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ABSTRACT

Sidney's attitude toward rhetoric passes through
three rather distinct stages. At first, he is quite
positive toward it, treats it with respect, and, what is
perhaps even more important, with enthusiasm. His attitude
toward it becomes more ambiguous as he begins to doubt its
morality; during this middle period he is becoming very
distrustful of the amoral nature of rhetoric as opposed
to poetry which he sees as distinctly moral. Toward the
end of his writing career, he sees rhetoric as more immoral
than amoral. The psychology and strategy used by the
orator remains the same, but Sidney sees rhetoric increasingly
being used for immoral purposes. It is no coincidence that
this attitude finds its strongest expression in his

Defense of Leicester.

Sidney was thoroughly familiar with such terms as

Exordium, Narratio, etc., and he followed them in his

Defense of Poesy. He was no less familiar with the terms




for the parts of rhetoric, terms such as "Invention" and
"Disposition." Yet it becomes increasingly obvious to the
reader alert to rhetoric in Sidney that these terms will
not serve the purpose of the literary critic who hopes to
study Sidney's use of rhetoric. As he did with everything
else he encountered in the realm of ideas, Sidney
assimilated the rhetorical thought of his day, digested
it, and made it his own.

Sidney has his own categories of rhetoric. They
are the strategy of rhetoric, the psychology of rhetoric,
and the morality of rhetoric. Strategy is distinguished
from psychology in that strategy has to do with techniques,
with the practical, business-like, craftsmanship of the
orator. Psychology has to do with knowing when to use
these strategic weapons, on whom, and how. The morality
of rhetoric is a completely different area of concern. It

has to do with the moral implications of using either
.rhetorical strategy of psychology, and also whether the

effect or motive is good or evil.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Rhetoric has become an increasingly important
study for students of literature in general, and
Renaissance literature is hardly an exception. T. W.
Baldwin's study of Shakespeare's use of rhetoric,

Shakespeare's Small Latin and Less Greek, does a great

deal to tell us about Shakespeare's education, and it does
explore the frequency with which rhetorical techniques
appear in his work.l It remains the model, almost the
archetype, for works about rhetoric in the period, but

it overlooks one most important question: what, after

all is said and done, was Shakespeare's attitude toward

the study of rhetoric? Granted, this is an almost
impossible question to answer in the case of Shakespeare,
because no record survives of Shakespeare ever having made

a direct statement about this study of rhetoric. The nature
of the dramatic art precludes such statements (even Hamlet's
advice to the players is suspect as Shakespeare's, rather
than simply Hamlet's, opinion), and indirect statements
through the characters in the plays require a great deal

of speculation as a basis for ascribing them to the

playwright himself.



Sir Philip Sidney, on the other hand, made many
statements about the use, value, and quality of rhetoric.
There are a number of studies analyzing Sidney's use of
rhetoric, by Lorna Challis2 and others, but such studies
seem premature before we know whether Sidney had a
positive or a negative attitude toward rhetoric at the
time during which he wrote any particular work. For
example, a character could be described as an excellent
orator by Sidney; but, if Sidney felt that orators in
general were opportunists, this description would hardly
be a recommendation. Similarly, to describe one of his
characters, Euarchus, as a model of "Aristotelian
probity"3 is misleading unless Sidney was essentially in
agreement with what Aristotle considered "probity." It
so happens that at this time (the writing of the 0ld
Arcadia) he was, but in his later works the matter is by
no means so clear. It makes sense, then, to determine
what this man, on the one hand so typical, and on the
other so exceptional, of the Renaissance thought about
rhetoric at various stages in his career. It then will be
possible to analyze his use of rhetoric, and perhaps it
will be possible to discuss rhetoric as it relates to
other authors of the period with a great deal more
authority and confidence. Such analysis might easily
provide material for many other studies, but it will be

enough to determine only Sidney's attitudes in this work.



Sidney's attitude toward rhetoric passed through
three rather distinct stages. At first, he is quite positive
toward it, treats it with great respect, and, what is
perhaps even more important, with enthusiasm. His attitude
becomes more ambiguous as he begins to doubt its morality;
during this middle period he is becoming very distrustful
of the amoral nature of rhetoric as opposed to poetry
which he sees as distinctly moral, Toward the end of his
writing career, he sees rhetoric as more immoral than
amoral. The psychology and strategy used by the orator
remains the same, essentially, but Sidney sees rhetoric
increasingly being used for immoral purposes. It is no
coincidence that this attitude finds its strongest

expression in his Defense of Leicester.

In order to be on firm ground in a discussion of
the change in Sidney's attitude toward rhetoric, we need
to determine with some certainty the order, if not the
precise dates, of all of his works which can shed light
on his attitudes. While these exact dates are a matter
of rather genteel contention, the order of the works
seems to be generally agreed upon. At least the grouping
of the works within three distinct periods seems possible.
Thinking of the works in this fashion also gives us one
more distinct and, I think, quite valuable advantage: we
can eliminate the many different terms used in reference

to the Arcadia in its various stages of development and



publication. Sidney always intended the Arcadia as his
sister's, and this is why it is so often called The

Countess of Pembroke's Arcadia no matter whether the

critic has reference to The 0l1d Arcadia, The New Arcadia,

or the composite version called The Countess of Pembroke's

Arcadia.4 It is much simpler for our purposes to call the

first version of the Arcadia the 01d Arcadia and to refer

to both later versions as the New Arcadia. Any revision

Sidney did on the third, fourth, and fifth books, he did
after he revised the first part, and his revision came

near the end of his writing career, while the 0ld Arcadia

came near the beginning.
The earliest work of Sidney's of any substance or

length is The Lady of May, a masque written for the

occasion of Queen Elizabeth's visit to Wanstead in May.
The exact year is a matter of controversy with William A.
Ringler arguing for 1578 and Jean Robertson for 1579.5
The important point of agreement here is that it is an
early work, and that it precedes all others in our
discussion. The work is not without its charm, and C. S.
Lewis is right when he points to the schoolmaster in the
piece as a possible source for Shakespeare's Holofernes.
We will probably never know with any degree of certainty
whether Shakespeare actually got the idea from Sidney,

but Lewis fails to stress strongly enough that whether or

not Shakespeare got the idea from Sidney, Sidney certainly



had the idea first.6 It is here that Sidney is the most
playful in his attitude toward rhetoric: Rhombus is
ridiculous not because he is a rhetorician, but because
he is such a poor one.

The 01d Arcadia comes next: it was finished in

draft by the end of 1580, although it may well have been
started, however tentatively, as early as 1577.8 In any

case, it is a more mature work than The Lady of May, and

it should be discussed as the next in line. Sidney's

attitude toward rhetoric in the 01d Arcadia is still

quite positive. Heroes and villains alike are
characterized as orators, and oratory is often referred
to as "golden" or "sweet." In short, he usually uses
quite the same terms to describe it as he uses for poetry
in his later work, the Defense.

During this same period of 1580 and before, Sidney
wrote some significant letters to his brother Robert.
Fortunately, Sidney dates one of these himself, his
number "XLII," and he dates it as October 18, 1580.
Another letter, "XXXVIII" (F, III, 124-27), is from an
earlier year: late 1578 to early 1579 seems about right.
These letters show a positive and enthusiastic attitude
toward rhetoric in general, and toward Aristotle in
particular.9

At any rate, it is in this initial period, from

Sidney's earliest work until 1580 or slightly afterwards,



that his attitude toward rhetoric is essentially positive.
However, this attitude began to shift during his middle
years, from about 1580 until he began his revision of the

Arcadia in 1584. To this period belong Astrophil and

Stella, The Defense of Poesy, and his translation of Of

the Trewnes of Christian Religion by Phillippe du Plessis

Mornay. Mornay published his work in 1581, and Sidney had

stopped translating it before working actively on his

10

revision of the Arcadia. Ringler dates Astrophil and

11

Stella in the summer of 1582,
12

and the Defense

around the same time.
It could very well be that his work with Mornay's

book led him to think more deeply on moral matters and

Christian values and that this is the cause for his shift

in attitude. Whether this is the case or not, is

certainly clear that his stance on the true nature of

poetry is unilaterally moral, and that some of his evident

reservations about rhetoric stem from what he perceived as

its amoral nature. It could also very well be that because

poetry was attacked by an orator of dubious moral standards

and intellectual caliber (Stephan Gosson), rhetoric itself

became suspect. Sidney did not choose to deny that Gosson's

attack on poetry was competent rhetoric (and a man of

Sidney's intellectual powers most certainly could have

made a case for this had he wished), but he did choose to

affirm that what Gosson chose to attack as poetry was not



poetry at all. If Euarchus can be seen as a symbol of

rhetoric in the 01ld Arcadia, Stella becomes even more

convincingly a symbol of poetry in Astrophil and Stella.

