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Jacopo Mazzoni
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1548-1598

Because he was fundamentally a philosopher, Mazzoni was attracted in his two
defenses of Dante to numerous theoretical issues: the differences between Plato and
Aristotle, the credible impossible and the incredible possible, and truth and falsehood
in poetry.

According to Mazzoni, poetry admits of three definitions, depending on one’s
point of view, Thus from one perspective poetry is simply imitation, the making of an
“idol,” with “no other end in its artifice than to represent and resemble.” Mazzoni
argues that ““imitative” arts are those that “‘have objects which have no other existence
or use except by reason of imitation or in imitation.” Mazzoni also defines poetry in
terms of its result in the reader, namely delight. Finally, he recognizes that from the
point of view of the “civil faculty,” or the principles for understanding the proper
organizations and functions of human society, the poem delights usefully. In his plu-
rality of definitions, he attempts to preserve his belief in the intrinsic uniqueness of
poetry while yet recognizing its ““use.”

Much of Mazzoni’s discussion centers on whether poetry expresses “‘truth.”” He
turns to Plato’s distinction in the Sophist between icastic and fantastic imitation, indi-
cates that both kinds of imitation are acceptable in poems, and adopts Aristotle’s pref-
erence for the “credible impossible,” or fantastic imitation, over the “incredible pos-
sible,” arguing all the while for the freedom of the work from canons of naive realism.

Imitation and idol are the key terms in Mazzoni. The poet “imitates,””.and he
makes an “idol.”” Of major importance to his view is the idea that the idol is particular,
credible, and verisimilar, but not necessarily true. Indeed, that it may be false makes
no final difference. What is important is the illusion that has been created. “The veri-
similitude which is sought by the poets,” he says, “is of such a nature that it is feigned
by poets according to their own will.” Mazzoni draws a distinction, then, between
poetry and history, poetry and science; thus he seems to anticipate modern efforts to
distinguish poetic from other uses of language.

Mazzoni’s work has never been translated in full. A. H. Gilbert, Literary Criti-
cism: Plato to Dryden (1962) provides a selection, and Robert L. Montgomery (1983)
has translated the introduction and summary of the Defense with a general introduc-
tion. See Baxter Hathaway, The Age of Criticism (1962) and Marvels and Common-
places (1968); and Murray Krieger, “Jacopo Mazzoni, Depository of Diverse Critical
Traditions or Source of a New One,” in R. P. Armato and J, M. Spalik, eds., Medieval
Epic to the “Epic Theater” of Brecht (1968).




164 Jacoro MAZZONI

On the Defense of the
Comedy of Dante

From
Introduction and Summary

[5] It is the common view of the philosophic schools that the
arts and sciences have come to be distinct and different by
means of individual and particular objects and subjects. . . .
Some have supposed . . . that the objects of the arts and sci-
ences differ according to differences among things insofar as
they are things. And from this they are constrained to admit
two very extraordinary conclusions. The first is that meta-
physics is a total science, that which considers, so to speak,
universal being, and that the other arts and sciences are a part
of it, because each one of these is a part of universal being.
The other conclusion is that each particular art and science
must have something for a subject which could not be the
subject of another art or science. . . . Both these conclusions
are false. . . . Following the Peripatetics,' I say, as they be-
lieve, that the arts and sciences derive their true and real dis-
tinctiveness from their objects, not insofar as they are things
but insofar as they are knowable things, supposing that
things can be said to be capable of being devised. . . . In the
same way, the division of the objects of the senses is not
apprehended through a classification of their qualities as
such but [6] by a classification of sensible things insofar as
they are sensible. . . . By means of this discourse we can es-
tablish two firm conclusions. The first is that metaphysics is
not a total science . . . that is, it does not totally comprehend
other sciences as its parts. But we'can say that it is a special
science distinct from all others by virtue of having an object
quite different, in its mode of being known, from the objects
of the other sciences. A nice corollary derives from this first
conclusion, which is that the definition of poetics given by
Mirandola and his followers—that poetics is that part of phi-
losophy which deals with human actions insofar as they are
imitable in verse, number, and harmony—is false and per-
haps ridiculous. The second conclusion is that since the di-
vision of knowable things (and not of things) separates the
sciences, it necessarily follows that the same things can be

ON THE DEFENSE OF THE Comedy OF DANTE. Della defesa della Commedia di
Dante was first published in 1587. It may be that the work was actually written
by Tuccio del Como from notes supplied by Mazzoni, It was preceded by the
shorter Discorso in difeso della Commedia del divine poeta Dante, published
in 1572. The text printed here was translated especially for this book by R. L.
Montgomery. Bracketed numbers refer to the pages of the 1688 edition.

treated in diverse sciences under diverse modes of knowl-
edge and consideration. . . . Therefore, just as the sciences
are differentiated by their objects, not insofar as they are
things but insofar as they are knowable, so the arts, of what-
ever sort they may be, are classified not by their objects in-
sofar as they are things, but by their objects insofar as they
are (I cannot say it otherwise if I wish to speak accurately)
capable of being devised.

And because of this subject I find no doctrine more co-
pious or sound than [7] that taught by Plato in the tenth book
of the Republic,? therefore following his lead I say that there
are three types of object and that they have three types of
artifice, which as a result constitute three species of art. . ..
They are “idea,” “work,” and “idol.” The idea is the object
of the ruling, or we might say governing arts. The work is
the object of the fabricating arts. And the idol is the object
of the imitative arts. Therefore the modes of the objects of
the arts insofar as they are capable of being treated by artifice
are three: the observable, the fabricable, the imitable. The
arts which only contemplate things pertinent to some object
are the ruling arts, and they are founded in the idea. Such is
the art of horsemanship when it deals with the bridle. For the
art of horsemanship does not consist in making the bridle but
is concerned solely with the idea of how it must work and
then prescribes to the rider the rules by which he must hold
the bridle so as to guide the horse. The art which makes the
bridle (which was first conceived by the ruling art) is that
which has the work as object. So it is bridlemaking which
fashions the work of the bridle, and that is all it does. The
imitative arts are so named because they deal with the object
only insofar as it is imitable; hence Plato said that they have
the idol as object, which means a simulacrum or image of
some other thing. Since, therefore, the same thing can be
treated by different sciences under different modes of the
knowable, then also the same thing can be submitted to dif-
ferent arts by different modes of artifice. And we have a clear
example in the bridle which belongs to the art of horseman-

ship when considered in its idea, to the art of bridlemaking
when made as a work, and to painting when imitated as an
idol.

But there may be doubt as to the importance of distin-
guishing the imitative arts from the others. For it would seem
that the fabricating arts also deserve the name of imitation,
since each one imitates with its work the model of the idea
conceived by the ruling art. As, for example, the art of bri-
dlemaking conforms to the idea conceived by horseman-
ship. . . . Ireply (as I said before) that the distinction between
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arts derives from their objects insofar as they are variously
n.mwm_u_m of being devised. Now the artifice of the work con-
sists not only in representing the idea of the ruling art, [8]
but also serves other ends. And so we can say that g.a_w-
making forms the bridle in accordance with the idea con-
ceived by horsemanship, but yet this bridle is not made in
order to represent the similitude of the idea, but rather so that
it can be used in the various ways of managing horses. Hence
we see that the artifice of the fabricating arts takes its direc-
tion from another art whose sole aim is to represent and re-
semble; therefore I say that the fabricating arts cannot be
called imitative. But those arts which have the idol as object,
have an object with no other end in its artifice than to repre-
sent and resemble; hence they are justly called imitative.
And just as philosophy has called the logical faculty rational,
not because it uses reason—for in this sense all the arts and

faculties are rational—but because it has an object which

takes all its being from reason and in reason: so I say that the

imitative arts are so named not because they use imitation—

for in this sense all the arts are more or less some kind of
imitation—but because they have objects which have no

other existence or use except by reason of imitation or in

imitation. This I believe is what Plato wished to show in the

second book of the Laws where he said, “The rightness of
an imitation consists in this, as we said, that it is made of
such a nature and size that the imitation expresses the nature
and size of the object itself.””? . . .

; In this way, therefore, the idol is the object of the imi-
tauve arts. . . . [9] The idol . . . is an image and similitude of
some other thing, and it can come into being, as Plato has
taught us in the Sophist and in the sixth book of the Republic,
either with or without our agency. And that which comes into
being without human agency has its origin either in material
things or in spiritual. Those which originate in material
things are understood to be in that portion of visible being
which Plato in the sixth book of the Republic calls obscure.
And so that everyone may understand what I mean it must
be remembered that Plato divides existing things into two
species: one he called intelligible; the other, visible. And
again he wished to subdivide both species into two parts, the
clear and the obscure. Now he calls that portion of visible
things clear which includes plants, animals, the heavens, the
clements, and all complex and simple things. But about the
obscure portion of the visible he has reasoned as follows:
**A portion of the visible kind contains images, for I call im-
ages first shadows, then simulacra, which appear in water

uhns\..q. IL. 668. Jowett translates this passage: “And the truth of an imitation
8..?.&5. as we were saying, in rendering the thing imitated according to
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treated in diverse sciences under diverse modes of knowl-
edge and consideration. . . . Therefore, just as the sciences
are differentiated by their objects, not insofar as they are
things but insofar as they are knowable, so the arts, ﬁ.:. E:.H-
ever sort they may be, are classified not by their objects in-
sofar as they are things, but by their objects insofar as they
are (I cannot say it otherwise if I wish to speak accurately)
capable of being devised. .

