cry from the common language people spoke, wrote, and read. They had
erected a building in which no one but they wanted to live, full of invented notions
and entities. But criticizing this language — and with that, a whole way of doing
philosophy — is one thing, formulating an alternative is something else, and the
notion of the common language turned out to be not so straightforward as it seemed.

For generations of humanists from Petrarch to Vives (and beyond) classical Latin
was the common language, providing the norm for anyone who wanted to speak and
write Latin. Their conviction was that it also provided a sine qua non for clear
thinking. But as we have seen, common also meant what “everybody” would

9 On this see Laerke (2009).

%Leibniz (1969), 121-122.

%Leibniz in Nizolio, Mario (1956), vol. 1, 30.

%These last sentences are taken from Nauta (2012), 62.



76 L. Nauta

“normally” say in such and such a situation or how we “naturally” would argue or
reason. Hence humanists emphasized that our grammars and handbooks of logic
should be based on practice and usage rather than on theoretical rules of one’s own
making. What we see in the writings of these humanists is a smooth equation of
these two senses of “common.” Valla, for instance, frequently mentions “the speech
that is common as well as learned” in one breath (popularis sermo atque erudito-
rum), speaking also of “speech that is natural, speech commonly used by educated
people” (ad naturalem et a doctis tritum sermonem) or referring to “those who
speak naturally (naturaliter), like orators.”®” In Vives we saw a similar merging of
the category of the auctoritates with that of the common people. For two reasons
this perhaps surprising interpretation of classical Latin as the common language
seemed to these humanists a very natural one. First, they could believe that the day
was near when an updated version of classical Latin would indeed be the language
spoken and written again by a wide community of people. Second, since both clas-
sical Latin and our so-called common way of speaking were contrasted to the unnat-
ural, “distorted” language of the scholastics, it was a short step for them to blur the
distinction between the first two, particularly when such an elision aided in their
fight against that scholastic language.

And yet they also realized that even this common language could be misleading
in not always presenting the facts adequately (the vessel is empty, while it is, strictly
speaking, not empty as it contains air). Cicero had already made this point, and, as
we saw, Valla and Vives repeated the distinction between on the one hand an “exact”
or “strict”, also called “philosophical” description, and on the other hand an every-
day or common sense one. They must have felt a bit uneasy about the distinction,
for it seemed to leave the door ajar for the view that the common language was not
always good enough for philosophical purposes, and that more exact uses of words
had to be allowed for. Hence, we saw an attempt in Valla, Vives but also in Gassendi
to deny the scholastic philosophers their self-proclaimed “rigor.” For the humanists
“rigor,” if it meant anything at all, could refer only to the semantic precision of clas-
sical Latin. This equation was simply a repetition of their position and did not
answer the issue raised by Cicero, for the rigor of classical Latin was apparently not
always rigorous enough, as Cicero himself had in fact admitted.

Sixteenth-century Ciceronians bit the bullet and declared Cicero’s Latin to be the
only norm, a position deftly demolished by Erasmus, who pleaded — in the line of
Valla and Poliziano — for a more flexible Latin, of course based (though not exclu-
sively) on classical authors.®® But the rise of the vernaculars made the equation of
common language with classical Latin (of whatever stamp) increasingly difficult to
defend. Common language could also mean the vernacular, though in practice Latin
remained the lingua franca. But neither Latin nor the vernacular were always

$7Valla (2012), vol. 1, 106; vol. 2, 208 and 228. For more references see Nauta (2009), 371 n. 36
where I explain that in Valla “natural” does not always refer to the “vernacular” as opposed to
Latin, but to our common way of speaking and writing, irrespective of the particular language we
use.

% There are several articles pertinent to this theme in Ford et al. (2014).
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precise or reliable, as e.g. Vives, Sanches, and Leibniz pointed out. Hence, as before,
“common” was an easy label used as weapon against what one thought was defini-
tively not common, namely the language of the scholastics, but in a world that lin-
guistically speaking became increasingly more pluralistic it became even more
difficult to give positive substance to the notion. Sanches, for instance, no longer felt
the intimate bond between classical Latin and the so-called common language as
earlier humanists had done. Refusing Ciceronian Latin as much as scholastic termi-
nology, he defended a language that he felt reflected the res (things) in a direct way,
and Gassendi claimed the same for his manner of expression. But, as just noticed,
the problem was that this language (Latin in their case) could not be equated with
that of the common people, which was often imprecise for science and philosophy.
From Valla to Leibniz we read that linguistic usage and convention should be fol-
lowed — Leibniz said it in German (der Gebrauch ist der Meister) — but whose usage
was thus not so easy to define.

The attack on what was considered the artificial and unnatural language of the
scholastics continued in the seventeenth century: the alternative that was presented
was the “common” language, either Latin as the lingua franca of the expanding
Republic of Letters or the vernacular to address an even wider public. Philosophical
and scientific language ought to be clear, plain and non-metaphorical — in the words
of Leibniz “sober, proper, natural,” or in the words of Gassendi “an unaffected prose
style which flows spontaneously,” an ideal that was endorsed later by the Royal
Society.® This is not to say that philosophy was now always conducted in such a
clear, “natural,” and common language. But the point is that the long road of what
we may call the democratization of philosophical language, so dear to early modern
philosophers, had its roots — ironically perhaps — in the humanist return to classical
Latin as the common language. It was the humanist idiom of “linguistic usage,”
“convention,” “custom,” “common’ and “natural” language, and “everyday speech”
that was repeated and put to new use by early modern philosophers in their critique
of scholastic language. Here then is a clear line of continuity between the Renaissance
and early modern philosophy.
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Chapter 5
Henry More and Girolamo Cardano