If Sidney has a symbol for rhetoric in the New Arcadia,

it is Clinias, with Cecropia as its "moral" force. 1In
this middle period, however, we have not yet seen rhetoric
sink so low in Sidney's estimation; rhetoric is still an
ambiguous force which is often used for the wrong ends
(witness Gosson), but Sidney still gives it serious
discussion (in the digressio from the Defense).

This is perhaps the appropriate place to mention
that I have elected not to devote a separate chapter to a
discussion of the Defense. There is already a vast
literature of criticism on the subject, and it has been
more appropriate for my purposes to discuss specific
points of it as they become pertinent to my discussion of
Sidney's imaginative literature.13 I have, however, devoted
a section to it in "Chapter 3," below, since Sidney's
definition of poetry seemed to make it necessary. It is,
of course, Sidney's most important prose work of this
middle period.

The final period shows a very marked turn in his
attitude. Rhetoric is seen as vicious, destabilizing, a
threat to the divine order of things, evil, or, at times,

ludicrous, and debasing. He also uses it increasingly as

an instrument for the mockery of cowards and weaklings.
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If his Rhombus of The Lady of May anticipates Shakespeare's

Holofernes, his Clinias and his attitude toward rhetoric in

general anticipates Milton's Satan in Paradise Lost.

Milton's Satan, after all, has one quality which outshines
that of every other character in the work: he is a master
orator. In fact, it is probably the oratorical skill

Milton chose to give Satan which led William Blake to put
Milton in Satan's camp. The two characters who share this

predilection towards oratory in Sidney's New Arcadia are

Cecropia and Clinias, and Satan is sometimes as tempting
as Cecropia, and is sometimes as ludicrous and petty as
Clinias.

Sidney's most straightforward and vicious attack

on rhetoric, however, comes in his Defense of the Earl of

Leicester QE, III, 61-71). I had already formulated the
thesis of Sidney's anti-rhetorical shift before having
come to grips with the problem of dating this work. It
would be most debilitating to this thesis (to say the
least) if Feuillerat is correct in placing this work in
1582, a year in which Sidney was only beginning his change
in attitude. Fortunately, Katherine Duncan-Jones has shown
rather conclusively that the work could not have been
written before 1584, and also that 1585 is the most
reasonable date.14 This places it exactly where it

should be in terms of Sidney's development. It is quite
possible, therefore, that some works whose dates are still

undetermined could be placed more accurately merely by
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ascertaining what attitude, if any, they evidence toward
rhetoric--the more negative the attitude, the later the
date of composition.

There is at least one further interesting aspect
to the way Sidney views rhetoric. One would think that the
most obvious approach to tracing Sidney's attitude would be
to follow his attitudes toward some standard Aristotelian,
or Ciceronian, divisions. After all, Sidney was trained
in the standard tradition of the time, and he was thoroughly

familiar with such terms as Exordium, Narratio, etc., and

followed them in his own Defense of Poesy. He was no less

familiar with the terms for the parts of rhetoric, terms
such as "Invention" and "Disposition." Yet it becomes
increasingly obvious to the reader alert to rhetoric in
Sidney that these terms will not serve the purpose of the
literary critic who hopes to study Sidney's use of
rhetoric. As he did with everything else he encountered
in the realm of ideas, Sidney assimilated the rhetorical
thought of his day, digested it, and made it his own.
Sidney seems to have his own categories of
rhetoric. They include the strategy of rhetoric, the
psychology of rhetoric, and the morality of rhetoric.
Strategy is distinguished from psychology in that strategy
has to do with techniques, with the practical, business-
like, craftsmanship of the orator. Psychology has to do

with knowing when to use these strategic weapons, on whom,
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and how. The morality of rhetoric is a completely different
area of concern. It has to do with the moral implications

of using either rhetorical strategy or psychology, and also
whether the effect or motive is good or evil. To be beyond

good and evil, for Sidney at least, is to be evil.



NOTES

lT. W. Baldwin, William Shakespeare's Small Latin

and Lesse Greeke (Urbana: University of Illinois Press,
1944). It should be pointed out, however, that the
question of Shakespeare's attitude probably never concerned
Baldwin. His real concern is to determine just what Ben
Jonson could have meant when he made his famous criticism
of Shakespeare. Baldwin ended up investigating the entire
school system of Tudor England.

2Lorna Challis, "The Use of Oratory in Sidney's
Arcadia," Studies in Philology, 72(1965), 561-76.

3William Barker, "Three Essays on the Rhetorical
Tradition," DA, 29(1969), 2700A (Brandeis).

4For a neat and concise summary of the problem see
C. S. Lewis, English Literature in the Sixteenth Century
Excluding Drama (London: Oxford University Press, 1944),
pp. 331-33. Jean Robertson's invaluable edition uses
The 0l1d Arcadia as a subtitle and places it in parentheses:
see Jean Robertson, ed., Sir Philip Sidney: The Countess
of Pembroke's Arcadia: (The 0ld Arcadia), (Oxford: The
Clarendon Press, 1973).

5Robertson, p. xviii; William A. Ringler, Jr.,
ed., The Poems of Sir Philip Sidney (Oxford: The Clarendon
Press, 1962), p. 362. All references to the 0ld Arcadia
are to Robertson's edition and are cited in the text as
O0ld Arcadia. All references to Astrophil and Stella are
to Ringler's edition and are cited in the text as AsS.
References to the commentary will be cited in the notes as
either Robertson or Ringler. For the Lady of May I have
used Katherine Duncan-Jones and Jan van Dorsten, ed.,
Miscellaneous Prose of Sir Philip Sidney (Oxford: The
Clarendon Press, 1973), 21-32.

6

C. S. Lewis, English Literature, p. 325.

7For example, Rombus calls for attention: "Why,
you brute nebulons, have you had my corpusculum so long
among you, and cannot yet tell how to edify an argument?
Attend and throw your ears to me, for I am gravidated
with child, till I have indoctrinated your plumbeous
cerebrosities" (The Lady of May, p. 27).

8Robertson, PP. XV-Xix.
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9For Sidney's letters and the Defense I have used
Albert Feuillerat, ed., The Prose Works of Sir Philip
Sidney, 4 vols. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1963). It is hereafter referred to as F and cited in the
text. For the New Arcadia I have used Maurice Evans, ed.,
The Countess of Pembroke's Arcadia. It is-hereafter
referred to as New Arcadia and cited in the text. At
the very least, it has the advantage of being a modern
spelling edition.

In letter "XXXVIII," Sidney praises Aristotle
saying "I thinke you have read Aristotles Ethicks if you
have, you knowe it is the begyning, and foundation of all
his workes, the good end which everie man doth and ought

to bend his greatest actions . . ." (F, III, 124). 1In
letter "XLII" he mentions that a historian is sometimes
an ". . . Orator in making excellent orations . . ."
(F, III, 131).

10

Ringler, p. 1li.

llIbid., p. xliv.

12Ibid., p. xlix.

13The best introduction to the Defense remains
C. S. Lewis, English Literature, pp. 319-22. Kenneth
Myrick, Sir Philip Sidney as a Literary Craftsman
(Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1965) is a
landmark study. An excellent annotated bibliography is
Mary A. Washington's A Bibliography of Criticism of
Sir Philip Sidney, 1940-1965 (Columbia, Mo.: University
of Missouri Press, 1972).

14Katherine Duncan-Jones and Jan Van Dossten, eds.,
Miscellaneous Prose of Sir Philip Sidney (Oxford: The
Clarendon Press, 1973), p. 124. Her argument (essentially)
is that Sidney was replying to something which was not
known to him until at least 1584. She has also saved me
from one other problem, and that is the placing of Valor
Anatomized in a Fancie (F, III, 308-10). If it were
written by Sidney, it should have been written in late
1583 or even later. 1Its attitude is much like that of
the New Arcadia, blending cynicism and contempt, using an
awareness of rhetorical strategy as a condition of attack.
Duncan-Jones points out that it probably was not written

by Sidney because of Sidney's ". . . character as a
writer," and because of the work's ". . . cynical
mysogynist tone . . ." (p. 161l). If it is Sidney's

work, it is a late work and shows that even Sidney could
nod.



