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This book first appeared in German, in 1990. Since its argument touches upon questions of a more comprehensive nature, exceeding the specialist framework of scholarship pertaining to the Spanish Golden Age, it found readers from other disciplines – and from outside the German academic context – right from the start. Time and again, a number of international colleagues encouraged me to have it translated, so as to facilitate a reception beyond the confines of what has become a langue mineure in the second half of the twentieth century. Yet there were more urgent things to do; and then two attempts failed, because the translators capitulated before the task of rendering my German academic prose into the lingua franca of the present-day world. DS Mayfield, to whom I am deeply indebted, finally produced the text which is at the basis of the present edition. Let me also thank the copyeditor Samuel Walker, who took care of all the details that still required revision.

The study here submitted is not a translation in the strict sense. I tried to preserve the essence of the original, while deleting from the notes all those passages not immediately pertinent to the argument, since they refer particularly to scholarly discussions conducted within German Romance studies. The main text has been revised with the aim of disencumbering it from details that seemed inessential in retrospect; some of this material has been transferred to the notes, but most of it has been deleted.

I retained the title, including the Latin term renovatio, which might seem somewhat unconventional at first sight. It alludes to the political program of the first Roman Emperor, Augustus. His attempts at re-stabilizing a society disintegrated by decades of internal strife were characterized by the propagation of a renewal of “traditional” Roman virtus. In its first phase, the success of this restorative strategy was impressive; but, as is the case in sixteenth and seventeenth century Spain, the renewal of philosophical, conduct-related, and literary paradigms from former times was finally not able to bring historical processes to a standstill.

As in the German original, I make ample use of neologisms based on Latin or Greek etyma that have already made their way into Western vernaculars. Moreover, I have preserved numerous single quotation marks, which are much more common in German than in English; these are used whenever I refer to expressions, concepts, or terms as they are generally understood in the textual corpora under scrutiny, seeing that it would be nonsensical to indicate a single specific reference. In order to avoid redundancy, I do not provide translations of quotes from Iberian texts; my reading is always (very) ‘close to the text’. Quotes from Latin (and occasional ones from Greek) are taken from well-known sources, the translations of which are easily accessible, if needed.

This book will be difficult to receive for readers who do not have any knowledge of the Christian tradition. It does not contain many passages that do not, in some way or another, refer to the Old and New Testaments (and specifically the Pauline epistles), to Origen and Augustine, to Thomas Aquinas, to William of Ockham, or to Erasmus of Rotterdam, Luther, and Descartes. I have come to realize, however, that the notion of central dogmatic concepts of this religion (such as original sin, for instance) has become more and more imprecise in recent decades – even in Western scholarly contexts. For this reason, I have added a considerable number of explanatory notes not contained in the original version.

Although already implied in the above paragraph, it should be stated explicitly that the light cast on an epoch separated from the present by at least 350 years is not informed – as has been customary in the humanities since the beginning of the nineteenth century – by an attempt at conceiving of the past as a stage in the development towards the present. Legitimizing the present by modeling it as the ‘consequential’ result of what was already latently ‘there’ (in more erudite terms: teleology) is an important approach to writing history; but such an identificatory attitude should not obstruct the comprehension of the past’s possible alterity. The worldview that is given expression to in Spanish Baroque dramas is certainly not apt to serve as a basis for present-day conceptualizations; but it may be highly useful, specifically in a period of rapid globalization and various ‘culture clashes’ linked to this process, for becoming aware of the extent to which the premodern stages of our own Western history differ from what we are used to taking for granted, from what we tend to consider ‘reasonable’ or to accept as ‘ethical’.

I have not incorporated a discussion of the research performed during the 25 years since the first edition; for, in substance, not much seems to have changed in this field over the last decades. This said, there are some very occasional hints at publications that appeared after the first edition of this book.

As was the case for almost all German Romanists of my generation, my first field was French studies; my doctoral dissertation deals with Balzac and the question of realism. My second field was Italian literature; I published two books and a few articles on some classical texts written in that language. It was at the university of Munich where I – already an assistant professor as per the American nomenclature – was trained in Spanish literature. At that time, Ilse Nolting-Hauff, who taught in Munich, was the most eminent Hispanist in Germany; and she was an incredibly beautiful woman. Her fields were medieval courtly literature, conceptism, and Mannerism, including its manifestations in twentieth century literature. Ilse was an utterly worldly person; problems pertaining to theology and the history of religion were of minor interest to her. Yet, besides introducing me to the treasures of Iberian literature, she regarded my activities with favor and supported my research, although she was aware that I was writing a book whose focus was far removed from her own mindset; and she taught me a scholar’s single most important virtue: the love of working hard.

I dedicate this edition to her memory.

Berlin, November 2016
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1Defining the Baroque: Overview of Research, Outline of the Study’s Thesis

I

To situate the dramatic works of Félix Lope de Vega Carpio and Pedro Calderón de la Barca within the concept of the Baroque would – at first glance – hardly seem problematic. Yet the fact that R. Wellek’s conclusion from 1945 – that the category ‘literary Baroque’ is as indispensable as it is vague1 – need not be corrected substantially even today, does raise several questions as to the seemingly self-evident classification of the works of Lope and Calderón as ‘Baroque’. These queries pertain to the category’s adequacy for the designated object, that is to the problem as to what the notion of the Baroque may contribute to a description of drama in the siglo de oro. Moreover, they affect the concept itself and its delineation, that is to say the question of which specifications and relativizations of the customary definitions one may hope to obtain by studying a selection of comedias and autos sacramentales. Finally, it remains to be explained in which respect discourse archeology2 – a model not discussed in Golden Age studies prior to the first publication of this study – may be useful in dealing with the twofold difficulty of this field of research as related to the concept mentioned.

Despite the plurality of the implied problems, it would be no more than a superficial solution were one to circumvent locating the dramatic oeuvre of the aforementioned authors within, and with regard to, the concept of the Baroque. As is the case with any periodization not simultaneously comprising a succinct characterization of the denoted epoch, referring to the text corpus in question as ‘drama of the siglo de oro’ is ultimately nothing but a nomenclature. In addition, such a terminology perpetuates the Romantic myth of a ‘national literature’, a notion that is scholarly productive mainly for those epochs whose literature was conceived on the basis of this very myth. What, in the transnational meaning of the term, is ‘Baroque’ in Lope and Calderón is downright unmistakable; for much in the works of these two authors indeed appears to be paradigmatic for what is commonly and spontaneously classified as ‘typically Baroque’, to such an extent that, by ignoring these connections, an essential dimension of the texts would be neglected; at the same time, one would sacrifice the opportunity to gain insights into the concept itself, whereby one might stimulate the stagnating debates once more. But before the suggestions submitted in this book may be outlined, it seems appropriate to briefly summarize the results obtained by previous scholarship in relation to the point in question.


II

As is the case with most of its epoch-related concepts, literary history has adopted that of the Baroque from art history; but it has done so – this being somewhat atypical – due to a direct encouragement on the part of the latter discipline. H. Wölfflin’s remark that the characteristics of the Baroque style, first defined in Renaissance und Barock (1888), are crucial not only for architecture and painting, but also for literature, initiated research into the specifically literary Baroque, while also pointing it in a direction that proved, in principle, to be adequate.3 At first sight, the literary Baroque is fundamentally defined by its ‘style’. In this respect, it seems to differ from other epochs commonly specified in literary history, whose unity is generally founded on a comprehensive poetic program, the objective of which exceeds that of a stylistic ideal.

The problem with seeking orientation in a style comprising all the arts lies in the fact that the semiotic foundations of the iconic and symbolic arts differ greatly, such that the transfer of descriptive categories (the ‘painterly’ in Calderón, or the like) will lead to little else than those “equivocation[s]” incriminated already by A. Hauser.4

The academically pertinent research concerning the concept commenced when attempts were made to describe Baroque style by using existing templates for the qualification of literary styles, especially as related to former epochs: that is, the figures and topoi of rhetoric. The result of these studies is a sort of catalogue of characteristics which are still valid, if one recognizes their purpose to be purely descriptive.5 In any event, the further course of research evinced that, on the basis of textual analysis, new evidence had merely been given for what had already been formulated in the epoch’s poetics, Emanuele Tesauro’s Cannocchiale aristotelico (1654/55) and Baltasar Gracián’s Agudeza y arte de ingenio (1648).6 In terms of their intent, these were manuals for future writing; perceived historically, they rather represent a résumé of the poetic production already having taken place.7

Yet the results of this research also highlighted that the literary Baroque is defined insufficiently if one elevates style to its sole characteristic; for Baroque diction proved to be characterized by a high degree of rhetoricization with a manifest proclivity for several specific figures, the most patent being the paradox and the metaphor – especially the expanded metaphor (metaphora continuata) and the ‘daring’ (or ‘bold’) metaphor – in addition to those rhetorical techniques that traditionally signal elevated (sublimis) style, such as the hyperbaton, the periphrasis, the correlation, etc.8

The limited specificity of the findings as to apparently typical phenomena led to some essential differentiations, which simultaneously raised more questions: there are evidently gradations within a comprehensive concept of the literary Baroque as regards the intensity of this style; as far as the western European literatures are concerned, specifically in the following form: a first, emphatic realization is followed by a second phase characterized by a more disciplined usage of the above-mentioned stylistic elements, leading, in turn, to a stage of thorough rhetoricization.9 For the first of these phases, a separate category, once more adopted from art history, has established itself (‘Mannerism’); the second is commonly referred to as the ‘Baroque proper’; the third phase is partly deemed the concluding stage of the Baroque (‘late Baroque’ or ‘Baroquism’), partly considered to be separate (‘Rococo’).

As to the definition of Mannerism, a consensus was soon reached. H. Friedrich’s formula of a “hypertrophy of devices” and an “atrophy of contents” appropriately describes Mannerism as the first aestheticist phase of European literary history.10 Structurally put: what had been ornamental (ornatus) in non-Mannerist texts becomes the ‘dominant’ aspect.11 Yet Friedrich’s concise conceptualization also shows that texts of the Baroque in the more narrow sense, while being more or less intensely Mannerist on the level of the elocutio, would not be adequately comprehended were one to reduce them to the intention of exhibiting an ingeniousness of speech. With respect to the texts of the ‘Baroque proper’, it was a logical result of the discussion on the Baroque as a stylistic phenomenon that one attempted to find criteria beyond the stylistic aspect, by way of which these might be described.

The to this day most impressive of the prevalent theses classifies the literary Baroque, and the Baroque generally, as the art of the Counter-Reformation.12 Yet it is evident that such a delimitation – with a view to the history of ideas or to history in general – is not capable of integrating the relevant textual field (champ discursif)13 in its entirety. As regards its ‘world-model’, classical French tragedy – whose affiliation with important components of what is commonly classified as Baroque has become more and more accepted in recent research14 – is a counter-paradigm to the perspective envisaged by the Counter-Reformation.15 All attempts at reading Racine’s tragedies as a continuation of the Spanish comedia de santos are based on an excessive systematization, as are the even more widespread efforts to conceptualize the Spanish comedia, specifically the drama de honor, as tragedy.16 The notion of a definitive failure is foreign to the Catholic doctrine; consequently, the system of the Spanish comedia, otherwise rich in variants, is not familiar with an example of the pattern that Aristotle terms the most beautiful and best (καλλίστη) form of tragedy.17 Identifying French tragedy with the (Protestant) doctrine of predestination is ultimately no less problematic.18 In the negative case, predestination means damnation a priori, whereby the meaningfulness of fundamental categories of tragedy, such as error (ἁμαρτία), is suspended. A significant area of what, on the one hand, belongs to Baroque literature in terms of style19 – while, on the other, it would hardly be sensible to categorize it as mere aestheticist playfulness – cannot be adequately grasped by using the formula of a Tridentine or anti-Tridentine Baroque.

The same holds true for the hypothesis concerning a courtly influence, including that of seeing the respective texts as literary manifestations of absolutism. To a certain extent, such a classification is justified. But Lope de Vega’s drama, for instance, is largely demotic with regards to its intention and pragmatics; Lope thus represents a whole strand of Baroque literature that is often classified as ‘Jesuit Baroque’, specifically due to the notion of an employment of art with a view to divulging reestablished doctrinal truths to all of the faithful.20 Lope is surely much less Mannerist on the stylistic level than Calderón; that he nevertheless participates in conceptismo, which is inspired by courtly diction, was attested already by Gracián.21 On a higher level of abstraction, the thesis as to a courtly influence is confronted with the problem that the courtly qua ‘social’ style is ‘transverse’ to literary periods.22

The complex of problems of this and further attempts at assigning more than a stylistic unity to the literature of this epoch is not primarily grounded in the particular keywords submitted to the debate, but in the totalizing claims related to them. The aforementioned lines of reasoning become questionable because they tacitly presuppose that what constitutes a unifiable whole in stylistic terms would necessarily have to form a homogenous system on the level of the message as well. The premises of idealistic aesthetics are still at the very basis of the discussions concerning the Baroque: contents have their adequate form; form is nothing else than a mise en scène of a particular content, this reciprocity being characteristic of ‘great’ works of art. Such a stance results in a conception of epochs that, due to its own presuppositions, is subject to systemic coercion, thereby falling short of the essential factor: the adequacy of the explanation given.

The tacit, and thus far uncontested, adoption of the above premise in this debate in particular is all the more remarkable given that Mannerist literature downright exemplifies how forms may be completely detached from contents:23 the relation is not organic, but instrumental. It was, at the latest, the art of twentieth century modernism – more or less justifiably said to have been influenced by Mannerism24 – that deconstructed the ultimately Platonic notion of an organic correspondence of forms and contents. By way of Russian formalism, aesthetic theory conceptualized this anti-metaphysical turn. In short, the research into the Baroque owes countless aporiae to its attachment to older aesthetic-theoretical approaches.

It is a crucial aspect linked to the point just mentioned that the entire discussion has ignored the concept’s conceptual status, remaining tied to an essentializing approach, that is, to pre-structural thinking. Since Wölfflin’s opposing definition of the Renaissance and the Baroque, it has been the implicit assumption that the ‘existence’ of a historical epoch by the name of ‘the Baroque’ simultaneously signifies an ‘organic’ distinctness of this epoch in relation to all adjoining epochs, particularly the Renaissance and classicism. The complement of such an approach, fixated on the model of single-level oppositions, is a capitulation before historical differentiation – as, e.g., in the thesis that classicism is ultimately nothing other than a special form of the Baroque; and in the combinatory variant thereof, articulating that the Baroque is basically classicist.25

As regards the evident heterogeneity of factors customarily and not without reason subsumed under the term ‘Baroque’, it is not even necessary to have recourse to more recent theories concerning the linguistic mediatedness of all that can be said – and to the consequent state of affairs that, at least in part, supposedly ‘new’ phenomena have always already been articulated – in order to render plausible the attempt to comprehend this unity as a specific arrangement, as a solidification into a system of elements that are by no means specific per se. At least, such an approach seems worth the effort; for the conclusion from the previous discussions can hardly be to permanently content oneself with Wellek’s suggestion that one make use of the category ‘Baroque’ despite the impossibility of defining it in precise terms.26 Similarly unpersuasive is E. R. Curtius’s recommendation that one return to a purely style-oriented definition, declaring the Baroque to be one of the recurring forms of Mannerism, alternating with classicism.27 The ideologically and historically determinable tendencies of Baroque texts are constitutive of the respective works; neglecting them would be highly problematic. Marino – typically classified as Mannerist – and Calderón, for instance, have indeed much in common as regards style; but to therefore unite them under one label would be to ignore fundamental differentiations, in this case that between aestheticist and didactic art.28


III

In line with the conjecture that the Baroque is likely to be comprehensible as a specific configuration of nonspecific elements, the actual problem to be discussed is the constitution of this system, and especially concerning those aspects that account for the distinctness of the Baroque when compared to other, related systems. Starting points for such an attempt at description tend to be encountered when considering positions that endeavor to comprehend the epoch’s unity on the level of organizing structures. The point of departure shared by such considerations is the notion (derived from art history) that Mannerism is an epoch of decadence.29 If one adopts this assessment for literature – while setting aside the implied value judgments – it becomes manifest that the texts of the Baroque era proper, while preserving the stylistic features of Mannerism, set a form of ‘order’ against tendencies towards excess and entropy. Hatzfeld, G. R. Hocke, and J. Rousset voiced this thought independently of each other. All too swiftly, Hatzfeld proceeds from a broader concept of the Baroque qua ‘order’ to the level of concrete conceptions of order, which, above all, are not correlated in a plausible way.30 Hocke’s suggestion – that one refer to the ordering principle by means of the term ‘classicism’ – might be tenable for the French, but hardly for the Spanish or the German development.31 Both Hatzfeld and Hocke ultimately remain within a context of mono-systematic harmonizing. As to the literature of the epoch in its entirety, only Rousset, albeit rather implicitly, assumes a unified tendency toward ‘order’, though on the part of several, and competing, systems. He posits a Baroque order proper alongside a basically simultaneous classicist order. “The entire century”, or rather the era’s aesthetic manifestations, are to be understood as “a mixture of parallel and intertwined tendencies [. . .] that are opposed to each other or blend into one another”.32

Rousset calls his description of the ‘Baroque order’ “speculation”; for the most part, it indeed remains on the level of impressions (“sentiment[s]”): Baroque art leads the “spectator on a preset track, taking him dynamically from a plurality to a unity, from uncertainty to the firmly established [. . .], allowing [him] to arrive at a metamorphosis achieved by the compositional structures themselves. [. . .] the one is comprehended in the many, or the variety is enjoyed in an excess of the sensually graspable, while always being suffused with a dynamics that also aims at being integrated into a unity”.33

It is not only since M. Foucault that the aspect denoted by Rousset’s formulations – a reduction of the diverse to a unified basic pattern – has been referred to in semiotics and the history of philosophy as analogism.34 Rousset’s considerations anticipated, or validated avant la lettre, what Foucault – at least as regards the experience of the world sedimented in texts – asserted in contrast to customary periodizations: the discursive pattern of potential world-modeling belonging to the Middle Ages, the episteme of analogism, is not definitively replaced by another, the taxonomic episteme, until the second half of the seventeenth century.35 Consequently, the chronologically earlier phases of European (written) culture, including the Renaissance, basically display a joint pattern of discursive conceptualization.

The theses of this study concerning the literary Baroque are situated within the framework of these two theoretical approaches, which differ as to their claims. Rousset’s observations remain on the level of a description of objects; for this reason, they inevitably ignore the problem concerning the specificity of the analogical worldview identified as ‘(the) Baroque’. Foucault, by contrast, does not elaborate on, or differentiate, his notions of the pre-modern episteme conveyed in a highly abstract fashion.36 By reformulating these two complementary positions – one deeming analogy a specific factor, the other a characteristic of the entire period wherein the Baroque and previous epochs are situated – it may be possible to develop approaches capable of solving the problem at hand: that is, situating the Baroque as a system at once related to, and distinct from, temporally adjacent discourses.

The present study’s theses may be briefly introduced as follows:


–While the analogical episteme extends into the seventeenth century, it traverses several stages of development, each of which opens up different horizons of world-modeling. The constitutive epoch is Late Antiquity; by recourse to selected rhetorical practices of pagan antiquity, this era developed a comprehensive ‘Christian’ discourse37 on the entire (discursified) world available at that time – specifically on ancient history, mythology (with the subfield ‘literature’), and the theoretico-epistemological repertoires documented in and by philosophy.

–Already in Late Antiquity, but more pronouncedly in the Middle Ages proper, this new discourse transforms itself from a device appropriating a historical world into a discourse on the respectively present world; in other words, a hermeneutic approach is turned into a device for conceptualizing the actual phenomenal and social world. The cause for this development is the non-occurrence of the Parousia, that is the unexpected extension of a post-Incarnation history and the resultant pressure to ‘prove’ that the respective present has been designed by the Christian God all the same. Analogism is the semiotically decisive characteristic of medieval discourse, since it is the primary function of encoding to model all events in such a manner as to render manifest the truth revealed in Scripture. The phenomenal world’s plurality is discursively reduced to the dimension of manifesting the ‘One’ in various forms – which, consequently, are always to be conceived of as being analogous to each other. In the era of scholasticism, analogism receives its ontological foundation, and also its most striking literary expression, specifically in Dante’s ‘typological’ metaphor of the creation as a plenitude of ‘imprints’ of the divine seal (suggello/typos) into dissimilarly pliable, ‘impressionable’ matter;38 in this manner, phenomena that are superficially diverse are never anything but variants of that ever same signature whereby the divina sapientia imparts itself to all creation.

–By the end of the thirteenth century, the rigorism and consummate perfection of the scholastic synthesis provoked debates leading to the emergence of nominalism, which initiated the first stage of dissolution of the analogical ordre du discours.39 The new paradigm did not appeal to a basis external to the system, but invoked central axioms of the prevailing doctrine itself, the significance of which, according to nominalism, had not been adequately reflected upon: in this case, the premise of divine omnipotence. Its consistent application entails the notion that God is by no means forever bound to the order given to His creation and revealed in Scripture; instead, He may – ad libitum and at any given moment – add ‘newness’ to the world, change its structure or development. Accordingly, not ordo, but contingency becomes the world’s signum from a human viewpoint, and typologizing, including orthodox allegorical reduction, turns out to be an arrogation. With reference to its texts, the Renaissance is thus a period of continuity as regards the forms of the analogical discourse; at the same time, their integration into the ordering superstructure is dissolved, resulting in a decay of the world-modeling function of the respective texts.40 Consequently, the cliché implied in the term ‘Re-naissance’ is rather problematic: this period, or rather its texts, exhibit not so much a ‘rebirth of antiquity’ as a liberation of antiquity’s discourses from their “imprisonment”41 within the framework of a previously dominant discursive superstrate. In addition, the decline of the ordering structure allows ‘new’ discourses to emerge, whose novelty is primarily located in their sectoral limitation, hence in the implicit claims to autonomy on the part of the political (Machiavelli), social (Castiglione), or aesthetic (Ficino) field. A crucial characteristic of these specialist discourses emerging on a ‘chaoticized’ terrain is that they continue to adhere to the nominalistic nescio, which marks the beginning of the dissolution of the medieval ordre du discours. In the final analysis, they do not establish a new comprehensive framework providing order. The Renaissance is an epoch of unresolved plurality, a period of intellectual potentialities.

–In the sixteenth century, the chaoticized analogical discourse transitions into its second stage of dissolution, Mannerism, which, as far as texts are concerned, is primarily (though not exclusively) a literary discourse.42 The tendency to occupy the depragmatized discursive fields somewhat more intensely is already programmatic in itself. In every respect, Mannerist discourse is still based on analogical forms. Due to a period of disintegration lasting for centuries, however, it foregoes the project of a meaningful ‘discourse on the world’, which had still been pursued in Renaissance texts tentatively and fragmentarily. It differs from the Renaissance in that it functionalizes the analogical forms aesthetically: not the referent, but “the message as such” is accentuated.43 Mannerism consists in an ingenious play with analogy; it exhibits the most astounding correspondences and equalizations based on the most distant tertium comparationis conceivable in each case, and aims at the corollary pointes to be gained – that is, equivocations and oppositions of a purely imaginary nature.

–A development marking a crucial turning point sets in around the middle of the sixteenth century. At the beginning of the century, in the form of Luther’s theology of predestination, the nominalistic nescio had entered into the very core of the doctrine itself. This is not the only, but likely the final catalyst that causes the Catholic Church, authoritatively controlling premodern discourse, to examine the signs of disintegration having begun to show towards the end of medieval times, and to agree, within the framework of the Council of Trent, on the agenda of a discursive renovatio.44 First and foremost, this restoration is concerned with dogma, meaning the theological discourse proper. To the extent, however, that a reaffirmation of the world-explanatory and world-encoding claims of patristic and scholastic knowledge is implied by the recourse to pre-nominalistic theology, this renovatio encompasses the discourse in its entirety. Contrary to what the customary term ‘Counter-Renaissance’ might suggest, the renewal is not concerned with a simple opposition to the Renaissance and to Mannerism, but rather with a reintegration of the chaoticized stages of discourse into precisely the order from which they had been released in the past. In strategic terms, the method is a recourse to the discursive repertoire of patristics, once developed in a comparable discourse-historical situation: that is to say, the incorporation of ‘foreign’ – in the case of the early modern period: autonomized – discourses by means of a superstructure, a world-modeling ordre du discours. In operating with a fund of material that, during the phases of chaoticization, had been liberated in terms of content, formally fragmented, functionally differentiated, and partly aestheticized, the Baroque differs from the discourse of the High Middle Ages, whose abstract ordering structure it aims to restore.

–The Spanish literary Baroque, and drama especially, accomplishes this program in an exemplary manner. Classifying these texts as a direct continuation of the medieval tradition is no less problematic than a modernizing interpretation. Instead, the works systematically seize on materials, schemata for conceptualization, and distinct modeling devices representative for the Renaissance discourse, in order to once more subject them to an orthodox analogical superstrate, while the Renaissance substrate itself remains tangible. This accounts for the appeal of the plays in question, and partly explains the controversies over their interpretation.

–To some extent, such restorative attempts at ordering may also be ascertained in France and Italy; but they do not become predominant there. This difference is not primarily the result of a Spanish Sonderweg (‘special path’). Spain participates in both stages of analogism’s disintegration, while being decisively involved in the diagnosis of the epoch on the part of the Council of Trent. Above all, its Baroque literature does not react to a national tradition in the narrower sense, but rather to the dominant discourse of its cultural sphere, meaning that of the Italian Renaissance.45 The gradated intensity of the restorative wave within the individual ‘national’ literatures reflects the Church’s more or less extensive – now no longer only discursive, but factual – power-political possibilities regarding the definition and implementation of authoritative patterns of language regulation.46

–Even so, the project of a renewal of discourse is not the only suggestion for managing the situation of lost discursive order. In France, Descartes polemically engages analogism in the very first sentence of the text that lays the basis for his entire system, the Rules for the Direction of Natural Intelligence.47 In Descartes’s lapidary formulation: it produces nothing but ‘delusion to conclude – as most people do – from any similarity they observe between two different objects that it is legitimate to ascribe the further features of the object under scrutiny to the other one also’.48 Analogism is semiotically and thus epistemologically questionable, if not unreasonable, due to its inherent tendency toward suspending oppositions, whereby it causes a dissolution of differentiation as such. The taxonomic system – with its guiding principle of ‘clear and distinct’ oppositions, its foundation in human logic rather than God-given analogy – is the second ordering conception constitutive for this epoch. In contrast to the other, it is not a program of restitution, but of a break with the preceding episteme.

–This breach essentially coincides, at least as far as Spain and France are concerned, with the line separating the two vernaculars, thereby delimiting the endeavor of formulating a conception of the Baroque for Romance studies in general; what is identifiable ‘everywhere’ (no matter how abstract or concrete) is indeed not of central importance for the specificity of the respective texts. The Spanish literature of this period presents a field amenable to systematic understanding from the perspective of the thesis outlined here; in principle, it is possible to describe it by recourse to the concept of a discursive renovatio.49 France, on the other hand, constitutes the terrain on which the entire spectrum of the reflexes, however different in sophistication, of two opposing, historically deviating attempts at order is documented. There are instances of what is here qualified as a renovatio; certain examples indicate a persistence of the second, later stage of chaoticization, that is, of Mannerism historically conceived; and then there are manifold transitional stages emerging in the space created by the controversial situation in the realm of the epistemic paradigms. Yet tragedy – the most valuable product in terms of aesthetics – is historically tied to the new, groundbreaking ordre du discours. Especially in terms of its development, classicist tragedy may be read as an indicator of the progressing ‘colonialization’50 of literary discourse by the taxonomic system. Unlike the Spanish comedia, however, the tragédie classique is not predominantly an ‘ordering text’; it is rather a literary text in the modern sense, which operates beyond a preceding discursive order.51 As a result, it reflects the basic discursive structure to a lesser extent than dramatic texts seeking to make use of the stage as a forum for the propagation of patterns of thought and speech. French classicist tragedy shares the aesthetic signum of the overall epoch, stylistic Mannerism, with the comedia, and especially with that of Calderón. Yet this continuity must be weighed as regards its significance. It is only possible inasmuch as this form of analogism – the ‘manner’ of Mannerism – limits itself to the ornatus, while not touching the texts’ ordering structure. The organic connection of Mannerist stylistic brilliance with the structure of the message characteristic for Calderón – giving his dramatic works an extraordinary richness of allusions and secondary meanings down to the level of details – certainly does not emerge in Racine’s case; but only an approach based on the aesthetics of (German) idealism will perceive this as a shortcoming.52

It will thus be the guiding hypothesis of the following textual analyses to consider the Spanish Baroque a phenomenon of closure and a cumulative manifestation of an episteme that, in its different stages of development, integrates the entire pre-taxonomic, pre-‘modern’ discourse.53 For this would be the conclusion yet to be drawn as regards the much-criticized, unstructured catalogs of characteristics relating to Baroque literature: the traits collocated therein are indubitably nonspecific. Yet this does not render them transhistorical. In a scattered fashion, the respective stylistic elements, themes, and motifs may be found in pagan antiquity (in terms of form and content); to an increased degree, during pagan (form only) and Christian (both form and content) Late Antiquity; in the High Middle Ages (primarily content, but also form); during the Renaissance and Mannerism (with a continuous de-Christianization of contents); but seldom in the ensuing modern epochs.54 To the extent that it represents an excess of form, modernist Mannerism – as conceived by Curtius and Hocke55 – has affinities with earlier variants. Specific associations are incidental and cannot be equated with the manifold, systematically relevant similarities linking the literary Baroque with texts of previous epochs. Yet these commonalities as such are not the crucial characteristic of the Baroque, in that they merely indicate the broader historical background to which it belongs; within this framework, the Baroque is at once a resumption of the medieval and an attempt at reintegrating the Renaissance – it is an epoch of renovatio.




IV

In many respects, this study’s thesis differs from the two established positions concerned with the assessment of Spanish Baroque drama. Independently of his work on the problem of Mannerism, Curtius asserted that Spain did not know a Renaissance, that the siglo de oro is a direct continuation of the medieval tradition; the claim is based on the notion of a Spanish special path56 – relevant to a certain extent for modernity proper, but anachronistic for the epochs of a transnational educational context regulated by the Church or secular humanism. How decidedly the comedia in particular, but also the auto sacramental, take up the tradition handed down by the European Renaissance will be demonstrated in the analyses of the individual works. At the same time, it is necessary to appreciate Curtius’s position as an indication of a historical problematic largely ignored by the prevalent tendency in the field of comedia research: namely, that it cannot be deemed self-evident to read Spanish plays of the seventeenth century as if the texts had been conceived during the Enlightenment or Romanticism. The fact that the relevant research increasingly limits itself to the drama de honor demonstrates that the classification of the texts as literature of social critique is bought dearly: at the expense of ignoring the auto sacramental, the drama of saints, the historical drama, the philosophical drama – hence the greater part of the overall corpus of texts.

In principle, the thesis to be developed here may invoke H. Friedrich’s pioneering 1955 study on Calderón, whose title itself (Der fremde Calderón) indicates that it might be useful to assume a fundamental alterity when reading the literature of the Spanish Baroque from a modern perspective – at least if, in terms of method, one does not adopt the positions of an idiosyncratic hermeneutics.57 Friedrich’s sketch, which was more of a research desideratum than a detailed reading of individual plays, was for the time being unable to prevail over tendencies towards a ‘modernizing’ reading.58

Friedrich’s thesis – that auto sacramental, serious secular drama, and comedy (the latter in terms of the Aristotelian genre system) form a fundamental unity – was as revolutionary as it was immediately plausible, given the situation of production. According to Friedrich, Spanish dramatic works of the Baroque model a world in a state of appearance or semblance (engaño), while simultaneously indicating the ‘true’ essence behind this surface – albeit to differing degrees of fundamentality. Comedy remains in a sphere of noncommittal playfulness, even when resolving the entanglements (desengaño). Serious secular drama ‘reveals’ the futility of worldly power and of all material possessions; but it does not call into play the ‘positive’ reverse thereof, God’s eternity and the promise of paradise. This latter, comprehensive perspective – the definitive desengaño ending all previous ‘delusion’ – is reserved for religious drama, the auto sacramental and the comedia de santos.

There are two problematic aspects to this line of reasoning. For one, Friedrich does not discuss the drama de honor, hence the very subgenre on which modernizing interpretations had been focusing already since the end of the nineteenth century; he thereby refrains from a direct confrontation with what ultimately represents the antithesis to his reading of Golden Age drama. It is not least due to this fact that the drama de honor will receive special attention in the study at hand. Another aspect is of greater import, however: the pivotal concept of Friedrich’s exegesis is conceived in an extremely abstract fashion. The keyword engaño undoubtedly designates a kind of guiding concept, reflecting an entire epoch’s attitude toward life. Even so, it is subject to controversial interpretations already in its time. Reality as mediated by ‘common’ sensory perception – representing the world of engaño in Lope, Tirso, Calderón – is presented as the ‘true’ world in Cervantes’s Quijote (1605–1615). Via a final desengaño it is rendered accessible to the hero; until the hour of his death, he has been living in a world obstructed by the appearances of literarily mediated, ‘ideological’ concepts. This complex of problems cannot be addressed here in detail.59 Yet it is necessary to state that the dichotomy of engaño and desengaño requires further specification, in order to comprehend it as an adequate description of the world-model of the respective plays. Friedrich provides the corresponding specification in his assessments of the serious secular play and the religious drama; in other words, his merely structurally defined concept of engaño serves the purpose of facilitating an integration of the comedia de capa y espada into his system. The methodological problem inherent in Friedrich’s approach may be an insufficient weighting of the interference of generic and epochal parameters.60 For not all aesthetically valuable texts emerging within a given time are thereby also necessarily typical for that period, nor need they contribute to the attempt at outlining the epoch’s profile in equal measure.61

The specified set of problems regarding Friedrich’s attempt at integrating comedy into a definition of Spanish Baroque drama indicates a more fundamental issue: the question as to a participation of the comic and comedy in the respective epochs’ discourse, which also implies the problem of the categorial relation of comical and serious diction. Given the flourishing of comedy proper during the siglo de oro, this query is of some importance for the further course of this study, especially as regards the selection of texts.

In this context, one may not confound the comical or comedy with the carnivalesque. M. M. Bakhtin’s studies of such texts have demonstrated that it is possible to gain crucial insights into the structure and the value system of the respectively prevalent (discursive) order by way of the carnivalesque, the latter being a genre reversing the official norms into their opposite.62 The comical and comedy have certain affinities with the carnivalesque; even so, their relationship to the official order is more complex. According to J. Ritter, the comical deals with what is ostracized by the official discourse on behalf of “order, convention, decency, and seriousness”. But seeing that such nonetheless “belongs to life in its entirety”, the comical reintegrates what had been excluded by “weaving” it “into the respectable discourse”. Consequently, the comical is not concerned with everything that is ostracized, but (as Ritter has it) with the “banal”, whose “clandestine affiliation [. . .] with [serious] existence” is “acknowledged and seized” by way of “laughter”.63 The subject matter of the comical, hence of comedy, is the non-official, which irritates the principle of ‘order’ and ‘orderliness’ as such, that is the hyperstructure imposed on anarchic ‘life’ in the interest of socialization; but it does not primarily irritate the particular, historically defined ordering systems in their respective specificity.64 It may be the very fundamentality of this approach on the part of the comical that explains why its critique of norms persists with almost no consequences. There is a hierarchical relationship between what is thematized in comical discourses and the respectively prevalent ‘serious’ order; these two areas are not immediately opposing, which is why they are ultimately able to coexist. The nature of the comical explains the relative stability of its patterns, as well as phenomena such as the flourishing of comedy in times of rigid orderliness and its reduced presence in times of instable – be it decaying, be it decidedly ‘open’ – orders.

The above line of argument concerning the (relative) ahistoricity of the comical may not be taken as an absolute position, especially since there are evident secondary affinities between comedy and the respective epoch’s discourse. During the Spanish Baroque, one of the two schemata of comedy extant from the outset prevails: the comedy of intrigue. In France, however, the comedy of character becomes dominant in the course of the implementation of the taxonomic system. The thematization of the banality respectively addressed seems to adopt schemata that have affinities to the particular discourse of the epoch on a very abstract level, and which might even be homologous with its organizing principles. In order to stage the ‘disorderly’, the comedy of intrigue takes advantage of the room for play inherent in (or to be gained by exaggerating) the basic thought pattern of analogy, the denial of individuality. The comedy of character pursues the objective of thematizing the ‘disorderly’ by recourse to a pattern of thinking in transparent oppositions. Even so, a knowledge of the respectively prevalent discourse is presupposed when formulating such hypotheses with regard to the comical qua typical for an epoch. In terms of an archeological approach, it seems problematic to speak of the historicity of comedy in the same sense in which this may be valid for ‘serious’ texts. Heuristically, the official discourse – and, if applicable, the carnivalesque counter-paradigm – takes priority when aiming for a historical description. At the same time, it would seem to be a rewarding task to analyze, on the basis of a confirmed thesis limited to this field, the comedies of the period in question.

This study is initially concerned with the attempt at a new historical description; with a view to an expedient delimitation of its scope, the comedia de capa y espada is not analyzed per se, although individual aspects of the subgenre are addressed where of use. Irrespective of this limit, set for pragmatic reasons, it should be stated that Friedrich’s aforementioned description of this type of comedia basically evinces both the possibilities and the limitations of an attempt at defining historical connections between the comedia de capa y espada and the epoch’s ordre du discours.65

At the time of this study’s (first, as well as second) publication, it will be superfluous to detail the methodological basis of the textual analyses to be presented – Foucault’s archeology of discourse. The presupposition of such self-evidence should not be misunderstood as a claim to methodological exclusiveness. In disciplines without a preset method – such as literary studies – the justification of the respective frame is its productivity for, and with regard to, the text(s). It is therefore consigned to the reader’s judgment whether the approach here selected is rewarding as regards an assessment of the texts and the set of problems relating to the epoch.

Irrespective of this praeteritio, it is necessary to at least briefly discuss an aspect of elemental importance for a reception of discourse archeology on the part of literary studies: the relationship between literary and epochal discourse; and, accordingly, the adequacy of a model developed outside of literary studies for the questions of precisely this discipline.

From the perspective of Foucault’s approach, literary texts have no fundamental profile of their own. In a champ discursif qua de-hierarchized structure, items commonly referred to as literary texts or textual categories (énonciations or énoncés, respectively) occupy a position more or less limited in sectoral terms, and more or less adjacent to pragmatic texts that are especially closely related in terms of structure; the respective episteme’s directives do not, in principle, manifest themselves differently, when compared to other positions in the field. The suspicion of a mimetic fallacy, with which the application of Foucault’s approach to literary texts is occasionally charged, is predicated upon a questionable grasp of the concept of episteme: it does not only denote texts of knowledge or their structures, but rather the horizons of any potential conceptual-linguistic experience of the world as opened up by the discursive structure constitutive of the epoch in question. From the viewpoint of Foucault’s model, the preference for pragmatic texts observable in his writings is a heuristic issue.66

Given the characteristic basically shared by all literary texts and distinguishing them from other types of text – namely, their being liberated from an immediate pragmatic contextualization – it may seem that the discursive margins of such texts – their possibilities in varying the given order to the point of transgressing it – are especially large; yet it seems doubtful to adopt the principle that they are generally larger than in the case of other textual types. A twofold – structural and historical – differentiation might be of use in this regard. In line with the Foucauldian notion that an epoch’s discourse delimits the possibilities of every utterance – constituting a framework transgressed only accidentally, on a case-by-case basis – the aforementioned larger margins of literary texts would be primarily attributable to a polysemy caused by the convention (in effect for author and recipient alike) that their direct pragmatic embedment tends to be suspended.67 As regards utilizing this aspect, literary texts are not uniform. One category might be texts whose configuration is determined by patterns conducive to disambiguating potential polysemy (authorial interventions in narrative texts, tendencies toward the epic in drama).68 The objective of such patterns is the reduction, even the dissolution of the semantic leeway characterizing de-pragmatized texts, in order to affirm the extant ordre du discours.69 A second category might be texts that forego such techniques of disambiguation; in this case, defining the relation to the respectively prevalent episteme is a hermeneutical problem – that is, a question depending on premises preceding the reception; as such, it tends to elude discussion. A third group might comprise texts whose configuration is specifically designed with a view to producing polysemy and ‘openness’, thus facilitating the transgression of any discursive orderliness however conceived.

In light of these remarks, it will be patent that the problem at issue also has a historical dimension, apart from the structural one. Were one to provisionally bracket all differentiations otherwise called for, one might note that the three structural paradigms are approximately consecutive historically; or rather, that they are formative during successive epochs. Such a statement is evidently relevant to the question of whether an archeological approach is adequate to the analysis of texts whose shared label of ‘literary’ classifies them in a very abstract, and possibly not sufficiently differentiated manner. Prior to the self-conception of literature developed during Romanticism, the corresponding issue – whether or not a historical classification of literary texts divests them of their principal dimension – does not arise as a question to be discussed in fundamental terms. The Romantic conception considers literature to be an alternative world, which does not derive its alternativity from a preceding abstract discourse, but from its configuration as a corpus of constitutively ‘poetic’ discourses, qua creative of ‘worlds’. This concept is further developed by modernism, culminating in the notion of a self-referential text without any pragmatic embedment. With respect to such texts, a ‘Foucauldian’ reading would mark nothing more than a (possibly overdue) shift of emphasis: that is, to reconsider a semiotically specific mode of speaking as being situated within historical paradigms also. As regards pre-Romantic literature, such a concept of literariness is precarious.70 Literary and ‘pragmatic’ discourses were not conceived of as systematically distinct. Pragmatic discourse was ‘literarily’ rendered in many respects. As to the level of conveyance, it was regulated by the system of rhetoric; with regard to that of argument, it was often guided by the exemplum qua basic pattern. Vice versa, the greater part of texts labeled ‘literary’ today used to have an established pragmatic, real-life function, which it would be anachronistic to ignore in favor of a timeless contrariness of a literary discourse ‘as such’.71 What has been occasionally presupposed in more recent years, the polysemy of literary texts dating from premodern epochs, may therefore not be equated with an intentional polysemy indicating a certain relativistic world-model, and typical of central literary texts of modernism, nor may it be equated with

the effects produced by textual structures that avoid a disambiguation of potential polysemy, this feature being characteristic of texts belonging to the intermediate phase.72 In premodern texts, this polysemy is primarily a manifestation of the polysemy of the signsystem itself; as J. Derrida has demonstrated, even the strictest categorial discourse does not escape auto-deconstruction.73

As has been indicated, this is not the place to discuss these problems for their own sake. Particularly in the humanities, it is more than a topos of postmodernist nonchalance that the ‘other position’ is also always in the right, and that there can be no criterion of ‘truth’, but only an accidental, ever provisional con-sensus. In the field of theory, the central criterion is consistency, in the sense of an approach’s capacity to model the respective texts and their epoch ‘convincingly’ – another category without objective standards or implications of durability. This is the simultaneously stimulating and hazardous specificity of research in the humanities.


V

The historical framework of the thesis put forth here is suggested by the subject itself; some further delimitations are necessary as to the choice of texts. El castigo sin venganza (1631/1634), one of the best-known plays by Lope de Vega – the earlier of the two dramatists here presented – will be analyzed as a first illustration. The comedia belongs to the subgenre of the drama de honor; it therefore represents a type of play that, at first sight, seems hardly assimilable to subgenres such as the religious plays (autos sacramentales, comedias de santos). Applied to a play entirely secular and courtly prima facie, the tenability of the thesis at hand will already manifest itself. For the claim of this study is precisely not that, in addition to a possibly dominant ‘religious’ strand, there are numerous subtypes of the comedia with an entirely different world-interpretive profile, but rather that an analogical discourse sustains a comprehensive modeling of all materials and subjects thematized, irrespective of their original implications. Thus the play selected as a first example is a case with respect to which this study’s thesis holds a certain provocative potential in terms of the history of the relevant research. The postulate of a reorganization of previous material – implied in the above general claims concerning Baroque discourse – entails that the analysis cannot limit itself to a description of the text, but must present the (mythographic, literary, historiographic) fund to which the play has recourse. The respective methodological premise applies to all textual analyses, which explains why only a relatively limited number of dramatic works may be examined here.

The second part of this study will present three religious plays (autos sacramentales). The auto is still situated within the selfsame context from which ancient and also medieval drama developed. Being a Corpus Christi play, it is pragmatically linked to a cultic situation; formally, however, it has been severed from an immediately ritualistic practice. It therefore developed into an independent form of (re)presentation and mediation of the fundamental truths constituting Christian dogma. In an epoch when all knowledge is deemed ancilla theologiae once again, these must be seen as truths with the most comprehensive, world-explanatory claim. The auto sacramental employs the mechanisms of aesthetic mediation for the propagation of conceptually precise, presupposed patterns of thought and diction; and it does so in a fashion that leaves the audience with only a narrow margin for activating the polysemy that narrative texts tend to have. As to intent, it is thus a specific form for conveying the authoritative discourse on the world characteristic of that time.

In the selection of the plays – Lope de Vega’s El viaje del alma (1604), Calderón’s El divino Orfeo (1663) and La lepra de Constantino (~1660–1663) – two factors were considered: on the one hand, the genre-historical aspect (Lope’s auto allows for a comparison with the medieval tradition); on the other, the problem concerning the treatment of secular – more precisely: secularized – discourses typical of the Renaissance, in this case: pagan myth as part of a comprehensive truth, and worldly history as autonomous and contingent.

After the analysis of the autos sacramentales, an excursus will demonstrate to what extent the relevant techniques may be comprehended as a reaffirmation of the discourse of Late Antiquity and medieval times. The above claims concerning the relationship between the orthodox analogism of the Middle Ages and its stages of dissolution (Renaissance, Mannerism) are to be taken up again in this context. Given the framework at hand, this discourse-historical excursus may only be a sketch. It will essentially have to limit itself to collocating phenomena and lines of interpretation more or less familiar, albeit with a view to placing them in a new perspective. This does not preclude arguing by reference to texts; but it does render impossible comprehensive and detailed textual analyses.

Finally, two of Calderón’s best-known comedias will be considered: the Príncipe constante (1628/1629), much-lauded and sympathetically reviewed also outside of Spain, especially by German Romanticism; and (for the aforesaid reasons concerning the history of the relevant research) the most-discussed of Calderón’s dramas de honor, El médico de su honra (1635).

A brief concluding remark will point out several problems resulting from this study’s line of argument, particularly the question as to the relationship between the analogical restoration and the emergence of the taxonomic system.




2Typologizing Remodeling and Restoration of the exemplum: Lope de Vega’s El castigo sin venganza

I

No less than fifteen of Lope de Vega’s comedias were conceived on the basis of novellas by Matteo Bandello, among them his best known and (according to the general judgment) finest dramatic work, El castigo sin venganza (1631/1634).74 This fact might seem immaterial, considering Lope’s extensive oeuvre;75 and yet it is relevant from several points of view. Having developed as a response to Italian impulses, the Spanish comedia qua genre presents itself in formal terms as a moderate version of humanist drama;76 in terms of content and message, the comedia may be seen – as explicated in the introduction – as an attempt at reacting to literary and extra-literary world-models paradigmatic for Renaissance discourse, specifically by way of restoring discursive structures dating from pre-Renaissance times.

This thesis implies that K. Vossler’s 1930 statement – that hardly any drama has been misconstrued on so many accounts as Lope’s most “honed” work – need not be corrected even today.77 Vossler’s assertion that honor is positively valued from an explicit Christian vantage point in the play has remained an isolated position. Research generally maintains that this work problematizes the honor code as conceived within the world-model of the Middle Ages – either from positions one might term humanist and humanitarian, or from positions deemed ‘genuinely Christian’ by the respective representatives.78 Yet Lope’s comedia is not only traditional as to the concept of honor; it represents a ‘Christian’ modeling of the world in a far more fundamental sense than Vossler’s short remarks might imply, and only from such a perspective may a Christian assimilation of the honor code – at first surprising from a modern point of view – become plausible.


II

II.1

A comparison between the comedia and Lope’s narrative template – Bandello’s novella I, 44 (1554) – has been performed several times, including more or less systematic considerations of the French version and its rendition into Spanish, which deviate from the Italian original, the former certainly being Lope’s immediate source.79 Yet the systematics of the remodeling undertaken by Lope have not been clarified with the requisite precision; the narrative foil has been seen as a mere fund in terms of content, while its structural composition, and the related world-modeling implications, have hardly been taken into account.80

Bandello has Bianca da Este narrate the novella in question. In his dedication to Baldassare Castiglione, the author affirms that she had told the story among society in Milan, of which he had himself been a part.81

Although he is not the legitimate heir, the grandfather of the narrator – known as Niccolò III da Este – gains the throne of Ferrara after dynastic feuds, and marries Gigliuola, a daughter of Signor Francesco da Carrara, who dies in childbirth shortly thereafter; the newborn son, Ugo, survives and receives the title of Conte di Rovigo. Without moralizing reproof, Bianca reports that the widower abandons himself to the pleasures of life: “Il marchese si diede poi ad amare diverse femine, ed essendo giovine e pacifico ne lo stato, ad altro non attendeva che a darsi piacere” (517).82 His lack of restraint leads to numerous progeny, still proverbial at the time of the narration.83 At an unspecified point in time, the Marchese decides to marry again. The narrator – this being characteristic for Bandello’s modeling practice – does not go into detail regarding the causes for this decision: “vi dico che il marchese Niccolò deliberò un’altra fiata maritarsi” (517). The chosen one, not quite fifteen years of age, is the daughter of Signor Carlo Malatesta. Already shortly after the wedding, she notices that her husband neglects her, stylizing himself the “gallo di Ferrara” (518). Without any scruples, she decides not to let her youth slip away.84 As bad luck has it (“per mala sorte”, 518), her gaze falls on her stepson Ugo, sixteen years of age. The young Conte is inexperienced, hence not responsive to the advances on the part of the Marchesana, but this only increases her coveting. Even so, a certain shame (“vergogna”, 518) keeps her from expressing herself in explicit terms. Ultimately, having decided to no longer restrain herself,85 chance comes to her aid (“avvenne che”, 519): the Marchese, summoned by the duke Filippo Vesconte, goes to Milan for a number of days. Vanquishing the final remnants of reserve,86 the Marchesana calls for Ugo and addresses the conduct of his father as demonstrating an irreverence both towards herself and towards his only legitimate son. While averring that she is not goading him on to patricide, and assuring Ugo of her support on account of her maternal love, she proceeds to quite another meaning of the word amare.87 According to her version, the initial plan had been to marry her to him (Ugo), which would have been a more suitable match in terms of age; and she continues:

E per dirvi il vero io sempre affettuosissimamente v’ho amato ed amo piú che l’anima mia, né m’è possibile che io ad altro mai rivolga i pensieri che a voi, sí fattamente ne le radici del core mi sète abbarbicato. (521)

In his surprise, Ugo ‘resembles rather a statue of marble than a human being’ (cf. 521). The Marchesana, however, has in mind to ‘strike while the iron is hot’ (cf. 521), so as not to leave the Conte any time to contemplate the enormity of the transgression and the extent of the danger. She showers him with caresses until the “concupiscibile appetito” (521) awakens in him as well.88 At the last moment, caution does prevail with them (“ma non si fidando del luogo”, 522). They decide to let a servant in on their affair:

Non molto adunque dapoi col mezzo de la fidata cameriera si ritrovarono insieme, ove gli ultimi diletti amorosi con infinito piacere di tutte due le parti presero. (522)

The adulterous encounters last for two years without raising suspicion. After the sudden death of the servant, the two lovers continue their affair without renewed precautions. One of the Conte’s servants quickly grows suspicious and obtains certainty by drilling a hole into the ceiling of the love nest; he does not hesitate to share his knowledge: “Egli veduta cosí abominevol sceleratezza, pigliata l’oportunitá, il tutto al marchese Niccolò da quel buco fece vedere” (522). The Marchese’s feelings for his wife and son immediately turn into a most violent hatred (“crudelissimo odio”, 522). The very same evening – coram publico, and to the great surprise of those present89 – he orders his guards to imprison the Conte in one of the castle’s towers and the Marchesana in a different one. He informs the court society (“[i] primi di Ferrara”, 523) as to the causes for his measures. He then sends two priests to Ugo; they deliver the message that he should be preparing himself for death. Ugo repents honestly (“contrizione”, 523), accepts the punishment as just, and spends the night in the appropriate mindset (“e tutta la notte in santi ragionamenti e detestazione del suo fallo consumò”, 523). In the meantime, the Marchesana requests a hearing with her husband. When this favor is denied, she informs the Marchese that she had been the one to seduce Ugo: punishment should be hers alone (“onde degno era che ella sola de la commessa sceleraggine fosse punita”, 523). Upon receiving the notice that both of them are to be decapitated, she descends into violent rage (“furia”, 523) – not out of concern for her own life, but only for Ugo’s. She cries out for her lover for three days on end, and is not responsive to the priests (“ma eglino [due frati] indarno s’affaticarono”, 524). Ugo, by contrast, spends his days in devout thoughts and conversations, hears the Mass, confesses and receives Communion. After three days, he is beheaded at the same hour as the Marchesana – who neither repented nor confessed, and who continued to desire nothing other than to see Ugo one last time; she dies with his name on her lips. At the Marchese’s behest, both of them are prepared for burial in a ceremonious manner (cf. 524); they are laid to rest in the same grave. In conclusion, the narrator reports that the Marchese married a third time, begetting two more sons, one of whom was Sigismondo da Este, her own father. Referring to the latter’s testimony, she repudiates the rumor that the unfortunate Ugo had been an illegitimate son (cf. 524).

In the prolog to the first part of his collection, Bandello places himself in the tradition of Boccaccio.90 There are several deviations from the Boccaccesque model recorded by the relevant research, which are usually explained by referring to Bandello’s position as a bishop of the Counter-Reformation. Yet at the level of modeling techniques, his tales ultimately remain bound to the structural pattern first developed in the Decamerone (written 1349–1353); in Bandello no less than in Boccaccio, the guiding concepts of the exemplary and the providentially ordered, typical of medieval short narratives, are relegated to the background. The accentuation of the “particular”, the “contingent”,91 remains in effect, and this despite the fact that Bandello – in contrast to Boccaccio – returns to the notion of a morally just world order, at least as far as the most abstract level of the texts is concerned.92 Below this level, blind contingency continues to reign. In the stories themselves, this is not only signaled by multiple references to things that (simply) ‘occur’, or events that (just) ‘arise’; almost without exception, they also waive what G. Genette in his analysis of historically later, realistic forms of narration termed the most fundamental technique of such texts, the “motivation” of that which occurs.93 In the novella précised above, the events, and not only those that pertain to the lysis, but also those pertaining to the desis, are modeled in the form of a random sequence; they might have happened that way, but they could have happened very differently. Only the Marchesana’s decision to commit adultery is expressly ‘motivated’.94 In structural terms, Bandello’s novellas – quite like Boccaccio’s – may thus be seen as a deconstruction of the medieval narrative form of the exemplum. As a counter-paradigm insisting on contingency and a loose concatenation of the narrated events, they refer to this previous ‘simple’ form of narration, which is aligned with the perspective of an analogical organization of the world.

While often labeled a precursor, novelistic literature of the Renaissance stands in fact at a considerable distance from modern forms of realistic narration in terms of its fundamental technique(s); the difference does not only pertain to the narrative devices, but also to their conceptual horizon. Referring to his own novellas, the theologian Bandello rendered explicit how one might describe their enabling structure, which stands in direct continuation of Boccaccio’s model. While transcending medieval conceptualizations, this structure is still essentially premodern:

Strani e spaventosi talora son pur troppo i fortunevol casi che tutto ’l dí veggiamo avvenire, e non sapendo trovar la cagione che accader gli faccia, restiamo pieni di meraviglia. Ma se noi crediamo, come siamo tenuti a credere, che d’arbore non caschi foglia senza il volere e permission di colui che di nulla il tutto creò, pensaremo che i giudicii di Dio sono abissi profondissimi e ci sforzaremo quanto l’umana fragilitá ci permette a schifar i perigli, pregando la pietá superna che da lor ci guardi.95

Bandello contrasts God’s unlimited omnipotence and knowledge with the complete ignorance of human beings – who, faced with the manifoldness of the world of appearances, are left with nothing but astonishment, implying incomprehension. Formulated at the end of an epoch, precisely the Renaissance, this nominalistic confessio has recourse to the theological argument that, during the last decades of the thirteenth century, shattered the rigorous ordre du discours of Aristotelian scholasticism: the assumption that God’s creation functions in keeping with reliable fundamentals (universals) – and may therefore be modeled with regard to the recurring, the exemplary, the typ(olog)ical, both in pragmatic and in literary texts – limits the Creator’s ‘willing’ in such a way as to undermine the doctrine of omnipotence.96 The latter implies that God’s will, hence the course of the world, is unpredictable and contingent from a human perspective. Paradoxically, it was this renewed recourse to the basic dogma that emancipated the discourse – and thus the entire relation to the world – from the ordering structure of the theologically controlled scholastic discours. As regards the level of general terms and principles, nominalism’s attitude concerning knowledge must dispute the possibility of a sensible and authoritative discourse on the world.97 In contrast to the episteme of modernity proper, commencing with Romanticism, particularity and contingency are not a mere appearance behind which a dynamic and highly complex, but potentially knowable ‘depth’ (profondeur) conceals itself;98 given a divine omnipotence not bound by any orderliness, they instead denote the categorially highest form of knowledge accessible to human understanding.

The novelistic literature of the Renaissance and its genre-constituting techniques of modeling are the most telling literary product resulting from this loss of discursive order; even so, they do not actually reflect on the epistemological consequences of this dissolution of the traditional ordre du discours; rather, they identify it as a possibility for liberating narrativity – the latter in terms of Lotman’s conception of the narrative text as irritating the respectively prevalent axiological norm of the world.99 What is recounted in the novella is primarily “notable” (Bandello: “notabile”, 516)100 because it ruptures a harmonious this-worldly order that is not explicitly mentioned but is taken for granted and will resume its normalcy after the course of the narrated events. In the above tale, Bianca briefly introduces the Marchese’s two famous sons, Leonello and Borso, who have achieved the highest honors.101 In her conclusion, she refers to his remarriage, the birth of two more sons, and the consequently prosperous persistence of the dynasty, free from the interference of contingency until the time of her telling the story.


II.2

The mediating version between Bandello’s original and Lope’s reinterpretation for the stage – the significantly different French version by François de Belleforest and the latter’s verbatim translation into Spanish by an anonymous author102 – already partly indicates a direction Lope resolutely followed to the point of explicitness. The conceptual dependency does not lessen his merit103; it will have to be seen as indicating the fact that the restitution of a discursive order at the end of the late Renaissance was not bound to any individual poet or writer, but was rather a phenomenon of relevance for the epoch as such.

The French-Spanish version abandons the novellesque narrative frame, and replaces Bandello’s brief characterization of the event as ‘notable’ with a longer introductory evaluation on the part of an anonymous narrator.104 This introduction is especially noteworthy in that Bandello’s stylization of the factum qua contingent is transformed back into a modeling guided by the principles governing the genre of the exemplum. Already in the first sentences, Conde Hugo’s adultery is placed into a paradigmatic sequence. In mixing Old Testament figures (Amnon, Absalom) with mythological ones (Semiramis); in designating the abstract sin referred to (“los amores incestuosos”, 60); in subsuming all of these sinners (the ‘modern’, ancient pagan, and Old Testament ones) under the law of the one God (“los amores incestuosos [. . .] desagradables en la presencia de Dios”, 60), the sequence seems like a return to Dante’s Inferno (~1307) – more precisely, to that epoch’s world-modeling discourse, which the poet aestheticized in an intriguing fashion.105 A second and different way of referring to the structure of the exemplum106 is manifest in the narrator’s justification as to why such an abominable story is being told in the first place – to exemplify the consequences of godlessness and debauchery:

Pero la escuridad de los hechos de semejantes lobas seruira de lustre y claridad para las que con su resplandor ofuscan y hazen que paren en humo semejantes figuras, hinchendo de olor suaue y bueno todo este emispherio baxo, el qual, sin esta suauidad, estaria en peligro de gustar vna contagiosa pestilencia, atento la corrupcion de las deprauadas costumbres que vemos y esperimentamos cada dia en toda la Cristiandad, donde ay tanto mal, que la indiferencia de los pecados es guardada por muchos, a la manera y costumbre de los Stoycos; [. . .]. (60f.)

It is not least the rhetoricization – the moralizing invective against humanist indifferentism, as well as the “glaring” contrast established between the world’s pervasive sinfulness and the dazzling strength of faith – which most evidently situates this work as a text of its time, and not as a mere reissue of the medieval exemplum.107

On the level of the histoire, the actual story is virtually identical to the Italian model; but the technique of presentation is altered with a view to dramatization; this is suggested in the text itself, in that the narrator makes several references to “(d)esta tragedia”, even to its individual ‘acts’ (“Considerad aora el segundo acto desta tragedia”, 72; cf. 75). While the original renders only the Marchesana’s seduction of the Conte dialogically, the French and the Spanish versions cast all events as a dialog into which a series of authorial comments and foreshadowings are inserted. However, a dramatic effect in terms of suspense does not materialize. In monologs of considerable length and composed in verbose diction, the protagonists explain their intents and motives to those respectively present. What is an abrupt, fortuitous sequence of individual events in Bandello’s version is thus converted into a concatenation that is substantiated and rendered plausible in a relatively differentiated manner, while being driven toward a necessary end, inevitable from the outset.

Even so, the principle establishing meaningfulness and providing the modeled world with unity is not clearly designated; to be more precise: the rendering vacillates between two very different discourses prevalent during this epoch – one pertaining to the concept of fatality, borrowed from the tragedy of fate and passion of ancient provenience; the other, to the worldview of the Counter-Reformation.108

As in Bandello, the catalyst for the Marquesa’s offense is her husband’s negligence. Yet the feelings for Hugo unleashed in her are not aimless coveting, directed by chance at her stepson; they are presented as the irrepressible passion for a particular person. From the start, the Marquesa is mindful of the deadly consequences: she might suffer death in the wake of her unbridled appetite (“Suceda pues lo que sucediere, que o yo morire [. . .]”, 67), or she may have to commit suicide, should she be rejected (“y si no se hiziere como yo quiero, ya tengo imaginado como remediar mi desgracia y esta vida tan desesperada”, 68). Against the Marquesa’s better judgment, the warnings of her confidante – representing the rationales of morality and courtly prudence – remain without effect.109 Discreetly, the servant tries to warn the Conde as to the Marquesa’s intents; but he does not understand her at all. Guided by his misfortune (“guiandole su desgracia”, 68), Hugo unsuspectingly betakes himself to the chamber of his stepmother. In contrast to Bandello’s novella, the adultery is consummated instantly and without precautions (cf. 71f.). And right from the beginning, the confidante predicts the Marquesa’s utter annihilation (“la total destruycion vuestra”, 73). Once again, the adulteress acknowledges that her servant is speaking the truth; even so, she remains unable to vanquish her passion (“es tan grande la fuerça de amor, que no sabria como apartarme desto”, 73).

It is not without reason that the narrator repeatedly refers to Phaedra, mentioned only once in Bandello, and without connection to the sujet; using the terminology of a typologism severed from its orthodox origins, he explicitly identifies the female protagonist with her ancient precursor (“la nueua Fedra”, 71).110 Likewise, the references to tragedy – present in the story’s metatext and in the titles of the French and the Spanish versions111 – attain to a new significance in the context of the aforementioned factors. Taking classical and classicist tragedy as paradigms, however, it would be problematic to speak of a consistent tragedization. The text is markedly hybrid in several respects – one of them being that, in both the Italian and the French-Spanish versions, the Marquesa lacks to a large extent the self-tormenting quarrel with passion. The theme of lust is not rendered a moral question; in line with humanist viewpoints – represented, among others, by Erasmus112 – she insists on her right to indulge in the “apetitos de la carne”, unencumbered by the imperative of the honor code, established in both patriarchal and courtly terms, and she addresses the problem of her rampant desire by recourse to an – at once non-tragic and decidedly non-Christian – affirmation of carnality, adopted from the discursive world of Renaissance novellas: “Y assi como entre todas las passiones humanas es preferida esta [sc. el amor], assi no se puede cuitar por fuerça ni diligencia” (73).

The structurally more significant conception inscribed into the story is hardly less incoherent than the allusions to tragic fatality, while it is also impossible to harmonize the two. In a manner that may occasionally seem obtrusive from a modern viewpoint, the events are presented as being willed and controlled by God, down to the very last detail. While Bianca da Este had recounted her grandfather’s levity with a certain benevolence, the entire “escandalo” is here rendered as a divine castigation, punishing the Marques for his persistence in luxuria (“que Dios, para castigarle”, 63).113 When the Marquesa rationalizes her adulterous intents by stating that, among other things, she would thereby become an instrument in her husband’s merited punishment,114 it becomes obvious that the text manifests an early stage of the discursive restoration.

To mention some of the further elements referring to an orthodox Christian schema: after the adultery is committed, words are put into the mouth of the Marquesa’s confidante that predict the outcome of the entanglements to be beyond any contingency, the world being governed by a set of norms instituted and enacted by God himself (“Mas son los juyzios de Dios tan rectos y justos y tan pesados en la balança de su justicia, que no se les passa cosa en vano”, 73). When captured, the Conde and the Marquesa already know that their transgressions could only have come precisely to this, and not to any other end.115 Hugo accepts his sentence with a long speech, marked by extreme religious pathos, typical for the story in its entirety:

Confiesso que soy el mas miserable y malo que jamas nacio, y el mas detestable que ay debaxo del cielo el dia de oy. O, señor y Dios mio, suplicote no consientas que mi anima afligida sirua de manjar a la antigua serpiente, y leon hambriento, que nos anda rodeando para engañarnos y hazernos caer de ojos en el hoyo. Ten misericordia, Señor, ten misericordia de mi y no permitas que la sangre de tu precioso hijo se aya derramado en valde para mi. Ay de mi que muero, no por la confession de tu fe, ni por hauer glorificado tu santo nombre delante de los honbres, sino por mi maldad, y por la infinidad de mis demeritos. Y lo que (despues del peccado cometido contra tu Magestad diuina) me agraua mas, es la tristeza del que se quexa y ha de quexar de mi maldad y deshonra. Mas, o buen Dios, ruegote que le consueles, y que a mi me des esfuerço para suffrir con paciencia este castigo cruel y infame que veo estarme aparejado. (80f.)

The Marques stylizes his judgment of the offenders accordingly: he has to wrench the sentence from himself in a painful quarrel – above all with his paternal love – in order to uphold worldly justice, securing the stability of state and society, while simultaneously effecting vengeance in the name of God (“la justa vengança de Dios, por ministerio de la justicia humana”, 81).

But despite the abundance of references to Dios and la Majestad divina, the deflection of Renaissance schemata ultimately remains inconsistent. At decisive points of the intrigue, the oscillation at play – between a rendering still tied to the Renaissance in terms of this-worldly, tendentially tragic contingency, and one invoking divine providence – is actually made explicit. When the time of untroubled pleasure draws to a close, the narrator accentuates: “Pero fortuna, que no puede oluidar sus mudanças, y el cielo enojado de vn hecho tan malo [. . .] desperto otro mas sotil [. . .] descubridor de las cosas encubiertas” (74). The formulation evinces uncertainty as to whether Fortuna is a mediating agency ultimately subordinated to God’s will – this being both the medieval and the Baroque conception – or whether she is to be seen as an allegory of blind, this-worldly contingency, as imagined during the Renaissance.116 The indecision becomes manifest when, in view of the servant’s fateful discovery, the reader is once again presented with the argument quoted above, here formulated as alternative explanations: “acaso, o por permission diuina [. . .] vio vn agugero pequeño en la pared” (74).117 A proleptic authorial comment right at the beginning makes use of similar wording; Hugo’s overall fate is construed as being either the result of blind chance, or else of a lack of (divine) grace: “si fortuna o su desgracia no le vuieran hecho dar tal cayda” (62). Shortly thereafter, the latter alternative is taken up once more and developed into a theological argument: “los juyzios y ordenamientos de Dios, de que no se passa ninguno sin tener el fin ordenado en su presciencia: y conforme a esto, no fue el fin del Conde qual se auia esperado de las conjeturas de su virtud pueril” (62).

In other words, the schematically implemented reshaping of the Renaissance novella – based on the concept of God’s omnipresent ‘ordering’ hand – results in the tenet of predetermined damnation; in its consequences, this is alleviated for the Conde only, via his final confession and resulting absolution, but not for the Marquesa. As Racine’s tragedy of passion was to demonstrate roughly one hundred years later, it would have been possible in principle to harmonize the notion of necessity as a result of fatality, inspired by classical antiquity, with that of necessity as construed by a Christian approach118; but such an attempt would have required an interpretation of the doctrine unacceptable from a Tridentine perspective. Not only the passage cited above, but the entire story betrays the extent to which the discursive strategies for counteracting the Renaissance’s loss of order were still fluctuating in the early second half of the sixteenth century.119 This also holds true for the primary ‘discursive field’, theology itself, and especially as regards the theological problem of divine grace.120

The structures newly introduced in this text when compared to Bandello’s version reveal what was, however, deemed the stumbling block, the essence of the discursive configuration to be dealt with and refuted: the notion of this-worldly contingency, implicit in the novella qua genre, and still recessively present in this particular one. In his final sentence, the narrator indicates his objective of stylizing events as exempla of universal relevance, revealing the world’s imperturbable order. The message is expressly directed toward those who, already in the introduction, are incriminated as the ‘speakers’ of Renaissance discourses – those summarily addressed as the ‘godforsaken’ and as the representatives of humanist wisdom:

Es este marauilloso exenplo para los que viuen sin tener cuenta con lo que ordenan la carne y demonio, tratando con sus parientes, sin considerar que muchos tenidos por sabios erraron en este caso, cometiendo cosas indignas de ser imaginadas que han sido castigadas con muerte y infamia de sus autores. (82)



III

III.1

Lope de Vega’s El castigo sin venganza may well be seen as a paradigmatic accomplishment of what announces itself in the play’s narrative model – and not only because the insecurities regarding the instructions for modeling are resolved, but especially because the obtrusively explicit references to divine providence are ‘sublated’ in favor of the thesis, sedimented in the modeling structures themselves, that the world in its entirety is governed by God. The complexity and sophistication of Lope’s comedia are additionally enhanced by its dealing not only with the worldview of ‘life qua contingency’, central to the Renaissance, but also with two related, more specific discourses of concern during the epoch in question. The latter – one ‘social’, the other aesthetic – are not representative of the discursive formation of the Renaissance to such an extent as the deep structure of novelistic narrative; but in terms of their specific configuration targeted by Lope, they are linked to the stage of disintegration: the ritual discourse of courtly love, intensified into idolatry, and the aestheticist discourse of Mannerism.


III.2

As an introduction to the dramatic conflict, Lope draws on a set piece with appeal to the public – the ‘nightly ramble of a nobleman hunting for pleasures’ (cf. v. 1–233).121 Yet here, what is otherwise a rather burlesque situation turns out to be quite ominous. The Duque de Ferrara seems to be in an irritated mood (“Todo me enfada”, v. 209), especially since, in a longer speech of an expositional nature, Cintia (having been addressed by the Duque’s servant Ricardo and initially not recognizing the Duque himself, who is disguised) has inadvertently let him in on unwelcome information. Not only does he enjoy the renown of a dissolute debauchee, but his current endeavors (questing for adventures while his future wife is on the road to Ferrara) exceed the grasp even of a courtesan – such that she finds it hard to believe, as Ricardo continues to insist, that it could be the Duque who has been knocking at her door (cf. v. 113–118).122 The Duque’s mood further deteriorates when he passes by the home of a playwright and overhears what is being said inside. The celebrated Andrelina recites certain verses dealing with lost glory, and with the suffering resulting from its irretrievability.123 The Duque recognizes Andrelina’s speech as portentous (“Temo que hable / alguna cosa notable”, v. 211f.), especially because the comedia (as genre) is a ‘mirror’ in which the ‘ignorant, the wise, the old, the young, the strong, the courageous, the king, the feudal lord, the damsel, and the married woman’ may discern the ‘exemplary situations of life and honor’.124

In this pre-classicist drama still partially linked to the medieval tradition in terms of the communicative situation, the speech sketched above must also be understood as a metatext with tendencies toward the epic. Being directed at the recipient, it articulates the genre’s claim, hence that of this particular drama: by way of a specific “ejemplo”, the ensuing courtly plot pertaining to honor is concerned with human beings in general, irrespective of differentiations as to age, rank, or gender. The objective is not the exposition of something exceptional by means of which something abstract and general would become significant (this would be the humanistic, Aristotelian position); instead, the play depicts life (“la vida”) from a typifying – or rather, typologizing – perspective. The metaphor of the mirror as a vehicle for insight (taken from 1 Cor 13) signals the truth claim of the play and the genre, and it also reveals the specific profile of the truth brought to aesthetic contemplation.125

Following the portrayal of the Duque as someone with a problematic past who is beginning to doubt the validity of his ways, the second protagonist, his illegitimate son Federico, is introduced. Already the latter’s self-characterization is hardly flattering (“que me cansa el hablarme / del casamiento de mi padre, cuando / pensé heredarle”, v. 248–250; cf. v. 310–312). The implied categorization is supplemented by a dialog with his servant Batín (a gracioso), the scope of which exceeds the consciousness of the characters, and so must be seen once again as displaying tendencies toward the epic. Batín describes the Duque’s marriage plans as a decision for a moral transformation. He then illustrates the abstract notion of there being ‘no better reins than to get married’126 by way of an image, whose actual meaning is to be considered allegorice, or – as one might say in the case of coherent images, especially those that are derived from nature and the animal kingdom – as an emblem transferred into language.127 Batín relates that the French king was once presented with a wild horse (“un bárbaro caballo”, v. 262) of matchless beauty, with a swanlike white coat, haughty, fiery (“hermosura”, “desdén”, “furia”, v. 271), and unwilling to suffer any rider. The king ordered it to be led before the cage of a ‘splendid lion’ (“un soberbio león”, v. 276). The sight itself sufficed to completely transform the prideful horse, rendering it peaceable and humble instantly (“de orgulloso caballo transformado [. . .] quedó tan pacífico y humilde”, v. 284, 287); from this day on, it tolerated a horseman. Federico proceeds by reading the emblem along the lines insinuated by Batín: the wild horse, his father, will be tamed by a woman, thereby turning into an entirely different person (“le doma una mujer, y que delante / deste león, el bravo, el arrogante / se deja sujetar del primer niño”, v. 297–299).

With his reading of an image familiar to any audience at the time, what is to be unfolded regarding Federico in the following has in principle already been stated: he is caught up in a secular discursive cosmos, essentially characterized by its having the elements of Christian discourse subside into the casual realm of a – notionally and aesthetically appealing – play.128 Since Thomas Aquinas’ elucidation of the dogma of original sin, the unrestrained horse is the image par excellence – passed on via emblematics – of the intemperance of the senses, and of concupiscentia especially.129 After the Fall – of binding nature for all of Adam’s progeny, even if subjectively innocent (‘white’) – humans no longer pursue caritas Dei as the final purpose of their existence; they rather become susceptible to vanitas (“hermosura”), superbia (“desdén”), and ira (“furia”).130 In view of this damage (“siniestro”, v. 274) to Creation, God sent his Son (the lion), who had such power that (original) sin, or, rather, its consequences, had to yield.131 From that point onward, the horse’s restraint – the control of the drives in the interest of the ‘right’ attitude, service to the ‘king’ (God) – becomes possible again.132 According to Christian doctrine, this course of salvation history repeats itself in the life of every individual, insofar as he or she is willing to accept the offer of redemption.133

The emblem’s ‘epic’ dimension, directed at the audience, indicates that the Duque, still pursuing his unrestrained luxuria, will not be tamed by his future wife, but by “el león” (Christ); and specifically (as is stated later, after the Duque’s effective conversion) “el león de la Iglesia” (v. 2348), the Pope, Christ’s vicar on earth, who wins him for the militia christiana and guides him toward correct conduct in his role as a God-fearing sovereign committed to the bonum communitatis, thereby guaranteeing his salvation.134 Federico’s and Batín’s prognosis as to the Duque’s future path is thus both structurally true and misconceived in terms of content; by ignoring the serious, metaphysical dimension, their reading remains on too restricted a level. In this manner, the scene at hand (the emblem’s articulation, including the construal that misses its essence) becomes an image for the analysis that the drama articulates regarding the Renaissance: as a world of discourse – represented here by Federico – the Renaissance largely remains on the ground laid by the discursive schemata of the medieval, Christian ordre du discours; but it disconnects these patterns from the mono-systematic significance originally always attached to them, and refunctionalizes them for disparate, but in any case superficial, ‘worldly’ purposes and intents.

In this context, a methodological remark – valid for the analyses of all plays to be read in the present study – would seem to be in order. It is probable that the learned contemporary audience was susceptible to a secondary encoding of meanings via object-related symbols to an even greater extent than here assumed. Calderón’s plays in particular are extremely allusive, and ultimately demand an elaborate form of annotation hardly ranking second to that of lyrical texts. Not least for merely pragmatic reasons, the allegorical or emblematic dimension is primarily incorporated into this study if (as in the above case) the transition to a comprehensive, figurative encoding of the sujet is explicit, or when the accentuation of the corresponding structure is marked by the recurrence of a comparison or a metaphorical manner of speaking. The allegorical manuals and emblem books of the period in question constitute the fund for the individual analyses, but the decisive frame of reference is the particular text itself. Applied to the above example: only the outlined course of the histoire – with the Duque’s conversion as the central event – renders patent that the orthodox scholastic emblem is envisioned by the text, hence that Federico’s construal, guided by the courtly conception of the lady’s disciplining function, is informed by a superficial, and ultimately misguided view of world and man.135


III.3

The dramatic intrigue proper begins with a scene introducing the most evident and decisive change in terms of aesthetic effect, when contrasted with the play’s novelistic source: the motif of an innocent and unsuspecting youth seduced by a married woman overcome by coveting has been deleted. That structure, tending toward novellesque levity, is replaced by a courtly love story, which adheres to certain established patterns with such exactitude that, for this reason alone, one will have to see Lope’s drama as an assessment of the concept of courtly love as such.

Given its doubleness as individual affect and social ritual, courtly love is a hybrid structure from the very beginning; but its aesthetic appeal is not solely due to this dual – ultimately oppositional – tendency.136 The concept of amour courtois tends to be seen as a compensation for the knight’s increasing lack of social function as a consequence of the (relative) pacification setting in at the end of the so-called ‘Dark Ages’.137 Primarily, however, it represents an attempt at regulating ‘love as passion’ by means of ritualization, in order to alleviate its inherent tendency toward disrupting social order – which is particularly problematic in a formation where power is linked to the institution of the family. Hence the occurrence of the ritualized concept of love is not limited to the historical moment envisaged by E. Köhler, but seems to be organically linked to the formation of feudalism in its entirety, including absolutism. Love subjected to a societally controlled ideal, as staged in the courtly novel, is an instrument regulating a phenomenon per se recalcitrant; consequently, it overcomes its ‘ideal state’ almost at the same point in time at which it attains to its greatest literary development in the works of Chrétien de Troyes. One may read the passionate version of courtly love mirrored in the Prose Lancelot as an adjustment of the ‘ideal’ to reality, or as a warning as to where a transgression of this ideal state will lead in social terms. From the very beginning, a tendency toward self-dissolution inheres in the basically hybrid concept – be it toward unrestrained passion, fraying the social fabric, be it toward a sublimation in the service of society, or with a view to salvation.

Lope’s drama unmistakably refers to the Prose Lancelot, one of the best-known medieval texts during the Renaissance.138 The play’s love plot commences with the topical situation of a knight coming to the aid of a young lady in distress. As far as the main events are concerned, this reminiscence of the knight’s social function is the drama’s only recourse to the positive implications relating to the concept of service to a lady. Still, that allusion is already altered, defamiliarized even: the lady did not get into a precarious situation due to a chaotic state of the world she did not cause, nor as a result of an assault by a third party; instead, she deviated from the right way on account of a caprice, toppling into a ford with her carriage. Certain socially useful implications of the service are nonetheless retained in this prelude with the motif of ‘rescuing a lady from danger’; accordingly, Federico’s deed is rewarded by the Duque (cf. v. 862–864). Yet the further course of the plot does not stage any of the factors pertaining to a knight’s refinement through love, nor the consequent impulses for action in the service of society – still partly present, while already ambivalent, in the Prose Lancelot.139 Courtly love is entirely reduced to its depraved elements, to the luxuria that causes it.140 The individual stages of this love story, and also their phenomenology, however, conform exactly to the example given in the Lancelot: the kindling of love, at first sight, in both, for each other; the lovers’ ecstasy, especially the knight’s, after the first meeting (shivering, starving, bouts of insanity, suicidal tendencies); consummation of the adultery; raving, hence utterly uncourtly jealousy on the part of the lady at the mere suspicion of infidelity; finally, the discovery of the adultery by an equally unfaithful husband, vowing vengeance in the name of ‘justice’ or in order to purge his ‘dishonor’.141 Lope’s conclusion is far from the Prose Cycle’s ambivalence, produced by Lancelot’s stylization as an exemplary knight and chosen one, being Galahad’s father. The play adheres to the pattern of punishment for passionate love developed in Dante. Flouting society’s most basic rules, love’s courtly aspect is presented as mere appearance, as a concealment of luxuria behind the façade of the ritual. The latter is deprived of its disciplining function, and produces engaño instead: self-deception, for purposes of repressing insight into the necessary consequences of the transgression, as well as a deception of society, with a view to maintaining an intolerable state of affairs.

Lope’s recourse to the model of the Prose Lancelot – still enhancing its reaccentuation of courtly love as an egocentric emotion – may not be read as a plea for a return to the disciplined version of that conception of love; on the contrary: it is intended as a denunciation of the concept in general. In the Prose Lancelot, the condemnation of worldly love (Lancelot’s being excluded from the knights of the grail, the catastrophe of King Arthur’s realm having ultimately been caused by the adultery) is relativized, at least to some extent: for Lancelot repents, and his son fulfills what he had been unable to achieve. Measured by the standards of Baroque rigorism, the implicit stylization of worldly love as an (albeit problematic) preliminary stage (in the typologizing sense) of the knight’s true purpose (caritas Dei et proximorum) is almost a permissive position.142 Spanish Baroque drama abandons the Platonically inspired compromise of an ascension from worldly love to the love of God, which the medieval discourse had at first tolerated to a certain degree. The dichotomy as stylized in Dante is restored.143 Idolatrous love perverts the God-given, secular order, and it leads to eternal damnation. Worldly love as non-passion obeys the God-given imperatives of the social order; accordingly, it does not hinder man’s true task, caritas Dei.144

Hardly any drama of this epoch renders the idolatrous dimension of love as passion with such conceptual and aesthetic pithiness as El castigo sin venganza. During their first meeting, the two lovers comment on what has happened; in so doing, they make use of conceptistic diction, mobilizing the effects of Mannerist “metaphorism”.145 The difference between the love story’s depiction in the Prose Cycle and its rendering in the play consists not least in the fact that the mise en discours de l’amour attains to a much more sophisticated level in the latter, partly on account of the transition to a dramatic form, and partly due to its employment of the Petrarchan love discourse.146 The imagery is chosen so as to refer to Christian allegorism – which the lovers ignore, or seem to ignore, throughout. The text’s historical situation opens up two hermeneutic possibilities for understanding the pertinent dialogs: as a re-mimeticized variant of the structure of an epic-like speech unconsciously commenting on itself from a higher position, which is familiar from medieval allegorical drama; or as an at least partly conscious frivolity – more precisely, a playfulness – widespread in the epoch’s courtly-Mannerist discourse, exploiting the topoi of Christian discourse for casual, aesthetic diversion, demonstrating ingegno (ingenio) in order to provoke stupore (asombro).147

In her very first words to Federico, Casandra introduces the allegory of the bivium.148 She addresses her galán with the sophisticated compliment that she counts herself lucky to have left the right path (“Dicha ha sido haber errado / el camino que seguí, / pues más presto os conocí / por yerro tan acertado.”), and then conducts a complete allegoresis of the preceding adventure:

Cual suele en el mar airado

la tempestad, después della,

ver aquella lumbre bella,

así fue mi error la noche,

mar el río, nave el coche,

yo el piloto, y vos mi estrella.

(v. 478–487)149

Casandra’s reading follows the selfsame schema observable in Federico’s exegesis of the emblem of the rampant horse, though this instance has far greater significance in terms of the storyline. What, to her mind, seems but an ingenious encoding of a particular situation in her physical existence, actually characterizes her condition on a higher level, which remains inaccessible to her. Her ‘ship’ (meaning: her life) has indeed piloted into a storm that threatens to destroy her and will do so, should she persist in the ‘error’ of taking Federico for her lodestar, granting him the place that belongs to God alone.150

The lovers’ fundamental misguidedness is rendered even more explicit in Federico’s reply to Casandra’s compliments. The perfect galán clothes his worship of the lady in formulations taken directly from the central Christological elements of the traditional discourse. In a conceptistic play with the semantic field of nacer, and obliquely referring to his future legal ties with Casandra, he, having only lived bodily so far, asks her to grant him a “segundo nacer” (v. 507), so as to endow him with a soul: “que para nacer con alma / hoy quiero nacer de vos” (v. 510f.). The ending of this verse initiates a shift in the communicative situation that is of great importance for the further course of the action. The frivolous diction, whose epic-like, that is, self-commenting implications may have been unconscious, is gradually transformed into conscious speech. A more or less involuntary entanglement in a limited, endangering discours turns into persistence in a misdirected world of discourse and action accompanied by cognizance of that fundamental misguidedness, and ends up in a deliberate transgression freely chosen by the albedrío (liberum arbitrium). At the climax of his speech, Federico suddenly realizes what he is saying; for a short moment, he relativizes his blasphemy (“que, aunque quien la [sc. el alma] infunde es Dios”, v. 512) – but only to proceed to explicit idolatry in alluding to Christ’s salvific deed:

hasta que os vi, no sentía

en qué parte la [sc. el alma] tenía,

pues, si conocerla os debo,

vos me habéis hecho de nuevo,

que yo sin alma vivía.

(v. 513–517)

After the abstract hint (‘idolatry’) has already been introduced by the gracioso, Federico renders evident the essence of the attitude denounced by the play when – provoked by Casandra – he openly declares his love at the climax of his speech (cf. v. 1911–1975).151 He is beside himself (“me veo / sin mí”, v. 1916f.), to the point of not realizing that the life he consecrates to Casandra he actually owes to his creator (“que aun no me acuerdo que debo / a Dios la vida que os doy”, v. 1939f.). Having detached himself from God, only his love may serve as a surrogate objective for a life otherwise aimless, severed from its original purpose (“pero sin Dios, con ser vida, / ¿quién sino mi amor está?”, v. 1949f.), so that in his present state, he is left with no other option than to put the idolatrous substitute in the place of the true goal he has lost: “pues a Dios por vos perdí / después que os tengo por Dios” (v. 1962f.).152 The ingenious profile of these (and similar) utterances ascribed by the author to his personages consists in their twofold decodibility; on the one hand, there is the allure of a highly rhetoricized love discourse which is achieved by means of a conscious profanizing of religious formula; on the other, there is the actual course of events which will make these utterances become literally true.

At the end of the scene and the act, the drama catches up with Dante’s moral-theological valuation both of the generic foil and of the analogous exemplars. Aware that such passion can only lead to death, irrespective of its particulars, Federico pays his lady an unsurpassable compliment, fully cognizant of the implied metaphysical seriousness: the soul’s immortality pleases him, for it ensures that he will never have to cease coveting her (“Y yo, aunque muerto, estoy tal / que me alegro, con perderte, / que sea el alma inmortal, / por no dejar de quererte”, v. 2027–2030). As per the law of contrappasso, the consequence of damnation is an eternal persistence in one’s respective sin, only retrospectively realized in the case of Dante’s Francesca; conscious of the cost, Lope’s Federico considers this prospect the highest fulfillment of his passion.153 The latter is no longer limited to this world but is extended – with impetuous affirmation on the part of the lovers – into the metaphysical dimension as well; this constitutes not only the pronouncement of a moral-theological judgment on passionate love, but also endows the latter with an intensity that far transcends the framework of a merely ‘secular’ drama. Yet the play’s intended effect is not exhausted in the mere display of this allure. It holds true both for the play’s personae and for the intended spectators that the moral profit increases with the appeal of the temptations to be overcome in the ‘trial’.154

In (re)presenting idolatrous love, Lope’s drama employs the didactic strategy of teaching by way of negative example to an almost dangerous extent – not without cause did the Jesuits deem such a strategy unsuitable. The parallel love story between the Duque’s niece Aurora and the Marqués Gonzaga (a man from Casandra’s entourage), newly introduced into the story’s dramatized version, not only represents the implementation of a sort of generic convention, but also, if not especially, an attempt at staging a counterweight to the problematic conception of love. Accordingly, this second love story is at once parallel and contrastive, in its not being shaped according to the chaoticized variant of courtly love, but rather according to its ritualized ‘stage of order’: to a certain extent, the lady, Aurora, is already spoken for; at the time of Gonzaga’s first courting of her, she is designated to be Federico’s future wife (cf. v. 686–759). Yet the Marqués has been desirous of serving her for a long time, merely on account of Aurora’s “fama” (v. 892). She returns the compliment and accepts his service (cf. v. 890–899). The Marqués concludes this inauguration of the ritual of courtly love with the topical words:

Pues haciendo fundamento

dese favor, desde hoy

me nombro vuestro, y prometo

mantener en estas fiestas

a todos los caballeros

de Ferrara que ninguno

tiene tan hermoso dueño.

(v. 911–917)

The further modeling of the love story adheres exactly to the schema. After a period of unsuccessful courtship, Gonzaga declaims his passionate suffering in a disciplined, précieux speech, operating via a paronomasia on Aurora, and requests permission to take his leave (cf. v. 1624–1654). Qualifying her past behavior as “primer desdén” (v. 1658), the ‘tyrannical lady’ takes for granted his offer that she may command him at will (“libertad”, v. 1664), and demonstrates her power of disposal by ordering him to stay.155 The knight submits to her demand, and promises to serve her ‘longer than the Greeks laid siege to Troy, longer than Jacob served for Rachel, and indeed as long as Tantalus had to endure his fate’ (cf. v. 1670–1675) – implying the wish that his love finally be reciprocated, while relinquishing any claim to this requital, for the service itself is reward enough, even should fulfillment be denied.156 Aurora then presents him with the topical ribbon as a token of love; he promises never to give it away, asking the favor of being permitted to wear it publicly; the lady requests that he do so.157

In the post-heroic phase of courtly society, the ‘service’ is necessarily symbolic. But at its conclusion, the play draws on the topical basic setting once again: it is Gonzaga who slays Federico, who has slain Casandra without being aware of her identity, but is presented to the court society as having consciously killed his father’s wife.158 Gonzaga thereby restores the repute of his lady, who has been vilified by Federico; by eliminating the insurgent whose deeds threatened to unsettle the social order, he moreover performs a deed that is in the community’s interest.159 The knight’s reward, the radiant future of the exemplary couple, is only hinted at in the play. After Federico’s death, Aurora – of greater wealth than any other lady in Italy – is the Duque’s closest relative.160

Yet classifying this love story as an exact fulfillment of the courtly ritual would not be sufficient. Lope is not concerned with propagating a revival of this – always per se problematic – conception of love. The couple Aurora/Gonzaga is linked to the couple Casandra/Federico by way of a ‘love chain’. Gonzaga loves Aurora, who does not love him, but Federico, who, in turn, does not love Aurora, but Casandra, who initially desires the Duque, and is neglected by him. Aurora primarily responds to Gonzaga’s courtship in order to revive Federico’s erstwhile affection by dint of jealousy (cf. v. 1608–1617). From her viewpoint, the courtly ritual serves at once to mask and to advance a passionate love that, at first, is no less intense than the one joining Federico and Casandra.161 Aurora’s love expires the very moment she witnesses whom Federico has ‘fallen for’; and it turns into unveiled aversion when the Conde, toward the end, courts her for merely tactical reasons – to deceive his father (cf. v. 2039–2110).162

Yet in contrast to Racine, it is not the love chain as such that precipitates the catastrophe; in a sense, this descriptive category does not even fully apply to Lope’s play, for the chain is dissolved before the play ends.163 A double pairing emerges whose respective concepts of love are contrary in terms of their substrate, and whose characters meet with diametrically opposed ends. The couple shackled to each other by passionate love (Casandra and Federico) comes to a terrible end, while a magnificent future awaits the couple linked by a rationally controlled, courtly-dynastic love (Aurora and Gonzaga).164 The structure conveys that the courtly ritual as such is essentially ambiguous: it may be implemented in a negative variant, leading to catastrophe, but also in a positive one. The decisive question concerns passion. Idolatrous love is opposed to a conscious relinquishment of passio; only the latter enables the ideal couple’s focus on their metaphysical duties (caritas Dei) as well as their secular ones (Aurora and Gonzaga as sovereigns). The notion that such fulfillment of duty ultimately coincides with a contained amorous affect, resulting in worldly happiness, represents a typically Baroque, anti-Jansenist (more precisely: anti-Protestant) form of harmonism.165

The concept’s modeling in Racine, indicating an inescapable fatality, hence the notion of predestination,166 may be contrasted with the schema’s transformation into the didactic basic pattern of opposition in Lope – not only conceptually (morally), but also as regards the consequences. To a considerable degree, the intellectual and epochal chasm between the Spain and France of the time is evinced by this limited yet multifaceted example. Spain’s return to the certainty of a metaphysically guaranteed world167 stands in contrast to France’s comprehensive doubt as to there being a meaningful order above and beyond man. Such fundamental skepticism cannot be a permanent position, but provokes the move toward self-empowerment leading to modernity; it is the counterconcept to the project of a renovatio.


III.4

The remodeling of the story of adultery as a drama of uninhibited courtly passion is accompanied by a second manifest variation of the foil, the comprehensive and much-discussed modification of the Duque’s character. While the latter is a static figure in the story’s two narrative versions, a discontinuity occurs in the play. At first, Lope’s Duque, despite occasional articulations of a different intent, does not at all desist from his dissolute lifestyle, blatantly offending against the holy bonds of marriage, as Casandra laments.168 Yet on the request of the Pope, he then engages in military campaigns for some time, returning a fortunate, but also – more importantly – a morally transformed victor. His servant Ricardo claims that he has become quite another Duque, a “saint” even (“que traemos otro duque; / [. . .] / el duque es un santo ya”, v. 2357–2363); in his own words: his “inquietud”, his being caught up in “vicio”, has been converted into “virtud” (v. 2323, 2327); this self-description is corroborated by his actions: without taking rest, and before an adequate welcome can be arranged, he hastens to wife and son after the victory, showing them the love and respect for which Casandra in particular had previously been longing. He then dedicates himself, without respite, to his duties in the service of the bonum communitatis, which he deems God’s will.169 The negative type of the ruler – having fallen to luxuria, neglecting his wife and the common good – has been transformed into an exemplary Christian sovereign.

To account for this rather abrupt change, Lope drew on sources not considered by either Bandello or those adapting him: the historical individual serving as an inspiration for the dramatic character indeed rendered aid to the Pope several times (“el león de la Iglesia”, v. 2348). However, as far as is known (more precisely, as far as Lope knew), these and other pious deeds never deterred the (authentic) Duke from remaining a man of the Renaissance, devoted to the pleasures of this world until his end.170 Consequently, the story’s enhancement by historical data not utilized in the novella may not be seen as a historicization of the model.171 It rather constitutes an especially striking and significant structure in Lope’s version of the material, for the author ultimately inverts the factual configuration with the aid of these elements.

In almost all modern readings, the Duque’s internal conversion outlined above is deemed implausible, or even outright hypocritical.172 In addition to a certain hermeneutic naiveté presupposing the modern conception of a ‘coherent’, consistently evolving character, the evidence adduced is a proverbial qualification of the matter by the gracioso Batín, whose statement is accepted as authoritative: “la que es gata será gata, / la que es perra, será perra, / in secula seculorum” (v. 2389–2391). A standard formula of the religious discourse173 applied to an inappropriate context – marked by a relatively simplistic form of secular wisdom – refers to picaresque schemata. Yet the implied author does not use the schema in order to affirm it, but rather to denounce it. The relevant literature usually neglects to consider the foil from which Batín draws the above conclusion: namely a fable, relating the story of a young Athenian who has fallen in love with a cat.174 The goddess of love (“Venus”) grants his wish to transform the cat into a human being; one day, the ‘woman’ spots a mouse (“vio pasar un animal / de aquestos, como poetas, / que andan royendo papeles”, v. 2383–2385), lunging at it with a nimble leap; then follows the moral, cited above.

Like Federico and Casandra, Batín is caught up in a cosmos both picaresque and humanist, which has him recognize the truth only partially, hence miss it altogether in substance. For classical antiquity and the entire pre-Christian world, the inconvertibility of (wo)man’s (corrupt) nature holds true indeed; but what, in a figurative reading, Venus as an allegory of worldly love is unable to do, God’s love has rendered possible by way of Christ’s self-sacrifice. Batín’s utterance does not refer to the position of the implied author, but to the misguidedness (exposed in the course of the action) of those who – in contrast to the Duque – persist in discourses and world-models that deliberately discard the metaphysical.

Against the customary interpretation of the Duque’s conversion, A. van Dam, A. D. Kossoff, and A. Alonso have previously maintained that the pertinent passages of the play must indeed be taken literally.175 G. C. Nichols’s assessment of the structure – as a repetition of “the Pauline scheme of redemption” – offers the most concise statement in this direction. Yet neither Nichols nor the other scholars mentioned take the schema’s historical dimension into account.176 Based on the Biblical story of the conversion of the later Apostle (Acts 9: 1–30), the pattern passes into the emerging discourse appropriating the world from a Christian viewpoint, attaining to its most comprehensive, and actually generalizable configuration – the latter by reducing the miraculous – in Augustine’s Confessiones (~400).177 An earlier life of sinfulness is followed by a phase of nascent reflection, by the rudimentary will to change, then by explicit contrition and, finally, by conversion: in the case at hand, the Duque decides to get married, thereby complying with his moral duties as a human being, as well as with his social duties as a sovereign required to provide the realm with a legitimate heir. The phase of attempted self-transformation ends with a relapse into sin, whereby the Pelagian notion of self-sanctification is rejected; seeing that Protestantism had placed the concept of a justification by works in that vicinity, it is not without relevance that Lope takes up this partial structure. Only when God himself takes action by giving the sinner a sign (here: a call to the militia christiana, mediated by Christ’s vicarius, the Pope), and only if the human being (re)acts accordingly, will the latter be ‘infused’ with God’s grace instantaneously.178 He or she will then manage to renounce sin and godlessness – though not once and for all. In a world forever damaged by original sin, that new moral condition must always be won anew, via an incessant quarrel with the ever-present allures tempting the individual to depart from the path of caritas Dei with a view to more ‘effortless’ goals; as will be explicated below, the Duque’s judgment on his wife and son corresponds to this last phase.179 After Augustine, the schema is handed down, becoming the predominant pattern for the life of ‘man as such’ – omnipresent in the allegorical drama – during the Christian Middle Ages.180 In the relevant literature, the corresponding negative (hence less frequent) variant is the obdurate sinner, who does not pass the test, and walks into damnation; in this case, it is Casandra and Federico who represent this type.181

In terms of the history of discourse, the reactivation of the delineated schema in Lope should be seen as a message with two addressees. First of all, the play ‘answers’ the assumption – made explicit by Bandello – that life is subject to blind contingency and not graspable in general terms by providing ‘evidence’ for the fact that what seems individual and contingent is ultimately a repetition of the one, archetypal situation of the sinner’s struggle with temptation – which, in the Age of Grace, can be successfully overcome with God’s assistance. Secondly, it contradicts nominalistic theology, termed ‘Protestantism’ in its institutionalized version.182 Against the assumption of predestination, the play proclaims the doctrine newly affirmed at the Council of Trent: human beings may freely choose their path to perdition or salvation.183 To the extent that they confide in God’s guidance, or rather that of His representatives, they are capable of effecting their choice by means of works (opera) – but this they indeed must do.

Yet the fight against nominalistic uncertainty in the realm of theology itself is not Lope’s primary concern; rather, it is the general question as to the possibility of modeling ‘life’ on an exemplary, typical, universally applicable level. Elaborating upon an assessment Belleforest provides merely in his foreword to the actual story,184 Lope introduces another interpretation of the events as non-contingent, pre-designed. This reading – ascribed to the Duque himself – does not refer to an abstract schema, but to a specific Old Testament story. After learning of the outrageous deed via an anonymous letter, the Duque lingers in amazed disbelief for a moment before understanding that the event must be seen as a sign of divine wrath (“las iras soberanas”, v. 2506), striking him on account of his previous sins.185 In the wake thereof, he reads his life as the repetition of a ‘pre-formed’ constellation: he himself is a new David; the letter stands for Nathan’s grim prophesy that, as a punishment for David’s adultery, his son will commit incest (cf. 2 Sam 12: 11; 13: 14); in this way, Federico becomes a new Absalom (“Ésta fue la maldición / que a David le dio Natán; / la misma pena me dan, / y es Federico Absalón”, v. 2508–2511; cf. 2 Sam 11–18).

Like allegoresis, typological exegesis – correlating characters and stories from the New Testament with those from the Old Testament in terms of analogy or repetition on a higher level – is a hermeneutic praxis that initially had its place and function in the interpretation and divulgation of Scripture itself.186 While there is a general consensus that, already during Christian Late Antiquity, the schemata of allegorical exegesis were utilized for interpreting the post-Incarnation history and reality not included in Scripture, there is still controversy as to the existence of a typological exegesis of the period after Christ’s earthly existence.187 The decisive counterargument invokes the theological implication of typology: New Testament events actually fulfill the constellations prefigured in the Old Testament; with the central event – God’s self-sacrifice in the interest of the general availability of salvation – they represent the highest possible level of history, which consequently cannot be surpassed.188

The difficulties of accounting for post-Incarnation history by way of a typological approach stricto sensu point to a central problem of the doctrine itself: the non-occurrence of the Parousia, which actually initiated the question as to how an ever expanding post-Incarnation history should be modeled.189 Faced with the conflict between theological precision and the imperative to incorporate the present world, the emerging Christian discourse seems to have chosen the pragmatic method of extending typologism beyond the exegesis of Scripture.190 A detailed discussion of this point is not possible here.191 Some brief remarks must suffice: to classify the relevant structures as imitatio is questionable,192 as is evident in view of Lope’s drama. The category of ‘imitation’, having its place in moral theology, does not sufficiently take into account the primary relevance of God’s formative will. The Duque practices imitatio in that he follows the Pope’s call. Yet the play’s overall constellation is not primarily effected by man; it is presented as a configuration arranged by God. God’s modeling, ‘formative’ will is revealed to humans in and by Scripture. It was thus possible to deem legitimate the assumption that the familiar Biblical typoi exist for post-Incarnation times also – without thereby assessing this part of ‘post-history’ in terms of salvation history.

In the present case, a kind of fulfillment of the typos on a higher level does even emerge, albeit not with an anagogical, but only with a tropological (moral) dimension. Considering the Old Testament story, the Duque recognizes his divinely imposed duty: to vanquish David’s error, the persistence in amor filii, which God corrected by ultimately bringing Absalom to justice; to renounce filial love in favor of that higher love for God, here the fulfillment of the worldly ‘role’ assigned to him: to guarantee the moral and political order.

Against the background of the conflict’s typologizing dimension, rendered explicit by the Duque, the corresponding implications of Lope’s restylization of the lovers gain in clarity: on a lower level, the originale peccatum of Adam and Eve repeats itself in Casandra and Federico.193 Their actions convey both the crucial notion of original sin, and, by way of the play’s deviations from the Old Testament pattern, the New Testament concept of a potential deliverance from its eternal consequences.

Even prior to the actual transgression, Federico has abandoned the ‘right path’ of obedience to his father. His soul is full of envy for the legitimate heir to be expected, in other words: by a desire to be (or become) like the father, which he is not entitled to, given his position in the hierarchy of being (cf. v. 248–255).194 In this way, he becomes blind to the comprehensive fatherly care of the Duque, who has seen to his son’s best interests by arranging Federico’s marriage to Aurora (cf. v. 652–759). Accordingly, his heart is immediately susceptible to the voice of temptation. What Federico himself does not yet dare to express is articulated by Batín (“que te agrada tu madrastra / y estás entre ti diciendo . . .”, v. 978f.), who then instigates him to revolt against the law of the father by appealing to carnal allurement and by reasoning according to an immediately accessible, worldly rationality:

¿No era mejor para ti

esta clavellina fresca,

esta naranja en azar,

toda de pimpollos hecha,

esta alcorza de ámbar y oro,

esta Venus, esta Elena?

¡Pesia las leyes del mundo!

[. . .]

Bien puedes [estar envidioso del Duque], con presupuesto

de que era mejor Casandra

para ti. (v. 638–644; 989–991)195

Already prior to this thematization of the concrete enticement, a dialog between Federico and his servant hints at the general conditions responsible for the fact that, even when one is aware that one is sinning, the transgression of the divine law can repeat itself, unless one actively countervails the relevant desire. Federico’s contemplation of the fact that man is sometimes seized by monstrous desires, transcending even a madman’s most furious deliria, is specified by Batín when he confesses to often having the wish to violate the order of things in every conceivable way: socially, morally, religiously, in terms of manners and in terms of sexuality.196 The privatio iustitiae originalis – bequeathed by Adam to his progeny, and resulting in a lack of restraint regarding the natural drives, in a loss of their harmonious orderliness with a view to the supreme purpose – plunges humankind into a condition unmanageable without aid.197 Federico’s cry – “¡Jesús! ¡Dios me valga!” (v. 958) – basically indicates the right path; yet to actually pursue this path demands a sinner’s readiness to perform the task of self-restraint, persisting as a ‘trial’ even after Christ’s self-sacrifice. If unwilling to discipline himself, the sinner, even if baptized, is subject to divine wrath, like Adam and Eve.

Casandra, modeled after the archetype of Eve, does not sin immediately of her own volition either. Like Federico, she feels a profound discontent as regards the condition assigned her; by way of her servant Lucrecia’s words, likewise appealing to a pragmatic common sense, she is similarly confronted with an insidious questioning of the (divine) law:

Conforme a la naturaleza

y a la razón, mejor fuera

que el conde te mereciera,

y que contigo casado[. . .]

(v. 1098–1101)

After a period of oscillation, the irrevocable transgression occurs. Against the courtly and patriarchal code – allocating the initiative to the male in the erotic situation proper – Casandra takes the lead. When Federico tries to restrain his desire by withdrawing to the position of a Petrarchan acedia (cf. v. 1797–1810), she feigns not to know the reasons for his melancholic mood, and assures him that she wishes to help: “que en amor tu amor excedo” (v. 1873).198 As this game with ambiguities relating to the motherly and carnal implications of the term does not manage to vanquish Federico’s fear (“miedo”, v. 1875), she provokes a declaration of his love. Telling him the story of Antiochus falling in love with his stepmother Stratonice, she explicitly demands that he no longer hide his yearning: “No niegues, Conde, que yo / he visto lo mismo en ti” (v. 1907 f.).199 At the climax of Federico’s ensuing eruption of passion, he invests the repetition of the Edenic situation with metonymic explicitness by referring to love as a deadly poison: “dame el veneno / que me ha muerto” (v. 2007f.).200 In its entirety, the drama’s conclusion assimilates the motifs of Adam hiding cravenly, of God ‘seeing it all’, of Adam’s interrogation, and of the divine verdict.

It has already been stated that the typologizing analogy between Adam and Eve and the play’s lovers is modeled so as to take into account the condition sub gratia in terms of salvation history. Above all, the time from the first meeting to the definitive transgression is represented by way of another basic pattern of the traditional discourse, a kind of mimeticized psychomachia.201 Both lovers know what they are doing. They are torn between conflicting impulses: either to restrain their passion, or to give in to desire. A still clearer indicator than their explicit dialogs with the respective affects is the lovers’ extreme vacillation, persisting throughout the love story until the forces of evil prevail;202 this may hardly be harmonized with the post-psychomachic, modern grasp of character or person.203

As a particularly pointed example of such a monolog, one might cite the twelve verses in which Casandra abruptly assumes three different attitudes – more precisely: where the female protagonist, qua totally decentered ‘subject’, is dominated by three different impulses.204 Initially, she employs the story of Lot’s daughters to exculpate her coveting; (her) conscience then reminds her that another’s guilt does not excuse one’s own.205 When beholding the object of her desire, she immediately relapses into a middle position subject to more vacillation;206 after a last appeal to honor (“tente, honor; fama, resiste”, v. 2020), she has to concede the defeat of her ‘good’ agencies: “Alma y sentidos perdí” (v. 2022). In his comment on Casandra’s words, Federico renders the psychomachic situation explicit: “¡O qué extraño desconcierto!” (v. 2023); the harmonious interplay (concierto) of the individual partes of human nature prior to the Fall is replaced by the postlapsarian disharmony, which is allegorized in the schema of psychomachia.207

With the story of David and Absalom in the background, Federico’s classification is already further specified. Casandra has no place in this and corresponding constellations in which Federico is placed.208 While she takes the initiative, greater significance is assigned to the sinner Federico by way of manifold typologizing appropriations; this once more refers to the basic typos of Adam and Eve, whose respective guilt Yahweh manifested in the way he conducted the interrogation.209 The particular, chiefly mythological typoi to whom Federico is related are selected in a manner that accentuates not the specific situation (the incestuous adultery), but rather the revolt against the laws established by the ‘father’: that is, the transgression at the core of the originale peccatum. In this way, the mythological typoi ‘corroborate’ the reference to the basic pattern taken from Genesis.

An entire sequence of typoi is put into Federico’s own mouth. This happens during a phase in the love plot when the protagonists – entangled in courtly Mannerist discourse – are not yet fully cognizant of the scope of their envisaged actions, failing to perceive the momentous truth of what, to them, is merely a brilliant concetto. At this stage, Federico reveals to Casandra that he does not love Aurora, but the ‘sun itself’, demonstrating additional ingenious elegance by ranking himself among those who came close – too close – to the sun: Phaethon, Icarus, Bellerophontes.210 Initially, such is the standard inventory of the Petrarchan discourse of the time; the metaphorical concept of being consumed by the fire of passion is metonymically encoded by means of mythological allusions. A premonition of the final catastrophe is already detectable within that sequence of exempla. Yet the truth concealed in Federico’s concetto does not reveal itself until he abandons the solar conceit perpetuated up to this point211 by initiating another isotopy that, while very different, had already been implicit in the stories of the three aforementioned mythological figures:

¿qué griego Sinón metió

aquel caballo preñado

de armados hombres en Troya,

fatal de su incendio parto?

¿qué Jasón tentó primero

pasar el mar temerario,

poniendo yugo a su cuello

los pinos y lienzos de Argos,

que se iguale a mi locura? (v. 1470–1478)

As regards Phaethon, Icarus, and Bellerophontes, the link between ultimate perdition and passionate love is located on the metaphorical level only. In Jason’s case, it is more immediate. Above all, Jason is notorious as the epitome of deceit and dissimulation. This links him to Sinon, who has no place at all in the isotopy of lovers.212 The latter two are connected to the former three in that they rebelled against the paternal or divine law and will.213 In this manner, the entire speech – which, to its speaker, is primarily a play on words with a view to rhetorical brilliance – achieves a comprehensive ‘referential’ unity, whereby the character pronounces his own sentence, unbeknown to himself: Federico is about to become one of those revolting against paternal, and thus divine law. While his concluding question “[¿]que se iguale a mi locura?” (v. 1478) signals his becoming aware of what he is saying, he still remains, from beginning to end, on the level of the ‘wrong’ – incomplete, merely aesthetic – interpretation as regards the schema of analogizing comparisons. In terms of the play’s semantic economy, these and comparable passages might be seen as a judgment not only on the character, but also on a discourse.214

The essential error of Mannerist diction is accentuated in nuce when Federico finally refers to an emblem that has a specifically prominent status in that age: the pelican, to save its offspring from the hunter who has already set fire to the nest, flaps with its wings in great agitation, thereby only fanning the fire and incinerating itself. The bird sacrificing itself for its hatchlings is an allegory of amor filii.215 Within the tradition of historia naturalis, it is additionally said to nourish its young with its own blood; the palpable Christological secondary meaning is widely known particularly during this epoch.216 This is Federico’s reading:

Mis pensamientos, que son

hijos de mi amor, que guardo

en el nido del silencio,

se están, señora, abrasando;

bate las alas amor,

y enciéndelos por librarlos;

crece el fuego, y él se quema[.]

(v. 1514–1520; cf. until v. 1531)

In his self-centered interpretation, Federico does not ‘see’ what the image he has chosen might call to mind: his father’s love, God’s grace granted him. The Mannerist elimination of (all) content-related implications in favor of the ideal of ingenious diction is crystallized in this specific character. As his further fate proves, this is a fundamental transgression from a Baroque viewpoint: in a ‘damaged’ world, any attempt at relegating to the background the moral and metaphysical question cannot but result in elemental misguidedness, and the respective consequences.

It is in his final utterance at the very end of the play that Federico forces to a crisis the sequence of typoi rendering him transparent, and without being aware of what he is saying, he is once again speaking the ‘truth’. When the Duque pressures his hesitant son to slay the alleged traitor – shackled, gagged, concealed by a cloth – Federico finally replies:

Ya voy, detente, y si hallara

el mismo César, le diera

por ti ¡ay Dios! mil estocadas.

(v. 2969–2971)

He is indeed a ‘reissue’, a typologizing analogy of Brutus – that worst of all traitors, who took advantage of Caesar’s ‘fatherly’ trust, attempting to take his place. Since a revolt against the God-given order and divinely ordained history is always also a rebellion against God himself and his salvific design, Brutus is imprisoned in the lowermost circle of hell, according to Dante, together with his accomplice Cassius and the arch-traitor Judas.217 It would seem to be a hermeneutical query as to whether one might speak of a tension between a valuation in keeping with metaphysical justice and one proportional to an empathetic pity for the character.218 Due to the particular circumstances accompanying Federico’s development from an obedient son into a ‘new Brutus’, that question might, in principle, be applied to Lope’s drama just as it may be applied to certain characters from Dante’s Commedia. Yet due to the epoch’s constitutive insistence on the albedrío and the potentially victorious struggle against sin allegorized in the Duque, Lope’s play may offer an even more reduced margin for a modernizing interpretation than Dante’s poem.


III.5

Apart from the aforementioned structure of the Duque’s vanquishment of his paternal love in favor of a subjugation under God’s will (already hinted at in the novella’s French version), the play’s ending is of interest in another respect. When compared with its models, the conclusion’s most striking peculiarity is the dramatic staging of the titular concetto: the castigator punishes without ‘sullying’ his own hands, thereby saving his face, concealing the adultery. At first glance, this is nothing but the play’s adaptation to the particular appreciation of the honor code in Spain – more rigorist than in Italy or France, accentuating a salvaging of the opinión at any cost.219 Even so, the case at hand is not actually a casus as in the Calderonian drama de honor, for instance. The guilt of both adulterers is certain; there is no need to weigh up repute and factual transgression.220 In presenting an unambiguous case, Lope’s drama rather exposes what is frequently overlooked in comparable plays by Calderón, and only superficially classified with the appealing formula of a ‘typically Spanish’, particularly appalling honor code: its system is predicated upon the basic rules of a patriarchally organized society, while its specific form is a courtly structure.221 Especially in its rigorist Spanish version, the honor code is tied to the central behavioral stratagem of the courtly world, the controlling of emotions, indispensable for the protection of one’s social status.222 In a speech marked by conceptistic brilliance, the Duque himself ascribes his behavior to this basic imperative of the courtly world:

prevenid [. . .]

honra, sentencia y castigo,

pero de tal suerte sea

que no se infame mi nombre;

[. . .]

Y no es bien que hombre nacido

sepa que yo estoy sin honra,

[. . .]

que aunque parece defensa

de la honra el desagravio,

no deja de ser agravio

cuando se sabe la ofensa.

(v. 2746–2759; cf. v. 2850–2854)

The Duque’s further actions specify the function and actual substance of this code. In a speech of paradigmatic courtly ambiguity, he discloses a detected treason to his son, thereby obligating him to execute the traitor in defense of the father (cf. v. 2927–2953). He explains to Federico that he has hidden the body and countenance of the captured traitor, “porque no viese la cara / quien a matarle viniese, / por no alborotar a Italia” (v. 2943–2945). The speech is composed according to the principle of deceiving the addressee, while everything it says is simultaneously true in essence; the quoted verses must be read along these lines.223 The reputation of the courtier, as well as of the sovereign himself, represents the primary basis of his position in a power structure that, in the interest of internal pacification, had abolished immediate physical rivalry as the regular pattern, having to rely on symbolical interaction as a result.224 The Spanish version of the honor code marks the highest level of ‘courtliness’ in this regard.225 Appearances take precedence over the substances they conceal (more distinctly in Calderón when compared to Lope); but power and its sustainment are the immediate function of appearances (this being more prominent in Lope’s play). Consequently, this code is not an absurd system, but a regulative device, forcing the rivalry for power into a structure respecting the social order, while stabilizing this very order in its specifically courtly configuration. At first sight, Lope’s play may therefore seem a paradigmatic document for what N. Elias termed the mechanisms of ‘court society’.226

As already mentioned, the factual implementation of the honor code’s requirements is carried out by way of the basic stratagem of deceit. With regard not least to the love plot in the second act, one may note that, throughout the play, the pattern of dissimulatio is expedient for effecting the endeavors on the part of those implementing it; thus, the play endorses the code of courtly rationality. Even so, it ultimately supersedes this world of purposive calculation by means of an ethical system, measuring the world of courtly interaction by a moral norm. In a first step, courtly rationality may be conducive to attaining one’s goals. Yet this is not the final word. If the moral norms are transgressed, punishment does come to pass, and it is effected with precisely those means that lead to the consummation of the sinful desire in the first place – a structure one is tempted to call a ‘metaphysical irony’, rather than a tragic one. Such are the play’s polemics against the attempts of the Renaissance to construct a purely secular system of behavioral guidelines free from metaphysical, moral, and theological considerations, as observable in Machiavelli or Castiglione, for instance. The courtly code of conduct is not condemned in its entirety. But since the distribution of success and failure finally occurs in accordance with moral law, allegedly ‘autonomous’ action is revealed to be a mere game, a veneer, an apariencia, the ‘truth’ behind it being God’s will, rather than the egotistical choices or desires of the respective agents. Even the courtly world – this being the message of this and comparable plays – is nothing more than a part of that great stage directed by God himself.

The conclusion conceived by Lope attains to the highest level of ingenious brilliance when the rules of courtly conduct are modeled such that they consistently conform to the demands of moral theology; these requirements take priority by limiting, and so complicating the possibilities of action basically granted by the courtly viewpoint. In its conclusion the play thereby repeats, on a general level, the message discussed above with regard to the discourse of courtly love: the objective is not a brusque repudiation of this discursive world – hence the simultaneously conceptistic and courtly shaping of the conclusion is integral to the message – but rather its reintegration into the superstructure of a world modeled in a Christian manner. If prepared to yield to that law, courtly society is legitimized, seeing that its discursive and interactive practices are tolerable, with the respective reservations; in that case, the courtly ritual may even serve for an especially consummate fulfillment of the moral imperative – this is the part of the play’s message directed at the human being qua individual, which complements the general message pertaining to the theatrum mundi metaphor. The idea of the Christian philosopher with a pagan educational background, and that of the miles christianus – hybrid concepts created in Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages which are perhaps perplexing from a modern viewpoint – are joined in the Baroque by the idea of a Christian courtier. Modes otherwise hardly acceptable from the standpoint of the original doctrine as conveyed by Scripture – discursive reason qua primary approach to the world; the ideal of competition and conquest; the systematic recourse to tactical hypocrisy, dissimulation – are not attacked, but assimilated, yet such that these modes are subjugated to the requirements established by the doctrine. The schema fundamental to typology: an incomplete primary stage and its fulfillment – developed by Paul for the purposes of assimilating and subjugating the Jewish tradition – is applied to discursive fields pertaining to foreign or previous cultures. The Christian discourse, reaching a final climax during the Spanish Baroque, may owe its remarkable career not least to this assimilative discursive stratagem.

The problem the honor code constitutes for moral theology is not so much the fifth commandment sensu stricto (‘thou shalt not kill’), which, for various reasons, had no cogent implications in the thought of premodern Christian epochs.227 Largely inacceptable, however, is what underlies immediate personal vengeance (venganza): the mortal sin of ira, already introduced into the text via the emblem of the horse possessed by “furia”. Together with ignorantia, malitia, and luxuria, the inclination to wrath is the fundamental marker of man damaged by original sin.228 The individual’s implementation of the restraint possible sub gratia is the decisive point of the ‘trials’ determining salvation. Not only in line with courtly rationality, but more importantly to verify his new moral nature, it is the Duque’s duty to discipline the unbridled vengefulness which initially seizes him.229 Having the punishment executed in a concealed manner would have done justice to the courtly principle. Yet should the Duque wish to become a pure spectator of heavenly castigation (“Cielos, / hoy se ha de ver en mi casa / no más de vuestro castigo. / Alzad la divina vara. / [. . .] / Éste ha de ser un castigo / vuestro no más”, v. 2834–2837, 2842f.), he will have to relinquish the thought of immediate, personal vengeance so as not to enrage God (“No es venganza de mi agravio; / que yo no quiero tomarla / en vuestra ofensa”, v. 2838–2840).

After his deliberations and prior to the execution, the Duque thus stages a sort of trial, in the course of which the truth is to be brought to light; this sequence refers precisely to the moral-theological regulations separating metaphysically legitimate enforcement, applied with a view to maintaining the divinely instated order, from violence (ira).230 Yet it is characteristic of the play and its comprehensive approach that the courtly world’s confrontation with its self-submission does not result in the call for a complete abdication of the mundane position. As long as he is able to discipline his ira, the Duque may deem legitimate the protection of his reputation:

¿Cómo sabré con prudencia

verdad que no me disfame

con los testigos que llame?

(v. 2536–2538)

In line with this agenda, the ‘trial’ itself masterfully hybridizes courtly and moral-theological self-discipline. At the outset, the Duque ‘interrogates’ his son, putting him to the test by demanding that, in the presence of his stepmother, Federico personally express his wish to immediately marry Aurora (cf. v. 2575–2581) – which the son had only devised to deceive the father. When the former tries to bypass this demand, the Duque is seized by ira once more (“No sé cómo he podido / mirar, Conde traidor, tu infame cara”, v. 2612f.); yet again, he restrains and composes himself: “¿cómo creo / con tal facilidad caso tan feo?” (v. 2628f.). Afterward, the Duque speaks to Casandra. Trying to convince her husband that Aurora should marry the Marqués Gonzaga, but not Federico, the adulteress betrays herself (cf. v. 2662–2695). Yet the Duque is not satisfied with these indirect proofs. Seeking conclusive testimony (“Buscando testigos”, v. 2707), he overhears the scene in which Casandra – raving with jealousy – confronts Federico.231 What he thus learns is certain evidence (“Sin tormento han confesado”, v. 2740; “No es menester más testigo”, v. 2744). As a secular judge and in accordance with the law of honor, he may now pronounce judgment and the sentence (“prevenid, pues sois jüez, / honra, sentencia y castigo”, v. 2746f.)232 – concluding that the task of establishing the truth has been performed according to juridical (“fiscal”) regulations, hence in keeping with divine law:

el fiscal verdad le ha puesto

la acusación y está clara

la culpa; que ojos y oídos

juraron en la probanza[.]

(v. 2902–2905)

What the Duque is usually charged with – a downright repulsive lack of emotion – has to be won not only in a struggle with ira, but also with a moral-theologically no less problematic leniency due to paternal love, as typified by the Biblical David.233 Once again, it is possible to identify the relevant passages as reminiscent of the technique of psychomachia:

¿Qué quieres, amor? ¿No ves

que Dios a los hijos manda

honrar los padres, y el conde

su mandamiento quebranta?

Déjame, amor, que castigue

a quien las leyes sagradas

contra su padre desprecia[.]

(v. 2882–2888)

Perdona, amor; no deshagas

el derecho del castigo,

cuando el honor, en la sala

de la razón presidiendo,

quiere sentenciar la causa[.]

(v. 2897–2901)

Even after the above-cited statement that the case is closed, amor filii seizes the Duque anew, rendering him hesitant. Neither the fact that the only appropriate punishment is reported in the Old Testament (“La ley de Dios, [. . .] / es quien la culpa relata”, v. 2910f.), nor that God himself – given his justice and conscientiousness with regard to Creation – must be deemed the actual writer of the fateful letter (“su conciencia quien la [sc. la culpa] escribe”, v. 2912), can keep him from becoming hesitant (“Pues ¿para qué me acobardas?”, v. 2913).234 When Federico suddenly appears, the Duque thus asks for divine assistance (“Él viene. ¡Ay cielos, favor!”, v. 2914), so as to be able to initiate the immediately ensuing execution of the sentence. Despite lamenting the severity of the law of honor, the Duque now is ready to accept being damaged without personal guilt (“Pues sin culpa el más honrado / te puede perder, honor”, v. 2816f.). Qualifying the ‘originator’ of the law of honor as a “bárbaro legislador” (v. 2818), he introduces the play’s frequently repeated keyword for describing the state of the world after original sin.235

Together with the above-cited idea of being innocently damaged, as well as the typological dimension of the love plot, this structure constitutes the text’s highest, most universal level of meaning: the play is a theatrum mundi, but in a decidedly Christian acceptation of the term, that is, a play about the world’s being subject to original sin.236 To resign oneself to this state and its consequences, without rebelling against it on account of egotistical amor sui or amor filii, means to seize the possibility given sub gratia: to attain to salvation, despite the corruption of the world and of the individual. Even so, a total this-worldly harmony – the restitution of the paradisiacal condition – is not destined to occur before the end of times. Consequently, human beings must struggle for their access to salvation against the claims of the senses and emotions. At times, the state of the world – caused by Adam and Eve, here represented by Federico and Casandra – will even force the individual (here: the Duque) to act in a manner not unproblematic morally. Hence even a repentant and purified individual remains in need of mercy and the absolution granted by God’s vicarii on earth.237


III.6

The play concludes with an address to the audience on the part of the gracioso. In its mixture of banal superficiality with a deep structure conveying the truth, it may well be the most ingenious concetto of this particular text – which, compared to other plays by Lope, is exceptionally highly stylized:

[. . .] Aquí acaba,

senado, aquella tragedia

del castigo sin venganza,

que siendo en Italia asombro,

hoy es ejemplo en España.

(v. 3017–3021)

The customary reading, which is certainly correct, deems this remark a reference to differing honor codes in the two countries: to slay an unfaithful wife, rather shocking by Italian standards, is the norm in Spain, at least according to the code.238 In addition, however, the passage must be seen as a metatext, specifically regarding the play’s fundamental modeling techniques and its general aesthetic concept, competing with comparable contemporary conceptions. As Bandello observed, the spectator of blind contingency’s regime is fraught with amazement (“restiamo pieni di meraviglia”; Spanish: asombro). In Lope, this incomprehension is replaced by the certainty that what superficially appears to be a fortunevol caso239 is ultimately the manifestation of an exemplum (ejemplo): the profound disorientation and loss of order on the part of Renaissance discourses are overcome by recourse to the basic schemata of the orthodox analogical discourse – that is, by what I suggest calling a discursive renovatio.

Independent of the meaning given in Bandello, the provocation of stupore (asombro) by way of ingenious structuring and formulation is a sort of leitmotif of Mannerist aesthetics. Although asombro is expressly rejected in the above quote as some sort of outlandish and misguided custom, this drama is enriched with conceptistic brilliance like hardly any other of Lope’s plays; the conclusion – newly designed in its entirety – may be deemed a downright paradigmatic realization, in terms of the plot, of the concetto contained in the play’s title. When one recalls the conceits put into the mouths of the two ‘negative’ characters, the inconsistency dissolves. Their discourse, exclusively focused on aesthetic effect and the attempt to impress the respective addressee, was characterized by the fact that it was blind to the metaphysical seriousness it contained, independently of the speakers’ intention. Being the first decidedly aestheticist phase of European literature, Mannerism represents an attitude of utter this-worldliness from a Baroque point of view. As in the case of courtly discourse, the problem is not inherent to the patterns as such; it consists in the functionalization of discursive forms taken from the analogical tradition with a view to an ‘erroneous’, merely secular goal. If again engaged to garnish the one ‘true’, hence ‘exemplary’ discourse on the world with all the brilliance conceivable, the conceptos are legitimized, as here in Lope.240 For, according to Augustine, God himself has adorned his creation with the figures of speech, the most beautiful one – employed in the title of Lope’s play, and serving as Mannerism’s favorite trope – being the paradox.241





3Religious Drama as Corpus Christi Play: The auto sacramental as Condensed Manifestation of the Restored Discourse

3.1The Genre’s Background

Following the analysis of Lope’s drama de honor, there is no need for an extensive explanation as to why the allegorical religious drama of the epoch, the auto sacramental, is to be included on equal terms;242 as stated in the introduction, the working hypothesis of this study assumes a relation between the auto and secular drama on the highest level, that is, on the level of the world-model. At the same time, the assessment on Friedrich’s part – postulating a type of ‘world formula’ which may be summarized by just one term: engaño – would seem to be in need of specification.

That task can hardly be accomplished by seeing in the auto sacramental a sort of ‘divinized’ comedia.243 Comparable elements in auto and comedia will have to be situated with respect to the specific structures to which they belong in terms of the particular plays or genres at hand. Only on this basis can a cogent argumentation be made pertaining to the commonalities of the genres. It should already be noted here that the points of reference in the analyses to follow fall considerably beyond the scope of traditional auto research, with its tendency towards mere inventory. They pertain to the world-interpreting substance of the plays. The structural level of these commonalities is, however, very high. It represents the orthodox analogical discourse’s most general instructions, which may be grasped in a few abstract principles.244

The genre’s prehistory until Lope’s auto has been comprehensively treated in the cited studies, which partly specify, partly amend, the older Anglophone research. Initially, albeit with a significant delay, the development of the religious play in Spain follows the stages familiar from the genesis of the medieval mysteries and moralities in other vernaculars. At the beginning of the development stands, as elsewhere, the dramatized adaptation of Biblical stories. As regards the early stages, an attachment of the asunto (at once sujet and ‘occasion’) and the circumstances of performance to the Eucharistic sacrament cannot yet be detected.

As to the further development, the following remarks shall suffice: within the framework of Corpus Christi processions – more or less mandatory from the pontificate of John XXII (1316–1334) onward – staged performances developed (particularly on Catalonian territory) which did, however, not exhibit a link to the altar sacrament on the level of action.245 These early forms present extremely simple dramatizations of Old and New Testament materials, as well as of the vitae of saints; they may be classified as phenomena that rank on the same level as dramatic adaptations of Scripture typically performed on the occasion of other feasts of the Christian calendar (Passion plays; Nativity plays).246 With certain reservations as to the exact dating, Spain also knew the second subtype familiar from other western European vernaculars, i.e. purely allegorical plays.247 In other words: it is hardly convincing to account for the ‘Eucharistization’ characteristic of the late stage of the Spanish plays by seeing it as the result of an ‘organic’ evolution.

Among the further Biblical plays, the auto al nacimiento is of special interest.248 Already in the early sixteenth century it attained to a rather clearly defined, and also partly literary form, which differs considerably from the Nativity plays of other languages: appropriating patterns of pagan literature, mainly the pastoral, the ‘mimetic’ representation of the Nativity story is relegated to the background in favor of a shepherd scene, into which an abstract elucidation of the dogma of Incarnation is integrated.249 The tendency to adapt schemata belonging to secular narratives, while simultaneously conveying the Christian truths in an abstract fashion, will indeed remain one of the distinct characteristics of the Spanish religious play, also in later periods.

The development of these early forms is determined by two factors in particular. In the middle of the sixteenth century, there are the first tendencies to establish a link between the plays’ plot and the altar sacrament; the transformation toward a ‘Eucharistic’ play commences. This seems to provide the most plausible explanation for the fact that the genre did not take the path of quantitative expansion as happened in other vernaculars, but that of a symbolically mediated concentration.250 The introduction of specifically dramatic principles of composition – modeled with a view to a plot that includes conflict – becomes discernible around the same time.251 Due to the adoption of techniques of presentation already utilized in non-dramatic, allegorical discourse handed down by homiletics and religious poetry,252 the following schemata were available to the authors of this new, more elaborated stage of development: psychomachia, the procès de paradis, life as a voyage, the militia christiana, and the mystical marriage, to name only the most important patterns.

It needs to be stressed that these two transformations were most probably independent from each other as to their respective causes. The dramatized propagation of the Eucharistic dogma – beyond the immediately ritual situation, the Mass – may be seen as a first reflection of the theological discussions conducted at Trent (which set in already before the actual Council was opened). The introduction of dramatic principles proper may have been caused by the reception of the Neo-Aristotelian poetological treatises which set in on Spanish soil in exactly this period. Their diverse background notwithstanding, these two factors seem to have produced the evolutionary ‘leap’ which resulted in the creation of what is later conceived as the ‘classical’ form of auto sacramental. The above-mentioned allegorical plots increasingly merged with the ‘mimetic’ stories taken from Scripture, even toward a dissolution of the boundary between mysteries and moralities.253 This fusion may have been facilitated by the transformation into a Corpus Christi play. A connection between the ‘mimetic’ stories and the abstract, timeless universality of the Eucharist could only be established by de-mimeticizing the Biblical material. Accordingly, the later auto certainly knows moralities in the sense of purely allegorical plays, but no mysteries – or only such as largely sublate the literal dimension by way of ‘allegorical markers’. In this sense, the auto qua genre is always allegorical. It is not conceived as a ‘re-presentation’, it rather illustrates a form of modeling based on abstract concepts and their connections, the adequacy and truth of which are presupposed – while not actually being demonstrated and verified, as is the case in didactic texts with a non-allegorical mode of presentation, such as the exemplum.

By hybridizing the generic characteristics of morality and mystery plays, the auto sacramental becomes a genre of its time, and more than an echo of late medieval drama as familiar from other vernaculars.254 This holds true in both a literary and an ideological respect. The increased requirements of complexity – posed by an organic correlation of the traditional materials of religious drama with the sujet of Christ’s Passion and its supratemporal validity – permitted and provoked a display of precisely that conceptual and rhetorical ingenuity which is the mark of the epoch. It remains to be discussed whether this alliance of virtuosic didacticism and Mannerist stylization gave rise to a partial aestheticization of the genre, which is unconditionally promulgatory in terms of intent.

As to the ideological aspect, it must be stressed that, contrary to the assessment on the part of early research, the auto – being sacramental – is not immediately a vehicle of Counter-Reformation polemics. Even so, M. Bataillon’s correction of this thesis, first developed by M. Menéndez Pelayo,255 goes too far. If the auto’s linkage to the feast of Corpus Christi cannot be explained by the history of the genre itself, and certainly not by alleging an attempt to restrict religious drama with the intent of relegating it to the status of a quasi-liturgical theater,256 the emergence of the auto sacramental may be considered a manifestation of a more comprehensive interest. The staging and visual representation of the orthodox notion of the Eucharist had an eminent function, even though a denial of transubstantiation was out of the question on Spanish territory. The assumption of ‘real presence’ may be seen as the highest stylization of precisely those conceptual and discursive schemata that constitute the orthodox analogical discourse, as it implies, firstly, an indifference to the aspect of chronological situatedness in favor of the notion of a timeless universality, in the sense of an incessant repetition of the analogous: ‘prefigurations’ are followed by their ‘fulfillment’, which is then constantly repeated in an identical fashion as to substance, albeit veiled by varying accidental properties. The dogma of ‘real presence’ moreover implies the (partial or total) identification of particular phenomena with an abstract, but ‘real’ and powerful instance (here: the transubstantiation of actual bread and wine into Christ’s body and blood). Finally, it is based on the notion of God’s will being capable of transcending categorial boundaries, that is, natural law.257 The analogical discourse – of Christian Late Antiquity, of the Middle Ages, and also of the Baroque – rests upon precisely these conceptual schemata, ultimately reducible to the suspension of chronological and categorial specification, hence of a potential plurality, in favor of conceptualizing the world as serial multiplication of one basic pattern. The transformation of the religious play, which had long been counterproductive in other vernaculars and was therefore forbidden, into a drama defined as Eucharistic in terms of its modeling structures, is thus one central indicator of the attempt – enacted in a particularly emphatic manner in contemporary Spain – at restoring the order of discourse previously lost.

In the plays produced from the end of the sixteenth century onward, there is an increasing effort to create an ‘organic’ relation between the dramatized material and the exaltation of the sacrament placed at the conclusion of the respective plays; this is performed in such a way as to render transparent the relatedness of the whole world (more precisely: of the world’s manifold levels of specification) to the central moment of salvation history, Christ’s self-sacrifice. Particularly this correlation distinguishes the autos emerging during Tridentine times from religious plays of the early sixteenth century, in which one of the characters, most often an angel or the allegory of Faith, explains the mystery of the Eucharist to the others by way of argument. Semiotically, the difference may be put in the following way: the message, emphasizing the sacrament’s salvation-historical significance, is already contained in these early forms, though only as one among several lessons (to be) conveyed; in the auto proper, the play – being an ‘integral signal unit’258 – delivers primarily, if not exclusively, this one message. The text is not arranged with a view to the dramatic presentation of a preexisting histoire. It rather aims at the subsumption – produced and displayed by way of the allegorical double encoding – of ‘stories’ of any kind, and regardless of provenience, under this one and invariable message, whose all-encompassing validity is evinced by the very fact that every sujet yields to this modeling ‘organically’. The ingenious virtuosity of the Baroque dramatists becomes manifest in these plays in a paradigmatic way.


3.2The Patterns of Medieval Allegorism Hybridized: Lope de Vega’s El viaje del alma

I

In many respects, Lope’s El viaje del alma still represents the early phase of the auto sacramental. The generic term chosen by the author is “representación moral”;259 and indeed, the play is purely allegorical; it does not exhibit the integration of ‘mimetic’ and allegorical presentation formative for later autos, particularly the Calderonian ones. As is customary for the early autos, the references to the Eucharist are not consistently intertwined with the action proper, while also no longer being exclusively located on an abstract, explicative plane.

Irrespective of its persisting in the generic duality of the traditional religious drama, the auto already ranks among those plays distinguished by a developed dramatic plot.260 In terms of generic history, it is therefore a kind of transitional text in several respects, and of interest specifically in this regard – that is, as documenting a stage in the renovatio at which aesthetic brilliance does not yet belie the difficulties and struggles of the project of a discursive recolonization.


II

Before analyzing the play itself, some remarks are necessary regarding the context into which Lope de Vega placed it. El viaje del alma was probably conceived as early as 1601. It was printed in 1604, together with three other autos (Bodas entre el alma y el amor divino, La maya, El hijo pródigo), in the framework of El peregrino en su patria. During their odysseys through Spain, the main characters of this novel of love and adventure in the Hellenistic mode experience the performances of the respective plays as members of the audience.

While standard schemata of the medieval discourse are basically addressed by way of the keyword ‘peregrination’, the novel as a whole – in its mixture of narrative and independent dramatic texts – clearly belongs to a first phase of the renewal of discourse. The reintegration of the basic schema (secularized as love peregrination already in Petrarch) into the religious concept of life as a journey is not convincingly achieved, at least not on the level of the modeling structures. As in Belleforest’s novella, a world-model still largely informed by the Renaissance coexists with an explicit didacticism in the Tridentine sense – obtrusive at times, and not always consistently related to the main plot.

There is no criticism here. Lope’s novel takes on one of the most difficult tasks of the renewal of discourse. As has been pointed out several times, the phenomenon of love is not easily compatible with the structures of medieval and Baroque discourse. The epoch’s amorous drama proper, the comedia de honor, deems (mundane) love luxuria, hence a factor that – in the interest of caring for one’s salvation and the maintenance of secular order – must be controlled and restrained. The conception of an ascent from amor to caritas Dei, carried to an extreme in the auto sacramental, basically amounts to a complete displacement of worldly love. Yet it seems difficult to conceive of a mediating stage, a variant of secular love not contradicting divine love. In Calderón, its possibility comes at the cost of a self-renunciation on the part of courtly society, thereby gainsaying the harmonism always aimed for during the Baroque. Even the most consistent attempt at a Christian absorption of the Hellenistic novel, Cervantes’s Persiles (1617), remains problematic when measured against the overall achievement of the renovatio.261 Yet it is little surprise that the restorative effort tried to incorporate this model, and not only due to the genre’s tremendous success. The Hellenistic novel belongs to those texts and schemata that were ‘newly’ issued into European culture during the Renaissance.262 As to discursive practices, it may not be deemed a disintegrated medieval genre in generic terms; but it fits perfectly into the Renaissance scenario of a ‘chaoticized’ discursive field (probably the main reason for its rediscovery), seeing that it identifies life in general with the particular situation of love; but, above all, because it renders blind contingency its principle of concatenation.263

In terms of the underlying schema, Lope’s narrative of the adventures of Pánfilo and Nise and of Celio and Finea (to mention only the most notable of the numerous lovers) does not go beyond the world-model of the Hellenistic novel.264 If anything, the motif of a peregrination to Rome (cf. 70), linked to the love journey, may signify a deviation from the prototype on the level of the histoire; but, in contrast to Cervantes’s later modeling of the motif, it is ultimately not followed through by the sujet. The orthodox Christian elements are located on the level of intercalated, separate stories and the valuation of the vicissitudinous events on the part of the protagonists or the narrator.265 They are concentrated in an abstract or allegorically re-concretized fashion in the autos, which are independent of the novel’s plot in terms of content and structure. As is especially observable with respect to El viaje del alma, the connection between the main plot and the autos ultimately remains undefined on the level of the basic patterns referred to. The orthodox schema of the homo viator illustrated in the play is not fashioned as a countermodel to, or denunciation of, the love peregrination staged in the main text.266


III

III.1

Within the framework of the three autos themselves, the newly consolidated orthodox discourse is presented with considerable virtuosity, as demonstrated not least in the three prologs to El viaje del alma preceding the action proper. The first is sung by three musicians, relating God’s promise to fulfill – by way of Christ’s Incarnation – what He had announced when raising Melchizedek to the priesthood.267 This sequence indicates the salvation-historical connection, already established by Paul, between the periods of the Old and the New Testaments, as well as the model of history qua teleology.268

The longer second part offers an account of the Passion, which is arranged in such a way as to cause the sacrificial death to be identified with the Eucharistic sacrament. In terms of intent, this passage conveys that the post-Incarnation epochs belong to the one history of salvation, while proclaiming the doctrine of transubstantiation. The discursive technique here is no longer the figura, but rather an identification of the Passion with the sacrament, based on a ‘true meaning’ derived from a supposed etymology.269 The Last Supper – during which, according to the tradition, Jesus established the Eucharist – is briefly referred to; then Peter’s denial and Judas’s betrayal are mentioned; the identification of body and bread is presupposed in the formulation “vendiendo el pan que comió” (109). The last part of the narrative, addressing the Passion itself, discursively ‘unfolds’ this analogy. For one, there is a reference to Christ’s formulation of emptying the ‘chalice’, articulated in such a way as to bring into play the Communion chalice simultaneously: “Alzóse la hostia en alto / y el cáliz de bendición / a pasar el de amargura, / que tanto beber temió” (109).270 The ingenious volta – turning on the keyword cáliz – suggests precisely the core statement of the doctrine of transubstantiation having become a matter of discussion: that the consecrated substances are in essence factually identical with Christ’s body and blood, while the Communion granting grace is effected by the believers’ partaking in a sort of repetition of Christ’s self-sacrifice.271 A second reference to the Passion draws on the scriptural formulation of the emptying of the chalice once again and additionally cites Christ’s last words on the cross (cf. Jn 19: 30):

En el Consummatum est

finalmente consumió,

bebiendo el gran sacerdote

el cáliz de su pasión.

(109)272

By calling on the image of the Passion as the draining of a chalice, the scriptural consummare is made to coincide with the assonant consumere, whereby an analogy is generated between the Passion and the ‘consumption’ of the consecrated substances during Communion. The underlying intention is delivered once again when the consummation of the Passion is conveyed by means of the liturgy’s formula of dismissal (“Llegó el Ite Missa est, / y en una cruz espiró”, 109).

As far as ascertainable, the identified analogizations do not strictly follow a firmly established praxis; but a connection with ‘true meaning’ etymology, as most prominently practiced in Late Antiquity by Isidore of Seville, is unmistakable. Ultimately, the hermeneutical techniques developed by the official discourse do not follow any other instruction than that of deriving the always already established, one and only reading – whatever the cost in terms of a reinterpretation and alteration of the underlying material. In this light, Lope proves to be a theological poet par excellence by employing his ingeniousness in the service of discovering the concetti God employed to adorn the world created and governed by Him.273

The second prolog, explicitly labeled as such, is considerably longer than the first, while also being less concentrative. It demonstrates the author’s erudition, both Christian and humanistic, but now in such a way as to render more concrete the concept of the one, well-ordered history, already alluded to in an abstract fashion in the first prolog. The epoch here to be incorporated is pagan antiquity, the mere existence of which had substantially inspired the high Renaissance concept of plural worlds qua not subsumable under one formula, one philosophy, or one faith.

The words “Dios máximo crió el cielo y la tierra” (110) initiate a précis of world history from the beginnings to the present day and the end of the world; it focuses on the time until the Incarnation.274 The first part basically consists of a condensed retelling of scriptural genealogies, into which references to the figural dimension of Old Testament events are inserted.275 The catalog becomes truly intriguing when Noah is introduced:

Vino Lamech, de quien nació aquel hombre

que los poetas llaman Jano y Caos,

y a su mujer la madre de los dioses,

Vesta, Títea, Berecintia, o Tierra,

mas fue Noé su verdadero nombre.

(111)

These verses implicitly assert that ancient pagan wisdom – while using obfuscating and defacing names or symbols – was indeed aware of the one true history instated and revealed by God. The implication is that, in order to bring the ‘true’ truth to light, a reading of the poetas from the perspective of Scripture is required.

The more the historical sketch nears the turn of the era, the more ancient history (including mythology) and that of the Old Testament interfere with each other; ancient and scriptural figures are consistently located on one timeline: Semiramis was queen during Haran’s (Lot’s father’s) life;276 Aeneas was the contemporary of Samson; Homer lived at the time of Rehoboam; Dido at that of Abijah (who was Solomon’s grandchild).

The conception of the one history, comprising both pagan antiquity and Judeo-Christian civilization, tends toward a global chronicle.277 Even so, the corrections and moralizing devaluations always refer to the ancient parts, thereby exposing that the basic objective is not a universal perspective, but the subordination of pagan antiquity under the law of the Judeo-Christian God. The ancient cultures are not considered civilizations in their own right; while participating in the truth, they do so only partially, hence in a version ultimately in need of correction – this is the recolonizing message of the structure.

For a discourse-historical assessment, it is of import that the listing given in Lope comes close to a citation. The concept itself has been common property since patristics. It ranks among the most striking stratagems for the appropriation of a civilizational and discursive cosmos which the new religion would probably not have been able to obliterate, even had it wished to do so.278 In terms of the specific elaboration here observable, Lope is likely to have received it from Isidore of Seville, or from Alfonso X (‘the Wise’)’s chronicle of world history, which relies on Isidore.279

Finally, this second prolog presents another schema for the incorporation of the ancient pagan substrate, linked to the one sketched above. The abduction of Proserpina, part of the aforesaid catalog, is commented on in more detail. Initially, it is brought into temporal analogy with a prominent Old Testament event, the flight of the people of Israel from Egypt. Then, the pagan account is briefly outlined; above all, it is judged as to its inherent truth value: during pagan antiquity, the well-known, fictitious tale (“fabula”) emerged from the basis of the ‘historical’ events contained in it (“de historias nació la antigua fabula”, 113). The story as such is, however, not outright rejected for being a fictional distortion of reality; it is rather deemed an ‘encrypted’ illustration of ‘moral philosophy’ (“cifra de la moral filosofía”, 113).280 Filosofía denotes ancient wisdom; the keyword ‘moral’ indicates the hermeneutical exegesis of the substrate, authoritatively implemented in the collection to which Lope refers: the Ovide moralisé.281 Consequently, the allusion is to the subordination of the pagan mythos by way of allegoresis, which had been performed systematically during the Middle Ages and was revitalized during the Spanish Baroque.282

What the prolog of this auto states with regard to ancient wisdom and history is too rudimentary for drawing definitive conclusions. The controversy over the stance of the Spanish Baroque on the testimonies of pagan antiquity – and hence on the Renaissance – will be discussed in detail in the analysis of the Calderonian El divino Orfeo. Yet it is possible already at this point to outline several aspects accentuated later: the conception of pagan antiquity qua cultural cosmos in its own right is retracted in favor of a strategy of reincorporation, specifically by way of reactivating patristic and medieval coping strategies. As regards the tenor, this appropriating reinterpretation is more ‘combative’ than medieval allegoresis. The charge of a falsification of the ‘true’ (“verdadero”) history points to the newly awakened virulence of original mythology during the Renaissance, hence to the repetition of an earlier discourse-historical constellation, which also finds expression in the hermeneutical practices exhibited in the above passages.283 As regards the basic valuation of the pagan substrate, the Baroque reception of mythology has recourse to positions originating in Christian Late Antiquity.284

The third prolog, again in the form of a song, immediately addresses the audience; its message is scarcely encrypted. The spectator is invited to the table of the Lord, as long as he has rid himself of his sins by way of confession and contrition (“En esta mesa divina / carillo, si estás en gracia, / [. . .] come y bebe”, 115f.). At the same time, he is encouraged to rejoice in the fact that God provides the Eucharist’s invaluable means of grace with the transubstantiation of bread into the Son’s body.

