Performing imitatio: Bruscambille’s prologues and Cesare Raolsettresfacetieuses (1584)

Abstract:

The comic actor known as Bruscambilile 1608-34), who performed and published
theatrical prologues in early seventeenth-centuayp€e, drew on a range of sources for his
best-selling works. In the dedication to one ofrhegor collections he includes a lengthy
justification ofimitatio. Appropriately enough, Bruscambille has in fac@téd the passage
on imitation fromL’argute et facete letter€l562) of Cesare Rao (1532-887?), which he knew
through a French translation by Gabriel Chappu$46?-1613), théettres facetieuses
(1584). We have identified these letters as Brusddats most prominent source, yet, as
detailed discussion of prologues on folly and pégameveals, the comedian’s creativity is
enhanced by hisnitatio. This article is therefore a case-study that shigbson the status of
this rhetorical practice in the late Renaissanoselbkas on broader issues of plagiarism and

adaptation.
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Performing imitatio: Bruscambille’s prologues and Cesare Rao’'d ettres facetieuses
(1584)*

By way of preface to his third major collection thfeatrical prologuesl.es nouvelles et
plaisantes ImaginationEl613), Bruscambillef, 1608-34) addresses a letter to an illustrious
member of his audience, Henri Il de Bourbon-Corid#86-1646). As well as referring to the
prince’s support for the theatre, the actor-autkweals how self-aware and indeed defensive,
in this letter at least, he was about his use dghiion. He acknowledges critics’ condemnation
of imitatio as a form of theft: ‘Je s¢ay bien que les Aristesjde ce temps y donneront chacun
un coup de bec [...] disans [...] il a derobé Igyimité 1a’ 2 Nevertheless, he defends the practice
by drawing, in rapid succession, on commonplaceapteirs,all of which convey the

transformation of material from others into someghof one’s own:

Les authoritez se peuvent prendre es lieux ou segncontrent a propos [...] comme
'on se sert de diverses fleurs, pour rendre ungbeti plus parfait, mieux orné &
accomply. Les autheurs modernes font comme cetjuelearrivant le dernier au festin,
espluche ce qui a ja passé par la main des audresijourd’huy celuy est tenu pour le

plus subtil & entendu qui scait esplucher de bogrece, c'est-a-dire agencer &

*We would like to acknowledge insights derivedrfreonversations with Neil Kenny and Luke O’Sulliviarthe
writing of this article.

L‘A tres-haut, tres-excellent, tres-vertueux & treagnanime Prince Henry de Bourbon [...]", in Basbille,
CEuvres complétegd. by Hugh Roberts and Annette Tomarken (Parian@iion, 2012) (henceforth abbreviated
to OC), pp. 380-81. Thémaginationsfollow the Prologues(1610) and thé-antaisies(1612), which contains all
33 pieces contained in therologuesin addition to 24 new ones; for further detaileg ¢he bibliography of
Bruscambille’s worksQC, pp. 83-117. Henri Il de Bourbon-Condé provedtodie an ideal choice of dedicatee,
as he was soon to be temporarily disgraced in ladfaiebellion against the regency of Marie de Medic
Bruscambille was baptized Jean Gracieux and is kfgiwn as the Sieur Des Lauriers (see Alan Howe,
‘Bruscambille, qui était-il?’ XVII® Siecle 153 (1986-87), 390-96). For an introduction tai®ambille more
generally, see Michel Jeannerdtaime ta joie parce qu’'elle est folle: écrivaina €te (XVI-XVII® siécles)
(Geneva: Droz, 2018), pp. 132-34; for other critiwark on him, see references in footnotes below.ddok-
length study has been devoted to Bruscambille te, daut Flavie Kerautret is at a late stage of etatal thesis
on the comedian under the supervision of ProfeSsiitaume Peureux at the Université Paris Nanterre.

20C, p. 380; for a classic study of Renaissaingiéatio, see Terence CavEhe Cornucopian Text: Problems of
Writing in the French Renaissan¢®xford University Press, 1979), part 1, chaptefe Greek grammarian
Aristarchus of Samothrace. 220<. 143 BC) became a byword for a harsh critic.



approprier a son suject les choses dites & praégisipar un autre. Tels correcteurs a la
douzaine ressemblent a la mousche guespe nonanhatpmtne fait point de miel, &

neantmoins mange celuy que les industrieuses ebeitit amassg.

Such reflections at the threshold of a collectibprologues Bruscambille had not previously
printed indicate a significant level of culturaldarhetorical awareness on the part of the farce-
player and his readership, who would have recogrzeh commonplaces. Indeed, practically
every printed page of the prologues is replete eitidite allusions as well as Latin quotations
andfacetiae Such references provide an excellent indicatibthe level of education of the
performer and his audience and/or readership, wiwebld mostly have been made up of
lawyers or students of law and similarly qualifipdople, in other words an educated and
doubtless demanding pubfic.

Above all, displaying a certain chutzpah, Bruscdimbnas in fact imitated these
reflections on imitation from Cesare Rao’s (1532988argute et facete letter€l562), which
he knew through a French translation by Gabriel pphgs (1546?7-1613), theettres

facetieuses et subtil¢$584)° Clearly, this piece of imitation is performative,the sense that

3 0C, pp. 380-81; on such metaphors in French Renaissariting, see especially Michel Jeannebats mets et
des mots: banquets et propos de table a la Rermais¢Raris: Corti, 1987), pp. 253-58.