CHAPTER 2
THE RHETORICAL BACKGROUND

A full and comprehensive survey of rhetoric is out
of place here, although a new one would be welcome. This
brief overview of the subject is limited to what might be
of help in shedding light on Sidney's changing attitudes
toward rhetoric. It is also limited by some overriding
and central questions or problems. | |

First, there is the matter of the structure of an
oration, and it is discussed here chiefly as an example of
the complexity of the situation, although the matter of
structure could become quite important in a discussion of

the set speeches in Book V of the 014 Arcadia. A second

standard problem related to Sidney's view of rhetoric is
Sidney's Ramism. Of course, in order to make much of
that problem, we should have to determine whether Ramism
mattered that much to him, especially as a force opposed
to Aristotelianism. We can at least define the parts of
an oration and associate them with their proper authors
during this survey, and the question of Sidney's Ramism
can at least be explored without much difficulty, even
though it has provided a minor but bloody battlefield

for scholars for some time now.
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The major questions, however, will be these: did
rhetoricians make any distinction between poetry and
rhetoric, what was the distinction, and, at last, what
distinction, if any, did Sidney make? These questions
seem to be rather obvious and easy to answer, but to read
the criticism of the subject leads one to the conclusion
that the more obvious something is, the more opportunity
scholars will find to obscure it. I think that we shall
find that Sidney considered poetry the queen of the arts
and that he used whatever rhetorical theories best served
his purpose without ever having any intention of placing
himself in any rhetorical camp. Furthermore, we shall
find that rhetorical theory was pretty much the common
property of educated men of the time, and that the
rhetorics in the English vernacular were just as likely
to have influenced Sidney as those in the classical
languages. Sidney was not narrow-minded enough to
insulate himself from any intellectual material simply
because it was presented in any particular language
(although he gave up on German) or because it was of a
particular academic persuasion. In fact, a prominent
Catholic of the time once felt that he could convert this
champion of Protestantism to Catholicism because he was so

open-minded to varying viewpoints.l
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II1

There are several major surveys of rhetoric which
serve as introductions to the field. C. S. Baldwin, W. S.
Howell, Walter J. Ong, and, most recently, James Murphy,
have all made valuable contributions.2 Sister Miriam
Joseph and Rosemond Tuve have also contributed greatly,3
to say nothing of the host of chapters on the subject to
be found within the pages of works, such as the present
one, dealing with rhetoric as it applies to a particular
author or subject.4 All of these critics become not only
helpful but necessary when details relevant to highly
technical matters are needed, but one of the best and
most readable surveys of the field is in Corbett's

5

Classical Rhetoric for the Modern Student. It gives

little detail concerning each rhetorician's theories,

but it does help to establish the chronological sequence.
The details can be supplied wherever needed from more
substantial works.

The founder or inventor of rhetoric, or at least
the first name with which one comes into contact in the
chronological sequence, is Corax of Syracuse. The name
is quite obscure, and one could read Sidney criticism all
his life without once ever coming into contact with it.
Corax's relevance to Sidney is not, then, apparent; and,
even to the student of rhetoric, he is chiefly of historical

interest.
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Yet Corax is important to us as the first author
to posit a theory or make a prescription for the parts of
an oration.6 A discussion of these parts of an oration
will help illustrate just how detailed and involved a
discussion of rhetoric can be, and these parts hold the
key to resolving some rather hotly contended arguments

about the resolution of the 0ld Arcadia. Corax's parts

are as follows: ". . . proem, narration, arguments (both
confirmation and refutation), and peroration . . . ."7
It seems clear that all subsequent rhetoric, at least
until Ramus, is merely a footnote to Corax in so far as
the parts of an oration are concerned. Furthermore,
Corax's influence is greatest on precisely those who
might not have been aware of it.8

Corax also provides an opportunity to explain some
terminology and perhaps to justify some simplification in
the interest of readability. As already stated, Corbet
uses the terms "proem," "narration," "confirmation,"

"refutation," and "peroration." Bromley Smith says that
a lost work of Aristotle's (and not the one on comedy) is
credited with dividing the speech into seven parts. These

parts are as follows: . . . prooimion, prokataskeue,

prokatastasis, katostasis, agones, parakthesis, epilo_gos."9

He then points out that the first three terms are nearly
synonyms,10 and this, it would seem, leaves us with five
parts and we are thus once again in harmony with Corax's

five parts. Yet we now have quite a different problem.






18

Ciceronian term unless some overwhelming reason can be
found to replace it with another. The same reasoning
applies to all of the other terms concerning the parts
of an oration, and detailed discussion of them seems
gratuitious here. The most sensible thing to do is retain
the Ciceronian terms throughout.

There may be, however, an overwhelming reason for
not using the Ciceronian terms. Richard Lanham indicates

that in the last book of the 0l1d Arcadia Sidney is often

13

. . . far closer to Aristotle's simpler four part form."
Lanham uses Roberts' (Oxford, 1924) translation, and
Roberts uses these terms: ". . . Introduction, Statement,

14

Argument, and Epilogue."” "Conclusion" is much to be

preferred to "Epilogue" here, and "Conclusion" is how
Heller translates the Greek word.15 The word may be
transliterated as Epilogos, but both for the sake of
modernity and consistence with "Introduction," "Conclusion"
seems to make the most sense.

While this morass of detail serves to illustrate
the complexity of discussing the Exordium of an oration,
it is only a hint as to the difficulties which could lie
ahead. There are other parts to an oration. There are
names for the five parts of rhetoric such as Invention and
Disposition. Under the heading of Eloquence there are at

least two hundred sub-categories, and each category has

several names, and there is also controversy as to how
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these categories are to be defined. Furthermore, there
are several ways of organizing these various possibilities,
Ramism being the most revolutionary. Sidney was aware of
much of this, but fortunately he did not become as interested
in the terminology as in the use and value of rhetoric.

Gorgias and Plato intervene chronologically between
Corax and Aristotle in the history of rhetoric. Gorgias is
best known today for Plato's attack on him and his highly
figured style--his Elizabethan parallel is'Lyly. Yet the
figures do not descend to Sidney directly from Gorgias,
although in his later years Sidney would agree with the
substance of Plato's attack on him. Isocrates might be
mentioned here as opposing Gorgias's balanced sentence
with the periodic one, but the influence of the periodic
sentence on Sidney must have come from Cicero, although
Isocrates seems to have been an influence on Cicero.

Plato was very influential on Sidney; and later,
Ramus and his followers used Plato as a weapon to oppose
the Aristotelian school of rhetoric, sometimes called
peripateticism (because Aristotle was known for his habit
of pacing while he lectured). Yet Plato provides us with
nothing new in the way of rhetorical theory or practice.
His remarks about rhetoric are as negative as those about
poetry, and they are quite similar otherwise as well. The
objections to his remarks about rhetoric are quite similar

to his remarks about poetry: Plato was himself a master
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rhetor just as he was an excellent poet, as Sidney remarks
in the Defense. One could also make a case that Plato
only attacked bad or immoral rhetors. If Sidney followed
any of Plato's pronouncements concerning rhetoric, it
would be that truth or morality should be the arbiter or
director of rhetorical practice. This was ultimately
Sidney's position, as we shall see in a later chapter.

In addition to the four part structure of an
oration mentioned above, Aristotle provides at least one
other precedent of rhetorical significance to a discussion
of Sidney: Aristotle makes a clear distinction between
poetry (or imaginative literature) and rhetoric. We
actually need no further proof of this than to point out
the obvious fact that he wrote a separate book about each
field. As mentioned earlier, the distinction between the
two fields has not always been clear, especially in
medieval writers and modern critics, but whether Sidney
makes a distinction is central to our thesis and seems
to be a central point of contention.

Cicero's popularity during the English Renaissance
is not difficult to understand. First, even though Greek
came to be studied with increasing fervor by the humanists
of that period, most literate men of the Rénaissance felt
much more comfortable with Latin: it was the language in
which they were educated and in which they communicated

important intellectual matters. Cicero had long been the
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model for correct and proper Latin, so much so that
Erasmus, a strong advocate of Greek, was led to satirize
those who would not use a phrase in Latin unless they
could first find it used somewhere in Cicero (and Sidney
had the same objections as Erasmus). Furthermore, nearly
all there was to know about rhetorical theory of the time
was to be found in Cicero. As Moses Hadas points out,

in shaping the modes of European thought and expression

the contributions of Cicero are beyond calculation.“16

The Rhetorica ad Herennium, it is pretty well

agreed, was not written by Cicero; however, it was long

thought to be.l’

The Rhetorica is the text with which
most Renaissance students began their study of the figures.
The two major rhetorical texts definitely attributed to

Cicero are De Oratore and the Orator. Among the things

that make him important here is the fact that Cicero
insisted upon the importance of Invention to such an
extent that he put the orator or rhetorician on the same
level as the philosopher és a gatherer of all knowledge.

Accordingly, ". . . the study of rhetoric really became a

liberal-arts course."’18

The seven part oratory structure
comes down to the Renaissance from Cicero, but there is
little to suggest that Cicero gave much thought to a system
of poetic. This lack of attention to poetry on Cicero's
part may have contributed to what C. S. Baldwin refers to

as the confusion of poetic and rhetoric in the middle-ages,

a confusion discussed below.
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Quintilian is often referred to as an important

rhetorical influence. His Institutio Oratoria is really

a classical analogue to the modern teaching manual or
perhaps a textbook in an education class; that is to say,
it was directed to teachers of rhetoric rather than to the
students. It treats the traditional five parts of oratory
which come from Aristotle through Cicero (inveﬁtio,

9

dispositio, elocutio, memoria, and pronuntio)l but its

chief importance here is the strong emphasis that
Quintilian places on the moral character of the orator.
Although a similar emphasis is to be found in Aristotle,
it had been lost by the Sophists. At any rate, whether
he got the moral emphasis from Plato, Aristotle, or
Quintilian is not so important as that it becomes a major
part of Sidney's thought concerning rhetoric.