And because of this subject I find no doctrine more co-

pious or sound than [7] that taught by Plato in the tenth book
of the Republic,” therefore following his lead I say that there
are three types of object and that they have three types of
artifice, which as a result constitute three species of wn .
They are “‘idea,” “‘work,” and ‘‘idol.”” The idea is the cEmﬂ
of the ruling, or we might say governing arts. The Eo_.m.n is
the object of the fabricating arts. And the idol is En. object
of the imitative arts. Therefore the modes of the objects of
the arts insofar as they are capable of being treated by artifice
are three: the observable, the fabricable, the imitable. The
arts which only contemplate things pertinent to some o_a.mm.
are the ruling arts, and they are founded in the idea. Such is
the art of horsemanship when it deals with the bridle. For the
art of horsemanship does not consist in making the bridle but
is concerned solely with the idea of how it must work and
then prescribes to the rider the rules by which he must hold
the bridle so as to guide the horse. The art which makes the
bridle (which was first conceived by the ruling art) is Emﬂ
which has the work as object. So it is bridlemaking which
fashions the work of the bridle, and that is all it does. The
imitative arts are so named because they deal with the object
only insofar as it is imitable; hence Plato said that @..8\ have
the idol as object, which means a simulacrum or image of
some other thing. Since, therefore, the same thing can be
treated by different sciences under different modes of the
knowable, then also the same thing can be submitted to dif-
ferent arts by different modes of artifice. And we have a clear
example in the bridle which belongs to the art of :onwnawn.
ship when considered in its idea, to the art of bridlemaking
when made as a work, and to painting when imitated as an
idol. : .

But there may be doubt as to the importance of distin-
guishing the imitative arts from the others. For it would seem
that the fabricating arts also deserve the name of imitation,
since each one imitates with its work the model of the Eo.m
conceived by the ruling art. As, for example, the art of bri-
dlemaking conforms to the idea conceived by horseman-
ship. . . . Ireply (as I said before) that the distinction between

*See pp. 31-38.
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arts derives from their objects insofar as they are variously
capable of being devised. Now the artifice of the work con-
sists not only in representing the idea of the ruling art, [8]
but also serves other ends. And so we can say that bridle-
making forms the bridle in accordance with the idea con-
ceived by horsemanship, but yet this bridle is not made in
order to represent the similitude of the idea, but rather so that
itcan be used in the various ways of managing horses. Hence
we see that the artifice of the fabricating arts takes its direc-
tion from another art whose sole aim is to represent and re-
semble; therefore I say that the fabricating arts cannot be
called imitative. But those arts which have the idol as object,
have an object with no other end in its artifice than to repre-
sent and resemble; hence they are justly called imitative.
And just as philosophy has called the logical faculty rational,
not because it uses reason—for in this sense all the arts and
faculties are rational—but because it has an object which
takes all its being from reason and in reason; so I say that the
imitative arts are so named not because they use imitation—
for in this sense all the arts are more or less some kind of
imitation—but because they have objects which have no
other existence or use except by reason of imitation or in
imitation. This I believe is what Plato wished to show in the
second book of the Laws where he said, “The rightness of
an imitation consists in this, as we said, that it is made of
such a nature and size that the imitation expresses the nature
and size of the object itself.”? . . .

In this way, therefore, the idol is the object of the imi-
tative arts. . . . [9] The idol . . . is an image and similitude of
some other thing, and it can come into being, as Plato has
taught us in the Sophist and in the sixth book of the Republic,
cither with or without our agency. And that which comes into
being without human agency has its ori gin either in material
things or in spiritual. Those which originate in material
things are understood to be in that portion of visible being
which Plato in the sixth book of the Republic calls obscure.
And so that everyone may understand what I mean it must
be remembered that Plato divides existing things into two
species: one he called intelligible; the other, visible. And
again he wished to subdivide both species into two parts, the
clear and the obscure. Now he calls that portion of visible
things clear which includes plants, animals, the heavens, the
elements, and all complex and simple things. But about the
obscure portion of the visible he has reasoned as follows:
“A portion of the visible kind contains images, for I call im-
ages first shadows, then simulacra, which appear in water

*Laws, 11. 668. Jowett translates this passage: “And the truth of an imitation

consists, as we were saying, in rendering the thing imitated according to
quantity and quality.”

and in solid bodies as denseness, lightness, etc.”* . . . I be-
lieve idols are of this species. .

[12] Now coming to our proposition I say that when [
earlier concluded that idols are the objects of the imitative
arts, I did not refer to the sort of idols which originate with-
out human artifice . . . but to those which do originate by our
artifice, which are born only in our imagination and our in-
tellect by means of our choice and will, as idols in painting,
sculpture, and similar things. I conclude, then, that this spe-
cies of idol is that which is a suitable object of human imi-
tation and that when Aristotle says in the first chapter of the
Poetics that all the species of poetry are imitation, he means
that imitation which has for its object idols which derive to-
tally from human artifice.s . . . But it appears that the words
of Suidas are contrary to this proposition; he believes that
idols which derive from human artifice are not suitable ob-
jects for the imitative arts, but that idols joined to a different
thing, which he calls similitudes, are. Here are his words:
“Idols are effigies of things which do not subsist, such as
Tritons, Sphinxes, Centaurs. But similitudes are the images
of things which do subsist, such as beasts and men.’’s Ac-
cording to this statement of Suidas, we have two sorts of
imitation. One represents the true, as a painter does when he
depicts with colors the effigy of a man who is known; and
the other represents the caprice of the imitator, as the painter
when he depicts according to the whim of his imagination;
and we see at the same time that the idol is the object of this
second sort of imitation and that the similitude is the object
of the first. Therefore it is not true that the idol which derives
from human artifice is a suitable object for every imitation.

I reply that that view of Suidas about idols is too re-
stricted and also contrary to that held by other writers. . . .
[13] In addition, Plato in the Sophist has left a statement that
there are two species of imitation, one of which he calls icas-
tic, representing things which are truly found to exist, or at
least have been found to exist; the other he calls fantastic, of
which we have examples in paintings which are made ac-
cording to the caprice of the artist. And moreover he himself
says in the tenth book of the Republic that the idol is the

“Plato, Republic, V1. 509-10. See also Sophist, 253-36.

*Mazzoni expands his concept of the idol in Book III, the main body of his
Defense: ““[564] I say therefore that anyone who with words expounds some
true concept in a certain fashion creates idols by means of his speaking, since
each concept is a similitude and image of the thing to which it corresponds,
and likewise names appear, according to Plato and also Aristotle, to be like
idols and imitatiens of things. In this way not only history, but also natural
philosophy and every one of the other arts which teaches something or deals
with truth, makes quasi-idols with its languages and imitates things with con-
cepts and names.”

“Suidas is the supposed compiler of the Suda Lexicon (c. 1000), a combined
dictionary and encyclopedia gathered from a wide variety of sources.
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object of every imitation.” Therefore, the idol is also com-
mon to fantastic imitation. . . . Now I add that under this sort
of imitative art, or under this imitation, poetry ought to be
placed, as a species under its genus. . . .

[15] As for Aristotle, I believe that he establishes poetic
imitation as an analogous genus which contains within itself
four species. The first and most important is the dramatic-
fantastic, which is imitation because it necessarily contains
within itself two sorts of idol and image. One is that of the
person represented [i.e., the actor]. The other is the false but
verisimilar image which the actor represents, since he does
not represent the literally true but the verisimilar; he there-
fore represents the idol or simulacrum of the true. The sec-
ond species is dramatic-icastic imitation, which always nec-
essarily contains the idol of a real person. The third species
is narrative-fantastic imitation, which doubtless always in-
cludes the idol and simulacrum of the true, and may also
have another feature, always found in narrative-icastic imi-
tation, which we will consider now. The fourth and last spe-
cies is narrative-icastic poetry which contains those idols and
images consisting in particularization.? . . . I add that even if
Aristotle has indeed called all four species of poetry imita-
tion, nevertheless when he compares dramatic and narrative
imitation, he considers dramatic more worthy of the name of
imitation, to the extent that he sometimes calls narrative the
otiose part of the poem and not imitation; but this must al-
ways be understood to hold in [the context of] comparison
with dramatic poetry, and not absolutely. . . .

Now coming to Plato I say that he also has in some
places denied that narrative poetry is imitation. . . . [16] Yet
he also has maintained that narrative poetry is not imitation
when compared with dramatic representation, but one ought
not to conclude from this that §peaking absolutely he be-
lieves that poetic narration is not imitation. And moreover I
say that he himself in the Sophist has said that narrative is
imitation.® . . .

"See Plato, Sophist, 235-36; and Republic, p. 36. The drift of Mazzoni’s
understanding of the difference between icastic and fantastic imagery may be
gathered from the following remarks in Book III of his Defense: “[580] it
can probably be said that fantastic and icastic imitation are determined by the
true and the false, not insofar as they are in themselves true and false, but
insofar as they are considered true and false in the mind of the poet. . .. That
poet who creates his own invention as a consequence produces it by the living
power of his own imagination, even if by chance it conforms to what has
happened in history. And thus not only, according to his belief, does he have
the false as an object, but also its form and structure are in his imagination. It
thus seems reasonable that these suit the title of fantastic imitator.”
*Mazzoni argues in Book III that “narration” has a special virtue in addition
to those it shares with thetoric: ““(974] And that virtue is particularity, through
which the poet should extend and display the parts of his concept because in
this way he will be apt to imitate and make resemblances of everything he
may have occasion to discuss.”