4 Cf. Michel Jeanneret’s view of the prologues: ‘c’eétdlage d’érudition qui frappel;aime ta joie p. 132. On
Bruscambille’s readership, see Henri-Jean Maltimres, pouvoirs et société a Paris au X¥#Hiécle(Geneva:
Droz, 1999), p. 963 an@C, p. 21; Martin similarly establishes the proximitfyBruscambille’s Parisian printers
to the law courts and university: Jean Millot, granter of thePrologueq1609/10) and thEantaisieq1612),had

a shop at the Palais de Justice and a stall ne&aht-Neuf where the actor Tabarin performed;lantyi Francois
Huby, who printed Bruscambille’smaginations(1613), was ‘Maistre Imprimeur & Marchand Libraies
I'Université de Paris’QC, p. 519.

5 Lettres facetieuses et subtiles de Cesar Rao [or] Moins plaisantes & recreatives, que morales,r gous
esprits genereuxrans. by Gabriel Chappuys (Lyon: Jean Strafi684), pp. 279-82 (‘A I'excellent Physicien le
Seigneur Jean Antoine Tuffe d’Alexan’). On Chappgsiytsanslation, see Jean-Marc DechaBihliographie
critique des ouvrages et traductions de Gabriel ghays(Geneva: Droz, 2014), pp. 253-55. Two Lyon prister
Jean Stratius and Antoine Tardif, shared the ingiavilege and the translation had a second edition in amothe
important centre of printing, Rouen, where it caoffehe presses of Claude Le Villain in 1609 andsweaissued
in 1610 (see Dechaud, p. 255). Bruscambille may lkiawnsulted this later edition, there do not appeae major
differences between them as far as their conteatsancerned. On Rao and his work, see Maria Gaistigorilli,
‘L’argute et facete letterdi Cesare Rao: paradossi e plagi (tra Doni, Lardpippa e Pedro Mexia)l,ettere
Italiane, 56 (2004), 410-41, Paul F. GrendI€rjtics of the Italian World (1530-1560): Anton Fnaesco Doni,
Nicold Franco and Ortensio LandMadison: University of Wisconsin Press, 1969), 2@2-04, and Pietro Giulio
Riga, ‘Rao, CesareDizionario Biografico degli Italiani vol. 86 (Roma: Istituto della Enciclopedia Itaiz



it does what it says, thereby hiding the unackndgég borrowing in the opérBruscambille

in fact follows Rao’s advice, selecting the chotaesrsels of the letter and adjusting them to
his purposes. Indeed, Cotgrave renders one of Bmisile’s synonyms foimitatio, ‘agencer’,

as ‘fitly disposed, finely placed, neatly fittedHis letter thus perfectly illustrates the very
principle that is its theme. Take also, for examtile equivalent to the banquet metaphor as it

appears in theettres facetieuses

Les auteurs modernes sont comme celuy lequel esstavé au banquet, y arrive quand
les autres ont fait : il espluche & prend des estemorceau d’'une chose & un morceau
de l'autre. Et aujourd’huy celuy est appellé le llear compositeur, lequel scait le
mieux esplucher, c’est a dire qui fait le mieux bmma son propos les choses dites par

autruy®

Clearly, in addition to altering Rao’s letter inrrtes of inventiq by selecting key passages,
Bruscambille also adapts it at a level dispositioc Hence while the former refers rather
apologetically to a modern ‘compositeur’, for thattér imitation is an opportunity to
demonstrate rhetorical ingenuity (being ‘subtil &tendu’) and hence authorship and, beyond
that, theatrical practice, as suggested by the’a@ddition that the things imitated are not only
‘dites’ but ‘practiquées’. There is no known tegtimy to indicate how closely the printed
versions corresponded to Bruscambille’s performasfcprologues designed to capture the

attention of audiences at the Hotel de Bourgogrranms and beyond. Yet traces of their spoken

2016), pp. 487-489. On Rao himself, see Donato Merdrao, Cesare’ (2015Encyclopedia of Renaissance
Philosophy ed. by Mario Sgarbi (Springer, Cham), D@ttps://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-02848-4 103-1
[accessed 15 August 2019].

6 Naturally, as Grendler and Figorilli in particuf@int out, Rao himself closely imitates variousrses, including
Doni. Since Bruscambille adapts Rao, rather thaestigate the works on which Rao draws, it liesdmelythe
scope of this article to trace Rao’s own sources.

7 Randle CotgraveDictionarie of the French and English Tongyesndon: Islip, 1611).

8 Lettres facetieusep. 281.



origin, from addressing and insulting the audietaeslips of the tongue, are found on
practically every page of Bruscambille’s works. Buevealing features extend, as we shall
show, to the comedian’s adaptation of non-dramsdierce material to make it suitable for
performance, or to give the impression of thedltridgnamism, or botf. In short,
Bruscambille’s adaptations of Rao’s letters aretimnoof sustained analysis precisely because
they constitute this most creative kind iofitatio, not slavish copying or plagiarism. What
insights does hisnitatio give into his creative process? How does it rétback on his practice
as a performer and author? And what light doesatioih shed on the status of the practice more
widely in late Renaissance French writing, espBcias$ it relates to the trade in books of
facetia@ More broadly, what does this case study congiliat our understanding of the
perpetually fraught question of how to differergidbetween plagiarism and innovative
imitation?