20

Longinus' On the Sublime treats of the emotional

impact of the figures, something to which even the best
modern works, especially those of Sonnino and Lanham, give
little attention, although Vickers should be mentioned as

an exception.21

It is most likely, however, that Sidney
learned what he knew about the figures from contemporary
sources such as Susenbrotus. In any case, Sidney was to
give a good deal of attention to the psychological impact
of rhetoric.

Although this brief overview of classical

rhetoricians neglects a preponderance of the sources,
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it does deal with the most likely direct influences on
Sidney. Aristotle and Cicero, above all, are the most
important formative influences on Sidney's rhetorical
thought and practice. This influence, or the influence
of their schools, can most obviously be seen in the

structure of the orations in the 014 Arcadia and the

Defense, but his attitude toward rhetoric can be seen

as forming itself through every stage of his career.
I1T

Renaissance rhetoric provides a much more complicated
situation than does the classical period. Although special-
ists in the field could easily point out its complexity, the
rhetoric of classical Greece and Rome is fairly constant.

The only debate of real significance was not whether a
certain figure had a certain effect, or whether a five or
seven part structure was better, but whether or not
rhetoric had any moral value. Plato began the attack on

it, and Aristotle came to its defense. The situation is
analogous to the debate over the value of poetry in the
Renaissance. This debate, not incidentally, had its
antecedents in, once again, Plato and Aristotle, with

Plato once again on the attack and Aristotle to the defense.

In the sixteenth century the situation is complicated
by several points or events. First, it was physically

easier to write books, and infinitely easier to reproduce
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and distribute them. New editions and translations of all
the available classical texts became available, and new
rhétorics were being written at a fairly rapid rate, both
in Latin and the vernacular. The authors of these rhetorics
studied all the available materials, adapted whatever they
found useful, mainly from Cicero, Quintilian, and Aristotle,
and then added observations of their own. 1In short, they
patched together rhetorics with alarming rapidity and
frequency. They also felt quite free to adapt from one
another. The result is that it is difficult, if not
impossible, to say that any particular author of
imaginative literature was indebted to any particular
Renaissance rhetorician; furthermore, he may well have
derived much of what he knew about classical authors from
Renaissance intermediaries, and these intermediaries may
well have derived their own information from a medieval
source (or even another Renaissance source) rather than
directly from the classical author himself. There is
obviously a great deal of repetition in Renaissance
rhetorics, and it has been fairly well-established that
any author of the time of any quality whatsoever knew a
great deal of rhetoric. The only thing that is uncertain
is his source and, given the result, such a question is
of minor importance.

Just what Renaissance rhetoricians might be

relevant to a discussion of Sidney? Fortunately, some
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excellent surveys have already been made by C. S. Baldwin,

W. S. Howell, T. W. Baldwin, and Walter J. Ong.22 Corbett

also offers a nice, succinct survey for the acolyte.23 The
task here is to isolate the authors and issues which
directly concern our study of Sidney.

In 1512 Erasmus published two books on rhetoric,

his De Ratione Studi and De Duplici Copia Verborum ac

Rerum. De Copia became a fairly popular Tudor text

book, but Erasmus' rhetorical influence on Sidney seems
to be rather indirect through Melanchthon and then

Susenbrotus. The same applies to Mosellanus' Tabulae de

Schematibus et Tropis Petri Mosellani: even though it

soon became the standard rhetorical textbook in England
during the early part of the sixteenth century, at least
for the application of the schemes and tropes.

Melanchthon published three works on rhetoric, and
they all concentrated on the first two parts of rhetoric,

Invention and Disposition. They are De Rhetorica Libra

Tres (1519), Institutiones Rhetoricae (1521), and

Elementorum Rhetorices Libri Duo (1531). Corbett feels

that his division between Invention and Disposition on
the one hand and Eloquence on the other is an antecedent
of Ramism.24 He might, however, have given some
attention to Agricola whose concentration on logic seems

to anticipate Ramism even earlier.
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At any rate, the book in Latin which eventually
replaced all of these, and which makes them somewhat

irrelevant here, is Joannes Susenbrotus' Epitome Troporum

ac Schematum (1540), and this work seems to have been the

most influential Latin work on the subject during the
latter half of the sixteenth century. Sidney certainly
knew it, and it is a mixture of both Mosellanus and
Melancthon. All of the rhetorics mentioned so far have
been traditional or classical, rather than Ramistic.

Although Ad Herennium and Susenbrotus' Epitome

Troporum ac Schematum dominated the schools during the

period, several rhetorics were written in the English
vernacular. The first two met with a rather cool

reception. Leonard Cox's Arte or Crafte of Rhetoryke

(1530) is the first, and it is traditional in approach
and is based on Melancthon. The second, Richard Sherry's

A Treatise of Schemes and Tropes, was apparently designed

to supplant Susenbrotus, but it had only one edition.

Thomas Wilson's The Arte of Rhetorique (1553), on

the other hand, had a considerable influence on both
pedagogy and literature.25 Myrick indicates that Sidney's
Defense is basically Ciceronian, and then quotes Wilson
éhroughout his exposition of that work.26 Wilson's work
is clearly written, characterized by common sense, and
even amusing in places. When Wilson qﬁotes a joke to

illustrate a point of humor, he can be quite dull, but
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he is a master of parody and ridicule. His popularity is
often explained by his use of illustrations from the Bible,
but his interpretations of it are always metaphorical and
quite realistic. A modern fundamentalist would find his
interpretations anaethma. It would prove quite useful to
follow Myrick's example and keep Wilson's work in mind
during any analysis of Sidney's use of rhetoric.

Puttenham's The Arte of English Poesie is

important here only to the extent that in it he classifies
the schemes and tropes ". . . according to the nature of

their appeal."27

The schemes and tropes were supposed to
produce a specific effect on the hearer or reader, and
they were used quite self-consciously with this in mind.
For example, each of the orators during the trial scene
of the 0ld Arcadia uses a different series of schemes and

tropes with hopes of producing different effects.28 They

also used certain figures inadvertently, and here Sidney
is using rhetorical theory to further his own characteri-
zation of the major participants in the trial.29

The best modern tool available for an approach to

Sidney's use of the figures is Sonnino's A Handbook to
30

Sixteenth Century Rhetoric. In this work, Sonnino

attempts to provide ". . . at least one definition of
every rhetorical term used in the sixteenth century.“3l
With a tool such as this, it is a waste of time to prowl

through the works which might apply to Sidney, such as
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Susenbrotus, since Sonnino has obviously gone over them
already and missed nothing. He has used the twenty-nine
most likely works, and provides a list of them.32 He also
gives page references to the original editions under his
definitions.

While it may broaden ones horizons ‘to study the
host of Renaissance rhetoricians in detail, Thomas Wilson,
along with Sonnino's Handbook, should provide all the
information needed for most studies of Sidney's use of
rhetoric. Abraham Fraunce is interesting for the
applications he makes of Sidney's Arcadia, but he sheds
little light on Sidney's artistic and philosophical

purposes. Fraunce, moreover, is best thought of as a

major figure in the debate over Sidney's Ramism.
Iv

Sidney has become a majqr point of contention in
the battle between Ramist and traditionalist critics
because of his close contact with noted Ramists. Adding
to the evidence for Sidney's Ramism are the dedications
to him by many Ramists, and notes or statements that
certain Ramist tracts were published at his insistence.33
The curious thing about the debate over whether or not
Sidney was a Ramist is that Ramus and his followers
introduced no new details or concepts into rhetorical

theory. All of the figures, the structure of an oration,

etc., are to be found in the work of the Ramists.
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Furthermore, it would be impossible to tell an oration
written by a Ramist from one written by a traditionalist
on the basis of form or style alone. The real difference
between the two schools of rhetoric was in their organi-
zation of material to be presented in the lower levels of
instruction. It has long been a truism that Ramus
separated logic from rhetoric, reserving Invention and
Disposition for logic alone, and relegating Eloquence,
Memory, and Delivery to rhetoric. Yet this is saying too
little to describe what Ramus actually did, and such works
as Ong's say far too much, at least for the unintiated.

Walter J. Ong's Ramus, Method, and the Decay of

Dialogue, while published in 1958, remains the definitive

work on Ramism and its implications.34

Ong is describing
Ramus' view of the order in which certain subjects should
be studied when he says "from grammar, one goes to rhetoric,
where the variety of tropes, figures, and numbers (poetry

is included in rhetoric) reproduces the variety of things."35
This statement is remarkable for two reasons: first, it
indicates (and no one will doubt) that the tropes and
schemes are still a part of rhetoric, and this is one
similarity to traditional rhetoric. It is also
interesting to note here that Ong chooses to distinguish
between tropes and figures when figures are both tropes
and schemes. The parenthetical statement will occupy us

much more in the next section. It is an indication that,

according to Ramus, poetry is merely a part of rhetoric.
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It will soon become clear that, if this is an essential
dogma of Ramism, Sidney certainly had some major and over-—
riding differences of opinion with the movement of which
he was supposed to be such an ardent champion.