Sarah Hutton

Abstract Henry More’s view of Girolamo Cardano was ambivalent. On the one
hand he regarded his philosophy as “false or uncertain” associating him with Vanini
and Pomponazzi, yet he also regarded him as “that famous philosopher of his age”
worthy of quoting on the title page of his Immortality of the Soul (1659). In my
paper I discuss More’s engagement with Cardano in that work, especially his com-
ments on Fazio Cardano’s dream. I argue that, for More, Cardano represents the
obverse of the problem of materialism, for although he agreed on the existence of
spirits, he filled his cosmos with all sorts of wrongly conceived spirits, making him
guilty of heterodoxy and atheism. More sought to expose Cardano’s errors by means
of the same strategy used in the case of Hobbes: by using his adversary’s own
method of argument. He drew on modern philosophy (Cartesianism) to dispel the
obscurantism and misbelief in Cardano, which he links to the atheism of Pomponazzi
and Vanini.

The Cambridge Platonists and Renaissance Philosophy

The Cambridge Platonists were indebted to Renaissance Philosophy in two obvious
respects. First, like all philosophers of their day, they owed to the labours of
Renaissance Humanists the recovery of the corpus of ancient philosophy — espe-
cially the writings of Plato and Plotinus, but also Sextus Empiricus, Proclus and
others. Secondly, among humanist philosophers, they owed a special debt to
Marsilio Ficino for both his pioneering work in recovering the corpus of Plato’s
writings and the Enneads of Plotinus, and for the type of Christianised interpreta-
tion of Plato and Plotinus which he evolved.! But Ficino was not the only Renaissance
philosopher with whom they were conversant: they also make reference to the

' The Cambridge Platonists were not in fact as deeply indebted to Ficino as is commonly assumed.
They did not draw on his Theologia platonica and they used the Stephanus-Serranus edition of
Plato, rather than Ficino’s. See Hutton (2013b).
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writings of other Renaissance philosophers, among them Pietro Pomponazzi, Cesare
Vanini, Girolamo Cardano, lacopo Zabarella and Jean Fernel. Machiavelli too is
mentioned. This list of names is not untypical of book collections in the period.
Gabriel Naudé€’s ‘wishlist’ for the ideal library, his Advis pour dresser une biblio-
theque (1627), which was translated by Evelyn in 1661, recommends that a library
should contain a representative survey of philosophers from ancient to contempo-
rary, including among the principal “novatores”, “Telesius, Patricius, Campanella,
Verulamius, Gilbert, lordanus Brunus”. He adds that “it would be a fault unpardon-
able in one who professes to store a Library, not to place in it Piccolomini, Zabarell,
Achillinus, Niphus, Pomponacius, Licetus, Cremoninus, [...] Montagne, Charon,
Verulam”,? as well as Fernel, Cardano and others. From among these names he
describes Cardano, Pomponazzi and Bruno as “curious and not vulgar Authors”.
The same cast of thinkers is also found in British libraries. One of the largest, was
the library of the second Viscount Conway which contains many Italian philosophi-
cal books, including, besides Cardano, books by Giordano Bruno, Bernadino
Telesio, Andrea Cesalpino, Giovanni Pico della Mirandola, Francesco Patrizi and
Agostino Steuco, as well as Alessandro Piccolomini, Andrea Cesalpino, and Iacopo
Zabarella.?

But engagement with the philosophy of the past did not preclude interest in con-
temporary philosophy. It is especially true of the Cambridge Platonists, that they
took a clear — even pioneering — interest in contemporary new philosophy while at
the same time drawing on the Platonic tradition revived in the Renaissance. However,
an obvious debt to Renaissance philosophy is not, on the whole, regarded positively
by historians of philosophy, but is often viewed as a debt to obscurantism. In large
measure this is explicable by the fact that the most widespread narrative about the
rise of modern philosophy treats the seventeenth century as a watershed, in which
modernisers broke with the past.

A classic statement of the view that, as heralds of the new who retain a penchant
for things Renaissance, the Cambridge Platonists were by definition muddled think-
ers, is Alexandre Koyré’s assessment of Henry More. In his From the Closed World
to the Infinite Universe Koyré presents him as someone who struggled with
modernity:

Henry More enjoys a rather bad reputation among historians of philosophy, which is not
surprising. In some sense he belongs much more to the history of the hermetic, or occultist,
tradition than to that of philosophy proper; in some sense he is not of his time: he is a spiri-
tual contemporary of Marsilio Ficino, lost in the disenchanted world of the ‘new philoso-
phy’ and fighting a losing battle against it.

To be fair to Koyré he does actually credit Henry More with important insights, but
he cannot reconcile these with the identifiably Renaissance elements of much of his

2i.e. Alessandro Piccolomini, Tacopo Zabarella, Achillinus, Agostino Nifo, Pietro Pomponazzi,
Fortunio Liceti, Cesare Cremonini, Michel de Montaigne, Pierre Charon, Francis Bacon. Naudé
(1661). For more information on these see Copenhaver (1992).