As for narrative-icastic poetry, I say that the poet is also
obliged to imitate, which he does rightly if he sets out to
describe anything in a most particular manner. Therefore in
this fashion also idols and images are made suitable to nar-
rative. . .. [20] I conclude therefore that poetic narration is
also the icastic form of idols and images and is consequently
imitation by means of particularization. . . . [22] I believe it
is likely that when Plato differentiated narrative poetry from
imitation, he meant that compared to dramatic representation
it did not merit the name of imitation. . . . But we ought not,
because of that, assert that speaking absolutely poetic narra-
tion is not in some fashion imitative, also according to the
concept of Plato. It can therefore be understood as a firm and
fixed conclusion that the genus of poetry is imitation and so
consequently all species of poetry make idols and images in
the way already mentioned. And because the rightness of im-
itation [23] ... consists in the precise representation of
things, it then follows that a fundamental error in poetics
would be to represent by distortion or dissimilarity. . . . For
this reason it seems that Plato in the second book of the Re-
public thinks that Homer erred fundamentally in his imita-
tion by representing many most ugly vices of the gods and
heroes when he ought to have done just the opposite by rep-
resenting with proper imitation the divine and heroic na-
tures.' . . . It is also a fact that Proclus has justified the dis-
tortions through which poets ascribe many vices to the gods
on the grounds that they were writing allegories.! . . ,

[35] We can now discuss the subject and material
proper to poetry. In the opinion of many they are falsehood
and lies, but that when these are verisimilar they are an ade-
quate subject for poetry. And they let themselves be per-
suaded to believe this because they think that the true poet is
he who derives his poem from his own invention, adding that
whoever [36] takes his subject from somewhere other than
his own invention does not deserve the name of a true poet.
They also believe that this was Aristotle’s view when he
called Empedocles more a natural philosopher than a poet
because he sought to expound the truth of natural things in
verse, rather than to expound his own invention.'? . . . It also
seems that Plato supported this view in the Phaedo when he
said, “He who hopes to be a poet ought not only to put to-

gether words, but also to compose.”!? Plutarch, in the little

"°See Republic, p. 20.
''"Mazzoni expands on this traditional idea in portions of Book III, *“[807-08]

each time poets have sought to follow the marvelous on the literal level they

have uttered incredible things. . . . The license has sometimes been conceded
to poets to feign the impossible in the literal sense while following the cred-
ible in the allegorical sense.” These propositions are liberally illustrated with
examples from classical literature and commentaries, chiefly Homer and
Proclus.
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book where he asks whether the Athenians have acquired
greater glory through arms or letters, writes as follows:

They say also that one of the friends of Menander
said to him, ‘““The feasts of Bacchus are approach-
ing; have you not made a comedy?”” And Menan-
der replied, “I have made a comedy, for I have dis-
covered the fable and given it its order. All that
remains is to add the verse.” For poets believe the
fable to be more essential than the words. Corinna
mﬁa to Pindar when he was still young and boldly
using his eloquence, that he was ignorant of poet-
ics because he put no fables in his writings, which
is the proper work of a poet.

And Plutarch adds, “It is certain also that Plato himself
wrote that the occupation of poetry is the composition of
fables. 14
On the basis of all these authorities and many others,
one could easily fall in with the view of those who say that
poetry has no other subject but the fabulous and false,
though joined to the verisimilar, since according to the rule
of Aristotle, verisimilitude is required in the fables of poets.
Nevertheless I say that this opinion is not correct for many
Teasons, some of which I shall select as they come to
mind. . . . Consider first that the false verisimilar occurs in
m.oao other arts which are different from poetry, as in rheto-
rc. ... [37] And in this respect I recall having read a very
fine dialogue by Signor Camillo Paleotti . . . in which he...
shows . . . that the false verisimilar is greatly abused by the
corrupt world in that it is a nearly universal subject of the
arts, sciences, and education. Therefore it cannot be con-
cluded that it is a fit and adequate subject of the poet’s art.
For if this were the true subject of poetry, it would mean that
vom:.w could not in any way be capable of truth, and yet Plato
writes, and Aristotle confirms, and reason convinces us, that

“quite the contrary is so. Therefore Plato in the Republic and

the Laws, having approved that kind of poetry that deals with
the gods in accordance with the truth, showed that as a con-
sequence the truth is not alien to poetry." Likewise Aristotle
has confirmed this conclusion in three places in the Poetics. 16
- In all three places, and especially in the last, we see
plainly that Aristotle concedes that poetry sometimes has the

—_—

"*“Were the Athenians More Famous in War or in Wi
We or in Wisdom?' !
edition, Vol. IV, p. 507), S
154 3 P .
See xm_uzgn. pp- 37-38. Mazzoni is reading Plato in his own way. In this
Ww_mmmwm .n.nnn Plato asserts that only poetry containing acceptable doctrine
ongs in the state; and in the passage from the Republic he eave flatl thas
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As for narrative-icastic poetry, I say that the poet is also
obliged to imitate, which he does rightly if he sets out .8
describe anything in a most particular manner. Therefore in
this fashion also idols and images are made suitable to nar-
rative. . . . [20] I conclude therefore that poetic narration is
also the icastic form of idols and images and is consequently
imitation by means of particularization. . . . [22] I believe it
is likely that when Plato differentiated narrative poetry W.OE
imitation, he meant that compared to dramatic representation
it did not merit the name of imitation. . . . But we ought not,
because of that, assert that speaking absolutely poetic narra-
tion is not in some fashion imitative, also according to the
concept of Plato. It can therefore be understood as a firm and
fixed conclusion that the genus of poetry is imitation and s0
consequently all species of poetry make idols and ::mmom in
the way already mentioned. And because the rightness of im-
itation [23] ... consists in the precise representation .o_u
things, it then follows that a fundamental error in poetics
would be to represent by distortion or dissimilarity. . . . For
this reason it seems that Plato in the second book of the Re-
public thinks that Homer erred fundamentally in his imita-
tion by representing many most ugly vices of the gods and
heroes when he ought to have done just the opposite by rep-
resenting with proper imitation the divine and heroic na-
tures.”® . . . It is also a fact that Proclus has justified the dis-
tortions through which poets ascribe many vices to the gods
on the grounds that they were writing allegories." . .. .
[35] We can now discuss the subject and material
proper to poetry. In the opinion of many-they are falsehood
and lies, but that when these are verisimilar they are an ade-
quate subject for poetry. And they let themselves be per-
suaded to believe this beczuse they think that the true poet is
he who derives his poem from his own invention, adding that
whoever [36] takes his subject from somewhere other than
his own invention does not deserve the name of a true poet.
They also believe that this was Aristotle’s view when he
called Empedocles more a natural philosopher than a poet
because he sought to expound the truth of natural things in
verse, rather than to expound his own invention.? . . . It also
seems that Plato supported this view in the Phaedo when he
said, ‘‘He who hopes to be a poet ought not only to put to-
gether words, but also to compose.”'* Plutarch, in the little

“See-Republic, p. 20.

:meno”m nxcmm% on this traditional idea in portions of woo_ﬁ.:ﬂ *[807-08]
each time poets have sought to follow the marvelous on the literal level they
have uttered incredible things. . . . The license has sometimes vﬁnn conceded
to poets to feign the impossible in the literal sense EE_a ?:o.iim the o_.o.n_.
ible in the allegorical sense.” These propositions are .Eumum_ﬁ. illustrated with
examples from classical literature and commentaries, chiefly Homer and
Proclus.

12See Poetics, 1. 8, p. 50.
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book where he asks whether the Athenians have acquired
greater glory through arms or letters, writes as follows:

They say also that one of the friends of Menander
said to him, ““The feasts of Bacchus are approach-
ing; have you not made a comedy?"” And Menan-
der replied, “Thave made a comedy, for I have dis-
covered the fable and given it its order. All that
remains is to add the verse.”” For poets believe the
fable to be more essential than the words. Corinna
said to Pindar when he was still young and boldly
using his eloquence, that he was ignorant of poet-
ics because he put no fables in his writings, which
is the proper work of a poet.

And Plutarch adds, “It is certain also that Plato himself
wrote that the occupation of poetry is the composition of
fables.”1*

On the basis of all these authorities and many others,
one could easily fall in with the view of those who say that
poetry has no other subject but the fabulous and false,
though joined to the verisimilar, since according to the rule
of Aristotle, verisimilitude is required in the fables of poets.
Nevertheless I say that this opinion is not correct for many
reasons, some of which I shall select as they come to
mind. . . . Consider first that the false verisimilar occurs in
some other arts which are different from poetry, as in rheto-
fic. ... [37] And in this respect I recall having read a very
fine dialogue by Signor Camillo Paleotti . . . in which he . . .
shows .. . that the false verisimilar is greatly abused by the
corrupt world in that it is a nearly universal subject of the
arts, sciences, and education. Therefore it cannot be con-
cluded that it is a fit and adequate subject of the poet’s art.
For if this were the true subject of poetry, it would mean that
poetry could not in any way be capable of truth, and yet Plato
writes, and Aristotle confirms, and reason convinces us, that
quite the contrary is so. Therefore Plato in the Republic and
the Laws, having approved that kind of poetry that deals with
the gods in accordance with the truth, showed that as a con-
sequence the truth is not alien to poetry.'s Likewise Aristotle
has confirmed this conclusion in three places in the Poetics.'s
... In all three places, and especially in the last, we see
plainly that Aristotle concedes that poetry sometimes has the

'*“Were the Athenians More Famous in War or in Wisdom?”’ Moralia (Loeb
edition, Vol. IV, p. 507).