Another essential similarity between Ramism and
traditional rhetoric is indicated by Ong when he mentions
"the four parts of the oration, exordium, narratio,

confirmatio, and peroratio . . . ."36 This is the

Aristotelian structure mentioned earlier--a curious
phenomenon in Ramus who has the reputation of basing
much of his movement on a refutation of Aristotle.

One final reference to Ong will serve to give us
another characteristic of Ramist thought. In his chapter

"The Dichotomies: Class Logic in Space,"37

Ong discusses
bi-polarity as a chief characteristic of Ramism. That is
to say, everything in his pedagogical system consists of a
division into twos. "Binary" would probably be a better
word for it because Ong seems to feel that this attribute
is an inherent part of existence itself and that, therefore,
Ramus' méthod is completely natural. This is not the place
t& launch into an extended discussion of the nature of
existence, but I should like to point out that when Ong
brings in modern physics and mathematics, especially
symbolic logic and probability theory, he is on shaky

ground indeed. What should really concern us here is the

fact that Ramus did indeed tend to subdivide topics into
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twos, these further subdivided into twos, and so on.
Ramus, however, did not carry this process to the extreme
that some of his followers did. Sonnino provides some
interesting diagrams from Melancthon and Fraunce which,
when placed side by side, show how this tendency developed.38
It is possible to go so far as to state that this bipolarity
in the organization or structure of Ramus' works is
reflected in Sidney'é use of the balanced, rather than
the periodic, sentence.39
From Ong, then, we learn that Ramism and Ramistic
rhetoric gave a place to the figures, but subsumed poetry
under rhetoric. Ramus prescribed the Aristotelian
structure for the oration even though he was considered
in fundamental opposition to Aristotle or at least his
followers. He also found rhetoric and poetry inferior to_
logic, and had a bipolar view of the universe.
The standard work on rhetoric of the period in

England, as opposed to Ong's more specialized work on

Ramism, is W. S. Howell's Logic and Rhetoric in England,

published in 1956. Howell is perhaps not as helpful in
defining the specifics of Ramism, bu£ he does examine at
a cooler distance the overall importance of the Ramistic
movement in England than does Ong. One often gets the
impression that Ong is a bit too close to his subject for
complete objectivity, but Howell provides us with a good

overview.



32

Even when he is dealing with distinctive details
of Ramism, Howell's work seems more objective. While Ong's
discussion of the bipolar nature of existence tends to
obscure Ramus' method, Howell explains it this way:

Actually, however, the natural method as used

by Ramus himself is better defined as the

concept of arranging ideas in the descending

order of generality than as the concept of

dividing invariably by twos."°
This is not only more accurate a description of what Ramus
is actually doing, but it also has the virtue of making
Ramus seem less arbitrary in his thought. The fact that
his followers often interpreted his method as dividing by
two and pushed the idea to absurd extremes in no way
isolates Ramus from other important thinkers: he would
not be the first nor the last revolutionary to be made
to appear ridiculous by his less subtle followers. Still,
there is nothing to this method which is distinctive from
Aristotle who organized his work along the same principles;
today we call this using an outline.

Of course, if one could make the case that Ramism
was very popular in England during Sidney's time, he could
more easily make a case for Sidney being a Ramist. Howell
says that "in the period between 1600 and 1621, the English
Ramists had almost no rivals amongst their countrymen in the

41 and this fact is

dissemination of rhetorical ideas,"
fairly well-established. Yet we must juxtapose this
statement to one of T. W. Baldwin's: "The second half of

the sixteenth century is . . . the heroic age of classical
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rhetoric in the grammar schools of England,"42 and it is

in the grammar schools that we see the formative influence

on the writers. If Ramism dominated after 1600, and
traditional rhetoric before, then Ramism was gradually
gaining influence prior to 1600. In fact, this puts Sidney's

0l1d Arcadia right at the earliest period of Ramist advance-

ment.

It must be remembered that no matter how small the
distinction may seem between Ramism and traditional rhetoric,
Ramus was a reformer, even if, as Rosemond Tuve says, "it is
not strictly proper . . . to speak of 'Ramist thought.'

There is no body of revolutionary thought which we can

nd3 Even if

ascribe to Ramus. He reorganized a method.
this is true, the very reorganizing of that method made
him a revolutionary, certainly in the eyes of those
defending the traditional method, or organization. For
example, Howell tells us that John Case, a traditionalist,
was willing to admit that there was some truth in Ramus.
Howell then says that his
willingness to admit truth as well as error in
Ramism is not the usual sign of the confirmed
anti-Ramist of the fifteen eighties. 1Indeed, a
spirit of moderation in mentioning Ramus at that
time is almost equivalent to a qualified endorsement
of his position.*t"
In short, the traditionalists were so adamant against
Ramism that any concession to him ranked with heresy.

The only problem with even stating this idea, not that

it is a false one, is that it tends to further an
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impression that one had to be either a Ramist or a
traditionalist. John Case is made to appear unusual,
but in fact one has to look to staunch advocates of one
school or the other to find much vituperation over the
matter.

The traditionalists were beginning to lose their
iron hold on the curriculum in the early fifteen-seventies.
Here is Howell's succinct description:

Harvey's completely serious recognition of Ramus as
an authority on the liberal arts, and his earlier
undergraduate absorbtion in Ramus' Ciceronianus,
are indications that Ascham and his generation
were beginning in the first years of the fifteen-

seventies to lose the struggle to keep Aristotle
and Cicero supreme in logic and rhetoric."®

To leading Ramists of the time, we can add William Temple
(Sidney's secretary and the man in whose arms he died),
and also Abraham Fraunce, Sidney's close friend. 1In

fact, William Garrett Crane, in his Wit and Rhetoric in

the Renaissance, speaks of Sidney and Harvey as leading

. . . the Cambridge group of authors . . .“46 or Ramists.

Yet this is not enough to make Sidney a Ramist, for
the case for Sidney's Ramism is tenuous at best. For
example, Temple's dedication to Sidney in the preface to

his Dialecticae Libri Duo is often cited as proof of
47

Sidney's Ramism. Assuredly, Temple was very closely
associated with Sidney, and the details of their friendship

have been presented admirably in John Buxton's Sir Philip

Sidney and the English Renaissance.48 Furthermore, Sidney
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thanked Temple profusely (which is far better than the

reception Stephan Gosson got for his Schoole of Abuse

dedication).

It would be well, however, to examine the wording
of that ‘dedication since so much seems to rest upon it.
It is dedicated to Sidney "so that you [(Sidney)] may
begin to love this discipline which was saved as from
ruin by the genius of P. Ramus . . . ."49 The discipline
to which Temple refers could not be Ramism, so it must be
rhetoric itself. Temple is hoping that the simplified
Ramistic method of rhetoric will interest Sidney where
the traditional method did not, at least not enough to
call it "love." 1In any case, it is clear that this
dedication in no way places Sidney in the Ramist camp.

In fact, it is one of the strongest pieces of evidence
we have that Sidney was neither a Ramist nor a
traditionalist as of 1584.

Rudenstein sums up the whole thing well when he

says that
unlike Gabriel Harvey, he was never a dedicated
disciple of the sacred Tully, and consequently,
he never suffered a radical change of creed

comparable to that which Harvey announced in
his Ciceronianus of 1577.5°

In short, he was never militantly one or the other,
although his interest may have shifted to Ramism when
it looked as if it might be an exciting innovation.

I have already mentioned that the Ramists and

the traditionalists had more in common than they had
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at odds. All of the details of one were to be found,
somewhere, in the other. Rudenstein, aware of this fact,
makes what might well be the sanest observation on the
whole debate over Sidney's Ramism:
Distinguishing between what Sidney may have learned
from Aristotle and what he learned from Ramus would
be at the very least a delicate and highly speculative
endeavor. %!

Lest the impression be left that there are only
those who think Sidney was a Ramist and those who feel
that the issue is a rather moot one, an example from the
opposing camp is in order. George Watson's "Ramus, Miss

Tuve, and the New Petromachia"52

is a highly amusing
although splenetic attack on those Ramist critics who
feel Sidney was a Ramist. Watson says that ". . . there
is convincing biographical evidence that Sidney was
interested in Ramus--though none whatever that he admired
him . . . ."53 Watson finally concludes that Milton is
the only English poet for whom there is solid evidence
that he was a confirmed Ramist.54

When all is said and done, I think we can conclude
that Sidney met Ramus, that he admired at least Ramus'
attitude toward patronage, that he patronized and supported
leading Ramists, that he undoubtedly understood what Ramism
was, and that a number of his close friends were Ramists.
It is more important, however, that we can also conclude

that there is no evidence that any of Sidney's work would

have been any different had Ramus never lived.
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A final problem which faces the student of Sidney's
rhetoric is the question of whether there is indeed any
distinction between rhetoric and poetry. Sidney's Defense
clearly indicates that he considers poetry superior to
rhetoric; at the very least, it is clear that he uses the
terms to mean two different things. Yet the problem is
not that simple. For example, C. S. Lewis, certainly one
of the most respected critics of English Renaissance
literature, says that "there is no antithesis, indeed no

55 The context

distinction, between Rhetoric and Poetry."
implies that he is talking about rhetoric and poetry in

all periods, not just as they were in the medieval period
which is the subject of his book.