To address these and related questions, we shdilate, first, the extent of
Bruscambille’s imitations of Rao, not least by c@mnpg them to the actor’s other borrowings.
We shall then briefly set the prologues in the eghof other late Renaissance French comic
works in whichimitatio is a topic of discussion, including thettres facetieusefiemselves.
We shall therefore also address the issue of whnoBessional translator like Chappuys was
drawn to thd_ettres facetieusesvhichimpinges on why they were so useful to Bruscambille
The second part will be a close reading of how Bausbille reworks Chappuys’s translation
of Rao, in prologues on folly and pedantry in wheelf-reflexivity about his practice as a comic

imitator, writer and performer allows him to, asphés it, ‘esplucher de bonne grace’.

1. Imitatio in Rao, Bruscambille and contemporary comic works

9 Cf. Robert Henke’s comment on Domenico Bruni (Fulgigrologues: ‘literary embellishment by no means
rules out stage derivatiorPerformance and Literature in the Commedia dellX@ambridge University Press,
2002), p. 45.



While editing Bruscambille’s works, we uncovererhage of texts he imitated but also noted
that other sources were bound to be fotdle had not yet identified Chappuys'’s translation
of Rao, but it is in fact the most prominent soursténe prologues uncovered thus far: 9 out of
the 115 printed speeches contain borrowings franb.éittres facetieuseshe borrowings vary
from a single phrase to more substantial passagésct, Bruscambille borrows from at least
17 of the 61 letters and other material in Raativer words, he often splices together multiple
sections of Rao to arrive at different sectionsoné or more prologués$.Suchinventiois
characteristic of all his borrowings, his selectminmaterial is considerably more complex
when Bruscambille is dealing with comic as oppdseskerious works?

One of the few critics to have paid attention taggambille’s manipulation of sources,
Michel Simonin, noted that the actor borrowed ‘[Bx¢ellence de ’lhomme’, a prologue first
published in thémaginationg1613), from Pierre BoiastuauBref discours de I'excellence et
dignité de 'lhomm¢1558); he concludes that, despite some cuts atitiaus of brief addresses
to an audience, Bruscambille follows his model qu'su plagiat’ and, therefore, unwary
readers should not assume that the ‘farceur’ steeped in humanist learning as he may appear

to be®® Although understandable, such caveats betray ticatridouble standard, since

00C, p. 63; Jean-Philippe Beaulieu has also made anstith discovery, revealing that the ‘Discoursséaux’,

the final prologue of thEantaisies(1612),0C, pp. 375-77, derives from tli&iscours nouveau faict par Maistre
Guillaume a son retour de I'autre mon@609), ‘Billevesées, boniments et discours pantphks chez Maitre
Guillaume’,Revue d’'Histoire littéraire de la Frangd19 (2019), 23-34 (pp. 28-29). Another Frenchglation

of an Italian sourcd,a contre-lesine, Ou plustost discours, constitudiet louanges de la liberalité, remplis de
Moralité, de doctrine, & beaux traicts admirables][ (Paris: Abraham Saugrain, 1604), was an imporiauntce

for Bruscambille’s ‘Prologue de Rien’ and ‘Prologeantre I'Avarice’,OC, pp. 177-79 and 272-75.

11 These figures are only indicative because somstiRa himself repeats material from one lettemiotlaer in

a process Figorilli calls internal recycling,’argute et facete letterdi Cesare Rao’, p. 420.

12.0C, pp. 61-63. For another example of how Bruscamlzitlapts of Rao/Chappuys, see his transformation of
‘Au sieur Martin de la valled,epidum caput an exercise irvituperatiq into a Priapic mock encomium, ‘A la
louange du seigneur Foliilletrou’ in theaginations(Lettres facetieusepp. 64-71 an@®C, pp. 450-51), Hugh
Roberts, ‘Anatomisant anatomiculicollliconiquemerttiasons et contreblasons dans les prologues de
Bruscambille’,Anatomie d’'une anatomie: Nouvelles recherches ssiblasons anatomiques du corps féminin
ed. by Julien Geeury and Thomas Hunkeler (Genewaz,[2018), pp. 621-38 (pp. 632-33).

13 Michel Simonin, ‘Boaistuau et Bruscambille: noter a1 texte dedmaginations Bulletin de I'Association
d’étude sur 'humanisme, la réforme et la Renaissa8 (1979), 14-19 (p. 17); see alS€, pp. 61-62.