In addition to what has been detailed above, the following remains to be stated as to the technique of El viaje del alma’s preludes: in terms of content, the continuity between the prologs and the plot is slight. In thematizing the problem of a ‘correct’ (that is, orthodox Christian) assessment of world history and of pagan antiquity in particular, the prologs focus on a significantly more specific claim of the Christian world-model than does the plot, with its recourse to the traditional conception of ‘man as such’. Calderón will be the first to perform a convincing integration of these two aspects – the totalizing claim, and its concretization in a dispute with discursive fields having defied control during the Renaissance. The discrepancies between the prologs and the largely traditional storyline of El viaje del alma illustrate that the overall intention tends to differ from that of medieval drama already at the onset of the elaborated phase within the genre’s history. The perils to which Baroque individuals are exposed, and whose management is demonstrated on the stage, are not only located on the level of actual conduct, but also on that of the worldviews determining action. The Devil’s powerful aides are not the vicios alone, but also the ‘wrong’ – whether ancient pagan or distinctly Renaissance – concepts, by means of which he deceives mankind. From having staged the struggle against the sins, the allegorical plays of this period increasingly turn into dramas aiming at subjugating the misguided and misguiding discourses. In this way, the level of reflexivity may already seem modern; but it is imposed by the historical situation, and introduced with a view to annihilation. It is therefore an essentially anti-modern reflexivity.


III.2

The auto proper, with 770 verses comparatively short, is primarily of interest in terms of generic and discourse history: its techniques and conceptual schemata, if considered in isolation, invariably have recourse to a fund developed by patristics and popularized via medieval didactic literature. With regard to structure, both the correspondences and the (limited) differences between the earlier and newer Christian allegorical drama are particularly patent here, seeing that attention is not deflected by novel content. To anticipate: examining Lope’s play in light of the tradition, and considering Calderón’s autos against the backdrop of Lope’s achievement, the two standard theses in the field of auto research appear equally obsolete: that is, on the one hand, seeing the auto as a specifically Spanish phenomenon, which exhibits tendencies anticipating structures that are typical of modernity; and also the counterclaim, deeming the auto a ‘belated’ genre, continuing a century-old common European tradition, hence a decisive indicator of a Spain forever arrested in the Middle Ages.285 The deep structures of the auto qua genre are mainly medieval; the problems (situations and stories) organized by these basic structures pertain to later stages of discourse history.286 This corroborates the hypothesis of a coping attempt.

As the title already indicates, one sole character occupies the position of the ‘representative of mankind’ (constitutive of the morality play as a genre) in Lope’s auto: the ‘soul’. The transition from an ‘abstract’ human being to the ‘abstract’ soul is already characteristic. In terms of the genre’s logic, it must be seen in connection with the ‘Eucharistic’ orientation. This casting of the central character permits recourse to the allegory of Christ’s mystical marriage with the soul287 at the end of the play, hence the establishment of an immediate connection to the Eucharist. In addition to Alma, the other important characters are Memoria, Voluntad, and Entendimiento, the three potentiae of the soul.288 As a result, the dramatic conflict is ‘interiorized’. In contrast to the standard medieval morality play, the protagonist does not primarily interact with allegorical personifications of a higher, transpersonal level of abstraction, but with agencies distinguished from herself solely by the degree of specification;289 accordingly, Alma addresses these agencies as her own potentiae (“Mi Memoria y Voluntad, / llegada es ya la ocasión”, 116). The psychomachic schema of a battle of the virtues and vices over a mostly passive representative of mankind is thus discontinued. This may not be taken as evidence of a rudimentarily modern conception of man qua ‘autonomous’ individual. The individual aimed at remains ‘general’ or ‘abstract’, while becoming responsible. In this way, the auto reacts to the controversy of the liberum arbitrium. The fact that, already by the late seventeenth century, the historical consequences of this insistence on the freedom of will and responsibility take on an entirely different color in discursive, literary, and also political respects than had been intended at the outset of the development, is a sort of irony of the (discourse-)historical process.290

By way of introduction, Alma instructs Memoria and Voluntad as to the situation; a sea voyage stands before them, and the destination has already been determined: “la gloriosa ciudad / de la celestial Sión” (116). The ocean is expressly interpreted as the sea of life (“el mar de la humana vida”, 116). Alma is cognizant of the perils of the voyage (“que es un peligroso mar”, 116). For the passage, commencing at ‘the beach of physical youth’, she must select a suitable ship, on which her health, in the sense of physical integrity291 (“nuestra salud”, 116), will be preserved. The dangers to be kept in mind are interiorized, again with recourse not to the main strand, but to a branch of the respective allegorical field’s tradition. Hazards arise from storms caused by the human inclinations themselves, especially by superbia, which had once tempted Adam and Eve, provoking the Fall, and which – seeing that it consists in the substitution of amor sui for caritas Dei – presents the most elemental danger for all children of the first man and woman.292

In view of this situation, Memoria delivers a ‘lecture’, during which she reminds Alma of what the latter already ‘knows’ without having experienced it: the fundamental choice she faces, and how she will have to choose.293 By way of this speech, Memoria – who in the drama stands specifically for the ‘intellective’ pars of memoria – fulfills her allocated task: to preserve the basic, abstract, supratemporal insights, hence also those that are actually ‘palpable’ in the future only.294 Without this theory of a metaphysically guaranteed memoria, the postulate of the freedom of the will qua responsibility would hardly be plausible.

The truths summoned by Memoria are remarkable beyond their theological implications, seeing that they are expounded by hybridizing two allegorical fields otherwise separated in the tradition. For one, Memoria has recourse to the allegory of the bivium:

era Y griega, que te advierte

dos sendas hasta la muerte,

común la entrada, en que fundo

que el rey y el pobre en el mundo

entran de una misma suerte.

En estrecho fin paraba,

Alma, aquel ancho camino,

y el que estrecho comenzaba,

ancho, glorioso y divino

el dichoso fin mostraba[.]

(117)295

In the section preceding the above passage, Memoria refers to the allegory of navigation on which the entire plot is based, while bringing it into line with the structure of the bivium: there are two oceans, hence two shores, from which one may set sail, and two ports at which one might arrive (cf. 117).296 In the course of the play, this image, somewhat problematic as regards the ‘two oceans’, gains in palpability when it is implicitly corrected to the effect that, at the one beach from which she sails forth, Alma may choose between two ships heading for different destinations. Even so, this ‘corrected’ version is problematic from the perspective of the tradition. As far as ascertainable, the Christian allegory of navigation operates via the conception of the one ship, which, if man boards it of his own accord, will carry him safely across the sea of sins, lair of the snake hiding in the depths.297 This ship is the Church.298 As with probably all Christian allegories, the one at hand originates in antiquity. It is based on the immediately transparent allegoresis of wood in general, and the mast specifically, as the Cross, and on several compatible indications in Scripture, among which are the construal of Noah’s ark as a prefiguration of the Church and the image of Peter as ‘fisher of men’. Already in patristics, the allegory of life as a sea voyage is developed into one of the most multifaceted isotopies of Christian allegorism. The concept of the Ship of Sin (or of the Devil) is not provided for in this paradigm.299 In contrast to the allegory of the bivium, where the aspect of valuation is mainly introduced by means of the inns located along the way, the basic object underlying the ‘extended metaphor’ (concetto) of the sea voyage, the ship, already has a clearly defined significance per se in terms of valuation.300

The technique observable – restructuring the allegory of the sea voyage301 along the lines of the bivium – is representative for the genre, as incoherent as it may seem in the case in question. The auto seizes upon discursive practices of patristic and medieval modeling in a way that hybridizes originally distinct structures. In this way, it decisively differs from morality plays, which follow the compositional principle of combination by means of sequencing and intercalating. Due to this most basic structural device, the autos achieve a concentration on the level of the message that prevents the new genre from taking the path of entropy to which Christian didactic literature – also in its allegorical variant – tends due to its totalizing impetus (the world and all its history being ‘one’).302 Yielding to this tendency was no longer viable in an era of a humanistically informed secular theater. Yet the concentrative tendency is not only an externally imposed constraint. When compared to the High and Late Middle Ages, the Baroque period in general is distinguished by an intensified analogism. This tendency opens up tremendous possibilities of ‘ingenious’ condensation, which are aesthetically impressive in their very ingenuity as well; this will be the path of the Calderonian auto. In Lope’s play, the hybridization still adheres to the renovatio’s ideologically grounded instructions. By integrating the allegories of the bivium and the sea voyage, a Christological dimension is introduced into the former, which originally had a tropological meaning only. By way of the quasi-bivial structuring, the allegory of the ship, unambiguously valuated in its origins, is provided with the aspect of a decision-situation, whereby the notion of the liberum arbitrium is advanced.303

Voluntad is introduced as the second of the three potentiae.Virtually throughout the play, Voluntad is negatively valued. He is impetuous,304 haughty, full of an unreflecting desire, and heedless of salvation. Voluntad discards Memoria’s admonitions as negligible and fatiguing; hence a direct, albeit always verbal conflict results between Memoria (keeping the truths) and Voluntad (ignoring them). Provisionally setting aside the play’s ending, a notion of the will not far removed from Luther’s servum arbitrium seems to emerge: volition consistently leads man to sin. In the final conversion of Alma, Voluntad indeed only abides by the decision already made by Alma under the influence of Memoria, Entendimiento (Reason), and Christ. Against the theologoumenon in its vulgarized form, the agency ultimately deciding ‘correctly’ is therefore not the will as such, but the soul as an integrative whole, in which the good partes gain the upper hand with the aid of Christ.

This negative image of the albedrío is characteristic for Lope, as well as for the entire post-Tridentine phase.305 The notion of original sin, reactivated by Protestantism, was relativized only as regards its utmost consequence, while retaining its weight. The fundamentals of the Tridentine version should be recalled at this point: on account of the Fall, God revokes man’s iustitia originalis, which had hitherto guaranteed the harmony of the partes animae, as well as that of soul and body, whereby man had lived according to the ‘just’ and ‘right’ purpose, caritas Dei. From this point on, man’s desire knows no bounds, although it may be restrained by means of his God-given reason, and with divine aid – especially after Christ’s self-sacrifice, in the wake of which God’s grace is ‘at general disposal’, depending on the individual’s will to seize this possibility, while the primary impetus of volition is not to seize it. The latter constellation constitutes the logical circulus that the theology of that period was unable to resolve, and which the auto sacramental glosses over, for which reason it is a prime example of the possibilities of didactic art.306 At the end of the play, Alma is capable of willing precisely what her own Voluntad does not. Splitting a human being into partial agencies – while a personal, integrative unity is still present – hides the logical problem at issue. The constellation is symptomatic for the renovatio as a whole. It remains an attempt at coping, at ‘coming to terms’ with problems for which there are, ultimately, no rational solutions.

The controversy concerning the ‘essence’ of the will carries some specific accentuations in need of scrutiny, being relevant to the entire epoch. It is particularly Memoria who vilifies Voluntad, for instance when she blames him for having become bold and uninhibited since Entendimiento has been left behind (“Bien vi yo que haber quedado / atrás el Entendimiento / te hizo a ti deslenguado”); and, still more forthrightly, when Memoria refers to the situation of the Fall to characterize Voluntad:

Es un villano atrevido,

que a mi voz cierra el oído

como el áspid al encanto.

(118f.)307

Yet Voluntad defends himself by asserting that he is not reducible to the dimension of desire (concupiscentia), since he participates in the soul’s parte racional,308 wherefore he has freedom of choice:

que en estas acciones dos

[voluntad; inteleto]

está el bien o el mal secreto:

aquí está la libertad,

el premio y merecimiento,

la eterna felicidad,

o el siempre eterno tormento.

(119)

Memoria basically agrees with Voluntad – her one reservation being practically a quote from Aquinas’ explication of the will’s irritating duplicity: to the extent that volition values things with a view to their final objective (“objeto”), it does not hinder the soul from taking the right path. Seeing that all valuation (“estimativa”) and subsequent striving is based on the love that emanates from the desired goal, it is only consistent for Voluntad to ‘lead’ Alma on the ‘path to salvation’; but this presupposes a mastery of the “parte inferior”, that is, of the vegetative and sensorial part, the sinful appetitus.309 That theoretical possibility is not seized by Voluntad in El viaje del alma. This encodes the position formulated in the final sentence of the quote from Aquinas: the only perfect act of the free will is its silence – committing the soul’s and the body’s ‘movement’ to the attraction emanating from the radiance of divine love. This specific conception of liberum arbitrium in Lope and all serious dramas of the Spanish Baroque draws the insuperable line separating Baroque literature’s consistently metaphysical stylization of even the most banal conflicts from the immanence of the discours sur l’homme in modern times; even the comical comedia of the siglo de oro lies on the other side of this divide.

In the auto’s second scene, the allegory of the two ships – the “nave de Deleite” and the “nave de Penitencia” – is developed. In line with the Christian exegesis of the bivium, Alma initially chooses wrongly. While she does hear Memoria’s admonitions, they tire and bore the capricious Alma, who prefers to be entertained.310 The Devil – in the guise of a sailor and accompanied by the cabin boys “Amor Propio”, “Apetito”, and “Engaño”, as well as further personifications of the vices (“otros vicios”, 120) – invites Alma to board his ship. He immediately breaks character, laying bare his ‘true self’; this is in line with a convention as well.311 Yet the light-minded Alma takes herself to have located the right ship.312 When the Demonio names the “nuevo mundo” (122) as the goal of the journey, unrestrained desire is aroused particularly in Voluntad. In a long speech, the Devil portrays America as a ‘land of milk and honey’ where all wishes find fulfillment, while identifying the New World with other ‘landscapes of desire’: the realm of the queen of Sheba, the Ganges Delta, and the source of the Nile, for instance (cf. 112f.). Abstract didacticism is thereby supplemented by allusions to particulars of the epoch of reception, and so specified selectively. The issue here is to warn against this-worldliness (cf. Mt 16: 26), against misinterpreting the Nuevo Mundo as novel in a typological sense, and be it from a merely mundane perspective. For it is but another part of the ‘realm of darkness’, and not at all separate from the Old World as regards the salvation-historical, hence solely relevant perspective.313 Developed in detail in Lope’s auto La Araucana (often considered a mere curiosity),314 this theologically grounded thesis of an essential sameness of the Old and New Worlds provided the theoretical substrate for a colonization unaffected by the notion of alterity.315

Temptation by the Demonio, Voluntad’s rampant desire for prospective comforts, Alma’s giving in unthinkingly while remaining hesitant – this constellation basically encapsulates the further ‘action’ until the surfacing of the ‘rescuing ship’. In other words: the plot stagnates once the possibilities inhering in the configuration are unfolded. A fundamental problem of allegorical drama becomes evident here: semiotically, allegorical personifications may be seen as characters with one sole semantic attribute, or one semantically coherent complex of characteristics. As a result, they inevitably lack what distinguishes non-allegorical protagonists, and what, in certain respects, is indispensable for a plot’s evolution: the possibility of ‘development’ – that is, of complementation, of a shift, or even of a complete alteration of semantic characteristics. Due to its respective name and its depiction in the ekphrasis, an allegorical personification is defined from the start.316 Virtually only by way of the addition of further abstract characters is a dynamization of the configuration (‘plot’) achievable in a purely allegorical drama; the fact that it tends toward expansion is only consistent with this fact. The further generic history of the auto sacramental as a ‘new’ variant of allegorical drama that tries to avoid the risks implied by the approach of staging ‘all of humankind’ in ‘one world’ while providing plot-lines according to the standards of post-medieval, humanistic drama, is thus characterized by a recessive allegorism. The dominant tendency is toward a mimeticization which is counterbalanced by a typologizing accentuation providing the necessary sublation of the particularity inherent in mimesis. The development is probably explicable as a result of the aesthetic principles emerging during this epoch, which render a ‘chaoticized’ drama comprising up to several thousands of lines increasingly problematic.317 Yet not until Romanticism was the fact acknowledged that this level of ‘recovery’ of pagan antiquity, concerning abstract conceptions of the beautiful and balanced, is not compatible with Christian thought.318 Baroque dramatists try to convey their medievally conceived notion of mundo qua teatro (reducing all the world to the dimension of one play) by having recourse to basic devices of humanist aesthetics. The condensation consequently required is of so high a degree that admiration for the virtuosic form may obstruct a consideration of the message.

Yet that is not to say that the entire middle section of this still purely allegorical drama is unappealing and immaterial. Through Lope’s use of manifold, brilliant concepts for the allegoresis of the selected isotopy, as well as his ‘learned’ allusions to scriptural and mythological exempla, the situation, remaining steady, is continuously varied and enriched by the presentation.319 The plot’s stagnation would have irritated a contemporary spectator less than a modern reader. But the fact that an ingenious ornamentation of static tableaux no longer fully satisfied the demands of Lope’s contemporaries either is demonstrated by the aforementioned development of the genre. The transition toward a stronger accentuation of dynamic modeling categories discernible during the Renaissance is reflected in a privileging of typology and typologizing modeling over allegory in the epoch of the renovatio.320

The plot regains its dynamics, albeit to a limited degree, when another character appears – thereby confirming the above statement as to the logic of plot in allegorical drama. Entendimiento, having previously been left behind, enters the stage. In accordance with the theory of reason as man’s oldest ‘part’ (being most akin to God), he is distinguished as “viejo venerable” (127).321 The fact that the relationship between Entendimiento and Alma is stylized as that between an aging lover and his fickle lady at first seems to represent a dysfunctional interference of structures from secular theater;322 it is utilized to introduce the allegory of bridal mysticism, and thus takes on an important role in the play’s message. Alma, leaving Entendimiento behind, will ultimately turn to the youthful Christ, which indicates a comprehensive need for redemption.323 While the ‘mastery’ of the soul’s nether partes is basically the task of reason, it is not able to fulfill this assignment without grace;324 Entendimiento’s attempts at making Alma revise her false decision to board the ‘Ship of Pleasures’, where she has become the mistress of the Demonio, remain fruitless indeed.325 The Devil and the Vices try drowning out Entendimiento’s calls, while Voluntad dismisses his statements as molestation.

But then comes the moment of reversal, laying bare to a certain degree the aforesaid theory of a conversion “in instanti”.326 After Entendimiento’s interventions have rendered Alma thoughtful (“Tiempo hay que dice verdad”, 131), and after Memoria has confirmed Alma in her thoughtfulness by referring to the topical emblem of the unbridled horse (“vas como caballo ciega, / que no sabes dónde vas. / [. . .] / La culpa antigua te asombre”)327, Alma suddenly realizes what she has been consistently suppressing up to this point:

Pienso que decís verdad,

[. . .]

Volvamos, Voluntad mía,

ea, volvamos, acaba.

(132)

Entendimiento is capable of effecting this insight, but the actual accomplishment still requires an intervention on the part of a higher agency – which Alma is entitled to receive, having decided to turn around (“volvamos”).328 By means of theatrical thunder, Christ’s battle with and victory over the powers of darkness is alluded to immediately afterward; meanwhile, “the Ship of Penitence” (“la nave [. . .] [de] la Penitencia”, 134) slowly comes into view.329 Christ, the captain, invites Alma to board his ship, ‘should she repent and love him’ (cf. 135). He explains that he has ‘sought for’ Alma despite her transgressions, having paid such a dear price for her (“por gran precio la compré”, 135).330 Recognizing Christ, Alma immediately submits to him, labeling herself unworthy.331 Yet Christ lifts Alma up, thereby alluding to the central anti-Protestant assertion of the Tridentine decree concerning original sin: “in renatis enim nihil odit Deus”.332 He confirms his love (“Alma, yo te quiero bien”, 136), and describes the ship on which his bride will voyage: being laden with grace-giving (baptismal) water and bread ‘baked in the pure innards of her who had been His mother (sc. Mary)’, the journey to the haven of salvation is provided for.333 The Ship belongs to Peter. After Alma has explicitly renounced “mundano placer” (137), it reveals itself in all its splendor; Christ interprets it as an allegory of himself and his Passion.334 Alma boards the Ship, and Christ commands his angels to remove her worldly dress (the body), receiving her as his bride.335 The twofold aspect of the mystical marriage – unification of the soul with Christ in paradise and in the Eucharistic sacrament (when the soul is still in its fettered state) – is emphasized once more, and against the plot’s logic, when Alma addresses her spouse as “pan vivo” (139).336 In the final scene, the Ship qua body of the crucified Christ is explicitly identified with his mystical body, the Church.337 Finally, the nuptial motif is abruptly abandoned. In a longer, already extradramatic speech, Peter interprets the Ship as the symbol of the ecclesia militans (“mi nave militante”, 139). In this manner, considerable leeway is gained for nationalistic, and simultaneously orthodox, polemics against Jews, Moors, Protestants, and non-Catholic sovereigns of every provenience.338 In terms of its triumphalist tenor and rather feeble connection to the plot, the conclusion is typical of the genre.


III.3

Considering the previously analyzed ‘mimetic’ play, the drama de honor, several initial conclusions as to the general directives of the restored discourse may be drawn:


–From the viewpoint of orthodox analogism, individuality and specification are mere appearance, concealing a few, ultimately only two abstract patterns, both of which are exactly defined in terms of their structure – that is to say, in terms of their static aspect (the situation), and in terms of their dynamic aspect (the potential development).

–These patterns are indifferent with respect to the field to be modeled; they are of universal validity. The concept of differing worlds of infinite number (“infiniti mondi”, Giordano Bruno339) is rejected by means of the application of analogous matrices to the worlds of the Old Testament and of pagan mythology, to the historical world of pre-Christian times, to the post-Incarnation world, and even to the New World.

–The modeling of the static aspect (the situation) is based on the theory of original sin, hence the following directive: as regards individual phenomena (including, but not limited to, human beings), more complex constellations, and even the world as such, the dichotomy of positive and negative inherent in the semiotic system is neutralized in favor of a negative valuation. Positivity is primarily a potentiality.

–This directive on the taxonomic plane is ultimately reversed by the (hierarchically higher) directive on the dynamic plane. The standard model for processes is an abrupt transition from a negatively assessed phase into one of positive value.340



From a purely semiotic viewpoint, and especially as to the two most fundamental directives mentioned last, the orthodox analogical discourse is in a way self-contradictory; yet this characteristic is intentional, and it indicates its central interest: to model the world in such a way as to render manifest its fundamental dependence upon a metaphysical, meta-semiotic agency. The denial of the conceptual schemata of individuality and contingency, which otherwise may only be pointed to as an empirical fact without explanation, or at best understood as the reflex of a naïve und undifferentiated worldview, may become explicable or at least plausible from the viewpoint of this pivotal feature, which points to an extra-discursive interest. The ‘paradoxical’ secondary modeling, turned against the basic structures of the sign system, presupposes a reduction of the semiotic inventory to a few, ultimately only two paradigms, in order for this fundamental paradox to manifest itself. It is only consistent that theological nominalism, commencing with a denial of universals, concludes with the assumption of God’s death. Divine ‘action’ as the sole indicator of His existence is only thinkable if conceived of as directed against the primary modeling given in the semiotic system.




3.3The Calderonian auto: Concretization of the Material and Schematism of the Modeling

3.3.1Introductory Remarks: Calderón’s autos qua Corpus

The Calderonian autos sacramentales are considered “unique” when compared to those by other authors.341 This is certainly the case in terms of formal stringency, elegance of diction, and hermeneutical ingenuity. Yet in terms of their discursive structure, Calderón’s autos will have to be seen as the continuation of the mode observable in the earlier plays.342 At the same time, their claim is more comprehensive, as is evidenced not least by the considerably increased scope of the materials and objects subjected to an allegoresis with respect to the Eucharist. Calderón reads virtually all of the ‘worlds’ available with a view to the one and solely decisive moment of salvation history: Christ’s Passion, man’s redemption. The corpus of the Calderonian autos is likely to be the most condensed rejection of the Renaissance concept of plural worlds.

The interpretational schemata are reducible to two approaches already present in the discourse of Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages, and also in Lope’s play: typologizing and allegorical modeling. When it comes to a classification of the massive corpus, it may be useful to privilege the respectively predominant discursive strategies of appropriation, rather than the subject matters (as is customary in the research).343 Incidentally, such an approach may correspond to the author’s own differentiation, as he states that he has written both plays with a ‘historical’ or ‘literal’ meaning (requiring allegorical exegesis) and purely allegorical ones (“[sólo] alegórico”).344

A typologizing modeling technique is applied to all subject matters for which a certain ‘historical’ dimension is to be retained; but the respective reasons are rather diverse. As to the dramatization of Old Testament sujets, the recourse to, and renewed propagation of, the tradition of figural exegesis, continuous since patristics, seems to be decisive. The respective titles – such as Primero y Segundo Isaac (prior to 1674) – often already signal the underlying hermeneutical procedure, hence the play’s intention.

It needs to be emphasized that the Calderonian auto most discussed, La cena del Rey Baltasar (~1634), also belongs to this group. The reason for its popularity seems to be its plot line, which deviates from the genre’s typical triumphalism, wherefore it is immediately accessible to a modern sensibility influenced by the classicist concept of the ‘tragic’. Even so, the ‘tragicizing’ construal is based on a problematic reading of the auto’s actual intention. Parker’s qualification of the cena play as a ‘travesty of the Mass’ grasps the structure, but not its historical dimension: Calderón interprets the story of Belshazzar’s profanation of the Temple’s vessels as the sacrament’s ‘antithetical’ typos, and the king as the (communing) believer’s negative counterpart.345 Whether the author’s reading is innovative will remain undecided here. Ultimately, the schema presents an extreme version of the typological basic pattern of imperfect anticipation followed by fulfillment.346

The other typologically informed plays are generally termed ‘historical and legend-based autos’. The events depicted are situated in post-Incarnation history. Accordingly, the representational interest stresses the incorporation of material whose treatment was of specific significance, especially in view of the dispute with the nominalistic premise; for analogism’s authoritative text of truth, Scripture, does not contain any instructions as to how this period, initially not expected to occur, should be considered and modeled. To be effectual, the restoration of discursive order would have to prove itself with respect to this ‘field’ in particular, seeing that nominalism had placed it under the rule of God’s contingent will, unrestricted even by His previous revelation. In the following, one play of this type – La lepra de Constantino (1660–1663[?]) – will be analyzed in detail.347

All other Calderonian plays are to be seen as sólo alegórico and may be classified as ‘emblematic’ autos. The latter indicates that an image or pictorial concept is not applied for its own sake, but predominantly for the illustration of an abstract truth; a ‘literal’ level is necessarily present, but not in the sense of a ‘historical’ or actual meaning in modern terms. The particular message fundamental to each play is, however, not primarily encoded by the interaction of personifications, as had been the case in medieval allegorical drama, but via the respective basic image, which becomes an emblem as a result. The conception of life, specifically of one’s position in life, as a ‘role’ – allocated for a certain time, not freely selectable, while still in need of being performed adequately – is primarily conveyed by the metaphor of the theater itself, for instance in El gran teatro del mundo (1645[?]); similarly, the concept of free will is conveyed by representing the world as a marketplace in El gran mercado del mundo (1634[?]); in La viña del señor (1674), the concept of justification by works is communicated using the metaphor of the world as a workplace, already suggested in Scripture.

It is evident that certain New Testament autos also belong to this group, whether they have recourse to well-known parables (La siembra del señor, prior to 1655), or to individual comparisons not elaborated in Scripture (El tesoro escondido, 1679; cf. Mt 13: 44). Yet a more detailed analysis would be required as to whether the few plays dramatizing miracles performed by Jesus (such as El diablo mudo, 1660, and El primer refugio del hombre y probática piscina, 1661) should rather be classed with the typological autos, to the extent that the respective miracles prefigure salvation by way of baptism and the Eucharist.

The autos de circunstancias – such as La segunda esposa y triunfar muriendo (1648) and El indulto general (1680) – also belong to the category of allegorical autos. The term ‘post-figuration’ is certainly not the answer to the recurrent question concerning the theological implications of the identification of the respectively reigning Spanish king with Christ (in La segunda esposa, even that of Phillip IV’s remarriage with the mystical nuptials). As is the case with conceiving of the world as a stage or market, a secular phenomenon, albeit a singular event here, is utilized to illustrate a salvific truth – a method entirely in line with orthodox emblematics.

The autos with a mythological substrate, the most captivating from a modern viewpoint, demand a more cautious classification, since the customary one – detecting the expression of a typological exegesis – proves problematic when one takes a closer look at the plays. In these mythological autos, Calderón has recourse to a rather intellectualistic allegorical construal, which is based on the notion of a ‘theft’ of revelatory truths on the part of the pagans, and their poeticizing ‘reclothing’ in pagan mythology.348 The difference between these two assessments involves a central query of the overall set of problems pertaining to the epoch: does the Spanish Baroque deem pagan antiquity’s discursive world, released into autonomy during the Renaissance, an incomplete precursor to the newly fortified Christian discourse, thereby ultimately legitimizing it, or does it dismiss it as a distortion of the ‘true’ truth? This study will therefore analyze one of these autos, El divino Orfeo – a play that has frequently been highly praised, and not without reason.349

The aforementioned classification of Calderón’s Corpus Christi plays may give the impression that the stress is still placed on an allegorical presentation also during the middle and late phases of the genre’s history. In principle, this is correct, seeing that the auto qua genre is an allegorical drama. The plays demand the respective exegesis at all times, even when, in terms of tendency, there is a recourse to typology: they always call for a Christological, usually also a tropological allegoresis. Given this generically preconfigured framework, the actually significant development is the introduction of material that – differing in degree according to plays and their subtypes – comes much closer to the modeling level of concretion. This fact has been veiled by the unique resonance of El gran teatro del mundo, which, in terms of structure, still corresponds to the older auto for the most part, hence to the medieval morality plays. In general terms, Calderón’s emblematic autos are more particular and concrete (or sectoral) than medieval plays. Though only in terms of subject matter, they reflect the fragmentation of the comprehensive isotopies and conventions of orthodox allegorism, having generated an almost innumerable variety of distinct emblems – a state of affairs characteristic of the Renaissance.

Another distinctive feature classifiable by reference to the material’s concretization involves the autos’ modeling of the ‘world’ more distinctly as a process, in contrast to the morality plays’ dominant tendency to present a schema indifferent to temporality. The ‘narration’ of the prehistory of the world – up to the point at which the ‘abstract’ plot (as in El gran teatro del mundo), or the ‘specific’ action (in La cena del Rey Baltasar350) commences – has the function of placing the particular ‘events’ staged within the framework of salvation history. Such ‘narration’ is encountered in almost all Calderonian autos. For Calderón, the ‘world’ is of interest only from a salvation-historical point of view. The valuation of the process – decisively differentiating ‘modern’ times from the world of the Old Testament and pagan mythology – distinguishes Calderón’s techniques from the allegorical abstractionism of medieval didactic literature and its leveling functionalization of typology. The assumption that such progress follows a providential order securing its overall unity separates Calderón from concepts suggesting plural, contingently evolving developments, which emerge rudimentarily and without further theorization during the Renaissance, that is, as manifestations of the decay of discursive order. As will be demonstrated, the author himself inscribed into his individual plays the postulate of an inclusive unity and ‘sameness’ of the ‘whole world’, using gradated hybridizations of allegorical and typological schemata. He also theorized this feature with respect to his two subtypes of autos, defining allegory as a method mediating between what is (visible) and what is not (visible), whereby the essential ‘sameness’ of everything alive and the basic ‘stamps’ (typoi) providing rudimentary differentiation are brought to light. The allegorical modeling lays bare (it formulates on an abstract level) what the typological modeling maintains with regard to each individual entity: all things extant are instantiations of the ever same typoi, and ultimately the manifestations of one single – the divine – typos,351 ‘expressing’ itself to differing degrees of perfection.







3.3.2The Re-Subjugation of Pagan Myth: El divino Orfeo

I

Calderón de la Barca based two of his autos sacramentales on the myth of Orpheus, one during the early phase of his creative work, probably around 1634, the other in 1663, when he was at the apogee of his reputation. As to the reception of myth, the second version, always deemed exceptional in aesthetic terms, may therefore be considered an especially emphatic response on Calderón’s part.352 A comparison of the two plays would be rewarding, but situating the definitive version with respect to the myth and its tradition is more expedient by far. From this perspective, the first version seems a still partially incomplete draft of what is laid bare in the later rendering.

There are reasons why Calderón devoted his attention specifically to the myth of Orpheus (the constellation sketched above is without parallel): for one, this myth is one of the most popular materials of the ancient tradition that had been released from its medieval “imprisonment”353 during the Renaissance. As a discourse-historical process, this release is a particularly significant characteristic of the period, whose distinctive feature is not primarily a ‘rebirth of antiquity’, but a dissolution of colonizing superstructures once undisputed. In addition, the figure of Orpheus in particular is of central significance in the attempts at theoretically legitimizing an ‘autonomous’ literature no longer tied to salvific truths. These efforts culminate in Florentine Neoplatonism. Their reception on the part of sixteenth century Spanish humanism was verified already by Curtius. The latter, however, subsumes the entirety of Spanish Baroque literature, specifically the oeuvre of Calderón, under this poetics, which is ‘theological’ only in a special sense that is ultimately contrary to its self-selected label.354 In reclaiming discursive control once again, the objective is not a continuation, but the overcoming of the Neoplatonic concept of ‘theological poetics’, in favor of what one might term a theologically controlled poetics.


II

II.1

Like hardly any other, the myth of Orpheus might be adduced as evidence for Blumenberg’s thesis that the structure of the myth in general is fundamentally open, potentially permitting infinitely many transformations.355 At the same time, M. Fuhrmann’s remark is valid that a myth must feature certain constants to be identifiable as a specific story.356 Reconciling these two positions is less difficult than it might appear at first glance. As a rule, a myth consists of several distinct, often barely connected stories, which may also have emerged at different points in time. In the course of the tradition, rather extensive transformation processes tend to be at work within these separate stories; but the respective changes hardly ever reach a point at which identifiability could become a serious issue. The problems that literary studies encounter when attempting to describe the reception of mythology often originate in the mere fact that the distinct stories united in a specific myth are not sufficiently separated from one another. This is particularly the case with regard to the research on Calderon’s mythological autos. At least as far as literary studies are concerned, it also holds true for a considerable number of the customary theses regarding the Christian interpretation of ancient mythology in general.


II.2

Seen from this angle, two different strands of the myth of Orpheus are to be distinguished from one another. In the case at hand, this is of particular import as regards assessing the reception in Christian times, for Late Antiquity’s discursive colonization has recourse to one of these strands, while medieval allegoresis has recourse to the other. In the Renaissance, the strand marginalized during the Middle Ages is at the center of attention, albeit for different reasons than in Late Antiquity. Calderón deals with both of these traditions, while situating his interpretation in relation to the different stages of the reception, as well as to the corresponding functionalizations. In El divino Orfeo, the concentrative tendency of the Baroque comes to the fore in a downright exemplary manner. By way of a particular subject matter, this play ultimately précises and evaluates the previous discursive history in its entirety.357

The better-known of the two aforesaid strands is the story of the loss, rescue, and second loss of Eurydice. Combining a ‘transgression of semantic boundaries’ (Lotman)358 with a ‘tragic’ ending, this impressive story – not traceable prior to Virgil, and then also present in Ovid – may owe its exceptional resonance not least to its representing the concept of the non-trivial narrative text in a paradigmatic manner. Previous mentions of the protagonist alone date back to around the middle of the sixth century BCE.359 In the Greek tradition, Orpheus is one of the earliest poets and spiritual teachers. He is considered the ‘inventor’ of music. In later times, these conceptions are specified to the point of making him into the founder of a religion; the allocation of this role will primarily have to be seen in relation to the assumption that he may move freely between this world and the underworld. The notion of the spouse’s rescue seems to have existed already in ancient times, where it was an ultimately successful descent, as may be gathered from Euripides’ Alcestis. It cannot be ascertained whether the version recounted in Plato’s Symposium – suggesting that the journey to Hades had ‘not attained its aim’ (ἀτελῆ, 179d) – was innovative. The story of the catabasis seems to have been a corollary element in former times. The overall complex had been primarily connected to a certain conception of the central figure, while being of low profile in terms of narrative elaboration. In a sort of reversal of the respective degrees of importance, the narrative of Orpheus and Eurydice seems to have become detached from that context during Hellenistic times; it was then given its well-known shape by Virgil and Ovid.360

The Christian reception of this strand still influences the modern, secular conception with its positive rendering of the protagonist. Even so, in the first two literary elaborations of the myth, regardless of differences in the details, Orpheus is presented as a character who proves himself unworthy of Olympian favor by transgressing divine law precisely when his wish is granted him.361 In Virgil, the rejection of a conceivable ‘tragicizing’ reading is conveyed via a basic method of didactic literature: paradigmatization with subsidiary contrasting. Orpheus is set in opposition to the protagonist of the frame narrative, the beekeeper Aristaeus, who had indirectly caused Eurydice’s death by pursuing her, beset with lust. The gods punish him by destroying his apiculture. To appease them, the beekeeper performs the ritual sacrifices suggested by his mother Cyrene. When he returns to the altar nine days later, a new swarm of bees has formed in the animal carcasses. Hence Aristaeus serves as a sort of “foil” (W. S. Anderson) for Orpheus.362 Obeying the divine command, he corrects his error, and even manages to prevail over death. Orpheus, by contrast, transgresses the god’s directive, and thus causes Eurydice’s definitive end; perservering in his lament and refusing remarriage (which would imply his being cured from his personal misfortune), he defies fulfilling his social function, compulsory as per the ancient conception. In view thereof, the story’s ending – Orpheus is slain by Thracian women – is an element consistent with the character’s valuation as presented by the implied author.363

Ovid not only retains the version of the events given in Virgil, but also the valuation, which he renders explicit. The frame narrative concerning Aristaeus is omitted. Orpheus’ attitude after Eurydice’s second death is reinterpreted as a cult of pederasty, which is negatively valued in Ovid, as is well known.


II.3

The Christian reception and reinterpretation of the myth commences during the second century. As indicated, it does not refer to the Virgilian or Ovidian story initially, focusing rather on the notion of Orpheus as a philosopher, poet, and bard, whose word or song was thought to have powers capable of transforming the world. The first verifiable stage of reception is Clement of Alexandria’s Protreptikos (end of the second century). The text’s chief concern is polemics against paganism qua system of world-orientation, still intact for the most part at that time.364 In the relevant passages, Clement builds his case on the concept of God’s Word and Creation as a ‘song’, which is familiar from both the Old and the New Testaments; among other things, he alludes to Wisdom 11: 21 – a verse that, in medieval times, will become the most frequently quoted of all sentences contained in Scripture.365 Christ’s gospel represents the typological stage of fulfillment, the ‘new song’. This song’s power is praised by Clement with exuberant formulations.366 It is here that the myth of Orpheus comes into play. According to Clement, God’s song is incommensurably more powerful than that of the pagan poet-philosopher: the Judeo-Christian doctrine of the logos as world-establishing and world-altering is rendered accessible to the addressees by appealing to a conception located within their cultural horizon. The device has an illustrative and rhetorical function, but no theological implications.367 A strict separation of the false (pagan) belief from the true faith is maintained.368

It would thus be highly problematic to conceive of the parallel in terms of a typological continuity – this fact is emphasized by Clement’s qualification of Orpheus, whom he considers a historical individual, as a ‘charlatan’ having lured his audience into ‘idolatry’ and intellectual ‘slavery’ on the ‘pretext’ of intoning ‘music’.369 The typological prefiguration of Christ’s song is not that of Orpheus, but that of David – a singer who aligns himself with the Word of the one and only authentic God, and from whose offspring the ‘new song’ was later to emerge. The typological continuity of this ‘truthful tune’ is expressly distinguished from the ‘Thracian [Orphic] music’370, which is compared to the music of Jubal (Tubal).371 In Genesis 4: 21, the latter is identified as having invented the playing of the cithara and the flute (“fuit pater canentium cithara et organo”). Jubal is a descendant of Cain, and so is negatively valued from a (Judeo‑)Christian perspective.372 He belongs to that strand of the first ancestors who, after the self-inflicted loss of God’s grace, pursued man’s illusory project of self-empowerment, of constructing a purposively rational world. By association, Clement places the pagan poet in this line, which implies more than a valuation of Orpheus; it denotes a qualification of ancient wisdom and civilization as such.373

In Clement, Orpheus is thus considered a contrastive foil for God the Father, David, and Jesus Christ as poets.374 God the Father sings His song on the ‘world as instrument’ for all time; on earth, his Son vocalizes it in a new version altering the world and granting grace; this event had already been heralded by David’s song. The pagan Orpheus has no place in salvation history’s line of tradition, rather illustrating the concept of an unblessed and therefore ineffectual song and word. In another section of his admonition, Clement – freely varying and altering the traditional mythos – asserts that Orpheus later acknowledged his having been singing the ‘false’ song, after which he attempted to sing a ‘truly holy hymn’. Still, Clement does so only to stress that ancient wisdom, even if retaining some ‘sparks’ of the truth by participating in divine creation, is formulated without knowledge of the ‘Word’, and so will ultimately always be comparable to someone ‘who aims to walk without feet’.375

The patristic appropriation of the myth and of ancient pagan wisdom in general is one of the most intriguing processes of discourse history overall. The thesis of a typological incorporation retains its significance; but further reflection is required as to whether a dividing line would have to be drawn, also terminologically, between an illustrative and ultimately polemical employment of the pagan substrate on the one hand, and the construction of salvation-historical continuity on the other. The general aim of the patristic reception of pagan myth is not a harmonizing equalization and syncretism, but the subjugation of pagan wisdom.376 It is another issue that the conquered substrate (in this case: the Orpheus myth) is thus passed down in what at first glance appears to be an innocuous version – which, as a result of its high aesthetic appeal, entices above all the poetae to innumerable revivals. The fact that one may encounter rudimentary attempts at providing a sort of ‘typologizing’ legitimization of the myth in writers not educated in theology does not primarily bespeak strategies for the reception of myth in the Christian tradition, but the condition of literature under theology’s supremacy.


II.4

At least as far as the myth of Orpheus is concerned, indications of a typological exegesis are not very frequent in the Middle Ages either – one reason for this being that the euhemeristic reading of Orpheus as a factual individual, while indeed existent during medieval times, does not actually gain in significance again until the Renaissance.377 The Middle Ages focus on the other strand, the love story, and comprehend it as a ‘fabulous tale’ (“fables [. . .] mençoignables”), hence read it in keeping with the standard procedure for subjugating exogenous fictional discourses – i.e., allegoresis. The tradition essentially begins with Boethius’ Consolatio philosophiae (~523), but a systematic allegoresis is first detectable in the Ovide moralisé, in the late thirteenth century version. In the previously indicated sense, this shift of interest occurring already during the early sixth century is likely to be linked to the fact that, from the viewpoint of a victorious Christianity, the founder of a pagan religious tradition was of no consequence, in contrast to the tremendous significance of the textual corpus handed down from pagan antiquity.378

The Ovide moralisé initially relates the literal version of the story, in order to then interpret it with regard to the truths hidden within. The catabasis is decoded as Christ’s journey into hell. Consequently, Eurydice represents Eve, while the snake represents the Biblical serpent. Yet it was necessary to emend the conclusion of the mythical story rather substantially, so as to align the narrative with the essence of the Christian perspective; for the error of having turned around cannot be ascribed to the traveler to hell, seeing that he now denotes the Savior himself. Moreover, the myth’s tragic ending had to be replaced by the (in tendency) positive conclusion of the Christian model; for Eurydice represents Eve not only as an individual, but also as the embodiment of mankind.

The rather strained reinterpretation blames the lapse on Eurydice, while rendering it conditional – sinners who follow Christ, and persevere in so doing, will be saved:

Ceulz qu’il trouva presentement

[. . .]

Par lui cuite et delivre furent,

S’ils se tenissent vraiement

En l’amour de lor vrai ament,

Et s’il emprez lor delivrance

Tenissent la droite creance

De Dieu sans resorter arriere,

Jusqu’ils fussent fors de l’orniere

D’enfer et dou monde passez.

(10: 486–498)379

Although the emendation performed in the story’s allegoresis is rather gentle and not even expressly thematized per se, the Ovide moralisé already formulates a position that is, in fact, much more representative of the Christian reception of myth than a typological incorporation.380 The stories are understood as poetic ‘fables’ without an immediately mimetic relation to reality; only by virtue of an exegesis with a view to Biblical revelation will their truth come to light:

Des le premier comencement

Du mont jusqu’a l’avenement

Jhesu Christ, qui por nous requerre

Vault descendre du ciel en terre,

Font ci mencion cestes fables,

Qui toutes samblent mençoignables

Mes n’i a riens qui ne soit voir:

Qui le sens en porroit savoir,

La veritez seroit aperte,

Qui souz les fables gist couverte.

(1: 37–46)381

Placing the myth into the realm of fictional tales, the way is cut off for the ultimately dangerous discussions concerning a revelation history as inclusive of pagan antiquity.382 As the above passage confirms, this devaluation does not prevent a reception of the ancient texts as having a certain or even a high truth content (“n’i a riens qui ne soit voir”). The background of this at first glance confusing assessment is the priority thesis, developed by Justin Martyr in continuation of Jewish apologetics, and conveyed to the Middle Ages via Isidore of Seville.383 Representing a sort of unquestioned basic theorem of medieval humanism, it claims that ancient pagan wisdom is of more recent date than the Mosaic and prophetic texts, and that it has recourse to Old Testament teachings. Pagan lore is considered a plagiarization with a subsidiary falsification of the original truth. Justin’s notion is a virtuosic example of a strategy of discursive colonization. It permits a devaluation of the material to be interpreted, which is adjustable according to expediency. A consistent exegesis with a view to one’s proper and preexistent truth is simultaneously facilitated. At its core, the priority thesis implies that the appropriation of heterogeneous matter is not performed for purposes of compromise or reciprocal permeation, but ever at the expense of what is being interpreted; for this stolen, then disfigured material cannot be anything but a distortion of those truths to which it is once more reduced by way of allegorical exegesis. The approach differs fundamentally from a typological reading, since the latter perspective entails granting the assimilated substrate the status of a reality ultimately always set forth by God Himself, hence of an (albeit limited) truth in its own right.384

Throughout analogism’s stage of order, in Christian Late Antiquity and medieval times, the processes of the reception of myth thus tend toward a strategy of subjugation.385 The spectrum vacillates between a ‘disparagement’ or rejection ‘en bloc’ and the instrumentalization of myths for purposes of illustrating the pre-established truth, whose veracity manifests itself precisely in the fact that even the texts of the conquered pagan world cannot but convey this essence under their ‘mendacious’ surface.


II.5

It is in the (Italian) Renaissance that this state of affairs changes fundamentally. Specifically as regards the myth of Orpheus, the renewed engagement by far exceeds the well-known phenomenon termed ‘humanism’ – that is, of reading ancient texts while no longer intending an exegesis concerned with salvific truths. Construed euhemeristically, as a historical individual once again, the poet-musician Orpheus becomes the central figure in a construct with the self-chosen label of a ‘theological poetics’, aimed at precisely the opposite of what that term would seem at first glance to indicate. Its concern is a theoretical legitimization of what, already since the end of the tenebrae and despite strict discursive control, emerged and recurred spontaneously: a form of poetry that, while not deeming itself in opposition to the salvific truths, saw itself in autonomous distance from them. For previous experience had also demonstrated that, as long as poetry was not capable of ascribing to itself a theoretical basis establishing it as a discourse in its own right, it would not escape colonization by the official discourse. The emergence of a secular love poetry, its partial reduction in Dante’s Vita Nuova, and its final ‘absorption’ by the concept of divine love in the Commedia, is only the most striking example.

Accordingly, at the very moment of analogism’s crisis, the leeway obtained is exploited to provide a theoretical basis for the concept of an autonomous literature. The fact that this notion itself was in no way self-evident, and that the recourse to a metaphysical agency was still required (as remains to be shown), indicates once more that the Renaissance was not an anticipation of modernity, but rather an epoch during which the contents and partial structures of the traditional discourse continued to exist, albeit in a de-systematized form, hence open for refunctionalizations, including the occasional reversal of contents and values into their opposites.

The developmental history of the theory of a ‘theological poetics’ – nascent in Albertino Mussato, conveyed by Boccaccio, fully developed in Marsilio Ficino – cannot be detailed here. A. Buck’s seminal study logs the different stages of the discussion; J. Warden charts Ficino’s argument; R. Herzog substantiates that the concepts formulated in Boccaccio are based on Mussato’s Epistola 7 (1309).386

Mussato’s Epistola still argues without recourse to Platonist theory, invoking the equal treatment of poetry and Scripture in terms of hermeneutic techniques as practiced since Late Antiquity. Initially, this method served the purpose of discursively domesticating traditional poetic texts; the allegoresis of Ovid according to the schema of the multiple senses of Scripture still belongs to this tradition. Reversing this line of reasoning, Mussato arrives at the thesis that poetic texts are also texts of truth, components of a comprehensive ‘sacral’ text corpus.387 In other words: as regards its significance, the Platonic theory of an inspired, hence ‘true’ poetry, once again rendered common knowledge by the fifteenth century Florentines, is ultimately nothing but a prestigious prop for securing a notion that initially evolved separately from a ‘rebirth’ of antiquity, and specifically while the discourse’s organizing structure was disintegrating. This is a singular case, but in terms of discourse history, the phenomenon as such is representative for an epoch only very partially characterized by the term renaissance. ‘Theological poetics’ claims a sort of sectoral order within a discursive field of plural, no longer hierarchically organized subfields. From that perspective, this poetics is in line with the epoch’s ‘autonomous’ political and social theories, as developed in Machiavelli and Castiglione. In a non-theoretical form, the tendency towards autonomization and pluralization characterizes the discourse of the disintegrating stage overall.

Arguing against the common cliché of the discourse’s ‘self-emancipation’, Blumenberg’s previously cited study points out that the phenomenon actually constituting the epoch is a sort of manumissio, which explains the extensive, suddenly emergent rejection of the concept of a hierarchically organized, overarching structuring.388 At the moment of the nominalistic rupture, the traditional ordre du discours itself realizes that the project of subjugating the (discursive) world to the revealed truth divests the almighty God of the privilege that is His alone: to ever have at His unrestricted disposal the order of Creation.

It would thus be a rewarding task to detail the extent to which the nominalistic premise regulates the epoch’s entire theoretical reflection. As to the context at hand, it is necessary to consider the vehemence with which Ficino, the theoretical head of the Florentine Academy, asserts the basic contention of the nominalistic stance: God’s ‘excellence’ and omnipotence entail that His willing and acting are ‘infinite’.389 In contrast to Bandello and to the epoch’s theoretical thinkers, such as Montaigne, this insight does not result in Ficino’s deeming futile all efforts at conceptual knowledge. Together with Machiavelli and Castiglione, he represents the ‘optimistic’ strand of nominalistic thinking, which does not contemplate the ultimate consequences of the aforesaid premise, but rather understands the concept of a universe utterly subject to contingency’s reign as allowing mankind to at least tentatively grasp this world by having recourse to its own abilities. As Ficino explicates in his commentary on Plato (indeed in approximate agreement with the Christian doctrine, initially), the soul – that is, its intellective pars – is a godlike agency. Like its source, it has the capacity to progress ‘infinitely’: not with regard to ‘creating’ (as does God), but certainly in terms of ‘grasping’ the ‘infinitely many forms’ of being.390

This epoch did not provide a construction by means of which God’s infinite will and the human intellect’s unlimited rational capacities might be reconciled in a way that would effect more than a correlation on the level of potentialities.391 It is virtually impossible that two infinite capacities come to congruence; consequently, everything ‘grasped’ by man’s intellect remains accidental. More than anything, this distance – between a claim to autonomy and the inability to legitimize this autonomous discourse as meaningful – explains why Ficino, in furthering Mussato’s and Boccaccio’s notions, has recourse to the Platonic theory of mania in places where he is indeed specific as to the elaboration of his concepts – that is, in the area of poetic theory. In so doing, he relies on a notional construct that does not connect the concept of truth to rational ‘grasping’ (“[mens] ad innumerabiles formas [. . .] capiendas idonea”), but precisely to its opposite, to ecstasy.

Ficino’s attempt at provisionally bridging the gap between metaphysically committed and immanent thinking thus remains precarious. The Neoplatonist notion of poetry as a privileged locus for the integration of ‘truth’ and autonomy in relation to the traditional dogma produces constructions and contentions – in part already in Ficino, in part in continuation of his conceptions – that indicate the incommensurability of the two poles conflated by the Neoplatonists, rendering the entire concept inacceptable to an analogism reconsolidating itself in the middle of the sixteenth century.

From a modern viewpoint, one of the most striking of these connective concepts is the notion of a prisca theologia, widespread during the Italian Renaissance – that is, of an ‘older’, ‘ancient’ theology of poet-theologians – so labeled in allusion both to Plato’s concept of inspired poetry and to Augustine’s problematically interpreted reference to theological poets.392 The main representatives are Abraham, Moses, Zoroaster, Hermes Trismegistus, Orpheus, Pythagoras, and Plato. The break with the traditional Christian appropriation of pagan wisdom lies in the fact that the latter is no longer valued as a truth stolen from the Old Testament, and more or less falsified, to be grasped via an allegorical exegesis; instead, it is considered an authentic stage of an uninterrupted revelatory tradition, leaving unresolved the issue of whether Christianity represents the highest of these stages at all: the concept of an autonomous, but at once metaphysically true poetry challenges the core constituents of the dogma.393

There is no systematic basis for the special status of the poet-theologian Orpheus within the framework of this construction. He rather becomes a sort of figurehead for the entire concept. One reason may be his (attributed) role as an almost immediate precursor to Plato; more importantly, his characteristics embody the civilizational concept of the Italian Renaissance in an ideal way. The notion of the transformative power of the Orphic song (that is, of art) – uncovering the morally beautiful in its recipients, even in the prince of the underworld – renders Orpheus a leading figure of humanism and its, if not anti-, then non‑Christian worldview. The mythical poet was virtually predestined for the role of the ‘theological poet’ par excellence. He became a kind of metonym for an epochal construction, the conceptual complexity of which was no longer perceived due to the intellectual hegemony of humanist viewpoints.

The enormous iconographic and literary presence of the myth of Orpheus in the European art of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, and in part still of the seventeenth, will have to be considered independently from the concept of theological poetics – or rather, it reflects the latter’s stage of trivialization.394 The story of Orpheus achieves outstanding popularity; above all, the question of the legitimacy of using it as a literary image is no longer topical, at least for the time being.395 This point is not only valid for Italy, but also for Spain.396 When beginning with his project of a renewed subjugation of the myth to salvific truths, Calderón faces a situation in which mythology has become commonplace, subject to playful instrumentalizations of all kinds, as is characteristic of the late Renaissance and Mannerism. While the moralizing Christian exegesis handed down from medieval times is still present – for instance in Fernando de Herrera’s Anotaciones (1580) on Garcilaso de la Vega’s poems – it is but one among others, which explains Calderón’s emphatic insistence on his reading as the only correct one.397 Apart from Lope de Vega’s dramatization of the Virgilian version in the comedia El marido más firme (1630), there is Quevedo’s carnivalesque adaptation in the poem Calífica a Orfeo para idea de maridos dichosos, which lauds Orpheus’ fate as a husband’s peak of bliss (having been widowed not only once, but twice of the very same woman).398 In addition, the appellation nuevo Orfeo or Orfeo español became a topos of panegyric speech in Spain, while its phonetic amenability with a view to rhyming may well explain the rather accidental presence of the catchword Orfeo in any conceivable, more or less suitable context.399


II.6

With his auto, Calderón responds to the ‘immense popularity’400 of a myth that attracted special attention from the renovatio not least because it touches upon central aspects of Christian dogma such as a descensus and a ‘resurrection’, as well as the concept of love’s death-defeating power. Yet it is not without reason that Calderón subjected in his mythological autos virtually all conventional material to a renewed, Christian exegesis. For no other discursive field sustained the autonomy characteristic of the Renaissance and humanism as long as mythology, partially even into the high Baroque; the pagan potential of the mythical stories was no longer perceived at all – not even by poets whose orthodox worldview stands beyond doubt.

It is likewise not without reason that Calderón dealt in particular with the myth of Orpheus twice; in his treatment of the ancient material, he exercised a severity remarkable even for this poet of rhetorical splendor and discursive rigor: for both of these autos (particularly the second one) not only take aim at the popular reception of myth; they also deal with Orpheus as the figurehead of the above-characterized positions known under the name of ‘theological poetics’.

The response to this concept had not been limited to Italy. The influence it still had in seventeenth century Spain is demonstrated by the Panegyrico por la poesía (1627), rendered accessible by Curtius and attributed by T. Heydenreich to the Sevillian Augustinian monk Fernando Luis de Vera y Mendoza (1603–1641).401 One may indeed take seriously the author’s assertion that he wrote the treatise at the age of seventeen.402 For the manuscript presents a conglomeration of notions committed to the concepts of theological poetics, intermingled with entirely heterogeneous, rhetorical or ‘technical’ conceptions of poetry in the Horatian tradition. Most importantly, the Panegyrico testifies to the dissemination of the presented body of thought. Heydenreich’s publication of another previously inaccessible document of contemporary poetology confirms this impression: Tomás Andrés Cebrián’s Panegírico por la poesía (1636/37) basically accords with Fernando de Vera’s encomium.403

In de Vera, the thesis of the “divinity of poetry”, as well as the more expressly heretical praise of poetry as “el timon con que se gouierna el nauio de la vida humana”, draw on some disparate quotes from Scripture (as is customary among the Florentines), on Augustine’s concept of theological poets, and on a (not problematized) inductive ‘proof’ of the existence of a “furor poetico” qua “merced del cielo”.404 The catalog adopts the ancient pagan and Old Testament ‘poets’ invoked by the Florentines (Moses, Nimrod, Hermes Trismegistus, Orpheus, Musaeus, Linus, Hesiod), and explicitly cites the founders of theological poetics as authorities, specifically Boccaccio and Ficino, followed by a great number of contemporary Spanish poets.405

Were they not reflections of a theory widespread on a higher level, one might classify as curiosities the Panegyrico, Cebrián’s treatise, and other testimonies of similar nature likely to have circulated during this time. Rather predictably, the most important Spanish spokesmen for theological poetics are not to be found among the theologians, but among the poets. Aside from those referred to in Curtius, specifically Juan del Encina and Vicente Espinel, the Petrarchists with a tendency towards Platonism should be mentioned: Garcilaso, Herrera, and especially Fray Luis de León.406 In De los nombres de Cristo (1583), the latter does not hesitate to describe poetry as divinely inspired; its goal is to elevate the spirit to God, since (as per his general definition) “poesía no es sino una comunicación del aliento celestial y divino”.407 The ‘proof’ is based on the topical formula of God having arranged all things in a harmonious manner.408 When one compares this claim with the corresponding passage in Clement, it seems to represent a reversal.409 The formula does not serve the purpose of praising the Creation as the one true ‘song’ surpassing all human poetic speech; it rather provides evidence for the fact that the poets – as ‘speakers’ of well-ordered, harmonious words – are no less inspired by God than the prophets.410

Luis de León is too much of a theologian, and the intellectual atmosphere had already changed too drastically,411 for one to be in a position to expect in this case the embedment of theological poetics in a prisca theologia. The essential continuity with the Florentines consists in the assertion of an autonomous access to truth on the part of the poetically inspired, and in the concept of a manifest exteriorization of poetry’s divinity in the well-ordered form of aesthetically arranged speech.412

Even so, the level of reflection in Luis de León is incomparably higher than in the author of the above-cited Panegyrico. He does not consider theological poetics to be an unquestioned set piece; he rather develops a comprehensive theory of art on its basis. Luis de León not only poses the question of the essence, but also that of the function of art, of its effect on the recipient, specifically with regard to salvation. As a result, his aesthetic-theoretical thinking patently exposes the problematic implications of the entire construction. The Platonic topic of the soul’s ascent to God via music is the focal point of his famous ode to Francisco Salinas (after 1576). The condition under which the soul – having already ascended to the highest sphere (“la más alta esfera”) – may dissolve itself into the cosmic harmony intoned by the “gran maestro” is its own well-ordered form:

Y como [el alma] está compuesta

de números concordes, luego envía

consonante respuesta;

y entrambas a porfía

mezclan una dulcísima armonía.413

These formulations articulate nothing less than the more comprehensive position to which, from an orthodox point of view, the attempts at a ‘theological’ poetics414 ultimately refer: a disregard for the central concept of Christian anthropology, specifically the notion of the soul’s fundamental disharmony in the state of original sin, and the need for redemption resulting from that condition.415 This loss of harmony inevitably affects all human agency, as well as its products. Once this basic premise of Christian world-modeling comes to the fore again, the divine can no longer be conceived of as accessible by means of something human, including art, but solely by way of Christ’s Passion and its enduring salvific power guaranteed in the Eucharist.416 Considering this constellation, treating the myth of the priscus theologus Orpheus within the framework of an auto sacramental is already programmatic.



III

III.1

What is at stake for Calderón in his second auto on Orpheus is emphatically expressed in the playful context of the loa: by way of the selected subject (“asunto”, 1839a),417 the tale of the mythical bard, a competition (“desafío”, 1835b) is to determine whether it is the Christian truths or ancient pagan lore and literature that are more adequate for manifesting God’s glory (“Divinas y Humanas Letras, / sepamos cuál de ellas / incluye feliz su [sc. del Señor] mayor excelencia”, 1835a).418 The question posed in the first verses recurs throughout the entire loa as a sort of leitmotif (cf. 1835a–1835b). This element itself is sufficient to demonstrate that, in this play, representative of an epoch in this respect, the Renaissance concept of the plurality, indeed the harmony of diverse notional and discursive worlds is to be superseded once again by a strategy with the objective of subjugation.

Even so, the opposition of letras humanas and letras divinas is shifted to an even more fundamental plane; in this form, it aims at more than just the pagan myth. The allegorical personification of pleasure (“Placer”) asks how the “Coro de la Fe” could have even thought of partaking in the competition without his aid.419 The primera dama, later to embody the letter E (“Eucharistía”), instructs Placer that one will manage without him as long as he stands for “Placer humano”, since solely “Divino Placer” is fit to praise God (“y es hoy Divino Placer / quien mueve la competencia”, 1835b).

The following part of the loa is an ingenious and impressive spectacle in the form of an allegory of letters. Each actor represents one of the letters in the term “Eucharistía”, while metonymically interpreting the respective letter with a view to God: A for Amor, U (V) for Vida, J for Juício, and so forth. After the actors have formed a chain spelling out the word “Eucharistía” on the stage, they change places in a dance, whereby “Eucharistía” transforms into “cíthara Iesu”. The anagrammatic reference to a playfully interpreted ‘true meaning’ etymology establishes the link between the sacrament granting grace and Christ’s role as vocalizing the ‘new song’ (already accentuated in Clement), while simultaneously identifying the one ‘true’ harpist whose music is able to transform the world.

The most remarkable aspect of the loa briefly recapitulated here is the level of abstraction at which the ensuing dramatization of the Orphic material is discussed. The postulate of theological poetics – equivalence of the Christian truths and ancient pagan wisdom as regards partaking of the perfection (in Calderón: “excelencia”) of the ground of being – is to be put to the test by way of the story of Orpheus. Naturally, the competition is of a rhetorical nature only, which is already demonstrated by the distinction between a problematic and a legitimized variant of aesthetic pleasure, targeting Neoplatonism in particular.420 By the end of the loa, there is no room for doubt as to which perspective will prevail.421 The struggle’s objective, however, is not the utter obliteration of ancient wisdom. In a subjugated and fettered condition, the pagan myth may be – and is to be – paraded in the triumphal procession of the Christian faith and the Church, but precisely only in the position of the defeated.


III.2

III.2.1

It is one of the most striking features of the auto itself that the actual plot initially does not respond to the expectations kindled by the title. At the outset, the play presents a dramatization of the creation narrative, including the Fall and the expulsion from Paradise, rendered stageable with the aid of allegorical personifications. As is always the case in Calderón, Adam and Eve are replaced by the allegory of Naturaleza humana. Not least of all, this structure is conducive to symbolizing the supratemporal dimension of this event (already developed by Paul),422 and simultaneously to introducing the tropological level, which is required for obvious reasons. The transgression on the part of Naturaleza humana notwithstanding, the Creator resolves to deliver his ‘bride’ from hell in a sort of second act, by paying the price related in the Gospels. (Spiritual) death itself drops dead at the very moment it puts the Savior to death.423 The latter guides his bride out of the realm of darkness. For her further journey of life, he provides her with a ship carrying the sacraments granting grace.

In other words: the Orpheus play has recourse to the standard sujet of the Calderonian auto, salvation history.424 In Calderón, all discourses on the world are interpreted with this pattern in mind – demonstrating the schema’s totalizing claim. As far as this main proponent of a theologically controlled poetics is concerned, the fact that an original structure would resist this schema does not testify against the all-explanatory claim of the salvific truths, but against the discourse targeted.

It is evident that the ancient love story converges only partially with Christian salvation history. Where this is the case, particularly in the second ‘act’ of the drama, Calderón basically follows the medieval allegoresis, illustrating once again that the Baroque program is restorative. It is therefore problematic to reclaim the distancing from the pagan myth (reflected in the exposition of the allegoresis) for the purposes of imputing to the auto a consciousness of historical difference, and to ascribe to the Baroque characteristics of modernity on that basis.425 As in medieval times, the distance is evaluative, not historicizing; the myth is not ‘the other story’, but ‘the wrong story’, at best a product of distortion. The Baroque hermeneutic process does not stage a dialog of question and answer; it is monological, and aims at annihilating the otherness of the other.


III.2.2

The auto commences with an ominous scene, showing the ‘Prince of Darkness’ on a ship traversing the ‘dark waters of the river Lethe’ (cf. 1839a). In the tradition of medieval drama, this figure has an epic function also. Its ekphrasis already reveals the status of the allusions to pagan myth: the river Lethe is “[un] imaginado río”, the ship of Hades’ ruler “[una] supuesta Nave” (1839a, b).426 The plot’s ties to the myth, virtually required by the auto’s title, are intimated in these initial verses (before fading into the background for a long time), but in such a way as immediately relegates the myth to the realm of fiction. This devaluation is reinforced when the Príncipe de las tinieblas develops the motif of crossing the river Lethe by calling his attempt at leading Naturaleza humana into his dominion an act of piracy, while qualifying this as figurative speech (“por quien Cosario intento / dar fuerza a un Alegórico Argumento”, 1840a): the myth is located on the same level as the popular literary cliché alluded to via the motif of a bride abducted by pirates, as in romance and travel novels of the Hellenistic tradition. Yet even these depictions that have been presented as noncommittal in essence are in need of justification. From a sequence of scriptural passages (“el Sacro Texto”) in which the Devil is termed a thief (“ladrón”), Envidia (his companion) deduces the legitimacy of his calling himself “Pirata de los Mares” (1840a).427 ‘True’ salvific truth is set against ‘supposed’ (“supuesta”) poetic ‘truth’; the latter – even should its fictional status be proclaimed – only has a right to exist if it may be subsumed under scriptural concepts. This is precisely the Calderonian, the Baroque response to the Renaissance concept of a theological poetics.

In terms of time, the scene sketched above is situated even before the Creation.428 In this auto, the process itself is staged in an exceptionally delightful fashion. Using formulations taken from Genesis (“Hágase la Luz Hermosa”, and so forth), God (“Quien de la nada hacer el todo gusta”, 1840b)429 awakens the allegories of the individual days, which then introduce themselves by way of ekphrasis; with poetic adornment, they describe what was created on the respective day (1840b–1842a). As always in Calderón, the allegory of a ‘sleeping creation’ is not only theatrically effective, but also theologically accurate. It illustrates the notion of the world being already present in God’s knowledge and will prior to its creation, hence its being independent of temporality. The supratemporality of divine will430 constitutes one of the fundamental assumptions of the orthodox analogical encoding. It is not without reason that Calderón brings it into play again and again, both here and elsewhere. For transferring scripturally revealed patterns to any time and all phenomena may only generate a true discourse on the world if God’s willing is always identical with itself, and does not progress in temporality. To deny the divine will this possibility was incriminated by nominalistic theology as an ultimately blasphemous pretension.431 As per Jesuit directives, the autos – in contrast to the comedias – do not engage in theologically controversial lines of argument. They proclaim the one and only truth, whose immanent coherence and aesthetically impressive presentation is to capture the audience to such an extent as to obstruct the possibility of even thinking the ‘other’.

The first scene’s only link to the myth is to be seen in the fact that God awakens the days with his song (“Adviértase que cuanto represente ha de ser cantado en estilo recitativo” being the stage direction for the entrance of God/Orpheus, 1840a). This notion refers to the connection made in Clement between the act of divine creation as a song and the (if not world-creating, world-transforming) tunes of the mythical bard.432 Calderón cites the conception in his first auto on Orpheus by explicitly alluding to this source.433 In Clement, the relation between the two is basically one of opposition; Calderón, as will be demonstrated, follows that line. The incorporation of Clement’s version in particular into the thematization of the Orpheus and Eurydice material is worth mentioning because, in contrast to the medieval allegoresis,434 the auto must thus be seen as dealing with the ‘entire’ Orpheus: the Virgilian–Ovidian, but also the euhemeristic version brought once again to the fore by the Neoplatonists. The Trinitarian dogma is the basis facilitating the character’s identification with both God qua Creator and Christ, enabling the integration of the two strands of the mythos.

Before the Prince of Darkness and Envidia begin hatching the plot darkly foreshadowed in the introductory scene outlined above, the Devil relates the story of his rebellion and fall, well-known during this epoch, and almost stereotypical in the auto qua genre. It is especially of interest in that it features a sort of negative travesty of bridal mysticism: before the creation, God has shown the Devil an image of His bride (human nature).435 Since she is to be his future sovereign, the Devil is to pay her his respects. When beholding the image, the Devil is consumed with envy – hence the allegory of Envidia as his constant companion: envy of human nature, since he will be subordinated to her, but also envy of God; for the devil has become enamored with God’s bride. “Odio” and “amor” thus render him an insurgent (“comunero”, 1842b–1843a).

The dramatic resources opened up by this theory of the angels’ fall are evident. In the allegorical drama of the Baroque, shaped by courtly concepts, the motif of the two gallants – Christ and the Devil – courting the human soul largely replaces the older schema of psychomachia, which was deemed a relic of an uncultivated worldview governed by manifold brutalisms.436 Apart from this point, the exegesis of the fall of Lucifer and the subsequent Fall of Man as consequences of an adulterous love is of particular interest for the interpretation of another important subgenre of Baroque drama, the comedia de honor.437

The aforementioned plot to drive Naturaleza humana into the arms of the Devil who covets her assigns a decisive role to the allegory of Envidia. Disguised as a snake, she is to poison human nature, rendering her defenseless in the moment of weakness and thus an easy prey for the abductor eager to take her away into his dominion, the ‘realm of darkness’. A. A. Parker has demonstrated that, in his second auto on Orpheus, Calderón split up the antagonist of the first play (still named Aristeo) into two agents, so as to very consciously distance himself from the myth to a greater extent than he had in the 1634 play; or rather, the playwright thereby implicitly criticizes his first reception of the material as having been overly influenced by humanism. According to the Christian view, the Devil alone has no power over mankind in the state of iustitia originalis; only sin qua abstract agency – which, in actu, represents an impulse of the human soul itself – may give him access to Naturaleza humana.438

Before the critical event occurs, the paradisiacal situation, modeled as idyll, receives some attention. In a dialog alluding to the motif of a précieux love scene, God – here accentuated as Christ (“[. . .] Hijo del Sol / de Justicia, cuya antorcha, / Dios de Dios y Luz de Luz / en sus símbolos me nombra”, 1845a) – asks his “Esposa” to accompany him to his florally adorned palace (“Entra a mi florido Alcázar”, 1845b). The personified allegories of the days of creation attend the couple to be married. Only the personification of Placer (already introduced, and rather dysfunctional within the framework of the Creation allegory) remains outside the gates of Paradise, afraid of the serpents Christ had mentioned to the bride.

It is the naïve and conceited Placer who then engages in a conversation with the two forces of evil, deeming himself capable of deceiving these two visitors (who seem somewhat suspicious) by telling a delightful story in response to their question as to where they are and who lives there – ultimately, however, Placer shows them the way by which they finally gain access to Naturaleza humana. A more fundamental depreciation of the Neoplatonic assumption that aesthetic pleasure is capable of aiding the soul’s ascent to God is hardly conceivable. Given Placer’s involvement in the Fall – precisely not an ascent, but a plunge into godforsakenness – the concept is dismissed not merely as a superficial self-deception (engaño), but as a delusion with most severe consequences. Considering that the prerequisite for this notional structure is disregard for the concept of original sin – as laid bare, probably inadvertently, in Luis de León – the above scene also has a tropological significance.

Once more, here in the field of aesthetic theory, the Tridentine conception seems to be positioning itself in the immediate vicinity of the stance taken by the Lutheran heresy; but, as with the concept of the will, the variances are ultimately fundamental in this case also. The optimism and relative this-worldliness of the Christianity of the humanist phase are rejected tout court. Yet the gloomy world thereby conceived ultimately serves as a contrastive foil for a bright perspective: as regards the will, the concept that can ‘heal’ all damages brought about by original sin is termed ‘moral theology’; as regards aesthetic pleasure, it is called ‘theologically controlled art’; the underlying arch-concept may be called ‘order’ in the sense of control (Foucault: ordre), in opposition to autonomy.

The story that Placer narrates to the Devil and his companion Envidia – both of whom are disguised as homeless labradores seeking work – is none other than that of Orpheus and Eurydice. The context initially introducing the myth as a continuous narration is thus already incriminating. Placer explains that the two of them have arrived on the ‘Island of Thrace’, home to a bard by the name of Orpheus. It is not without reason that Placer is modeled as rather simple-minded: in his tale, he constantly trips over his tongue, indicating the ‘true’ state of affairs he had intended to hide from the two labradores. The alleged Orpheus, of whom it is said that he is the sun’s son, might even be the sun itself. This ‘bard of grace’ (“Éste, Músico de Gracia”) – or rather, the poet from ‘Thrace’, as Placer quickly corrects himself (“equivocóse la lengua, / de Trazia quise decir”, 1847a) – has a beautiful bride, the water nymph Eurydice, whom he loves more than anything; indeed, so much ‘that, were he to see her in hell . . .’ (cf. 1847a).439 At this point, Placer breaks off his story, informing the farmhands that ‘Eurydice’ is likely to pass by shortly, and that the two of them should only turn to her if looking for employment. Fully convinced of having bewildered the two visitors, still somewhat uncanny to Placer, he bids them farewell.440

Even so, the Príncipe de las tinieblas is already ‘familiar’ with the story partially narrated by Placer. The competition between the letras divinas and the letras humanas alluded to in the loa is now staged by the Devil. Intending to act the part of Aristaeus in what follows, he wishes to examine the story of Orpheus (the myth) with regard to its truth content:

Y así, para ver si sale

la Fábula en todo entera,

he de ser yo el Aristeo

que esta Hermosura pervierta,

[. . .]

verás si dice la Historia

lo que a la fábula resta.

(1848a)

It hardly seems in need of mention that the conclusion of the ‘true’ story (the Historia) is diametrically opposed to that of the myth (the fábula), suggesting that the latter is not even an incomplete ‘shadow’ of the truth. It contains fragments of verities; but these are organized in such a way that the effect is precisely that of Orpheus’ song according to Clement: ἀπάτη, engaño. In contrast to the tacit correction in the medieval allegoresis, Calderón expressly opposes the mythical fábula to the true Historia; the former’s inadequacy is laid bare by the auto’s ensuing storyline.441

Given the state of the reception of myth, described above, in the Spain of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it is nevertheless evident that a pure devaluation could not have been sufficient. The restorative movement deems it necessary to react to the humanist concept of a kind of unified, pagan-Christian mythology, as well as to the underlying notion of a comprehensive fund of authentic knowledge. Consequently, it has to comment on the status of the points of contact between the myth and the Christian worldview. Due to the discourse-historical situation, the stage of the auto sacramental, ultimately a street theater, becomes the forum on which – in a condensed, but precise form – the history of the Christian subjugation of pagan antiquity is synoptically (re)presented.

In continuation of his initial statement, the Devil is assigned the task of assessing the world-model of the myth by means of a meta-textual comment.442 Initially taunting foolish Pleasure’s intent to ‘deceive him with the truth’ (“De que este villano crea / que con la verdad me engaña”, 1847b), the Devil continues by expounding the crucial point concerning the extent to which the pagan myth is ‘true’: the pagans, blinded by the worship of idols (“La Gentilidad [. . .] / idolatramente ciega”), did have a remote knowledge of the truth (“de las verdades / lejanas noticias”, 1847b); but they attributed the workings of the true God to their own false deities and nymphs. In this way, even the verities contained in pagan wisdom finally become problematic.443 The ‘proof’ of the partial truth content of ancient pagan lore lies in the congruities between “Poetas” and “Profetas” (1847b). For this correlation, the figurative terminology of umbra and veritas is also employed (“verdades en Sombra envueltas”, 1847b). As regards the ‘truth’ of his own fall, the Príncipe de las tinieblas refers to the myth of Phaethon as such a ‘shadow’.

He then elaborates on the myth at issue in this play, illustrating the above abstract concept of a limited truth content coupled with the overall inauthenticity of the pagan myth. Referring directly to the argument in Clement, the Devil – alluding to Wisdom 11: 21 (“aquel Texto / de la Sabiduría Eterna”, 1847b) – terms the world an instrument, on which God plays his unsurpassably harmonious tune. Hence one may call Him a musician indeed.444 Yet this ‘irrefutable truth’ (“una Verdad tan cierta”) had ‘later’ (“adelante”) been falsified (“la [Verdad] vicie”) by attributing to ‘some mortal’ (“algún mortal”, 1848a) the capacity to transform everyone hearing his voice.445 This is followed by the Devil’s aforementioned idea of ‘testing’ the truth content of this myth, namely of the story of the loss and miscarried rescue of the spouse.

According to this epic-like comment, the assessment of the myth may be characterized as follows: the text basically adheres to the positions of the priority thesis. Ancient pagan lore has recourse to what has been revealed in the Old Testament (here, Wis 11: 21), hence does not represent a truth in its own right. It is an umbra of the veritas only on an abstract level – here with regard to the notion that there is a harmony moving the world and attracting all creatures. Essentially, however, it is a perversion of the truth, for it applies already non-original concepts to ‘false’ agents. In this way, it descends to the level of a fábula, a fictional story falsifying the ‘true’ Historia. The argument implies that the ‘recovery’ of ancient pagan wisdom will consist in bringing to renewed evidence the fragmentary, ‘stolen’ verities in the light of the Christian truths, and especially in setting against its fabricated, erroneous attributions the only correct one. The remainder of the auto is entirely governed by the project of ‘laying bare’ the fact that the myth of Orpheus’ descent into hell requires almost constant correction, in order to bring it into agreement with the true course of the Historia once again.446

It is perhaps the most remarkable aspect of this entire, highly condensed passage that Calderón deals with the two versions of the myth simultaneously. These differ in terms of their narrative substrate, and also in terms of their instrumentalization for disparate ends. The popular tale of the catabasis of the ‘most faithful of all husbands’ (Lope de Vega) is presented as a story invented by the naïve Placer, and so dismissed as non-binding; the further course of events robs it of any claim to truth even on the abstract level. Mediated by Placer’s role in the context of the allegory of the Fall, it is qualified as ultimately deleterious, its non-binding nature notwithstanding; for it narrows the recipient’s worldview to the pleasurable aspects, thereby belying the metaphysical sincerity to be reckoned with in every, and even the most mundane situations of life. In a second step and by way of an invective of unsurpassable condescension, the euhemeristically interpreted bard Orpheus – figurehead of the prisca theologia and of theological poetics – is qualified as “algún mortal”. His being ranked with those who proclaimed the truth is dismissed as utter falsification. Not the mythical Orpheus, but God alone vocalizes the world-transforming song indicated in the myth. On the more abstract level of reasoning envisaged in the Príncipe’s speech: ancient pagan lore is only true if it is reducible to the Christian truths. There is no access to the ground of being apart from the one specified in Scripture. The ‘theological’ legitimization of an autonomous poetry – theorized by assuming a prisca theologia – is ‘unmasked’ as a superficial construct ignoring notional dependencies. Poetry – this is Calderón’s position, formative for the renovatio – is only true and legitimate if it subjects itself to being controlled by the authentic truth, that is, if it derives its modeling patterns from the theological discourse. Yet should it cling to the illusion of an immediate access to the authentic, it is ultimately nothing but a ‘distortion’ (‘viciar’) of the truth, hence a vehicle by means of which evil gains access to the soul.

Calderón’s answer to the advocates of a theological poetics is representative for the Baroque’s overall reaction to the de-hierarchized, ‘horizontal’ order of discursive fields having emerged during the Renaissance; but the aim is not a simplistic recusatio of poetry, myth, and aesthetic adornment as detrimental to the human soul. In Francisco Cascales’s Tablas poéticas (1617), the character Pierio laments that, at present (during the renovatio), one has ‘to a large extent cut off’ the poets’ access to mythology as one of the main resources for effecting ‘aesthetic pleasure’, having thereby ‘divested them of the privilege of poeticizing almost entirely’.447 In Calderón, this externally induced, hence unchangeable situation is given a positive value.448 The renovatio is seized as the stimulus for a form of art – orthodox discursively, virtuosic aesthetically – that makes use of the mythical fund once again, though at the cost of presenting it in a newly disciplined, manifoldly ‘fettered’ version.


III.2.3

The playwright’s achievement consists in the original implementation of a program that serves as the foundation of his poetry while not being peculiar to it. This program endows his texts with a more than just aesthetic importance, specifically for an archeology of discourse. The panorama of the contemporary debate on the discursive handling of Renaissance art theory was made accessible again by Heydenreich – who consulted texts that up to that point had remained largely unknown – with the aid of another case, the controversy over Góngora’s oeuvre.449 The different positions involved, however, are likely to have been more nuanced than Heydenreich suggests. Commencing by the end of the 1620s, the polemics on the part of censorship and the Inquisition against the publication of Góngora’s poetry chiefly rest on the charge of an indiscriminately equal treatment of (pagan) profane and (Scriptural) sacral elements (‘mezcla de cosas humanas y divinas’).450 The argument targets the gist of theological poetics (still virulent in Spain at this time) and of Erasmian humanism,451 as well as the poetic praxis conceptually (but not always programmatically) dependent on these two movements. In some cases, the position of the critics is of utmost rigor, amounting to a reprobation of the letras humanas in general.452 Against such claims, the pamphlet Collusión de letras humanas y divinas en defensa de el lyrico Pyndaro cordovés don Luis de Góngora (1637/1644), written by Gaspar Buesso de Arnal, raises its objection.453 The line of reasoning by way of which Buesso defends the letras humanas corresponds rather accurately to the stance formulated by Calderón in his auto on Orpheus – hence precisely not to the theological poetics of humanist provenance.454 Presuming that Buesso’s intention was to defend the letras humanas specifically in the humanist acceptation, his apologetics gains in value as a source, indicating the comprehensive pressure of the renovatio.455

In Buesso, the justification of the letras humanas invokes the priority thesis expounded above; hence the ‘divinity’ of poetry is not a constitutive characteristic, but holds true only to the extent that the letras humanas are daughters (‘hixas’) of the letras divinas.456 The implied declaration of dependence inevitably entails reading the letras humanas in the light of the letras divinas. Only given this proviso may the ‘collusión’ asserted in the pamphlet’s title materialize.457 Buesso demonstrates the practice with the example of mythology – it is the partly moralizing, partly Christological allegoresis also applied by Calderón. In particular, Buesso’s reading of the myth of Andromeda is so closely related to Calderón’s auto Andrómeda y Perseo (1680) that Heydenreich’s hypothesis of a reciprocal acquaintance cannot be excluded.458 Even so, the common denominator of the obscure Buesso and the court poet of global literary distinction is not theological poetics, but the movement of discourse – whether proactively supported or reluctantly accepted – whose program was the restorative overcoming of precisely those positions that had been expressed by the above-cited anonymous Sevillian author one last time for a long while.


III.2.4

After the Devil’s comment on the reception of myth, which suspends the action and must be seen as a condensed characterization of the epoch’s discourse by means of a specific sub-discourse, the play’s plot recommences with an impressive dramatization of the Fall; closely adhering to the scriptural account, it has but few points of contact with the mythological story of Eurydice’s accidental death. The fact that Envidia (in compliance with the Devil’s proposed ‘probing’ of the myth’s truthfulness) identifies the already fallen Naturaleza humana as “la nueva Eurídice” (1849a) does not denote a typological relation of fulfillment, but the valuation as veritas always implied when referring to something as anti-typos.459 Naturaleza humana reaching for the fruit is the ‘new’, the ‘true’ Eurydice to the extent that, in her deeds, the falsifications contained in the mythos – especially the presupposition of an innocent death, hence the overall worldview of fatality – are restored to their original and authentic substrate.

It would be worthwhile to scrutinize how Calderón dramatized the theological doctrine of the Fall of Man, and also the Fall of non-human nature, at the point in time of the first transgression (cf. 1849a–1850b). From the perspective of this study, however, the ensuing, concluding section of the play is of greater import: biting into the fruit Envidia (allegorically: man’s envy for God’s unique status) has offered, Naturaleza humana dies a spiritual death at the very instant of her fateful transgression. Her name is now Eurídice,460 but only up to the point at which the incompatibility of the mythical and the scriptural descent unmistakably comes to the fore: that is, until the beginning of the fortunate journey in the opposite direction – that is, out of hell (cf. 1854a).

This brief section of the dramatic plot – which, by comparison, is the part most closely related to the myth – accomplishes what one might call a ‘shattering’ of myth. In contrast to the older praxis of Christian allegoresis, which concedes to the myth a certain right as fábula by citing and then interpreting it ‘correctly’ (as in the Ovide moralisé), the story of Orpheus’ catabasis is here related in such a way as to correct the ‘errors’ on the level of the plot in the course of the presentation itself.461 In addition, everything retained from the mythical substrate is always immediately interpreted allegorically; as the text itself states, a ‘literal’ narration (with subsequent allegoresis) is abandoned for the device of permixta allegoria (“dejando lo historial / por lo mixto”, 1851b).462












The correction of the content and the fragmentation of the literal plane in favor of an immediate presentation of the actual meaning indicate a methodological stylization of the priority thesis. The starting point in Calderón is the original, Christian model, and not the myth itself, as had still been the case in the Ovide moralisé. The pagan story is no longer recognized as an entity in its own right; only fragments are cited, with a view to, and as a function of, the foundational level. Knowledge of the original myth is thereby presupposed, but only for the purposes of denouncing it. The congruencies and discrepancies indicate what pagan mythographers stole from the fund of true knowledge, thereby placing them in the wrong as ‘forgers’ who suppressed and distorted what is essential. Strictly speaking, there is hardly any allegoresis in Calderón, but rather a complete remodeling of the myth with a view to its ‘authentic’ substrate, the Judeo-Christian narrative. Especially during this epoch still influenced by humanism, a more pronounced rejection of the concept of plural intellectual horizons hardly seems conceivable.

In keeping with this denunciatory interest, the mythical love-lament over the fateful loss of the innocent spouse is transformed into a lamentation of her ingratitude, hence her guilt.463 The victory over the powers of darkness by means of mere song is replaced by the concept of a victory impossible until the divino Orfeo has paid the price for crossing the river Lethe: that is, until he has consented to his being slain.464 Orpheus’ lyre, whose melody is to accompany the salvific song, is now an instrument yet to be crafted, which signifies the absolute uniqueness of the event, while also pointing to its status not as a ‘gift’, but as the result of a deliberate action.465 In addition, the lyre is interpreted allegorically as the Cross.466 The intersection of the mythical descent and the Harrowing of Hell is relieved of any possible ambiguity, as the bard’s authority over the forces of darkness is authenticated by the “Sagrado Texto” (1852b).467 Calderón retains the impressive conversation of the divino Orfeo Christ with the Príncipe de las tinieblas, which is not part of the Christian tradition, while reversing the decisive emphases. Orfeo presents himself to the Prince of Darkness as the latter’s lord (“[el] Príncipe vuestro”, 1854a). The Devil does not comply with Christ’s desire due to the moving power of his song, but because he is forced to act accordingly (and recognizes this from the beginning):

[. . .] esas señas basten,

y no es la primera vez

que el harpa espíritus lance,

pues sombra de esa, Saúl

la tembló en David no en balde.

(1854a)

At the conclusion of the auto, and with recourse to Clement’s interpretation, the only true typological umbra (‘sombra’) of Christ’s redemptive song is thus cited, constituting once again a comment on the significance of the mythological Orpheus.468

As in the Ovide moralisé, the condition for the wife’s return to daylight is not imposed on Orpheus–Christ, but on the esposa (“¿Qué importa que ellos la lleven, / si siempre que ella inconstante / peque y tú el rostro la vuelvas / ha de volver a mi cárcel?”, 1854b).469 Placer signals a need for vigilance, lest the corresponding element of the mythological tale (“la metáfora”, 1854b) turn out to be true.470 The reason for the myth’s modeling – wrong in tendency, while potentially accurate in individual cases – is the most fundamental feature of pagan thought: it has no conception of the remedy against sinking back into death – that is, of divine grace. As regards the ‘law’ of death (“la ley”) to which the Príncipe alludes, Orpheus–Christ offers the keyword of ‘safeguarding’ (“asegurar”) against dangers. Afterward, the allegorical personification of the fifth day of Creation, that of agape, expounds the doctrine of the Eucharist, hence the import of the cargo of the ship aboard which the divine Orpheus leads his bride.471 In this way, the supratemporal impact of the descensus in particular, but also the supratemporal (and therefore also present) validity of the general pattern revealed in salvation history, is once again emphasized. According to the doctrine developed in Aquinas and newly acknowledged at the Council of Trent, the redemptive power of Christ’s Passion is imparted to the dead via the Harrowing of Hell, and to the living via the sacraments, specifically the Eucharist.472 In now untarnished harmony, the auto concludes with a song promising Naturaleza humana – traveling aboard the ‘ship of the Church’ – a fortunate journey of life:

A la nave de la Iglesia

la Naturaleza pase,

buen viaje, buen pasaje;

pues la nave de la Iglesia

es de la Vida la nave,

buen pasaje, buen viaje.

(1855b)473

III.3

In many respects, Calderón’s auto on Orpheus is paradigmatic for the phase of discourse history termed the (Spanish) Baroque: it has recourse both to the appropriation of pagan lore in the age of patristics (Clement) and to the medieval allegoresis of myth; it condenses these two strands of the tradition, and transcends its ‘foils’ by laying bare the orthodox techniques for the reception of myth. The Baroque is neither an uninterrupted ‘continuation’ (Curtius) nor a simple ‘revival’ of medieval times; still less is it a part of ‘modernity’. The concentrative tendency is the result of a situation that required giving a new – yet essentially the old – answer to the proliferating discourses of the Renaissance that had slipped away from the grasp of the organizing superstructure. The reaction was inevitably multifaceted, seeing that the Renaissance itself did not constitute an ‘orderly’, but a chaotic terrain of discursive fields, on which specialized discourses had emerged, in part with a theoretical claim whose tendency was at variance with the medieval discourse. The renovatio’s main focus is on these Renaissance discourses proper. In the case under discussion here, the claim to autonomy and official legitimacy on the part of theological poetics is the central issue. The assumption of fictionality, implied in the medieval allegoresis of the Ovidian story, is transferred to the ‘mythical contrapposto’ (Herzog) of the Christian Creator God as described in Clement, whereby Calderón gives the argument its edge in the context of the contemporary discussion. In this way, it becomes a denunciation of the concept of prisca theologia and of the associated conception of art as an autonomous form of access to the divine.

The blithe and perfect harmony of this auto’s conclusion masks that this order, newly consolidated against the Renaissance, is ever but an ingeniously devised secondary order that is built upon preexisting discourses and thus remains essentially hermeneutic. The final intention of this episteme is to read all preceding discourses with a view to the selfsame pattern, which produces the characteristic structure of analogy. The aesthetic effect resulting from the contrast between the monotony of signification and the virtuosity of interpretation is so intense that it might even call into question the entire endeavor’s basic interest.474




3.3.3The Incorporation of Post-History: La lepra de Constantino

I

As far as is assessable, Calderón’s auto on Emperor Constantine the Great has been largely neglected by scholarly research, which, incidentally, is also true for the other autos sacramentales dedicated to ‘modern’, post-Biblical history. The play’s depreciation in Valbuena Prat (“una obra desigual, pero con buenas y originales escenas”) seems to be paradigmatic of this displacement of an entire subgenre of the auto; for even though Valbuena does not set out to justify his claim, it is more than a subjective judgment of taste.475 The statement reflects the disconcertion that arises when faced with a decidedly abstracting, allegorical reading of history – as a form of access to reality that, since the European reception of Aristotelianism, and even more so after the end of the teleological philosophies of history, seems to represent the level most removed from an abstract encoding. The exegesis of scripture and of mythology with a view to a higher meaning are hermeneutic techniques which modernity still recognizes, not least because it has not developed its own modes of dealing with the respective fields, but has continued to utilize the traditional methods, while refunctionalizing them with the intention of ‘unveiling’ the ‘irrational’ mindset of a past overcome by ‘progress’. Yet seeing that it is hardly possible to reconcile Calderón’s allegorized version of grand history with the modern view of the historical as specific, singular and unrepeatable, the relevant plays are not even subjected to the customary modernizing reading, but are marked as of minor quality and neglected.

It will scarcely be necessary to emphasize once again that the encoding of ‘post-history’ was of critical interest to the renovatio. When rejecting the medieval claim to the supratemporal validity of the (orthodox) analogical modeling schemata, the nominalistic Renaissance does not primarily (or only at a late stage) assert that the ‘old’ times and texts have been inadequately apprehended. The theoretical concept of an unlimited divine will owed its impact not least to the fact that ‘new worlds’ did indeed emerge during the stage of dissolution, the mere existence of which seemed to confirm the nominalistic premise. The demand to comprehend the respective present, not as an already ‘predetermined’, but as a fundamentally ‘open’ time, struck the traditional discourse in its sorest spot; for the Parousia’s non-occurrence meant that orthodox analogism found itself faced with a constantly expanding, ultimately incalculable zero-period of salvation history.476 In Late Antiquity and early medieval times, the problem had been ‘solved’, in part by means of a basic typologizing of post-history, in part by means of suppression, the latter having been facilitated by what is stylized in the cliché of the ‘Dark Ages’: the lack of consistent documentation.477

Even so, Calderón’s most important historical auto does not seize upon the period that, from the viewpoint of a discursive restoration, was in the direst need of colonization. For this would doubtless have been contemporary history, which displayed a truly chaotic panorama from an orthodox perspective. The English and the continental Protestant schism, the relegation of Spain, the worldly stronghold of Catholicism, to the global political margins, and, above all, the discoveries of the New World seemed to convincingly substantiate the nominalistic notion of a contingently evolving world. Calderón dedicated some of his most impressive dramatic works to the modeling of contemporary history, one of which – the Príncipe constante – will be discussed later in this study. The auto on Constantine is here selected as a first approach to the question of the Baroque understanding of history. While the history of Late Antiquity is ‘post-historical’ in the same sense as that of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, it represents a period already appropriated by the orthodox discourse in Late Antiquity itself, as well as during medieval times. Both the traditionalism and the originality of the Baroque design are particularly distinct in this play.

The following analysis of the substrate to which Calderón has recourse is not only intended to give an impression of the content of the individual stages of mediation, but also to briefly introduce the different discourse-archeological strata represented in the respective phases. By way of a case study, this chapter illustrates what will then be formulated on a more abstract level in the ensuing sketch of the discursive development that took place during the Middle Ages, the Renaissance, and Mannerism – namely, the analogical episteme’s historical systematics, i.e. the similarities and differences between its individual phases.


II

II.1

Calderón’s auto is concerned with the victory of the Roman emperor, later known as Constantine the Great, over his rival Maxentius. The battle at the Milvian Bridge on October 28, 312 indeed marks a turning point of post-history, seeing that Christianity’s ascent from a condition of maximal affliction to the official, soon all but exclusive cult of the entire civilized world is linked to Constantine’s rise to a leading figure, and, a few years later (324), to the imperium’s sole ruler.478

The modern historiographical view of the emperor and the associated events is not homogeneous. One position – diametrically opposed to the older, Christian assessment, and with effects that continue to this day – is exemplified by the image advanced by J. Burckhardt. Extending the Enlightenment critique of mythology to the Christian myth, Burckhardt portrays Constantine as brimming with a “cold, terrible greed for power”, as an utterly immoral individual embodying the most brutal Machiavellianism, for whom the Christian religion was nothing but an instrument for the purpose of securing his system of rule, erected against the Diocletian tetrarchy, by means of an anti-traditional ideology.479 Primarily due to a new reading of the reports by Lactantius and Eusebius in the light of diplomatic and numismatic testimonies, the more recent historiography has painted a more nuanced picture, which usually does not deal with the question of Constantine’s ‘factual’ subjective convictions and intentions. Focusing rather on the reconstruction of the course of events, it arrives at the conclusion that the world-historical turning point was the result of a constellation that, in many respects, was entirely contingent – that is, neither driven by ‘higher’ agencies, nor based on a preconceived strategy on the part of the one who (by chance) prevailed at the end of the military conflicts.480 What ensues is a précis of the current state of knowledge.481

Constantine, born around 280, was the son of Constantius Chlorus, who, in the system of the Diocletian tetrarchy, held the position of a Caesar from 293, and that of an Augustus from 305. His son was forced to fight for his place in the hierarchy of emperors when he reached maturity; as per Diocletian’s will, the tetrarchy did not recognize hereditary succession. After his father’s death during a campaign against the Picts in which he partook, Constantine had the troops acclaim him Augustus in June of 306. Galerius, who was the eldest Augustus after Constantius’ death, intervened against this attack on the Diocletian system, making Severus Augustus of the Western Empire, while still appointing Constantine to the rank of a Caesar. This compromise aroused the aspirations of Maxentius, whose father Maximian had held the rank of Augustus and then abdicated. Like Constantine, Maxentius could not lay claim to an imperial office as per the rules of the tetrarchy. But he succeeded in winning the Praetorian Guard, threatened with disbandment, for his case. In October 306, he had himself proclaimed Caesar in Rome. Severus’ attempts at vanquishing the usurper, undertaken at Galerius’ behest, were not successful, especially because Maxentius’ father – Maximian – proclaimed himself emperor once again and, with his authority over the troops formerly dedicated to him, supported his son. During the following period, Maxentius’ position was consolidated. Trying to control the usurpation by leading an army of his own, the senior Augustus Galerius failed – a battle did not even take place. Due to suddenly emerging differences, Maximian led a revolt against his son Maxentius, but the upheaval quickly subsided.

In the fall of 308, Diocletian himself made an effort at stabilizing his system, which had plunged into crisis. The solution he decreed – the deposition of Maximian and Maxentius, the reinforcement of Constantine’s degradation to a Caesar of the Western Empire, and the appointment of Licinius as Augustus of the Western Empire – could not last, precisely because it undervalued the interests of Constantine and Maxentius, who de facto held the reins of power in the Western Empire.

Constantine’s and Maxentius’ still unfortified position in the hierarchy found expression in their domestic policy. Both pursued a politics of tolerance with regard to the Christian communities, whose number and size was already substantial. For whatever reasons, the dying supreme emperor Galerius adopted this line. A decree in the name of all four legitimate tetrarchs, issued in Serdica in April of 311, declared Christianity a religio licita.482 In other words: the redefinition of state policy regarding Christianity was neither an abrupt event, nor was it tied exclusively to the one who was later to become the first Christian emperor.

Maxentius’ still scarcely legitimized position allowed Constantine to rearrange his own sphere of influence, especially since the former was finding himself in difficulties due to a famine in Rome. The situation in the city worsened when the usurper coerced the senatorial aristocracy into granting the state immense gifts. To restore calm, Maxentius made concessions to a faction that had previously been considered enemies of the state: the Christian communities. The restitution of the assets confiscated during the persecutions by far exceeded the scope of the 311 edict of toleration.

Constantine took the city’s agitated situation as a pretext for an attack, portraying himself as Rome’s liberator from tyranny.483 In the spring of 312, he crossed the Alps. Torino and Milan welcomed him without hesitation; Verona and Aquileia surrendered after a brief siege. Not meeting with resistance, Constantine marched toward Rome, where Maxentius, given the unstable circumstances, had abandoned his plan of entrenchment in favor of an open battle. After dire combat, Constantine’s troops drove the opposing forces to the bank of the Tiber, where the latter were crushed completely, including the usurper.

The role Constantine’s vision played in the context of this battle will be discussed later; Lactantius and Eusebius relate it in different versions. There is proof that the conqueror brought Christian priests with him on his campaign; by transferring the Lateran, palace of the empress, to the Roman bishop immediately after the victory, he bestowed upon the Christians an honor already indicative of his later politics of systematic valorization.484 Bishop Hosius of Cordova, holding an advisory position at the time, seems to have recommended these measures to the emperor. Constantine likely also took the initiative in arranging the Milan council with the Augustus Licinius in the year 313, at which the restoration of the Christian community’s possessions and the legal recognition of the congregation were reconfirmed.

The political and religious-political unity of the Western emperors troubled the Augustus of the Eastern Empire, Maximinus Daia, who still owed his position to Diocletian, and who had maintained the latter’s course regarding the Christian communities; fearing an attack, he aimed to preempt it by the end of 312. Licinius won the fight; Constantine did not partake. In the long chain of confusing struggles taking place during the tetrarchy’s final phase, the event may rank as the first battle in which there were also two different religious-political factions opposing each other. Lactantius’ report emphasizes this fact in having Maximinus call on Jupiter prior to the combat, vowing that he will eradicate the Christians; following a dream vision, Licinius is said to have had his army pray to the Christian God.

It is ultimately indeterminable who disturbed the peace, seeing that both Licinius and Constantine aimed for absolute rule. At any rate, there were skirmishes involving heavy losses in Pannonia and Thrace already in the fall of 315; they ended inconclusively. A peace treaty concluded in 317 gave Licinius rule in the East, Constantine rule in the West; but this only deferred the conflict. The rivalry of these former allies also influenced their domestic policy. The more Constantine intensified his pro-Christian politics, the more Licinius, at the latest by 320, adopted a restrictive course; as a result, the decisive battles were elevated by both parties to the status of religious war. After several confrontations at various locations in the area of the Dardanelles, Constantine prevailed in the year 324, gaining absolute rule.

The restoration of the empire’s political unity had thus fallen to an emperor who – for whatever reasons – had been the only one to have consistently pursued a pro-Christian course, selectively adopted by virtually all parties during the disintegrative turmoil. From this point on, and as a consequence of this development, the rise of the new cult to the status of ruling religion was only a matter of time. Constantine himself did not receive baptism until the hour of his death, in 337; but the significance of this long deferral should not be overestimated. During that epoch, it was not uncommon to get baptized immediately prior to passing away, so as to depart from this world in the state of especial grace bestowed by the sacrament.

As regards the entire period in question, Constantine’s policies with respect to Christianity may be described as following the principle of a ‘gradual transition’485 – a fact which requires emphasis, especially in view of the entirely different modeling both in Lactantius’ and Eusebius’ chronicles. As already stated, Constantine pursued a strategy of toleration even prior to his victory at the Milvian Bridge, proceeding to a politics of preferential treatment around 312; but, at that time, he still respected the pagan cult, and probably performed the customary sacrifices during his triumph.486 Roman coinages from between 312 and 330 display a coexistence of Christian and pagan imagery, with a tendency toward Christianization. When celebrating his vicennalia in 326, Constantine refused the traditional ritual stipulated by the senate, publicly opposing pagan tradition for the first time.487 In 330, he arranged the inauguration of his own metropolis Constantinople in such a way as to strikingly accentuate the city’s function as a new, Christian Rome. As to his policy regarding the appointment of high-ranking officials, the emperor pursued a pro-Christian course from around 324 at the latest; from that time onward, he systematically supported the Christian congregations financially, especially in the Eastern part of the empire, partly already to the disadvantage of the pagan temple communities.488

In almost diametrical opposition to the later legend, the emperor did not define his own position with regard to the new cult and its dignitaries in terms of subordination; instead, he aimed at controlling the Church’s development on the basis of a sort of “caesaropapism”,489 specifically in the interest of a politics of unity indifferent to theological concerns. The chief objective was to prepare Christianity for its envisioned role as the global monarchy’s integrating cult. In view of the communities’ failure to resolve the dogmatic problems at stake internally, he convened the anti-Arian council held in Nicaea in 325.490 He attended it and intervened in the discussions. Afterward – and this clearly demonstrates the essentially statist intent of his ecclesiastical politics – he still supported the party of Arians willing to cooperate against the apodictic faction of the orthodox in the circle of Athanasius of Alexandria. Constantine’s later self-stylization as a ruler ordained by God – and endowed with both secular and ecclesiastical functions – is rendered evident in the last symbol the emperor bequeathed to posterity: resting in his mausoleum, his coffin is flanked by memorial steles of the Twelve Apostles.491


II.2

The Christian processing and modeling of the events begins with Lactantius’ report. The latter had been the royal tutor at Constantine’s court since 317. Being a Christian committed to the ruler, he tends toward a simultaneously panegyrizing and teleologizing presentation of the events. Lactantius’ construal is above all interesting in that it remains, as far as this tendency is concerned, considerably behind Eusebius’ account, written only a few years later. The report by Lactantius illustrates the analogical discourse on history in its nascent state.

The text’s overall intention consists in presenting the downfall of the tetrarchy as willed by God.492 From their first mention onward, both of the later antagonists (Maxentius and Constantine) are stylized, respectively, as examples of depravity and of moral perfection.493 Even before he takes power, Constantine is a figure chosen and protected by God.494 As soon as he had come to be an Augustus (that is, after his father’s death), Constantine fulfilled his God-given task – described by the chronicler as follows: “Suscepto imperio Constantinus Augustus nihil prius egit quam christianos cultui ac deo suo reddere. Haec fuit prima eius sanctio sanctae religionis restitutae” (24: 9). Modern research has not substantially adjusted the Lactantian report as to the further confrontations within the tetrarchic system until the direct battle between Constantine and Maxentius.495 In this context, Lactantius also mentions Galerius’ edict of toleration. The change of heart on the part of the erstwhile persecutor of Christians is portrayed as the result of a terrible venereal disease painted in the most lurid colors – as divine punishment sent to ‘coerce Galerius into acknowledging God’.496

Even so, it may be the most intriguing aspect of Lactantius’ report that the clash between Maxentius and Constantine – in later tradition stylized as a turning point of world history – assumes a rather inconspicuous position. As regards the confrontation between the powers of good and evil, it does not even represent the most prominent event. In Lactantius, it is not Maxentius, but the Eastern emperor Maximinus Daia who is the last of the persecutors of Christians still to occupy an exalted position, while already being doomed like the rest of them (“De mortibus persecutorum”).497 The confrontation between Constantine and Maxentius at the Milvian Bridge is basically a mere episode inserted into the larger (hi)story of overthrowing the last of God’s enemies. Lactantius himself stresses this aspect by stating that, immediately prior to the battle, Maxentius had allied with Maximinus against Constantine (cf. 43: 3).

The clash at the Milvian Bridge is related in the 44th chapter, which is remarkably brief. Initially, the battle’s tide seems to turn in favor of Maxentius’ party.498 While Lactantius is not unfamiliar with the rhetorical pattern of dramatizing, the divine intervention (depicted as a miracle in Eusebius) is rendered in rather lapidary fashion, as an intuition in a dream:

Commonitus est in quiete Constantinus ut caeleste signum dei notaret in scutis atque ita proelium committeret. Fecit ut iussus est et transuersa X littera I summo capite circumflexo, Christum in scutis notat. (44: 5)

In the decisive battle, Maxentius’ army is defeated; Maxentius himself drowns. Immediately afterwards, Lactantius calls attention to Maximinus once again; the latter’s defeat in the year 313 is described at great length, whereby not Constantine, but Licinius becomes God’s decisive tool – particularly since Maximinus had allegedly sworn to ‘eliminate all Christians root and branch’ after his envisioned victory.499 The divine intervention prior to the Battle at the Milvian Bridge is stripped of its exceptional status, seeing that God intervenes with a dream vision once again – this one is even presented in a more tangible manner than the above, coming closer to an authentic miracle:

Tunc proxima nocte Licinio quiescenti adstitit angelus dei monens, ut [. . .] surgeret atque oraret deum summum cum omni exercitu suo: illius fore uictoriam, si fecisset. (46: 3)

In precise terms (“docebat”), the angel tells Licinius the words he and his army are to say in prayer (46: 4). Considering that worship of God by way of the word is more specifically a Christian praxis than the worship of symbols, this second vision, ascribed to Licinius, attains the primacy which is underscored once more by Lactantius’ qualification of the battle’s outcome as the eradication of the last persecutor of the Christians: “Hoc modo deus uniuersos persecutores nominis sui debellauit, ut eorum nec stirps nec radix ulla remaneret” (50: 1).500

Lactantius next documents the Milan agreement between Constantine and Licinius concerning the intensification of the politics of toleration (cf. 48: 2–12) – probably apocryphal in form, but authentic in substance. He then illustrates the cruel persecution of Maximinus’ family and followers, executed by Licinius in particular, while explicitly judging these actions as being in accordance with God’s will: “Sic omnes impii uero et iusto iudicio dei eadem quae fecerant, receperunt” (50: 8).

Lactantius’ report concludes at this point – it ends with what he calls the eradication and punishment of the last of God’s enemies. In a divinely arranged phase of history beginning with the persecution and crucifixion of the religion’s founder,501 Constantine thus appears to be but one figure, whose role is ultimately not a particularly prominent one. This feature is remarkable, not least in that Lactantius belonged to Constantine’s court, wherefore one will have to ascribe to him a pro-Constantinian tendency. It would be facile to explain the Lactantian panorama by indicating that, at the point of composition, the author could not have been aware of the ensuing turbulences, especially Licinius’ later return to an anti-Christian course.502 Instead, the comparison of this version with the ensuing tradition highlights not only the extent to which the Eusebian Vita Constantini shapes all events in accordance with a general conception of history as guided by God, as had Lactantius, but that its author completely redesigned them according to a preexistent narrative schema.


II.3

Eusebius had been the bishop of Caesarea since 313. He first came in contact with the emperor around 317; the connection became increasingly close following the Council of Nicaea (325); by the time of Constantine’s last years of rule, he held the position of a confidant.503

The most striking characteristic of his Vita Constantini is the comprehensive remodeling of the events of October 312.504 According to Eusebius, Constantine prays to his father’s (that is, the Christian) god prior to the Battle at the Milvian Bridge, although he does not even know Him yet.505 A motivation for this act of devotion is not given; its implicit plausibility might be constructed by hypothesizing an apprehension prior to battle in connection with the recourse to a pattern of filial obedience. A miracle occurs during this prayer. Constantine himself and his entire army are said to witness how a symbol of light in the form of a cross appears above the sun: the words ‘in this [sign] prevail’ (τούτῳ νίκα, I, 28: 2) emerge, but the emperor does not ‘comprehend’ the miracle at all.506

The Lactantian version of Constantine’s gradual approach to Christianity is thus replaced in favor of a clear turning point, marked by a supernatural event: there is a prehistory characterized by pagan misbelief, a short phase of incipient uncertainty regarding loyalty to the pagan gods, then a sudden transition to the Christian phase, initiated by God himself.507

The next night, Christ appears to Constantine, commanding him to carry the sign of the cross into battle, specifically for the purpose of protection against his enemies (cf. I, 29) – whereby Lactantius’ version of the dream vision is both adopted and disambiguated. Constantine orders the making of a standard bearing the Chi Rho, Christ’s monogram (cf. I, 31), and has Christian priests lecture him on the doctrine as yet unknown to him.508 Then he fights. The victory is invested with a specific dimension: the fall of Maxentius and his troops into the Tiber is compared to Pharaoh’s sinking into the Red Sea, whereby Constantine implicitly moves into the position of a new Moses, his army into that of God’s chosen people;509 a typologizing incorporation of post-history clearly comes to the fore. Immediately after the victory, Constantine gives thanks to the Christian God, even ‘preaches’ before the Romans (σὺν παρρησίᾳ πάσῃ τὸν υἱὸν τοῦ θεοῦ Ῥωμαίοις αὐτοῖς γνώριμον ἐποίει, I, 41: 1), introduces bishops into his group of counselors, and grants financial support to the Christian congregations (cf. I, 39–42).

Entire volumes are replete with the controversy as to how the described vision should be assessed.510 It is ultimately a question of personal judgment whether one deems the Eusebian version or Lactantius’ much less ‘miraculous’ one more persuasive.511 As far as assessable, however, all of the more recent historiographical appraisals accept as credible a particular aspect of the Eusebian version without further problematization: the account’s authorization by its central figure. Eusebius makes explicit that Constantine himself has told him the story, confirming its authenticity by oath.512 In this way, the events at the Milvian Bridge seem to be the emperor’s “self-interpretation”.513 A. Alföldi even attributes the account’s miraculous elements to the (subjectively honest) neophyte’s adherence to his epoch’s predilection for signs and other elements of superstition.514 The customary assessments therefore comprehend the report primarily as the ‘expression’ of an ‘experience’, hence always also as a reflection – perhaps a subjective one – of an ‘authentic’, singular occurrence.

As an alternative reading, one might consider the hypothesis that the report was not designed by Constantine, but by Eusebius himself – who, for purposes of authentication, may have attributed it to the emperor.515 For it is unmistakable that the entire narrative is shaped in accordance with a pre-established schema: the conversion of Saul to the Christian Paul. Initially, Saul is also utterly distant from Christianity; in fact, he is a persecutor of Christians – an aspect Eusebius attenuates with respect to Constantine; but, like Saul, the latter is the product of a system which persecutes Christians, here the Diocletian tetrarchy. Suddenly, a vision of blinding light appears to Saul (“et subito circumfulsit eum lux de caelo”, Acts 9: 3). The Lord reveals himself in words (“Saule, Saule, quid me persequeris?”, 9: 4), which Saul also does not at first ‘comprehend’ (“Quis es, Domine? [. . .] quid me vis facere?”, 9: 5–7). Moreover, this incomprehension is encoded by means of the familiar motif of blindness. Saul, too, is unable to grasp the message until a follower of the Lord by the name of Ananias speaks to him at God’s command, ‘opening his eyes’ (“Et confestim ceciderunt ab oculis ejus tamquam squamae”, 9: 18). He is now able to comprehend the task God has assigned him: the conversion of the pagan world – which the ‘new Paul’ Constantine was later to fulfill by rendering Christianity the official cult of the Roman empire.

As indicated above, the Pauline pattern became analogism’s basic schema for modeling individual ‘life’ at the latest with Augustine’s Confessiones, for which Eusebius’ report may represent a sort of rudimentary model, not least due to its quasi-autobiographical form. From the perspective of discursive history, the claim to the general applicability of a scriptural pattern as observable in the Vita Constantini may be even more important than the text’s concealed typologizing allusions to Paul’s conversion. Once (at an unspecified point in time) the Christian tradition arrives at the basic decision to stage an unexpectedly expanding post-history as divinely ordained by modeling it with recourse to a handful of patterns provided in Scripture, connections between two historical events or individuals necessarily emerge, though this need not be identified as typological in terms of a qualitative progression of salvation history. For an archeology of discourse, the methods of incorporation are the relevant aspect; the fact that such a construction is problematic from a theological viewpoint is not the discourse’s predicament, but that of the doctrine itself.

It stands to reason that, for the remainder of his biography, Eusebius abides by the course outlined above, representing Constantine’s further actions as the fulfillment of a divinely ordained plan. Once more, the most prominent statements are put into the mouth of the emperor himself. In a decree concerning the treatment of Christian communities in the Eastern Empire, he claims to have rid the earth of the ‘deadly pestilence of decay’: God, says Constantine, ‘chose my arm to perform His will, [whereby] I, guided by the powerful one, have propagated the beatifying faith’.516 Hence the conflicts with Licinius are judged to be a divinely mandated course of action against another persecutor of Christians; the struggle is even said to have been motivated by the sole interest of saving the Christians afflicted by the Eastern emperor (cf. I, 49–56; II, 1–19). The measures taken during the later years of his reign – benefitting Christianity, while placing strictures on pagan cults – are minutely recorded.517 The portrayal reaches its last climax with the account of Constantine’s baptism, and of his entombment in the symbolically reconstituted circle of the Apostles, probably intended in a typologizing way by both Constantine and Eusebius (cf. IV, 61–64 and 71).

The transition from Lactantius to Eusebius may be characterized as a movement from an explicitly evaluative, while structurally still relatively indefinite modeling, to a form of representation articulating a certain model of the world in its structures of presentation.518 The abundance of events in Lactantius – confusing despite the tendency toward a Christian interpretation –, the complexity of the configuration, the back and forth of a process already deemed directional while still being somewhat contradictorily portrayed, are radically reduced in Eusebius, and replaced by a modeling with a view to a predefined pattern, which thus becomes the vehicle of a decided interpretation. The following factors are the basic characteristics of this organizing and interpreting superstructure: development is replaced by an abrupt qualitative shift, at which point the negatively valued prehistory and the favorably assessed ‘actual’ story separate. This shift is caused by a miracle, by divine intervention. Every single character is strictly classified with a view to this turning point. Initially, all characters involved belong to a single paradigm. At the precise moment of the miracle, this unitary structure splits into two different, opposing paradigms: the finally victorious partisans of the ‘true’ authority; and their enemies, who seem more powerful at first, while being doomed to defeat.

The pattern is not only invoked; it is also laid bare by way of allusions (of a thematic, linguistic, and micro-structural nature) to the targeted scriptural prototypes. The emperor is taken to be the analog of Saul/ Paul, the world-historical turning point to be the analog of the salvation-historical turning point. However, the aspect of actual self-sacrifice on the part of God’s instruments in this world is replaced by a readiness for combat which includes the eventuality of dying for the right cause; this variation demonstrates the distance on the salvation-historical scale of relevance. Finally, the victory is an unambiguous one, devoid of the paradoxes marking the uniqueness of the source type.

Expressed in an abstract fashion: in Eusebius’ Vita Constantini, post-history is assimilated by way of a typologizing concept of history as repetition. For reasons of the state of transmission, it is not possible to make any claims as to Eusebius’ originality in this regard; but it holds true that, for all later phases of the orthodox analogical episteme, the Eusebian version of particularly these events served as a sort of paradigm for the problem of modeling ‘secular’ history.

While the following factor is logically implied by the modeling instructions followed by Eusebius, it requires explicit emphasis: not only the world-historical, but also the biographical development, in this case of the emperor, adheres to the salvation-historically informed pattern. Although specific individuals still interact in Eusebius, the concept of individuality is suspended in favor of reducing the respective person to the type of ‘man as such’. This latter point is of special interest for the posterior phases of analogism, for the definition of its constitutive and subsidiary characteristics, as well as for its differentiation from other discursive configurations. Specifically: allegorism is neither historically nor systematically a constitutive feature of the analogical discourse. Emerging on the basis of the aforesaid instructions, already developed to a large extent in Late Antiquity, it merely lays them bare.519


II.4

The subsequent Christian tradition, including Calderón, may be seen as the consistent organization of a material that, in its basic outlines, is already modeled according to its one ‘true’ structure in Eusebius.

Even so, the emergence of the Actus Sylvestri in the fifth century indicates a remarkable shift in the modeling of the world-historical change linked to Constantine’s person that is characteristic for the medieval construal of history, when compared to the conception in Late Antiquity. The basic schema is retained: there is, once again, the explicit modeling of historical development as orchestrated by God himself, including an abrupt change, presented as a conversion caused by a miracle. Yet the content that fills in the schema is altogether altered, specifically by an almost complete displacement of the actual historical substrate in favor of a now utterly miraculous, indeed ‘romanesque’520 storyline. On the basis of the analogical de-chronologization already implemented in Late Antiquity, medieval legendarism first absorbs and then displaces the dimension of the historical as such.

The legend qua genre is a predominantly content-related, but also partly structural colonization of an archaic substrate by the ordering discourse.521 The emergence and expansion of legends indicate the implementation of the new discursive order by way of orthodoxly schematized lifeworld situations, especially, though not exclusively, with regard to the uneducated. As to the medieval modeling of Constantine’s vita (which, in this legendary form, was also familiar to the learned), the remarkable aspect is not the structural schema as such, but the fact that this literally ‘fabulous’ pattern is applied to ‘grand’ history, and already about one hundred years after the Lactantian and Eusebian versions had been conceived – which, by comparison, are still sustainably historiographically informed. The rapid elimination of the entire historical substrate demonstrates how fundamentally the analogical notion of ‘world qua repetition’ is opposed to the concept of the historical as ‘world in development’ and ‘world as contingency’.

The complete de-historicization of time in medieval legendarism is one – and the most substantial – aspect explaining the aforesaid shift in the tradition as regards the image of Constantine. In this particular case, another reason for the extensive remodeling may well be the fact that the Lactantian and Eusebian accounts of Constantine’s and the entire realm’s conversion accentuate the emperor as a direct instrument of divine will, while the priests have merely an explanatory function, and the Church’s sacraments play no part whatsoever in achieving the victory. From the point in time at which the new cult is sure of its status, the caesaropapist implications may have rendered this version problematic.522 In terms of content, the history of the rise to an ‘official’ position is therefore redesigned virtually in its entirety.

The legend’s transmission history is rather complicated.523 Far more than 300 Latin, and more than 90 Greek manuscripts of the Actus Sylvestri have been identified; they may be differentiated into an older version A from the second half of the fifth century, a version B, emerging shortly afterward, as well as a later version C, which is an aggregate of A and B. As to their circulation, the Actus are among the most transcribed and widespread legends.524 The main difference between A and B consists in the fact that two episodes are missing in B: another vision of Constantine’s, which Sylvester interprets as the call to found Constantinople, and the story of the discovery of the True Cross by the emperor’s mother, Helena.525

The legend is printed for the first time around 1480, as part of Mombritius’ collection; this text,526 itself widespread, provides the basis for the composition of the Actus Sylvestri in the hagiographic collections of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. Mombritius’ version basically relies on A, while including neither the account of Constantinople’s founding, nor the legend of the discovery of the True Cross, thereby adhering to B.527

By way of introduction, the legend refers explicitly to Eusebius, who is said to have ‘neglected’ the following story, which was transmitted in other, unspecified ‘short texts’.528 What is then related bears, however, almost no relation to Eusebius’ panegyrizing biography. Rather, the reference to Eusebius’ text highlights the most important difference between these two versions, already alluded to above: Constantine is no longer the main protagonist of the world-historical transition, but a subsidiary figure in the vita of the Roman bishop Sylvester, during whose pontificate this change is said to have taken place.

According to the narrative presented in the Actus, Sylvester was a confessor during the time of the persecutions. As soon as he was raised to the bishopric, he rendered outstanding services to the ordering of the Mass and its dignified arrangement.529 His ministry, rich in blessings, is interrupted by yet another wave of persecutions, from which Sylvester flees to Mount Soracte. In a complete reversal of the historical facts, Constantine himself is stylized as the initiator of these persecutions – rendering even more explicit the reference to the conversion of Saul, persecutor of Christians. Following an elementary schema of retaliation, he is said to have been smitten by God with leprosy.530 The historical reference point of this fabricated event may well have been the illness Lactantius attributed to the persecutor Galerius, but it cannot pass for a remodeling of a historical substrate.531 In a diffuse way, the concept of ‘disease as punishment for persecuting Christians’ would still have been present in the collective memory; primarily, however, the above will have to be seen as a reactivation of a familiar scriptural, in this case Old Testament pattern.532 One of the basic ‘technical’ procedures of the medieval discourse is the hybridization of most heterogeneous Biblical elements into ‘stories’, more precisely: the attempt at modeling a substrate (partly invented, in part still authentic) in such a way as to render it transparent – if not as a whole (this would be typologism), then at least in its most essential aspects – with regard to elements to be found in Scripture.

After the physicians’ efforts have remained unsuccessful, the Capitoline priests give the emperor the following advice: “debere piscinam fieri in ipso capitolio: quae puerorum sanguine repleretur: in quam calido ac fumante sanguine nudus descendens Augustus mox posset a uulnere illius leprae mudari” (510). The motif of bathing in blood is likely to refer to rumors concerning certain pagan cults, widespread in Christian Late Antiquity; the slaughtering of boys commanded by a ruler refers to the New Testament story of the Massacre of the Innocents instigated by Herod – since that could not hinder the progression of salvation history, one might expect the same with regard to the diabolical counsel given by the priests.

Consequently, it is not astonishing that the cruel persecutor of Christians recoils from committing the atrocity (“facinus”, 510) as soon as he comes face to face with the multitude of lamenting mothers on his path to the Capitoline Hill.533 In a highly rhetoricized declamation, he addresses the mothers and his people:

[. . .] romani imperii dignitas de fonte nascitur pietatis. Cur ergo praeponam salutem meam saluti populi innocentis? [. . .] Melius est enim pro salute innocentium mori, quam per interitum eorum uitam recuperare crudelem: quam tamen recuperare incertum est, cum certum sit recuperata crudelitas. (510)

Constantine recognizes his leprosy as willed by the gods; hence he ‘should rejoice in renouncing his own wish, while he would be fighting against himself were he to take up arms against the illness’.534

With the concepts of ‘sacrificing oneself for the innocent’ and of interpreting one’s rebellion against a tribulation decreed from on high as ‘fighting against oneself’, the structure of the emperor’s way of thinking is already essentially Christian. Within the framework of this rather primitive legend, one should not discern a hidden reference to the ‘sparks’ (Clement) of Christian truth accessible to the heathens. The one chosen by God to be the first Christian emperor and to undergo a conversion like that from Saul to Paul already speaks in his ‘role’ before being conscious of it.535 The army and the people applaud their ruler’s decision; the children are returned to their mothers, and they joyfully head back home.

During the following night, the Apostles Peter and Paul appear to Constantine in his sleep (“somni tempus aduenit: Et ecce adsunt apostoli sancti Petrus cum Paulo”, 511). They declare that they have been sent by Jesus Christ, because the emperor has put an end to his misdeeds by shying away from the spilling of innocent blood.536 Through these messengers, Christ conveys that Constantine may be healed from his disease by means of another ‘bath’, that of ‘piousness’, which the Roman bishop Sylvester is to administer.537 The emperor is to reciprocate the deed of his savior538 by freeing himself from all remnants of paganism, and by restoring the Church in the entire empire. Upon waking, Constantine does as he has been told, although he is not quite sure how he should interpret the vision. He sends for Sylvester, asking him, ‘who these two gods by the name of Peter and Paul are, and why they revealed to him the possibility of his recovery’.539 Sylvester lectures him on the basics of the Christian faith. Even so, the emperor requests some sort of proof that the Apostles of whom Sylvester speaks are indeed identical to the two men that appeared to him. Sylvester summons an image of the Apostles; Constantine identifies them.540 The emperor is now ready to take the ‘bath’; but Sylvester requires that he first confess his sins and repent (among which: “et poenitere multos sanctos dei occidisse”, 512), then fast for one week. Afterward, Constantine declares his faith in the Christian God in the elevated style already seen above. While Sylvester immerses him in the baptismal font,541 the emperor himself establishes the connection of this part of the legend with salvific truth by recalling a scriptural miracle: “qui mundasti in Jordane lepram Naaman Syri” (512f.). Not only does this quote have a modeling relevance here; it also underscores the fact that the Roman bishop stands in for the scriptural prototype. A miracle of light, already contained in the basic schema, supplements the baptismal scene (“Subito quasi fulgur lux intolerabilis per mediam fere horam emicuit”, 513).

On each day of the week following his convalescence, Constantine establishes laws protecting and privileging the Christians; he elevates the Church and instates the Roman bishop as pontiff.542 He publicly denounces the pagan gods as crafted by men (“qui ab hominibus facti noscuntur. Non enim dii sunt”, 513f.). Large portions of the populace convert to Christianity. Yet he rejects the emerging call for a persecution of the heathens, explaining in a conceptistic manner: only he who ‘does not goad anyone into the Christian cult will also not deter anyone from it’.543

The legend of Sylvester is not finished at this point; seeing that Calderón did not make use of the ensuing section, it will be sketched here only very briefly. After the above events, Constantine completely fades into the background, while Sylvester becomes the main character. The subsequent passages are still more fabricated than the first section of the text. The reported events have no significance for the modeling of the epochal change. It seems as though their primary function is to convincingly convey the hierarchic demotion of the figure of Constantine.

During a journey through Palestine, the emperor’s mother Helena has decided to convert to Judaism. She calls on her son to follow her example. For the purposes of an altercatio, the emperor convenes an assembly of Christian and Jewish dignitaries. Constantine asks of God that He himself reveal which of the two cults is the ‘wrong’ one (“condemnata condemnet”, 516). Twelve high priests step up on the Jewish side, while Sylvester alone represents the Christians. One of the Jewish disputants defines as the “principale negotium” the question as to whether there is one sole God or three, as the Christians teach; Sylvester basically replies with the doctrine of the Trinity as specified in Nicaea. So one might be inclined to suppose that the last, faintly historical core (still present in most legends) could be the Council of Nicaea itself, and that the internal dispute – always a precarious state of affairs for any doctrine of truth – is ‘handled’ here by means of a redefinition of the Arians as Jews.544 It hardly deserves mention that Sylvester prevails over all the other disputants. When Zambi, the last of the twelve high priests, wishes to fight not only with words, but with facts effected by words – proving his faith’s power by slaying a bull with a whisper in its ear – the Christian passes this test also. The Jew is capable of killing the animal; but only Sylvester, after praying to God, is capable of resurrecting the bull with the words “Taure surge” (“recuperato flatu taurus surrexit cum omni mansuetudine”, 528). This miracle, alluding to one performed by Christ, is subsequently outperformed by another and ultimate miraculous event, which again emphasizes the typologizing dimension of Sylvester’s vita. At his command, a subterranean dragon that has been slaying more than 6,000 people every day is refused the customary sacrifice delivered by the vestal virgins. Sylvester himself descends to the netherworld at Peter’s behest, binding the dragon until Judgment Day (cf. 529f.). The Romans convert by the thousands.

It is important to note in the case of both miracles – the resurrection of the ‘dead’ and the descensus to the underworld – the difference of degree between the scriptural archetype and the (post-)historical event. The structure – the repetition of a central segment of salvation history accompanied by a simultaneous qualitative diminishment – is characteristic of analogism’s response to the question of the configuration of post-history. The vita concludes with a representation of the saint’s hour of death, in which he welcomes the end as supreme bliss, inviting the mourners to rejoice with him (cf. 531).

The legend’s modeling directives have already been briefly indicated. The point to be emphasized once more is the crucial fact that this version of the epochal transition completely passes over the authentic substrate, specifically the central secular event, the Battle at the Milvian Bridge. The historical events are replaced by a schema with the following functions (in V. Propp’s sense): ‘transgression’, ‘punishment decreed from on high’ (disease, accident), ‘partial recognition on the part of the sinner’, ‘reward by means of a miracle effected by God’, ‘subsequent conversion’, ‘cancellation of the punishment and its consequences’, ‘exemplary life of the repentant sinner’.545 Instead of presenting a miracle as an element of a story of world-historical impact, as had been the case in Lactantius and Eusebius, the legend generalizes the miraculous structure. As a result, all historical events modeled via the schema are inevitably de-historicized altogether. In the conversion story of Saul, as in the Lactantian and Eusebian versions of Constantine’s conversion, the decisive fact still remains this-worldly and historical, in that it is an event effected with great effort and against the most vehement opposition on the part of human beings; the supernatural element proper chiefly renders plausible the inner conversion of those who later develop exceptional energies on the historical plane as regards force and directedness. In the legend, however, the emperor’s conversion, and even more so that of the entire realm, appear to be mere reactions to a divine feat, effected solely by the occurrence of supernatural events. The historical as such – i.e., a perspective on reality assessing human interaction as a factor in developments – is eliminated.

In terms of cultural anthropology, the miracle as genre represents the Christian shaping of a fairytale structure. At first sight, the development of the analogical discourse on history, here analyzed with respect to the various versions of Constantine’s conversion, thus appears to be a primitivization, hence regressive. Yet from a logical viewpoint, the movement from Lactantius via Eusebius to the legend is rather consistent. For the basic analogical structure, first introduced in Eusebius, is not only retained; it is strikingly accentuated by once more reducing what had already been reduced therein – that is, everything ‘circumstantial’, all that could somehow ‘obstruct’ the view of the message conveyed by the structure envisioned already in Eusebius: the idea of secular history being governed by God in the interest of general salvation. Analogously ‘forming’ the world according to His ever identical willing, this universally governing God has become the entire scenario’s sole agency. Everything effected by men – all battles, victories, everything singular and concrete – falls into a metaphysically legitimate praeteritio. From the viewpoint of the dominant intention on the part of orthodox analogism, the miraculous version of Constantine’s vita is not only the endpoint, but also the highpoint of a development; it is the most definite expression of this episteme’s fundamentally anti-historical approach. Particularly this rigorism – not primarily in terms of content, but of structure – leads the Actus Sylvestri to become the subject of a historical controversy several centuries later, during the transition to the episteme’s disintegrative stage; and it is primarily this fact that later intrigues Calderón as an author committed to the concept of history typical of the (Spanish) Baroque.


II.5

II.5.1

The Constitutum Constantini is probably the most famous diplomatic forgery of medieval times. The scholarly debates regarding its emergence and transmission, as well as related questions, have sustained an entire branch of the historiography of the Middle Ages for more than a hundred years. What is relevant within this framework may be outlined as follows: the document, in which the emperor transfers all worldly power in the Western part of the empire to Pope Sylvester and his successors, probably originates during the period from about 750 to 850.546 The questions of authorship and of the document’s location of origin cannot be answered even approximately.547

By way of introduction, the text of the ‘oldest version’ refers to the miracles effected on Constantine by the Apostles and as a result of Sylvester’s ‘intervention’.548 It then mentions an earlier decree on the part of the emperor, which is deemed familiar: “Nosse enim volumus, sicut per anteriorem nostram sacram pragmaticam iussionem significavimus [. . .]” (3: 27f.). Research sees this sentence as the attempt at legitimizing the forgery as an exact implementation of what is reported in the Actus Sylvestri regarding the laws decreed by the emperor after having been healed.549 In substance, both Lactantius and Eusebius say similar things about the politics concerning Christians after the victory, and modern historiography has confirmed the respective data, though to a considerably lesser degree as regards the scope of the measures. The Constitutum is, then, the ultimate link in an interpretative chain that aims at intensifying an authentic politics of preferential treatment; it pursues this strategy to the extent of reversing the privileging of the new cult into the opposite of the initial intention by positing the subjugation of secular to spiritual power.

A statement of faith precedes the donatio; unlike the Nicene Creed, it does not primarily contain the abstract axioms pertaining to the essence of the triune God, and rather represents a sort of brief outline of salvation history, including the Creation, the Fall, as well as Christ’s life, Passion, and Resurrection.550 A longer passage concerning the work of God in post-history is appended: precisely the story – in a condensed version, but containing all essential elements – of Constantine’s conversion as related in the legend of Sylvester, here put into the emperor’s own mouth.551 The donation is presented as an act of gratitude on the emperor’s part for the miracle effected: “Et dum haec praedicante beato Silvestrio agnoscerem et beneficiis ipsius beati Petri integre me sanitati comperi restitutum, utile iudicavimus. . .” (11, 156–158). In this fashion, the entirely novellesque legend of Sylvester becomes the integral component of the document, which both parties repeatedly invoke during the most important political struggle of the Middle Ages; and it comes into focus once more when the Church – long after the power-political conflict has been decided – makes a last attempt at the establishment of totalizing control. The less legendary versions of Lactantius and Eusebius were inexpedient for the purpose of the postulation of primacy, since Constantine therein owes the decisive event, the victory, to himself and to his faith, but certainly not to the Roman bishop, who is not even mentioned.552

As regards the numerous decrees of the donatio, only the most important one shall be cited here:

Unde ut non pontificalis apex vilescat, sed magis amplius quam terreni imperii dignitas et gloriae potentia decoretur, ecce tam palatium nostrum, ut praelatum est, quamque Romae urbis et omnes Italiae seu occidentalium regionem provincias, loca et civitates saepefato beatissimo pontifici, patri nostro Silvestrio [. . .] contradentes atque relinquentes eius vel successorum ipsius pontificum potestati et ditioni firma imperiali censura per hanc nostram divalem sacram et pragmaticum constitutum decernimus disponenda atque iuri sanctae Romanae ecclesiae concedimus permanenda. (17, 261–270)553

Any remaining ambiguity is eliminated in the following sentences, in which Constantine accounts for the relocation of the seat of his government to the East as motived by the fact that it ‘would not be just were the secular emperor to have power where the one appointed by God as first priest and head of Christendom has his see’.554 Prior to the subscriptio and the date, the speaker confirms the absolute validity of the donation, and interdicts all his successors from any attempt at manipulating the stipulations contained in the Constitutum, appealing to God’s terrible judgment (“coram terribili eius iudicio”) and unfolding the panorama of an exacerbated eternal damnation for those daring to do so (“atque in inferno inferiori concrematus”, 19, 279–292).


II.5.2

The significance of the Constitutum for the main political conflict of the Middle Ages need not be detailed here.555 It is one of the most remarkable features of this controversy that the document’s authenticity remained uncontested by all parties involved. The counterarguments of the imperial faction, as well as those of the emerging nation-states, focused rather on the following two points: firstly, an attempt was made to turn the Constitutum against the function intended by the forgers – if Constantine invested the Church with worldly power, this only proved that, in secular matters, the power of the Church is always a derivative one.556 In later times, a juridical argument was added: the Constitutum is authentic, but void, since the emperor – in relinquishing worldly power, the essence of emperorship – might at most be speaking for his person, not for all of his successors.557 One of the most prominent representatives of this argument is Dante (who by no means questions the authenticity of the document).558

The first of these two contentions is especially compelling. Among other things, it was likely this weak spot – recognized by the Curia early on – that explains why the papal party did defend the positions established in the Constitutum, while evading, for the most part, an explicit proof by means of the ‘legal title’ Constitutum Constantini.559 In other words: the relevance of the decree does not primarily reside in its existence as a (counterfeit) document, nor in its particular content-related stipulations, but rather in its status as the probably most condensed individual text (Foucault: énonciation) the ordering discourse had designed for conceptualizing secular power. In this epochal dispute, the case is not, or not primarily, that the popes wished to factually exercise worldly power in the empire – this applies only to some very few successors of Peter, such as Gregory VII, Urban II, or Innocent III, and even then only partially. The aim was to conceptualize secular power as a derivative phenomenon, receiving its legitimacy through God’s Vicar, hence always committed to divine law rather than to a system of this-worldly instrumental rationality.560 The latter may not be misinterpreted as a demand in terms of ethical conceptions of Christianity familiar from modern times. As far as particular procedures are concerned, papal policies during this epoch were often guided by a sort of Machiavellianism avant la lettre, even when they were conceived from a salvation-historical perspective.561 The objective was the implementation and maintenance of an ‘order’ that was primarily a world-model – in the sense that the official discourse of the Middle Ages did not admit the concept of parallel authorities of whatever type. The struggle for primacy was – on both sides and at all times – predominantly a symbolical struggle.

The significance of the Constitutum Constantini as an indication – rather than the basis – of this controversy is illustrated by the reasoning repeatedly utilized by the papacy during the intensified phase of the dispute, according to which the Constitutum is not a donatio, but a resignatio or restitutio to the Vicar of Christ of that comprehensive power which the world’s supreme Lord alone may bestow.562 Constantine’s decree is thus demoted – against the wording of the document as counterfeited by the Church itself – from a legislative statute to a humble acknowledgment of the emperor’s insight into an a priori truth about the quality of his power; as Calderón’s Gran teatro del mundo will later express with reference to the allegorical figure of the king: secular political power is conferred by God and forms part of the one and only hierarchy of beings, from which results the subordination under God’s representatives on earth.

In its temporal scope, the struggle for primacy reflects an important stage of the analogical episteme’s historical development. The Constitutum arises at a point in time when the colonization of ancient pagan knowledge has basically been accomplished, and the problem of the Parousia’s non-occurrence has been ‘solved’ by a typologizing modeling of post-Incarnation history. From the absorption of the past, the discourse then moves on to the colonization of phenomena as such, irrelevant of their temporal affiliation; it proceeds from the syntagmatic to the paradigmatic plane; put another way: the ‘narratively’ and ‘historically’ focused discourse of patristics is replaced by classificatory scholasticism. It is significant that the Constitutum is forged between 750 and 850, but that it (or rather, the concept it stands for) becomes controversial only in the middle of the eleventh century – that is, at the point in time at which scholasticism begins to think the entire world in abstract terms, and precisely on an analogical basis. This is the reason why the question of primacy – hitherto not seriously posed, or always pragmatically solved – becomes problematic; the issue is a purely logical (symbolical) one that, as such, may not be solved by way of compromise. The open quarrel commences with the reforming papacy, during the pontificate of Leo IX (1049–1054).563 It continues, with its various and well-known aggravations, until Innocent IV (1243–1254).564 Yet after the dispute had, for the time being, been decided in 1268 – that is, with the death of the last Staufer emperor, Conradin – the collapse of the ordering discourse on which the papal claim had been based was but a matter of decades. If one considers the immense, power-political dynamics that the papacy had developed during the intensified phase of the conflict, the widespread explanations for the fact that the result of the victory was precisely not a form of papocaesarism will hardly seem satisfactory.


II.5.3

It is not surprising that the most important late medieval nominalist, William of Ockham, is among the first who – while not being the immediate mouthpiece of worldly power – take the view that the traditional unitarism which invokes the Constitutum is misguided. The reasoning in Ockham is not logically or juridically, but theologically grounded – this being characteristic for the epoch and its discourse – yet in part already anti-scholastic in method. The humanist Ockham invokes the ‘sources’, inferring especially from the New Testament that the empire existed independently from the Church. Accordingly, the bestowal of secular power to the pope, were it to have taken place, would not have been a restitution, but a first endowment: in this way, the distinction between two separate instances of power – a worldly and a spiritual one – results in the classic modeling figure of nominalism, the concept of plural worlds.565

On a lower, purely ideological level, the conception of a strictly analogical world – to be conceived of as hierarchical and harmoniously composed – becomes controversial when the radical criticism of the Church’s secularization commences with the Waldensian and Catharist heresies. In the view of both sects, the Constitutum – still considered authentic – is deemed the Devil’s work. With the donation, the Ecclesia ceases to be the Church of Christ: the factual world is incongruent with the divinely envisioned one. The premise of harmony, essential to orthodox analogism, is not thereby denied in principle, but in fact. The difficult question concerning the apostolic succession until the divinely ordained reinstitution of the Ecclesia is solved via the construction of a ‘hidden’ Church.566













II.5.4

Both strands – the nominalistic doubt and the popular critique of secularization – continue in the following decades; they mingle and form the basis for the fact that, at the climax of humanism proper, leading dignitaries of the Church themselves first genuinely raise the question of the Constitutum’s authenticity. This challenging of a significant element of the ‘tradition’ – which, according to the Catholic understanding, differs only in degree from Scripture as regards truth value – is not the least significant indicator of the onset of a critique of mythology concerning the Christian cult itself, hence of the conclusion of the epoch commencing with Constantine. In anticipation of what is to follow, it may be stated that the Baroque attempt at restoration was impressive, while ultimately remaining ineffective. Already by the end of the seventeenth century, the forgery thesis gradually prevails in the relevant literature – which, for the most part, is written by churchmen.567

In 1433, Nicholas of Cusa addresses the questions raised by Ockham in his De concordantia catholica, which he presented to the Council of Basel.568 The problem raised at the beginning of the relevant chapter is fundamental: “Esset in primis stabiliendũ fundamẽtum quomodo ipsum imperiũ sacrum a deo sit, deinde an dependeat ab eodẽ immediate” (fol. LII). According to Nicholas, there is a question which cannot be evaded in this context: whether Constantine indeed bestowed the Western empire on Sylvester and his successors for all eternity, as is the ‘general opinion’;569 the formulation documents, once more, the significance this falsification from the eighth or ninth century had gained. Nicholas initially notes that the bestowal is first mentioned in sources dating from relatively late times, despite there being ample written documents from the epoch itself: the nominalistic concept of plurality has already reactivated the category of temporality to such an extent that an awareness of temporal distance and historicity has emerged. The author then mentions the donations to the pope on the part of Pippin and Charlemagne, which cannot be reconciled with the assumption of a more comprehensive transferal already having taken place. His conclusion, while lapidary, is all the more momentous for being from a cardinal, and for having been presented to the Council: “Ex istis constat Constaninũ imperiũ [. . .] urbẽ Romã et occidẽtem minime papae dedisse”, and “quoniã absque dubio si nõ fuisset illud dictamen apocryphũ: Gratianus in veteribus codicibus et canonũ collectionibus inuenisset” (fol. LIII). Nicholas asserts that he has additionally studied the extended version of the Constitutum – the Decretum Gratiani contains only the donatio proper – and yet: “et diligẽter eã examinans repperi ex ipsamet scriptura argumẽta manifesta confictionis et falsitatis quae pro nũc longũ et inutile foret his inserere” (fol. LIII).570

In connection with his evaluation of the longer version, Nicholas also addresses the legend of Sylvester. With reference to Eusebius, he argues that the emperor did not receive baptism until right before his death, and highlights that central ‘facts’ presented in the Constitutum cannot be brought in line with history as regards chronology: “Et verum est Constantinũ imperatorẽ tẽpore Melchiadis papae fuisse” (fol. LIII). In conclusion, Nicholas reaffirms that he is concerned with more than the mere assessment of an obscure falsification from the ‘Dark Ages’. He appeals to the Council to distance itself from the Constitutum at all events, even should it prove authentic, for the Church is to be a spiritual power (“si etiam indubia foret, quid in spirituali cathedra potestatis ecclesiasticae augere possit quisque intelligit”; fol. LIIII).

What Nicholas outlines in but a few sentences, Lorenzo Valla expounds in an entire volume with the programmatic title De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione in 1440.571 Valla is no cleric, but one may not take his position at the court of Alfonso of Aragon and Sicily, an enemy of Pope Eugene IV, as evidence of the fact that his writing represents a continuation of the antipapal reasoning of the chancelleries.572 In 1444, he was forced to undergo inquisitorial proceedings, later classified as having been irregular and, for that reason, non-consequential; in accordance with his longstanding desire, he entered the papal service under Nicholas V in 1448, and, in 1455, even became papal secretary under Calixtus III. The fact that Erasmus of Rotterdam published Valla’s Annotationes to the New Testament, and also wrote an epitome of his Elegantiarum libri, is far from coincidental.573 Like Erasmus, Valla belonged to the representatives of a humanism that, being basically loyal to the Church, advised the venerable Ecclesia to relieve the ritual practices and the tradition of a ballast evidently no longer compatible with the results that the ‘infinite progress of intellectual activity’ (Ficino), legitimized by nominalistic theology, had already achieved.574

By way of introduction, Valla addresses the intrinsic improbability of the asserted act of donation, following the traditional juridical critique.575 The longest, fourth part of his book clearly designates the epoch in which it situates itself: by means of a comparison with a contemporary author (Lactantius), Valla demonstrates an anachronistic usage of words and corresponding grammatical constructions in the falsification.576 Yet the text’s theologically and archeologically relevant core is a climactic critique of the Church’s secularization, based on the thesis of a – not accidentally, but constitutively – plural world. Provisionally adopting the assumption (already branded as utterly improbable) that Constantine had indeed offered the donation to the pope (“Eamus nunc et dicamus Constatinum gratificari voluisse Silvestro”, 76),Valla composes a fictitious answer on the part of Sylvester that is based on the implicit supposition that no pope (and Sylvester a fortiori) has ever performed his task in any other fashion than exclusively in the interest of the true faith. ‘Sylvester’ begins rather cautiously, while being explicit nonetheless: “Princeps optime ac fili, [. . .] a sacerdote [. . .] non [. . .] accipiendum est munus” – for gifts would only ‘stain’ (“polluerent”) papal gloria, innocentia, and sanctimonia (76f.). The ‘proof’ for this reasoning is taken from Scripture: “‘Beatius est enim multo’, ut inquit Dominus, ‘dare quam accipere’” (77; cf. Acts 20: 35).577 ‘Sylvester’ then intensifies his line of reasoning, stating that worldly riches and power are completely incompatible with priesthood: “Ideo ne terrenis renuntiavimus, ut eadem uberiora assequamur? et privata abiecimus, ut aliena possideamus et publica? [. . .] Et cur clericos, si hoc fecerimus, nos vocari licebit?” (78). In this manner, the emperor’s gift becomes a veritable poison: “Et tu me accipere iubes, Cesar, que velut venenum effugere debeo?” (80). The term venenum prepares what is then spelled out at the speech’s climax – the emperor would render himself the Devil were he to insist on the bestowal: “Quo qui contentus non est, aliud sibi quoddam a diabolo postulat, qui etiam Domino dicere ausus est: ‘Tibi dabo omnia regna mundi, si cadens in terram adoraveris me’. Quare Cesar [. . .] noli mihi diabolus effici” (84; cf. Mt 4: 9).578 This implies nothing less than that every pope accepting the ‘donation’ was and is an instrument of the Antichrist. The internal Catholic critique of the Constitutum Constantini, conducted from the standpoint of nominalistic humanism, therefore ends with the thesis that marks the beginning of the schism finally brought about by Luther. Likewise, the argumentative structure pursued by Valla, while being representative of the late phase of humanist Catholicism, confirms the above-quoted words on the part of Cardinal Bellarmino.579 The speech of ‘Sylvester’ does not appeal to the ‘tradition’ even once, while citing Scripture – more precisely, the New Testament – in almost every sentence.580

The aforementioned philologico-critical examination of the Constitutum is followed by a – now in part already openly derisive – critique of the legend of Sylvester, especially as regards the story of the curing of Constantine’s leprosy and of the victory over the dragon, with the following valuation: “que nullius scriptoris auctoritate fulcitur et que magistram multo superat stultitia” (146).581

The reception of Valla’s treatise is remarkable considering the epoch’s complex historical development. During the second half of the fifteenth century, the text circulates in an abundance of manuscripts, while not causing a polemical reaction of any kind.582 It is not even mentioned in the inquisitorial proceedings. In other words, during the liberal late phase of the pre-schismatic Church, the positions of the man ultimately promoted to papal secretary represent a stance tacitly accepted. Accordingly, the work’s editio princeps of 1506 remains without resonance. This changes once the Protestant faction appropriates the treatise, which consequently leads to a reevaluation of Valla’s arguments – hence also of the entire set of issues pertaining to the Donation of Constantine and the legend of Sylvester – on the part of the Catholic Church. As soon as theological nominalism constitutes itself as an institution and launches its attacks against the established faith, the Church begins to combat the nominalistic influences still virulent, even dominant in its own ranks; the renovation of discourse sets in – within the Church at first, and then with a comprehensive claim.