1“See Republic, pp. 37-38. Mazzoni is reading Plato in his own way. In this
passage cited Plato asserts that only. poetry containing acceptable doctrine
belongs in the state, and in the passage from the Republic he says flatly that
poetry, “is not to be regarded seriously as attaining to the truth.”

"“See Poetics, IX. 1-4, and XXV. I and 5-8, Pp. 55 and 64.

true for its subject, and we see that because of all that has
been said above, the idols of icastic imitation are, according
to Aristotle, poetic idols.

But besides the authority of Plato and Aristotle, there is
also reason which proves that the poet sometimes speaks the
truth, for in narrating the wandering of certain heroes, he .
often could not help but describe the location of cities. When
the poet adheres to geographical truth, it must be [38] said
that either he forfeits the name of poet for the time being
(which is completely ridiculous) or we must confess that
sometimes the true can be a poetic subject. And we have
already shown that idols and images can be made from true
things, both narratively and dramatically. According to all
these considerations we ought to affirm two conclusions as
true. The first is that the false is not always necessarily the
subject of poetry. The second is that, since the subject of
poetry is sometimes the, true and sometimes the false, it is
therefore necessary to establish a poetic subject that in itself
can be sometimes true and sometimes false.!?

Therefore it seems that we ought to reject that point of
view which seemed to prove that poetic subjects are always
false. . . .

Now if we remove the false and accept the true in its
place, we do not thereby destroy poetry, since we have al-
ready said that it can tolerate the true. The same can be said
of the possible, because if in poetry we put the impossible in
its place, it does not by this become either improved or de-
ficient. But if the credible is removed and the incredible put
in its place, the nature of poetry is totally destroyed. And on
the other hand whoever takes the credible and totally re-
moves the possible, nevertheless has a poetic subject, as Ar-

""For Mazzoni this involves the purpose for which idols and images are used.
In Book IIT he argues to this point: **[564-65] But yet I say that the language
of history and the arts and sciences does not use poetic imitation, and that
the poet who treats either of history or of the arts or sciences will use poetic
imitation, which we have above called similitudinousness (similitudinaria).
According to the understanding of those who ought to know . . . the idol is
that which has no other use in itself but to represent and resemble. And be-
cause the concepts of philosophy are not true and perfect idols (since they
are not made solely to represent but to instruct and to disclose the truth of
things), therefore we can say that history, and whatever else teaches things
that are true, even if by means of its concepts it forms idols, does not form
them insofar as they are idols, that is, it does not form them for the sole
purpose of representing and resembling something else. Rather it moves to
another mode and another cause of the object, that is, to recount the truth of
what has happened or to teach some doctrine. But the imitator fabricates the
perfect idol, that is, the idol insofar as it is an idol, which means . . . the idol
insofar as it represents and resembles something else. So we can conclude
that the historian and the poet who has history for the subject of his poem
are different in that the historian will recount things in order to leave behind
a memory of the truth, but the poet will write to imitate and leave behind a
simulacrum, insofar as it is a simulacrum, of the truth. And the poet will be
constrained to write with greater diligence than the historian and to ornament
his writing with many poetic lights and colors so that the simulacrum which

he wishes to form may be better seen and understood by everyone who reads
his poem.”
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istotle has clearly testified: ““For in what belongs to poetry
the credible impossible is preferable to the incredible and
possible.”'® [39] Therefore it should be said that among all
the subjects for poetry there is none more proper than the
credible, and all the more because by its nature the credible
contains both the true and false, since many times not only
the true but also the false is credible.” ... And therefore I
think that the credible is a subject correlative to belief, that
is, to persuasion or faith. And belief, generally speaking, is
an aspect of conclusions, as are opinion and knowledge. But
knowledge derives from necessary causes, which cannot be
said of opinion or of faith, which have contingent causes.
Therefore it is plain that all the difficulty lies in knowing
how to recognize the difference between opinion and
belief. . . .
[40] First I say that persuasion concentrates on the par-
ticular as its instrument and means for proving its conclu-
sions. And therefore it makes use of enthymemes and
examples, both of which are lacking in universal proposi-
tions. . . . The means .of proving conclusions are particulars,
and they are ordinarily drawn from sensible objects. . . . And
please note that I am speaking of belief and faith which orig-
inate in human arguments and not those founded in divine
revelation. Hence we see that persuasion and belief concern
the particular. But opinion always concerns the universal.
This refers to the way of proving a conclusion rather than to
the conclusion itself, for I am quite well aware that opinion
[41] can be about the conclusion of some particular emotion
which is involved in some particular subject. But still 1 say
that the means by which one attempts to prove a conclusion
are universal. ... Persuasion derives from-those things
which can move not just the intellect but also the appetite.
This is to say that persuasion, deriving from particular and
sensible means, therefore derives from things which can also
move the appetite; but opinion, deriving from universal
types, therefore derives from things which do not have the
power to move the appetite. ... In infinite questions, in
which natural things are treated in a persuasive way, there is
produced in the human mind conviction alone without any
stirring of the appetite. But whenever moral matters are in-
volved in the same infinite questions and are primarily under
the jurisdiction of good and bad, one cannot convince the
human intellect without some stirring of the appetite, as the
following example illustrates: As to whether one ought to
choose a beautiful or an ugly wife, it is clear that many things
could be said on both sides of the question which would have
the power to stir the appetite, even if by its nature the ques-

"*Poetics, XXIV. 10, p. 64.
"See n. T1. ahove.

tion is infinite.?® Therefore, when Cicero says that infinite
questions have as their end a conviction which must be cho-
sen, he means that in all infinite questions treated in a per-
suasive manner there is always this end. But he does not ab-
solutely deny that sometimes in infinite questions stirring of
the soul has a place. With these considerations in mind, it
can be concluded that the second difference, that between
opinion and persuasion, is that persuasion can be derived
from things which have the power to move the appetite. I say
“‘can be derived” because it is not always so, as is seen in
infinite questions about natural things which are treated in a
persuasive way [42] that is with sensible and particular
means. But opinion derives from things which cannot ever
stir the appetite, for they are universals. Therefore the credi-
ble is the object of the kind of persuasion I have just now
discussed.

And because we have already concluded, with the au-
thority of Aristotle, that the credible is the subject of the
poet’s art, it seems that from what has been said we can es-
tablish three conclusions. The first is that because the poet
always deals with the credible, he ought as a consequence to
treat everything in a way consistent with credibility, that is,
he ought always necessarily to use individual and sensible
means to represent the things about which he writes, what-
ever they may be. And when he treats things pertinent to
contemplative doctrine, he ought to make every effort to rep-
resent them with idols and sensible simulacra, which Em-
pedocles did not do.*’ He was therefore said to be a physicist
more often than a poet. But in this respect Dante is certainly
magnificent, as I will show more fully in the fifth book. For
now we can be content with this single example in which,
speaking of the holy and ineffable Trinity, he writes:

In the profound and clear being of the exalted light
there appeared to me three turning wheels of three
colors and a single extent. And the one seemed re-
flected from the other, as rainbow from rainbow,
and the third seemed a flame breathing equally
from the one and from the other.22

And for this reason it happens that the poet frequently
uses comparison and long, distinct parables. And whoever

*Mazzoni is referring to Cicero’s dialogue Of the Classification of Rhetoric
(Loeb edition, p. 357): “Questions . . . are of two kinds; one kind is limited
by its referring to particular (finitum) occasions and persons, and this I call
a cause, and the other is unlimited (infinitum), that is, marked by no persons
or occasions, and this I designate a thesis.” In this treatise Cicero generally
assigns finite questions a role in moving the feelings and infinite questions
the task of persuading the judgment in more general matters.

21See Aristotle, Poetics, 1, 8, p. 50,

2The Divine Comedv. **Paradise.” XXXIIL 115-20.

—————

mmw,@.s&w the poet is at least obli gated to use this mode of the
credible in his narrative must be satisfied with the following
answer: the poet must speak to the people, among whom are
many vulgar and ill-educated men, and therefore if he should
present knowledge in a fashion [43] suited to the sciences
E.nw EMEE not understand him. For this reason he c.nma,
things in a credible fashion, that is, he teaches them by
E.mmnm of comparisons and similitudes taken from sensible
n.E_mm. And the people, who know that truth resides in sen-
sible things as they are treated by the poet, easily believe that
the same is true of intelligible things. '

From this we can conclude that the poet is not forbidden
to Qwa with things pertinent to the sciences and to the spec-
ulative intellect if he deals with them in credible manner
fashioning poetic idols and images, as Dante with most EE._
<m.€=m and noble art has presented the whole of intellectual
being and the intelligible world itself to the eyes of everyone
by means of idols and most beautiful images. I recall that in
m_m Phaedrus Plato, exalting his own invention, wrote thus:

But none of the poets has ever treated or ever will treat the
place above the heavens as it should be treated.”” But if he
had seen the third canticle of Dante, he would doubtless have
acknowledged the inferiority of his own invention and given
the palm to Dante, and therefore to the poets for knowing
how to make idols and images appropriate to bringing the
people to understand the quality of the supercelestial
world. . . .