Boiastuau'sBref discourds itself full of borrowings from various sourc¥sThere are several
other cases, especially in overtly serious prolsgwdere Bruscambille draws heavily on the
‘pastissages de lieux communs’ mocked by Montalgide actor was clearly well versed in
commonplace material on general moral issues, pigleecause it served an initial theatrical
function of introducing tragedies or tragi-comediégalso gives another dimension of potential
interest for his readers, for whom Bruscambille'sllections contained the stuff of
contemporary miscellanies, albeit with better joladisof which they could in turn redeploy in
different contexts, much like thieettres facetieusethemselves. Bruscambille, as Simonin
himself puts it, has ‘{compilé] les compilateursl@poque précédenté® In other words, he
recycles commonplace material in a way that iscgipof the writing practices of his day,
including of Rao himself. Simonin’s accusation tzgarism amounts to an anachronistic value
judgement. We maintain instead that the kind oficai elitism that allows Montaigne,
Shakespeare and other canonical authors to haire'sberces’, while the likes of Rao and
Bruscambille are deemed guilty of plagiarism, ist@voided or at least questionéd.
Bruscambille’s imitatio, as opposed to plagiarism, is especially appanenhis
adaptations of comic or paradoxical material,weg that is, we shall argue, uniquely revealing
of his creative process as a comedian. For instdratkof all the prologues are mock encomia

on more or less familiar topics for this widespreadre'® In theFantaisies he notably draws

14 Bref discours de I'excellence et dignité de I'honjf&58], ed. by Michel Simonin (Geneva: Droz, 1982); see
the footnotes to ‘De I'excellence de 'lhomm@&C, pp. 441-45.

15 Essais ed. by Pierre Villey and V.-L. Saulnier (Pari¢JP, 1965), 1, 12, 1056c; to take other examplesf
the Imaginations Bruscambille borrows material for two prologuesnfi Charron’sDe la sagess€1601) and
another, ‘De la constance’, from a much more olesework,L’Apologie de la constance, ou fleau des inconstans
(1599); seeOC, p. 62.

16 Simonin, ‘Boaistuau et Bruscambille’, p. 16.

17 For another example of this critical tendency touse minor Renaissance authors of plagiarism, igeeill,
‘L’argute et facete letterdi Cesare Rao: paradossi e plagi’; for canoniati@rs see, for example, Pierre Villey,
Les Sources et I'évolution des ‘Essais’ de Montaighvols(Paris: Hachette, 1908Narrative and Dramatic
Sources of Shakespeaeal. by Geoffrey Bullough, 8 vols (London: Routiedand Kegan Paul, 1967-75).

18 SeeOC, pp. 46-550n mock encomia generally, see, among others,cRdbandrey,L'Eloge paradoxal de
Gorgias a Moliere(Paris: PUF, 1997) and Annette Tomark€he Smile of Truth: The French Satirical Eulogy
and Its Antecedent@rinceton University Press, 199@n Bruscambille’s use of the genre, see Volker Kapp
‘Eloge paradoxal et blame burlesque dans les puelegle Bruscambille: la culture oratoire d’un fardeancais

au XVII¢ siecle’, Studi di letteratura francese22 (1997), 63-86, and Annette Tomarken, “Un begmsaiit



without acknowledgement on Louis de Mayerne-Turguednslation of Agrippa)éclamation
sur l'incertitude, vanité, & abus des sciendd$82), for four mock encomia, of ignorance,
lying, truth, and donkeys respectively, but in esxdtance he adapts the original, often to omit
potentially dangerous religious referenéesSimilarly, Charles Estienne’s adaptation of
Ortensio LandoParadoxes(1553), is an important source for two other gaireulogies,
‘Prologue de la laideur & deformité de visage’ @be I'yvrognerie’ 2° Finally, he draws on
the Contes et discours d’Eutrap€l585) by Noél Du Fail (1520?-91), for two speeches
including a ‘Prologue sur un autre plaidoyé’, whadntains a remarkable apology for obscene
or unorthodox material and terminology adapted fmme of Du Fail’s tales, allowing him to
claim that, if censored, works would be ‘un bangietliables ou il n’y a point de sét.

Yet Bruscambille’s discussion @hitatio in his letter to Condé also suggests that the
tide is turning against it, since he betrays anetpxhat imitation equates to theft. This was not
new: for example, Guillaume Bouchet (1513?-94higmpreface to the first book of his vast
Séréedfirst edition, 1584), also recognizes potentiariseurs’ who would accuse him of
borrowing too heavily. Bouchet responds, with ppghainwitting irony, ‘si jay desrobé
guelgue chose, quel interest y ont-ils? [...] Etaga qu’il soit d’un autre, puisqu’il est veritable
il est mien, disoit Senequé®.Despite superficial similarities, Bouchet concedgsoint that

Bruscambille does not; the former is disarmingliling to present himself as a mere borrower

encomion” : Bruscambille and the Satirical Eulogy $tage’,Renaissance Reflections: Essays in Memory of C.
A. Mayer ed. by Pauline M. Smith and Trevor Peach (Parign@ion, 2002), pp. 247-67.

90C, p. 63.

20 OC, pp. 173-76 and 390-95f. ‘Pour la laideur de visage’ et ‘Pour les biberoaradoxesed. by Trevor
Peach (Geneva: Droz, 1998), pp. 78-82 et 117-125.

21 OC, pp. 200-01; the tale in question is ‘De troissga; see Marie-Claire Bichard-Thomirépél Du Fail:
conteur(Paris: Champion, 2001), pp. 93-94.