3The most well-represented Italian philosopher in Lord Conway’s collection is Fortunio Liceti,
with 18 books listed. Also listed is Julius Caesar Scaliger’s attack on Cardano: Scaliger (1557).
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thinking. Fundamentally he sees More as someone who achieved what he did, in
spite of his Renaissance roots. Koyré goes on:

And yet, in spite of his partially anachronistic standpoint, in spite of his invincible trend
towards syncretism which makes him jumble together Plato and Aristotle, Democritus and
the Cabala, the thrice great Hermes and the Stoa, it was Henry More who gave to the new
science — and the new world view — some of the most important elements of the metaphysi-
cal framework which ensured its development: this because, in spite of his unbridled phan-
tasy, which enabled him to describe at length God’s paradise and the life and various
occupations of the blessed souls and spirits in their post-terrestrial existence, in spite of his
amazing credulity [...] which made him believe in magic, in witches, in apparitions, in
ghosts, Henry More succeeded in grasping the fundamental principle of the new ontology,
the infinitization of space, which he asserted with an unflinching and fearless energy.*

Although More’s contribution to early modern philosophy is now receiving more
acknowledgement, this is usually at the price of overlooking his relationship to
Renaissance philosophy.® The same may be said of the other Cambridge Platonists.
In this paper I want to challenge this negative view of the relationship of Renaissance
philosophy to seventeenth-century philosophy by exploring Henry More’s engage-
ment with Girolamo Cardano, in the context of his lively interest in contemporary
philosophy, especially Cartesianism. By examining more closely More’s use of
Cardano, we can perhaps view his engagement with Renaissance philosophy in a
less negative light than Koyré did.

Henry More and Renaissance Philosophy

Henry More had an extensive knowledge of Renaissance philosophy from his
undergraduate days. As he tells us in the preface to his Opera Omnia, he set himself
to study not just Aristotle, but Cardano and Scaliger, in his eager search for “the
Knowledge of natural and divine Things” which he “chiefly desired to be satisfied
about”, because they seemed to him “the highest Pleasure and Felicity Imaginable”.
However he recalls his disappointment after immersing himself

Head and Ears in the Study of Philosophy; promising a most wonderful Happiness to my
self in it. Aristotle, therefore Cardan, Julius Scaliger and other Philosophers of the greatest
note I diligently perused. In which the Truth, though I met here and there with some things
wittily and accurately, sometimes also solidly spoken; yet the most seemed to me either so
false or uncertain or else so obvious that I looked upon myself as having plainly lost my
time in the Reading of such Authors.®

After studying these philosophers “of greatest note” for four years, he writes, his
studies “ended in nothing, in a manner, but mere Scepticism” (though he assures his

*Koyré (1957), 125-126.

>Important recent studies, especially in the history of moral philosophy are Gill (2006); Darwall
(1995); Reid (2012); Schneewind (2003).

§Ward (2000), 17.
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reader that he “never had the least Doubt” about the existence of God and moral
obligations).” Nevertheless, he found more satisfaction when he discovered Ficino
and the Neoplatonists — but it was only after graduating, that he came to read
“Marsilius Ficinus, Plotinus himself, Mercurius Trismegistus; and the mystical
Divines among whom there was frequent mention of the Purification of the Soul”.
The only mystical text he names is the Theologia Germanica, a firm favourite of his.
There is a strong suggestion in this autobiographical sketch that Cardano, Scaliger
and Aristotle had their limitations, and that Ficino and the Platonists took him to
places that they didn’t reach. I might add that he seems to have read Descartes not
long after this, in the early 1640s.8 We also know from his writings that he also read
Machiavelli, Galileo, Pomponazzi and Vanini. However, neither here in his account
of his studies, nor in his works, can one find direct references to Telesio and
Campanella.

Apart from the special case of Galileo, the Italian philosopher to figure most
significantly in More’s writings is Girolamo Cardano (1501-1576), whom he cites
or discusses in his three main English writings: Antidote against Atheism (1655), Of
the Immortality of the Soul (1659) and An Explanation of the Grand Mystery of
Godliness (1660). The Cardano works cited are De subtilitate, De rerum varietate,
De animorum immortalitate. He also refers to De vita propria and he accords
Cardano distinction of quoting from him on the title page of his Of the Immortality
of the Soul.

More’s decision to study Cardano when he was an undergraduate was not an
idiosyncratic choice on his part. Although a controversial figure, Cardano was nev-
ertheless considered an authoritative thinker and there appears to have been a revival
of interest following Gabriel Naudé’s publication of his life of him in 1643.°
Cardano’s writings were widely known in the seventeenth century. His Opera
Omnia was reprinted as late as 1663.'° De subtilitate, in particular, was an immensely
popular work and remained in circulation well into the seventeenth century, when it
was reprinted until 1664. Knowledge of De subtilitate would only have been inten-
sified by Scaliger’s 900-page vitriolic attack on it, Exotericae Exercitationes,
another widely read work which was printed and reprinted well into the seventeenth
century.!! Opinion on Cardano was divided. Francis Bacon dismissed him as unreli-
able because his works contain “much fabulous matter, a great part only untried, but
notoriously untrue, to the great derogation of the credit of natural philosophy with

7Quoted in Ward (2000), 18.
$More graduated BA in 1636 and MA in 1639. For the life of More, see Crocker (2003).

°See Maclean (1986). A physician by training, Cardano was a polymath, who published on a wide
variety of topics, including astrology, mathematics, metaphysics and medicine. His intellectual
formation is a complex interweaving of different strands — humanist, Aristotelian and Galenic, but
he was a trenchant critic of Aristotle who sought a new methodology for the discovery of new
knowledge, to be achieved by collaborative investigation based on experience. See Baldi and
Canziani (1999); Giglioni (2013).

1 Maclean (2007); Maclean (2009). Also Maclean (2005).

"Described by Anthony Grafton as “the most savage book review in the bitter annals of literary
invective”, this was a standard work in university reading lists. See Grafton (1999), 4.
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the grave and sober kind of wits.”'? But others held him in high regard. In 1670 in
his The Voyage of Italy Richard Lassels names Cardano along with Ficino and Pico
della Mirandola as Italy’s leading philosophers. In the same year, Robert Boyle cites
De subtilitate as a source in New Experiments Physico-mechanical, while Locke’s
admirer, Richard Burthogge expressed the view that he was a “wonderfully know-
ing and learned man” as late as 1699."