The second conclusion is that since the poet’s subject is
the .n.wo&Eo_ he ought therefore to place the credible in op-
position to the true, the false, the possible, and the impossi-
ble; that is to say, he ought to rely more on the credible than
ou any of the others mentioned. Hence if by chance two
things should be available to him, one false but credible and
the other true but incredible (or at least scarcely credible)
then the poet ought entirely to leave the true aside and mozoiu
the credible. '

The third and last conclusion, which is almost a corol-
lary to 6@ two preceding, is that poetry, by relying more on
E@. credible than on the true, ought to be classified under the
Bn,ozm_ faculty, which the ancients called sophistic. And to
entirely understand this truth, which, if I am not mistaken
has Up to now remained obscure, it must be known that Em.

poetic _N.a_omn be regarded as two modes: according as it con-
cerns the laws of the poetic j i i
ey poetic idol or according as it makes and

I say that the first mode ought to be called poetic and
the second “poetry.” According to the first mode, poetic is
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tion is infinite.?® Therefore, when Cicero says that infinite
questions have as their end a conviction which Ecmm be cho-
sen, he means that in all infinite questions treated in a per-
suasive manner there is always this end. But he does not ab-
solutely deny that sometimes in infinite questions wz:..wsm Am
the soul has a place. With these considerations in mind, it
can be concluded that the second difference, that between
opinion and persuasion, is that persuasion can &n.anne_on_
from things which have the power to move the mnwo.Ea. I say
“can be derived” because it is not always so, as is seen in
infinite questions about natural things which are :.nmﬁm ina
persuasive way [42] that is with sensible and particular
means. But opinion derives from things which cannot ever
stir the appetite, for they are universals. Therefore &n credi-
ble is the object of the kind of persuasion I have just now
discussed. .

And because we have already concluded, with the au-
thority of Aristotle, that the credible is the m&@nﬁ of the
poet’s art, it seems that from what has been said we can es-
tablish three conclusions. The first is that because the poet
always deals with the credible, he ought as a consequence .8
treat everything in a way consistent with credibility, Em« is,
he ought always necessarily to use individual E_.a sensible
means to represent the things about which he s.dmnmu what-
ever they may be. And when he treats things pertinent to
contemplative doctrine, he ought to make every nmo_..ﬂ to rep-
resent them with idols and sensible simulacra, which mE.
pedocles did not do.?! He was therefore said to be a _u:q_m_.o.mﬁ
more often than a poet. But in this respect Dante is certainly
magnificent, as I will show more fully in the fifth woow. .moH
now we can be content with this single example in which,
speaking of the holy and ineffable Trinity, he writes:

In the profound and clear being of the exalted light
there appeared to me three turning wheels of three
colors and a single extent. And the one seemed re-
flected from the other, as rainbow from rainbow,
and the third seemed a flame breathing equally
from the one and from the other.??

And for this reason it happens that the poet frequently
uses comparison and long, distinct parables. And whoever

"Mazzoni is referring to Cicero’s dialogue Of the Qn.ﬂﬁna:.eu &«. Wr.aR.En
(Loeb edition, p. 357): “Questions . . . are of two kinds; one kind ;.E.Eﬁa
by its referring to particular (finitum) occasions ma...._ persons, and this I call
a cause, and the other is unlimited (infinitum), that is, Sw_._nmnm by no persons
or occasions, and this I designate a thesis.” In z_wm n‘mm:mm.nunn.a wnsnn.w_:.
assigns finite questions a role in moving the feelings and infinite questions
the task of persuading the judgment in more general matters.

218ee Aristotle, Poetics, 1. 8, p. 50.

2The Divine Comedy, **Paradise,” XXXIII. 115-20.

asks why the poet is at least obligated to use this mode of the
credible in his narrative must be satisfied with the following
answer: the poet must speak to the people, among whom are
many vulgar and ill-educated men, and therefore if he should
present knowledge in a fashion [43] suited to the sciences,
they would not understand him. For this reason he treats
things in a credible fashion, that is, he teaches them by
means of comparisons and similitudes taken from sensible
things. And the people, who know that truth resides in sen-
sible things as they are treated by the poet, easily believe that
the same is true of intelligible things.

From this we can conclude that the poet is not forbidden
to deal with things pertinent to the sciences and to the spec-
ulative intellect if he deals with them in credible manner,
fashioning poetic idols and images, as Dante with most mar-
velous and noble art has presented the whole of intellectual
being and the intelligible world itself to the eyes of everyone
by means of idols and most beautiful images. I recall that in
the Phaedrus Plato, exalting his own invention, wrote thus:
“But none of the poets has ever treated or ever will treat the
place above the heavens as it should be treated.” But if he
had seen the third canticle of Dante, he would doubtless have
acknowledged the inferiority of his own invention and given
the palm to Dante, and therefore to the poets for knowing
how to make idols and images appropriate to bringing the
people to understand the quality of the supercelestial
world. . . .

The second conclusion is that since the poet’s subject is
the credible, he ought therefore to place the credible in op-
position to the true, the false, the possible, and the impossi-
ble; that is to say, he ought to rely more on the credible than
on any of the others mentioned. Hence if by chance two
things should be available to him, one false but credible and
the other true but incredible (or at least scarcely credible),
then the poet ought entirely to leave the true aside and follow
the credible.

The third and last conclusion, which is almost a corol-
lary to the two preceding, is that poetry, by relying more on
the credible than on the true, ought to be classified under the
rational faculty, which the ancients called sophistic. And to
entirely understand this truth, which, if I am not mistaken,
has up to now remained obscure, it must be known that the
poetic art can be regarded as two modes: according as it con-
cemns the laws of the poetic idol or according as it makes and
forms the idol.

I say that the first mode ought to be called poetic and
the second ““poetry.”” According to the first mode, poetic is
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an art which governs the idol and uses it and is part of the
civil faculty,* as we will show presently.

According to the second mode the poetic art is that
which forms and fabricates the idol and is a species of the
rational faculty; and, as I have said, it is to be classified
under sophistic, since it disregards the truth. But I recognize
that I have offended the poets by giving their art, which until
now has been considered divine, the title of sophistic, which
is considered ugly and infamous. Therefore to console them
some, I wish to pause a bit over the art of the sophists and at
the same time show where it possesses good and where evil
views. . .. [45] Sophistic was that which treated all things
thetorically, that is credibly, and which certainly argued
somewhat boastfully about its propositions and chose
feigned subjects, such as Orestes or Alcmaeon, imitating
them both together and representing them by means of idols.
That this representation-by idols and images was proper to
the sophistic art is clearly shown by Plato in the Sophist>s
where he uses the term e/SwAomoLnTiknu, or fabricator of
images, as that which represents what appears to be true.
This is also confirmed by Alexander Aphrodisias in his com-
mentary on the Elenches of Aristotle. Philostratus . . . wish-
ing to prove that Prodicus of Ceos was also a sophist shows
that he made a book in which he dealt with one thing perti-
nent to moral philosophy by means of idols and images, that
is, the appetites for virtue and vice which in the young man
struggle for supremacy.

And for this reason Prodicus of Ceos wrote a
pleasant speech in which virtug and vice appeared
to Hercules in feminine form. Vice was adorned
and variously colored and Virtue was as chance
found her. They made obvious offers to the young
Hercules. Vice offered ease and softness and Vir-
tue hardship and fatigue.26

It seems to me then that it is reasonable to say that poetry
should be classified under the ancient form of sophistic,
since it also treats things credibly and speaks with such au-
dacity that it claims by means of the Muse and Apollo to
know all things. Certainly Hesiod as a poet has the lofty ar-
rogance [46] to suggest that in an instant he learned all things
past, present, and future; for this reason I am delighted with
the opinion of a very learned commentator on the Poetics
who believes that it is entirely inappropriate for the poet to

“Rational principles for understanding the proper organization and functions
of human society.

2236, 239.
*Philostratus, Lives of the Sophists, 481 (Loeb edition, p. 9).
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use words or ways of speaking in any fashion that might cast
doubt on the things he says. For since he professes credibil-
ity above all, he ought to recount everything with great as-
surance and boldness. For this reason as well the poet de-
serves the name of sophist. But even more he deserves it
because he is a maker of idols and images. . . .

Philostratus also says that the old sophists spoke freely
of the gods and heroes, a subject firmly considered proper to
poets. Therefore by this also we can conclude that poetry is
a species of old sophistic. But to understand perfectly every-
thing pertinent to this subject it is necessary to know all the
other kinds of sophistic and then to see which are appropriate
to poetry and which are not. . . . Old sophistic was not essen-
tially different from the second sophistic, except that the old
-used fictitious names and the second used real names. Hence
it can be said that icastic poetry is a species of the second
sophistic and fantastic poetry a species of old sophistic. Now
I believe that everyone is capable of understanding that Phi-
lostratus thought that the sophistic art set aside the true to
concern itself with the credible and that he thought it worthy
[47] and noble, not vile ahd infamous, as Boethius preferred
to label it, and perhaps also Plato and Aristotle. But in order
to reconcile those authors who censure and those who praise
sophistic, it must be understood that sophistic was assumed
to deviate in some way from the rules of genuine philosophy.
Now genuine philosophy is accustomed to direct the intellect
by means of truth and the will by means of the good. There-
fore sophistic, which is totally the opposite of genuine phi-
losophy, is accustomed to mislead the intellect by means of
the false and the will by means of evil. This was the sort of
sophistic censured by Plato, Aristotle, and all their followers,
and it appears that Plato sought to include the poetry of
Homer in this species of sophistic, as that which misled the
intellect by representing falsehoods about the gods and he-
roes and which misled the will by the variety of its imitation
and by stirring up our passions immoderately. . . . And there-
fore it can be said that any other poetry similar to Homer’s

may be classified under the sophistic censured by that
philosopher. . . .

Therefore one species of sophistic censured by the phi-
losophers is that which misleads the intellect by the false and
the will by injustice. Likewise under that sophistic they clas-
sify that sort of poetry which produces the same disorders
and which does not truly deserve the name of poetry since it
does not form its idols in conformity with the laws of poetry
for governing and using idols.