22 | es Sérées vols, ed. C. E. Roybet (Paris, A. Lemerre, 2823repr. Geneva: Slatkine, 1969), I, p. xii; dite
by Simonin, p. 17, n. 8Quod verum meum est’, Seneo&d Lucilium Epistulae Moralesl2.11. Although
Simonin claims Bouchet as a source for Bruscambibee do not appear to be any major borrowings (x&

pp. 405, 410, 415, for some shared material, sdmdich is in any case commonplace). For criticahenentary

on the Sérées see recent work by Neil Kenny, including “Lestpidanquets ... ont esté nommez ... des
Latinssodalitates. discussing dreams over dinner in Guillaume Baierées ‘Sodalitas litteratorum’:
Etudes a la mémoire de/Studies in Memory of PRiil, ed. by Ingrid A. R. De Smet and Paul White (Genev
Droz, 2019), pp. 259-74.



or even thief rather than an ‘industrieuse abeibdl’ the better to allow him to borrow with
impunity.

Bruscambille’s attempt to rehabilitate the humeardeal ofimitatio forms part of a
broader claim to a particular social status ascéor@author, especially given that he expresses
it in a letter to a prestigious dedicatee signeith Wwms noblenom de plumeDes Lauriers. Indeed,
unlike his contemporary Tabarin, whose dialoguéh tiie charlatan Mondor were apparently
written down by an audience member, we know thas8ambille was the principal author of
his speeches, since he was paid a small sum lprititers of theFantaisies(1612)?3 In other
words, his dedicatory letter to his next major eddion is part of an overarching strategy of
self-fashioning in thémaginationsespecially, since this collection contains onehef ¢arliest
defences of the theatre in FrerféfThe accusation of theft or plagiarism risks undemg all
this, hence his riposte, which reveals a vulneitgbihherent in his social standing, not least
given his associations with farce, which are hardeconcile with upward social mobility.
Moreover, despite placing himself among the ‘authenodernes’, Bruscambille shares Rao’s
somewhat apologetic view of their being among #wt &arrivals at the banquet, as if he had
foreseen that he and others like him are abouétorne ‘anciens’.

Bruscambille’s letter also recalls Béroalde de Mk Moyen de parvenif16167?),
which is of course almost exactly contemporary wita Imaginationsof 1613. TheMoyen
takes banquet literature in general, and the dgestetaphor for imitation in particular, to an

absurd and often abject degree, as seen in a s{zeatament about the book and/or banquet

23The printers were Jean Millot and Jean de Borde&lihn Howe discovered the evidence for this mAtichives
nationales, Minutier central, XXIX, 164; s€, pp. 20-21; see als&uvres complétes de Tabared. by Gustave
Aventin, 2 vols (Paris: Jannet, 1858), I, p. 8.

240C, pp. 38-45, 379; see also Hugh Roberts and Anfiettearken, ‘Bruscambille auteur dramatique et déden
du théatre’,Le Dramaturge sur un plateau: quand l'auteur dramae devient personnaged. by Clotilde
Thouret (Paris: Classiques Garnier, 2018), pp. @ZB5+rancois Lecercle, ‘An Elusive Controversy e th
Beginnings of Polemics against the Stage in Fraand’ Clotilde Thouret, ‘Between Jest and Earnéstnical
Defenses of Theatre in Seventeenth-Century Engkardl France’,Restoration and 18th Century Theatre
Research 29 (2014), 17-34 and 35-55; Flavie Kerautret,s'jgrologues de Bruscambille. Harangues d’un
comédien “mercenaire” European Drama and Performance Stugd@€017)Ecrire pour la scéne (X&XVIII®
siécle) 135-53.
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‘Je fais bonne chére de ceci, puis, I'ayant diggrée baille a remacher ainsi que, quand j'ay
bien diné je vais fienter, et un pourceau vient guifait son profit?® Clearly, Rao,
Bruscambille and Béroalde de Verville each presiffiierent dimensions of such metaphors
for imitation, but even the actor’s attempted pesitppropriation shows that the practice was
under threat and in need of defence.

Cesare Rao’k’'argute et facete lettergl 562) are themselves examples of imitation that
contain miscellaneous material, as well as mocloee drawing on Agrippa and Lando,
alongside elements cbmmedia dell'artend ‘bizzarria’, to borrow Maria Cristina Figorifi
term?® There is therefore a strong resemblance betweeis R@rk and the prologues; given
the similarity of their varied, serio-comic and sEiimes farcical material, it is scarcely
surprising that the comedian would plunder the dtenp’ Indeed, thefacete letterewere
designed to encourage imitation, not least by iddial readers redeploying suitable parts of
the comic letters in their own correspondence loeioivritings. For instance, in a letter in which
Rao complains of those who criticize anyone whaos en to paper, he even pretends to

abdicate authorship, passing this to his addremsgeby extension, his readership:

je qui suis I'auteur mesme vous prie [...] si vinasivez icy chose qui vous offense, ou
qui ne soit a vostre fantasie, vous reputiez ceste vostre, & vous plaise changer,
oster, adjouster, recomposer, retourner dessuswessorriger, gloser, adjouster en

marge, & refaire en fin toute chose, comme vousiveri|...F8

25 Le Moyen de parvenited. by Michel Renaud (Paris: Gallimard, 2006)284 (chap. 55, ‘Canon’); cited in
JeanneretDes mets et des mpis. 237 (on banquet literature in the Renaissam@general, and.e Moyen de
parvenirs place in it in particular see pp. 221-46).