Given Cardano’s fame, the fact that More read and cites him is not of itself sur-
prising. We may surmise that More probably originally read Cardano sub specie (so
to say) Julius Caesar Scaliger, since he cites Scaliger’s Exotericae Exercitationes in
the notes of his first-published work, his Psychodia Platonica, which appeared in
1642.14 Scaliger’s text figures in university reading lists. More’s scholarly interest in
Cardano at such an early date was perhaps unusual, since Cardano’s main reader-
ship was a general rather than an academic one, and More’s interest in Cardano
antedates Gabriel Naudé’s publication of his life of him in 1643.

However, from the first, there was decided ambivalence in More’s assessment of
Cardano. As we saw his undergraduate “search for knowledge of natural and divine
things” in Cardano, as well as Scaliger and Aristotle, ended in disappointment. He
concluded that their grasp of the truth was patchy, and that their views were for the
most part “false or uncertain”. In his writings More refers to Cardano variously as
“that famous philosopher of his age” and “that odd and crooked Writer”.!> On the
one hand he uses him as an authoritative source for instances of natural and super-
natural phenomena. For example he draws on him for examples of the orderliness
of nature, including the natural architecture of martins’ nests, honeycombs and spi-
derwebs.!'¢ And he also draws on Cardano for examples of supernatural events, such
as the appearance of apparitions to warn of impending human disasters — for exam-
ple, the prodigies reported to have been seen prior to the fall of Mexico.!” Other
Cardanesque prodigies are linked to more mundane circumstances, e.g. “a young
man, [...] [on a] Cart all covered with fire”, the apparition of ““a man of a huge stat-
ure with his belly cut up and exenterated, and two children in his armes” seen by a
couple of washerwomen; an account of man vomiting glass, iron, nails and hair.
Cardano isn’t his only source for natural phenomena and “prodigies”, and he justi-
fies mentioning such things on the grounds that it is difficult to explain them away

12Bacon, Advancement of Learning, 1.4.10.
3 Lassels (1670), 8; Boyle (1682), 192; Burthogge (1699), 12.
14 More (1642).

SMore, Immortality of the Soul, 2.12.11, 114 (references to Immortality of the Soul are given by
book, chapter and section number, followed by the page number from A Collection of Several
Philosophical Writings (More (1662), abbreviated as CSPW, in which the constituent writings are
individually paginated). More, Immortality of the Soul, 7.14.4, 336.

' Immortality of the Soul, 3.13.9. He also cites Scaliger, Fallopius and even Vanini for evidence of
natural occurrences which can be explained in terms of the operation of some kind of spirit in the
world, “if those Histories be true, of extemporary Salads sown and gathered not many hours before
the meal they are eaten at: and of the sudden ingendring of Frogs upon the fall of rain [...].” Ibid.,
2.15.6, p. 165, 267.

"More (1660), 219, 222.
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as the effects of, e.g., melancholy or hallucination: “these effects extraordinary and
supernatural being so palpable and permanent, they are not at all lyable to such
Subterfuges as Atheists usually betakes themselves to as of Melancholy, and distur-
bance of Phansie [...]""8

By contrast, More was highly critical of Cardano’s astrological theories of natu-
ral causality. The last four chapters of An Explanation of the Grand Mystery of
Godliness (1660) are devoted to an attack on judicial astrology,'® in the course of
which he attacks Cardano’s theories of sidereal influence. More judged that Cardano
sometimes “writes more like a Priest of the Sun then a man of Reason or a sound
Philosopher” for attributing understanding (“intellectus”) to the sun, so making
“Visible light and Intellect all one”. He attacked Cardano’s astrological determin-
ism, and he subscribed to a long-standing general condemnation of Cardano for
casting the horoscope of Christ (‘“Cardanus his high folly in calculating the Nativity
of our Saviour”).®® More’s condemnation of Cardano’s heterodox astrology is
understandable in theological terms, and nothing new.?' His qualms about Cardano
are fuelled by his view that Cardano gave encouragement to two atheists, Pomponazzi
and Vanini, both equally far “laps’d into Atheism”.?

The Immortality of the Soul

The complexity of More’s attitude towards Cardano is most apparent in his The
Immortality of the Soul, so farre forth as it is demonstrable from the knowledge of
nature and the light of reason which was first published in 1659, and republished
shortly afterwards in the first volume of his A Collection of Several Philosophical
Writings (1662). The title page suggests approbation of Cardano — or, at the very
least, invites comparison with Cardano:

Quid jucundius quam scire quid simus, quid fuerimus, quid erimus; atque cum his etiam
divina atque suprema illa post obitum Mundique vicissitudines?

As translated by More’s biographer, Richard Ward, this reads:

What can be pleasanter than to know what we are, what we have been, what we shall be,
and together with these those last and divine things which come after Death and the great
Changes or Revolutions of the World?*

8More, Antidote against Atheism, 99, 121, in CSPW.

These chapters were republished separately at a later date (1681) as tract against judicial astrol-
ogy (Tetractys Anti-Astrologica). More was prompted to publish this in response to the attack on
him by John Butler whose Hagiastrologia. Or, The most Sacred and Divine Science of Astrology
vindicated against the Reverend Dr. More’s Calumnies (1680), attacks More’s treatment of judicial
astrology in An Explanation, defending Cardano’s use of it.

20More (1660), 60-61.

2ISee Ernst (2001). Also Grafton (1999), 151-154 and Grafton and Siraisi (2001).

22See Leech (2013).