Ulrich von Hutten prints Valla’s treatise in 1518; at this point, it enters the controversial discussion. In the course of several reprints following Hutten, as well as five vernacular translations produced between 1513 and 1546, the treatise concerning the Constitutum and the legend of Sylvester becomes widely known; Valla himself is rendered “a principal witness of the national and religious antagonism to Rome”.583 Luther learns of the treatise by way of Hutten, reads it, and immediately recognizes it – or rather its attestation of ‘such blatant and impertinent lies’ on the part of the papacy – as an opportunity to familiarize particularly the humanist scholars with the thesis of the pope as the Antichrist, and to incite the secular rulers against the Roman Church with the address An den christlichen Adel deutscher Nation (1520).584 Luther considers the entire issue to be of such significance that, in 1537, he dedicates a separate treatise to the matter, bearing the title Einer aus den hohen Artikeln des päpstlichen Glaubens, genannt Donatio Constantini.585 It contains a translation and commentary of the version of the Constitutum transmitted in the Decretum Gratiani, with the following intention: “He who has ears to hear, may he hear a well-fed, fat, plump, well-fattened, a truly papal lie”, an “impertinent[,] diabolical lie and blasphemy” (70; 73).586 While Luther refers to Valla, the latter’s diction is not bold enough in his view: “he [Valla] treats the bride on the paved street in an almost decent manner, not attacking the ‘red’ [sc. heavily made-up], murderous, damned whore in Rome in such an ‘unwashed’ [sc. forthright] manner as Luther has done” (73).587 Following the translation of the Constitutum, and entirely dependent on Valla, he offers evidence of its apocryphal status, while also not missing the opportunity to make several remarks regarding elements of the legend of Sylvester (in Luther: “Sanct Sylvesters Luͤgenden”, 74) not transmitted in the Decretum Gratiani, especially concerning Constantine’s leprosy and baptism: “Such may you further read in the very same lying legend. For it is very well [done][,] and may well count as a papal lie. [. . .] and everything the pope’s hypocrites write of Constantine’s baptism is likewise a web of lies” (74f.).588 After the fierce invective against Boniface IX – who, as regards his unbridled craving for secular power and imperatorial pomp, has recourse to the positions of the Constitutum – a polemic against the tendencies of secularization and exteriorization, repeatedly attacked by Luther, ensues, as well as a veritable cascade of drastic vilifications of the papacy and of individual popes (cf. 76–83; 87–89).

With Luther’s treatise at the latest, it was decided that the papal party – whether it wished to do so or not – was once more forced to regress to historically obsolete positions in matters of the Donatio and the legend of Sylvester. The renewed attention the entire complex receives during the seventeenth century, however, does not only result from its having been suddenly drawn into the theological controversy. In the last phase of its history, the material linked to Constantine and Sylvester is paradigmatic for a development in the course of which the question concerning the modeling of post-history – independently of particular cases – constitutes a focal point of interest.589 As regards the reception of Valla’s treatise, it will have to be added that Agostino Steuco – probably commissioned by the Church – publishes his Contra Laurentium Vallam De falsa Donatione Constantini Libri duo in 1547; while learned in diction, it aligns itself with the most orthodox positions once more, also as regards the legend of Sylvester. In 1559, a time already shaped by the Council of Trent, Valla’s work is placed on the Index.590 The tenor of Steuco’s polemic, as well as the indexing of Valla’s treatise, are equally representative of the phenomenon here termed the ‘renewal of discourse’.




III

III.1

Given the background of the archaeological and historical panorama, Calderón’s shaping of the Constantinian subject matter is of especial interest, for it not only reactivates the legendary stage of modeling (as is to be expected); it simultaneously has recourse to the historical events passed over in the legend, especially to the version given by Eusebius, with individual deviations that perhaps draw on Lactantius’ account.591 This re-historization is all the more remarkable as it will have been immediately conspicuous to the contemporary public; the latter – mediated via the Breviarium romanum, which formed the basis for the divulgation of legends on the part of the priests592 – was well acquainted with a short version of the legend, but certainly not with Eusebius. Indeed, these two versions do not seem to ‘match’ at first sight, given that they explicate an identical event in different ways. Accordingly, the Eusebian version was almost completely forgotten throughout the Middle Ages and well into the Renaissance – that is, during the period of a general promulgation of the legend of Sylvester according to the Constitutum. Even (and especially) the ‘historiographers’ follow the ‘official document’. Where Eusebius’ report is brought up at all, the reader is notified that no consistency may be established between this account and the ‘authentic’ version as transmitted in the Constitutum.593 What prompts Calderón to the so far unprecedented attempt to hybridize the analogically modeled factual history and the legend has been briefly alluded to above, and is confirmed in almost every scene of La lepra de Constantino. The interest in the Constantinian subject matter is not only justified in terms of the theological controversy. There is also, if not primarily, an interest in the modeling of history as such, and specifically as including the chaotic history of the present. Across the enormous distance of 1,300 years, the present – the struggle of Catholic Spain against the heretical powers – is presented as a sort of repetition of the decisive battle in Late Antiquity. What the author signifies in terms of power politics and world history also applies discourse-historically: in an epoch suffused with the spirit of the Renaissance, the pure restoration of the naïve, de-historicized, medieval legendarism would have been as ineffective as a similarly elementary modeling during the intellectually sophisticated Late Antiquity. The interpretation in Calderón therefore engages with the ‘material’ to be interpreted in a sincere manner, and does not immediately delete it in favor of a mere illustration of pre-established truths. It is nevertheless evident – given the aforementioned reception history of the Constitutum during the Renaissance and the schism brought about by Protestantism – that the author was obliged to take the legendary version into consideration. His solution is ingenious in two respects: as regards both its artistic and its discursive techniques, rhetorically and theologically; with this double virtuosity it is downright exemplary for the most general formulating instructions of Baroque discourse and for its specificity within the framework of the more comprehensive analogical episteme.


III.2

The play’s histoire presents itself in the following way: initially, Constantine’s fight against Maxentius is staged.594 Yet in Calderón, the one battle – fought under the sign of the Christian God – is turned into two confrontations: a first one, in which Constantine still relies on the pagan gods, and in which he suffers defeat, and a second, victorious one, the representation of which follows, for the most part, the Eusebian account. The subsequent sequences present the ‘events’ conveyed by the legend: Constantine relapses into paganism after the victory, for he lets himself be convinced by the song of beautiful Roman women during the triumph that the victory was in fact due to Jupiter. As a result of his ingratitude, God punishes him with leprosy; the cleansing thereof, as well as the actual conversion, are represented according to the account in the Actus Sylvestri.

It is remarkable that, with the additional elements invented by himself (as will be argued here) – namely, a first, lost battle, and a relapse into the pagan cult after victory in a second battle – Calderón in a certain sense ‘hits upon’ aspects corresponding to the authentic events (which he hardly could have known). Lactantius briefly mentions a first, not as successful confrontation prior to the appearance of the cross.595 As regards the emperor’s conduct after the victory, Alföldi has shown that it was virtually systematic politics of the senatorial aristocracy to reverse the emperor’s own interpretation of the victory as won under the sign of the Christian God in terms of a decision willed by the old gods.596 Constantine probably adopted (or was forced to adopt) this interpretation, at least immediately after the triumphal entry into Rome; he rejected it, and in an increasingly harsh manner, in the years that followed.597

Still, the introduction of these elements in Calderón’s auto adheres to an entirely different logic than that of an adequacy to the object of investigation in a modern, factographic sense. What, in Lactantius, Eusebius, and the author of the vita, is only implicitly encoded – that the events of the year 312 follow a scripturally pre-established pattern, having already become an abstract schema – is rendered explicit in Calderón, and specifically by means of the introduction of a second, allegorical level, which reinterprets the historical events in terms of their general significance. This secondary meaning is primarily anagogical, as is always the case in Calderón, and thus – by deviating from the prevalence of the tropological level in medieval allegorism – also ‘historical’, albeit in the sense of a Christian concept of salvation history. Constantine represents ‘man as such’; more precisely: man as initially defeated in the struggle with the Devil (Maxencio), thus falling into original sin; as then fighting successfully under the sign, and with the aid, of the Cross. Even after having been saved, man is, however, not immune against relapsing into the ‘illness’ of sin (Aquinas)598 if he surrenders to superficiality and mere semblance. Yet he is capable of being cleansed of this suffering by means of the Church’s sacraments.599

Precisely by hybridizing two, prima facie incompatible strands of the ‘literal’ tradition, Calderón’s novel modeling achieves a maximum of analogical density concerning the different levels of abstraction from reality which, in this form, the pre-Baroque phases of the encoding of the events had not known. The ‘grand’ secular history (here: the Christianization of the imperium) is a repetition of salvation history in terms of its essential structure, and specifically (particularly this is new) in its entire scope, including all decisive steps. The same holds true for the specific history of the individual, in this case Constantine, that is, for the ‘tropological’ level. Hence, metaphysically revealed history and secular history – in its politically fought, as well as in its individual, ‘freely’ chosen variant – essentially manifest one and the same schema. Calderón has the historical mingle with the allegorical, and specifically in such a manner as to demonstrate to what extent the historical is never anything other than a re-concretization of that which, in allegory, is encoded as essentially true with regard to all times.


III.3

III.3.1

The play’s exposition is spoken by Sylvester.600 He explains the battle cries to be heard at the onset (“¡Arma, arma! ¡Guerra, guerra! / ¡Viva el grande Constantino! / ¡El grande Maxencio viva!”) as the harbingers of a war that, no matter its outcome, will have negative consequences for the Christians (1798a). Both emperors are pagans, and thus either of them is Sylvester’s “mayor enemigo” (1798a). The legendary reinterpretation of Constantine as a persecutor of Christians is therefore projected back onto the historical situation (the battle between Constantine and Maxentius), which is taken into account once again; in this way, two pro-Christian rulers are rendered anti-Christian; the stark oppositionism deriving from the basic schema of the ‘Saul–Paul’ conversion has thus colonized, for the first time in this subject matter’s tradition, the historical level of modeling without any restrictions.

As in the legend, Sylvester escapes from the persecutions to be expected by fleeing to Mount Soracte. The allegory of Gentilidad (sc. Paganism) obstructs his path, speaks to him in a haughty manner, certain of victory (“mísero caduco anciano”), and interprets the battle as a world-historical event, specifically in terms of a teleological process representing a sort of inversion of salvation history: the realm’s unity will be restored (“sólo es a fin de que acabe / de una vez tanto continuo / tesón de iras”), so that the victor – decided by the “arbitrio” of “fortuna” – is ‘relieved of the pressure of internal strife’, and thus may all the better turn his sword against Sylvester and that ‘infamous mob established by the crucified Christ’ (1798b).601

The structure of Gentilidad’s words is characteristic of all speeches of those agents considered negative in this auto.602 The forces of evil do ‘know’ what course the events will essentially take (here: the restoration of unified rule, the pacification of the realm, the fortification of this newly obtained unity by means of the instauration of an authoritative cult and the exclusion of rival cults). Yet by closing their eyes to the fact that it is the Christian God who guides the course of events – in this case, by hypostasizing Fortuna as the decisive agency – they fall prey to the illusion that history progresses in their own, that is, in a ‘perverse’ sense; their illusion is supported by the evidence of the ‘superficial’ facts (here: both emperors are anti-Christian). Based on this delusion, the forces of evil actively contribute to the propulsion of the historical process. What appears to them as a promotion of their own, ‘wicked’ interests, is so only in their subjective, limited view. From a more comprehensive perspective, their actions effect nothing other than the fulfillment of history as determined by God. Even so, they are by no means merely divine marionettes: their wicked volition leads them into doing evil subjectively, while simultaneously doing the right thing ‘objectively’. This hermetic, metaphysically overdetermined interpretational model of historical processes ultimately denies every purely secular conduct any autonomy. Even Renaissance Machiavellians and Protestant schismatics – for these are the contemporary forces implied by the above (and other comparable) statements of the forces of evil – cannot but collaborate, against their subjective volition, in the fulfillment of the pre-established process, even if the surface facts seem to point in an entirely different direction.

The restored discourse as presented in Calderón does not actually engage in the confrontation with the (for the most part) de-Christianized, ‘contingent’ concept of history of humanist nominalism; it rather denounces it as superficial, as limited perspectivally. Individual assertions concerning particular facts and events are not denied outright, but are interpreted ‘correctly’ on a ‘higher’ level. As mentioned above, the corresponding discursive strategy – not one of confrontation, but of incorporation and integration into a superstructure – historically emerged in Late Antiquity, with reference to pagan wisdom. It is reactivated now, at the end of the Renaissance, for the purposes of a renewed colonization. The difference (yet to be addressed) consists in the resistance of the material. It is more than an indication of the author’s ingenuity if, as is the case here, the Renaissance conception of history as tied to the concept of Fortuna is absorbed by the orthodox makeover so perfectly and completely – that is, without any ‘correction’, as had still been necessary in the case of pagan myths. This seamlessness points to the essential quality of the stage of dissolution: it is based on a fund that, in structural terms, is governed by the analogical concept, which (here, very tangibly) is unable to think contingency in any other way than as a serial variation of patterns that detaches them from their once (and, from the perspective of the renovatio, still) obligatory embedment in a specific teleological structure.

At first glance, Gentilidad seems to have been right, given the prayers of Constantino and Maxencio inserted immediately after her speech:

[. . .] Divino

Júpiter, a tus altares,

si a tanta invasión resisto,

en cristianos holocaustos

verás cuántas vidas rindo.

(1798b–1799a)603

Sylvester – witnessing the preparations for the battle at the Tiber while he responds to Gentilidad604 – does not despair, despite his foreboding that the impious will spill not only rivers, but entire oceans of blood (“[. . .] / por más que impíos / viertan la púrpura a arroyos, / que a poco espacio sean ríos / y a no poco espacio mares”, 1799a). He is certain that they will no longer be able to sink the ‘Ship of Saint Peter’; for ‘even if the ever cold northern wind wails and blows from the west [. . .], the Ship may still be brought to safe havens by the always balmy breeze, blowing gently from the south (“de la Austria”), the direction from which, according to Habakkuk, the Lord came’.605

This concetto put into Sylvester’s mouth – articulating the ‘correct’ view of history, certain of salvation in the face of all evidence to the contrary – also conveys the universal scope of the interpretation that is at the basis of Calderón’s play. Initially, the comparison has recourse to the familiar image of the Church and Christianity as Peter’s Ship. The ‘storms’ represent an image, already prevalent in middle patristics, for the Diocletian persecution of Christians.606 Likewise, the specificity of the gale as “aquilón” blowing from the west remains within the framework of standard allegories as can be found in the contemporary manuals: the north wind allegorically represents the “Diabolus et ejus regnum” and “Infernus, Gentiles, status peccati”,607 the west signifies “gentilitas” and “status peccati”, as well as “mors” and “finis mundi”.608 Yet the reference to the ‘salvific’ south wind does not exactly follow the quote from Habakkuk to which the text alludes (“Deus ab austro veniet, et sanctus de monte Pharan”; cf. Hab 3: 3); its vernacular rendering would have to be del austro. The substitution “la Austria” for el austro lays bare the speech’s supratemporal significance – referring to all of history, specifically to that of the present: during the period of the performance, the Ship of the Church is in dire straits once again. The danger originates – both allegorically and literally (geographically) – from the northwest. The navigational imagery is especially apposite in activating the concrete, historical level aimed at, the catastrophe of 1588, the historical substance of which is interpreted – via the comparison with the situation prior to the battle of 312 – as the prelude to a glorious, final victory.609 Spain, or rather the dynasty to which the deferential gesture clothed in an ingenious ‘true meaning’ etymology is addressed, is thereby rendered the agency of Providence, continuing what had begun with Christ’s Incarnation.610 At the same time, the equation of the historical chaos of Late Antiquity with the present difficult situation asserts that not only the past, but also the present, seemingly ‘novel’, unpredictably evolving world, still fits the traditional modeling grid, and that, accordingly, no new schemata of conceptualization will be necessary for these (only apparently) new developments.


III.3.2

The cruel Gentilidad is aware of the central role Peter’s successor is to play in the further course of events; she aims to slay him with her sword. At that very moment, the allegory of Faith intervenes, protecting Sylvester with the cross.611 During her ekphrasis, Fe informs her adversary that she has already seen her before (“Sí has visto, y aun otras dos”, 1800a) – for the first time when the star led the Magi to Bethlehem, and once again on the occasion of the baptism of the centurion Cornelius by Peter.612 Gentilidad, however, has let the grace granted her pass into oblivion (“qué beneficios tan grandes / dé tu memoria al olvido”); according to Fe, this is the ailment that causes every beneficio to perish (“que es el achaque de que / muere cualquier beneficio”, 1800a). With the latter statement, Gentilidad’s relapse into paganism is classified as a repetition of the Fall. As mentioned above, the Thomist doctrine of original sin comprehends the “iustitia originalis” as a “donum” or “auxilium” (beneficio), which Eve and Adam forfeited by ‘forgetting’ the divine command, the consequence being their falling ill with the sickness (languor / achaque) of original sin.613 The reading of Gentilidad’s voluntary estrangement from God’s offer of grace as a repetition of the Fall implies the possibility of dealing with the contemporaneous schisms in a corresponding manner; as may be added in parenthesis, Calderón based his drama La cisma de Inglaterra on this notion.

The further course of the altercatio between Fe and Gentilidad is of interest here to the extent that Fe introduces the legendary recovery of the True Cross on the part of the emperor’s mother, Helena. In response to Gentilidad’s mention of a renewed appeal to the pagan gods by both opponents,614 adduced as proof of the validity of her hopes, Fe confidently declares that, should Constantine be victorious, he will retract his pledge; for his mother, Helena, already a Christian, is on a pilgrimage to the Holy Land, in search of the “sacro ligno” – which, as a sort of anti-type to the tree of the knowledge of good and evil, has cured the sickness effected by the latter: “en busca del sacro ligno, / que fué antídoto al veneno / del Arbol del Paraíso” (1800b). With the aid of this typos (“con cuyo exemplar”, 1800b), Helena will be able to induce Constantine to change his course.615

The recovery of the True Cross is an episode in the older version of the legend of Sylvester (A), and is not contained in the version given by Mombritius.616 It is unlikely that Calderón based his adaptation directly on the hardly known 1479 version, published in Brussels, in which the episode is printed in connection with the Actus Sylvestri for the first time during this period. The legendary subject matter originated autonomously; it thus also entered the tradition independently of its occasional connection to the Sylvester legend. It is printed by Mombritius, but as a separate text.617 A short version may be found in the Breviarium romanum, in which the connection to the Sylvesterian subject matter is retained by means of cross references.618 Considering the body of sources, Calderón’s interweaving of both materials probably represents a renewed fusion, conceived independently from the tradition.619 In terms of content, the amalgamation is based on an evident connection; as regards technique, it has recourse to the contraction of the temporal axis, typical for the Baroque drama and its episteme, while simultaneously accommodating the genre’s characteristic proclivity for impressive symbolic transfiguration. Hardly any event could have illuminated the salvation-historical dimension of the Roman emperor’s conversion as strikingly as the recovery – and the ensuing public exaltation and adoration – of the True Cross, which, like the Church initiated by Christ, had endured in a concealed and obscure position.620

The mere mention of the Cross leads to a reaction on the part of Gentilidad resembling that of the negative forces in the Divino Orfeo.621 There is a brief return to the mimetic level, which is once more conveyed acoustically (“dentro”, 1801a). Constantine is on the verge of losing the battle. To Gentilidad’s question concerning what still gives her hope, Fe replies: “En ver a dos visos / hacerse de lo historial / alegórico sentido” (1801a). Then follows the allegorical interpretation of the events as outlined above.622

In terms of discourse archeology, the most interesting aspect of the allegorical level’s introduction into this ‘historical’ auto is the aforementioned analogization of individual, secular, and salvation history. The device may be found in almost every auto by Calderón; the specific, and indeed remarkable aspect in the context of La lepra de Constantino is its introduction into the altercatio at a point in time when not only the development is not yet concluded, but the ‘factual’ historical events seem to speak against Fe’s hope. The latter is grounded in the assumption that, ultimately, all of world history cannot but be an instantiation of that abstract pattern according to which she interprets the battle of Constantino versus Maxencio. On the level of the conceptualizing schemata, this is a decided rejection of the nominalistic assumption of diversity – a rejection which is ‘verified’ by the outcome of the historical account – meaning, by the fulfillment of the schema here applied by Fe, initially as a hope only. With respect to the contemporary audience, this structure also constitutes a form of reassurance, in the sense that after the “primer lid” resulting in defeat, the second, definitively successful battle against the modern form of Gentilidad (that is, heresy) will come, and must come, for Spain also. A consideration of the discursive development during the Spanish Baroque demonstrates the extent to which Foucault’s thesis of the nexus between discourse and material (power) structures hits the mark.623 Even so, it also reveals the limits of this assumption. ‘New’ discourses may be instruments of a successful material attainment of power; (discursive) restorations may also result in the establishment of a mere semblance of order.

For, despite the ingenuity with which the restorative endeavor is staged by Calderón and others, the reasons for the collapse of analogism toward the end of medieval times persist. The poet took, and had to take, this fact into account – not in the popular genre of the auto sacramental, but surely in the (serious) comedias, written for the learned strata. The latter reveal clearly what the salvation-historically inspired triumphalism of the autos veils: the reservation with which the attempt at a restoration of analogical discourse is fraught, and the absolute limit that is set for it.


III.3.3

As in the Divino Orfeo, a long, predominantly allegorical first ‘act’ is followed by a second, more mimetically conceived section. Constantine flees after his defeat. He falls from his horse (which alludes to the Fall on the allegorical level).624 In an epic-like speech, it is he himself who interprets his situation according to the allegoresis given by Fe: “imagen soy del primero / Padre, pues desposeldo / del Imperio de mi Patria / [. . .]” (1802a).625 The miracle, specifically in a form largely adhering to Eusebius’ version, occurs in response to his desperate question: “¿Quién a Constantino (¡Cielos!) / [. . .] ayudarle podrá? ¿Quién / ampararle?” (1802b). The alterations concern the following aspects: at first, a voice replies to Constantine’s question, singing “Constantino, / porque nadie vale más / al hombre, que el hombre mismo” (1802b). As J. Sage has shown, music in Calderón’s allegorical plays stands for the voice of heaven, drawing on the theory of music of Christian Late Antiquity – hence against its Renaissance stage of dissolution, as present, for instance, in Luis de León.626 What Constantine here learns by way of heaven’s song contains the Tridentine doctrine of grace, with its emphasis on free will and righteous deeds. At the same time, the miracles present in the tradition are reduced to one sole and continuous miracle – which, moreover, is perceived only by Constantino himself: an angel holding a cross appears to him. Constantino greets the apparition with a splendid conceptistic speech (“¿Qué hermoso raudal de rayos / es aquel, que en el vacío / del vago imperio del aire / sangra a luces el Empireo / [. . .]”), into which epic-like elements are inserted that sustain both the salvation-historical interpretation of the event (as the beginning of the second, the New Covenant: “En segundo día, segundo / Sol, añade al cristalino / campo azul / [. . .]”)627 and the reference to the Biblical pattern of the Saul–Paul conversion to which most of the post-Incarnation conversion miracles have recourse (1803a; emph. added).628

As already in Eusebius, Constantine does not ‘understand’; but this lack of comprehension is located here on a higher plane. Constantine wishes to know why the Cross – sought after by his mother Helena – is now seeking him.629 The explanation he receives, alluding to the epoch’s ‘activistic’ doctrine of grace, follows immediately.630 The angel commands Constantine to fight under the banner of the cross (“En la señal de la Cruz / vencerás tus enemigos”), instructing him to have his troops call out: “Por la señal de la Cruz, / que en líneas de fuego he visto, / líbranos, Señor, / de nuestros enemigos” (1803b).631 It should be mentioned how well – following Calderón’s introduction of a first, lost battle – the only slightly varied Eusebian version of the historical events ‘suits’ the anagogic and, at the same time, the tropological allegoresis.632 Yet, as has been demonstrated above, this is not primarily a merit of this specific shaping of the Constantinian subject matter, but a consequence of the fundamental analogism of the entire episteme to which Eusebius’ vita already belongs, and whose discursive mechanisms are laid bare in Calderón.

Prior to the second battle, Maxencio is briefly presented on stage. Like Constantine, he speaks both in his historical and in his allegorical role – a structure that he himself describes as a reasonable, or well-conceived concetto unbeknown to him, to whose ‘judgment’ he will yield: “la fantasía / (de no sé qué discursivo / concepto) quiere que sea / su más opuesto enemigo, / no sólo en l[o] historial; pero / en lo no historial, su juicio / quiero complacer; [. . .]” (1803b). The indicated concetto – here in the sense of ‘condensation’, ‘surprising coincidence’ – is the alignment of a segment of secular history with the comprehensive course of salvation history, that is, one of those ‘ingenious’ constellations, provoking asombro, with which God himself has adorned his Creation.633 Due to his limited consciousness, the Devil (Maxencio) does not ‘know’ anything (“de no sé qué [. . .] concepto”) of this harmonious orderliness; but he must yield to it nonetheless. With this explication of the salvific design and of divine work by way of the epoch’s aesthetic terminology, an aspect of aesthetic theory – in terms of a theologically governed poetics – is integrated into this otherwise purely historical auto: the ‘true’ and comprehensive concetti are those established by God himself. Thus, Calderón ultimately repeats the theses of Tesauro, the theoretician of conceptism, in an especially accentuated form.634 Considering the quality of his autos, the playwright’s assumption that the theologically overdetermined concetti are simultaneously those most intriguing aesthetically may hardly be entirely refuted.


III.3.4

At this point, Calderón inserts a completely original gracioso scene, whose function, at first, seems merely to correspond to what is commonly assumed with regard to the comical segments in serious Baroque drama more generally. Astrea (a farmer’s wife) and her husband Zabulón (a Jew) are arguing about whether or not they should have their child baptized. They do so in a linguistic register that markedly deviates from that of the altercatio between Fe and Gentilidad. Still, this interposed episode is not restricted to the function of comic relief. The characters Astrea and Zabulón are introduced (initially only acoustically: “dentro”) precisely when Maxencio – in his double role as Roman general and Prince of Darkness – has declared his conviction that Constantino and Fe will never be victorious: “claro es, que no la ha de ser” (1804a).635 At this very moment, Maxencio suddenly overhears the quarrel between the two parents (“Astrea: – Sí ha de ser. / Zabulón: – No ha de ser, digo”), momentarily grasping what he has heard as being fraught with meaning, only to dismiss the incident as a chance coincidence: “¿Qué oigo? Mas sin duda acaso / sería” (1804a). A similar concurrence of the discontinuous – in such a fashion as to suggest a connection that ultimately proves to be accurate – is produced conspicuously at two other points in this play.636 What from a restricted, human perspective seems to be pure discontinuity or contingency (“acaso”), amounts to a reasonable orderliness, a correspondencia seen from a higher perspective, here revealed by the poet.637 The denunciation of nominalism as a perspectivally limited, doubly myopic, and ultimately diabolical world-model (here encoded via the allegorical significance of Maxencio) is a sort of pedal point underlying the plot in Calderón’s dramatic works.

Prior to the decisive battle, Maxencio receives instructions from Gentilidad. She reports that Constantine has renounced the pagan faith after having seen the sign of the cross. Gentilidad interprets the vision empirically, as a hallucination (“una vaga / impresión, [. . .] / encendida exhalación”), while warning Maxencio of its potential effect: as the account concerning the significance of the Ark of the Covenant in the Israelites’ war against the Philistines shows, a ruse (“concepto”) is still capable of provoking a paralyzing astonishment (“asombro”) in the enemy (1805b).638 As regards the apprehended result, Gentilidad’s purely empirical and psychologizing interpretation thus accords with the course of events as they factually occur. From the text’s perspective, however, the connection between the battle against the Philistines and that against the ‘modern’ heathens has a typologizing – that is, a factual rather than merely rhetorical – dimension. Moreover, the “concepto” is not conceived by men, but established by God himself; once again, the variance of Gentilidad’s suggested explication with the ‘true’ one is primarily modeled as a difference between a limited and a comprehensive perspective.

It is evident what this strategy of shaping the opposing stance is able to accomplish especially for the project of a discursive renovatio. Direct confrontation is avoided; the opponent’s position is given the choice of either conceding its own limitation, or of attacking the restored discourse on the level proclaimed as the highest by the latter – the assertion that ‘God is’. Nominalism had shunned this consequence, partly for sincere, but very likely also for tactical reasons; for where this line of reasoning led had been demonstrated by the fate of Giordano Bruno, the one person to have dared to follow it during this epoch.639 Yet the basic discursive strategy of the Tridentine renovatio is not only an ingeniously conceived classification of the opposing stance, devised for the purpose of dismissing it all the more effortlessly. ‘Foreshortening’ – the quarantining of the question concerning the relationship of metaphysics to the world – is indeed one of the basic assumptions of nominalism. It represents the disintegrating stage of the discourse in question, still tied to the dominant episteme in terms of structure, hence ultimately hardly able to offer any immediate opposition to the attempt at reincorporation on a ‘higher’ level.

The decisive battle between the emperors is staged rather compactly, and requires no extended consideration here.640 Its substrate is the Eusebian version. The double encoding introduced in Calderón facilitates circumventing the difficulties that arise when staging a great battle with limited technical and dramatic resources. Maxencio begins to tremble as soon as he hears the Christian battle cry – whereby the ‘historical’ and the allegorical victory are achieved virtually without a fight, by the power of the cross alone.641 The allegorical level is laid bare in a marked manner; Maxencio states:

Vea el mundo, a pesar mío,

que el triunfo de vencedor

pasó a infamias de vencido,

siempre que oigo armado al hombre decir. . . [. . .]

‘Por la señal de la Cruz,

que en líneas de fuego vimos,

líbranos, Señor,

de nuestros enemigos’.

(1806a; emph. added)642

The sequence and these words may be seen as the concise illustration of the concept for modeling the problematic period of post-history, especially if one compares them with the corresponding passages in the auto on Orpheus. Man’s struggle with sin – potentially successful in the Age of Grace (that is, here, the second battle) – is a sort of repetition on a lower level of the struggle of the ‘Cross’, that is, of Christ, with the Devil. Man need not give his life, and the struggle presupposes Christ’s struggle. The structure does not imply a ‘post-figuration’ in terms of fulfillment, but a typologizing modeling in the sense that all of history is ‘molded’ according to this pattern, which attained to its most condensed and highest realization in Christ’s life on earth. The epoch of the Old Testament is an anticipatory reference to this pattern, while post-history refers back to it; but the latter is qualitatively distinct from the epoch of the Old Covenant in that it takes place after – and therefore on the basis of – the climax of salvation history and of its effectual power.


III.3.5

The auto’s remaining section will only be briefly outlined here, as it largely reproduces the legend on the level of the histoire, and since the gist of the play’s specific techniques – both as regards the general modeling schemata, and as regards the allegorical double encoding – has already been discussed. As indicated, Constantino is persuaded – by means of a ruse devised by Gentilidad, and implemented by the “hermosura gentil” (the Roman women) via an appeal to vanitas (“vanidad”) – that Jupiter, whom he had originally worshipped, effected the victory (1806a). In this manner, sin is to once more erase the merits before God obtained by Faith: “yo le haré / borrar la Culpa el mérito a la Fe” (1806b). Besides the appeal to the senses mediated by female beauty, Gentilidad presents the skeptical Constantine with a plethora of rationalizations of the vision of the cross – which, as regards their profile, emphasize typical structures of Renaissance discourse once again. The empirical explanation as a hallucination is followed by a qualification of the specific cross-like form of the perceived apparition as a product of pure chance (“que fué un acaso”, 1807b); and, in conclusion, by an instrumentally rational assessment of the incident as a whole: it is simply improbable that, when a man has taken vows for one god, another god would illuminate him.643 The very moment Constantine is convinced, he is suddenly smitten with leprosy. Horror-stricken (“¡Piedad, que me hielo! ¡Piedad, que me abraso!”, 1808a), he touches his body, finding his hands blood-stained as a result – blood being the sign for the ‘illness’ of sin;644 this emblem has a central significance, as may be said in anticipation, for the Calderonian dramas de honor.645

One might initially assume that the allegorical secondary meaning assigned to the Constantine story by Calderón would rid it of its blatant legendarism by reading the leprosy as the sickness of sin.646 Calderón does read it this way, but not in the sense of a ‘substitution’ of the literal by the allegorical meaning. The literal level is fully sustained; indeed, the factuality of the disease afflicting Constantine after having relapsed into paganism is even emphasized when compared to the legend, by specifying Old Testament examples of leprosy as God’s punishment.647 The chain of examples articulated by Gentilidad – “de que signifique la lepra la Culpa” (1808b) – therefore has a double meaning. The illness is (literally) God’s physical punishment for sacrilege; and it is (allegorically) the ‘sign’ for culpability, for the acute ‘sickness’ that occurs when a human being, debilitated by the ‘insidious disease’ of original sin, commits sinful deeds.

Gentilidad’s above-mentioned explanation is functionalized with a view to her wicked purposes, her aim being to persuade Constantino that he is facing Jupiter’s wrath due to having taken the vision of light for the cross of the Christian god. She counsels that he bathe in the blood of children. The dramatic effect of the confrontation between the emperor and the desperate mothers is fully exploited in the play. The recourse to the scriptural pattern is rendered explicit (“que a Roma pasó / la persecución que vió / un tiempo Jerusalén”, 1810b),648 but also specified and relieved of all theologically problematic ambiguities. Calderón returns to the gracioso scene once more. The child of Astrea and Zabulón has been baptized in the meantime. The boy is willing to die for his faith, since faith itself is thereby strengthened: “Madre, no llore por mí, / que pues la Fe recibí, / por mí volverá la Fe” (1810b). With his readiness to die in and for faith, this child of the Christian woman Astrea and the Jewish man Zabulón marks a reference to Christ, while the salvation-historical relevance of this martyrdom, including the recurrence of the Slaughter of the Innocents (or of the entire, renewed epochal turning point), corresponds to the relationship of Christ to man on the scale of being.649 The question concerning the salvation-historical function of post-history is not thereby answered. It is displaced in favor of the assumption of a divine ‘shaping’ – down to the last detail – of this segment of history as well.

In Calderón, Constantine’s change of heart is not due to a sudden twinge of conscience, but to a plea on the part of the “madre más común”, the allegory of Faith (1811a; cf. 1811a–1812a). The playwright (partly citing the legend verbatim) achieves a striking rhetorical effect in this scene by shaping Constantine’s speech in the form of a double paradox.650 The notion of many innocents dying for the sake of one culprit is transformed, once the emperor has a change of heart, into the thought that the one should die for the salvation of the many; with this second step, the entire concetto is additionally invested with a Christological dimension, hence with the dimension of truth. In the wake of his final decision (“No mueran todos por uno, / cuando uno por todos muere”), Constantine, seized by a “paroxismo mortal”, falls to the ground; Maxencio – now (after his literal death) only allegorically present as a force of evil651 – is about to deal him his deathblow with an “áspid de acero” (1812b–1813a). The appearance of the two Apostles is inserted at this point. They repel the Devil (“Tente, traidor”, “Fiera, tente”, 1813a), protecting Constantine. The sequence is reshaped by recourse to psychomachic techniques:652 the Apostles appear on stage, and Constantine speaks to them. Retrospectively, the entire scene is characterized as a representation of what Constantine had dreamt.653

The emperor summons Sylvester, as the Apostles had ordered him to do. Prior to his baptism, a long altercatio between Fe and Gentilidad concerning the dignity of the True Cross takes place, during which Fe integrates the legendary material having accumulated around the Cross over the centuries, and to an extent that by far exceeds the elements contained in the early version of the Actus Sylvestri. In the auto El árbol del mejor fruto (1661 [?]), as well as in the comedias La Síbila del oriente (~1634–1636) and La exaltación de la Cruz (1648), Calderón develops this subject matter at length: the tree from which the Cross was made grew from the seed of the tree of Paradise; the latter had been cut down already in Solomon’s day.654 The Queen of Sheba (“la Síbila del Oriente”) recognized that the tree would one day serve a special and elevated purpose; it was then stored in the Pool of Bethesda, which explains the curative effect of its water. After Christ’s Passion, the cross made from the tree is lost for a long time; Helena rediscovers it, erecting a church in its honor. The Persians conquer it, and Heraclius reconquers it in the seventh century; it is splintered afterward, and dispersed around the world; but no piece will be lost, so that it may reassemble itself like an “inanimado Fénix” on the Day of Judgment – ‘living, triumphing and ruling’ henceforth and for all eternity.655 After these final words, Gentilidad falls to the ground (“Cae la Gentilidad”, 1815b). In the form given here, the insertion of the legend of the Cross, which belongs to the larger context of this material, efficaciously reinforces the totalizing, teleological concept of history by directly and explicitly articulating the essential predetermination and directedness of the historical process until the end of time.

Already fallen, Gentilidad tells Maxencio of her death, once more to be grasped as a double death – as the end of paganism, and as the purgation of the guilt due to original sin by baptism: “porque / vea hoy el mundo realmente / que cuando el hombre renace / la Culpa del hombre muere” (1816a). It is only in this scene that a slight (though probably hardly avoidable) inconsequence occurs in the analogical encoding of the different levels of reality. Given the words cited, the tropological plane seems to amount to the message that baptism expunges the sin of the first father; in this way, the action represented so far would lose its tropological meaning for the most part, save perhaps the aspect that sin has unrestricted access to a human being until his baptism. Yet man’s double struggle, the miraculous apparition, the relapse into sin – all this would indeed become dysfunctional within the framework of a tropological interpretation designed so narrowly. The baptizing event, however, is anchored in the historical plane. It is therefore more reasonable to comprehend the baptism of Constantino allegorice, as man’s definitive decision for God. The first battle would represent the struggle with evil in unawareness of – or even in defiance of – the Christian truths; the second one would signify the victorious fight against sin after conversion; the ensuing action would denote the relapse into iniquity, followed by contritio; the donation would stand for penance. Calderón, however, does not make this possibility explicit, probably since an allegorical interpretation of the sacramental act of baptism would have caused problems from a theological perspective. The outlined possibility is grounded in the fundamental analogism of the discourse in question, which produces coherent and meaningful readings of levels of encoding even should these not be fully developed within the text itself.

The baptism is set in a locus amoenus. Again, the forces of evil try to tempt Constantino, this time with displays of worldly power (“púrpura, cetro y corona”, 1816a). Constantino accepts, but only to immediately pass these insignia on to one more worthy of them:

Llegad, que yo aceptaré

sus dones, más dignamente

para otro que para mi.

(Va poniendo Constantino a Silvestre las insignias [. . .]).

(1816a)

Constantine’s reasoning behind his action is of interest: it is rightful ‘that the kings bare themselves to honor the pope’.656 It is, then, first of all about paying homage – a matter of symbolic submission. The subsequently proclaimed material donation turns out to be rather sparse: “le doy al Pontificado / la ciudad de Roma (atiende), / y para Templo de Pedro / y de Pablo, mi eminente / Palacio” (1816b). Nothing is said that would come close to bequeathing the entire Western half of the empire. In any case, no secular ruler had ever seriously challenged the pope for worldly authority over the city and the possession of the Lateran Palace. Yet the manner in which Calderón here treats the question of the donation may not be taken as evidence of an anti-curialistic stance on the part of the author or of his king. The bequest of the imperial insignia, the symbolic submission, constitute the core of this scene. The problem of the Constitutum Constantini is rather generously relieved of the power-political implications some popes had attached to it, and is reduced to what had always been its essence, especially from the viewpoint of the orthodox discourse: the postulate of a single, strictly gradated hierarchy of being, in which Peter’s successor ranks above the secular ruler, the latter only being legitimized before God if he resists the temptation of “vanidad” (as Constantino does here), comprehending his office as a role bestowed by God himself.

As a reward for his donation, Fe grants Constantino insight into the future: the stage opens, and the audience beholds Helena, who has found the True Cross; she admonishes her son (cured of the ‘leprosy of body and soul’) to ‘always remain faithful to the flock of the shepherd Sylvester’.657 The final tableau then depicts the Lateran Palace as already transformed into the apostolic basilica, in whose midst “el mayor de mis Misterios” is visible, that is: “pues debajo / de las formales Especies / de Pan y Vino se encierran / de Cristo substancialmente / la Carne y la Sangre” (1817a). Paul promises Sylvester that this church will one day be the destination of ‘a multitude of foreign pilgrims’ ( “donde las extrañas gentes / peregrinas las visiten / y devotas las veneren”; 1817b). In conclusion, all those present (“todos y Música”) implore the Lord that the felicitous day, when Rome will be the site of the foremost temple of the faithful, may come soon.658

With the concluding sentence, the play is connected to the present, which is thereby interpreted as a ‘felicitous’ time, and, when compared to the Constantinian epoch, as a time of fulfillment. The zero-period of salvation history is provided with a sort of artificial teleology by being read as the process of an ever-expanding faith. In this way, a modeling pattern is simultaneously discovered for the contemporaneous history of secular conquest – this, however, is a section of time not treated explicitly in the auto on Constantine.659



III.4

The following points represent the central findings of the analysis of the play:


–The auto has recourse to the pre-Renaissance tradition of the Constantine material as regards its modeling techniques, specifically by way of a re-concretization and re-historicization of medieval legendarism; the latter still serves as the basis, while the particular elements of this (partial) remimeticization are derived from the encoding that precedes medieval times – i.e., from Christian Late Antiquity. The parallelism of the discourse-historical situation is probably a determining factor of the reactivation of an older stratum of analogism. The hybridizing of modeling techniques from Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages observable in the case of the Orpheus material applies in the case of the Constantinian material as well.

–The allegorical double encoding, typical of the genre, requires only slight corrections in the already extant shapings of the substrate. Allegory is secondary; the primary technique is the analogism already present in Eusebius and the Actus. The allegoresis (only) lays bare the analogical procedure. Yet it does not serve as a method of displaying techniques in terms of an indication of the text’s createdness (as is the case in modern texts); it rather points to the ‘instructions’ of the overarching discourse, or – inasmuch as the latter comprehends itself as a discourse of truth – to the configuration of the world. This is the meaning of the ingeniously paradoxical classification of the text’s allegorical plane, articulated by Gentilidad, as “[una] metáfora que hoy / va del Mundo al teatro” (1806b).

–The fact that the analogical encoding of post-history is extended to the present is – initially – nothing other than an elaboration on the solution already devised in Late Antiquity for dealing with the non-occurrence of the Parousia. Yet in this manner, Calderón’s play necessarily antagonizes the nominalistic intermediate phase, which rejects analogism in its metaphysically substantiated variant. The concrete theological dispute – hence also that concerning the entire political theory of the stage of dissolution – is not even dealt with as such, but is presented as already decided a priori in favor of the orthodox position. It is manifest – as also in the case of the reception of mythology and the question of the Renaissance theory of poetry – that the renovatio does not aim at getting involved in a battle for specific positions, but immediately aims for the fundamentals. Above, the case at issue was the poetological notion of an autonomous discourse of truth severed from the truths pertaining to salvation. Here, in the auto revolving around Constantine, the central issue is what is probably the most fundamental modeling figure of nominalism, the concept of reality as basically contingent. The question concerning the ‘true’ order of this world sub specie aeternitatis – set aside by nominalism as insoluble – is posed once more. It is answered in the terms of the old ordre du discours, and ‘verified’ by means of an example taken from the past that ‘proves’ its exemplarity by being applicable to highly diverse times, including the present, and also to different perspectives on reality (historical; moral; salvation-historical; anagogical). Nominalistic doubt qua figure of thought is denounced as superficial and essentially diabolical, while being simultaneously demoted to the rank of self-delusion (vanitas), hence powerless against the teleology of both salvation history and world history.





IV

The results obtained from the three textual analyses and relating to the discursive practices of the Spanish Baroque – specifically prominent in the autos sacramentales – will not be summarized again at this point, particularly since the respective descriptions and classifications will be frequently referred to in the following chapters. Only the historical aspect should be briefly addressed. The auto sacramental immediately demonstrates what the comedia – qua ‘new’ genre, developing during the Renaissance – at first conceals: historically, the discourse of the epoch has recourse primarily to (medieval and Late Antiquity) analogism. As regards repertoire, Lope’s early auto belongs to this tradition without any restrictions. Yet the modeling of the material indicates ‘new’ tendencies that, measured against the later development, seem relatively limited all in all, though possibly only at first sight. The re-accentuation of the theological basis; the adoption of orthodox (as to content), but abstract, ‘learned’ instruction, which had no special significance in medieval drama; the proclivity for an ingenious condensation of the message – these are conspicuous aspects. Still, the most relevant peculiarity is the concentrative tendency. Its background is the rigorism of analogization, characteristic of this epoch, which leads to a reduction of the object plane in favor of the recurrent structure, the extent of which by far exceeds medieval conventions. In the case of Lope’s auto, the phenomenon also indicates the temporal distance from the Middle Ages proper. Central motifs of medieval allegorism are not respected as regards their traditional configuration; instead, and in keeping with the remodeling, they are submitted – like the ‘hostile’ discursive worlds of the Renaissance – to ever identical, abstract instructions. The fact that the ‘disfigurement’ of the traditional material comes into view only upon closer examination is exclusively due to the structural – and also functional – homology of the material with its reshaping structure.

When one comprehends Lope’s auto not as a mere ‘continuation’, but as the concentrated and abstracting résumé of a tradition, the distance between the early auto sacramental and its later version, represented particularly by Calderón, is simultaneously relativized. A considerable difference is situated on the level of the problems respectively targeted: in Calderón’s case, they are decidedly post-medieval.660 Incidentally, this also holds true for scriptural themes in a narrower sense, due to their extraction from the more comprehensive context of salvation history, and their resultant elevation to the status of independent ‘stories’. As a consequence of a pervasive analogizing there is, nevertheless, the preservation of a totalizing view for which any random segment of the ‘world’ is an illustration of the truth governing the world in its entirety. Calderón’s aesthetic virtuosity does not require any relativization; historically considered, his accomplishment consists in having given a positive turn to the emphasis on the modeling structure over and against the material, already observable in Lope’s play. In shaping any and all materials by recourse to a recurrent schema, the comprehensive claim of orthodox analogism articulates itself in a particularly concise manner; in that the plays address the Renaissance concepts of the particular and of the concrete, though solely on the abstract plane, they ‘sublate’ them, ideologically and aesthetically. Orthodox mono-systematics takes the place of plurality, ingenious variation that of heterogeneous hybridity.






4Excursus: Ruptures, Changes, and Evolutions. Outline of the Medieval, the Renaissance, and the Mannerist Discourse

4.1Introductory Remarks

In principle, a separate investigation of the discursive field as handed down from what are commonly known as the Middle Ages and the Renaissance would be required in order to provide the thesis of comprehending the Baroque discourse as an attempt at a restorative reshaping and overcoming of the Renaissance with the implicitly asserted systematic evidence; this is not possible here. Yet a brief elaboration on the guiding hypothesis of this study seems appropriate, even though the ensuing outline of discourse history will not be able to satisfy a specialist in Medieval or Renaissance studies. The following excursus puts what is already known into the methodological perspective here submitted, and cannot enter into more specific questions; this applies to the development during Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages in particular. The Renaissance discourse, characterized above as analogism’s first stage of disintegration, requires commentary especially as to the assertion that, from a discourse-archeological perspective, the period is not to be grasped primarily as an early ‘modern’ era, but as an epoch during which fundamental principles of the medieval discourse remain in effect, while the superstructure ordering these partial structures breaks apart. In this view, the Renaissance’s ‘modernity’ primarily consists in the fact that – in hindsight – individual elements of its discourse may be incorporated rather smoothly into modern frameworks proper; plurality and the absence of a definitive world-model lead to the possibility of an (illusory) reduction of the temporal distance.

To supplement the following outline concerning the two main phases of analogism, some remarks apropos of Mannerism will be necessary, not least since its overcoming is part of the Baroque agenda. At first sight, Mannerism is a purely literary, aesthetically functionalized phenomenon, belonging chronologically to the late Renaissance. The question of why it was targeted by the renewal of orthodox analogism, and of how it relates historically and functionally to the episteme of the older epochs and its disintegrating stage, requires a relatively extensive illustration, especially since the state of research in this area offers hardly any points to which an outline with a discourse-archeological objective might refer.


4.2Medieval Discourse as Analogism’s Stage of Order

I

With regard to the Middle Ages, one might almost be content with a mere reference to the famous 1938 article “Figura”,661 had Auerbach not linked his ideas to a general devaluation of allegory, and had he not, as regards Dante’s Commedia – which he rightly classifies as the last, most condensed résumé of medieval discourse – suggested a ‘figural’ interpretation that requires a critical review, and for reasons similar to those concerning his classification of allegory. For the most part, however, the panorama outlined by Auerbach is still valid, its importance having been corroborated by the results of more recent research.

In comparison to other discursive formations known and described by research (taxonomic, Romantic), the distinctive characteristic of analogism seems to be that it is a discourse of absorption. This qualification should be understood as a historical statement – that is, as independent from any valuation of the structures of the sub- and superstrate or of the overall process. The discursive movement of orthodox analogism does not emphasize the constitution of a specific model of reality by means of an immediate recourse to the resources of the linguistic code; it rather ‘colonizes’ already extant discursive worlds, and also partial conceptualizing schemata, which are thereby conserved and conveyed, while also being deprived of their immanent meaning in a more or less rigorous fashion. In this respect, (orthodox) analogism is a hermeneutical discourse par excellence. It gains its distinctive profile, however, only with a number of additional characteristics exceeding this general one. First of all: the interpretational schema is fixed, pre-established, both structurally and as regards content; due to the high degree of this twofold determinateness, it is hardly affected by the material to be interpreted. Moreover, this schema cannot be grasped as a horizontally ordered repertoire of more or less compatible partial forms of conceptualization; it rather constitutes a ‘set’ of vertically arranged ‘shapings’ of what is ultimately but one sole pattern, differentiated only as regards distinctness or concision. In other words, analogism as a basic feature of this discourse operates on two levels; it effects the elimination of content-related (sectoral) differences, and also of the distinctions between levels of differentiation (more precisely: of hierarchization), in favor of a form of conceptualization accentuating similarity.

In terms of its developmental history, orthodox analogism seems to commence with the mission to the Gentiles.662 Pauline theology has two objectives: on the one hand, imparting the prerequisites of the new cult – i.e., the Jewish tradition – to the Gentile Christians, while simultaneously classifying it as a preliminary stage, now overcome; on the other hand, investing the new cult’s assumptions, which are hardly comprehensible from a merely rational perspective, with an elemental transparency by means of analogy – that is, by linking them to what is already ‘known’ and accepted. All things considered, the latter aspect is the more demanding one as regards its envisioned objective. The separation – initiated by Augustine and culminating in late scholasticism – of rationally intelligible religious truths from those few tenets that only faith itself or the Holy Spirit may render comprehensible, points to the limits of Paul’s endeavor.

Upon closer examination, the much-cited, central passage in the fifth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, in which Paul utilizes the conceptualizing schema of the figura in a most impressive manner, pertains rather to the context of the dogma’s ‘logical’ underpinning or explication. According to Paul, Adam is “forma futuri”; the first human being points forward to Jesus Christ. The profile of this referential context is described using numerous, partly repeated formulations, most clearly expressed in verses 14, 15, and 17:

Sed regnavit mors ab Adam [. . .]; si enim unius delicto multi mortui sunt, multo magis gratia Dei et donum in gratiam unius hominis Jesu Christi in plures abundavit. [. . .] Si enim unius delicto mors regnavit per unum, multo magis abundantiam gratiae, et donationis et justitiae accipientes, in vita regnabunt per unum Jesum Christum.

Paul launches his argument by making a first causal agent responsible for the evident fact of mortality. The concept of original rebellion and vicarious punishment is familiar from the Greek tradition also; Paul presupposes it, rather than commenting on it explicitly. The figural interrelation of Adam and Jesus Christ then facilitates investing the notion of vicarious salvation – the central assumption of Christian dogma – with a certain plausibility, specifically on the basis of an analogical conclusion utilizing the technique of an argumentum e contrario. The reasoning is theologically precarious in that it touches on the question of whether the actions of the typos Adam are in like manner due to divine initiative as are Christ’s Incarnation and Passion; it is not least for this reason that, in the following centuries, the antithetical typology remains a phenomenon of secondary importance in comparison to the harmonistically gradating variant. To give it special attention here is indispensable, for the conventional thesis as to the origins of typological interpretation – the thesis of acculturation as formulated already in Auerbach663 – faces the question of why other cults reasoning in a syncretistic manner did not produce something similar. The context outlined above is only one of several aspects pertinent in this respect, but it must not go unnoticed: pressured by the Greek tradition, the new cult partly submits to a rudimentarily logical line of reasoning; and it is only in this manner that it attains to the formal systematics that facilitates recoding the entire ancient discursive world. Even so, logical aporia is – ultimately – the price for translating religious truths into discursive reasoning.664 The problem may be solved either at the expense of logic – that is, by means of a regression to mythical thinking – or at the expense of faith. The fact that, in the final stages of the epoch thinking analogically, only the latter alternative still came into consideration, points to the peril inherent in all interpretational processes – that is, that the allegedly appropriating agency is itself colonized by the absorbed material.

These amendments notwithstanding, the thesis of acculturation retains its significance; the respective Pauline passages do not require extended commentary here.665 On an abstract level, one may describe figura as a conceptual schema equating two distinct variables, which are individuated as to time and place. The tertium by way of which the postulated analogy establishes itself may be located on the level of agency (inasmuch as individuals are involved, which is usually the case), or on the level of characteristics and attributes; it may be central, but also entirely marginal, with regard to the overall image of the variables.666 Figural conceptualization does not ‘search’ for analogies more or less evident. It rather presupposes the material’s analogical make, to then explicate it by means of a feature that often emerges only as a result of the modeling – and that may ultimately even be, according to later patristic theory, a mere construction.667 In comparison to the presupposed schema, the material is relegated to relative insignificance; it serves mainly as illustration.668

Still, analogy as such does not entirely account for the (Pauline) figura; or rather, the point at which this reservation may be rescinded marks the end of the Middle Ages and the transition to the Renaissance: the two variables to be related to each other are gradated as regards value, specifically according to a standard not taxonomically, but dynamically conceived – that is, in terms of a succession of prophecy or ‘announcement’ and fulfillment. In addition, the variables of fulfillment are defined in terms of content; in this respect, the analogical discourse, as well as figura qua central schema thereof, are not pure structure – in contrast to the ensuing epistemes and their fundamental discursive forms. The moment of fulfillment is provided by the authority of the New Testament account of the life and Passion of Jesus Christ, as well as of the promises attached to it. The period of ‘announcement’ is characterized by a relative insufficiency. These characteristics allow for the use of the approach as an instrument not only for the appropriation of the Jewish tradition, but also for that of pagan antiquity – with significant reservations, as already demonstrated with reference to the myth of Orpheus. In this fashion, all problematic aspects of ancient knowledge could be attributed to the imperfection of the epochs not yet sub gratia. While it is not possible here to speak of figura in the strict sense, it needs to be emphasized that the theologically rigorous figure – as an instrument for interpreting the Old in terms of the New Testament – is surely of lesser importance for the discourse of world-modeling.

The ‘typologizing’ appropriation of pagan antiquity (this being the terminology here proposed, inasmuch as individuals and actions are concerned) is based on a quotation from Paul which demonstrates the extent to which figural speech is already embedded in a totalizing claim to discursive control at this early stage. Paul deduces from the concept of one God and Creator that antiquity is also nothing other than a part of the divine Creation. Accordingly, the heathens know of Him (“quia quod notum est Dei, manifestum est in illis. Deus enim illis manifestavit”, Rom 1: 19), despite His not having revealed Himself to them in the words of Scripture, in contrast to the case of the Jews. The thesis of a revelation of God’s invisible essence by way of the Creation is crucial (“Invisibilia enim ipsius, a creatura mundi, per ea quae facta sunt, intellecta, conspiciuntur”, Rom 1: 20), for it legitimizes applying the orthodox schema to everything at all thinkable – specifically also to the post-Incarnation world not yet included in Paul – by means of the patterns predetermined in Scripture. With regard to what Paul is aiming at – that is, the products of the human spirit not yet participating in scriptural revelation, and the actions of those who attain knowledge only via the ‘book of nature’, as scholasticism will put it – the valuation nonetheless admits of no doubt: finally, the heathens are misled by their godlessness; their ‘wisdom’ is, in essence, ignorance (“dicentes enim se esse sapientes, stulti facti sunt”, Rom 1: 22).

In principle, this stance remains authoritative for the following centuries. The tendency toward forms of syncretism – discernible time and again, and in virtually all segments of the discursive field – is not the foremost phenomenon, given analogism’s hermeneutic constitution. The relevant pattern is the effacement, or ‘absorption’, of all wisdom not based on Scripture, in accordance with the above passage from Paul.

The reception of pagan antiquity – occurring continuously, or in several waves – is a fundamental characteristic of the Middle Ages; but to stop at this finding669 would mean to ignore the hermeneutic foundation of the medieval discourse having developed during Late Antiquity. It is not the material that is crucial, but its organization. Ancient knowledge is consulted to the extent that it is suitable for testifying to the truths of revelation. Depending on the specific area, the respective valuation may range from ‘erroneous’ to ‘only partly defective’. These two poles might be represented by several of the above-cited mythical fabulae on the one hand, and by Aristotelian metaphysics on the other. The proviso of imperfection – which, according to Paul, applies even to the highest forms of pagan wisdom – denotes something different from the qualification of the typos in the figura considered sensu stricto. God does not reveal himself in the Aristotelian text; rather, this text represents the maximum of knowledge that may be gained by way of a diligent consideration of the world while ignoring its Creator. Ancient pagan writings therefore require a systematic interpretation from the viewpoint of revelation; appropriated in this manner, they may (at times) cast a maximum of light on the Creation, as Calderón put it.670


II

Allegory rates as the second elemental instrument of the discourse of Christian Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages; it is usually treated separately from the figura. The concept as such is encumbered by the vagueness of its manifold contexts of application. At this point, it simply denotes a procedure – consistent with Quintilian’s formula “aliud verbis, aliud sensu ostendit”671 – by means of which the status of signifier is ascribed to certain signifieds; it consists in referring to a secondary semantic level, usually to be identified as the ‘essential’ and thus primarily targeted meaning.672 In this comprehensive sense, the concept of allegorical encoding incorporates typology, to the extent that the latter also establishes a context of referencing that reaches beyond the literal level.673

Yet allegoresis is specific to this epoch only given two conditions: first, interpretation qua generalized semiotic practice, in terms of a decoding of ‘reality’ and of texts on a secondary plane; secondly, an attachment of the exegesis to a pre-existent schema, defined in terms of content. The transition from an exegesis grounded in a pre-established schema to a reading based on arbitrary and variable schemata – which may also include a continued orthodox decoding, but precisely only occasionally, not compulsorily – marks the breach between medieval times and the Renaissance. Semiotically put: what happens at the end of the thirteenth century is the transition from allegoresis as a system to allegoresis as a structure. With regard to texts as manifestations of medieval discourse, it will be necessary to note a supplementary factor: the presence of a form of rhetorical allegory sensu lato – namely, textual markers indicating the presence of a secondary meaning implied in the text.

Even so, all of the criteria mentioned are not to be applied to individual texts, but to the discourse and its dominant tendencies of development. In concrete terms: there are texts in medieval times that do not meet one or the other criterion, and even some that do not fulfill any; but it is a central characteristic of the epoch labeled “the Middle Ages” to increasingly subject texts to the discourse’s principles within the framework of a transmission based on oral retelling as well as written fixation. It is not the static, but the dynamic, evolutional evidence that sheds light on the fundamental features of the medieval discourse.674

With reference to the meta-level, there is no need to elaborate on the criterion of the pre-established character of the secondary level of meaning.675 As regards the criterion of rhetorical allegoricity, it is composed of two variants of implementation, one of which is closer to classical typology, the other of which is closer to allegory in the sense of ‘personification’. The reference to a secondary meaning underlying the texts may be explicit, specifically by means of constitutive textual elements (characters, objects) perforating the logical coherence on the literal level to such an extent that a logic on a ‘higher’ plane is exacted for the text as a whole.676 Conversely, it may be implicit: while the logic of the literal plane is not disturbed by elements that are not assimilable, the arrangement clearly suggests a modeling based on a scripturally predetermined pattern. This second pattern, which originated at a historically later date than the ‘classical’ figura and (explicit) allegory, is terminologically distinguished in the present study as ‘typologizing modeling’.

Regarding the above-mentioned explicit procedures of conveying a secondary meaning, objections are habitually raised as to an identification of rhetorical allegory with the device of personification.677 This assertion is nonetheless valid under certain conditions: that of bracketing off the typologizing variant, as well as the problem of hermeneutic allegory; that of limiting oneself to Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages as far as the material is concerned; and that of not falling prey to mistaking “secondary image conventions” (Helmich) – always tied to a presupposed personification, as in the case of the panoply of the Christian – for primary (independent) imagery.678 The logical, while not always factual primacy of personification results from the thematic configuration of all texts of interest, be they literary or didactic: ‘world and human being’ (on the primary level), ‘God and world’ (on the secondary level).

Once more, it is Paul who provided the authoritative impulses for an allegory thus understood. In the Second Epistle to the Corinthians, he introduces speaking of the congregation as a bride (“Despondi enim vos, uni viro virginem castam exhibere Christo”, 2 Cor 11: 2). This notion is taken up again in Ephesians 5: 25 (“Viri, diligite uxores vestras, sicut et Christus dilexit ecclesiam”). Sin and Evil as personified agents – whose service one may enter instead of serving God, and who subsequently govern the sinner as a sort of decentered subject – are not encountered in Prudentius for the first time, but already in the sixth chapter of the Epistle to the Romans.679 In 7: 11, Sin is referred to as a temptress; the basic situation of psychomachia – a human being ‘torn’ between external agents – is referred to in 7: 23.680 Yet it is evident that the allegorical personification in its specific form as characteristic for medieval times is not present until the relevant conception has become the basis of a – be it mimetic, be it diegetic – narration.

Some remarks are necessary as regards the problem of the originality of Paul’s formulations on a methodological level. It is well established that the Old Testament, but also the pagan tradition, is familiar with the allegorical personification as Paul uses it in the passages cited above – that is, as a vivid illustration, inserted without narrative context.681 The specificity of the ‘Christian’ allegorical personification consists in its particular, content-bound narrativity; a specific secondary meaning is not immediately dependent on the procedure itself, but on the respective narrative context – which becomes obvious when considering, e.g., the commonalities and differences regarding the method and the message of Prudentius’ Psychomachia (~400) on the one hand, and Martianus Capella’s De nuptiis Mercurii et Philologiae (~410–431) on the other.


III

III.1

The patristic and scholastic contribution to the discursive strategies of analogism – which exceed the Pauline preliminary stages by far – was developed as a result of the engagement with the central problem the emerging doctrine faced theologically: the non-occurrence of the Parousia.682 Incorporating pagan and Jewish prehistory retained its significance. Nonetheless, the decisive steps for an appropriation of the past are already taken in Paul. The regulation of language regarding a world not envisaged in the original doctrine – that is, ‘historical’ time, extending immeasurably – becomes the fundamental problem. Ultimately, a conceptually satisfying solution – which is difficult to construct from the viewpoint of a doctrine constrained to regard the highest possible level of world history as already fulfilled in Christ’s ministry and Passion – is not found. The first attempt at a solution, that on the part of Augustine, finally arrives at the concept of an inscrutable divine logic. In this way, the essence and sense of post-Incarnation history are ultimately rendered a mystery of faith; accordingly, there cannot be any metaphysically guaranteed codes of conduct for human beings; salvation is subject to contingency, in theological terms: to predestination. Considering the manifest consequences of Augustine’s attempt, it is not astonishing that the concept is relegated to the background in the ensuing tradition, until it reemerges in nominalism and especially in the theology of the Reformation, subsequently achieving its logically inherent, eroding effect (meanwhile attestable as a historical fact) on the ‘catholic’ faith.683 Scholastic theology tries to avoid the risks implied in the Augustinian theorization of the post-Incarnation world. Nevertheless, the strategy of a rigorous systematization – including the ‘analogical’ appropriation of those aspects that, in Augustine, had triggered the irritating question concerning the origin of evil, ultimately leading to the concept of predestination – results in the emergence of precisely that “disquiet” (Blumenberg) which was to place the questions posed by Augustine on the agenda once again.684

This brief look ahead, as well as the initial valuation, should not conceal the fact that pre-Augustinian patristics is to a great extent still fixated on the past, and consequently concentrates on the systematic elaboration of the appropriating practices as conceived in Paul. The task here is not an evolutional sketch.With a view to being illustrative, the individual aspects requiring mention are thus itemized in an economical fashion.

The essential instrument for the systematization of the doctrine itself is Origen’s ‘approval’ not only of the Old, but also of the New Testament for a symbolic, allegorical reading – and specifically its continuation by Augustine, authoritative for the further development.685 The objective – that of removing any problematic element (be it in terms of logic, of morality, or simply of intelligibility) – as well as the practice itself are adopted from the pagan allegoresis of myth; the respective texts are, however, not interpreted according to a broadly defined concept of acceptability, but with a view to the already dogmatically fixated, central tenets of the doctrine.686 In this respect, Origen’s and Augustine’s approach marks an extension of the procedure that underlies Paul’s figural allegoresis of the Old Testament to Scripture in its entirety. In this context, the theory of a manifold sense of Scripture (emerging as early as in patristic times) is of interest primarily in that it refers to an already mentioned movement of this episteme which did not find logical support until scholastic times: to comprehend as structurally analogous the different schemata of conceptualization by means of which reality may be conceived (the level of individual history; the level of transindividual (‘moral’) history; the level of world and salvation history; the level of the anticipation of future times) – specifically with regard to standardized processes of evolution, and likewise with regard to the evaluation of the individual phases.687

It goes without saying that the figural interpretation of the Old Testament is expanded in patristic times, and methodically organized with a view to a total reinterpretation of the Jewish tradition in Christian terms.688 As to the appropriation of pagan antiquity, the conceptually elemental contribution of early patristics, which is particularly expedient for the purposes of subjugation, consists in the aforesaid thesis of priority, adopted from Alexandrian Judaism.689 The assumption of a direct dependence of pagan wisdom on the Old Testament, linked to the charge of thievery, permitted a far more detailed – hence rigorously appropriating – reception of the ancient legacy than the recourse to the abstract notion of the one Creation. This concept of ‘domestication’ and ‘acculturation’ of pagan antiquity achieves its most popular version in Jerome’s reading of Deuteronomy 21: 11–13: as soon as one has shorn the hair and clipped the nails – as well as removed the (pagan) clothes – of the female prisoner (allegorice: pagan wisdom), one may take possession of her as a legitimate wife.690 Nothing contradicts the systematic claims of those widespread theses of syncretism more clearly than this allegoresis, widely propagated in the tradition of Christian humanism. The Christian world is to the ancient pagan one as Yahweh’s people are to the bordering idolaters. The strategy is neither destruction nor coexistence, but conquest. Clement already elucidates how the concept – familiar since Justin, later clothed in the above metaphor by Jerome – is to be applied to ancient texts: pagan wisdom conceals the truth behind “enigmas and symbols, allegories and metaphors”.691 Authorized by the supposition of figurativeness, the texts are cleared for a reading on a secondary, ‘true’ level according to aspects that are in principle arbitrary, yet in this case predetermined.


III.2

III.2.1

Augustine, following his predecessors, adheres to the thesis of priority, and even proclaims it a Christian duty to once more “wrest these treasures from their wrongful possessors” and to make “just use thereof in preaching the gospel”.692 Yet his most important contribution to the problem of a Christian interpretational management of the world consists in liberating this view from being solely retrospective, in reconsidering the relation between Creation and temporality, and in arriving at the insight – crucial not only for the modeling of the past, but also for the modeling of the present and the future – that, from the viewpoint of the Creator, there is no temporality at all:

Quid est enim praescientia nisi scientia futurorum? Quid autem futurum est deo, qui omnia tempora supergreditur? Si enim scientia dei res ipsas habet, non sunt ei futurae, sed praesentes; ac per hoc non iam praescientia, sed tantum scientia dici potest.693

Given this observation, the tying of figura to temporality is nothing but a concealing factor, devoid of essential truth value. In this way, the application of the schemata revealed in Scripture to the modeling of post-history – already practiced prior to Augustine – is given conceptual support. The management of the non-occurrence of the Parousia is achieved by comprehending the entirety of history, including the future, as a repetition of what has already taken place; at the same time, the question concerning the meaning of a history extending incalculably – while stagnating sub specie aeternitatis, being already ‘fulfilled’ – is not posed, and probably could not be posed without the risk of destabilizing the doctrinal edifice.

The transition to a comprehensively analogical modeling still required the resolution or suppression of the dynamic and progressive aspect initially inhering in the doctrine’s worldview. The notion – already infected with doubt in Paul and John – that the epoch sub gratia might be conceptualized as the analogy of the epochs ante legem and sub lege, though on a consistently higher level in terms of salvation history, is conclusively refuted as too schematic in Augustine’s theory of the two civitates.694 Both realms appear intermingled over the course of world history (“Hoc enim uniuersum tempus siue saeculum, in quo cedunt morientes succeduntque nascentes, istarum duarum ciuitatum, de quibus disputamus, excursus est”).695 From the beginning of the world to the Last Judgment, all of history is a battle between the two civitates; one is characterized by amor sui, superbia and luxuria, the other by caritas Dei.696

With Augustine’s theory of the two realms, the Christian conception of history receives a literally homogenous basis for the discourse on time (or temporality), which provides the notion of the omnipresence of certain, scripturally pre-stabilized schemata with its logical foundation. Augustine’s argument does not deny the qualitative difference between the two main epochs; but the difference is no longer conceived of as an opposition. History taking place sub gratia is basically a repetition of an omnipresent constellation. In contrast, the notion of the post-Incarnation epoch as a ‘redeemed’ time falls behind conceptually – as the recourse to Augustine in the Protestant theology of predestination clearly demonstrates.

It is also possible to see Augustine’s struggle with Gnosticism – especially his polemics against the Gnostic explanation of evil as a product of a sort of dyarchy over creation – as a necessary consequence of conceiving the world as a total analogy. Gnosticism solves the problem of theorizing evil by projecting the taxonomic order grounded in the linguistic sign system into transcendence, thereby arriving at the notion of a benign and a malign deity. Already at the beginning of this discourse’s history, the Gnostic design points to a fact that will become increasingly manifest in the course of the development: strict monotheism and (as Foucault puts it) “le Discours” – that is, the system of symbolic communication, based on oppositions697 – stand in a tension always only temporarily bridgeable. Augustine’s struggle against the peril of a relapse into polytheism frees transcendence from the taxonomic order, solving the inherent problem of this world’s contradictoriness (particularly prominent in the concept of the two civitates) at the expense of mankind. Evil is the mediated product of human volition, hence nothing more than a potentiality.698 The analogical order of the world, with God as the highest reference point in the hierarchy, is not affected by the problem of evil, as long as the level of abstraction is high enough. As Augustine himself recognized, this solution is nothing more than a displacement; his theological reflection therefore leads to the notion of predestination, ascribing unrestricted omnipotence to God,699 which implies the power to arbitrarily categorize humans according to a fundamental and eternally effective opposition (electi; damnati). In the concluding stages of medieval times, nominalistic theology demonstrates that this emphasis on unrestricted Divine omnipotence undermines the logical, and, what may have been even more important, the typological approach to meaningfulness on the part of analogical conceptualizing. During the centuries following Augustine, limited attention is paid to it. The notion of a hierarchy of being, already alluded to in Augustine,700 is reconsidered by scholasticism from the perspective of Aristotelian physics and metaphysics, and it is complemented by a genuinely analogical theory of value-differences that was able to develop without the provocation of a decidedly taxonomically grounded world-model, such as that of Gnosticism.


III.2.2

Some remarks are necessary with regard to Augustine’s stance on poetry and fiction, not least since his views will remain decisive for the literary discourse within the evolution of analogism – both as to its possibilities and as to its limits. Later ‘poetologists’ cite Augustine in the most astonishing contexts.701 His stance on literature and rhetoric vacillates between justification (inasmuch as it serves the purpose of preaching the gospel) and harsh reprobation (due to its appealing to the senses). The vindication is linked to the observation that it is not only Creation, but also Scripture, that is full of perplexing and obscure parts. The relevant remark appears in the context of the demand for an allegorical exegesis of the Bible – this being the essential condition for a solidification of Scripture’s heterogeneous testimonies into a doctrine. A more detailed discussion would be necessary to solve the question of whether Augustine’s statement that Scripture achieves a particular beauty by means of obscuritas and ambiguitas is to be understood as an aesthetic plea, or whether this rather cursory reference to the theory of ornatus might actually serve to displace the issue of why a text revealing the truth speaks in riddles.702 In any case, the later position – that adorned speech is a discourse of truth – adopted even by Luis de León, a professor of theology, is, in logical terms, an inversion, and, in terms of substance, nothing less than a reversal of Augustine’s claim: aesthetic allure is legitimate as long as it remains functionally integrated, and specifically with a view to the promulgation or divulgation of the faith and the doctrinal truths. All beauty ‘autonomously’ conceived is corrupt and leads to perdition.703


III.2.3

Considering what has been described as Augustine’s fundamental contribution to the episteme’s foundation – that is, the emancipation of the concept of analogical transferal from the axis of chronology defined in terms of different stages of salvation history – the elucidation of two elemental problems ultimately connected to the question of temporality suggests itself: the dispute concerning the concept of post-figuration,704 and the exact relationship of figura or typology to the device of allegorical personification.

It seems to be self-evident that, as long as one understands the ‘classical’ figura as essentially bound to the schema of prophecy and fulfillment (an entirely justified assumption), the concept of post-figuration is problematic. The notion would be heretical, for it would entail assigning to post-history a higher significance than to the period of fulfillment itself, Christ’s life and Passion. Yet the situation is not adequately apprehended by the counterproposal of grasping the modeling of post-history by means of the term imitatio.705 Such a terminology would indeed be tenable, were it possible to comprehend the Creator as the subject of the imitatio – that is, were He imitating himself in His creation, which would imply that all of His creatures would be imitating each other accordingly.706 Common usage, however, sees precisely the human being as the subject of imitatio, whereas the presence of ‘post-figural’ structures in the literature of Late Antiquity and of the High Middle Ages by far exceeds the areas in which – as in the lives of saints and in legends – an agent consciously following Christ is at the center. Seeing that the term already has certain specific connotations, imitatio is of limited expediency as a category for describing the ‘objective’ constitution of the world.707

For several reasons, then, both figura (or figuration) and imitatio seem to be problematic terms for designating the intended set of conceptual and discursive practices. The assumption on which these practices are based is precisely the ‘fact’ that the Creation, in its entire temporality, is always already present to God.708 The proposal to denote the corresponding procedures as “typologizing shaping” – or, using Lotman’s term, as typologizing “modeling”709 – takes into account the relative proximity to the concept of figura as regards the concrete profile of the corresponding patterns, while simultaneously maintaining a distance from the term of ‘typology’ proper.710 Moreover, the suggested terminology takes into account both the notion of the Creation’s supratemporality and the notion of its variation, expressed by means of the metaphor of the ‘seal’ – that is, as resulting from impressing an ever identical form into diverse matter.711

With regard to the entire discussion, it must be stated that ‘typologizing’ structures in medieval texts may neither be equated with the theological basis of figura in terms of salvation history, nor may they be seen as the result of a sort of – theologically not fully reflected – ‘extension’ of the concept of figuration. The pervasiveness of the phenomenon during a time when the Church’s control was uncontested, when almost all authors were theologically schooled and subjectively devoted to the dogma, can only be explained by the fact that typologizing structures had a theological foundation: not a salvation-historical, but a paradigmatic one, engaged in examining the essence of the entire world before God.

Some elaborative remarks concerning allegory will be presented, but only as regards the connection to the concept of typologizing modeling elucidated above. Even in the form of a condensation, an attempt at addressing the entire theoretical discussion concerning allegory would be presumptuous.712

Given the restrictions delineated above, it seems possible to state the following: conceptually, the figure of the ‘representative of humankind’ – at the center of (rhetorico‑)allegorical texts – is based on the same concept as the post-Incarnation expansion of typologism – that is, on Augustine’s notion of reality as a repetition of the ever-identical.713 Still, the corresponding textual model renders this conception the basis of a shaping whose ‘truth’ is no longer proven by means of the analogization of (scriptural) patterns and a (factual) new ‘imprint’, as in the case of typologizing modeling; such a conceptualization is rather taken for granted and then illustrated.714 In other words: while the level of abstraction is higher, the intellectual effort required on the part of the recipients is considerably less. The procedure’s functional dimension might therefore be described as rendering a pre-conceived interpretation of the world didactically usable.

Such fundamental abstraction, while simultaneously aiming for adherence to an essentially non-abstract pattern of mediation – the narration or presentation of a story – requires a relatively high degree of ‘rhetoricization’, in terms of the figurativeness of the modus dicendi. What is the most conspicuous feature of rhetorical allegory is thus subsidiary, or, rather, it results from the elevation of the level of abstraction. This feature alone limits the possibilities of a discussion of allegory as a ‘characteristic’ of medieval discourse.

As to the question concerning the more precise relation of a typologizing modeling to the modeling of allegorical personification, it might be useful to take into consideration that allegorical personifications come closer to typologizing models the more the number of the representatives of man increases – towards constellations as seen in Calderón’s Gran teatro del mundo. The essential alignment of these two procedures is not only discernible in hindsight. It had always been conceived in this manner in the tradition itself, as is demonstrated by Prudentius’ much-cited ‘figural’ statements in the “Praefatio” to the Psychomachia, but also by several other testimonies, commencing already with Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians.715 Texts featuring allegorical personifications are the product of an instruction for modeling where – in comparison to typology – the temporal fixation of the phenomena is reduced even more in favor of what has been determined as being true for all time.716

There is still the problem of the specific function of the orthodox allegorical personification – that is, the question concerning what it is capable of accomplishing in contrast to, or beyond, typologizing modeling. If there is only one generic human agent, there is space for a number of further, non-human agencies.717 The function of the degree of abstraction achieved in allegorical personification may not only be that of an instruction with a view to supporting the conception of the analogical constitution of Creation, but also, and perhaps even more so, the illustration of levels of ‘reality’ that cannot be represented in a ‘mimetic’ (typologizing) modeling.718 The question of the ‘ontological’ status of the agents represented seems of minor relevance; it would presumably be necessary to differentiate the findings according to the concrete agent respectively intended, according to periods of time, perhaps even according to authors. It is the crucial objective of texts featuring allegorical personifications to illustrate a normative conception of life, or of particular situations in life.719 Moreover, it is only this functional aspect, and not the method as such, which could find its legitimization in Aquinas’ (oft quoted) observation regarding the human faculty of cognition: “est autem homini connaturale ut per sensibilia perveniat in cognitionem intelligibilium”.720 Even in its orthodox variant, allegory does not belong to the analogical discourse’s general level, but to a level of functional specification. The fact that allegorical literature – and precisely its orthodox variant – reaches its climax when the world-modeling capacity of analogism has already become problematic will seem less surprising from the perspective developed herein. Didactics, in terms of direct instruction, achieve a privileged status when a hiatus has emerged between the official world-model and the experience of reality, which renders auto-regulation inoperative.




IV

Without wanting to underestimate the considerations concerning the comprehension of, and discourse on, the world developed in Augustine’s wake, it may be stated that analogism attains to a new, and also to the highest stage of systematization only with the “hylomorphistic metaphysics”721 of Aristotelian scholastics – and it is precisely this perfection, ultimately perceived as rigorism, that will produce the nominalistic doubt. The development seems exactly to follow the process of a ‘paradigm shift’ as described by Th. S. Kuhn.722

The focus of Thomist theology is the theorization of the relation between Creator and Creation.723 The train of thought always resumed in the Summa theologiae finds its most lucid expression in Ia, qu. 9, art. 1; according to Aquinas, there is nothing that has not been created by God or that does not emanate from Him; ergo, everything created is related to God in terms of similitude. Depending on their distance from the Prime Mover, creatures or things participate in divinity (in the sense of ‘godlikeness’) to a greater or lesser extent.724 The individuating principle in this system is matter.725 The notion of a total analogy of all being results from precisely this construction: in favor of the signature by means of which the divina sapientia imparts itself to Creation, individuality, including generic difference, is relegated to a relation of subordination. With this conception, developed in an orthodox framework, the scholastic theory not only provokes the rise of nominalistic doubt, but also becomes the conceptual premise of the unbridled analogism of the stage of disintegration – which, in the principle of omnia in omnibus, has largely forfeited differentiation, that is, the basis of symbolic interaction. Hugh of St. Victor still tried to demand a heuristic prevalence for the patterns revealed in Scripture over the divine signum in any created object, since the conceptualization of nature (according to Hugh) takes place ex placito hominum.726 Being consistent, Thomism in its developed stage cannot adopt this restriction.727 The expansion of analogism – resulting precisely in the thesis that the entire world manifests God and His sapientia by degrees – leads to a form of harmonism that pays the price for its theologically motivated displacement of the conceptualizing schema of opposition by being no longer capable of marking the ‘extra-systemic’ (Lotman).728 Hierarchical classification is the only form of order the Thomist system still recognizes.729

In particular, the temporal aspect of creatures and things – the relevance of which had already been restricted by Augustine – becomes altogether negligible. It is not without reason that the classical figura no longer plays a significant role in scholastically inspired texts. Ultimately, a concept of hierarchical order thus understood does not establish an instruction that might facilitate what is the task of any modeling: accounting for the – at first sight – unaccountable, hence solving the problem of orientation in the world. The interpretative pattern is abstract and general to the extent that the classification of the respective individual phenomenon is deemed self-evident, while the ‘unaccountable’ is dismissed as irrelevant. The assumption that the world is the product of a “matrix-like duplication” of a reduced set of “essential [generic] forms” – with the latter being differentiated only as to hierarchical importance – leads to the consequence that everything individual “has [. . .] the arbitrary character of an ‘instance’”, which achieves its “intelligible dignity only in its universality”.730 The emergence of the nominalistic doubt might also be due to the fact that the price at which the comprehensive analogical ‘construction of reality’ had been attained ultimately consists in the displacement of the relevance of all primary perception. At the highest stage of its development, this discourse’s world-model no longer models the ‘world’; for the most part, it merely refers back to its own principles.


V

To treat comprehensive discourses that constituted entire epochs is not an unproblematic endeavor in a work belonging to the field of literary studies, since literature is only a subsection of the discursive field, and often not the one in which the relevant structures have been implemented most immediately. On the other hand, the term ‘literature’ is somewhat anachronistic with regard to the period here considered. To the extent that all knowledge is ancilla theologiae in the Middle Ages, the above may, in principle, be considered a sufficient outline of the analogical episteme. The following glance at three exemplary textual testimonies is primarily instructive in that it demonstrates the prevalent discourse’s colonizing pressure in one of its subfields, and in that it accentuates mechanisms of conquering discursive control that seem to be typical for this episteme in particular.

V.1

The fact that the attempts at analogically modeling any ‘new’ incidents occurring in the world do not cease in the ‘Dark Ages’ (tenebrae) is demonstrated by The Song of Roland – more precisely, when one compares the transmitted text731 to the factual events as far as these may be reconstructed. I. Nolting-Hauff has shown that the gradual remodeling is so extensive that one is ultimately dealing with a reversal of the facts into their opposite, as a result of which the question concerning the ‘instructions’, hence the intention of the process of reworking, all but imposes itself.732 Nolting-Hauff’s analysis of the transformation of a defeat of historical dimension into a splendid triumph has recourse to the theory of repression developed in Freud, and thus to a transhistorical pattern of appropriation and processing of reality which obtains in patriarchally constituted societies.733 The (by no means original) proposal to be sketched here – namely to read The Song of Roland as an analogical conceptualization of the events – emphasizes textual structures that are closer to the level of manifestation. To this extent, the ‘Christian’ reading of the geste is not a counter-thesis; the reason for both interpretations not excluding each other is probably that, in its origin, the Christian model is nothing other than one such application of the mechanisms described in Freud: the inversion of a catastrophe (the death of the Rabbi) into a triumphant victory over all opponents, indeed over death itself.

Given the popularity of scripturally legitimized numbers in medieval times, the much-cited element of Charlemagne’s twelve peers is not conclusive as such. The paternal relations – partly remaining obscure, while pointing to the pattern of a ‘double father’ and an extraordinary ‘conception’ – are already somewhat remarkable.734 More important than these accidentals (to which several more might be added) is the histoire of the geste, the processual schema whereby the historical substrate is narrativized.735 Charlemagne and Roland (father and son, or nephew) set out in the interest of the militia christiana; they thereby enact their form of ‘following’ (sc. imitating) Christ. Ganelon is modeled after Judas – that is, as a traitor, of whose transgression the betrayed already know before the deed takes place. He sells Roland for the notorious pieces of silver, and specifically to the enemies of the true faith – the correspondence in this regard is supported by the common identification of Jews and Muslims.736 The son’s – Roland’s – voluntary self-sacrifice for the common cause represents the most marked reference to the fundamental model. By means of his deed, he lays the foundation of the eventual victory, whose not only worldly, but also salvation-historical dimension is revealed by God’s intervention: miraculously, the sun shines even at nighttime and thus permits Charlemagne’s troops to conquer Saragossa, the stronghold of the infidels, on the very same day as Roland’s death; as the source of light on earth, the sun is a metaphor for God himself qua lux and radius.

The fact that this reading leaves behind a multitude of unaccountable details is not only characteristic of every interpretation, but – as has been explicated above – is considered negligible in the theoretical formulation of this discourse’s principles.

The Song of Roland does not appear to be an isolated case. As regards The Poem of the Cid (1140), H.-J. Neuschäfer has demonstrated a modeling according to the Old Testament schema of Job, as well as influences from the structural schema of the courtly romance, which (as is well known) reveals a certain affinity with the figura’s schema of fulfillment.737 Recent research regarding the text’s historical substrate supports these theses.738

With regard to The Song of Roland, some remarks – valid for the literature of this episteme in its entirety – are necessary concerning the message encoded by means of such a modeling. As far as is assessable, the analogies emerging here did not cause suspicions of heresy as frequently as did, for instance, those produced by Dante – that is, the correspondence between Beatrice and Mary or even Christ, and that between the wayfarer, Aeneas, Paul and Christ once again.739 From the epoch’s perspective, the above-cited passage in Aquinas concerning the Creation’s gradated participation in ‘godlikeness’ seems to have legitimized the analogization of a human being with God incarnate. The analogy does not postulate a sort of sameness, but rather the respective creature’s special proximity to the divine on the scale of being, though always within the framework of what its material constitution as human will permit.740 The accentuation of individual excellence thus facilitated may indeed motivate the entire structure in Dante to such an extent – it being not a historical, but an imagined, at best an envisioned experience which provides the subject matter in question – that one might see the scholastic devaluation of the individual as being undermined precisely on a scholastic basis, and may consequently classify the text as belonging to the early Renaissance.

The Song of Roland is not a fictional text in the strict sense, and there is no connection between the author and the central characters. As a result, modeling the campaign with a view to salvation history has a different function here when compared to the corresponding procedure in Dante: namely, an analogical appropriation of history, and, beyond that, a harmonization of the factual social structure with the Christian discourse, of the ruling warrior class with Christianity.


V.2

The courtly novel – the Cycle of Troy shall be bracketed – is an especially noteworthy example of analogism’s colonizing activity, since the reinterpretation does not have a ‘factual’, but a literarily shaped substrate that, as such, already features a high degree of world-modeling. The question need not be answered here of whether it is possible to say more about the world-model of the matière de Bretagne than that it is to be classified as mythical – meaning, as an account of factually adverse experiences on an epochal scale having already passed from the horizon in terms of concrete consciousness.741 At any rate, the substrate presents a world of catastrophe, of constitutive damage as yet uncompensated; as such, it is at variance with the Christian world-model.

The colonization discernible in the transmitted texts operates on several levels. Initially, it is the introduction of the ‘double cursus’ that creates the condition for downgrading the world of the substrate to an unredeemed but redeemable world. Even in Chrétien de Troyes’s Perceval (after 1181), the ‘Christianization’ hardly affects more than this structural level. Still, the corresponding saturation of the structure with content intensifies in Chrétien’s German successors, eventually becoming explicit in the Prose Vulgate Cycle. At the same time, the analogically remodeled Arthurian world remains determined by the pagan substrate to a greater extent than the Christian exegesis of ancient pagan mythology, for instance. The separation of ‘right’ from ‘wrong’, and the express interpretation of the ‘other’ as figurative, deluded speech, which distinguish the systematic allegoresis of classical mythology, are here suspended in favor of an assimilation which – at the expense of an intentionally radical refunctionalization – at least leaves the substrate with the allure of a strange, fanciful world. This toleration of the ‘other’ may have its basis in the scholastic phase’s indifference to details, but even more so in the material’s innocuousness from the standpoint of the official discourse. Unlike pagan antiquity, the Arthurian world does not represent a cultural and discursive cosmos that might rival the Christian view.

The integrative capacity of the medieval episteme as a hermeneutically based discourse is relatively extensive, though this facility seems to meet with certain limitations when it becomes necessary to react to ‘real’, in this case social developments that, as such, are indeterminable, and whose problematic implications may be discerned only in hindsight. From the perspective of the sociology of culture, the courtly romance is not produced by the representatives of the orthodox discourse. The emerging courtly society – developing cultural needs as a result of internal pacification – produces partly heroic, partly ritualistic discourses that, at first, do not have any points of contact with the Christian discourse. The integration of the heroic world is successful, as the chivalric romances demonstrate, by means of a figure of compromise, the miles christianus. Yet the ritualization of a delimited, secular life-situation in the discourse of courtly love proved to be a more complicated phenomenon – as the Spanish drama of the Baroque demonstrates not least in that it does not offer an integrationist, but only a polemical response to this specific discourse.742


V.3

Having been repeatedly accentuated by specialists – most convincingly by P. Boyde – the close ties between Dante’s great poem and Aristotelian Thomism require no demonstration here.743 Certain aspects of the text cannot be aligned; but to pit these elements against the overall structure would mean to neglect fundamental proportions of the Commedia.744 The latter are reflected in a plethora of metatextual comments exactly reproducing hylomorphic theory; the comments include multiple references to the basic metaphor of orthodox analogism, already pre-established in the concept of typos: the divine “seal” that, in endless repetition, “impresses” itself into the ever varying materia of the wax, thus producing the manifold, yet – by referring to the one seal – always analogical Creation.745

The most significant structural difference between the Commedia and Thomism – the valorization of individuality – has already been indicated; and yet, this classification has a different meaning here than within Auerbach’s thesis of the poem as an image of the “secular world”.746 An epochal threshold is indicated by the use of analogy for the proclamation of a – be it political, be it purely intellectual – claim on the part of an individual whom (from the perspective of the orthodox discourse) it would not befit to pretend to a place in the hierarchy of being, who would rather have to accept the place, and play the role, assigned to him by the Creator. As is well known, this role was obscure. Even so, Dante stylizes himself as a sort of Christian reissue of Virgil, as a prophet in post-Biblical times. Allotting itself a corresponding role in God’s plan of salvation, the text implicitly postulates its being an inspired text, a text of Truth – though the much-debated question of whether the vision is considered ‘true’ by the speaker is of lesser relevance. As to his text, Dante explicitly posits its truth status:747 the poem is nothing other than an umbra (“ombra”) of the perception of the “beato regno”, inspired by the “divina virtù” itself (Par. 1, 22–24). In terms of its own claim, it therefore represents the highest level of knowledge of God possible for mortals.748 Along these lines, one may categorize the Commedia as already belonging to the stage of emancipation, albeit with an important qualification. It does not undermine the analogical world-model on the plane of what is represented, but on that of diction and the postulate attached to it. This, however, is a threat that, as a potentiality, already inheres in the shift from hermeneutics to the production of texts that took place in Late Antiquity. At the end of the Middle Ages, the absolute primacy of the model in relation to what is modeled (this being implied in analogism at all times) renders possible the emergence of a text that asserts a claim to truth for its orthodoxly organized model of a self-constructed world.749

For whatever reason, Dante’s attempt at translating an ultimately typologizing thesis into the concretion of a literary fiction operates without the technique of allegorical personification.750 Accordingly, the text is obliged to incorporate the dimension of the individual, only to demonstrate its irrelevance.751 The allegory of the wayfarer lost in the “selva selvaggia”, developed in Inf. 1, not only has a tropological meaning, but also indicates the essentially premodern interest on which the ‘mimeticism’ of Dante’s poem is based. From Gregory the Great to the Baroque, silva denotes the chaotic diversity of the world of appearances, decodable only by means of allegoresis. This is why Hugh of St. Victor was able to compare the loss of the correct modus, or ordo legendi, with losing one’s way in the woods.752 Via the journey into the hereafter, the wanderer is graced with the ability to ‘read’ and order the infinitely manifold, and apparently ‘impenetrable’ panorama not only of his own times, but of all of history. This order is, however, not an arcane one, revealed ad personam by a sort of mystical intuition; it is the pre-established order, always already perceived by scholastic knowledge, which is once more corroborated and validated at the threshold of the age of unaccountable ‘diversity’.




4.3Renaissance Discourse and Mannerism as Manifestations of the Stage of Disintegration

4.3.1Renaissance

I

The first document that – at the end of the process of the doctrine’s total logification – indicates the dogma’s striking back at the perfected rational system of the analogical ordre du discours dates from 1277, three years after Aquinas’ death. Within decades, the project of a discursive world controlled by the champ d’émergence of the theological discourse dissolves.753 The world-modeling discourse does not seize its freedom; it is released by theology itself – albeit with the proviso that, given the unlimited omnipotence of the universally governing God, there can be no meaningful discourse on the phenomenal world. Nominalism not only denotes freedom, but also discouragement. It was only three hundred and fifty years later that René Descartes was able to proceed to the “self-assertion” of man;754 setting aside nominalism’s epistemological pessimism, he developed a system of orientation in the world based on the rationality of some ‘innate ideas’, reflected in mathematics and then to be transposed to the level of principles governing the sign system. Until that point could be reached, further experiences were required: first, that the nominalistic premise, with its absolutization of divine power, has every attempt at a theorization of the world result in a nescio, in a statement admitting the impossibility of systematization; and that a restorative solution – in terms of a refortification of the scholastic model – would finally not be expedient, since nominalism’s basic thesis is always already present in orthodox analogism.

The document referred to – a decree issued by the Parisian bishop Étienne Tempier – commences with a reflection on the implications of the dogma of omnipotence.755 In this way, it arrives at the finding that the scholastic conception of seeing the whole world as organized with a view to God – as similar to Him, and as fixed in this similitude for all time – would mean to conceptualize God as an entity that, on account of its externalization in Creation, is limited in its willing, whereby one would ultimately be denying His omnipotence.

With the anathematization of the sentence “Quod Deus non potest esse causa novi facti, nec potest aliquid de novo producere”, the decree immediately addresses the problematic point of the scholastic ‘construction of reality’, to then focus on the following, always tacit assumptions which indeed mark a necessary basis for the scholastic conception:

[Anathema sit] Quod Deus non potest irregulariter, id est, alio modo, quam movet, movere aliquid, quia in eo non est diversitas voluntatis. [. . .]

[Anathema sit] Quod Deum necesse est facere quicquid inmediate fit ab ipso. – Error, sive intelligatur de necessitate coactionis, quia tollit libertatem, sive de necessitate inmutabilitatis, quia ponit impotentiam aliter facendi.756

To the extent that the concept of divine omnipotence entails the notion that the Creator is capable of continually creating ‘new worlds’, or of enriching the extant creation with ‘new phenomena’ (aliquid de novo), the scholastic doctrine of individuation is untenable, and more than that; the concept of reality qua repetition of a constant stock of ‘types’, hence the analogical discourse on the world, tends toward heresy.757 Even so, this is still the aspect of lesser consequence; most importantly, the analogical concept becomes essentially nonsensical, for it does not take divine power and inaccessibility into account.

While the argument’s tendency in Tempier is not yet anti-scholastic per se, but primarily directed against the Aristotelian rigorism of Siger of Brabant and his disciples, it becomes, due to its inherent explosiveness, uncontrollable in the following years. William of Ockham (1290–1349) develops it into a system.758 Nevertheless, the swift implementation of nominalistic theology in the Church – while there were no doubts as to the resultant loss of discursive control – may only be explained by the fact that Ockham’s line of reasoning struck the nerve of a generation still thinking scholastically.759 It perfectly addressed a latent concern, resulting from the coherent theorization of the world at the expense of reducing God’s will and deeds to the dimension of the commensurable.

Reacting to this state of affairs, Ockham once more removes God into a metaphysical distance. He accentuates the essence of divinity – omnipotence – to the point of rendering Him impervious to analytical access. Ockham first scrutinizes the scholastic conception of differentiating between the divine essence and the perfectiones attribuales (sc. sapientia, bonitas, iustitia divina). According to this construction – by means of which the notion of the divine mystery was reconciled with that of a God externalized in Creation – only these perfectiones attribuales may be ‘read out’ of Creation, which facilitates interpreting the world in its entirety with respect to the revealed truth. Ockham disputes the legitimacy of this differentiation according to an essence and divine attributes: “sapientia divina omnibus modis est eadem essentiae divinae quibus essentia divina est eadem essentiae divinae, et sic de bonitate divina, et iustitia”.760 The reason he gives is decisive, in that it is still tied to scholastic thought itself: differentiation means hierarchization. All that differs from absolute perfection is necessarily less perfect. The scholastic concept of a God divisible into individual ‘parts’ implies the untenable assertion that He has less than perfect properties: “omne posterius perfectione est imperfectus [. . .] sed nihil in Deo realiter est imperfectius quocumque, tunc enim aliquid imperfectionis esset in Deo”.761

It is evident that the concept of God as a non-differentiable unity may hardly be reconciled with the concept of the Trinity. Yet it is particularly in this regard that Ockham confirms his deduction, concluding that intellectual perception and religious truths must be separated – and that, ultimately, there can be no transfer between the two spheres.762 The basic figure of analogical conceptualization – apparently legitimized by the concept of the Trinity – namely, the notion that difference does not exclude an analogy verging on, even including identity, is limited to the dogma’s innermost area. Every extension thereof marks a profanation of God’s inimitability. Nominalism achieves its authority primarily in that it does not undermine the attempt at ‘analogically’ reconciling faith and secular knowledge in the name of worldly wisdom aiming to attain to autonomy, but on behalf of faith itself.

The consequences of the nominalistic argument for the assumption of a comprehensible and well-ordered world are evident. If divine volition is no less absolute than God himself, its freedom is unconditional, hence each of its acts contingent.763 God’s perfect knowledge knows everything the prima causa has performed or effected in the past, is effecting in the present, and will effect in the future, as well as everything it might effect without actually effecting it; but mankind has no instrument at its command that could render this knowledge and volition accessible. In a world always and unqualifiedly conceived of as providentially governed, humans are left with a fundamental nescio.764 For the scholastic auxiliary construction of reconciling the postulate of omnipotence with the notion of an intelligible order of creation established for all time – by means of a differentiation according to potentia Dei absoluta and potentia Dei ordinata – is also subject to the charge of illusory, ultimately blasphemous theorizing.765

That universals are conventions and do not capture the true res; that individual concepts, being constitutively singular, cannot be anatomized into a ‘general’ and an ‘individuating’ part – these (in the narrower sense nominalistic) viewpoints achieve their revolutionary power only in connection with the premise of omnipotence, that is, against the background of the conviction that the prima causa may, at any moment, add an infinite number of (individually and ‘generically’) ‘new’ phenomena to its creation.766 Accordingly, human attempts at systematizing the multitude of individuals are doomed to failure from the outset. The nominalistic world is no longer accessible by means of concepts, since the latter are subject to God’s absolute volition at all times; in the concise formulation by one of Ockham’s followers, Gabriel Biel:

Non enim habet aliam regulam, cui teneatur [Deus] se conformare, sed ipsa divina voluntas est regula omnium contingentium. Nec enim, quia aliquid rectum est aut iustum, ideo Deus vult, sed quia Deus vult, ideo iustum et rectum.767









Thus, the epistemological pessimism of post-scholastics – veiled by the abstract and historically imprecise term ‘nominalism’ – implies a much more radical position than the assumption that all discourse concerning the world is but conventional, not pertaining to the res in their substance.768 Descartes’s later view of a logically consistent world-model, autonomously constructed by humans, presupposes the assumption of a deus absconditus, of a Creation left to itself.769 As long as the potentia absoluta is still considered the cause of all ‘movement’770 – that is, in terms of Aristotelian metaphysics – its omnipotence places the world under the law of contingency, rendering every attempt at a systematic orientation absurd. The concepts are not only subjective, but constitutively unstable, for natura, whose constitution prompts the supposition of universals in the human intellect, is subject to being altered by the potentia absoluta at any time.771

Still, the (Gnostic) notion of the deus fallax, reemerging in later times, does not yet appear in the nominalists of the fourteenth century.772 God’s power is unlimited; but this concept is not extended to the consequence of a god capable of desiring man’s perdition. The same holds true for the idea of predestination, which is basically provided by the nominalistic position, although in a rather optimistic, Renaissance variant (to borrow the cliché) that, as to its emotional profile, has little in common with the gloomy doctrine later formulated in Luther and Calvin.773 Uncertainty concerning salvation is not yet the problem of this epoch, but rather “uncertainty about the world” (Blumenberg)774 – though in a form that, ultimately, tends once again in a positive direction. The unavailability of a rational world-model may be accepted in a state of serene resignation, since the assumption of an ultimately merciful God persists.775 The time’s oft-mentioned ‘optimism’, and the ‘pessimism’ invoked with equal reason, pertain to two different levels: the everyday, pragmatic level on the one hand, and the theoretical level on the other.776 This intellectual climate – which derives its profile from the relinquishment of the project of a conceptual perception of the world, while at the same time affirming the world as an ultimately well-ordered entity – is perhaps best exemplified by Montaigne’s Essais and Cervantes’s novellas.777

II

The multitude of texts emerging during the stage of disintegration eludes a ‘positive’, systematic description, precisely since the nominalistic discourse problematizes the traditional structures as such, while not endeavoring to formulate a new, comprehensive world-model. The unifying aspect of the texts composed in this period consists in their reacting to the condition of a loss of order, albeit in various manners. With the aforementioned reservations, it is possible to delimit four paradigms, while the problem of Mannerism, including the field of lyric poetry, shall be bracketed for the moment.

A first group of texts representative of the stage of disintegration is formed by those that still transmit the orthodox, medieval world-model. This in itself may cause astonishment, at first; yet the fact that, during the entire time here indicated, textual reflexes of orthodox analogism and its nominalistic challenge coexist – at times even in a single text (the aforementioned simultaneous presence of an orthodox and a humanist reception of myth in Herrera may serve as an example, standing in for many other such cases778) – is more than a phenomenon of the noncontemporaneity of the contemporaneous, to be reckoned with in any attempt at a historical periodization. It points toward nothing other than a fundamental disorientation of thought, which obstructs the consistent dismissal of the traditional concepts as ‘overcome’. The plurality of the Renaissance discourse differs from the deliberate and reflected plurality of modern thought; it means a coexistence of the conceptually incongruous – “un océan de contradictions” (J. Delumeau) – and an asystematic indeterminacy.779 Consequently, the presence of orthodox texts during this time does not invalidate the thesis of a fissure between the Middle Ages and the Renaissance in favor of a view asserting continuity or a sort of transitional period. For the significance of orthodox texts has changed. They now represent but one among many, heterogeneous voices. While they still articulate the totalizing claim implicit in the orthodox model, this attitude no longer sustains a colonizing impetus. To put it without any abstraction, on the level of ‘life’ itself: while still promulgating the traditional doctrine, the theologians and bishops of this time are humanists. The question concerning the dogma’s compatibility with the intellectual horizons of the pagan tradition is not even posed, which demonstrates that orthodox analogism has withered as an exclusive pattern even where its products (legends, vitae, moralizing texts of any type) are still being transmitted.780

The further paradigms of Renaissance texts share the quality of structurally reflecting the epochal turning point, though in various manifestations.

There is an important group that exhibits the loss of order primarily on the formal plane, in that partial structures, already developed in the original, high medieval versions of the respective genres, proliferate serially – up to the point of formal entropy. In their chaoticized variant, these texts no longer convey what had been a fundamental factor of their orthodoxy, the reference to the structurally homological model of salvation history. The non-allegorical religious drama, the degenerative variants of the Arthurian novel, and the carnivalesque may be classified in this category.

The phenomena of an omnipresent allegorism and of emblematics will, in all probability, have to be placed in this category as well. The proliferation of the referring principle engenders a system of thoroughly “intramundane” referencing (Ohly),781 in which consciousness of the originally envisioned center has been lost, and which therefore increasingly adheres to a principle of arbitrariness. In this sense, the phenomenon must be distinguished from the persisting orthodox allegorical drama. Decisive differences would be leveled were one to speak of an epoch-defining “mentalité allégorique” (P. Zumthor).782

A third paradigm may be seen as comprising texts that translate the nominalistic concept into aesthetic concretion; examples are the Italian Renaissance novella, in part also the Cervantine novella, and Fernando de Rojas’s Celestina (1499), one of the most noteworthy literary énonciations of the disintegrative stage. With its refusal of a definitive code and message, Villon’s Le Testament (1461) cumulates the disintegrative tendencies pertaining to the levels of the content and the form of expression.

A fourth group comprises theoretical texts aiming to utilize the leeway created by the discursive order’s disintegrating condition for the development of singular discursive worlds with a sectoral focus, while no longer defining themselves with respect to a comprehensive world-model. In this respect, the truly striking aspect is that such texts, characterized by an – only apparently – modern concept of a rhizome-like structuring of the global discourse, still arrive at the nominalistic premise yet again. Machiavelli’s political theory is one example; another would be Montaigne’s “summa of plurality”,783 which one might also term a ‘summa of the disintegrating stage’.


III

The panorama of phenomena ‘emerging’ in this discursive field784 marked by unstructured heterogeneity is too diverse to discuss each of them individually. Beyond what has been stated above, several problems of a more comprehensive nature shall be briefly indicated here; this will be followed by a closer look at the texts of this time by means of two examples.

As a first point of more general pertinence one might discuss the question of whether it was a phenomenon as important as the discoveries on the part of Copernicus, Kepler, Galileo, and Columbus that unsettled the traditional order (this being the conventional thesis), or whether it was rather the nominalistic discourse’s suspension of the scholastic order that produced the enabling structure of a new view of the world, uninhibited by pre-established concepts. That these ‘discoveries’, once made, had an erosive effect on the remainders of the traditional world-model still present is beyond doubt. In particular, they were distinctively functional in the overcoming of nominalistic scepticism by Cartesian taxonomism; for the respective findings not only contest the scholastic world model, but also support the possibility of an operable conceptualization of the world, or of partial worlds, which nominalism had declared to be impossible.

As to the question of origin, the temporal conditions alone validate Foucault’s thesis that it is not the findings which constitute world-models, but that the world-models (the epistemai) establish the scope of potential findings. Galileo’s foundation for his new approach does not seem to have derived its energy from a sort of theoretical pre-empiricism; it rather refers to a downright nominalistic argument, opposing orthodox analogical thought. According to Galileo, transferring scriptural schemata to the observation and description of nature is ineffectual, since it subjects nature to a criterion not immediately divine – being based on a rendering of God’s word by human beings. In this way, the Christianized Ptolemaic worldview is declared a product of orthodox scholasticism’s illusion that it is capable of making Creation commensurable with the limited human conception of the prima causa and its effects. Against this approach, Galileo sets his method, which he presents as a direct ‘reading’ of the ‘book of nature’, written by God himself.785 It is distinctive for this epoch in its entirety that the challenging of the old order is not performed in the name of human autonomy, but in that of discerning God’s authentic will, undiluted by human pretensions.

A second question of a more comprehensive interest concerns the epoch’s self-perception. As regards the everyday life of the populace, Delumeau’s above-quoted analyses have relegated to the status of an undifferentiated, comfortable cliché the notion of a Renaissance that saw itself as the overcoming of medieval times, and as an epoch of commencing progress. At the same time, Giorgio Vasari’s notion of the rebirth (“rinascita”) of the (classical) arts is a contemporary testimony to be taken seriously.786 Nevertheless, Vasari’s formulation may not be hastily appropriated as conclusive evidence for the still prevalent portrayal of the Renaissance as a period that, in its opposition to the Middle Ages, gave birth to modernity.787 The metaphor of rinascita is not immediately assimilable to the concept of a linear and unlimited historical progress; it rather originates in the Christian model of two phases of world and individual history. In Vasari, however, the structure is refunctionalized: it is not the world’s Creation and its rebirth in Christ, but pagan antiquity and the present time which represent the two poles of this still figural form of perception. Vasari’s statement thus seems paradigmatic for this epoch, in the sense proposed in this study: the analogical encoding structures perpetuate themselves; but they are no longer integrated into the superstructure that had previously defined the exclusively ‘true’ and ‘legitimate’ allocations within this structure. The structures are available for versatile use. Vasari’s occupation of the schema for an entirely this-worldly concept of (art) history no longer attached to salvation history testifies to the definitive end of the Middle Ages. What is lacking in his famous formula in order to render it employable for more than a hermeneutically conceived reaffirmation of modernity by way of a self-constructed tradition is the notion (not developed until taxonomism) that what is conceptually different may not at once be the same, or only on the condition that it be subsumed under a hierarchically higher level of conceptualization. By insisting on the distinctiveness of that which is different, the element that is second in the figural mindset of ‘progress’ achieves absolute priority. Chronologically successive epochs are not related to each other in terms of repetition and ‘fulfillment’ on a higher level, but are fundamentally distinct, and localized in a ‘transparent’ taxonomy which is unencumbered by an analogical blurring of conceptual oppositions: ‘before’ signifies ‘worse’, ‘later’ means ‘better’. Legitimacy therefore inheres in what is new. This (sensu stricto) modern conceptualization of history does not commence at this time, but only with the Querelle des anciens et des modernes.788

Within the context of the present study, the historical process as such to which Vasari’s formula refers, the ‘rebirth of antiquity’ – which is an undeniable fact, but tends to be overstated in the customary conceptions of the age – may be described as follows: with the onset of nominalism, the colonizing structures which had formerly rendered ancient knowledge compatible disintegrate. Mythology, philosophy, and pagan history are no longer hierarchized in terms of subordination or classification. Each now constitutes a partial field, whose relationship to other subfields is indefinite, while also no longer having to answer to a superordinate discursive order as regards legitimation. In this way, it becomes possible in subsequent years789 to integrate further material, unknown in medieval times, without any hindrance, enabling a reception that – liberated from the grid of salvation truths – is free to formulate its own, always yet to be discovered meaning. The humanist concept of ‘faithfulness to the original’ does not anticipate historicism, but marks the positive implications – in terms of the leeway generated – of the disintegration of the discursive order.

On the level of the material, the ‘renaissance’ of antiquity (both in fine art and literature) is the most impressive phenomenon pertaining to this period. Yet the fact that the renewed presence of the pre-Christian, pagan world did not produce a correspondingly determined worldview is of prime importance. There is, rather, a coexistence of the orthodox Christian with the pagan worldview, which has become autonomous by this time. Corresponding elements are often placed in a single text without being logically related. Accordingly, the theoretical positions are disoriented; in the words of P. O. Kristeller: “Any random statement, taken from the work of a humanist, may be contrasted with counterstatements from the writings of contemporary authors, or even from [those of] the very same author”.790 With reference to this problem, ‘Renaissance’ does not mean the substitution of the Christianized Aristotle with the original Plato; rather, ever new ‘items’ – not subjecting themselves to a comprehensive harmony – join in a concert whose only common characteristic is plurality.791 The conceptions of this time as an epoch of classicist measure and harmonious order inspired by antiquity – derived from the paradigms of painting and architecture – are of limited expediency with respect to the texts in their entirety. Not order, but diversity, as well as disequilibrium, are the signum of this epoch.

The last of the more general problems to be briefly discussed is that of the developments within the period provisionally conceived of as a unity. It has already been indicated why it must constitute an overestimation of the material vis-à-vis the structure if one strictly separates the Late Middle Ages from the epoch of the humanist Renaissance. The relativization of such boundaries has been repeatedly substantiated with recourse to the texts, and specifically by literary and conceptual historians of otherwise highly dissimilar theoretical orientation, such as H. Kuhn on the one hand, Foucault on the other.792 Yet it must be emphasized that, as to the line of reasoning here presented, the thesis of continuity may only be maintained with regard to the aspect mentioned, not also with reference to the relationship between the High and Late Middle Ages – contrary to what the aforementioned scholars in part imply, in part state expressly. There is an epistemological discontinuity towards the end of the thirteenth century. Initially, this disruption is concealed by the continuity of the exterior phenomena. It becomes evident only when the traditional surface phenomena fall behind, in terms of quantity, the partly new, in part older – though now ‘emancipated’, hence largely modified – discursive schemata that, consequently, do not exhibit an immediately obvious connection to medieval discourse. A significant number of the controversies concerning the period are grounded in this intricate relationship – non-bijective for the entire analogical episteme, that is, for both the stage of order and that of disintegration – between the deep structure (more precisely, the superstructure, the discours) and isolated phenomena of speech (énonciations).

Despite the problems related to the assumption of a discursive discontinuity occurring during this specific period of time – from the beginning of the fourteenth until the middle of the sixteenth century – there are developments with regard to the literary discourse which may be outlined as follows: in chaoticized genres, such as the courtly romance and the non-allegorical religious drama, the tendencies towards entropy are intensified, continuously or in several steps.793 With this exception, the tensions implicit in the nominalistic approach remain, for the most part, suspended. Assessments of the loss of order in a negative direction (be it by means of an explicit resignation, or by means of the suspension of the question of meaning in a carnivalesque manner), as well as in a positive one (be it in the staging of a world of diversity, or in the attempt at ordering partial worlds that have become autonomous), are scattered across this entire period of time. Continuous and ‘consequential’ developments – as are discernible in modernity proper – are not of epoch-defining relevance. Towards the end of the stage of disintegration, and despite the many differences in terms of formal refinement, the Cervantine novellas still articulate the same message as Boccaccio’s novellas at the beginning of this period. The same holds true for Montaigne’s reflections in relation to Ockham’s theorizing. For the most part, developments pertain to formal make and style. The corresponding phenomenon – usually referred to by means of the term ‘Mannerism’ – will be treated separately. In this context, it will also be necessary to raise the question concerning the relationship of this stylistic configuration to the analogical discourse as such.794


IV

To illustrate in more detail the characterization of what is here called the stage of dissolution, two singular textual phenomena will be selected from the manifold panorama.795 The first example, the mystery play, was chosen with a view to the question of whether – and, if so, how – the epochal break is reflected in a continuous generic tradition; the second one, Montaigne’s Essais, is to exemplify the ‘new’ discourses of the time, which do not entertain an evident connection to medieval paradigms; regarding these texts, the question as to the specific quality of this novelty is of prime importance.

IV.1

The mystery play (at least as far as can be reconstructed from a present-day standpoint) emerges in the twelfth century. Initially, it is downright exemplary for figural analogism, as Auerbach has demonstrated with respect to The Play of Adam.796 All of salvation history is always already contained in the respectively selected, mimetically ‘reenacted’ segment. Adam, as the Fall’s catalyst, is ‘aware’ of the universal dimension of his deed, and also of the arrival of the new Adam. As regards its technique and its world-model, early religious drama represents the specific mimeticism characteristic of the stage of order, for which the reproduction of segmental ‘reality’ is always only a pretext for treating reality in its entirety.

The remarkable formal transformation takes place in the fourteenth century. The enormous quantitative expansion, continuing in the fifteenth century – with approximately the same, if not an increased multiplication factor – represents a singular development within established literary history.797 The at first glance puzzling phenomenon may be grasped as a reflex of the transition from figural concentration to ‘simple’ mimeticism, still orthodox in terms of content, though disoriented in terms of its world-model.798 Initially, the histoire of the Resurrection (central to salvation history and for this reason present, mimetically or diegetically, in all mystery plays) is expanded, the plays now representing the entire story of Christ’s life. This is followed by the addition of the ‘prehistory’ of the Fall: the war in heaven, resulting in Lucifer’s defeat, and the Creation. In several English plays, the eschatological dimension is also brought to the mimetic plane, in that they end with the Last Judgment.

In terms of content, the mystery plays therefore continue to transmit the Christian concept of history. Still, they increasingly accomplish this task by ‘reenacting’ all of world history, as it were. They thereby reflect the loss of analogism’s basic assumption that reality is a repetition of pre-established patterns. Paradigmatic condensation is dissolved in favor of a proliferating concatenation, exposing the impossibility of the concept to the point where it becomes evident that, by reason of its own premise, nominalistic discourse tends toward entropy, eventually toward self-annihilation, in that it ultimately replaces the concept of the sign qua model with that of the sign as a reduplication of the respective, singular phenomenon.

In his analysis of the functional dimension of these plays, R. Warning has demonstrated that the particular entropy of late medieval religious drama is more than a purely ‘formal’ problem.799 As soon as discursive control ceases and dramatic structure is ‘derailed’, the plays are no longer capable of containing the comic elements present from the very beginning, specifically with the function of relief in Bakhtin’s sense. Just like the ‘serious’ ones, the comical, drastic, and burlesque structures proliferate, too, and thus finally challenge the promulgatory function still intended by the plays. The chaoticized structure becomes defenseless against the percolation of the elements of archaic ritual it had once assimilated and disciplined by means of functional integration and interpretation. In this way, the mythical origin of the doctrine itself is unintentionally revealed.

This finding is not altered by taking into account the increasing tendency toward allegorical pre- and interludes. Such tendencies signal the attempt at yet again committing the already chaoticized genre to the original purpose by way of a sort of inserted commentary. The fact that the disciplining effort does not tackle the actual problem – the slipping of the figural into a non-integrated mimeticism – may also be taken to indicate that the formal desintegration outlined above cannot be deemed contingent. It rather reflects the loss of constitutive conceptualizing schemata at the center of the discourse itself.

From a discourse-historical perspective (rather than a merely literary one), there are parallel phenomena: the “wild growth” of the medieval romance,800 but also the proliferation of the carnivalesque inversion of the official analogical order – a pattern once integrated formally, as a partial structure, and functionally, to provide relief. In the latter case, the proliferating structure arrives at an entirely new ‘form’ – in Rabelais, that is – while remaining essentially open formally, but also in terms of the underlying world-model.801


IV.2

In many respects, Montaigne’s Essais may be read as a playful continuation of Ockham’s thought. In between lies the historical experience of endowing autonomous subfields of discourse with an order based on field-immanent reasoning. This attempt culminates in Machiavelli’s project, in the endeavor to render fate commensurable. The result, the confirmation of the nescio, remains unacknowledged in Machiavelli; but the epoch is fully aware of it, as F. Guicciardini’s assessment of Machiavelli’s project demonstrates.802

The conceptual similarities between Ockham and Montaigne emerge on the basis of two entirely different intellectual approaches – which actually enhances their relevance. Ockham argues abstractly and theologically, while Montaigne assesses the historical experience, allowing for a pragmatic equanimity when faced with a world that cannot be grasped on the level of concepts.803 The referential figure for Montaigne’s resourceful causerie is the exemplum. The respective exempla are indeed instructive, but so are the counterexamples. Montaigne’s ‘summa of plurality’ stages the arbitrariness of all abstraction, and the impossibility of a meaningful concatenation of concepts.804 In this way, even the highly ironic polemic against exempla and imitatio – as fundamental patterns of the stage of order (“[Je] m’instruis mieux par contrariété que par exemple, et par fuite que par suite”)805 – is finally relegated to a noncommittal status. In a cosmos of omnipresent “variation”, “contradiction”, “instabilité”, “volubilité” and “discordance”, there can be no other ‘instruction’ than to bring to mind the very absence of meaningful instructions.806 Such a limitation, however, only holds true for the human view of things; in Montaigne’s words:

Ce que nous appellons monstres, ne le sont pas à Dieu, qui voit en l’immensité de son ouvrage l’infinité des formes qu’il y a comprinses; et est à croire que cette figure qui nous estonne, se rapporte et tient à quelque autre figure de mesme genre inconnu à l’homme. De sa toute sagesse il ne part rien que bon et commun et réglé; mais nous n’en voyons pas l’assortiment et la relation.807

This is nominalistic, hence still premodern discourse par excellence. The cosmos is conceived as metaphysically guaranteed and well-ordered. Yet the principle of this order is indiscernible to mankind. The insistence on the fact that the world only seems disorderly – specifically since human perception is constitutively limited – is Montaigne’s basic line of reasoning.808 Only plurality is discernible to man, but no orderliness of any kind. From a human perspective, it is nature’s basic quality to resist abstraction: “La ressemblance ne faict pas tant un comme la différence faict autre. Nature s’est obligée à ne rien faire autre, qui ne fust dissemblable”.809 In this manner, Montaigne, like his contemporary Bandello, sketches a world of unaccountable “diversité”, whose only ‘universal quality’ is this very diversity – which is why it remains, or must remain, ‘unmanaged’ and unmanageable;810 for skepticism not only means that nothing is true, but also that nothing is false.811 In this situation, the only possibility is aestheticization. Diversity, problematic from the standpoint of the intellectual system, is reinterpreted as an aesthetic ideal, as the Mannerist mode of ingeniously surprising, pointed diction.



V

With respect to the Hispanist focus of the present study, it is necessary – although it breaches the systematics of this sketch – to address the issue of whether what has been stated above indeed pertains to the area under discussion herein in a narrower sense; that is, whether Spain had a Renaissance, and, more precisely, such a Renaissance as has been depicted above. Curtius’s thesis of the country’s cultural belatedness – of a continuation of the Middle Ages until the threshold of a Baroque deemed ‘medieval’ again, and differing only with regard to its Mannerist complication – went undisputed for a long time, seeing that the immediate evidence seems to confirm such a view.812 Spain’s image is forever determined by its heyday, by the painting, the architecture, and the literature of the Baroque. Yet this view is, ultimately, a perspectival illusion. The country’s cultural florescence in the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, as well as the fact that it was surely not the epicenter of the Renaissance – its original contributions remaining modest – should not obstruct one’s view of the previous centuries.

Still, the corresponding adjustment need not be carried out here in detail. By this time, specialist research has gone beyond Curtius’s theses to such an extent that certain experts deem it superfluous to even discuss the problem, this position being an overstatement in the other direction.813 What Spain did not have – at least not to such a degree as Italy and France – is the kind of Renaissance designated by the emphatic acceptation of the concept, the rebirth of pagan antiquity. Neumeister’s reappraisal of the reception of myth in Spain has shown that, while the country does not persevere in the medieval attitude in this respect, peninsular culture is influenced by neo-ancient tendencies to a far lesser extent than its neighbors.814 Apart from the aspect already mentioned, it is especially this factor – tied to the former conception of the Renaissance focusing on material and content – that had granted resonance to the previous thesis of there having been no Renaissance in Spain.

At the risk of provoking misunderstandings, the hypothesis shall be set forth here that, since the Spanish panorama is not determined by the suggestive tableaux of an antiquity ‘reborn’, it might actually be more representative for this epoch in its substance: that is, in its irreducible plurality. From the viewpoint of this study, there is no need for a further elaboration as to the manner in which this plurality was able to proliferate in a country that, for factual, historical reasons, was always more strongly Christian (that is, Catholic) than the rest of Europe.815 Renaissance phenomena in Spanish culture do not, or not primarily, pertain to a superstrate. As important as M. Bataillon’s book on Erasmism816 may be in terms of research history, and as significant as Erasmism may be as one strand of Renaissance discourse in Spain – the impression that humanism and the Renaissance were products of cultural importation (which would also mean: ultimately foreign, not ‘rooted’) is tendentially misguided.817 There are classical Renaissance texts in Spain long before this time. The enabling structure of these and similar texts, as in the case of the later reception of Erasmus, is Spain’s participation – precisely because it had been firmly committed to the traditional analogical discourse – in the manumissio occurring at the center of orthodoxy, in the realm of theology itself.

Since a Renaissance thus understood is not exclusively, indeed not even primarily, a literary or artistic phenomenon, it would be problematic to focus only on individual ‘works’, although much may be observed in this respect also. As has already been shown on the basis of the plays thus far discussed, and as will be shown with reference to those yet to be considered, the central conceptualizing schemata of Renaissance discourse were entirely present in Spain, such as: thinking Fortuna in terms of the concept of contingency; protoempiricism; the instrumentally rational discourses of certain subfields; ‘secular’ emblematics as a stage of profanization of the world’s analogical interpretation; pagan mythology; the view of history as a course of contingent events; autonomous poetological theory; as well as several other patterns that, in the plays analyzed herein, are only reflected in marginal phenomena, while being more pronounced in other works. These are: an autonomous political theory; belief in fate and astrology; the concept of a calculability of this world (in terms of fate being at man’s disposal),818 and much more. The common denominator of these conceptualizations – extremely heterogeneous in their entirety, and not constituting any system – is their being emancipated from the orthodox, hierarchical embedment, and also the sectorality of their respective approaches, which relinquish a totalizing theorization; or, if such a claim is indeed implied (as in the case of the concept of contingency), there is a content-related profiling that, in substance, represents nothing other than the dismissal of any such attempt. To the extent that these concepts aim at being comprehensive, they explicitly articulate the single general finding of the stage of disintegration: the nescio.

As concerns not the schemata of conceptualization, but the texts themselves, Spain contributed its share to all aforesaid paradigms, and not only to the texts manifesting the noncontemporaneity of the contemporaneous – i.e., orthodoxy persisting sectorally. The resonance that the ‘degenerate’ medieval romance, the chivalric novel, found in Spain is apparent not least in its parody in Cervantes’s Quijote. A downright exemplary implementation of the phenomenon of a troubling plurality of voices – that is, a logically uncoordinated coexistence of orthodox and secular conceptualizing schemata, and specifically with reference to a problem central in this context, the adequate grasp of amor – may be detected in the Libro de buen amor (first half of the fourteenth century). Whether or not there are genetic ties to the Lazarillo de Tormes (1554) would require a closer examination. In any case, recent research has demonstrated that this text may hardly be reduced to the denominator of a reference to this or that preexisting foil; the one essence which may be indicated is, rather, a plurality of generic foils and their respective world-models, typical for this epoch; despite a predominantly parodic structural axis, the position from which the polemic is launched eludes a definitive situating.819

As to texts that directly transfer the nominalistic concept of an existence under the reign of contingency, which may no longer be consulted regarding its meaning, the Celestina would have to be mentioned in particular, as well as the Cervantine novellas. While the substrate on the level of the world-model is comparable, the character of the two texts, or textual classes, is entirely different; yet, as similar cases from the Renaissance cultures of other countries demonstrate, this is likewise implied in the approach of the Renaissance outlook, which is based on a fundamental openness. The cosmos of the Celestina – to the extent that it is a contingent one, devoid of any metaphysical perspective – is a world of utmost bleakness. In Cervantes, by contrast, the notion is tentatively ventured that, if no meaningful orientation is to be gained from the traditional ordo, the attempt at establishing a human order based on rational deliberation must be given a chance.

These brief remarks pertaining to the aforementioned problem may have elucidated how the initially submitted assertion – that is, that the Spanish culture of this epoch should be considered an especially instructive example of what one might term analogism’s stage of dissolution – is to be understood. The level, the scope, and the originality of the Renaissance in Spain are each distinctly lower or lesser if compared to Italy, for instance; this seems to hold true for theoretical reflection as well; what has been mentioned above regarding the various manifestations of autonomous poetological theory in Italy and Spain does not seem to be an isolated case. It is an at times astonishing heterogeneity and plurality that endow the Spanish panorama with representativeness. Such plurality is a product of the continuity of traditional phenomena as observable at the stage of order; then, of the release of these phenomena from their original embedment, hence from their traditional meaning; and, finally, of their resynthesization into hybrid entities, whose heterogeneity on the level of the message sometimes reaches a point at which, as in the Lazarillo, this concept (i.e. that of a semantic fixedness of whatever kind) seems to lose itself in a plurality of ‘voices’.


VI

To conclude the set of problems concerning the Renaissance, some remarks are necessary regarding the final stages of this epoch, specifically as to the point in time of, and possibly also as to the reasons for, the onset of the renovatio.

As Montaigne’s example demonstrates not least of all, a crucial characteristic of the discourse of the entire epoch is its remaining tied to the assumption of God’s existence, and to that of His being effectual in the world, down to the lowest being – in other words: to the concept of ‘prime mover’. Tendencies toward re-paganization are indeed relevant, but they operate primarily below the level on which the notional interdependence of the conception of God and the contingency of this world produces itself – namely, outside the erudite strata. It is precisely because the release from the pre-established schemata is not conceived as freedom in the sense of a world without God that that which one would otherwise have to expect largely does not materialize during this time: the counterstroke of the Ecclesia qua institution against the Renaissance’s autonomized discursive worlds. The religious dignitaries conceive of themselves as humanists; in principle, the great humanists remain faithful to the Church. The tableau is more nuanced than might be suggested by these sentences. Yet what takes place in terms of disputes and verdicts during this phase must be weighed against the development commencing with the year 1517, and culminating in the Tridentine decrees. The Church does not experience a sort of ‘crystallization’ of what had been developing for two hundred years until the very moment when, with the Protestant schism, the concept of plural worlds infiltrates the ‘mystical body’ (of Christ) itself. For Luther’s central theses, especially the concept of predestination, are nothing other than an application of the nominalistic premise of omnipotence, and of the consequential nescio, to the dogma’s core elements.820 Still, as soon as the focus of the respective considerations had shifted to theology itself, it suddenly became evident that the Church, in its traditional form, was organically tied to the discourse alongside which it had gradually developed. Not only the claim to control of the secular world (already tacitly relinquished), but also the claim to a salvific function, unless explicitly instituted by God Himself (meaning, in Scripture), is nothing other – this being Luther’s central argument – than an attempt at denying God’s omnipotence.821 The self-ascribed function of the Church as an institution ‘mediating’ between the world and God is no longer conceived as a means of relieving the world, but of burdening God, hence the claim itself as at once futile and blasphemous, or (in Luther’s terms) ‘diabolic’. The hierarchical Church is substituted by the ‘universal priesthood’ of the faithful; being controlled by moral theology, confession, and prescriptions for penance is replaced by an ‘immediacy to God’ – that is, in place of ‘order’, there (re-)emerges the idea of the ‘freedom of the Christian’.822 With regard to salvation economy, there is contingency instead of a regulated, standardized path to follow in order to attain the aim. Official Protestantism – a product of the consolidating phase of Luther’s theology – conceals what is more clearly reflected in Protestant sectarianism: the line of reasoning finally leads to a complete de-institutionalization.823

It will not be necessary to have recourse to Foucault’s late abandonment of the idealist approach824 to deem immediately plausible that the Church does not thoroughly reflect on the discursive conditions of its existence until it is challenged as an institution. The result of this reconsideration is as fundamental as the attack. The Council of Trent does not develop a rejection of the theology of grace grounded in nominalism – not least because an argumentative refutation would have hardly been conceivable; in substance, the Lutheran approach does not perform anything else than to consistently develop paradoxes inhering in the doctrine itself: in this case, that of divine omnipotence and human freedom.825 The fact that a theoretical controversy is not sought826 should not be misunderstood as the symptom of a cynical attitude with a view to maintaining power. As documented in Sullivan, the dispute concerning the central question of predestination is taken on within the Church itself, and indeed very earnestly, even for a long time after the Council’s end.827 All the same: the very fact that it led to a dead end, and was consequently terminated, with the problem remaining unsolved to this day, indicates that, from the Church’s viewpoint, the only expedient path had been chosen at the Council of Trent – the path of all restorative movements known from the course of history: the inventory of doctrines historically prior to the onset of the tendencies toward disintegration (in this case, patristic and scholastic theology) is harmonized and molded into a relatively transparent and, above all, operable system.828 The problematic period is labeled a time of confusio opinionum, a period of loss of order.829 This characterization already indicates how one is to comprehend the term of reformatio (to be encountered on virtually every page in the relevant documents) by which the strategy of management is qualified: not as the foundation of something new, but, in line with the original meaning of the word, as a return to that old ‘form’ or order authoritative prior to the onset of the con-fusio, that is, of the chaoticization.830

The approach is, initially, of theological import; but the Church’s old, now to be restored ‘form’, as well as that of the faith, is the historical product of a discourse with a totalizing claim, comprising and explaining the world in its entirety.831 Self-dissolution – the logical consequence of the manumissio of the secular world, commencing two hundred and fifty years prior – was prevented by the conciliar Church at the last moment. Yet not only or primarily as a result of this historical experience is it plausible that the Council is reflected in the epoch’s secular texts in terms of an attempt at a renewed subjugation of the entire ‘world’, formerly released from custody. The relevant reason is to be found in the systematics of the theological discourse reinforced at the Council. For a metaphysically guaranteed discourse of truth, the one alternative to totalizing control is the commitment of truth to the respective subject, hence the relinquishment of any form of control.832



4.3.2Mannerism

I

From a purely chronological perspective, ‘Mannerism’ denotes a phase following the High Renaissance. At first sight, it seems to be a phenomenon pertaining to style only. Such an ahistorical grasp is, it is true, problematic from the viewpoint of the line of reasoning pursued in this study. Even so, Mannerism appears to be of secondary conditionality also from a discourse-historical perspective; it is not a phenomenon that could be described as an alteration of the episteme, of the models shaping the world discursively. It is rather a reaction to a particular state of the analogical episteme – i.e., the one observable in the Renaissance – and explicable as regards its profile by reference to the specifics and deficits characteristic of chaoticized analogism.

As to a descriptive assessment of Mannerism, there has been a consensus for some time; it is condensed into Friedrich’s above-cited formula of a ‘hypertrophy of stylistic devices, and an atrophy of contents’.833 As regards the historical perspective, Friedrich sees Mannerism as a phenomenon developing and concentrating forms of articulation already observable in the Middle Ages and the Renaissance.834 Although diverging from Friedrich’s concrete assessment, Hauser – who comprehends Mannerism as the beginning of modernity in the history of thought and aesthetics835 – and also Curtius – who deems it the revival of an ancient substrate, namely Asianism836 – share the tendency to conceptualize Mannerism as a phenomenon more or less emancipated from the specific period to which it is linked in terms of textual manifestations.

Within the framework of the sketch at hand, the problem is not of interest primarily with regard to the question of origin, which would be difficult to answer. What will be suggested here is to consider the phenomena of Mannerism as particular manifestations of an analogical discourse; moreover, to discuss the question of what its specifics within the episteme in its entirety may be, and of what condition of the overall episteme is indicated by its dominance during a relatively short period, beginning in the final years of the fifteenth century (depending on the national literature in question).

Mannerisms – this being the starting point of Friedrich’s line of reasoning – are primarily to be found in lyrical texts.837 This is not coincidental; in terms of generic typology, it is in poetry that forms of speech are comparatively most emancipated from the referential dimension. Poetry as such has a proclivity for a hyperfunction of stylistic features.838 This in itself renders immediately evident the thesis explaining the specific Mannerism of sixteenth and seventeenth century lyric poetry as primarily due to an inner-generic dynamics, that is, as a continuous intensification – within the framework of an aesthetics of imitation and emulation – of isolated Mannerisms observable in (European) lyric poetry since its Provençal beginnings, and more patently since Petrarch’s Canzoniere (1336–1366).

As regards the textual evidence, this assertion is hardly open to debate. The problem lies in the delimitation of the textual basis considered. Friedrich himself indicates that Spain – in part earlier than Italy – had developed a form of Mannerism “from its own preconditions”, independent from Petrarchan Mannerism in the narrower sense (extant in sixteenth century Spain as well).839 Above all, the thesis of an intra-generic dynamics may hardly explain the fact that the conceptistic style overgrows the entire generic system, nor does it explain the phenomenon that not only literary, but also sophisticated pragmatic texts of the time tend toward Mannerism.

Be that as it may, the filiation indicated by Friedrich is evident. This constellation raises the question of the relationship of lyric poetry to the discourse in general, and not only for the period here specified – where, based on the Mannerist ideal, generic barriers are partly ‘leveled’ (Schulz-Buschhaus) – but with regard to the previous epochs as well.840 For if an intra-generic dynamics reaches its climax during a time when generic differentiation as such has become unstable, the issue that arises is not only the specificity of this dynamics, but also the specificity of the genre itself – more precisely: the question of its embedment in a historical structure whose regulating impact might be concealed by the (supposed) transhistorical character of lyrical discourse.


II

As regards the early stages of European lyric poetry, Foucault’s metaphor of émergence – denoting contingent occurrence, not reasonably deducible in terms of historical causality – all but suggests itself.841 It is probably not unreasonable to relate certain standard topoi of early lyric poetry to basic repertoires of official analogism, although the contents are obviously refunctionalized. Yet the remarkable phenomenon is not these contiguities on the levels of conceptualizing schemata842 and stylistic devices843, but rather the development of the newly formed genre under the reign of analogism. From the viewpoint of the orthodox ordre du discours, every text (qua énoncé) is primarily a substrate, irrespective of its origin. This holds true for the ancient text corpora, for the autochthonous myths of Celtic provenance, and also for texts (or types of text) that emerge contingently, as in the case of lyric poetry, or that newly develop due to an external stimulus, as in the case of The Song of Roland.

The systematic colonization of love poetry begins with the dolce stil novo; in this respect, the name, in its probable meaning, is revealing.844 Still, the concept of love as a “sacred power” and the notion of a purification by love are not yet ‘Christian’ as long as secular love is implied – that is, until the donna has been completely re-stylized as an angelic mediator of salvation.845 This step is not definitively taken until Dante – and, even in his case, not until the Commedia; the consistent submission of lyric poetry to analogism is possible only at the expense of its dissolution into didactic discourse. The preliminary stage of this absorption is the poetry on Beatrice in the Vita Nuova.846 Against common – allegorical or biographical – interpretations, one might assert that the personalization and rudimentary biographization of the addressee chiefly represent a means of narrativizing poetry, more precisely, a device to incorporate the poems into a (con)text that first constitutes their narrative connection, thereby facilitating an adaptation to a discourse whose world-model is essentially a narrative one.847 For it is unmistakable that the histoire superimposed on the lyrical material does not refer to an individual experience, nor to an archetypically stylized, secular love story, but to the paradigmatic Christian itinerarium mentis. The beloved, Beatrice, is modeled as a typos of Christ (in the typologizing sense here introduced), from her announcement by Giovanna to the vision of her death, including earthquakes and an eclipse of the sun.848 The donna is a savior, or rather, a mediator between the lover and the actual Savior. The story narrated is a manifesto of an orthodoxly conceived renunciation of secular love.849 Even so, certain vestiges of an attempt at compromise are retained by Dante’s casting of the problematic and the ‘correct’ authority providing orientation (sc. the earthly beloved and the mediator of salvation) as the very same figure. In the Commedia, these vestiges are renounced; Beatrice is modeled as an exclusively celestial figure. In this manner, the genre of (love) poetry as such is abandoned.

Dante’s (lyrical) oeuvre, performing in a paradigmatic way the orthodox-analogical ‘subjugation’ of literary discourse, becomes the basis of the posterior schemata of lyrical representation.850 The reason for this paradoxical state of affairs – a text that ‘sublates’ a genre provides the patterns for the genre’s continuation – is the epistemological discontinuity. What, in Dante, is presented primarily in order to demonstrate the ‘power’ of the traditional schema of discursive subjugation, is liberated shortly thereafter. But even Petrarch – founder of a specific tradition within poetry that was to be authoritative for several centuries – is, in part, still rooted in the old epoch. Where he shapes his life without regard to the intricate topic of love, for instance in the letter concerning the ascent of Mount Ventoux, he exactly follows the pattern, with all its required steps: ‘exclusive focus on worldly matters’, ‘recognition of being deluded’, ‘participation in grace’, ‘remorse and return to God’. The specific contexts illustrate the still markedly orthodox modeling: having arrived at the summit, Petrarch hears an (interior) tolle, lege. At random, he opens a book he carries with him and starts reading – though not, as had his patristic precursor, a passage from Scripture, but rather from Augustine’s text, the Confessiones, which authoritatively convey the schema of the Christian way of life in a manner expedient for the post-Incarnation period:

Deum testor ipsumque qui aderat, quod ubi primum defixi oculos, scriptum erat: ‘Et eunt homines admirari alta montium et ingentes fluctus maris et latissimos lapsus fluminum et occeani ambitum et giros siderum, et relinquunt se ipsos’.851

Even the love story modeled in the Canzoniere is not secular without qualification. It retains elements of an orthodox colonization, especially the concept of the “ascent from worldly ties to celestial love”.852 Laura, like Beatrice, is a savior figure in several respects. The first encounter takes place in a church, specifically on Good Friday.853 In addition, the particular day is given as April 6 (which is inconsistent with dating the year to 1327) – and Christ, according to medieval reckoning, was born on a ‘sixth day’.854 Accordingly, Laura is supposed to be primarily concerned with the salvation of her lover’s soul.855 Yet it is characteristic of the discourse’s disorientation during the stage of disintegration that the beloved does not fulfill this function; or else that the speaker does not accept the salvation offered: until his last breath, he perseveres in worldly love and the concomitant sin of acedia, despite the fact that he (or rather: Petrarch) is fully aware of the sinfulness of this condition.856 The “pleasurable immersion in pain”,857 the indulgence in this-worldly sensations, has taken the place of the actually envisaged result of recognizing the vanitas of secular love: repentance. At death’s door, the cycle’s concluding sonnets – “Tennemi Amor anni vent’uno ardendo. . .” (Canz. CCCLXIV) and “I’vo piangendo i miei passati tempi. . .” (Canz. CCCLXV) – indeed articulate thoughts of remorse concerning the speaker’s exclusive preoccupation with worldly love (“i miei passati tempi / i quai posi in amar cosa mortale, / senza levarmi a volo”; Canz. CCCLXV), as well as his plea for forgiveness and grace. Still, this late return to the Christian schema devalues the notion of the donna as a mediator of salvation to which Petrarch’s Rime still allude in a conspicuous manner – the latter being the one possibility of justifying the theme of love before the authoritative discourse. Love continues to be a this-worldly sensation; to gain salvation, the “alma disvïata” would have to abandon the wrong path, thereby ultimately renouncing his beloved as well: “Re del cielo [. . .] / Tu sai ben ch’n altrui non ò speranza” (Canz. CCCLXV).

The author’s personal reasons for accommodating the conclusion of his Canzoniere to the orthodox pattern cannot be ascertained.858 The hybridization of the lyric genre with a narrative structure, introduced in Dante for the purpose of ‘sublating’ mundane love, is utilized in Petrarch to present a ‘story’ in which, structurally, the respective weighting of lapse and repentance is shifted to such an extent that, in the following generation of poets, the cycle’s ending could largely be relegated to neglect without thereby challenging the text or its exemplary character.

With regard to the episteme’s breaking point, it is evident that the essentially hermeneutic approach – which had actually established the integrative potential of traditional analogism – is also responsible for the fact that, almost immediately after the superstructure’s collapse, the discourses gain freedom. The orthodox becomes secular, since, in this particular discourse, the orthodox mainly manifested itself by way of an ‘absorption’ of the secular, therefore necessarily incorporating it. This is not only manifest with regard to more comprehensive structures, but also as regards individual phenomena of speech. Petrarch introduces the mythological repertoire into lyric poetry.859 In comparison to other works of the poet, the utilization of mythologems is restrained; most importantly, the material is well-known in almost all cases, and specifically from Dante’s Commedia. Yet what the prevalent discourse had appropriated by means of the typologizing approach is “released from the medieval systematics” in the Canzoniere.860 At any rate, lyric poetry as a non-narrative genre (to the extent that the individual poem is at issue) is not capable of performing a typologizing subjugation of the ancient inventory, at least not with consistency.861 The integration of mythology into the lyrical text manifests the discourse’s stage of disintegration. Dante – no less familiar with myth than Petrarch – might have had his reasons for keeping his poetry free from mythological citations (with the exception of the Christian appropriation of the allegory of Amor).

Petrarch’s poetry remains the paragon until the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. The genres that do have an histoire – drama, and narrative texts – evolve chaotically during this period. In their development, they reflect the degeneration of the narratively grounded traditional Christian discourse, just as they had formerly transported its structure and content. For lyric poetry, the onset of the stage of disintegration implies that an adaptive achievement is no longer required. It is thus able to once again fully exploit its relative autonomy in terms of content and form; for that same reason, lyric poetry is not directly affected by the ordering discourse’s decomposition. In the lyric cycles, corresponding symptoms are reflected (if at all) in the dismantling of the generically heteronomous, quasi-narrative superstructure: initially by the deletion of the orthodox ending; then, by replacing the concept of life qua love story with that of life as a sequence of love stories. It is thus possible to observe aspects of serial proliferation here as well. Even so, they are of minor relevance to the genre’s evolution, being located not on the level of the individual text, but on that of the cycles as secondary entities. The genuine distance of the lyrical text to the basic conceptualizing schemata of analogism in its orthodox variant rather entails that what is an epoch of degeneration for the other major genres is a time of relative florescence and stability for the lyric genre. Aesthetically, this stability is a comparatively positive aspect. Still, it also implies stagnation, since no impulses emanate from the remainder of the overall discursive field during the period of disintegration, or only those of a content-related type, such as develop in the France of the sixteenth century from the renewed reception of the ancient concept of love – from which the familiar hybrids emerge that still respect the Petrarchan ‘initial type’ (Lotman862) to a considerable extent. The fact that a global stability – conditional on the state of the overall discourse – is the mark of lyric poetry during this time signifies that the generic dynamics almost inevitably focus on a varying emulation of the initial patterns, hence increasingly intensify their stylistic characteristics over time, up to the point of inverting the standard hierarchy of content and devices.


III

Précising the above considerations, it should be noted that, while lyrical Mannerism cannot be grasped as an immediate reflex of generic constituents (as Friedrich believes), it may be seen as the consequence of an evolutionary dynamic – determined by the constitution of the epoch’s overall discourse and its development in several respects – which, in this particular form, was possible for lyrical texts only. From such a perspective, the problem of Mannerism outside of lyric poetry not only remains open; it is even exacerbated, leading to the question as to how – despite fundamental differences between the generic history of lyric poetry on the one hand and of dramatic and narrative forms on the other – these genres were capable of meeting in a shared Mannerist ideal at the end of the Renaissance.

Rather than in the development of poetry, the reasons for this state of affairs – hence also for ‘Mannerism’ in its entirety – are to be found, as shall be argued here, in the evolution of the other genres and forms of speech. At the end of the period in question, those genres endowed with histoire, hence with a world-modeling capacity, draw a conclusion from the practice of nominalistic conceptualization that immediately imposes itself: if all discourse on the world is nothing but arbitrary, the ultimate consequence will have to be aestheticization. The crucial factor in Mannerism’s ascent from an isolated stylistic to an epoch-making phenomenon is the evolution of the world-modeling genres – which, during this period, adopt the viewpoints of precisely the genre that, as such, is not primarily interested in the problem of a ‘world-model’.

Yet this does not answer the question as to why two generic discourses with an aestheticizing focus – in a broader sense, as indicated in Jakobson, for instance863 – now meet in a very specific stylistic ideal, reflected in the epoch’s poetics in generically indifferent instructions regarding formulation. It is not only the existence of a trans-generic system of diction – rhetoric as such – which is responsible for this development; but, more importantly, that lyric poetry always already tends toward an intensive utilization of precisely those figures of speech which enjoy preferential employment in the orthodox discourse as well. It is particularly these devices that are to become the basic tropes of the Mannerist ideal: the paradox, the metaphora continuata, and the figura etymologica (‘sustaining’ many of the poems in Petrarch’s Canzoniere).864 While the latter two signify nothing other than analogy formation, the first indicates the bridging of conceptual gaps, to which every consistent analogization will inevitably lead.