The other species of sophistic is that which Philostratus
called the old sophistic and which, though it does offer
feigned things to the intellect, does not mislead the will, but
wholly and in every way tries to make it conform to what is

just. And this species of sophistic was not censured by the
ancients. And if it should seem to anyone that it deserved
blame for misleading the intellect by some falsehood, I say
it must be understood that the ancient philosophers [48] (in
this respect they were out of step with the truth of sacred
theology) praised this distortion in certain instances when it
was directed to an honest end. So Plato allowed his magis-
trates to lie to his citizens for the purpose of some public
good. I leave out the fact that this kind of sophistic almost
always contained some truth under the surface of first ap-
pearances. Now I say that fantastic poetry regulated by
proper rules is part of the old sophistic, since it also submits
feigned things to our intellect to control the appetite and
many times contains the truth of many noble concepts under
the surface of the fiction.

The third species of sophistic is what Philostratus called
the second sophistic which does not propose feigned names
or business, but true names and real events, upon which it
discourses according to the laws of justice. . . . And this spe-
cies is also called sophistic because even though it dealt with
truth for the sake of justice, it nevertheless dealt with it in a
credible way; hence it sometimes departed from truth when
it recognized that falsehood was a more credible or a more
effective instrument in persuading. . . . In my judgment icas-
tic poetry ought to be classified under this third species of
sophistic, for it represents true actions and people, though
always in a credible way.

Therefore according to everything I have said about so-
phistic I believe that everyone can understand [49] funda-
mentals of the view that poetry is a rational faculty and that
among the rational faculties it ought not to be classified with
that which seeks to teach the truth and which opposes the
truth to all other things, but under that which exerts its full
force to seek out credible appearances and which opposes
them to the truth. . .

I conclude then with assurance that poetry is a sophistic
art: because of imitation, which is its proper genus; because
of the credible, which is its subject; and because of delight,
which is its end. Also, because it is under that genus, because
it has that subject, and because it concentrates on that end,
poetry is many times forced to find a place for the false. . ..
[50] And therefore the credible is the subject of poetry. But
because it is also the subject of rhetoric, it is still necessary
to see in what mode the credible can become suitable to po-
etry and in what mode suitable to rhetoric, since we do not
wish to fall into the error-of those who prefer the verisimilar
and false. I say, then, that the credible, insofar as it is mar-
velous, is the subject of poetry, because the poet must not
only utter credible things but also marvelous things. Thus,
when he can do so credibly, he falsifies human and natural

k.

history and passes on to impossibilities.?” . . . If there were
presented to the poet two things equally credible, but one
more marvelous than the other, even though it were false, but
not impossible, that is what the poet ought to choose, reject-
ing the other.

But perhaps there is some doubt that the credible and
marvelous can be found together with the true. And perhaps
it can be thought that it was poorly expressed above, that
poetry is sometimes capable of truth. I reply that there are
some truths which are sometimes more marvelous than the
false, not only in the natural world ... but also in human
history. . .. On this topic there remains only to deal with
those [51] authorities who seem to prove that the false, in-
sofar as it is verisimilar, is the subject of poetry. I say then in
the first place that it is true that Aristotle remarked that Em-
pedocles was more a physicist than a poet.® And this was
confirmed by Plutarch in his book on listening to poetry in
these words: ‘“We do not know of any poetry without fables
and fictions. For the verses of Empedocles and Parmenides,
the Theriaca of Nicander, and the sayings of Theognis are
more often treatises which to avoid the baseness of prose
took on the grandeur and rhythm of poetry as vehicles.”’?
Now as for Aristotle, there are two ways of responding. The
first is that he did say that Empedocles was more a physicist
than a poet, but he did not say absolutely that Empedocles
Was not a poet, and thus, in affirming that he was more phys-
icist than poet, he was in some way a poet, since, as the
grammarians say, the comparative supports the positive.

The second way of responding to Aristotle is that it can
be said ... that Empedocles did not deserve the name of
poet, not because he dealt-with truth (for it has already been
shown that poetry is capable of the truth) but because he
dealt scientifically with things pertaining to the sciences,
where he would be obliged, were he a poet, to treat them
credibly, that is by making idols and images and joining to
them a way of instructing the sensitive powers more often
than the intellect. As for Plutarch, say that he speaks either

*Mazzoni explores this point at some length in Book III: *“[584] The true and
perfect poet, then, prefers that sort of fable which has, among others, three
conditions: novelty, credibility, and the marvelous. And if we wish to con-
mEmn seriously these three conditions, we will discover that the fable in fan-
tastic poetry is always the impossible credible, because the fantastic poet
always presents the audience of his poem with an action which either has not
taken place or has not taken place in the fashion imitated by the poet. Now
what is above all impossible is an event which either has not taken place or
_im not taken place in the way revealed by the poet, since it would be impos-
m_.En that past events would occur in a manner other than that in which they
did occur. In any case, the clever poet unfolds his actions so as to make them
credible to the people who listen to him.”

*See Poetics, 1. 8, p. 55.

@:IMM mmwwosum Man Ought to Study Poetry,” Moralia (Loeb edition, Vol. I,
Pp. 83-83).
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just. And this species of sophistic was not censured by the
ancients. And if it should seem to anyone that it deserved
blame for misleading the intellect by some falsehood, I say
it must be understood that the ancient philosophers [48] (in
this respect they were out of step with the truth of mmono.n
theology) praised this distortion in certain instances Ero:. it
was directed to an honest end. So Plato allowed his magis-
trates to lie to his citizens for the purpose of some public
good. I leave out the fact that this kind of sophistic almost
always contained some truth under the surface of first ap-
pearances. Now I say that fantastic ﬁo.u:‘w. regulated _.uw
proper rules is part of the old sophistic, since it also m.iE.Em
feigned things to our intellect to control the appetite and
many times contains the truth of many noble concepts under
the surface of the fiction.

The third species of sophistic is what Philostratus called
the second sophistic which does not propose feigned names
or business, but true names and real events, upon which it
discourses according to the laws of justice. . . . And this spe-
cies is also called sophistic because even though it dealt with
truth for the sake of justice, it nevertheless dealt with it in a
credible way; hence it sometimes departed from truth when
it recognized that falsehood was a more credible or a more
effective instrument in persuading. . . . In my judgment icas-
tic poetry ought to be classified under this third species of
sophistic, for it represents true actions and people, though
always in a credible way.

Therefore according to everything I have said about so-
phistic I believe that everyone can understand [49] funda-
mentals of the view that poetry is a rational faculty and that
among the rational faculties it ought not to be classified with
that which seeks to teach the truth and which opposes the
truth to all other things, but under that which exerts its full
force to seek out credible appearances and which opposes
them to the truth. . . .

1 conclude then with assurance that poetry is a sophistic
art: because of imitation, which is its proper genus; because
of the credible, which is its subject; and because of delight,
which is its end. Also, because it is under that genus, because
it has that subject, and because it concentrates on that end,
poetry is many times forced to find a place for the false. . ..
[50] And therefore the credible is the subject of poetry. But
because it is also the subject of rhetoric, it is still necessary
to see in what mode the credible can become suitable to po-
etry and in what mode suitable to rhetoric, since we do 19
wish to fall into the error of those who prefer the verisimilar
and false. I say, then, that the credible, insofar as it is mar-
velous, is the subject of poetry, because the poet must not
only utter credible things but also marvelous things. Thus,
when he can do so credibly, he falsifies human and natural

history and passes on to impossibilities.?” . . . If there were
presented to the poet two things equally credible, but one
more marvelous than the other, even though it were false, but
not impossible, that is what the poet ought to choose, reject-
ing the other.

But perhaps there is some doubt that the credible and
marvelous can be found together with the true. And perhaps
it can be thought that it was poorly expressed above, that
poetry is sometimes capable of truth. I reply that there are
some truths which are sometimes more marvelous than the
false, not only in the natural world ... but also in human
history. ... On this topic there remains only to deal with
those [51] authorities who seem to prove that the false, in-
sofar as it is verisimilar, is the subject of poetry. I say then in
the first place that it is true that Aristotle remarked that Em-
pedocles was more a physicist than a poet.?® And this was
confirmed by Plutarch in his book on listening to poetry in
these words: ““We do not know of any poetry without fables
and fictions. For the verses of Empedocles and Parmenides,
the Theriaca of Nicander, and the sayings of Theognis are
more often treatises which to avoid the baseness of prose
took on the grandeur and rhythm of poetry as vehicles.””?
Now as for Aristotle, there are two ways of responding. The
first is that he did say that Empedocles was more a physicist
than a poet, but he did not say absolutely that Empedocles
was not a poet, and thus, in affirming that he was more phys-
icist than poet, he was in some way a poet, since, as the
grammarians say, the comparative supports the positive.

The second way of responding to Aristotle is that it can
be said ... that Empedocles did not deserve the name of
poet, not because he dealt with truth (for it has already been
shown that poetry is capable of the truth) but because he
dealt scientifically with things pertaining to the sciences,
where he would be obliged, were he a poet, to treat them
credibly, that is by making idols and images and joining to
them a way of instructing the sensitive powers more often
than the intellect. As for Plutarch, I say that he speaks either

“Mazzoni explores this point at some length in Book I1I: *“[584] The true and
perfect poet, then, prefers that sort of fable which has, among others, three
conditions: novelty, credibility, and the marvelous. And if we wish to con-
sider seriously these three conditions, we will discover that the fable in fan-
tastic poetry is always the impossible credible, because the fantastic poet
always presents the audience of his poem with an action which either has not
taken place or has not taken place in the fashion imitated by the poet. Now
what is above all impossible is an event which either has not taken place or
has not taken place in the way revealed by the poet, since it would be impos-
sible that past events would occur in a manner other than that in which they
did occur. In any case, the clever poet unfolds his actions so as to make them
credible to the people who listen to him.”