ZWard (2000), 286.
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This is preceded on the title page by a quotation in Greek attributed to Pythagoras,
to the effect that the air is replete with souls, “That all the air is full of Spirits [...]
and that they are either demons or heroes”.?* Between them these epigraphs are the
leitmotif of The Immortality of the Soul: the driving thesis of the book being that
immaterial, or spiritual substances exist, and that souls have past, present and future
life. The quotation from Cardano, so prominent on the title page, suggests that More
felt an affinity with him. However, as I shall show, his subsequent references in the
course of his discussion suggest otherwise.

Cardano’s philosophy certainly had direct bearing on the subject matter of
Immortality of the Soul. His De animorum immortalitate treats the same topic as
More’s Immortality. And there are many points of common ground between More
and Cardano, not least their Platonising tendencies, and their readiness to venture
into the supra physical realm of demons and spirits (“suprema illa post obitum
Mundique vicissitudines™). More also finds Cardano shared with him opinions
about the nature and pre-existence of the soul. Cardano, he claims “expressly con-
cludes, that the rational Soul is both a distinct being from the Soul of the World and
that it does praexist before it comes into the Body”. Both Cardano and More con-
ceived of the cosmos as filled with spirits of one kind of another. A large segment of
Cardano’s supra-lunary universe is reserved for spiritual beings which he calls dae-
mones or demons. They both agreed that the natural abode for souls after death was
the air. Furthermore, Cardano held that matter is inert and he explained natural
phenomena in terms of spirit or soul pervading all things. Suffice to say that
Cardano’s is a far more complex theory, in which the functions which More attri-
butes to his “Hylarchic Spirit” or “Spirit of Nature” are distributed between four
different spirits.”® The similarities with More are more apparent than real, and the
differences between them not a simple matter of scale. In order to understand this
we need to take cognizance of More’s own theory of the soul.

The Afterlife of the Soul

More’s Immortality of the Soul is a significant statement of his mature philosophy,
in which he presents what might be called his trademark metaphysical doctrines.
These include, first, his classic definition of the properties of incorporeal substance
as the inverse of the definition of corporeal substance: both share the property of
extension, but where body is impenetrable and discerpible (i.e. separable),

**Taken from Diogenes Laertius VIIL.32, in Richard Ward’s translation which renders genii as
demons. Ward (2000), 286.

% Cardano proposes nine orders of celestial beings and “seven natures”. These latter are “the infi-
nite, or God”, eternal in itself; “the soul of all things or lives”, the soul of the world; first mover
(the primum movens); the souls of the various planets; sentient minds (mentes sensiles); the com-
mon sentient that presides over all sentient lives (communis sensilis); the “common and vital soul”
(anima communis atque vitalis); life or “the soul conceived in matter”. See Giglioni (2013b).
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immaterial substance, or spirit is penetrable and indiscerpible. Secondly, More’s
Immortality contains a first statement of his causal theory, his hypothesis of the
“Spirit of Nature” (“the Quartermaster General of Divine Providence”). In addition
to these, the book elaborates other theories of central importance in More’s meta-
physics — his revival and restatement of the doctrine of the vehicle of the soul, and
his hypothesis of the “vital congruity” of soul and body in order to explain their
cohesion. Many of the themes which he treats had been discussed in earlier works,
including his philosophical poems. One such theme was mortalism.

Immortality of the Soul is both a pneumatology and a work of rational religious
apologetics, which seeks to defend the fundamental notion of the soul’s immortality
in non-theological terms, using only rational argument. In it More combines the
modern mathematical methods (i.e. a set of axioms deduced from supposedly self-
evident claims) with the arguments drawn from experience. These latter rely heavily
on the testimony of witnesses to the activity of spiritual forces, and most of that
testimony is derived from books. In the course of his discussion he invokes
Descartes. It was in the Preface to The Immortality of the Soul that he famously
recommended the teaching of Cartesian natural philosophy in the English
Universities. Most attention accorded to this work has focused on More’s refutation
of the new ‘mechanical’ philosophy, particularly the materialist philosophy of
Thomas Hobbes, but also Cartesianism which are discussed in the first two books.
This has, therefore, become paradigmatic for More’s confrontation with modern
philosophy. Little or no attention has been accorded to Book 3 of Immortality of the
Soul which deals with the life of the soul after its separation from its earthly body at
death. It is this book which contains More’s main discussion of Cardano.

For More, the afterlife of the soul is an essential aspect of his case for the soul’s
immortality. After all, if souls are immortal, it follows that they must continue in
existence after death. And More’s view of the life of the soul after death requires
that this be continuous and that it involves more than bare existence. The afterlife is
a full and active life where souls move, communicate with one another, feel pleasure
or pain. For this reason he specifically rejects the hypothesis that souls sleep until
judgement day (“psychathanasia’) or that they die only to be resurrected at the last
trumpet (mortalism). The activity of the soul, its capacity for sensation, imagina-
tion, and memory would not, however, be possible without a physical body.?” It
therefore follows that at no point, does the soul completely lose a material body:
“And therefore if the Soul act at all after death, [...] it is evident that she is not
released from all vital union with all kind of Matter whatsoever.”?® In order to
explain how souls can feel, enjoy sensations, and remember their past lives, More
revived the Neoplatonic idea of the vehicle of the soul, according to which every
soul, has a sort of “envelope”, which contains it. After quitting its terrestrial body,

2 Antipsychopannychia, A Confutation of the Sleep of the Soul after Death which was published in
Psychodia Platonica. See Hutton (2013a). On More’s metaphysics, see Reid (2012).