It is always easy to dismiss Lewis by saying that
he is an excellent popularizer and that he often overstates
his case simply to become more readable. Yet Rosemond
Tuve, who deserves just the opposite reputation, says that
"it would be pure pedantry under the circumstances to make

56

any fundamental division between poet and Rhetor." She

continues to say that "in so far as they were arts of

thought, poetry and rhetoric had not been divided prior

to Ramus . . . ."57 She concludes that "the co-operation

was based on fundamental similarity of aim; so is the

n>8

unity. We have already mentioned that Aristotle had

seen fit to write a separate book about each art, and
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Aristotle saw a fundamental distinction between the methods
of thought used by the poet and rhetor, and so did Sidney.
As far as the similarity of aim is concerned, certainly
moving was the aim of both poetry and rhetoric, yet
rhetoric moves toward what the rhetor finds in his own
interest (this was Plato's objection) while poetry moves
toward the truth (and this was, as we shall see in detail,
Sidney's essential distinction).

Yet Miss Tuve is aware of Sidney's distinction,

both in his famous "look in thy heart and write" of

Astrophil and Stella and in the Defense. However, she
does not use thié evidence to qualify her position. 1In
fact, she uses it to support it: "Sidney's 'look in thy
heart and write' is a statement on method and is so
presented."59 In other words, and this is not entirely
clear except from the context of her remark, Sidney's'
statement is used rhetorically in order to establish his
éredibility, as in the exordium of an oration. We are
always in trouble when we try to assume the nature of
Sidney's intended audience, especially in Astrophil and

Stella,60 but the problem is compounded by Miss Tuve

because it is difficult to see how a poet (whose over-
whelming concern is with the importance of man using his
reason to control his emotions) can hope to establish
credibility by saying that his entire sonnet sequence is

a result of his consulting merely his emotions. C. S. Lewis
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is undoubtedly right when he says that this indicates that
a poet, upon looking into his heart, will find much more
there than would someone else.61 I take Sidney's line to
indicate that content is more important than form, that a
poet who is well-acquainted with all the poetic devices
need only have something to say, and that stylistic devices
will come to the poet as needed.

The second problem, that of the Defense, is handled
by Miss Tuve with an eye to Sidney's Ramism. She assumes
Sidney is a Ramist, although she offers little evidence to
convince us. Here is what she has to say: when Sidney
states that "he deserves to be pounded for straying from

n62 his statement ". . . 1is based not

Poetry to Oratory,
on a distinction between poetry and rhetoric, but on the
new Ramist definition of the dialectic proper to all three

[sic.] disciplines."63

Incredibly enough, then, Tuve is
saying that Sidney did not mean that he strayed from
poetic to rhetoric, but from the form of dialectic Ramus
ascribed to poetry to that he ascribed to rhetoric. I
think it is more productive to assume that when Sidney
says he strayed from poetry to rhetoric he means that he
strayed from poetry to rhetoric. He is also calling
attention to the fact that the digression of his oration
is coming to a close and that he will now return to a

discussion of poetry--a fairly clear indication that he

felt that there was a difference between the two.
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Yet Tuve and Lewis are not the only critics who
feel that there is no distinction between the two
disciplines. C. S. Baldwin talks about ". . . the common

u64

Renaissance confusion of poetic with rhetoric. Baldwin's

statement is formidable because, in his Ancient Rhetoric and

Poetic, he admits that the distinction was indeed strong in

65 His work on medieval rhetoric

the classical period.
indicates that the confusion between the two began in the
middle ages. It becomes clear, then, that the two were
often thought of as the same thing; the problem has now
at least been limited to finding out why and by whom.
Vickers points to the major reason for this
confusion when he says that ". . . medieval and Renaissance
rhetoric was essentially stylistic. Poetry and prose were
of equal status because style was common in both, and

because literature was rhetoric."66

Although this statement
is helpful in indicating that the thing which linked the two
disciplines together was their common use of style (probably,
I think, the figures), it certainly causes a plethora of
other problems. First, to say that the two used the same
tools is not to say they were the same: one might as well
equate Physics and Economics because they both use numbers.
To say that literature was rhetoric is merely to say that
literature was taught as part of that one of the liberal

arts. Perhaps literature was often rhetorical, but it is

as difficult to think of Shakespeare's Hamlet as a rhetoric
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as it is to think -of Thomas Wilson's The Arte of Rhetoric

as a play.

What makes Vickers so confusing is his focus. He
is really trying to discuss the difference between verse
and prose, and to say that one was not elevated over the
other. At the same time, however, he is trying to show
that there is no distinction between rhetoric and poetry
(poetry including, I assume, both prose and verse). And
his use of one statement to support the other is a
masterful tour-de-force of circular reasoning. What,
for example, are we to make of this?

In England the same identification of the two

media [(rhetoric and poetry)] was common from

the lowest level to the highest. Of the greatest

rhetoricians and critics of the age, Puttenham,

as his editors have pointed out, like Du Bellay

or Gascoigne, seldom or never distinguishes

between verse and prose in their rhetorical or

expressive functions.®’
This statement means that since Puttenham and other
critics did not distinguish between the functions of
verse and prose there was no distinction between the two.
This is to be supported by the fact that such distinctions
were not made in their rhetorics in which they discussed
poetry (which included both verse and prose). It is
beyond me to make much more sense out of this, but
Vickers does admit that both Sidney and Jonson found
poetry more rhetorical than prose.

Ong easily finds a middle ground here, realizing

that there was a distinction between the two, but that
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this distinction was often obscured for pedagogical
reasons: "Although Ramus elsewhere expresses the opinion

that poetry is a separate art,“68

it is treated as a part
of rhetoric. 1In other words, the distinction is there,
but the categorical method of Ramus subsumes it under the
heading of rhetoric. Ong gives the reason for this
distinction also, one which is far easier to both under-
stand and accept than Vickers':

In this climate regulated by the classroom

tradition, poetry was not commonly distinguished

from rhetoric as a means of inculcating a more

than elementary knowledge of Latin. When it

was finally differentiated as an elementary

subject, it was differentiated in elementary

terms--by its measure. ®°
In short, the teachers may well have understood all the
major distinctions between rhetoric and poetic, but the
school children did not get this distinction in the
classroom.

The scholars, however, did know the distinction,
and they tended to elevate poetry over rhetoric. Ong is
quite at odds with his fellow Ramist critic Tuve when he
says

The suggestion that poetry was some sort of divine
gift, the result of a divine indwelling or
enthousiasmos, helped give it a status distinct
from rhetoric even when pedagogical practice and

concomitant theory made it only a branch of the
latter.”?

This not only echoes Sidney's theory of the poet, but, if
we take "concomitant theory" to mean pedagogical theory,

we can see that the distinction between poetry and rhetoric
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is only obscured in so much as the two are both taught in
the lower levels of education. Perhaps this is the best
place to point out that I have not once read a single
statement by any Renaissance rhetorician or poet, whether
in England or on the Continent, to the effect that poetry

and rhetoric are the same thing.7l

Poetry may use
rhetorical devices, but then so does any kind of verbal
communication: even the use of no figures at all was

called aschematicism, a figure in itself.

Poetry and rhetoric are different, then; but what
is that difference? We can move toward making that
distinction through Hallam's statement on Sidney:

The irony is that as Sidney proceeds into the
defense proper, he formulates his comments as
a logician while the substance and spirit of
those comments become those of the poet.’?
He goes on to say that
poetry is not logic, though logic may be poetry.
Poetry is something more than dialectic; the
essence of poetry is its ability to move, which
only rhetoric can answer to.’3
In short, poetry and rhetoric both can move; dialectic
and logic can not, or so Sidney felt. Agaih, we have a
similarity between the two, but not an equation. The
whole thrust of Hallam's article, incidentally, is that
Sidney was not a Ramist because Ramism is pro-logic and
anti-rhetoric.
Myrick, in his classic study on Sidney, also gets

into the debate, but with much less controversy. He

simply states that
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we may . . . infer that to read Sidney as primarily

a thinker is to misread him. The lessons that he

ascribes to poets are simply the common property

of his age, like the principles of rhetoric.”*
Myrick is not only making the distinction between poetry
and rhetoric, but also reinforcing our earlier conclusion
that the principles of rhetoric were the common property
of Sidney's age. His statement that Sidney was not
primarily a thinker should not be taken to denigrate
Sidney, only to indicate that Sidney is more properly
.thought of as a poet than a philosopher, something with
which Sidney would have little quarrel.