To put it in more abstract terms: during this period, extra-lyrical and lyrical aestheticism meet in a specifiable, common ideal of style, since the former participates in a continuous tradition of analogical discourse whose central development is not defined by a transformation, but by the emancipation of forms of speech, and since the latter developed under the rule of analogism historically, hence manifests its forms of diction, albeit in a dysfunctional manner from the very beginning. It is primarily the manumissio of the world-modeling discourses – the detachment of forms from their secondary, orthodox meanings – that potentially leads to a dissolution of their border with those texts that, from the outset, utilized the respective forms for conveying problematic meanings or no ‘meanings’ at all.

Mannerism in its entirety would thus have to be comprehended as the analogical discourse’s aestheticist stage865 – as a phase, that is, during which analogism’s conceptualizing schemata are not only severed from their original meaning, as in the Renaissance, but when, beyond this, they are limited to the dimension of an abstract, linguistic operation, to then be utilized for the purpose of a virtuosic application solely indicating the perfect command of this very operation. To this extent, Mannerism is the legitimate result both of the sliding of previously referential speech into noncommittal playfulness, and of an intensification of aestheticisms in a – per se non-referential – ‘poetic’ genre, whose evolution stagnates in the period under scrutiny.

This thesis is validated not least by the poetological treatises of the time, which consistently describe the Mannerist ideal of style as an analogically based system. Moreover, Gracián’s Agudeza y arte de ingenio and Tesauro’s Cannocchiale aristotelico are of historical importance in that they surface when the overcoming of Mannerism is already on the official agenda. Neither Tesauro nor Gracián – and especially not the latter – are devoted to the renovatio. Even so, they take the new circumstances into account by referring to the systematic similarities between Mannerism and the restored, orthodox discourse. The intention is legitimization; the approach as such bears relations to the theological poetics outlined above; yet what is but a sophisticated conceptual sleight of hand without historical significance in the latter case, may indeed claim historical relevance here, since the argument’s object is a concrete case – the essential unity of analogism and Mannerism is demonstrated, so to speak, by means of examples, as well as with regard to the instructions concerning formulation.

In his treatise on ingenious articulation, Gracián distinguishes two forms of conceptistic discourse: the agudeza simple, and the superior agudeza compuesta, signifying a form of acuity not limited to a word or a sentence.866 It is in this context that he refers to allegory (qua operation of double encoding) as the fundamental basis of the agudeza compuesta.867 As far as the agudeza simple is concerned, Gracián initially invokes the scriptural legitimization of ‘true meaning’ etymology, which formulation he qualifies as a concepto.868 He then adduces further etymologies from the analogical discourse’s stock, qualifying them as paradigmatic conceptos (Dios = “Di-os”, meaning, “I gave you”, specifically: “la vida”, “la hacienda”, “los hijos”, “la salud”, “lo todo”).869

In Tesauro, writing in a more liberal environment, the issue of the connection between Mannerism and analogism is situated on a higher level than that of citing authorities, hence also more instructive historically. His general definition of the ingegno focuses on a particularly virtuosic command of precisely those conceptual operations that facilitate an analogical conceptualization: to perceive each and every ‘aspect’ of a variety of objects, in order to produce a relation between these aspects, or between the latter and the objects, while a differentiation according to ‘essence’ and ‘accidentals’ is unimportant in comparison to the operation of establishing relations as such. One might readily comprehend Tesauro’s suggestions for ingenious formulating as a manual for detecting analogies between an apparently most remote entity and the prima causa (or Scripture), familiar from the orthodox phase – the only difference being the operation’s function: in the latter, discovering concealed, but ‘true’ analogies; in Tesauro, demonstrating the sheer ingenuity of analogizing, without thereby referring to any specific content or purpose:

L’ingegno naturale è una maravigliosa forza dell’Intelletto, che comprende due naturali talenti, Perspicacia e Versabilità. La Perspicacia penetra le più lontane e minute Circonstanze di ogni suggetto; come Sostanza, Materia, Forma, Accidente, Proprietà, Cagioni, Effetti, Fini, Simpatie, il Simile, il Contrario, l’Uguale, il Superiore, l’Inferiore, le Insegne, i Nomi propri, e gli Equivochi: le quali cose giacciono in qualunque suggetto aggomitolate e ascose, come a suo luogo diremo. La Versabilità velocemente raffronta tutte queste Circonstanze infra loro, ò col Suggetto: le annoda o divide; le cresce ò minuisce; deduce l’una dall’altra; accenna l’una per l’altra; e con maravigliosa destrezza pon l’una in luogo dell’altra [. . .].870

Tesauro formulates the above as an aesthetic program, but one might also see it as an enabling structure of the epistemic discourses during the stage of chaoticization, as described in Foucault871 and familiar from pre-renovatio emblematics. From this perspective, and in line with what has been stated previously, the above passage refers to the comprehensive unity of the three (pre-Baroque) phases of analogism: the first as characterized by a discourse of truth focused on substance, the second by non-systematic pluralization, the last by aestheticist exteriorization. Accordingly, even Tesauro’s design is still able to invoke the argument, developed in Clement and Augustine, of God as a poet-musician having adorned His creation with “concetti” – which, over the course of centuries, had been made to serve so many purposes.872 Yet this ruse with legitimizing intent has its risks; for, as demonstrated by the Baroque plays already analyzed, nothing safeguards late Renaissance aestheticism – precisely due to its being based on analogism’s free-floating discursive practices – against being absorbed by a discourse taking seriously the concept of God as an “Arguto favellatore” once more, and aiming at a ‘true’ and authoritative speech.873 The latter is differentiated from its medieval predecessor in that it is also adorned speech par excellence, especially in that it employs the differentiated resources of diction that Mannerism had developed and that were now to be re-subjugated to a rigorous discursive discipline.874






5The Colonization of the New Worlds: Calderón’s El príncipe constante

I

Hardly any drama of the Spanish Baroque met with such a positive response in later times as Calderón’s El Principe constante (1628/1629), and particularly in the German-speaking world. The Romantics even deemed this play the quintessence of their own concept of Poesie.875 Goethe’s all but unsurpassable praise – “Indeed, I wish to state that, if Poetry were to be entirely lost from this world, it would be possible to restore it from this play” – is only the best known testimony in this respect.876 The history of the Príncipe constante’s reception in the German-speaking world has already been written; still, despite having been posed numerous times, the actually pertinent question – that is, as to what induced this epoch’s German literature and aesthetic theory to receive so enthusiastically a part of the dramatic art of the Spanish Baroque – has not really been answered yet.877 The suggestion here submitted is also of relevance for an assessment of the drama from the perspective of an archeology of discourse, that is, from a perspective transcending the frame of German scholarly debates. In selected texts by Spanish Baroque dramatists, (German) Romanticism apparently ‘chances upon’ the essence of its own poetology: the world’s stylization into ‘Poetry’ – in the sense that all the world seems permeated by a network of secret forms of orderliness, which eludes conceptual definition, thereby producing an aesthetic or ‘poetic’ effect.878

In Foucault’s terminology: in the Spanish drama of that period, the Romantics believed to be discovering their own discourse of profondeur; and, in certain respects, this is justified from an archeological point of view. Like the Romantic discourse, that of the Baroque indeed refuses a transparent (that is: one-to-one) relation between sign and signified. Nevertheless, signifiers with a symbolic, secondary, or deep dimension – which, in Romantic texts, are indefinite and thus ‘mysterious’ on the level of signification, hence (potentially) ‘poetic’ – have their determined and denotable signifieds, even their references, within the Baroque discourse. The dimension of profondeur is not meant to denote a poeticization, but an explication of the world.879 The results on the textual surface may be rather close to each other, given that – structurally, and with the proviso of a certain level of abstraction – didactic and poetically functionalized discourses are very similar to each other, as Jakobson has shown;880 Romantic theory and textual (poetic) practice aims at the latter function only, while Calderón tries to integrate both, although he primarily focuses on the former. Viewed historically, the ‘poeticizing’ reception of Spanish Baroque plays on the part of German Romanticism once more accentuates the extent to which an entire episteme is discontinued during the second half of the seventeenth century. One hundred and fifty years later, its conceptual profile is not even present anymore in the consciousness of those who invoke the historicity of all concepts and phenomena against the mathesis of the rationalistic discourse.881

For an interpretation of the Príncipe constante at the present time, these contexts are of import, since the Romantic reading of the text is still prevalent in the relevant research. Exemplary in this regard is W. Kayser’s 1957 account, which – concerning the structure of a play manifestly determined by many recurrences and correspondences – arrives at the Romantic thesis once again:

[. . .] it is but a semantic correlation, hovering over the entire drama as a [sort of] atmospheric substance [. . .] This atmosphere remains ultimately intangible, and does not clear up to such an extent that an intellectual framework, a conceptual starry sky, would become visible beyond it.882

It is necessary to defend Kayser’s interpretation against later, problematic disambiguations of the play, such as L. Spitzer’s assertion of a factual, albeit ‘concealed’ love story between the two protagonists, the príncipe Fernando and the Moorish princess Fénix.883 Yet Kayser’s assumption that Calderón was primarily concerned with producing a poetic ‘atmosphere’ cannot be deemed conclusive, although more recent research has adopted the above-cited formulation as a welcome point of reference, in order to relieve the inquiry of any further questions as to the function – hence also the meaning – of the structures outlined in Kayser.884 Even so, it is necessary to pose these questions. Calderón’s text is a martyr play and a historical drama; neither matters of faith nor matters of politics were open to a playful or aestheticizing treatment during the seventeenth century, and if at all, then only secondarily, in the sense of a ‘culinary arrangement’ (Augustine) of an orthodox modeling.885


II

II.1

In terms of content, the play with the title El príncipe constante has recourse to the beginnings of a historical development which seemed to confirm in a most impressive manner the nominalistic thesis that God is free to create other worlds (“plures mundos facere”).886 As a result of the actual discovery of such new worlds, chronicled neither in Scripture nor in ancient knowledge, the concept of a decentered and plural cosmos, not established and ordered once and for all, was endowed with irrefutable evidence. In this way, not only philosophical and theological speculation, but also secular history became a provocation for the project of the renovatio, especially since the factual developments had, in turn, an effect on the discourse.887 It is only during this epoch that the concept of ‘plural worlds’ is driven to its utmost form, specifically in the thought of Giordano Bruno, who had been burned at the stake thirty years prior to the writing of Calderón’s play.888 According to Bruno’s reasoning, still tied to the premise of divine omnipotence, the cosmos comprises not only many, but infinitely many worlds (infiniti mondi), since God’s unrestrained power cannot but result in the creation of an infinite universe.889 With this notion, a corollary of nominalistic thinking comes into view – one that Bruno himself, at the hour of his death, had highlighted in a manifest manner by averting his eyes from the crucifix: if the earth is no longer the center of a well-ordered cosmos, but a contingent component of an arbitrary one, the assumption of salvation-historical orderliness turns into an arrogation. The Christian religion and its concept of God are overcome in favor of the abstract notion of a first cause that, being an essentially infinite potency, eludes any conceptual specification whatsoever.

Calderón’s Príncipe constante is primarily a historical play. It is a philosophical drama only to the extent that every orthodox analogical encoding implies an epistemological thesis. Whether or not the author had Bruno’s overcoming of theocentricity in mind cannot be conclusively determined. The reference to Bruno emphasizes how and in what sense the simultaneous consideration of the nominalistic premise and the new, empirical worlds provoked the ultimate consequence inherent in the notion of divine omnipotence: that is, a systemic implosion, caused by insinuating the problematic character of the concept of a personal God. It is especially this potential for validation that, from the perspective of the renovatio, caused contemporary history – not only that of the conquests – to turn into a troubling phenomenon, and consequently one to be dealt with. Accordingly, Calderón devoted much attention to it, and specifically to its central events: the English and the Protestant schism (La cisma de Inglaterra [~1634] and the auto La protestación de la fé [1656]); the commencing dissolution of the Spanish universal monarchy in favor of several, approximately coequal (‘plural’) national states (El sitio de Bredá [1625]); and, above all, the discoveries of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.

At the beginning of the fifteenth century, the Portuguese began to reach beyond the limits of what, until this time, had been deemed the world as such.890 The conquest of the Moroccan city of Ceuta in 1415 marks the transition from a tentative exploration to a strategy of occupation; even before, there had been a diffuse awareness that, beyond the ocean, there was not simply nothing; still, until physical control had been seized, these new worlds did not enter the intellectual horizon. The first actual step beyond the confines of the ‘Old World’ unleashed a process of expansion that only came to a halt with the European subjugation of the entire globe, and which was performed in a way that is eminently in need of explanation – especially in comparison to former expansionist movements, such as the crusades, which terminated at a certain, predetermined goal.891 Calderón’s Príncipe constante focuses on the beginning of this process, especially on the far-reaching decision – on the part of the Portuguese – not to evacuate Ceuta, the first beachhead, at any cost. This resolution laid the foundation for the second, successful assault on Tangier in 1471, for the conquest of the African west coast, already explored by Henry the Navigator (the príncipe’s brother), as well as for that of the Azores and Cape Verde islands. These steps definitively exceeded the limits even of the ‘intuited’ other worlds, and thus paved the way – conceptually, that is – for the year 1492, for the event that, in a historiographic view, marks the epochal threshold between the Middle Ages and modern times.

To comprehend the outlined historical course as a consistent development, commencing long before Columbus’s journey, is not the product of a modern, retrospective reflection on the process of the European conquest of the world; this is already the interpretation most emphatically presented in Calderón’s play. The infante Fernando, protagonist of the Príncipe constante, embodies the stance of holding on to Ceuta at any cost, as a bridgehead for greater endeavors; contrary to the historical facts, he confers the legacy to continue the work commenced on his nephew, King Afonso V, whose factual analog – referred to as “El Africano” in popular Portuguese historiography – did, indeed, pursue such a strategy. Calderón’s shaping of the conquest of the New World proper, La Aurora en Copacabana (1651), is to demonstrate that what Fernando had willed, and had supposedly delegated to his nephew, is continued there: the constellations and processes which the playwright had placed in the center of his modeling of the events in the city of Fez of the year 1443 reoccur in his modeling of the events taking place in the Cuzco of 1536.892 Still, the message of the dramatist’s presentation of the discoveries as a process of concentric expansion is not grounded in a classification that would seem to anticipate the results of modern historiography, but rather in that which separates his valuation from a theory of progress: from a Baroque perspective, the New World, and the events taking place there, are precisely not that aliquid de novo whose now validated existence might facilitate the triumph of the nominalistic premise; they are nothing but another ‘imprint’ of the one pattern, determined for all time, hence already known. Calderón permits the New World the allure of the novel and the individual. Even so, he simultaneously reveals its phenomenal novelty as superficial only, as the umbra through which the always identical typos shines. It is particularly with regard to the play at hand that this Dantesque image for the analogical mindset is to the point.


II.2

Calderón was not the first to have taken the relevant material as a substrate for a drama. As A. E. Sloman accentuated in his comparative analysis, the anonymous play with the title La fortuna adversa del Infante Don Fernando de Portugal (dated to 1595–1598) is by far inferior to the Príncipe constante as regards aesthetic quality; yet it marks a relative undervaluation of Calderón’s achievement as a theoretician of history to assert merely a higher ‘dramatic craftsmanship’ in his treatment of the “source”.893 If, as Sloman rightly maintains, Calderón performed a ‘rigorous elimination of everything inessential’894 – reflected in the reduction of the personae from thirty-six to sixteen, and the consequent deletion of secondary elements of plot; if, secondly, Calderón holds on to the introduction of a historically inauthentic love story, while utterly remodeling it; and if, thirdly, he not only expands and rhetoricizes central speeches on the part of the protagonists, but also furnishes them with rather decisive messages that, in this form, appear in the Príncipe constante only, the question as to what Calderón deemed ‘essential’ in his modeling of the material will have to be posed on a more fundamental level than that of ‘dramatic craftsmanship’.895

Moreover, the consideration of the first play, certainly known to the author of the Príncipe constante, seems to be the less expedient procedure if the inquiry is concerned with Calderón’s interpretation of a pivotal moment of contemporary history. For La fortuna adversa is nothing more than an uneven dramatization of its narrative foil, a chronicle of the events written by Hieronymo Román.896 It is thus rather the latter that recommends itself as a reference point for an evaluation of Calderón’s play: not only in its representing the earlier testimony, but also because the comparison is not influenced by the distance between the formal clumsiness of the earlier play and Calderón’s dramatological virtuosity, which suggests itself as the main factor when comparing the two dramatic texts.

Even so, Román’s chronicle does not represent the first stage of transmission as regards the events incorporated into the Príncipe constante; it presents a considerably altered adaptation of João Álvares’s chronicle-style biography of the infante. Although it is not possible to state anything definitive regarding Calderón’s knowledge of the previous tradition, the – at points often precise – points of contact with Álvares, all remodeling notwithstanding, may provide the assumption that Calderón had at his disposal more than a segmental overview of the various stages of the tradition with a certain probability.897

At any rate, the question as to its factual sources is of lesser importance for a discourse-historical situating of Calderón’s play. With a view to analyzing the specific schemata of the Baroque modeling of history, the consideration of the pre-Calderonian tradition opens up significant perspectives, especially since there can be no doubt that Álvares’s biography is not the product of a somehow ‘secularized’ Age of Discovery, but a decidedly ‘Christian’ version of the overall events, in terms of intent, and as to the explicitly articulated content. Álvares’s text demonstrates which problem the ‘emergence’ of new worlds posed for those who – far from all theoretical reflection – were confronted with situations whose interpretation remained suspended. Yet above all, the text is representative of a phenomenon that emerges only during that age: the written documentation of events or observations, followed by dissemination in print. Apart from altered technical devices, the spontaneous experience of the novelty of the new, but also the humanist ideal, may be responsible for this state of affairs. The change implied in this ‘new’ process of textualization becomes apparent when comparing it to the standard medieval process of transmission as regards central historical events. The stage of oral conveyance over a longer period of time – which had facilitated a gradual and imperceptible, hence convincing integration of everything unaccountably contingent in history into the official discourse – becomes inoperative in that age. The post-Tridentine renewal of discourse faced a panorama of contemporary texts relating real-word experience, whose implicit thematization of alterity – likely unnoticed even by the authors themselves – could not be tacitly obliterated. Accordingly, the attempts at reincorporation are substantial, and also ingenious. In this respect, Calderón’s play represents the most elaborate level of a strategy that, as regards the transmission of this subject matter, embryonically manifests itself as early as at the end of the sixteenth century.898 With his remodeling, Calderón provides the material with a structure that is not only valid for this specific historical event, the conquest of Africa, nor solely for the historical plays of this author – in other words: with a structure that will have to be seen as exemplifying this era’s discursive management of contemporary history as such.899


II.3

Frei João Álvares’s Trautado da vida e feitos do muito vertuoso Senhor Ifante Dom Fernando was probably written between 1451 and 1460. The author was a member of the infante’s court, and later his secretary. He accompanied Fernando on the expedition to Africa and was incarcerated with him, but survived and returned home. He saw to the transfer of the prince’s inner organs (which he secretly kept safe) to Portugal, and later furthered the process of beatification initiated at the behest of the infante’s sister Isabel, wife of Philip the Good of Burgundy. The editio princeps of the chronicle was published in 1527;900 a new edition, issued by Frei Hieronymo de Ramos in 1577, makes several alterations, but these have no bearing on the substance.901

Considering this biographical background, and especially since Frei João, in his later years, wrote a Portuguese version of the first book of Thomas a Kempis’s De Imitatione Christi,902 one might expect a naïve glorification of Fernando’s suffering. Yet the text is rather nuanced. The ‘true’ events, taking place in the dungeons of various Moorish princes, cannot be reconstructed. A comparison with Calderón’s later play nevertheless accentuates to what extent Frei João includes problematic material that is not readily attributable to a pre-established schema. Even so, he does not state what precisely he means when justifying his project as ‘reining in the tongues of slanderers’ (“refrear as lingoas dos maldizentes”), or as opposing the ‘contrived tales and otiose fables’ (“fingidas patranhas [. . .] ouçiosas fabulas”) in circulation (Trautado da vida 2). What is remarkable about his text is precisely that neither the role of the Portuguese court nor that of the prince seem all that glorious – if the defamations were directed against Fernando, contemporary rumors would appear to have depicted him as the exact opposite of a príncipe constante. Yet the author – as a member of the house of “dom Anrique” (Henry), and later as the abbot of the monastery Paço de Sousa – was committed to the Navigator to such an extent that one cannot wish to imagine what the generally disseminated version of the events may have looked like if the court represented the faction to be exonerated.

The fact that Frei João, turning to Henry, preemptively apologizes for all that might scandalize – asking that anything of the sort be attributed to his ignorance and poverty of spirit, but not to the intention of a malicious distortion – demonstrates how uncertain he is in his attempt at devising an acceptable version of the events.903

Before Frei João arrives at the historically relevant incidents, he offers an extensive description of the infante’s youth, wherein he faithfully adheres to the traditional schema of the vita.904 Consequently, the orthodox model is massively present; in the further course of the text, dealing with the Morrocan expedition, its totalizing claim is, however, seriously destabilized due to the difficulty of aligning the factual process and the model, the manifestly harmonizing agenda notwithstanding.

The birth of the prince (a son of King John I and his wife Philippa), on the day of the archangel Michael in the year 1402, already displays extraordinary divine grace.905 The prince’s early childhood is not narrated, as is the case in the scriptural report on Jesus, the example for all who ‘imitate’ Christ by martyrdom. As a young man, Fernando is a paragon of virtue, in both the worldly and the spiritual sense. He serves his father and the pope loyally. He aids the poor and imprisoned, supports the monasteries and churches, and provides for his attendants in material and in spiritual terms, the latter specifically by shielding them from the temptations of luxuria, a detail that is minutely reported (cf. 11f.). Despite his rank, his comportment is ever humble (“omildade”, 9). He is modest in conduct, indifferent as to increasing property, and he abstains from gluttony (“gula”) and all worldly pleasures (“mundanas deleitações”, 13). He often fasts, never curses, and maintains ‘unrestricted chastity’ – stated in allusion to Jesus once again (7; cf. also 11f. and passim). It is not by ‘the normal course of study or written instruction’, but – like Jesus – ‘by divine inspiration’ (“per dom devinal”) that he is well versed in Scripture (8). He frequently suffers from various illnesses, wherefore the conventional pastime of the chivalric caste hardly appeals to him. He partakes, if only for physical training, and rather ‘to please and to delight his kin than for personal pleasure’ (15f.). He strives neither for marks of distinction nor for honors. While he accepts a certain minimum – in this case, the office of grand master of the chivalric Order of Avis – he does so ‘against his will’ (“contra sua vontade”), at the king’s behest (cf. 18). Consequently, he turns down the cardinal hat offered him by Pope Eugene IV, since he does not feel up to the task (cf. 19).

Deviations from the schema of the vita cannot be detected in this first part. Were one to take as somewhat authentic the infante’s character traits marking the second part, it will be evident why Frei João, indeed given to a certain measure of factual accuracy otherwise, was able to remain so schematic up to this point. The figure of a feeble, sickly, unambitious, later-born son is presented as a paragon of Christian humilitas. Still, this is not to deny that the prince may, in effect, have found a certain compensation in the religious practices for the fact that, as to constitution and disposition, he seems to have hardly been predestined for a life in the social context into which he was born.

Frei João’s remarks concerning the prehistory and the beginning of the fatal expedition to Tangier are already much more complex. On the one hand, the status of the venture as a ‘crusade’ is accentuated by means of manifold references to this effect: the participants receive the customary absolution before they depart;906 they board their ships on the day of Santiago, who is considered the patron saint of the Moorish wars; they set forth under the banner of the symbolic figure of the ecclesia militans, the archangel Michael (“alferez de Jhesu Christo”), and the like (22). On the other hand, Frei João makes no attempt at a ‘pious’ modeling as regards the question of the entire endeavor’s genesis: the king’s brothers and other high-ranking vassals, but especially Henry, whom history knows as particularly energetic, wish to distinguish themselves in battle, and have already successfully offered their services to foreign princes and kings, among them to the “Rey de Castela”, with a view to conquering Granada.907 The king, Dom Duarte, is not at all interested in allocating the manpower of his brothers and vassals, his to command as per contemporary feudal law, to his rivals for power, and especially not to the Castilian king.908 Yet since he cannot, according to feudal custom, deny a vacation if he himself does not at present claim their military services, the king devises a plan as to how he might employ his vassals ‘for the benefit of God and for his own’ (“teve maneira como os ocupase em cousa que fose serviço de Deus e seu”, 19).

Frei João elaborates in detail on how dangerous (“periigosa”) the endeavor decided upon by the king was (cf. 20): in relation to the opponents, the number of warriors assigned by Dom Duarte was much too small; at the same time, the distance from the home base was so great that there would hardly be any hope for relief, should this become necessary. Similar thoughts were entertained by the two infantes chosen as leaders, Anrique and Fernando; even so, “ve͠edo eles a vontade del Rey, com toda reverença e obediençia se desposerom logo a conprir seu mandado” (20). In other words: facing a potential destabilization of his position, the king sends his own brothers – against their more or less explicitly articulated will – on an ill-prepared, and not very promising expedition, while concealing his personal interests behind a rather banal pious formula (“pera a [sc. a vila de Tanjer] someter ao jugo da santa ffe catolica”, 20). This formula, which Frei João still reveals as precisely such, provides the later tradition with the basis for remodeling the entire set of events – otherwise most probably grounded in a base calculus of power – as a divinely ordained propagation of the one and only true faith. As to Dom Duarte’s motives, it must be mentioned that – especially if taking into consideration the stance he adopted in the further course of events concerning his brother’s release from Moorish incarceration – one cannot completely exclude the possibility that a diminution of the number of potential rivals as a result of the venture might ultimately not have been all that unwelcome from his viewpoint.

The expedition to Tangier, undertaken in 1437, occurs as one might expect given this background. Consequently, the entire later tradition concerning Fernando represents a processing of those “catastrophic [. . .] defeats” that ever seem to necessitate a form of compensation, if only for psychological reasons.909 To anticipate the following: in essence, the remodeling schemata remain comparable to those observable with reference to the Roland material. The factual defeat is initially compensated by recourse to the concept of a spiritual, moral victory; in a subsequent step, the loss is retrospectively reversed into a triumph, also in material terms. This latter reversal is largely a construction; it is achieved by the backdating of events taking place at a significantly later date.

Since this tradition’s final stage, represented by Calderón, manifests not only the relevant schema, but also the specifically Christian appropriation of the pattern, it becomes immediately evident to what extent the approach of Baroque historical drama is fundamentally restorative. Still, the differences are not negligible. The nominalistic intermediate stage exacts its toll. During an epoch having created the conditions for an empirical view in conceptual and material terms, it is no longer possible to completely eliminate specific facts – here, the deplorable, actual defeat – by means of a heroicizing reinterpretation. What, as regards the character of Roland, could still be integrated with a relatively high degree of persuasiveness – the Christian and the heroic ideal – was now in need of being scaled, hierarchized. In this way, the reinterpretation remains, first and foremost, a hermeneutical operation, meaning that the material and the horizon are discernible as two distinct factors, even in Calderón’s case. Accordingly, the Baroque reading of history primarily ‘convinces the convinced’; on the level of the history of reception: the medieval, at once heroic and Christian Roland is turned into a national mythos in post-Christian times, while the Baroque Fernando gradually passes into oblivion.910

The events related by Frei João are as follows: the expedition’s corps, divided at the outpost Ceuta, is reunited near Tangier. Initial attacks on the fortified city remain ineffectual. When the Moors enter the field of battle, the Christian forces are able to put their enemies to flight without more than a few skirmishes. At this point, and all of a sudden, the king of Fez appears with a host of sheerly unbelievable magnitude, commanded by the “algozil” Lazeraque.911 The Christians retreat – without a fight, but (as the author emphasizes) honorably – behind a rampart, where they are attacked by the Moors.912 Despite his handicap – he is weakened by one of his chronic ailments – Fernando particularly distinguishes himself in the defense of the encampment.913 Ultimately, the Portuguese, recognizing the factual situation, and devoid of any heroism, prepare their surrender. As contractually guaranteed terms for their unimpeded withdrawal, they offer the Moors the evacuation of Ceuta, which had been conquered in 1415 and rendered a bishopric in 1421, and which was considered a symbol of the reversal of power relations between Moors and Christians already at this time.914 After several additional battles, in which the Moors try to overcome the Christians with physical force, the victors accept the offer, but insist on an exchange of hostages.915 The lord of Tangier, Çala bem Çala, is willing to hand over his firstborn; in return, he demands one of the two infantes. Conscious of the perils, Fernando offers himself (“por serviço de Deus e por livramento de todos”, 26); given the princes’ difference in age (Fernando is the last-born) and rank (Anrique is the commander), this decision would hardly have been up for discussion. Going into captivity, Fernando is accompanied by his personal entourage, as well as by other Portuguese men who are to guarantee the return of the Moorish prince; Fernando vouches for the city of Ceuta. After another skirmish with the Moors,916 the deplorable remainder of the Christian army embarks for Portugal.

Already at the beginning of his imprisonment, the infante is deeply aggrieved, since his brother has not sent him a letter of departure, leading Fernando to believe that he has been killed in action – this is the first of Frei João’s many discreet references to the cold egotism of Henry, whose great love for his younger brother is nevertheless always expressly mentioned. As regards his release, Fernando is still highly optimistic: “Eu sey bem”, he says, “que, por escapar a vida essa jente que viva he, que elRey meu Senhor nom duvidara de dar Çepta e otra mayor cousa” (27). To anticipate the following: Fernando’s ‘constancy’, which stands at the center of Calderón’s drama, is not mentioned at any point in the original source – i.e., that steadfastness which leads him to refuse to save his own life at the expense of the souls of Ceuta’s (forcefully) Christianized inhabitants, who upon its restitution to the Moors would become renegades, thus falling prey to eternal damnation.

For whatever reason, Çala bem Çala arranges the transfer of the captives to Asilah a few days later. When departing from Tangier, they are insulted, spat upon, and derided by the populace (“eram enjuriados, cospidos e escarnidos”, 28). In their specific articulation, many similar scenes later narrated rather conspicuously refer to the underlying pattern of Christ’s path to the site of his crucifixion (cf. 40; 42; 47; 56f.). In this context, it is all the more striking that the author does not avoid recounting troubling aspects that might interfere with reading the entire expedition as a crusade. For, among the inhabitants of Asilah celebrating the victory over the Portuguese by ridiculing the captives, there are also many local Christians, Genoese merchants, several Castilians, and Jews.917 In other words: the Moorish lands are characterized by relative religious tolerance.918 This renders problematic the concept of a war for the purpose of the propagation of the true faith; unintentionally, the passage reveals that the notion of crusading primarily served to transfigure the actual – meaning, economic or power-political – motives of the expansion. Hence the (Christian) competitors present do not hesitate to applaud the humiliation of the ‘crusaders’.

At Asilah, the captives’ conditions of custody are initially generous.919 Meanwhile, however, their fate is decided by the leaders of the expedition. At Ceuta, Anrique meets the third brother, the infante Dom Joham. They agree to proceed tactically, rather than fulfill the contract of capitulation by handing over the city. Joham is to accuse the Moors of having violated the contract, on account of their having importuned the Portuguese by force of arms during their withdrawal. On this basis, he is to attempt to effect Fernando’s release in exchange for the Moorish prince; should this effort fail, he is to dare a coup de main. Until the end of the entanglements, the gist of this first reaction remains the integrating moment of all tactical maneuvering. Neither the prince’s two brothers nor the king or the ruler following him are willing to fulfill the treaty with the Moors by handing over the bridgehead of Ceuta. The aim is to stabilize the position of power at any cost, without regard for legal titles, for feudally or morally defined obligations.920 Below this level, there seems to have been a certain willingness to take action in a limited fashion, although the sincerity of the endeavor becomes increasingly dubious. Up to a certain point, the intention seems to have been to return the prince home should this cost little or nothing; afterwards, it indeed seems that there was a preference for no longer being confronted with this symbolic figure of a pathetic defeat. Even so, a death declared martyrdom, and followed by beatification, might be expedient indeed, not least of all in order to provide ideological support for the forthcoming grand endeavors.

There is no test of what the brother, Dom Joham, would have been willing to risk for Fernando: having almost arrived at Asilah, his ship is caught in a heavy thunderstorm, forcing him to veer around, after which he immediately returns to Portugal without another attempt.921

The infante, by now incarcerated for seven months already, suffers from his precarious health, but bears his fate with fortitude. He persistently performs his religious duties, fasts, prays, and cares for his fellow captives (cf. 31). Meanwhile, Çala bem Çala is indignant at the Portuguese notion of observing contracts. From an ethical viewpoint, the Moor is thus indirectly rendered the positive counterexample of the Portuguese court.922 Unwilling to tolerate the comportment of the Portuguese, Çala bem Çala thereafter refuses to receive the prince – who, up to this point, had enjoyed conditions befitting his rank – now communicating with him by means of a Jewish interpreter only.

When their course of action is officially sanctioned in Portugal, it becomes manifest that the outlined decision of the two infantes concerning their brother’s fate represents more than an isolated position attributable to these two agents. The king summons the estates, where the following modus operandi is decided upon: “que se nom dese Çepta, mas que elRey trabalhase por tirar seu irma͠ao per outro preço, ou per guera ou per dinheiro” (33). The precise meaning of this decree becomes entirely clear when Anrique, to whom the king delegates the further course of Fernando’s release from captivity, refuses to accept the assignment, so that no one will one day accuse him of having thwarted the return of Ceuta to the Moors for personal reasons (“por lhe nom dizerem que ele estorvava a dada de Çepta por sentir em ello alghu͠u pro[p]rio interese”, 33). Given the official decrees of the Cortes, Henry’s reasoning is as dubious as the refusal itself. By now, it is indeed in the personal, and also in the collective interest of all involved, not only to maintain control of Ceuta at any cost, but also to treat the issue of Fernando’s release in a dilatory manner. The sole task is to find someone to charge with the blame for the prince’s approved and accepted death. Henry – not without reason always very successful – eludes this role, which his brother, the king, had intended for him.

Meanwhile, the prisoner has been notified about the decisions taken in Lisbon. In a letter to the king, he asks for aid. But seeing ‘how things are drawing out in Portugal’, he decides to take matters into his own hands.923 He addresses himself to Çala bem Çala, intimates that there might be problems concerning the return of Ceuta, specifically since the contract had been signed under duress, and suggests arriving at an arrangement on a financial basis (35). In rather patent contrast to the Christians, and also to Fernando, Çala bem Çala once more proves his fealty to a transculturally conceived concept of honor in this situation: money means nothing to him, for ‘there is no greater wealth than attaining glory’ (36); and especially in this case, for he himself is heavily burdened by the false rumors suggesting that he had previously sold Ceuta to the infante’s father, King João – which falsehood he would be verifying retroactively should he now relinquish his pretensions to regain control over the city for money. Moreover, he is thirsty for heroic deeds, for which reason he desires nothing other than Ceuta itself;924 this sentence is to be understood as an allusion to the evident unwillingness on the part of the Portuguese as regards risking another armed encounter for Fernando’s sake.

In this desperate situation, the infante writes, once again, a letter imploring his brother, the king, in the name of the central Christian virtue, to render aid (“pedindo.lhe por merçee que quisese aver dele piedade e tomase conpaixom de sua atribulada vida”); he receives no reply (38). He writes to the king once more, asking that the latter at least help him and his fellows escape, as this would come at no expense and would require no ransom.925 Yet he insists on a liberation that includes his comrades, and states outright that he mistrusts that obscure Castilian (“em homem castela͠ao de pouca autoridade”) whom his brother Anrique has already sent in this matter (38).

It is difficult to determine the sincerity of the subsequent negotiations conducted by the captain of Ceuta and the Castilian king as to the arrangement of a ransom; ultimately, they were terminated without result. At any rate, the Moorish side interprets the further silence on the part of the directly affected Portuguese party as a provocation, and prepares the relocation of the infante to Fez, the Moorish center of power, hence into the sphere of influence of the cruel Lazeraque. Immediately prior to the departure, Fernando receives an answer from his brother, in which the latter urges him not to risk an escape in any event (cf. 39) – a rather ambiguous statement, given the court’s stance in the overall affair.

The relocation to the Moorish metropolis marks the aggravated phase of the incarceration. The infante is not permitted to meet its ruler, and not even Lazeraque deigns to welcome him. All of the Portuguese are immediately taken to the dungeons. It is at this point that a Christian interpretation of his fate is put into the prince’s mouth for the first time. Without regard for coherence, the text thus returns to the schema already alluded to initially, in relation to which the entire middle part – the infante’s neither very heroic nor especially resigned attempts at changing his fate, and be it at the expense of the salvation of others – remains heteronomous; the corresponding structures continue to interfere with the schema of the vita, to which this final part has recourse; the ‘pious’ intentions on the part of the author notwithstanding, the text remains hybrid.926

The infante now asserts that their love for, and devotion to, God has brought him and his fellows to this place, for which reason they are also to comport themselves as ‘good Christian knights’; and, ‘if it was God’s will that they meet their end in this place, he himself is certain that the Lord will grant them a place in Paradise’ (cf. 43). After a short time, the cruel Lazeraque clarifies that he intends to treat the prince without any respect, demanding in rude words – and in patent contrast to Çala bem Çala’s chivalric, and partly courtly eloquence – that Fernando write to his brother, in order to see ‘what they are willing to do for you’ (“veer o que farom por ty”, 46).927 When a reply is a long time in coming once again, the Moor exacerbates the conditions of custody: the prisoners are relieved of their possessions; they are put in chains; they are forced to perform the most degrading labor in the palace gardens, and are exposed to the mockery of the onlookers. The infante in particular is flagellated in a fashion alluding to the episode at Golgotha;928 a reaction according to the schema is ascribed to him. He comforts his fellow captives; indeed, he even has the following plea conveyed to Lazeraque: that his comrades be spared, and only he himself be maltreated (cf. 49f.). Fernando receives solace only from the king, the queen, and Lazeraque’s wife, as well as from other women – who, at times, supply him and his fellows with some food.929 (Calderón will draw on these two sentences in order to endow his play with the genre’s typical love story – even though the latter fulfills the generic conventions only at a superficial glance).930

Once more, the infante’s fate seems to take a surprising turn. He is shown a letter by a Portuguese ambassador, addressed to Çala bem Çala, in which negotiations concerning the surrender of Ceuta are now actually offered in the king’s name; but having arrived in Moorish lands, the ambassador is notified of the king’s sudden death, for which reason he is required to wait for the directives of the successor (cf. 51f.). Frei João’s account does not clarify the significance of this letter, nor that of the king’s change of policy therein. Be that as it may, the infante’s reaction to the news of the king’s demise is indeed remarkable, and hardly reconcilable with the renunciation of worldly things already ascribed to him at this point. In a long and pathetic speech, he accuses God of having taken from him his only support on earth and the last remaining hope (“Tiraste.me todo meu tenporal esforço, aredaste.me de toda minha grande e bo͠oa esperança”, 52). With good reason, he expects no support whatsoever from the new king, a nephew, and so deems his fate sealed (cf. 51; also 52f.). The deviation of his reaction from the envisioned schema is made explicit by the fact that the orthodox interpretation is put in the mouth of his companions: the king, like all other human beings, is mortal. Fernando should praise God, who has decided to let him suffer, and whom it has thus pleased to let the king pass away precisely when the prince needs him most.931

Still – and against Fernando’s expectations – the new king communicates to Çala bem Çala that he is ready to relinquish Ceuta. Lazeraque does not trust the Portuguese offers, and rightly so, as will be seen; he once more aggravates the conditions of the imprisonment, specifically (so the prince is told after some time) in order for Portugal to become aware thereof, hence finally cease its temporizing.932 Be it the infante’s own interpretation, or Frei João’s rather cumbersome attempt at explaining the constant and abrupt twists and turns of fortune, Fernando states that it must be due to his sins (of which, however, he is repeatedly said to be free) that the opposite of what he asks for is always assigned to him;933 in other words: the meaningfulness of the entanglements has turned into an enigma from the viewpoint of the agents or the text, a fact only rendered increasingly evident by the logically incoherent recourse to standard formulae of the orthodox stance.934

The insistence of these questions must have been intensified by the death of the one ‘good’ Moor, Çala bem Çala. An amateurish attempt on the part of the Portuguese at helping the prince escape, soon followed by another, puts the Moors at odds with the captives even more; for it is now manifest that the new king does not intend to fulfill the contract, all reaffirmations notwithstanding. In this case, the prince reacts in line with the imitatio Christi: he preaches to his fellows on the topic of loving one’s enemies, and excuses, as is explicitly stated, the ‘negligence of his friends and relatives’ (“a negligençia dos amigos e prouximos beninamente scusava”, 61).

Yet the incessant vacillations between hope and disappointment have not come to an end. A new delegation of Portuguese ambassadors submits an offer for negotiations concerning the relinquishment of Ceuta; the document bears the king’s seal. At this point, it is Lazeraque who rejects the possibility of a solution according to the contract: while having Fernando brought before him, and holding out the prospect of freedom initially, he does so only to let the prince know that he neither can, nor wishes to, release him. Toward the Portuguese, by contrast, he signals his readiness to negotiate. Clearly, neither party trusts the other any more; after a while, the Portuguese come to the conclusion that it might be preferable to rather ‘lose the infante, than the city and the infante together’.935 ‘For many reasons’ (“por muitas razo͠o[e]s”, 66) – thus the allusive wording – Fernando himself is no longer willing to believe that a second round of negotiations, in which the Moorish king of Granada now acts as mediator, will meet with success. From that point onward, the stance ascribed to him is accentuated by means of increasingly conspicuous formulations referring to imitatio; when offering his food rations to his fellows, for instance, he tells them to ‘eat this for his sake’.936

In the meantime, the plague strikes Moorish lands. While the captives are spared, the Portuguese negotiator succumbs. The infante now definitively adopts the positions of imitatio. He asks God to punish only himself, not his comrades (who, for their part, consider themselves fortunate in being allowed to die ‘in the service of God’, cf. 68); he makes use of the formulation of draining the chalice (“a bever este vaso”, 72). Above all, he is no longer willing to contemplate a rescue according to the contract of capitulation, as this would imperil the salvation of his soul,937 whereby his earlier attempts are implicitly assessed as revolts against a divinely ordained fate. Yet he still nourishes hope as regards his companions. In a testation, Fernando instructs his brothers to endow his fellow captives with any tenures and privileges they might desire. Speaking to his entourage, he characterizes the court’s stance in a rather straightforward manner: its reactions have chilled with every attempt, and it would be little wonder were the efforts at effecting their release to cease completely.938

A last episode casts a harsh light on the role of the Portuguese court. Once more, an amateurish attempt at rescue is staged, leading Lazeraque to conclude that Ceuta will not be relinquished under any circumstances; he infers that the Portuguese have actually arranged this attempt in order ‘to demonstrate that the infante means nothing to them’.939 He then endeavors to (literally) cash in on his captive all the same, drops the claim to Ceuta, and suggests a release for money, knowing that the Portuguese had, at one time, decided to target such a solution – yet only pro forma, as events would prove. After a protracted back and forth, the infante offers 50,000 dobras, a sum he ultimately augments to 150,000 dobras. As always, the Moor reinforces the offer to negotiate by exacerbating the conditions of custody. The prince is thrown into solitary confinement, into a cell devoid even of daylight; he faces his fate calmly. Above and beyond his chronic conditions, he has now fallen ill. Fernando proactively refuses being forwarded any potential letters from his Portuguese relatives, so as not to endanger his salvation by bearing resentment (“odyo”, 80) against anyone in his soul at the point of death. Even so, he has not yet fully resigned. He complies with Lazeraque’s demand to personally write to the king regarding the issue of the ransom, requesting that the expected sum of 400,000 dobras be met. The response arrives after four months: at the utmost, one would be willing to pay 50,000 dobras; in other words, serious negotiations are not envisaged (cf. 81).

Fernando now prepares for a Christian death. He reads the breviary without cease; he spends so much time kneeling that welts develop; he confesses, and says that ‘he is tired of living in this world’.940 The reasons for his wishing to stay alive are free from self-interest: to reward his comrades, to incite Christianity to ‘conquer this land for the holy faith’ (cf. 83f.), and to liberate the Christians incarcerated in Moorish dungeons. It is from these words to the companions that Frei João ultimately extrapolates the prince’s extensive bequest to his brother, which seems to have been appended to the vita after the writing of the account, and which is not mentioned in the chronicle proper – a fact that also sheds a certain light on the above-quoted statements.941

The prince’s demise approaches with a “fruxo de ventre” (85), which occurs on June [July] 1, 1443.942 Even the most humiliating pleas on the part of his companions concerning Fernando’s deliverance from the dungeons are rejected by the Moors (cf. 85–87). A few days after the above-cited date, the confessor encounters the prince in an ecstatic state; after promising not to report what follows until arriving in Portugal, he listens to the infante’s narration of a vision.943 It should be emphasized that the obligatory first miracle – which must take place during the respective person’s lifetime – is not presented as an ‘objective’ event, witnessed by others, but rather as the subjective experience of a terminally ill individual. Fernando recounts how, in the foregoing night, the Virgin Mary suddenly appeared to him. One from among her host addresses the Virgin, asking her to take pity on her servant, who on earth has always honored and served her.944 Recognizing his insignia, the infante identifies him as the Archangel Michael.945 Thereafter, John the Evangelist steps forward, and also pleads for him.946 Alluding to Christ’s words to one of the two convicts crucified along with him, Mary promises the prince that he will be in paradise the very same day (88; cf. Lk 23: 43). After this narration, the prince’s physical condition seems to improve for a short moment. He makes a general confession, receives full absolution, and then gives up his spirit with the words “Ora me leixaae acabar” (90).

When Lazeraque is notified of the prisoner’s death, even he, the reprobate pagan, feels the obligation to praise the infante: for he had never lied, had always prayed, and had remained chaste. The intended valuation of the overall events is put in the Moor’s mouth: “Çertamente grande pecado guanharom dele suas jentes, que o qua leixarom morrer” (90).947 Afterward, the lament on the part of Fernando’s comrades is recounted, which praises him for his secular and spiritual virtues, and in which he is identified, alluding to Scripture, as the light by means of which God has guided them in the desert.948 In conclusion, Frei João reports on the altercations concerning the infante’s corpse. Aware of the fact that exhibition of the mortal remains might be more valuable to the Portuguese court than the prince’s returning alive had been, the Moors endeavor to embalm the corpse. When the pleas on the part of his companions to refrain from this unchristian funerary practice are to no avail, they seize the opportunity of salvaging at least the inner organs. They conceal these ‘relics’ (as they are already called) until Frei João himself is able to bring them home after his release (cf. 96f.).

The codex contains some additional pages. Since the autograph is not extant, the following will have to remain hypothetical: some time after the writing of the vita, Frei João added several appendices.949 These supplements are to serve the accentuation of the dead prince’s biographical chronicle with a view to two purposes, defined toward the end of the 1460s. One concern is the infante’s beatification – a process concluded in 1470 with some measure of success – which required supplying miracles witnessed after his death; the other is that, prior to the renewed expedition targeting Asilah and Tangier in 1471, it became opportune to ascribe the legacy to be detailed below to the prince; in all probability, the process of beatification must, in large part, be seen in this context as well. The ignominiously forsaken prince is ‘rendered’ a saint and a hero looking far ahead into the future, so as to psychologically and ideologically support the (as of now) systematically implemented politics of expansion, by means of stimulating archaic cravings for revenge, as well as by hypostasizing a command to conquer, issued by God himself. The factual results argue for the success of this strategy: Asilah is captured on August 24, 1471; Tangier four days later.950

Prior to outlining the content of the appended pages, the facts supporting the hypothesis as to an amendment ex post facto should be mentioned: first and foremost, the repeated and considerable breaching of the principle of temporal consecutio, which the strictly sequential narrative of the biographical chronicle does not permit itself until this point; then, the completely lacking contextualization of this passage. The speaker of these words (which, in terms of their pragmatic form, are articulated as an exhortation) is not transparent;951 the point in time of their being addressed to Anrique is not clear; the context for prompting a renewed expedition into Moorish territories is not explained.

Although he has already recounted his release and the delivery of the relics to his homeland, Frei João refers to the prince’s ignominious ‘burial’ by the enemy952 once again at the beginning of the appended pages: words of slander are put in the mouths of the Moors which appear to be modeled on the crowd’s mockery of Christ’s claim that he is the king of the Jews, though there is a King greater than him. Frei João then relates that God effected ‘several miracles’ on the site where the corpse had been placed; but he does so without going into detail.953 Subsequently, he repeats the account of the release of the infante’s fellow captives, himself included. In this second presentation of the events, he integrates – against all chronological order – a connection to Lazeraque’s death. Frei João and the prince’s companions are released between 1448 and 1450 (cf. 101); for obvious reasons, this date could not be altered. In the chronicle, Lazeraque’s death remains undated; as per several other sources which are in agreement with each other, he dies around 1458.954 In Frei João’s account, the Moor’s demise is backdated and then stylized as a divine judgment. During a campaign within Moorish lands, a Christian captive escapes. In his rage, Lazeraque has several of the imprisoned Christians tortured, some even crucified. Shortly after, he falls prey to a conspiracy arranged by another Moorish ruler. Frei João comments: “E asy reçebeo o gualardom das obras que fez e a sua aalma maldicta foy reçebida nas infernaaes penas, em que padeçe pera senpre” (100). Immediately afterwards, he relates the release of the surviving captives (cf. 101).

One might put what is encoded by means of this rearrangement of the facts in the following terms: the Christian God – who, during all the entanglements, had not once intervened in the course of secular affairs on the side of those having set forth in his name, a constellation hardly inspiring for a renewed expedition declared crusade – suddenly appears on the stage of events. He punishes the principal malefactor and liberates the prince’s comrades, in order for them to return home, and there testify to the infante’s legacy, a commission for renewed conquest – which had not been mentioned before, and which is outlined in the following section without any transition.955 For the sake of the departed (“por amor de voso irma͠ao”, 104), and so as to continue what he had begun, a task supposedly assigned to the infante by God himself is transferred to his brother in this segment: “Veede como sooes per Deus chamado ao estado dos defensores e reçebestes regimento e governança da jente de Noso Senhor Jhesu Cristo, que por vós nom dovidou de reçeber morte sobre ao tormento da †” (101). After a long invective against the Moors – portrayed as paragons of immorality and godlessness – the bequest closes with an exhortation to ransom all Christian prisoners. In conclusion, and by presenting the prospect of ‘territory, honor, fiefs, prebends and riches’, Anrique is explicitly encouraged to conquer Moorish lands, his legitimate possession as Christ’s heir.956

Thereafter, yet another temporal and spatial leap backward occurs. The chronicle reports that when Fernando’s corpse is prepared for being coffined six days after his death, it exhibits neither rigor mortis nor any signs of decay; the birds do not peck at the publicly displayed body; luminous phenomena are reported; the infante’s shape appears to an invalid – the latter falls to his knees, promises good deeds, and is cured from a hairy nevus (cf. 105). Other witnesses are in part referred to by name (106).

As regards the attribution of miracles, Frei João’s account thus remains relatively modest. Eventually, the author once again refers to his return home (which he has already described twice); in this case, however, he extensively elaborates on the reception of the ‘relics’ on the part of the prince’s family, on their solemn entombment, and on Anrique’s command to have a Mass read at his brother’s grave every day – all in all, that is, on the attempts at capitalizing on the once forsaken brother, who has now become expedient.957

If one brackets this appendix – or rather, if one comprehends it as the first document of an orthodox remodeling that was to reach its climax in Calderón – the following may be said as to the chronicle-style vita proper: it is precisely Frei João’s consistent recourse to patterns from the traditional world-model that accentuates the extent of the gulf between the pre-established schemata and the events. The pathetic defeat of those who set forth in the name of Santiago and Archangel Michael; the moral inferiority to the Moorish prince, who commits himself to heroic virtues and to the principle of the sanctity of contracts; the utter disregard for brotherly love and charity in favor of power-political interests on the part of the Portuguese king, of his first vassals, and of his successor – all of whom the chronicler does not once dare to address in any other fashion than by using the term ‘excellent’; finally, the infante’s ongoing struggle to salvage his physical life, even until the last stages, while a more serene stance as to the things of this world would have been expected given his being rendered an example of a perfect Christian (if not an ‘imitator’ of Christ) right from the beginning – all of the above elements mark conceptualizing fissures in Frei João’s report, indicating the extent to which the Age of Discovery unsettled traditional notions that were still believed in, for instance in this author’s account. While ‘life’ itself, and history especially, must have but rarely adhered to the discourse’s standards even during the stage of order, the discrepancy remained unobserved; for life and history were not deemed individual values anyway, they were not even acknowledged by the discourse – that is, they were not immediately written down, hence not subjected to the reflection always implied in conceptual reduction. With the discoveries, a world entered the collective consciousness which was so fundamentally novel that it was impossible to immediately agree upon its particular configuration. Incapable of being ignored en bloc, it forced its way into the discourse, troubling the schemata of rendering things and events commensurable; and specifically in the case of those – such as Frei João, who, with regard to the stage of disintegration, is representative for the stratum of the averagely educated – who had not intellectually concurred and complied with the distancing from the orthodox analogical schemata otherwise long ratified by that time at the official discourse’s more erudite level. The discoveries, even if considered without regard to any theoretical discussion concerning the correct modeling of the world, had an immediate effect on the general consciousness. This is why, from the renovatio’s point of view, they could not remain unanswered.


II.4

In 1577, fifty years after its first publication, Frei João’s work is reissued, since – as the reviser Frey Hieronymo de Ramos states in his dedicatory letter to the archbishop of Évora – the original edition has been out of print.958 The reissuer’s assertion that he has rendered the original ‘literally’ (“trasladar [. . .] ao pee da letra”) is an overstatement.959 Still, the likewise utilized formulation of a reproduction ‘faithful to the original’ (“fielmente”) may be considered adequate (Chronica, 118). In the dedicatory letter, Frey Hieronymo mentions that he has ‘added’ and ‘emendated’ some parts as well (cf. 118). Yet all in all, these alterations are minor.960 The ensuing enumeration is nearly exhaustive: The reissue is divided into chapters with headings; as a result of the latter, and specifically in the passages concerning the infante’s youth, it becomes most evident to readers that the prince epitomizes the entire catalog of secular and spiritual virtues.961 A retrospective passage is inserted into the report on the disputes concerning the relinquishment of Ceuta which depicts the prestigious conquest of the site in 1415, thereby accentuating the significance of the first African foothold. The infante’s heroicization is somewhat amplified, but only by modifying the predication, not by interfering with the modeling of the plot.962 The overall interpretation of the events as divinely ordained, advanced by the narrator, sets in earlier than in the original. The new text therefore reflects the perspective of an ‘experiencing speaker’ to a lesser extent than is the case in Frei João’s version; yet the protagonists’ doubts concerning the meaningfulness of their fate continue to be related.963

The most conspicuous changes pertain to the ending, which Frey Hieronymo seems to have deemed in need of revision, a fact that is not astonishing, given its incoherence. A significant aspect is the omission of the ominous bequest. Given its probably precarious status, this move is only consistent. Above all, it was simply no longer necessary in 1577; the elimination of this passage would therefore support the hypothetical assessment submitted above.964 The miracles are expanded.965 Miracles in other locations are added: in Ceuta, in Lisbon, and especially ‘several wondrous events’, not further specified, at the monastery of Batalha, where the inner organs had been entombed (cf. 256f; 261). What is entirely new is the story’s rounding off by a report referring to the return of the infante’s bones. The authenticity of what is there stated is outright denied by other authors;966 hence the possibility cannot be excluded that the reviser invented the episode in the interest of a decidedly harmonizing final chord. God himself is presented as having prompted the developments in whose wake the translatio takes place: A nephew of the king of Fez feels maltreated by his uncle as a result of unjustified mistrust. He takes vengeance by robbing the symbol of the Moorish triumph over the Portuguese, and by taking it to Asilah. There, the relics are ceremonially received (which implies that the story must be situated after 1471, the date of the Portuguese conquest of this city); afterward, the Moor himself takes them to Lisbon. The reviser has the splendid funeral be followed by a chivalrous feast – that is, by an episode definitively marking the entire affair as belonging to an already bygone past, processed with a view to self-heroicization.


II.5

In 1595, the first Spanish version of Fernando’s vita is edited by Hieronymo Román.967 The prolog’s explanation of the dissemination in Spain patently bears the imprint of the Counter-Reformation: God himself wills the fight against the machinations of the heretics, who intend to destroy the memory of the saints, and indeed the relics themselves. Still, it is not only an interest in defending the concept of the saints and of imitatio as such that is unmistakable, but also the (re)incorporation of recent, present-day history on the basis of this schema (“y que de vidas salen cada dia sanctos nuevos de nuestra nacion”).968 The last three words refer to a subsidiary motive for the translation; the two Iberian kingdoms had been united since 1581; the Spanish political agenda was to merge Portugal into a ‘greater’ Spain – an aim that did not meet with success, as is well known.

In his version, Román refers to both of his predecessors; at the same time, he states that they had drawn neither on the archives in Lisbon, nor on those of the Order of Avis. In this manner, Román provides the actually pertinent aspect of his revision – that is, the reversal of central events into their opposite – with the seal of authenticity.969 The entire reworking is guided, however, by the principle of efficiency, as is common during the epoch of the renovatio, especially as regards texts meant for pragmatic purposes. The changes occur in particularly distinguished segments, at the outset and at the end. The inversion into the opposite is not based on a rewriting, but on the addition of selected details, which nevertheless alter the classification and assessment of the events recounted. For the most part, the revision otherwise consists in a modernizing translation, whereby the plain, quasi-medieval syntax of the Portuguese versions is replaced with an elegant composition in the Baroque style.

At the beginning of the vita, and for the Spanish reader (as it were), Román inserts a sketch of Portugal’s history since the founding of the kingdom, as well as a dynastic outline. The report on the prince’s youth is consistently augmented by the addition of scriptural comparisons: his misericordia and pietas are as great as Job’s, his humilitas as comprehensive as that of Abraham and Moses (cf. Historia 8; 12). In particular, there are authorial anticipatory remarks, as a result of which Fernando’s life is demonstratively marked by the sign of Providence: Archangel Michael, on whose day he is born, will comfort him in his hour of death; for special purposes, God will one day endow this feeble child – who was always to remain sickly, even in his prime – with ‘supernatural powers’ (cf. 6; 7; 9f.). The motif of a virtuous life is extensively embellished by means of myriad details; the virtues themselves are emphatically praised, and castitas especially. With its blatantly evaluative tone and its proclivity for hyperbolization, the passage is downright paradigmatic for the style of this epoch, which has already been briefly described above with reference to the Belleforest novella.970

The following are the most important aspects concerning the remodeling of the story proper: The moral evaluation of the agents, still organized in a rather complex fashion in Frei João Álvares’s account, is disambiguated, resulting in a well-defined opposition between Moors and Christians. Çala bem Çala no longer contrasts with the other Moors; the incarceration is humiliating from the onset; the Christians who join the general rejoicing upon the arrival of the captives at Asilah do so only because the cruel Moorish ruler forces them to participate (cf. 35).971 The distanced attitude on the part of the Portuguese court is mitigated, in part by slight omissions, in part by way of differentiation.972

Yet the decisive intervention consists in appending a provision to the content of Fernando’s letter973 requesting the king to help him escape, which is not mentioned at any point in either of the text’s prototypes: the prince calls on his brother to by no means consider his release in exchange for Ceuta, and to rather sacrifice his life than relinquish the city.974 It is only this insertion that renders the infante a martyr, knowingly and willingly sacrificing himself for the Christian cause; at the same time, his brothers are exculpated. Their tactical temporizing does not seem an expression of heartless power politics, but a faithful fulfillment of their brother’s will – ultimately even against their own.975 To Fernando’s (supposed) provision, the text attaches the demand that the decision be kept secret, so as not to jeopardize the negotiations for the release of his comrades.976 In this way, the Spanish reviser evades further inquiries as to why Álvares does not report anything to this effect; the Portuguese author did not ‘know’ of the infante’s resolution, just as he had not been aware of the documents from the archives, summarily mentioned by Román in the “Prólogo” to his edition – among which manuscripts, it is insinuated, this letter was also discovered.977

After the report on the prince’s death, the reviser takes stock of his remodeling, and discloses the dynamics behind his reworking. The ignominious story of defeat, betrayal, and desperate struggle for survival that – in the original version, and despite all efforts at an orthodox modeling – had irritated countless of the official discourse’s schemata, has been recolonized by means of what, in quantitative terms, is a minimal intervention. The reworked chronicle is in complete congruence with the analogical pattern of post-Incarnation history-qua-repetition:

[. . .] y assi dixo el euangelio, que ninguno podia passar en mas pũto de charidad, que era morir por su amigo; esta regla nos dexo nuestro maestro y Redẽptor, obrando primero [. . .] y a el imitaron muchos, assi como san Paulino que se vendio porque dasse libre el hijo de la viuda, y otros sanctos imitaron al Redemptor [. . .] y a estos podemos ayuntar este exemplo del sancto Infante don Fernando [. . .]. (91f.)978

The further alterations with regard to the conclusion shall only be mentioned briefly: the number of miracles is increased once again; in particular, the additions include a miracle occurring in the wake of an imitatio of Fernando’s example.979 The return of the mortal remains is presented in an entirely different manner (Calderón was to adopt certain elements of this version): in the course of the expedition to Asilah (1471), the Portuguese capture two wives, a son, and a daughter of the local ruler, Muley Xeque Oataci. After some back and forth, the latter liberates his family in exchange for Fernando’s bones.980 The vita closes with the report on Lazeraque’s violent death, to which is appended a story relating the no less bloody end of the king of Fez (cf. 112–115); in this way, Román’s account attains to the grim final chord typical for the phase of restoration.981

Apart from the aforementioned somewhat general reference to material contained in the archives, the reviser does not provide any sources for the changes he has made for his version. If anything, he might have cited the passage (which is probably obscure by intention) in Paul II’s papal edict that had instituted the commemoration of the deceased, and according to which the faithful who visit the tomb on this day are granted indulgence. The bull states that, in the place of Christians ‘who were living there at that time’, and who could not have been freed in any other manner, Fernando ‘spontaneously’ offered himself as a hostage.982 These individuals are qualified neither as soldiers nor as Portuguese, whereby a reading suggesting that the prince sacrificed himself for the inhabitants of Ceuta remains possible. Yet it is more likely that, in his rendering Fernando a martyr, Román has recourse to the aforementioned formula from Late Antiquity, according to which – seeing that the world is analogically constituted – it is not only permitted, but required, to invent miracles and comparable lacking elements of the respective structure so as to bring to light the ‘true’ constitution of reality.983






Román’s text is representative for historiography’s structural shift from the chronicle to the exemplum during the transitional phase between the Renaissance and the Baroque.984 How inexpedient it would be to attribute to the author as an individual achievement the decisive factor in this respect – that is, Fernando’s transformation into a conscious martyr and imitator of Christ from the very beginning – is rendered altogether manifest when one takes into consideration that the construction in the above-cited letter simply provides an element that had already been present in other contemporary authors with compelling, documentary ‘authenticity’.985 Yet decisive work remained to be done until the version of the Portuguese expansion in Africa as envisioned in Román became functional with a view to a more fundamental ‘refutation’ of the nominalistic modeling of world and history. It is not only in stylistic terms, but also as regards discursive history, that Román’s text is, in many respects, situated on the same level as the Belleforest novella analyzed above. In particular, it does not address the question that is at the center of the confrontation of discourses: the ‘objective’ constitution and comprehensibility of the world. Román’s prince performs an imitation of Christ based on an act of volition; apart from general introductory references to a Providential orderliness, nothing more is stated in this respect.986 Human freedom of will was not denied during the stage of chaoticization either; or rather, the break with the Lutheran Reformation on the part of those nominalists who remained in the Church’s fold (such as Erasmus) has recourse to precisely this problem. In any event, nominalism deems the individual volitional act constitutively singular, hence immaterial as to the question of a metaphysically guaranteed systematics concerning all acts of volition on the part of all human beings. A single individual might imitate Christ; but this in itself would not already testify to the fact that the entire world and its history is necessarily constituted – all subjective decisions notwithstanding – according to the corresponding analogical pattern.

III

III.1

The Calderonian comedia titled El Príncipe constante does not immediately commence with the dramatization of the historical – or rather, historiographical – substrate; instead, it begins with an entirely fictitious scene that appears to confirm the widespread opinion deeming the play primarily determined by an enigmatically poetic ‘atmosphere’. The drama’s female protagonist, the Moorish princess Fénix, takes the air in the palace gardens, articulating her disposition in dialog with her entourage. Speaking in highly stylized formulations, the attendants praise her flawless beauty; it is so great, they say, that a critical gaze into the symbol of vanitas (“el espejo”, v. 37)987, demanded by the lady herself, is deemed unnecessary by them; for ‘the brush did not leave any blemishes in her face’ (“Es excusado / querer consultar con él / los borrones que el pincel / sobre la tez no ha dejado”, v. 37–40). Even so, the fair princess pays no attention to her own beauty and ignores the flattering remarks of her attendants. She experiences an indeterminate feeling (“Si yo supiera, / ay Celima, lo que siento”, v. 45f.), which she then labels herself: “es melancolía” (v. 52), though only to formulate – by means of an ingenious paradox – that it is the essence of this mood to exhibit neither an ascertainable cause nor a precise profile:

Sólo sé que sé sentir

lo que sé sentir no sé

que ilusión del alma fue.

(v. 53–55)988

The sight of the marvelous park is not capable of releasing her from this melancholy, not even the perfect harmony of the gardens with the ocean that produces itself in the gentle breeze (“siendo [. . .] / el jardín un mar de flores, / y el mar un jardín de espumas”, v. 93–96).989 Accordingly, she refers to the uneasiness, which she cannot further specify, as being ‘substantial’ – for ‘nothing is able to assuage it’ (“no la pueden lisonjear / campo, cielo, tierra y mar”, v. 97–99). It is only the gloomy chanting of the slaves – who, while working in the palace gardens, sing a hymn to transience – that pleases her from time to time (“‘Al peso de los años / lo eminente se rinde / que a lo fácil del tiempo / no hay conquista difícil’”, v. 21–24). On this particular day, however, the moody princess is not even inclined to be diverted by this singing; the gentlewoman Rosa reverses the relevant command on the part of lady Zara.

As to Fénix – a character introduced in Calderón for the first time – the image advanced in the initial scene remains stable until the end of the play.990 Neither does the disposition of the Moorish princess show any evolution, nor is the reason for her melancholy clarified. This is all the more remarkable given the fact that she is subsequently involved in a plot that would otherwise guarantee that profiled affects develop, or that the more precise reason for her melancholy mood be elucidated: Fénix becomes the center of attention of a romantic drama, in the course of which she is exhorted to abandon her lover out of obedience to her father, and to become the wife of another.991 Yet all of this does not affect her; her pain (“pena”) seems to have a more profound cause.

It is not only as regards its protagonist that this initial scene is, in many ways, enigmatic. Its integration into the play as a whole is not entirely clear on the ‘mimetic’ level. In the introduction, there is not even an allusive mention of the titular character or of the main action, and this despite the fact that, as regards the relationship to the substrate, the drama otherwise strictly adheres to the principle of a reduction to the essentials, which is not least determined by the new generic framework. The scene is isolated on the level of the histoire, while being simultaneously distinguished as an introductory scene; the latter is especially true of the Calderonian drama as tending towards a high degree of secondary encoding particularly in the initial scenes, by means of which the entire play’s thesis concerning the world is often already communicated in nuce.

Given the advanced stage of the argument, it will be justified to briefly elucidate the model with respect to which the character Fénix is shaped (while postponing the differentiations to be made): the (female) being of perfect beauty refers to the human soul (el alma), whose splendor indicates her status as factura Dei, since God is consummate harmony, hence beauty;992 one might add that Fénix articulates, in an aside, that her beauty does not originate from herself (“¿De qué sirve la hermosura / (cuando lo fuese la mía) / [. . .]?”, v. 41f.)993, which is to be seen as a statement at once mimetic and epic. The above-cited, enigmatic qualification of this beauty as a feature painted onto the face refers to a concretization of the metaphor of God qua artifex – as a painter – current since the Middle ages; as is well known, the author rendered this motif the basis for one of his most celebrated autos.994 Melancholy is the term used in humanist times for the disposition of aimless listlessness (acedia), by which the fallen soul is seized due to the loss of iustitia originalis.995 Prior to the Fall, the latter guaranteed the constitutive orderliness of all thinking, feeling, and acting with respect to the ultimate telos, the prime mover.996 By dissociating saber and sentir, the above-cited paradox renders explicit the essential characteristic of the soul in the state of original sin – that is, the disharmony of the rational and the sensitive partes, from which, in turn, results the inclination to sin.997 The fact that Fénix is unable to take delight in harmoniously ordered nature is in line with this model. According to the Aristotelian/Thomist view, to take pleasure in something else, to love, and to feel sympathy are all based on similarity. Attraction increases in proportion to resemblance.998 There is a rift between the fallen soul – now in the state of constitutive disorderliness – and the harmoniously ordered nature represented by the ocean and garden. A sympathetic connection is only established with the prisoners, who are singing of death: the fallen soul is a ‘slave’ to death. It is against this background that the princess’s name – in which the emblem of rebirth is encoded – discloses its significance; for Calderón (this anticipatory remark will be permitted) develops Fernando’s stylization as a typos of Christ (noticeable to a certain extent in the chronicle tradition) into a comprehensive structure, by having Fénix, menaced by death, be redeemed in exchange for the infante, who must lose his life beforehand.996 In this manner, Fernando is rendered a savior, and Fénix is ‘reborn’.

With regard to the interpretation of the entire play, the function of the structure described, and thus the message, shall be expounded at this point already. Most importantly: the drama is not a ‘concealed’ auto sacramental. This thesis was suggested by W. J. Entwistle several decades ago. It would not be tenable even had Entwistle not compromised his reading by assuming a most elementary structure of allegorical personification to be at play – which, in this form, no longer exists in Calderón and which, as Entwistle formulates it, does not result in a dramatic configuration congruent with the actual plot.997 The message of the auto sacramental qua genre is based on the abstract sentences of the doctrine itself – be they dogmatic, be they moral-theological – which are represented in a dramatic fashion for the purpose of divulgation and of anchoring them in the subrational strata of consciousness. Plays (comedias) develop ‘models of the world’, precisely in Lotman’s sense.998 The objective is the creation of an illusion, hence the aesthetically re-concretized staging of a specific interpretation of the world, which is to be applied to the extra-theatrical world. In this drama, as in the other dramatic works of the epoch, the interpretation is decidedly analogical: the entire world bears the ‘imprint’ of an ever-present pattern.

It is the specific characteristic of the Calderonian – in contrast to Lope’s – drama that the level of concretization is modeled with a view to patterns of an especially high level of abstraction. One rarely encounters typologizing reinstantiations of narrative Biblical typoi, such as the allusions to the story of David and Absalom in Lope’s Castigo sin venganza, and those that may be found have no systematic relevance. Likewise, the staging of entire catalogs of historical characters – a procedure introduced already in Dante, and characteristic of Lope – so as to illustrate the concept of the world qua reiteration has all but disappeared. From the analogically organized world, Calderón ‘distills’ (to use Goethe’s term) the abstract typoi, entirely cleansed of the dimension of temporality, and renders his respectively concrete worlds transparent as regards these patterns.999 Only one of these typoi – that of Christ – has a relative proximity to the level of concretion; via the doctrine of transubstantiation, however, it is again liberated from historical time. Even so, its fundamental narrativity – the story of self-sacrifice and of the redemption of many – is what provides the basic structure by means of which Calderón’s religious plays acquire the dimension of plot.

Such a modeling that points to an extremely high degree of abstraction results in a hermeticism of the code. The structure of the plays in question is bared (as it were) to those readers and spectators that have knowledge of the characteristics of the typoi respectively envisioned, and which are rendered explicit in the autos sacramentales by Calderón or other authors. In addition, in almost all of his more renowned plays, Calderón makes use of a mise en abyme that refers not to the concrete story, but to the discursive patterns underlying the story. Still, this textually constitutive procedure is not specific to the singular text, and not even to Calderón’s own corpus of texts. It is, then, a case of a mise en abyme du discours – of the articulation, not the elucidation, of those abstract principles that regulate the encoding of the world in the analogical episteme. Consequently, the decoding of such prolonged passages with a view to ‘baring the procedure’ already presupposes knowledge of the discourse’s central categories. What, in the modern reception of Lope, is often only the consequence of a superficial reading – namely of neglecting the message transmitted by the structure – is a result of the abstract constitution of the deep structure in the case of the Calderonian drama. A paradigmatization with explicit equation (“a’ = a”) – which Jakobson considered elemental for didactic (metalingual) texts – does not occur on the level of the characters, as the latter do not refer to other ‘imprints’ of the respective abstract typos, but to the typos itself.1000 Since the number of typoi – which generate the world’s plenitude, exemplarily reduced in the drama – are limited as a consequence of the abstraction envisioned in Calderón, a plethora of equivalences results on the level of the protagonists; but these are no longer signaled as qualitative analogies in the text itself. To give an example: in the Lope drama analyzed above, the Duque explicitly states that he is a sort of reissue of David; with this equation, he ‘instructs’ the reader or audience as to the basic principles of analogical encoding. In the Príncipe constante, there is a remarkable number of equivalences between Fénix and the character of Don Enrique – the Navigator of factual history, remodeled as a dithering melancholic. Yet at no point is the significance of these correspondences on the text’s semantic level clarified. In cases of unawareness as to the fundamental abstract typos of the fallen, disoriented soul, such correspondences therefore seem to be equivalences without a precise referential function, hence aspects of poeticization.

The Calderonian drama is the product of an amalgamation of analogism – self-confident once again, and less conspicuously didactic – with the courtly ritual of discourse. The dramatist addresses his primarily envisioned audience using allusions in a précieux style, dissimulations via metonymic deferrals, and enigmatizations by means of the extended metaphor, the concetto. He performs these encoding instructions on the basis of a discursive interaction that deems ‘decipherment’ a constituent of all communication.1001 With regard to the instability inherent in acts of secondary decoding, the author makes sure that no doubt as to what is intended might arise by means of a direct and unconcealed articulation of the lesson a courtly public is to draw from the text. But these explicit passages are extremely reduced as to relative quantity; consequently, they are often neglected by modern readers. As to the reception, one is thus dealing with a paradox of discursive history: the cessation of the courtly ritual of discourse as a result of the Romantic turn towards an ‘immediate’ and ‘authentic’ articulation of self creates a background that prevents the author’s essential message from being understood, while the textual evidence is deemed a downright ideal implementation of the reader’s own (Romantic) comprehension of the world and of texts, which is ultimately opposed to the orthodox metaphysics of Baroque drama.

After the introductory scene analyzed above, and almost without transition, the play achieves a considerable ‘dramatic’ dimension for the remainder of the first jornada, and this on two levels simultaneously. The first of these planes might be labeled a drama of love, or rather, of honor; the second serves to introduce the heroic main action. Fénix’s father, the king of Fez, appears on stage and presents his daughter with a portrait depicting Tarudante, the infante of Morocco who ‘wishes to place his crown at the feet’ of the princess (cf. v. 108f.). The courtship, supported and encouraged by Fénix’s father, has a dynastic and political background: Tarudante offers the king ten thousand riders for Ceuta’s reconquest. Calderón’s play thus ascribes an aggressive intention to the Moorish side, not at all mentioned in the sources, so that the Portuguese expedition takes on the color of a preventive campaign, provided for by God himself. Given Fénix’s conspicuous ‘sickness’, the king simultaneously intends to take advantage of the proposition in order to provide his daughter with distraction (“treguas a tu tristeza”) by marrying her off (cf. v. 101–103). No different from the father’s diagnosis as to his daughter’s condition,1002 the question of matrimony is also articulated in such a manner as to let the analogical model shine through. On the secondary level, the question regarding the ‘ruler’ to whom the disoriented soul will subjugate herself is implied in the command: “permite amar / a quien se ha de coronar / rey de tu hermosura en Fez” (v. 118–120).

Fénix reacts to her father’s demand with a horrified “¡Válgame Alá!”, as well as with what initially seems an excessive qualification of the courtship as “la sentencia de mi muerte” (v. 121; 123). In an aside, she indicates the possible background of her reaction by mentioning the name of a third person, who has now missed his chance (“¡Ay Muley, / grande ocasión has perdido!”, v. 127f.). The secret love affair (between Muley and Fénix), which, for reasons of filial obedience, is relinquished by Fénix in favor of being married to another (Tarudante), indeed presents a constellation that usually entails fatal consequences in Calderonian honor plays, after considerable entanglements which nevertheless always refer back to the causative situation.1003 With regard to the amorous configuration in the Príncipe constante, the final deviation from this model is all the more remarkable. Fénix is not to suffer the fate of Mencía in El médico de su honra, despite the fact that her death is expressly prognosticated in what follows. The primary reason is not that Fénix has hardly any passionate feelings for the one she is to relinquish; rather, the difference emerges as a consequence of an intervention in the configuration; the conventional love triangle of the honor plays is ruptured by the introduction of a third male figure, Fernando. He enters into a mutually sympathetic relationship with the princess, which must not be misunderstood as courtship proper;1004 this is rendered conspicuous not least in that the príncipe does not consider himself a challenger to the two rivals already on the scene, while actually supporting the purposes of one of them (Muley) in a more or less mediated manner. Yet it is evident that only Fernando seems to be on a par with Fénix. Muley’s ultimate success in winning Fénix’s hand is solely due to the príncipe’s power, and to the fact that the Moor has always been a sincere friend to the latter (“amistad”, v. 2772). Muley is, then, a sort of vicarious husband, who takes his place at Fénix’s side as the príncipe’s qualitatively lower alter ego; at this time, Fernando is already dead, while still noticeably ‘protecting’ Fénix, not least by saving her from a marriage to Tarudante, hence from Mencía’s path.

The love plot’s constant allusions to the model of the drama de honor render the delineated deviations a particularly distinguished structure, the significance of which will require closer consideration.1005

The subsequent introduction of the action proper – that is, of the heroic plot – is initially utilized to further accentuate the pattern proper to honor plays. Muley appears before the king and his daughter, so as to report from a scouting expedition. After briefly paying his respects to the king, he presents his compliments to the lady using refined courtly diction, and promises her ‘new triumphs’, which he intends to achieve in her service:

dame, señora, la mano,

que este favor soberano

puede mereceros quien

con amor, lealtad y fe

nuevos triunfos te previene,

y fue a serviros, y viene

tan amante como fue.

(v. 146–152)

Yet the specific news he brings is rather alarming. It is remarkable that Muley articulates this finding in an unconcealed manner, and immediately after the above-quoted address; in this way, the triumphalist hyperbolism of courtly diction is denounced as a mere schema.1006 No less severely than in Lope, though more subtly in terms of form, the meaningfulness of the courtly ideal is ultimately called into question in Calderón.

In his report, Muley initially recapitulates the prehistory of the heroic action. In part, his speech thus has an expository function; by means of the secondary encoding, it also has an anticipatory and interpretive one. The king, Muley says, had sent him out to reconnoiter the strength of the city of Ceuta. The Moor aims to wipe out the ‘disgrace’ of his former defeat, while simultaneously removing the obstacle (“padrastro”) ‘obstructing the path to Spain’ (cf. v. 187; 192; 198). Due to a sudden change, this plan has taken a turn for the worse (“mayor desdicha”, v. 209). For the moment, it has become illusory: on his way across the ocean, Muley encountered an enormous Portuguese fleet. The crew of a stricken ship notifies him that its aim is Tangier. Muley closes his report by calling on the king to swing the ‘Prophet’s whip’ (v. 368), and by menacing the Portuguese with the statement that they will be watching ‘as the scimitar dyes soil and sea with blood’.1007 The king immediately orders Muley to delay the Portuguese landing by use of a vanguard; he himself will follow with the main forces, defend Tangier and reconquer Ceuta.

The scene contains a plethora of epic-like statements that, to varying degrees of abstraction, refer to the pattern with a view to which the underlying historical constellation is rendered transparent; only the most important ones may be enumerated here. The city of Ceuta, which is at the center of the political and military entanglements, is not only mentioned with reference to its strategic and psychological significance. The first thing stated apropos “this famous city” (“aquella ciudad famosa”) has recourse to its name; “at one time” (“en un tiempo”), it had been called “Elisa”; now, it is referred to as “Ceido” or, in Arabic, as “Ceuta”; according to Muley, “Ceido” is Hebrew for “beauty” (“hermosura”), which he deciphers as an aptronym in terms of a ‘true meaning’ etymology: “y ella es ciudad siempre hermosa” (v. 174–182). The exegesis is remarkable in several respects. Almost marginal, and yet significant for the entire play’s message, is the ‘proximity’ of the ‘Hebrew’ and the Moorish names, as well as the naturalness of Muley’s command of the ‘Hebrew’ tongue. Initially, this implies a (then conventional) equation of Jews and Moors.1008 Even so, it is not insignificant that a ‘Hebrew’ name is assigned to a city located at the western edge of the Mediterranean (the ascription is entirely arbitrary; commonly, the name ‘Ceuta’ is taken to originate from Latin ‘septa’, ‘fortified site’). As is well known, the concept of the “forever” (“siempre”) beautiful city is a prominent one in the religion that initially articulated itself by means of the ‘Hebrew’ language. Secondary literature has already observed that, on the level of the immediately evident equivalences, there is a connection between Ceuta qua city and Fénix as a being of consummate beauty. Likewise, the fact that the príncipe’s death saves, as it were, both Ceuta and Fénix, has already been noted;1009 but the structure still requires elucidation. The decisive hint lies in what, according to Muley, was the city’s first name – that is, Elisa – which he passes over in his etymologizing reading. The omission may not be taken to signify a call to neglect this particular name; rather, it indicates a connection that the Moor does not, or is unable to, see. Using the word “hebreo”, Calderón signals where one should be looking for answers. The intended recipients are familiar with but few, or only a single word in ‘Hebrew’1010, precisely this: “Eli, Eli, lamma sabacthani? hoc est: Deus meus, Deus meus, ut quid dereliquisti me?” (Mt 27: 46). Accordingly, Ceuta as [ciudad] Elisa is the city that, since time immemorial, the Creator has claimed for Himself.1011 In this way, it is indicated that the historical events in their entirety have an objective dimension, posited by God. The príncipe’s ‘free’ decision to refuse his being exchanged for Ceuta; the city’s previous conquest by the Christians; the process of conquering the world thereby initiated, which had already been completed by Calderón’s time – all of this is not due to autonomous human actions; rather, it is nothing other than a fulfillment, on the level of historical facticity, of what God has always willed, and continues to will, and which He has imparted in such a way as to render those having studied His revelation capable of ‘reading’ it.

The structure here described is exemplary for the ingenuity of Calderonian analogism: by means of the same concetto, it simultaneously invokes the very model as a repetition of which – on a lower level of the scale of being – the prince’s end is presented with increasing emphasis. God’s own, forever beautiful city is the New Jerusalem, the site where, after the fulfillment of all history, those who have received the gift of grace will find their home. As Jesus Christ, despite his fear of death, had been able to resist saving his own life at the expense of the New Jerusalem (that is, of the eschatological perspective), so Fernando refuses to have himself be released in exchange for the this-worldly city of Ceuta – which, in this way, is rendered a symbol for the dimension of secular history as the process of an ever expanding ecclesia militans.1012

In his report proper, which is marked by striking poetic beauty, Muley describes how he had first beheld the enormous Portuguese fleet; how, initially, he had been unable to believe that he was seeing a fleet in the distance, until, after a desengaño of his sense of sight (“desengañada / la vista”), he ultimately perceived the Portuguese “armada” distinctly (v. 273–275). His form of perception indeed only refers to the merely visual. Although he articulates it, the Moor is unable to see the significance of the Portuguese expedition on a higher level, on that of salvation history. He beholds the fleet at the crack of dawn – that is, at the hour when the rising sun (God–Christ) disperses the ‘shadows’ of night (of death: “ocaso”, v. 223).1013 In this very moment, it spreads its golden locks over jasmine and roses; with an aureate cloth, it dries the tears of fire and snow wept by Aurora, transforming them into pearls (“desmaraña / sobre jazmines y rosas / rubios cabellos, que enjuga / con paños de oro a la aurora / lágrimas de fuego y nieve / que el sol convirtió en aljófar”, v. 223–228). The rays of divine light shine on plants of the Virgin Mary’s colors, red and white. The dew – Aurora’s tears, having trickled down onto these flowers – is an emblem of Christ; by the divine rays, these ‘tears’ are transformed into pearls, the symbol of grace.1014 The emblem, which the Christian tradition had been familiar with since the second century, and which is well-known once again during the Baroque, signals to the audience that what Muley has actually experienced seeing the approaching Portuguese fleet is nothing other than the daybreak of the Age of Grace – more precisely: of the evangelization of this part of the world.

As regards the character’s placement in the play’s semantic economy, it is not irrelevant that he is given the privilege of having been the first to see the nearing of the new epoch. Still, Muley’s perception is decidedly blurry. He is uncertain whether what he sees are ‘ships’ or ‘rocks’, or even a ‘famous city’ (cf. v. 234, 239, 240); for what he perceives in the interplay of light and shadow (“luces y sombras”, v. 244) – meaning, in a mixture of perception and illusion – is ultimately only the material aspect, but not the more precise form (“sólo percibió los bultos, / y no distinguió las formas”, v. 249f.). Even when taking the poetic encoding into consideration, Muley’s descriptions seem rather extravagant; once again, they have recourse to the basic inventory of orthodox allegorism. The religion’s founder had himself instated the rock as the symbol of the Church.1015 Among the manifold allegorical meanings of civitas, Hieronymus Lauretus cites that of the ecclesia militans or triumphans as the first.1016 Seeing the Portuguese fleet, Muley beholds the medium by which grace will communicate itself to the shores of the New World. Even so – and even after his desengaño – he only perceives pure matter, the ships, and not the forma whose expression they are, and which, from the viewpoint of salvation history, renders their material suchness qua armada an accidental quality of lesser relevance. Accordingly, he does not ‘notice’ that, when twice describing the enormous quantity of ships by means of the word copia,1017 he indeed operates with a term that simultaneously refers to the ‘true essence’ of that naval force: its being an imprint (copy) of the forma that Muley is unable to recognize – the fighting and triumphant Church as a supratemporal power fulfilling the divine mission. When, upon closer observation, the indefinite image of the civitas seems to concretize, Muley believes to see ‘a huge Babel’, revealing with this metaphor his position as an unredeemed heathen (cf. v. 270). From his Moorish perspective, the fleet is indeed a symbol of confusion, as well as of the vain attempt at overcoming his (false) god.

On a less comprehensive level of the text, Muley’s report may be deemed paradigmatic for what has already been described above as the hermeticism of Calderón’s variant of the analogical discourse. Even so, a reappropriation of these microstructures by means of the caput ‘poeticity’ is not possible, since the images in question remain isolated with regard to the play’s overall context, and do not produce recurrences. Accordingly, the standard secondary literature does not comment on this and similar passages – even if, as in this case, they are distinguished by their length (212 verses) and by their position at the beginning of the play. For Calderón, and in contrast to Lope, conceptistic diction is not an ornatus utilized for the rhetorical adornment of ‘crucial’ passages; it dominates the entire text – though not primarily in terms of permitting a maximum of poetic ingenuity, but to the extent that it facilitates the reader’s or audience’s appreciation of the ‘true’ and essential ingenuity of the Divine Bard.

After Muley’s long speech, the play’s impressively designed first jornada almost immediately proceeds to the level of the aforementioned love and honor plot.1018 The menacing horizon of the latter is made visible by a scene of raging jealousy, at the climax of which Muley wrests the portrait of his rival from the princess, using the both brutal and précieux formulation: “que saque yo de tu mano / a quien me saca del pecho” (v. 475f.). Fully aware that he is endangering Fénix’s “opinión” (reputation), Muley explicitly articulates that the courtly control of affects is ineffectual as soon as jealousy comes into play (“ninguno es cortés con celos”, v. 410, 412); that he is about to abandon all restraint (“en habiendo celos, / se pierde el respeto a todo”, v. 427f.), and specifically by breaking what, as a lover, he had always kept – his silence: “mas si con amor callé / con celos, Fénix, no puedo, / no puedo” (v. 431–433). At first, the princess seeks to put him in his place by reminding him of the rules of the courtly ritual (“licencia de amar te dio, / de ofender y injuriar no”, v. 422f.); yet already after a few replies, she is hopelessly on the defensive. Muley is not impressed by her referring to her father as the (unwitting) culprit (“Porque ignorante / mi padre de mi cuidado . . .”, v. 443f.). Twice he invokes the keyword of a violent death.1019 Muley does finally regain control, seeking an explanation for Fénix’s comportment in the term inconstancy (“mudanza”, v. 457), which is still in accordance with what the courtly code considers the standard case. Yet his threat that jealousy is stronger than all norms continues to hover above the princess. It would not be adequate to deem this love scene nothing but a brilliant episode inserted into an otherwise less ‘palatable’ play. Calderón guides the drama of love to a point where the preconditions for a bloody catastrophe are already completely present, and where what is lacking is only the quasi-automatic course of events typical of the honor plays. This technique foregrounds the extraordinary, indeed miraculous profile of Fénix’s deliverance from danger – which is all the more fundamental as it seems omnipresent: by an abrupt change of fortune, Fénix is in a most difficult situation, with regard to both the military/political and the amorous action.

It is only after this long look into the Moorish camp that the play’s protagonist is presented in the scene of the landing. With heroic words, Fernando introduces himself as the one to be ‘the first’ to come ashore, specifically so as to seize by physical force ‘beautiful Africa’ (“porque oprimida al peso de mi huella, / sientas en tu cerviz la poderosa / fuerza que ha de rendirte”, v. 479–481, addressed to “África bella”, v. 477). His brother Don Enrique – introduced as the ‘second’ by a twofold inversion of the facts – falls while disembarking, and decodes the accident as an evil omen for his person (“Hasta aquí los agüeros me han seguido”, v. 484). The emblem of original sin, referred to in almost every single play by this author, indicates that Enrique is modeled in relation to the fallen human being.1020 Nonetheless, a second aspect is more important: precisely that Fernando himself does not ‘fall’, but that the “agüeros” Enrique fears, while not coming true for him, do so for his brother. The construction of the one who has not ‘fallen’, but who has to die so that those who have indeed fallen – and who also have a premonition as to the imminent consequence of their fall – may live, once more refers to the model informing the figure of Fernando.

The scene of the (literal) fall is taken up again in a longer dialog between the two brothers, as a result of which the paradigm alluded to becomes entirely evident;1021 the numerous correspondences between the Moorish princess Fénix and the ‘Christian’ prince Don Enrique thereby effected are remarkable. The latter’s condition is classified as one of suffering (“pena”), which has deprived him of much that would otherwise belong to him constitutively – especially ratio, arbitrium and consolatio – thereby causing him to deviate from his proper path (“Y que tu pena / sin razón, sin arbitrio y sin consuelo / ¡tanto de ti te priva y te divierte!”, v. 514–516). On the epic level, the keyword privar – including a denotation of what has been lost (iustitia originalis), as well as of the resulting disorientation – designates what, on the mimetic plane, is explained as an uneasiness in the face of the aforesaid portents. Enrique is full of fear, has presentiments of death, perceives nothing but ominous shadows when beholding sky and sea, and considers the land, where he is to miserably stumble and fall (“donde mísero yo caiga, y tropiece”), a massive graveyard (“la tierra, sepulcros representa”, v. 531f.).

Enrique’s condition, identical with that of Fénix, is then rendered explicit by Fernando:1022 the cause of the “melancólico accidente” is deciphered (“descifrar”) by the latter, the principle of his reading being love (“amor”) – which is not specified further (v. 533f.). Fernando’s interpretation is hopeful, and he also indicates the reason for his optimism, which does not, however, have an undifferentiated profile, but comprises the possibility of death:

la fe de Dios a engrandecer venimos,

suyo será el honor, suya la gloria,

si vivimos dichosos, pues morimos;

[. . .]. (v. 552–554)

Anticipating the future, he speaks of men one day reading of the ‘great victory’ to come, specifically “in immortal books” (“en los libros inmortales”, v. 550); but this allusion to the hero’s immortality in myths and chronicles simultaneously refers to the one eternal book, in which – by abstracting from all temporality – the result of all battles fought in the name of ‘faith and to God’s honor and glory’ has already been recorded. In contrast to the disheartened Enrique, Fernando ‘deciphers’ the world in the light of faith, or rather of his love (for God), and his reading ends up being correct. It is not naïve triumphalism which stands against acedia and desperatio. In a certain respect, Enrique is proven right as well. The streams of blood he envisions will indeed flow. The Portuguese defeat is still devastating; even so, it is but a prelude to a definitive victory. Above all, it is not the discouraged one who will perish, but the one who goes to war with faith in God’s salvific design, and with the intention of aiding its accomplishment. Given the above-quoted utterance, Fernando’s voluntary death is not, as in Roland’s case, presented as the consequence of a one-dimensional heroism; instead, it grows out of an insight, present from the start, into the complexity of the secular world, whose course will often permit discerning the prime mover’s regulative hand only imperfectly.1023

The great battle between the Moors and the Christians is but briefly alluded to in the scenic representation (cf. v. 589–598). The plot recommences after a splendid Portuguese victory (first introduced in Calderón)1024 over the Moorish vanguard led by Muley, and specifically with a long dialogue between the victor and the vanquished. It will here be treated in the most salient aspects only – that is, without regard to its manifold emblems with an epic function. After Fernando’s extensive exposition of the clash, the defeated Muley introduces himself, submitting himself once again: during the battle, the prince had gained control over his life; now, after having given an account of the conflict that also honors the enemy, Fernando has earned Muley’s soul as well (“pero agora / que con la lengua me prendes / es tuya el alma”, v. 709–711) – on a secondary plane, such courtly reverence alludes to the soul’s conquest by the force of the logos. With striking words, Muley depicts himself as a ‘son of misfortune’ who has already been born in the ‘arms of death’ (cf. v. 737–740); he is referring to his amorous distress, which he describes using topoi of the Petrarchan code.

The vanquished knight’s suffering from the loss of his beloved, rather than from the actual defeat in battle, belongs to the repertoire of the late phase of the heroic ideal, such as it is represented in the chivalric novel. Given the background of ‘verbatim’ citations of a role script, the extent to which, in his reaction, the victor Fernando – despite his complying with the ritual on a superficial level – subtly subverts this pattern is all the more manifest. He allows the vanquished to live, assigning him to the service of a lady. The breaching of the cultural code is implied in the fact that the gentlewoman in question is not one revered by Fernando, but Fénix, the lady of the defeated enemy. To eliminate any doubts that the prince considers his action a sort of introductory clause in a courtly love ritual between Fénix and himself, he explicitly hands over the ‘debt of love’ – which the lady would otherwise owe him (the victor) as a ‘price’ for his service – to the vanquished himself (“y si [tu dama] obligada pretende / pagarme el precio por tí, / yo te doy lo que me debes, / cobra la deuda de amor / y logra tus intereses”, v. 808–812). Following Muley’s expression of gratitude, the prince interprets this comportment as a “generosa acción” (v. 833) – which exceeds the horizon of courtly generositas by far. The objective of generosity envisioned in the courtly ideal is the self-interested elevation of one’s value as a persona in the eyes of the other, be this the Arthurian Round Table, or, in later times, the lady herself. Such is not the case here. Generosidad or liberalidad (“liberal”, v. 822) are reinterpreted as maxims of a fundamentally disinterested comportment, which no longer requires the ritually concealed principle of reciprocity – with regard to this world, that is. Fernando not only relinquishes the lady, whom he has gained by defeating the one who ‘served’ her in battle; in what follows, he will also relinquish the ‘loyalty’ of the defeated, which, from a feudal viewpoint, he has gained by his act of mercy, and which Muley explicitly pledges when styling himself Fernando’s ‘slave eternally’ (another clearly discernible epic-like undercurrent).1025

In the very moment when Muley says farewell, new “sucesos de fortuna” (thus Fernando, v. 926) are heralded by the blast of a trumpet: the Portuguese force suddenly finds itself surrounded by Tarudante’s troops, and by those of the Moorish king. In single combat with the latter, Fernando is overpowered and asks for the coup de grâce (“dame muerte”, v. 907). Yet when the Moor notices whom he is facing, he stays his sword; for – according to the code of courtly generositas outlined above – greater honor awaits him if he spares, rather than slays, Fernando (cf. v. 932–934). The king demands that Ceuta be returned.

The Portuguese defeat is thus remodeled in terms of a thorough heroicization: the prince is captured in the wake of an open battle. It is not the defeated who offer Ceuta in exchange for their withdrawal with safe conduct, hence for their rescue from certain death; instead, the Moors demand the city, deliberately sparing a Portuguese host ready for heroic death (“Morir como buenos, / con ánimos constantes”, v. 862f.).1026

It is already at this point in the action that the príncipe himself unambiguously classifies all future events as belonging to a history arranged in Christian terms. During a farewell meeting with his brother (introduced in Calderón), Fernando instructs the latter to deliver this message to King Duarte: concerning his release, the king should act as a ‘Christian ruler’ (“Dirásle a nuestro hermano, / que haga aquí como príncipe Cristiano / en la desdicha mía”, v. 951–953). The standard secondary literature misunderstands this statement in the same manner as Enrique, who answers with the question as to who would doubt the king’s magnanimity (“¿Pues quién de sus grandezas desconfía?”) – in response to which Fernando repeats his message once again: “Esto te encargo y digo, / que haga como cristiano” (v. 954–956). Enrique, having fallen prey to acedia, is not capable of comprehending his brother’s request in any other way than as a plea in the name of the Christian commandment of love understood in a reductive fashion and with egotistic intent, while Fernando has already decided to sacrifice himself with a view to an imitatio Christi. Accordingly, the above-cited message is all that he asks be transmitted to his brother, the king. While beginning to formulate another statement, he stops himself, refraining from completing it (“Dirásle al rey . . . Mas no le digas nada”, v. 962); for he recognizes that his apprehensions concerning his impending fate are the expression of a “miedo vano” (v. 963) – a fear which still retains the sign of one’s being bound to this world.


III.2

Like the first, the play’s second jornada commences with a scene centering on the Moorish princess – a fact in itself remarkable, though hardly ever noticed. Her inexplicable melancholy seems to reveal itself as a vague and dismal premonition of a prophecy in which, she believes, her death is being foretold. Yet the drama only introduces the concretization of the premonition, and the apparent cause of Fénix’s associated melancholy, in order to illuminate all the more thoroughly that the fundamental loss of orientation causes the acediosi to err in all matters.

Fénix narrates an experience that seems unreal, like a hallucination, and that she herself qualifies as a sort of dream (“Apenas en él rendí / el alma al susurro blando / de las soledades”, v. 1001–1003). Alone, she follows a wild animal (“una fiera”, v. 993); no reason is given. At last, she arrives at a fount, which she describes as both pleasant and enigmatic; the fount speaks, but does not listen; it articulates itself clearly and distinctly, while seeming to murmur, if not to lie, at the same time. Ultimately, the fount, or what it is saying, eludes the listener, for its water flows on rapidly.1027 Evidently, it is a mountain spring (“en ese monte”, v. 993).1028 The princess lies down at its side (cf. v. 995). The surroundings are described as a locus amoenus:1029 “de quien corona y guirnalda / fueron clavel y jazmín, / sobre un catre de carmín / hice un foso de esmeralda” (v. 997–1000). In this situation, Fénix all of a sudden perceives a rustle in the leaves (cf. v. 1004). She beholds a feeble old woman (“una caduca africana”, v. 1006), whom she describes as an extreme case of physical ugliness, eventually comparing her to a sculpture carved from a rough-hewn, undecorticated tree trunk (“fue escultura hecha de un tronco / sin pulirse la corteza”, v. 1013f.).1030 As if paralyzed, Fénix experiences how the sad old woman (cf. v. 1015) seizes her hand and prophesies:

‘¡Ay infelice mujer!

¡Ay forzosa desventura!

¡Que en efecto esta hermosura

precio de un muerto ha de ser!’

(v. 1027–1030)

Cold shivers (“yelo”) and “horror” strike Fénix as she perceives these words ‘full of deadly poison’ (cf. v. 1021–1024); for she comprehends them as an announcement of her own death (“¡Ay de mí! ¡Que hoy he de ser / precio vil de un hombre muerto!”, v. 1039f.).

In this vision devised by the poet, the most ingenious aspect is that Fénix’s reading is both erroneous and (partially) correct. The overall image – a beautiful woman in a pleasant garden who follows a ‘wild beast’, is not able to understand the voice of the ‘fount’ (the sapientia divina), and is forced to hear her own death sentence – has recourse to a configuration established in Calderón’s autos. Here, in this comedia, it is re-mimeticized by means of several conventional emblems which point to the Fall and its necessary consequence, the soul’s falling prey to evil and to death; to this extent, Fénix’s reading is correct.1031 Still, just as she was deaf to (or rather: was as yet unable to understand) the sapientia divina, she also does not grasp in its entirety the prophecy which announces itself with a rustle of the leaves (the latter are likely to represent the doctrina verborum Dei). She feels nothing but physical disgust for the old woman bringing her the message; it is the same feeling she later experiences with regard to the martyr Fernando, seeing that he has changed from a magnificent courtier into a most lowly and, from her standpoint, even despicable creature. Being subject to the superficial, unredeemed worldview guided by appearances, she is unable to discern the true spiritual beauty behind what is deformed in aesthetic terms. The old woman is nothing but ‘vile wood’ – even so, it is precisely this that points to salvation.1032 For as the human soul has been redeemed from death by means of the death of Christ, the Moorish princess will be released from death’s grasp in exchange for the deceased Fernando (‘precio de un muerto ha de ser’). Nonetheless: at this precise point, before Fénix ‘pledges’ herself to Fernando (as it were), this vision and its prophecy is still ambiguous; whosoever lives without knowledge of the sapientia divina, in a constant state of acedia, will fall prey to death even sub gratia.1033 The memento is primarily directed at the audience; on another level, it characterizes the situation of those to whom the Portuguese were about to bring the true faith.1034

The infante, to whom the scene then shifts, is still being treated in accordance with feudal or courtly ritual. Yet while he is hunting at the Moorish king’s invitation, his fellow captives are already forced to perform serious physical labor. This differentiation primarily serves to justify the prince’s hope for help (an indispensable motive, for reasons of plot logic) as owing to his concern for the wellbeing of his fellows (cf. v. 1095–1101).1035 The latter thank him with a hyperbolic statement of reverence, in which another allusion to the typos of Christ is contained (“Siglos pequeños / son los del fénix, señor, / para que vivas”, v. 1104–1106).1036 Even so, the infante already foresees that, before long, a fate similar to that of his fellow captives awaits him. He articulates this premonition in dialog with Muley, who thereby becomes a sort of confidant; but the Moor does not really listen to the prince, since his thinking is entirely focused on his own interests and problems. Once again, he tells Fernando of his unhappy love affair. Referring to the principle of courtly diction, Muley states that he is speaking in a manner that simultaneously reveals and conceals his lady’s name (“ya lo he dicho y lo he callado”, v. 1164). His words are based on an ingenious play with the sound sequence fénix, understood as a bird and at the same time as a metaphor for immortality. By way of introduction, Muley identifies his love with the incomparable bird: “porque el Fénix y mi amor / sin semejante han nacido” (v. 1151f.). Subsequently, the reference to the simile is not explicitly repeated, so that what follows may be considered a continuation of the comparison, but also a proper name and thus a reference to Muley’s object of desire (“Fénix es mi pensamiento”, v. 1154 (etc.)).1037 In this manner, the policy of decir and callar is observed. Yet Muley’s speech undoubtedly has another function as well, which exceeds the context of the courtly ritual and its discursive practices. It is not without reason that, only a few scenes before, he is referred to as the one secondary figure capable of deciphering what is simultaneously stated and kept silent, albeit only to a certain extent and in a finally superficial way. On the epic plane, the précieux love lament formulates a challenge directed at the audience to decipher the message that, beyond Muley’s limited perspective, might be simultaneously ‘revealed and concealed’ via the keyword Fénix. With the Moor’s speech, Calderón points to the abstract principle of construction of his own, courtly and précieux variant of analogism. Even so, he does not leave it at this ingenious hint that the name Fénix implies something tacit and as yet unstated. He will expressly articulate what remains implicit here; but this revelation of the concealed is reserved for the infante, the drama’s protagonist closest to the source of revealed truth.

But before the play reaches its metatextual culmination, the climax of the dramatic action is presented in this act: the prince’s heroic refusal to have himself ransomed. For the most part, Calderón follows Román’s remodeling on this point, while smoothing over several aspects and palliating the Portuguese court’s attitude, e.g. with the construct that king Duarte died of grief in the wake of his brother’s capture (cf. v. 1239–1253). Nevertheless, the center of this plot segment is the long, both heroic and Christian speech Fernando delivers in reaction to the offer – detailed in the deceased king’s will, and delivered by Enrique himself – to hand over the city that the Moors have demanded, Ceuta. The dramatic form not only gives Fernando’s reply greater prominence; in comparison to the chronicles, the play attains to its entirely different interpretation of the historical scenario especially due to the fact that it makes no mention whatsoever of the lengthy negotiations and tactical maneuvers on either side. The new generic framework indeed facilitates this reduction of the historical substratum to a heroic Christian exemplum; but it is still necessary to consider this change qua autonomous structure which is not already predetermined by the generic configuration.1038

The prince’s speech will be but briefly described here, as it consists in explicitly articulated discourse throughout. This procedure, chosen for reasons of analytical economy, must not obscure the fact that an express articulation of the message at the action’s climax is of fundamental importance as regards the text’s semantic construction. It presents the framework within which the spectator or reader is to reflect upon what is simultaneously ‘stated and left unsaid’ in the drama’s more encrypted segments.

Fernando qualifies the offer to exchange Ceuta for his own person as doubly unworthy – both from the viewpoint of a transcultural system of heroic values, and from the viewpoint of a Christian one. Both of these reasons are elaborated at length; the Christian case is given predominance by its scope alone.1039 But the author will not allow any misreadings to be made at this central point. In the transition from the heroic to the Christian line of reasoning, the hierarchy of values is rendered explicit by the príncipe with the words: “Y esto es lo que importa menos” (v. 1295). In this very passage, Calderón’s Fernando therefore expounds the main feature of the príncipe cristiano – that is, the restorative phase’s concept of an ideal ruler, developed in reaction to Machiavellianism, which refutes sectoral compartmentalization in favor of the concept of the one, hierarchical world, in which the political is always to subject itself to the religious interest.1040

The core of the Christian case is constituted by the assertion that it is unthinkable to once more deliver an already Christianized city to unbelievers – thereby rendering oneself instrumental to a perversion of the salvation-historical process: while stables and mangers had, at one time, accommodated God, the notion of profaning churches by turning them into stables, or even mosques, is beyond comprehension (cf. v. 1313–1334). Fernando’s line of argument has recourse to the conception of a secular history teleologically organized to such an extent that it excludes the concept of a temporary retreat. From a viewpoint of historical distance, the rigorism of the attitude here expressed, impervious even to tactical considerations, sheds light on the reasons for the militancy characterizing the Portuguese and Spanish expansion – which, in all probability, was one element of its success.

Fernando then focuses on his own person: in his speech, he establishes himself as a ‘human being’, in contrast to his role as infante, explicitly demitting the latter. Even though a prince’s life may be worth as much as that of many – for him, as a ‘human being’, it would not be right to purchase his life at the expense of that of many others. By implication, the readiness for death he ultimately proclaims is a self-sacrifice of the one for the salvation of many.1041 The typologizing dimension of the further course of action is explicitly articulated.

The Moorish king reacts with wrath to Fernando’s words. He deems them a defiance of the chivalric code, while favoring a heroism that, to him, is no longer plausible, since it ignores the courtly principle of mutual interest (“Desagradecido, ingrato / a las glorias y grandezas / de mi reino, ¿cómo así / hoy me quitas, hoy me niegas / lo que más he deseado?”, v. 1423–1427). In this way, the Christian and the secular code of conduct are not only hierarchized, but the differentiation is driven to a point where it becomes clear that they are ultimately irreconcilable, and that the decision for the one entails the rejection of the other. The prince relinquishes the role of infante in favor of his role sub specie aeternitatis: as (not more than) a ‘human being’ (“¿Soy más que un hombre?”, v. 1361), he is ready to endure the utmost humiliation, negating his previous existence. The Moor insists on his role as a king, seeing that he exclusively perceives his interest in Ceuta, while remaining blind to the ‘true’ greatness of his prisoner. His comportment, tending toward the ethically problematic in the rest of the play, symbolizes Calderón’s verdict on the vanitas of a partial world which considers itself absolute and is unwilling to always be at the disposal of a divine will entitled to demand a relinquishment of the “vanos poderes”.1042 In an altercatio between the enraged ruler and the one who now not only labels himself the king’s slave, but who is also treated as such, the only valuation of the courtly world thinkable from the standpoint of this discourse is put into the protagonist’s mouth: divinely ordained law ranks higher than any secular commitment; in cases of conflict, it suspends all worldly law.1043

By no means is the exacerbated phase of the captivity, introduced by the above-cited altercatio, modeled in a one-dimensional manner. The infante qualifies himself as “sad” and “confused” (“Triste estoy y turbado”); at moments, when he believes that his fellow captives do not perceive him, he weeps (v. 1523; 1525). He conceals himself from his closest companions, so that they will not see what humiliating services he is forced to perform (cf. v. 1559–1563). Given the fact that, as regards the motif of the degrading work in the palace gardens, Calderón has immediate recourse to his sources, one might be inclined to judge this information – concerning how difficult Fernando finds his life in humilitas – to be a partial citation of the prince’s comportment as transmitted by the chronicle tradition. Yet the significance of the corresponding utterances on the part of the prince is different in the play. In the chronicles’ version(s), the infante, struggling to save his life, does not accept the Christian construal of his fate until the point at which he is forced to admit that there is no hope left; consequently, the Christian schema is an interpretive pattern retrospectively projected by the protagonist onto a situation against which he had rebelled almost until the end. When confronted with the question of his life’s value, the Calderonian Fernando, by contrast, does not vacillate for even one moment. In this way, his laments are no longer an indication of a volition focused on the objective of being released, but the body’s (the pars sensitiva’s) spontaneous reaction to the severity of a path voluntarily taken and never up for renegotiation; Fernando’s cries become an allusion to what, in the story of the underlying model, is recorded concerning the episode in Gethsemane.

It is in this ‘miserable’ condition (cf. v. 1563) that the prince’s first (and only more extended) encounter with the female protagonist takes place. The section – often studied, and interpreted in a problematic way even by prominent scholars – indeed commences, in tone, like a scene of courtship. Following Zara’s command to the horticultural slaves to gather flowers for her lady, the infante steps forward, remarking that, with respect to ‘serving’ the princess, he wishes to be the first (“que en cuanto sea servir seré el primero”, v. 1583). The reinterpretation – included in the topical vocabulary – of the relationship of lady and slave into one between lord and lady, is retained for the entire scene of the encounter, which, by this fact alone, is situated on a level not immediately compatible with the ‘mimetic’ plane.

Fénix enters the stage. Shocked by the prophecy, she has taken the necessary path of all acediosi, having fallen into desperatio (“Piedad no espero, ¡ay de mí!, / porque mi mal será cierto”, v. 1612f.).While, referring to the oracle, she complains inquiringly: “¿Que al fin de un muerto he de ser? / ¿Quién será este muerto?” (v. 1620f.), the infante presents himself. Addressing the princess, he begins with a “Yo”; in this manner, Fénix’s syllabically incomplete verse is completed. Yet to consider this “Yo” to be the protagonist’s answer to the princess’s question, which he has overheard, and so to read it as a sort of submission and declaration of love (as Spitzer attempted), is questionable, and not only because the further context clarifies this “Yo” as but the first word of a topical address by Fernando.1044 The procedure as such is familiar from Calderón’s autos; it serves to signal the providential orderliness of all secular events, despite their apparent contingency.1045 The outcome of this conflict, and of all conflicts, is present in God’s supratemporal knowledge – in His praescientia – without any of those currently acting having a notion of this solution.1046 Still, God’s love for His creatures expresses itself in permitting them to discern in hindsight – as ‘readers’ in the book of nature and of history, which the poet opens here for his recipients – what already points to the necessary destination, even while the developments in question are taking place.

The actual dialog between the infante and the princess is brief, and arrives at a most abstract plane already after a few sentences. The harmony between the two protagonists is situated on a purely intellectual level; there are no erotic subtexts implied. With some short and tender queries, Fénix signals her empathy for the prince’s lot. These words prompt him to interpret the flowers which he presents the princess with as ‘true signs of his own fate’ (“de la suerte mía / jeroglíficos”, v. 1628f.) – and, ultimately, of human destiny in general. They represent “pomp and glee” (“pompa y alegría”) in the morning, stand for “vain lamentation” (“lástima vana”) in the evening, only to fall asleep in – to pass away into – the arms of cold night; they are, then, a “warning” or an “example” for human life (“escarmiento de la vida humana”). The selfsame blossom is their cradle and their grave (“cuna y sepulcro en un botón hallaron”), and humans are also born and die within a day; for from a distance, centuries are hours only (“en un día nacieron y expiraron; / que pasados los siglos, horas fueron”, v. 1652–1665).

Initially, the prince’s strikingly beautiful sonnet on vanitas only produces repugnance, dread and horror in the princess (“Horror y miedo me has dado, / ni oírte ni verte quiero”, v. 1666f.). Yet by asking “¿Y las flores?” (v. 1670)1047, Fernando conveys that he has not articulated a subjective perspective, but an objective given, which one is free to ignore, but not to escape. The basis of the intellectual exchange is thus the analogical notion of the ‘book of nature’, in which the Moorish princess is also able to read. Accordingly, Fénix is basically aware of the finding concerning human nature articulated by Fernando; for she has ‘read’ it herself in the stars. In response to the prince’s sonnet, she, in turn, formulates a sonnet based on this analogy, now developed into a trifold structure: the stars are ‘flowers’ of the night – as the pomp of the latter passes away with the descending darkness, the splendor of the former fades at the break of dawn. With regard to mankind, the ‘inference’ (“se infiere”) is that humans cannot hope to endure, and that there can be no twist of fate that would not end in death.1048

Even so, the harmony between the prince and the princess, which establishes itself under the sign of vanitas, is not a complete accord of two sympathetic souls, as the further course of the action will demonstrate. Calderón keeps the prince’s interpretation of the topos free from explicitly Christian accents, precisely because – in this particular scene, and for reasons yet to be elaborated – his primary objective is to establish an intellectual connection between the two protagonists. By contrast, the princess turns the concept of evanescence explicitly into an image of definitive negativity: her interpretation of life is characterized by a desperation cut off from any form of hope, thereby indicating the speaker’s status as both an unbeliever and an unredeemed soul. Her sonnet’s last word is “muere” (v. 1699). In this vein, she sees (her entire) existence as marked by the sign of death; accordingly, it cannot have any meaning or content other than despair (“viven que se duelen dellas”, v. 1689). Night is the stratum of nature Fénix chooses, and that in which she ‘reads’; in Christian allegorism, it emblematizes death. Yet her decoding of the book of nature does not reach its decisive accent until she puts aside (as it were) that book to arrive at the following, altogether dismal conclusion:

registro es nuestro, o muera el sol o viva.

¿Qué duración habrá que el hombre espere,

o qué mudanza habré, que no reciba

de astro que cada noche nace y muere?

(v. 1696–1699)

What Fénix does not ‘see’ (or deems insignificant) in stating “o muera el sol o viva” is that, simultaneous with the ‘death’ of the stars, the one luminary ‘rises’ whose “resplandor” is significantly greater than that of the stars, and so immense that it is never extinguished; for, as she herself formulates, the splendor of the stars is only borrowed (“alimentos del sol en resplandores”, v. 1688); in this way, their light manifests the might of the supreme celestial body also during the night.

Fénix’s reading in the book of nature – correct for the most part, but ultimately superficial as to the conclusion she draws from it – is paradigmatic for the limits set to the knowledge of the unredeemed (that is, the ancients, the heathens, the Jews, and the godless). For it is not a marginal aspect of the universe’s natural order which she closes her eyes to; it is a central given that, on the level of the lex naturalis, represents the equivalent – instated by the Creator himself – of the crucial factum of salvation history. The sun symbolizes the triune God. The break of day, ending the night of sin and death, emblematizes Christ’s birth. The ‘setting’ of this sun is but an apparent demise, for it rises again. Moreover, even during its ostensible absence, its light is present in the ‘night’; for there can be no luminosity – no life, no grace – that is not received from the sun.1049 In the case of the human being following the ‘sun’, this fact – the reality of the light that defeats darkness – prevents morir from being the last and definitive word. In its stead, there is a paradoxical re-nacer, invalidating the evidence of all factual and secular knowledge, for which Fénix’s words are representative. In this manner, the play’s ending – Fénix’s redemption from death – turns out to be the correction (effected by the higher, the ‘true’ factuality itself) of her sonnet’s conclusion and its finding concerning human destiny.

At the end of the second jornada, the play seems to develop a certain dramatic dynamics for the last time. Muley wants to pay the prince his debt of gratitude by saving him – if need be – at the hazard of his own life.1050 The escape has already been arranged; but just as Fernando is thanking the ‘noble Moor’, the king suddenly appears in the palace gardens; he becomes suspicious immediately (cf. v. 1777–1784). With a move indicating his brilliant qualities as a courtier, he parries all eventualities that might be veiled by his vassal’s dissimulatio. The king will hold Muley personally accountable for the prisoner (cf. v. 1818f.), whose mode of incarceration is once more exacerbated, so as to perhaps break his will after all (cf. v. 1795–1797). In this way, an aporia between loyalties has developed for Muley (“Si soy contigo leal, / he de ser traidor con él; / ingrato seré contigo, / si con él me juzgo fiel”, v. 1836–1839). As to Fernando, his willingness to deprioritize his personal interest for what is demanded by the divinely ordained order of this world is thus put to the ‘test’. Yet the prince does not hesitate for even one moment:

Muley, amor y amistad

en grado inferior se ven

con lealtad y el honor.

Nadie iguala con el Rey,

él solo es igual con[s]igo:

y así mi consejo es

que a él le sirvas y me faltes.

(v. 1850–1856)

After some additional exchanges – during which Fernando also uses the keyword pietas in order to qualify Muley’s intentions (“quien conmigo es piadoso”, v. 1876) – the prince triumphs in the magnanimous competition by an utterly courtly contention: were he to accept Muley’s plan, he would be basing his freedom on the dishonor of a man owing him loyalty, and so forfeit his own honor.1051

It is not without reason that Calderón has placed this paradigm of heroic honor casuistry at the end of the second jornada. After the undisguised memento aimed at a courtly world oblivious to God, the focus is now on the preparation of that comprehensive harmony of all areas of being, and on the smoothing over of all conflictual factors on the level of the conceptual schemata, which are typically located at the endings of the profoundly non-tragic plays of the Spanish Baroque. Both Lope’s and Calderón’s dramatic art avoids devolving into popularizing didactics by incisively stating the price for this divinely ordained harmony, established eternally beyond all individual human volition. In this specific case: Fernando is permitted to demonstrate his perfection as a courtier one last time, since, in his mind, he has already renounced that role, and because his actions are being controlled by a higher ‘purpose’. For his attuning himself to God’s will, the prime mover rewards the prince by permitting him to subjectively partake of the grand cosmic harmony. Fernando is allowed to experience his decision to fulfill his role as a Christian – his martyrdom – as the perfect fulfillment of his role as a courtier.


III.3

It is in the third and final act that Calderón permits himself the most sustained remodeling of the action’s substrate, and particularly as regards the especially marked shaping of the ending. The jornada begins with two parallel scenes which utterly invert what is stated in the chronicles. In those texts, all Moors turn away from the infante during the last phase of his life; in the third jornada’s first two scenes, Muley and Fénix are shaped into figures that manifest the virtue of pietas with respect to the prince.1052 Although the king calls his general’s and his daughter’s attention to the fact that he will consider interventions in the prince’s fate a personal affront (cf. v. 1911; 1990), both of them plead for Fernando; and it is Muley who, in moving words, portrays the prince as a paragon of humilitas – as the apex of what is ugly aesthetically, but behind the façade of which the morally beautiful is concealed.1053 The king refuses their pleas. Yet the substance of these two scenes is comprised by the intercessions themselves. Both characters pledge themselves (as it were) to Fernando, as the lowliest, the most loathed.







Subsequently, the conclusion is prepared without delay. Two ‘ambassadors’ come before the king, one of them sent by Tarudante, the other by the new Portuguese king, Alfonso. It soon turns out that these delegates are Tarudante and Alfonso in person.1054 With courtly perfection, the king settles the struggle over having the floor on the part of the two characters, whose bearing is equally imperious (cf. v. 2051–2053). Referring to Fernando’s refusal to be released in exchange for Ceuta, Alfonso offers the payment of an enormous ransom – a sum of money that might equal ‘the value of two cities’ – and threatens that he will free the prince with ‘blood and fire’ should the Moor decline (cf. v. 2068f.). All preparations have been made, and the Portuguese fleet is already afloat (cf. v. 2069–2084).

In the Calderonian play, the tactical maneuvers on the part of the Portuguese are thus refashioned into a genuine intention to rescue the prince. Still, it is the chronological contraction here implied that marks the most substantial intervention – a procedure whose employment the poet himself authorizes (so to speak) by placing the above-cited sonnet into Fernando’s mouth. The victorious 1471 expedition to Tangier is backdated by 28 years. In this way, it is turned into a war for the liberation of the one who, in historical reality, had been left to his fate. By means of a rather elementary technique, with which the tradition of this episteme had always been familiar, Calderón effects the elimination of all troubling aspects in the comportment of the Portuguese,1055 in favor of a firm determination readable both in heroic and in Christian terms.

Even before the king may himself answer, Tarudante takes up the gauntlet with no less heroic diction than Alfonso. Both of them have such an urge to prove their ‘valor’ and ‘value’ in battle that the king is barely able to avert their dueling on the spot.1056 When the king confirms Tarudante’s reply, Alfonso, certain of victory, leaves with a menacing “¡Hoy toda el África tiemble!” (v. 2150).

The abrupt exit gives Tarudante the occasion to submit the request which is the reason for his visit to the king. In an impeccably formulated speech of courtship, he asks for Fénix’s hand in marriage. The princess immediately consents to his proposal, and with a reply no less refined and subtle.1057 Since her father also agrees, and as he explicitly mentions their bond’s political interest, this is a case of an ideal fulfillment of the norm, according to the secular standards (v. 2176–2185). Due to a surprising reversal at the end of the play, Fénix will, however, not become Tarudante’s, but Muley’s wife. Calderón’s polemic against the courtly ideal is more subtle than Lope’s; its message might be even more emphatic for that very reason. The courtly ideal is not denounced by demonstrating its detrimental consequences for a Christian order of the social world, but in that God – by arranging events in an always surprising, yet ultimately meaningful manner – institutes a system of norms different from the courtly one.

The drama reaches its climax on the semantic level with the last scene in which the prince enters the stage. Against all courtly tendencies of hiding the aesthetically ugly from view, Fernando is presented as a malodorous slave.1058 His speech is now a purely Christian discourse, cleansed of all interferences by the heroic code. He praises God for his suffering, and contrasts himself and his situation with the Job of the Old Testament, who had been forced to live prior to the Age of Grace – his own begging for pietas (specifically: bread and water) has but one aim: to prolong his suffering.1059 Suddenly, the king appears with his entourage, by accident rather than design. The meeting is not without effect on the Moor. He recognizes that the prince’s constancy will redound to his own shame (cf. v. 2281–2283). Yet the infante attenuates the king’s emerging displeasure by means of a downright unsurpassable humilitas: he begs his tormentor to allow him to kiss his feet. Ultimately, however, the king’s confusion (“¿Es humildad o valor / esta obediencia?”, v. 2297f.) is only an intra-fictional pretext for giving the infante occasion for one last, extended speech, whose function has already been delineated above by means of the term mise en abyme du discours.1060

In pragmatic terms, the prince’s speech may be described as a plea. He develops his line of reasoning in three stages. Initially, he requests clemency; this is followed by a specification of what he desires be granted him, which is death; finally, he entreats the king to give him what he asks, if not for reasons of mercy, then at least out of cruelty. In terms of content, the plea thus does not articulate anything not already known with respect to the prince; what is remarkable, however, is the precise unfolding of the individual argumentative stages in a speech of 168 verses, as well as their logical (inter)connection.

Fernando requests the Moor’s clemency by referring to the latter’s status: it is a constitutive factor of the absolute power linked to being a king to dispose the ruler’s spirit toward being clement.1061 The prince then adduces the natural order of the universe (“la ley de naturaleza”), and reads (“leemos”) to the king from the ‘book of nature’ in order to prove his point (v. 2315–2317). As an example, the first sentence of this ‘reading’, which deals with the lion as the king of the terrestrial animals, shall be cited:

[el] león rey de las fieras,

que cuando la frente arruga

de guedejas se corona,

es piadoso, pues que nunca

hizo presa en el rendido.

(v. 2319–2323)

Stage by stage, the prince continues to examine the entire earthly section of the chain of being (cf. v. 2324–2364). From the dolphin, sovereign of the aquatic animals, he arrives at the eagle, lord of the airborne animals; then follows the pomegranate, queen of the plants; and, finally, the diamond, king of the minerals. In this manner, the infante stages (as it were) the world’s analogical constitution in his speech. Yet what is most important in his line of reasoning, in the context of the pragmatic situation of his plea, is that this very plea is ultimately not even necessary: being defined on the scale of being as the human manifestation of the typos of ‘first in rank’, a specific scope of action is predetermined for the king. Regardless of how he will decide ‘subjectively’, he cannot but fulfill what is ‘objectively’ assigned to him (by God) with this “essential form” (Blumenberg).1062 Fernando’s further line of reasoning serves to unfold this notion.

As stated above, the plea’s second conceptual aspect is the specification of the request (“Claro está que no será / la vida: no admite duda; / la muerte sí: ésta te pido”, v. 2417–2419). The request to be put to death is deduced not from a feeling of desperation (“desesperación”) or taedium vitae, but from the infante’s desire (“afecto”) to sacrifice himself in defense of the true faith (v. 2423–2425). This climax is preceded by a restatement of the topos of vanitas from the prince’s sonnet, specifically by means of the symbols of death and birth therein equated (“ataúd” and “cuna”, v. 2390),1063 whose fundamental equivalence is explained by means of hylomorphic terminology. For purposes of marking their resemblance (“semejanza”), higher reason (“la razón”) endowed these two vessels with the same “forma” and an identical “materia” (v. 2387–2389). The one distinguishing feature is (literally) the situation of these two objects with respect to time. At the moment of birth, the ‘instrument’ (“instrumento”, v. 2407) is opened upward, so as to receive the newborn. At the hour of death, the cradle is inverted:

pues fue cuna boca arriba

lo que boca abajo es tumba:

tan cerca vivimos, pues,

de nuestra muerte, tan juntas

tenemos, cuando nacemos,

el lecho como la cuna.

(v. 2409–2414)1064

The prince here elaborates the second pivotal principle of analogism, the relegation of the factor of chronological situatedness to a conceptualizing level of lower, if not of entirely negligible relevance, and the consequential cancellation of central semantic oppositions – in this case, that of life and death.

In a logically consistent manner, the third passage is linked to the level of the concrete request, but also addresses the mise en abyme du discours. For the problem resulting from the cancellation of oppositions is polysemy: if what is different is ‘actually’ the same, and if what is the same may manifest itself in very different ways, the question arises as to what sort of order of the world might be formulated at all. Fernando’s answer is the last and ultimate point at which the analogical modeling, hence all serious or philosophical plays on the part of this author, arrives, and which (as late medieval nominalists had already demonstrated) would effect an implosion of the system were its corollaries thought through to the end – thereby revealing that the entire renovatio, whose principles this speech presents in nuce, finally does not have a viable answer to the most fundamental query on the part of nominalism; for its ‘truth’ is based on precisely the dogma that produced the nominalistic doubt. It is the reference to God’s will – to which Fernando explicitly consigns his fate (“Dios defenderá mi causa”, v. 2465) – that renders irrelevant all questions concerning the ‘factual’ consequences of the logical paradox of an equivalence of what seems different, and of a dissimilarity of that which seems alike. After the king has been assigned the constitutive quality of clemency, the opposite characteristic of “rigor” is ascribed to him, as well as to all other ‘kings’ of the various stages of being, but only to demonstrate that the sovereign might act in whichever way he pleases; in his presumed autonomy, he would still not be able to give Fernando anything other than what God has (pre)ordained and Fernando has freely embraced – his death, which he construes as martyrdom (cf. v. 2431–2466).

The king’s reaction to this intense – and, in its last part, provocative – speech is remarkably reserved. He clarifies that the prince is himself responsible for his suffering, and that Fernando is still free to end it at any point of his choosing. In this way, the typos of Christ is alluded to, while the king’s stance – not characterized by any aggressive affect, simply executing the ‘law of this world’ – suggests the model of Pontius Pilate, albeit to a much lesser degree of specificity.

The last encounter between the infante and Fénix, taking place in the selfsame scene, conclusively manifests an aspect that, to some extent, is already observable in the above interpretation of the two sonnets on evanescence. What is initially an issue of gradual difference or alternative accentuation turns into a patent rift between the Christian and the non-Christian view, between redeemed and unredeemed souls. For the sake of his plea to die, the prince asks Fénix to intercede by speaking with the king. His address – “Si es alma de la hermosura / esa divina deidad” (v. 2479f.) – which, on a mimetic level, might be deemed a précieux compliment, is actually not intended as a rhetorical, but as an authentic conditional clause. Sensing the prince’s nauseating smell, Fénix is unable to utter anything but exclamations of affright (“¡Qué horror!”; “¡Qué lástima! ¡Qué pavor!”, v. 2483; 2486) and, ultimately, a harsh rejection, the final line of which, in its ambiguity, implies what it is she cannot bear: the memento mori and the recognition of vanitas that penetrate her consciousness when beholding the prince:

Horror con tu voz me das,

y con tu aliento me hieres.

¡Déjame, hombre! ¿Qué me quieres?

Que no puedo sentir más.

(v. 2493–2496)

Accordingly, Fénix does not comply with Fernando’s last request, thereby demonstrating her situation as regards the above-cited condition: her soul is not of perfect beauty (allegorice: it is the image of the fallen soul) – which is also why Fernando is able to take leave of her by use of formulations that definitively breach the courtly ritual.1065 Even so, these words raise the question of the abstract concept underlying the constellation of Fénix and Fernando all the more emphatically:

señora, es bien que sepáis,

que aunque tan bella os juzgáis

que más que yo no valéis,

y yo quizá valgo más.

(v. 2489–2492)

As is the case in most dramatic works of the Baroque, the play’s actual conclusion might seem precipitous. Analogism has difficulties isolating a single story from a time conceived as basically atemporal. In addition, Baroque dramatists aim to achieve a concentration of equated levels of ‘reality’ at the endings of their plays, which is sometimes hard to represent on the level of the action. Calderón does not content himself with systematically modeling the prince as a typos of Christ; he also aims to integrate the conflict’s politico-historical level into the analogical modeling. For this purpose, he entirely refashions the concluding miracle. The Virgin Mary’s apparition in the infante’s cell is omitted. In its stead, a different and much more spectacular miracle occurs. On the battlefield, Alfonso, the new Portuguese king, hears the voice of Fernando, who has already passed away by this time (“¡Embiste, gran Alfonso! ¡Guerra, guerra!”, v. 2593).With monastic habit and a torch ‘lighted in the east’, the ‘saint’ eventually appears before the entire army, leading and lighting the way for the Portuguese in the darkness (“y con esta luciente / antorcha desasida del oriente, / tu ejército arrogante / alumbrando he de ir siempre delante”, v. 2606–2609).1066 In contrast to the skeptical Enrique, Alfonso believes in the vision’s reality; the miraculous apparition – which he does not yet recognize as being Fernando – leads him to a triumphant victory.1067

Indubitably, the model as whose new, hierarchically lower ‘imprint’ Fernando appears in this scene is that of the Iberian patron saint Santiago; the latter’s deeds had once again been brought to the attention of the learned by the Jesuit Juan de Mariana in his Historiae de rebus Hispaniae at the beginning of the seventeenth century, after the cult of Santiago had, for manifold reasons, sunk into relative insignificance during the sixteenth century.1068 According to tradition, Santiago (Sant’ Iago; James) was the first apostle to ‘follow’ Christ. Herod III had him executed in 44 CE. A ship, guided by angels, is said to have conveyed his body to Galicia during the same year. His tomb is rediscovered in 812 due to luminous apparitions at its site. The decisive miracle is said to have occurred in 844. In the course of the Moorish expansion, starting around 711, those Christian kingdoms that had developed on the Iberian peninsula in the wake of the Migration Period found themselves in a most difficult situation – even after the climax of the expansionist wave, the battle at Tours and Poitiers (732). In the middle of the nineth century, the constellation was especially critical for the Kingdom of Asturias. Prior to the decisive battle, fought at Clavijo, Santiago first appears to the king, Ramiro I, and then to the entire host. The saint rides in the vanguard and is said to have single-handedly slain tens of thousands of Moors. The event of 844 is deemed the commencement of the reconquista.

The message of Calderón’s remodeling of the Tangier expedition seems evident. The entire process of the Portuguese and Spanish conquest of unknown territories is characterized as a re-instantiation of the centuries-long process of reconquista. Contemporary history does not evolve unpredictably, but is the repetition of an already preconceived pattern; in his drama titled La aurora en Copacabana, Calderón rendered this encoding explicit for the New World proper. The model is divinely ordained, which is not only expressed by means of its enactment in ‘miracles’, but also in the fact that the subjective actions of the primary human agents are the fulfillment of a mission that refers to God himself. Santiago matamoros1069 executes this task at Clavijo, like Fernando later on, who by means of his thaumaturgic feat ensures that the Portuguese fleet – once more referred to as ‘mountains’ or ‘rocks’ (cf. v. 2552), meaning the Church – is definitively able to cast anchor at Africa’s coast.

With regard to his stylization of the historical figures involved, Calderón accentuates whom the discursive recolonization of contemporary history is directed against. In actual reality, it was Henry the Navigator who was responsible for the expansion, owing his feats not least to the fact that he approached the new worlds using the set of instruments provided by the emerging natural sciences, hence by relegating to the background the traditional analogical worldview. In the play, he is not only transformed into a melancholic egocentric, but also into a disheartened doubter, unwilling to believe in the miracle, whose skepticism (as is implied) would have prevented the conquering of the world had God himself not placed one more worthy at the forefront.1070

The conclusion, already characterized as abrupt, has recourse to remarks in Román regarding the return of the infante’s bodily remains in exchange for high-ranking Moorish captives. With respect to an overall interpretation of the play, this ending is particularly relevant in that it is at this point that the prophecy to Fénix is fulfilled in an unexpected manner; the love plot – in suspense throughout the play – is simultaneously solved. While the king of Fez is still awaiting the advance of the Portuguese with defiant words, and also imprecates Fernando’s body, Alfonso’s victorious army approaches, including the prisoners Tarudante, Fénix, and Muley.1071 The young Portuguese king threatens Fénix’s death should the Moor refuse to release the infante immediately; hence Alfonso is unaware that it was not the spirit of his living, but of his dead uncle who appeared to him on the battlefield. The Moorish king is devastated, knowing he will be unable to meet the Portuguese demand (cf. v. 2674). The father’s confused hesitation drives his daughter – threatened with death and without insight into the predicament – into an outburst, in which she breaks with him:

¡dudas qué has de responder!

[. . .]

Siendo Rey, has sido fiera;

siendo padre, fuiste áspid;

siendo juez, eres verdugo:

ni eres Rey, ni juez, ni padre.

(v. 2682; 2698–2701; cf. 2678–2701)

By his own daughter, the ‘ruler of this world’ is addressed with familiar metaphors for the Devil (“fiera”, “áspid”, “verdugo”), despite the fact that, subjectively, he is a devoted father. This element may be read as a reference to the Augustinian theory of evil and of the two civitates, which, as a result of Protestant pressure and against harmonizing scholastics, is considered with renewed intensity during the Spanish Baroque: the civitas terrena, as a sociopolitical organization aiming at autonomy and attempting to evade God’s will, is an instrument of the Devil and a city of death, irrespective of the (ruler’s) subjective will. The sovereign acquainted with victory, the perfect courtier, the considerate father will not be the one to save his daughter – who, being an only child, simultaneously guarantees dynastic and thus political continuity. In his stead, Fernando will salvage her, being the typos of Christ – or, more precisely: Fernando, to the extent that he is a typos of Christ. The political message of Calderonian drama differs from Lope’s in terms of its ingenious presentation only; in both cases, and in terms of substance, not the slightest scope is left for the Renaissance concept of the state.

Responding to Fénix’s outburst, the king reports the infante’s death; an equation of Fernando and the sun – as a symbol of Christ – is put into the Moor’s mouth. What, in the latter’s consciousness, is but a conceptistic paraphrase – in part of the hour of death, partly of the prince’s preeminence – represents an objective fact, which the Moor, ‘directed’ by God, has to articulate, while being unable to grasp it:

con el sol llegó al ocaso,

sepultándose en dos mares

de la muerte y de la espuma,

juntos el sol y el infante.

(v. 2710–2713)1072

Alfonso attenuates another desperate exclamation on Fénix’s part, as well as Enrique’s words of resignation.1073 The young king correctly decodes the command to redeem the prince, given to him by Fernando himself “en sombras” (v. 2726) – meaning at once ‘in the dark’1074 and sub umbra (that is, subject to being read in an orthodox manner) – and initiates the exchange for Fénix, whom he refers to as “una divina imagen” (v. 2740f.).1075 This address, at first sight altogether courtly, is to be connected to the concept of the deliverance from death at the expense of the life of the one who has voluntarily endured martyrdom; the citation from Genesis is to signal the secondary meaning of the character Fénix in a by now unconcealed way. Fénix recognizes that ‘the heavens’ (as she now says) have fulfilled the prophecy (“Precio soy de un hombre muerto; / cumplió el cielo su homenaje”, v. 2744f.).

It is not possible here to elaborate on the structure of prophecy and fulfillment, which has an exceptional significance in Calderonian plays, especially in La vida es sueño, but also in those by other authors of this epoch, in Tirso de Molina’s El condenado por desconfiado, for instance. It is necessary to comprehend the structure as a twofold polemic, attacking, on the one hand, those who endorse the nominalistic conception of an essentially open future – which God creates at every instant without being tied to what He has wrought in the past – and, on the other hand, the popular faith in astrology and auguries, which had expanded exceptionally during the Renaissance. Historically, the latter development marks a disintegrating stage of the scholastic concept of the stars as ‘mediating’ divine volition to the sublunary world; functionally, it constitutes a compensation for the loss of metaphysical orientation.1076 The intention with which Baroque dramatists seize on this motif becomes clear in the example at hand: prophecies never ‘lie’. It is not ad libitum that God decides on the world’s course. He rules according to His invariable will, which, at times, He also signals to men, albeit sub umbra. The leeway for deceptive interventions on the part of the forces of evil – who, ultimately, might even lead the deceived into perdition – only emerges if the respective human being ‘misreads’ what has been prophesied, specifically by ignoring the code that God has revealed for purposes of orientation in a world always sub umbra in a twofold sense.1077 Fénix had interpreted the prophecy ‘in the light of’ (more precisely, and to continue the metaphor: ‘in the shadow of’) her melancholy, consequently falling into desperatio. The fact that this does not result in any definitive negative consequences for her once again indicates the model according to which she is shaped.

The ‘savior’ Fernando guarantees the future happiness – and, most importantly, the survival – of the princess also in merely mundane terms. Due to the Moor’s special bond (“amistad”) with the departed, Alfonso – instated as the executive agency by the infante’s will – asks for Fénix’s hand on Muley’s behalf (cf. v. 2771–2773).1078 One may not misinterpret this as the arrangement of a sort of marriage based on love.1079 The configuration ensures that the princess will not be forced to take the path of Mencía. Accordingly, this marriage marks the permanently effectual deliverance from the danger of (physical) death.

III.4

The concluding remarks concerning this drama will be limited to the consideration of two aspects: the modeling and significance of the love plot, as well as the play’s relationship to the chronicle tradition. First of all: it will hardly still be necessary to detail whence Calderón drew the pattern for his shaping of the amorous plot. The basic structure to which it appeals is that of a lady with three suitors, two of whom act competitively, while the third is simultaneously interested and strangely indifferent; even so, the latter will be the (only) one to deliver the lady from great danger; afterward, she is married to one of the two rivals, precisely to the one closer to the disinterested protector. This specific structure has recourse to bridal mysticism – specifically, to that version of bridal spirituality which, for didactic purposes, the auto sacramental charged with elements deriving from the plot pattern of secular love. In this study, the pattern has been analyzed in detail with reference to Lope de Vega’s El viaje del alma;1080 but it is also present in numerous autos by Calderón. The modeling of Fénix according to the notion of the soul qua female figure in bridal mysticism, and of Fernando’s character according to the typos of Christ, is encoded in the play in many ways, even independently of the amorous configuration. The reference to the typos of the Devil encoded in the personage of Tarudante is not indicated as emphatically. Apart from the amorous configuration, Muley’s secondary modeling, with a view to the figure of the disciple, or to that of the Church (Christ’s representative on earth), also remains relatively discreet, while being more patent than in Tarudante’s case.1081 It is, then, not Calderón’s aim to inscribe into the overall play an allegorical plane that would comprise all aspects and be equally emphatic for each of them; such an approach would have reduced the literal story to the level of being merely ornamental. Rather, his objective is to demonstrate – by way of a historical event that persisted in, and continued to be central to, the epoch’s consciousness – that the invariability of the basic salvation-historical constellation, presupposed and asserted in the auto sacramental, is also factually given and historically present in concrete reality.1082 Calderón applies all his ingenuity to this end and effect.

In a certain respect, the ‘proof’ of success was provided by the play’s modern reception, commencing during Romanticism. The courtly and Mannerist ideal of playful self-evidence and effortlessness (sprezzatura) shapes a confusing historical panorama in courtly/heroic terms, while simultaneously presenting a salvation-historical drama with an epistemological message. But the structuring is implemented to such a degree of perfection that the hierarchically highest modeling instruction, precisely the salvation-historical one, goes partially if not entirely unnoticed in modern times. In a sort of mise en abyme of one of the play’s and the discourse’s central theses, the approach that, in the play itself, is ascribed to the agnostic and the infidel, to Enrique and to the king of Fez, repeats itself on the level of the history of reception: a reading (of the play or of the world) that ignores what God has revealed to His Creation will only grasp a superficial dimension; but it cannot erase the ‘actual’ one. With their admiration for a beauty conceived in merely aesthetic terms (from their respective viewpoints), the decentered subjects – within the play (that is, in the modeled world) and outside of it – transport the message of the true beauty of God’s Creation, irrespective of their subjective volition. In other words: in Calderón, the analogical discourse has become constitutive of the play’s discours itself to such an extent that it has rendered itself immune against being read in any other than an analogical manner. The ‘superficial’ readings remain either speculative and global (as the concretization of a Romantic affiliation), or partial and therefore hastily generalizing (as Spitzer’s thesis) in such a way that, even from an anachronistic perspective ignoring the play’s model yet again, their inadequacy becomes evident – a fact that has manifested itself in controversies that, as to the choice of words, are unusual in an academic context.1083 In Lope de Vega, there remains a coherent structure, should the reception pay no attention to the central emblems and the historically determined meaning of crucial terms; if the specific ‘design’ belonging to the renewal of discourse goes unnoticed, the structure tends to look like one belonging to the time before the renovatio; in terms of configuration and plot, Lope does not make radical changes vis-à-vis Bandello’s novella. As regards the technique of discursive recolonization, his plays are thus comparable to the chronicles analyzed above as precursors of Calderón’s drama; more precisely: Lope and his plays represent a sort of climax of the technique observable in the three versions of the chronicle concerning Fernando. This procedure might be termed ‘colonization as a superstrate structure’.

It may seem somewhat imprecise to classify Lope’s plays as belonging to the approach represented by the three chronicles, especially since, in El castigo sin venganza, for instance, the remodeling of the Duque’s character according to the Saul/Paul schema marks an intervention in the configuration that, in terms of succinctness, exceeds what is performed in Román’s version of the chronicle concerning Fernando. Even so, Calderón is considerably more consistent in this respect. He does not ‘search for’ the analogical constitution in his material; he presupposes and then ‘poetically’ establishes it.1084 The factual starting point may ultimately be marginal. The infante’s death in Moorish captivity is interpreted as an imitation of Christ. This notion is already present in the play’s intertexts. Yet only Calderón’s version consistently constructs the ‘remainder’ of the enacted world in accordance with this basic analogy, while not passing over the historical horizon entirely. In the dramatist’s perspective, random facts reported in the chronicle tradition – the exchange of the corpse for captive Moors, for instance – are consistently taken to represent a sub umbra reference on God’s part to those typoi that underlie this segment of secular history. In particular, the constellation of Fernando and Fénix is produced according to this discursive imperative; the comedia’s constant refusal of the erotic potential inherent in the setting accentuates that the objective of Calderón’s composition is not the dramatic or aesthetic effect, but rather the construction of a ‘world’ starting from a fundamental insight into its make – an approach deemed legitimate since Gregory’s time.1085 The dramas display a refined aesthetic exterior primarily due to their aiming at reproducing the perfect orderliness of Creation – which remains in effect despite any apparent contradictions. In none of his serious dramas with a comprehensive world-modeling claim does Calderón (mindful of the possibility of misunderstandings brought to the author’s attention in the course of his polemics against the theses of theological poetics) fail to include a character in whom clinging to beauty as an end in itself is denounced: be it as an indicator of the need for redemption, as in Fénix’s case, be it as an allusion to future damnation.1086





6The Honor Case as ‘Emblem’ of a Damaged World: Calderón’s El médico de su honra

I

The explicit, immediately evident message of the Calderonian comedia de honor titled El médico de su honra has been deemed an unaccountable ‘scandal’ in modern times.1087 The calculated execution of a female protagonist, whose transgression exists on the level of appearances only, is considered the product of a remote epoch’s system of norms, which the poet enacts because he is obliged to respect the factual state, or which he represents in order to denounce it – the latter thesis being the interpretation prevailing in more recent times.1088 The two construals form a unity, since both of them capitulate before the alterity of the Baroque worldview. In either case, the price paid for the problem’s apparent solution is the supposition of mimeticism. Yet it has been known for quite some time now that – even though an honor case alignable with the Calderonian dramatic pattern may have occasionally occurred in the Madrid of this epoch – the general conduct was precisely not characterized by rigorism, but rather by a certain laxism.1089 Both abovementioned views are based on hardly tenable assumptions.1090

These general remarks notwithstanding, the second view requires some more detailed attention, not least on behalf of its resonance within recent comedia research. The most differentiated of the readings ascribing to the honor plays a kind of critique of ideology is H.-J. Neuschäfer’s essay “El triste drama del honor”.1091 This predication captures a central dimension of El médico de su honra, and basically of all comparable comedias by Calderon: it is not only the ‘victims’, but also the husbands who are presented as suffering from what is to be done. Like Lope’s Duque, all Calderonian avengers protest against the ‘law’ prior to executing it, and specifically by means of formulations that will be elaborated on below with regard to Gutierre’s plaint. Yet to consider this complaint a criticism of the system of honor entails ascribing the essentially modern and secular thesis of the world’s perfectibility to the Spanish Baroque.1092 The comedia de honor, as shall be argued here, is not based on such a position; it rather opposes it in the name of the very world-model designed in other serious plays of the time. To emphasize the latter would be trivial, were it not the case that the view criticized implicitly judges the honor plays as constituting a separate corpus of texts that, in terms of their message, is supposed to stand unrelatedly alongside serious secular drama such as La vida es sueño, historical or hagiographical plays, and the auto sacramental. The branch of Calderón studies that perceives a covertly articulated criticism of the honor code in the relevant comedias – and particularly from a ‘Christian’ viewpoint, that is, with respect to the commandment of love – ignores that the Christian stance’s specific profile, as conceived by the author, is articulated in other plays. In this case, the projection of modern readers’ notions concerning ‘truly’ Christian comportment onto the respective texts turns into a problem exceeding the philological and hermeneutical question, since the corresponding ideas are basically similar to what the renovatio, hence the Baroque plays, were aiming to overcome – the Erasmian conceptualization of Christian ethics.

Prior to addressing this more comprehensive problem, some aspects should be briefly mentioned that – on the basis of a very elementary reading – already render problematic the prevailing thesis of the play’s opposition to the honor code. The covert criticism is seen as being encoded in the monomaniacal exclusiveness with which the husband pursues the goal of keeping his honor (opinión) unstained; this contention in and of itself is not implausible. By means of a comparison with the Calderonian drama’s intertext, commonly ascribed to Lope de Vega, A. E. Sloman has, however, demonstrated1093 the extent to which the hero of the earlier play, focused solely on his honor, is remodeled in Calderón as a character who practices patience and does not trust his first impression; who rather puts his spouse to the test, initially conceding her the presumption of innocence despite evidence to the contrary; and who, in the end, does not act without having appealed to the judge instated by God, the king1094 – the significance of this disciplining of the honor code has already been elucidated in this study by reference to El castigo sin venganza.