26 See Figorilli, L’argute et facete letterdi Cesare Rao’, p. 413 et seq.

27 See also Pietro Giulio Riga’s characterisatiorRab’s work as among the most vivacious and typitahe
‘vario registro comico-paradossale cinquecentesoaiked by use of ‘accumulazioni, ossimori, anafamese
proverbiali, allitterazioni €alemboursche forniscono al testo un effetto saltellanBizionario biografico

28 ‘A Tillustre & vertueux Seigneur Jean Vincent 8eBlaise Baron de Cannolettres facetieusepp. 295-300
(p. 299); Figorilli cites this passage in the anagias part of her thesis that Rao encourageshiers to adopt
thears combinatorighe himself practisesl(*argute et facete letterdi Cesare Rao’, p. 412).
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Readers are thus invited to play with the texmke it their own, in other words to imitate the
imitatio, which is precisely what Bruscambille does. Theadt Rabelaisian list of active verbs
itself reveals that the adaptations Rao recommangldar from obvious. Moreover, with a
subtlety that is somewhat atypicallodrgute et facete letterelespite their title, Rao surrenders
ownership all the better to claim the profit of kierk® He says his letter is no more his
property than the sun or air (citing Ovid, coincitily driving the point home that his writing
is not his, but shared by all, in other words compiace), yet he is willing to gift his
compilation to whoever puts their name to it onghaviso that he is left with the ‘usufruic®f.
Cotgrave translates this term as ‘The use, andtpimit not the property) of goods, with
th’'owner’s consent’ while he renders ‘usufruictieven more tellingly as ‘one that hath the
use, and reaped the profit, of a thing, whereoptiopertie resteth in another’. As a result, what
looks like resignation in the face of criticism aadenunciation of what we would now call
intellectual property is transformed into a licertoeborrow from anybody. This amounts to
what we might uncharitably call a plagiarists’ ptet he shares with Guillaume Bouchet and
others: it is all common property anyway, and, seheg perversely given the insistence on
this kind of intellectual communism, a justificatito claim the profits from such borrowing.
The latter point is not idle, since publicationc@immonplace or miscellaneous works
of facetiaewas a commercial venture. There are ethical, legdl financial implications to
imitatio and, in somewhat different ways, these play oudunchet’s preface to theérées
cited above. Similarly, in Montaigne’s ‘De l'ingiiion des enfans’ amidst a string of metaphors
for imitation, including the inevitable bees alswhd in Rao and Bruscambille, he ironically

notes that ‘Les pilleurs, les enprunteurs mettanparade leurs bastiments, leurs achapts, non

29 ‘Argute’ equates to ‘subtiles’ in the French title
30 Ovid, Metamorphosed, 135-36;Lettres facetieusepp. 298-99.
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pas ce qu'ils tirent d’autruy”! In other words, there is an economy of textuatdaeing, in
which authors and printer-booksellers participateppen secret of intertextual ‘usufruit’.
Tellingly, however, when Bruscambille borrows fronis same letter, in his ‘Prologue
de la Calomnie’ in thérantaisies(1612), he omits the section in which Rao appérent
renounces authorshiInstead, he recasts the letter to do the exaaitep to draw attention
to his status as an author by pretending to wishitiedraw his writing. Rao’s letter plays on
the idea of refusing to use his hands to write, toutievote them instead to other tasks.
Bruscambille adopts the same conceit from the vofdas prologue, but adds typical elements
of farcical humour and self-deprecating irony, leehe will use his hands, among other things
not found in Rao, to ‘manie[r] I'abricot de quelguienphe’ and not, therefore, to ‘tracer un tas
de fadeses® Placing Rao and Bruscambille side-by-side illussahis key difference between

them:

Rao: Bruscambille:
Je me suis mis en fantasie de ne parler, fgeesuis d’advis de contrefaire doresnavant le
le sourd, n’escrire, & ne hanter personne, Ruet & le sourd, & dire a mes mains qu’elles
dire a mes mains qu’elles ne fassent querse s’amusent plus a vous figurer aved la
laver, se rongner les ongles, porter & pume une quirielle de fantaisies F4.]

bouche, me laver le visage & faire autfes

choses necessaires [...]

31 Essais |, 26, 152c; ‘bastiment’ probably in the sensenfd among Cotgrave’s translations which include ‘a
composition; or compaction of many things togethiiiies beyond the scope of this article to perguis point
further, but the commercial metaphor and realitingfatio in late French Renaissance texts would be worthy o
more analysis.

320C, pp. 292-95; see Roberts and Tomarken, ‘Bruscdendniiteur dramatigue et défenseur du théatre2 pf-

95.

33 0C, p. 292; ‘I'Abricot d’'une femme. ila nature, par similitude de la fenteAntoine Oudin, Curiositez
francoises, pour supplement aux Dictionnai(@aris: A. de Sommaville, 1640), p. 585.