Howell, however, adequately sums up the entire
debate over the distinction between logic and rhetoric,
and it is probably best to let him have the final word on
the subject:

Nor had the science of aesthetics yet been invented
to insulate poetry from any contact with logic and
rhetoric. Instead, poetry was considered to be the
third great form of communication, open and popular
but not fully explained by rhetoric, concise and
lean but not fully explained by logic.’®
In short, poetry is both the open and closed fist. This
is precisely the distinction Sidney makes: poetry combines
the best attributes of both rhetoric and logic, just as it
does the best aspects of philosophy and history.

Just as the question of whether Sidney was a Ramist

became moot, so does the one about the distinction between

rhetoric and poetry. There was indeed a distinction

between the two fields or disciplines, and the idea that
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there was not is a result of not understanding Renaissance
pedagogy, and perhaps of confusing the part for the whole.
In any case, there was a distinction made between the two
both in classical and Renaissance times, and Sidney shares
in making this distinction. Moreover, Sidney found poetry

superior to rhetoric.
VI

In conclusion, scholarship on rhetoric is replete
with controversy and contains not a little misunderstanding.
Perhaps no satisfactory resolution will ever be made of all
the contended points and issues, but certain details of
rhetoric as it concerns Sidney can be clarified somewhat.
Whether he preferred the Aristotelian four part or the
Ciceronian seven part structure is moot in this study
since they were both recognized structures, and since
Sidney used either one as it suited his purpose. Whether
or not Sidney was a Ramist has no discernable effect on
his literature, and neither do any other of the rhetorical
quarrels. Finally, Sidney does make a distinction between
rhetoric and poetry, and that there was a distinction made
between the two was fairly common in his time.

It remains, however, to determine his attitudes
toward and definitions of poetry and rhetoric. This will
enable us to see how he uses both poetry and rhetoric as
subject matter in his literature. One would naturally

expect poetry to play the more respected part here since
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Sidney obviously gave a great deal of attention to it

(and since there is such an overwhelming amount of scholar-
ship and criticism on it), but it may be surprising to see
how pervasive and important a topic rhetoric is for him.
The proper place to begin is with Sidney's definition of
poetry, both because Sidney considered it foremost among
the disciplines and because we have in his Defense an
extended and direct statement on the subject. It will

also help in understanding his discussions of rhetoric

to know his definition of poetry.
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CHAPTER 3

POETRY

Most scholars and critics agree that Sidney's

Astrophil and Stella is in some way a concrete embodiment

of his Defense of Poesy, and this accounts for the large

number of articles and books which dwell on Sidney's
discussion of precept and example. The progression goes
something like this: The Defense says that the poet should
synthesize precept and example. That the poet should
create this synthesis becomes a precept in itself, and
Astrophil becomes an example of that precept. 1In
Astrophil, after all, Sidney combines precept and example:
Stella is the example of the perfection toward which man
should strive, and that man should so strive is the
precept. This is a very smooth surface of logical
coherence, but one which conceals much critical dispute.
Even though this tidy formula receives such general
endorsement, there is much confusion and disagreement as to

how well Sidney carried out in his Astrophil and Stella the

theories set forth in the Defense. The major critical
dispute concerning the Defense is Sidney's definition of
poetry. The major problem in Astrophil is why Sidney

employs every stylistic or rhetorical device he condemns
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in the Defense and in Astrophil. The Defense needs
reexamination because so many diverse interpretations of
it abound that Sidney's own definition of poetry has
gotten lost. About Astrophil there is at least general
agreement that the dual audience of the poem is the key
to the contradiction.

Hallet Smith, while discussing this dual audience
(courtly wits and Stella), poses the question this way:
"why . . . should the first consideration in love poetry
be efficacy of the verse from the assumed point of view

of the mistress?"l

His answer is that "Sidney concludes
that the reader, despite his natural interest in decoration,
conceits, elaborate artifice, and ingenuity, will finally
be more affected by the poetry if the lady, the other
audience, and her assumed point of view are made
paramount."2 Yet, an even better answer to Smith's
question would be "because the mistress often symbolizes
poetry." Even Smith's own answer gains in meaning and
validity if "the lady" is seen as a symbol for poetry.

It is entirely possible that many problems and difficulties
in interpretation of Sidney's canon might find resolution
with such a reading. Since the problem is so complex,
however, and such a reading so unusual, it will barely

be within our scope here if we can answer one question

convincingly in the affirmative: 1Is Stella ever a symbol

for poetry as Sidney defines it in the Defense?
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II

One of the major points of the Defense is that
poetry should be defined by its proper use. Sidney makes
this point in order to answer and refute Stephen Gosson's

The School of Abuse in which Gosson defined poetry (Sidney

would argue) by its misuse, and then attacked it because
it was misused. According to Sidney, the poet is divinely
inspired, his poetry is a reflection of perfection and the
ideal and, hence, ideal beauty. Not only is the poem a
reflection of ideal beauty, or even of a perfect moral
order, but it is an active moral agent: it leads man to
the pursuit of virtue by stirring his emotions with its
beauty. Poetry is able, says Sidney, to combine the
philosopher's precept and the historian's example and
produce a synthesis which is much greater than the sum

of those two qualities. The synthesis is golden, or pre-
lapsarian, beauty or virtue. We shall see that for Sidney
the qualities of beauty and virtue can not be separated
from one another any more than form and content, or
precept and example once they are fused. This synthesis,
produced in poetry, even called poetry, can present an
image of moral perfection which is so désirable Fhat man
is moved through his emotions toward right-action, or the
pursuit of virtue. As will become evident, Sidney is
concerned chiefly, if not exclusively, with the moral

qualities of poetry, or poetry as a moral agent.
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Sidney's point that poetry should be defined only
by its proper use, and that the abuse of it should not
even enter into the definition, is made parenthetically,
but we shall see in later chapters that his most
significant points are often made this way:

. . . though I yeeld, that Poesie may not onely
be abused, but that being abused by the reason of
his sweete charming force, it can do more hurt
then anie other armie of words: yet shall it be
so farre from concluding, that the abuse should
give reproach to the abused, that contrariwise,

it is a good reason, that whatsoever being abused,
doth most harme, being rightly used (and upon the

right use, each thing receives his title) doth
most good.?

After this statement, Sidney goes on to say not only why
poetry should be defined by its proper use, but also what
its proper use is.

Sidney offers this analogy: "Doth not (to go to
the highest) Gods word abused, breede heresie, and his
name abused, become blasphemie?" (F, III, 31) In other
words, if we do not judge God's word, and ultimately God,
by their misuse, it is not rational to judge poetry by
'its misuse. Albert S. Cook seems to grasp Sidney's point
exactly when he says that "this [the fact that poetry has
been abused] being true of every most excellent thing, we
should not allow ourselves to be prejudiced by the fact of
such abuse, otherwise, if we are logical, we shall approve
of nothing, however blameless and salutary in its unpolluted
state."4 Therefore, Sidney feels that poetry ought to be

defined by its proper use; if we did not define everything
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by its proper use, we would, as Cook says, approve of
nothing.

William K. Wimsatt, Jr., and Cleanth Brooks, point
to the source of much misunderstanding concerning Sidney's
rationale for the definition of poetry by its proper use
when they say that

one might summarize the problem by saying that
Sidney, like most of those who have maintained
that poetry is (and ought to be) moral, has not
been able to resolve an ambiguity of the word ought
as used in the formula. 1Is this a poetic "ought?"
or is it in fact only a moral "ought"? In the
second sense "ought to be moral" is a tautology--
since moral is what all our works ought to be.S5
This problem can be resolved with reference to Sidney's
definition of poetry which is, as already stated, that
poetry must be moral before it can be considered poetry.
Therefore we should think of poetry, we ought to think
of poetry, we must think of poetry, as moral or else we
are not thinking of poetry at all: we are thinking of
the abuse of poetry, or poetry in its abuse state, which,
as Sidney says, is not poetry at all.

The relationship between poetry and God is much
stronger than Sidney's analogy would tend to indicate.
For example, E. M. W. Tillyard says that according to

Sidney ". . . it is fitting to praise God for setting
him [the poet] over the natural creation . . . ."6 What
Tillyard says is true so far as it goes, but we can also

say that the reason God placed the poet over post-

lapsarian nature, or enabled him to create a better
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world than is found in the brazen world, is precisely so
that the poet could praise Him; for, to create a golden
world is, according to Sidney, the same as praising God.
This last point needs some clarification. Sidney

says that ". . . with the force of a divine breath, he
bringeth things foorth surpassing her [nature's]
doings . . ." (g, III, 8-9). Thus, the poet speaks
with a divine breath and everything he says is inspired
by God.and, hence, is a representation of God. Sidney had
already stated why he felt that inspiration by God is for
the product of the poet's labor tantamount to representation
of God: ;

Nature never set foorth the earth in so rich

Tapistry as diverse Poets have done, neither with

so pleasaunt rivers, fruitfull trees, sweete

smelling flowers, nor whatsoever els may make the

too much loved earth more lovely: her world is

brasen, the Poets only deliver a golden. (F, III, 8)
In other words, the poem itself is physical, but it
represents a perfect moral order, and it is this perfect
moral order which was created by God. Also, and this is
a further justification of poetry, by representing this
perfect moral order in an attractive manner, the poet is
able to lead the reader toward moral perfection, and hence
toward God.