2 Immortality of the Soul, 2. 11.1-6, p. 106-107.
21bid., 3.1. 2., 159-160.
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the soul is attached to a “vehicle”, a diaphanous body, first of air, then aetherial.?
By means of the doctrine of the vehicle of the soul he could explain the continued
life of the soul post obitum without attaching it to another, different earthly body —
i.e. by transmigration which he regarded as an aberration of the Pythagoreans.*
Furthermore by showing how the soul may live and act separately from its earthly
body, he believed he could account for such para-normal phenomena as out-of-body
experiences or extasis, apparitions, daemons, and witches. Such phenomena, in
More’s view constitute empirical evidence for the after-life existence of deceased
souls.’! But most importantly for More, there are moral reasons for the soul to retain
the capacity for sensation and memory after death: without memory there would
be no conscience, no awareness of past wrongs, and no sensation of the pain of
punishment for them, or of the joy which rewards the good. Rewards and punish-
ments in the afterlife would be useless and arbitrary if the soul had no memory of
past actions, and could not feel the punishment or taste the rewards in which those
actions incur according to the rule of divine justice. This is especially important in
view of the fact that More held that souls could continue to improve themselves
after death. As they do so they are able to progress from an aerial state to an aethe-
rial one, exchanging their aerial vehicles for an aetherial ones. And their sensitivity
is heightened as they do so: “The purer the Vehicle is, the more quick and perfect are
the Perceptive Faculties of the Soul.”*?> To deny punishment in the afterlife is to deny
the providence of God, only one step from atheism.** Furthermore, post-mortem
memory was an essential component of More’s argument against the Averroist doc-
trine of the single universal soul.** For these reasons, More’s theory of the soul
invests heavily in arguments which explain the union of soul with body, and attack
theories which either entail the separability of soul from body, or which claim that
the soul can exist in a disembodied state. These include those who deny post-mortem
memory (Aristotle and Averroes) and those who make a radical distinction between
soul and body (Descartes). More’s qualms about Cardano are fuelled by his view
that Cardano gave succour to two atheists, Pomponazzi and Vanini, both equally far
“laps’d into Atheism”.

2For an account of More’s theory of the vehicle of the soul, see Reid (2012), Chap. 10.

30The Pythagoreans he says in Conjectura Cabbalistica, “have mingled their own fooleries with it,
either out of the wantonnesse of their Fancy, or mistake of Judgement; Such as are the
Transmigration of Humane Souls into Brutes”, Defence of the Threefold Cabbala, 43, in CSPW.
3LCS. An Explanation, 6.5.1, 226: “the Souls as well of the Good as the Bad after Death have an
Aereal Body, in which, if Stories be true, they have sometimes appeared after their decease. And
that they may act, think and understand in these Aiery vehicles, as well as other Spirits doe, is not
at all incredible nor improbable [...].” The doctrine of the vehicle of the soul is also used by More
to refute deniers of the resurrection of the body, who claim that souls can exist without bodies.

32 Immortality of the Soul, 3.11.1, p. 188.

#1bid., 3.11.6, p. 189.

3Hutton (2013a, b).
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Cardano in the Immortality of the Soul

In Book 3 More first discusses Cardano in relation to the question of “the natural
abode of the Soul after death”, which both he and Cardano think is the air. Cardano’s
“peculiar conceit”, advanced in De rerum varietate, is that
the supreme Region of the Aire was the only habitation of all Demons or Spirits whatever,
and that their descent to us is as rare as the diving of Men into the bottome of the Sea, and

almost as difficult, this thicke Aire we breath in being unsutable to their tenuious consisten-
cies as the Water is to us.%

These spirits “bear us no good will”, but occupying a different environment from us,
when these demons attack us they do so like anglers, sending down “Dreams and
Apparitions” to entangle us, “as we do the Fishes, by baits, and Nets, and Eel-
Spears, or such like Engines which we cast into the bottom of the Water”.3® Although
he agrees with Cardano that after death the natural element of the soul is the air,
More denies that souls are confined to the upper regions of the air (“Cardan’s con-
ceit of placing all Daemons in the upper Region”), and that they are enemies of
humans and delight in their destruction. He takes up Cardano’s analogy with fish
(which he refers to as a “Parable”), to offer an alternative explanation of why spirits
are rarely seen in terms of his theory of the vehicle of the soul. Spirits are as difficult
to render visible, as it is for divers to hold their breath under water. To deny their
existence would be like fish disputing about whether men exist.’’ Continuing the
fishing analogy, he dismisses the idea that aerial spirits are “Haters of Mankind”
who enjoy destroying them:

For Men do not hate Fishes because they live in another Element different from theirs, but
catch them merely in love to themselves for gain and food.*

He further explains that spirits do little harm, not because they are insubstantial or
too distant, but because of the universal law of justice, “the Law of the Universe,
whose force penetrates through all the Orders of Beings”. The general gist of More’s
critique is that many of Cardano’s claims are “too trivial and idiotick, and far below
the pitch of a philosopher”. By contrast, his own explanation of the behaviour of
demons is “a more rational hypothesis”.

The next reference to Cardano in Immortality of the Soul comes in book 3
Chap. 12 in which More opposes Aristotle and Cardano’s denial that the soul retains
memory after death. This is pertinent to the issue of mortalism and is a key element
in his refutation of Averroistic monopsychism, which he first proposed in his poem
Antimonosphychia. Reiterating a point made earlier in book 2, that “the immediate
seat of Memory is the Soul her self”,* More argues that memory is essential for

3 Immortality of the Soul, 3.3.4, p. 156.
*Tbid.

TIbid., 3.3.7, p. 157.

#1bid.