34 Lettres facetieusep. 296;0C, p. 293.
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The comedian’s creativity and indeed latent drataadsout: while Rao’s proposed cessation
of writing is just one element of a more generdahdiawal from society, Bruscambille is much
more focused on his threat of stopping the twineatp of his role, namely writing and
performing, all the better to draw attention tothéience ‘figurer avec la plume’ is ambiguous
— it could mean to write, but, given the addreskisohands that he has borrowed from Rao, it
could equally be accompanied by performative gestun stage. He uses ‘quirielle’ (more
usually written ‘kyrielle’) ironically, but it is evertheless suggestive afpiaand, moreover,
the ‘fantaisies’ in question are not simply imags or ideas, as Rao uses the term, but a self-
reflexive allusion to the work in which this prolegywas first published, tHeantaisies® Self-
deprecating formulae such as ‘tas de fadeses’@ndélle de fantaisies’ to describe his works
are characteristic of this type cdptatio benevolentiae

Obviously, Bruscambille redeploys Rao’s lettevéoy different ends to the Italian. His
self-referential irony illustrates how he is abadkie game that Rao describes, so to speak, and
is therefore more independent as an author. Nemagh self-mockery unique to this prologue,
since it enables the actor-author to make his agdieand by extension his readership,
complicit in his writing, which becomes a performarof sorts. This in turn enables him, among
other things, to cement not only his own sociahdiiag but also that of professional theatre
more generally® His role as grologueur alone on the stage, means he has a dramatic need
for such self-fashioning as it allows for a degodecontrol in what otherwise might be a
vulnerable position, allowing him figuratively ariderally to stand up for himself and his
troupe. Humour plays a key part in these kindsafiglex games of collusion with his audience

and/or readers, since he invites them to shargleeand thereby join a community of sorts.

35 Cf. Furetiére’s definition: ‘KYRIELLE [...] Litanie, pere de I'Eglise en I'honneur de Dieu [...] composée d
plusieurs invocations & éloges [...] Ce mot vieilBthe se dit gueres serieusement. KYRIELLE, séiglirément
en Morale, d'une longue suitte de malheurs, delpsrde citations & autres chosed3ictionnaire universe(The
Hague/Rotterdam: Arnout/Reinier Leers, 1690).

36 See Hugh Roberts, ““Au diable soient donnez leseatiens”: La haine dans des apologies du théatd£but
du XVlle siécle’,Littératures classique®©8 (2019), 65-75 (pp. 68-73).
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In short, he is diametrically opposed to Rao’stez disavowal of authorship. His tactic seems
all the more clever as he perversely asserts hisoaal independence through borrowing
against the grain, almost as if this particularbeing were a private joke.

Elsewhere, however, Bruscambille is not avergadtifying the profit motive in a way
not dissimilar to that put forward by Rao. Howeviee, tends to apply such discussions of
finances less to his writing or tmitatio than to the business of the audience paying toheee
troupe perform and their purchasing a copy of ttwdogues:’ Indeed, the very availability of
Rao’s letters and similar material in French igitesny to a pan-European markeffacetiag
as shown by the succek@rgute et facete letterenjoyed in lItaly, with 15 or so sixteenth-
century editions, demonstrating their adaptabitityarious context® This generic flexibility
also contributes to their appeal for a professidraislator like Gabriel Chappuys, which is
obviously part of the wider commercial interest knench translations of Italian works,
especially in Lyon. As Chappuys puts it in the datbry letter that serves as a preface to his

translation:

je vous presente ceste traduction des missivesate e jay tournees en nostre
vulgaire, (encores qu’elles en soyent bien digpesy la subtilité & facetie d’icelles)
d’autant plus volontiers, que [j'ay] veu qu’ellest@sté imprimées en [[t]alien, pour le
moins quatre fois, ce qui m’a faict certainemegegjy outre les raisons susdites, qu’elles

ne seront trouvées indignes de nostre lafgue.

Clearly, Chappuys is at least as interested indbmmercial possibilities of theettres

facetieusess in their literary merits. Indeed, Chappuysttust prolific professional translator

37 0OC, pp. 41-42; see also the articles by KerautrebeRs and Tomarken, and Roberts, cited above, &nd h
allusion to his printer’s profits, cited below.

38 See Dechaudy. 254.

39 ettres facetieusepp. 5-6.
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of sixteenth-century France, was in Lyon at tmsetito make his living through translating for
the city’s printer-booksellers; the year of the jpedgion of thel ettres facetieusesas his most

intensely productive, with nine translations prihte a career that encompassed 69 of tffem.
Yet Chappuys could scarcely have imagined the rewgs his translation would undergo in

the hands of another bestseller, Bruscambille.

2. Folly and pedantry

While Bruscambille borrows from a range of Raodes on various themes, his imitation of
the opening two, on folly and pedantry respectivdlyserves particular attention as the actor
uses them to enable ironic self-reflection thayjscal of the prologues in general and of their
imitatio in particular. The_ettres facetieusespen with a lengthy piece, ‘L’empereur des fols
aux Archesages & grands maistres du monde’, wiaiehes over 18 duodecimo pages. A praise
of folly, many of its targets would have been faarito anyone with even a passing awareness
of Erasmus’sVioriae encomiung1511), albeit that Rao, like Bruscambille, tenadsgnore the
humanist’s religious satire. Bruscambille borrow@i Rao’s prolix piece in ‘De la folie en
general’ of thdmaginations but he significantly shortens and adapts it. picdogue is almost
half the length of Rao’s letter (10 duodecimo pages, as we shall show, he also adds his own
material and incorporates passages from at leadetters by Rao, all of which illustrates, once
again, how careful he was in selecting and adaphatgrial.