It is not, then, the fact that it contributes to

well-knowing which justifies poetry, but the fact that it

contributes to well-doing; and Sidney feels that poetry,
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In the first quatrain, Sidney makes it clear that
Stella is the natural, or earthly, symbol of virtue:
Who will in fairest booke of Nature know,
How Vertue may best lodg'd in beautie be,
Let him but learne of Love to reade in thee,
Stella, those faire lines, which true goodnesse
show. (1-4)
Sidney, then, begins his sonnet by establishing the example
and, of course, by telling us what Stella exemplifies.
Sidney, however, evidences a greater subtlety than
is to be found in the sort of two-dimensional allegory
suggested here. Stella is not only a woman whose beauty
is representative of moral perfection. She is also
representative of poetry which, according to the Defense,
leads one toward moral perfection. The puns in the first
quatrain make this fairly clear. Sidney talks about the
"fairest booke of Nature," and, according to the Defense,
the fairest form of literature is poetry. He who seeks
moral perfection, says Sidney, should "learne of Love to

read in thee," and he is to learn to read "those faire
lines, which true goodnesse show." In other words, reading
lines of poetry can lead one to desire moral perfection,
and this is a capsule rendition of one of the main points
of the Defense. Stella, however, represents more than
simply moral perfection and poetry.

Stella is also a representation of ideal love,

though ideal love, moral perfection or virtue, and poetry

(and I shall elaborate on this below) are by no means
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again represent poetry and its charming force. The next
question, "Who keepes the key of Nature's chiefest
treasure?" (6), also refers to poetry, and that for her
"the heav'n forgat all measure" merely reinforces the
imagery. It is a hyperbole emphasizing the divine, hence
infinite, force of poetry. Be that as it may, poetry
combines ("marrie") state (purpose, authority, truth, or
precept) with pleasure (contemplation of Stella) in order
to reveal the golden truth underlying the surface of
brazen nature.

As Sidney continues, Stella "hath the lips, where
wit in fairenesse raigneth" (9), or where knowledge is
made attractive, and is able to both praise and dispraise
women (10). As an ideal woman, Stella could hardly attack
other wémen, but she could as love poetry by which "Cupid
his crowne maintaineth" (12). In the next stanza Sidney
uses the same metaphor we found in sonnet 84, as poetry,
or Stella, has "the feet, whose step all sweetnesse
planteth" (13), and this sweetness, combined with "the
hand which without stroke subdueth" (21), provides
another clear reference to the "sweet charming force"
of the Defense. Everywhere else in this song it is
fairly easy to see Stella as a symbol of poetry.

The second song is simply a charming account of
Astrophil regarding Stella asleep, but the third song

offers more to support our thesis. When Stella sings
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Philanax, nothing the milder for Pyrocles'
purging himself, but rather (according to the
nature of arguing, especially when it is bitter)
so much the more vehement, entered thus into
his speech against Musidorus, being so overgone
with rage that he forgat in this oration his
precise method of oratory. (0ld Arcadia,
pp. 398-99)

Unfortunately, he was successful in his suit against
Pyrocles and Musidorus, but this is not because anger
is an effective oratorical weapon with a good audience;
he is fortunate that Euarchus is determined to ignore
any flowers of expression and attend to only the reason
of the speeches.
Choler in a listener blocks communication as does
melancholy, but the remedy is different. Surprise or
shock is used with melancholy, but brute force is often
the only way to deal with anger. One is constantly
reminded, when reading Sidney's Arcadias, of Spenser's
Talus, the policeman called to action when Artegall's
reason is not effective. Basilius, for example, deals
with anger this way at a tournament:
But Basilius, rising himself, came to part them,
the sticklers' authority scarcely able to persuade
choleric hearers; and part them he did. (New
Arcadia, p. 166)

It should be no surprise, furthermore, that any sort of

physical intervention is needed more often in the New

Arcadia than in the 0l1ld Arcadia.
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Indeed, one is quite certain that, by the end of
his writing career, Sidney has physical restraint in mind
for a particular choleric individual:

For thorow the hole book, what is it els, but
such a bundle of railings, as if it came from
the mouth of som haulf drunk skold in a Tavern
not regarding whyle evill weare spokne, what
was fitt for the person of whome the railing
was so the wordes wear fitt for the person of
an outragious railer. (Defense of Leicester,
F, III, 63)

We also see here that anger caused the speaker to fail to
observe the rhetorical decorum mentioned earlier. In this
case, the words fit the speaker rather than the subject,
and without the speaker knowing it.

Gravity and solemnity, then, are the most effective
methods for an orator to combat choler in the audience or
another rival orator. When that fails, however, physical
force becomes necessary as it is the only way to deal with
the problem. Anger should be supressed in the speaker,
for it could cause him to lose control of his oration, and
thus fail to convince a good or moral audience. Furthermore,
it is often contagious and leads to more anger, ultimately
breeding anarchy and necessitating physical force since
anarchy defies authority.

Surprise or amazement is notable among the
emotions for its ability to disrupt thought. 1In the case
of a melancholy audience, as we have seen, it is effective
because melancholy is an extremely thoughtful or pensive

emotion or psychological condition. It is also effective,
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however, when the audience or opponent is not melancholy,
especially to disrupt invention.
Pyrocles uses surprise intentionally on Gynecia

in the 014 Arcadia in order to disrupt Gynecia's rather

formidable powers of invention. Pyrocles,

. . . taking the duchess Gynecia, led her into a
bay window of the same chamber, determining in
herself [Pyrocles] not to utter to so excellent
a wit as Gynecia had the uttermost point of her
pretended device, but to keep the clause of it
for the last instant, when the shortness of the
time should not give her spirits leisure to look
into all those doubts that easily enter into an
open invention. (0l1d Arcadia, p. 221)

Here we should note that Jean Robertson defines "open
invention" as "acute intelligence."7 It is, at any rate,
surprise which can disrupt the intelligence (or one's
powers of invention).

It is quite easy to multiply examples of this
phenomenon, but perhaps one more will suffice to make the
point. When Basilius tries to persuade his wife, ". . . the
suddeness of the time, which barred any good conjoined

invention . . ." (01d Arcadia, p. 277) made his efforts

futile. Gynecia, it seems, learned her lesson from Pyrocles
well.

Rather than dwelling on invention and disposition, or
even eloquence, as we have done so often in this chapter, we
can notice that the quality of surprise affects another part
of rhetoric to which we have given scant attention thus far:

memory. During the captivity episode, Amphialus approaches
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Philoclea with a prepared speech, but is surprised at
her sorrowful demeanor:
But Amphialus, that had entrusted his memory
with long and forcible speeches, found it so
locked up in amazement that he could pick nothing
out of it but the beseeching her . . . . (New
Arcadia, p. 449)
Before leaving this discussion of surprise in
rhetoric, I would like to make an observation on how it

relates to style. In our example of Pyrocles; manipulation

of Gynecia (01d Arcadia, p. 221), we noticed that Pyrocles

left the point of his "device" to the last "clause," and
this suggests nothing more forceably than the Ciceronean
periodic sentence. Sidney, then, suggests that this style
is especially effective with a melancholy audience. This,
of course, assumes that the audience still has enough of
its mental faculties left intact to follow a long, periodic
sentence.

Fear seems to have some of the disrupting powers
of surprise. For example, Musidorus gives himself away
during his narration to Pamela because of the powerful
effect his memories of his past adventures have on him.
Because of the fear they produce, ". . . he had, with the
remembrance of that plight he was in, forgotten in

speaking of himself to use the third person" (New Arcadia,

p. 268). Once again, the memory is affected by a strong

emotion, this time that of the orator.

































BIBLIOGRAPHICAL NOTE
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Bibliography (New York: Samuel Aaron Tannenbaum, 1941)
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Mary A. Washington's Sir Philip Sidney: An Annotated
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value to someone interested in rhetoric as it applies to
sixteenth-century British literature in general, and
Sidney in particular. Obviously, those interested in
further study in rhetoric or Sidney should consult the

bibliographies mentioned above.
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I have divided this bibliography into three sections.

The first section consists of editions of Sidney's works
which were used in this dissertation. The second section
follows the same guidelines, but covers secondary material
either on Sidney or the literary background. The third
section contains works on rhetoric, or rhetoric as it
applies to literature in general. Obviously, many works
could qualify for insertion into either of the last two
sections. 1In such cases, I have allowed my own experience

of their particular relevance to decide.
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