¥1bid., 3.11.1, p. 188.
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conscience and the “inward sense of good and evil”. Most of the discussion consists
of an elaboration of the theory of how memory functions in relation to the operation
of divine justice. This discussion is pertinent to More’s conception of personal iden-
tity outlined in Immortality of the Soul Chap. 17, in which he opposes the Averroistic
notion of a single universal soul (monopsychism) by arguing that awareness or con-
sciousness is a key unifier of soul and body, which individuates particular souls,
constituting “every man’s personal Ipseity”.*

The third, and most extensive discussion of Cardano in the same book of
Immortality of the Soul also confronts the issue of mortalism, this time by reference
to Cardano’s account of a dream of his father’s, Fazio (Facius) Cardano, which he
recounts in De subtilitate. This is one of three dreams cited by More as the main
evidence to be adduced in favour of mortalism (“the most notable Testimonies for
the Mortality of Daemons” — the others being Hesiod and Plutarch). It consisted of
a 3-hour conversation with seven “aerial Inhabitants” or demons on “The 13. day of
August 1491 [...], at the 20. houre of the day”, when, according to Fazio Cardano:

[...] there appeared to me, after their usual manner, seven men cloathed in silk garments,
with cloaks after the Greek mode, with purple stockings and crimson Cassocks, red and
shining on their breasts; nor were they all thus clad, but onely two of them who were the
chief. On the ruddier and taller of these two other two waited, but the less and paler had
three attendants; so that they made up seven in all. They were about 40 years of age, but
lookt as if they had not reacht 30. When they were asked who they were, they answered that
they were Homines aerii, Aerial Men, who are born and die as we; but that their life is much
longer then ours, as reaching to 300. years.*!

The ensuing conversation with these “Aerial Men” in the dream yields a farrago of
mutually inconsistent opinions. Among the topics discussed is “the Immortality of
our Souls” and the eternity of the world. One airy man denied the eternity of the
world and another advanced an occasionalist hypothesis, according to which God
sustains the world continuously. They claimed to be a higher order of being than
men, and that their “happiness or misery as much transcended ours, as ours does the
brute Beasts”. They can do no harm to men, because of their physical tenuousness,
but they can transmit apparitions and knowledge to men. Two were university pro-
fessors, each with a couple of hundred students. Some acted as the “genii’ of good
and noble men (rather as men who are trainers of dogs). They knew where treasure
was hidden, but were forbidden by a special law from revealing its whereabouts.

In his response to Fazio Cardano’s dream More does not dismiss it out of hand.
Instead he tackles the various claims and interpretations made by the spirits in to
show how they are “inveloped in obscurity”, and concludes that to decide their
veracity would be a waste of time, except in the case of one claim:

40Tbid., 212-212). See Hutton (2013a).
# Immortality of the Soul, 3.17.5, p. 218.
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how true they all are, it would be too much trouble to determine. But one clause [...] I can-
not let pass, it so nearly concerning the present Subject, and seeming to intercept all hopes
of the Soul’s Immortality.*?

The clause in question is that “our Souls are so farre mortal, as that there is nothing
proper to them remaining after death”. Thus the main concern of More is that these
“Aerial Philosophers” (and by extension Cardano too) were Averroists.*

At first sight it seems astonishing that a philosopher who mustered rational argu-
ments to refute Hobbes and to demonstrate the properties of corporeal and incorpo-
real substance should appeal to such unreliable evidence as dreams, or quibble
about the nature and role of demons. However, More is in fact sceptical about
whether these dreams can demonstrate what they claim to do — namely that spirits
are mortal. In other words, he challenges the authority and value of such dreams as
evidence. The point surely is that if this is the best evidence which the mortalists can
muster (“These are the most notable Testimonies for the Mortality of Daemons that
I have met withall”, writes More),* it is very poor evidence. This is not to say that
the reported dream does not have any significance. But the significance is not its
capacity to demonstrate the truth of what is reported. Rather, its significance is what
it reveals about the author who has recourse to dreams. More’s comments indicate
that he thinks the Fazio Cardano’s dream is a guide (“cynosure”) to Girolamo
Cardano’s opinions (“I am sure he most-what steers his course in his Metaphysical
adventures according to this Cynosura, which is no obscure indication of his assent
and belief.”) More regarded Cardano’s attitude as “shuffling” or equivocating, and
the “dream” as full of “paradoxes”. The danger of Cardano is not simply that he is
wrong about many things, but that in his work, error is mixed with truth in order to
deceive:

if they had a design to winde us into some dangerous errour, it is very likely that they would
shuffle it in amongst many Truths, that those Truths being examined, and found solid at the
bottome, we might not suspect any one of their dictates to be false. Wherefore this vision
being ill meant, the poison intended was, that of the Soul’s Mortality the dangerous false-
ness of which opinion was to be covered by the mixture of the others that are true.*

There are two observations about the role of other philosophers in More’s critique
of Cardano in Immortality of the Soul which should be noted. The first is that he
attributes Cardano’s errors to his reading of Aristotle. This puts him in the same
league as two “witty Fools in Philosophy”, Pomponazzi and Vanini. More identified
Aristotle as the origin of their naturalizing astrology, attributing “to that first Errour
in the Aristotelian Philosophy that makes God and the Intelligences act from the
heavenly sphears and so to produce all those Effects of Nature below”. Aristotle
failed to realize that these effects can only be achieved “by a present Numen and

“1bid., 3.17.10, p. 221. More did apparently accept Cardano’s dream as authoritative about some
things: in An Explanation, he cites this passage as evidence that spirits “may be divided in their
judgements” (ibid., 6.5.1, 226).

40n Cardano’s Averroism, see Valverde (2013).