A second finding frequently adduced by the prevalent interpretation seems similarly questionable, namely, that the system of honor leads all of the play’s protagonists into perdition.1095 The case of Leonor, whose compromised honor is ultimately restored by her marriage to Gutierre, demonstrates the extent to which this assumption is problematic. It would be anachronistic to perceive this wedding as sealing Leonor’s misfortune. The (serious) Spanish drama of the Baroque period does not support the concept of love marriage; in several of his plays, Calderón openly polemicizes against this notion, while simultaneously clarifying why the renewal of discourse considers it precarious.1096 Within the drama’s semantic economy, the ‘positive’ resolution of an honor case will have to be read as a consciously placed contrastive structure to the main plot – whose significance remains to be elucidated.

Within the framework of this study, it is not possible to analyze Calderón’s other comedias de honor. The extent to which the above view – chiefly based on a truncated reception of El médico de su honra – is problematic, given the entire panorama of the Calderonian honor play qua (sub)genre, is demonstrated by Neuschäfer’s own remarks concerning El pintor de su deshonra (1650), A secreto agravio, secreta venganza (1636/1637), and El mágico prodigioso (1637). In the first two plays, the wife actually incurs guilt, at least mentally – that is, as regards her wishes and manifest intentions. To deem the punishment a denunciation of an overly harsh rigorism means to attribute to the texts a liberalism that even a Cervantes – exemplarily tolerant for the Spain of this epoch – would not or could not underwrite; after all, his case for fallen spouses as he presents them in his novellas is based on the fact that their husbands drove them into adultery themselves.

Ultimately, it is El mágico prodigioso – at once a hagiographic and an honor play – which might represent the strongest testimony against appropriating Calderón for Adorno’s concept of ‘valuable’ art as characterized by a pervasive ‘negativity’: aiming to tempt her and lead her into desperatio, the Devil ruins Justina’s honor in a most abominable manner. Yet Justina does not revolt. She recognizes her reduction to the level of the lowest and most loathed as belonging to God’s design, which, though not comprehensible to her in detail, she trusts to be well-ordered. As a consequence of her submission to a law that harms her despite her being innocent, she is ultimately elevated to the greatest possible extent, and specifically not only in the beyond, but already – this being the crucial aspect in the context here considered – in the here and now. God forces the Devil to restore Justina’s honor. With this drama as a backdrop, one might hypothesize that it is not the problematizing of worldly honor that is at the center of the controversy staged by the epoch’s grand comedias de honor, but the characters’ conduct with respect to a law conceived as an unalterable given. In this regard, Justina and Leonor represent one possibility; Mencía, protagonist of El médico de su honra, represents the other.

Finally, it should be mentioned that the standard reading ignores a fundamental extra-textual fact: during the epoch under consideration, the conditions necessary for the technique of implicit criticism by means of a mere representation of an excessive conduct, thereby revealed as ‘wrong’, were not given. As regards the schema of utilizing a ‘bad’ example for didactic purposes, the explicit denunciation of the culprit was indispensable. In the words of Menéndez Pelayo: with the imprimatur, “the most eminent theologians and the most rigorous preachers” certify that “one will find in them [sc. the plays] neither a thought nor any formulation that would not meticulously align itself with Christian morality”.1097 Other authors of this epoch – such as Cervantes, but also Quevedo, who is restorative without any qualification – had to experience how strictly review and censure were carried out, and how little was permitted to remain even in a potentially dubious ambiguity. If the husbands of the honor plays were indeed acting in an ‘unchristian’ manner as per the views of the implied author and his time, other plotlines would have suggested themselves rather than that of allowing them to escape with impunity, while simultaneously having their conduct be legitimized by the highest secular agency.


II

II.1

Lope’s reference to audiences’ predilection for plots revolving around honor may to a large extent explain the flourishing of this subgenre during the relevant epoch;1098 and yet, the questions addressed by the corresponding dramatic works were by no means of a non-committal nature. The fictitiousness concerns the specific cases respectively constructed. Still, what is performed by means of these cases is nothing other than an engagement with fundamental concepts of Renaissance discourse – in this case, specifically with those that pertain to human behavior. The plays address questions of the conception of man, along with queries relating to the regulation and control of conduct, problems whose answers are documented in distinguished literary texts of the stage of disintegration; these, in turn, have recourse to theoretical positions, hence are of more than a merely literary significance. It is typical of Baroque drama that not only one, but two positions are simultaneously targeted, at least in the play under scrutiny here:1099 on the one hand, the nominalistic theory of right conduct culminating in Erasmian ethics; on the other, the behavioral ritual of the aristocratic world, that is, ‘courtly rationality’ (N. Elias).1100

Erasmus’s considerations concerning the secular world reflect a pessimism typical of the final segment of the stage of disintegration, until it once again recedes with the stabilization of the new taxonomic episteme.1101 It is primarily in this respect that Erasmus differs from the anthropological thought of the nominalists of the first generation, to whose approach he basically remains indebted.1102 The achievement of the early phase consisted in liberating the discourse on man – by means of the concept of diversity – from the terrorizing notion of an invariable repetition of original sin in every human being, the consequences of which could ultimately only be palliated by grace as mediated by the Church. At the beginning of the Renaissance, the concept of morality is relieved of its functionalistic foundation, that is, of the assumption that all actions performed ‘in the name of God’ are good, irrespective of the quality of the concrete deed – hence, of precisely that notional substrate which sometimes makes medieval and Baroque texts seem so paradoxical from a modern viewpoint that they appear to give themselves only to a reading à rebours. The counterproposal on the part of nominalistic theoreticians is an ethical approach defined in terms of content, whose particular values are decided upon by (God-given) reason. Agency governed by reason is morally legitimate, even if focused on another bonum than the finis ultimus itself.1103 This rejection of an instrumental conception of correct conduct is all the more fundamental given that nominalistic anthropology not only adheres to the notion of the liberum arbitrium, but that – as a result of the assumption of a rational morality – it is compelled to virtually liberate the will from the negative valuation attached to it since Augustine. Volition guided by reason is capable of making a human being act morally. Yet the extent to which this notion exceeds what is indicated by similar formulations in high scholasticism becomes clear in that, from this very premise, Ockham deduces that all ‘externally controlled’, i.e. habituated conduct is without moral value.1104 This contention fundamentally challenges the traditional system of behavioral control with regard to the result always presupposed: the mereri. It would be excessive to speak of an ‘immediacy with regard to God’ in Luther’s later sense.1105 Initially, Ockham’s notion does not represent anything more than an enabling structure for the conception of a morality that is autonomous, secular – and for which, above all, one answers individually; the approach leads to the constitution of the moral realm as a sectoral area in its own right, eluding the comprehensive orthodox-analogical hierarchy of conceptualizing schemata. At this point, a detailed account will no longer be necessary for demonstrating the extent to which this concept had an effect on the literary texts of this epoch, above all on novelistic writing.

As mentioned, the implied anthropological optimism is once again reduced in Erasmus.1106 Yet not only does he retain the notion of the inconsequentiality of all externally controlled conduct; by recourse to the Pauline dichotomy of caro and spiritus, he radicalizes it to the point of relegating all actions in accordance with the catalog of the opera meritoria to the domain of the ‘flesh’, hence to godlessness.1107 The ‘inner impulse’ alone is relevant, not what becomes visible from an external perspective.1108 The argument implies that objective standards of moral conduct are pointless. Given the factors of an impetus evident only before God and the respectively particular self on the one hand, and of the specific, individual, situationally defined conditions of action on the other, the result – or rather, its external appearance – is fundamentally variable.1109

Not only does this approach have implications for one’s own actions; its crucial consequence is the illegitimacy of judging the actions of others. In this way, Erasmus eventually arrives at the New Testament commandment of love.1110 Still, the conceptual horizon of tolerance as the essential value of Erasmian ethics differs from that of corresponding notions in the modern worldview, be they of secular or of popularizing Christian profile. It is not based on moral relativism, nor on a mentality of all-comprising ‘understanding’ and unconditional ‘forgiving’, but – this being classically nominalistic – on the impossibility of abstractly conceptualizing the plenitude of the morally relevant, which would render it capable of being judged.

Certain terminological affinities must not belie the fundamental differences from the medieval concept of moral conduct, later restored during the Baroque: at first sight, the fact that Erasmus’s general principle of ‘living in accordance with the Spirit’ is continuously equated with ‘acting for Christ’s sake’ may appear as a variant of the orthodox notion of seeing caritas proximorum as a form of caritas Dei applied to one’s fellow man. The latter concept signifies nothing other than implementing the order – the ‘law’ given by God to His Creation – with respect to one’s neighbor;1111 the Erasmian concept, however, implies the very opposite: not the guidance by a lawlike and demonstrable (‘externalized’) order, but its rejection and the recourse to what, in tendency, is an ever subjective and precisely therefore divinely inspired impulse in a world of fundamental diversity as regards the phenomena and their conditions.1112

The delineated positions of the Erasmian Enchiridion (1503) represent the last phase of nominalistic ethical reflection. The abrogation of binding patterns of behavior – which, by the end of medieval times and during the High Renaissance, was primarily experienced as a liberation – turns into an object of laborious reflection during the period of late humanism. In this way, the – so far concealed – subversive implications of the approach clearly emerge. As regards the systematics of its world-model, much (if not everything) that had been of central significance to the old, and again to the restored Church, and that further gained in importance during the struggle with Protestantism, is tied to factors against which Erasmus argues in the name of immediate responsibility: a hierarchy of objective values; punishment and remission; control by ritual; the ‘mediating’ function of the priestly caste; and, in more general terms, the perception of the world and its phenomena as manifestations of pre-stabilized ‘patterns’, hence as knowable, foreseeable, and assessable, rather than (as advocated by Erasmus) as a decentered ‘plane’ of variable, subjectively constituted ‘situations’, comprehensible only by taking the circumstances into account.

Within the framework of Erasmus’s thought, the set of problems concerning honor has its own significance. He himself did not privilege this topic. As regards the traditional, ‘externalized’ concept (opinio), the consequences of Erasmus’s conception of the individual person’s value as defined in subjective terms are apparent all the same, and he articulated them unambiguously, by way of certain distinctive formulations in the Enchiridion. The “honor mundi” is ranked among the issues that seem relevant only to an individual not yet purified for spiritual life.1113 The secular world and its criteria represent the realm of the flesh, which is opposed to the spiritus; in this way, ‘hidden glory with God’ stands in contrast to ‘manifest fame before men’.1114 Seeking to please God, and not striving to be lauded by humans, is the recommended aspiration (“Unicum autem honorem et homini Christiano expetendum esse, non ab hominibus, sed a Deo collaudari”).1115 Even those whom this reasoning cannot convince will have to appreciate, claims Erasmus, that nothing could be more senseless (“amentius”) than placing one’s ‘value’ in the hands of others, who will be able to withdraw the honor they have bestowed whenever it appeals to them.1116

In the context of the overall set of problems, the following point is more important than the above-cited, specific statements: the essence of the traditional concept – which does not problematize the relationship between external honor and true moral value – is based on precisely those premises against which Erasmus polemicizes. For that very notion, with its focus on some few, ‘external’ indicators, is nothing other than an expression – transported into mundane ritual, in view of a regulation of the social world – of the assumption that what is morally relevant is reducible to the dimension of a general concept, and may be modeled as a lawlike analogy, indifferent as to time and contingencies. Honor qua ‘sign’ is assumed to be a faithful reflection of moral value – while consciousness of the moral implications may have vanished in the course of ritualization, the linking of moral judgment to a transpersonal taxonomy is the prerequisite of the concept as such. Where morality is deemed a function of the conditions and circumstances, honor, and then (as the developments of the second half of the twentieth century demonstrate) the concept of punishment, have both lost their right.1117

The Baroque dramatists primarily take up the struggle with nominalistic anthropology on this particular field. This is not only due to the fact that a renewed postulation of the essential unity of ‘moral value’ and ‘reputation’ is the indispensable precondition of a restorative rejection of a concept implying pluralization as regards private and social order;1118 it is also linked to the fact that the set of problems attached to honor had been recognized as exemplary by the opposing party. Writers thinking in Erasmian terms did not fail to notice that the system of honor – with its obvious absurdities denounced in Erasmus – was a most evocative example of the questionability of a theoretical approach that tried to effect ethical normalization by way of establishing generalizable rules and laws. Especially Cervantes had realized the immense effect – specifically with a view to propagating an ‘autonomous’ morality – that might be gained from a literary representation of this question. Like their later Tridentine counter-paradigms, the Cervantine honor novellas indeed attain to their rhetorical allure precisely by thematizing – in a privileged manner – the ‘wrongful’ behavior punished by the laws of the fictional world itself.1119 Yet in neither case should this lead to one’s ignoring the respective message. Cervantes, in his Celoso extremeño and his Curioso impertinente, does not aim to solicit a positive evaluation of the excessively anxious Carizales, nor of the all too inquisitive Anselmo – both of whom stumble from one mistake to the next until they ultimately become precisely what they had tried to avoid being at all costs, betrayed husbands. In El médico de su honra, Calderón is no more concerned with acquitting the overly confident Mencía, who likewise tumbles from one mistake to the next, of the responsibility for having eventually become a compromised and compromising wife.1120

On the threshold of the renovatio’s developed phase, the two above-cited novellas continue to circulate the Erasmian anthropological discourse. The crucial features of this latter modeling of the honor problem shall be briefly recalled: spontaneously, human beings tend to behave in a moral fashion; tolerance and trust are therefore conducive to keeping one’s private sphere in balance. Proscription and obsessive control are what provoke transgression in the first place; the rigorism of an order ignoring the specifics of the respective case produces chaos. Once that harmonious orderliness is destroyed, the attempt at restituting an abstract and apersonal (‘lawlike’) order strikes back against all involved, but primarily against the agents of that order itself. This inclusion of the opposite standpoint in Cervantes – conditional on the literary, more precisely, on the narrative arrangement – leads to the condensation of Erasmus’s plea for a flexible order into a sort of abstract, deconstructionist thesis that already holds up a mirror to the Baroque attempt at overcoming it.

Cervantes’s elegant effortlessness in staging his views, or rather, those of an epoch coming to its end during this time, must not belie the fundamental nature of the set of problems involved. Taking into account the opposite, restorative viewpoint as represented by Baroque dramatists, the significance of the questions tied to the concept of honor becomes evident. Lope’s and Calderón’s respective plays address far more than the subtleties of honor casuistry. On the level of plot, they constitute an engagement with the corresponding concrete concepts; at the same time, they engage the more abstract notions outlined above, which are tied to these concrete concepts and which are fundamental to the discourse of the disintegrating stage. The honor plays aim at refuting the basic assumption of human nature’s essential goodness, at repudiating its corollary of considering subordinate the connection (in a typologizing sense) of all actual human beings to Adam and Eve, and at denouncing the consequential dismissal of a comprehensive analogical modeling of life. The set of problems attached to honor primarily serves as illustrative material. Additionally, the concept of a ‘true’ honor (in terms of an inner moral value) as being potentially opposed to its external appearance is polemically attacked – together with the fundamentally non-analogical supposition that the moral and social orders need by no means be inevitably in a relationship of divinely guaranteed harmonious compatibility. Lastly, the dispute does not remain on this concrete, pragmatic level, at least not in Calderón; it rather targets the essential – that is, the epistemological – question, and not without reason. For, on a conceptual level, the severing of external appearance and substantial value is indeed based on a dissociation of signifier and signified, denying their analogical reciprocity. What is ultimately targeted is the most elemental postulate of nominalistic discourse: that signs – qua condensations, reductions, generalizations of perceivable reality – cannot render reliable guidance for orientation in the world. In this manner, those plays of the Spanish Baroque that are the most ‘private’ in terms of plot turn out to be what may be the renovatio’s most ambitious subproject, in that they once more aim at proving the world of signs and meaning to be organized analogically, while simultaneously seeking to regulate conduct with a view to precisely this orderliness.


II.2

As indicated, nominalistic anthropology is not the only target of Calderón’s play. The comedia de honor is always courtly drama.1121 The extent to which, and the reasons why, the world of the court – setting itself apart, as theorized by Castiglione – must have seemed problematic to the renewal of discourse has, to a certain extent, already been demonstrated with reference to the Príncipe constante. In his comedias de honor, most sustainedly in El médico de su honra, Calderón presents protagonists whose conduct characterizes the concept of courtly rationality in a downright exemplary manner. Yet the result of dissimulatio consummately performed by recourse to the worldly ritual is not success in social competition – the prospect of which had been held out by the theoreticians – but failure, even with fatal consequences: this is the play’s most condensed anti-courtly message, developed so ingeniously that it was able to fascinate a courtly public all the same. Yet it is not the honor code that constitutes the aspect primarily incriminated by the play, but rather the illusion of autonomy, of being capable of manipulating one’s situation according to one’s own, egotistical intentions. For Calderón, the pundonor (‘point of honor’) is a premise not up for discussion, and not only for reasons of social conformism. Like Lope, he sees it as a metonymy of ‘the law’ as such (la ley), hence as a manifestation of what God appended to Creation after it had damaged itself in the Fall. In Paul’s words: the law renders sin manifest (Rom 7: 7–13); accordingly, it is (at least sub gratia) a means to salvation, despite, or precisely due to, its rigor; for in its very severity, which no human being may escape, it serves as a memento of the tendency toward evil preceding every subjective volitional act. Whether the respective individual draws the right lesson from this state, or rather takes the road to perdition; whether he or she accepts the secular world as being inevitably a mundo al revés, so focusing on the quest for salvation, or rather seeks to elude this fundamental condition, deluded by the wish for ‘autonomous’ control – this choice is placed at the disposal of the respective individual’s freedom of will. Such is the opportunity of the age that commences with Christ’s self-sacrifice. Even so, the ‘damaged’ state of Creation, in effect since Adam’s time, remains the same.1122 It is not without reason that, in the introductory scene, Calderón also places this drama under the emblem of original sin.



III

III.1

The play, which is exceptionally complex and highly subtle on the level of encoding – in accordance with the reappropriated Mannerist aesthetic, but probably also with regard to the courtly sphere of action – demands a commentary en détail, prior to which the plot shall be outlined. It should be noted that this schematized histoire applies to all of the author’s comedias de honor,1123 which is not due to a lack of originality on the playwright’s part. It is a reflex of the analogical basic concept once again; for, on that abstract level characteristic for Calderón, the standardized honor plot also has a typologizing foundation.

By accident, Prince Enrique, King Pedro’s half-brother (both historical characters), reencounters Mencía, whom he once loved, and who reciprocated his feelings. For reasons that remain unspecified, a legitimate bond between them was not established. Mencía was married by her father to Gutierre, a member of the high nobility, who truly adores her. The chance encounter of the former lovers rekindles their mutual passion, and Mencía insinuates that the infante should visit her. Meanwhile, in Seville, the king exercises his function as arm of the law (apart from el cruel, el justiciero was one of the epithets bestowed upon the historical individual). Leonor, a lady, lodges a complaint concerning Gutierre, who had, at one time, promised to marry her, only to break that pledge later. The king avails himself of Gutierre’s arrival to immediately question the latter in a trial-like manner. Gutierre temporizes. At the king’s insistence, he explains why he left Leonor: one evening, he had observed a man escaping from her house. Leonor comes forward and defends her reputation. Her account is supported by Don Arias, a member of the infante’s entourage, and none other than the man Gutierre had seen. Arias had wished to visit a lady he was courting, who had been staying at Leonor’s house on the night in question. When Gutierre had appeared, Leonor had tried to hide Arias, fearing that false suspicions might be aroused – in which attempt she evidently failed. Arias offers to defend Leonor’s honor with his blade. On impulse, he and Gutierre draw swords in the presence of the king. According to the laws of the absolutist period, they are incarcerated instantly. Enrique witnesses the scene. He plans to take advantage of the absence of Mencía’s husband. Aided by Mencía’s female servant, he enters the garden of Gutierre’s house on the very same night. Mencía is shocked, but explicitly admits to having encouraged him to such a temerarious action. Before the situation can evolve, Gutierre suddenly returns. Mencía conceals her former lover in her chamber, providing for his escape by means of a ruse. The agitated prince accidentally leaves a personal object behind – his dagger, which Gutierre discovers. From this moment on, the husband burns with jealousy; while controlling his spontaneous impulse, he prepares to test his wife. Gutierre himself now stages a nightly visit in the garden of his house, veiling his face until Mencía’s words reveal to him what he has already assumed: that the infante entered the house the night before, and that he was aided in his flight. Once more, Gutierre restrains his raging emotions; he brings the case before the king, asking that the latter wield all of his authority in order to control the imminent danger. The king is aware of his responsibility. He summons his brother; threatening consequences, the sovereign forbids him to persist in his coveting a married woman, which is contrary to all norms and laws. All the same, Enrique insinuates that he has ‘older rights’ as regards Mencía, and that he does not intend to stop courting her. At this point, the situation has become intolerable from the husband’s perspective, who has been listening to the interrogation at the king’s behest (unbeknownst to Enrique). Despite it all, he makes yet another attempt at stabilizing the situation; fighting his suspicions, he approaches his wife in a loving manner. But when catching Mencía in the act of writing a letter to the infante, in which she entreats Enrique not to leave Seville, Gutierre believes to be left with no other choice: conceding her the time necessary for confession, he has her killed by a barber, so as to be able to present her death – for purposes of maintaining his reputation – as an unfortunate accident that has occurred in the course of bloodletting. Owing to a series of ‘coincidences’, the king learns of the true events. In his judiciary function, he legitimizes the husband’s modus operandi after the fact; at the same time, he punishes Gutierre in a certain sense, by likewise forcing him to submit to the law of honor in whose name he had Mencía executed. Gutierre is to marry Leonor, whose honor he has compromised in the past and for whom he does not have any feelings at all.


III.2

As already stated above, El médico de su honra commences with the emblem of original sin – presented in an extraordinarily conspicuous manner. Prince Enrique falls from his horse while entering the stage (“sale cayendo”).1124 His pulse, complexion and reactions indicate that he is already ‘in the arms of death’ (cf. v. 10f.; 31). The king, his brother, orders Enrique to be transported to a nearby mansion, none other than Gutierre’s. The secondary encoding of this abrupt and impressive introductory scene, which already foreshadows the plot’s ominous atmosphere, is endowed with its preeminence by the scene’s being echoed in a sort of teichoscopy. The focus changes over to Mencía, who watches the approaching horseman from a tower, thus observing the unfortunate incident from a distance. Her illustration of the events, staged as a report to her servant Jacinta, does not avail itself of ‘forthright’ language, but of a précieux use of metaphors that contain the ‘true’ significance of the incident without her being conscious of this dimension; for the location from which Mencía observes the events (“Desde la torre”, v. 45) is a symbol of the contemplation of truth.1125

The words ‘great misfortune’ (“gran desdicha”, v. 48) open her report. Mencía says that she perceived an equestrian dashing through the air as fast as a fowl; the ornithological metaphor is supplemented by a metonymical relation: the rider is adorned with a plume of feathers (“que en el viento parecía / un pájaro que volaba; / y es razón que lo presumas, / porque un penacho de plumas / matices al aire daba”, 52–56). To Mencía, the scene appears to be an image of perfect harmony – of the consonance of soil, plants, sky, sun, and horseman:

El campo y el sol en ellas [sc. en las plumas]

compitieron resplandores;

que el campo le dio sus flores,

y el sol le dio sus estrellas;

porque cambiaban de modo,

y de modo relucían,

que en todo al sol parecían,

y a la primavera en todo.

(v. 57–64; cf. v. 45–72)

Suddenly, the horse stumbles, the rider falls, and ‘what had been a bird becomes a rose’ (“de manera / que lo que ave entonces era, / cuando en la tierra cayó / fue rosa”, v. 66–69). On the mimetic level, this comparison is to be understood as an allusion to the bleeding of the prince as he lies injured in the grass.

The repetition of Enrique’s mimetically presented riding accident by way of diegesis primarily serves to indirectly introduce the emblem of the Fall as a comprehensive structure, which would not be possible via the direct representation on stage. The bird (“pájaro” / avis) allegorizes God’s Son having become human, whom men once resembled (“parecía”) in the condition of total harmony with Creation – that is, prior to the Fall; the feathers (“plumas” / pluma) refer to the transgression of the limits set by God, to superbia.1126 In this state, the rider is no longer able to master the horse – that is, the soul’s nether partes, more specifically, the drives. The horse bolts and the rider (that is, the soul) falls; as a consequence, he experiences an abrupt descent on the scale of being. He is transformed from an animal into a plant, from a godlike into a (still) ‘beautiful’ creature – whose existence, however, has now become subject to a comprehensive ambivalence, in the sign of the thorny rose as a symbol of the “vita humana cum laboribus et tentationibus”.1127

With this introductory emblem, the play’s general claim, exceeding by far the scope of an honor case, is signaled: it posits that even the most intimate conflicts addressed by Baroque drama are nothing other than the ‘accidental’ attire of an arche-typos. As Á. Valbuena Briones has shown, Calderón places virtually all of his serious comedias under the emblem of original sin.1128 While the significance of this myth for a Christian discourse is immediately evident,1129 the rigorism with which Calderón insists on this event’s ‘formative’ character for the whole world and for all of its levels requires a brief comment. The concept’s prominence may be classified as a reflex of that most abstract variant of analogical encoding for which Calderón stands: each and every experience of every human being is aligned with the basic story of Adam and Eve. The typologizing classification of all ‘accidentals’ of the life in question (of other characters involved, of the specific circumstances of the situation) directly derives from this fundamental device. Calderón avoids, and presumably with good reason, the form of thought – authoritative for Lope, and also for Tirso de Molina – of a ‘reissue’ of concrete stories, for example from the Old Testament, which themselves represent ‘imprints’ of the initial type already partly veiled by accidentals, and whose incompatibilities with contemporary events could only cause irritation.

In addition, accentuating the dogma of original sin is of specific significance in the struggle of the theological discourses in a more narrow sense. The nominalistic doctrine, and Erasmus in particular, are incriminated in the Tridentine decree concerning original sin, as they are said to neglect this dogma (“secutus est Erasmus Paulum ad Rom., V, huius peccati originalis nullam prorsus facere mentionem [dicentes]”).1130 If this is the Scylla of the restored doctrine of grace, Luther’s notion of predestination is the Charybdis. The concept of original sin is central to Protestant theology; in this case, however, it supports the notion that everyone is by necessity doomed to perdition – the only remedy being God’s grace, which is beyond human influence.

Given this constellation, it will already be evident that the dramatic works of the Tridentine theologian Calderón are hardly classifiable as tragedies; they do not stage a world-model whose fundamental premise is the subjective unmanageability of fate. Against the optimism of Renaissance humanism, Calderón’s dramatic works model a world in the shackles of sin; but, at the same time, and against the heresy’s most elemental theological assumption, they posit a world in which the mereri is possible. Definitive failure without subjective misconduct (this being the customary assessment of Mencía’s fate), while malefactors and the godless escape without serious punishment (thus the usual judgment on Gutierre) – these are schemata belonging to Shakespearean tragedy, which reflects the world-model of the stage of dissolution, or to Racine’s Jansenist tragedy, or to the modern, secularized version of the notion of a world left to itself and governed by contingency. Considering how far the above valuations are removed from the systematics of the conceptual frame to which Calderón incontestably adhered, it would seem that the comedia de honor, and specifically the one at hand, is in need of a new reading.1131

After the exposition, which is characterized by a significant degree of secondary encoding, the actual drama – tremendously dynamic and captivating – immediately commences. Mencía reacts to beholding the injured prince, as soon as he has been transported into her mansion, with an exclamation indicating astonishment and shock: “¿Qué es esto que miro? ¡Ay cielos!” (v. 82). From the very beginning, she is aware that suddenly, and without having done anything to this effect, she has become part of a situation beset with perils: “cum tentationibus”, to put it in the emblem’s terms. The insistence on the characters’ awareness is decisive for the dramatic works of the epoch, as well as for its discourse at large. The Spanish comedia does not know the concept of entanglement, that is, of one’s getting caught up in a situation whose consequences reach the level of consciousness only in retrospect and in the face of the inevitable catastrophe – another factor distinguishing it from the genre of tragedy.

The extent to which Mencía’s exclamation is justified becomes evident in what ensues: Don Arias, a man from Enrique’s entourage, recognizes her in turn; he briefly indicates that the prince’s accompanying his brother to Seville – the city in which he had once courted Mencía – is motivated by desire.1132 By contrast, the purpose of the king’s journey is the fulfillment of his duties as sovereign. Pedro administers justice in Seville; he restrains abuses, dedicating his attention to rumors with political implications; in short: he establishes ‘order’ in the southern metropolis, which had, up through Calderón’s time, been semanticized as a site of lax morals, of crimes, of tendencies toward dissolution of every kind.1133 To the extent that the two half-brothers are concerned, this difference in motivation is already decisive. Of primary relevance is the fact that, via Arias’s reference, the introductory emblem is confirmed on the mimetic (tropological) level. Enrique is not only the image of the general human being affected by original sin; he is also the actual sinner, who has deliberately given free rein to his coveting, and who, in this way, has become a ‘victim’ of the nether parts of his soul.

As soon as Mencía has grasped the situation and recovered from her shock, the ‘struggle’ in her soul commences; particularly from a modern perspective, this interior conflict attains to its dramatic force and concision on account of the underlying psychomachic concept itself. In Mencía’s monolog, “Honor” opposes “sentimiento”, to which polarity a basic metaphor of the Petrarchan discourse is applied: ‘fire’ and ‘ice’.1134 The dramatist’s ingenuity consists in bringing the all-consuming active element and the resisting counterforce – conventionally represented by the knight and the lady – into immediate physical contact by means of psychomachic interiorization. In this new formation, an image traditionally functioning as an optative is transformed into an emblem of the inevitable, almost natural victory of the passions (“romper [. . .] / cárceles de nieve, donde / está aprisionado el fuego”, v. 126–128). The metaphor, however, does not serve to characterize the situation ‘objectively’ given, but rather the speaker’s attitude.

Mencía immediately notices what she has articulated by way of this image: “‘[¡]Aquí fue amor’! Mas ¿qué digo? / ¿Qué es esto, cielos, qué es esto?” (v. 131f.). With the invocation of heaven, honor – the social and moral norm – momentarily gains the upper hand on the battlefield. “Yo soy quien soy” (v. 133) – with these words, Mencía remembers her role as a wife. She comprehends the situation as a ‘test’ (v. 142–144), and receives support for her interpretation by reading in the ‘book of nature’.1135 She thus becomes aware of her duty: to “conquer” her “craving” (“por tener en mis deseos / que vencer”, v. 142f.); by appealing to heaven (“¡Piedad, divinos cielos!”, v. 153), she aims to silence the ‘voice’ of her desire forever: “¡Viva callando [. . .]!”, (v. 154).1136 Yet in the middle of the selfsame verse, the victory of “deseo” is introduced by means of a “pues” (‘but’), which constantly recurs in the course of the drama in precisely this function. The affect objects to the norm: ‘but if coerced into silence, I will die’ (cf.

v. 153f.). Immediately afterward, she invokes her new ‘master’ by means of the ambiguous address: “¡Enrique! ¡Señor!” (v. 155). The prince wakes from his state of unconsciousness, and the dialog of the two lovers commences. In the end – and contrary to her words, which mark the victory of affect, hence the failure to recognize the ‘truth’ – Mencía, ever subject to engaño, will be forced to die precisely because she did not impose silence on her desire.

In a certain respect, the entire plot is foreshadowed in this highly effective psychomachic monolog. Nonetheless, this anticipation is not to be comprehended in the sense that, overcome by her feelings, Mencía is left without a margin for action – as in the case of Racine’s Phèdre, for instance. The play, or rather the plot revolving around Mencía, may be read as a chain of psychomachic scenes, in which the protagonist repeatedly has the opportunity to follow the call of her ‘good’ impulses, while constantly giving in to the affects unleashed as a consequence of original sin: be it lust (concupiscentia), hubris or pride (superbia), lack of insight (ignorantia), a want of trust in the world’s reasonable and finally harmonious order (acedia), or, finally, fear (horror futuri).1137 Accordingly, the plot basically corresponds to the pattern of the allegorical plays. The concept of a conversion still being possible – and even after numerous victories on the part of the negative agents – is reflected in the schema of the recurrent, and ever potentially open, mental conflict. Seeing Mencía’s defeat in this first battle as a foreshadowing is reasonable only on the level of the literary code in a narrower sense, here in terms of reader guidance. The force of Calderón’s dramatic works dealing with desire consists precisely in that passion, as per the pattern of psychomachia, is understood as an affect never definitively victorious, while never being silenced either.1138 Contrasted with the tragedy of passion, this structure produces a considerably greater dramatic force in terms of a permanent struggle, with constant changes and tactical variations. Simultaneously, it results in an indistinct profile of the character, who is ultimately only a sort of name for the combination and constellation of abstract and transpersonal agents. It is not without reason that Mencía – in contrast to her contemporaries Desdemona and Phèdre – did not enter the musée Grévin of world literature. She does not appear there at all, despite the qualities of this drama; for she does not ‘sustain’ the play. The singular, the individual is not the focus of Spanish Baroque drama.

As mentioned, the prince regains consciousness upon Mencía’s exclamation and instantaneously formulates a most précieux address of love: never would he wish to wake, if he is sleeping now; never could he wish to sleep, if he is presently awake: “Pero ¿para qué averiguo, / poniendo a mayores riesgos / la verdad? Nunca despierte, / si es verdad que agora duermo; / y nunca duerma en mi vida, / si es verdad que estoy despierto” (v. 167–172). The infante thereby touches upon a topic that was of special significance in the discourse of the epoch, while also attaining to especial fruition in Calderón’s grand dream play.1139 In keeping with patristic theory as elucidated by Auerbach, the proviso of a recognition sub umbra is valid for all of Calderón’s serious dramatic works;1140 although Segismundo, hero of La vida es sueño, cannot acquire conclusive clarity as to whether he is waking or dreaming, the attempted process of averiguar ultimately leads him to a sufficient orientation, which facilitates fulfilling his ‘role’ as príncipe cristiano in such a way that nothing precludes the eventual contemplation of the whole truth – that is, in the afterlife. Enrique, conversely, rejects raising that question (“¿para qué averiguo [. . .]?”), so as not to “expose the truth to greater dangers” (“poniendo a mayores riesgos / la verdad”). As the paradox reveals, he believes ‘truth’ to be what he sees and wishes to perceive: Mencía in her beauty, his desire’s end. Already in his first longer speech, and no less than the female protagonist, the prince is essentially situated as a character primarily aspiring to the gratification of his affective impulses, and deeming true what he assumes to be such. For hardly any other of his figures did Calderón demonstrate the consequences of an aberration from the ‘right’ path – the destruction of the norm, of the law, of life, the infraction of public order resulting in civil war and regicide – more strikingly than for this prince.

Mencía is immediately responsive to the infante’s courting address. She reacts to the knight’s précieux words with a no less topical reverence. As was the case in the prince’s statement, her response touches upon the discourse of serious world-modeling; it emulates Enrique’s compliments, while increasing the level of profanation. Alluding to his injury, she wishes Enrique health and a life lasting centuries, like that of the phoenix, during which he (the prince) will be continually reborn from his glory: “hijo y padre de sí mesmo” (v. 182; for her entire speech, cf. v. 173–184). The inclusion of the basic paradox of faith in the panegyric speech does not necessarily mark a state of mind characterized by an idolatry of love; but it certainly foregrounds Mencía’s fundamental insensibility to the hierarchy of being and values – conspicuous in her confusion of the courtly with the ‘true’ world – which is the most elemental feature of her character. The prince, for his part, plays along with Mencía’s game, replacing the dichotomy of dream and waking with that of life and death, and declaring that, even were he dead, he could conceive of no greater bliss than his present state – for the site where such a beautiful angel dwells could not but be eternal beatitude (“ya mayor dicha no espero / ni mayor dicha tampoco, / si te miro estando muerto; / pues es fuerza que sea gloria / donde vive ángel tan bello”, v. 186–190).

Throughout the interaction, the protagonists move within the clichés of the Petrarchan parlance of love, which (as indicated above) may also be seen as a field that refunctionalizes certain specific elements of orthodox discourse. By means of ascribing to his characters unambiguous profanation, Calderón – like Lope in El castigo sin venganza – makes them transgress certain boundaries which were still observed in love poetry by way of ambiguous articulation, enabling at least the appearance of orthodoxy to persist.1141 The donna angelo is a topos. Yet to infer from the lover’s presence that one is in paradise implies that the latter is not defined as God’s abode, in which the lover may find her place, but constitutively as the donna’s. The image in toto is metaphorical; but it achieves its coherence only in that gloria is not seen as a metaphor for the locus of love. In its predominant design, the Petrarchan discourse does not go that far; it avoids the crucial issues, and with good reason. Calderón and Lope, by contrast, have their characters play out the idolatrous rhetorical game to its utmost consequence. As to specific formulations, there may be parallel cases to be found in the Petrarchan tradition; what, in Baroque dramas, grants a specific profile to the above-mentioned amorous addresses is the narrative embedment typically not present in lyrical speech. In all of these plays, the result of disorientation is concomitantly staged. In this manner, the ritual discourse of love receives distinct accentuation, at least in retrospect. Those who here commend each other with the choicest compliments will later turn out to be, on the one hand, an adulterer, an insurgent, and a regicide, and on the other hand a complacent hypocrite who (in moral terms) stoops to the level of the corrupt servant. In Calderón, virtuosic design and rigorous criticism of the predominant mundane discourses are interwoven to such an extent that even the courtly public may have been able to appreciate the ultimately bitter medicine this médico was administering.1142

Meanwhile, Mencía has regained control of herself – that is, in the courtly, not the moral sense. Should anyone overhear the prince’s unrestrained confession of love, he or she might get a discreditable impression of her honor, as she puts it. She intends to answer the prince ‘in case the wind did not tear apart all of his sentences, but rather conveyed one in its entirety’ (cf. v. 277–286). Her subsequent reply is thus not to be considered a statement primarily addressed to the infante, but a story arranged with regard to ‘walls having ears’, by means of which compromising details that have already been articulated are to be re-presented (hence reinterpreted) in an innocuous light.1143 This is, then, the onset of Mencía’s comprehensive strategy of dissimulatio. When she states that he (the prince) ‘certainly knows (“bien sabe”) that her honor has always stood firm like a mountain of ice, conquered only by flowers’ (symbols of purity), a superficial reading alone will conclude that the implied author is here conveying what is worth knowing about this character.1144 In Mencía’s version, there is no hint at the episode of her first encounter with Enrique, which she has already revealed in her monolog. Nothing definitive is said concerning Mencía’s past; that would have been impossible in a courtly play. Even so, the insinuations are substantial. Given the above-cited opening phrase, it seems likely that her “bien sabe” in Enrique’s direction translates to a ‘callad’ already at this point.1145

She could not have delayed a moment longer. Scarcely has she discreetly signaled to the prince, following her rather blatant protestations, that she is still concerned for his wellbeing, and scarcely has Enrique, now just as cautiously, acknowledged this, when, all of a sudden, the husband, Gutierre, appears.

With his very first words, the latter proves himself a no less consummate courtier than his wife. The prince’s accident and rescue serve him as the basis for a twofold paradox, by means of which he accentuates the absolute singularity of what has occurred, so as to thereby pay his respects to the infante;1146 at the same time, he transforms the concluding topos of modesty into yet another compliment to Enrique (cf. v. 335–344). Gutierre’s address is not least of all of interest due to the fact that – all semblance to Mencía’s and Enrique’s parlance notwithstanding – it contains a differentiating factor. Gutierre also makes use of metaphorical fields that are of significance in the orthodox discourse: The entire second part of his address refers to the image of the prince as the sun (which does not shun shining on the most lowly of huts, etc.). Even so, Gutierre does not obscure the levels of the hierarchy of being. The prince is the ‘sun of Spain’; or, more precisely, the ‘ray of Spain’ (“Y pues sois rayo español”, v. 341) – meaning, light that emanates from, and is sent by, Spain’s actual sun, King Pedro, who is seen as the worldly or Spanish analog to that supreme agency which the solar metaphor per se represents. Gutierre is certainly not the Christian courtier’s ideal type, unlike the Steadfast Prince, for instance; but despite his focus on secular brilliance, he observes certain limits. In contrast to Mencía and Enrique, he represents the variant of courtly existence still acceptable from the restorative point of view.

The prince uses the husband’s appearance to make an impressive exit. What had initially been but another tactical move in the amorous game – announcing to Mencía his need to flee before passion wholly consumes him – he now employs in a literal sense. He says he is preparing the continuation of his journey, though not without once more taking up the theme of love by means of formulations comprehensible to Mencía only: he states that he is unable to desist from his “intento” (v. 361); for, until a desengaño (that is, of love) could take place, eternities would have to pass (“que hasta un desengaño / cada minuto es un año, / es un siglo cada instante”, v. 362–364). The husband reacts with confusion to these words, which must seem enigmatic to him, especially since they imply a rejection of his hospitality. In order to conciliate him, the prince invents a story motivating his hasty departure, from which he immediately gains another concealed signal to Mencía. At one time, he says, he entrusted a woman he loved to a friend’s care; during his absence, the latter opened the lady’s heart for another: “¿Podrá un hombre enamorado / sosegar con tal cuidado, / descansar con tal dolor?” (v. 392–394).

It is at this point that Mencía takes the decisive step. She responds to the courtly double encoding by replying with an ingeniously encrypted remark, in which she links the fulfillment of her role as a counseling and disciplining lady, staged for her spouse, with the invitation of the gallant to pay her a visit. Her first sentence – “Dicen que el primer consejo / ha de ser de la mujer” (v. 405f.) – is of special significance also on an ‘epic’ level, and especially when one takes into consideration that, beneath Mencía’s sophisticated reasoning, there is nothing other than the encouragement to transgress precisely those boundaries that, only moments before, the prince has himself characterized as established by God (cf. v. 246–252). The transition from purely verbal play to illicit actions is thus ascribed to the female protagonist, in accordance with the analogical modeling of the overall plot, which increasingly manifests itself from this point on. Her specific consejo to the prince is, then, to control his affect, to allow his (fictitious) friend to explain the situation, but especially: “oídla [sc. la dama] vos, que yo sé / que ella se disculpará” (v. 423f.).1147 The circle is complete when, in his parting words, the infante promises to follow the lady’s advice (cf. v. 485–488). Behind the courtly appearances of a lady advocating moderation, and of a knight showing reverence for her beauty by following her counsel, a second level of communication is established which excludes the husband.

Yet Mencía carries matters even farther.1148 When Gutierre asks her leave to accompany his royal guest, in order to pay his respects to the king, she protests (“darme enojos”, v. 512), as if nothing were more indispensable to her than the presence of precisely the one whom she does not love at all. Once again, Gutierre takes Mencía’s words at face value; he reassures her that he prizes nothing above serving her – that is, other than attending upon the king.1149 At this moment, Mencía calls into play the name of a certain Leonor. Without transition, she changes the discursive repertoire, abandoning refined courtly diction to turn to formulations referring to the cliché of a woman disillusioned by male infidelity, who sees through her husband’s maneuvers immediately while not seriously opposing them – since ‘men will be men’ – and satisfies herself with a partly ironic, partly resigned comment (“¿Quién duda que haya causado / algún deseo Leonor? / [. . .] / ¡O qué tales sois los hombres! / Hoy olvido, ayer amor; / ayer gusto, y hoy rigor”, v. 514f.; 517–519). With a consummate amorous address – employing the Petrarchan metaphor of the sun as the highest, the original star, and of the moon as a celestial body of lesser, borrowed luminosity – Gutierre attempts to assuage her supposed jealousy; but Mencía will not be deterred in effecting her strategy. With a mocking “¡Qué lisonjero os escucho! / muy parabólico estáis” (v. 545f.), she discards his declaration as cheap hypocrisy, granting him the leave he has requested, and takes again the position of the disillusioned wife resigning herself to her fate with subtle irony (cf. v. 550–554).

What Mencía stages in this scene is courtly conduct par excellence. With a view to an additional concealment of the covertly arranged encounter with Enrique, she feigns jealousy so as to reassure her husband of what, at this point, he does not even doubt: her love for him – only to then entirely disempower Gutierre emotionally by putting pressure on him on account of his past, specifically by insinuating that she doubts his love for her. Via dissimulatio and simulatio, the female protagonist manages to create an image of the Gutierre–Mencía constellation that is diametrically opposed to the actual state of affairs. For her husband truly loves her, while she does not have feelings for him, and is about to turn to a former love. In the context of courtly competition with a view to the consummation of one’s own coveting, she thus gains an additional margin of security. By ascribing a lack of affection to him, while assigning to herself the complementary role of patiently suffering this state of affairs – the intention of marital infidelity to him, of ‘role fulfillment’ to herself – she distracts attention from herself, driving him to scrutinize his own behavior.

Mencía is not an unscrupulous adulteress. Even so, to judge her to be innocent is highly questionable. In light of her concealed invitation of the prince, might one actually be able to allege that the very person who in the above scene simulates and dissimulates in such a singularly virtuosic manner is concerned with nothing but ‘disculpating’ herself vis-à-vis Enrique? It would be misleading to go further than raising this question, to disambiguate Mencía’s intentions. Her mistake is not that she purposefully creates the conditions for an amorous escapade. Without truly contemplating what it is she ultimately wills, Mencía indulges in the courtly game: she gives in to the temptation of creating a certain leeway in relation to others by means of the consummate mastery of the interactive ritual – leeway, that is, on the terrain of wish fulfillment, where (as per the orthodox view) restraint would be required.

In anticipation of what is to follow in the second act, it should be noted already at this point that the brilliant success of the courtly strategy finally turns into the opposite. It is precisely because Gutierre believes he must prove his love for Mencía that he comes back in the night, thus surprising his wife with the man whose very visit she had tried to ‘conceal’ by means of her ingenious devices.

After this highly dramatic scene, a part of the exposition is appended. Mencía narrates her biography in a most lapidary fashion:

Nací en Sevilla, y en ella

me vio Enrique, festejó

mis desdenes, celebró

mi nombre, ¡felice estrella!

Fuese, y mi padre atropella

la libertad que hubo en mí.

La mano a Gutierre di,

volvió Enrique, y en rigor,

tuve amor, y tengo honor:

esto es cuanto sé de mí.

(v. 565–574)

Great sadness pervades these verses, which are divested of the rhetorical refinement otherwise characteristic of Mencía’s discourse. The reference to her father’s disregard for her free will is decisive. On the primary level, and in view of the drama’s bloody conclusion, this hint will have to be seen as an invective against the widespread reservations about the Tridentine marriage doctrine regarding the free choice of a spouse; for obvious reasons, the decree on marriage had not met with applause, specifically in the aristocratic milieu.1150 The theological background of this apparently modern and emancipatory demand is a greater emphasis on the sacramental character of marriage on the one hand, and the insistence on the dogma of the liberum arbitrium on the other. Enforcing sacramental acts and denying others freedom of will are both mortal sins.

At the same time, Mencía’s deeds are not legitimized by the situation she depicts. This would be a modern interpretation. The damage ‘inherited’ as a result of her father’s sin is of significance also on the drama’s secondary plane. The decisive question is how Mencía copes with this detriment beyond her influence. At this point in the plot, everything indicates that she is unwilling to accept it as a condition of her existence, and is rather inclined to obtain redress at the expense of others, of her husband, and of social and moral norms. Her belief that she is capable of achieving this will be denounced as an illusion; her desire signifies revolt, superbia. From an analogical point of view, the dreadful end, in addition to the failure of her intent, seems to be implied already in Mencía’s design itself.

Midway into the first act, the subplot typical for the genre is introduced, with another female protagonist at its center. It has often been noted that there are numerous commonalities between Leonor and Mencía.1151 Even so, only a contextualization of the schema applied by Calderón reveals the structure in all its facets. Both female protagonists become entangled in the same, hazardous situation, while ultimately reacting differently. Leonor bows to the rigid law that is beyond her influence, and her damage is healed; Mencía revolts against the given order, and perishes gruesomely. This extreme contraction accentuates the pattern to which the drama has recourse in this respect: the allegory of two ‘representatives of mankind’; the contrasting on the basis of a preestablished paradigmatization probably serves a didactic purpose. Such a classification requires further differentiation; but it must be stated that the conventional thesis as to Mencía’s ‘innocent’ death would imply that Calderón has here decisively inverted a basic schema of the ideological and literary cosmos to which he belongs.1152

Leonor enters the plot by appealing to King Pedro to cure the damage done to her honor. In this way, the scene also serves to develop a depiction of the king qua central character of the drama de honor. Before Pedro presides over Leonor’s case, he is shown with petitioners, who approach him with diffidence, some even with apprehension (“temor”, v. 583). Yet all of them receive favors by far exceeding what they ask for. Even so, King Pedro is not a lenient sovereign. The virtue of generosity is accompanied by solemnity, if not asperity. These aspects determine his portrayal throughout the play.

There is a range of articles that try to infer from Pedro’s austerity a denunciation of the king as a tyrant on the part of the implied author – probably not least because the thesis of the author’s taking sides against the honor code would otherwise not be tenable:1153 for Pedro approves of Gutierre’s course of action after the fact. In this context, it is first of all necessary to mention A. I. Watson’s analysis of the character, which is important in that it replaces the conventional, rather ‘free’ construal with a historical analysis: according to Watson, the portrayal of the factual Pedro varies over time. This ambiguity is expressed by his two familiar epithets: “el cruel” and “el justiciero”.1154 After Pedro’s violent death, and for obvious reasons, the new ruler – the regicide Enrique – made sure that a negative image was established, which determined the general view for a long time. During the reign of Philipp II, a sort of reversal commenced within the framework of a rewriting of national history. From this time on, Pedro was presented as an exemplarily just sovereign. Watson does not adduce reasons for this reversal, but they seem apparent. Pedro’s ‘cruelties’ were principally directed against the feudal nobility’s claim to autonomy. Given his aim of a centralization of judicial power and of legislative and administrative standardization, Pedro was a sort of pre-absolutist. Resistance was as fierce as Pedro’s will to establish modern statehood. In other words: when the definitive implementation of absolutism commences in late sixteenth century Spain, the notion of monarchical sovereignty constructs a historical tradition for itself.1155 This Pedro enters Baroque drama as a righteous justiciero – in Calderón, but also in Lope and Tirso – thus corroborating its ‘official’ function also with regard to the political sphere.1156

As to Leonor’s suit: after she has submitted the plea sketched above, the king promises to aid her in the name of the law (“la ley”), ‘whose weight bears down on his shoulders as the globe on those of Atlas’ (cf. v. 674–676). The mythological comparison contains the core of the repeatedly mentioned orthodox doctrine fundamental to the world of action of all comedias of the Baroque: the law is not in effect from the beginning of time, but is imposed in response to a revolt, and constitutes an oppressive burden;1157 the term refers to the Decalogue and to the regulations having resulted on the basis of this catalog.1158 For obvious reasons, the Tridentine doctrine does not adopt the dichotomy of law and grace carried to extremes in Luther’s theology. Conversely, self-sanctification is considered a Jewish misbelief or a Pelagian heresy. Salvation requires grace. Though the latter is ‘universal’, it remains a potentiality only. Acknowledging the ‘damage’ ubiquitous since Adam’s Fall, the sinner proves himself worthy of grace by resisting sin through wariness, moderation, contrition, confession, and penance, as the case may be. The guideline for behavioral control is adherence to ‘the law’ – which thus becomes an instrument of salvation precisely due to its severity.1159 In this play, Leonor is the character by means of whom correct conduct and the reward for ‘lawful’ behavior, but also the limits of secular happiness, are paradigmatically staged.

The lawsuit itself need not be elaborated on at this point. Yet certain aspects decisive for the ensuing action must be mentioned. The king does not pronounce a sentence. The offense against Leonor becomes secondary once the accused, Gutierre, as well as another, also involved in the case, commit a much graver crime – that of drawing their weapons in the king’s presence – for which they are immediately punished. Nonetheless, the king keeps the lady’s plea in mind, as becomes clear later on. Leonor reacts to the suspension of her suit by calling on heaven itself to attend to her cause and to penalize Gutierre according to the ius talionis – that is, with a loss of honor:

El mismo dolor

sientas que siento, [. . .]

porque

mueras con las mismas armas

que matas, [. . .].

(v. 1013f., 1016–1018; cf. 1007–1020)

It is evident that, in the further course of the action, Leonor is granted what she has pleaded here. Should one allege that, in his honor plays, Calderón propagates what he incessantly polemicizes against in his other dramatic works – that is, the notions of a deus absconditus, of a sublunary world governed by contingency; or should the fulfillment of Leonor’s prayer not rather be seen as an indication that God himself supports what is repeatedly referred to as la ley?1160

As to this particular honor case, mention has already been made that it is designed both as a parallel (an unauthorized person entering the house of a lady; ‘punishment’ of the latter) and as a contrast to Mencía’s case. The differentiating aspects demand a closer look. The affect of love is the starting point of both entanglements. In keeping with the traditional doctrine reconfirmed in Trent (that is, concupiscentia is not identical with original sin, nor does it ‘transmit’ it, but it is the most conspicuous indicator of the fact that all human beings are in its shackles), Baroque dramatists continuously caution against the dangers of carnal desire, the restraint of which is considered one, if not the most elemental trial still imposed upon human beings sub gratia (“Manere autem in baptizatis concupiscentiam [. . .] ad agonem relicta sit”).1161 Still, there are decisive differences.

While an impetuous young man’s (Arias’s) decision to enter the house of a woman absolutely not involved (Leonor) results in a disturbance of order and in damage to the lady, the harm done is still quite different from that inflicted when subjective guilt is implied, as in the case of a married woman (Mencía) inviting her former gallant. The differentiation is a necessary structure in the context of the play’s overall purpose. The notion of self-restraint and behavioral control would lose its meaning if, in a world sub peccato originali, fate were to punish the subjectively innocent and the guilty in equal measure.

As to the constellation of Mencía and Leonor – and specifically in relation to the pattern mentioned above – the structure, including its semantization, is in plain view, and need not be elaborated on. What is encoded in a considerably more subtle manner, however, is a corollary message connected to the character of Gutierre, who is involved in both situations; for it is he who discovers the damage done to honor in the first, and also in the second case; moreover, in both of them, he acts in the same way, initially punishing Leonor and then punishing Mencía.1162 The respectively dissimilar valuation his actions receive realigns Gutierre’s conduct with the basic structure outlined above. At the same time as he approves of Gutierre’s course of action regarding his wife, the king pronounces the sentence in Leonor’s initially suspended suit of honor: Gutierre has erred in the past; having brought harm to Leonor’s honor, he will have to restore it by marrying the one he has impaired. In this way, the structure focuses attention on the variance in Gutierre’s conduct in these two cases, which differs to such an extent that he can be sentenced in the one and acquitted in the other. In Leonor’s case, a single fact – seeing another man in the lady’s house – is sufficient for Gutierre to draw his conclusions; above all, he is satisfied with mere appearances, all the while being conscious that they may not represent the ‘true’ state of affairs (“y nunca / di a mi agravio entera fe”, thus Gutierre during his interrogation by the king, v. 923f.). In that first situation, Gutierre conducts himself as a consummate cortegiano, for whom substances and essentialities are unimportant, appearances the only factor that really counts.1163







Even so, one must not misread the criticism of a ‘courtified’ code of honor carried to extremes as a renewed literarization of the Erasmian invective against exteriorized honor. Calderón’s comedias de honor attain to their complex structure in that they polemicize against two concepts of honor which differ in content, while being ultimately founded on the same structure. No less than the courtly code of honor (here staged by means of the Gutierre of the ‘first phase’), the Erasmian concept dissociates semblances from moral substance, while considering relevant to action only that which, in turn, is deemed irrelevant by the ‘courtified’ concept. The respective reasoning behind the separation introduced in both cases – that is, between the two aspects that, in the original concept, are taken as being in a relation of signifier and signified – differs in its scope. The Erasmian stance has recourse to a theological thesis; the courtly view marks a theorization of a sectoral, purposive rationality that initially developed spontaneously. Yet what once again unites these conceptions, thereby rendering both of them a provocation for the renewal of discourse, is the negation of a world of signs that is in principle well-organized, in which the relationship between signifiers and signifieds is reliably marked by analogical accord. Considered on this level, Calderón’s comedias de honor are also ‘epistemological’ dramas. Indeed, the plot serves no other purpose than to demonstrate that – ultimately, and against all resistance – the signified (moral substance) attains to harmony with the sign (opinión), thereby restoring moral and social order, as in Leonor’s case; and that, conversely, even the most artful attempts at establishing a separation between moral substance and semblance(s) – that is, to conduct oneself in a problematic manner while maintaining a splendid façade – will fail, and in a catastrophic manner, as in Mencía’s case. Even so, the analogical concordance of the sign’s two sides, here renewed and proclaimed by the playwright, differs basically from the relation to be instituted by Descartes – that is, a relation of total ‘transparency’ (Foucault) in terms of a strict one-to-one correspondence. Dante’s above-cited formula of the ‘seal’s light’ (“la luce del suggel”) immediately highlights the elemental differences.1164 In contrast to the taxonomic view, the world of analogism is not constructed by the human intellect, into which composition one might integrate any extent of clarté as reason may deem useful for the purposes of orientation in the world; rather, it is invariably an ‘imprinted’ world, whose harmonious order, hence transparency, is reduced proportionally to the distance from the ‘light’, while still remaining sufficiently discernible. Ultimately, harmony is established – though only for those who have accepted the basic condition of a limited perceptibility, while guiding their conduct with regard for the world’s imperfection and diminished ‘readability’.

The change of act at which the analysis has arrived shall be taken as an occasion to briefly indicate the classification and evaluation of central motifs and structures of this play as may be derived from Calderón’s dramatic works with an explicit ‘epic’ plane – i.e., the autos sacramentales. Curtius has already accentuated the legitimacy of this perspective regarding the two plays (auto and comedia) with the title El pintor de su deshonra, specifically against the conventional assumption that Calderón employs set pieces that have no commonalities on the semantic level;1165 yet it must be noted in this context that the auto and the comedia operate on planes of reality with different degrees of comprehensiveness. A conclusion often drawn from the aforementioned auto is that, since God forgives his bride (the soul) its adultery with the Devil, a similar form of comportment would be recommended on the human level; but such an inference ignores the difference in degree – in the epoch’s terminology: the hierarchy of being.1166 What is ascribed to God as a singular act of grace with a salvation-historical dimension may hardly be considered the criterion for this-worldly normalcy. Still, a detailed analysis of parallels will most likely not be necessary in order to obtain insights from the autos sacramentales into the Baroque evaluation of the conflicts that are thematic in the comedias de honor. Much is explicitly stated; but it must be brought to attention.

As has been demonstrated with regard to Lope’s auto analyzed above, the triangular constellation of a lady and her two galanes is, to some extent, the basis of all autos,whose protagonist is el Alma or la Naturaleza humana. Calderón’s utilization of this basic motif is most manifest in his orthodoxly reinterpreted version of the allegory of love1167, entitled La divina Filotea. The beautiful Filotea (the human soul) is God’s bride, while she is coveted by the Devil concurrently. She lives in a castle which the divine bridegroom has granted her as an abode. The Devil aims to penetrate the citadel by any and all means. He finds his mightiest supporter in concupiscentia (“Lascivia”), who succeeds in gaining the upper hand over reason (“Entendimiento”) – an agency ascribed to the lady – thereby rendering it an instrument of the Devil. Along these lines, the lady becomes literally ‘decentered’ – that is, torn between the virtues (“Fe”, “Esperanza”, “Caridad”) and her appetite, which is so powerful precisely because it has succeeded in having Reason defect to its side.

Filotea’s address to the one who desires entry is rather brusque; the fiend’s presence fills her (or rather, her Entendimiento)1168 with terror and awe; even so, this does not mean that she is not inclined to yield, as is explicitly stated. Eventually, the Devil’s siege is on the brink of success: Lascivia instructs Entendimiento to dig trenches, into which she will place her gunpowder so as to set fire to the fortress. Entendimiento is conscious of his misconduct; but under the influence of Lascivia he is unable to turn around, and so merely attempts to conceal his error.1169 In a long altercatio, Fe renders explicit that Entendimiento, seduced by Lascivia, cannot but ‘stumble from one error to the next’ (“Que prevaricado / estás de lascivo afecto, / que es la dispuesta materia / para ir de un yerro a otro yerro”).1170 In the greatest peril, two factors rescue Filotea: on the one hand, she is ‘ultimately prepared rather to die than to live in shame’ (“¿No es mejor que muera / el valor, que no que viva / el baldón?”);1171 on the other, she finally calls on her bridegroom for help. It is these two steps that bring about her deliverance in both Christological and tropological terms.

The tropological level of meaning renders legitimate a brief comparison between Filotea and Mencía. The functionalization of reason – more specifically, of calculation – by concupiscence, despite the knowledge that this will lead to illicit behavior, seems to be a characteristic similarity on the level of action; likewise, to prefer an attempt at concealment to an authentic change of behavior. On the level of evaluation, the most conspicuous similarity consists in stylizing the actions of the misconducted Entendimiento as an inversion of what reason would otherwise serve to perform: here, as a series of errors (yerro). The return to the bridegroom, which Filotea ultimately accomplishes, is not undertaked by Mencía; she persists in the state that would have destroyed Filotea had she not changed her mind. A more detailed comparison of the two plays might yield even more results; at this point, these selective remarks will have to suffice.

The second auto to be mentioned is El pintor de su deshonra. The conventional plot of the Fall of Man is allegorized in this play by means of a conflict of love which is given the profile of an honor case. Naturaleza does not immediately commit adultery with the Devil. Even so, God already considers His honor implicated when the esposa succumbs to the seducer’s enticements mentally, thereby transgressing His commandments (“las leyes”).1172 What is later explicitly labeled as adultery (“adúlteras bodas”)1173 is therefore presented as a necessary consequence of the previous state of mental deviation.

Yet the decisive point is that God identifies with the honor code; to Him, watching over His honor is a matter of self-evidence. The fact that an insult to His honor must result in vengeance is another assumption not even called into question:

aunque la ofensa es tan propia

o tan una, por ser sólo

el agravio a mi persona,

no sé qué tienen los celos,

que aun al mismo Dios enojan

con circunstancia en la pena

de que le pierden la Gloria;

celos dije e celos digo,

que no es frase muy impropia

tener celos de la ofensa

quien tiene Amor a la honra.

[. . .]

Si a fuer de esposo ofendido

no hago que mi honor disponga

la venganza, de manera

que vea el cielo cómo cobra

su amancillada honra altiva

quien de tan noble blasona,

que aún las ajenas ofensas

las sabe sentir por propias.1174

It is the sentence passed on Adam and Eve which here figures as “venganza”, including physical death imposed for all time. In other words: despite the magnanimity demonstrated in the play’s second part, one cannot assert that God would not take action with respect to damage to His honor. The consequences are not definitive, in the sense of not being eternal.1175 And when, ultimately, God does not kill Naturaleza, but Culpa and Lucero, He does not take this course of action without explicitly accentuating the differences between this honor case and those to be taken care of on the part of men:

que es la diferencia que hay

en los duelos de la honra

entre Dios y el hombre, pues

si a los dos vengarse toca,

se venga uno cuando mata;

pero otro cuando perdona.1176

To ensure that no misunderstanding occurs, the message is restated, this time by Mundo;1177 and, at the end, ‘God the painter’ himself emphasizes it once again (“y aqueste duelo / es de todos tan contrario”),1178 while describing what is exceptional in this particular honor case as a mystery, utilizing the paradoxes of faith.1179

Unlike La divina Filotea, El pintor de su deshonra basically does not require further commentary. No theological sentence, hence no external reason, would have compelled Calderón to bring God himself into contact with the honor code, and particularly not to this degree of explicitness. That the poet actually has recourse to the motif in the context of a religious play (thereby developing another impressive isotopy in order to mediate the doctrines of original sin, Christ’s self-sacrifice, and God’s grace) testifies precisely to the fact that what is conventionally alleged with regard to his comedias de honor – that the honor code is regarded as profoundly unchristian, or at least problematic from a Christian viewpoint – is more than questionable. It is not the concept of grace as unconditional forgiveness that is fundamental to Tridentine Christianity, but the economy of law, transgression, and punishment, while the latter may be mitigated by a consciousness of guilt, by confession, and by repentance; this is the minimum required, both metaphysically and secularly.

III.3

The introductory first act is followed by a second jornada of compelling dramatic force, in which events precipitate, dangers cumulate, and the gruesome conclusion already seems ineluctable. For Enrique embraces the opportunity that Gutierre’s arrest affords him: on the following night, under the pretext of a hunting expedition, he begins an amorous chase “to the death, or to victory” (“que tengo de porfiar / hasta morir, o vencer”, v. 1005f.). At night, the servant Jacinta (an ‘agent’ of the lady) opens the garden gate for him, specifying the place where he will be able to meet Mencía. The infante’s words – “no seré yo el primero / que [. . .]” (v. 1047f.) – prompt the audience to keep in mind precisely which ‘first concealment from the light behind the garden’s green leaves’ they might be seeing repeated.1180 For the prince’s own suggestion – “Acteón/ con Diana me disculpe” (v. 1049f.) – is so blatantly a subjective construal that the question all but imposes itself. Undoubtedly, Enrique is not expecting Actaeon’s fate when Mencía discovers him, and indeed for two reasons: first, Mencía herself has encouraged him to come; and, more importantly, the configuration Enrique–Mencía is a reversal of that of Actaeon–Diana in terms of rank. In this drama, Enrique is the (quasi‑)immortal, unchallengeable one, due to his position as a prince and half-brother to the king, so that the inadequacy of his reference to the pagan myth does not even primarily indicate the problematic status of the mythical worldview, but rather the unscrupulousness of the one having given free rein to his deseo.

In its search for what, in effect, has already been exposed by Enrique’s words, the audience is not left without further hints. The scene changes over to Mencía seeking distraction from her displeasure at Gutierre’s absence (“a divertir pesadumbres / de la ausencia de Gutierre”, v. 1054f.). This remark should not be construed as signifying that Mencía has suddenly turned into a loving wife. Her ‘tuve amor y tengo honor’ is still in effect. What is expressed here is nothing other than what belongs to the underlying model in the autos sacramentales: a penchant for caprices, for frivolities; a thoughtless vacillation between the one and the other gallant; an appetite for pleasures and diversions; in the final analysis: narcissism.

As soon as Mencía has fallen asleep (both mimetically and epically), the seducer approaches her with flattering words; at first, the lady – like her allegorical model – is filled with terror. By means of her “¿Pues señor, vos [. . .] desta suerte [. . .] entrasteis [. . .] en mi casa [. . .]?” (v. 1084–1087), distributed across four stichomythic verses, the text itself signals the severity of Enrique’s ‘entry’ into Mencía’s ‘house’. In reply to the prince’s defense, the lady explicitly acknowledges that the infante’s action is her own fault (“culpa”), for she herself gave him the counsel (“consejo”, v. 1096; 1091); and then, despite her dread and awareness of the danger, she immediately resumes the courtly double encoding, into which routine she here incorporates the moral law governing her as wife:

Es verdad, la culpa tuve;

pero si he de disculparme,

tu Alteza, señor, no dude

que es en orden a mi honor.

(v. 1096–1099)

On the primary level, she thereby alludes to her ‘consejo’ that Enrique give the lady opportunity to exculpate herself for her ‘infidelity’. Her reasoning adduces caring for her ‘honor’ as a motive for what she did; as she is addressing someone to whom she is not linked by ‘official’ bonds, but, rather, by personal and intimate feelings, the concept seems at first to be meaningful only if taken as a synonym for ‘moral value’. Even so, thinking in ethical terms is of no true relevance for Enrique and Mencía as characters and as representatives of a certain social and discursive world. Mencía’s statement might thus have another dimension: the guilt she aims to set aside (“disculparme”) by what she is saying may not in the first place refer to her behavior in the past, preceding their fortuitous re-encounter, but to her invitation of the gallant. Her accusing Enrique of having transgressed certain boundaries is meant to protect her reputation – honor qua ‘keeping up appearances’, a meaning self-evident to both protagonists; it is not meant to express that she does not wish to see him again. The horizon of her statement is the courtly strategy of comprehensive ‘prevention’, of guarding against dangers not yet discernible (oyen las paredes), the permanence of which one will have to presuppose, not least since the courtly competitors are proficient in dissimulation to no less a consummate degree than the protagonists themselves.1181

In his reply, the prince assures Mencía that he will keep her honor in mind, while simultaneously continuing the forbidden game; consequently, he does not even refer to the primary level of Mencía’s speech described above, but only to the second one here delineated, the higher relevance of which is thereby confirmed (cf. v. 1100–1112).

The ensuing courtship on the prince’s part is clothed in a multifaceted animal emblem. Alluding to the pretext of his nocturnal horseback ride – that is, his hunt – he addresses Mencía as a ‘heron’ (“garza”), flying so high that it ‘touches the golden columns of the sun’s palaces’.1182 In contemporary emblematics, being hunted connotes the lady’s endangerment by the galanes.1183 The prince’s address therefore does not mean anything less than that he is intent upon driving his amorous hunt to consummation; but he simultaneously signals that he indeed reckons with the emblem’s implied warning, while interpreting it as referring to the level of appearances only (“¿Que ignoro, acaso, presumes, / el respeto que les debo / a tu sangre y tus costumbres?”, v. 1100–1102).1184

When the prince, with his précieux address, reveals to Mencía what finale the play they have begun will inevitably result in according to his wishes, she begins to realize what she is risking. Considering the emblem, she becomes receptive to the message from the ‘book of nature’: she interprets the prince qua hunter as a bird of prey (“azores reales”, v. 1123). She then refers to the notion prevalent in contemporary natural history that the heron is endowed with a sort of consciousness (“ave de fuego con alma”)1185, which purportedly gives it insight into which bird of prey will slay it (this being the cause for its taking flight to the highest heights as soon as it perceives the predator) – in vain.

At the very moment when, in focusing on the book of nature, Mencía directs her view to the (analogically encoded) ‘truth’, the emblem of the amorous hunt – operating by means of a frivolous conception of bringing down and consuming game – thus turns into an image giving Mencía a premonition of her death. What she does not see and does not say is what is not included in the emblem from natural history she is referring to: this heron has surrendered itself to the ‘regal falcon’. It is only in this accentuation, which fully grasps the configuration, that the emblem has its ‘actual’, its highest meaning, as yet not accessible to the character herself. In orthodox emblematics, the falcon denotes the daemones, even the diabolus.1186 The précieux and Mannerist, as well as the secular and world-interpreting variants of analogism – the example at hand once more demonstrates this most impressively – are not contrary to the orthodox world-model intended by Calderón; but they require, this being the text’s message, a reintegration into the ordering superstructure; ‘true’ and ‘false’ do not designate opposites as in taxonomism, but differences in degree; without this construct, the analogical concept would be untenable as such.

The keyword diabolus fully reveals the model that is once again alluded to, not least in Mencía’s shrieks of fear (“tiemble”, “tuve miedo, y horror tuve”, “mi temor”, “mi espanto”, v. 1127, 1132–1134):1187 a beautiful lady in the garden is approached by a somewhat ruthless, ‘forbidden’ lover, concealed ‘beneath leaves’, and aided by an agent otherwise subordinate to the lady herself; the lady, with frivolous levity, exposes herself to the danger consciously, continues in her coquettishness, and is overcome by terror, dismay, and premonitions of death at exactly the moment when it is too late, when the lover has already ‘entered’ – in the autos sacramentales that make use of such a constellation, this is Alma, the first soul and simultaneously every soul, whose action represents the Fall in general, as well as the lapse into specific, additional sins. The provisional result of the play’s analysis conducted up to this point may seem in need of further specification; not least with respect to the above-characterized standard reading, it should be noted, however, that the honor plays also refer to an analogically modeled world. All of ‘life’ is presented as repetition, actualization, and ‘accidental’ variation of one single pattern.1188

What ensues after this scene not only exemplifies dramatic quality on the mimetic plane, but also rounds off the pattern: even before Mencía is able to lose herself in further declarations of terror, the status of her transgression is suddenly changed; from potential it becomes factual. Gutierre, the legitimate husband, appears.1189 In her confusion, Mencía is unable to devise any other way out than to cover up her lapse in the most problematic manner thinkable: by concealing Enrique in her chamber.

As far as the overall interpretation is concerned, the encounter between Mencía and Gutierre, who has come home unexpected, is primarily of import with regard to the words and actions of the husband, although the dramatically active role is still Mencía’s. The unsuspecting Gutierre greets his wife with the formulae of the précieux discourse of love. Without any transition, Mencía – in panic until moments ago – enters the communication situation initiated by him, averring how pleased she is with his surprise visit (cf. v. 1177f.). Gutierre’s words to Mencía are no less ritualized, though they do not serve the purposes of dissimulation. This in itself does not render his character unproblematic. Honesty per se has no value in Baroque drama. At this point, and almost until the conclusion, Gutierre is characterized by idolatrous passion, which is always negatively valued. The vehemence and exclusivity of his affect does not manifest itself until later. Still, distinctive features are already accentuated here. His burning desire to visit Mencía drives him to disobey the king’s orders, and to escape from prison during the night. The anagnorisis leading to the drama’s bloody conclusion begins at this point: it is only in the course of his forbidden excursion that Gutierre discovers what raises his suspicions and then renders him raving with jealousy. This, however, does not shift the moral weights. The situation – an unscrupulous lover, protected from personal consequences by his status, and a lady with a proclivity for coquettishness, linked to the lover by affect, to her husband only by duty – is unambiguous in terms of moral valuation; yet Gutierre is not an exemplary figure; he is ultimately modeled on the same typos as Mencía. He expressly articulates this fact at the climax of his adulatory address:

[. . .] pues si vivía

yo sin alma en la prisión,

por estar en ti, mi bien,

darme libertad fue bien,

para que en esta ocasión

alma y vida con razón

otra vez se viese unida;

[. . .]. (v. 1200–1206)

On the ‘epic’ plane, Gutierre diagnoses himself as living without a ‘soul’ – that is, as having forfeited his similarity and proximity to the divine. Even so, he hopes for a re-ensoulment, but via Mencía – and, what is more, as a result of the transgression of law.1190 Calderón, whose manner of composition is considerably more concise and ‘acute’ than Lope’s, has Gutierre wake from his love engaño immediately thereafter. Mencía is responsive to Gutierre’s theme and intensifies the notion of ‘being one’ to the point of averring that, should he be struck there (far from her), she would wish to die here.1191 The play’s most recurrent structure is that everything Mencía states with a view to dissimulation ultimately comes true: the “golpe” is indeed to strike Gutierre (the slight against his honor via the prince’s dagger), and Mencía will indeed die. The evaluation of courtly discourse as presented in the play’s action entails more than a condemnation from a moral point of view; courtly conduct and characters are consistently placed under the law of a sort of metaphysical irony.

Mencía leaves the room on the pretext of preparing a meal, parrying Gutierre’s objection – that this would surely be the task of a servant – with yet another recourse to the ritual (“¿Ya, señor, no va una esclava? / Yo lo soy, y lo he de ser”, v. 1240f.); and only to reveal, in an aside, the true purpose of her exit – a ruse by means of which she intends to clandestinely conduct the prince out of her chamber:

En salud me he de curar.

Ved, honor, cómo ha de ser,

porque me he de resolver

a una temeraria acción.

(v. 1243–1246)

These words mark the first allusion to the image of the restoration of honor as the curing of a sickness, which is fundamental to the drama in its entirety. The simile has so often been commented on and construed in problematic ways that a comprehensive detailing of this state of affairs would exceed the limits of the present study.1192 One aspect has not been noticed thus far: the metaphor exists in those of Calderón’s dramatic works that most comprehensively convey the world-model of the poet. In keeping with Aquinas, sickness represents original sin in the autos sacramentales; moreover, and as is the case in El médico de su honra, the state of being ‘sick’ is metaphorically revealed via the theme of being sullied by one’s own blood. The ‘physician’ who heals this illness is Christ, specifically in his assumption of man’s suffering (guilt) and his vicarious death; the thematic complex is developed at length in La cura y la enfermedad (1657/ 1658).1193 What has already been elucidated with regard to the metaphor of the Fall of Man as an honor case also holds true vis-à-vis the relationship of the ‘metaphysical’ to the ‘earthly’ plane of the metaphor of illness. Each particular instance of ‘falling ill’ (sinning) of the human being, potentially restored to ‘health’ by way of Christ’s self-sacrifice, is to be followed by a penalty, not least in order to effect a timely conversion – that is, one that takes place before the definitive, spiritual death.1194 This, however, does not mean the legitimization of unbridled wrath (ira), but, rather, a punishment according to the laws laid down by God himself.

Yet this remark already anticipates the following events. What Mencía states in the above-cited passage is of a more specific significance, exceeding the scope of the titular emblem. She wishes to ‘cure herself while being in (good) health’. A. A. Parker has shown that, in the poet’s other dramatic works, this paradox represents the characters’ necessarily vain attempts at influencing future developments in a preventive and self-interested manner – a form of conduct that ultimately denies, or even tries to ‘outwit’, divine praescientia.1195 In this way, the outcome of Mencía’s maneuver is already encoded. Above all, however, the statement reveals the extent to which Mencía is deceiving herself. She is caught in her thinking according to appearances to such a degree that she believes her honor to still be unharmed (“en salud”) as long as no one knows that, in her private chamber, she is concealing her lover, whom she herself has invited in. From the perspective of the ‘law’, Mencía is no longer “en salud”, but rather stricken with the ‘sickness’ of sin; a ‘cure’ is indeed necessary, albeit not the one she administers to herself in what follows – which is why its consequences (as is the case with any ‘cure’ that is based on a false diagnosis) are disastrous. The play’s further course demonstrates how Mencía’s ‘substantial’ illness gradually breaks through to the level of appearances, whereby sign and truth become superposed – not as a complete congruence, but as a sufficient one.1196

After having left the room, Mencía leaps onto the stage in feigned panic, reporting that a disguised man is concealing himself in her chamber. She clutches a lamp to provide light for Gutierre, only to let it fall on purpose – in a dissimulating manner and with a view to dissimulatio – whereby the theme of ‘extinguishing’ the ‘light’ once more classifies her conduct in a typologizing way.1197 Under cover of darkness, Jacinta conducts the infante out of doors. Meanwhile, Gutierre seizes the servant and gracioso Coquín, believing to have caught the intruder. As soon as the female servant approaches with another light, he perceives his “engaño” (v. 1325)1198 – Mencía’s well-calculated intrigue therefore appears to have met with splendid success. At this point, however, she repeats what has been described above with reference to her concealed amorous dialog with Enrique and her feigned jealousy in conversation with her husband: she does not deem the implementation of her aim on the plane of action to be sufficient. Under the illusory impression that she is in full control of the situation, Mencía requests her husband to carefully search the premises, with the intention of utterly lulling him into a sense of security (cf. v. 1333). Just as in the first act, it is this very attempt at a consummate deception that will ultimately reveal her entire effort to be deceitful; Gutierre returns, carrying what he has found – the intruder’s dagger – beneath his coat; as of yet, he is not aware of the identity of its owner.

There will be no need to invoke the father of psychoanalysis in order to elucidate the (‘hidden’) meaning of a ‘dagger’ in the lady’s ‘chamber’. The extent to which the medieval allegory of love – with its basic metaphor of ‘entering the castle’ (cf. the Roman de la Rose) – was still present in the Spanish Baroque has already been pointed out with reference to La divina Filotea; in this epoch, the re-mimeticized variant of the motif was paradigmatically shaped, for instance, in Cervantes’s Celoso extremeño. Apart from this fact, the function of the dagger or the sword as an object with a substitute function is anchored in the comprehensive honor code, which involves more than the aspects typically thematized in the drama de honor – and this, in turn, for reasons which refer to the common background of martial (heroic) and patriarchal (sexual) honor. The presence of a dagger in Mencía’s room does not signify that Calderón intended to allude to the occurrence of something whose direct expression would have been interdicted by the conventions of the time. The problem of precise significance en détail (‘transparency’) notwithstanding, the intrusion of the dagger, seen as a symbol, refers to Mencía’s transgression, which she has tried to conceal by means of simulation and dissimulation.1199 Neither is there a fundamental rift between sign and substance, nor may human efforts succeed at selectively bringing about such a dissociation against the divinely ordained order – this is the doubly addressed message of the isolated structure, but also of the play as a whole.1200

Gutierre maintains (self-)control and does not report his discovery; but when, at the climax of the now reciprocal dissimulatio, both spouses embrace each other, exchanging ritualized words,1201 the entire cosmos of deceptions collapses as a result of one of those ‘accidents’ that, as per Calderón’s understanding, do not exist as such. In the act of embracing her husband, Mencía perceives what Gutierre has been trying to conceal from her – the dagger – and then betrays herself (“¡Tente, señor! / ¿Tú la daga para mí? / En mi vida te ofendí”, v. 1377–1379). Now, following the collapse of her dissimulatio, Mencía also already sees her future fate before her with utter clarity: “Al verte ansí, presumía / que ya en mi sangre bañada, / hoy moría desangrada” (v. 1383–1385). Responding to Mencía’s renewed assertion of innocence (v. 1390 echoes v. 1379 verbatim), Gutierre – having maintained his control a moment longer (cf. v. 1381f.) – reveals what he truly thinks: “¡Qué necia disculpa ha sido!” (v. 1391). Yet the two paradigmatic courtiers return to their dissimulatio, each taking leave from the other in a ritualized manner. Both of them are given an aside at the scene’s conclusion that accentuates the chasm between ritual and true intent (cf. v. 1400–1402). Even so, the crucial factor in this highly dramatic scene is that neither Mencía nor Gutierre recognizes the memento of the ‘accidental’ collapse of appearances for what it is. Once again, and deliberately, they resort to the illusion of being able to direct the further development of things by way of deception and dissimulation, in order to evade the already exposed ‘truth’.

The setting changes to the king’s residence.1202 Pedro demonstrates his qualities as a just yet benign ruler by pardoning Enrique’s protégé Arias, even before his half-brother has been able to articulate a plea; accordingly, Gutierre is also set free. During the ceremonial reconciliation between Arias and Gutierre, conducted by Enrique, Gutierre makes the decisive discovery when he recognizes the prince’s coat of arms.

The ensuing, central monolog on the part of the protagonist is too multifaceted to permit more than an indication of the most important aspects (cf. v. 1580–1712). Gutierre commences with a topical complaint as to the insults and infamy (“tantos géneros de agravios”, v. 1589) resulting from an honor case; he then implores God to answer his questions (cf. v. 1613f.). In what follows – and which appears, prima facie, to represent a maximum of self-denial – Gutierre aims for ‘restraint’ of the nether partes of the soul (in this case, ira) by means of ratio. To each piece of evidence, which always points to nothing other than ‘adultery’, he opposes an explanation that would exculpate Mencía (“tengo disculpa en que [. . .]”, v. 1621).1203 It is decisive for the further course of action that, in his initial construals, which always indicate the worst-case scenario, one hypothesis seems unthinkable to him – namely, Mencía’s voluntary complicity (“cómplice era”, v. 1350) with the intruder.1204 He finally seeks succor in the notion of a venal servant – which, while true, misses the central aspect. The ‘rational control’ of his affect thus leads Gutierre to a point at which he rejects all suspicions as groundless.1205

Still, the very formulations he utilizes in so doing will necessarily cause a certain skepticism to arise as regards the notion that Gutierre is reasoning in line with the implied author, who would thus represent precisely the Erasmian or Cervantine view of the problem. Gutierre himself praises his arguments as “sutileza” (v. 1646), as most ingenious constructions. He decides to cut short his deliberations at this point (“acortemos discursos”, v. 1647), and states that nothing and no one could ever be able to extinguish the beauty and purity of such splendor, meaning Mencía (“no hay quien pueda / borrar de tanto esplendor / la hermosura y la pureza”, v. 1650–1652). In other words, Gutierre, not yet discerning the entire truth, does make attempts at rational control. Still, it is his strongest affect, passionate love, which induces him to direct his reasoning process in such a fashion as will result in his desired answer (“respuesta”, v. 1612).

But the higher powers invoked at the beginning of Gutierre’s monolog do not leave him unaided in his efforts. Via the keyword esplendor – which is initially nothing but a standard element of the Petrarchan discourse – the idea occurs to Gutierre to have a look at the ‘book of nature’, wherein he perceives the ‘truth’, and sees to what extent the conclusion of his ‘discurso’ was contrived:

Pero sí puede [borrarse de tanto esplendor

la hermosura y la pureza], mal digo;

que al sol una nube negra,

si no le mancha, le turba,

si no le eclipsa, le hiela.

(v. 1653–1656)

The absolute alternative between transgression and innocence – on the plane of action, immediate venganza and ignoring what has occurred – is relinquished as undifferentiated. The new conclusion now deemed adequate to the events is: “A peligro estáis, honor” (v. 1659).

At this point, Gutierre commences his apostrophe to honor, which operates via the titular metaphor. The passage has met with strikingly problematic interpretations; understanding it does not require ingenious conjectures as long as one is prepared to classify it as belonging to the tradition of psychomachic discourse, in which all deliberative monologs of Baroque drama are set. In the present case, such classification is imperative due to grammatical and syntactic structure alone. The monolog identifies semantically what, as per deixis, is separated into tú and yo: extra- or transpersonal and personal. Honor is addressed in its quality as a transpersonal agency; it is then ‘assigned’ to a twofold self (Gutierre and Mencía) as constituted by the sacrament of marriage. As a result, it is plausible that the cure (“dieta”, v. 1674) which the husband prescribes honor in its ailment provides for ‘prescriptions’ and ‘regulations’ (“y así os receta y ordena”, v. 1672) concerning Gutierre’s own conduct – who is not in (metaphorically understood) poor health overall, but suffering insofar as he is one of two components of a ‘unified’ body. This is the reason why Gutierre is able to act as a ‘physician’ unto himself.1206

To accentuate this connection is of crucial importance with regard to the first two verses Gutierre utters after his reading in the ‘book of nature’: “¿Qué injusta ley condena / que muera el inocente, que padezca?” (v. 1657f.). Commonly, this is read as a lament on Gutierre’s part concerning the terrorizing law of honor, which would require of him that he slay his wife, whom he recognizes as innocent. Yet the notion of Mencía’s complete innocence has already been discarded by Gutierre as too subtly woven (sutileza); and much will still have to come to pass before he gives any serious consideration to taking action. What is already suffering at this point, and possibly dying innocently, is Gutierre’s honor, hence he himself – who, as a courtier without honor, must die a social death. In the following, the husband reveals why honor is at all able to die innocently – namely, on account of its being inaccessible to its respective carrier – for it is only the woman that endows it with life (‘breath’), which is why it potentially finds its tomb in her as well (“honor, / [. . .] / [. . .] puesto que os alienta / la mujer, en ella estáis / pisando siempre la güesa”, v. 1659–1664). Gutierre’s lament concerning the ‘unjust law’ of honor (“injusta ley”, v. 1657) is therefore concerned with what the ‘law’ as such denotes: the state of being harmed without actual personal guilt, which exposes all this-worldly existence to perpetual endangerment.1207

The (already mentioned) medication that Gutierre prescribes to his honor and to himself reflects the central cardinal virtue – that is, prudentia. The vacillation between simple extremes is displaced by a well-balanced dose of comprehensive circumspection. The first directive (“primeramente”, v. 1674) is silence, the exercise of patience; the second, not to drive his wife into aggravating the ‘disease’ by ‘suspicion’, ‘dismissive behavior’, ‘scenes of jealousy’, and ‘accusations’, but rather to strengthen the natural defenses through loving care.1208 Thirdly, it is necessary to examine the precise degree of the malady’s gravity; in secret (“de secreto”, v. 1688), Gutierre plans once more to stop by his house and have another, closer look. Yet the term de secreto already initiates the isotopy that is rendered explicit via the use of the term “disimularé” (v. 1691) in the immediately ensuing, fourth measure to be taken. This key concept belonging to the world of courtly rationality signals that the egotistic impulses are gaining the upper hand over ratio and prudentia on the battlefield that is Gutierre’s soul. By way of a furious enumeration, he finally arrives at the words “estos celos”; and it is at this very moment – entirely in accordance with the style of the psychomachia – that Gutierre realizes what he has just stated, and what this means: “¿Celos dije?” (v. 1697).1209 He now perceives himself as a serpent spewing forth its venom, while being simultaneously afraid of reabsorbing the toxin of jealousy, fearful that he might poison himself.

It is, then, dissimulatio itself (this being Calderón’s immediately evident thesis) that actually unchains the affect in the first place, whereby the one who believes he is controlling himself – in a dissimulating, not a moral manner – is delivered up entirely to his emotions, even to the point that he renders himself the image of the very serpent who was the first to nourish the affect of celos1210 – while he likewise turns a blind eye to the fact that ‘restraint’ would not denote his own death, but the opposite. Not only is this a lucid diagnosis made by the author with regard to courtly society, in agreement with other authors of this epoch; it is also – this being a point of divergence from the latter – a decided judgment. Possessed by the diabolical feeling of jealousy, Gutierre here introduces what will bring the drama to a close, the ‘ultimate measure’ (“la cura postrera”, v. 1711). Still, it would be a hasty conclusion to deduce the same causae from comparable facta. Gutierre will ultimately administer the cura postrera; but it is to be discussed further whether it is indeed blind jealousy that then prescribes this formula.1211

For the duration of a scene, the author grants his audience relief from suspense, before leading the play toward the dramatic climax at the end of the second act. He has recourse to the subplot concerning Leonor – yet only to convey to the recipient, now sensitive to the principle of concealed action, to what extent Gutierre does indeed have cause to be concerned about his honor. Enrique’s protégé, Arias, who had previously compromised Leonor, now declares his love to her, offering to heal the damage by means of marriage (cf. v. 1713–1728; 1744–1756). The lady rejects this pragmatic and, at first glance, favorable solution to her honor case – with good reason, as will be seen.1212 Yet Arias does not content himself with this response on Leonor’s part. He resorts to a means situating both himself and his master on the nethermost level. With recourse to his knowledge concerning the proceedings in Gutierre’s house, he tries to denounce the latter as devoid of honor in order to render immaterial Leonor’s argument (that she would not marry Arias so as not to confirm Gutierre’s suspicion after the fact): a dishonored individual (Gutierre) cannot divest another of his or her honor (in this case, Leonor). The lady gives Arias the adequate response. Against the courtly law of competitive struggle by any and all means, she, calling on God, posits a concept of nobilitas that comprises moral law:

Señor don Arias, no quiero

escuchar lo que decís;

que os engañáis, o mentís.

[. . .]

Si pensáis vos que con eso

mis enojos aduláis,

muy mal, don Arias, pensáis:

y si la verdad confieso,

mucho perdisteis conmigo;

pues si fuerais noble vos,

no hablárades, vive Dios,

así de vuestro enemigo.

(v. 1821–1840)

Arias, remaining behind alone, is still capable of discerning that Leonor has taught him a lesson (“escuelas de honor”, v. 1851), and considers reforming. He resolves to ask Enrique ‘to delegate this task to another in the future’, and to tell him that he would not stoop to intruding into Gutierre’s home at any price (cf. v. 1853–1860).

The precise degree of maliciousness of the intrigue suddenly revealed here is not rendered explicit. Evidently, Arias’s foremost task would have been to divert suspicion from Enrique, without any consideration for Mencía, for whose honor and fate it would have been irrelevant whom the husband should encounter in their home. The marriage to Leonor, and the implied confession of the validity of the previous suspicion, would likely have been intended to aggravate Gutierre’s affect against Arias – as the man having always sought to dishonor him – to the point at which he would become blind to all interfering evidence, such as the dagger with the infante’s coat of arms.

In this very short scene, Gutierre’s ‘enemies’ (Leonor’s term) are thereby cast in an extremely unfavorable light. Allegorically, their conduct – especially that of the one actually responsible, Enrique – illustrates that the appetitus, should one give it ‘free rein’, ultimately no longer recognizes any moral law, while also destroying all social ties. The course of historical events, familiar to the contemporary audience, is the panorama wherein what is articulated on stage is to be placed. This horizon provides the impression envisioned by the author with additional evidence: Enrique will later rise up against his half-brother, the king ordained by God; the portents of this revolt are already integrated into the play itself in its final scenes. Within the context of the Battle of Montiel (1369), the two brothers finally meet in a duel, which in the understanding of the time was decided by divine verdict. God adjudicates in favor of the legitimate king. At that moment, a man from Enrique’s entourage (an ‘Arias’) intervenes against all rules of chivalrous conduct, thereby facilitating the fratricide.1213 This background suggests a metonymical chain linking the play to historical reality: the one who consistently refuses to control his drives and affects is set on a track that will ultimately lead to his committing regicide – that is, to his becoming one of the vilest of all sinners and criminals, who (as Dante accentuated in the final canto of his Inferno) will have to suffer punishment in the same place as he whose example they ‘followed’, the first rebel and arch-traitor.

At the play’s climax, Calderón stages a repetition of the garden scene from the first act. The paradigmatic structure serves to further clarify the message, above and beyond the dramatic effect inherent in an echo with slight but decisive variation. Once again, a man enters the garden at night and addresses Mencía; this time, however, the intruder is Gutierre himself, who wishes to attain certainty ‘in secret’. The wife does not recognize her husband, believing instead that she is perceiving the infante. Her reaction is timid and unwelcoming, though once more primarily for reasons of saving appearances. At any rate, she does not ask the intruder to terminate the attempts at courting her; Mencía’s main concern is the peril that might originate from another impending return of her spouse. Accordingly, she is prepared to conceal the one whom she believes to be her lover in her chamber a second time when she perceives a noise. When Gutierre re-enters the house through another door and shows his face, Mencía greets him in consummate fulfillment of the ritual. There is no alteration in the moral twilight cast on her character, no change as to her past illusion of being capable of coping with life’s vicissitudes by way of ‘autonomous’ calculation – and this despite the fact that, in the flagrant failure of her previous deception, she has received an indication of the extent to which a strategy of dissimulatio is mere ‘vanity’.

Still, Mencía is not the central protagonist of the scene, although her perseverance in what constitutes both a moral and conceptual error is of considerable significance for the assessment of the overall plot. The focus of attention is on Gutierre. Incited to deceit by his celos, he exposes right away (in a kind of ekphrasis) precisely which ‘lord’ he presently serves:

En el mudo silencio

de la noche, que adoro y reverencio,

por sombra aborrecida,

como sepulcro de la humana vida,

de secreteo he venido

hasta mi casa[;]

(v. 1861–1866)

He also concludes this long introductory monolog with yet another figurative allusion to the Devil, which in the further course of events will be repeatedly expanded to this effect: “tienen los celos pasos de ladrones” (v. 1896).1214 The court dramatist Calderón therefore does not shy away from applying – albeit in encrypted diction – the Augustinian view of this world as a civitas diaboli to the secular world of his own epoch, to the extent that it perseveres, as Gutierre does here paradigmatically, in its illusory autonomy. Gutierre initiates the above-described deceptive maneuver that inflicts the gravest ‘damage’ to him – because it leaves him with the conviction that Mencía’s guilt is greater than it actually is – with the words “apuremos de todo en todo el daño” (v. 1910).1215 The formulation, which has recourse to the titular emblem, has an additional relevance that exceeds what the character himself is conscious of. Gutierre here conceptualizes what, from the perspective of the renewal of discourse, fundamentally underlies the courtly worldview and normalization of conduct: that is, the illusion on the part of human beings of being able to entirely (de todo en todo) eliminate the (original) daño by means of an expedient behavior, of being capable of gaining total control over one’s own life and the lives of others.1216

The course of events in the highly dramatic scene of deception will not be detailed here beyond what has already been stated. It is evident that Calderón draws on every effect that might arise from the ambiguous configuration produced by Gutierre’s stratagem. After his supposed desengaño – which is yet another delusion, since he infers a factual consummation of the adultery – Gutierre vacillates between raging jealousy and alarm at the intensity of his feelings.1217 Though he repeatedly calls on God in the corresponding passage (cf. v. 2034, 2044), there does remain some uncertainty as to whether he is exercising restraint in the moral-theological, or solely in the courtly sense – that is, for the purpose of provisionally mollifying Mencía, who is utterly petrified by his rage,1218 while waiting for an “oportuna ocasión” for his vengeance (v. 1956); for the act concludes with an aside: “Pues médico me llamo de mi honra, / yo cubriré con tierra mi deshonra” (v. 2047f.). At this point, however, Gutierre, possessed by ‘night’, does not yet execute anything that would be irreversible.1219 From a moral-theological viewpoint, his sentence would have been definitive had he slain his wife in the state of uncontrolled affect (ira). One reason for his being assigned a sort of limited penalty – despite the fact that he finally effects what he is already plotting at this point – is that he does not act on an immediate impulse; when compared to his earlier, precipitous reaction against Leonor, he demonstrates ‘improvement’ here.


III.4

Between the second and the third acts, a considerable amount of time lapses on the level of the plot. Gutierre does not accuse and beset Mencía during this interval; he even moves to Seville with her, so that she will not suffer from solitude.1220 The husband thus fulfills the duty of restraint required by the honor code interpreted in a Christian fashion. Moreover, he does not do so primarily in order to save appearances, for he submits the entire case to the king qua deputy of secular justice instituted by God.1221 His intention is not that of seeking legitimization for immediate action. By means of a timely intervention on the ruler’s part, he rather aims to prevent the ‘ultimate cure’ for ailing honor from becoming necessary (“Sólo a vuestra Majestad / di parte, para que evite / el daño que no hay”, v. 2135–2137; see also v. 2053–2108). It is particularly this aspect that permits considering Gutierre’s self-control morally relevant. Despite an abundance of troublesome indicators, he continues to presume Mencía’s innocence – or rather, is ready to believe in it once again, in contrast to the rash conclusions he drew from the scene of deception; as to the infante, however, the intrusion into his home has now been proven, and Gutierre only spares him out of respect for his royal blood.1222

The king, for his part, demonstrates an exemplary fulfillment of his role as justiciero by immediately proceeding to an interrogation of the accused. As was already the case in the first causa honoris, he conceals the plaintiff, so that the defendant will testify without prevaricating (cf. v. 2159–2176). Initially by way of vague expressions, Pedro alludes to the fact that his brother is causing him sorrow – it not being in his power as king to exempt a relative from the rules, and especially not from the imperative of respect for another man’s honor (cf. v. 2193–2198). The king thus follows the strategy introduced by Gutierre: Enrique is to be reined in by means of a decisive warning, in order to prevent further damage. Yet the infante is already caught up in his transgressions to such an extent that he does not and will not perceive the chance he is being offered to escape from the looming calamity. He feigns incomprehension (“No os entiendo”, v. 2199), so that the royal judge is forced to speak more and more plainly, until the trial has ultimately reached a point that is beyond ‘cure’. It is not Pedro, as is often asserted,1223 who is to blame for the fact that Gutierre is forced to listen to things that leave him no choice, but rather Enrique in his blind appetitus.

In reaction to Enrique’s evasion, the sovereign articulates himself in more express terms: the general appeal to respect the code of honor turns into the command ‘to relinquish vain intents on an unattainable (because married) beauty’ (“dejando vanos intentos / de bellezas imposibles, / donde el alma de un vasallo / con ley soberana, vive”, v. 2201–2204); and the still somewhat enigmatic statement that even he himself cannot freely dispose of the honor of third parties turns into the specific threat of law and punishment: “podrá ser de mi justicia / aun mi sangre no se libre” (v. 2205f.). When Enrique realizes that he is already standing trial, he demands his ‘right to be heard’, speaking in a juridical tone (cf. v. 2211–2214). The prince’s definitive descent into moral corruption is demonstrated by his defense, which turns into an unwitting self-accusation. Against the validity of law and social norm, he asserts the legitimacy of affect, the intensity of his passion constituting his ‘excuse’1224 (“Yo señor, quise a una dama / [. . .] / en efeto, yo la quise / tanto”, v. 2215–2219). He concedes that the king’s objection with reference to the norm (“¿Qué importa, si ella / es beldad tan imposible?”, v. 2219f.) is right (“Es verdad”), but only to render explicit by means of a “pero” – even before the sovereign can hinder him (“callad”) – that honor, sacramental matrimony, and the order of the king mean nothing to him, that his sole aim is to satisfy his desire:

[. . .] pero

el tiempo todo lo rinde,

el amor todo lo puede.

(v. 2221–2227)

Pedro realizes that, with these very words, and the ‘true’ situation thereby revealed – a lover resolved to pursue his aim, and a wife who, while not having entirely succumbed, has already given in to him to a certain extent, and is complicit with the intruder – Mencía’s fate is sealed.1225 Even so, Enrique has not yet concluded his fateful defense: ‘Whom’ (he asks his brother) ‘did I harm by loving Mencía when she was still a damsel? Before she became his wife, how could I (sc. being of royal blood) have injured a vassal by . . .’.1226 The king reacts with greater presence of mind in this case: before Enrique is able to complete the parallel, Pedro interrupts him, aiming (with Gutierre in mind) to reinterpret the revelation concerning Mencía’s past as a mere construction on Enrique’s part, which the latter has fabricated for purposes of evasion (cf. v. 2240–2243).

The king then confronts his brother with the decisive piece of evidence.1227 Enrique is no longer able to deny what has happened. Pedro qualifies the dagger as a ‘sign of truth revealing your transgression’ (“Geroglífico es que dice / vuestro delito”, v. 2258f.).1228 Faced with the blatancy of his guilt, Enrique is so perturbed (“turbado”, v. 2265) that he ‘accidently’ injures the king’s hand as the latter tries to hand him back the dagger. Terror-stricken, Pedro reads this scene as a prefiguration of his death at his brother’s hands (cf. v. 2283–2294).

It is not only twentieth century (Freudian) modernity that knows the concept of an ‘accident’ indicating a ‘true’ intention; earlier epochs, equipped with a structurally similar psychology, are familiar with it in the form of ‘decentered’ action. What brings this scene so close to a modern constellation is the hybridization of a psychomachic concept with the courtly code of conduct – whereby contradictory impulses, located on the same plane in psychomachia, are separated into ‘apparent’ (rationally controlled) and ‘true’ (affective) impulses. At the moment of turbación, Enrique’s true affects break through the surface of the ritual.

The gloomy scene, replete with terror, renders the dagger a central symbol also on the plane of the erotic and honor plot. Beyond everything explicitly stated in the play, it endows the bloody finale of the honor case with an additional legitimacy, vouched for by the historical dimension. The dagger’s partial ‘intrusion’ into the king’s body corresponds to its incursion into Gutierre’s home. Still, this only prefigures a consummate penetration, clearly intended in one case, and already (this being conveyed by implication) envisioned in the other.

The infante flees. Gutierre takes hold of the dagger, which Enrique has left behind in his perturbation. He is now determined to have Mencía slain – specifically, as per the law of contrappasso, by the very dagger that has penetrated ‘into the house’.1229 It is precisely the indicator (“geroglífico”) of Mencía’s transgression which will cause her to bleed, whereby the blood – as is customary in the auto sacramental – turns into a symbol of her guilt as such.

The following scene focuses on the female protagonist. Mencía senses disaster, not least because it increasingly dawns on her that she no longer controls the situation, but, rather, has fallen prey to simulation: in the night of the supposed second visit of the infante, Jacinta has encountered Enrique in another place (cf. v. 2341–2348). But Mencía goes on succumbing to the courtly illusion of a self-regulation of life, once again attempting to delude Gutierre and the public in order to preserve her ‘splendid’ appearances. Once more, the law of the world modeled by the dramatist overturns the maneuvers of the all too complacent character; not only does her endeavor fail, but she is additionally punished in that her efforts make her seem guiltier than she in fact is.

At this point, it will be necessary to accentuate the play’s exceptionally consistent paradigmatic structure: the pattern of a desire contravening the norm, of an attempt at fulfillment coinciding with the intended concealment of the transgression by means of dissimulatio, and lastly of the failure of the deception, is demonstrated no less than four times via the example of Mencía’s conduct; above all, this is the one and only pattern of action ascribed to the female protagonist. Yet the theologian Calderón only warns the intended recipients so emphatically in order to effect a mindfulness on their part concerning the metaphysical perspective, from the viewpoint of which the secular world, including all its transgressions, is of secondary relevance, provided that these very proportions continue to be perceived.

The final subplot, richly adorned with several instances of ‘metaphysical irony’, is introduced by the pícaro Coquín, who has now turned himself into an instrument of the infante, the direst enemy of his lord. He delivers a message from Enrique to Mencía; the prince is about to abscond without the king’s permission – this marks the beginning of the insurrection. The unscrupulous infante is determined to avail himself of these – clearly critical – entanglements in order to simultaneously further his interests on the second ‘battlefield’. He conceals from Mencía the true motives of his sudden departure, alleging that it was her disdain (“desdén tirano”, v. 2381) which finally brought about his falling out of favor with the king,1230 wherefore he is now leaving for remote places, where he will die from amorous grief (cf. v. 2381–2386). Accusations, threats, and appeals to empathy coalesce, forming a virtuosic affective extortion, to which Mencía, already deeply confused, falls prey.1231 She fears that the prince’s abrupt departure will inevitably incite rumors amongst the populace (“¿Por mí el Infante ausente, / sin la gracia del Rey? ¡Cosa que intente / con novedad tan grande, / que mi opinión en voz del vulgo ande! / ¿Qué haré, cielos?”, v. 2387–2391). Mencía’s words indicate nothing less than a total loss of rational control. Were her repute as intact as she believes, any concern would be superfluous. Yet if her name is already associated with the infante’s, her honor is lost. In the condition of being ‘damaged’ by ‘dread’ (horror futuri, here: “espanto”, “le temo”, v. 2365f.), but also by caecitas mentis, praecipitatio, and inconsideratio, she readily listens to Jacinta’s counsel. The latter recommends a ‘means’ whose precariousness Mencía should be aware of, given her experience: “Agora / el remedio mejor será, señora, / prevenir este daño” (v. 2391–2393) – that is, to write a letter to the infante, requesting that, in deference to her reputation, he stay.1232 It should be recalled that Jacinta, Mencía’s servant, is in league with Enrique.1233 Accordingly, one cannot rule out the possibility that her counsel marks the first step of an intrigue with the aid of which the seducer aims to procure a means for rendering Mencía pliable by pressure. Thoughtlessly, Mencía yields to Jacinta’s suggestions. Under the delusion of not being subject to “necio engaño” (v. 2411), she tries to conceal her past behavior1234 while labeling the situation a ‘test’, though only “pruebas de honor” (v. 2408). The keyword of ‘probation’ alludes to the secondary, typologizing level of the plot; the constellation of a first incident followed by the recurrence of an analogous situation corresponds to the notion of the return of the Edenic temptation in the state of grace, for the purposes of testing (tribulatio) whether or not there is a subjective ‘will’ to seize the opportunity – offered by way of Christ’s Passion – for a sort of compensation for the ‘damage’.

Mencía fails this – ultimate, decisive – test. Under the delusion (engaño) of being free from injury (daño), or of being able to ‘prevent’ all (further) damage, she transforms a potential impairment into a factual one – this is moral theology in a most condensed form, not as in the manuals of casuistry, with their endless catalogs of specific counsels, but moral theology devised for humanists and the aristocracy, directed against the illusion of an autonomous secular sub-world.

Just as Mencía is writing the letter intended to cope with the imbroglio, Gutierre appears ‘accidentally’ – an exact correspondence to the first scene in which she tried to hide her intentions by way of deception, a scene which might have served her as a warning. Gutierre is no longer naïve. He has drawn his conclusions from the previous entanglements, and immediately discerns the odd behavior of Jacinta and Coquín, who try to warn Mencía. He wrests the letter from Mencía’s hands (she faints), and reads these words: “vuestra Alteza, señor. . . , [. . .] no se ausente” (v. 2462–2464). The husband disciplines his rising urge to immediately take revenge, though not primarily for reasons of saving appearances, but out of concern for Mencía’s salvation (“ya que la cura he de aplicar postrera, / no muera el alma, aunque la vida muera”, v. 2478f.).1235 The latter, regaining consciousness while Gutierre is leaving, foresees her end, in the wake of which she briefly attempts to convince herself that the entire scene with Gutierre has been a hallucination (“¡Qué ilusión!”, v. 2492): until the very last moment, she imagines herself to be capable of remedying the situation. Yet when she tries to tear to pieces the letter lying in front of her (“El papel romperé”, v. 2493), she must face the definitive desengaño. The paper – which she still believes to be the letter she has written with a view to concealing her past behavior – turns out to be quite another; what actually lies before her is a letter from Gutierre:

El amor te adora, el honor te aborrece; y así el uno te mata, y el otro te avisa: dos horas tienes de vida; cristiana eres, salva el alma, que la vida es imposible.1236

Mencía’s misperception is more than a gruesome conceit. In a sense it is, indeed, the protagonist herself who has written her own sentence. The deeply uncanny1237 scene may be comprehended as a structure crystallizing the play’s most fundamental thesis. It is precisely the attempt at concealing the truth – that is, dissimulatio – which discloses what is meant to be concealed. Against all efforts to hide a problematic behavior behind a resplendent façade, God implements the analogical relation of signifier and signified; or rather, He arranges for this consistency – which exists a priori and independent from all human illusion – to become manifest. For, in substance, the two letters refer to the same truth: Mencía’s transgression. It was never anything other than the protagonist’s self-deception – here corrected with a shockingly merciless irony1238 – to believe that her problematic behavior could be concealed by signs.

Not only is the structure of the play’s conclusion far more complex than is usually assumed.1239 It merits particular attention because it contains certain distinct indications concerning a poetological query which, as indicated above, is among the problems most discussed in the relevant research: the question of whether Calderón’s comedias – and primarily the dramas de honor – are to be considered tragedies.1240

Gutierre’s plan has already been outlined. As regards a detailed assessment, it is decisive that what he intends to do simultaneously succeeds and fails. His primary concern is avenging himself for Mencía’s disloyalty – whether the case be (only) adultery in spirit, the consummation of which has been prevented by the circumstances, or whether fornicatio (to use the contemporary terminology) has been committed, is of secondary importance as per the moral theology of the period.1241 Gutierre certainly supposes the latter, and in this point he errs; but even in his error, he remains – on the level of action – within the limits of what is tolerable from a moral-theological viewpoint, because he adheres to the affective restraint taught by the Church. Gutierre’s other concern is appearances (opinión). In Lope’s drama de honor, the Duque was granted a solution that satisfies moral-theological as well as courtly demands. For Calderón, whose thinking is more principled as regards the conceptual level, such a structure signifies a problematic harmonizing. In his view, a ‘salvaging’ of the courtly ideal is only possible on the condition that it is ‘sublated’ (in a Hegelian sense) in a higher, Christian ideal – as is the case in the Príncipe constante. But there are no concessions when the courtly ritual clashes with the moral-theological imperative. Gutierre envisions a harmonistic completion, on the level of worldly appearances, of his success at passing the moral-theological ‘test’ – yet this is denied him, because the means by which he intends to enact this completion, simulation and dissimulation, have morally problematic implications. The permanent emphasis on the ethically problematic nature of courtly rationality points to what is perhaps the most important of the play’s two central theses.

As regards its implementation, Gutierre’s plan is based on a consistent application of the strategy of dissimulation. He covers the face of the barber Ludovico, who is to perform the ‘cure’, so that he will not see where he is being led (cf. the stage directions after v. 2537). Having arrived there, Gutierre conceals his own visage; for the same reasons, his wife’s face is veiled (cf. v. 2563; 2582). In the monolog in which the husband explains his plan – that is, to have Mencía’s death appear to be an accident occurring in the course of a bloodletting – he renders his strategy explicit: “para que mi afrenta acabe / disimulada” (v. 2607f.). No less than Mencía, Gutierre is at this point still subject to the illusory wish for perfect control. The strategy devised by him is only effectual should it be comprehensive. Accordingly, the final step in his plan is to eliminate the sole witness, Ludovico, after the bloodletting (“estoy dispuesto a matarle”, v. 2629). But when he and the unsuspecting barber leave the house after the deed is done, they encounter the king. Gutierre releases Ludovico before he himself might be identified, and takes flight. He deems this incident a divine intervention, but is initially unable to see anything but its negative side – and not the fact that he has been saved from committing a deadly sin, albeit at the price of the disintegration of appearances (“¡Que así me ataje / el cielo, que con la muerte / deste hombre eche otra llave / al secreto!”, v. 2649–2652). Ludovico, indeed, notifies the king of what has happened.







What is perhaps the play’s most brilliant conceit at first appears to be but a banal detail: after the bloodletting, and inside the house, the ‘blind’ Ludovico has felt his way along the walls to the door, leaving behind a trail of blood – including on the front door, as it turns out later.1242 As has already been accentuated, blood symbolizes the sickness of sin in the dramatist’s autos, and specifically the transgression of the person it belongs to. On the one hand, the scarlet sign therefore refers to Mencía’s having fallen prey to sin – a fact which, in this manner, is endowed with additional, glaring public evidence, implying nothing less than a definitive thwarting of all attempts at dissimulation. On the other hand, the doorpost marked with blood signifies exemption from God’s wrath in the Old Testament tradition – referring, in this case, to Mencía’s salvation from eternal damnation. When Ludovico finds her, she is holding a crucifix, and she forgives him for his deed.1243 Calderón here makes use of the semiotic opacity of signs, characteristic of analogism and later denounced by taxonomism, in order to render visible a central paradox of faith – the deliverance of the sinner – in a most condensed, aestheticized form.1244

To return to the above: the king thanks Ludovico for his report. Without delay, he sets out in search of the house where the ‘murder’ (as it must initially seem to him) has occurred – that is, an infringement of his prerogative as judge, which must be punished. Coquín suddenly appears. In a state of utmost alarm, he implores Pedro to prevent the slaying of Mencía, which he believes has not yet occurred. In the course of a few verses, the gracioso provides a précis of the entanglements in their entirety; it merits being cited, not least since the passage is adduced in the relevant research as a sort of testimony to the thesis proclaiming Gutierre the murderer of a blameless Mencía:1245

Gutierre, mal informado

por aparentes recelos,

llegó a tener viles celos

de su honor; y hoy, obligado

a tal sospecha, que halló

escribiendo (¡error cruel!)

para el Infante un papel

a su esposa, que intentó

con él que no se ausentase,

porque ella causa no fuese

de que en Sevilla se viese

la novedad que causase

pensar que ella le ausentaba . . .

con esta inocencia pues

(que a mí me consta), con pies

cobardes, adonde estaba

llegó, y el papel tomó,

y, sus celos declarados,

despidiendo a los criados,

todas las puertas cerró,

solo se quedó con ella.

Yo, enternecido de ver

una infelice mujer,

perseguida de su estrella,

vengo, señor, a avisarte

que tu brazo altivo y fuerte

hoy la libre de la muerte.

(v. 2738–2764)

Yet it would be a remarkable choice for Calderón to render none other than Coquín the mouthpiece of the implied author – a character who (on the ideological plane) represents a trivialized pagan-humanistic worldview, who dismisses the honor code as nonsensical by way of a typically picaresque argument (cf. “Y ¿heme de dejar morir / por sólo bien parecer?”, v. 1279f.), and who, but a few scenes earlier, made a vulgar joke on the theme of honor, and of Gutierre’s in particular; who, above all, has abandoned his master, in whose house he was raised, as soon as things have become less comfortable (cf. v. 1270–1293); and who, ultimately, has rendered himself an instrument – likely in collusion with Jacinta – of Enrique, his master’s archenemy.1246 What Coquín perceives in his superficial view is the bruta facta, and nothing other than these, hence nothing but appearances. He believes himself to be in the know (“que a mí me consta”), but he has no knowledge of the real events – which is also why, to him, the entanglements, presented to the audience as causally attributable transgressions, seem to be the workings of an ‘unlucky star’. In Coquín’s case, the illusion of knowledge is based on the same attitude as the illusion of control in the case of the cortegiani: on hubris, on superbia. For the pícaro commences his speech pretending to ‘truth’ (“de veras vengo a hablar”, v. 2735) with words suggesting that he wishes to perform an honorable deed, the kind a gentleman might perform (“Ésta es una honrada acción / de hombre bien nacido, en fin”, v. 2728f.). Such a self-stylization indicates a basic error as regards his rank, allotted by God, in the hierarchy of this world and, indeed, even a lack of knowledge as to the existence of the chain of being.1247

The king treats Coquín’s speech to an answer that puts him in his place: “¿Con qué he de poder pagarte / tal piedad?” (cf. v. 2765f.). With the concealed paradox – pagar on the one hand, on the other piedad, the most disinterested of all virtues – Pedro insinuates that the essence of Coquín’s pietas might be a typically picaresque attitude: hypocrisy with a view to one’s own material, pecuniary interests. The commencing affair between Mencía and the infante has likely already ‘paid off’ for him; additional advantages may be on the horizon, should Gutierre’s wife not be slain.1248

Despite his reservations vis-à-vis Coquín’s motives, the king investigates the case without delay. He sees the blood on Gutierre’s doorpost, realizing that Ludovico’s and Coquín’s reports in fact refer to the very same event. At first, Gutierre’s deed fills him with revulsion. After brief reflection, however, it commands his respect; he classifies it as ‘reasonable’ or ‘prudent’.1249 In what follows, the latter assessment will prevail. Even so, one need not deem Pedro’s reaction incoherent. His words reflect precisely what Gutierre – and all of Lope’s and Calderón’s dramas de honor – articulates as well: sorrow over the severity of the law imposed on man; yet, at the same time, the insight (“cuerdamente”) that it is necessary to submit to this order. The common modern interpretation displays an elemental lack of attentiveness to complex structures in that – from the observation that, indeed, Calderón’s honor plays do not praise the slaying of wives as a casual pastime – it feels entitled to infer that these works aim to convey a critique of the honor code. The notion that everything laborious and burdensome would, for that very reason, have to be abolished, is a post-Christian supposition; in conceptual terms, it is tied to the concept of an unlimited secular progress.1250

The opportunity for a renewed fortification of the ‘order’ – after the disturbance has been settled in a very painful, but finally inevitable manner – immediately presents itself to the king: he encounters Leonor on her way to Mass. Yet before Pedro will be able to unite the new couple, Gutierre must still be led to the point where he will reject his dissimulatio as vanity. For when facing the king, he at first stages the last part of his predesigned drama of deception. He playacts the desperate husband, whose wife has accidentally died after a bloodletting on account of a compress having become unfastened, probably in her sleep.1251 In view of an assessment of the play as a whole, it is of primary import that he refers to his version of the events as “la tragedia más rara” – in which context he also cites the central categories of the contemporary Neo-Aristotelian theory of tragedy: espanto, elevación, admiración.1252

The concept of tragedy to which Gutierre has recourse is not the one praised as tragedy’s best variant (kalliste tragoedia) by the author of the Poetics.1253 It rather refers to the simplified model of an action resulting in grave affliction (pathos), wherein a severe disaster unexpectedly befalling the protagonist is foregrounded – hence (on a more abstract level) to the world-model of meaningless contingency.1254 Gutierre refers to this (literary and world-) model in order to effect a deception. At the play’s conclusion, when all deceptiveness has come to an end, the author has Leonor, qua exemplary character, reply to Gutierre’s assessment; in so doing, he has her adopt the vocabulary of the poetics of tragedy. Leonor comments on the true story, which has meanwhile come to light, as an entanglement that will elicit from her neither admiratio, nor phobos and eleos – that is, as a plot that cannot be adequately grasped by means of the concept of the tragic.1255 For one, this is to refer to Mencía, to the assessment of her fate. As far as Leonor herself is concerned – that is, in her role as Gutierre’s future wife – this statement must not be deemed the expression of an unworldly heroism. It rather refers to the fact that, come what may, the exemplary Leonor comprehends the moral-theological imperative, which she follows consistently, as a reliable instrument for the aversion of catastrophes. Still, and in this case also, the variance between the ‘false’, pagan worldview and the ‘correct’, Christian world-model is not fashioned as a strict opposition, but as a difference in degree. It is only appropriate that it is the king who articulates the synthesis which supplements the nearly complete, but still insufficient truth implied by Leonor’s words:

Cubrid ese horror que asombra,

ese prodigio que espanta,

espectáculo que admira,

símbolo de la desgracia.

Gutierre, menester es

consuelo; y porque le haya

en pérdida que es tan grande,

[. . .]

dadle la mano a Leonor;

[. . .]. (v. 2876–2884)

It is neither dread (“horror”), the aim envisioned by the tragedy of the pagan tradition, nor perseverance in speechless astonishment (“espanta”; “asombra”) and deferent viewing (“admira”) when faced with a fundamentally inscrutable world, that constitutes the last and decisive word of Calderón’s intended world-model. Terror in the face of the dreadful is part of this world; but it essentially belongs to the secular sub-world, which is a world of deceptions, and most importantly an unredeemed world (“símbolo de la desgracia”). This latter, explicitly ‘semiotically’ marked expression not only refers to the corpse of the cortegiana Mencía1256 as a symbol of vanitas and of the sustained damage to human nature resulting from the deprivation of original grace, whose most visible indicator is physical death. The ‘symbol’ also points to the philosophical reflection, as well as to its literary re-concretization, which both stop at the finding of a contingent world inspiring nothing but ‘dread’; these belong to a state that has been overcome (“desgracia”). With the word “cubrid”, this partial world is relegated to the background; while it is the realm of the immediately effectual affect, hence also the privileged site of literary interest, it is ultimately unimportant in comparison to the ‘true’ world, which is now foregrounded with the keyword “consuelo”. Pedro acquits Gutierre, on the condition that the king declare the loss of honor in the presence of those assembled, and that the husband confess his deed in public (cf. v. 2896–2944).1257

The play concludes with the arrangement of the marriage between Gutierre and Leonor.1258 Given Gutierre’s indication that he has been the physician of his honor once before, and given Leonor’s reply – “Cura con ella [sc. la ciencia de médico] / mi vida, en estando mala” (v. 2948f.) – one might indeed initially assume that the honor code is denounced as a terrorizing circulus vitiosus, continually producing new ‘tragedies’. Yet the Tridentine restoration understands the standard marriage in different terms than modernity. What, by the time of Romanticism at the latest, tends to be considered the condition of private happiness – that is, affect – implies a problematic or even ‘false’ orientation in the orthodox view. An impulse that requires being ‘restrained’ can hardly be the predominant foundation of an institution sanctified by God in a sacrament. The matrimony of Gutierre and Leonor is an exemplary constellation, precisely since Gutierre does not covet Leonor, and Leonor no longer loves Gutierre; moreover, because Leonor has already learned the lesson that Gutierre is now learning in the most painful way: not to be guided in one’s conduct by the vanitas of saving appearances, but solely by the ‘law’, even if this entails self-denial. A claim to happiness is considered a negative factor. When Gutierre initially protests against the marriage imposed by the king – “¿queréis que otra vez, / no libre de la borrasca, / vuelva al mar?” – Pedro is able to confirm his command (“vuestro Rey lo manda”) because the “sea” (of life) is never peaceful; for, after the originale peccatum, it is ever perturbed by the “storms” (“borrasca”) of temptation and sin (v. 2896–2899). The task of the viator is precisely to persevere in these tempests, albeit with the aid of that comprehensive consuelo which is capable of remedying even the gravest shipwreck.

III.5

Upon close inspection, and particularly if one takes into consideration the modeling of the conclusion, Calderón’s Médico de su honra proves to be one of the most consistent manifestations of the renovatio. Paradoxically, this very fact probably accounts for the predominance of anachronistic interpretations since the nineteenth century. With a view to a more impressive presentation of the thesis, the orthodox concepts are here staged in an especially pointed form; as a consequence, more than the usual hermeneutic margin emerges as regards the interpretation of the text; or rather, it emerges on a more fundamental level – and this against the author’s intentions (as one may state here without advancing too far into the terrain of the unknowable). Consistent affirmation potentially turns into a denunciation of that very consistency.

Given its delineated rigor on the one hand, and an unusually disparate state of reception on the other, the play points to a more fundamental problem, which has already been addressed in the introduction to this study: that is, to the tension between the ordre du discours and its aesthetic conveyance.1259 As was hypothesized – emerging with further differentiation at this point – this is primarily a problem of a structural, not of an ‘ontological’ nature. Since aesthetically functionalized texts, being fictional, ‘construct’ their respective worlds, they are in principle capable of a staging of total orderliness. Yet in the case of texts that exploit this possibility of not granting the experiential dimension of unaccountability any margins at all, hermeneutic activity seems to establish this dimension – a tension between the actual modeling and the material – by presuming that the text cannot ‘actually’ mean what it says. Whether one is inclined to explain this phenomenon pragmatically or semiotically (as J. Derrida), didactic literature, like other fictional discourses, such as philosophical ones, does not escape this peril inherent to its fixation on fixating.

These, however, are questions of another order than those discussed in this book. Indeed, the twofold dimension of literary texts – their being at once historical and for the present – is particularly palpable when it comes to discussing the paradigms belonging to distant epochs. In the long run, one will therefore have to accept the fact of competing interpretations. Even so, it is necessary to render explicit the perspective of the respective reading, and to apply it consistently. Calderón, a Spanish author of the seventeenth century, could hardly have intended to convey what, given the current worldview, might seem to be the only interpretation thinkable.





7Concluding Remarks

The thesis of the present study, expressed in the most condensed form possible, amounts to the claim that – starting from a consideration of Spanish texts – the literary Baroque may be comprehended as the realization of a discursive strategy by means of which the multiplicity of énoncés that developed during late medieval times, the Renaissance, and humanism were once again to be subsumed into a comprehensive structure that had originally been devised in (Christian) Late Antiquity. Both the material to be recolonized and the strategy of recolonization are essentially transnational, which invites the question of how to assess the relevant textual evidence in this regard.

The parallels between Spanish and German drama of the period have been revealed by W. Benjamin in his book on the Trauerspiel, albeit on the basis of a notion of the Baroque indebted to the speculations of German Romanticism.1260 Accordingly, Benjamin’s inquiry may only be cited in connection with this study’s thesis to the extent that there are indeed certain similarities between the German and the Spanish development.1261 As far as an assessment from outside the discipline of German studies is possible, more recent research has problematized Benjamin’s assumption of an ‘empty’, primarily aesthetically intended metaphysics of the Trauerspiel, and specifically in terms likely to be compatible with what this study’s analyses have demonstrated as regards the Spanish dramatists of the time. A typologizing view of the world – whether one is inclined to term this ‘post-figuration’ or not – is also fundamental to many German texts of that period, in the realm of drama and beyond. Still, Spain seems to have been more consistent in its orthodox reincorporation of emblematics;1262 beyond this specific case, the rigorism of the renovatio seems to be a distinctive feature of the Spanish development.

As for the situation in Italy, a reference to Curtius’s judgment will have to suffice; a comparison between Tasso’s Gerusalemme liberata (1581), or rather its different textual variants, and Calderón’s Príncipe constante would be highly valuable.1263

Whether and to what extent England participated in the renovatio will have to remain unresolved here. J. Locke’s and Th. Sprat’s objection – in quasi-Cartesian terminology – to the functionality of an analogical encoding of the world seems to be a polemic with two antagonists: on the one hand, a ‘restorative’ tendency perceptible in England also; on the other hand, the continued prevalence of the analogism of the stage of disintegration, which was enabled by the relative ineffectuality of the former.1264

That the panorama developed by the dramatic works of Lope and Calderón is representative with regard to Spain should at least be stated here; it will not be possible to elaborate on this point. The ‘divinizing’ reshaping of secular love poetry; the path of the most important narrative genre of the period, the picaresque, from Renaissance indeterminateness to “unambiguousness” (H. Baader), specifically, the remodeling of the ‘hero’s’ journey through life according to the Saul/ Paul schema; the orthodox refunctionalization even of such an essentially subversive discourse as satire, as well as phenomena of a similar order – all of the above are, by now, long-standing results of the relevant research.1265 Not only the dramatic, but the entire literary discourse of this epoch is determined by the dominancy of the renovatio. Moreover, the present study has already indicated, when relevant, an additional point that immediately suggests itself: it is also the pragmatic text genres which are subject to the orthodox reshaping. This includes historiography, political theory, and practical philosophy, but especially the store of emblematics integrating and popularizing the entirety of knowledge in a pictorial manner.1266

It is nonetheless necessary to draw attention to the fact that the finding of a comprehensive restoration, even for the Spain of the period in question, still does not constitute the ‘whole truth’. The concept of the Baroque as a discursive renovatio must not be seen as an essentializing notion; as in the case of any other (epochal) concept, it is nothing but an abstraction that aims to integrate phenomena dominant in a particular period. Quantitatively, the texts that should be mentioned to corroborate this point are marginal phenomena; yet they are not marginal at all as regards their aesthetic and intellectual quality. Gracián’s Criticón (1651–1657), for instance, is a sort of late Erasmian text, which – in abandoning the notion of an externally regulated world of consciousness, and in advocating immanence – already anticipates future concepts.1267 Even so, the latter – this being the decisive point of historical differentiation – do not become prevalent on the Iberian peninsula. Spain, the bastion of a restorative attempt at order, pays for its rejection of the new, more efficient discourse by missing out on modernity in literary, philosophical, political, and economic terms – a fact which once more confirms the explanatory adequacy of Foucault’s approach.1268

From a discourse-archeological viewpoint, the (comparatively) most ‘modern’ author of Baroque Spain was, without doubt, Cervantes. His work is heterogeneous; he wrote comedias de santos (El rufián dichoso, 1615), even though he ridicules this genre in the Quijote – not casually but on the conceptual level; he wrote historical dramas with a typologizing design (El cero de Numancia, written around 1581–1583), and others following the pattern of morality plays (El trato or, this being the definitive title, Los baños de Argel, 1580 and 1615); nevertheless, his Quijote might be read as the most impressive literary statement against the analogical concept in European literary history.1269 The content of the truth upheld by the restored discourse remains intact in Cervantes’s novel – whether this is due to a necessary deference or to true religious conviction on the part of the author. Still, the analogical procedure as an abstract structure is incriminated at so elemental a level that the parodic profile of the work may be thought of as a decoy. For Don Quixote’s folly consists in reading each present reality as a repetition of patterns sedimented in texts, which he believes to be trans-historically ‘true’ – disregarding all specific accidentals that might trouble this reduction, and extrapolating the missing elements of each structure. The rift between the ‘real’ and the analogically interpreted worlds, which Don Quixote always experiences once he takes action, is accentuated no less forcefully than the congruence of these worlds in Baroque drama. In both cases, the approach is reflected in the paradigmatic nature of the textual structures to an extent that may, at times, be tiresome. Why should Cervantes have made this tremendous effort, had the task been merely that of making a mockery of a genre – the chivalric novel – that had declined to the level of trivial literature long before? It would seem that the Quijote is in need of a new reading attentive to signals indicating what the text actually means.1270 For Cervantes is not a writer in the decidedly modern sense. His novellas and numerous dialogs in the Quijote demonstrate the extent to which he represents positions that are meant to be comprehensive – that is, more than merely aesthetic. It may be said in passing that the reception developed in the Romantic period, which still prevails today, conceals decisive circumstances with regard to the Quijote also; the relevant interpretations are based on an (in part) even more fundamental disregard for the macrostructure – and hence on an even more flagrant reversal of the message – than is the case in the Romantic construals of Baroque plays.1271

Howsoever the distribution of the restorative wave in the individual national literatures is to be conceived, there can be no doubt that the epistemological rupture is associated with the name Descartes. Yet, as far as may be assessed, the relevance of the renewal of discourse for the Cartesian approach has not only gone unnoticed so far – the question as such has not even been posed. Blumenberg’s connection of the Cartesian doubt to Ockham’s nominalism represents only the most substantial variant of the thesis propounding an epoch of transition between the beginning of the fourteenth and the middle of the seventeenth century, during which modernity gradually emerges.1272 Even notorious contrarians such as J. Kristeva remain within this framework.1273 This said, it would seem unsatisfactory to relegate to the realm of contingency the question of why, in the middle of the seventeenth century, the nominalistic concept of a world unintelligible from a human perspective – with which Western thought had contented itself for three hundred years – was suddenly carried to the extreme notion of the possibility of a deus fallax, thereby providing the intellectual energy for ‘self-assertion’.1274 Even more problematic is the speculation hinted at in Blumenberg that the consequences of the nominalistic concept for the doctrine of grace as theorized by Luther influenced the discursive evolution.1275

Descartes sets aside the question of a transcendental truth. Visualizing the world as a clock – the interior of which is unfathomable, yet whose exterior may be rendered describable in an expedient way (that is, according to the ‘taxonomic’ principles to be extrapolated from mathematics and then transferred to the level of the linguistic symbol system) – is the metaphor for the new episteme in its entirety.1276 It might seem immediately plausible that there would not have been a readiness to permanently resign to the nominalistic renunciation of discernibility. Yet the horizon of Descartes’s Meditations is not only the late medieval nescio. The philosopher is Calderón’s contemporary; he received the same education; during the heyday of the restoration, from 1604 to 1612, Descartes was instructed by the Jesuits. Accordingly, he was thoroughly familiar with the restorative attempt at order. The most noteworthy representatives of the renovatio – and Calderón above all – did not propagate empty promises as regards analogism’s conceptual capacity. Knowledge is restricted by the condition of a perception sub umbra, such that only the abstract typos is knowable; the ‘rest’ of the orientation necessary in this world is provided by moral theology. In life – as distinguished from drama – this does not signify the supremacy of the ‘law’, but ultimately the rule of a priestly caste; it entails, moreover, a renunciation of the concept of newness as such – hence of the chance for a satisfying management of a reality evidently evolving more and more rapidly. The loss of order, and the price that had to be paid for regaining a minimum of orderliness within the framework of the traditional discursive system – Descartes must have been aware of both of these factors when he theorized the new episteme. Not the deficient capacity of systems, but the manifest failure of intra-systemic attempts at regaining a certain efficiency in an already unstable situation, lies – according to systems theory – at the beginning of the end of systems. At this point, it is not feasible to offer more than a hint at these connections.

As a result of Descartes’s project, the supremacy of the analogical episteme is terminated almost instantaneously. To the extent that a world-modeling claim is implied, the premodern discourse withdraws to its champ d ’émergence, theology. As sedimented linguistic patterns, certain selected schemata are handed down and refunctionalized aesthetically, satirically, and ideologically (for instance, as crypto-figural verbal husks in panegyrical, ironic, and political discourse).1277 Yet as a system, the old discourse is no longer present,1278 and not even during an epoch of such comprehensive retrospection as Romanticism. Despite the ‘return of religion’ (and specifically of Catholicism), the Romantics no longer ‘understand’ the Baroque plays – this being a most conspicuous indicator of the extent to which fundamental hierarchies are definitively inverted by the discontinuation of analogism. It is no longer the entire discourse that is ancilla theologiae, but theology and belief themselves become a ‘handmaiden’, be it in the service of philosophy or of aesthetics – a fungible instrument, welcome when (and only insofar as it is) expedient.

It was in 1985 that a Christian priest presented himself to the descendants of the Incas in Cuzco as an “‘envoy of the true sun’”, as the messenger of Christ qua “‘sun of justice and love’”. These formulations seem like a virtually verbatim restatement of Pedro de Candía’s words in Calderón’s ‘Incan’ drama La aurora en Copacabana; they are uttered by this Pedro as he erects the cross in that selfsame Cuzco – albeit in 1536 – while attempting to render plausible to the Incas the new religion as the ‘true’ and ‘better’ continuation of their solar cult.1279 Whether or not the late Pope John Paul II actually read Calderón is unimportant – both are drawing upon the same discursive tradition, established in Christian Late Antiquity. When confronted with the same ‘material’, this causes them to arrive at similar turns of phrase, even across a distance of almost 350 years. In the case of that recent pope, the above was meant as a theologically grounded thesis with a colonizing – more precisely, a re-colonizing – claim, given the backdrop of a ‘relapse’ into paganism widely observable in present-day Latin America. Yet to a correspondent from one of Germany’s leading newspapers, the only such paper issued in a part of the country whose cultural horizon is Catholicism, the formulations quoted seemed to be cheap flattery and a theologically questionable ingratiation on the part of a Karol Wojtyla always interested, above all, in pleasing the crowd – this as one last testament to the process of marginalization of a discourse that, for nearly sixteen centuries, regulated the thought of European civilization.1280
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Endnotes

1 “The Concept of Baroque in Literary Scholarship”, in: R. Wellek, Concepts of Criticism, New Haven, CN/London 1964, 69–127; spec. 113, 122–127.

2 The theoretical framework of Foucault’s approach is outlined most succinctly in chapters II–VII of L’Archéologie du savoir, including more detailed explications of the different discourse-historical concepts utilized in the following (Paris 1969, 44–101).

3 “It is interesting to observe the new style also in literature [‘Poesie’]” (Renaissance und Barock. Eine Untersuchung über Wesen und Entstehung des Barockstils in Italien, Munich 1907, 63); in the following paragraphs, Wölfflin illustrates his view by contrasting the beginning of Ariosto’s Orlando Furioso (1516) with Tasso’s Gerusalemme liberata (1584). Wölfflin defines the Renaissance and Baroque styles as opposing, specifically by means of the guiding concepts ‘linear vs. painterly/picturesque’ (‘linear vs. malerisch’), ‘extensive/plane vs. profound/ emphasizing depth’ (‘flächenhaft vs. tiefenhaft’), ‘closed vs. open form’ (‘geschlossene vs. offene Form’), ‘plurality vs. unity’ (‘Vielheit vs. Einheit’), ‘clarity vs. lack of clarity/elusiveness’ (‘Klarheit vs. Unklarheit’); as to the general terminology applied to the description of Renaissance and Baroque style, see Wölfflin’s Kunstgeschichtliche Grundbegriffe. Das Problem der Stilentwicklung in der neueren Kunst, Munich 1915. As to the resonance of the Wölfflinian categories – initially in German studies and Germanophone Romance studies, leading to their reception in literary studies pertaining to other European vernaculars – see Wellek, “The Concept of Baroque in Literary Scholarship” 74–80.

4 Mannerism. The Crisis of the Renaissance and the Origin of Modern Art, New York, NY 1965, 276. As to the methodological problem involved when transferring concepts from art history to literature, especially in the case of the text corpus at issue, see also A. A. Parker, “Reflections on a New Definition of ‘Baroque’ Drama”, Bulletin of Hispanic Studies 30 (1953), 142–151.

5 As regards Romance studies, and among many others (see Wellek, “The Concept of Baroque in Literary Scholarship” 76–78), it is particularly H. Hatzfeld who deserves mention in this respect (cf. the collection of his essays re-published as Estudios sobre el barroco, Madrid 1966).

6 The latter being the fundamentally revised and expanded version of Gracián’s Arte de ingenio, tratado de la agudeza (1642).

7 In this regard, see H. Friedrich’s detailed description of the Cannocchiale aristotelico as a “highpoint of Baroque poetics” (Epochen der italienischen Lyrik, Frankfurt a. M. 1964, 623; cf. also 623–636).

8 Cf. Friedrich (Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 549–561; 647–662), and Wellek (“The Concept of Baroque in Literary Scholarship” 98).

9 As regards this periodization, generally accepted in Romance studies, see J. Rousset, “Le problème du baroque littéraire français. Etat présent et futur”, in: Trois conférences sur le baroque français, supplement to vol. 21/1964 of Studi francesi, 49–60; spec. 51.

10 Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 597; see also the entire chapter concerning ‘Baroque poetry’ (533–672), where Friedrich argues that, in typological terms, the Italian poetry of the Baroque belongs to Mannerism.

11 As to the concepts of the ‘dominant’ and the ‘change of dominants’ via refunctionalization of factors pertaining to the existing system, see R. Lachmann, referring to and developing theorems of formalism and (Czech and Polish) structuralism (“Die Zerstörung der ‘schönen Rede’. Ein Aspekt der Realismus-Evolution der russischen Prosa des 19. Jahrhunderts”, Poetica 4 (1971), 462–477; spec. 464f.).

12 Thus – once more from the perspective of art history, but with a more general claim in terms of the history of ideas – in W. Weisbach, Der Barock als Kunst der Gegenreformation, Berlin 1921, 1–39. Hatzfeld aligns himself with this thesis in some of his publications, insofar as Romance literatures are concerned (cf. “Zur Klärung des Barockproblems in den romanischen Literaturen”, in: W. Barner, ed., Der literarische Barockbegriff, Darmstadt 1975, 249–292; spec. 250, 250n.).

13 The term is Foucault’s (L’Archéologie du savoir 55–67).

14 Starting with J. Rousset, La littérature de l’âge baroque en France: Circé et le Paon, Paris 1953.

15 See L. Spitzer’s assessment, deeming the entirety of French classicism (including Descartes) a “movement directed against the Council of Trent” (“Der spanische Barock”, in: Barner, ed., Der literarische Barockbegriff, 230–248, 246). Concerning the literary text as a stylization of a ‘world-model’ (model’ mira), see Yu. M. Lotman, The Structure of the Artistic Text, ed. G. Lenhoff, and R. Vroon, Ann Arbor, MI 1977, 210 (the English translation uses the formulation ‘model of a [the] universe’).

16 As to the former, see H. Hatzfeld (Der gegenwärtige Stand der romanistischen Barockforschung, Munich 1961, 8); regarding the latter, cf. M. Menéndez Pelayo’s sixth lecture on Calderón, “Dramas trágicos” (Calderón y su teatro, in: M. Artigas, ed., Edición nacional de las obras completas de M. Menéndez Pelayo, Santander 1940–1958, vol. 8, 85–303, esp. 233–267).

17 Poetics 1452b13; cf. also 1453a. In the case of some comedias, one might identify a certain proximity to the model of poetic justice, which is accepted, but at the same time devalued by Aristotle, who terms such plays ‘second best’ tragedies; but this assumption ultimately remains problematic. The comedia is rather characterized by what I should like to call ‘metaphysical justice’.

18 Cf. L. Goldmann, Le Dieu caché. Étude sur la vision tragique dans les Pensées de Pascal et dans le théâtre de Racine, Paris 1969, passim; spec. 33–49, 166–170, 347–352.

19 As to the corresponding change in the assessment of classical tragedy on the part of French studies, see Wellek’s outline of this development (“The Concept of Baroque in Literary Scholarship” 118f.).

20 Concerning the art politics of the Council of Trent, see Hauser, Mannerism 75–81.

21 Agudeza y arte de ingenio, spec. discurso 55.

22 For a critique of the attempts at delimiting the literary Baroque from the viewpoint of social history, see Wellek, “The Concept of Baroque in Literary Scholarship” 102–108. An epoch may indeed be characterized by a predominance of courtly literature in the literary system of that time; but based on such a line of reasoning, it may hardly be distinguished from other epochs also endowed with courtly literature; pre-modern epochs in their entirety, starting with the early Middle Ages, manifest courtly patterns of speech.

23 Cf. Wellek, “The Concept of Baroque in Literary Scholarship” 112f.

24 This stance is implicitly taken in E. R. Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages, Princeton, NJ 1983, 273–301, and explicitly in Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 593.

25 For the first variant, see Hatzfeld (Estudios sobre el barroco passim); as regards the second, cf. E. B. O. Borgerhoff (“‘Mannerism’ and ‘Baroque’: A Simple Plea”, Comparative Literature 5 (1953), 323–331).

26 “The Concept of Baroque in Literary Scholarship” 113.

27 European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 273–301.

28 Curtius treats Calderón in his chapter on Mannerism, even though, in the same publication, he presents much that is instructive (while being in need of specification) concerning the ‘theological poetics’ of this poet (European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 287–291; 559–570). In Hatzfeld, Marino and Calderón are similarly presented under one heading; they occupy the Italian and Spanish positions of the triad representative for ‘Baroquism’ (“Der Barock vom Standpunkt des Literarhistorikers aus betrachtet”, in: R. Grossmann, W. Pabst and E. Schramm, ed., Der Vergleich. Literatur- und sprachwissenschaftliche Interpretationen, Hamburg 1955, 11–21; spec. 15). In both Curtius and Hatzfeld, the problem with the argument is grounded in their ignoring the question of the dominant. More recent attempts at overcoming an ahistorical typologism once more confirm the assumption that the unity of the literary Baroque cannot be grasped mono-systematically. As to the epoch’s common denominator, U. Schulz-Buschhaus suggests a generalized tendency towards a ‘mixture of genres’ (sensu lato). Yet such an approach would exclude French tragedy. In terms of style, however, the dramas written by Racine and Corneille do participate in what Schulz-Buschhaus deems the most comprehensive manifestation of Baroque genre-mixing tendencies: conceptistic diction, outgrowing all genres, leveling all generic confines (cf. “Gattungsmischung – Gattungskombination – Gattungsnivellierung. Überlegungen zum Gebrauch des literarhistorischen Epochenbegriffs ‘Barock’”, in: H. U. Gumbrecht and U. Link-Heer, ed., Epochenschwellen und Epochenstrukturen im Diskurs der Literatur- und Sprachhistorie, Frankfurt a. M. 1985, 213–233; here: 228–230).

29 As to the history of the term ‘Mannerism’ and its meanings, see the sketch by Friedrich, which includes additional bibliographical references (Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 597).

30 According to Hatzfeld, ‘Baroque’ means a “balancing [. . .] and harmonization of the contradictory”, specifically by means of the “cultural guiding force” of “religiosity”, which “engendered mysticism and the Jesuit order, as well as the Counter-Reformation, in the first place” (Der gegenwärtige Stand der romanistischen Barockforschung 7f.).

31 “While ‘Baroque’ art, literature and music utilize formal mannerisms as well as Mannerist directives of expression, the overall phenomenon of [the] ‘Baroque’ is already part of a new intellectual and political striving for ‘order’”, at the basis of which are “classicist notions” that, in turn, resulted from the “consequences of the Counter-Reformation” and the “conventions of the refortifying absolutist courtly culture and the estatist society” (Manierismus in der Literatur. Sprach-Alchimie und esoterische Kombinationskunst, Hamburg 1959, 145).

32 “Le problème du baroque littéraire français” 53.

33 “Le problème du baroque littéraire français” 56; in this passage, Rousset’s field of observation is the visual arts.

34 Concerning the analogism of scholasticism, its aftereffects, and its historical roots, see W. Kluxen, art. “Analogie”, in: Historisches Wörterbuch der Philosophie, ed. J. Ritter, Darmstadt 1971. The search for philosophical links between the concepts of analogy in Plato and Aristotle and that of the High Middle Ages seems ultimately less productive than the following question: to what end did scholasticism have recourse to this concept, and how may this finality explain the profile of the scholastic doctrine of analogy?

35 In its most concise form, Foucault’s concept of ‘episteme’ is outlined in L’Archéologie du savoir 250. As to his description of analogism, cf. chapter II of Les Mots et les choses. Une archéologie des sciences humaines, Paris 1974, 32–59.

36 In the chapter of Les Mots et les choses cited above, Foucault’s focus is initially on the caesura between the analogical and the taxonomic episteme, hence on a concise characterization of the discursive situation in the sixteenth century as compared to that of the seventeenth century. Repeatedly, the medieval origins of the discursive practices of the sixteenth century are briefly mentioned (cf. e.g. 36; 46; 48f.; 52). Yet Foucault does not go into detail. In conclusion, he introduces a two-phase division of discursive history, which relativizes the schematizing criticized above, proposing an epoch positing an analogical relation of sign and signified, and the epoch of the modern notion of an arbitrary relation, crucial for taxonomism and the metaphysics of profondeur.

37 Concerning Foucault’s concept of discours – especially in terms of the difficult distinction between a discourse, the discursive practices discernible as operating within the framework of the discourse (énoncés), and actual speech acts (énonciations) – see L’Archéologie du savoir 98–134.

38 See below, 251.

39 The latter concept alludes to the title of Foucault’s inaugural lecture at the Collège de France (print: Paris, 1971).

40 According to Foucault, the assumption of a twofold analogy is at the basis of the discursive practices of the sixteenth century: that between things (this would be virtually tantamount to the notion of the analogia entis), and that between things and signs (‘true meaning etymology’). Consequently, Foucault refers to the epoch’s understanding of the world and of signs as a sort of hermeneutic semiotics (cf. Les Mots et les choses 44). Yet as soon as a worldview has a decidedly hermeneutic foundation, the interpretive horizon must be predefined for a discursive order to develop. Otherwise, a ‘hermeneutic semiotics’ produces nothing other than a contingency and arbitrariness of the understanding of the world; paradigmatic texts of the Renaissance – such as Montaigne’s Essais (1580–1595) – might corroborate this deduction. It is however well known that, while the medieval worldview is tied to the aforesaid twofold analogy, it leaves little room for the principle of arbitrariness.

41 As regards this formulation, and concerning the status of the ancient discourses in the world of the Middle Ages, see H. R. Jauß, “Allegorese, Remythisierung und neuer Mythos. Bemerkungen zur christlichen Gefangenschaft der Mythologie im Mittelalter”, in: M. Fuhrmann, ed., Terror und Spiel. Probleme der Mythenrezeption, Munich 1971, 187–209.

42 To prevent misunderstandings, I should stress that I am not dealing with Mannerism in the visual arts here.

43 – to put it in R. Jakobson’s terminology (“Closing Statement: Linguistics and Poetics”, in: Th. A. Sebeok, ed., Style in Language, Cambridge, MA 1968, 350–377; quote: 356).

44 As to the notion that discourses are controlled by authorities, and specifically in the interest of expanding or maintaining power, see Foucault’s L’Ordre du discours (passim).