“See Poetics, 1. 8, p. 55.

#“How a Young Man Ought to Study Poetry,” Moralia (Loeb edition, Vol. I,
pp- 83-85).

of the true and perfect poet who (as I have said) ought sooner
to be placed under fantastic rather than icastic imitation; or,
truly, what is apparently opposite to the views of Aristotle
and Plato, that is that poetry has nothing at all to do with the
truth, . . . To the text of Aristotle, in which he writes that the
history of Herodotus spread out in verse would always be
history and thus unworthy of the name of poetry, we reply
that it is true: but it does not follow that history cannot in
some way be a poem when it represents the marvelous as
credible by means of idols and particularized images. But
when it narrates in a way suited to history without making
idols and images, even if displayed in verse, it always re-
mains history. . . . [52] Also the true can be improved by nar-
rating it in conformity with the credible and by making idols
and images of it. And for this reason I believe that icastic
poetry, which takes its truth from history, can nevertheless
on that account make many things its own by rendering that
history in exact particulars.

As for the authority of Plato in the Phaedo, 1 say that he
has written of fantastic poetry which always has a fabulous
subject or creates a fictitious one or falsifies true history.3
And therefore he says that the poet merits his name more for
inventing his fable than for inventing his verses. Or it could
be said that he finds a fable at the heart of each invention
which is suited to poems and calls it a fable because thereby
these subjects are more like the false and fabulous. But it
ought to be said because of this that Plato does not believe
that the true can be a poetic subject since in many other
places he says quite the contrary. . . .

Summing up then what has been said above about the
subject of poetry: it ought to be credible and at the same time
marvelous; and linking this subject to the form which has
already been made manifest, we can now say that poetry is
an imitation made with harmony, rhythm, and verse joined
to or accompanied by the credible and marvelous. . . .

To discover a cause peculiar to poetry with some assur-
ance, I believe that there is no more certain way than to con-
sider what that art is that reveals the use of poetry, because
this, if I am not mistaken, will show us the origin and end of
poetry. Hence I believe that the civil faculty is that which
shows not only the use of poetry, but next considers the stan-
dards and rules of the poetic idol. I am drawn to this view by
the following consideration, namely, that all natural forces
[53] and arts which derive from human reason are usually
directed towards contrary objects, as for example medicine,
which not only deals with health and health-giving potions

*Mazzoni may be referring to Phaedrus, 229-30 or 265, though in neither
place does Plato make precisely these assertions.
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but also with sickness and deadly potions. And so we can
say that the legal profession also is one which comprehends
not only justice but also injustice.

Now given these considerations, I say that the civil fac-
ulty professes to understand not only the propriety of human
actions but also the propriety of the cessation of these ac-
tions, which is opposite to the first propriety, as deprivation
is to habit. But because someone might suspect that the hab-
its of our intellect and of human arts are concerned only with
positive contrariety, and not the negative, I therefore suggest
that the positive and the negative are always the concern of
the same art. As, for example, the natural philosopher not
only considers the contrariety of motion insofar as it is pos-
itive, that is, the contrariety which is found in motion accord-
ing to which it moves either upwards or downwards; but also
he considers the negative contrariety which is implied in mo-
tion, and is its cessation, that is, stasis. Also zoology deals
not only with the contrariety of difference which makes dif-
ferent species, but also with negative contrarieties, such as
life and death. . . . But the cessation of activity . . . ought to
dispose and prepare men so that they are more apt and eager
for renewed activity. Therefore the same faculty [54] will
provide the law of activity and of its cessation. And please
note that I do not take cessation as total negation but as ces-
sation of important and difficult activities. And so in the
above meaning of cessation we include activities of pleasure
and amusement which we engage in for recreation and enter-
tainment. Thus it can be said that the contrariety either of
activity or of cessation is not just negative . . . but also posi-
tive. It is negative insofar as cessation means an absence of
important activity. It is positive insofar as the cessation of
important activity contains some pleasant activity apt to re-
store the spirits tired out by some rfiore serious business. .

Thus it seems to me that it can be firmly stated that,
since this contrariety of cessation and activity is both nega-
tive and positive, it ought to be considered as part of one art
and by one faculty. But the civil faculty is that which is con-
cerned with the propriety of activity; therefore it ought also
to be concerned with the propriety of cessation. In this are
contained, as I have said, all activities done for amusement,
that is, everything which gives pleasure. Therefore consid-
eration of the legitimacy of pleasures will no doubt be perti-
nent in some way to the civil faculty and to moral philoso-
phy. But of all the pleasures there is none more worthy, more
noble, or more primary than that given by the works of poets.
Therefore the civil faculty should take care to consider the
norm and legitimacy of the pleasure of poetry first before all
others. Now the fact that poetry was thought a pleasure by
the ancients is shown . . . by the authority of Virgil, Horace,

M m il tha amvmin mant Dlatna in tha tanth hank af the Ro_

Caesarea in the twelfth book of his FEvangelical
Preparations. . . .

All these considerations, it seems to me, make it reason-
able to say that the civil faculty ought to be divided into two
main parts, one of which deals with the principles of activity
and has been given the general name of politics, or civil af-
fairs. The other deals with the principles of cessation, or the
law of recreation, and has been called poetics. And for this
reason I believe that the Poetics is the ninth book of the Pol-
itics, and this belief of mine seems to me all the more reason-
able because Aristotle in the eighth book of the Politics al-
ready begins to discuss music and the first principles of
poetry so that step by step he may come to discuss the man-
agement of the civil faculty. So I can say that the first seven
books of the Politics deal with the civil faculty in action and
the last two (so to speak) deal with the civil faculty at rest,
which we have just named poetics.

And therefore poetic is part of the civil faculty and is
that which prescribes the norms, the rules, and the laws of
the poetic idol for poetry. So that one may say that poetic
deals with the concept of the idol, and poetry makes the idol.
Hence in its genus poetic is the art governing and using the
idol made by poets. . . . And poetry in its genus is the fabri-
cating art of the idol which then is used by poetics and the
civil faculty. Therefore we can add the efficient cause to
what was written above relative to the definition of poetry
and say: Poetry is an imitation made with harmony, number,
and verses accompanied by and joined with credible or mar-
velous things which have been discovered by the civil
faculty. . ..

[56] I say then that many people would find it most un-
usual (and with good reason) if one should ask writers
whether delight or utility were the end of poetry. For if it is
true that poetry is an imitative art, and that ecach imitative art
has the idol as its object, and that idol . . . is of value only
through representing and resembling, then it appears to me
that one must say that poetry has no other aim than to repre-
sent and resemble. Therefore it is not reasonable to inquire
whether the aim of poetry is to be useful or delightful. I sug-
gest that if the aim of poetry were to be useful or delightful,
it would not be an imitative art. . . .

[58] Now it ought to be known that, as Aristotle has
said in the tenth book of the Ethics, [59] delight is an acci-
dent belonging to some activities, and among others it is no
doubt quite natural to imitation, since it appears to be joined
to imitation in such a way that no kind of imitation can be
found that does not also give delight and pleasure.®’ ...
Since, then imitation is always allied to delight, it has there-
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fore happened that those who have wished to devise enter-
tainments and amusements have created some sort of imita-
tion. . . . We can cite the game of primero in which is repre-
sented the image of an ochlocracy, that is, the kind of
republic in which the common people are more powerful
than the nobles. For as in this sort of republic the nobles are
weak and the common people are strong, so in the game the
noblest cards, commonly called court cards, are the least val-
uable and of smaller worth than the other cards which be-
cause of their ignobility the common people have come to
call cartaccie [*waste paper’”]. Now since in this game imi-
tation can be considered for its own sake and in this case has
no other purpose than to represent the image of an ochlo-
cracy, and since entertainments and amusements can be
considered in such a way that we recognize no other ends for
them than delight and pleasure; so I say that poetry can like-
wise be thought of as an imitative art, and as amusement and
entertainment. [60] In the first instance it has as its aim the
precision of the idol, that is, that things be imitated properly.

But in the second instance it concentrates on the aims of
delight and pleasure which are joined to good and perfect
imitation. I conclude, therefore, that poetry as an imitative

art has the precision of the idol for its aim, but as a thing to

be used for amusement and recreation and to effect some

cessation of more serious and strict business, it proposes

delight as its aim, which derives from suitable imitation.

Now this delight which poetry effects can be considered in

two modes, that is, either for itself alone, free and without

laws; or insofar as it is subordinate to and regulated by the
civil faculty. In the first mode is the aim of that sort of poetry
which was gathered under sophistic and is worthy of blame
since it is such that it disorders the appetite with immoderate
pleasure and makes it in every way rebellious to reason and
also causes damage and harm to virtuous living.

This is the sort of poetry which Plato drove out of his
republic. . . .

If, then, we [61] are to reason about the aim of this sort
of poetry, we can certainly say that as an imitative art it
should have the precision of the idol as its aim, but that as
amusement it has only pleasure as its aim. But if this deli ght
is considered insofar as it is regulated and given its quality
by the civil faculty, it is necessary to say that it should be
directed towards the useful. Consequently that kind of poetry
which was classified under praiseworthy sophistic (this is,
the sort which regulates the appetite and subordinates it to
reason) would be considered as amusement qualified by the
civil faculty and would have the useful for its end. . . .