# Immortality of the Soul, 3.17.10, p. 221.

#1bid., 223.
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Spirit of Life that pervades all things’ — i.e. the Spirit of Nature.*® Another error of
Aristotle’s was his denial that souls have memory after death, a view with which
Cardano concurred.*’

A second feature of More’s discussion is his invocation of modern philosophy,
that is to say Cartesian physics, to refute Cardano, and to support his own theory of
the soul. So, for example, one objection against souls being joined to bodies, aerial
or other, is that they would be prone to separation from their bodies when buffeted
by winds, “blown to pieces” by the “Windes and Tempests” which wrack the lower
region of the air. This is an objection that originates with Lucretius. More counters
it by invoking Cartesian physics: since according to the new cosmology of Descartes,
“Windes are nothing else but Watery particles”, the windes “do not so much drive
the Aire before them, as pass through it, as a flight of arrows and showers of haile or
rain”, so “the Aire is not torn apieces thereby”.* Another example of his use of
Cartesianism, concerns the vehicle of the soul, which according to More contains as
much solid matter as the bodies of men. He argues this from Descartes’ conception
of matter as extension.

According therefore to his [Descartes’] Philosophy and the Truth, there is as much matter
or Body in a cup of Aire as in the same cup filled with water, and as much in a cup of water
as if it were filled with Lead or Quicksilver. Which I take notice of here, that I may free the
imagination of men from that ordinary and idiotick misapprehension which they entertain
of Spirits that appear, as if they were as evanid and devoid of Substance as the very Shadows
of our Bodies cast against a Wall, or our Images reflected from a River or Looking-glass

[_“]_49

Thus, in More’s view Cardano is not just an obscurantist, but his errors can be linked
to unreliable traditional philosophy, namely, Aristotle, who, as More observes “has
the luck to be believed more than most Authors”.>® By contrast, More shows to his
own satisfaction that the new natural philosophy of Descartes, which, as More notes
in his Epistola H. Mori ad V.C. (1662) “saves” the phenomena of nature, is conso-
nant with his own theories. We might also note that in the course of More’s debates
about the soul, he broaches ideas which would become significant in subsequent
philosophical debates, notably his formulation of a theory of personal identity,
based on consciousness.

“Tbid., 3.3.9, p.158.
“Tbid., 3.11.1, 187,
#Tbid., 3.3.11, p. 159.

“1bid., 3.2.7, p. 153. Later in the argument, More invokes Descartes’ vortical theory and his view
that the sun is a star the light of which will eventually be smothered by maculae, in order to explain
why the souls of the good have nothing to fear from the “extinction of the sun”. Ibid., 3.19.1,
p. 231.

O1bid., 2.12.12, p. 114.
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More Verses Cardano: Renaissance or Modern?

More as we know devoted his energies to working out a metaphysics which sup-
ported the new natural philosophy. His first step in that direction had been in his
correspondence with Descartes in 1644, when he proposed the notion of incorporeal
extension. Immortality of the Soul, published 15 years later, targeted the deniers of
incorporeal substances. In it More was determined to oppose atheism by destroying
a central plank in the atheist’s case — that there are no spiritual substances. But to do
so also required the formulation of a viable pneumatology. And that required cor-
recting mistaken theories of the soul which might undermine the grand design to
counter atheism, whether those erroneous or imperfect theories were proposed by
Renaissance thinkers like Cardano or modern ones like Descartes.

More was, like Cardano, trying to reach the parts that other philosophies could
not reach — the spiritual realm, with which neither Aristotelianism (according to
Cardano) nor the mechanical philosophy (according to More) could deal satisfacto-
rily. But for More, Cardano represents the obverse problem from Hobbes: the latter
being a materialist who denied the existence of spirit, the former fully signed up to
the existence of spirits, but so wildly that he tipped over into heterodoxy and athe-
ism. Likewise, where More’s quarrel with Descartes was that he could not find any
place for the soul in his “nullibist” universe, his quarrel with Cardano was that he
filled his cosmos with all sorts of wrongly conceived spirits, and packaged his argu-
ments deceptively.

Against Cardano he uses the same strategy as he used when tackling Hobbesian
atheists, by doing so in his adversary’s own terms, using his adversary’s weapon. In
style Cardano’s works are amorphous (Anthony Grafton aptly describes them as
“omnium gatherums™).>! De subtilitate in particular seems disorganized and ran-
dom — those who try to introduce it to modern readers apologise for this fact. By
comparison with Cardano, More’s English writings are models of clear organisa-
tion. To those readers more familiar with the written style of Descartes, Locke and
even Hobbes, More’s style seems baroque to excess. As modern readers of
Immortality of the Soul we may indeed get lost in the arguments. But More is not
lost, and the mazes are not of More’s own making — or not entirely. Is it too much to
suggest that baroque abundance of More’s Immortality reflects the style of his
Renaissance interlocutor, just as his adoption of arguments formulated more math-
ematico were tailored to his refutation of Hobbes?

More did not confront contemporary philosophy out of a dogmatic commitment
to or, possibly, a nostalgic penchant for the philosophy of the past, either Renaissance
or Ancient. What we have in More’s Immortality of the Soul is not so much credulity
but critique, not spiritual contemporaneity with Renaissance Florence but creative
engagement with contemporary philosophy. More was trying to steer a course in
between the excesses of different philosophies, correcting them by advancing meta-
physical hypotheses to integrate body and soul (the vehicle of soul, vital congruity),

3! Grafton (1999), 162.
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and to retain a principle of life in nature (spirit of nature). He was not ‘caught’
between ancient and modern, grasping at new ideas against his better judgment. He
was not trying to hold on to some things while rejecting others: his aim was to
expose the dangerousness of Cardano’s belief, and he uses modern ideas to dispel
the obscurantism and misbel