45 The widespread assumption that the literature of the siglo de oro is an immediate continuation of the Middle Ages, and that the periodization of Spanish texts belonging to earlier epochs cannot be brought into alignment with the development in the remainder of western and central Europe, overstates national differences. As a result of the political situation during the stages of chaoticization, Spain enjoyed a most vibrant cultural exchange with the historically and culturally most advanced country, Italy. By no means does this denote an identity of development, but certainly a participation in the respective discourse and its transformations, which indeed resulted in different forms of manifestation (énonciations). As to the thesis of a Spanish Sonderweg qua uninterrupted line of tradition from medieval times into the seventeenth century, cf. especially Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 266–269; and, similarly, Hatzfeld’s notion that Spain has “something like an eternal Baroque”, whose roots are ultimately to be sought in a “tradition strongly tinged by Arabico-oriental” influences; in this way, the entirety of early Spanish literature comes, in terms of its “contents”, into contrast not only with the “humanistic” tradition, but also with the “European medieval” one (Der gegenwärtige Stand der romanistischen Barockforschung 14). The stiltedness, calculated precision, and ‘acuteness’ of Spanish literature is as much and as little Arabico-oriental as medieval scholasticism itself, which in part has recourse to the Arabic transmission of the Aristotelian corpus. It is incontestable that the presence of an Arab culture is discernible on Spanish soil until the end of the fifteenth century; but it remains to be discussed whether it is not a view informed by the conditions of modern times that the Arab/‘Oriental’ is to be seen in strict opposition to the (Christian) medieval; this is especially true as regards more abstract structures of discourse.

46 As indicated, the thesis of a restoration (renovatio) is new in the area of literary studies concerning siglo de oro texts, to the extent that it is at all possible to say this with regard to theses in the humanities in general; as to points of contact with extant conceptions, see the remaining pages of this chapter. In terms of historiographic research, parallel considerations on the part of J. A. Maravall must be pointed out (cf. Teatro y literatura en la sociedad barroca, Madrid 1972); Maravall’s focus is on social phenomena; the survey of their ‘manifestation’ in literary texts is performed in passing only.

47 Work on the Regulae ad directionem ingenii seems to have begun around the year 1619; but the Rules were not published until 1684; the short text is considered to be the first manifestation of Cartesian epistemology.

48 “Ea est hominum consuetudo, ut, quoties aliquam similitudinem inter duas res agnoscunt, de utraque judicent, etiam in eo in quo sunt diversae, quod de alterutra verum esse compererunt. [. . .] In quo sane decepti sunt”.

49 I will later emphasize one important exception to the above statement: the works of Cervantes.

50 Concerning the metaphor of ‘colonialization’ for processes of cultural penetration and subjugation, cf. J. Habermas, “Einleitung”, in: Habermas, ed., Stichworte zur ‘geistigen Situation der Zeit’, Frankfurt a. M. 1979, vol. 1, 7–35; here: 28–35; it seems expedient for discursive history as well.


51 This qualification applies even for texts that could be classified as ‘didactic’ in terms of content; Corneille’s Le Cid is, of course, a piece of absolutist propaganda. But, if considered in comparison to Lope’s and Calderón’s plays, its affiliation with a taxonomist episteme, albeit recognizable, is much less massive and pervasive than are the ties between the Spanish playwrights’ texts and orthodox analogism.

52 From a historical perspective, additional light is shed on the status of the aforementioned attempts at positing a ‘comprehensive Baroque’ – encompassing comedia and tragedy (the dominant lines of Spanish and French literature at the time) – if one takes into account that, under the banner of the victorious taxonomic system, the Mannerist style, grown on analogist ground, withers away rather quickly in French texts, including in its function as discursive ornament.

53 Antiquity is not discussed in detail in this study; it is, however, implied in the theses at hand that the analogical discourse of the Middle Ages is directly linked to the discursive forms of ancient times. Further analyses would be required as to whether one will have to suppose a continuous evolution or (at least) partial ruptures. Highly useful inspirations for a more penetrating investigation of all of premodern (pre-seventeenth century) conceptual and discursive practices, including non-Western civilizations and archaic times, may be gathered from recent publications by the anthropologist Ph. Descola.

54 As regards the formal features, see Friedrich’s sketch concerning Mannerism as a specific variant of a special form of ancient speech, constituted during the first century CE; it subsequently influenced Christian Late Antiquity, and was handed down via the rhetorical manuals into medieval times (albeit in a ‘normal stage’, initially only slightly or hardly characterized by a hypertrophy of the formal devices); over the course of the centuries, it once more developed into a manner of pervasive rhetoricization, thereby creating propitious conditions for a renewed reception of ancient Asianism (Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 593–616).

55 Cf. Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 273–301; Hocke, Manierismus in der Literatur passim, spec. 301–306.

56 Cf. Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 266f.; Hatzfeld, Der gegenwärtige Stand der romanistischen Barockforschung 14.

57 Fremd meaning simultaneously ‘foreign’, ‘different’, ‘other’ – in the sense of being not immediately assimilable from the position of the beholder stating that a phenomenon seems fremd (to him or her).

58 For Anglophone readers, I might add here that – in the 1950s, 1960s, and the early 1970s – H. Friedrich was considered the leading figure of Romance studies in Germany. – As regards monographic studies, there seems to be only one major mentionable exception to the prevalent modernizing tendencies in comedia criticism: H. W. Sullivan’s remarkable book on Tirso de Molina demonstrated the extent to which even the epoch’s secular drama – including the play on Don Juan – was predicated upon Tridentine directives. Sullivan has a slight tendency to overstate the divergencies within the Counter-Reformation. Given the observation that ‘labyrinthine oppositions and intellectual convulsions’ are concealed behind the ‘monolithic Counter-Reformation façade’, he draws the conclusion that contemporary Spain, intellectually disoriented, is situated somewhere between the two poles of ‘Renaissance’ and ‘Counter-Reformation’ (“Counter-Reformation Spain lies caught in the confusion between the two” [Tirso de Molina and the Drama of the Counter Reformation, Amsterdam 1976, 169, 171f.]). Such an assessment may even be justified to a certain extent with regard to the (intellectual) discourse in general; but it is problematic with regard to the epoch’s great dramatic texts, which try to manage the conceptual confusion Sullivan points out in his study.

59 Cervantes was a cautious man; he did not run the risk of explicitly opposing the positions of the Tridentine restoration; but one may read many of his works, and the Quijote not least, as a veiled or indirect problematization of basic conceptual operations of the renewed orthodox discourse (concerning this point, see my “Don Quijote und die Magie”, in: G. Penzkofer and W. Matzat, ed., Der Prozeß der Imagination. Magie und Empirie in der spanischen Literatur der frühen Neuzeit, Tübingen 2005, 193–225).

60 On this point, see Schulz-Buschhaus, “Gattungsmischung – Gattungskombination – Gattungsnivellierung” 216–219.

61 In this context, it may be added that Schulz-Buschhaus’s methodological remark as to a related problem – that of ‘social’ styles and discourses being, while not indifferent to epochs, transgressive of epochal thresholds (cf. 216–219) – constitutes the main objection one might raise against S. Neumeister’s analysis of the courtly-informed mythological fiesta as a paradigm of the Spanish Baroque in general. The author ultimately avoids explicit assertions, while submitting a series of generalizing statements as to ‘this time’ (the Baroque); the choice of texts results in a ‘courtly’ accentuation of the epoch’s discourse, which, in a certain respect, is to the point, while being in need of relativization with regard to the other, quantitatively more significant subgenres of Spanish Baroque drama (Mythos und Repräsentation. Die mythologischen Festspiele Calderóns, Munich 1978). As regards my view of the relationship of Spanish Baroque drama to the courtly code, see the detailed account below (chaps. 2 and 6).

62 Cf. Rabelais and His World, ed. H. Iswolsky, Bloomington, IN 1984.

63 All above citations in Ritter’s essay “Über das Lachen”, in: J. Ritter, Subjektivität. Sechs Aufsätze, Frankurt a. M. 1974, 62–92; here: 74–76.

64 This holds true even if apparently specific vitia, potentially even typical of the period in question, are rendered ridiculous. For instance, it would seem rather bold to read Molière’s L’Avare (1668) as a critique of central values of the early capitalist bourgeoisie that was transposed into comedy. It is not acquisitiveness that is incriminated, but the fact that the protagonist is obsessed with it – i.e. the abrogation of the rational qua abstract principle of every order, in favor of a non-rational stimulus, which takes on a momentum of its own.

65 See, once again, Der fremde Calderón 39–42.

66 Foucault never commented on the significance of literary texts in much detail. Concerning his distinction between authors that are “fondateurs” or “instaurateurs de discursivité” and those that utilize the discursive possibilities available, he seems to prefer placing the producers of literary texts into the latter category. Yet in the passage in question, Foucault uses specific examples (Marx, Freud on the one hand, Radcliffe on the other), which renders problematic the extrapolation of an axiomatic statement (“Qu’est-ce qu’un auteur?”, Bulletin de la société française de philosophie, 63 (1969), 73–104; here: 89f.); the same waiving of a formation of general theses holds true for the description of Cervantes’s Quijote (oft-quoted on the part of literary studies) as a first announcement of taxonomism (Les Mots et les choses 60–64). The discourse-historical significance of literary texts appears to be variable – which, incidentally, is self-evident, given Foucault’s (neo-)structuralist approach.

67 As was shown by high modernist texts, this suspension is, in most cases, based on arbitrary conventions. (Western) people know (from having been told so by parents, teachers, the media, etc.) that when watching a stage performance or reading a text advertised as a ‘novel’, they should not take the events narrated as directly referring to pragmatic realities; or, rather, that they should not consider this relation as being of primary importance with regard to every single detail, when it comes to assessing ‘ontologically’ the plethora of particulars constituting the performance or the text in question.

68 The term “tendency toward the epic” with respect to the genre of drama was coined by P. Szondi in his Theory of the Modern Drama (ed. and tr. by M. Hays, Durham, NC 1987, 76; the German original from 1959 reads “Episierung der Dramatik”; 127). Szondi introduces the term with respect to those modern dramas which, in terms of formal principles, are located in between the classicist drama, which is based on nothing but dialogue, and Brecht’s “Epic Theater”, which lays bare the fact that there is an authorial instance that arranges the plot as presented on the stage. While relegating to the background Szondi’s commitment to a Hegelian framework, the category as such may be useful for the description of pre-classicist (medieval, Baroque) drama as well; it is meant to designate the entirety of the devices by means of which dramas transgress the limitations of dialogue and implement direct or indirect commentaries regarding the plot and the personages.

69 In the case of the carnivalesque, the objective may be to problematize – by way of ridicule, and within the limits discussed above – particular contents, partial structures, and viewpoints of the respective official discourse; as a partly similar phenomenon, one might think of ideologically commited, ‘revolutionary’ literature.

70 Lyrical poetry might be a separate problem.

71 See Foucault’s stance (repeated several times) concerning the fact that ‘literature’ changes its ‘locus’ within the framework of the ‘discursive field’ at the onset of Romantic modernity (cf. spec. “Qu’est-ce qu’un auteur?” 83–88); this in itself renders it problematic in discourse-historical terms to speak of the phenomenon ‘literary text’ as essentially transhistorical. Foucault’s considerations reach their climax in what is certainly an overstatement (while being indeed illuminating in tendency), i.e. the claim that ‘literature’ is only ‘that which comes into being at the end of the eighteenth century’. Foucault’s reference is to the system of Romantic literature, specifically to those texts that focus on the ideal of articulating the ‘unnamable’, the ‘unsayable’ (“Le Langage à l’infini”, Tel Quel 15 (1963), 44–53; here 48, 52). Cf. moreover the delimitation of ‘literature’ in terms of an independent discursive praxis to include texts since or in the tradition of Mallarmé, i.e. texts that are indeed separate from the overall discourse, to the extent that they seek to transgress the linguistic code at the basis of the latter (“La Folie, l’absence d’oeuvre”, La Table ronde, 196 (1964), 11–21; here: 18–21); concerning the qualification of literature preceding Romantic modernity, cf. the following statement: “Avant Mallarmé, écrire consistait à établir sa parole à l’intérieur d’une langue donnée, de sorte que l’oeuvre de langage était de même nature que tout autre langage” (18f.).

72 I am thinking specifically of French classicist tragedy.

73 See De la Grammatologie, Paris 1970, passim (spec. 145–445). On the most abstract level, Foucault shares the relevant viewpoints, e.g. when he comprehends the reflexivity imputable to any literary text (irrespective of the epoch to which it belongs) as a manifestation of the tendency to reflexivity inherent in the semiotic praxis of encoding, i.e. in the arbitrariness on which symbolization is based (“Le Langage à l’infini” 44–50).

74 Cf. Ch. H. Leighton, “La fuente de La quinta de Florencia”, Nueva revista de filología hispánica 10 (1956), 1–12.

75 As to the problems of attributing and dating, see S. G. Morley and C. Bruerton, The Chronology of Lope de Vega’s Comedias, New York, NY 1940; see also Morley and Bruerton, “How Many comedias Did Lope de Vega Write?”, Hispania 19 (1936), 217–234.

76 For a relativization of the customary cliché of a drama nacional, cf. R. Froldi, Lope de Vega y la formación de la comedia. En torno a la tradición dramática valenciana y el primer teatro de Lope, Salamanca 1973, spec. 9–38, as well as O. Arróniz, La influencia italiana en el nacimiento de la comedia española, Madrid 1969, spec. 63–172; 276–309.

77 Lope de Vega und sein Zeitalter, Munich 1932, 256. Vossler formulates his assessment from a position of comprehensive knowledge regarding his object; his book intends to give a general impression of Lope and his age, rather than textual analyses. The fact that Vossler’s remark has gone unheeded is probably partly due to his stating his case without providing detailed evidence.

78 Dominant comedia research deems this line of reasoning valid for all dramas de honor by Lope and other authors of this epoch.

79 Leighton does not substantiate his ultimately untenable thesis that El castigo sin venganza belongs to those plays by Lope that have direct recourse to the source in Bandello (“La fuente de La quinta de Florencia” 12). The (absolutely justified) assumption that Lope knew not only the (French) Spanish version, but also the Italian original, is based on the fact that a certain number of his dramatic works may be traced back to novellas which are not contained in the ‘translation’ by Pierre Boaistuau and François de Belleforest, hence also not in the Spanish retranslation of a selection from the French version; as to Lope’s familiarity with the Italian original, see also É. Gigas, “Études sur quelques comedias de Lope de Vega”, Revue hispanique 53 (1921), 557–604; spec. 589f.

80 In his brief comparison, Gigas omits the French and Spanish stage of transmission, while outlining the factual, historical basis of Bandello’s novella. According to Gigas, the central characteristic of Lope’s reworking is the alteration of the Duque, with a view to enhancing the formal consistency of the intrigue (“Études sur quelques comedias de Lope de Vega” 597–600). A. Alonso’s appraisal that the immediately most apparent change in Lope, the introduction of a conclusion with a ‘concealed’ slaying, should be comprehended as an adaption of the material to Spanish customs and practices (“la nacionalización del drama”) misses essential aspects, and is also problematic as regards the assessment of this alteration itself (“Lope de Vega y sus fuentes”, Thesaurus 8 (1952), 1–24; here: 5–11). The principal merit of A. van Dam’s critical edition of the play is to have rendered accessible the French and Spanish stage of transmission between Bandello and Lope once again. The “Examen literario” provides a résumé of the most important content-related deviations of Lope’s drama from both of its foils; especially as regards the evaluation of Lope’s Duque, van Dam is a precursor of the modernizing interpretations, which became customary later (“Examen literario”, in: Lope de Vega, El castigo sin venganza, ed. A. van Dam, Groningen/Paris/Madrid 1928, 83–114; spec. 84, 86, 94, 111). In his “Introducción biográfica y crítica” to the edition he provides, A. D. Kossoff recapitulates the older and more recent research and also engages with modernizing assessments (Lope de Vega, El perro del hortelano. El castigo sin venganza, ed. A. D. Kossoff, Madrid 1981, 9–50; spec. 20–43).

81 Quoted edition: M. Bandello, Tutte le opere, ed. F. Flora, Milan 1952, vol. 1, 516–524; for the dedication, see 515f.

82 The rendition of quotations from primary texts adheres to the edition respectively cited (with a very limited number of exceptions in case of drastic differences between historical and modern spelling; such exceptions will be explicitly indicated). Consequently, certain dissonances between historical and modernized spelling are inevitable.

83 “E per questo su il Ferrarese ancora si costuma di dire: – Dietro al fiume del Po trecento figliuoli del marchese Niccolò hanno tirato l’altana de le navi” (517).

84 “[. . .] deliberò anch’ella non star con le mani a cintola e consumar la sua giovanezza indarno” (518).

85 “[. . .] deliberò avendo il petto a cosí disoneste fiamme aperto aprir anco la bocca a dirle” (518f.).

86 “[. . .] che ogni vergogna e rispetto via aveva fatto fuggire” (519).

87 “‘E ben che communemente si dica che le matrigne non amano i figliastri, nondimeno voi potete esser sicurissimo che io piú che me stessa assai v’amo’” (520).

88 “[. . .] avvinchiatogli il collo con le braccia e lascivissimamente basciandolo e mille altri scherzi e vezzi disonesti facendogli e dolcissime parole usando” (521).

89 “[. . .] con meraviglia grandissima di chiunque l’udí” (523).

90 “Il Bandello ai candidi ed umani lettori” (in: Tutte le opere, vol. 1, 3f.; here: 4); the reference to the “gentile ed eloquentissimo Boccaccio”, whom he (Bandello) cannot equal, will have to be understood as a topos of modesty.

91 As to the distinction between the Renaissance novella and the short narrative genres of medieval times, see H.-J. Neuschäfer, Boccaccio und der Beginn der Novelle. Strukturen der Kurzerzählung auf der Schwelle zwischen Mittelalter und Neuzeit, Munich 1969, passim; here: 122.

92 Cf. the prologue to the third part of the collection: “[. . .] essendo le mie novelle [. . .] una mistura d’accidenti diversi, diversamente e in diversi luoghi e tempi a diverse persone avvenuti e senza ordine veruno recitati” (“Il Bandello ai candidi ed umanissimi lettori salute”, in: Tutte le opere, vol. 2, 247f.); “[. . .] veggendosi per lo piú che l’operazioni triste e viziose o tardi o per tempo restano punite, restando ne la memoria con eterna infamia; ove le cose ben fatte ed oneste sempre vivono con gloria e sono lodate e celebrate” (248).

93 “Vraisemblance et motivation”, in: G. G., Figures II, Paris 1969, 71–99.

94 The reason given follows an elemental schema of retaliation, that is, it neglects the specific circumstances of the situation, to which motivating techniques usually have recourse for the purpose of creating internal plausibility.

95 Dedication of “Novella I, 14” (“Il Bandello al signor Mario Equicola d’Olveto salute”, in: Tutte le opere, vol. 1, 150).

96 The pertinent core statements of William of Ockham and Gabriel Biel are cited in P. Vignaux’s art. “Nominalisme”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, ed. A. Vacant and E. Mangenot, Paris 1899–1950, vol. 11, 717–784; spec. 733–769. For an assessment of the nominalistic repudiation of high scholastic (Thomist) theology, see the impressive description by H. Blumenberg (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age, Cambridge, MA/London 1983, 125–226). Concerning the entire set of problems, and also for a discussion of Blumenberg, see chap. 4 of the present book.

97 The thesis of a phase during which a stringent discursive order is absent – only an assertion at this point, to be developed and detailed in chaps. 4.2. and 4.3. – diverges from Blumenberg’s assumption that the immediate reaction to nominalism’s rejection of the notion of factual universals was the construction of “a counterworld of elementary rationality and manipulability” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 173). While the Cartesian conception of an arbitrary and nonetheless functional modeling of the world is already present in Ockham to a certain extent, it does not attain to a force generative of a system. To an even greater extent, this holds true for the discourse as a whole (in Foucault’s sense). Blumenberg’s reduction of Cartesianism to an exemplary elaboration of fourteenth century nominalistic lines of thought may be adequate from a systematic perspective; but it neglects the (discourse-)historical developments occurring during the 300 years which separate the two thinkers.

98 Cf. Foucault’s description of the discourse of Romantic modernity (Les Mots et les choses 229–398).

99 Cf. Lotman, The Structure of the Artistic Text 217–239.

100 The quote is from the preface to Novella I, 44.


101 “Il primo dei figliuoli bastardi fu Leonello, che d’una giovane bellissima che Stella era nomata nacque, e questo successe al padre ne la signoria de la cittá di Ferrara. Il secondo fu il famoso Borso [. . .] il quale di marchese fu da Paolo secondo, sommo pontefice, creato duca di Ferrara e da Federico d’Austria imperadore fatto duca di Modena e di Reggio” (517).

102 The ‘French Bandello’ is the work of two authors: Histoires tragiques, extraites des oeuvres italiennes de Bandel, et mises en langue françoise, par Pierre Boaistuau, surnommé Launay, natif de Bretaigne, Paris 1559; Continuation des histoires tragiques extraites de l’italien de Bandel, mises en langue françoise par François de Belleforest, Commingeois, Paris 1559; five additional volumes followed, all ed. by Belleforest (Paris 1565–1582). The novella under scrutiny was translated by Belleforest (Continuation, vol. 1, histoire 5). Only the volume edited by Boaistuau was republished after the sixteenth century (Histoires tragiques, ed. R. A. Carr, Paris 1977). For a brief characterization of the relationship between the Italian original and the translations on the part of Boaistuau, as well as regarding Belleforest’s adaptations in relation to the latter, see R. A. Carr, “Introduction”, IX–LXXXVII; here: XLVIII; see also R. Sturel, Bandello en France au XVIe siècle, Bordeaux 1918, 35–141. The anonymous Spanish version bears the title Historias tragicas exemplares sacadas de las obras del Bandello, Verones. Nuevamente traduzidas de las que en lengua Francesca adornaron Pierres Bouistuau [sic], Francisco de Belleforest. Contienense en este libro catorze historias notables, repartidas por capítulos, Salamanca 1589; as to the relationship between the Spanish and French versions, see Leighton, “La fuente de La quinta de Florencia” 2.

103 As to the contemporary situation of production and the related view of ‘originality’, see Ch. V. Aubrun, La Comédie espagnole (1600–1680), Paris 1966, 43–52.

104 The reprint of the Spanish version of the novella (“Historia undecima”) is here cited from the comedia’s critical edition by van Dam (El castigo sin venganza 60–82).

105 For a description of the corresponding structure in the Divina Commedia, see H. Friedrich, Die Rechtsmetaphysik der Göttlichen Komödie. Francesca da Rimini, Frankfurt a. M. 1942, 16–86. With regard to the present study’s overall thesis concerning the relationship between the epochs, one will have to note that the integration of ancient and pagan exemplary figures without classification into a comprehensive, world-modeling system is characteristic of Renaissance discourse. In this way, the passage cited above demonstrates thoroughly what the concept of a discursive renovatio denotes in the present study.

106 As to this feature, entirely typical for Belleforest, cf. also Sturel’s references to corresponding structures – although he assesses them from an anachronistic perspective: “C’est un plaisir pour Belleforest, et un jeu, de rapprocher d’un fait quelconque une foule d’exemples plus ou moins analogues” (Bandello 81).

107 The above quote is from E. Auerbach’s chap. “The Arrest of Peter Valvomeres”, in: Mimesis. The Representation of Reality in Western Literature, ed. W. Trask, Garden City, NY 1957, 43–66; here: 55; regarding the ancient, and above all patristic origins of the relevant stylistic devices, see 55f.; regarding the relation of (Spanish) Baroque discourse to the patterns of Late Antiquity and patristics, see below, chap. 3.

108 Concerning the moralizing tenor of these stories – specifically in terms of a Christian notion of Providence and an affirmation of religious schemata of valuation – qua main difference between the Italian original and Belleforest’s translation, see also Sturel, Bandello 84–97.

109 Cf. the long speech on the part of the confidante (66).

110 Already in Bandello, the Marchesana is described as being so beautiful that even Hippolytus would have given in to Phaedra’s desires, had the latter’s appearance been as seductive as that of the former (“Novella I, 44” 521).

111 See the above references (n. 102).

112 As to the Erasmian understanding of marriage and concupiscentia, see M. Bataillon, Erasmo y España. Estudios sobre la historia espiritual del siglo XVI, México 1966, 286–294.

113 For the central significance which the regulation of sexual conduct had from the viewpoint of the Tridentine restoration, see M. Foucault, La Volonté de savoir [= Histoire de la sexualité, vol. 1], Paris 1976, 25–49.

114 “‘[. . .] que entranbos ygualmente recibieramos el castigo conforme al merecimiento de nuestras faltas’” (65).

115 When taken into custody, the Conde says to the Alcayde: “‘Vamos capitan, donde os pareciere, porque mucho tiempo ha que no estaua yo aguardando otro tratamiento, sino el que veo que me esta aparejado’” (77). While the guards are approaching, the Marchesa sings a gloomy song, in which she downright desires her divinely ordained death: “‘Mas no es sino el fin mortal / Hecho para mi prouecho: / O, señor Dios immortal, / Sea lo que mandays hecho, / Y aquesta imperfecta parte / Que ha de ser de los dos gloria: / Antes que el alma se aparte / El fin vea de su historia’” (78).

116 For the overall problem, see A. Doren, “Fortuna im Mittelalter und in der Renaissance”, in: Vorträge der Bibliothek Warburg, vol. 2, Leipzig/Berlin 1924, 71–144.

117 As to the role of the “inconstance de la fortune” in Belleforest’s tales, cf. Sturel, Bandello 96.

118 For a description of Racinian tragedy as a literary modeling of the Jansenist notion of predestination, see Goldmann, Le Dieu caché 157–182; 416–440.

119 See also the narrator’s long statement at the end, which – by means of an utterly mishandled recourse to the comparison of the regnum Dei with the slight amount of yeast necessary for raising dough – expresses that the one and only guilt the two protagonists (otherwise essentially virtuous) had incurred had corrupted their entire life and afterlife: “y de la misma manera vn vicio escandaloso escurece toda la claridad de las virtudes que han precedido, ê inficiona el buen olor de la vida pasada” (“Historia undecima” 81; cf. Mt 13: 31–33; Lk 13: 19–21). Concerning Belleforest’s general penchant for skewed metaphors and similes, see also Sturel, Bandello 138f.

120 This controversy will be addressed briefly in the Renaissance section of the excursus (chap. 4.3.). In terms of their thinking, neither Boaistuau nor Belleforest are Calvinists – although this is the customary view, especially with regard to Belleforest (cf. e.g. W. Pabst, Novellentheorie und Novellendichtung. Zur Geschichte ihrer Antinomie in den romanischen Literaturen, Heidelberg 1967, 202); at the basis of this assumption is the placement of the author in the circle of Marguerite de Navarre (who had already turned away from Calvin at this point in time); for a correction in this respect, see Carr, “Introduction” XII. Belleforest in particular wrote a series of anti-Protestant polemics, calling on the king to persecute the heretics; for explicitly anti-Lutheran and anti-Calvinist invectives in the Histoires tragiques, see Sturel, Bandello 52f.; 98. Yet Sturel also emphasizes that the tenor of the stories is often of a Calvinist severity (“l’austérité et la gravité morale du calvinisme”, Bandello 98; cf. 103f.). The implicit contradiction is based on an anachronistic view of Counter-Reformation Catholicism, which by no means corresponds to the cliché of a buoyant Baroque (cf. Foucault’s elaborations (La Volonté de savoir 25–49), as well as the present study, passim); neither does the notion of predestination, sometimes alluded to in Belleforest, justify his being placed in the camp of the reformers. Not only was the doctrine of grace the crucial point of contention at the Council of Trent; the notion of predestination – vehemently accentuated by Luther, but already virulent in the Ecclesia itself for a long time – had ‘infected’ official Catholicism to such an extent that, even after the Tridentine refutation of this conception, an intra-Catholic controversy concerning grace developed without ever being definitively resolved (cf. the detailed description in Sullivan, Tirso de Molina and the Drama of the Counter Reformation 28–40).

121 The citation follows Kossoff’s critical edition; for an examination of the older editions of the text, see the critical apparatus, as well as the textual critique at the end of Kossoff’s essay (“Introducción” 44–50). The above topos is utilized by Lope in both comic and serious pieces, and specifically already in the early comedias, e.g. in La bella malmaridada (~1598), in El galán Castrucho (prior to 1604), and in Lo fingido verdadero (~1608).

122 “[. . .] / pues toda su mocedad / ha vivido indignamente, / fábula siendo a la gente / su viciosa libertad” (v. 97–100). In terms of the motif, this characterization of the Duque alludes to the introductory sonnet in Petrarch’s Canzoniere (“Voi ch’ascoltate in rime sparse il suono. . .”), generally known during this time. In a manner characteristic of this literary epoch, an utterly subtle hint is provided as to the further course of the Duque’s conduct, i.e. his ultimate renunciation of a life that is fixated on the fulfillment of desires and ignores the metaphysical dimension.

123 “[. . .] memoria, / que mi pasada gloria / conviertes en tormento” (v. 198–200).

124 “[. . .] / que es la comedia un espejo / en que el necio, el sabio, el viejo, / el mozo, el fuerte, el gallardo, / el rey, el gobernador, / la doncella, la casada / siendo al ejemplo escuchada / de la vida y del honor, / retrata nuestras costumbres” (v. 215–222).

125 “Videmus nunc per speculum in aenigmate: tunc autem facie ad faciem. Nunc cognosco ex parte: tunc autem cognoscam, sicut et cognitus sum” (1 Cor 13: 12). Concerning the mirror as one of the recurring props of significance in the auto sacramental’s allegory of desengaño, cf. J.-L. Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux en Espagne avant Calderón (1550–1635), Paris/ Montpellier 1961, 332n. Of course, the formula of the comedia as an “espejo [. . .] de la vida” also alludes to the notion of comedy as “imitatio vitae, speculum consuetudinis, imago veritatis”, attributed to Cicero by Donatus (De comoedia, V.1). Lope’s statement is specific in that it insists on exemplarity – more precisely: on the term exemplum; and in that it presents a specific lesson stylized in the exemplum, which comes to light first of all in reading (seeing) this play and others. In that an allusion to classical antiquity is followed by its orthodox remodeling, the definition of the genre comedia cited above is entirely typical of the (Spanish) Baroque.

126 “[. . .] / que no hay freno, señor, como casarse” (v. 260).

127 As far as the German corpus of texts is concerned, the recourse to contemporary emblematics with a view to interpreting the ‘mimetic’ dramatic works of the Baroque was established by A. Schöne (Emblematik und Drama im Zeitalter des Barock, Munich 1968). As regards the significance of emblematic structures in texts of the Spanish Baroque, cf. Maravall’s remarks in passing: “numerosos pasajes [. . .] son como emblemas descritos con palabras, en lugar de dibujados” (Teatro y literatura en la sociedad barroca 163).

128 See Friedrich concerning Mannerism as an epoch of ingenious play with discursive material that – certainly in formal respects, and also to a large extent as regards content – is derived from the tradition of Christian allegorism; Mannerism has recourse to the latter (and in part consciously), albeit with ‘non-serious’ intent (Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 619–664; cf. also chap. 4.3.2. herein).

129 As to the emblem of the unrestrained horse from the viewpoint of Christian allegorism, see Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum totius sacrae scripturae, Cologne 1681 (first print: Barcelona 1570); s.v. ‘Equus, Eques, Equitatus’; during this epoch, Lauretus’ Silva allegoriarum was the widespread, transnational standard manual for allegorical secondary meanings; it was not only utilized as a compendium for textual interpretation; the authors themselves had systematic recourse to it in the production of their texts, for which purpose it contained a separate index of the respective meanings. For an assessment of the work, see F. Ohly, “Einleitung”, in: Silva allegoriarum, reprint Munich 1971, 5–12.

130 On Aquinas’ theory of original sin, see M. Jugie’s art. “Péché originel”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 12, 275–624; here: 468–490. For the corresponding metaphor, cf. Aquinas’ Quaestiones disputatae de malo, “Questio quarta. De peccato originali”, spec. art. 2.I, sol. 4: “sicut [. . .] equus concitatus praecipitanter vadit rupto freno quo retinebatur. Sic igitur concupiscentia habitualis potest dici dupliciter [. . .]; alio modo potest intelligi habitualis concupiscentia ipsa pronitas vel habilitas ad concupiscendum, quae est ex hoc quod vis concupiscibilis non perfecte subditur rationi, sublato freno originalis iustitiae: et hoc modo peccatum originale materialiter loquendo est habitualis concupiscentia”. The allegory is already present in Augustine (De vera religione 45 (83)), and it is anticipated in Plato’s Phaidros, albeit with a different accentuation. According to Thomas, who follows Augustine in this respect, Adam’s transgression is superbia – the desire to put himself in God’s place. The superbia of Adam’s children is expressed in their inclination toward amor sui (vanitas) instead of caritas Dei; ira, concupiscentia and ignorantia (with the latter not being encodable via the equine emblem) are the additional characteristics of human nature qua afflicted by original sin (cf. Jugie, art. “Péché originel” 478f; 485f.). In the course of this study, I will further comment on the centrality of original sin in Tridentine times, as well as on the fact that the Council of Trent’s corresponding decree is in line with the reasoning of the doctor angelicus.

131 Cf. Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘Leo’; the reference is to Apoc 5: 5.

132 In this way, Augustine’s pessimistic theory of original sin – later carried to its extreme in Luther – is corrected by Thomist scholastics (cf. Jugie, art. “Péché originel” 468–490). Aquinas’ argument assumes that the Fall, and the consequent infection with original sin, had deprived mankind of the iustitia originalis. This divine gift – granted during the previous, paradisiacal state – had guaranteed human nature, inclined toward decrepitude on behalf of its (partial) materiality, to be in harmony with God. While Christ’s self-sacrifice does not restitute the iustitia originalis, it creates the (pre)conditions for a restraint of man’s tendency to sin (cf. spec. 489f.). In other words: according to the scholastic, and then Tridentine, doctrine, human nature, given to original sin, is not inevitably sinful in the age of grace, but only in tendency; cf. the elaboration of the argument “originale peccatum non est habitus” in Summa theologiae Ia IIae, qu. 82,1, where Thomas also engages with Augustine’s more rigorist position.

133 Unless stated otherwise, ‘Christian’, here and in the following, always signifies those positions that were the only authoritative ones from the point of view of the author and his audience – i.e. those of Tridentine Catholicism.

134 Concerning ‘Leo’ qua allegory of the Ecclesia, see Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum.

135 Regarding contextualization as the fundamental methodical rule to be observed in decoding older texts with allegorical secondary meanings, see W. Harms, “Significant Objects: a Possibility of Realism in Early Narratives”, in: N. Boyle and M. Swales, ed., Realism in European Literature, Cambridge/London 1986, 12–27; spec. 19–22. The rule discussed in Harms results from the essential arbitrariness of the allegorical ascription of significance – which fact is reflected in the manuals by the manifoldness of the meanings provided for each entry. Yet with regard to texts of the Spanish Baroque in particular, it is necessary to point out that the fund of allegorically interpreted imagery is restricted, and that the meanings of a given image were relatively stable. As to the familiarity of broad strata of the averagely educated with the standard emblems and their respective meanings, see also Maravall, Teatro y literatura en la sociedad barroca 162.

136 See I. Nolting-Hauff, Die Stellung der Liebeskasuistik im höfischen Roman, Heidelberg 1959, 15–20; 30; 50.

137 Cf. E. Köhler, Ideal und Wirklichkeit in der höfischen Epik. Studien zur Form der frühen Artus- und Gralsdichtung, Tübingen 1970.

138 A stylization of love as blind, destructive passion may also be found in the later stages of courtly literature, hence Lope’s play simultaneously responds to the world-model of those texts; but the configuration of this comedia deviates so significantly from the conditions of the Italian Renaissance epic that one may deprioritize this intertextual dimension in favor of the other one. As far as assessable, a reception history of the Prose Cycle in Spain remains a desideratum. For the most part, Italy had entered upon the tradition and transmission of the longer narrative genres of the Middle Ages at the latest by the early Renaissance; together with the mixed form of the romanzo, Italian translations of the original versions continue to exist, specifically of the Lancelot. Apart from four prose versions, the sixteenth century knew the versifications on the part of Niccolò degli Agostini (Innamoramento di Lancillotto e Ginevra, 1520–1526), and of Erasmo da Valvason (I primi quattro canti del Lancillotto, 1580). Concerning the dissemination of the respective texts in medieval and Renaissance Spain, cf. the compilation in H. L. Sharrer, A Critical Bibliography of Hispanic Arthurian Material, London 1977, 17–19; 23.

139 In contrast to Chrétien’s version, the Lancelot of the Prose Cycle does not liberate the queen prior to, but after the commencement of the adulterous affair; what had still been done in the interest of the community in the former turns into an act – maybe not primarily, but at least also – of personal interest in the latter text.

140 Concerning the lussuriosi’s circle of hell, and the wanderer’s talk with a reader of the Lancelot, Francesca da Rimini, cf. Dante Inf. 5, spec. 82–142.

141 Cf. “joustise” (La Mort le roi Artu. Roman du XIIIe siècle, ed. J. Frappier, Paris/Geneva 1964, 64), “justicia” (El castigo sin venganza v. 2847, 2896, 3014); “honte” (La Mort le roi Artu 65), “deshonra” (El castigo sin venganza v. 2754; cf. also “infamia”, v. 2853, 2908).

142 The typological reading of the Prose Cycle has been dominant in particular in research on the Middle High German version for a long time now (cf. U. Ruberg, “Die Suche im Prosa-Lancelot”, Zeitschrift für deutsches Altertum 92 (1963), 122–157; Ruberg gives an exhaustive documentation of the research done previously); as to the French version, see M. Lot-Borodine, De l’amour profane à l’amour sacré. Études de psychologie sentimentale au moyen âge, Paris 1961, 122–133.

143 I am referring to the Commedia (and not to the Vita nuova); see also below, chap. 4.2.

144 In the concluding scene of the comedia de capa y espada, the disorder caused by love is usually cured in the following manner: the couple originally engaged to each other is brought together, without consideration for the current wishes and feelings of the unwilling partner; the remaining ladies and girls are then married to any other galán. As regards the serious amorous drama with a harmonious (that is: non-bloody) ending, this rejection of the courtly conception of (personal) love is perhaps most strikingly designed in Calderón’s Para vencer a amor, querer vencerle (~1633).

145 Hauser’s term(Mannerism 294). For a systematic description of conceptismo and Mannerism, cf. Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 636–647.

146 As a representative example, see El castigo sin venganza v. 1520–1531; 1797–1810; as to the terminology of my above formulation, see Foucault’s characterization of the Tridentine confession practice as a “‘mise en discours’ du sexe” – i.e. as provoking a detailed articulation, which, in the common conceptual world (sc. the ‘discourse’), engenders the respective concept (La Volonté de savoir 29; passim); Foucault’s basic thesis is highly instructive for a comparison of Western and non-Western (including: non-westernized) traditions. In other cultures, actual sexual interaction is of course present no less than in the West; but sexual activities are not constantly verbalized (or, in more recent times: visualized). Accordingly, many non-Westerners are shocked by the Western obsession with ‘talking about sex’ and even tend to see it as a symptom of moral depravity.

147 The basic patterns of the medieval allegorical drama are still present in Spain in the genre of auto sacramental. Concerning the aforementioned guiding concepts of Mannerist aesthetics, cf. Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 627f.; 699; see also the references to Castiglione’s Cortegiano (1528), and thus to the courtly background of the Mannerist ideal of style (671); in addition, see the hints regarding a perversion of the schemata of religious imagery (spec. 689–692). In Italy, the corresponding tendencies of Mannerism attain to an entirely different level, especially of sexual frivolity, when compared to Spain and to Lope’s play in particular.

148 As to the tradition of this image in the Christian discourse, but also as regards its (pagan) ancient prehistory, see W. Harms, Homo viator in bivio. Studien zur Bildlichkeit des Weges, Munich 1970.

149 Equivalently Federico (already in v. 344–346): “Y yo a mi buena fortuna / traerme por esta selva, / casi fuera de camino”. The keyword “selva”, and the speaker’s specification of his position as “fuera de camino”, is probably an allusion to Dante (Inf. 1), although a completion of the image by mentioning the wild animals would be necessary for a full development of the secondary meaning qua ‘forest of sinful temptation’ and ‘path to hell’; as to the generalization of the allegory, see Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘Nemus, saltus, sylva, lucus’; it should be added that the scene takes place in a valley; for the wooded valley (“sylvestris vallis”), Hieronymus Lauretus offers: “dicitur anima peccatoris, ubi congregantur daemones”.

150 As to the allegorical sea voyage – equating the voyage with the individual’s life – in medieval times, and as to classical and patristic precursors, see H. Rahner, Symbole der Kirche. Die Ekklesiologie der Väter, Salzburg 1964, spec. the chap. “Antenna crucis”, 239–564 (see in particular 243–247, 324–329, 438f.). Hardly any other allegorical image-field was as productive as this. Concerning the carriage’s toppling in a ford (v. 376–381), it deserves mention that shipwreck is typically read as an allegory of sinking into sin; shallow shoals are an image of the dangers of idolatry (cf. “Antenna crucis” 297; 302); especially the latter is of import in the following context.


151 As to the tradition of the mote that Lope glosses here, see the editor’s remarks on v. 1916. As to the term ‘idolatry’, Batín’s words read as follows: “Ser las mujeres traidoras / fue de la naturaleza / invención maravillosa, / porque si no fueran falsas, / [. . .] / idolatraran en ellas / los hombres que las adoran” (v. 1726–1732). In this way, Federico’s transgressive attitude preceding his actual idolatry is indirectly characterized: he disregards the order of things, and especially female nature, which, according to the orthodox Christian dogma, is “falsa” – qua temptress, seductress (alluding to the myth of the Fall).

152 When referring to the tradition into which Federico’s confession of love is placed, the editor does not indicate the decisive aspect: the speech alludes to an orthodox poem by Juan de la Cruz, with the title “Coplas del alma que pena por ver a Dios”, which was widely known during this epoch. It is evident that this intertextual reference additionally bolsters the explicit idolatrous substance of the speech (Devotas poesías, in: Juan de la Cruz, Obras, Madrid 1926, 261–266; here: 261).

153 For the precise theological background of contrappasso, see Friedrich, Die Rechtsmetaphysik der Göttlichen Komödie 87–143; spec. 119–125.

154 As to the significance of the ‘trial’ or ‘test’ or ‘probation’ (tribulatio) according to the Thomist doctrine of original sin, see below (n. 179).

155 “Con la misma libertad / que licencia me pedís, / os mando que no os partáis” (v. 1664–1666). In his interpretation of these verses, Kossoff assumes that the formulation “la misma libertad” refers to the Marqués’s request. In this topical context, it is more likely that two other semantic nuances are hinted at: first, the lady’s magnanimity, to which the knight appeals with a view to his leave-taking being granted; then, the liberty with which this wish may be turned into its opposite. The horizon of the overall utterance is the concept of the lady’s unrestricted command over the knight.

156 “Mientras el bien no se alcanza, / méritos tiene el sufrir” (v. 1680f.).

157 “Esta banda prenda sea / del primer favor / [. . .] / os ruego que os la pongáis” (v. 1715f.; 1725).

158 The motive ascribed to Federico is his fear to lose his position as heir to the throne; the Duque insinuates that his wife was pregnant.

159 The text does not clarify whether Federico’s end is arranged as a fight, or – against the topical situation – as an execution (v. 2992–3009). At any rate, the schema is formally satisfied in that Federico is armed – “Salga el conde con la espada desnuda” being the stage direction for v. 2992 (yet cf. Kossoff’s remark as to the latter’s uncertain state of transmission).

160 “[. . .] / no hay en Italia agora casamiento / más igual a sus prendas y a su estado” (v. 726f.).

161 See Aurora’s amorous lament (v. 1248–1285).

162 Cf. the final rejection of Federico’s contrived courtship, v. 2182–2204. When Aurora discovers the true moral nature of Federico, authentic feelings for Gonzaga begin to develop in her. She now fears that his service had been a manifestation of courtly ritual only: “Que me afligen / sospechas de mayor daño, / si es verdad que me dijiste / tantos amores con alma” (v. 2104–2107).

163 As to this term, and as regards the historical significance of this schema, see H. Weinrich, Tragische und komische Elemente in Racines Andromaque, Münster 1958, spec. 10f. The subsequent remarks concerning the functionalization of the love chain in Racine are based on the cited study; the device as such has its origins in the pastoral.

164 The drama does not reveal the writer of the letter precipitating the catastrophe. One possibility would be Gonzaga, who, after learning of the abomination from Aurora, had prophesied for Casandra the same end as her typos, Medusa (v. 2138–2140); or Casandra herself might have written the letter in her raging jealousy (“Quíteme el duque mil vidas, / pero no te has de casar”, v. 2287f.). Even so, it is most plausible that the – ultimately infamous – act of denunciation is located in the sphere of the servants, as had been the case in the novella. To Aurora’s exclamation of sheer astonishment (v. 3003 f.), Batín replies that all of this (i.e. the slaying of Casandra and Federico) indeed has a reason: “que no es sin causa / todo lo que ves, Aurora” (v. 3005f.); cf. also Kossoff’s comment.

165 Aurora’s definitive rejection of Federico is not without bitterness: “Conde [. . .] / [. . .] advierte / que antes me daré la muerte / que ayudar lo que has fingido. / [. . .] / [. . .] tengo muy en el alma / los desprecios que me hiciste” (v. 2193–2200). Baroque harmonism is never naïve, neither in Lope nor in Calderón. In terms of conception, it always takes into consideration the complexity of the world-model of the Christian doctrine.

166 See Goldmann’s interpretation of Racine (Le Dieu caché 345–446).

167 It thus can be assumed that the question discussed above as to the writer of the letter is left open deliberately. The incident refers to a notion hinted at in the play: that God himself had intervened in the course of worldly things on account of His sense of responsibility with regard to His creation (see below, 81f.).

168 “[. . .] / así el duque, la obediencia / rota al matrimonio santo” (v. 1366f.).

169 “El cielo que remunera / el cuidado de quien mira / el bien público” (v. 2462–2464); cf. Batín’s corresponding statement, reformulating in an abstract manner what the Duque himself had stated immediately before (cf. v. 2452–2461).

170 The authentic substrate of the events presented in Bandello’s novella and Lope’s play is expounded in Gigas (“Études sur quelques comedias de Lope de Vega” 592; 597–599).

171 This is partly the case in Gigas’s evaluation (592; 597–599).

172 Cf. E. W. Hesse, Interpretando la comedia, Madrid 1979, 17–19; E. W. Hesse, New Perspectives on Comedia Criticism, Potomac, MD 1980, 36f., as well as T. E. May, “Lope de Vega’s El castigo sin venganza: The Idolatry of the Duke of Ferrara”, Bulletin of Hispanic Studies 37 (1960), 154–182; spec. 154, 162. See also the references to relevant publications in E. M. Wilson (“Quando Lope quiere, quiere”, Cuadernos hispano-americanos 161, 162 (1963), 265–298, spec. 282) and in G. C. Nichols (“The Rehabilitation of the Duke of Ferrara”, Journal of Hispanic Philology 1 (1976), 209–230; here: 209n.).

173 Cf. the reference to the respective scriptural passages in Kossoff’s commentary to v. 2391.

174 The editor’s gloss, referring to v. 2376, indicates the story’s source in Aesop.

175 Cf. Kossoff (“Introducción” 28–30), as well as van Dam (“Examen literario” 86; 111) – although the latter gives a problematic reading of Batín’s above-cited utterance, leading to a rather vague overall evaluation of the problem. Alonso misses the decisive implication of what he observes when he assumes that it is the internal constraints of the plot that necessitate the remodeling of the Duke: in order to make the play’s ending acceptable for spectators, Lope, according to Alonso, could not do otherwise than to transform the Duke into a character of high moral standards (“Lope de Vega y sus fuentes” passim).

176 See “The Rehabilitation of the Duke of Ferrara” 215; Nichols bases her repudiation of the widespread ‘anachronistic’ (229) readings on the analogy to the story of David and Absalom, explicit in the drama; her assessment of this, and also of the mythological comparisons, as metaphorical “imagery” (221) lacks conceptual precision. Nichols does not take into account the moral-theological dimension of the conclusion, while emphasizing in particular the aspect of maintaining social stability in this context; all the same, her study is by far the most substantial contribution to recent research on Lope’s play.

177 It is not only in virtually all serious dramatic works of his later creative period that Lope utilizes this schema; he also dramatized the ‘initial type’ himself in El divino Africano, and quite early on at that (~1608); as to Lotman’s concept of ischodnyj tip, see The Structure of the Artistic Text 99; the term designates literary patterns that emerge at a specific point in time without being reducible to preexistent patterns and which then become templates for a plethora of subsequent instantiations.

178 Concerning the so-called ‘Molinist’, meaning Jesuit theology of grace – which, for the most part, prevailed in Spain at this point in time, and which is propagated in many comedias by Lope and Calderón – cf. Sullivan, Tirso de Molina and the Drama of the Counter Reformation 28–40. Molinism can be understood as a continuation of the central tenets of the Thomist theology of grace; see e.g. Summa theologiae Ia IIae, qu. 113, 7: “gratiae [. . .] infusio fit in instanti absque successione. [. . .] liberum arbitrium in iustificatione impii simul detestatur peccatum et convertit se ad Deum”.

179 As to the Thomist notion (already anticipated in Augustine) of the trial or test or probation (tribulatio) in the sense of an opportunity (and demand) to prove one’s willingness to embrace the chance for salvation, and specifically at the cost of self-denial – which is necessary despite the ‘expurgation’ (operated by God’s self-sacrifice) of the guilt caused by original sin – see the detailed account in Jugie, art. “Péché originel”, passim; spec. 401; 484; 488. Concerning the remarkably pervasive presence in all of Baroque emblematics of the trial motif, where the adverse and evil are regarded as instruments of salvation because they enable one to prove oneself, cf. M. Schilling, Imagines mundi. Metaphorische Darstellungen der Welt in der Emblematik, Frankfurt a. M. / Bern / Cirencester 1979, spec. the chap. “Die Welt als Ort der Bewährung und Läuterung”, 221–237.

180 Cf. W. Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater des 15. und 16. Jahrhunderts, Tübingen 1976, passim; spec. 163–181.

181 A stark variant of this negative schema, the Judas type – the transformation of a righteous man or woman into a willful sinner – is relatively infrequent during medieval times, but a favorite of the Baroque, for aesthetic as well as for ideological reasons. The third model to be mentioned is the imitatio schema proper, (re)presenting a human being who is exemplary without restrictions; it serves a different didactic purpose than that of immediate moral instruction (cf. the analysis of Calderón’s Príncipe constante, chap. 5 herein).

182 For a description of the schism brought about by Luther as a consequence of the rivalry – present for two hundred years within the Church itself – between the traditional, Thomist positions and those on the part of nominalism, see Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 178. Particularly the Lutheran notion of predestination is theological nominalism in its purest form: the almighty God, not bound by any law or rule, is free to concede, or refuse, grace to whom he pleases – and specifically independent from human attempts at influencing His decision (be it by good deeds (opera meritoria), be it by absolution mediated by priests, or the like). One may raise the question as to the reasons why it may have been opportune or even necessary to stage anti-Protestant polemics in a country as rigidly homogenized as (post-1492) Spain. Seeing that the structures of Protestant theology are fundamentally nominalistic, they did have their place in the Church itself, hence also in Spain; attempts at drawing institutional conclusions from the basic insights of nominalistic theology were, however, absent, or, rather, were repressed by the activities of the Inquisition.

183 As to the inner-Spanish struggle concerning the doctrine of predestination, see Sullivan’s account of the controversy between the Dominican Domingo Bañez, tending towards the notion of predestination, and the Jesuit Luis de Molina (Tirso de Molina and the Drama of the Counter Reformation passim; spec. 28–40).

184 “Historia undecima” 60.

185 “El vicioso proceder / de las mocedades mías / trujo el castigo y los días / de mi tormento” (v. 2516–2518).

186 For a description of typology from a historical and systematic perspective, see E. Auerbach, “Figura”, in: Auerbach, Scenes from the Drama of European Literature, ed. R. Manheim e. a., New York, NY 1959, 11–76, spec. 28–60; see also chap. 4.2. herein.

187 Cf. the outline of the different positions in F. Ohly, “Typologische Figuren aus Natur und Mythus”, in: W. Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, Stuttgart 1979, 126–166; here: 144n. As to Christian allegory, see Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 4–18.

188 Cf. e.g. W. Schröder, “Zum Typologie-Begriff und Typologie-Verständnis in der mediävistischen Literaturwissenschaft”, in: H. Scholler, ed., The Epic in Medieval Society. Aesthetic and Moral Values, Tübingen 1977, 64–85, spec. 73–77.

189 In the non-occurrence of the Parousia, Blumenberg sees one of the two crucial catalysts of Christianity’s development into a doctrine assimilating the entirety of ancient knowledge as well as the respectively present worlds (according to Blumenberg, the second one was the provocation presented by gnosticism, which is not as significant in this context). The necessity of an explication of a reality not accounted for in the text of revelation was at the origin of the transformation of a sectoral, theological discourse into a speech modeling the world in its entirety; but it was precisely the systematics first of all developed in order to substantiate this totalizing claim that drove this discourse into a self-induced uncertainty at the very climax of the development, and finally provoked the epochal move towards secularization – thus the impressive line of thought developed by Blumenberg (cf. The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 37–51).

190 See the brief sketch of the historical development from the twelfth to the sixteenth century in Ohly, “Typologische Figuren” 126–131. Ohly partly affirms Schröder’s criticism of A. Schöne’s concept of ‘post-figuration’ (cf. the latter’s Säkularisation als sprachbildende Kraft. Studien zur Dichtung deutscher Pfarrerssöhne, Göttingen 1958, 29–75; spec. 72–75).

191 See my remarks in the excursus (below, chap. 4).

192 Thus Ohly’s suggestion for those “cases” lacking “qualitative gradation, that is, the element central to typology” (G. Vollmann-Profe, “Diskussionsbericht”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 167–181; here: 174).

193 As to the reading of Casandra and Federico herein, see also van Dam’s comparison of Casandra with Eve (“Examen literario” 106); van Dam locates the parallel on the level of the sedimented cliché of the woman as seductress or temptress ( “He aquí esta mujer, toda mujer, y como nuestra madre Eva trata de tentar a Adán-Federico”, 106) and does not notice that the metaphor he chooses indeed chances upon a basic structure of the play.

194 For the following, see the corresponding scriptural account (Gen 3); concerning the commentary on the part of Paul, which was decisive for the further tradition, cf. Jugie, art. “Péché originel” 305–317.

195 In anticipation of what will be developed in more detail in the analysis of the autos sacramentales, it should be mentioned already at this point that, in the auto, the Fall is very often depicted as a story of adultery in allegorical attire. Given a common knowledge of the autos (which one will have to assume), this drama’s primary, ‘mimetic’ level of meaning therefore does not problematize the decoding of the aforesaid allusions to the Fall, but rather corroborates them.

196 Cf. v. 936–957; as to Federico’s remark, see v. 932-935 (“[. . .] / cosas imagina un hombre / que al más abrasado enfermo / con frenesí no pudieran / llegar a su entendimiento”).

197 As to the notion in Thomas, see the above-cited (46n. herein) quaestio on the overall problem (“De peccato originali”; cf. Jugie, art. “Péché originel” 489f.); see also the quote from the Summa theologiae given below (n. 207). On this point, the Tridentine decree concerning original sin follows, for the most part, the Thomist theory (cf. Jugie, 518–525).

198 Federico’s sonnet ends with the verse “para ser imposible eternamente” (v. 1810), the reference being to his “pensamiento” (sc. his desire). Earlier (v. 1319–1385), Casandra had taken on the task of expressing on Federico’s behalf what, to him, had still seemed to be beyond explicit articulation at that point (cf. v. 1238–1243).

199 When realizing that his son Antiochus was desperately in love with Stratonice, his wife and the former’s stepmother, Seleucus I. Nicator (358–281 BCE) ceded her to him (according to Plutarch, Demetrios 31. 38, 10).

200 Albeit only as an isolated structure, the connection between love and death is initially also a standard formula of the Petrarchan love discourse. What is meant purely metaphorically there, and also in Federico’s speech, is literally effected in this drama. The plot’s end will thus also have to be seen as a sort of metaphysical judgment – once more according to the principle of contrappasso – on the frivolities of the Petrarchan discourse, of whose variance with the orthodox conceptual schemata its founder had still been aware.


201 As to the tradition of this pattern, and concerning its dramatic development in medieval plays, see Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 181–190.

202 As the most distinct passage, cf. Federico’s address to the “desatinados conceptos” (v. 958–964), as well as his struggle with amorous passion (“¿Qué buscas, imposible pensamiento?”, v. 1797–1810). Apart from the systematics of the technique as such, the decisive factor for a psychomachic interpretation of these passages and comparable speeches on the Duque’s part (cf. below) is the consistently observable elimination of the possessive pronoun. This aspect distinguishes the respective instances from prima facie similar cases in modern texts, e.g. in Baudelaire, where the qualification as intra-personal agency is always rendered visible in the address (“Sois sage, ô ma Douleur” [Recueillement]). If one is not dealing with an address, but a description, there is no immediate comparability with the dramatic discourse anyway; in the respective cases (“L’Espérance”, “L’Espoir”, “L’Angoisse” [LXXVIII. Spleen]), the utilization of the (definite) article suggests a reminiscence of allegorical or psychomachic techniques, rather than of a return to them.

203 Incidentally, such vacillation is of import in the courtly novel’s monologs of decision, where one might see it as a sort of secular refunctionalization of a conceptual schema that is originally Christian and didactic in terms of its function. Yet the much stronger moral accentuation of the internal conflict, and especially the typically psychomachic references to one’s own person as a self with separate and abstract partial entities, rather places Lope’s version in the tradition of the orthodox model.

204 To put it in explicit terms: excuse; honor (comprising conscience); carnal desire.

205 “A sus padres han querido / sus hijas, y sus hermanos / algunas; luego no han sido / mis sucesos inhumanos, / [. . .] / pero no es disculpa igual / que haya otros males de quien / me valga en peligro tal” (v. 1846–1849; 1851–1853).

206 “Éste es el conde, ¡ay de mí! / pero ya determinada, / ¿qué temo?” (v. 1856–1858). It is in the accumulation of the respective passages that this structure attains to its blatancy; it is not possible to cite all instances here; their density occurs in a rather confined segment of the play, during the two decisive encounters of the lovers, immediately prior to the transgression (cf. especially v. 1532–1591; 1811–1858).

207 As to Aquinas’ theory of the loss of harmony between the soul’s different partes, incurred as a result of original sin, see, in detail, Summa theologiae Ia IIae, qu. 82,1: “Est enim [peccatum originale] quaedam inordinata dispositio proveniens ex dissolutione illius harmoniae in qua consistebat ratio originalis iustitiae [. . .] et cum hoc inordinata(m) dispositio(nem) partium animae”. Concerning the psychomachic pattern of the struggle raging in the soul, see Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 181–190.

208 In a quasi-typologizing formulation, she is labeled “la nueva Circe” (v. 2138) at one point; but this reference remains isolated; while she may indeed have ‘enchanted’ Federico, the latter may certainly not be considered a ‘new Odysseus’; for he is neither willing nor able to free himself from the spell of love.

209 In virtually all of the cases analyzed (with the exception of certain passages in the autos sacramentales treated below), one is not dealing with theologically precise typologies, i.e. not with equivalences between Old and New Testament instances; instead, these are modeling techniques based on, or alluding to, typology, wherefore the respective occurrences are herein termed ‘typologizing modeling’; consequently, the differentiation according to typos and anti-typos is relinquished, since its significance pertains to salvation history only. The latter is not the case here or in analog settings. The theological basis of the detachment of typological schemata from their original ties to salvation-historical processes – i.e. the scholastic doctrine of individuation – will be discussed in chap. 4.2.

210 “¿Qué Faetonte se atrevió / del sol al dorado carro, / o aquél que juntó con cera / débiles plumas infausto, / que sembradas por los vientos, / pájaros que van volando / las creyó el mar hasta verlas / en sus cristales salados? / ¿qué Belerofonte vio / en el caballo Pegaso / parecer el mundo un punto / del círculo de los astros?” (v. 1458–1469).

211 As to the Mannerist and conceptistic instructions concerning the metaphora continuata, see Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 642.

212 Cf. the classification of both characters in Dante (Inf. 18, 86–96; 30, 98).

213 According to Virgil’s Aeneid, it is Jupiter’s will not to let the Trojans perish completely; as to Aeneas in particular, he wants him to escape from the catastrophe. The Christian reinterpretation of the Roman secular monarchy as a typological heralding of a world united under Christianity therefore endowed Sinon’s treachery with a salvation-historical dimension also, in terms of an – always miscarrying – effort to alter the history predetermined by God for all time. Jason’s sacrilege is having stolen a sacred object, which brings him close to Adam in a relatively palpable fashion. As to the sequence of those who came too close to the sun, it should be mentioned that their orthodox allegorical secondary meaning results not only from the motif of having transgressed paternal (divine) law, but also from the motif of having approached the sun more than befits human beings. In Christian orthodoxy, the sun or the light allegorize God. From this perspective, their deeds therefore refer to Adam’s sin: the human attempt at reducing the distance between the Creator and his creatures (for the standard allegorical reading of the sun, see the relevant entry in Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum).

214 As to content and procedure, the series of exempla into which Federico inserted himself previously – that is, immediately after having rescued Casandra from the river – adheres to a similar principle. He compares himself to Jupiter (cf. v. 562) and already at that time to Jason (who carried off the Golden Fleece (“tusón”, v. 569; pace Kossoff’s hardly tenable reading, El castigo sin venganza, ad v. 259)). The ‘true’ isotopy of Federico’s concetto is present in the allusion to Phaethon – serving the speaker himself only as a précieux adornment of the sema ‘sun’ – as well as in the even more veiled reference to Icarus (“que transformándome cerca / en aquel ave imperial, / aunque las plumas pusiera / a la luz de tanto sol, / ya de Faetonte soberbia”, v. 563–567). Similar to Phaethon, Icarus and Jason, Federico – when beginning to desire Casandra – is indeed about to transgress divine law with the aim of putting himself in the place of ‘Jupiter’, who here represents both the father and the one who is called il sommo Giove in Dante (Purg. 6, 118).

215 Cf. A. Henkel and A. Schöne, Emblemata. Handbuch zur Sinnbildkunst des 16. und 17. Jahrhunderts, Stuttgart 1967, 813.

216 See Henkel and Schöne, Emblemata 812, and, in more detail, Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘Pellicanus’. The tradition of this construal commences already with the Physiologus. As to the iconographic presence of the emblem in Baroque church painting, and also in Corpus Christi processions, see Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux 207f. In the dramatic works themselves, it is encountered e.g. in Calderón’s auto La cura y la enfermedad (in: Obras completas, ed. Á. Valbuena Prat, Madrid 1952–1959, vol. 3, 750–773; here 772).

217 Cf. Inf. 34, 61–75. As to Dante’s figural identification of the Roman imperium with the Church, which he adopted from Augustine, see also Auerbach, “Figura” 65–67.

218 Cf. Friedrich, Die Rechtsmetaphysik der göttlichen Komödie 60–68, who stresses in his reading of Dante the aspect of metaphysical justice; the alternative interpretation is to be found in H. R. Jauß, “Alterität und Modernität der mittelalterlichen Literatur”, in: Jauß, Alterität und Modernität der mittelalterlichen Literatur. Gesammelte Aufsätze 1956–1976, Munich 1977, 9–47; spec. 24f.; see also “Die klassische und die christliche Rechtfertigung des Häßlichen in mittelalterlicher Literatur”, in: Alterität und Modernität der mittelalterlichen Literatur, 385–410, spec. 405–410. The characters with regard to whom Jauß and many others assume a (textual) tendency suggesting pity to the reader, are, of course, in the first place the passionate lovers (Francesca, Paolo, Dido, etc.)

219 A brief, but excellent exposition of the honor code is found in H. Weinrich, “Die fast vergessene Ehre”, in: Weinrich, Literatur für Leser. Essays und Aufsätze zur Literaturwissenschaft, Stuttgart/Berlin/Köln/Mainz 1971, 164–180.

220 This element alone makes it extremely improbable that the play is meant as a problematization of the honor code; most of the modernizing readings of this play as well as of similar ones are based on an astonishing ignorance of the norm-system of patriarchy, or, on the unwillingness to accept as factual, with regard to the past, what is legitimately considered ‘politically incorrect’ from a present-day (Western) perspective.

221 Cf. also Weinrich, “Die fast vergessene Ehre” 165f.

222 For a description of the codes of conduct and social comportment of the courtly world, see N. Elias, The Court Society, ed. St. Mennell, Dublin 2006.

223 The underlying courtly principle of construction is ignored by the customary qualifications of the Duque’s words as ‘mendacious’. While Nichols’s assessment of the relevant passages as “truth” in the form of a riddle hits the mark in substance, she once more does not consider the historical dimension of the device (“The Rehabilitation of the Duke of Ferrara” 224). According to Nichols, there is, however, one manifest ‘lie’ the Duque is guilty of: his later statement to his court, asserting that Federico had slain Casandra because she had been pregnant (225n.; cf. El castigo sin venganza v. 2981–2986). This assessment needs to be contextualized: the contemporary moral theology permitted concealing the entire truth, as long as a ‘higher’ moral goal, particularly the bonum communitatis, was thereby promoted (concerning the Jesuit theory of reservatio mentalis, see Sullivan, Tirso de Molina and the Drama of the Counter Reformation 51). For deception as a courtly structure in El castigo sin venganza, see also Wilson (“Quando Lope quiere, quiere” 271; passim). Wilson does not, however, take into consideration the crucial differentiation between the legitimized variant of courtly discourse (here represented by the Duque’s statements), and its incriminated variant, instrumentalized against the moral law (here represented by Federico and Casandra). As to the overall spectrum of the evaluation of dissimulatio in the political and moralistic literature of sixteenth and seventeenth century western Europe, see M. Kruse, “Justification et critique du concept de la dissimulation dans l’oeuvre des moralistes du XVIIe siècle”, in: M. Tietz and V. Kapp, ed., La Pensée religieuse dans la littérature et la civilization du XVIIe siècle en France, Paris/Seattle/Tübingen 1984, 147–170. It is significant that there are virtually no controversies in the respective authors concerning the moral legitimacy of dissimulatio, to the extent that questions of the bonum communitatis are involved. Montaigne, who (in De la praesumption) fundamentally devalues dissimulation as the greatest of all “bassesse[s]”, makes an exception, but only and specifically for this area (cf. Kruse, “Justification” 150–153). This aspect of a sectoral differentiation between private and public morality is most distinctive for Montaigne. Conversely, the dramatists of the Spanish Baroque defend a totalizing, finalistic position: for them, the decisive factor is not the particular ‘area’, but the goal respectively pursued. Concerning the denunciation of a dissimulatio targeting the ‘wrong’ objective, see also the analysis of Calderón’s Médico de su honra (chap. 6 herein). Concerning Montaigne as a thinker of the Renaissance, and regarding sectorality as a characteristic of Renaissance discourse, see chap. 4.3.1. below.

224 The ‘indicator’ of sovereignty (according to Carl Schmitt) – i.e. the right to proclaim the state of emergency and to thus transgress all preexisting rules and norms – has to be applied with greatest circumspection; the ‘good’ (successful) sovereign has recourse to it only in case there is no other (symbolic or rule-bound) way left to settle the situation.

225 The Duque’s words do not reflect the conditions of the place and period of the action, but those of seventeenth century Spain.

226 See above, n. 222.

227 The following elaboration is based on the epoch’s authoritative moral-theological manual, written by Spanish Jesuits for the most part (Liber theologiae moralis. Viginti-quatuor Societatis Jesu doctoribus referatus, quem Antonius de Escobar y Mendoza, Vallisoletanus, eiusdem societatis theologus, in examen confessariorum digessit, Monachii [Munich], 40th ed. 1646 [1st ed. 1644, this being the expanded version of the very first 1627 ed.]). Modernizing readings of Spanish dramas de honor tend to ignore the alterity of the moral values of Tridentine Catholicism when compared to those that became increasingly dominant within Christianity in the course of further historical development; this development is already hinted at in the famous ironic exclamation on the part of the Jansenist Pascal, reacting to his interlocutor’s listing the names of all twenty-four coauthors of the above work: “O mon Père! lui dis-je tout effrayé, tous ces gens-là étaient-ils chrétiens?” (Les Provinciales, ed. L. Cognet, Paris 1967, 72–94; here: 93; as to Pascal’s attitude towards Jesuit moral theology, see the “cinquième lettre” in its entirety). Even the present-day West, inclined to ‘humanitarianisms’ of various kinds, does not consider the above commandment a cogent rule. Societies deeming themselves ‘more civilized’ than others on account of having abolished the death penalty do not reject military action consistently. They pay their tribute to (secularized) Christian morals by justifying legal killing as ‘(self‑) defense’, ‘preemptive action’, or ‘war in the interest of restituting basic human rights’. For the most part, traditional Christian theology deals with this overall problem by referring to Augustine’s concept of the two civitates (the civitas terrena being inevitably the realm of evil, wherefore even the good Christian ruler will always be in need of divine grace in order to be saved), or to Thomas Aquinas’ theory of the legitimacy of conservatio sui, which is the basis of the concept of a bellum iustum.

228 Cf. Jugie, art. “Péché originel” 486. Primarily gula, but also avaritia (in its literal sense), are considered to be the less perilous temptations in this respect; the moral-theological dangers accompanying acedia are controversial. The interdiction of homicide in the heat of passion (ira) explains why the condoning by certain Spanish casuists of the immediate slaying of a wife presumed to have committed adultery was merely an accomodation of the ecclesiastical doctrine to secular law that could not remain acceptable for long. Lope’s drama propagates precisely the orthodox position endorsed in the above-cited handbook of moral theology; cf. the chap. “De legibus in particulari circa materiam quinti mandati decalogi de occisione” (Liber theologiae moralis 110–122), spec. “Quid de viro in flagranti uxorem occidere? Peccat plane, sed legibus non punitur; ut minister tamen publicae potestatis, post latam a judicem sententiam, occidere absque peccato posset” (111). The deviating position of some casuists is detailed in H. Meier, “A honra no drama românico dos séculos XVI e XVII”, in: Meier, Ensaios de filologia românica, Lisboa 1948, 227–251; here: 242f.

229 “[. . .] / pero si me has ofendido, / o si el cielo me otorgara / que después que te matara, / de nuevo a hacerte volviera, / pues tantas muertes te diera / cuantas veces te engendrara” (v. 2526–2531; this refers to Federico).

230 See the above quote (Liber theologiae moralis 111; see also 496f.); the particulars of the “censura valida [. . .] et iusta” reveal that, from the perspective of this epoch, a conflict between divinely ordained legality and caritas was literally unthinkable: “Ut autem iusta sit, neque contra charitatem, neque contra obedientiam esse debet, sed conformis legali iustitiae [. . .] habito respectu non ad personas sed ad causam” (496f.). As far as is assessable, the total disciplining of ira by means of the formal framework of the trial is an isolated case in Lope; more precisely: a highpoint, a specifically patent demonstration of a structure present also in earlier dramas de honor (where the husband himself indeed takes the final action) – i.e. that of calculating, emotionless punishment (cf. Vossler, Lope de Vega 260–263). What these plays present fundamentally distinguishes them from Racinian tragedies of passion, which do not know the disciplining of ira; the latter is a reflex of the Jansenist (and also Lutheran) position concerning the impossibility of ‘right’ conduct. With regard to Lope’s and also to Calderón’s dramas de honor, the underlying, theologically deduced concept of correct comportment (which has become largely foreign to modernity) is the crucial aspect that, if ignored, gives rise to various modernizing interpretations (cf. the construal in May, according to which the Duque himself is guilty of idolatry in that he bases his justification of the punishment on a notion of God that he himself had hypostatized (“Lope de Vega’s El castigo sin venganza” 168)). What, from a modern perspective, might exculpate the husbands taking immediate vengeance – their being overwhelmed by the passions – would be a mortal sin from a Baroque point of view. Hardly any other of the customary theses concerning the Spanish drama of the Baroque is more questionable than the assumption of an incrimination (supposedly intended by the respective author) of those who – in their actions, as seen from a contemporary point of view – perform nothing but a (painful) refortification of the divinely ordained order, and specifically in such a manner as takes the God-given moral law into account. For the concept of the law in Tridentine Catholicism, see the art. “Lois” by A. Molien (in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 9, 871–910), and especially the introductory, fundamental stipulation: “Observer l’ordre [de la loi], agir selon la raison, agir selon la vertu [. . .] ont le même sens” (880); “Dans toutes les lois c’est toujours Dieu qui commande” (889); see also the passages regarding the task on the part of secular rulers to issue and interpret the laws in the name of God (889), and their duty to execute the punishment provided for by the law (901).

231 See the moral-theological regulations concerning procedure (Liber theologiae moralis 742–758); the relevant qualifications are already ‘modern’, in that they prescribe a strict formalization. The Tridentine impetus, aiming at a renovatio of order, made a significant contribution to overcoming feudalism, and to the transition toward a modern (absolutist) statehood.

232 The agency addressed, “honra”, is at once an abstract principle and a ‘part’ of the Duque: it is his honor. In terms of structure, the speech is psychomachic, as are all monologs of decision in the Spanish drama of the Baroque. In modernizing interpretations, ignoring this fact and deducing from the personal deictic (“sois”) that the respective person is not referring to himself leads to problematic readings; this aspect will be treated in more detail below, with regard to corresponding, much more elaborate passages from Calderón’s El médico de su honra (see chap. 6).

233 Cf. also the fundamental definition of caritas in the Liber theologiae moralis, which has recourse to Augustine: “Quid est caritas? Virtus theologica a Deo infusa, qua Deum propter seipsum, et suam bonitatem super omnia diligimus, et reliqua omnia propter Deum” (617; emph. added). To the greater part of critics, the above-cited passages from Lope’s drama seem ironic from the viewpoint of a supposed implied author (i.e. in terms of an over-fulfillment of a given schema); as the most distinctive examples, see the reading in May (“Lope de Vega’s El castigo sin venganza” 145; 165; 174; 177), and Wilson (“Quando Lope quiere, quiere” 296–298).

234 The Duque is still speaking to Amor qua agency. In Lope’s version, it is not a servant, but an anonymous letter that informs the Duke of the occurrences in his palace. Culpa is here understood as a metonym for the letter that revealed the transgression; another possibility of interpreting the connection between escribir and culpa would be to see this verse as a reference to the tablets inscribed by God himself which contain(ed) the Mosaic law, still in effect according to the Tridentine view (with the exception of the Sabbath commandment). In the siglo de oro, la ley is, on the one hand, the customary metonym for the salvation-historical epoch sub lege; on the other hand, it is a formula for the depiction of this period in Scripture, and particularly for the ‘laws’ laid down therein, which are comprehended as divinely ordained (while the problem of the components of the Jewish statutory tradition not adopted by Christianity is more or less tacitly spirited away). In that the law and grace are not conceived of as opposing forces, the Tridentine notion of the former differs from the Lutheran one (which is assumed – without further reflection – to be ‘the’ Christian conception ‘proper’ by the majority of modernizing comedia critics). Both positions have recourse to Paul’s Letter to the Romans, while accentuating different strands of the text; the Protestant exegesis stresses the dichotomy of ‘living according to the flesh’ vs. ‘living according to the spirit’ as related to the ‘law’ or the ‘letter’ on the one hand, and to ‘grace’ on the other. The Catholic exegesis privileges those passages that, while rejecting an adherence to the law without a corresponding ‘interior’ attitude as useless (see Rom 2: 17–29), emphasize the necessity of the law in order to make human beings cognizant of what is right and wrong and thus to enable them to refrain from sinning; from this perspective, the presence of the law is an indispensable instrument of gaining access to grace in the sense of gratia efficax. Submission to the ‘law’ is not (as under the reign of the ‘letter’, i.e., within Judaism) a mere ritual; in the age of the ‘spirit’, it is conditioned by the (‘inner’) consciousness of good and evil, refortified by grace in the sense of gratia sufficiens. The law thus is an auxiliary device, provided by God, in order to help humans (baptized human beings) become aware of what they must do and must not do in order to be actually redeemed (“[. . .] per legem enim cognitio peccati.” (Rom 3: 20); “Legem ergo destruimus per fidem absit, sed legem statuimus.” (3: 31); “[. . .] quid ergo dicemus lex peccatum est absit; sed peccatum non cognovi nisi per legem”. This argument leads Paul to the general evaluation “itaque lex quidem sancta et mandatum sanctum et iustum et bonum” (7: 12). Paul even explicity refers to the sin that is at the center of the comedias de honor: “[. . .] nam concupiscentiam nesciebam nisi lex diceret non concupisces.” (7: 7)). Accordingly, the law – preventing creation, afflicted by original sin, from sinking into chaos – remains in effect also after Christ’s Passion, and specifically as both natural and moral law (see, once again, the art. “Lois”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, and specifically the above-quoted passages (n. 230)). In connection with this notion, the Middle Ages even acknowledged a link between imitatio Christi and cruelty against one’s neighbor, which is initially difficult to comprehend from a modern perspective; concerning the motif of ‘being cruel for Christ’s sake’ in Bernard of Clairvaux, see Auerbach, Mimesis 143; cf. also the wanderer’s spiritual ‘purgation’ by stripping off pity for the inmates of hell, to the point of “e cortesia fu lui esser villano” (Inf. 33, 150). In Golden Age moral theology, this notion is present in the clause that it is sinful to remit a just penalty (Liber theologiae moralis 210); concerning the violatio iuris as a result of omissio, cf. 347; regarding the duty on the part of the officiales to prosecute transgressions having come to their knowledge, cf. 745.

235 Cf. the above-characterized horse emblem (“un bárbaro caballo”, v. 262); see also Federico’s address to unrestrained desire: “¿Qué buscas, imposible pensamiento? / Bárbaro, ¿qué me quieres? ¿qué me incitas?” (v. 1797f.). My interpretation of the formula “bárbaro legislador” ties in with the aforementioned notion that the severity of the law is caused by the ‘barbarism’ of man’s nature as afflicted by original sin, which can only be disciplined, in the interest of salvation, by a legal frame that is no less ‘barbaric’. The Duque’s laments concerning the law, along with his ultimate fulfillment of the law, attain to coherence from this point of view only.

236 As already remarked previously, the structure of Lope’s play is fundamental to the genre in its entirety.

237 In Lope and Calderón, it is typical for the ‘secular’ comedia to take for granted that the ‘good’ characters comply with their religious duties (in this case: confession) without actually staging that; in their secular plays, both authors carefully avoid a final act of submission on the part of the worldly ruler to the authority of the Church – that is, to a priest. In my “Concluding Remarks”, I shall offer some speculations regarding this point.

238 See Kossoff, “Introducción” 36f., for instance. Concerning the handling of adultery in traditional Spanish law, especially in the Fuero juzgo and the Siete partidas (1265) established by Alfonso X (‘the Wise’), see Hesse, New Perspectives on Comedia Criticism 123; for the Italian setting, see Meier, “A honra no drama românico” 234f.

239 As to Bandello’s terms, see the above-cited dedication (“Il Bandello al signor Mario Equicola d’Olveto salute”) of Novella I, 14 (Tutte le opere, vol. 1, 150).

240 The customary evaluation of the Tridentine ideology of culture and art as being anti-Mannerist without qualification (cf. e.g. Hauser, Mannerism 75–79) is all too simplistic; for a more detailed discussion, see the “Excursus”, below, chap. 4.

241 Cf. Augustine, De civitate Dei XI,18: “Neque enim Deus ullum, non dico angelorum, sed uel hominum crearet, quem malum futurum esse praescisset, nisi pariter nosset quibus eos bonorum usibus commodaret atque ita ordinem saeculorum tamquam pulcherrimum carmen etiam ex quibusdam quasi antithetis honestaret. Antitheta enim quae appellantur in ornamentis elocutionis sunt decentissima, quae Latine uel appellentur opposita, uel, quod expressius dicitur, contraposita [. . .] His antithetis et Paulus apostolus in secunda ad Corinthios epistola illum locum suauiter explicat, ubi dicit: ‘Per arma iustitiae dextra et sinistra: per gloriam et ignobilitatem [. . .]’. Sicut ergo ista contraria contrariis opposite sermonis pulchritudinem reddunt: ita quadam non uerborum, sed rerum eloquentia contrariorum oppositione saeculi pulchritudo componitur. Apertissime hoc positum est in libro ecclesiastico isto modo: ‘Contra malum bonum est et contra mortem uita; sic contra pium peccator’. Et sic intuere in omnia opera Altissimi, bina bina, unum contra unum”. (Concerning the paradox as the equivalent of the stylistic device of ‘antithesis’ on the notional, conceptual level, see H. Lausberg, Elemente der literarischen Rhetorik, Munich 1976, §386–392; spec. §389.)

242 In addition, all that is known in terms of the pragmatic contexts (authors, troupes, props, audience) corroborates close ties between the mimetic and the allegorical drama of the siglo de oro (cf. Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux 83–157; the study is highly informative, but not unproblematic in several individual respects which shall be addressed in the footnotes of this sub-chapter; virtually all its central theses depend on M. Bataillon, “Essai d’explication de l’auto sacramental”, Bulletin hispanique 42 (1949), 193–212).

243 Traditional auto research tends towards such a view; throughout Flecniakoska’s book, one encounters formulations such as the following: “Les autos de l’époque lopesque ne sont pas autre chose du point de vue structure que des comedias a lo divino condensées en un acte” (La Formation de l’auto religieux 308).

244 As to M. Červenka’s concept of ‘instruction’, meaning the abstract principle at the basis of all the choices (from the sum of all materials and techniques imaginable) constituting a text, see “Textologie und Semiotik”, in: G. Martens and H. Zeller, ed., Texte und Varianten. Probleme ihrer Edition und Interpretation, Munich 1971, 143–163; spec. 158.

245 Cf. Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux 269–312. In Castile, religious drama was staged in the church until well into the sixteenth century (cf. F. Gewecke, Thematische Untersuchungen zu dem vor-calderonianischen auto sacramental, Geneva 1974, 19–28). While referring to this fact, A. A. Parker’s assessment of the initial autos as “liturgical” is still misguided in that the early religious plays were not a dramatized part of the Mass – unlike, e.g., in France (“Notes on the Religious Drama in Medieval Spain and the Origins of the auto sacramental”, Modern Language Review 30 (1935), 170–182; here: 177). This does not mean that individual liturgical hymns were not incorporated into the autos (see Flecniakoska’s inventory, La Formation de l’auto religieux 287). The autos of Gil Vicente on the other hand – located in a different pragmatic context than the Spanish autos – draw very heavily on sections of the Mass, at least in certain parts (cf. Flecniakoska, 12f.; 12n.).

246 As regards the character of these plays, whose earliest extant versions date from the beginning to the middle of the sixteenth century, see Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux 269–298.

247 The early Spanish morality plays ( farsa moral or representación moral) are no less primitive than the contemporary mystery plays; in the Catalonian sphere, they are referred to as misteri in terms of genre. To deny their existence on this basis, or to label them “seudomoralidades” (B.W. Wardropper), evinces a normative mindset that clings to the English and French context (B.W. W., Introducción al teatro religioso del siglo de oro. La evolución del auto sacramental, 1500–1648, Madrid 1953, 141–153; here: 149).

248 In mere terms of quantity, these Nativity plays are not as representative for the early phase as are the other, undemanding, ‘mimetic’ dramatizations of scriptural and hagiographic materials and the likewise undemanding morality plays.

249 Referring to the Siete partidas of Alfonso X, Gewecke dates the first, no longer extant Nativity plays back to the thirteenth century. The earliest surviving text is the Representaçion del naçimiento de nuestro señor (~1467–1481), attributed to Gómez Manrique (see Thematische Untersuchungen 64f.; as to the further development until 1520, see 65–76).

250 Lope, a man of his time, gives this notion a nationalistic bent, stating: the “wrath of a Spaniard will know no bounds, should the entirety of salvation history, from the creation to Judgment Day, not be staged within two hours” (El arte nuevo de hacer comedias en este tiempo, ed. J. de José Prades, Madrid 1971, 205–208). As is the case with other characteristics of the Spanish religious plays from the sixteenth century (see below), the tendency towards concentration may have been provoked by the influence of Neo-Aristotelianism. During this epoch, the continuation of the characteristics of the late medieval religious plays is hardly conceivable.


251 Flecniakoska characterizes the early stages as “exposé statique” or as “poésie didactique dialoguée”, which, in turn, originated from a purely pantomimic “jeu scénique” (La Formation de l’auto religieux 306; 314).

252 Cf. Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux 159–223.

253 As to this development, see Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux 302–306.

254 This, however, is the customary thesis in the relevant research (apart from the dominant one, which argues for originality, or even modernity); cf., e.g., L.-P. Thomas, “Les Jeux de scène et l’architecture des idées dans le théâtre allégorique de Calderón”, in: H. Flasche, ed., Calderón de la Barca, Darmstadt 1971, 1–40; here: 5 (“un prolongement des mystères et des moralités du Moyen-âge”).

255 “Sobre los autos sacramentales”, in: M. Menéndez Pelayo, San Isidoro, Cervantes y otros estudios, Madrid 1941, 127–141; spec. 134. With this position, Menéndez Pelayo corroborates the study by E. González Pedroso in the introduction to the volume containing the autos in the Biblioteca de autores españoles (“Prólogo del colector”, in: Biblioteca de autores españoles, vol. 58, Madrid 1865, VII–LXI; spec. XIX; passim). Incidentally, González Pedroso’s study is still one of the most substantial contributions as regards the description of the genre’s development and history; directly or indirectly, it is at the basis of all more recent studies – although this is hardly ever acknowledged.

256 Bataillon has recourse to M. de Azpilcueta, one of the most important canonists of this epoch, who criticizes the all too loose framework in which the Corpus Christi processions took place; the regional councils, held in the wake of the Council of Trent, articulated a similar position. As far as the sources cited by Bataillon address the specific question of the performances, the demands are concerned with avoiding frivolities. They target the staging of secular plays, which was indeed customary for the holiday. Above all, Bataillon’s argument does not explain the decisive issue: the transition from a (nonspecific) religious drama to a Eucharistic play. The evolutional leap of the religious drama in the second half of the sixteenth century indeed indicates a “réforme catholique”, but in a far more comprehensive sense than postulated by Bataillon (cf. “Essai d’explication de l’auto sacramental” 198–203).

257 For the overall line of reasoning, see Auerbach’s description of the Eucharist as a sort of ideal incorporation of the concept of the figura, and the worldview of the Christian Middle Ages condensed in this conception (“Figura” 60). Ultimately, this notion has recourse to a figural interpretation of the Eucharist in Tertullian, cited by Auerbach (30f.).

258 As regards the relevant semiotic comprehension of texts, see Lotman, The Structure of the Artistic Text 52.

259 The play is cited as per the most reliable modern edition, which is based on the editio princeps of 1604 (El peregrino en su patria, ed. J. B. Avalle-Arce, Madrid 1973, 108–140); quote: 108.

260 This play therefore corroborates Flecniakoska’s thesis that the auto’s transformation into drama stricto sensu does not commence before Valdivielso and Lope (La Formation de l’auto religieux 337).

261 As is evident from my above remark, I have a tendency to regard Cervantes’s last work as a manifestation of what I term discursive renovatio, while the main part of his oeuvre – specifically the Quijote and the Novelas ejemplares – seem to me to be a more or less veiled, but factually massive objection to the worldview encapsulated in the renewed analogical discourse (for details see my above-quoted essay “Don Quijote und die Magie”).

262 This remark is in need of qualification: there is, of course, an oblique presence of basic structures of this genre in the medieval courtly novel; but, qua texts, the preserved testimonies of the original genre were not rediscovered until the Renaissance.

263 For the description of the structural schema of the Hellenistic novel, see I. Nolting-Hauff, “Märchenromane mit leidendem Helden. Zur Beziehung zwischen einfacher Form und narrativer Großform in der Literatur”, Poetica 6 (1974), 417–455; spec. 422–451.

264 In the corresponding passages of his “Introducción” (9–38; spec. 21–26), Avalle-Arce has recourse to an article by P. Descouzis, available to him in manuscript form (“Filiación tridentina de Lope de Vega. El peregrino en su patria [1604]”, published in Revista de estudios hispánicos 10 (1976), 125–138). Descouzis’s classification of the Peregrino as a paradigm of Tridentine propaganda (“la participación de El peregrino en su patria en la cruzada postridentina de catequesis de las masas”, 125) overstates the significance of the narrator’s comments. On this plane, Lope’s novel is orthodox; but on that of the world-model, it falls short of the claims discernible in the commentary; in its entirety, the text is a pivotal example for the early phase of regaining discursive control.

265 See the story of the miraculous deliverance of two adulterers already condemned to death. The man, a painter, had dedicated his entire previous work to the captivating depiction of the Virgin (El peregrino 154–157). The sequence illustrates the concept of justification by works, especially the notion of a possible ‘storage’ of merits. Cf. moreover the story of the sinful Aurelia and her lover, who, during a storm, vow to take holy orders should they be saved; they fulfill their promise (174–180). It is significant that such self-denial is ‘spared’ the lovers of the main plot. See also the song to the Virgen del mar, which the peregrino, captured by waylayers, sings prior to his scheduled execution (86–91). The piece is full of almost all of the preferred motifs of Tridentine Catholicism (Marianism, the doctrine of original sin, the theory of free will, figural interpretations of the Old Testament, etc.). The prayer has an effect indeed: ‘out of compassion, or because God moved their hearts’ (91), the executioners let the peregrino live. It is not only the presentation of a providential interpretation as one of two alternatives conceivable that contradicts a classification of this text (initially, of this scene) as belonging to the evolved stage of restoration. Immediately after his deliverance, the peregrino is imprisoned as a result of novel entanglements. This (generically characteristic) schema is maintained until the end – which, typical for this genre, is fairytale-like, hence unchristian.

266 Cf. El peregrino 141; after the staging of the auto, at which the peregrino assists, the amorous quest continues without transition, and sans statement on the part of the narrator.

267 “[. . .] / pues que también le cumplió / de hacer sacerdote a Cristo, / que para siempre ordenó / con aquel orden divino, / que a Melquisedec ungió” (108).

268 For the development of figural interpretation in Paul, its continuation in patristics, as well as a systematic description of this hermeneutic practice, see Auerbach, “Figura” 28-60. According to Gen 14: 18–20, Melchizedek brought Abraham bread and wine and blessed him in the name of the ‘highest God’; Abraham bowed to him, paying tithes. In Heb 7: 1–3, Paul construes Melchizedek as figura of the Son of God; the latter remains priest ‘forever’ (“manet sacerdos in perpetuum”), seeing that, in terms of salvation history, he represents the highest and unsurpassable level. In Baroque times, the figural equation of Melchizedek and Christ is a widely known concept; Calderón made it the basis of his auto El orden de Melquisedec (~1662/3).

269 The practice of deriving from words (signifiers) the ‘true’ – i.e. non-evident – ‘meaning’ of the signified, which was common until the end of the Baroque, had been systematically introduced by Isidore of Seville (Etymologiae, ca. 630). Such etymologizing was almost always speculative, and directed at revealing a pre-established (Christian) meaning; according to Isidore, the ‘true meaning’ of the Latin word homo (sc. ‘man, human being’), e.g., is indicated by the (supposed) fact that it derives from humus (sc. ‘earth’), illuminating what is narrated in Genesis as regards the creation of the first human being (for further details, see Curtius’s chap. on Realetymologie (“Etymology as a Category of Thought”, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages, 495–500).

270 “Pater mi, si possibile est, transeat a me calix iste” (Mt 26: 39; cf. Jn 18: 11).

271 For the theological background in its entirety (including the largely symbolic understanding of Communion in the different variants of Protestantism), see the art. “Eucharistie” by E. Mangenot, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 5, 989–1368; spec. 1326–1356.

272 Jesus speaks these words after having been offered the sponge soaked in vinegar; accordingly, a sort of physical absorption is alluded to here, as well; but, unlike in Lope, the ‘consumption’ is not intended in this sense, as the wording in Jn 19: 28 demonstrates: “Postea sciens Jesus, quia omnia consummata sunt, ut consummaretur Scriptura, dixit [. . .]”.

273 Concerning Augustine’s theory to this effect – which one might also read as a first legitimization of literature qua art from a Christian point of view, albeit only of a specific form, ultimately subject to theology – see above (84n. herein).

274 Following Lactantius, the end of the world is dated to 6000 years after its origin (in keeping with the six days of Creation): the time ante legem is said to last for two thousand years, the same as that sub lege, and sub gratia; accordingly, four hundred years remain from the year 1600 (i.e. the plot’s point in time). Even so, Lope indicates that this prognosis is fraught with uncertainty, seeing that God himself might let the world end whenever he wishes (“[. . .] / pues el que dio principio al mundo puede / ponerle fin, cuando su santa mano / quisiere defacer aquella obra”, 110); as a result, all “autores” that are propelled by curiosity to this question should rather defer to the Church (“a la romana Iglesia se sujetan”, 110); even if the latter verb form (as indicated by the editor) is correct, this verse must still be understood as a directive.

275 With reference to the prophecy promising Abraham abundant progeny: “Esta, del Evangelio primer fuente, / fue de Dios la promesa, bien que en sombras / y figuras mil veces renovada, / que fue consuelo de los santos padres” (111); it is necessary to emend, and substitute ‘Abraham’ (that is, ‘Abram’) for the text’s ‘Adán’, otherwise retained even in all the critical editions; for nothing is known of such a promise to Adam on God’s part, while the first promise, designated as “del Evangelio primer fuente” in the above, is the Abrahamic one (cf. Gen 15).

276 “De Taré Abraham, Nacor y Arán nacieron / Arán padre de Lot. Fue en este tiempo / Semíramis famosa aunque lasciva” (etc.; 112).

277 The chronicle is, according to its concept, less evaluative than a narrative modeling of history, seeing that, in theory, it only enumerates, but does not arrange; regarding this point, cf. A. C. Danto’s elaboration, specifically as regards the concept of an “ideal chronicle” (Analytical Philosophy of History, Cambridge, MA 1965, 148–159). Yet the chronicle as a historical genre tends to be even more evaluative and ‘modeling’ than modern historiography, seeing that notions of temporality customary during earlier epochs permitted an arbitrary ordering of events.

278 As to the tradition of such an incorporation of ancient pagan and Old Testament protagonists into one single ‘historical’ panorama, see also R. Herzog’s analysis of the frieze in Dante’s Purgatorio (12, 25ff.) as the “final phase of a history of reception [that lasted for] more than one thousand years” – and which, this must be added, was resumed during the Baroque (“Metapher-Exegese-Mythos. Interpretationen zur Entstehung eines biblischen Mythos in der Literatur der Spätantike”, in: Fuhrmann, ed., Terror und Spiel, 157–185; here: 160).

279 Concerning the sketch of world history in the Etymologiae, see Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 450f. As to Alfonso’s ‘universal history’, cf., e.g., his remarks concerning Herakles: “E ouo y estos çinco juezes en los sus dias de Ercules: e el primero, Gedeon, que era quando el nasçio; el segundo, Abimelec; el tercero, Tola; el quarto Jayr; el quinto Jepte. E murio Hercules andados de quando el mundo fue criado e Adan fecho, quatro mill e çiento e treynta e ocho annos; e de Noe dos mill e quarenta e ocho” (General estoria, “Jueces”, chap. 435).

280 Cf. G. Rabeau, art. “Philosophie”, in : Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 12, 1458–1494; spec. 1466f.

281 As to the Ovide moralisé, and its renewed reception in Baroque Spain, see the more detailed presentation below (chap. 3.3.2.).

282 The explanation offered by M. A. Peyton in his critical edition (El peregrino en su patria, Chapel Hill, NC 1971, 180n.) is in need of emendation: Proserpina, abducted by Pluto, is the human soul, captured by the Devil; she may return, with the permission of God (Jupiter), to her mother Ceres (the Church) after Christ’s self-sacrifice. As in most other cases, the Christian allegoresis has to partially alter the narrative of the myth. The circularity of the ancient pagan worldview – as per Jupiter’s decree, Proserpina may indeed return to Ceres, while having to spend three months with Pluto per year – cannot be aligned with salvation history, and is thus marginalized. Concerning the theological legitimization of this distortion, see chap. 3.3.2. below.

283 While such valuations are also encountered in the Ovide moralisé (see below, 128f.), they do not affect the overall impression of the story from pagan times, seeing that the myth is also presented in its original, literal version. In the Baroque, the relation between the thematization of the material to be absorbed and the metatextual exposure of the incorporating strategies has shifted decisively.

284 See chap. 3.3.2. for a more detailed account.

285 By and large, all of the positions referred to above have a tendency toward seeing the auto as a specifically Spanish, or as a modern phenomenon; for those proposing the counterclaim, see above (n. 254).

286 The state of textual transmission, characterized by immense lacunae specifically in the case of (medieval) Spain, renders problematic every statement concerning the originality of this or that ‘innovation’ ascertainable in El viaje del alma. Such assertions are to be understood as referring to the corpus of preserved texts.

287 In Spanish, the soul (‘el alma’) is fem.

288 The underlying theory of the soul may be traced back to Aristotelian doctrine, which Aquinas develops further. In relation to the latter’s elaboration, the popular view of the three potentiae represents a significant simplification (cf. R. E. Brennan, Thomistische Psychologie. Eine philosophische Analyse der menschlichen Natur, Heidelberg/Graz/Wien/Köln 1957, spec. 113–115, 142–168, 186–188). As to the omnipresence of the pattern in the literature of the siglo de oro, see C. Sabor de Cortazar, “El tema de las potencias del alma en Calderón y sus predecesores”, in: L. García Lorenzo, ed., Calderón. Actas del congreso internacional sobre Calderón y el teatro español del siglo de oro, Madrid 1983, vol. 2, 975–985.

289 Deviating from the Prudentian schema at their source, the psychomachic scenes in morality plays typically also stage agencies such as Cognoissance, Raison, Entendement; but, in comparison to the personifications of virtues and vices, their dramatic role is limited (cf. Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 71f.; 140f.). Considering that, in El viaje del alma, the virtues and vices also make an appearance, albeit as secondary characters (as ‘crews’ of the two ships; see below), one might conjecture that, in comparison to the tradition, the weighting of exterior and interior agencies has been inverted.

290 To clarify: for the most part, the aforementioned developments do not take place in Spain; or, rather, they remain marginal on the peninsula due to ecclesiastical, as well as state repression; but this does not invalidate the argument suggested. The remodeling of the traditional Christian (Catholic) anthropology through the accentuation of ‘free will’ and responsibility had its repercussions in all western and central European countries. As is well known, the secularization of these originally theological concepts took place primarily (but not only) in France.

291 At this point, Alma indeed thinks of her physical integrity when making use of the term “salud”; it is only in the last sequence of the plot that she will become conscious of the fact that what is at stake in her choice is, rather, her salvation.

292 “[. . .] / buscar es cosa forzosa / nave en que nuestra salud / corra bonanza dichosa, / que aunque aquí soplan los vientos / de los propios movimientos / e inclinaciones humanas, / no han de ir nuestras velas vanas / de soberbios pensamientos” (116). Depending on the point of view, this image is either very complex or askew: the ‘fortunate wind’, guaranteeing an arrival at the port of salvation, is here set in opposition to the violent wind aroused by the passions, but simultaneously to the dead calm effected by superbia; the author is overstraining the polyvalence of vano (vain/futile/proud, and empty). In terms of the tradition, the conception of an ocean perturbed by the emotions belongs rather to pagan antiquity; while retained by Christian allegorism, it is relegated to the background in favor of the image depicting the ocean as the lair of Satan, who lashes the waves (cf. Rahner, “Antenna crucis” 274–279; 280–303; spec. 296).

293 Voluntad’s comment concerning the lecture: “Qué bien la habéis predicado / para en palabras tan breves” (118).

294 According to Aquinas, continuing the Augustinian theory of the soul: “memoria dupliciter sumitur: Quandoque prout est potentia sensitivae partis; secundum scilicet quod concernit praeteritum tempus; et hoc modo actus memoriae in anima separata non erit; [. . .] Alio modo accipitur memoria, prout est pars imaginationis ad intellectivam partem pertinens; secundum scilicet quod ab omni differentia temporis abstrahit; cum non sit tantum praeteritorum, sed etiam praesentium et futurorum; ut Augustinus dicit: Et secundum hanc memoriam anima separata memorabitur” (4. sent. 44.3. 3.2 ad 4).

295 This is followed by the customary exegesis.

296 The fundamental illustrations concerning the two allegorical sets are, on the one hand, Harms (Homo viator in bivio passim) and Helmich (Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 164–181), on the other Rahner (“Antenna crucis” 239–564). As to the dramatic representation of the bivium as one of the crucial motifs of medieval morality plays (the other being psychomachia), see Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 152; 164–181.

297 For the ocean as a symbol of ‘all ungodly powers, which therefore threaten the Church’ (and the soul), see Rahner, “Antenna crucis” 273; cf. also 241, 272–295.

298 Cf. Rahner, “Antenna crucis” passim; for the above, see spec. 239–243, 375–394, 473–490, 504–538.

299 There is, however, a trilogy by Gil Vicente with the titles Auto da barca do Inferno (1517), Auto da barca do Purgatório (1518) and Auto da barca da Glória (1519). One might infer a direct influence, seeing that Vicente also wrote an Auto da alma, which bears a certain resemblance to Lope’s play in its motif of a struggle between ‘Diabo’ and ‘Anjo’ for ascendancy over the thoughts and actions of Alma. Yet in Vicente, the ships represent the realms of the beyond (ultimately, and not in line with the impression conveyed by the titles, there are also only two in the respective autos: purgatory is a sort of shore, at which one will have to wait for the departure of the barca da Glória). The voyagers are the souls of the dead. Consequently, there is no choice, hence also not a plot proper. As in Dante’s Commedia, the didactics are taxonomically organized, and not narratively, as is typically the case in the auto sacramental. The central aspects of Lope’s play (freedom of choice, the need for grace) cannot be represented in any other way. Accordingly, Lope’s allegory of the sea voyage has an entirely different significance, above all in its ties to the tradition being much closer than in Vicente, where one is basically dealing with an extension of the ancient conception of the crossing of the Acheron.

300 As in the above-quoted passage from Lope’s play, these two paths differ in terms of their quality, such that a rudimentary valuation is implied: the road to perdition is well-paved and broad, the path of salvation is narrow, steep, and stony; but these features gain their evaluative profile only by being set in the context of the various inns, whose secondary meaning is explicit (the inn of gula, the inn of luxuria, etc.). Nevertheless, these are specifying additions to the ‘neutral’ image of a path as that of a life. The ‘ship on the sea’ is always an agency of salvation, irrespective of whether it is represented as a poor ship or as the magnificent ship of the ecclesia militans. Within this allegorical field, the negative potentiality is encoded as ‘shipwreck’. Such a disaster may be caused by the activities of the sea snakes (i.e. the Devil) lurking in the depths, by dark waters, by cliffs damaging the ship due to the negligence of the travelers, or, to some extent, by storms interpreted as exteriorizations of the travelers’ passions (in continuation of the metaphor of tarachaí and its functionalization in Stoic moral philosophy). Yet if the ship is wrecked, even a tiny plank may suffice to help the sinner reach the port.


301 Due to its being readable in Christological terms, this allegory is very present in the auto qua genre. As to the purely quantitative aspect, cf. Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux 368–374.

302 This holds true for the mystery plays to a far greater degree, as they do not employ the condensing technique of allegory. But the evolution may be found in the generic history of the morality play too (see Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 30–35).

303 For each individual human being, the freedom of the will is absolute, but not for humankind as such, hence also not for the allegorical human agent as a representative of the entire species. The positive tendency of (salvation) history is divinely ordained.

304 There is a problem of (grammatical) gender and gender proper involved in my comment: grammatically, “voluntad” is feminine (as is ‘potencias del alma’, to which Voluntad belongs); in terms of gender proper, the personage is, however, characterized by traits belonging to males according to the traditional conceptualization; one might add that in terms of actual performances, there were also quite practical constraints; the autos sacramentales were performed by the same troupes as ‘secular’ plays; taking all these aspects into account, I believe my above ‘gendering’ of the figure of Voluntad to be justifiable.

305 In medieval drama, the will is an ambiguous agency, which is essentially characterized by “moral indifference” (Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 76). Even so, theological texts tend toward a skeptical assessment of the will already during high scholasticism (cf. below, 108n.).

306 Cf., once again, the elaborate description of the intra-Catholic controversy concerning the doctrine of grace in Sullivan, Tirso de Molina and the Drama of the Counter Reformation 28–40. The last scene of the play at hand consists in the mystical marriage between Alma and Christ. This mystical union implies three different mimetic situations: Baptism, Communion, and Eternity. It is thus possible to conceive of Alma in the aforementioned situation as an unbaptized person, and to attribute the profile of her will to this state (the Tridentine doctrine holds that the weakness of the will can be efficaciously palliated by the sacraments, mainly by baptism and Communion). Yet such a reading, which would render the characterization of Alma’s will theologically less dangerous than it actually is, would hardly be compatible with the context of the reception. After 1492, no one on the peninsula was unbaptized; consequently, the problem of the will of the unbaptized was of no interest, at least not in plays for the populace. As may be extrapolated from the comedias yet to be analyzed – especially from the Príncipe constante, with its mixture of baptized and unbaptized characters – there is no principal difference between the will of the redeemed and the will of the unredeemed. In the interest of implementing the ‘official’ moral theology, the dramas (but only implicitly, certainly not explicitly) problematize the postulates fundamental to theology to a certain extent.

307 In the poetic language of this epoch, “encanto” is a familiar metonymy for ‘woman’. For the allusion to the lack of iustitia originalis, see also the further explanations on the part of Entendimiento as to why it could happen that Alma boarded the wrong ship: “La Voluntad ¿es posible / que le han consentido tal, / siendo como es convenible / inclinación natural / a algún bien apetecible?” (128f.; emph. mine). After the Fall, human beings are subject to their natural constitution, which is problematic as a result of its materiality; i.e. they are subject to their universal coveting.

308 “De la parte natural / y la común sensitiva / no me hagais irracional, / que mi voluntad deriva / de la parte racional” (119); “natural” is to be seen as the equivalent of vegetativus. The soul’s tripartition here implied is also of ancient pagan origin, but is not completely congruent with the classification according to potentiae. The tripartition alluded to applies the notion of a hierarchical order of being to the category of the soul (seen as a sort of life-giving and life-sustaining principle), in which the superordinate sums up and outperforms the subordinate. The ‘soul’ of plants is purely vegetative, that of animals is vegetative and sensitive, while that of men is also rational. Although the human soul’s potentiae are primarily comprehended as ‘capacities’ of the rational or intellective stratum, they do participate in the nether partes, due to the soul’s aforesaid overall structure (cf. the above citation from Aquinas, n. 294, as well as the following note concerning the twofold dimension of the will, n. 309). The conception of a hierarchically stratified human soul is Platonic (cf. spec. Tim. 69d–72b). Mediated by Ficino’s commentary, diverse trivialized forms were common knowledge in Italy, and later also in Spain.

309 “Y si eres el que el objeto / de las cosas ofrecidas / ama o aborrece, efeto / de su apetito, no impidas / al Alma el camino eleto; / y pues por la estimativa / al dicho objeto inclinado / la prosecución deriva / del amor, que de lo amado / luego el deleite reciba, / haz que el camino del cielo, / objeto de tal consuelo, / ame, prosiga y le goce, / que quien al cielo conoce / mal hace en mirar al suelo. / Si tú como superior / esfera puedes mover / a lo que es parte inferior, / y al apetito traer / a que elija lo mejor, / embarca al Alma y la guía / por la más segura vía” (119f.). In Aquinas’ corresponding passage, the theory of attraction via irradiated love is omitted, wherefore the formulation is less florid: voluntas is imperfect, to the extent that it is pure appetitus. At the same time, knowledge of the truth presupposes a desire to understand, wherefore this process cannot be comprehended without a volitional act either. It is characteristic of this ‘good will’ that it is preceded by an as yet ‘indeterminate’ knowledge on the level of the divinely guaranteed universals. Consequently, there is the tacit implication that it is a volition guided by the God-given structure of the Creation, hence precisely not a completely free will: “Est enim duplex actus voluntatis: unus imperfectus, scilicet appetere: Et iste actus praecedit cognitionem perfectam eorum, quae acquiruntur in cognitione: Per appetitum enim sciendi aliquid movetur aliquis ad considerationem alicuius, cuius cognitionem considerando accipit: Sed tamen hunc actum voluntatis praecedit cognitio indeterminata, qua res scitur in universali; et per illam cognitionem imperfectam tendit appetitus in perfectionem ipsius: Si enim esset omnino ignotum, non quaereretur: Est et alius actus voluntatis perfectus, quo voluntas quiescit et placet sibi in re iam habita, et ita voluntas sciendi sequitur cognitionem perfectam” (1. sent. 6, exp.).

310 “¡Oh, qué pesados estais! / ¿No veis que al Alma cansais / con tanta filosofía? / Dejad eso a las escuelas, / porque en la playa del mar / sólo habemos de tratar / de naves, jarcias y velas, / de partir y de llegar” (120). Of course, this statement is also addressed to the audience. Seeing that the latter’s presumed displeasure on account of the long, dogmatic statement is put into the mouth of Alma – while keeping in mind the subsequent staging of her wrong choice – the audience is informed that instruction may indeed be ‘dry’, but necessary nonetheless.

311 “[. . .] / que yo, si verdad os digo, / (aunque decir no la sé, / que soy su grande enemigo, / desde que en el cielo hallé / de mi soberbia el castigo) / [. . .]” (120f.); cf. also the ensuing, similarly epic-like dialog between Demonio and Engaño.

312 “Éste sin duda es piloto / y de provincia remota. / Hallado, Memoria, habemos / lo que buscando venimos” (121).

313 Voluntad’s question – “¿Es donde el sol nunca va, / y eternas las noches son?” (123) – will have to be understood as an epic-like comment.

314 See the representative commentary in Flecniakoska (La Formation de l’auto religieux 411), including references to the corresponding view in the relevant research.

315 See my article “The Traditional Cosmos and the New World”, Modern Language Notes 118 (2003), 363–392, where I do not deal with literary texts, but with the early chronicles concerning the newly discovered continents; seventeenth century Spanish dramas dealing with the discoveries have recourse to the basic strategies of assimilating the novel developed in the chronicles.

316 Concerning the technique of ekphrasis in general, see Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 46–50.

317 As to the formal characteristics of late medieval religious plays, see chap. 4.2.

318 I am thinking of texts such as Victor Hugo’s preface to his drama Cromwell (which, on my view, was one of the main inspirations for Auerbach’s contrasting of classical art and Christian ‘realism’).

319 Cf., e.g., the series of exemplary luxuriosi having already voyaged on the nave de Deleite, as well as the complementary exempla of virtue (“Julia, Porcia [. . .] Artemisa, Alejandro [. . .] Scipión”, 123), who (according to Memoria) have certainly not boarded it. See also the identification of Sir Francis Drake with the Devil via the ‘true meaning’ etymology of his last name (‘Drake’ as dragón, 124), etc. The latter concetto is at the basis of Lope’s Dragontea (1598). The significance of the discourse on history within the framework of the restored discours is especially palpable in this work. To construe England, and particularly Drake, as diabolical powers – which will therefore inevitably fall prey to catastrophe, sooner or later – spirits away the world-historical event of 1588, and leads to an almost grotesque overvaluation of Drake’s last voyage in 1596, leading to his failure and death, which thereby turns into a pivotal incident of contemporary history. Yet, as one might also demonstrate by recourse to Calderón’s drama on Henry VIII (La cisma de Inglaterra, 1627–1652 [?]), this is entirely typical for the reaction of the discursive renovatio to contemporaneous developments, which increasingly render the restorative project obsolete.

320 For a more detailed account of the distinction between typology and this study’s term ‘typologizing modeling’, see chap. 4.2. From my perspective, this increased valuation of dynamic categories is not the expression of a ‘historically’ grounded world-model, but mainly a consequence of the waning of the modeling category of analogy – the latter implies sameness, hence stasis.

321 Reason had remained, or had been left, behind along the way, prior to the arrival at the ‘bifurcation’. Memoria severely criticizes him for his dilatoriness, which earns her the reproach of having been lulled to sleep by the song of the vicios. This image allegorizes that, sub gratia, the soul’s higher partes are basically able to keep the respective human being on the ‘right path’; but it also indicates the elemental frailty and decrepitude of these parts, which are ultimately always in need of divine support (cf. El viaje del alma 125; 127–130).

322 “[. . .] / cosa que el Alma se vaya / sin su amado Entendimiento” (127; cf. also 128).

323 In this play, the change from one amado to the other is not explicitly stylized as such. The intimacy between Alma and Entendimiento reaches its high point precisely when Alma is ready to submit to Christ; this conception is theologically orthodox, seeing that (God-given) reason inevitably leads to God. The didactic aspect thus has primacy over the coherence of the selected image. This feature is characteristic for the genre in its entirety, and provides what is probably the most significant structural factor for classifying the auto sacramental not as an aesthetically, but as a pragmatically functionalized text.

324 “[. . .] / y Entendimiento que ordene / lo que no acierte a regir” (127; thus the agency’s own self-description as part of its ekphrasis).

325 The ship appears on stage a little later. It is magnificently gilded, ornamented with images of great sinners from Scripture and pagan mythology. The mortal sins make up the crew, with Soberbia on the masthead; they sing a sailor’s tune with a blasphemous text, which simultaneously serves as a sort of ekphrasis: “Ola que llevarme dejo / sin orden y sin consejo, / y que del cielo me alejo, / donde no puedo llegar” (133). The ‘stage direction’ (which belongs to the narrative part of the overall text) states that Alma is wearing a black dress, “como librea del dueño con quien ya vivía”; to Entendimiento’s reproaches, she herself replies: “voy con quien me adora y ama” (130). The rivalry between the galanes Christ and the Devil is a customary component of Baroque bridal mysticism (see below, chap. 3.3.2.).

326 See above, n. 178.

327 Concerning the emblem of the unbridled horse in Aquinas, cf. above, n. 130.

328 Cf. Entendimiento’s helpless question – “¿y qué haremos [. . .]?” (131) – after having given the diagnosis that Alma is navigating into tempests, risking her (eternal) life. The outlined modeling of reason represents the view of the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, which, due to the pressure of the doctrine of original sin, had grown more pessimistic when compared to that of high scholasticism. Entendimiento here corresponds to the part of reason which Aquinas calls the ‘cognitive power’: “ratio quandoque comprehendit duas potentias, scilicet vim cognitivam, in qua est prudentia, et vim affectivam quae voluntas dicitur [. . .]: Concupiscibilis autem et irascibilis sunt tantum appetituae: Ideo non est ratio similis” (3. sent. 33, 2, 1, 1, 3 ad 3). Aquinas does not say anything regarding the constitutively insufficient strength to implement what has been discerned as rightful. Consequently, an immediate intervention of the metaphysical agency during the peregrination of the homo viator is unusual in medieval allegorical drama, while this structure is conventional in the auto.

329 For the name of the ship, cf. also 137.

330 According to the doctrine of the elimination of the eternal consequences of original sin by way of Christ’s Passion.

331 “La voz es de mi señor, / del ciervo herido de amor / he conocido el suspiro” (136). The allusion is to the story of Actaeon, who, due to his love for Diana, was transformed into a stag, and then hunted down in this form; for the construal with a view to Christ, see already the Ovide moralisé (troisième livre, 273–669).

332 For the Tridentine decree concerning original sin, as well as an assessment thereof, cf. Jugie, art. “Péché originel” 518–525; here: 524.

333 “[. . .] / lleva bizcocho cocido / en unas puras entrañas / de la que mi madre ha sido” (137); “Agua de gracia y bautismo” (137); “[. . .] tal viático y sustento / bien llegará a salvamento” (137).

334 “Mira con ojos atentos / la nave de mis tormentos / y de tus regalos llena, / mi cruz es árbol y entena; / las jarcias, los instrumentos”, etc. (138; cf. 137); this exegesis is strictly in keeping with the tradition (cf. Rahner, “Antenna crucis” 304–405).

335 “Angeles, quitalde presto / el vestido que le ha puesto / el mundo [. . .] / pasa a mi nave mi esposa” (139). From a modern point of view, the overt allusions to the erotic aspects within the allegory of the mystical wedding are striking; but the image of the body as the soul’s vestiture is prefigured in Scripture (cf. 2 Cor 5: 1–4). The motif of ‘entering a house/ castle/ chamber’ (“A la puerta estoy llamando; / si mi voz la está tocando, / y me la abriere, entraré”, 135) is directly taken from the secular allegory of love, as present, e.g., in the Romance of the Rose.

336 Cf. the above quote (n. 333), in which Christ differentiates between the bread qua cargo, and himself as the captain. Bridal mysticism has recourse to the partly arcane moral-theological instructions on the part of Paul in Ephesians, from which the Catholic doctrine also derives the sacramental character of matrimony: “Quoniam vir caput est mulieris, sicut Christus caput est ecclesiae [. . .] Sacramentum hoc [et erunt duo in carne uno] magnum est: ego autem dico in Christo et in ecclesia” (Eph 5: 23–32). As to the motif’s history and tradition, see Gewecke, Thematische Untersuchungen 162–164. As regards its development, this allegory follows the pattern already mentioned: isolated scriptural instances are related to an already elaborate pagan imagery, in this case Martianus Capella’s De nuptiis Mercurii et Philologiae (~410–439). Concerning the extremely sustained utilization of the bridal allegory in the auto sacramental, see Gewecke, Thematische Untersuchungen 164–174; as to the comparably sparse usage in medieval morality plays, see Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 123f.; 123n.

337 This conception also has recourse to the Pauline comparisons underlying bridal mysticism. The relationship between husband and wife – interpreted as that between Christ and Church – is illustrated by a comparison of the woman with the man’s body: “Ita et viri debent diligere uxores suas, ut corpora sua [. . .] Nemo enim unquam carnem suam odio habuit, sed nutrit, et fovet eam, sicut et Christus ecclesiam” (Eph 5: 28–29).

338 “No le [a mi nave militante] faltarán soldados / [. . .] / contra las infames barcas / de tantos heresïarcas / [. . .] / Ilefonso en el bauprés / defenderá la limpieza / de la que tan limpia es, / [. . .] / Isidoro el español, / [. . .] / contra los sacramentarios / derribara los cosarios / [. . .] / contra tiranas ofensas / de mil Césares airados” (140); according to Avalle-Arce, the term “sacramentarios” refers to those who deny the transubstantiation (cf. 140n.).

339 As regards Bruno’s concept of the infinito universo or the infiniti mondi, see Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 549-596.

340 This latter directive shows that the conceptualization of original sin referred to in Spanish Baroque dramas is the Thomistic one (and not, to put it explicitly, the one developed by Augustine which was resumed by what is called in Lope “tantos heresïarcas”, that is, Protestantism).

341 Thus A. A. Parker’s assessment in the standard work of twentieth century research (The Allegorical Drama of Calderón. An Introduction to the autos sacramentales, Oxford 1968, 10); see also the devaluation of Lope’s autos (58f.). Parker adheres in this respect to Á. Valbuena Prat’s position, which the latter developed in a longer article that continues to be influential until this day (“Los autos sacramentales de Calderón. Clasificación y análisis”, Revue hispanique 61 (1924), 1–302, passim; spec. 14, 16).

342 Particularly Valbuena Prat’s classification of Lope’s autos as belonging to the older navideños is a problematic judgment, including his consequential assessment that the plays are not even sacramental in the proper sense (“Los autos sacramentales de Calderón” 14).

343 Valbuena Prat classifies as follows: “autos filosóficos y teológicos”, “autos mitológicos”, “autos de temas del Antiguo Testamento”, “autos inspirados en parábolas y relatos evangélicos”, “autos de circunstancias”, “autos históricos y legendarios” (“Los autos sacramentales de Calderón” 47); one last group comprises the Marian autos, which Valbuena Prat somewhat justifiably deems “no sacramental[es]”. For the most part, auto research has been following this convenient classification to this day. Parker’s alternative – “1) Dogmatic, 2) Scriptural [historico-theological], 3) Apologetical, 4) Ethical, 5) Devotional [hagiological]” (The Allegorical Drama of Calderón 62) – not only mingles content-related and functional aspects, but also ignores that the auto, following the theory of a manifold sense of Scripture, never has only one, but always several, at least two levels of meaning: in Parker’s terminology, the ‘dogmatic’ (Christological) and the ‘ethical’ (tropological).

344 Thus in the title (“autos sacramentales, alegóricos e historiales”) of the 1677 edition of twelve autos, which was the only authorized edition published during Calderón’s lifetime (cf. Calderón de la Barca, Obras completas, ed. Valbuena Prat, vol. 3, 30); for further details, see Valbuena Prat (“Los autos sacramentales de Calderón” 7).

345 Cf. Parker’s extensive analysis of the play, which presents a brilliant close reading, while the discourse-historical and theological basis is taken into account in an approximative manner only (The Allegorical Drama of Calderón 156–196; here: 189).

346 Antithetical typology also ultimately goes back to Paul (see below, 224f.). It stands to reason that later Christian didactics employed this variant more sparsely than the standard typology, involving a relation of ‘foreshadowing’ and fulfillment; the former may provoke the dangerous question as to why the negative exists in this world, especially as regards the Fall.

347 Valbuena Prat does not date this play at all (cf. “Los autos sacramentales de Calderón” 54–56). As to the dates provided above, see H. W. Hilborn, “Calderón’s Silvas”, PMLA 58 (1943), 112–148.

348 At an embryonic stage, this discursive technique can already be observed in Lope’s above-analyzed auto, especially with respect to the myth of Proserpina mentioned in the second prolog.

349 Cf. Valbuena Prat’s enthusiastic, but scarcely substantiated assessments (“Los autos sacramentales de Calderón” 142–145), as well as the quote below (n. 352). To this day, Valbuena’s often hardly corroborated appraisals represent a sort of guideline for research on the autos. While a rather significant number of articles is concerned with the Divino Orfeo, there are (as far as is assessable) no publications concerning the auto on Constantine, which is devalued by Valbuena (see below), and this despite the fact that the play is of great import, and that its subject matter, the Donation of Constantine, is among the most-discussed questions of the epoch of origin.

350 Cf. Obras completas, vol. 3, 203–222; here: 204a–207a; 155–177; here: 158b–163b.


351 “La alegoría no es más / que un espejo que traslada / lo que es con lo que no es; / y está toda su elegancia / en que salga parecida / tanto la copia en la tabla / que el que está mirando a una / piense que está viendo a entrambas. / Corre ahora la paridad / entre lo vivo y la estampa” (El verdadero Dios Pan, in: Obras completas, vol. 3, 1241–1262; here: 1242b; emphasis added to highlight the ‘typographic’ vocabulary). The context of this quote is that of Pan instructing Noche, who is somewhat slow-witted. This much-cited passage is typically not interpreted; or rather, its context and the typologizing terms are disregarded, so that it is read as an explication of the mere illustrative function of allegory (thus in Parker, The Allegorical Drama of Calderón 81f.). As to the above, see also a passage from El gran duque de Gandía (1639 [?]); in the context of a retelling of the Creation, the following is said as regards a characterization of human beings (“[el] Hombre”): “que [Dios] en la estampa / sacó de su misma idea / a su hechura y semejanza” (Obras completas, vol. 3, 97–110; here: 100b).

352 Cf. e.g.Valbuena Prat’s assessment: “es uno de los mayores aciertos de Calderón, ya por la elección del encantador asunto, ya por la admirable adaptación de la alegoría clásica al sentido cristiano” (“Los autos sacramentales de Calderón” 142f.). As regards the question of the reception of myth in the auto on Orpheus, Valbuena offers only a very summary appraisal: “Adaptado, el mito, a la teología, conserva aquél sus encantos” (144).

353 As to Jauß’s term for this state of affairs, cf. above, 12n.

354 Cf. Curtius, “Theologische Kunsttheorie im spanischen Barock”, Romanische Forschungen 53 (1939), 145–184 (for an abbreviated version, cf. Excursus 22 in European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages, 547–558); as to the classification of Calderón, see “Theologische Kunsttheorie” 174f. Curtius even deems theological poetics a primarily Spanish phenomenon, and diminishes the significance of the Italian discussion (151f.; 173).

355 Cf. Blumenberg, “Wirklichkeitsbegriff und Wirkungspotential des Mythos”, in: Fuhrmann, ed., Terror und Spiel, 11–66.

356 Cf. the colloquium’s “Erste Diskussion. Mythos und Dogma” (Terror und Spiel, 527–647; Fuhrmann’s statement: 530–533, spec. 533).

357 That is, as far as was assessable at that point; one might add that even modern philological research did not succeed in widening the scope beyond what was known during that age. Greek myth, epics and drama on the one hand, and the texts contained in the Hebrew Bible on the other, constitute the oldest comprehensive text corpora, from which one may derive discursive structures in terms of an archeology of discourse; the textual remains of previous civilizations are all too fragmentary for attempting a convincing reconstruction in terms of a system.

358 As to Lotman’s concept of texts with and without a sujet, see The Structure of the Artistic Text 231–239.

359 Concerning the ancient history of the myth, see the outline in E. Robbins, “Famous Orpheus”, in: J. Warden, ed., Orpheus. The Metamorphoses of a Myth, Toronto/Buffalo/London 1982, 3–23.

360 In general, see Robbins, “Famous Orpheus” 17; the above indicates that early forms of the Virgilian-Ovidian version were already present in the oral tradition.

361 Cf. Georgica IV:317–558; Metamorphoses 10: 1–161, 11: 1–66. Both versions are well presented in W. S. Anderson, “The Orpheus of Vergil and Ovid: ‘flebile nescio quid’”, in: Warden, ed., Orpheus, 25–50.

362 Cf. Anderson, “The Orpheus of Vergil and Ovid” 33–35; here: 35.

363 In the later reception, this part becomes a recessive element, to the extent that it is no longer thematized – most probably because it is difficult to harmonize with reading the miscarried descent as a ‘tragic’ love story; a similar silencing, in the posterior tradition, applies to the story’s end as devised by Ovid.

364 As regards the characterization of the argumentative structure in the Protreptikos, see Herzog, “Metapher – Exegese – Mythos. Interpretationen zur Entstehung eines biblischen Mythos in der Literatur der Spätantike”, in: Fuhrmann, ed., Terror und Spiel, 157–185; spec. 164–174.

365 “[. . .] sed omnia in mensura, et numero et pondere disposuisti”.

366 Here: I,7 – spec. I,7,3: Τοῦτό ἐστι τὸ ᾆσμα τὸ καινόν, ἡ ἐπιφάνεια ἡ νῦν ἐκλάμψασα ἐν ἡμῖν τοῦ ἐν ἀρχῇ ὄντος καὶ προόντος λόγου (etc.); the reference to Wis 11: 21 is in I,5,1. The citation follows C. Mondésert’s critical edition, Paris 1949.

367 Cf. Herzog’s assessment of “terms after the fashion ‘meus Eunomus, verus (perennis) sol’” in “Christian literature” as “metaphors”, beginning with Clement (“Metapher – Exegese – Mythos” 166); for a differentiation between the “pure metaphor” as to be found in Clement, and Pauline typology, see 169; as regards the reception of antiquity in Clement, see also A. de la Barre’s art. “Clément d’Alexandrie”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 3, 137–199 (“rendre la vérité chrétienne acceptable aux gentils” [182]).

368 See Herzog’s appraisal, stating that the myth is “rebutted en bloc and rendered contemptible” in Clement (“Metapher – Exegese – Mythos” 165).

369 ἀπατηλοὶ [. . .] προσχήματι μουσικῆς [. . .] τοὺς ἀνθρώπους ἐπὶ τὰ εἴδωλα χειραγωγῆσαι πρῶτοι [. . .] τὴν καλὴν ὄντως ἐκείνην ἐλευθερίαν [. . .] ἐσχάτῃ δουλείᾳ καταζεύξαντες (Protreptikos, I,3,1). M. F. Bacigalupo’s statement concerning Orpheus’ descensus as a ‘depiction’ of Christ’s descensus is indeed representative of the cursoriness with which Clement’s Protreptikos is appropriated to ostensibly confirm the thesis of a figural reception of myth in patristics: “This use of the myth had a long tradition, appearing in the writings of Clement of Alexandria, for example” (“The Descensus ad Inferos in Calderón’s autos sacramentales”, Revista canadiense de estudios hispánicos 5 (1980), 249–269; here: 258). Clement’s line of reasoning is detailed in a thorough manner, though without contribution to the discussion of the Christian reception of mythology, in E. Irwin, “The Song of Orpheus and the New Song of Christ”, in: Warden, ed., Orpheus, 51–62.

370 In Greek mythology, Orpheus is assumed to be of Thracian origin; Calderón makes use of this detail in order to create one of his theologically supported conceits (see below).

371 Καὶ δὴ τὸ ᾆσμα τὸ ἀκήρατον, ἔρεισμα τῶν ὅλων καὶ ἁρμονία τῶν πάντων, ἀπὸ τῶν μέσων ἐπὶ τὰ πέρατα καὶ ἀπὸ τῶν ἄκρων ἐπί τὰ μέσα διαταθέν, ἡρμόσατο τόδε τὸ πᾶν, οὐ κατὰ τὴν Θρᾴκιον μουσικήν, τὴν παραπλήσιον Ἰουβάλ, κατὰ δὲ τὴν πάτριον τοῦ θεοῦ βούλησιν, ἣν ἐζήλωσε Δαβίδ. Ὁ δὲ ἐκ Δαβὶδ καὶ πρὸ αὐτοῦ, ὁ τοῦ θεοῦ λόγος, λύραν μὲν καὶ κιθάραν, τὰ ἄψυχα ὄργανα, ὑπεριδών, κόσμον δὲ τόνδε καὶ δὴ καὶ τὸν σμικρὸν κόσμον, τὸν ἄνθρωπον, ψυχήν τε καὶ σῶμα αὐτοῦ, ἁγίῳ πνεύματι ἁρμοσάμενος, ψάλλει τῷ θεῷ [. . .] (I,5,2 and 3).

372 As regards Jubal, cf. Herzog, “Metapher – Exegese – Mythos” 168.

373 By contrast, Ohly speaks of a “typology [in] three stages” (“Typologische Figuren” 138f.). He comprehends the comparison of Orpheus with Jubal as the allocation of a “position in the Biblical ranking structure” (138). For Ohly’s assessment of the overall set of problems concerning the reception of myth in early and middle patristics, see 131–137 (“almost [a] kind of symphronistic overview”, a typological “triangular constellation” [135f.]).

374 This study’s assessment follows Herzog’s line of reasoning, “Metapher – Exegese – Mythos” 165f.; the term “mythical contrapposto”, created by Herzog, refers to the functionalization of the Greek myth in Late Antiquity’s Christian reception generally.

375 Ὀρφεύς, [. . .] παλινῳδίαν ἀληθείας εἰσάγει, τὸν ἱερὸν ὄντως ὀψέποτε , ὅμως δ᾽ οὖν ᾄδων λόγον (VII,74,3). The ‘truly holy word’ in 4–6; the general qualification of ancient wisdom in 74,7 and 75,1: Εἰ γὰρ καὶ τὰ μάλιστα ἐναύσματά τινα τοῦ λόγου τοῦ θείου λαβόντες Ἓλληνες ὀλίγα ἄττα τῆς ἀληθείας ἐφθέγξαντο, [. . .]. Ἢδη γὰρ οἶμαι παντί τῳ δῆλον γεγονέναι ὡς τῶν χωρὶς τοῦ λόγου τῆς ἀληθείας ἐνεργούντων τι ἢ καὶ φθεγγομένων ὁμοίων ὄντων τοῖς χωρὶς βάσεως βαδίζειν βιαζομένοις.

376 This holds true for Clement as well – and irrespective of the fact that he himself was one of the Church Fathers who most actively promoted the incorporation of the Greek tradition into the newly developing Christian cosmos. It cannot be ascertained, and it is also not relevant here, what subjective interest Clement may have had for doing so; whether it be that he indeed believed in the necessity of reducing ancient wisdom to what is stated in Scripture, or whether the fact that he was forced to defend the process of the Christian reception of pagan antiquity against ultraistic critics was his foremost concern – his reception pursues a strategy of subjugation or assimilation (see also Barre, art. “Clément d’Alexandrie” spec. 151f., 168f.). Concerning the priority thesis as the definitive subjugating stratagem already present in Clement and in effect until Calderón, see below (130f.). The more ‘liberal’ concepts of deriving ancient wisdom from the ‘book’ of Creation or nature, as well as the notion of a parallel revelation which is sometimes maintained, both have recourse to the Pauline thesis that pagan antiquity had (some form of) knowledge of divine wisdom (Rom 1: 14–25). Even so, Paul’s conception implies an accusation: “qui commutaverunt veritatem Dei in mendacium” (25). Accordingly, the diverse perspectives developed in the theological tradition always retain the notion that ancient pagan knowledge presents at best a fragmented truth, and thus leads to an ultimately false ‘orientation’ (functionalization). As regards the authoritative evaluation of pagan philosophy and mythology in the most important of all the Church Fathers, see Augustine, De civitate Dei VIII:9 and 14; X:3 and 29; XVIII:13–18.

377 P. Vicari offers a comprehensive outline of the medieval reception up to the beginning of the Renaissance, without claiming to formulate a thesis (“Sparagmos: Orpheus among the Christians”, in: Warden, ed., Orpheus, 63–83).

378 Students were taught the lingua franca of written communication, Latin, by recourse to a restricted text corpus; the Metamorphoses were an important part of this corpus. Although the aim of studying the texts was language training only, it is evident from collections such as the Ovide moralisé that professors, and a fortiori the ecclesiastical authorities supervising education, were aware of the dangers entailed by dealing with a material that had ideological implications.

379 Quotes are from the following edition: Ovide moralisé. Poème du commencement du quatorzième siècle, ed. C. de Boer, Wiesbaden 1966–1968; here: book 10, v. 486–498. The Ovidian version of the myth, containing the literal meaning (“historial sens”, v. 196), is encountered in 10, v. 1–195. A moral allegoresis (v. 220–443) is followed by the Christological exegesis with a view to the Passion and the redemption of sinners (v. 444–498), after which ensues a longer, once more moralizing exhortatio in the form of a warning as regards the above-mentioned volte-face (v. 499–577); as in Ovid, the long exposé of Orpheus’ song concerning pederasty is appended at this point, including the several intercalated tales, beginning with that of Ganymede. As to the reinterpretation of the literal story in accordance with the processual schemata of salvation history, see, once again, the myth of Proserpina (n. 282); the procedure is representative, precisely since it is grounded in the elemental differences between pagan mythology and the Christian worldview.

380 That is, unless one is dealing with receptions on the part of the theologically less educated clerics of medieval times or with receptions during the stage of dissolution, which are characterized by leveling the distinctions described above.

381 The above-cited statement is valid for all stories; similar accentuations of the fabulosity of myth are present throughout the text.

382 The latter concept does not emerge as a coherent position until the Renaissance (see below); but, as it is based on discursive material extant from Late Antiquity onward, it is plausible to assume that the qualification of myth as contained in the thirteenth/ fourteenth century Ovide moralisé is, to a certain extent, directed against tendencies such as the one mentioned, which may have existed in an embryonic stage at that time already.

383 For a portrayal of the priority thesis, see Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 550f., as well as J. Páramo Pomareda, “Consideraciones sobre los autos mitológicos de Calderón de la Barca”, Thesaurus 12 (1957), 51–80; here: 70f. Neither Curtius nor Pomareda mentions that the priority thesis is not compatible with a typological interpretation.

384 Another problem – often intertwined with the question of the reception of myth – is that of the Christian assessment of ancient history, i.e. the period of pagan antiquity in its ‘objective’ constitution. It is evident that the assumption of an almighty God, having created the entire world and continuously ‘imprinting’ it anew, must lead to the notion that all of antiquity is also ‘stamped’ by the same ‘types’ or exemplary characters as had been the case for Old Testament times and, ultimately, all time – a notion that is at the basis of Dante’s configuration of hell. In connection therewith, one might consider the hypothesis that the Christian reception of ancient wisdom (meaning: of texts of whichever provenience) follows rather the priority thesis, and precisely in order to remodel the original meaning of these texts in a Christian manner; while the reception of ancient history (taken as a fund of unstructured factual material, especially of individuals or characters) adheres rather to a typologizing schema, seeing that the respective event or the corresponding protagonist does not already have a fixed meaning (i.e. a place in a stabilized narration) that would oppose the Christian model per se. Ancient stories, which, as such, always also imply the pagan world-model, remained suspect or were subject to a remodeling. An epochal transition is indeed indicated by the fact that, at the beginning of the fourteenth century, this proviso is gradually rescinded.

385 To my knowledge, the reception of this particular myth may indeed be considered representative. A dissimilarity (often disregarded) between symbolic (verbal) and iconic encoding is the reason why pictorial depictions are unable to render the aforementioned difference between typologizing construals and those that adhere to the priority thesis. Accordingly, the references to the earliest Christian iconography adduced by those defending the thesis of a Christ–Orpheus typology are of limited significance. It will have to be left undecided whether the relevant illustrations in the catacombs (and elsewhere) were to signify that the pagan Orpheus is a typos of Christ; or whether (in accordance with the line of reasoning of Clement and later Calderón) Christ alone is able to perform what the myth erroneously ascribes to Orpheus – i.e. the intonation of a world-transfiguring and death-overcoming song; the question could only be answered if the kerygmatic context were accessible, which is not the case. For documentation of the relevant iconography, see Vicari (“Orpheus among the Christians” 74), and also Ohly (“Typologische Figuren” 134).

386 See A. Buck, Der Orpheus-Mythos in der italienischen Renaissance, Krefeld 1961, passim, spec. 13–28; J. Warden, “Orpheus and Ficino”, in: Warden, ed., Orpheus, 85–110; R. Herzog, “Veritas fucata. Hermeneutik und Poetik in der Frührenaissance”, in: W.-D. Stempel and K. Stierle, ed., Die Pluralität der Welten. Aspekte der Renaissance in der Romania, Munich 1987, 107–136. The above sketch follows the studies cited.

387 For details, cf. Herzog, “Veritas fucata” 114–118.

388 See in more detail, chap. 4.3.1. below.

389 “[. . .] divinum actum hac ratione considerant infinitum, quia neque subiecti alicuius limitibus ullis cohibeatur, neque permixtione qualitatis inficiatur, neque causae superioris excellentia superetur, neque vel temporum intervallis vel locorum spatiis excedatur, neque numeratis virtutis gradibus quamvis quam plurimis terminetur” (Marsilii Ficini Florentini epistolarum liber, in: Opera omnia, ed. P. O. Kristeller, Torino 1962, vol. 1, 607–964, spec. 683–685; quote: 685; orthography updated). Concerning the problem of the infinite divine will in Ficino, see P. O. Kristeller, Il pensiero filosofico di Marsilio Ficino, Firenze 1953, 41–51.

390 “Quis infinite progreditur? [. . .] Mens certe haec facit. Mentis igitur quodammodo infinita virtus [est]. Quae in eo quo apparet, quod non modo reperit infinitum actum, qui Deus est, verum etiam potentiam infinitam, quae est materia subdita Deo, atque ad innumerabiles formas inde capiendas idonea” (Marsilii Ficini Theologiae platonicae de immortalitate animorum liber, in: Opera omnia, vol. 1, 78–424, spec. 200–202; quote: 201).

391 It is Descartes’s central merit to have created an approach that overcomes the above problem; but, as I shall speculate in my “Concluding Remarks” (chap. 7), his daring and revolutionary conceptualization profited from an experience that still lay ahead, i.e. the impasse into which any variant of analogizing must finally lead.

392 See Plato, spec. Phaidros 245a, 249c–d. Augustine mentions Orpheus, Musaeus and Linus by name, while leaving little doubt as to how these ‘theological poets’ of antiquity are to be judged: “[. . .] poetae qui etiam theologi dicerentur, queniam de diis carmina faciebant, sed talibus diis, qui licet magni homines, tamen homines fuerunt”; even if the ancient singers, among the many gods they extolled, also praised the one true God en passant, they certainly did not perform this praise in the right way: “non ei utique rite seruierunt nec a fabuloso deorum suorum dedecore etiam ipsi se abstinere potuerunt”. Orpheus is even devalued specifically, seeing that he holds an elevated position in the thinking of the civitas impiorum: “quamuis Orpheum nescio quo modo infernis sacris uel potius sacrilegiis praeficere soleat ciuitas impiorum” (De civitate Dei XVIII 14). In De civitate Dei XVIII 37, Augustine tries to relate the Old Testament prophetae and the pagan philosophi or theologi poetae to each other in chronological terms, whereby he arrives at a series that somewhat corresponds to the one constructed by the Florentines. The latter do not take into account that chap. 37 must always be read with reference to the above-cited restrictions from chap. 14, and that comparable conditions are repeated in the second part of this chapter (“uerum theologum nostrum Moysen, qui unum uerum Deum ueraciter praedicauit”, etc.).

393 For the concept of a prisca theologia, see the detailed account in Warden, “Orpheus and Ficino” 88f.; 91–94, as well as Buck, Der Orpheus-Mythos 19–23. It is evident that the overall notion will have to be seen as a stage of emancipation of what is typically termed ‘parallel revelation’, which represents a more liberal strategy of incorporating antiquity (see above, n. 376). The Florentines omit the Pauline notion of falsification. The wisdom ‘revealed’ in ancient pagan times is thus not integrated or subordinated, but retains a significance of its own.

394 See the extensive account in G. Scavizzi, “The Myth of Orpheus in Italian Renaissance Art, 1400–1600”, in: Warden ed., Orpheus, 111–162. As to Erasmus’s corresponding position concerning the litterae humanae and as regards the reception of the respective notions in Spain, see T. Heydenreich, Culteranismo und theologische Poetik. Die Collusión de letras humanas y divinas (1637/1644) des Aragoniers Gaspar Buesso de Arnal zur Verteidigung Góngoras, Frankfurt a. M. 1977, 149; 156f.

395 Starting with Boccaccio’s De genealogiis deorum gentilium libri (~1350–1375), Neumeister outlines the history of the reception of myth in the Italian Renaissance, including the conveyance of this tradition to Spain (Mythos und Repräsentation 76–100). Against the clichéd assumption of a re-paganized Renaissance, Neumeister stresses that the main characteristic of Renaissance mythography is the coexistence of readings pertaining to the myth’s original versions with construals adopted from patristics and medieval times (cf. spec. 82).

396 As P. Cabañas has demonstrated (cf. El mito de Orfeo en la literatura española, Madrid 1948, passim).

397 Initially, Herrera sketches the myth’s Virgilian version within the scope of a few sentences, and then continues with an extensive allegorization: “Eurídice, mordida de la sierpe en el pie, significa nuestros afectos gobernados de nuestra voluntad. La sierpe es el engaño del mundo, porque muere en la virtud quien cae en el vicio. Orfeo, que es el espíritu mental, con la lira de las sagradas leyes la llama y revoca a la virtud, y ablanda a Pluton, que es el sentido que reina en la carne o infierno de la alma; con tal convencion que no vuelva los ojos, que es tornar a las ocasiones del error. O, si queremos entendello de esta suerte, bajar Orfeo al infierno y mover las furias con la cítara y aplacar al Cerbero y Caron, es cuando la ánima racional, poniendo freno a los apetitos de la concupisciencia, rige y manda a la fiereza e ímpetu de las perturbaciones, que al animal destemplado dan tanta solicitud y trabajo que hacen el Cerbero y las furias infernales a aquellas almas desdichadas de que cantan los poetas” (the commentary refers to v. 130 of Garcilaso’s Egloga III; quoted from: A. Gallego Morell, ed., Garcilaso de la Vega y sus comentaristas. Obras completas del poeta, acompañadas de los textos íntegros de los comentarios de El Brocense, Fernando de Herrera, Tamayo de Vargas y Azara, Granada 1966, 558f.).

398 Even so, the death of Orpheus is not included in Lope’s version. During this epoch, and prior to Calderón’s version, dramatic adaptations of the Orpheus material already exist that rework the conclusion into a happy ending, albeit without a divinizing reinterpretation; as was to be the case for Calderón’s play, this was required by the pragmatic purpose of the production. At any rate, the operatic libretti by Ottavio Rinuccini (for Jacopo Peri’s 1600 Euridice, or for Giulio Caccini’s 1600 Euridice) and Alessandro Striggio (for Claudio Monteverdi’s 1607 Orfeo) are unlikely to have served as models for Calderón, seeing that the respective conclusions are very dissimilar as to their general tenor (cf. T. J. McGee, “Orfeo and Euridice, the First Two Operas”, in: Warden, ed., Orpheus, 163–181). The last stanza of Quevedo’s romance reads: “Dichoso es cualquier casado / que una vez queda soltero; / mas de una mujer dos veces / es ya de la dicha extremo” (Obra poética, ed. J. M. Blecua, Madrid 1969–1971, vol. 3, 60); as regards the poem’s reception also outside of Spain, see Cabañas, El mito de Orfeo 137n.

399 Cf. Cabañas, chap. 4, “Orfeo, recurso panegírico” (El mito de Orfeo 177–197), as well as chap. 5, “El mito de Orfeo, recurso por la rima” (199–212).

400 Thus the assessment in Cabañas (“excesiva popularidad”; El mito de Orfeo 134).


401 For a presentation of this treatise, partly verbatim, partly as a précis, see Curtius, “Theologische Kunsttheorie” 164–172; as to Heydenreich’s findings, see “Theologische Poetik in Aragón. Tomás Andrés Cebriáns Panegírico por la poesía und die Academia de los Anhelantes”, in: H. Baader and E. Loos, ed., Spanische Literatur im Goldenen Zeitalter, Frankfurt a. M. 1973, 150–174; here: 150, 150n.

402 Cf. Curtius, “Theologische Kunsttheorie” 173.

403 See the printing appended to Heydenreich’s article (“Theologische Poetik in Aragón” 168–174). In his assessment of the phenomenon of theological poetics in Spain, Heydenreich adheres to Curtius’s line of reasoning (cf. 150–154).

404 Within the allegory of the sea voyage, the steering oar (timón) was identified with the cross; accordingly, the helmsman is Christ or one of his vicarii (cf. Rahner, “Antenna crucis” 358f.). All above quotes are taken from the printing in Curtius, which is partly in Spanish, partly in German translation (“Theologische Kunsttheorie” 166–176). See also the citation from the first part of the Panegyrico: “[. . .] aprender cosa tan rara [sc. la poesía], sino le fue concedido infusamente del origen de los versos, que fue Dios [. . .]” (164); and cf. the following quote regarding the separation of the truthful and praiseworthy poets from the bad ones by means of the criterion of a “divino impulso”: “Ninguno puede ser Poeta, aunque aya quien lo semeje, faltandole la diuinidad y dulçura, tan necessaria en los versos” (165). The existence of ‘bad’ poetry (particularly in the sense of moral corruption) does not testify against the divinity of poetry. The author makes use of the argument that theology has its heresiarchs as well (“hasta la Theologia y Escritura, de quien se han valido muchos heresiarcas”; 164).

405 For the long series of Christian ‘poets’ of Late Antiquity and the Middle Ages, including a list of poetesses, see the passages quoted in Curtius, “Theologische Kunsttheorie” 170f. In the Aragonian Panegírico, the witnesses of a divine inspiration of poetry are, initially, the ancient authorities Democritus, Plato, Cicero, and Horace, followed by Augustine, then Quintilian and Ovid; in this way, the Christian authority is placed among the pagan ones – which would not be problematic if the issue at stake were not the divine (cf. Heydenreich, “Theologische Poetik in Aragón” 168).

406 “Theologische Kunsttheorie” 153f. The “Prólogo en alabança de la poesía”, which Espinel prepends to his Diversas rimas (1591), was written by Alfonso de Valdés. Curtius also adduces Lope de Vega’s treatise Question sobre el honor debido a la poesía (prior to 1623), while rightly remaining cautious in his assessment by referring to the “loose apposition [of thoughts]” and to a lack of “strict[ly] logical concatenation” (“Theologische Kunsttheorie” 155). As regards Luis de León, cf. Curtius, “Theologische Kunsttheorie” 159f., although he does not provide a particularly detailed documentation at this point: “and studying his works would provide the evidence thereof [sc. his familiarity with theological poetics]”.

407 “[. . .] porque sin duda la [poesía] inspiró Dios en los ánimos de los hombres para con el movimiento y espíritu de ella levantarlos al cielo, de donde ella procede” (Luis de León, De los nombres de Cristo, Madrid 1914–1921, vol. 3, 176).

408 According to Wis 11: 21.

409 As regards Clement, see above (125–127).

410 “La poesía [. . .] sin duda la inspiró Dios en los ánimos de los hombres [. . .]; y assí, en los profetas cuasi todos, assí los que fueron movidos verdaderamente por Dios, como los que incitados por otras causas sobrehumanas hablaron, el mismo espíritu que los despertava y levantava á ver lo que los otros hombres no vían, les ordenava y componía y como metrificava en la boca las palabras, con número y consonancia devida, para que hablassen por más subida manera que las otras gentes hablavan” (De los nombres de Cristo 176f.). Such comments are followed by a –probably sincere – invective against ‘bad’ poetry, which invites vices and levity (“vicios”, “torpezas”).

411 – as is apparent not least in the biography of the Augustinian monk.

412 For an assessment of Luis de León’s poetological notions, see K. Vossler, Luis de León, Munich 1946, 92–103. Vossler, however, relativizes the (Neoplatonic and Renaissance) statements concerning an inspired poetry in favor of Fray Luis’s unambiguous assertions with a view to separating ancient pagan and Christian truth.