[64] Now without any doubt I believe that, as regards
the aim of poetry, this is true: that perfect poetry considers
delight for the purpose of utilitv. . . . I sav then that true no-
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Caesarea in the twelfth book of his Evangelical
Preparations. .

All these considerations, it seems to me, make it reason-
able to say that the civil faculty ought to be divided into two
main parts, one of which deals with the principles of activity
and has been given the general name of politics, or civil af-
fairs. The other deals with the principles of cessation, or the
law of recreation, and has been called poetics. And for this
reason I believe that the Poetics is the ninth book of the Pol-
itics, and this belief of mine seems to me all the more reason-
able because Aristotle in the eighth book of the Politics al-
ready begins to discuss music and the first principles of
poetry so that step by step he may come to discuss the man-
agement of the civil faculty. So I can say that the first seven
books of the Politics deal with the civil faculty in w.omwz and
the last two (so to speak) deal with the civil faculty at rest,
which we have just named poetics.

And therefore poetic is part of the civil faculty and is
that which prescribes the norms, the rules, and the laws of
the poetic idol for poetry. So that one may say that poetic
deals with the concept of the idol, and poetry makes the idol.
Hence in its genus poetic is the art governing and using the
idol made by poets. . . . And poetry in its genus is the fabri-
cating art of the idol which then is used by poetics and the
civil faculty. Therefore we can add the efficient cause to
what was written above relative to the definition of poetry
and say: Poetry is an imitation made with harmony, number,
and verses accompanied by and joined with credible or mar-
velous things which have been discovered by the civil
faculty. . ..

[56] I say then that many people would find it most un-
usual (and with good reason) if one should ask writers
whether delight or utility were the end of poetry. For if it is
true that poetry is an imitative art, and that each imitative art
has the idol as its object, and that idol . . . is of value only
through representing and resembling, then it appears to me
that one must say that poetry has no other aim than to repre-
sent and resemble. Therefore it is not reasonable to inquire
whether the aim of poetry is to be useful or delightful. I sug-
gest that if the aim of poetry were to be useful or delightful,
it would not be an imitative art. . . .

[58] Now it ought to be known that, as Aristotle has
said in the tenth book of the Ethics, [59] delight is an acci-
dent belonging to some activities, and among others it is no
doubt quite natural to imitation, since it appears to be joined
to imitation in such a way that no kind of imitation can be
found that does not also give delight and pleasure?®' ..
Since, then imitation is always allied to delight, it :mm there-

3See Nichomachean Ethics, X. iv.

fore happened that those who have wished to devise enter-
tainments and amusements have created some sort of imita-
tion. . . . We can cite the game of primero in which is repre-
sented the image of an ochlocracy, that is, the kind of
republic in which the common people are more powerful
than the nobles. For as in this sort of republic the nobles are
weak and the common people are strong, so in the game the
noblest cards, commonly called court cards, are the least val-
uable and of smaller worth than the other cards which be-
cause of their ignobility the common people have come to
call cartaccie [“waste paper’”’]. Now since in this game imi-
tation can be considered for its own sake and in this case has
no other purpose than to represent the image of an ochlo-
cracy, and since entertainments and amusements can be
considered in such a way that we recognize no other ends for
them than delight and pleasure; so I say that poetry can like-
wise be thought of as an imitative art, and as amusement and
entertainment. [60] In the first instance it has as its aim the
precision of the idol, that is, that things be imitated properly.
But in the second instance it concentrates on the aims of
delight and pleasure which are joined to good and perfect
imitation. I conclude, therefore, that poetry as an imitative
art has the precision of the idol for its aim, but as a thing to
be used for amusement and recreation and to effect some
cessation of more serious and strict business, it proposes
delight as its aim, which derives from suitable imitation.
Now this delight which poetry effects can be considered in
two modes, that is, either for itself alone, free and without
laws; or insofar as it is subordinate to and regulated by the
civil faculty. In the first mode is the aim of that sort of poetry
which was gathered under sophistic and is worthy of blame
since it is such that it disorders the appetite with immoderate
pleasure and makes it in every way rebellious to reason and
also causes damage and harm to virtuous living.

This is the sort of poetry which Plato drove out of his
republic. . . .

If, then, we [61] are to reason about the aim of this sort
of poetry, we can certainly say that as an imitative art it
should have the precision of the idol as its aim, but that as
amusement it has only pleasure as its aim. But if this delight
is considered insofar as it is regulated and given its quality
by the civil faculty, it is necessary to say that it should be
directed towards the useful. Consequently that kind of poetry
which was classified under praiseworthy sophistic (this is,
the sort which regulates the appetite and subordinates it to
reason) would be considered as amusement qualified by the
civil faculty and would have the useful forits end. . . .

[64] Now without any doubt I believe that, as regards
the aim of poetry, this is true: that perfect poetry considers
delight for the purpose of utility. . . . I say then that true po-
etry is amusement and receives its quality from the civil fac-

ulty and insofar as it is amusement it has delight for its aim.
But insofar as it receives its quality from and, so to speak, is
given its character by moral philosophy, it places delight first
and gives us profit afterwards. . . .

[69] But now to come to the end of this definition, I
think that it would be well to assemble in a brief epilogue
everything mentioned above concerning the final cause of
poetry. I say therefore that since the tongue is always an in-
strument of the concupiscible power and has gratification as
its aim, but that nevertheless when it is considered as an in-
strument of the irascible power, its end is the defense of the
animal soul, and that when it is considered as an instrument
of the rational power, its aim is speech; so in the same way
poetry is always an imitative art, and as such its end is al-
ways to represent the images of things directly. But never-
theless considered as recreation deriving its quality from
the civil faculty, its dim is delight, but directed towards
utility. From this premise it seems to me that we can conclude
that poetry will admit of three definitions, according as
it is thought of in three ways: as imitation, as pure enjoy-
ment, or as enjoyment deriving its quality from the civil
faculty.

In the first mode perhaps it can be defined thus: Poetry
is an imitative art made with verses, number, and harmony
accompanied with or joined to the credible marvelous and
devised by the human intellect for the suitable representation
of the images of things.

In the second mode perhaps this second definition will
serve: Poetry is an imitative recreation made with verses,
number, and harmony accompanied by or joined with the
credible marvelous and devised by the human intellect for
delight. . . .

[70] The third mode perhaps admits of this last defini-
tion: Poetry is an imitative recreation made with verses,
number, and harmony accompanied by or joined to the cred-
ible marvelous and devised by the civil faculty to delight the
people usefully. . . .

From these three definitions follow necessarily four
corollaries. The first is that poetry understood in the first
mode is not regulated or governed by the civil faculty. The
second corollary is that only poetry understood in the third
mode is that which is regulated and governed by moral phi-
losophy and the civil faculty. The [71] third corollary is that
poetic, which considers the idol belonging to the first mode
and at the same time considers the idol of the second mode,
ought not in any way to be called a part of moral philosophy.
The fourth and last corollary is that only the poetic which
deals with the idol of the third mode of poetry is that which
is worthy to be named part of the civil faculty, according to
the rules of which each good poet ought to fashion his poem,
as indeed Dante has done better than all the others. . . .
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From

Book 1

[278] I say, then, that the fantasy is the power of the soul
common to dreams and to poetic verisimilitude. But because
my opponents do not doubt of what I too believe, that the
fantasy is the power upon which the dream is founded
(which Aristotle said many times and which has been re-
peated more often by his followers), it is therefore well to
explain that poetic verisimilitude is also based on the same
power. The verisimilitude which is sought by the poets is of
such a nature that it is feigned by poets according to their
own will. Therefore it is necessary that it should be fash-
joned by that power which has the virtue of forming concepts
in accordance with the will. Now this power cannot in any
way be intellectual, for the intellectual power is necessary in
producing concepts in accordance with the nature of objects.
Hence the subtle [279}-Scotus in many places in his Sen-
tences says that the intellect is a capacity more natural than
free. Therefore it is necessary that the power fitted to gener-
ate verisimilar concepts dependent upon the will be the
power of the phantasy, called by the Latins imaginative. And
all that we have said was stated first by Aristotle in the sec-
ond book of De Anima:

It is in our power to imagine not only things which
can be, but also those which cannot, such as men
with three heads and three bodies, as Geryon in the

R

fables is supposed to have been, and as men with
wings, like Zetes and Calais the sons of Boreas,
and the Centaurs and Scylla and Charybdis. For in
whatever way a painter may depict an animal of
any form, so it is possible to create it in the mind.
In addition when we think that some formidable
and fearful calamity may occur, we immediately
dismiss our courage and our whole body trembles,
we shake, and we grow pale. ... But when we
build these things in our mind (as when we imag-
ine terrifying earthquakes and the fierce aspects of
wild beasts), we are not affected at all, no conster-
nation follows, and just as paintings do not affect
us, neither do visions nor those figments which
we willfully gather together. From this we can
distinguish  imagination from opinion and
apprehension.*?

Therefore if I am not mistaken we can clearly see that
the fantasy is the proper power of the poetic fable, since it
alone is capable of those fictions which we ourselves are able
to create. [280] From this it follows necessarily that poetry
is composed of feigned and imagined things, because it is
based in the fantasy.

32This guotation is not from Aristotle, whose remarks on the imagination are
more cursory, but from the commentary of Themistius, philosopher and rhet-
orician of the fourth century A.D.
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