413 Poesías de Fray Luis de León, ed. A. C. Vega, O. S. A., Madrid 1955, 449–452. My reading is not affected by the contested authenticity of the fifth stanza, which has recourse to the image of God as a harpist, topical since Clement.

414 – or, as in this case, a corresponding theory of art in general.

415 The notion of the soul’s being divine (qua part of God) is (Neo-)Platonic; according to the orthodox Christian conception, the soul is God’s factura; to the extent that it is immortal, it participates in the divine, while being subject to sinfulness (after the Fall) on account of its being tied to the body. In the Christian tradition, the Platonist notion is to be found in the Gnostic faction, and was opposed by the orthodoxy already early on (cf.W. Schmithals, Neues Testament und Gnosis, Darmstadt 1984, passim; spec. 2–6).

416 Fray Luis’s views are not presented here in their entirety. He seems to have endeavored to avoid conflicts with the reinvigorated orthodox conception particularly in his later texts – which is understandable given the circumstances of his life.

417 Quotes are taken from El divino Orfeo, in: Calderón de la Barca, Obras completas, vol. 3, 1835–1855; for the loa, see 1835a–1839b. Following the terminology of medieval theology, this epoch is familiar with the designation of ancient pagan wisdom as letras humanas, in opposition to the letters of Scripture; the meaning of the term is rendered explicit in the further course of the play: “Divinas y Humanas Letras / en la consonancia amigas / y en la Religión opuestas” (1847b).

418 The quoted edition has the misspelling “divinias letras”.

419 “[. . .] / cómo, siendo yo el Placer, / que en regocijos y fiestas / debiera tener más parte, / [. . .] / [. . .] sin el Placer / dices, desafiando letras. . .!” (1835a).

420 As already stated (n. 404, 410), the Neoplatonic theory is also familiar with the notion of a bad and corrupt art. This, however, is not suggested by the term humano placer, as may be inferred from the meaning of its antithesis divino placer, developed in detail in the further course of the play; the latter concept is to be understood in terms of an aesthetically consummate presentation of salvific truths; humano placer denotes an art that considers itself autonomous with regard to (Christian) faith, although it must not necessarily be comprehended as an intentional incitement to vicio.

421 “Y así, el Asunto del Auto / hallado en Humanas Letras / es la Fábula de Orpheo, / alegorizado a esta / universal Redención, / atento a la consecuencia / de que en ella su Papel / también la Cíthara tenga, / pues Cíthara de Jesús / es la Cruz” (1839a).

422 Cf. Rom 5: 12 and 18f.

423 This notion is presented in the beautiful, exemplarily ‘concinnous’ concetto: “[. . .] que al mismo instante / que mato muero” (1853a).

424 See the above remarks (116 herein).

425 As to the position criticized above, see Neumeister, Mythos und Repräsentation passim, spec. 121.

426 Concerning the conception of characters in medieval allegorical drama, which may seem astonishing from a modern viewpoint, see Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 43–111; as to epic-like speech, spec. 229f., 224, 244, 248; for ekphrasis: 46f. It would be problematic to impute the above-quoted characterization of the river and the ship to the difficulties of staging; the autos were, indeed, a sort of street theater, but on a very elaborate level. The financial resources available for their staging were significant; not least in order to attract and impress the audience, all theatrical effects possible were mobilized; putting a (stylized) ship on stage was not a technical problem (see also above, n. 325, as to the ship exhibited on stage in the – by comparison – much less elaborate auto by Lope). The representation of items of nature difficult to reproduce on stage was typically resolved by paintings applied to the coulisse.

427 In addition, the ocean is the dwelling place of the Devil within the aforesaid allegory of the sea voyage, widely known during this epoch.

428 “Informe Globo, aun la Materia prima / se está como se estaba; nada anima, / nada vive ni alienta” (1840a).

429 The quote above is the frequently repeated periphrasis for the character labeled “Orfeo” throughout the play. Concerning the extremely feeble connection of the ‘first act’ to the myth (as asserted below, 145ff. herein), it is crucial that the protagonist neither calls himself ‘Orpheus’ here, nor is he addressed in this way. Consequently, the printed text gives a somewhat imprecise impression concerning the point I am referring to (cf. 1840b).

430 As regards the concept’s first theorization in Augustine, see chap. 4.2.

431 For a more detailed account, see chap. 4.3.1.

432 At the latest with the systematic reception of the Pythagorean–Platonic theory of cosmic harmony in Augustine’s De musica (~391), Clement’s notion, largely inferred from Scriptural citations, becomes the common property of Christian thought, the transmission of which continues well into the seventeenth century. Yet in the wake of the dissolution of discursive order during the Renaissance, the humanist theory of music increasingly relinquishes the differentiation – suggested in Plato and rigorously implemented in Augustine – between a form of music geared toward the contemplation of cosmic harmony and a corrupt version, appealing only to the senses. In general, Calderón returns to the views of the tradition, although, as far as music in the narrower, modern sense is concerned, that fact is not evident in this particular auto. His most striking qualification of the ‘false’, aesthetically functionalized music is formulated in the poem Psalle et Sile (1661): “aquella [harmonía], / que áspid del aire en flores escondido / la fragrancia que embia / hubo quien dixo della / que era un hermoso estiércol del oído” (see J. Sage, “Calderón y la música teatral”, Bulletin hispanique 58 (1956), 275–300, spec. 284; cf. also the latter’s outline of musical theory from its ancient origins until humanism, 275–282).

433 “[. . .] quando diga / San Clemente Alexandrino / viendo que entiendes la zifra / de la musica del orbe, / que heres maestro de Capilla. / Las Letras que tú compones / de variedades distintas / son cielo, y tierra; las dos / son soberana poesía” (the first Orpheus-auto by the author is printed in Obras completas, vol. 3, 1820–1834; here: 1821b-1822a); Clement’s figural connection between the divine bard Christ and the Old Testament psalmist David is also alluded to (“un Rey Psalmista”, 1822a).

434 In accordance with the source, the Ovide moralisé retains the motif of Orpheus’ heartrending song, after Eurydice’s definitive death, and interprets it with a view to Christ (book 10, v. 2540–3361). It represents the song of the New Covenant or the Church’s preaching, by means of which Christ moves ‘wild beasts’ and ‘trees’ (sinners and the stubborn) to penance. The medieval allegoresis thus remains within the framework of the story as found in Virgil and Ovid.

435 The most extensive versions are to be found in La divina Filotea of 1681 (Obras completas, vol. 3, 1774–1795; here: 1775a–1777a), La primer flor del Carmelo, written prior to 1650 (vol. 3, 636–653; here: 638b–640b), and in El veneno y la triaca of 1634 (vol. 3, 180–197; here: 184a–185b). For a description of this pattern, and as to its presence in the Calderonian auto, see A. A. Parker, “The Devil in the Drama of Calderón”, in: B. W. Wardropper, ed., Critical Essays on the Theatre of Calderón, New York, NY 1965, 3–23; here: 5–9. This story, particularly the conflict of love, is part of the auto sacramental’s fixed inventory basically from the beginning of the genre’s tradition (cf. Flecniakoska, La Formation de l’auto religieux 319f.; 329, as well as Gewecke, Thematische Untersuchungen 164–174).

436 The aforesaid interiorization of the soul’s conflict is another aspect. The restriction to allegorical drama undertaken above is crucial; as already demonstrated in the case of El castigo sin venganza, psychomachia is omnipresent as the conceptual horizon to which the Baroque notion of the mimetic figure refers.

437 In contrast to Calderón, Lope’s starker formulations usually do not leave room for doubt as to the extent to which the Devil takes possession of the soul; the title of the auto La adúltera perdonada is representative indeed; structurally, the same holds true for Lope’s relation to Calderón’s drama de honor. Even so, the concept of adultery with the Devil is, at times, explicitly addressed in Calderón as well (cf. the citations from the auto El pintor de su deshonra below, 415–417).

438 Cf. Parker, “The Devil in the Drama of Calderón” 8–11.

439 “[. . .] / [. . .] que si la viera . . . / en el infierno . . .” (1847a). See also the somewhat silly play on words (which is simultaneously ‘true’ on a higher plane) by means of which Placer tries to cover up his lapsus linguae: “con tuis Amicis non te / ponas in una Litera” (1847a).

440 “Con esto, adiós; buenos quedan / con la fabulilla, y más / si ahora engañados llegan, / como a Eurídice a decirla / que en su servicio los tenga” (1847b).

441 Even so, the research on Calderón has, from its very beginnings, repeated a categorization as typological, and usually without further comment; see particularly Menéndez Pelayo: “que los dioses del gentilismo helénico apareciesen [. . .] como símbolo, como representación o figura nada menos que de Cristo” (“Calderón y su teatro” 145).

442 Particularly with regard to its conception of the characters, the auto sacramental continues the medieval tradition. Its epic tendencies sometimes by far exceed those of twentieth century drama. An explanation may be found in the theological background. Even the ‘evil’ agents ultimately cannot but speak the truth – on the one hand (thus always in their ekphrasis) concerning themselves; on the other, concerning the abstract truth. But it is only for the addresses to the audience that this holds true. Within the framework of the action proper, the ‘evil’ agents speak and act according to their evil profile. As a result, these characters typically counteract what they initially state. This at first sight astonishing constellation is a reflection of the conception of evil as a willful, conscious act or decision.

443 “[. . .] y como / sin Luz de Fe andan a ciegas, / hará con las ignorancias / sospechosas las creencias” (1847b).

444 “Y siendo así, que aquel Texto / de la Sabiduría Eterna / que la armonía del Mundo / medida y número tenga, / [. . .] / le han de entender cuantos vean, / que la música no es más / que una consonancia; y que esta / está tan ejectuada [sic] / en la Fábrica perfecta / del Instrumento del Mundo, / que en segura consecuencia, / es Dios su Músico; pues / Voz e Instrumento concuerda” (1847b–1848a).

445 “[. . .] / refiriendo a la elocuencia / de su Voz, que a su dictamen / se mude cuanto le atienda” (1848a).

446 Almost all of Calderón’s mythological autos contain an abstract evaluation of pagan mythology that corresponds to the one given in El divino Orfeo, although the line of reasoning is particularly extensive here; similar cases are El sacro Parnaso (1659) and the loa for El verdadero Dios Pan (1670). The respective passages are collated in Páramo Pomareda (“Consideraciones sobre los autos mitológicos de Calderón de la Barca” 60–64). The assessment that Calderón advocated the thesis of a pagan knowledge of divine revelation – “un conocimiento de la revelación entre los gentiles” (63) – is somewhat nonspecific.

447 “[. . .] que se nos a cerrado buena parte de los caminos que los poetas antiguos tenían para grangear la variedad [. . .] Agora todas estas partes [sc. dioses y diosas, etc.] las tenemos cerradas a piedra lodo, y se nos a casi quitado el privilegio antiguo de la poesía” (Tablas poéticas, ed. B. Brancaforte, Madrid 1975, 155; see also Páramo Pomareda, “Consideraciones sobre los autos mitológicos de Calderón de la Barca” 58).

448 To prevent misunderstandings: Cascales basically represents the Calderonian position as well. The words of Pierio are meant to characterize the (probably) still widespread humanist viewpoints, which are presented in order to invalidate the corresponding reservations regarding the renovatio. Instructing his curious partner in conversation concerning the essence of poetry, Castalio, Piero’s interlocutor, rejects the latter’s lament concerning the loss of the mythical resources, and elucidates the extent to which ‘Christian’ poetry has a far more comprehensive fund of ‘miraculous’ material at its disposal – “la [poesía] moderna tiene ángeles, santos del cielo y a Dios; y en la tierra, religiosos y hermitaños” – which is also more appropriate for present (“moderna”) times, the ancient stories being “frívolas y ridículas [. . .] para nosotros” (Tablas poéticas 155–158).

449 Cf. Heydenreich, Culteranismo und theologische Poetik passim.

450 Cf. Heydenreich, Culteranismo und theologische Poetik 160–169; 183; as regards the pervasiveness of this line of reasoning independent of the controversy concerning Góngora, see 150f.; 176–179.


451 When using this term, I am referring not only to Erasmus’ own writings, but also to the resonance they produced all over Europe.

452 See Culteranismo und theologische Poetik 160–169.

453 As regards this author and his works, cf. Culteranismo und theologische Poetik 33–96; 96–105.

454 Regarding Buesso’s text, see Heydenreich’s detailed summary (Culteranismo und theologische Poetik 135–139). As in his above-cited study (cf. n. 401, 403), Heydenreich follows Curtius’s line of argument; he continues the identification of ‘theological poetics’ with what I here suggest terming ‘theologically controlled poetics’. What Heydenreich discovers in Buesso’s text, the latter’s direct critique of the Panegyrico by the Sevillian, is only “befremdend” (‘strange, odd’, 141) in connection with the aforesaid evaluation.

455 See Heydenreich, Culteranismo und theologische Poetik passim; spec. 159f.; even so, the claim that the “author of this treatise” had been an “Erasmian” seems an overstatement (159). This study’s hypothesis: that Buesso’s line of reasoning ties in with – or is forced to adhere to – an official discursive schema, is corroborated by the fact that his defense of ancient pagan poetry (précised below) is submitted with certain provisos, which Góngora’s works precisely do not fulfill.

456 For the respective citations, see Heydenreich, Culteranismo und theologische Poetik 135; 229.

457 Buesso explicitly advocates the theses of priority and distortion with regard to ancient philosophy also (cf. Heydenreich, Culteranismo und theologische Poetik 198f.).

458 Cf. Heydenreich’s outline of the allegoresis of this myth in the Collusión (Culteranismo und theologische Poetik 219–224; as regards Andromeda in particular, see 221f.).

459 Here and in similar passages in Calderón’s mythological autos, the nuevo does not denote ‘new’ in terms of a typological, hence temporal sequence. This is verified by the banal, but typically disregarded detail that the (apparent) ‘fulfillment’ of the events (supposedly) ‘foreshadowed’ in myth generally (and certainly here) already takes place prior to all worldly history to a large extent, i.e. within the framework of the Edenic situation. Independent of this more specific question, it must be assumed that the great number of isolated passages adduced in the relevant research (consisting of mere nomenclature: a pagan name preceded by ‘new’ or ‘our’) have a status comparable to the example here discussed. In most cases, one is not dealing with the collation of two processes (as is characteristic for typology), but with the reference to a character from Judeo-Christian salvation history qua ‘new’, meaning ‘true’ allocation of a functional position which the myth ‘erroneously’ ascribes to a pagan deity or demigod. ‘Rhetorical’ typology is not primarily an instrument for producing continuity, but for the scrutiny and separation of what is mistaken and what is true; or, as during the Renaissance and in humanism, it is a playful technique for the erudite adornment of discourse, which does not imply a theological thesis. As regards the aforesaid inventories, see e.g. the extensive footnotes in Ohly (“Typologische Figuren” 165n.–166n.); the iconographic testimonies, to which Ohly gives equal value, pose a problem that will have to be treated separately, and which cannot be detailed here beyond what has been stated already.

460 The address initially appears in the paratext, wherefore it is visible in print only (from p. 1851 onward); it occurs within the text itself further down (“Eurídice Bella”, “ninfa bella”, 1851a).

461 Cf. the above remarks (128–130 herein). Bacigalupo’s assessment of the play is somewhat astonishing: “The second version [. . .] carefully follows the myth” (“The Descensus ad Inferos” 269n.).

462 Concerning the permixta allegoria in ancient and medieval rhetoric, as well as the semiotic description of the different types of allegorical discourse, see G. Kurz, “Zu einer Hermeneutik der literarischen Allegorie”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 12–24; spec. 14–16. The deviation of the Calderonian auto from the medieval allegoresis of myth cannot be considered a necessary consequence of the dramatic form of presentation. The drama of the Baroque is epical; accordingly, the differentiation between a ‘literal’ play and a subsequent narrative allegoresis would be possible; cf. Neumeister’s analysis of Fieras afemina amor (Mythos und Repräsentation 201–256).

463 Cf. 1851a–b.

464 Cf. 1852a–1853a. The citation of the motif as can be found in the mythical versions is still retained in the first of the two autos on Orpheus, but the portrayal therein is not fully transparent. Orpheus replies to Aristeo’s question as to how he has traversed the river of the underworld: “Venciendo con armonia / a la muerte, que su Alcayde“ (1833b); but a previous stage direction demands: “Orfeo en la cruz” (1833a). At least an allusion to the descender’s death seems to be present, particularly in Aristeo’s depiction of Creation’s turmoil during Christ’s hour of death (as related in Scripture) – the reasons for which are not entirely clear to him, but which he comments on with the words: “o espira cielo y tierra, o algun fuerte / Dios, pasa por el rio de la muerte” (1833a). P. R. León’s construal of this passage is problematic, seeing that he does not even take a possible death of Orpheus–Christ into consideration; but his following remark concerning the version from 1663 is even more questionable: “This is not altogether clear in the play” (the reference is to his previous statement: “Lethe appears to wound Orpheus and both presumably die”; see “Orpheus and the Devil in Calderón’s El divino Orfeo (ca. 1634)”, in: Warden, ed., Orpheus, 183–206, 186f.). The death of the celestial Orpheus is of crucial importance within the framework of the myth’s ‘correction’ in Calderón, which had already begun in the earlier version.

465 “[. . .] el celestial / Orfeo labra el instrumento” (1851b).

466 “Dos líneas, que Soberano / cruzar en él solicita, / de tres clavijas compone. / Y las cuerdas que le pone / de las manos se las quita. / [. . .] / en Jesús se interpretó / ese instrumento de tres / clavijas, y tres Maderos / a los siglos venideros / cítara de Jesús es” (1851b, 1852a). This idea has recourse to Clement and is common knowledge in later times (cf. Ohly, “Typologische Figuren” 159 n.; see also Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘cithara’).

467 “[. . .] / pues hará [mi voz] que se ablanden / en láminas de bronce / candados de diamantes, / por quien Sagrado Texto / dirá en altos anales / [. . .]” (1852b). The descensus is a familiar motif in Calderón’s autos. This Christian myth is but barely anchored in Scripture itself – in an explicit form only in Nicodemus’ apocryphal gospel; even so, it belongs to the accepted truths virtually from the beginning of the tradition; for more detail, including the depiction of the event on the part of the Tridentine doctrine, see Bacigalupo, “The Descensus ad Inferos” 250; 267n.

468 Incidentally, this is already true for the first version of the auto. With the following words, the allegory of Love calls on the divine Orpheus to sing his salvific song: “sera forzoso que cantes, / aquel tono, que compuso / el Rey que venció al Gigante” (1833a). Even in the early Calderón, there can be no doubt that – in terms of salvation history – there is a continuity only between the time of the Old and the New Testaments.

469 It is not entirely clear to whom the “tú” refers – i.e. who might tempt Naturaleza humana to turn around. Placer speaks immediately after the Devil; but it is more likely that the Príncipe is speaking to his constant companion Envidia (who plays the crucial part in tempting Adam and Eve to commit the original sin, and who – qua allegory of the first sin – metonymically represents sin as such).

470 The wording is somewhat intricate, if not stilted: “Cuidado, porque ni aun esto / a la metáfora falte” (1854b).

471 “[. . .] / el que a todos los declare, / como allí muerto, aquí vivo, / en esa Hostia y el Cáliz, / debajo de Especies son / Pan y Vino, Cuerpo y Sangre” (1854b).

472 Cf. the elucidations in Bacigalupo (“The Descensus ad Inferos” 250; 267n.).

473 As regards the Christian allegory of the sea voyage, see, once again, the above references (chap. 3.2.).

474 As to a possibly parallel constellation, see my reading of Gracián’s Oráculo manual (“Jesuitismo y manierismo en el Oráculo manual de Gracián”, in: S. Neumeister, ed., Los conceptos de Gracián, Berlin 2010, 15–49).

475 Cf. Valbuena Prat’s foreword to La lepra de Constantino in his edition of the Obras completas (“Nota preliminar”, in: vol. 3, 1797f.).

476 The (post-antiquity) development of the historiographic discourse as a sectoral discursive phenomenon in its own right commences with the observations on the part of Petrarch concerning the relation of his own epoch to the tenebrae; see Th. E. Mommsen, “Petrarch’s Conception of the ‘Dark Ages’”, Speculum 17 (1942), 226–242.

477 – which receded when scholasticism reestablished literacy; from this perspective, the emergence of nominalistic doubt in an era when orthodox analogism attained to its most consistent form is not even astonishing: the written documentation of real world events might have provoked the insight that there is a friction, if not a chasm, between the analogical schemata and factual events.

478 In times of ‘post-colonialisms’ of various kinds, it might be opportune to stress that formulations such as the above are always articulated from the perspective of the texts in question – that is, of the European seventeenth century.

479 Die Zeit Konstantins des Großen, Leipzig 1865, 362–364; here: 362; cf. also 332–334.

480 It is, of course, impossible to disprove the assumption of higher agencies involved in the process; what has been thoroughly problematized by the recent research are the concrete manifestations of ‘higher’ involvement as they have been depicted in the Christian tradition; it is needless to say that, from the perspective of most of the historians referred to above, this problematization is meant to target the general concept of a divinely ordained history as well.

481 Naturally, this will always represent yet another version of modeled history, albeit with different premises than at earlier stages of the reception. The following sketch follows the much-cited descriptions in J. Vogt, Constantin der Große und sein Jahrhundert, Munich 1973, and in A. Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine and Pagan Rome, Oxford 1948; for obvious reasons, footnotes in this translation refer primarily to Alföldi; concrete references to the book by Vogt are indicated only in case Vogt’s line of analysis differs from Alföldi’s.

482 As regards the policies concerning Christians on the part of the two rivals, see Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine 9. Given the state of the sources, any explication of the precise reasons for Galerius’ volte-face will have to remain speculative (cf. Alföldi, 9).

483 For a description of the campaign, see Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine 16–24.

484 Cf. Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine 25–27.

485 Cf. Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine 26; passim.

486 This being Alföldi’s position, which has become standard in more recent scholarship (The Conversion of Constantine 61f.).

487 Cf. The Conversion of Constantine 101f.; Alföldi dates the emperor’s very first refusal of the pagan cult to the decennial festivities of the year 315 (73), in contrast to Vogt, who assumes the distancing to have set in as early as in 312 (Constantin der Große 175 f.).

488 As to Constantine’s policies concerning Christians in the later years of his rule, see Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine 91–109.

489 Vogt, Constantin der Große 190; 273.

490 The Council dogmatized the position that Christ is not only the Son of God (that was the position of the Arians), but simultaneously God incarnate.

491 Cf. Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine 78; 110; 116.

492 “Sed deus, quem sibi fecit infestum, cuncta illius cogitata dissoluit” – with reference to Galerius’ plans to stabilize the tetrarchy against the ascendant Constantine (quoted edition: Lactantius, De mortibus persecutorum, ed. J. Moreau, Paris 1954, 20: 5; cf. 24: 1–2).

493 “Maxentius [. . .] homo perniciosae ac malae mentis, adeo superbus et contumax [. . .]. Constantinus, sanctissimus adulescens [. . .] qui insigni et decoro habitu corporis et industria militari et probis moribus et comitate singulari a militibus amaretur” (18: 9–10).

494 “[. . .] quoniam dei manus hominem protegebat” (24: 5) – with reference to attempts on Galerius’ part to have the young Constantine assassinated.

495 Cf. 26–53. Yet modern historiography (cf. Vogt, Constantin der Große 158f.) deems the story of Maximian’s death an idealization constructed by Lactantius; Lactantius says that the former plotted to murder Constantine, but that his plans were discovered (De mortibus persecutorum 30).

496 “[. . .] cum percussit eum deus insanabili plaga” (33: 1); for the depiction of the symptoms, shockingly drastic from a modern viewpoint, see 33: 1–11; as to the edict of toleration, see 34; the above quote in 33: 11 (“cum tandem malis domitus deum coactus est confiteri”).

497 “Unus iam supererat de aduersariis dei, Maximinus” (43: 1).

498 “[. . .] et Maxentiani milites praevalebant” (44: 3).

499 “[. . .] christianorum nomen extingueret funditusque deleret” (46: 2).

500 Cf. 46: 8–47: 6; 49. The ‘historical’ Maximinus seems to have succumbed to a sickness which befell him during the campaign. In Lactantius, this is stylized as a suicide by way of poison in the wake of the defeat. During his long and terrible struggle with death, Maximinus (like Galerius) is ‘coerced’ into acknowledging the Christian God (49: 2–7).


501 To this effect, see the beginning of Lactantius’ text, especially chap. 2.

502 Despite all controversy as regards the particulars, there is a consensus that Lactantius composed his historiography after the end of 313 and prior to 324; for details, see J. Moreau, “Introduction”, in: De mortibus persecutorum, 13–75; here: 34–37.

503 Cf. Vogt, Constantin der Große 257.

504 The quotes herein follow the critical edition by F. Winkelmann: Eusebius, Βίος Κωνσταντίνου, Berlin 1975; for the Eusebean version of the battle, including the vision of the Cross, see I, 28.

505 Constantius had indeed executed the Diocletian decrees of persecution to a limited extent only, but there is no evidence that he received baptism. As regards the reinterpretation of Constantine’s father as a Christian, see below (n. 507). When contemplating to which god or gods he should pray, Constantine weighs his father’s successes against the failures on the part of his pagan co-Caesars and co-Augusti, concluding that he should pray to the god of his father (I, 27).

506 καὶ δὴ διαπορεῖν πρὸς ἑαυτὸν ἔλεγε, τί ποτε εἴη τὸ φάσμα (I, 29).

507 Saul’s conversion – the modeling schema at the basis here (to be described further below) – is not in exact accord with the prehistory narrated in the text. What is qualified above as a short intermediate phase is lacking in the Biblical report. Eusebius says that Constantine’s father Constantius had already ‘formed a friendship with God, lord of the world’ (I, 13: 1). As regards Constantius’ pro-Christian and godly rule, cf. I, 16; it is even claimed that he had been a professing Christian (I, 17: 2). Eusebius further relates that the young Constantine, growing up at Diocletian’s court, ultimately fled to his father (I, 20–21). It is thus certainly not coherent to speak of Constantine’s complete ignorance with regard to the Christian doctrine. The ‘Christianization’ of the old Constantius (by far exceeding what is transmitted in sources of non-Christian provenance) seems to have the function of rendering plausible the divinely effected miracle for the as yet pagan Constantine – i.e. qua continuity of a Christian emperorship, willed by God himself and beginning already with Constantius (cf. I, 24). In addition, one might hypothesize a conscious differentiation, on Eusebius’ part, between the miraculous but partly motivated event on the level of profane history and the entirely miraculous Biblical event: while being a ‘new’ instantiation of the Paul-typos, Constantine’s status is not as outstanding as Paul’s in terms of salvation history.

508 τοὺς τῶν αὐτοῦ λόγων μύστας ἀνεκαλεῖτο, καὶ τίς εἴη θεὸς ˹οὗτος˺ ἠρώτα τίς τε ὁ τῆς ὀφθείσης ὄψεως τοῦ σημείου λόγος. οἱ δὲ τὸν μὲν εἶναι θεὸν ἔφασαν (I, 32: 1–2). The following chapters are dedicated to illustrating Maxentius’ atrocities during his reign in Rome (cf. I, 33–36).

509 Cf. I, 37–39. In terms of chronology, the Eusebian version does not place the vision immediately prior to the decisive Battle at the Milvian Bridge, but before the commencement of the overall campaign, during which Constantine conquered Italy from the north. As regards the typologizing assessment, see especially: ὥσπερ γοῦν ἐπ᾽ αὐτοῦ ποτε Μωϋσέως τοῦ τε θεοσεβοῦς Ἑβραίων γένους »ἅρματα Φαραὼ καὶ τὴν δύναμιν αὐτοῦ ἔρριψεν εἰς θάλασσαν [. . .]«, κατὰ τὰ αὐτὰ δὴ καὶ Μαξέντιος οἵ τ’ ἀμφ’ αὐτὸν ὁπλῖται καὶ δορυφόροι »ἔδυσαν εἰς βυθὸν ὡσεὶ λίθος« (I, 38: 2). See also the comparison of Constantine’s youth to that of Moses (I, 12): both were raised at the courts of tyrants, and both were chosen by God to lead His people and His flock.

510 Cf. the brief account (including the question regarding the significance of Constantine’s Christian beliefs) in Vogt, Constantin der Große 249–251.

511 Still others prefer the position of a critique of myth, represented by H. Grégoire in particular; for the sake of completeness, the latter’s position will be sketched here briefly: a panegyrist reports that Constantine had visited a temple of Apollo in Gallia in the year 310, where he had received a laurel wreath from Apollo and Victoria – signifying Constantine’s destiny to rule the world. According to Grégoire, the Lactantian and Eusebian versions represent different stages of a temporal rearrangement ex post facto and a Christian reinterpretation of a sort of pagan legend – which, however, one might also read as a mere topos of imperial panegyrics (H. Grégoire, “La ‘Conversion’ de Constantin”, Revue de l’université de Bruxelles 36 (1930/1931), 231–271; see also Grégoire, “La Vision de Constantin liquidée”, Byzantion 14 (1939), 341–351). At least in the German-speaking and Anglophone academic worlds, Grégoire’s stance could not prevail against Alföldi’s and Vogt’s influential accounts, which make an effort at respecting the Christian tradition. It is particularly Alföldi who insists that numismatic sources attest the utilization of Christian symbolism (“the monogram of Christ”) already for the time immediately prior to the battle with Maxentius, wherefore, according to Alföldi, there can be no reason to doubt the emperor’s subjective conviction of having fought under the sign of Christ at the Milvian bridge (The Conversion of Constantine 17).

512 αὐτοῦ δὲ τοῦ νικητοῦ βασιλέως τοῖς τὴν γραφὴν διηγουμένοις ἡμῖν μακροῖς ὕστερον χρόνοις, [. . .] ἐξαγγείλαντος ὅρκοις τε πιστωσαμένου τὸν λόγον (I, 28: 1).

513 Vogt, Constantin der Große 174.

514 Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine 21; 23.

515 As is well known, it is not only the eighteenth-century novel that is familiar with this technique; it is present in ancient historiography, and already in Thucydides.

516 ὑπὸ νόσου λοιμώδους τινὸς [. . .] (II, 28: 1) [. . .] τὴν ἐμὴν ὑπηρεσίαν πρὸς τὴν ἑαυτοῦ βούλησιν ἐπιτηδείαν ἐζήτησέν τε καὶ ἔκρινεν, [. . .] ἵν’ ἅμα μὲν [. . .], ἅμα δὲ ἡ μακαριστὴ πίστις αὔξοιτο ὑπὸ χειραγωγῷ τῷ κρείττονι (II, 28: 2).

517 Cf. II, 20–48; III, 48 and 54–58; IV, 18–23 (the details given by Eusebius are authentic to a large extent). It is significant for an assessment of the later legend that the search for, and discovery of, the Holy Sepulcher is narrated in this section, as is the emperor’s decree that a church be built in this location (cf. III, 25–40). But there is no direct link in Eusebius between these events and Helena, Constantine’s mother; only a pilgrimage is ascribed to her (who, as the medieval legend has it, actually finds the Cross); during this time, she ordered the construction of churches at various holy sites, and endowed them lavishly (III, 42–47).

518 It is not without reason that the modern historiography concerning Constantine marks a return to Lactantius. To prevent misunderstandings: the modern view of Constantine also represents a modeled account, which is certainly not an ‘objective’ history ‘as such’; the latter does not exist. The same may be said of all such assessments in this chapter; the evaluation of the Eusebian version is to be understood as qualifying structures that deviate from those that seem plausible – hence non-modeling – from the perspective of a present-day reader.

519 The above remark mainly addresses a long-standing controversy in medieval studies; allegorism is, indeed, nothing but a surface phenomenon pertaining to the level of manifestation, hence may assume very diverse functions in terms of underlying world-models. Differentiating an older (medieval) and a modern discourse based on the criterion of allegoricity seems questionable.

520 By this adjective, I wish to convey that the medieval version exhibits many similarities to contemporary texts belonging to the genre of romance.

521 Concerning the structural schemata of the legend and the vita, see A. Jolles’s description (Einfache Formen, Tübingen 1958, spec. 23–61).

522 In retrospect, the corresponding tendencies are made evident not least by the development of the Eastern Church – or rather, by the role that the first Christian emperor (an Orthodox saint) played with regard to this special path. For details, see E. Ewig, “Das Bild Constantins des Großen in den ersten Jahrhunderten des abendländischen Mittelalters”, Historisches Jahrbuch der Görres-Gesellschaft 75 (1956), 1–46; here: 1–9, 14. The story of the cruciform vision remains present in the West as well, but in terms of its significance, it entirely recedes behind the legend of Sylvester (cf. 37), as outlined in the following.

523 See the still fundamental elaboration in W. Levison, “Konstantinische Schenkung und Silvester-Legende”, in: Scritti di storia e paleografia. Pubblicati sotto gli auspici di S. S. Pio XI in occasione dell’ottantesimo natalizio dell’ E.mo. Cardinale Francesco Ehrle, Roma 1923, 1924, vol. 2, 159–247.

524 Cf. Levison, “Konstantinische Schenkung” 166.

525 Cf. Levison, “Konstantinische Schenkung” 174.

526 Mombritius, “Vita Sancti Sylvestri papae et confessoris”, in: Sanctuarium seu vitae sanctorum, Paris 1910, vol. 2, 508–531. As regards a characterization of the Mombritian corpus with reference to later compilations, see A. Brunet, O. S. B., “Praefatio”, VII–XI.

527 See Levison’s résumé of A (“Konstantinische Schenkung” 172–174).

528 “Historiographus noster Eusebius [. . .] pretermisit ea: quae in aliis opusculis sunt” (“Vita Sancti Sylvestri” 508).

529 Cf. 508–510. The long introduction, preceding the story of Constantine’s conversion, is recounted in a very condensed fashion herein.

530 “Constantinus autem Augustus monarchiam tenens cum plurimas strages de christianis dedisset; et innumerabilem populum per omnes prouincias fecisset uariis poenarum generibus interfici; elefantiae a deo lepra in toto corpore percussus est” (510).

531 See the above account (168f. herein).

532 Calderón will render this explicit in his auto; see below (214 herein), including the references to the respective passages in Scripture (n. 647).

533 “[. . .] quae omnes resolutis crinibus nudatisque pectoribus dantes hululatus et mugitus” (510).

534 “[. . .] et diuinis desyderiis obedientes nostra desyderia impugnamus: et in hoc certamine uictos nos esse hac ratione gaudemus: ut agnoscamus nos contra salutem nostram uoluisse pugnare” (511).

535 This pattern, signaling that even human free will is determined by the mover of the world, will be taken up by Baroque dramatists once again, most strikingly in Lope’s Lo fingido verdadero.

536 “[. . .] quoniam flagitiis terminum posuisti et sanguinis innocentis effusionem horruisti” (511).

537 “[. . .] ipse tibi piscinam pietatis ostendet [. . .] omnis te valitudo ista deseret leprae” (511).

538 “[. . .] hanc uicissitudinem tuo saluatori compensa” (511).

539 “[. . .] qui isti essent dii Petrus et Paulus, qui illum uisitassent, et ob quam causam salutis suae latebram detexissent” (512).

540 He calls out: “nihil inferius hac imagine in eorum effigie quorum uultus in uisione conspexi” (512).

541 “[. . .] mersit confitentis Augusti in piscina totum corpus” (512).

542 “Quarta die priuilegium ecclesiae romanae pontificique contulit: ut in toto orbe romano sacerdotes ita hunc caput habeant, sicut omnes iudices regem” (513).

543 “[. . .] [is qui] nullum ad culturam impelleret, nullum a Christi cultura repelleret” (514).

544 For the entire altercatio, see 516–525; here 517. As far as is assessable, the research on the legend of Sylvester has not produced an actual interpretation of this “conuentus” (516). Levison’s remark that, during the fifth century, the altercatio (in its factual as well as its literarily transposed variant) had been a preferred tool for the purposes of anti-Jewish propaganda, does not explain much, while also being historically imprecise, seeing that the altercatio of the Church and the Synagogue remains a popular topic of allegorical Christian literature throughout the entire Middle Ages (“Konstantinische Schenkung” 187f.).

545 As regards the history and structure of the miracle as literary genre, see U. Ebel, Das altromanische Mirakel. Ursprung und Geschichte einer literarischen Gattung, Heidelberg 1965, 49–57.

546 The text is transmitted via the Pseudo-Isidorian Decretals (~850), as part of the manuscript category A1. With regard to the following, see the description (including a critical discussion of the research) on the part of H. Fuhrmann (“Konstantinische Schenkung und abendländisches Kaisertum. Ein Beitrag zur Überlieferungsgeschichte des Constitutum Constantini”, Deutsches Archiv für Erforschung des Mittelalters 22 (1966), 63–178; as to dating, cf. 66).

547 For various reasons, Pseudo-Isidore cannot have been the forger (cf. Fuhrmann, “Konstantinische Schenkung und abendländisches Kaisertum” 78–87).

548 The oldest version was reconstructed by H. Fuhrmann (Das Constitutum Constantini [Konstantinische Schenkung], Hannover 1968); quotes are taken from this text; regarding his edition, see Fuhrmann, “Einleitung”, 7–47; see 8–20 for the various versions extant; see 20–41 as to the manuscripts; see 41–47 regarding the form of the edited text; for the reference to the miracle, see Constitutum Constantini, 2: 16–19.

549 Cf. H. Fuhrmann, “Konstantinische Schenkung und Silvesterlegende in neuer Sicht”, Deutsches Archiv für Erforschung des Mittelalters 15 (1959), 523–540; spec. 539f., as well as G. Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung in der abendländischen Literatur des Mittelalters bis zur Mitte des 14. Jahrhunderts, Berlin 1926, 4f.

550 Cf. Constitutum Constantini, 5, 71–78.


551 Cf. Constitutum Constantini, 6, 79 and 9, 139.

552 The motives for fabricating the Constitutum are detailed and discussed in Ewig, “Das Bild Constantins des Großen” 29–37.

553 As to the attribution of primacy over the four other ‘outstanding’ bishoprics Antioch, Alexandria, Constantinople and Jerusalem, as well as over the entire universal Church, see Constitutum Constantini, 12, 171–174; for the decree (partly based on an authentic substrate) concerning the construction of the Lateran Archbasilica and the Basilica Santi Apostoli, as well as the bequest of the Lateran – that ‘most magnificent of all palaces’ – to Peter’s successors, see 13, 188–208 and 14, 214–220; then follows the donation of the insignia of worldly power (14, 220–227), the elevation of ecclesiastical leaders to a rank equal to the senatorial aristocracy (15, 228–234), and the concession of complete autonomy as regards the allocation of ecclesiastical offices (15, 241–248).

554 “[. . .] quoniam, ubi principatus sacerdotum et christianae religionis caput ab imperatore caelesti constitutum est, iustum non est, ut illic imperator terrenus habeat potestatem” (18, 271; 274–276).

555 See the excellent documentation of the Constitutum’s reception history in Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung.

556 Cf. Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung 44; passim.

557 Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung 98–129.

558 Cf. Inf. 19, 115–117 and Par. 20, 55–60. As regards Dante’s refutation of the Constitutum’s validity, see De Monarchia III, 10: “nemini licet ea facere per offitium sibi deputatum que sunt contra illud offitium [. . .] sed contra offitium deputatum Imperatori est scindere Imperium, cum offitium eius sit humanum genus uni velle [. . .] Sed contra ius humanum esset si se ipsum Imperium destrueret: ergo Imperio se ipsum destruere non licet”.

559 While Laehr constantly logs this fact, his explanation remains rather vague (Die Konstantinische Schenkung 26; 73; passim).

560 Cf. also Laehr’s presentation of the dispute between the Hohenstaufen and the papacy (Die Konstantinische Schenkung 89).

561 As regards the finalistic conception of politics specific to pre-modern Christianity, see the above remarks concerning the corresponding notion of ‘right conduct’ (80n. herein), which – mutatis mutandis – hold good for political action as well.

562 The pagan emperors had forgotten or ignored this fact (cf. Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung 26; 36f.; 44; 81f.; 95; 130).

563 As regards the ‘inactivity’ of the forged document from its emergence until the middle of the eleventh century (a fact that, as far as is assessable, has not really been explicated by historiography), see Laehr (Die Konstantinische Schenkung 6–22), as well as Fuhrmann (“Konstantinische Schenkung und abendländisches Kaisertum” 120–1221). The controversies (which reoccur on a regular basis until this point in time) between the popes and the emperors craving coronation are not concerned with the question of primacy, but with lesser – in particular, not primarily symbolical, but factual – problems, such as the territorial dimensions of the Papal States. The often overvalued statement on the part of Otto III, labeling the Constitutum a forgery in the year 1001 ( “Hec sunt enim commenta ab illis ipsis inventa, quibus Johannes diaconus [. . .] scripsit, sub titulo magni Constantini longi mendacii tempora finxit”; quoted in Fuhrmann, “Konstantinische Schenkung” 128), has received an adequate assessment in more recent times. Laehr already deems suspicious the fact that Otto’s notion is “entirely isolated in the medieval tradition” (Die Konstantinische Schenkung 22). Fuhrmann later demonstrated that the incriminated Johannes had fabricated a new version of the forgery in the year 962, precisely the ‘original’ of the document furnished with the subscriptio imperialis in emperor Constantine’s own hand. It is likely that Otto’s accusation refers to this particularly clumsy endeavor (“Konstantinische Schenkung” 128–142; 148); as regards the first verifiable mention of the Constitutum in a papal source (a letter by Leo IX from 1053), see Fuhrmann, 122; 162.

564 For details, see Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung 22–111.

565 For Ockham, see Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung 156–160. It is particularly in the Dialogus de imperio et pontificia potestate that Ockham supports this view (cf. I, 5, XIV; in: Opera plurima, Lyon 1494–1496, vol. 1). Initially, his line of reasoning here is that the pope’s claim to be unable to err in matters of the faith (“cõtra fidẽ errare”) may, among other things, not be reconciled with the fact that the Roman bishop first of all received his primacy from an emperor: “Quita [conclusio] ẽ [. . .] romana ecclia ab ip͂o cõstantino imperatore sup om͂s alias ecclias p[ri]matũ accepit”; he then discusses the fundamental question: “an potestas imperatoris et pape potestas sint distincte potestates an una sit ex alia aut non” (III, 2, II, 1). Ockham leaves no doubt as to his stance; even prior to his extensive demonstration, he answers the question with an extremely self-confident and entirely un-scholastic formulation: “et ego credo potestates distinctas esse: licz papa utrãque potestatẽ sibi assumat. Ex his aliisque quam pluribus colligitur, quod potestas pape et imperatoris sunt distincte potestates” (Opera plurima, vol. 1, fol. CCXLVIII). See also Ockham, Breviloquium de principatu tyrannico VI, 3, 4–5, where he already expresses his assumption that the Constitutum is a forgery (not elaborated until later on in his writings): “Dicitur igitur, quod verba prefata sunt apocripha, ut rationi aut cronicis et historiis aliisque scripturis fidedignis sint penitus postponenda”; from the perspective of nominalism – which rejects the concept of a discourse of ‘inspired’, exclusive truth – the fact that popes and bishops approve the document does not have any probative value whatsoever: “Tum quia, quamvis essent approbata a papa et 70 episcopis, non deberent dici ab universali ecclesia approbata, quia sicut papa et 70 episcopi, ymmo papa et omnes episcopi, saltem praeter unum, possunt errare contra fidem et pravitate maculari heretica” (for the edition cited herein, see R. Scholz, Wilhelm von Ockham als politischer Denker und sein Breviloquium de principatu tyrannico, Leipzig 1944, 39–207; quotes: 201–207).

566 Cf. Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung 175–178.

567 Cf. Fuhrmann, “Konstantinische Schenkung und abendländisches Kaisertum” 74f.

568 In: Nicolai Cusae Cardinalis opera, Paris 1514, vol. 3; the arguments concerning the Constitutum Constantini are contained in chap. 2 (fol. LII–LIIII). For an assessment of Nicholas’ oeuvre, specifically with regard to the evolution of nominalism, see Blumenberg’s detailed description, which turns out to be particularly striking in that it contrasts Nicholas with Giordano Bruno (cf. The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 483–596). Regarding a historical evaluation of the above treatise, as well as Nicholas’ line of reasoning with regard to the Constitutum Constantini, see W. Setz, Lorenzo Vallas Schrift gegen die Konstantinische Schenkung De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione. Zur Interpretation und Wirkungsgeschichte, Tübingen 1975, 24–27.

569 “[. . .] quoniã pene omniũ sentẽtia indubitata est” (De concordantia catholica, fol. LIII).

570 The aforesaid collection of canonical law from the year 1140 is the first corpus iuris to include the falsification (Decretum Gratiani, pars prima, distinctio XCVI, in: Patrologia Latina, ed. J.-P. Migne, vol. 187, Paris 1844, 460–465). See also Laehr, Die Konstantinische Schenkung 28f.

571 The citation follows W. Setz’s critical edition (Valla, De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione,Weimar 1976; the text proper: 55–176).

572 As to the life of the author, and for an assessment of his stance, see Setz, “Einleitung”, in: Valla, 7–54; here: 9–12.

573 The Tridentine cardinal Roberto Bellarmino was later to use the content of the Annotationes as an opportunity to term Valla a “precursor quidam Lutheranae factionis” (qtd. in Setz, Lorenzo Vallas Schrift gegen die Konstantinische Schenkung 166f.).

574 As regards Erasmus and Valla, see C. L. Heesakker and J. H. Waszink, “Introduction”, prefacing Erasmus’s Paraphrasis seu potius epitome in elegantiarum libros Laurentii Vallae (in: Desiderii Erasmi Roterdami opera omnia, Amsterdam 1969–1983, ordo I, vol. 4, 191–205), and including additional bibliographical data.

575 Cf. De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione 55–76.

576 Cf. 95–155.

577 Valla hardly ever follows the Vulgate verbatim; being a self-confident humanist, he rather produces his own Latin translation of the respective Greek text.

578 Valla’s basic thesis is to be distinguished from the orthodox Christian separation of the world into good and evil, spiritual and worldly – which is reconcilable with analogism, and represented by Augustine’s doctrine of the two civitates – by his relinquishment of what one might term the functional argument by means of which ultimately any opposition may be brought down to a mono-systematic structure. In Valla, the secular is per se severed from the spiritual. His world-system is not rendered in hierarchical, but in sectoral terms; an attempt at organizing these sectors hierarchically would be tantamount to denaturing them. Valla’s overall conception is thus anti-analogical par excellence. To prevent misunderstandings: it is certainly not a-Christian or anti-Christian. As Protestantism was to do later, Valla utilizes the openness of the original scriptural tradition in a way that is in opposition to what had, until this point in time, been the one legitimate disambiguation of this openness.

579 See above (n. 573).

580 Apart from what has already been mentioned, Valla cites the following, prominent statements from Scripture: “‘Nemo militans Deo implicat se negotiis secularibus’ inquit Paulus” (2 Tim 2: 4; De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione 80); “‘Regnum meum, inquit, non est de hoc mundo’” (Jn 18: 36; cf. 81); “‘Converte gladium tuum in locum suum, omnes enim, qui acceperint gladium, gladio peribunt’” (Mt 26: 52; cf. 83).

581 As to the overall line of reasoning as regards the legend of Sylvester, see De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione 144–155.

582 With regard to the above, see Setz, “Introduction”, in: De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione, 39–46; in more detail: Setz, Lorenzo Vallas Schrift gegen die Konstantinische Schenkung 90–151.

583 Setz, “Introduction” 17.

584 See Luther’s letter to G. Spalatin (February 24, 1520), in which he reports having read Valla: “ac inter decretales relata esse tam impura tam crassa impudentia mendacia inque fidei articulorum (nequid monstrosissimi monstri desit) vicem successisse. Ego sic angor, ut prope non dubitem papam esse proprie Antichristum illum, quem vulgata opinione expectat mundus; adeo conveniunt omnia, quae vivit, facit, loquitur, statuit” (Werke. Kritische Gesamtausgabe [Weimarer Ausgabe], Weimar 1883 ff., vol. 2, 48f.). As regards Luther’s reception of Valla, see Setz, Lorenzo Vallas Schrift gegen die Konstantinische Schenkung 166–173. For the treatise An den christlichen Adel deutscher Nation, see Werke, vol. 6, 404–469; as to the “ungehoͤrete[n] luͤgen De donatione Constantini”, see 434; cf. also 406, 462f.

585 In: Werke, vol. 50, 65–89.

586 “Wer nu Oren hat zu hoͤren, der hoͤre Eine weidliche, fette, dicke, wolgemeste, Eine rechte Bepstliche Luͤgen”; “unverschampte Teufelische luͤgen und Gottes lesterung”.

587 “[. . .] wie wol er fast seuberlich mit der braut auff dem stein wege thet und die Rote mordische verdampte hure zu Rom nicht so ungewasschen angreiff, wie der Luther gethan hat”. (As indicated above in the context of the elucidation of the bivium allegory, the ‘paved street‘ is the convenient, ‘easy’ path – that is, the way leading to damnation.)

588 “Solchs magstu weiter inn der selbigen Luͤgenden lesen. Denn sie ist seer gut und bestehet wol fur eine Bepstliche luͤgen. [. . .] und ist also alles erstuncken und erlogen, was des Bapsts heuchler von Constantinus tauffe schreiben”. “Luͤgenden” is a paronomasia that cannot be rendered in English; “Legenden” would be “legends”; by altering the first vowel from ‹e› to ‹uͤ› (‹ü›), the word “Lüge” (“lie”) is implied; one might therefore paraphrase this as ‘the lying legends of Saint Sylvester’.

589 See below, chap. 5, concerning Calderón’s El príncipe constante.

590 As regards the reaction to Valla from the middle of the sixteenth century onward, as well as concerning the line of reasoning in Steuco, see Setz, Lorenzo Vallas Schrift gegen die Konstantinische Schenkung 101; 110–151; 183–188.

591 This is rather improbable, seeing that De mortibus persecutorum was not reprinted until 1679 (Moreau, “Introduction” 22); even so, Calderón’s knowledge thereof cannot be excluded completely; it is well known that, after Napoleon’s Spanish campaign, no dependable exclusions concerning the codices stored in Spain are possible. The original of Eusebius’ Βίος Κωνσταντίνου was printed in Paris in 1544; a first Latin translation was published in 1548, followed by several additional printings (cf. Winkelmann, “Einleitung” XXIII–XLIV; spec. XXXIII–XXXVII). As regards the legend’s publication in Mombritius, see above (178n. herein).

592 “Silvester romanus [. . .] quo in munere omni laude clericis aliis antecelleret, in Melchiadis postea locum successit, Imperatore Constantino. Cui imperatori, cum leprae curandae causa, sibi ex infantium sanguine, medicorum consilio, balneum parari jussisset, sancti Apostoli Petrus et Paulus in quiete apparuerunt, praecipientes ei, ut si ex lepra liberari vellet, omissa impii balnei immanitate, Silvestrum in Soracte monte latitantem accerseret: a quo salutari lavacro recreatus, in omni ditione Romani Imperii templa Christiano more aedificari imperaret: sublatisque inanium deorum simulacris, vero Deo cultum adhiberet. Constantinus igitur, coelestibus monitis obtemperans, Silvestrum diligentissime conquisitum vocat: a quo Apostolorum imagines recognoscens, baptismo sanatur, et ad tuendam propagandamque Christi religionem inflammatur” (Breviarium romanum. Ex decreto sacro-sancti concilii Tridentini restitutum, “In festo Sancti Silvestri Papae et Confessoris. In II. nocturno, lectio IV”; quotes according to the print Regensburg 1862, 212–215; here: 213). During the pontificate of Pius X (1903–1914), the breviary was significantly reworked, as well as purged of the more blatant legendarism, for the first time – seeing that, after the Council of Trent, only insignificant changes had been made up to this point in time. The section concerning Sylvester now only contains a figurative reading of Constantine’s cure (i.e. his having been cured “from the leprosy of paganism”); accordingly, the story relating the envisioned bath in the children’s blood is entirely omitted; the dream vision of the Apostles is relegated to the background; the focus of this sequence is now on an examination of the “images of the Apostles with regard to their authenticity”. At the same time, the miracle of the cross is inserted, albeit in such a rendering as permits a figurative reading: “Constantine, who had already been illuminated by the vision of the cross from heaven [. . .]” (Das kirchliche Stundengebet oder Das römische Brevier, ed. Erzpriester Stephan, Munich 1926, vol. 1, 390–392; here: 390f.). As regards the transmission history of the Breviarium romanum, see Erzpriester Stephan, “Allgemeine Vorbemerkungen”, vol. 1,V–LXXII; here: V–VII.

593 As in Ranulf Higden, for instance (cf. Laehr, Konstantinische Schenkung 162).

594 Quotes are taken from the edition in Obras completas, vol. 3, 1798–1817.

595 “Plus virium Maxentio erat, quod et patris sui exercitum receperat a Severo [. . .] Dimicatum, et Maxentiani milites praevalebant, donec postea confirmato animo Constantinus et ad utrumque paratus copias omnes ad urbem propius admovit et e regione pontis Mulvi consedit” (De mortibus persecutorum, 44: 2–3); then follows the dating of the battle, as well as the aforementioned dream vision.

596 Alföldi bases his assessment on evidence obtained from numismatic sources (The Conversion of Constantine 53–81; spec. 68f.; 72).

597 See above (167 herein).

598 “[. . .] sicut etiam aegritudo corporalis est quaedam inordinata dispositio corporis, secundum quam solvitur aequalitas in qua consistit ratio sanitatis. Unde peccatum originale languor naturae dicitur” (Summa theologiae Ia IIae, qu. 82, 1).

599 See the anagogical allegoresis, 1801a–b; in the further course of the play, there are elements of a tropological interpretation as well; for reasons discussed below, they are not as fully developed as the anagogical reading.

600 Cf. 1798a.


601 “[. . .] / para volver contra ti / las armas, como Caudillo / que eres de ese infame bando / del Crucificado Cristo” (1798b).

602 As is evidenced when comparing Gentilidad’s utterances to those of Aristeo (qua Devil) in the Orpheus play analyzed above, this structure holds true for all negative characters at least in Calderón’s autos, if not in the auto in general.

603 Maxencio makes a speech of similar tenor, but it is addressed to Mars (1799a).

604 “[. . .] / cuando sobre el Tíber miro, / abortando gente, esa / vaga ciudad de navios, / salir Constantino al paso, / dejando solos los niños / y las mujeres en Roma” (1799a).

605 “[. . .] pues / a pesar del siempre frío / Aquilón que de Poniente / brama a soplos, gime a silbos, / [. . .] / la podrá poner en salvo / el siempre aliento benigno / de la Austria, que es la región / de donde el Señor nos vino, / según Abacuch” (1799b).

606 For details regarding the ship of the Church, see 103f. herein; as to the above-cited reading of the storms, see Rahner, “Antenna crucis” 445f.

607 Cf. Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘Aquilo, Boreas, Septentrio’.

608 Cf. Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘Occasus, occidens, occidentalis’.

609 This effect is further reinforced when, in the conclusion of his speech, Sylvester sees the ship capsizing, while denying this preliminary defeat any finality: “podrá verse zozobrado, / mas no verse sumergido” (1799b).

610 In a less sophisticated allusion (hence more accessible to the audience), the general concept of ‘history qua tradition and repetition’ has already been articulated in the first part of Sylvester’s speech. He (accurately) presents himself as Miltiades’ successor to the Holy See, referring to the latter as “de la grande / Mantua Carpetana hijo / (a quien Madrid llamarán / quizá los futuros siglos)” (1799a); as far as is known, Miltiades did not have any ties with Spain: he is considered to have been African, perhaps Roman (cf. O. Wimmer and H. Melzer, Lexikon der Namen und Heiligen, Innsbruck/Vienna/Munich 1982, 592f.; s.v. ‘Miltiades’). What Calderón is aiming at with this ascription stands to reason: Spain, and its current capital Madrid, had been a reservoir of champions of the faith already in the ‘early’ days, and specifically of those right at the front line, being vicarii Christi; above all, Madrid’s and Spain’s corresponding function has been (divinely) preordained for all time, so that Sylvester – inspired by God – is already able to refer to it ‘unconsciously’ (sc. sub umbra).

611 Cf. Gentilidad’s address to Fe: “¿Quién eres, bello prodigio, / que en vez de cuchilla esgrimes / verde tronco en sangre tinto?” (1799b–1800a).

612 Cf. 1800a. As to the baptism of Cornelius, see Act 10. Prior to meeting Cornelius, Peter has a vision in which God orders him to slay and eat non-kosher animals; when Peter objects, God commands him to obey (Act 10: 10–15). When Cornelius – whom God, via an angel, had told to send for Peter – falls down before the latter, Peter comprehends the vision as the command to commence the mission to the Gentiles (Act 10: 34f.). The fact that, during Peter’s auto-exegesis, the Holy Spirit passes into all of those present – Jews and pagans alike – sanctions the Apostle’s reading.

613 Cf. qu. 4, art. 4 and qu. 5, art. 1 in Aquinas’ Quaestiones disputatae de malo; see also above (46n.; n. 598).

614 At Gentilidad’s behest, the mimetic plane is briefly displayed (so to speak), albeit only acoustically (“dentro”; 1800b).

615 The “cuyo” refers to the tree of Paradise; as is always the case in Calderón, the typological dimension is rendered explicit on the terminological plane as well.

616 See above (178 herein). Mombritius prints the legend as a separate story (Sanctuarium, vol. 1, 376–379), which seems to correspond to the factual circumstances of its emergence (see the following note below).

617 In accordance with J. Straubinger’s detailed study, the emergence and further tradition of the legend of the Cross’s recovery may be outlined as follows: Eusebius, who praises the emperor’s mother as the patroness of the building of churches (Βίος Κωνσταντίνου III, 43), is not aware of the story. Between 340 and 350, the notion develops that Christ’s Cross has been rediscovered. Yet it is not until Ambrosius’ speech De obitu Theodosii (395) that the emperor’s mother is linked to the discovery of the Cross. Around 403, Rufinus of Aquileia (Hist. eccl. X, 7–8) – and, virtually at the same time, Paulinus of Nola (31st letter to Severus) – are the first to introduce the obligatory miracle: after having encountered three crosses, the problem as to which is that of Christ arises (the other two being those of the criminals crucified with him). Macarius, bishop of Jerusalem, places the three crosses on a terminally ill woman (in Paulinus, on a dead body); the cure identifies the ‘true’ cross. In the Syrian Christian communities, this legend is further amplified by additional miracles (the ‘Legend of Protonike’, ~400), and returns to the West in this version, once again slightly altered (the ‘Legend of Kyriakos’, ~400), seeing that the main figure is now Helena (and not Protonike, a fictive wife of the emperor Claudius); after initial opposition in the West, this version finds wide reception, parallel to the less miraculous initial version (Straubinger, Die Kreuzauffindungslegende. Untersuchungen über ihre altchristlichen Fassungen mit besonderer Berücksichtigung der syrischen Texte, Paderborn 1912, 62; 66; 72–75; 77–81; 104–108).

618 Cf. “In festo inventionis sanctae crucis” [=May 3], in: Breviarium romanum 488–497; spec. lectiones IV–VI, 492f.; see also “In festo S. Helenae imperatricis viduae” [=August 18], in: Breviarium romanum 278f.; spec. lectiones IV–VI, 278f.

619 According to Eusebius, Constantine converted his mother, and not the other way around. Eusebius dates Helena’s pilgrimage to the time after the inauguration of Constantinople, i.e. after 330 (Βίος Κωνσταντίνου 3,42; 3,42: 2).

620 Incidentally, Calderón dedicated two comedias and one auto to the legends concerned with the ‘prehistory’ of the wood from which Christ’s Cross was hewn and the further fate of this relic (see below, 216 herein).

621 “[. . .] Calla, calla, / que al escucharlo, al oírlo / tiembla el pecho, duda el labio, / fallece el aliento, el brío / se estremece” (1800b–1801a).

622 Constantino is “[el] hombre en común [. . .] / que será Hijo de la Iglesia”; Helena is the Church, not only because she is Constantine’s mother, but also ‘because it is the Church who seeks the Cross’ (“pues la Iglesia es la que va / buscando la Cruz de Cristo”); Maxencio (“en síncopa, Magio”) is the greatest enemy of mankind (“su más opuesto enemigo”); the first struggle, in which Constantine is defeated, is the Fall (“es aquella primer lid / del pecado, en que cautivo / quedó”); paganism (Gentilidad), in which the ‘literal’ Constantine is entangled, signifies sin and guilt (“su culpa”; 1801a–b).

623 Cf. Foucault, L’Ordre du discours, passim.

624 Cf. the stage direction: “y sale Constantino en lo alto en un caballo; baja al tablado cayendo” (1802a). This motif, which is standard in almost all plays by Calderón, will be commented on in detail in relation to the Príncipe constante and the Médico de su honra.

625 Cf. the verses with which he describes the landscape surrounding him – using formulations familiar from El divino Orfeo – as a mundo al revés, as a nature hostile to man in the state of original sin (1802a–b).

626 Cf. Sage, “Calderón y la musica teatral” passim; spec. 300.

627 Apart from novus, secundus is the familiar marker for the typological term of fulfillment; with regard to Christ as the ‘new sun’ in the Christian tradition (a reply to Jupiter qua Sol invictus), see Alföldi, The Conversion of Constantine 54–59; spec. 57.

628 As to the allusion to the Saul–Paul conversion, see 1803a (“[. . .] segundo / Sol [. . .] que en escarceos / de nunca vagados giros, / a fuerza de rayos ciega”); for the scriptural motif of being blinded by the vision of light, see above (173 herein).

629 “Si Elena mi madre, ¡Cielos! / [. . .] / a buscar va la Cruz; ¿cómo / viene por nuevos caminos / la Cruz a buscarme a mí?” (1803a). Fundamental paradoxes of faith – in this case, man’s obligation to search for God, while God himself is simultaneously searching for the (prodigal) son – are thereby referenced in concrete terms.

630 The keyword of the freedom of the will (liberum arbitrium) is explicitly articulated: “porque si tú a ti te vales, / usando de tu albedrío . . .” (1803b).

631 It is rather improbable that the motif of the ‘Christian’ battle song represents an interference from Lactantius, where, in a miracle, Licinius is commanded to intone a similar prayer together with his army (as stated above); it may be assumed that Calderón inserted this innovation for dramaturgical reasons.

632 The latter signifies that a victorious struggle against the Devil and sin is possible for the individual under the sign of the Cross – that is, in the Age of Grace.

633 Augustine’s notion underlying the Baroque theory of the metaphysically validated concetto is referred to above (n. 241).

634 For Tesauro, see the “Excursus” below (chap. 4.3.2.), also as to the possibly different significance of conceptism’s metaphysical corroboration in Tesauro when compared to Calderón’s position; what, according to my reading, is nothing but a legitimizing formula in the former, is actually meant (‘believed’) in the latter.

635 The “la” refers to Rome, which, according to Maxencio’s prognostication, will never become the “site of the Court of Faith”.

636 When, after Constantine’s relapse into sinfulness, the – now purely allegorical – Maxencio triumphantly asks “¿quién pudo / de mí librarle?”, voices (once more from behind the scenes) reply: “La Fe / pública de la Justicia / nos quebranta Constantino” – this is spoken by the mothers, who had nourished hopes for an end to tyranny after Constantine’s victory, and who are now imploring a change of heart in the one who is about to order the infanticide to be carried out; Maxencio comments: “Segundo acaso previno / proverbios a mi malicia” (1810a); for the third scene in this vein, cf. 1814a.

637 As regards the assumption on the part of early patristics that the Creation is a well-ordered ‘song’, see above (125f.).

638 There are allusions to several passages from the Old Testament (Jos 3–5: 1; 6: 4–20).

639 Concerning Bruno’s positions, see Blumenberg’s penetrating description (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 549–596).

640 Cf. 1805b–1806b.

641 Cf. Constantine’s question to his enemy: “¿Tú tiemblas?” (1806a).

642 The last four verses are sung by Constantino, “todos”, and “Música”.

643 “Y bien no fuera / que a un Dios el voto se hiciera / y que a otro le iluminara” (1807b). Gentilidad here implies that Constantine’s desperate appeal before the beginning of the battle (“¿Quién a Constantino (¡Cielos!) / [. . .] ayudarle podrá? ¿Quién / ampararle?”) was actually directed at Jupiter, which is both plausible and false: plausible because Constantine indeed does not know about the one and only God before the miracle occurs; false, because his words were nothing else than an (as yet unconscious) reaction to the love irradiated by the Christian God, as is revealed by the later course of events.

644 Cf. the stage direction: “Métese las manos en el pecho y sácalas ensangrentadas” (1808a).

645 See chap. 6 below.

646 In this way, the revised version of the Breviarium romanum tried to preserve the legend in later times, while deleting those elements that may seem all too fabulous from a modern standpoint.

647 Cf. 1808b; as to Moses’ leprosy, cf. Ex 4: 1–6; for that of Giezi and of Moses’ sister, Miriam, cf. 2 Kgs 5: 19–27 and Num 12: 1–10.

648 See the report in Scripture (Mt 2: 1–18).

649 The name ‘Astrea’ contains an allusion to Maria’s epithets stella maris or stella matutina. The husband’s name is also of import: Zebulon is the sixth son of Jacob and Lea (according to Gen 30: 20), as well as the patriarch of one of the twelve tribes of Israel (according to Rev 7: 8). The names of both parents therefore allude to the respective typoi, and Zabulón’s specifically to Joseph, to the extent that he represents a persistence in the tradition of the Old Covenant.

650 Cf. 1812a–b; parts of Fe’s speech also utilize concetti from Constantine’s oration in the legend (see 1811b).


651 In this regard, see Maxencio’s new ekphrasis, reentering the stage after his death (1809b–1810a).

652 The elaborate schema of the miracle usually contains a narratively staged insertion of the ‘higher’ plane, on which the Devil and the forces of good (Mary, angels, saints) fight for the sinner’s soul. The latter are victorious as soon as the sinner has shown initial signs of repentance (as is the case here); the forces of good then effect the miracle releasing the sinner from the inflicted penalty (cf. Ebel, Das altromanische Mirakel 28f.; passim).

653 See the stage direction (“despierto”) after the scene has ended; Constantino himself states: “que sueñe” (1813b).

654 Cf. Obras completas, vol. 3, 989–1009; Obras completas, vol. 1, 985–1018; Obras completas, vol. 1, 1156–1181.

655 “[. . .] / donde por la eternidad / de Dios viva, triunfe y reine” (1815b); for the entire altercatio concerning the Cross, see 1815a–b.

656 “[. . .] / que es bien lleguen, / porque al Pontífice adornen, / a desnudarse los reyes” (1816a–b).

657 “[. . .] la lepra de alma y cuerpo” (1816b); “[. . .] constante siempre / en el rebaño de quien / es hoy el pastor Silvestre” (1816b; note the paronomasia baño, rebaño).

658 “Permita vuestra piedad / que el día dichoso llegue / en quien el Templo de Roma / sea el mayor de los Fieles” (1817b).

659 See chap. 5, dealing with the Príncipe constante.

660 To prevent misunderstandings: the above remarks refer to the three autos presented here; as indicated in passing, Lope produced autos that, in terms of their subject matter, were much less traditional than El viaje del alma, and Calderón created many entirely allegorical autos. My assessment focuses primarily on the genre’s history, rather than on certain specific texts of the two authors in question.

661 In: Auerbach, Scenes from the Drama of European Literature, 11–76.

662 The Gospels attribute several statements to Jesus himself that one might interpret as having a typological implication (which is ultimately not astonishing, since thinking in terms of prophecy and fulfillment seems to be characteristic of the Jewish tradition): “Nolite putare, quoniam veni solvere Legem aut Prophetas: non veni solvere, sed adimplere” (Mt 5: 17); “Et sicut Moyses exaltavit serpentem in deserto; ita exaltari oportet Filium hominis, ut omnis, qui credit in ipsum, non pereat, sed habeat vitam aeternam” (Jn 3: 14f.; see Num 21: 4–9 for the tale concerning the iron snake); cf. also the Gospel of Luke, which reports that, speaking to his disciples, the resurrected Christ interpreted Scripture in its entirety with a view to what is said of him therein: “Et incipiens a Moyse et omnibus Prophetis, interpretabatur illis in omnibus scripturis, quae de ipso erant” (Lk 24: 25–27 and 44–48). In assessing this material, one has to take into account that the text of the Gospels which is accessible to us most probably dates from a period that is posterior to the Pauline epistles.

663 See Auerbach, “Figura” 49–60, spec. the following formulation: “nearly all [sc. the relevant passages in Paul’s epistles] are intended to strip the Old Testament of its normative character and show that it is merely a shadow of things to come. [. . .] In this [figurally interpreted] form and in this context, from which Jewish history and national character had vanished, the Celtic and Germanic peoples [. . .] could accept the Old Testament” (50–52).

664 As already said, the issue here is the specific question regarding God’s responsibility for Adam’s (and, vicariously, humanity’s) sin, which is posed by the typological relation established between Adam and Christ. There are similar problems for other crucial dogmas, e.g. for the assumption of original sin (present first in Paul, and then in patristics), which provides the ‘logical’ foundation of the general need for salvation, without which the stylization of Christ’s death as a vicarious self-sacrifice would not have been possible. ‘Guilt’ as inherited is basically an archaic concept; it is in contradiction to the concept of moral individualism which emerged, for the first time in the species’ cultural history, with Christianity.

665 Cf. 1 Cor 5: 7 (the Passover lamb / Christ); Gal 3: 16 (Abraham / Christ); Gal 4: 21–31 (Hagar and Sarah / the obdurate Jews and the converted); for further instances, see Auerbach, “Figura” 49–52.

666 A concise characterization of typology, including a delimitation from other forms of allegorical discourse, may be found in Th. Ziolkowski, “Some Features of Religious Figuralism in Twentieth-Century Literature”, in: E. Miner, ed., Literary Uses of Typology. From the Late Middle Ages to the Present, Princeton, NJ 1977, 345–369; spec. 345–347.

667 Cf. W. Haubrichs’s summary of the position of Gregory the Great: “it is not relevant whether what is reported of (e.g.) miracles is true, but whether it could be so, and if it serves to prove holiness, one may invent or transfer Biblical miracles for the sake of this effect” (statement in: H.-J. Ziegeler, “Diskussionsbericht”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 336–360; here: 346). By contrast, Augustine demands that any form of allegoresis (comprising typology) be tied to the criterion of similitudo: “haec regula in omni allegoria retinenda est, ut pro sententia praesentis loci consideretur quod per similitudinem dicitur; haec est enim dominica et apostolica disciplina” (Enarratio in Ps. 8: 13). Although the concept of similitudo might be interpreted in various ways, Augustine’s notion differs considerably from Gregory’s.When taking into account the factual practice of Christian allegoresis in all its facets, it is evident that the more expedient stance, as pointedly formulated in Gregory, was basically adopted.

668 It is especially the latter aspect that perhaps does not receive sufficient attention in Auerbach’s account, which outlines the figura’s valorization of the concrete – the historical and the individual – precisely in contrast to allegory, and, given this backdrop, strictly separates the two procedures (for Auerbach’s devaluation of the ‘abstract’ allegory when compared to the ‘concrete’ figura, cf. “Figura” 54–56).

669 This is, basically, Curtius’s approach (European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages).

670 Cf. the argumento in the loa of Calderón’s auto Andrómeda y Perseo (1680): “Humanas letras, en que / alegórico el concepto / haga luz a las divinas” (Obras completas, vol. 3, 1690–1695; here: 1695a). The provisos regarding the truth content of ancient pagan wisdom also hold good for the more liberal version of appropriation, familiar as God’s ‘parallel revelation’ to the pagans; the issue is not an appeal to pagan wisdom qua witness against the dogma, or the amplification of the dogma by heterogeneous elements (i.e. the frequently invoked syncretism), but rather the appropriation of ancient pagan materials to the extent that the actual revelation may be discovered there as well.

671 Institutionis oratoriae libri XII, 6: 44.

672 If one considers the varying contexts into which the concept of allegory has been integrated – starting from the allegoresis of Homer’s works in pagan Late Antiquity, up to its usage by de Manian and Derridean deconstruction – one may observe that, in almost all cases, the secondary meaning is located on a higher level of abstraction than the literal meaning; in this way, allegoresis is always an instrument of detecting a (supposed) ‘true’ essence hidden underneath the surface of the (concrete) words or phenomena.

673 As regards the problem of the relation between typology and allegory, cf. also below (238–243, including the notes).

674 Cf. also the brief remarks concerning the Arthurian romance below (249f.).

675 Concerning the question of the varying extent to which the presence of the secondary level within the textual evidence is conspicuous, see below (246–250 herein).

676 For obvious reasons, the above elucidations do not take into consideration uncontroversial cases, where a comprehensive allegoresis vis-à-vis the Christian worldview is explicitly performed in the text, such as is still the case in Calderón’s autos, for instance.

677 See particularly H. R. Jauß, “Form und Auffassung der Allegorie in der Tradition der Psychomachia (von Prudentius bis zum ersten Romanz de la rose)”, in: Jauß and D. Schaller, ed., Medium aevum vivum, Heidelberg 1960, 179–206; spec. 185f.; similarly in Jauß’s several later publications on allegory.

678 The terminological distinction between allegoresis and ‘hermeneutic allegory’ may be traced back to H.-G. Gadamer (Wahrheit und Methode, Tübingen 1960, 68). P. Zumthor’s suggestion to comprehend the “terme ambigu” of allegory as “un procédé d’expression provenant de la combinaison d’une personificatio et d’une métaphore” is close to the position described herein (“Rhétorique et poétique latines et romanes”, in: H. R. Jauß and E. Köhler, ed., Grundriss der romanischen Literaturen des Mittelalters, vol. 1, Heidelberg 1972, 57–91; here: 70). As to the above quote from Helmich, see Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 43, 112.

679 “Sed neque exhibeatis membra vestra arma iniquitatis peccato, sed exhibete vos Deo, tamquam ex mortuis viventes, et membra vestra arma justitiae Deo. [. . .] Nescitis, quoniam cui exhibetis vos servos ad obediendum, servi estis ejus, cui obeditis, sive peccati ad mortem, sive obeditionis ad justitiam? [. . .] sicut enim exhibuistis membra vestra servire immunditiae et iniquitati ad iniquitatem, ita nunc exhibete membra vestra servire justitiae in sanctificationem” (Rom 6: 13; 6: 16; 6: 19).

680 “Nam peccatum [. . .] seduxit me, et per illud occidit” (Rom 7: 11); “video autem aliam legem in membris meis, repugnantem legi mentis meae, et captivantem me in lege peccati, quae est in membris meis” (Rom 7: 23; cf. 7: 17–21).

681 The above-cited passages in Paul tend to be overlooked in the discussions concerning the emergence of ‘Christian’ allegory. It is the verse “Misericordia et veritas obviaverunt sibi; justitia et pax osculatae sunt” (Ps 84: 11) that is typically referred to regarding the issue of a struggle between abstract agencies. As to the full range of pagan and Old Testament allegories, see Curtius’s abundant list (European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 131–134).

682 For this thesis, cf. Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 37–51.

683 In the etymological, literal sense (‘universal’, ‘general’). Readers are reminded that the perspective of this study as regards the present-day world is continental (European).

684 “Beunruhigung” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 151 and passim (the English version renders ‘Beunruhigung’ in the following way: “nominalism is a system meant to make man extremely uneasy about the world”, which is problematic in several respects)); thus Blumenberg’s qualification of the nominalistic attitude vis-à-vis the worldview of high scholasticism; accordingly, Blumenberg conceives of nominalism not as the result of an externally induced revolt, but as emerging from questions implied in the scholastic approach itself.

685 Cf. Origenes, De principiis, IV, 730–780; chap. 3; see also Augustine (De genesi ad litteram libri duocecim XI, 1, 2): “Si autem in verbis Dei [. . .] dicitur aliquid quod ad litteram nisi absurde non possit intelligi, procul dubio figurate dictum ob aliquam significationem accipi debet”. See also the brief description of this issue in Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 73.

686 In addition to the above quote from Augustine, cf. Origenes’ line of reasoning as regards the improbability of a ‘non-figurative’ intention in Lk 6: 29 and 10: 4, as well as concerning the impossibility of Mt 5: 28f. (De principiis, IV, 738–740; chap. 3: 3). Regarding the tradition of the allegoresis of myth as practiced in pagan times, see Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater 2f. (including bibliographical data). The relevant standard literature differentiates between the pagan allegoresis of myth and scriptural allegoresis on the part of patristics on the basis of the fact that scriptural exegesis does preserve the literal sense (cf. spec. H. de Lubac, Exégèse médiévale. Les quatre Sens de l’Écriture, Paris 1959–1964, vol. II, 384–396; see also Aquinas’ position, as most concisely expressed in Summa theologiae Ia, qu. 1, 10: “Illa vero significatio qua res significatae per voces, iterum res alias significant, dicitur sensu spiritualis; qui super litteralem fundatur, et eum supponit”). The aforesaid view is basically accurate. In practice, however, the theory of the multiple senses of Scripture represents an instrument for exegetically spiriting away any material of the literal plane when this might seem expedient. Consequently, the difference between the ancient pagan paradigm and the Christian practice is, once more, not primarily grounded in structure, but in content. Even so, the ‘dogmatic’ content of the Christian variant, accentuating a few precisely defined truths, then has a subsidiary effect on the structure, specifically the repetitive nature of the Christian allegoresis when compared to the manifoldness of the pagan allegorization of myth.

687 See above, chap. 3.3.3.; for details regarding the fourfold sense of Scripture, cf. Lubac’s above-cited study (Exégèse médiévale).

688 See Auerbach’s elaboration on this point (“Figura” 28–49).

689 Cf. Curtius’s description (European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 39–42; 211f.; 450–456).

690 “[. . .] et videris in numero captivorum mulierem pulchram et adamaveris eam, voluerisque habere uxorem, introduces eam in domum tuam: quae radet caesariem, et circumcidet ungues, et deponet vestem, in qua capta est [. . .] et postea intrabis ad eam, dormiesque cum illa, et erit uxor tua” (Dt 21: 11–13). As to Jerome’s allegoresis, see Epistola LXX.

691 Πάντες οὖν, ὡς ἔπος εἰπεῖν, οἱ θεολογήσαντες βάρβαροί τε καὶ Ἕλληνες τὰς μὲν ἀρχὰς τῶν πραγμάτων ἀπεκρύψαντο, τὴν δὲ ἀλήθειαν αἰνίγμασι καὶ συμβόλοις ἀλληγορίαις τε αὖ καὶ μεταφοραῖς [. . .] παραδεδώκασιν (Clement of Alexandria, Stromata, V, 4,21,4).

692 “[. . .] aurum et argentum, quod non ipsi instituerunt, sed de quibusdam quasi metallis diuinae prouidentiae, quae ubique infusa est, eruerunt et, quo peruerse atque iniuriose ad obsequia daemonum abutuntur [. . .] debet ab eis [sc. ab iniustis possessoribus] auferre christianus ad usum iustum praedicandi euangelii” (De doctrina christiana XL:60). As to what follows in the above, cf. also the extensive representation in E. Portalié’s article “Augustin”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 1, 2268–2472; spec. 2317–2457.

693 De diversis quaestionibus ad Simplicianum II, II:2; see also the commentary on this passage in E. Auerbach, Typologische Motive in der mittelalterlichen Literatur, Krefeld 1953, 21f.

694 According to Blumenberg, the fact that the “immediate expectation” of Christ’s return is not fulfilled leads to a backdating of the salvation-historically decisive moment already in Paul and John, the crucifixion and the resurrection replacing the Parousia in this respect; this re-arrangement entails that the contemporary world has to be divided into an unredeemed part and a redeemed part made up of those who have professed that decisive moment (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 43).

695 De civitate Dei XV:1; see also the problem of the intermingled presence of both realms, including even the co-presence in one single individual (ibid.); as regards the overall set of problems, cf. in addition XI:1.

696 The most incisive words concerning the civitas terrena may be found in De civitate Dei XIV:16 and 18.

697 Thus Foucault’s customary qualification of the taxonomic discourse of classicism and rationalism; the choice of words is to indicate that the structure of the classicist discourse has immediate recourse to the organization of the symbolical system of language as conceptualized by F. de Saussure (Les mots et les choses 60–91; 397).

698 As regards the specific line of reasoning in De libero arbitrio, see Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 133. Evil is to be seen as “God’s subsequent intervention in His work, in order to put nature in the service of justice with respect to man”. This theory of evil, sublated in the concept of God’s ‘higher’ goodness, obtains during the Baroque, as already demonstrated concerning El castigo sin venganza.

699 Cf. Blumenberg’s assessment: “the absolute principle’s authorship of cosmic corruption – the elimination of which had been the point of the whole exercise – was after all reintroduced indirectly through the idea of predestination” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 135); when abstracting from the specific case at hand, this may be seen as a paradigmatic evaluation of (Christian) theology’s attempts at solving its immanent contradictions logically.

700 For a detailed account of Augustine’s line of reasoning in the early writings Contra academicos and De vera religione, see E. Hellgardt, “Erkenntnistheoretisch-ontologische Probleme uneigentlicher Sprache in Rhetorik und Allegorese”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 25–37; here: 35f.


701 See above (135f.).

702 For Augustine’s line of reasoning, see De doctrina christiana, II, VI:7–8 ( “Magnifice igitur et salubriter spiritus sanctus ita scripturas sanctas modificauit, ut locis apertioribus fami occurreret, obscurioribus autem fastidia detergeret”). In this passage, Augustine particularly accentuates the beauty of Scripture, effected by means of “obscuritas” and “ambiguitas”. As a reason for this state of affairs, he adduces a didactic intent; as a dish is rendered appetizing by way of spices, so the rhetorical make is to render Scripture ‘savory’ for those who want to study it: “inter se habent nonnullam similitudinem uescentes atque discentes, propter fastidia plurimorum, etiam ipsa, sine quibus uiui non potest, alimenta condienda sunt” (De doctrina christiana, IV, 11: 26). Augustine is referring to Scripture; in medieval times, this quote is taken to authorize a poetic shaping of religious truths in general (cf. Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 134f.).

703 See Confessiones I:18, IV:2. As regards the (in part) still relatively liberal position of his early writings, see R. Herzog, “Exegese – Erbauung – Delectatio. Beiträge zu einer christlichen Poetik der Spätantike”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 52–69; here: 54f.

704 As to the introduction of this concept in Schöne, see above (n. 190).

705 This is, in essence, Ohly’s position (see above, 64n.).

706 Such an understanding of the concept is partly due to the convention in figural exegesis to denote the anti-typos as veritas, and the typos as imitatio veritatis (cf. Auerbach, “Figura” 44f.). Yet linking the concept of imitatio to this nomenclature would ultimately lead to an equation of the Old Testament epoch with post-Incarnation history once again – precisely the sort of imprecision that is rightly criticized by the scholars who reject the concept of post-figuration.

707 This aspect is not sufficiently taken into account by Auerbach. While explicating the Christian figural view of history, he states: “the intervals between the poles of the action [the Creation of the world and the Fall, the Incarnation and the Passion, Christ’s return and the Day of Judgment] are filled partly by figuration, partly by imitation of Christ. Before his [sc. Christ’s] appearance, there are the characters and events of the Old Testament [. . .] in which the coming of the Saviour is figurally revealed. [. . .] after Christ’s Incarnation and Passion there are the saints, intent upon following in his footsteps, and Christianity in general – Christ’s promised bride – awaiting the return of the Bridegroom” (Mimesis 137f.).

708 See, once again, the crucial quote from Augustine given above (235).

709 As to literary texts as secondary ‘modeling’ systems – the primary modeling being the one operated by the linguistic code – of pre-existing materials, see The Structure of the Artistic Text, passim, spec. 9.

710 A terminologically non-determined position – between strictly classifying the phenomena as typology and ignoring their respective characteristics – is represented by R. Hollander, “Typology and Secular Literature: Some Medieval Problems and Examples”, in: Miner, ed., Literary Uses of Typology, 3–19 (cf. spec. the ‘morphology’ of typologizing phenomena in medieval literature, 4–12); in terms of content, Hollander’s stance bears a certain similarity to the one proposed herein. Yet what ultimately renders his position problematic is his failing to take into consideration the foundation of orthodox typology and allegory in the corresponding worldview; an exclusively structural line of reasoning blurs the differences between epochs.

711 In the above remark, I am anticipating a metaphorical as well as conceptual configuration – most clearly formulated in Dante’s Divine Comedy – to be explained in detail below.

712 The monumental attempt of the Colloquium on Allegory held by Germanists in 1979 concluded that “the discussion, which [. . .] had tried to answer [. . .] the question concerning the causes of allegory [. . .], [was] unable to integrate the extensive details into a comprehensive picture, although some initial outlines were discernible due to certain correspondences” (Ziegeler, “Diskussionsbericht”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, quote: 356).

713 As in the overall chapter, the aim here is not primarily statements regarding the temporal sequence, but regarding the conceptual conditions that first of all explain why a singular phenomenon – perchance already discernible at an earlier point in time – may initiate an entire tradition. For orthodox analogism qua discourse grounded in a highly elaborate form of religion, the logical (and not the chronological) relation of énoncés to énonciations is the primary question. In the case at hand (i.e. Prudentius’ text), such fundamental considerations would not even be requisite, seeing that the logical and temporal entailment are in harmony. This does not, however, mean that Prudentius’ Psychomachia was inspired by Augustine’s De diversis quaestionibud ad Simplicianum in particular.

714 Auerbach’s repeated pitting of ‘figural realism’ against ‘allegorism’ – with regard to the representation of ‘intra-historicity’ valued in the former – underestimates the common basis of (Christian) allegory and figura on the level of the underlying concept of world-modeling (“Figura” 71ff.). There is an absolute rift between the ‘mimetic’ literature of the older and the more recent epochs that must not be obscured by the term ‘realism’. The figura does not valorize the factual qua unique and individual, but devalues the respectively singular in favor of the recurrent pattern.

715 Prudentius terms Abraham’s effort at effecting Lot’s release a figura of the (abstract) soul’s struggle with the vices, which is the theme of his own poem: “Haec ad figuram praenotata est linea / quam nostra recto uita resculpat pede”. (Psychomachia, in: Corpus christianorum, series latina, vol. 126, 149–181, quote: 151; as regards the problem of allegory and typology in Prudentius, see also Hollander, “Typology and Secular Literature” 12–14). In the salvation-historically oriented, hence typological exegesis of Hagar and Sarah as denoting the epochs sub lege and sub gratia (Gal 4: 21–31), Paul utilizes the term ‘allegory’ to indicate the non-literal status: “quae sunt per allegoriam dicta” (Gal 4: 24; likewise in the Greek original).

716 As to the parallelism, if not the identity of the conceptualizations and worldviews at the basis of allegory and typology, cf. also the corresponding statement from a theological point of view (R. Bultmann, “Ursprung und Sinn der Typologie als hermeneutischer Methode”, Theologische Literaturzeitung 75 (1950), 205–212).

717 This speculation is corroborated by Calderón’s Gran teatro del mundo, with its atypical diversification of the representative of man; in the play, there are much less non-human agencies than in ‘standard’ allegorical texts.

718 In this respect, see also H. R. Jauß’s thesis that “the allegorical ‘modus dicendi’ [. . .] permits the medieval poet to envision things invisible, of the past and future”; he refers to Rom 1: 20 as the origin of this conception of a literature illustrating the ‘higher’, non-phenomenal levels of reality (“Entstehung und Strukturwandel der allegorischen Dichtung”, in: Jauß and E. Köhler, ed., Grundriss der romanischen Literaturen des Mittelalters, vol. 6,1, Heidelberg 1968, 146–244; here: 147).

719 Ziegeler’s synoptic assessment at the Colloquium on Allegory – that, while certain provisos apply, it is necessary to hold on to the “keyword” of allegory as an “‘offer for ordering’” (“Diskussionsbericht” 356–359) – is given with reference to the negative overall conclusion cited above (see above, n. 712), which may be a consequence of demanding from the abstract concept of allegory a more specifically medieval profile than it may actually have. It is necessary to differentiate allegory as a structurally defined modus dicendi from historical forms of allegory. To prevent misunderstandings, it should be accentuated that, from the viewpoint of this study, the formulation ‘offer for ordering’ seems to be an understatement.

720 Summa theologiae IIIa, qu. 60, art. 4.

721 Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 488.

722 Kuhn’s thesis disputes the prioritization of thought not in conformity with the dominant system (“divergent thinking”) with regard to the process of innovation. The rise of a paradigm to the status of a prevailing doctrine is followed by its scholastic dissemination, which generates certain “mental sets”. The break with tradition does not stand a chance unless it argues on the basis of the prevalent system, and unless this break is initially not intended (even subjectively) as a revolutionizing claim, but as one that corroborates the system (“convergent thinking”); see “The Essential Tension: Tradition and Innovation in Scientific Research”, in: C. W. Taylor, ed., Scientific Creativity. Its Recognition and Development, New York, NY / London 1963, 341–354; here: 343f.

723 As regards the following, cf. also the detailed illustration in the article “Thomas d’Aquin” by G. Geenen, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 15, 618–761; spec. 641–694.

724 “Nihil enim esse potest, quod non procedat a divina sapientia per quandam imitationem, sicut a primo principio effectivo et formali; prout autem artificiata procedunt a sapientia artificis. Sic igitur inquantum similitudo divinae sapientiae gradatim procedit a supremis, quae magis participant de eius similitudine, usque ad infima rerum, quae minus participant, dicitur esse quidam processus et motus divinae sapientiae in res: sicut si dicamus solem procedere usque ad terram, inquantum radius luminis eius usque ad terram pertingit”; cf. also the more precise delineation of the relation of similarity in Summa theologiae Ia, qu. 8, 1.

725 Cf. Summa theologiae Ia, qu. 45; qu. 48; qu. 75; qu. 93; and spec. qu. 105; see also the short but concise characterization of the scholastic doctrine of individuation in Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 495–497, as well as the representation of Thomism in E. Gilson, La Philosophie au moyen âge. Des Origines patristiques à la fin du XIVe siècle, Paris 1944, 525–550; as to matter qua individuating principle, cf. spec. 532; 534f.; 536–538.

726 According to Hugh, nature refers to God to the extent that it is deciphered in the light of Scripture, which designates the true “res” in the way God intended: “Philosophus in aliis scripturis solam vocum novit significationem; sed in sacra pagina excellentior valde est rerum significatio quam vocum: quia hanc usus instituit, illam natura dictavit. Haec hominum vox est, illa Dei ad homines. Significatio vocum est ex placito hominum: significatio rerum naturalis est, et ex operatione Creatoris volentis quasdam res per alias significari” (De scripturis et scriptoribus sacris, in: Patrologia latina, vol. 175, 9–28; here: 20f.).

727 Although Aquinas endorses Hugh’s above-cited line of reasoning, it has lost its cogency given the scholastic doctrine of individuation, wherefore the “tenet [. . .] was [. . .] virtually indefensible” (F. Ohly, “Vom geistigen Sinn des Wortes im Mittelalter”, in: Ohly, Schriften zur mittelalterlichen Bedeutungsforschung, Darmstadt 1977, 1–31, here: 24f.).

728 For the conception and terminology, see Lotman, The Structure of the Artistic Text 57–59.

729 Concerning the Thomistic doctrine, inspired by Aristotle, of God qua prime mover, which postulates that the moving principle becomes less obvious as a result of an increasing distance from the fixed point, i.e. all the way down to the earth and its inhabitants, see Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 576f. As to the corresponding line of reasoning by means of the metaphor equating God with lux, see the above quote (n. 724).

730 Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 518f.

731 The text available dates from 1075–1110, but the historical facts to which it refers took place at the end of the eighth century; it is plausible to assume that crucial traits of the modeling contained in the Oxfordian Roland are based on the previous oral tradition.

732 “Zur Psychoanalyse der Heldendichtung: Das Rolandslied und die einfache Form ‘Sage’”, Poetica 10 (1978), 429–468; for the relation of the factual substrate (as far as this may be reconstructed) to the histoire of the geste, see spec. 433–442.

733 Cf. “Zur Psychoanalyse der Heldendichtung” 442–456.

734 See “Zur Psychoanalyse der Heldendichtung” 456f.; the article’s thesis does not only take into consideration the Oxfordian Roland, but also the “related branches of the tradition” (456).

735 For what follows in the above, see also the brief characterization in Auerbach, Typologische Motive 21.

736 From the standpoint of the traditional Christian faith, the commonality is grounded in the rejection of the concept of a triune God, and also in the centrality of the ‘law’ qua ritualized behavior.

737 See H.-J. Neuschäfer, “Einleitung”, in: Neuschäfer, ed., El cantar de mío Cid, Munich 1964, 7–22; here: 11, 18–20.

738 See C. Smith, “Introduction”, in: Smith, ed., Poema de mío Cid, Oxford 1972, XIII–XCVIII; spec. I–XXX, as well as E. de Chasca, The Poem of the Cid, Boston, MA 1976, 19–79. Neither with regard to literary quality nor with regard to the virtuosity of the colonization is it possible to equate the Cid with The Song of Roland. The former’s ending is fairytale-like; accordingly, it ignores the complexity of meaning always already inherent in the paradoxical Christian notion of victory by way of sacrifice.

739 See Inf. 2, 32 (“Io non Enea, io non Paulo sono / [. . .]”). Concerning the suspicions of heresy, see K. Maurer, “Dante als politischer Dichter”, Poetica 7 (1975), 158–188; here: 175f. As to Vita Nuova XXIV, where Giovanna is introduced as Beatrice’s ‘precursor’ (“Primavera, cioè prima verrà”), whereby the latter is analogized with Christ qua announced by John the Baptist, see Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 122; regarding Dante’s self-interpretation as formulated in the Commedia (spec. Inf. 2, 32), see Auerbach, “Figura” 63ff. The (self-)exegesis with a view to Christ is implied in the motif of the journey to hell, but especially in the analogy to Aeneas, the founder of Rome, which is rendered explicit in the cited verse; for Dante, the Roman world monarchy is a prefiguration of the universal Church founded by Christ, and – in an eschatological perspective – of the realm of God (cf. Inf. 2, 13–27).

740 In later times, the Church dedicated an entire theory to this problem, and specifically to the intricate question concerning the salvific relevance of the excellence of individual human beings: the saints and especially the martyrs constitute a ‘treasure’ (thesaurus ecclesiae), seeing that their opera are greater than requisite for their individual exoneration. The Church ‘manages’ this treasure and may draw upon it in order to reduce the penance for especially grave sins that cannot be compensated for by one’s own deeds. Accordingly, the difference between the self-sacrifice of the saints and that on the part of Christ is quantitative, but also qualitative: finitude versus inexhaustibility, vicarious mereri versus vicarious satisfacere (see “De indulgentiis” in: Liber theologiae moralis 867–888).

741 For the underlying conception concerning a mythical experience of the world, see Blumenberg, “Wirklichkeitsbegriff und Wirkungspotential des Mythos” passim.

742 For an elaborate description of this cultural code, see Nolting-Hauff, Die Stellung der Liebeskasuistik im höfischen Roman passim. The official discourse’s incompatibility with courtly love is not grounded in the moral question primarily; there are structural reasons for it. Casuistry as a schema for one’s stance toward the world is a phenomenon of the stage of disintegration, reflected in Renaissance novelistic literature (among other things). The incursion of this term into the moral theology of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries must not lead to misunderstandings: Jesuit casuistry is the product of a finalizing form of thinking that aims to reconcile with reality the stipulations of a fixed system of values having become problematic, and specifically in such a way as to unsettle neither the contemporary reality (especially the social hierarchy) nor the respective values. By contrast, the casuistry of the code of love, and also of the Renaissance novella, is fundamentally ‘open’. The balance between love and social norm (in the case of the thematization of the amour courtois), or of individual interest and norm (in the case of the Renaissance novella), must first – and always anew – be found in the respective situation, and specifically against all preceding models and without hope for permanence.

743 In the poem itself, the by far most substantive passage in this respect is the speech of Beatrice in Par. 1, 103–141; cf. P. Boyde, Dante, Philomythes and Philosopher. Man in the Cosmos, Cambridge 1981, passim.

744 See the critique of the widespread ‘modernizing’ readings in É. Gilson, “La Philosophie dans la Divine Comédie”, in: H. Friedrich, ed., Dante Alighieri. Aufsätze zur Divina commedia, Darmstadt 1968, 260–328.

745 “La divina bontà, che da sé sperne / ogne livore, ardendo in sé, sfavilla / sì che dispiega le bellezze etterne. / Ciò che da lei sanza mezzo distilla / non ha poi fine, perchè non si move / la sua imprenta quand’ ella sigilla” (Par. 7, 64–69). “La cera di costoro e chi la duce / non sta d’un modo; e però sotto ‘l segno / ideale poi più e men traluce. / Ond’elli avvien ch’un medesimo legno, / secondo specie meglio e peggio frutta; / e voi nascete con diverso ingegno. / Se fosse a punto la cera dedutta / e fosse il cielo in sua virtù suprema, / la luce del suggel parrebbe tutta; / ma la natura la dà sempre scema, / similemente operando all’artista / c’ha l’abito dell’arte e man che trema” (Par. 13, 67–78; cf. also 20, 76; 27, 52; Purg. 10, 44f.). As to the scholastic background of this worldview, see Boyde, Dante 224–229.

746 As to the latter, see the title of Auerbach’s Dante als Dichter der irdischen Welt (Berlin/ Leipzig 1929); the relevant thesis is repeated in the article “Figura” (60–76), and in several other publications on this topic.

747 The claim to being read in line with the multiple senses of Scripture may be found in the dedication to Can Grande della Scala, albeit in the part (from the end of §13) whose authenticity is disputed (Epistolae 13, 20). Concerning the prevalence of these notions in medieval times, see H.-G. Kemper, “Allegorische Allegorese. Zur Bildlichkeit und Struktur mystischer Literatur”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 90–125.

748 As regards the significance of umbra in the conceptual apparatus of typology, see Auerbach, “Figura” 45; sub umbra signifies the modus of prophecy and announcement, i.e. what the divinely inspired human being is able to state with respect to salvation history. The veritas of the New Testament is not mediated by human beings; it is the truth effected directly by God, or uttered by His Son.

749 As to the fundamental analogism in Dante, see also Hollander, “Typology and Secular Literature” 10–12.

750 In certain passages, Auerbach does take this aspect into account, e.g. when he labels Beatrice the “incarnation, [. . .] figura or idolon Christi” (“Figura” 75) – although the terminology is problematic. Auerbach does not discuss how these observations regarding a typologizing dimension of the respective characters – which no longer appeals to the schema of fulfillment – may be aligned with his basic thesis.


751 Auerbach wished to see the relative modernity of the Commedia in the aspect of a figural technique of representation. He suggests the concrete, historical life of the individuals and their classification in the afterlife be read as an instantiation of the schema of prophecy and fulfillment: “[. . .] that their [sc. the individuals’] appearance in the other world is a fulfillment of their appearance on earth, their earthly appearance a figure of their appearance in the other world” (Mimesis 171; similarly in all other publications on this topic). Yet to speak of a figural shaping with regard to this (indeed pertinent) basic structure of the poem does not seem to be consistent with the technique of figural exegesis described by Auerbach himself – which, in substance, comprehends two historically different beings as related to each other in terms of salvation history; in this very relation, they are thought to manifest God’s ordering activity in secular history. Given this background, a conceptual confusion would result were one to speak of the figural ‘fulfillment’ of a this-worldly existence in the hereafter; for this observation states nothing more than that God’s judgment is just – to the effect that it allots the departed a place in the afterlife which corresponds to their this-worldly doings. The ‘fulfillment’ suggested in Auerbach implies a taxonomy in which the deeds are the cause, the punishments or rewards being the consequence. The Commedia’s ‘mimeticism’ cannot be aligned with the figural schema of perception; it rather points to the dominant form of conceptualization of this period, i.e. of high scholasticism: by reference to the foundational system of metaphysically guaranteed justice, the representation of individuality serves no other purpose than to impressively illustrate the Thomist thesis of the irrelevance of everything individual. Sub specie aeternitatis, the infinite multitude of historical individuals is reduced to some few, hierarchically differentiated classes; as regards their definitive, forever fixed being, the one aspect of relevance is the classification into the respective paradigm. It is this particular, superstructural organization of the material that paves the way for the familiar modern readings, which are turned against the orthodox intention.

752 For the quote from Hugh, see Eruditionis didascalicae libri septem V, 5. As to Gregory’s comparison, and concerning its tradition until Baroque times, see Ohly (“Einleitung”, in: Silva allegoriarum 9, with notes). Hieronymus Lauretus calls his work Silva not only because it contains all the knowledge of his time, but also because it presents that knowledge in a fundamentally un-systematic order from the viewpoint of his time and its discourse, i.e. alphabetically.

753 Foucault terms “champ” or “surface d’émergence” the sectors of a discursive field – be they defined functionally or in terms of content – that display the earliest manifestation of structures formative of an episteme (see part III, “La Formation des objets”, in: L’Archéologie du savoir, 55–67; here: 56f.).

754 “Selbstbehauptung” (Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 125 and passim; title of part II). According to my view, Blumenberg does not sufficiently account for the historical distance between the nominalism of the fourteenth century and Descartes; for remarks to this effect, see below (258–261); this said, it needs to be emphasized that this excursus’s portrayal of Renaissance discourse is deeply indebted to Blumenberg’s work.

755 The pope at the time, an Augustinian, had asked Tempier to investigate the orthodoxy of the theology and philosophy taught at the Sorbonne. (It will not be necessary to mention that, in medieval times and up until the Enlightenment, the bishops, in later periods also the Protestant ones, supervised all teaching taking place in the universities, including the ‘secular’ disciplines). The background of the pope’s request was the fact that Averroism – i.e. an Aristotelianism no longer consistently linked to the Christian dogma – had gained considerable influence at the Sorbonne, but also in other universities.

756 E. Tempier, “Opiniones ducentae undeviginti Sigeri de Brabantia, Boetii de Dacia aliorumque, a Stephano episcopo Parisiensi de consilio doctorum sacrae scripturae condemnatae”, in: Chartularium universitatis parisiensis, ed. H. Denifle, O. P., Paris 1891–1899, vol. 1, 543–558; here: #48, 50, 53; see also the reference to the decree in Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 160ff. For the condemnation of Siger’s notorious principles (the eternity of matter and the world; doubt as to the truth of all of the individual statements contained in Scripture) – which, in contrast to the above-cited, distinguish his doctrine from the main strand of scholasticism – see Tempier, #87ff. As regards the condemnations of 1277, as well as concerning the further course of the controversy, see E. Portalié’s art. “Augustinisme”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 1, 2501–2561; cf. also P. Glorieux’ art. “Tempier (Etienne)”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 15, 99–107, which accentuates that – while the decree’s thrust is expressly against Siger’s extreme Aristotelianism – it is Thomism itself that is implicitly challenged. A brief survey of the processes that seems in line with Blumenberg’s assessment adopted herein may be found in Geenen’s art. “Thomas d’Aquin”, esp. 655f.

757 See the anathematized sentence #34: “Quod prima causa non posset plures mundos facere”; and #21: “Quod nichil fit a casu, sed omnia de necessitate eveniunt, et, quod omnia futura, que erunt, de necessitate erunt, et que non erunt, impossibile est esse, et quod nichil fit contingenter, considerando omnes causas”.

758 See the detailed description in Vignaux’s art. “Nominalisme” 733–784. An impressively concise outline of Ockham’s positions may be found in Scholz, “Wilhelm von Ockham als politischer Denker und Schriftsteller” passim, spec. 21. Ockham’s nominalism does not have immediate recourse to the nominalism of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, as represented primarily by Abelard (thereto, cf. Vignaux’ art. “Nominalisme” 717–733). The early nominalism is situated in the context of a controversy concerning semiological positions. Ockham’s ‘nominalistic’ line of reasoning is rather the product of fundamental considerations concerning the relationship between God and Creation; in this respect, see also his introduction of the problem of universals: “an Deo et creaturae sit aliquid commune univocum praedicabile essentialiter de utroque [. . .] ista quaestio [. . .] depende[t] ex notitia naturae univoci et universalis, ideo [. . .] quaeram primo aliquis quaestiones de natura universalis et univoci” (Super quattuor libros sententiarum subtilissimae questiones earumque decisiones I, dist. 2, qu. IV). Ockham develops a new model of the world, and not, as Abelard had, an abstract assumption about the mode of experiencing the world.

759 This diagnosis is somewhat schematic; but it is indeed astonishing, or in need of explanation, with how modest a resistance nominalism met. Ockham’s teachings were prohibited at the Sorbonne in 1339; in 1473, also at the Sorbonne, an attempt was made at committing academic instruction to realism; the edict had to be rescinded (for further details, see Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 137–226). The work and impact of Erasmus of Rotterdam mark the climax of nominalistic dominance; for an assessment of his theological positions, see P. Godet’s art. “Érasme”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 5, 388–397. With the reception of Erasmus at the latest, theological nominalism became prevalent in Spain as well; concerning its presence even during the phase of restoration, see Sullivan, Tirso de Molina 51–62. The opposition between Erasmus and Luther demonstrates that theological nominalism is a complex phenomenon; a temporal differentiation might be recommendable: during an early phase, the questions raised by nominalism are ‘tolerated’, because they remain unanswered; in a later phase, these questions are driven to their utmost consequence, thereby engendering a new system – a theological one in Luther, a philosophical one in Descartes, an epistemological one in Bacon. The Tridentine renovatio does not make this distinction. Clearly aware that the Reformation was but the product of a way of thinking virulent in the Church itself – precisely of nominalistic thought – the writings of this epoch’s most illustrious theologian were condemned by the Inquisition in 1557, twenty-one years after his death; in 1559, Paul IV even interdicted reading him (cf. Godet, art. “Érasme” 397).

760 Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 2, qu. I.

761 Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 35, qu. III.

762 “Ita enim credo facile tenere trinitatem personarum cum unitate essentiae in creaturis sicut in Deo propter quascumque rationes in oppositum, quia credo quod pro statu isto aeque posset satisfieri rationibus probantibus non esse tres personas in una essentia in creaturis sicut in Deo. Nec potest evidenter cognosci quod plus facit infinitas ad hoc quod sint plures personae in una essentia quam finitas; quia tamen unum est expressum in Scriptura et aliud non, et videtur repugnare rationi, ideo unum est ponendum et aliud est negandum” (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 2, qu. I).

763 In this respect, see the line of reasoning regarding God’s freedom (libertas), and particularly as to the free agency of the Holy Spirit, so as to refute any attempt at pinning God down to a necessitas of any sort (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 10, qu. II). God’s qualitates and potentiae, which Ockham treats only for the purposes of repudiating the scholastic position, are, in his view, consequently nothing but manmade signs (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 2, qu. II).

764 “Potest tamen dici quod ipse Deus, vel divina essentia, est una cognitio intuitiva, tam sui ipsius quam omnium aliorum factibilium et infactibilium, tam perfecta et tam clara quod ipsa etiam est notitia evidens omnium praeteritorum, futurorum et praesentium. [. . .] Sed modum exprimere nescio” (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 38, qu. I).

765 “Haec distinctio non est sic intelligenda quod in Deo sint realiter duae potentiae, quarum una sit ordinata et alia absoluta, quia unica potentia est in Deo ad extra, quae omni modo est ipse Deus” (Quodlibet VI, qu. 1, art. 1).

766 Cf. also the refutation of the scholastic doctrine of individuation, précised in Vignaux’s art. “Nominalisme” 738–751; 752.

767 Collectorium circa quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 17, qu. 1, art. 3, coroll. 1.

768 See the quaestio “De natura conceptus universalis” (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 2, qu. VIII); as regards this semiological view, which is nominalistic in the more narrow sense, see also the detailed description in Vignaux’s art. “Nominalisme” 735–751.

769 See The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 185–188; Blumenberg convincingly argues that Descartes had to drive the notion of the deus absconditus to the point of conceiving the possibility of a genius malignus governing the world so as to justify human self-empowerment.

770 “[. . .] voluntas divina est prima causa omnium [. . .] Deus est agens primum” (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 10, qu. II).

771 “[. . .] quod conceptus et quodlibet universale est aliqua qualitas existens subjective in mente” (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 2, qu. VIII). Cf. Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 2, qu. VII as to the problem of how the general concepts, customarily thought to be factual, are engendered in the human mind (mens or anima) at all; see spec. the following formulation: “natura occulte operatur in universalibus, non quod producat ipsa universalia extra animam tamquam aliqua realia, sed quia producendo cognitionem suam in anima, quasi occulte – saltem immediate vel mediate – producit illa universalia [. . .] Et ideo omnis communitas isto modo est naturalis, et a singularitate procedit”.

772 As to the hypothetical assumption of a deus fallax in Descartes, see Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 185–187; spec. 187. Ockham explicitly rejected corresponding notions (“[. . .] quod Deus non posset causare in nobis unum actum cognoscendi per quem apparet nobis res esse praesens quae est absens”; Quodlibet V, qu. 5, inst. 1). If God, for whatever reason, deems it necessary to suggest to a human being the existence of something non-present, He will effect this by influencing the imagination; accordingly, a human being has the possibility to submit the image to scrutiny by testing its evidence (“Deus potest causare actum creditivum per quem credo rem esse praesentem quae est absens. [. . .] per talem actum fidei potest apparere res esse praesens quando est absens, non tamen per actum evidentem”; Quodlibet V, qu. 5, ad inst. 1).

773 “Ideo dico quod ad hoc quod anima sit grata et accepta Deo, de potentia Dei absoluta nulla forma supernaturalis requiritur in anima; et quacumque posita in anima, potest Deus de potentia Dei absoluta illam non acceptare; ut sic semper contingenter et libere et misericorditer et ex gratia sua beatificat quemcumque; ut ex puris naturalibus nemo possit mereri vitam aeternam, nec etiam ex quibuscumque donis collatis a Deo, nisi quia Deus contingenter et libere et misericorditer ordinavit quod habens talia dona possit mereri vitam aeternam; ut Deus per nullam rem possit necessitari ad conferendum cuicumque vitam aeternam” (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I, dist. 17, qu. I). The difference between the benevolent God of the Renaissance and Luther’s God may not be sufficiently accentuated in Blumenberg (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 540f.). Luther’s theology has recourse to the nominalistic premise of divine omnipotence, but it is escalated to a point at which a compromise with the noncommittal salvific certainty of early nominalism is no longer possible.

774 “Weltungewißheit” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 155).

775 Blumenberg’s claim that Cartesianism has its roots in Ockham’s philosophy (already criticized above) is ultimately based on a hermeneutic line of reasoning: “The philosophical penetration of these considerations [sc. utter uncertainty, radical contingency] becomes clearest when one perceives in them the central motivation of Descartes’s experiment in doubt in the Meditations” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 162). But various formulations, by means of which Blumenberg asserts a direct connection, are confusing: “Deprived by God’s hiddenness of metaphysical guarantees for the world, man constructs for himself a counterworld of elementary rationality and manipulability” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 173). Yet cf. also the thesis (adopted herein) that Cartesianism will have to be considered the result of an immense ‘intensification’ of nominalistic doubt, in consequence of which “the implications of theological absolutism” became “such an acute threat that a basis for resistance could now only be found in absolute immanence” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 195). Blumenberg’s sketch dedicates relatively little attention to the epoch between Ockham and Descartes; or rather, he selects two thinkers from the panorama representing, respectively, an attempt at preserving at least the essential parts of medieval patterns, Nicholas of Cusa, and an anticipation of self-empowerment, Giordano Bruno (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age, part IV, passim). As a consequence, the differences between the early Renaissance and the seventeenth century appear to be less important than from this study’s perspective, which focuses on the epoch in which Descartes developed his system while taking into account discursive strata not discussed by Blumenberg (whose approach is strictly philosophical in the traditional sense; it is only in his very late writings that Blumenberg adopted approaches that one could qualify as parallel to discourse archeology).

776 As to this thesis, which opposes the customary cliché, see the publications of the leading French historian of the Renaissance, J. Delumeau (La Civilisation de la Renaissance, Paris 1967; La Peur en Occident (XIVe–XVIIIe siècles). Une cite assiégée, Paris 1978).

777 The view of the epoch submitted herein is indeed present in the relevant research; Blumenberg utilizes the term “disappearance of order” (“Ordnungsschwund”), and addresses the “nominalistic destruction of the traditional ordo of reality” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 137; 569). Sullivan labels the Spanish situation during the Baroque a “chaotic state of spiritual life”, which the comedia opposes by a ‘re-affirmative’ worldview (“a note of reaffirmation”; Tirso de Molina 123; 16; 14); even so, Sullivan’s definitive conclusion remains somewhat vague (see above, n. 58).

778 See above (n. 397).

779 This being the impression a modern observer might have with regard to the intellectual views of this time (cf. Delumeau, La Civilisation de la Renaissance 21).

780 See, e,g., the above remarks concerning the flourishing of the orthodox allegorical drama during this time (242f. herein). As already suggested, the genres of the vita and the legend also persist during this period in a specific field of application, namely that of a popularizing religious didacticism, which was affected only to a certain extent by the loss of discursive order. The reason for this perpetuation of a tradition without reflecting on its implications was polemically addressed by Luther later on: the lack of (theological) education of great parts of the lower clergy. One might wish to raise the question as to what makes these texts different from the ones produced by the Baroque renovatio. The main point is the difference between a mere continuation of a tradition on the one hand, and a preconceived, comprehensive strategy on the other. Accordingly, the difference has repercussions on the level of textual manifestations. Cf. my above remarks on El viaje del alma in relation to previous allegorical plays which particularly flourished during the fifteenth century: these latter plays continue familiar patterns. As has been pointed out, Lope de Vega, by contrast, aims to address a plethora of ‘new’ phenomena and concepts that had only emerged during the Age of Discovery, within humanism, or as a consequence of the religious schism; in this respect, Lope’s text is certainly not as comprehensive as those by Calderón analyzed in this study; but it would hardly be adequate to categorize it as a mere continuation of the tradition of morality plays.

781 See Ohly’s statement, cited verbatim in H. Kiesel, “Diskussionsbericht”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 719–738; here: 734.

782 “Rhétorique et poétique latines et romanes” 86.

783 See K. Stierle, “Montaigne und die Erfahrung der Vielheit”, in: Stierle and Stempel, ed., Die Pluralität der Welten, 417–448; here: 424; see also below (271f. herein).

784 For this Foucauldian metaphor, see above (n. 753).

785 See the corresponding line of reasoning in the letter to Don Benedetto Castelli of December 21, 1613 (in: Opere, ed. F. Flora, Milano/Napoli 1953, 986–993; spec. 987–989).

786 Cf. the “Proemio delle vite” (Le Vite de’ più eccellenti pittori, scultori ed architetti scritte da Giorgio Vasari, pittore Aretino, ed. R. Bettarini, Firenze 1966–1971, vol. 2, 3–32; here: 13; 31).

787 K. Stierle has demonstrated that this view, still widespread in the present, was produced by J. Michelet and J. Burckhardt; consequently, our common view of the Renaissance must be seen as a ‘concept produced by the spirit of the nineteenth century’ (“Renaissance. Die Entstehung eines Epochenbegriffs aus dem Geist des 19. Jahrhunderts”, in: R. Herzog and R. Koselleck, ed., Epochenschwelle und Epochenbewußtsein, Munich 1987, 453–492). As to Michelet’s 1854 formula of the Renaissance as an epoch ‘discovering the world and man’ (“la découverte du monde, la découverte de l’homme”), as well as concerning Burckhardt’s assessment of the Renaissance as the “early days of modernity” (thus Stierle’s résumé of the thesis of Burckhardt’s 1859 Kunst und Kultur der Renaissance in Italien), see Stierle, “Renaissance” 489; 491.

788 As regards the relatively late development of the notion of progress, see the position on the part of historiography (often overlooked by literary and intellectual historians), represented e.g. by Delumeau, La Civilisation de la Renaissance 55–94; 339–402.

789 The reference is, obviously, to events like the ones of 1453.

790 Humanismus und Renaissance, Munich 1974, vol. 1, 28. It is Kristeller’s merit to have been the first to decidedly object to the image of a unified, orderly, classicistically disciplined, rationalistic Renaissance, based on his knowledge of an abundant textual corpus.

791 As to Bakhtin’s above-cited concepts, and concerning his corresponding assessment of the epoch, see his monograph on Rabelais referenced below (n. 801), as well as his ultimately more balanced formulations, especially as regards the reception of the Menippea during the Renaissance, in Problems of Dostoevsky’s Poetics, ed. C. Emerson, Minneapolis, MN/London 1984. Even so, it is only as regards this aspect that this study is in accord with Bakhtin’s view; no further comment will be necessary as to the fact that the thesis of an organic emergence of ‘polyphonic’ modernity from the thinking and the texts of this time seems problematic.

792 In view of “complex interrelations”, Kuhn sees as “falsifications” the respective “polarizations”, such as that of playing out “the Late Middle Ages against [the] Early Modern Age” (“Versuch über das fünfzehnte Jahrhundert in der deutschen Literatur”, in: H.-U. Gumbrecht, ed., Literatur in der Gesellschaft des Spätmittelalters, Heidelberg 1980, 19–38; here: 20). As regards Foucault’s description of the analogical episteme, see the above references (n. 36).

793 I am still bracketing lyric poetry in this section.

794 See below, chap. 4.3.2.

795 In the course of the above textual analyses, a corresponding outline has already been submitted with regard to several significant énoncés of this epoch: concerning the Renaissance novella, cf. chap. 2; as to mythology and ‘autonomous’ poetological theory, cf. chap. 3.3.2.; regarding a conception of the world qua contingency, cf. chap. 3.3.3.

796 See the chapter “Adam and Eve”, in: Mimesis, 124–151.

797 The thirteenth century Résurrection de Tours, the oldest extant French Easter play, comprises about 300 verses; the Passion du Palatinus (fourteenth century) has 1,900 verses; the Passion d’Arras (fifteenth century) about 25,000 verses; and two later plays from the same century – Le Mystère de la Passion and La Passion Jhesuchrist – consist, respectively, of 34,574 and about 55,000 verses.

798 It is characteristic of this tendency towards a chaoticized analogism that the detailed staging of the Passion – exceeding the New Testament records by far – apparently remains figurally ‘supported’, seeing that qualities, deeds, or experiences are attributed to Jesus which, in Scripture itself, are linked to those Old Testament protagonists that are conventionally interpreted as Christ’s typoi. From having been a tool for appropriating the heterogeneous, the figura is thus rendered an instrument of expansion, alteration, and indeed of a complete disfigurement of the veritas – hence into the exact opposite of what it had been during the stage of order; see R. Warning, The Ambivalences of Medieval Religious Drama, tr. S. Rendall, Stanford, CA 2002.

799 The Ambivalences of Medieval Religious Drama, passim.

800 “Verwilderung” (that is, “wild growth”, “overgrowth”, “becoming overgrown”); for the term, cf. K. Stierle, “Die Verwilderung des Romans als Ursprung seiner Möglichkeit”, in: Gumbrecht, ed., Literatur in der Gesellschaft des Spätmittelalters, 253–313; the metaphor derives from agriculture; it basically means a process by which the conscious activity of ‘cultivating’ nature ceases, and man-made order is replaced by ‘wilderness’ once again; in that it suggests a ‘natural’, automatic development, Stierle’s thesis is different from mine; this said, the description of the phenomenon at hand – the evolution of medieval romance in early modern times – is highly instructive, considered from the theoretical perspective here proposed.


801 With regard to Rabelais’s message, this study follows L. Spitzer’s judgment on various attempts at reading fixed “ideals of education, personal conduct, political order, religiosity” out of the texts, which attempts he qualifies as fundamentally ignoring what is “conditional, paradoxical, unreal, utopian in these doctrines” (“Zur Auffassung Rabelais’”, in: A. Buck, ed., Rabelais, Darmstadt 1973, 26–52; here: 46). As to Bakhtin’s theses, and specifically concerning the integration and function of ‘laughter’ during the stage of order, as well as its proliferation in the stage of dissolution, see Rabelais and His World, ed. H. Iswolsky, Bloomington, IN 1984.

802 Guicciardini formulates this conclusion in his Considerazioni intorno ai Discorsi del Machiavelli sopra la prima Deca di Tito Livio (~1529–1530), where, from the perspective of a strictly implemented nominalism, he assesses Machiavelli’s project of attempting to order a partial field; similarly in his Ricordi (1512/1530): “ogni minimo particulare che varii, è atto a fare variare una conclusione. Però non si possono giudicare le cose del mondo sì da discosto, ma bisogna giudicarle e resolverle giornata per giornata. [. . .] la natura delle cose del mondo è in modo, che è quasi impossibile trovarne alcuna che in ogni parte non vi sia qualche disordine e inconveniente. Bisogna resolversi a tôrle come sono” (Ricordi §114; §126).

803 As to the presuppositions of this equanimity, see immediately below; regarding the fact itself, see the praise of – enlightened – ignorance in the essai De l’expérience (III:13): “Le plus simplement se commettre à nature, c’est s’y commettre le plus sagement. O que c’est un doux et mol chevet, et sain, que l’ignorance et l’incuriosité, à reposer une teste bien faicte”.

804 See Stierle, “Montaigne und die Erfahrung der Vielheit” 417–448; here: 424; my above short description of the Essais is indebted to Stierle’s (424–441) and H. Friedrich’s respective accounts (Montaigne, Bern/Munich 1967, spec. 24–28; 118–135; 149f.; 285f.; 291–304); as regards the issue of a fundamental accord between Machiavelli and Montaigne – with variances in terms of accentuation – see Friedrich, 141–144; 172–178.

805 Les Essais III:8.

806 II:2; in this essai, these assessments initially refer to human agency, but they may be transferred to other levels of reality considered by Montaigne.

807 II:30.

808 See III:2.

809 III:13.

810 Cf. the statement: “Et ne fut jamais au monde deux opinions pareilles, non plus que deux poils ou deux grains. Leur plus universelle qualité, c’est la diversité” (II:37); equally: “il n’est aucune qualité si universelle [. . .] que la diversité et variété” (III:13); as to Bandello’s formulation, see the reference above (33n. herein).

811 According to M. Merleau-Ponty (Lecture de Montaigne, Paris 1960, 250).

812 Cf. the above references (14n. herein).

813 See spec. A. Hillach: “The opinion that Spain did not have a Renaissance may be considered obsolete by now. This Renaissance was indeed a late one: it was not only characterized by Neoplatonism, ancient mythology, and an expansion of the horizon on account of the New World, but also by the incursion of the Parisian school of nominalism and the humanist questions triggered thereby, which, in the specifically Spanish intellectual climate, were absorbed by an emphatic Christianity of Erasmian or Neo-Thomist imprint” (“Das spanische Fronleichnamsspiel zwischen Theologie und humaner Selbstfeier. Ein geschichtsphilosophischer Versuch über Calderón”, in: T. Heydenreich, ed., Pedro Calderón de la Barca (1600–1681). Beiträge zu Werk und Wirkung, Erlangen 1982, 45–61; here: 51).

814 See the above line of reasoning (n. 395).

815 I am thinking, of course, of nearly eight centuries of bellicose engagement with the second universalistic monotheism, Islam.

816 Erasmo y España.

817 As to the possible connection between the Spanish reception of Erasmism and an intellectual climate that was, at least to a certain extent, determined by the presence of a considerable number of conversos, cf. M. Fernández Álvarez, La sociedad española del renacimiento, Salamanca 1970, 191–242.

818 In this respect, cf. Calderón’s auto A Dios por razón de estado (1650–1660 [?]), as well as the plays La vida es sueño (1635) and La hija del aire (1664).

819 See I. Nolting-Hauff, “La vida de Lazarillo de Tormes und die erasmische Satire”, in: K. W. Hempfer and G. Regn, ed., Interpretation. Das Paradigma der europäischen Renaissance-Literatur, Wiesbaden 1983, 83–104; see also Nolting-Hauff, “Pikaresker Roman und menippeische Satire”, in: Stempel and Stierle, ed., Die Pluralität der Welten, 181–200.

820 Apart from Blumenberg’s assessment and formulations regarding this point (see above, 259n–261n.), cf. the view of the discipline of theology, here represented by E. Stakemeier (“Trienter Lehrentscheidungen und reformatorische Anliegen”, in: R. Bäumer, ed., Concilium Tridentinum, Darmstadt 1979, 199–250; spec. 210), E. Iserloh (“Das tridentinische Meßopferdekret in seinen Beziehungen zu der Kontroverstheologie der Zeit”, in: Bäumer, ed., Concilium Tridentinum, 341–381; spec. 344), and E. Lortz (“Zur Zielsetzung des Konzils von Trient”, in: Bäumer, ed., Concilium Tridentinum, 51–73; spec. 67–69).

821 Given the configuration of this study, the relationship between Luther’s theses and orthodox analogism may be of very limited interest only. At any rate, it is necessary to indicate that, in its consequences, Luther’s approach exceeds the theological domain sensu stricto; like its orthodox counter-paradigm, it implies aspects of world-modeling. For the notion of original sin, carried to extremes in Luther, signifies that the nature of the Creation is totally and inevitably corrupted, whereas Catholic doctrine supposes that fallen nature is basically identical with itself – i.e. with original nature as created by God – at all times, although it is more difficult to keep it ‘in order’ after the Fall (cf. Jugie’s art. “Péché originel” 512, where this query is ultimately considered the most fundamental controversy between the two major variants of the (Western) Christian faith). It stands to reason that Luther’s notion of a ‘chaotic’ nature – ridden with the consequences of original sin, at no cost returnable to its original order – must raise the question of the extent to which a conceptualization of this nature with regard to what its factuality continually denies, i.e. being divinely created, may still be meaningful. Such a question seems to fundamentally undermine (at the very least) orthodox analogism’s most elaborate form, Thomism, with its concept of each individual natural phenomenon being an ‘imprint’ of the divine typos as revealed in Scripture.

822 Without wishing to engage with details pertaining to theology proper, it might be stressed that the self-chosen name of the schismatic movement, Reformation, points to the degree to which the more ‘modern’ variant of Christian thinking is still linked to the discursive patterns of its age of emergence. The main difference between the Protestant ‘reform’ and the Catholic ‘renovatio’ is the point in time to which they respectively intend to ‘go back’ in order to cope with the present state of disorder. Luther conceives of his theology as a renewal of the ‘authentic’ Biblical revelation (in the above quotes, he has recourse to the Pauline concept of a Christian’s freedom, thus demeaning Catholicism as a relapse into Judaism); the Tridentine ‘renovatio’ tries to reconfirm the entire tradition, including the Scriptural testimonies, but it relies on the aforesaid attempts at systematizing the revelation, taking place from the second century onward, to a (far) greater extent. Considering the findings of modern theology, including Bultmann’s, which revealed that what Luther believed to be ‘God’s own word’ is also nothing other than a part of the ‘tradition’ polemically discarded by the reformer as human fabrication, it is evident that present-day Protestantism has to face the alternatives of radically turning away from theology and embracing mysticism (that is the way of the innumerable Protestant denominations flourishing in North America), or of abandoning the Biblical revelation in favor of a humanitarianism which is propagated all the more emphatically as it lacks conceptual foundation (this is the way chosen by European Protestantism).

823 Cf. S. Kuttner’s statement that Protestant theology implies the “elimination of the basic structure of the mystical body [i.e. of the Church]” (“The Reform of the Church and the Council of Trent”, in: Bäumer, ed., Concilium Tridentinum, 385–407; here: 397); similarly in Stakemeier: “Luther’s subjectivism unhinged the objective magisterium, the Church’s hierarchical organization, indeed its entire visible structure, which has its foundation in the sacraments” (“Trienter Lehrentscheidungen” 211).

824 That is, Foucault’s inaugural lecture at the Collège de France (L’Ordre du discours), in which Foucault focuses on the relationship between material and discursive (ideological) power.

825 This also accords with evaluations on the part of Catholic theologians, identifying a “rationalization” of the paradox of divine grace and human freedom (Stakemeier, “Trienter Lehrentscheidungen” 232); such rationalization is negatively assessed as flouting the essentially mystical character of the relation between God and humans.

826 See Stakemeier, “Trienter Lehrentscheidungen” 209.

827 Cf. Tirso de Molina 28–40.

828 Assessing the Tridentine doctrines as restorative is the prevailing view in the area of Catholic theology; there is not any negative implication linked to this assessment; from the perspective of a dogma of truth, the negativum is precisely innovation. This position is manifest in H. Jedin, who speaks of the “restored Church” passim (Geschichte des Konzils von Trient, Freiburg i. Br., 1951–1975; see, e.g., vol. 4,2, 255). Deviating opinions, such as H. A. Oberman’s, are less convincing, particularly in that their claiming a direct continuity of Tridentine with late medieval theology overstates the fact of limited commonalities, at the expense of the question as to the systematic relevance of such a continuity (Oberman, “Das tridentinische Rechtfertigungsdekret im Lichte spätmittelalterlicher Theologie”, in: Bäumer, ed., Concilium Tridentinum, 301–340).

829 In the relevant documents, this is the ever-recurring term when the views of late medieval and humanist theology are at issue, as a continuation of which Luther’s theses might be seen; cf. Lortz as to the corresponding qualification of Ockham’s theses concerning divine omnipotence (“Zur Zielsetzung des Konzils von Trient”, spec. 67n.–68n.).

830 As far as a quantitative analysis is concerned, see the indices in the twelve individual volumes of the Council’s proceedings (Concilium Tridentinum. Diariorum, actorum, epistolarum, tractatuum nova collectio, Freiburg i. Br., 1965/1966). The semantic shift in the connotation of reformatio commences during this time, precisely with Protestantism – which, in its own view, was also ‘restorative’ (see above, n. 822).

831 The central doctrines of the Council are summarized in an exemplarily transparent manner in Sullivan (Tirso de Molina 19–27; as to the crucial issue of grace, see 28–40). Stakemeier’s theologically oriented overview is most impressive, particularly since it briefly addresses the corresponding Lutheran positions also (“Trienter Lehrentscheidungen” 216–248).

832 Consequently, the Protestant position is essentially “subjectivism” from the Catholic perspective (Stakemeier, “Trienter Lehrentscheidungen” 211); it would probably be difficult to encounter Stakemeier’s 1951 formulation in current theological publications, but this does not mean that it is considered obsolete; it is, rather, seen as rhetorically inexpedient.

833 See above (4 herein); to prevent misunderstandings, it should be emphasized once again that the entire area of the visual arts is not included in the present study.

834 As to Friedrich’s pertinent theses, cf. Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 593–672; spec. 593; also 541.

835 Cf. the subtitle of Mannerism (The Crisis of the Renaissance and the Origin of Modern Art).

836 Cf. European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 273–301.

837 As to the focus herein, Friedrich’s description of the phenomenon offers the most expedient approach indeed. Hauser’s construction is burdened in part by a conception of modern art that is too narrow (being aestheticist only), in part by a concept of modernity that is too broad (as e.g. in the assessment of a pessimistic worldview as a significantly modern mindset), but especially by problematic historical construals, such as the assertion of a connection between Protestant theology and Mannerist art. On the level of the phenomena, Mannerism is considered the “crisis of the Renaissance” or of “humanism” (Mannerism 7); this presupposes comprehending the Renaissance as an epoch of order(liness), which is more plausible with regard to the fine arts than it is with regard to literature. As to the Reformation and its doctrine of grace as a catalyst of the crisis, cf. Mannerism 8f.; for relativizations (the concomitancy of Mannerism and Counter-Reformation), see Mannerism 71–81. Curtius’s thesis is justified as regards the empirical case at hand: the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries indeed study ancient Asianism, as well as the entire spectrum of the Silver Age of Latin literature; but, as Friedrich shows, this reception takes place on the basis of a previously extant proclivity for Mannerist diction. Once more, then, the case does not seem to be a direct continuity of a ‘Latin tradition in European literature’, but rather the use of ancient traditions for purposes of legitimation, as well as for the expansion and systematization of intents of articulation that had developed without immediate recourse to the corresponding model.

838 Cf. Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 546.

839 Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 542. Spanish Petrarchism was based on the imitation of Italian models; its main representative was Garcilaso de la Vega; during the first decades, it faced fierce opposition on the part of poets and theoreticians more inclined to preserve the autochthonous tradition; by the end of the century, it had become an integral part of poetic diction in the Castilian language. As far as the Italian origin of Mannerism is concerned, Gracián advocates the counter-thesis; in his view, agudeza is specifically Spanish: “En España siempre hubo libertad de ingenio, o por gravedad, o por nativa cólera de la nación, que no por falta de inventiva”; it is said to commence with the ‘Spaniards’ Seneca and Martial, and is then handed down to contemporary Spanish literature (Agudeza y arte de ingenio, Discurso 51). At the same time, Gracián extensively cites Italian authors as examples. Curtius is influenced to a considerable degree by Gracián’s positions (cf. European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 293–301).

840 See Schulz-Buschhaus’s study on the set of problems concerning the Baroque (“Gattungsmischung – Gattungskombination – Gattungsnivellierung” passim), as well as the above remarks (n. 28).

841 See once more Foucault, L’Archéologie du savoir 46; 56f. As regards the customary hypotheses concerning the origin, and for the problem of definitive conclusions, see Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 3.

842 For instance, phenomena such as the de-individualization of the addressee; the de-eroticized conception of love; or special conceptual schemata, such as the articulation of an “absolute bliss, of happiness, by way of imagining [one’s own] destruction” (Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 13).

843 See the examples given in the further course of this chapter.

844 According to Friedrich, “novo” is here tied to its typological meaning, i.e. meant in terms of a salvific form of love, higher than the ‘normal’ one: “a non-sensual, noble love, vernally rejuvenating the soul, in analogy to the Easterly spiritual renewal by divine grace” (Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 53); as regards “dolce” qua reference to mystical conceptions, see 54.

845 Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 56. Concerning the diffuse and overly subtle ‘solution’ of this problem in Guinizelli’s Canzone “Al cor gentil rempaira sempre Amore . . .” (~1266–1276), see Friedrich, 60–62.

846 See Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 92–125.

847 In terms of adequacy, the widespread biographical construals cannot compare with allegorical interpretations; even so, the latter do not account for the fundamental ‘mimeticism’ of the poetry concerning Beatrice, which separates these poems from their precursors. The latter ones textualize largely de-individualized female figures. Friedrich accentuates both the historical and the symbolical dimension of Beatrice (Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 96f.); he ultimately inclines towards reading her as a “mythical character” (98), while not specifying the meaning of ‘myth’ serving as the basis of his assessment. As to the suggestion of an allegorical reading, see particularly Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 372–378, including a detailed critique of the biographical thesis, as well as an outline concerning the latter’s emergence. This study’s interpretation is detailed in the following.

848 For details, see Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 121–123.

849 Cf. Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 103; 121.

850 The courtly frame, massively present in pre-Dantean (Provençal; Sicilian) lyrical poetry, is abandoned from the fourteenth century onward.


851 Letter IV,1 to Dionigi da Borgo San Sepolcro (Epistole di Francesco Petrarca, ed. U. Dotti, Torino 1978, 118–135; here: 130); as to the quote from Augustine, see Confessiones X:8: 15. The following statement – “librum clausi, iratus michimet quod nunc etiam terrestria mirarer, qui iampridem ab ipsis gentium philosophis discere debuissem ‘nichil preter animum esse mirabile, cui magno nichil est magnum’” (130) – may hardly be comprehended as an indicator of a specifically Renaissance humanism, but has recourse to the patristic concept of a parallel revelation mediated through (created) nature, and to the priority thesis, respectively.

852 Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 183.

853 “Era il giorno ch’al sol si scoloraro / per la pietà del suo factore i rai, / quando i’fui preso” (Canz. III).

854 See the second tercet of “Voglia mi sprona, Amor mi guida et scorge . . .”: “Mille trecento ventisette, a punto / su l’ora prima, il dí sesto d’aprile / nel laberinto intrai, né veggio ond’esca” (Canz. CCXI); naturally, the last verse already represents a considerable disfiguration of the salvation motif implied by the date.

855 As to dating the encounter, and concerning the interpretation of its context, see Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 195. For the stylization of the loved one as a salvific agency, cf. the following lines from “Levommi il mio penser in parte ov’era . . .”: “ivi, fra lor che ‘l terzo cerchio serra, / la rividi piú bella et meno altera. / Per man mi prese, et disse: – In questa spera / sarai anchor meco, se ‘l desir non erra” (Canz. CCCII); from “Li angeli electi et l’anime beate . . .”: “Ella, contenta aver cangiato albergo, / si paragona pur coi piú perfecti; / et parte ad or ad or si volge a tergo, / mirando s’io la seguo, et par ch’aspecti: / ond’io voglie et pensier’ tutti al ciel ergo / per ch’i’ l’odo pregar pur ch’i’ m’affretti” (Canz. CCCXLIV); from “Volo con l’ali de’ pensieri al cielo . . .”: “Talor mi trema ‘l cor d’un dolce gelo / udendo lei per ch’io mi discoloro / dirmi: – Amico, or t’am’ io et or t’onoro / perch’ à’ i costumi varïati, e’l pelo. – / Menami al suo Signor: allor m’inchino, / pregando humilemente che consenta / ch’i’stia a veder et l’uno et l’altro volto. / Responde: – Egli è ben fermo il tuo destino” (Canz. CCCLXII).

856 As to acedia, see the dialog of Dolor and Ratio (“De tristitia et miseria”, II:93) in Petrarch’s De remediis utriusque fortunae (written between ~1354 and 1360). Utilizing the glaring hyperboles of his epoch, Tirso de Molina demonstrated in the Burlador de Sevilla how a conscious persistence in sinfulness – and a deferral of repentance to the very last moment – are to be judged from the viewpoint of the restored official discourse.

857 Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik 183.

858 The already problematic recourse to the Christian pattern is relativized once again when one takes into consideration the sonnet “Padre del ciel, dopo i perduti giorni . . .” (Canz. LXII); in formulations similar to those found in “I’vo piangendo i miei passati tempi . . .”, the speaker articulates his will to repent, and asks for divine assistance (“piacciati omai co’l Tuo lume, ch’io torni / ad altra vita et a piú belle imprese”); in this sonnet, the speaker has been taking the wrong path ‘for eleven years’; but – as stated in CCCLXIV – he then continues to do so for another ten, despite his alleged contrition and good intentions, precisely until finding himself at death’s door; this constellation consequently renders his concluding conversion rather ambiguous. By comparing sonnet XXXV (“Solo e pensoso . . .”) with Ps 139, L. Forster states that “the daring secularisation of religious imagery to designate his own condition [. . .] is characteristic of Petrarch’s art” (“Petrarch’s Solo e pensoso and the Omnipresence of the Deity”, in: Hempfer and Regn, ed., Interpretation, 236–238; here: 238).

859 Concerning this point, as well as what follows, see A. Noyer-Weidner, “Zur Mythologieverwendung in Petrarcas Canzoniere (mit einem Ausblick auf die petrarkistische Lyrik)”, in: F. Schalk, ed., Petrarca 1304–1374. Beiträge zu Werk und Wirkung, Frankfurt a. M. 1975, 221–242; spec. 227; 233; 236f.

860 See Noyer-Weidner, “Zur Mythologieverwendung in Petrarcas Canzoniere” 236f.

861 The same holds true also, or to a greater extent, for the visual arts; hence its testimonies are hardly expedient for drawing conclusions concerning epochs and epochal thresholds in terms of symbolic/linguistic appropriations of the world. As to the fundamental ties of the analogical discourse to a narrative basic structure, see above, chap. 4.2. passim.

862 The Structure of the Artistic Text 99.

863 Cf. “Linguistics and Poetics”, spec. 358.

864 In this respect, see Friedrich, Epochen der italienischen Lyrik, spec. 9; 13; 27; 35; 196–199; 217–219; 225–233; 549–552.

865 – instead of comprehending it as a manifestation of a historically non-specified tendency towards aestheticization or as the re-emergence of a template observable in the Silver Age of Latin literature.

866 The entire “Tratado segundo” is dedicated to the latter (Agudeza y arte de ingenio, in: B. G., Obras completas, ed. A. del Hoyo, Madrid 1967, 231–516; here: 459–516); for a differentiation of the agudeza simple from the agudeza compuesta, see 461.

867 See “Discurso 51” (spec. 463), and the other “Discursos” (53–56) on “los compuestos por metaforas” (467–485; spec. 480); as particularly well executed examples of the agudeza compuesta, Gracián submits “las graves epopeyas” (a fact initially surprising to a modern reader), and for the following reason: “que en los hechos, sucesos y aventuras de un supuesto, los menos verdaderos y los más fingidos y tal vez todos, va ideando los de todos los mortales” (479). Consequently, the epics are ‘ingenious’ texts if (and to the extent that) they are read allegorically: “la siempre agradable Ulisiada de Homero [. . .] pinta al vivo la peregrinación de nuestra vida por entre Cilas y Caribdis, Circes, cíclopes y sirenas de los vicios” (479).

868 “Autorice tan hermosa especie de conceptos el celestial divino oráculo, prorrumpiendo en aquella delicadeza sacra: ‘Tu es Petrus, et super hanc petram aedificabo Ecclesiam meam’” (389; for the overall set of issues, cf. 387–396).

869 See “Discurso 32” (Agudeza y arte de ingenio, 396).

870 E. Tesauro, Cannocchiale aristotelico,Venetia 1663, 75; cf. also the explicit utilization of the term ‘allegory’ for the ‘most perfect of metaphors’, while the metaphor as such is considered the basis of all ‘acute’ speech (“Madre delle Poesie, delle Argutie, de’ Concetti, de’ Simboli, e delle Imprese”): “Nel precedente Capitolo habbiam noi principalmente inteso di scoprirti le Otto Specie delle Metafore Simplici [. . .] consistendo sovente in una sola Parola [. . .]: come se tu chiami l’Amore ‘Fuoco’ [. . .]. Hor queste noi non chiamiam perfette Argutezze; ma Sementi, ò Radici delle Perfette [. . .]. Dicoti dunque, che più perfette saran quelle, che si formano con la Seconda Operatione dell’Intelletto: qual è l’Allegoria: cioè la Continuation della Metafora simplice” (75; 440).

871 Les Mots et les choses 32–59.

872 “Ancora il grande Iddio godè talora di fare il Poeta e l’Arguto favellatore: mottegiando agli huomini e agli Angeli, con vari motti e Simboli figurati, gli altissimi suoi concetti. [. . .] Peroche quanto hà il mondo d’ingegnoso: ò è Iddio ò è da Dio. Dipoi accioche lo stile della Divina Maestà non senta punto del triviale: ma da nobil figure si sollevi in guisa, che la sublimità generi maraviglia, e la maraviglia veneratione” (54).

873 Tesauro’s praise of the logically absurd as the best of all witticisms demonstrates the extent to which Mannerism is indifferent to the question of truth: “io dico, le Perfette Argutezze, e gli’ngegnosi Concetti non esser’altro che Argomenti urbanamente fallaci”; cf. also the following succinct formulations: “Fingimento cavilloso”; “Paralogismi”; “Falsa Analogia” (447f.).

874 Here, the thesis of a restoration – in terms of a return to concepts already ascertainable during the orthodox phase – is significant as well; as to stupore qua guiding concept of Mannerist aesthetics, this is demonstrated by the following quote from Dante’s Convivio: “Ché lo stupore è uno stordimento d’animo per grandi e maravigliose cose vedere o udire o per alcuno modo sentire; ché, in quanto paiono grandi, fanno reverente a sé quelli che le sente” (Convivio IV, XXV, 5). Precisely this stupore is intended when Spanish dramatists of the Baroque perform ingenious construals, be it on the level of the histoire or on that of the expression.

875 In German, the now obsolete expression Poesie does not refer to poetry only, but also to drama and fiction; its present-day equivalent is Literatur; both terms take into consideration ‘serious’ literary texts only; one would not qualify regular crime fiction, for instance, as Poesie, nor as Literatur (the appropriate term would be Konsum-Literatur, or even Trivial-Literatur). In the following, the term is translated as “Poetry” (i.e. with a capital ‘p’).

876 See Goethe’s Letter to Schiller from January 28, 1804, written after having read A. W. Schlegel’s translation of the play: “Ja, ich möchte sagen, wenn die Poesie ganz von der Welt verloren ginge, so könnte man sie aus diesem Stück wieder herstellen” (in: Goethe, Gedenkausgabe der Werke, Briefe und Gespräche, ed. E. Beutler, Zürich 1948–1954, vol. 20, 964f.).

877 It is necessary to exempt S. W. Hardy’s study from this assessment (Goethe, Calderón und die romantische Theorie des Dramas, Heidelberg 1965). As regards the reception, see also K. R. Pietschmann (“Calderón auf der deutschen Bühne von Goethe bis Immermann”, Maske und Kothurn 3 (1957), 317–339), and W. Brüggemann (“Zur deutschen Calderón-Forschung des 19. Jahrhunderts”, Spanische Forschungen der Görres-Gesellschaft 25 (1970), 176–272).

878 As Hardy shows, it is justified to consider Goethe Romantic in this particular case; or rather (thus the thesis of Hardy’s study), Goethe’s reception of Calderón is an indicator of when and to what extent he drew closer to the Romantic school in terms of his own poetological conceptions (cf. Goethe, Calderón und die romantische Theorie des Dramas 43; as to Goethe’s usage of Poesie – central in his assessment of Calderón – being proximate to the corresponding Romantic concept, cf. 113–115; also: 79–85, 106). See also A. W. Schlegel’s remark as to the presence of the “spirit of Romantic Poetry” in Shakespeare and Calderón (Vorlesungen über dramatische Kunst und Literatur XXV, in: Sämtliche Werke, ed. E. Böcking, Leipzig 1846/1847, vol. 6, 160).

879 In the early Fr. Schlegel, the rationale behind the concept of the world qua Poetry still has recourse to the notion of a cosmic harmony guaranteed by the Creator, a conception familiar from the Baroque age, but also from ancient times (for details, see Hardy, Goethe, Calderón und die romantische Theorie des Dramas 78f.). Yet from this worldview, Romantic theory does not derive the concept of an imitation of cosmic harmony by way of mimesis; it rather champions a form of art entirely based on ‘fancy’ (Phantasie), which is not the ‘image’ or ‘model’ of the visible, but an at least equal, if not superior (being more elaborate) ontological counter-world sui generis. Given this background, the “decisive differences” between Calderón’s drama and the Romantic texts come to the fore, which Hardy describes felicitously: “A sayable truth is behind Calderón’s dramatic works. [. . .] What appears determined and delineated in Calderón, Romantic Poetry repeats as an indefinite neuter. [. . .] What [Romantic texts] [. . .] aim at expressing is the numinous as such. Yet what does it point to? Can the [. . .] perceivability of the [deep] structure, [. . .] the elaborate perforation of the ‘factual nexus’[,] still have a meaning if the frame of reference [. . .] is no longer perceivable?” (Goethe, Calderón und die romantische Theorie des Dramas 97; 99f.; emph. mine). In semiotic terms, Hardy’s formulation – “the symbols only [point to] ever new symbols. The center seems lost,” (103) – comprehends a central characteristic of the Romantic discourse, which Foucault was later the first to describe in detail: its fundamental ‘opacity’ (cf. Les Mots et les choses 78; 229–261).

880 “It may be objected that metalanguage also makes a sequential use of equivalent units when combining synonymic expressions into an equational sentence: A = A (“Mare is the female of the horse”). Poetry and metalanguage, however, are in diametrical opposition to each other: in metalanguage the sequence is used to build an equation, whereas in poetry the equation is used to build a sequence” (Jakobson, “Linguistics and Poetics” 358).

881 In a letter to C. v. Knebel from October 17, 1812, Goethe consequently rejects J. K. Schulze’s “Über den standhaften Prinzen”, which indicates the play’s religious dimension, as “Mister Schulze’s Christian sanctimonious explanations [‘Saalbaderey’] concerning the Steadfast Prince” (Werke [Sophien-Ausgabe],Weimar 1887–1919, section IV, vol. 23, 113–115; here: 115).

882 “Zur Struktur des Standhaften Prinzen von Calderón”, in: Flasche, ed., Calderón de la Barca, 321–346, 341f.; the emphasis is on (semantic) ‘correlation’, as opposed to (semantic) meaning in the sense of denotation. In Kayser’s terminology: an ordo simultaneorum (i.e. a paradigmatic structure) is superimposed on the ordo successivorum (the syntagmatic axis of the action); the former primarily results from numerous equivalences between Fernando and Fénix (cf. 327f.; 336–342). As to the above, see also Kayser’s explicit rejection of a reading as a martyr play, and the qualification of the play’s “meaning” as “insignificant” (335).

883 “Die Figur der Fénix in Calderóns Standhaftem Prinzen”, Romanistisches Jahrbuch 10 (1959), 305–335.

884 In this respect, cf. also the interpretation on the part of A. Porqueras Mayo introducing the edition here cited, which summarizes and elaborates on the more recent research (“Introducción”, in: El príncipe constante, ed. Porqueras Mayo, Madrid 1975, VII–CVIII; spec. XXXIC; XLVIII; LXII–LXIII; LXVIII).

885 For the quote from Augustine, see above (n. 702).

886 See above (n. 757).

887 In this respect, see also the remarks in Blumenberg concerning the ascent of “history” as an “authority to which to appeal against metaphysics” in the course of the discoveries (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 340).

888 Concerning Bruno, see the detailed description in Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 549–596.

889 “[. . .] un infinito universo, cioè effetto della infinita divina potentia, perché io stimavo cosa indegna della divina bontà e potentia che possendo produr oltra questo mondo un altro e altri infiniti, producesse un mondo finito” – thus Bruno in the summary of his doctrines before the Inquisition tribunal in Venice, when interrogated on June 2, 1592; the documents of the trial are printed as an appendix to D. Berti, Vita di Giordano Bruno da Nola, Firenze/Torino/Milano 1868, 327–395; here: 353.

890 I should like to remind readers of the way in which the ‘world’ was conceived up to that date; Dante’s account of Ulysses’ voyage beyond the ‘columns of Hercules’ – i.e. the Strait of Gibraltar (Inf. 26) – may serve as a useful indicator for what even the educated believed to be true in this respect, and at a point in time only a century prior to the onset of the Portuguese expansion.

891 For my explanation of the difference, see chap. 4.3.1. above.

892 A brief account of the drama concerning Pizarro is given in S. McCormack, “La Aurora de Copacabana de Calderón. La conversión de los incas a la luz de la teología, la cultura y la teoría política españolas del siglo XVII”, in: García Lorenzo, ed., Calderón, vol. 1, 503–510.

893 See A. E. Sloman’s chap. “El príncipe constante” in his The Dramatic Craftsmanship of Calderón. His Use of Earlier Plays, Oxford 1958, 188–216; here: 189; for Sloman’s thesis, cf. spec. 195 and passim; the chap. summarizes the findings of Sloman’s earlier monograph The Sources of Calderón’s El príncipe constante. With a Critical Edition of its Immediate Source, La fortuna adversa del Infante Don Fernando de Portugal (A Play Attributed to Lope de Vega), Oxford 1950.

894 The Sources of Calderón’s El príncipe constante 89.

895 In this respect, see the drama by the anonymous playwright printed in Sloman (The Sources 116–212), as well as his synopsis (42–52).

896 The chronicle is discussed at length below. This study endorses Sloman’s assessment of the relationship between the play and the chronicle (“a dramatized version of Román’s Historia y vida”; The Sources 36).

897 This, however, is Sloman’s assumption; apart from La fortuna adversa, he mentionsanother model which Calderón is thought to have used, the Epítome de las historias portuguesas by Faria y Sousa (The Sources 60–64; The Dramatic Craftsmanship of Calderón 189). The Epítome was published some months prior to Calderón’s redaction of his play, hence it may have served as a sort of stimulus; but to consider it a prototype seems problematic, seeing that, in Faria y Sousa, the refusal to return Ceuta is attributed to a decision of the Cortes – followed by a statement that Ferdinand approved it (see the citation of the key passages from Faria y Sousa in Sloman, The Sources 62n.). In contrast to Calderón, the decisive aspect in terms of discourse history – the prince’s ‘steadfastness’ qua conscious self-sacrifice, effected despite the pleas on the part of his brothers, of the court, of all the Portuguese – is not mentioned in the Epítome.

898 The ensuing inquiry into the tradition of the material on Ferdinand is basically already implemented in Sloman (The Sources 22–36); seeing that his account is weighed down by numerous problems, a reconsideration, with a concomitant concentration on the most important stages of the transmission, seems recommendable. First, Sloman judges all of the sources he mentions with reference to a reconstruction of the “historical background” which is based on Rui de Pina’s ~1495 Crónica d’el Rei D. Duarte (cf. 13–21); for that purpose, the latter is of little use; when compared to the first stage of transmission (the biography by Álvares), Pina’s Crónica already represents the commencement of the Christian glorification. In addition, Sloman tends to disregard the inconsistencies in Álvares, especially those whose elimination is the crucial achievement on the part of later revisions, with Calderón’s as the climax (in this respect, cf. e.g. Álvares’s supposed tendency to emphasize the “fortitude of Ferdinand, the virtue later represented with such dramatic force in Calderón” (24); see also the remark that Álvares represents Ferdinand’s death as a “mere consequence of Moorish deceit and treachery” (25)). In general, Sloman’s overall conclusions regarding the relationship between the sources not only remain vague, but sometimes tend towards a problematic judgment, e.g. when assessing Román’s version as “little more than a rehash of Álvares” (32). Finally, the details of Sloman’s summaries contain imprecisions, which result in a partially askew overall impression; with reference to Álvares’s chronicle, he qualifies the terms of the Portuguese surrender as imposed by the Moors (23), while Álvares actually says that the Portuguese offered these conditions, including the return of the Christian city Ceuta to the Moors. The above criticism notwithstanding, the book remains a considerable achievement in the framework of philology concerned with Calderón; it should be noted that Sloman’s reading of the Príncipe constante proper (The Sources 72–88) follows Entwistle’s construal (see 332n. herein).

899 As to Lope’s Dragontea, see above (n. 319); cf. also the study by A. K. Jameson, which is problematic in particular respects, but instructive for the context at hand (“Lope de Vega’s La dragontea: Historical and Literary Sources”, Hispanic Review 6 (1938), 104–119). Like those written by Calderón, Lope’s numerous historical plays – La pérdida honrosa (about the battle for Rhodes in 1522), La mayor desgracia de Carlos Quinto (on Charles’s expedition to Algiers in 1541), La santa liga (concerning Lepanto, 1571), La nueva vitoria del marqués de Santa Cruz (on the 1604 victory over the Turks), El Brasil restituido (regarding the defeat of the Dutch by Spanish and Portuguese forces at Saõ Salvador in 1625), to list only the most important ones – are still awaiting a more than superficial commentary.

900 The text is quoted according to the critical edition of Álvares’s works (Obras, ed. A. de Almeida Calado, Coimbra 1959/1960, vol. 1, 1–107); as to the author’s biography, see Almeida Calado, “Introdução”, IX–XLVII; here: IX–X.


901 For a more detailed portrayal of the state of transmission, including a critique of the one modern print (Coimbra 1911), see Almeida Calado, “Introdução” XV–XXI; XXV–XXVI. Almeida’s edition is based on the transmitted textual material; the editio princeps, still extant in the nineteenth century, is no longer available. Almeida Calado also documents the text of the 1577 edition in its entirety (Obras, vol. 1, 113–269).

902 Cf. Almeida Calado, “Introdução” XIII–XIV; for the text, see Obras, vol. 2, 157–217.

903 “E o que vos pareçer digno de reprensom ou de coregimento seja posto aa minha inorançia e sinpreza e nom a outro maleçioso engano” (Trautado da vida 5).

904 See the already cited chap. in Jolles, Einfache Formen 23–61.

905 Mother and child appear moribund initially; in the wake of several pious deeds – the father’s recourse to a relic, among other things – ‘it pleased God’ to effect the mother’s convalescence, followed by her child’s (Trautado da vida 6f.).

906 “[. . .] absuluçom plenaria pela indulgençia da cruzada” (21).

907 Cf. 9: material needs were likely the motive for the king’s vassals’ readiness to enter the service of ‘foreign’ rulers; precolonial Portugal was a poor country. It is stated that Fernando’s income was not sufficient to supply his servants with necessaries – although he himself lived very modestly: “E como ele nom tiinha como dar aos seus todo o que mester aviam conthinuadamente, nem com que os agasalhar” (18). This constellation provides yet another reason for accentuating the infante’s virtuousness: he seeks employment, so as to become a burden neither to his family, nor to those from whom he might (de lege lata) demand more tribute (“pousentadorias”, 18) than he receives.

908 According to Sloman, there even seems to have been a rivalry between Castile and Portugal as regards the taking of Tangier; from the fact that Tangier had been Gothic at one point, Castile inferred the primacy of its claims (The Sources 15f.). Sloman does not take into account that the situation actually became difficult for the Portuguese king only when his brothers intimated their intention of joining the Castilian side. Consequently, the commencement of the relevant entanglements in their entirety – hence also of the first stage of the Portuguese expansion – is based on far more trivial issues than an interstate rivalry for power, i.e. on schemata often accepted as meaningful even nowadays, and without further inquiry.

909 Quote: Nolting-Hauff, “Zur Psychoanalyse der Heldendichtung” 441.

910 Given the specifics of Portugal’s historical situation in the twentieth century up to the end of the autocratic regime, this holds true there only to a relative degree, and less fundamentally than might be expected. Sloman cites a (Portuguese) book from 1936 in which Calderón’s modeling of the material is continued without any problematization whatsoever (The Sources 29n.).

911 As becomes manifest later, the meaning of this official title is somewhat different from the customary one. Lazeraque is a sort of vizier, a deputy appointed by the king for purposes of handling all matters of government; in this specific case, he seems to have actually seized power as well.

912 The infantry alone is said to have numbered 600,000 (cf. Trautado da vida 24). For obvious reasons, an exaggeration regarding the number of foes is customary in heroic epics; this schema reverberates here.

913 “E neestes conbates soportou este Senhor grandes trabalhos com muito bo͠o coraçom, porque a força dos ẽmiigos pola mayor parte conbatiam per aqueles lugares per onde ele tiinha a sua guarda” (24f.).

914 “[. . .] de neçesidade lhes conveeo de mandarem cometer traucto com os mouros per seus enbaixadores, prometendo.lhes que dariam Çepta se em salvo os leixasem todos recolher a seus navios” (25). Concerning the significance of Ceuta, it should be taken into account that the reconquista of the Iberian peninsula had not yet been finalized. Historically, Ceuta is precisely the equivalent of the beachhead Jerez de la Frontera, erected in 711, whose establishment launched the epoch of Moorish domination in the western Mediterranean. For details concerning the presence of this notion in the epoch’s conceptual world, see the work of I. Olfers (published anonymously), Leben des Standhaften Prinzen, Berlin, Stettin 1827, 121n.–123n.

915 According to Frei João, this occurs with deceptive intent: “E com enganosa mostrança fingerom de quererem consentir no trauto” (Trautado da vida 25). The background of this evaluation is the Moorish attempt at killing the retreating Christians even so, which is illustrated later. Yet in the further course of the narrative, Çala bem Çala, the prince of Tangier, repudiates that accusation of fraud: undisciplined hordes had attacked the Christians (35). All in all, Frei João characterizes Çala bem Çala as an upright ruler, who observes contracts; hence his attempt to dispute the honesty of Çala bem Çala’s assertion could not be anything other than cumbersome (cf. 37). In view thereof, one will probably have to assess the reference to a deceptive intent as an attempt at relativizing the ensuing, open violation of the treaty on the part of the Portuguese.

916 Cf. 27; the background of this episode remains somewhat obscure (see the preceding note).

917 “[. . .] christa͠aos da terra e mercadores jenoeses e alghu͠us castela͠aos e judeus, todos da terra” (29).

918 This remark does not imply an idealization of Islam; there is probably no need to elaborate on what the status of dhimmi means; the restricted legal status notwithstanding, Christians as well as other non-Muslims were free to practice their faith in that part of the world during the period in question.

919 “[. . .] forom muy bem guardados mais de vista que d.aspareza de prisom” (29).

920 Prior to the commencement of the expedition, and given the imminent danger, the infante had committed his entire entourage – i.e., including those now in captivity with him – to the care of the king, should he himself be unable to perform his duties; the sovereign had solemnly accepted (cf. 20f.).

921 Cf. 31. It is evident that Frei João is forced to choose his expressions warily; thus, details attain to significance, such as the fact that the infante’s brother not only veers away, but returns to Portugal, and not to the starting point, Ceuta; there is no further mention of Joham in what follows.

922 “Ca vos digo que eu ataa ora nunca faleçy a nẽhu͠u christia͠ao de cousa que com ele posese, e tal fama acharom pelos que commigo trautarom” (32; direct speech on the part of Çala bem Çala to the infante).

923 “[. . .] e ve͠edo eu a perlonga que em Portugal se po͠oe em darem sobre isto determinaçom” (35) – thus the infante’s formulation in a message to Çala bem Çala; the ‘decision’ refers to the return of Ceuta. At this point, the Moors are not yet aware of the deliberations on the part of the Cortes; for good reason, the infante does not let them know.

924 Cf. 36.

925 “E asy averiom todos juntamente livramento, sem outro preço nem rendiçom” (38).

926 As already indicated, the ‘chronicle-style’ middle part also employs elements of the vita from time to time; even so, the ‘un-orthodox’ interferences in ‘orthodox’ segments are far more significant than vice versa.

927 At length, Lazeraque is here portrayed as deviousness, unscrupulousness, and sexual debauchery incarnate (44–46).

928 “[. . .] outros lhe poinham as pontas dos paaos nas costas e o triguavom que andase” (47).

929 Cf. 51. When the conditions of imprisonment are further aggravated, the small number of Moors that are still labeled compassionate at this point end up turning their backs on the prisoners; in the following, they act as if they no longer knew them (“faziam que os nom conheçiom”, 62; cf. Isa 53: 3).

930 Note that a love story with recourse to the chronicle’s above-cited passage is already contained in the anonymous drama concerning Fernando (La fortuna adversa). The specificity of Calderón’s version is the entirely untypical modeling of the amorous plot (see below), which is not the case in the anonymous drama.

931 “ElRey voso irma͠ao, pois era homem, avia de morer, de se finar em tenpo que vos tanto era mester, louvaae Deus, a que praz que tanto padeçaaes” (53). The background of this formulation is the scriptural verse declaring God’s particular severity toward those whom He loves (e.g. Apoc 3: 19).

932 “E o mouro lhe respondeo que para o saberem em Portugal e se trigarem mais a dar por ele a çidade” (58).

933 See 58; cf. also similarly incoherent formulations in the further course of the narrative, e.g. that, ‘for his sins’, Fernando ‘had received the reward that the world imparts to those who follow it’ (“Ja por meus pecados eu senty o gualardom que o mundo dá aos que o seguem”, 73) – while, at the vita’s outset, it had been stated that the prince avoids “mundanas deleitações” in the widest sense (13).

934 Being theologically trained, Frei João must not only have been aware of the discrepancy between the modeling of the infante as exemplary on the one hand and sinful on the other; he must also have been cognizant of the fact that, according to the Christian view, God does not intervene in the here and now in line with a sort of ius talionis, but rather the opposite (see above, n. 931). At the same time, the text does not construe the overall events as having been sent by God with a view to purifying the prince, so that he might adopt the stance of a quia vult, for evident reasons: this would not have been compatible with stylizing Ferdinand as a perfect Christian right from the start.

935 “[. . .] que melhor seria que o Ifante soo se perdese, que a çidade e o Ifante todo ajuntamente” (65).

936 “Comee esto por amor de my” (67).

937 “[. . .] de maneira que posera sua alma em duvida de salvaçom” (70).

938 “Vós veedes por experiençia como em Portugal cada vez mais se esfriom os feitos de noso livramento, e nom seria maravilha se de todo pereçesem” (73).

939 “[. . .] eles querem mostrar que nom te preçom” (76).

940 “Deus sabe que ja som farto de viver neste mundo” (84).

941 Concerning his legacy, see below (319). The manuscript’s autograph is no longer extant, wherefore it is not possible to definitively answer the question as to whether Frei João may have inserted the above-cited into the vita only when redacting the appendix.

942 As regards the correction of the dating given in the codices, see the notes on the part of the editor (Trautado da vida 85n.).

943 “[. . .] vio.lhe dele sair muy grande claridade, o jesto alegre e muito risonho e os olhos abertos e cheeos de lagremas, as ma͠aos ao çeeo alçadas” (87).

944 “Peço.te, Senhora, que te queiras amerçear deste teu servo, que neeste mundo tanto te honrrou e servio senpre” (88).

945 As to the archangel’s symbolical significance, see above (304).

946 Apart from this particular evangelist’s proximity to the Virgin (cf. Jn 19: 26f.), it is likely that he is referenced qua “typus [. . .] vitae contemplativae [. . .] et non vita[e] laboriosa[e]” (Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v.), so as to reinterpret the infante’s hardly ‘active’ stance during his entire life by way of attributing to him a corresponding patron saint.

947 His companions also address this aspect, albeit in a mitigated form: when the Moors maltreat the prince’s corpse, Fernando’s followers beseech his brothers – whose ‘ears had so far been deaf to the devoted pleas and to the unfailing questions’ on Fernando’s part – to at least render aid now (Trautado da vida 95).

948 “Oo Senhor Deus, que deserto foy este tam aspero per que nos guiastes despos esta lumiosa coluna, sem desviarmos do caminho de toda bo͠oa e santa doutrina?” (93); for the threnody in its entirety, see 90–94.

949 Regrettably, the edition does not comment on the problems posed by the last leaves of the text; the critical apparatus only lists the variants, and the editor does not address the point in question in his introduction.

950 This is not to suggest any direct and one-dimensional causal connections. In all probability, the new expedition was better funded overall – in material, but also in ideological terms.


951 One will probably have to assume that the chronicler is the speaker here, acting as a mouthpiece of the prince; but it cannot be excluded that the speaker is Fernando himself, although he is referred to in the third person (this stylistic element may be encountered in other places as well, e.g. in the infante’s letter to his relatives). As to the statement’s significance and content, it is evident that one is dealing with a call to continue what Fernando had begun: ‘delivering’ the Christians in the Orient, ‘freeing’ the Moors from their unbelief.

952 The corpse is exposed on the top of the city walls.

953 Cf. Trautado da vida 98. As regards the significance of miracles post mortem for the process of canonization, see Jolles, Einfache Formen 27–31.

954 See Olfers, Leben des Standhaften Prinzen 161n.

955 As regards a formulation in the vita that the legacy ties in with, see above (315 herein); even so, the mode is entirely hypothetical in that case (‘were I to wish for a continuation of my life, this would only be with a view to . . .’), and the readiness to continue the crusade or to partake in another one only refers to the infante himself.

956 “Se deseyaes teras, onras e posiso͠oes e riquezas, demandaae, requeree e guaanhaae aquela tera, que vosa he e a vós perteeçe como a herdeiro de Jhesu Christo” (Trautado da vida 104).

957 Miracula, inventio and translatio belong to the schema of the vita of saints (the latter two elements are optional), which supports this study’s hypothesis that the appended leaves were written in preparation for the request for beatification. As the result demonstrates, the request did not have a very solid basis and thus may have been considered to be in need of the adduction of further ‘evidence’ for the state of sainthood.

958 Chronica dos feitos, vida, e morte do Iffante sancto Dom Fernando, que morreo em Feez. Reuista e reformada agora de nouo pelo padre Frey Hieronymo de Ramos da Ordem dos Preegadores: de mandado do Serenissimo Cardeal-Iffante, e a elle dirigida (printed in: Álvares, Obras, vol. 1, 111–269; for the dedication, see 117f.).

959 Chronica 118; the term trasladar is to be understood as referring to the modernization of vocabulary and orthography.

960 As to the relationship between the two editions, the impression that Almeida Calado offers in his summary characterization is somewhat misleading (“deslocações, eliminações e acrescentamentos parciais ou totais de capítulos”; “Introdução” XXV); all of these alterations are present, but not systematically, only in isolated instances.

961 The following two chapter headings from this part will serve as examples: “Capit. 3. Da grande humildade e deuação que tinha o Iffante no seruiço de Deos” (Chronica 129); “Capit. 4. Da piedade que o Iffante auia dos pobres, e da esmola que lhes daua, em que despendia cada anno o dizimo de suas rendas” (131).

962 A formulation such as “muitas vertudes daqueste Senhor” (Trautado da vida 70) is changed into “virtudes heroicas deste senhor” (Chronica 213).

963 Cf., e.g., Trautado da vida 69 and Chronica 211.

964 See above (318f.). The state of transmission does not permit claims as to whether it was Ramos’s Chronica, or already the 1527 first print edition of the text produced by Álvares, which performed the relevant elimination.

965 The transmitted version of Álvares’s chronicle is deficient in the corresponding sections; consequently, a greater significance than the one outlined above might have to be assigned to the corresponding aspects in the original as well; see the notes on the part of the editor (Trautado da vida 105n.).

966 See below (326 herein).

967 Hieronymo Román, Historia y vida del religioso Infante don Fernando, hijo del Rey don Joan Primeiro de Portugal, in: Hieronymo Román, Historia de los religiosos infantes de Portugal, Medina de Campo, 1595, 1–115; Román’s publication contains as a second component a vita concerning the “princesa doña Juana, hija de Don Alfonso el Quinto de Portugal”.

968 See Román’s “Prólogo al lector” (n. pag., inserted before the Historia).

969 Cf. “Prólogo al lector”.

970 For purposes of illustration, and not least on account of its ‘culinary’ quality, the passage is here cited in full: “Acompaño a esta virtud de la humildad la castidad, q̃ es de marauilloso resplandor, no solo en las mugeres, mas en los hombres, y mas en los Príncipes, y personas Reales. Y es tan hermana de la humildad la castidad, que la una sin la otra no se hallan, ni se compadescẽ, sino vease la castidad del S. Joseph in Egypto, como tuvo por cõpañera la humildad, quãdo le accuso de incõtinẽte su ama. Pues como fuesse desde su mocedad cõponiẽdo una corona de las mas preciosas virtudes, luego puso delãte de los ojos la castidad y limpieza de su alma, cõ presupuesto de nũca cõtaminar su carne, por q̃ sabia q̃ los ciẽto y quarẽta mil que fuerõ cõprados de la tierra, estos erã los q̃ no se cõtaminaron con mugeres, mas permanecierõ virgines: y por esto se hizierõ dignos de reynar cõ Dios, y el cordero fue cõ ellos. Esto guardo él todos los días de su vida” (Román, Historia 14). Fernando also successfully exhorts his entourage to live chastely; hence it seems to him as if he were living amongst angels ( “que le parescia viuir con los Angeles”, Historia 15). He considers temptations to be the highest reward: “teniendo por supremo regalo, qualquier rebellion de la carne y tentaciones, porque sabia que peleãdo varonilmente seria coronado cõ las guirnaldas q̃ traen los virgenes que acompaña al cordero sin mançilla” (Historia 15); etc.; as to Belleforest, see above, chap. 2.

971 The following is stated already as to the first day of the imprisonment: “adonde ni fue aposentado como Principe, ni proueydo como Señor, mas cõ mucho desprecio, y affrenta” (Román, Historia 34); as to Çala bem Çala, cf. also 35.

972 Enrique and Joham’s deliberation concerning Fernando’s fate is omitted, as is Enrique’s refusal to accept the king’s command to further the release of his brother (cf. 36; 39). Before the decision of the Cortes is reported, the king’s thoughts are briefly brought into the fore. Duarte had intended to return Ceuta to the Moors, for the following reason: “que a no lo hazer assi, juzgarã muchos siniestramẽte, y dixeran q ̃ mas estimaua una ciudad que podia ser conquistada otra vez que a su hermano” (38). Yet there is no statement to the effect that the king had fought for the implementation of his stance at the Cortes.

973 The letter in question is the one he wrote prior to his relocation to Fez.

974 “Pero aduirtiose que en ninguna manera passasse por lo que su hermano el Infante don Enrique, y el y los demas auian tratado sobre el restituyr a Ceuta, porque de mas importancia era a la Cristiandad, que se conseruasse aquella fuerça, y ciudad para honra del nombre de Cristo, [. . .] porque dandose la ciudad, quedaua hecha morada de los demonios, y poblada de moradores del Infierno [. . .] y quãdo no [el fuesse rescatado por otro camino], que el offrecia su vida por el provecho comun, y utilidad del pueblo Christiano” (43). The “resolucion” is refered to once again in a later letter by the príncipe (cf. 66).

975 As to the stance ascribed to the king, see above (n. 972).

976 “[. . .] y aduirtio q̃ esta su determinacion estuuiesse en gran secreto, porq̃ no se errasse el negocio” (43).

977 For purposes of further increasing the heroicization of the prince, Román has the Moors gain knowledge of Fernando’s steadfastness. Under torture, the last of the envoys sent from Portugal utters that Fernando had repeatedly called on his brothers to ‘in no way relinquish this stronghold for his release’ (“que por ninguna via se diesse aquella fuerça por su rescate”, 75). When Lazeraque confronts the infante with this statement, the prince remains silent (75). It is thus consistently claimed that Fernando himself did not make his heroic stance public, except in confidential letters to the king, wherefore the fact becomes plausible that his companions – perhaps not present during the aforementioned inquest on the part of Lazeraque – were indeed unaware of the extent of Fernando’s (Christian) heroism.

978 As a parallel example from secular history, the account of the self-sacrifice of Marcus Atilius Regulus during the first Punic War is added, while a qualitative distance is observed: Regulus departed quickly, the prince slowly and painfully; the former died for the ‘glory of his city’, Fernando for the ‘glory of God’, wherefore (only) the latter’s name is written in the ‘book of life’ (cf. 92f.). A. K. G. Paterson neglects this qualitative differentiation between the pagan and the Christian example, as introduced in Román and adopted by Calderón (“El local no determinado en El príncipe constante”, in: Flasche, ed., Hacia Calderón. Tercer coloquio anglogermano, 171–184; here: 179f.; as to the source that shaped the story of Regulus into an exemplum, Seneca’s De Providentia III:4, see 179n., 183). The appropriation of Regulus qua paradigm of an impressive, albeit incomplete constantia is already present in Augustine (De civitate Dei V:18; cf. also I:15).

979 A blind Moor is healed by invoking the infante; he converts to Christianity; when tortured, he refuses to recant and dies a martyr; there are visions of light at his grave as well (cf. Román, Historia 100–103).

980 Cf. Román, Historia 106 (given as “108”).

981 Initially, the chronicler also recounts the other version of the release as first reported in Ramos; he leaves it to the reader to decide whether the ‘romanesque’ or the heroic variant seems more plausible (cf. 106, given as “108”).

982 “[. . .] et pro liberatione Christianorum in partibus illis tunc existentium, ac inde aliter liberari non valentium, in minibus eorundem infidelium sponte obsidem se tradidit” (the papal edict is printed in Olfers’s Leben des Standhaften Prinzen 172n.–173n.); the ambivalence is located in the term existere, which signifies ‘being present in a place for an unspecified time’ (cf. J. F. Niermeyer, Mediae latinitatis lexicon minus, Leiden 1976, s.v.).

983 See above (226 herein).

984 As regards the historiographic paradigms in these two epochs, see J. A. Maravall, La Philosophie politique espagnole au XVIIe siècle dans ses rapports avec l’esprit de la contre-réforme, Paris 1955, 58–65; 67–85; it is evident that Álvares’s version does not unqualifiedly belong to the Renaissance paradigm; but it is clearly influenced by it.

985 See the relevant, albeit rather cursory remarks – referred to and printed in Sloman (The Sources 27–31) – in the fourth canto of Camões’s Lusíadas (1572), as well as the more explicit statements in Mármol Carvajal’s Descripción general de África (1573) and in Diego de Torres’s Relación del origen y suceso de los Xarifes (1586); even so, the latter do not attain to the forcefulness of Román’s version.

986 See above (322f. herein).

987 All quotes are from the critical edition by A. Porqueras Mayo, Madrid 1975.

988 This paradox is a variant of a motif to be found in many of Calderón’s serious plays, which B. W.Wardropper (alluding to the formulation in El pintor de su deshonra) labeled the “theme” of the “yo no sé si soy yo”; Wardropper, assessing it as indicating a “state of turbación”, is to the point, but comprehends the “turbación” in a modernizing (psychologizing) manner only (“The Unconscious Mind in Calderón’s El pintor de su deshonra”, Hispanic Review 18 (1959), 285–301; here: 290). As to the secondary meaning of the paradox, see below (331); incidentally, this secondary meaning holds true as regards the same motif in the dramas de honor (see below, chap. 6).

989 This notion, developed in a long and précieux speech, is based on the idea that the wind moves the flowers and the leaves of trees in time, the result being a sort of undulation. In the zephyr’s breath, the sea is crowned with foam, whereby it vies with the flowers (El príncipe constante v. 69–96). Anticipating the secondary meaning of the tableau of nature (to be elucidated in the following), it should be stated already at this point that, in accordance with Genesis, the soft ‘breath’ of air is a customary image for God’s interaction with Creation. Consequently, the evening atmosphere described by Fénix is an illustration of harmony, produced by God himself at that particular point in time. It does not signify a constitutive harmony of ‘nature’; as per the orthodox view, the latter is no longer present after the Fall.

990 Regarding the aspects of the respective prototypes that may have served as a sort of inspiration for this character (but no more than that), see above (312); as to a correspondence in La fortuna adversa, see n. 930.

991 Fénix’s melancholy predates the entanglements of the amorous intrigue in its entirety; in particular, the princess explicitly states that there is no reason for her mood. Even Sloman’s assumption that her emotional state is “in part at least” tied to her love for Muley is thus a questionable, mimeticizing projection (The Dramatic Craftsmanship of Calderón 206).

992 As regards beauty qua central characteristic of the allegorical figure of the soul in Baroque drama, and concerning the theological background of this notion, see the detailed account in H. Bauer, Der Index pictorius Calderóns. Untersuchungen zu seiner Malermetaphorik, Hamburg 1969, 42–45, 42n.–45n.; 74.

993 On the mimetic plane, this question denotes Fénix’s doubt regarding the perfection of her own beauty, which is unwarranted, however, since she is presented throughout as a paradigm of physical beauty; tropologically, her self-centeredness as well as her fixation on superficialities already hint at what is conveyed regarding the character in the following passages of the play.

994 As to the metaphor of God as painter, and concerning the auto El pintor de su deshonra, see Curtius, European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages 559–570, as well as the detailed analysis in Bauer, Der Index pictorius Calderóns 11–53; spec. 46–53.

995 It is telling that Calderón ascribes to the ‘heathen’ princess a terminology that is not only learned in the humanistic sense, but that simultaneously refers to humoral pathology: i.e. to a frame of reference, again widespread during the Renaissance, which conceives in terms of physical effects or symptoms what, according to the Christian view, is contingent upon a spiritual disorientation. In the context of his research concerning this play, specifically by comparing passages from other dramatic works by Calderón, Sloman demonstrates that, during this time, the term melancolía was reserved for a permanent mood, while the vernacular derivative of tristitia (tristeza), synonymous with acedia in the catalog of sins, refers to a passing frame of mind which may nonetheless be traced back to an exactly definable cause (The Sources 80f.). Accordingly, Fénix’s father, the king of Fez, speaks of his daughter’s “tristeza” (El príncipe constante v. 103; cf. below, 335 herein); he misdiagnoses her emotional state, believing he might ‘heal’ it by marriage.

996 As to acedia, see Aquinas’ Quaestiones disputatae de malo, qu. 11, spec. art. 1, 7 and art. 2.

997 See the above citation of v. 53–55 (329 herein). As regards the dissociation of saber and sentir (ratio and appetitus) in the fallen soul, see chap. 3.2. above.

998 See the Thomist theory of love (inspired by Aristotle) in Summa theologiae Ia IIae, qu. 26–28; as to similitudo qua causa amoris, cf. spec. qu. 27, art. 3.

999 This is to be understood in terms of the concept of typologizing modeling developed above (chap. 4.2.).

1000 See E. M. Wilson and W. J. Entwistle, “Calderón’s Príncipe constante: Two Appreciations”, Modern Language Review 34 (1939), 207–222; the latter construes the prince as an allegory of constantia or fortitudo – or “most succinctly” of “La Fe” (219); Enrique is construed as “El Entendimiento” (219), which seems problematic without further explanation; the king of Fez – and his double, Tarudante – are said to represent “Power or [. . .] Tyranny”; Fénix is deemed the allegory of “Hermosura”, Muley the allegory of valor (“bizarría”, 220f.). The message of the play reads, according to Entwistle, as follows: “Beauty and Force, Fénix and Tarudante, are things of much less value than Constancy of Faith” (221). Entwistle’s reading ignores too many aspects of the play, particularly the oblique references to the schema of love plot. The fact that his construal need not be criticized as entirely beside the point is due to the configuration of the analogical discourse itself: typologism and (orthodox) allegorism are structurally compatible, wherefore it is ultimately possible to impute to any Baroque drama a very simple meaning in terms of allegorical personification; but this does not do justice to the comprehensive complexity of these plays, and not least as regards the semantic plane.

1001 This includes all subtypes of the comedia, apart from the comedia de capa y espada (that is, comedy in terms of the Aristotelian system). Accordingly, what is elucidated above holds true not only for the explicitly religious comedia, but also for secular plays, including the drama de honor (cf. below, chap. 6); as to Lotman’s concept of literary texts as model’ mira, see, once again, The Structure of the Artistic Text 210.

1002 This assertion concerning the relation of the Calderonian typoi to temporality is to be comprehended with the proviso that the one, salvation-historically decisive intervention into secular time is respected in a specifically precise manner. For Goethe’s 1822 assessment of Calderón’s écriture in his essay on La hija del aire, see Gedenkausgabe, vol. 14, 844–847, spec. 846.

1003 As to Jakobson’s argument see above (n. 880).


1001 It should be noted that this semiotic practice is frequently referred to in the play (see below).

1002 Concerning the Thomist notion of original sin as a sort of insidious disease (languor), see the above quote (n. 598).

1003 As will be demonstrated with regard to El médico de su honra, the degree of physical intimacy with the first lover is immaterial.

1004 Following his above-cited thesis, Porqueras Mayo tries to explain Fernando’s comportment vis-à-vis the princess in psychological terms. Porqueras claims that, while the infante feels a conventional love for Fénix, he restrains his desire due to his knowledge of her relationship with Muley (cf. “Introducción” LVII–LX). In the play, there are no indications of an internal conflict between loyalty and love in Fernando.

1005 The schema of the Calderonian drama de honor will be analyzed in detail by recourse to El médico de su honra (chap. 6). As far as assessable, Sloman is the only one to have described the amorous configuration of the Príncipe constante without the customary, and indeed partly bizarre projections: “Fernando is made to favour the suit of Muley, and any fears of Muley that he might be another rival for Fénix’s love are unfounded. Yet, for all that, Fénix is closely connected with Fernando” (The Dramatic Craftsmanship of Calderón 205). Even so, Sloman offers no explanation of the rather unconventional structure.

1006 “Hoy tu sufrimiento pruebas, / de pesar te traigo nuevas, / porque ya todo es pesar” (v. 158–160; addressed to the king).

1007 “[. . .] y vean / que aquesta cuchilla corva / campañas verdes y azules / volvió con su sangre rojas” (v. 377–380).

1008 This feature is a standard element in contemporary (Christian) discourse; see, e.g., Liber theologiae moralis 609.

1009 Cf. W. M. Whitby, “Calderón’s El príncipe constante. Fénix’s Role in the Ransom of Fernando’s Body”, Bulletin of the Comediantes 8 (1956), 1–4.

1010 The finding that the language of the words ascribed to Jesus in the canonized version of the New Testament is Aramaic rather than Classical Hebrew dates from the eighteenth century.

1011 In Calderón’s highly conceptistic encoding, yet another dimension is referred to by naming Ceuta ciudad Elisa. In the Aeneid, Elisa is the alternative name for Dido, the queen of Carthage (whose idiom was Phoenician, that is: not ‘Hebrew’, but close to ‘Hebrew’). As a consequence of an unhappy love affair, Dido/Elisa dies a premature death, resulting from her lover having left her behind. In Calderón’s case, the entire constellation is inverted: it is the (male) lover who dies (voluntarily), and Fénix, resembling the ciudad Elisa, is saved from death in his stead. Thus the ‘right’ understanding of the proper name “Elisa”, as based on Scripture, is also apt to ‘correct’ a construal based on ‘pagan’ prototypes, which tell a ‘wrong’ story – or rather, a story true only for those who reject (the Christian) faith.

1012 As regards the New Jerusalem, its splendor and glory, cf. Apoc 21: 9–27; verse 9 is of particular interest for Calderón’s drama, seeing that the New Jerusalem is there referred to as sponsa or uxor Agni. In line with other passages in the New Testament, bridal mysticism utilizes the term sponsa Agni for the human soul, to the extent that pre-eschatological times are implied. In this way, the equivalences between Fénix and Ceuta developed in El príncipe constante (both are the ‘price’ for the infante at different times, and both are distinguished by their ‘beauty’) are functionalized with a view to elucidating the play’s deep structure once again: as Christ saves his two ‘brides’ (the human soul and the New Jerusalem), so Fernando salvages both Fénix and Ceuta; and, like the former, he does so at the expense of his own life.

1013 This meaning of ocaso is familiar in the emblematics of the period; in addition, the text of El príncipe constante refers to it explicitly throughout (cf., e.g., v. 2710). In modern Spanish it has even become a current metaphor.

1014 It will not be necessary to once more substantiate the allegoresis of the sun at this point. The color symbolism of red and white – secularized in Petrarchism, incidentally – is still common today. Concerning the dew as an emblem of Christ, mediated via the figural interpretation of manna qua typos of Christ, cf. Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘ros’. The notion that pearls are formed from dew may be traced back to a speculation of historia naturalis already present in ancient times; during the Baroque, it is read as referring to the transformative power of divine grace (cf. e.g. Henkel and Schöne, Emblemata 733); as to the pearl qua symbol of Christ, or of the grace effected by Christ’s sacrifice, cf. Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘margarita’. It should be added that all of the secondary meanings here cited (not only with respect to this particular passage) are present in Calderón’s autos, where they are rendered explicit: for the dew as an emblem of Christ, see e.g. the 1665 auto El viático cordero (cf. Obras, vol. 3, 1154–1178; here: 1173b, 1174a, 1176b–1178b); as to the dew and the pearl, in this case qua emblem of the blessed soul, see La divina Filotea, 1787b; Laureta’s speech in the 1664 auto A María el corazón utilizes the above-cited pictorial inventory in its entirety (Obras, vol. 3, 1134–1151; here: 1142b–1143a). The comprehensive Christian tradition of this imagery, including its secondary variants, is scrutinized in Ohly’s papers “Tau und Perle” and “Die Geburt der Perle aus dem Blitz” (in: Ohly, Schriften zur mittelalterlichen Bedeutungsforschung, 274–292; 293–311).

1015 See the above quote from Scripture (n. 868).

1016 Cf. Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘civitas’.

1017 “[. . .] esta innumerable copia” (v. 258); “nos pareció errante copia” (v. 262).

1018 The king’s instructions concerning the tactics are inserted here (as mentioned above, 337 herein).

1019 According to Muley, Fénix should not have accepted the portrait, even had her father slain her (v. 451f.); that is, she should have willingly chosen death over his rival (v. 455).

1020 In addition, there is, as is frequently the case in Calderón, a more learned, ‘humanistic’ allusion contained in the scene: “Prolapsus etiam in egressu navis verso ad melius omine: ‘Teneo te’, inquit [sc. Julius Caesar], ‘Africa’” (Suetonius, Lives of the Caesars, 112, I:LIX). Enrique is thus presented as a ‘new Caesar’, a conqueror of world-historical importance; according to Augustine, it was Caesar (and Augustus) who created the secular framework for the rapid spread of Christianity throughout the civilized world, without being aware of this dimension of their power politics. Likewise, Enrique does not care at all about the propagation of faith (a mission he could and should have been conscious of, in contrast to Caesar). Accordingly, the (highly veiled) acknowledgment of his world-historical role implied in the allusion mentioned is balanced, if not revoked by Calderón’s modeling on the explicit level; against historical fact, the dramatist presents king Alfonso (el Africano), rather than Henry, as the one who laid the basis for Columbus’s later achievements (see my comment on the play’s ending below).

1021 The twofold (that is, mimetic and diegetic) presentation of the emblem of original sin is entirely characteristic; as to the corresponding motif in El médico de su honra, cf. below (393–395 herein).

1022 For Fénix’s premonitions of death, equally based on ill agüeros, see below (329f. herein).

1023 As to the Thomist theory of ‘transmission’ – which explains the malum without an explicit and systematic recourse to the theory of original sin, and which will be primarily pertinent to the orthodox explanation of Fernando’s fate (he is subject to original sin, but perfect nonetheless) – see above (n. 724, n. 729 herein).

1024 As mentioned, the chronicles simply state that there were some minor skirmishes before the great defeat; it is implied that, during this phase, the Portuguese succeeded in defending the small camp they had erected on the shore. Calderón augments these more or less noncommittal statements into the destruction of Muley’s army.

1025 “[. . .] / para el bien y para el mal / soy tu esclavo eternamente” (v. 827f.). For the reading submitted herein, it might be fruitful to compare the entire passage with Góngora’s romance “Entre los sueltos caballos”, which Calderón partly adopts verbatim, in part alters, and at any rate expands considerably. Sloman offers a synopsis of the two texts (The Sources 65–71). Two crucial differences should be pointed out. Corresponding to the conception of love in the romance, which is situated on a lower plane than the courtly and the chivalric novel, what the “español de Orán” foregoes when releasing the love-sick Moor is located on a more trivially material level; for he exempts the Moor’s lady from sending him ‘fine carpets and colorful fabrics’ as presents. Since the text does not contain the concept of courtly love, the intricate structure of first introducing and then breaching the dictates of this concept, as in Calderón, is not to be found in Góngora. Finally, there is an important difference concerning the aspect mentioned last in the above: when later relinquishing Muley’s loyalty, the príncipe once again – and then even more emphatically – rejects the principle of reciprocity, the concept of human relations as based on mutual interest; the like cannot be found in Góngora, not least due to the scene’s lack of narrative embedment; but it is essential for Calderón’s (re-)modeling of the prince as an emblem of Christian caritas.

1026 This being Fernando’s reply to the question “¿Qué haremos?” on the part of his disheartened brother, who is then encouraged by Fernando’s determination (v. 889–892); only the gracioso Brito – who, on the whole, is entirely marginal to this drama (a discernibly reluctant concession to the generic convention on the author’s part) – takes up an unheroic, picaresque position with regard to the fighting (v. 876–885).

1027 “Lisonjera, libre, ingrata, / dulce y süave una fuente / hizo apacible corriente / de cristal y undosa plata: / lisonjera se desata, / porque hablaba y no sentía; / süave, porque fingía; / libre, porque claro hablaba; / dulce, porque murmuraba; / e ingrata, porque corría” (v. 981–990).

1028 The term “monte” may also be translated as ‘forest’/ ‘wood’; as is evident from the allegoresis presented below, this nuance does not change the interpretation; instead, it rather confirms it.

1029 The reference is to “un montecillo”, i.e. part of the mountain (or forest).

1030 “ceño arrugado y esquivo”, “un esqueleto vivo”, “aspecto esquivo y bronco” (v.1008, 1009, 1012).

1031 As regards the individual emblems, the following keywords from Hieronymus Lauretus’ Silva allegoriarum are to be considered (only the dominant allegorical secondary meaning is indicated here; this is supplemented in Lauretus by numerous additional connotations): fons (for sapientia divina); mons (for God and for His abode); bestia (for the daemones and the Antichrist); folium (for Scripture and the written doctrine); lignum (for the Cross and grace); and truncus (for the corpora justorum, who have received divine grace). In addition, Calderón’s 1634 auto El veneno y la triaca might be considered (Obras, vol. 3, 180–197). With regard to the motif, this entire scene from the Príncipe constante is a sort of compressed version of the aforementioned auto, in which, as is typical for the genre, the respective secondary meanings are rendered explicit. The main difference is that the ambiguity present in the prophecy of the comedia is transformed in the auto sacramental, and right from the beginning, into an unequivocal interpretation (the Fall and salvation) in line with the teleology of salvation history.

1032 The predication “tronco” is taken up again (v. 1034); as regards the motif of the lowly wood – encoded via the attribute of aesthetic imperfection in Calderón (“sin pulirse la corteza”) – see the detailed account in Rahner, Symbole der Kirche 339–352; Calderón employs this motif on many occasions; cf. e.g. the altercatio concerning the Cross in La lepra de Constantino, where the inference from aesthetic unsightliness to inferior value is put into the mouth of Gentilidad (1815a–b). The conception at the basis of this notion of the ‘lowly wood’ is the crucified Christ himself qua paragon of physical ugliness and unsurpassable moral beauty.

1033 Ultimately, this equation of warning and (positive) prophecy has recourse to the figural identification of Adam and Christ (of the Fall and salvation) in Pauline theology (see above, 224 herein). There are several speculations supplementing this tradition: among other things the notion (also present in Calderón) that the wood used for the Cross grew from the seed of the tree of paradise (see above, 216 herein); naturally, this paradox is also of import for the passage in El príncipe constante analyzed above, specifically as regards the old (African, that is: heathen) woman qua “tronco”. The fact that Christ’s death does not signify a comprehensive return to the initial, paradisiacal condition is spelled out, at the latest, with Augustine’s theory of the two civitates. According to the Thomist as well as the Tridentine interpretation of the actual state of the world (at once ‘fallen’ and ‘redeemed’), humans are free to decide for themselves whether God’s word will be fulfilled in the form of the negative (explicit) or the positive (veiled) interpretation of a given prophecy; since Fénix does not yet enjoy the privilege of having her volition ‘strengthened’ by the sacrament of baptism, her demonstration of a certain amount of pity for Fernando is sufficient in order to be granted salvation from (physical) death; the ‘open ending’ of the plot facilitates leaving in suspension the (indeed intricate) question of whether or not the couple Muley/Fénix will entirely grasp what has been conveyed to them sub umbra, namely, that they should continue ‘following’ Fernando – that is, embrace his faith in order to be saved not only from physical, but also from spiritual, eternal death.

1034 The ‘decipherment’ (“descifrar”, El príncipe constante v. 1041) of Fénix’s dream suggested by Muley (“ese sueño, esa ilusión”, v. 1042) is here pretermitted; being a heathen, Muley also misconstrues its meaning, but his view is closer to the oracle’s subsequent fulfillment than Fénix’s own reading, which points to his privileged status once again. He comprehends the old woman’s sentence as stating that Fénix will be gained by a third party (Tarudante) at the expense of a human life, precisely his (Muley’s) own; Muley’s version is linked to Fénix’s construal in that both are fundamentally egocentric. The Moors, but also Don Enrique qua ‘bad’ Christian, are not receptive to the higher order of the world, which surpasses their respective selves.

1035 “Ya de Portugal espero / socorro, presto vendrá” (v. 1093f.).

1036 According to the Christian conception, the eternity of the triune God, which comprises all time, is more comprehensive than that of the renascent soul (“fénix”).

1037 Equally for “sufrimiento”, “desconfianza”, “esperanza” and, finally, once more for “amor” or “cuidado” (v. 1155–1161).

1038 This is all the more significant in that the comedia as genre hardly adheres to a conventional, Neo-Aristotelian unity of time; the plots of Calderón’s historical plays in particular often comprise a period of several years.

1039 For Fernando’s speech, cf. v. 1266–1422; as to the heroic line of reasoning, see v. 1272–1274; 1287–1294.

1040 The Baroque theory of rule and power is detailed in Maravall’s chap. “Le titulaire du pouvoir. Idée d’un prince politique et chrétien” (La Philosophie politique espagnole 187–220). The Thomist background of Calderón’s ideal prince is elucidated in E. W. Hesse (“La concepción calderoniana del príncipe perfecto en La vida es sueño”, Clavileño 4,20 (1953), 4–12). As to the scope of anti-Machiavellian polemics in Spain after the indexing of Il principe in 1552, see D. B. Bleznick (“Spanish Reactions to Machiavelli in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Century”, Journal of the History of Ideas 19 (1958), 542–550). From the renovatio’s perspective, the problem implied in Machiavellianism is not moral indifference, but the elevation of a this-worldly telos qua gauge of conduct. The legitimization of any cruelty whatsoever – insofar as it serves the properly assessed higher interest – has always been an integral element of the strictly functional, orthodox analogical thought.

1041 Cf. El príncipe constante, v. 1358–1370; this refers to the inhabitants of Ceuta; their being delivered from death will have to be considered in two respects: they are spared the bloodbath amongst ‘collaborators’ that would otherwise be performed by the former owners returning, and they are saved from the spiritual death otherwise caused by a forced apostasy.

1042 V. 1377; Fernando is speaking here; the specific reference is to the authorization, finally given by the Portuguese court, of the return of Ceuta, which is communicated by Enrique; but the formulation has a more general meaning in the context of the overall speech.

1043 “En lo justo / dice el cielo que obedezca / el esclavo a su señor, / porque si el señor dijera / a su esclavo que pecara, / obligación no tuviera / de obedecerle: porque / quien peca mandando, peca” (v. 1459–1466). When reading these lines, it will be necessary to keep in mind that, during the play’s premiere, the Spanish king was in the audience – a sovereign who considered himself the first ruler of the whole world, and at whose court the courtly ritual had attained to its most differentiated stage of development. In Calderón, the diction’s preciosity is never an end in itself, it is more than mere rhetoric; it is the vehicle of a message that, in terms of explicitness, is comparable to Aquinas’ verdict on the court as a world of narcissism and moral corruption (which anticipates the modern research on the mechanisms of court society up to and including Elias): gloria is the highest value of the courtly cosmos; it does not represent an ‘objective’ or ‘essential’ quality, but one that is attributed by others; striving for glory therefore causes conduct to be geared toward instrumentality, and no longer (primarily) toward content; moreover, it results in the principle of multiply addressed actions, which, as such, is necessarily dishonest (see Divi Thomae Aquinatis doctoris angelici De regimine Principum ad regem Cypri et De regimine Judaeorum ad ducissam Brabantiae politicae opuscula duo, ed. J. Mathis, Torino/Rome 1948, book I, chap. 7, 1–97; here: 8–10).

1044 See “Die Figur der Fénix” 318f.; cf. also Spitzer’s overall line of reasoning regarding the Fénix–Fernando structure qua love story with erotic implications, including a desengaño of the male protagonist (318–331). In the wake of the “Yo”, a frightened princess interrupts the infante (“¡Ay cielos! ¿Qué es lo que veo?”), since she naturally comprehends the “Yo” as a sort of reply to her question. The prince then asks her as to the reason for her obvious confusion (“¿Qué te admira?”) – this in itself substantiates that the play does not mean to insinuate that Fernando actually overheard Fénix’s question; Fénix gives a brief, evasive answer, the infante signals that he will not inquire further (“bien lo creo”), and continues his address with a “pues”, indicating his tying in with something that has already been stated: “Yo pues, Fénix, que deseo / servirte humilde, traía / flores” (v. 1621–1628).

1045 See above (210f.) for exact structural equivalences in La lepra de Constantino.

1046 Wardropper labels this procedure the manifestation of an “ironía cósmica”; this (not very fortunate) choice of term is to imply that ‘nothing occurs by chance’ (“que no pasa nada al azar”); as a background, Wardropper refers to quotes from Scripture; importantly, he indicates the omnipresence of this technique in the religious – and, as is necessary to add, in all serious – dramatic works by Calderón (“Las comedias religiosas de Calderón”, in: García Lorenzo, ed., Calderón, vol. 1, 185–198; here. 195f.).

1047 The allegoresis of flowers as symbols of human transience is standard since Ps 102: 15.

1048 For Fénix’s sonnet, see v. 1686–1699; the résumé of the last two verses is an interpretation; initially, she asserts that all vicissitudes are determined by the stars, which, in turn, expire every night; but Fénix has already provided the overall explanation of her sonnet in advance with her introductory formulation “nace la mujer / sujeta a muerte y fortuna” (v. 1678f.), whereby she signals her agreement with Fernando’s reading in the book of nature; for when introducing his own sonnet, the latter had stated: “nace el hombre / sujeto a fortuna y muerte” (v. 1640f.).

1049 An analogous comment on Fernando’s sonnet would not be appropriate, since the playwright endows it with a less decisive secondary profile, perhaps intentionally. Two aspects shall be highlighted here: in Fernando’s sonnet, the life of the flowers is not portrayed as an existence of sorrow, but of joy (“alegría”, v. 1652); the sonnet does not conclude with the notion of death, but rather accentuates the vanity of all that belongs to this world, offering a serene interpretation of transience.

1050 Cf. v. 1728f.; for Muley’s entire speech, in which he develops the plan, see v. 1706–1769.


1051 Cf. v. 1882–1887; Fernando does not develop this thought en détail, but that would also not be necessary. The noble Moor immediately understands the point of the argument (which he signals in his reply), and so foregoes any further attempts at outperformance (cf. v. 1888–1893).

1052 The term is explicitly employed (cf. v. 1917).

1053 Cf. v. 1918–1982; as to moral beauty, cf. above all: “constante en su fe porfía” (v. 1945); regarding the aesthetic aspect (in the literal meaning of the term), which Calderón describes by tying in with his foil (“un fruxo de ventre”, see above, 316 herein), see the unusually drastic formulations in v. 1950–1955 (“le ponen en tal lugar, / que es, ¿dirélo?, un muladar; / porque es su olor de manera, / que nadie puede sufrille / junto a su casa, y así / todos dan en despedille”).

1054 Tarudante justifies his dissimulation with the impetuousness of his love; and the ritual would indeed not have permitted him to lead the bride to Fez himself (cf. v. 2166–2175). Alfonso indicates his avid desire to see Fernando in person (v. 2130–2132). In this play on precarious or even denied individuality, one might discern an indirect reference to the basic modeling structures of the drama and the discourse of this epoch. Yet it is more plausible that Calderón is here employing a technique familiar from the comedia de capa y espada, with a view to concentrating and ‘dramatizing’ the action. It is entirely implausible that a king would convey a declaration of war in person; but this construction facilitates an impressive heroic altercatio.

1055 For numerous reasons, the Spanish comedia deliberately ignores the customary (Neo-)Aristotelian unities. The foundational concept of Aristotelian drama – a singular and individuated action – is at variance with the analogical grasp of actions as non-singular and non-individual ‘repetitions’ that, as such, are always already ‘general’, or which have to be (re)presented as ‘universal’ by relegating their local and chronological situatedness to the background. The above-described, rather fundamental alteration of the historical sequence of events is not the only manipulation by which the dramatist tries to reinforce the message he wants to convey. As regards the amount of the ransom, a brief look at the prototypes will suffice to demonstrate the extent to which Calderón follows the analogical principle, stating that what does not fit must be made to fit. A translation of the sum into its equivalent in property may be found in the chronicle and the play: while the equivalent of ‘two cities’ is offered in the latter, the former assesses the value of the sum offered as equaling that of a single street in Ceuta (Trautado da vida 75). In view of such a disparity, the fact that the first translation is put into the mouth of a Portuguese, the second into that of a Moor, may seem less important.

1056 “[. . .] dos jóvenes valientes” (v. 2104).

1057 Tarudante: “Ya que no pude lograr / la fineza, hermosa Fénix, / de serviros como esclavo, / logre al menos la de verme / a vuestros pies. Dad la mano / a quien un alma os ofrece”; Fénix: “Vuestra Alteza, gran señor, / finezas y honras no aumente / a quien le estima, pues sabe / lo que a sí mismo se debe” (v. 2151–2160).

1058 The orthodox Christian background for the dissociation of moral and aesthetic beauty (with a simultaneous devaluation of the latter) is commented on and detailed in Jauß; the remarks concerning the humilitas passionis and the deformitas Christi as starting point of the Christian legitimization of what is aesthetically unpleasant are particularly pertinent in the above-discussed context (“Die klassische und die christliche Rechtfertigung des Häßlichen in mittelalterlicher Literatur”, in: Jauß, Alterität und Modernität der mittelalterlichen Literatur, 385–410, here: 398–400).

1059 Cf. v. 2206–2259; Porqueras Mayo misconstrues the allusion to the patient sufferer from the Old Testament as signaling Job qua model for Fernando (“Introducción” LXXI–LXXII); in the text itself, the contrast is clearly accentuated: “Cuando como yo se vía / Job [. . .], pero yo” (v. 2211–2215).

1060 A detailed rhetorical and stylistic analysis of this speech may be found in R. D. F. Pring-Mill, “Estructuras logico-retóricas y sus resonancias: un discurso de El príncipe constante”, in: Flasche, ed., Hacia Calderón. Segundo coloquio anglogermano, 109–154.

1061 “[. . .] / es tan augusta / de los reyes la deidad, / tan fuerte y tan absoluta, / que engendra ánimo piadoso” (v. 2306–2309).

1062 “Wesensform” (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 518).

1063 In the sonnet, the term used was ‘grave’ (sepulcro) rather than ‘coffin’ (see above, 356 herein).

1064 The comparison of cradle and grave or coffin with hands opened upward (for purposes of receiving) or downward (for casting aside) further elevates the overall conception in analogical terms (v. 2391–2406).

1065 The keyword “herencia de Adán” is explicitly mentioned in the immediately ensuing scene, when Fernando comments not on the pitilessness of Fénix, but on that of other Moors (v. 2501); also pertinent is the play’s general message on the level of moral-theological didactics, later articulated by Fernando (v. 2506–2526); given its unambiguousness, it requires no elaboration. The audience or readership is never left without instructions for deciphering the secondary code; even so, Calderón aims to achieve this aim in a more subtle manner than Lope, typically by way of the relatively elementary technique of an, as it were, contiguous commentary.

1066 The Biblical formulation of the ‘light in the darkness’ is given later: “En el horror de la noche / por sendas que nadie sabe / te guié” (v. 2654–2656). The east qua direction of the rising sun is a familiar symbol of Christ (cf. Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘oriri, oriens, orientalis’).

1067 D. Enrique: “Dudando estoy, Alfonso, lo que veo”; D. Alfonso: “Yo no, todo lo creo” (v. 2614f.).

1068 A Latin version was issued in 1592, a Spanish one in 1601. The miracle regarding Santiago is reported in Book 7, chap. 13, “Del rey Don Ramiro”; Humanist criticism concerning the cult of Santiago is dealt with in Book 7, chap. 10, “Cómo se halló el cuerpo del apóstol Santiago” (Mariana, Obras, Madrid 1950, vol. 1, and vol. 2, 1–411; quotes: vol. 1, 203f.; 207–209). Throughout the epoch preceding the renovatio, erudite clerics were influenced by Erasmian polemics against a belief in miracles; as to Santiago in particular, see the beginning of the dialog between Menedemus and Ogygius in the chap. “Peregrinatio religionis ergo” of the Colloquia familiaria. With regard to the plane of popular piety, the custom of a peregrination to Santiago de Compostela increasingly came under pressure, in part because the kings were complicating travels abroad in the course of the emergence of national states from the one, Christian Europe; and partly because – as a result of the suspicion that all ‘Germanic peoples’ were Lutheran – practices were developing particularly on the Spanish stretch of the trail that ultimately deterred all pilgrims (for details, see the monograph by J. S. Stone, The Cult of Santiago. Traditions, Myths and Pilgrimages, New York, NY/ Toronto 1927).

1069 This epithet was common until the 1970s, that is, up to Franco’s death.

1070 With his stylization and condemnation of Enrique’s character, Calderón also attacks a central epistemological concept of the late stage of chaoticization (which was to lead to a rejection of analogism, and to the constitution of the new episteme in France, particularly in Descartes): i.e. skepticism qua abstract product of a derailed analogism. The principle omnia in omnibus results in an utter impossibility of reliable statements about the world. The presence of skepticism in Spain is documented in Sullivan (cf. Tirso de Molina 51–62). References to the possibility of being deceived by the senses – customary in Calderón, and drawn from theological treatises – may not be identified with late Renaissance skepticism proper. For Calderón, this world is constitutively sub umbra from a human point of view; even so, there is a dependable code for a ‘correct’ decipherment – a fact that is accentuated throughout El príncipe constante. Pessimism and permanent error are the fate of those who are unaware of this code, or of those who have neglected it, such as Enrique qua symbol of the Renaissance man, gropingly seeking new ways of efficaciously conceptualizing the phenomenal world.

1071 Tarudante led the vanguard. Fénix – accompanied by Muley for purposes of protection – had left Fez, aiming for Marruecos, Tarudante’s city.

1072 As to espuma qua symbol of kings having met a violent death, cf. Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘spuma’. The sentence therefore implies a reverence to the dead prince, as well as an allusion to Christ, ridiculed and denigrated as ‘King of the Jews’ by his torturers.

1073 “¡Válgame el cielo! ¿Qué escucho? / ¡Qué tarde, cielos, qué tarde / le llegó la libertad!” (v. 2722–2724). The lament indicates, once again, the extent to which the Navigator’s perspective is limited to this world.

1074 The ‘en sombras’ refers to the ‘encounter’ between Alfonso and his uncle on the battle-field; as said above, Fernando is ‘lighting’ the army’s way with a torch (366; see also n. 1069). It is, of course, not very plausible to assume the battle having taken place at nighttime in the literal sense; the rationale of the entire miraculous scenario is not its possibly factual, but rather its ‘higher’, allegorical dimension.

1075 Alfonso here refers to Fernando as “un muerto infelice”. The background of this evaluation is clear on the primary plane; on the secondary one, the utterance refers to the incomplete insight into God’s salvific design even on the part of the baptized, insofar as they are not typoi of Christ; it may be considered analogous to the lament on the part of the disciples, which the resurrected Christ himself corrects.

1076 The various lines of reasoning developed during the restorative epoch with a view to mediating between the logically contradictory, but nonetheless indispensable categories of the praescientia divina and the liberum arbitrium are detailed in Sullivan, Tirso de Molina 28–34. Concerning the condemnation of the popular faith in astrology during the restorative phase, as well as regarding the differentiation between a legitimate and an idolatrous notion of all manifestations that might be considered auspices of the future, cf. Liber theologiae moralis 656–663.

1077 As regards Calderón’s recourse to the Thomist evaluation of astrology and of the divination of the future, see A. Hurtado Torres, “La astrología en el teatro de Calderón de la Barca”, in: García Lorenzo, ed., Calderón, vol. 2, 925–937.

1078 As to the issue of a functional equivalence of Fernando and Alfonso within the configuration of the drama, Wilson’s brief remarks are instructive (Wilson and Entwistle, “Calderón’s Príncipe constante” 209). Concerning the typologizing modeling of history, one will have to see Alfonso as a sort of follower and fulfiller (on the secular level) of what Fernando has introduced, but also anticipated, in his martyrdom. As already stated, the notion of a ‘fulfillment’, on the level of realpolitik, of what has been performed spiritually is familiar to classical analogism with regard to the expansion of the Roman world monarchy.

1079 One should keep in mind that Fénix seems not to have any deeper feelings for either of her suitors; in the course of the love plot, her emotions consistently revolve around a single concern only: how to preserve her life in the constellation that suddenly arises without her involvement, i.e. that of having two suitors.

1080 Cf. above, chap. 3.2.

1081 Apart from the analogy to the disciples already indicated, the reference to Peter, the founder of the Church, is particularly pertinent; it is encoded in Muley’s readiness (declined by Fernando) to sacrifice his own life in order to rescue the one threatened.

1082 It should be highlighted once again that not only the adoption of the pattern concerning Santiago, but also the typologizing ‘love story’ are elements not to be found in the chronicles or the drama La fortuna adversa (as to the recovery of Fernando’s bones, the anonymous dramatist follows the motif of them having been stolen by a frustrated Moorish prince, first introduced in Ramos). The forerunner’s play contains a conventional love story by recourse to the schema of the love chain; above all, a structure connecting ‘love’ and ‘release or deliverance’ is entirely lacking. Sloman’s reading tends to neglect these noteworthy differences between El príncipe constante and the overall tradition (cf. The Dramatic Craftsmanship of Calderón 195; see also 191f., 203).

1083 This is particularly patent with regard to the criticism on the part of English-language scholarship, which usually tends towards cautious formulations. For instance, A. A. Parker accuses Spitzer of mistranslating, as far as the latter’s construal of the scene between Fénix and Fernando (see above, 354f.) is concerned: “It is based in large measure on further mistranslations of the text”; even so, Parker’s considering “only a coincidence” the interweaving of Fénix’s query and Fernando’s “Yo” is perhaps even more questionable than Spitzer’s suggestion (Parker, “Christian Values and Drama: El príncipe constante”, in: K.–H. Körner and K. Rühl, ed., Studia iberica, Bern/Munich 1973, 441–458, here: 457n.). When judging Spitzer’s study, J. Sage does not shy away from employing the following formulations: “whimsical self-projection”, “unworthy”, “elementary misreadings”, “Spitzer’s standing is high enough for this aberration to be respectfully forgotten”; even so, Sage’s own construal is no less daring than Spitzer’s; Sage attributes to Calderón’s “immaturity” the conscious mixture of heroic and Christian virtues in the protagonist; for him, it is not Fénix who is the actual phoenix, but Fernando himself: “Yet, like the phoenix, reborn he will be”; Fénix, however, is said to be properly dead: “she is the dead phoenix, out of which Fernando is the new phoenix arisen”; Sage does not clarify to what overall interpretation of the play his construals might lead (“The Constant Phoenix. Text and Performance in Calderón’s El príncipe constante”, in: Körner and Rühl, ed., Studia iberica, 561–574, here: 567; 570f.; 572n.).

1084 The partial pleonasm contained in the above is intentional; much more so than Lope, Calderón is indeed a ‘maker’ (poietes) of a world, rather than a mimetes.

1085 Cf. n. 667.

1086 The latter alternative refers to characters such as the titular protagonist of La hija del aire, Semiramis, or to Ana Bolena from La cisma de Inglaterra.

1087 Thus in H. J. Neuschäfer: “[. . .] el final triste, cruel y hasta escandaloso de la obra de Calderón” (“El triste drama del honor. Formas de crítica ideológica en el teatro de Calderón”, in: Flasche, ed., Calderón. Segundo coloquio anglogermano, 98–108, 94). The same judgment is already present in the reception on the part of German Romanticism.

1088 The first variant is advocated in scholarship from the nineteenth century onward (see, e.g., Menéndez Pelayo’s influential lecture concerning Calderón’s ‘tragic plays’: “no era más que el espejo de las costumbres de su tiempo”; Calderón y su teatro 237); in more recent times, it is paradigmatically articulated by Á. Valbuena Briones: “Estos dramas, lo repetimos una vez más, no desenfocan ni exorbitan realidad alguna, sino que se atienen estrictamente a ella” (“Prólogo”, in: Calderón de la Barca, Dramas de honor, ed. Valbuena Briones, Madrid 1965, vol. 1, XI–CIV, here: XXXIX). As far as assessable, construals ascribing to the dramas a kind of critique of ideology commence with E. M. Wilson’s still rather differentiated criticism of the customary mimeticizing readings, as evidenced in G. Brenan’s literary history (cf. G. B., The Literature of the Spanish People from Roman Times to the Present Day, Cambridge 1951, 280–286); Wilson primarily refers to a denunciation of King Pedro qua cruel and unjust ruler as being implied in the text according to his reading (“Gerald Brenan’s Calderón”, Bulletin of the Comediantes 47 (1952), 6–8). Posterior studies of this tendency largely relinquish the relativizations still present in Wilson (according to which Calderón judges the honor code as just but too cruel), and comprehend particularly the play at hand as a condemnation of a norm which is qualified as fundamentally immoral by the implied author. In this respect, the pertinent more recent titles are: Aubrun, La Comédie espagnole 84f.; G. Edwards, “El médico de su honra: La cárcel del honor”, in: H. Flasche, ed., Hacia Calderón. Cuarto coloquio anglogermano, Berlin/ New York, NY 1979, 7–16; Hesse, Interpretando la comedia 71–98; 131–152; Hesse, New Perspectives on comedia Criticism 37–40; 65–83; 120n.; 130–132; E. Honig, “The Seizures of Honor in Calderón”, The Kenyon Review 23 (1961), 426–447 (including a useful description of the honor code’s functioning, 428–431); C. A. Jones, “Honor in Spanish Golden-Age Drama: Its Relation to Real Life and Morals”, Bulletin of Hispanic Studies 35 (1958), 199–210; H. W. Sullivan, “The Problematic of Tragedy in Calderón’s El medico de su honra”, Revista canadiense de estudios hispánicos 5 (1981), 355–372 (including occasional pertinent assessments, cf. 368); B. W. Wardropper, “The Wife-Murder Plays in Retrospect”, Revista canadiense de estudios hispánicos 5 (1981), 385–395; M. Wilson, “Tirso and Pundonor: A Note on El celoso prudente”, Bulletin of Hispanic Studies 38 (1961), 120–125. The emphatic version of the thesis, namely, that the plays denounce the honor code as an idolatrous, anti-Christian system of norms, was introduced by P. N. Dunn (“Honour and the Christian Background in Calderón”, Bulletin of Hispanic Studies 37 (1960), 75–105); Dunn’s notions were widely received; in a somewhat mitigated fashion, they found their way into most of the above-cited studies published after Dunn’s. Especially J. Bryans shares Dunn’s theses to a considerable degree (“System and Structure in Calderón’s El medico de su honra”, Revista canadiense de estudios hispánicos 5 (1981), 271–291); and similarly C. A. Soons (“The Convergence of Doctrine and Symbol in El médico de su honra”, Romanische Forschungen 72 (1960), 370–380).

1089 In a publication on the subgenre of ‘peasant drama’, I offer some speculations concerning the rationales behind propagating a rigid patriarchal norm in a context of relative laxism as to actual sexual behavior (“Lope de Vega. Fuente Ovejuna”, in: H. Wentzlaff-Eggebert and V. Roloff, ed., Das spanische Theater vom Mittelalter bis zur Gegenwart, Düsseldorf 1988, 105–122).

1090 Neuschäfer is the only one to perceive the problem at all. His solution – the dramas de honor do not model a ‘representative’ contemporaneous reality, but rather refer to individual cases (“porque lo que en realidad es un hecho aislado que puede suceder”; “El triste drama del honor” 101) – does not seem convincing, however; for if the relevant honor cases represent a merely peripheral problem in Calderón’s lifeworld, one might ask why a man as cautious as this playwright would have risked his accord with the courtly class precisely with respect to something marginal. The thesis of a critique of ideology inevitably implies that the ‘factual’ conditions were so untenable that an intervention became necessary. As to the set of problems concerning the lifeworld and the honor code of the seventeenth century, see Jones, “Honor in Spanish Golden-Age Drama” 200; C. A. Jones, “Spanish Honour as Historical Phenomenon: Convention and Artistic Motive”, Hispanic Review 33 (1965), 32–39, and especially M. McKendrick, “Honour/ Vengeance in the Spanish comedia: A Case of Mimetic Transference?”, Modern Language Review 79 (1984), 313–335. One almost shies away from stating additional, similarly trivial facts which the construals listed in n. 1091 disregard: the king (or the respective ruler) sanctions the husband’s deed in all of Calderón’s dramas de honor. Like other plays, El médico de su honra premiered in the royal palace. Who would seriously assert that Calderón could have wished to confront his own monarch with the claim that ‘the king’ (qua abstract social role) always (or even constitutively) fails in his most noble task, precisely that of dispensing justice? Or that he is not sovereign at all, but has to bow to rules considered by everyone to be immoral, absurd, and contrary to faith?

1091 The theoretical reference point for this strand of literary scholarship is Th. W. Adorno’s Aesthetic Theory (1970), whose basic assumption consists in positing that the central characteristic of (non-trivial) literature is its ‘negativity’. What, in Adorno, is a consistent line of reasoning – seeing that he focuses on high modernism and avant-garde literature, including its anticipation in early Romanticism – seems problematic if applied to literary texts dating from periods prior to the Romantic concept of art qua general ‘liberation’ from traditions, norms, and reality as such.

1092 Without reflecting on it, G. Edwards lays this assumption at the basis of his ideologycritical reading (see spec. chap. 3 in: The Prison and the Labyrinth. Studies in Calderonian Tragedy, Cardiff 1978, 60–85); ultimately, this ideologeme provides the tacit foundation of all such construals.

1093 Sloman does not provide a hypothesis concerning the function of the difference he observes (cf. The Dramatic Craftsmanship of Calderón 18–58); as regards the hero of this drama in comparison to Calderón’s Gutierre, cf. spec. 23–27. Sloman’s analysis of the play is among the few more recent readings that refrain from omitting or leveling significant aspects; the comparison with the source imposes onto the critic what to him are inconvenient insights; for, in his overall interpretation, he returns to the customary theses, while not providing textual proof at that point. Sloman considers Calderón’s play “a vigorous criticism of the code of honour” (58), even to the extent of regarding Gutierre, whose restylization as an ‘acceptable’ figure he has in fact demonstrated, as the culprit. Gutierre is said to lack “trust and love” (38); with the aid of these values, it would have been possible to resolve the entanglements, Sloman holds. He thus ascribes to Calderón’s Médico precisely the message that Cervantes offers in his two novellas pertaining to honor. Such a reading not only ignores fundamental differences between the Erasmian and the Tridentine writer. Considering the Cervantine novellas, the degree of didactic effort necessary to render accessible the tolerance still self-evident during Erasmus’s time becomes conspicuous. Should Calderón have wished to advocate a similar position, he would have done so; or else, he is a crypto-Erasmian under the conditions of an exacerbated restoration: a downright quixotic assumption, which – as is the case with any imputation of ‘actual’ views that remain unarticulated – can be neither verified nor refuted.

1094 It should be emphasized that the reference above is to the interrogation of Enrique, conducted by the king on Gutierre’s request (and not to the king’s ex post factum sanctioning of Gutierre’s actions, which is also an element of import for the interpretation of the play).

1095 Cf. Neuschäfer, “El triste drama del honor” 98; 101f.; there are quite a few further assertions in Neuschäfer’s argumentation that seem problematic: the notion that it is only fear of the code of honor (and not also some kind of ‘bad conscience’) that motivates Mencía’s actions (95), and the claim that God is not mentioned in the play at all (101). On the contrary: Gutierre’s conceding a last confession to the already condemned Mencía is crucial.

1096 Rather cautiously, Neuschäfer judges the conclusion, including the wedding, with the following words: “extraño y hasta chocante” (“El triste drama del honor” 93). Sloman goes so far as to speak of a marriage based on mutual hatred (The Dramatic Craftsmanship 36). There are numerous marriages in Spanish Baroque drama, and especially in comedies proper. The principle may be outlined as follows: initially, the couple already tied to each other by a connubial promise is married, irrespective of whether one of the partners has meanwhile become interested in a third party, emotionally or sexually; this is a direct application of the relevant Tridentine instructions (cf. Liber theologiae moralis 917–958; spec. 924–926). In a next step, the remaining damsels or ladies are married to just any galán at hand; the primacy of role fulfillment – over and against all individual desire – is the notion at the basis here. This schema also regulates the marriage practice in serious plays (cf. e.g. La vida es sueño).

1097 “[. . .] los más encopetados teólogos y austeros predicadores [. . .] suscribieron y firmaron, sin censuras, la aprobación de los tomos de su teatro, hasta decir que en ellos no se encontraba pensamiento ni expresión alguna que no se ajustase escrupulosamente con la moral cristiana” (Calderón y su teatro 236).

1098 “Los casos de la honra son mejores / porque mueuen con fuerça a toda ge[n]te” (Arte nuevo de hacer comedias, v. 327f.). To add just one more argument to my above polemics against the reading standard in present-day research: the very fact that the slaying of allegedly adulterous wives is a well-known literary sujet for the audience of that time would arguably have counteracted the supposed shock factor with a view to corroding the honor code.

1099 This qualification is not meant in the sense that I would see El médico de su honra as an exception – quite the contrary; yet, since the limits of this book do not allow for a comprehensive analysis of the entire corpus, I leave it to the reader to decide whether or not the following remarks are pertinent to other honor plays as well.

1100 See above (n. 222).


1101 The following elucidations concerning the Erasmian conception of honor are indebted to A. Castro’s groundbreaking 1916 article, which has been disregarded by research on the drama de honor for a long time now. It is true that Castro focuses solely on the problem of honor as such and does not discuss its links to the anthropological controversies of the time; in this way, the more general implications of the concept – which enable it to become a privileged sujet in the late sixteenth and the seventeenth centuries – do not come into view. Nevertheless, Castro’s analysis remains the most outstanding study on the question of honor, including the genre of drama de honor (“Algunas observaciones acerca del concepto del honor en los siglos XVI y XVII”, Revista de filología española 3 (1916), 1–50; 357–386; passim); as regards the Erasmian understanding of the concept, and concerning its resonance in Spain up to and including the Cervantine novellas of honor, see 357–365; 378–386.

1102 For a description of the relevant positions, see Vignaux’s art. “Nominalisme” 769–772.

1103 In the words of Gabriel Biel: “Non requiritur quod actus bonus moraliter semper referatur actualiter in Deum, qui est finis ultimus, quia aliquid citra Deum est eligibile propter se [. . .] aliquod, quod non est finis ultimus, est eligibile propter se, et hoc secundum rectam rationem” (Collectorium II. dist. 28, qu. 1, E).

1104 “[. . .] nihil est meritorium nisi quia voluntarium, et hoc nisi quia libere elicitum vel factum, quia nihil est meritorium nisi quod est in nobis, hoc est in nostra potestate. Sed nihil est in nostra potestate ut possimus agere nisi quia est a voluntate tamquam a principio movente, et non ab habitu” (Super quattuor libros sententiarum I. dist. 17, qu. II). This notion presupposes that human nature is able to discern the good ‘of its own volition’. Biel accentuates this concept by explicitly designating not only habitus, but also the dona supernaturalia as not requisite for perceiving the ‘essence’ of things in the right way: “per pura naturalia intelligitur animae natura seu substantia cum qualitatibus et actionibus consequentibus naturam, exclusis habitibus ac donis supernaturaliter a solo Deo infusis” (Collectorium II. dist. 28, qu. I, art. 1, not. 2). Only the notion that the human mind, basically capable of the good, must be strengthened in prayer from time to time prevents this idea from turning into a completely secularized concept of morality (art. 3, dub. 2).

1105 Even so, the orthodox side has a strong tendency to accentuate this view as regards nominalistic ‘moral doctrine’; see, e.g., Vignaux’s art. “Nominalisme” 769.

1106 For the most part, the following elucidations have recourse to the Enchiridion militis christiani (1503), in which Erasmus articulates his positions most concisely (Desiderii Erasmi Roterdami Opera omnia, Leiden 1704, vol. 5, 1–66).

1107 “Verum Christum visibilibus rebus, ob visibilia colere et in his fastigium Religionis ponere, hinc sibi placere, hinc alios damnare [. . .] hoc est, nimirum, a lege Evangelii, quae spiritalis est, desciscere, et in Judaismum quendam recidere”. Cf. also the ensuing incrimination of a “good part of the priests and theologians” (“et sacerdotum et doctorum bonam partem”), seeing that they deliver the “vulgus” into “superstitio” with their orientation toward the visibilia (Enchiridion 32).

1108 This notion is the guiding concept of the Enchiridion; cf. spec. the chap. “De homine interiore et exteriore” (15–19).

1109 Erasmus re-accentuates this nominalistic premise of his overall line of reasoning in a letter to Paul Volz (abbot of the monastery Hugshofen) that comments on the Enchiridion’s message and function and is appended to the reprints after 1518: “Primum, plures sunt rerum humanarum species, quam ut ad singulas possint haberi certa responsa. Deinde, tanta est circumstantiarum varietas, ut nisi his cognitis ne possit quidem certum responderi” (Opera omnia, vol. 3.1, 337–347; here: 340); for the same case in the Enchiridion itself, cf. 13–15.

1110 In this respect, cf. in particular the chap. “Adversus iram et vindictae cupiditatem” (63–66).

1111 Cf. Liber theologiae moralis 617–641.

1112 Not only does this hold good as regards the evaluation of outwardly problematic conduct, but also as regards meritorious actions. Regarding the customary opera meritoria – such as devotion to the saints, pilgrimages, fasting, donating candles, etc. – Erasmus offers nothing but ridicule. Even the accusation on the part of his enemies that Erasmus ultimately considers the sacraments immaterial for justification is not entirely unwarranted. In the orthodox figural allegoresis, manna (Yahwe’s gift to the people of Israel in the desert) is deemed the typos of the consecrated Host, the Body of Christ (thus in Calderón, e.g. in the auto El viático cordero). While Erasmus also frequently employs the metaphor of manna as a source of grace, he refers not to the sacrament, but rather to Scripture, the study of which enables a life agreeable to God. The Church recedes as a mediator of salvation in favor of the sinner’s direct dialog with his God; in this sense, Erasmus is indeed basically proto-Protestant (cf. Enchridion 6f.; passim).

1113 “Ergo in hoc est iter ad vitam spiritalem ac perfectam, si sensim adsuescamus abduci ab iis, quae vere non sunt, sed partim apparent esse, quod non sunt, ut voluptas turpis, honor mundi, partim fluunt, atque in nihilum redire festinant, rapiamurque ad illa, quae vere sunt aeterna, incommutabilia, sincera” (Enchiridion 28). It is typical of Erasmus that statements which reflect the traditional position may also be found occasionally (“fama, possessio longe pretiosissima”; 57); in contrast to his own positions, he offers no argument for these or corresponding points, such as the observance of ecclesiastical regulations; he simply cites them, and utilizes the fact of having verifiably stated them in the confrontations with his numerous enemies, thereby defeating the latter at their own neo-scholastic game. Erasmus’s above-cited positions are not unique; they represent a Christianized (cf. 1 Cor 1: 23–31, spec. 29; Rom 3: 27; Ps 113: 1) Neostoicism, and are similarly present in other prominent authors of the stage of chaoticization (as regards the ancient pagan sources criticizing the valorization of ‘honor’, and for the presence of corresponding arguments in Montaigne for instance, see M. Kruse, “‘La gloire du monde’ und ‘la gloire de Dieu’ im Werk von Mademoiselle de Scudéry”, Romanistisches Jahrbuch 34 (1983), 101–117; here: 101–104). Erasmus is discussed in the present study not only due to the fact that, in Spain, the criticism of honor is tied to the reception of this author in particular, but also because his case elucidates most clearly the extent to which the resumption of an age-old stance of detachment from the world will have to be seen not as humanist only, but as a phenomenon grounded in the disintegrative stage’s overall view of the world and of humankind.

1114 “[. . .] ut pro Christiano sis Iudaeus, mutis tantum elementis serviens, ut gloriam habeas non in occulto apud Deum, sed in manifesto apud homines?” (Enchiridion 33). This opposition is further accentuated in that it is linked to the problem of divine judgment: “Oculi Domini non vident in manifesto, sed in occulto, neque secundum visionem oculorum judicat, neque secundum auditum aurium arguit” (37); for the ascription of honor to the domain of the flesh, see 19f.; cf. also the reference to Christ’s ‘dishonorableness’ in wordly terms as an indicator of his true value: “Quid illo secundum seculum ignobilius, despectius, inhonoratius? [. . .] Sed quem mundus contemsit, hunc glorificavit Pater” (62).

1115 Enchiridion 61.

1116 “Alioqui quid amentius, quam tui pretium de homuncionum opinione metiri? Quibus in manu est simul atque collubuit, hoc ipsum honoris quod largiuntur, rursus auferre, ac te modo honestatum dehonestare” (Enchiridion 61f.) In his comedia A secreto agravio, secreta venganza, Calderón adopts this notion of the relationality (hence inaccessibility) of honor almost verbatim for the lament of his protagonist Don Lope concerning the honor code’s severity: “¡Oh locas leyes del mundo! / ¡Qué un hombre que por sí hizo / cuanto para honrado / no sepa si está ofendido! / ¡Que de ajena causa ahora / venga el efecto a ser mío / para el mal, no para el bien” (Obras completas, vol. 1, 425–453; here: 446a; for comparable formulations, see 427b); cf. also the analogous concept and wording in El pintor de su deshonra (Obras completas, vol. 1, 868–903; here: 892a, 897b). Yet it does not befit Calderón’s Don Lope to declare the concept of honor obsolete with the argument of its fundamental ‘nonsensicalness’. To anticipate what will be elucidated with recourse to the play at hand: from a Baroque perspective, the higher sense of this ‘senselessness’ is to remind humankind that it is precisely not free to design its own world(s), but must fulfill its allocated role in the world governed by God; the basic conditions organizing the theatrum mundi were determined by the Fall and the ensuing expulsion from Paradise.

1117 As is the case with all references to present-day times in this study, the above remark refers to the realities in continental Europe.

1118 Ignatius of Loyola’s deprecatory remarks concerning the Enchiridion are likely to represent the beginning of the anti-Erasmian reaction in Spain. Concerning Erasmus’s most orthodox work (which is full of safeguarding formulations), Loyola declares that it cools down all devotion and suffocates all pious zeal (thereto, cf. J. Huizinga, Europäischer Humanismus: Erasmus, Hamburg 1958, 166). For details as to the censoring of Erasmus’s writings after the Council of Trent, see Heydenreich, Culteranismo und theologische Poetik 148–150.

1119 The thesis of a connection between the Cervantine conception of honor and Erasmianism is Castro’s – who, on this basis, clearly distinguishes between these novellas on the one hand and the Baroque drama de honor on the other (see the above reference, n. 1104). Castro not only refers to Cervantes, but also to the abundance of late humanist treatises and dialogs that advocate the Erasmian conception of honor in the Spain of that period. The best-known text in this respect is probably the sixth dialog in Antonio de Torquemada’s 1553 Colloquios satíricos (cf. Castro, “Observaciones” 370–377; spec. 373–375). To this Erasmian context also belong the theological and moral-theological treatises (adduced by the relevant research) in which the slaying of the adulterous wife is unconditionally condemned. In terms of tendency, the respective authors (as Jones concedes; cf. “Honor in Spanish Golden-Age Drama” 201–205) primarily belong to the “mystic” strand; this term designates precisely the Christianity of interiority and subjectivity, severed from the Church qua institution, which Erasmus represents. The respective treatises are, adequately read, of considerable import as regards interpreting the dramas de honor: it is not that they in fact accentuate the actual message of these comedias; their existence rather explicates why the renewed propagation of a system of ‘objective’ moral values was so significant from the viewpoint of the restorative movement. The overcoming of the nominalistic rupture was an endeavor that required a certain emphasis primarily because its epicenter was the theological discourse itself. As to the positions of the epoch’s standard moral theology, Escobar’s Liber theologiae moralis, I will provide quotes from decisive passages below; without exception, all the institutionally important Spanish theologians of this epoch are in agreement with Escobar’s position (see the detailed account in Meier, “A honra no drama românico” 242f.).

1120 The two, diametrically opposed paradigms of honor narratives have in common that they do, indeed, render plausible the actions of those characters that finally fall prey to their ‘wrongdoing’. In either case, this explanation is not to be seen as an excuse; it is rather a warning, urging the recipients to be aware of similar or comparable conditions in their own lives which might facilitate ‘wrong’ choices.

1121 As to the differences between these plays and the ‘peasant dramas’, see my article mentioned above (n. 1092).

1122 As regards the outlined Tridentine conception of the law, see A. Molien, art. “Lois”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 9, 871–910, as well as Jugie’s art. “Péché originel”; cf. also Liber theologiae moralis 53f.

1123 See also Menéndez Pelayo, Calderón y su teatro 242f. ‘Peasant drama’ will have to be considered a subgenre of its own (cf., once again, my reading of Lope’s Fuente Ovejuna, the general thesis of which also applies to Calderón’s contributions to this subgenre; see n. 1092).

1124 Thus the stage direction at the beginning of the primera jornada; all citations follow D. W. Cruickshank’s critical edition; even down to the details, it depends on the earlier critical edition by C. A. Jones. Cruickshank’s introductory remarks offer a particularly drastic example of construing this drama as incriminating the honor code (“Introducción biográfica y crítica”, 7–58).

1125 Cf. Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘turris’.

1126 See the explication of the respective keywords in Silva allegoriarum (‘avis’, ‘pluma’). The relativization implied by “parecía” places the similarity between the first man prior to the Fall and the incarnated Son of God, who is not ‘tarnished’ by original sin, under the condition of a merely approximate similarity, a point which is demanded by this theologically complex question. In passages that touch upon essential doctrinal positions, Calderón’s concrete formulations seem to consistently follow the rationale of theological precision, rather than ‘poetic’ criteria in the proper sense (such as the constraints of versification or rhyme).

1127 Cf. Silva allegoriarum, s.v. ‘rosa’. The allegoresis of specifically this flower in the way described in Hieronymus Lauretus is already detailed in a most famous twelfth century poem by Alanus ab Insulis (“Omnis mundi creatura . . .”; in: Patrologia Latina, vol. 210, 579sq.).

1128 “El simbolismo en el teatro de Calderón. La caída del caballo”, Romanische Forschungen 74 (1962), 60–76; investing much effort into his search for passages from the entirety of ancient to early modern European literature, Valbuena effectively identifies the emblem’s static allegorical meaning: the horse as a symbol for superbia and appetitus carnalis; its rider as ratio; the horse’s bolting, and the rider’s fall, as indicating the victory of the drives (61; 75f.; passim). Valbuena does not consider the image’s interpretation in Aquinas, nor the (orthodox) emblematics of that period; consequently, he does not notice the crucial structure – the connection between the condition and the cause, the Fall of Man.

1129 See my article “Perception, Cognition and Volition in the Arcipreste de Talavera” (in: S. G. Nichols, A. Kablitz and A. Calhoun, ed., Rethinking the Medieval Senses. Heritage, Fascinations, Frames, Baltimore, MD 2008, 119–153), where I detail the reasons why the concept of original sin – and also its most conspicuous symptom, luxuria – is an indispensable element of the Christian dogma.

1130 Quoted in Jugie, art. “Péché originel” 517.

1131 In the research so far, no one seems to assume that Calderón was an agnostic (or an atheist, or a crypto-Protestant), thereby to contest the author’s adherence to Tridentine Catholicism.

1132 “¿Que el Infante don Enrique, / más amante que primero, / vuelva a Sevilla, y te halle / con tan infeliz encuentro, puede ser verdad?” (v. 95–99). The reshaping of the mimetic plane by means of the secondary encoding is so comprehensive in this drama in particular – where, in contrast e.g. to El Príncipe constante, an explicit articulation of the doctrine is not provided – that only the most pertinent passages may be indicated here.

1133 In this respect, cf. Cervantes’s forays into the picaresque genre (El casamiento engañoso, El coloquio de los perros).

1134 Cf. L. Forster, The Icy Fire. Five Studies in European Petrarchism, Cambridge 1969, spec. 16f.

1135 “[. . .] Perfeto / está el oro en el crisol, / el imán en el acero” (and so forth; v. 144–152).

1136 As to the metaphor of the ‘voice’ of desire, cf. v. 125–131.

1137 In the course of the tradition, various nomenclatures are utilized to designate the numerous impairments incurred in the wake of the Fall; cf. Jugie’s art. “Péché originel” (486), as well as the enumeration of the sins accompanying concupiscentia qua predominant ‘indicator’ of being subject to original sin in the Liber theologiae moralis (279–281).

1138 That is, as long as the individual’s physical existence lasts.

1139 In this context, one might also mention Lope’s peasant play Peribañez (1609–1614) in order to further substantiate a thesis already referred to on several occasions: that virtually all characteristic structures of dramatic works of the Spanish Baroque have a transindividual status, i.e. that they can hardly be ascribed to a singular author qua ‘creator’, but, rather, must be attributed to an overarching agency, precisely to the discourse (in the terminology of this study). Given his having fallen prey to love idolatry, the emblem of original sin is applied to the antihero of Lope’s aforesaid play in a manner similar to Calderón’s Enrique. Several commonalities might be specified as to further partial structures; they point to the shared perspective of both plays, all differences notwithstanding – precisely the modeling of the set of problems concerning luxuria.

1140 Cf. “Figura” 28ff., spec. 45.

1141 More precise conclusions in this regard could only be drawn by way of a detailed textual comparison.

1142 The psychomachic struggle in the soul of the prince (cf. El médico de su honra, v. 240–276), which is analogous to Mencía’s, cannot be analyzed in detail at this point; it contains an abundance of allusions and emblems, which ultimately demand and merit a separate commentary.

1143 As is well known, the aforementioned motif is a topos of Spanish Baroque literature. In the play at hand, it is introduced in the beginning – that is, in another context than the one mentioned above (“Calla, y repara / en que, si oyen las paredes, / los troncos, don Arias, ven, / y nada nos está bien”; v. 32–35). These words are stated by one courtier to another when the latter accuses the king of hardheartedness in the wake of Enrique’s fall, seeing that the sovereign continues his journey to Seville without further ado. The fact that ‘walls have ears’ is so self-evident to the courtier that he adduces it as the basis of an analogy.

1144 “Bien sabe, de tantos años / de experiencias, el respeto / con que constante mi honor / fue una montaña de hielo, / conquistada de las flores” (v. 295–299; for the entire speech, cf. 277–313). As regards the secondary meaning of ‘flos’, cf. the entry in Hieronymus Lauretus, Silva allegoriarum.

1145 As already stated, the prince has expressed his desire to immediately continue his journey on account of amorous grief, irrespective of his physical condition. Mencía now begs him to stay out of consideration for his health: “[. . .] os ruego / no os ausentéis desta casa, / poniendo a tan claro riesgo / la salud” (v. 310–313); she then clarifies that her feelings indeed exceed a merely caring concern for his wellbeing. It may seem astonishing from a present-day perspective that the question as to whether or not there is an actual affair in the very physical sense was of no further importance from the viewpoint of both the honor code and contemporaneous moral theology. Moral theology considered the intention, based on conscious volition, the decisive criterion. From the standpoint of opinión, the relevant point is the fact that there is a situation in which actual intercourse could possibly have occured; or, to put it in pragmatic terms: a ‘real-world’ equivalent of Gutierre would never have married a factual analog of Mencía, had he known that she had been in love with a real equivalent of Enrique, even if she had preserved her innocence in the strictly physical sense.

1146 To cite only the most striking verses: “Con alegría y tristeza / hoy a vuestras plantas llego, / [. . .] / ¿Quién vio triste la alegría?, / ¿quién vio alegre la tristeza?” (cf. 319–334).

1147 To the extent that Mencía deliberately consents to being courted and even encourages her suitor, she is ‘guiltier’, for example, than Serafina from El pintor de su deshonra, whose sexual transgression might actually exceed Mencía’s. With regard to Serafina, Wardropper details the extent to which the customary construal concerning the heroine’s innocence is inadequate, seeing that it relies solely on Serafina’s explicitly articulated avowals, while not taking into account the references to her “unconscious mind” (cf. “The Unconscious Mind in Calderón’s El pintor de su deshonra” 285–301). In this context, Wardropper refers to the Thomist theory stating that the nether parts of the soul are able to rebel against the ratio as a result of original sin. Consequently, the decisive aspect is not what the respective heroines testify to on their own behalf, but rather how much leeway they grant their desires. The hierarchical gradation of ‘conscious’ and ‘unconscious’ (which, in the modern sense, does have a bearing on the question of guilt) is not yet present in medieval and Baroque psychology; the agencies are placed on the same level (the ‘battlefield’ that is the soul); in this respect, Wardropper’s anachronistic choice of words lags behind his article’s substance. The reference to the concept of decentering is crucial: to deem necessarily coherent articulated words on the one hand and intentions and deeds on the other will almost always be misleading when reading Baroque plays; as stressed on various occasions in this chapter, the courtly stratagem of consistent dissimulatio is the second factor to be taken into account when assessing the relation between articulated words and intentions in Calderón’s drama(s).

1148 The modernizing construal’s lack of attention to the ambiguity of Mencía’s strategy is represented e.g. in C. Morón Arroyo’s article, which avers the heroine’s “inocente invitación”; the play’s conclusion, and particularly the phlebotomy, is then considered a factor ‘divesting [at first sight] the work of art of any value’ (“quita valor a la obra de arte”), and explicitly not only from the viewpoint of the modern-day reader (“nosotros”) – Morón Arroyo goes so far as to state that this is Calderón’s conscious choice: “Ese final se explica perfectamente como un efecto de distanciación en el sentido más estricto de Brecht” (“Dialectica y drama: El médico de su honra”, in: García Lorenzo, ed., Calderón, vol. 1, 519–532; here: 522, 531f.).

1149 Cf. El médico de su honra, v. 513, resuming what has been stated at greater length in v. 495–511.

1150 The issue was taken so seriously by advocates and opponents alike that it served as the starting point for the rejection of the Council’s results in France. In this respect, and as regards the following, cf. M. Jugie’s art. “Mariage”, in: Dictionnaire de théologie catholique, vol. 9, 2044–2335; spec. 2230–2249.


1151 Within the secondary literature considered here, it is only Th. A. O’Connor who draws convincing conclusions from this observation; he interprets Leonor as having been converted to the virtue of prudentia by experience, and Mencía as a contrastive figure, who is marked by imprudentia and thus brings about her own end (“The Interplay of Prudence and Imprudence in El médico de su honra”, Romanistisches Jahrbuch 24 (1973), 303–322; spec. 312–318). A. A. Parker assesses the (relative) rewarding of Leonor and the (in his view) unmerited punishment of Mencía as a ‘tragic’ aspect; according to Parker, all characters are entangled in misconduct to a greater or lesser extent, while only some (or one) of them is punished, and disproportionally (cf. “El médico de su honra as Tragedy”, Hispanófila 2 (1975), 3–23). Parker’s construal considers only the analogies, but not the differences between Leonor’s and Mencía’s conduct.

1152 As regards the allegory with two human representatives, cf. Helmich, Die Allegorie im französischen Theater (spec. 56; passim). Within Calderón’s oeuvre, the pattern is most clearly discernible in El gran mercado del mundo, and also in autos such as El gran teatro del mundo, which – while containing more than two human representatives – present two distinct factions.

1153 All the publications listed in n. 1091 which discuss the role of Peter make use of the argument criticized above.

1154 “Peter the Cruel or Peter the Just? A Reappraisal of the Role Played by King Peter in Calderón’s El médico de su honra”, Romanistisches Jahrbuch 14 (1963), 322–346; for a critical discussion of the customary evaluation of Calderón’s Pedro, see 322f.

1155 – which is a basic stratagem for establishing legitimacy in all periods of human history, and in all cultures.

1156 As to Lope’s positive representation of Pedro – and particularly where an immoral, cruel Pedro would have been far more suited to the plot of the play in question – see the extensive references in C. E. Anibal, “The Historical Elements of Lope de Vega’s Fuente Ovejuna”, PMLA 39 (1934), 657–718; here: 669–672.

1157 Cf. D. W. Cruickshank’s contrasting construal, which does not differentiate between Atlas as a revolting figure and Atlas as a punished figure, and which – contradicting the image as articulated in the play – suggests that the comparison encodes the former, i.e. “presumptuous pride” (“‘Pongo mi mano en sangre bañada a la puerta’: Adultery in El médico de su honra”, in: R. O. Jones, ed., Studies in Spanish Literature of the Golden Age, London 1973, 45–62; here: 55).

1158 The regulations concerning the day of rest are, in a way, excluded; relocating the Sabbath to Sunday, Christianity was able to simultaneously reject the manifold ritual strictures that characterize the day of rest in the Jewish tradition, and which were in contradiction to the anti-ritualistic turn of (early) Christianity (the latter being necessitated by the ‘survival strategy’ devised by the disciples after Christ’s death, namely to start proselytizing among the gentiles). All the other commandments of the Decalogue are received as integral parts of the (orthodox) Christian understanding of divine law.

1159 In this respect, cf. once again n. 234, and Molien’s art. “Lois”, spec. 880f.; 888f.; 899; 901. In line with this grasp of the law, “la ley” is often employed as a metonymy for the consequences of original sin in Calderón’s autos, especially where reference is made to Mary, who – in having been conceived immaculately – remains free of original sin, and for whom the law in force for all is consequently suspended (this feature becoming most evident in the fact that she is exempt from physical death): “en ti se rasga / la ley general de todas” – thus in Primero y segundo Isaac (prior to 1659) concerning Rebecca, the prefiguration of Mary (in: Obras completas, vol. 3, 801–820; here: 814). As regards the medieval and Baroque understanding of the law, cf. also P. N. Dunn’s article, which will probably have to be read as the author’s implicit distancing from his earlier verdict concerning a deeply unchristian character of the law of honor (“‘Patrimonio del alma’”, Bulletin of Hispanic Studies 41 (1964), 78–85); as to Dunn’s earlier study on the drama de honor, see above (n. 1091).

1160 See also my comment below on some plays by the author in which God explicitly sustains the honor code (413–417).

1161 For details in this respect (including a differentiation of the Augustinian, the Thomist, and the Lutheran positions), see Jugie’s art. “Péché originel”, spec. 513–527 (the quote from the Tridentine decree on original sin on 523f.). For the purposes of this study, one might state that the Tridentine theory of original sin represents a sort of compromise between Augustine’s pessimistic version and Aquinas’ optimistic one, with a slight inclination toward the latter. Aquinas’ optimism is reflected in the fact that no doubt is left as to a ‘restraint’ being basically possible for everyone who has received baptism; in contrast to high scholasticism, the Tridentine position puts a greater emphasis on the damage done to Creation due to the Fall, on the resulting perpetual danger, and hence on the permanent gloominess of this world. As I have argued in my above-cited article on the Arcipreste de Talavera (n. 1132), the specific attitude of the traditional Christian dogma towards sexuality may be seen as a result of the one assumption that is constitutive for the belief’s survival after the rabbi’s crucifixion: that he arose from death. This supernatural event requires the postulate that Jesus is God (rather than a prophet or a ‘saint’). The necessity for God to sacrifice himself in order to redeem humankind is only coherent if every human being is conceived of as a sinner, for otherwise it would suffice to propagate a generalization of the behavior of morally outstanding individuals. Accordingly, the task was to identify a sin that may be ascribed to every human being; murder, theft, adultery, lying, etc., are frequent, but certainly not universal patterns of behavior. Yet sexual arousal is omnipresent – not least (as Augustine argues in famous passages of The City of God) since it may occur even without volitional acts, while sleeping or dreaming, for instance. Thus, carnal concupiscence is by no means the gravest sin; but it is the one sin that evidences, so to speak, that all humans are subject to sin, and thus in need of divine redemption. When this doctrinal constellation is no longer propagated, and sexuality becomes accepted as something ‘natural’ and thus legitimately ‘joyful’ – as is the case in twentieth century European Protestantism – the belief in Jesus qua God begins to wane; Christianity evolves into a variant of humanitarianism.

1162 The differing profile of their respective punishments is linked to their respective status: Leonor was not married to Gutierre, while Mencía is under wedlock.

1163 In the moral-theological writings of this epoch, the error Gutierre commits with regard to Leonor is described as follows: a marriage vow may be voided in cases of fornicatio with a third person, or when this is suspected (naturally only if the woman is concerned); as to the question of whether this may occur without an evaluation on the part of an authorized third party (“An requiritur iudicis authoritas ad dissolvenda sponsalia?”), the following reply is given: “Si occurrens causa sit certa de iure, non requiritur; item si certa sit de facto; si autem dubia vel occulta, et publica sponsalia, iudicis requiritur authoritas” (Liber theologiae moralis 926).

1164 See above, 251n.

1165 Cf. Curtius’s excursus 23, “Calderón‘s Theory of Art and the Artes Liberales” (European Literature and the Latin Middle Ages, 559–570).

1166 See below, 416.

1167 The best-known textual manifestation of the motif’s secular version is, of course, the Romance of the Rose.

1168 “No me atrevo / a llegar a él [sc. el demonio] sin horror; / porque aunque a militar vengo / en su ejército, atraído / de aquesto prodigio bello, / asombro me da el mirarle” (La divina Filotea 1782a).

1169 “¡Oh si [. . .] / hallar pudiese pretexto / que yerros de amor disculpe!” (1783a).

1170 1792b.

1171 1788a (“el valor” is employed as a metonym for Filotea, decided to courageously take up the fight against the powers of evil besieging her ‘castle’).

1172 “Pero aunque [. . .] / [. . .] trata como a sí propio, / y las Leyes, como quien / las dicta de su solio” (El pintor de su deshonra, in: Obras completas, vol. 3, 829–847; here. 830b); the context clarifies what is at stake: God is praised as ‘distinguished in all sciences, and erudite in all areas of study’ (830b); then follows an enumeration according to the customary catalog (theology, jurisprudence, philosophy, astronomy, medicine, etc.). The juridical and the divine law are thus explicitly equated with one another.

1173 839b.

1174 839a.

1175 Without suggesting a parallel between God and Gutierre, it must be stated that the latter also avoids giving an eternal dimension to his vengeance by conceding Mencía the opportunity to receive absolution.

1176 840b.

1177 846b.

1178 847a.

1179 Cruickshank neglects the references concerning the difference between the metaphysical and the secular plane which are constantly offered in the auto El pintor de su deshonra; regarding the message of the auto, he feels entitled to conclude: “When Gutierre kills Mencía to save his honour, he is saying that Christ died in vain, that His sacrifice was worthless” – wherefore Cruickshank deems the dramas de honor ‘a travesty and a parody’ of Christ’s passion, hence an incrimination of idolatry (“‘Pongo mi mano en sangre bañada a la puerta’” 49; cf. passim).

1180 “Estas verdes hojas / me escondan y disimulen; / que no seré yo el primero / que a vuestras espaldas hurte / rayos al sol” (El médico de su honra, v. 1045–1049).

1181 The most eminent role of the concept of prevenir, as well as its evaluation, is detailed below.

1182 “[. . .] / no fue fatigar la caza, / estorbando que saluden / a la venida del día, / sino a ti, garza, que subes / tan remontada, que tocas / por las campañas azules / de los palacios del sol / los dorados balaústres” (v. 1105–1112).

1183 This image is among the few emblems detected as such by previous commentators; even so, the interpretations remain somewhat insufficient; see the references on the part of the editor of the edition cited in the present study regarding v. 1103–1128, which do not exceed what is stated above up to this point.

1184 As to the numerous emblems depicting ‘love qua hunting game’, it must be noted that, in the Latin-based vernaculars, consumere tends to suggest consummare; this might explain the otherwise somewhat curious variation on the standard motif of love as a struggle represented by the conception of love as the slaying of an animal.

1185 El médico de su honra, v. 1119; in his commentary on v. 1125, the editor cites the relevant references.

1186 See the keyword ‘accipiter’ in Hieronymus Lauretus (Silva allegoriarum), as well as in the index to Picinello’s Mundus symbolicus (printed in Henkel/Schöne, ed., Emblemata, 2113–2196). Regarding the widespread presence of hunting imagery in Baroque emblematics, cf. also Schilling, Imagines mundi 146–153. The aforementioned secondary meaning is characteristic of hunting metaphors as such. The motif refers to the dangers to life and soul resulting from the world’s enticements and the Devil qua hunter (of souls).

1187 This is still in the context of Mencía’s commentary on the images of the heron and the falcon.

1188 Here, a reference back to the corresponding structure in Lope’s drama de honor is in order (see above, 66ff.); cf. also Schilling’s study, which indicates the notion’s general prevalence during this time and its theological foundation (Imagines mundi 239).

1189 To prevent misunderstandings, the following will have to be stated already at this point: Gutierre does not occupy the remaining position in the Edenic triangle, as is familiar from the autos (i.e. God, the Devil, and Alma or Naturaleza humana). Like Mencía, he is a human being, hence subject to original sin, albeit capable of betterment, and willing to achieve it; even so, he remains on a level that is much lower than that of the imitatores Christi (e.g., the Steadfast Prince). In the dramas de honor – which, in terms of their world-modeling perspective, are strictly limited to the secular – no protagonist occupies a position in the human hierarchy analogous to God’s in the universal hierarchy of being.

1190 In this respect, see the above commentary concerning the exactly analogous articulation of love idolatry in Lope’s Castigo sin venganza (53f. herein). Here as there, it is not about an idolatry in the literal sense. The profanation of topical religious vocabulary indicates a lack, on the respective characters’ part, of insight into the fundamental difference between eros and agape, or, rather, their unwillingness to respect this difference.

1191 Cf. El médico de su honra, v. 1219f. In the context of the time, Mencía’s hypocrisy attains to a particular frivolity at this point, seeing that she alludes to an orthodox notion (“[. . .] et erunt duo in carne uno [. . .]”; Eph 5: 23–32), the significance of which the Tridentine doctrine of marriage had especially elevated.

1192 Yet cf. also below (428ff., including the respective notes, herein).

1193 In numerous further autos it is present as one of several motifs, e.g. in La lepra de Constantino.

1194 As already detailed with respect to the Tridentine concept of (divine) law (see n. 230, n. 234), such punishment is finally deemed an instrument in the service of salvation; in the auto on Constantine discussed above, Calderón articulates this conception by way of the expedient formulation of a “piadoso castigo” (1799a).

1195 An analogous phenomenon is Basilio’s astrology in La vida es sueño, which is performed with a similar interest, i.e. as an attempt at averting potential future problems by way of one’s own agency, and (what is more) at doing so without paying respect to the basic rules of Christian morality.

1196 In this context, it is necessary to mention J. I. Gutiérrez Nieto’s demonstration of the fact that the customary supposition in this respect – which alleges that Baroque drama differentiates between the terms honra and honor (qua ‘inward’ moral and ‘outward’ public value, opinión) – is a mere projection (“Honra y utilidad social [en torno a los conceptos de honor y honra]”, in: García Lorenzo, ed., Calderón, vol. 2, 881–895). In the seventeenth century, the terms are employed synonymously; the terminological differentiation becomes current during the Enlightenment. Gutiérrez Nieto does not mention that the conceptual separation is already present in texts belonging to the stage of chaoticization; but only under the reign of taxonomism does it become translated onto the level of signifiers also. As to the Baroque dramas, the important point is the fact that the distinction – implicitly present in the relevant plays – is removed or even refuted.

1197 Cf. the stage direction (following El médico de su honra, v. 1309): “Al tomar la luz, la mata disimuladamente”. Darkness is the Devil’s attribute or a symbol of sin. At the precise moment of the Fall, the light (God’s attribute) is extinguished in almost all autos. Calderón carries this connection between original sin and darkness or night to the point where he considers corporeal death (extant since the Fall) a necessary consequence of the dimension of temporality, which is thought to have entered Creation only with the emergence of darkness as provoked by humankind, resulting in the constant alternation of day and night (cf., e.g., El divino Orfeo 1849b, 1850a).

1198 On the ‘epic’ plane, Gutierre’s following lament concerning the “ciego abismo del alma y paciencia mía” (El médico de su honra, v. 1329f.) will have to be seen as the encoding of the following notion: the night of sin, caused by the conduct of one, initially also places under its law (sc. engaño) those who have not sinned themselves, by exposing their soul (“alma”) to the danger of blindly stumbling into the abyss, due to a loss of the capacity for restraint (“paciencia”).

1199 According to the view of this time – and in line with the theory and significance of the liberum arbitrium – volition is the decisive factor when evaluating an action; it is of no substantial consequence if the circumstances then prevent its implementation: “[. . .] verum actus internus voluntatis efficax si opere non completur, quia deest operandi facultas, habet quidem omnem substantialem bonitatem, vel malitiam, sed non accidentalem, quandoquidem externa executione materialiter perficitur” (Liber theologiae moralis 6). To prevent misunderstandings: in the case at hand, the sinful conduct is not consummated adultery, but Mencía’s indulging a desire aimed at a third party. Even so, it will have to be stressed that, according to the view of the period, it is already a mortal sin if the danger of ‘progressing toward the implementation’ is deliberately hazarded (“Altera delectatio est rei visae ob delectationem veneream, vel cum probabili periculo illius, et haec est mortale peccatum”; Liber theologiae moralis 124).

1200 The theoretical concept developed during this epoch for elaborating the connection between merely approximate knowledge and legitimate action is termed ‘probabilism’ – a term that tends to be misunderstood from a modern point of view (“[. . .] quia in moralibus ad actiones instituendas sufficit probabilissima opinio, licet non omnino certa”; Liber theologiae moralis 958). The relevant positions are detailed in Sullivan (Tirso de Molina 40–51). Yet the latter sidelines what is crucial, at least for Spanish probabilism – namely, the assumption that there is a metaphysical guarantee for what is ‘probable’; this is based on an ontological premise, the ‘shining through’ of veritas in a world of divine ‘imprint’, as well as on a historical premise, which traces all laws and all norms of behavioral control back to the law laid down by God himself.


1201 Cf. El médico de su honra, v. 1375–1377. On the level of the plot, the background is that Gutierre has to return to prison before the break of day.

1202 A scene pertaining to the gracioso is here omitted; the character of Coquín, as well as his role within the semantic economy of the entire play, will be discussed in the analysis of the concluding scene.

1203 For the entire line of reasoning, cf. v. 1615–1644.

1204 It is Mencía herself who utters the above-cited words when talking to Jacinta after the preliminary success of her intrigue. Accordingly, she ‘knows’ what she is doing; as several references to the psychomachic concept, along with the brief glance at La divina Filotea, have already demonstrated, there is no reason to lend Mencía’s remarks a coherence they do not have, particularly not by citing her protestations of innocence while ignoring her self-incriminations.

1205 Here, the inverted commas do not signal a reference to the moral-theological category, but mark that the term is employed from a perspective pertaining to the character only; Gutierre believes that he is practicing rational control; but his reason is, in fact, biased by desire.

1206 Since they ignore the underlying psychomachic concept, both B. W.Wardropper (“Poetry and Drama in Calderón’s El médico de su honra”, The Romanic Review 49 (1958), 3–11) and A. A. Parker arrive at the interpretation that the play operates on a logically absurd “falsa analogía” (“Metáfora y símbolo en la interpretación de Calderón”, in: C. A. Jones and F. Pierce, ed., Actas del primer congreso internacional de hispanistas, Oxford 1964, 141–160; here: 145), which the author is said to introduce on purpose in order to denounce the honor code; while accentuating their case differently in the details, both Parker and Wardropper suppose that Mencía is the patient, whom Gutierre – an example of a poor physician – kills.

1207 The reference to the woman (“la mujer”) qua damaging agency, and to concupiscentia as the responsible affect – both implied in Gutierre’s lament – should not be seen here as a strictly theological thesis; for the most part, the literary modeling of the concept of original sin is responsible for this setup. These are the limits of didactic drama, which pertain primarily to differentiation. The reservations on the part of the Tridentine doctrine as to equating original sin with concupiscentia – an identification partly established by Augustine, who is followed by Luther – are detailed in Jugie’s art. “Péché originel” 383; 394; 398; 511f.; 515–527. The reasons for this stance are evident: if, as in Luther, original sin is equated with a sin always in effect, all human beings are necessarily actual sinners; consequently, they do not have freedom of will (servum arbitrium) and inevitably fall prey to damnation, from which only God’s grace may deliver them. The Tridentine view may be summarized as follows: what – after baptism – still remains of the concupiscentia unfettered by man’s Fall from grace, is not actual concupiscentia itself, but an inclination to concupiscence, which can be disciplined by following the imperatives of moral theology (and by having one’s desires controlled by the Church – that is, by way of confession). The evaluation of concupiscentia is thus at the center of the controversies concerning the theology of grace. Consequently, the staging of the possibility of ‘restraining’ concupiscentia – in Leonor’s case, and later also in Gutierre’s (see below, 452f. herein) – is a recurrent structure in the dramas de honor.

1208 “[. . .] apliquéis / a vuestra mujer finezas, / agrados, gustos, amores, / lisonjas, que son las fuerzas / defensibles, porque el mal / con el despego no crezca; / que sentimientos, disgustos, / celos, agravios, sospechas / con la mujer, y más propia, / aun más que sanan enferman” (El médico de su honra, v. 1677–1686).

1209 “[. . .] disimularé, si puedo, / esta desdicha, esta pena, / este rigor, este agravio, / este dolor, esta ofensa, / este asombro, este delirio, / este cuidado, esta afrenta, / estos celos . . .” (v. 1691–1697).

1210 For Gutierre’s metaphorical assessment of his celos, cf. v. 1708–1710. With respect to Lucifer’s fall on account of invidia and superbia – a theory familiar to the autos, not Biblically supported, but accepted by pre-modern Catholicism as part of the tradition – see above (147f.). As to the implied judgment on celos qua diabolical affect – somewhat unusual from a modern viewpoint, but omnipresent in the moralizing literature of the period – see N. Salomon, Recherches sur le thème paysan dans la comedia au temps de Lope de Vega, Bordeaux 1965, 362f.; 386.

1211 Crucially, Gutierre will delegate the administration of the ‘cure’ when he finally deems its application inevitable; this in itself marks a significant distinguishing feature in this drama, which has at the same time a courtly and a moral-theological horizon, and therefore demands a careful reading. As to the above-quoted term, cf. “cuando [. . .] / [. . .] hay celos, faltará la ciencia” (v. 1708–1710).

1212 As to Leonor’s line of reasoning, cf. v. 1757–1784; spec. 1769–1776.

1213 This element is typically not mentioned in readings critical of the king; it does not fit the construal of a Pedro divinely punished for having sanctioned, among other things, the slaying of Mencía (thus Cruickshank’s reading, “‘Pongo mi mano en sangre bañada’” 52–60). As to the sabotaging of the duel, see Wardropper, “Poetry and Drama in Calderón’s El médico de su honra” 9.

1214 As to ladrón qua metaphor for the Devil, see above (145); cf. also the motif of matar la luz (El médico de su honra, v. 1911–1915).

1215 In keeping with psychomachic indecision, this is preceded by the thought of calling off the whole endeavor (v. 1900–1902).

1216 The counterexample to the cortegiani Gutierre and Mencía is Leonor – not explicitly mentioned in this scene, but virtually present nonetheless – who subjects herself to the ‘law’ of honor, who accepts the daño inflicted on her without any guilt on her part, and who, as the scene with Arias demonstrates, notably does not attempt to repair the damage by means of a pragmatic juggling with the norm. This conduct – accepting the ‘injury’, respecting the law experienced as harsh and unjust, and asking for compensation only within the limits established by it – leads to a factual redress, while the maneuvers trying to eliminate the daño provoke catastrophe.

1217 “[. . .] / a pedazos sacara con mis manos / el corazón, y luego / envuelto en sangre, desatado en fuego, / el corazón comiera / a bocados, la sangre me bebiera, / el alma le sacara, / y el alma, ¡vive Dios!, despedazara, / si capaz de dolor el alma fuera” (v. 2023–2031).

1218 Since Mencía is unaware of the fact that the person with whom she communicated immediately before the sudden arrival of Gutierre was none other than Gutierre himself, she does not understand at all why her husband displays such a high degree of emotion; she thus perceives him as having totally lost rational control over his affects. The (supposed) lack of motivation of Gutierre’s behavior dramatically intensifies Mencía’s fear.

1219 The relevant manuals emphasize that slaying one’s wife in the heat of passion – permitted by secular law – is a mortal sin; the killing (even by one’s own hands) is legitimate, however, if the husband is acting in a kind of delegated capacity, enforcing a legal sentence: “[. . .] peccat plane, sed legibus non punitur; ut minister tamen publicae potestatis, post latam a iudice sententiam, occidere absque peccato posset” (Liber theologiae moralis 111).

1220 Cf. El médico de su honra, v. 2145–2158; it is these words that clarify the temporal scope. As regards the change in the place of residence, one will also have to take into consideration that, during the husband’s absence, social control is likely to be more efficient in the city; on the whole, it is thus not primarily ‘loving care’, but rather prudentia which characterizes Gutierre’s actions in this phase.

1221 As just mentioned, a sanctioning of the revenge by a representative of the law is indispensable from the perspective of moral theology (n. 1222). Consequently, all dramas de honor by Calderón contain this element (except in those cases where the plays present as negative characters those who do not act accordingly, refusing to perform this relinquishment of personal vengeance); for details, see G. B. Bigelow, “De un castigo, tres venganzas y la coincidencia de justicia y venganza en el teatro de Calderón”, in: García Lorenzo, ed., Calderón, vol. 2, 827–838. Neuschäfer does not consider the structure of raging affect and restraint characteristic of Gutierre; his reading offers a husband consistently prey to blind and mindless jealousy: “[. . .] y no es capaz de ver otras cosas que no sean confirmación de sus sospechas” (“El triste drama del honor” 91; cf. 96).

1222 As to Gutierre’s line of reasoning with regard to Mencía, cf. v. 2114–2124; concerning Enrique, cf. v. 2099–2103.

1223 Cf., e.g., Cruickshank, “Introducción” 43.

1224 V. 2211 (“disculpas”).

1225 “¡Válgame Dios, qué mal hice / en esconder a Gutierre! / ¡Callad, callad [. . .]!” (v. 2228–2230; the first two verses as an aside). The exclamation may not be comprehended as a self-incrimination on the part of the king, inserted by an implied author so as to give Pedro partial guilt in Mencía’s fate. The king’s actions prove him to be an exemplary judge. As already stated, it is Enrique who forces the interrogation to its climax. At this point, the king indeed finds himself in a situation he did not intend to bring about. Yet this precisely reflects the conditio humana in an always imperfect, ‘damaged’ world; the distribution of guilt is not altered.

1226 The precise extent of Enrique’s parallel between what Mencía is to Gutierre and what she was for him cannot be rendered in exact terms in the translation, due to syntactical differences; the original formulation reads as follows: “Pues yo, señor, he de hablar: / en fin, doncella la quise. / ¿Quién, decid, agravió a quién? / ¿Yo a un vasallo [. . .] / [. . .] que antes que fuese su esposa / fue . . .?” (v. 2235–2240). The background of this statement is the feudal notion of the sexual prerogative of the hierarchically superior male person.

1227 The king’s reference to the dagger found in Gutierre’s house demonstrates once more that he fulfills his role as judge in accordance with contemporary moral theology: either a confession or evidence was the necessary basis for adjudicating and punishing; judgments based on incriminatory insinuations or conjectures were deemed illegitimate (cf. Liber theologiae moralis 501f.).

1228 The choice of the term of ‘hieroglyph’ is ingenious indeed. On the one hand, it refers to an at least partly pictographic relation of signifier and signified, in this case to the dagger’s phallic dimension; for the learned amongst the audience, the epithet hieros alludes to the status of this sign as being metaphysically guaranteed in terms of its reference.

1229 Like Lope’s Duque, Calderón’s Gutierre indeed suffers from what he is obliged to do (cf. v. 2317–2328); he then goes about the task with utmost self-control. The widespread judgment on Gutierre’s deed, which ignores the moral-theological background, is articulated e.g. in O’Connor: “The murder [. . .] could be more understandable if it were presented in passionate terms [. . .], if brought about by Gutierre’s own hand” (“The Interplay of Prudence and Imprudence” 321). What renders O’Connor’s view and comparable positions more than a (legitimate) personal reading is the assumption that the implied author is passing judgment on the protagonist, seeing that he has Gutierre conduct himself in a “calculating” manner (322). In this abstract formulation, the claim is actually to the point – only that Calderón’s valuation is the precise opposite of O’Connor’s opinion. In an article that has not received the attention it deserves, H. Baader indicates the historical conditions causing Gutierre’s conduct to seem “repulsive” to a modern reader: namely, “modern subjectivism”, which emerges during the eighteenth century, and which is based on an entirely different system of norms than the Baroque comedia (“Die Eifersucht in der spanischen comedia des Goldenen Zeitalters”, Romanische Forschungen 74 (1962), 318–344; here: 335, 339).

1230 Had she immediately given in to his desire and agreed to engage in a secret love affair, the entire imbroglio would not have produced itself – this is the infante’s implied line of reasoning, which reveals, once again, the immorality of the character.

1231 At the beginning of the scene, Mencía herself diagnoses her condition as “confusión de confusiones” (v. 2334) – a statement that is of import on the ‘epic’ plane as well.

1232 The symptoms accompanying concupiscentia (qua most significant indicator of the damaged state of man after the Fall) are: caecitas mentis, praecipitatio, inconsideratio, inconstantia, amor sui, odium Dei, affectus praesentis vitae, horror futuri saeculi (cf. Liber theologiae moralis 279). All of these affects are considered counterforces to rational control. Consequently, it is a consistent fulfillment of the concepts at the basis of the play that Mencía here ‘forgets’ what the project of curarse en salud has resulted in previously.

1233 This element echoes the alliance of Lascivia with Demonio in the underlying abstract typos of the overall love plot.

1234 Cf. once again Filotea’s exactly identical behavior (see above, 414f.).

1235 When compared to the play with the same title (performed a few years earlier and ascribed to Lope de Vega), it is one of the crucial innovations of Calderón’s Médico that Mencía is given the time to confess (cf. the comparison of both comedias in Sloman, The Dramatic Craftsmanship of Calderón, spec. 34).

1236 The text of the letter follows after v. 2495; the structure of the utterance is chiasmic; note that the agency of amor, to which Gutierre refers, is refunctionalized here; the reference is no longer to ‘love’, but rather to caritas. On the level of conduct, caritas and honor – i.e. the metaphysical and the social norm – are not identical, but compatible (this being the implication here); but love in the sense of carnal coveting (Gutierre’s former feeling) and the metaphysical norm are not, as the play demonstrates.

1237 The term is here used in its classical acceptation (das Unheimliche), as introduced by Freud.

1238 The shock materializes, according to the reading suggested here, as well in relation to a historic as to a modern audience. Its consequences should be assumed to differ, however. What for a modern reader will remain in most cases nothing but disturbing, would have had a protreptic dimension for a seventeenth century recipient. The premodern concept of mercy and grace is much more complex than the one posited by twentieth century theology, Catholic or Protestant. Successfully disciplining the inherited tendency to sinful behavior is the prerequisite for obtaining grace (this is the Catholic view), or the symptom of being in the state of grace (this is the Protestant, specifically the Calvinist view). From this perspective, the divinely ordained as well as the worldly instruments that aim at controlling the tendency towards sinning become, in the final analysis, devices of supporting human beings in the attempt at restraining this tendency.

1239 A scene is omitted here by way of which Calderón introduces the historical horizon outlined above. During a nocturnal walk through Seville, the king hears songs alluding to the impending revolt (El médico de su honra, v. 2530–2533; 2634–2637; the last verse already contains the keyword “montañas de Montiel”).

1240 The scholars in question are not entirely unaware of the anti-tragic aspects in Calderón; but they still ultimately opt for a tragic reading of the play, since they deem the heroine’s fate ‘unmerited’, hence tragic in that particular sense. To document the abundance of such articles would result in an enormous bibliography; for reasons of spatial economy, a reference to A. de Toro’s overview will have to suffice at this point (“Observaciones para una definición de los términos ‘tragoedia’, ‘comoedia’ y ‘tragicomedia’ en los dramas de honor de Calderón”, in: H. Flasche, ed., Hacia Calderón. Séptimo coloquio anglogermano, Wiesbaden 1985, 17–53; here: 33–45; spec. 34).

1241 See the above reference (426n. herein); as to the moral-theological legitimacy of Gutierre’s conduct, see above (435n. herein). The husband’s appeal to the king and Enrique’s interrogation must be considered to constitute a legal trial, modeled literarily. In a case concerned with honor, the fact that Enrique is found guilty signifies that the implicated wife is also guilty. At the play’s conclusion, Calderón nevertheless provides additional evidence for the procedural legitimacy of Gutierre’s course of action (see below, 449ff. herein). The ‘cure’ of phlebotomy as a motif is also present in Calderón’s aforementioned auto La cura y la enfermedad (cf. Obras completas, vol. 3, 750–773; here: 769a): Christ, having taken upon himself the illness (that is, the guilt) of Naturaleza, is required to have 5,000 venesections performed on his body, and specifically because this is demanded by Judaismo, representative of the ley escrita – which is divinely ordained, and which, as per the Tridentine view, does not expire with Christ’s death. In other words, those who, like many of the modern interpreters of El médico de su honra, judge the economy of guilt and punishment to be in principle unchristian, would in fact also have to raise the question as to why God did not immediately forgive fallen nature, instead of insisting on His Son’s self-sacrifice. The orthodox Tridentine response would probably be tantamount to the (anti-nominalistic) claim that God considers himself bound to the law He gave to His Creation (potentia Dei ordinata).

1242 Cf. v. 2697–2704. From what is stated in these verses, it is not entirely clear which walls display the bloody marks. Seeing that Gutierre leads Ludovico on the street (cf. the stage direction following v. 2649), the only plausible version is the one later confirmed by the king’s words: “[Gutierre . . .] hagáis borrar / las puertas de vuestra casa; / que hay mano sangrienta en ella” (v. 2930–2932).

1243 Cf. v. 2579; 2689f. Calderón dedicated his auto El viático cordero to the story of the institution of Passover (according to Ex 12, spec. 7 and 13). The play adopts the figural interpretation of the Passover lamb as Christ, as had been customary from the beginning of the tradition onward. Seeing that the consecrated substances are equated with the crucified Christ at the auto’s conclusion (a structure typical of the genre), the marks of blood on Mencía’s door may indeed be read as a sign ordained by God himself, indicating confession and communion.

1244 In the relevant research, the emblem of blood has been discussed in extenso. Even so, most interpreters are unaware of the fact that, in Calderón, blood is initially always a metonymy of sickness, and the latter a metaphor of sin. The ‘disease’ that causes the blood to flow is usually represented as leprosy in the autos (see the corresponding scenes of La lepra de Constantino as commented on above, chap. 3.3.3.). In connection therewith, one might point to several correspondences between the scene of Mencía’s slaying and practices pertaining to the treatment of the leprous: among other things, the procedure of the separatio leprosorum, for which the infected came with their heads veiled, and in the course of which both their secular and civil ‘death’, and their ‘life’ in God, was proclaimed with the formula “sic mortuus mundo; vivus iterum Deo” (cf. F. Contreras Dueñas and R. Miquel y Suárez Inclán, Historia de la lepra en España, Madrid 1973, 32f.). The modern interpretation is more familiar with the meaning of the doorpost marked by blood, in accordance with the Old Testament story. Several critics go beyond the aforesaid primary meaning, construing additional analogies. Cruickshank claims that Mencía is a sort of innocent lamb, sacrificed vicariously for all; in this fashion, she is even analogized with Christ (“‘Pongo mi mano en sangre bañada a la puerta’” 49; for additional, rather speculative construals of the emblem of blood, cf. 49–51). At this point in the analysis, it will no longer be necessary to detail the abundance of textual evidence flouted by such a reading. In terms of method, the following must be observed: emblems invoke symbols tied to objects; in principle, symbolic meaning is arbitrary; in the case of historically specific symbols, the meaning is standardized on behalf of the usage in authoritative texts, or by manuals. This said, emblems have in almost any case a variety of different (at times even of contradictory) meanings. Their specific meaning is thus always contingent upon the narrative structures into which they are integrated. The consequences of the criticized construal become patent if one does not break off the (narrative) construction at the point that seems opportune to Cruickshank: Yahweh himself calls on his people to sacrifice the lambs. Is Mencía then an innocent victim, sacrificed at God’s behest – hence the latter a genius malignus (which would render Calderón a sort of crypto-Cartesian)? Like most views construing the drama de honor as critical of the honor code, such notions result in aporiae.

1245 This evaluation of Coquín’s report, hardly ever problematized, is present in all of the previously cited scholars who consider this scene (see above, n. 1091); cf. also Cruickshank’s synopsis of the state of research (“Introducción” 45).

1246 Coquín absconds as soon as Gutierre is imprisoned; as a ‘good’ servant, he would have had to stay with his master, a fact that Gutierre points out to him. In the first act, Pedro makes a bet with Coquín: it is Coquín’s task to make the monarch laugh (cf. v. 702–808). With respect to the permanently serious king (“un rey que no se ríe”; v. 765), Coquín states: “La naturaleza / [. . .] sólo permitió dalle / risa al hombre, y Aristóteles / risible animal le hace, / [. . .] / y el Rey, contra el orden y arte, / no quiere reírse” (v. 1509–1521). This is commonly considered a judgment on the part of the implied author concerning Pedro’s inhumanity. It hardly merits mention that, in Calderón’s view (endorsing the Christian position according to which human beings are endowed with a soul), Coquín’s quip points precisely to the fact that the pícaro ignores what is essential. Moreover, A. M. García Gómez has demonstrated that the quality of seriousness to the point of being unable to laugh is by no means considered a negative characteristic during this epoch; among others, Jesus Christ himself was classified as agelastos (cf. “El médico de su honra: perfil y función de Coquín”, in: García Lorenzo, ed., Calderón, vol. 2, 1025–1037). Coquín’s aforementioned chiste operates via the equation of a loss of honor with castration, and mocks those among the castrated who, given to the illusion that no one knows about their condition, publicly deck themselves out with a ‘mustache trainer’ (“bigotera”; v. 1465). The pícaro is certainly in the know as regards the events in Mencía’s house, not least on account of his being acquainted with Jacinta. Naturally, the “capón” (v. 1465) is none other than Gutierre. Some of the additional aspects remarked upon in what follows above have already been indicated in Watson (cf. “Peter the Cruel or Peter the Just?” 332–341).

1247 In an earlier scene, Coquín pits the Renaissance conception of a blind Fortuna against the concept of rank qua God-given role, the latter always being implied in Baroque drama. He depicts the notion of ‘rank’ as a card (randomly) drawn in a game (cf. v. 1279–1293).

1248 In connection with this scene, one should note that it would be historically misguided to ascribe to the phase of restoration a sympathy for the picaresque ideal of exposing all ideologies as mere semblance. Contrast Sullivan’s view, echoing the common opinion that Coquín’s criticism of the honor code articulates the position of “common sense”, supposedly represented by the implied author (“The Problematic of Tragedy in Calderón’s El médico de su honra” 360). Although there are certain points of contact as to a critique of various discourses and the general concept of desengaño, the restorative and the picaresque worlds differ in the following respect: all censuring and unmasking occurs with a view to the revelation of an essential truth in the former; in the latter, the critique remains without connection to a ‘substance’. To this extent, the picaresque is radical, subversive; no hope in a beyond stands at the end of the critical process, but rather the imperative of sheer survival, whose intellectual conditions are, in turn, placed in an ironic ambivalence. The picaresque therefore represents a worldview (and not so much a discourse), which has its correspondences in modernity proper, albeit on different grounds. In Calderón’s epoch, there still are pícaros, yet not in the style of Lazarillo – rather, they conform to the Saul/Paul model. During the phase of restoration, it is only after the ‘conversion’ to a more decent life that the rascal has clearance for utterances that are authoritative in a twofold sense.

1249 “Gutierre sin duda es / el cruel que anoche hizo / una acción tan inclemente. / No sé qué hacer; cuerdamente / sus agravios satisfizo” (v. 2789–2793).

1250 In this play, Calderón articulates the view of his own epoch with the previously cited image of Atlas, who is forced to bear the weight of the world forever (see above, 409).


1251 Due to its length, the relevant passage cannot be cited in full; a more extensive commentary would be required. Gutierre’s despair is simultaneously contrived and sincere (the latter because he did indeed love Mencía).

1252 “[. . .] / escucha la admiración / que eleva, admira y espanta” (v. 2823–2825); for Gutierre’s entire speech, see v. 2821–2871.

1253 1452b.

1254 After peripeteia and anagnorisis, pathos (“a destructive or painful action, such as public deaths, physical agony, woundings, etc.”, 1452b) is referred to as the ‘third component’ of tragedy in Aristotle. With regard to the dissociation of these aspects in Spanish Aristotelianism, one will also have to take into account that the ‘tragic’ qua conflict of ethical norms was beyond this epoch’s intellectual horizon. The prevalence and influence of Seneca’s tragedies is an additional factor. For Spanish Aristotelianism, and specifically as to the set of problems mentioned, see M. Newels, Die dramatischen Gattungen in den Poetiken des Siglo de Oro. Eine einleitende Studie zum Thema der Dramentheorie im Goldenen Zeitalter, Wiesbaden 1959, 48–61; spec. 53f.

1255 Gutierre states: “Mas mira, que va bañada / en sangre [mi mano], Leonor”; and the latter replies: “No importa; / que no me admira ni espanta” (v. 2943–2945). The category of admiratio, located in the theorization of the epic in Aristotle, is transferred to the poetics of tragedy in many Baroque poetological treatises – a fact that is connected with the emphasis on the ‘pathetic’ model once again; admiratio is considered a sort of elemental effect (a ‘silent amazement’), providing the basis for the specifically tragic affects; eleos is largely equated with phobos (which, incidentally, is entirely in line with the view of the present-day discipline of classical studies in this respect); if the aspect of ‘pity’ is discussed at all, it is conceived as a reflex of the audience’s fear of having to suffer a similar fate (which is a very modern view once again, present, e.g., in Freud).

1256 The female equivalent of the cortegiano is typically referred to as donna di palazzo in Castiglione. My reference to Mencía as a consummate cortegiana (utilizing the standard feminization) is intended to convey that the exceptional qualities of Calderón’s Mencía do not mirror a particularly female version of a social type, but primarily the type as such, with the specifically female aspect being of relatively little import as regards the decisive, overall set of problems. In other words: the play is not anti-feminist, it is anti-courtly.

1257 What is designated an acquittal above is modeled as a dialog between Gutierre and the king, in which Gutierre asks the king’s counsel in case he should encounter analogous entanglements in his new marriage. He details his past experience stage by stage, and the king’s advice for each step is identical to Gutierre’s factual conduct in the past, up to the final “sangralla” (v. 2929). The dialog thus elevates the entire set of problems to a more general level. Consequently, the acquittal cannot be construed as representing the king’s preference for the ‘lesser evil’ – in terms of a deviation from the law in this one, special case, in order to avoid scandal and a disruption of the social order (which exceptions a sovereign is in principle entitled to make; cf. Liber theologiae moralis 754f.). In addition, the scene demonstrates that it is not the right to take revenge per se, but the particular form of vengeance selected by Gutierre, which legitimates his conduct (avoiding impulsive actions and premature conclusions, appealing to the king). It must be emphasized that the king approves of this conduct for situations in which the state of affairs has reached a comparable degree of entanglement. The latter is crucial; Pedro does not sanction the killing of allegedly adulterous wives without qualification.

1258 This marriage is commonly judged simplistically as a punishment for the ‘murderer’ Gutierre; consequently, Leonor’s consenting to the marriage – and her explicit readiness to suffer Mencía’s fate, should a similar situation arise in the future – inevitably remain beyond the respective critic’s grasp. Parker claims that Leonor is in an “estado de confusión”; there is no textual basis for this judgment; the reference to an alleged linguistic inaccuracy of Leonor’s words seems a rather bold conjecture (“Metáfora y símbolo en la interpretación de Calderón” 149, 149n.). An aspect underscoring the argumentative weakness of the prevalent reading not mentioned as yet is that, on occasion, the critics in question have recourse to rather personal invectives. With reference to the scene at hand, and reacting to a position on A. D. Kossoff’s part, A. E. Sloman states the following: “I should be surprised, if Mr. Kossoff’s wife, if he has one, shares his opinion about the ‘rather cheerful marriage prospects at the end’ [of El médico de su honra]. I find them grim and stark” (“Calderón’s El médico de su honra and La amiga de Bernal Francés”, Bulletin of Hispanic Studies 34 (1957), 168f.; for Kossoff’s position see “El médico de su honra and La amiga de Bernal Francés”, Hispanic Review 24 (1956), 66–70).

1259 See above, 22f.

1260 Concerning the Romantic conceptualization of the Baroque, see above, 293–296.

1261 Cf. Benjamin’s Ursprung des deutschen Trauerspiels (in: Gesammelte Schriften, ed. R. Tiedemann and H. Schweppenhäuser, Frankfurt a. M. 1974, vol. 1.1., 203–409; passim; spec. 257–259; 265–278; 308f.; 336–409). A more extensive discussion of the book is not undertaken here for multiple reasons. A brief, fundamental critique of Benjamin’s assumption as to the analogical discourse’s metaphysical and ontological insubstantiality during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries may be encountered in Kiesel’s review of Wiedemann’s positions, as formulated by the latter during discussions at the aforementioned Colloquium on Allegory (“Diskussionsbericht”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 719–738; here: 730). Wiedemann’s critique must be relativized, seeing that Benjamin’s valuation adequately assesses a certain segment of the material. The problem with Benjamin’s line of reasoning is that it does not differentiate between (what are here termed) analogism’s phases of chaoticization and restoration. The typologizing macrostructure of Calderón’s plays in particular is not taken into account. From such a point of view (and despite the rejection of an unrestrictedly modernizing reading), the texts in question would seem to be manifestations of an omnia in omnibus without center, hence would appear to be aesthetically functionalized in the modern sense.

1262 As to emblematics in the German drama of the Baroque, cf. Schöne, Emblematik und Drama passim; for the ‘post-figural’ dimension spec. in Gryphius, see Schöne, Säkularisation als sprachbildende Kraft 29–75; as evinced by the title of the latter study, Schöne’s evaluation of the phenomenon differs from the description of the corresponding structures of Spanish Baroque drama articulated herein; for reasons of space, the relevant set of problems cannot be discussed at this point.

1263 As to phenomena pointing to the renovatio in the Gerusalemme liberata, see Th. P. Roche, Jr., “Tasso’s Enchanted Woods”, in: Miner, ed., Literary Uses of Typology, 49–78. As to Curtius’s assessment of the Italian situation, see “Calderón und die Malerei”, Romanische Forschungen 50 (1936), 89–136.

1264 “But yet, if we would speak of things as they are, we must allow, that all the art of rhetoric, besides order and clearness, all the artificial and figurative application of words eloquence hath invented, are for nothing else but to insinuate wrong ideas, move the passions [. . .] and therefore [. . .] they are certainly, in all discourses that pretend to inform or instruct, wholly to be avoided” (Locke, An Essay Concerning Human Understanding III, 10, 34). In his 1667 History of the Royal Society of London, Sprat demands “a close, naked, natural way of speaking, positive expressions, clear senses, a native easiness, bringing all things as near the mathematical plainness as they can” (cited in H. F. Plett, “Konzepte des Allegorischen in der englischen Renaissance”, in: Haug, ed., Formen und Funktionen der Allegorie, 310–335; here: 314; cf. also the entire article, which might substantiate the presence of chaoticized allegorism in England). Concerning the presence of a ‘typological symbolism’ in the English literature of the seventeenth century, see B. K. Lewalski, “Typological Symbolism and the ‘Progress of the Soul’ in Seventeenth-Century Literature”, in: Miner, ed., Literary Uses of Typology, 79–114. Regarding the instrumentalization of typologizing models for purposes of political legitimation in literary texts of this time – on the part of both Catholics and Protestants – see S. N. Zwicker, “Politics and Panegyric: the Figural Mode from Marvell to Pope”, in: Miner, ed., Literary Uses of Typology, 115–146.

1265 As to ambiguousness qua dominant trait of the Lazarillo, see H. Baader, “Lazarillos Weg zur Eindeutigkeit oder Juan de Luna als Leser und Interpret des anonymen Lazarillo de Tormes”, in: E. Leube and L. Schrader, ed., Interpretation und Vergleich, Berlin 1972, 11–33; here: 11–19. The specific form of disambiguation Baader describes with regard to Juan de Luna’s sequel to the Lazarillo differs from the sense intended herein; the latter is rather represented by texts such as F. de Quevedo’s Buscón (1626) and M. Alemán’s Guzmán de Alfarache (1599–1604). As to satire, see I. Nolting-Hauff’s study on Quevedo (Vision, Satire und Pointe in Quevedos Sueños, Munich 1968; the analysis presupposes the phenomenon of an orthodox makeover of satire in Quevedo, rather than commenting on it in detail).

1266 As regards the dominance of the orthodox variant of emblematics during this time, see Schilling’s study (Imagines mundi passim), whose findings – while describing conditions in German-speaking countries – are likely to hold good for Spain to an even greater degree.

1267 In this respect, it is significant that Gracián’s writings – particularly the Oráculo manual (1647) – met with a substantial response in the France of the second half of the seventeenth century, which had already been conquered by taxonomism to a large extent (see Kruse, “Justification et critique du concept de la dissimulation” 155f.). As detailed above with regard to Cervantes, it is also the case that Gracián’s oeuvre in its entirety cannot be comprehended as reflecting a stance contrary to the renovatio; it rather mixes an (involuntary?) participation in the dominant tendency with deviating views.

1268 This evaluation of Spanish history should of course be read with the proviso that the necessary brevity of the above precludes a more nuanced analysis. Yet the lack of an Enlightenment (in the sense of the term as characteristic of eighteenth century France and England) is crucial indeed. During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the dominant factor is an attempt at catching up with the rest of Europe, albeit always with recourse to the ‘more cautious’ representatives of modernity (as to the nineteenth century novel: not Balzac or even Flaubert, but Hugo and Sue), leading to foreseeable results. The criteria which modern Spanish texts have to live up to are high; these standards are set by the European dominance of Spanish texts in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.

1269 Cf. my “Don Quijote und die Magie” 193–225. In particular, see Quijote I, 48 and also II, 21 (the ‘resurrection’ of Basilio). The above assessments concerning Cervantine dramas are not meant to suggest that this author wrote plays in the Calderonian fashion; the relevant schema is present to a significantly lesser degree.

1270 To prevent any misunderstandings: as harsh as Cervantes’s critique of the analogizing mode may be, he usually refrains from making religious orthodoxy his explicit target (as for details, see my above-cited essay); in some cases, however, he does – and in a most audacious way, as, e.g., in his entremés El retablo de las maravillas. In terms of discourse archeology, he stands not in a direct, but in an asymmetrical opposition to the prominent playwrights of the age; for a more comprehensive assessment, however, one would have to take into account that Cervantes’s incrimination of the abstract analogizing mode is remarkably consistent.

1271 This refers to the glossing over of the conclusion, Quijote’s ‘conversion’ to an empiricist worldview. Only if one disregards this typical desengaño – a basic structure of this epoch’s code, albeit refunctionalized with regard to its content in Cervantes – can one read the text as the heroicization of a ‘poetically’ minded human being.

1272 See above (254n. herein), including the additional cross-references there.

1273 See the concise résumé of Kristeva’s notions regarding the division of epochs in “Le Texte clos” (in: J. K., Semeiotiké. Recherches pour une sémanalyse, Paris 1969, 113–142; spec. 116–119). My main objection to Kristeva is that – being pre- or post-structuralist in this case – she does not take into account the problem of the systematicity of the early forms of taxonomism, which she observes from the beginning of the fourteenth century onward. Incidentally, the theory of the arbitrariness of signs is also present in the Christian tradition, at the latest since Augustine; consequently, the presence of such a theory in late medieval times is not surprising; the main difference with regard to the modern view is that, apart from signs ad libitum hominum, there are also ‘truthful signs’ – and that the former are to be interpreted in the light of the latter. The modern conception of signs in the Cartesian sense is not in effect until all signs are considered arbitrary, i.e. when the code is conceived of as arbitrary.

1274 This (Selbstbehauptung) is the term used by Blumenberg (The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 125ff.). In my above reading of Descartes, following Blumenberg’s line of argument, I give more prominence to the hypothesis of a universal deception originating in the Highest Being than to the notion of this Being as the source of basic, clear, distinct concepts, upon which the human mind may ground its rational construction of reality. The description of the world conceived as a clock becomes possible as soon as human beings are prepared to agree on some basic conceptual parameters. For the metaphor of the clock in Descartes, as well as in taxonomism on the whole, see L. Laudon, “The Clock-Metaphor and Probabilism: The Impact of Descartes on English Methodological Thought, 1660–1665”, Annals of Science 22 (1966), 73–104.

1275 This is Blumenberg’s (albeit cautiously formulated) hypothesis; thus, the actual issue would be the following: why should a thinker who, having been raised Catholic, had no reason to feel affected by the question of predestination, introduce the very concept said to inevitably inhere in the latter, that of an ‘immanent self-assertion’? It is decisive that the epistemological rupture did not occur where the nominalistic concept was taken to extremes – that is, in the German-speaking countries. Theologically speaking, the (pre-Enlightenment, Lutheran) Protestant does not need a system of world orientation, seeing that his conscious, self-chosen actions are not relevant to the question of salvation, as he is entirely dependent on God’s grace; the fact that a total secularization – which then created its own, immanent rationality – developed from this fundamental separation of world and metaphysics is only consistent; but that is not yet a phenomenon of the epoch described herein.

1276 Foucault also calls taxonomism le Discours; in using this formulation, he suggests that the taxonomic discourse is constructed in accordance with the principles at the basis of the linguistic code itself, as described by F. de Saussure (cf. Les Mots et les choses 60–91; 299).

1277 H. Heine is to be located between the first two possibilities mentioned above when he states (with reference to L. Börne): “Zweibrücken was the Bethlehem where the young freedom, the savior, lay in his cradle and bawled so as to bring about the world’s salvation” (qtd. in: Blumenberg, The Legitimacy of the Modern Age 105; cf. several additional examples, 105f.). In the political discourse, the schema of presenting something new not as new, but as an improved reissue and fulfillment of something old, has above all a legitimizing function; in part, and specifically in discourses optimistic about the future, a sort of secularized expectation of salvation continues to be reflected therein. The best example would be the names of many cities in the New World, where religiously intended overtones certainly are or were present; to this very day, Protestant sectarianism adheres to a simplified stage of analogism; but cf. also the programmatic names of newspapers issued by communist parties (Neues Deutschland, Novoe vremja, etc.).

1278 The principle of the non-contemporaneity of the contemporaneous holds true in this case also. The above statement is intended as an assessment of the dominant line of development. As to various manifestations of typologizing discourse in the eighteenth century, see P. J. Korshin, “The Development of Abstracted Typology in England, 1650–1820”, in: Miner, ed., Literary Uses of Typology, 147–203. Korshin’s study is a typical example of the approach that attempts to prove the existence of ‘post-figurative’ phenomena in modernity proper; it has a tendency to equate orthodox typologism, which continues to exist in the margins, with a sort of rhetorical typology which does not refer to a corresponding world-model (in this respect, cf. Blumenberg’s examples, as cited in the above note). The relevant distinction is convincingly presented in K. Keller’s study on the disintegrating stages of typologism in nineteenth century American literature (“Alephs, Zahirs and the Triumph of Ambiguity: Typology in Nineteenth-Century American Literature”, in: Miner, ed., 274–314).

1279 “Nuevos mundos, / [. . .] / buena prenda os dejo, en fe / de que si hoy la gente vuestra / adora al sol que amanece, / hijo de la aurora bella, / vendrá tan felice día / que sobre estas mismas peñas, / con mejor sol en su brazos, / mejor aurora amanezca” (Obras completas, vol. 1, 1315–1361; here: 1322b; “aurora” represents Mary in this context).

1280 The Pope’s words are cited from F. Kassebeer’s article “Im Bürgerkrieg den Frieden predigen” (Süddeutsche Zeitung No. 30, May 2, 1985, p. 3); as to the latter’s judgment, cf. spec. “He [Wojtyla] flattered those present by speaking appreciatively of the Incan solar cult [. . .]. He did not shy away from introducing himself as the ‘envoy of the true sun’”.

1281 Primary as well as secondary sources cited in passing are not listed.
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