The opening to Rao’s letter, ‘Entendez Archesagi@®ndez grands maistres du monde:
entendez une nouvelle conception non encore ouly€lhacun me repute fol, voire I'Empereur
des fols’, sets a somewhat bombastic tone giverefisated imperatives, in stark contrast to
Bruscambille’s exordium, a typically playful exarapdf knowingly false modestyithout a

direct equivalent in Rao: ‘Si pour tracer quelqumee saupoudrée & sophistiquée, j'estois jugé

40 Dechaud, pp. 15, 19, 42.
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capable de servir seulement de goujat en la congpatiApollon, je m’y alambiquerois la
cervelle [...]'** While Rao moves on to a philosophical discusshan is scarcely comic (‘Les
Philosophes disent-ils pas, que se trouvent deofegsions de 'lhomme sage, ne mentir, &
manifester celuy qui ment? mais comme ainsi sait tgut homme est menteur, personne ne
fait profession de sage, & consequent chacun EstBouscambille ignores this long-winded
logic-chopping, to refer instead to a ‘un certaimsnelier d’'Helicon’, who heard one of the
Muses whispering in his ear th&ttltorum infinitus est numerugjui vaut autant a dire, afin
que les sourds I'entendent, que le nombre deg$visifiny’.*? Bruscambille borrows the notion
of the Muses informing him about universal follprin another one of Rao’s letters, ‘Craverio
au Seigneur Cesar Rao’: ‘Et si est vray ce que wiigs ceste grande dame que vous
rencontrastes a la montée de Parnasse ce dit egfig,\Stultorum infinitus est numeru®
Typically, however, Bruscambille has woven in hignoverbal comedy, including, ‘afin que
les sourds I'entendent’, the translation of thedasiLatin, a knowing wink to more educated
members of his audience. Such features doubtlessfsbm Bruscambille’s theatrical practice:
reading Rao’s letters out loud would scarcely hawvgaged the audience, hence the ‘spin’ the
comedian so regularly gives.

The main body of both Rao’s letter and Bruscaralsilprologue on folly is devoted to
a list of standard objects of such satire, inclgdvomen who put on make-up, lovers, poets,

schoolchildren, doctors, merchants, and so onijtdts the actor spares his audience many of

41 Lettres facetieusespp. 9-10;0C, p. 430; ‘s’alambiquer le cerveau’ was a set esgiom for excessive
concentration.

42 Lettres facetieusegp. 10-11;0C, p. 430.The Latin tag, fromEcclesiastes1.15 in the Vulgate, is a
commonplace of writing on folly (see Carol Clargtultorum numerus infinituéttitudes to Folly in the Sixteenth
Century and in RabelaisRabelais in Glasgow: Proceeding of the Colloquiugidrat the University of Glasgow
in December 1983ed. by James Coleman and Christine Scollen-Jin{&@lksgow: 1984), pp. 113-24);
Bruscambille himself alludes to it in an earlieraka@ncomium of folly, ‘Prologue des Fols’, in tRantaisies
OC, pp. 324-27 (p. 325). Rao’s philosophical remahg syllogisms were borrowed in a text by an appareal
of Bruscambille, who deploys them in Hifaisantes idées du sieur Mistanguet, docteur dtalerne, parent de
Bruscambille(Paris: Jean Millot, 1615), pp. 23-24 (@€, p. 571, n. 1), a further illustration of how use&
source Rao was for French writerdacdetiae

43 ettres facetieusep. 198.
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the Italian writer's examples. Moreover, he almastriably adds some element of humorous
improvisation on Rao’s commonplace themes. Foraimst, Bruscambille develops some

scatological elements in his source material:

Rao: Bruscambille:
Les Medecins sont-ils pas fols aussi, lesquélss Medecins sont-ils pas fols aussi, lesquels
ont jour & nuict des urinaux, & phioles dau lieu de bausme aromatique, contentent
verre pleines de pissat, qu’'on leur presenteur odorat de la senteur d’'une fiole pleing de

qui ont mal au cceur des excremens & degissat qu'on leur presente, avec un bassin

vomissemens des malades, qui ont la teptein de merde & un petit baston pour|la
pleine de douleurs & de puanteur [...][?] | remuer, la considerans de prés avec leurs

lunettes entravées sur le bout du &z ?

The humorous juxtapositions of the ‘petit bastoithvthe ‘bassin plein de merde’, alongside
the detail of the glasses, which are a standarelsaocy of the learned fool and, as we shall see,
of Bruscambille himself, are in marked contrastR@o, who is more didactic than comic.
Similarly, while theLettres facetieusesastigate those who think only of food and ‘foeir
Dieu de leur ventre’, Bruscambille applies the ydo himself and hence away from the
satirical target: ‘Il y a une espece de fols quint’lI'’esprit applicqué qu’a la cuisine, discourans
tantost de I'excellence des saulces, tantost derigé des vins, ceux-la ne sont pas des plus fols
a mon advis® In short, Bruscambille is not eclipsed by his seunaterial; rather, he eclipses

it by adding such elements in which his own playself-aware persona emerges. Admittedly,
Rao does contain elements of self-mockery, asisd@a adopting an identity as the ‘Empereur

des fols’, but Bruscambille adapts even this ledaalic material to create an imagined dialogue

44 ettres facetieusep. 18;0C, p. 432.
45 | ettres facetieusep. 23;0C, p. 432.
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with his audience or readership that enlivens prdiceys. He also omits Rao’s allusion to the

Sermon on the Mount, presumably because such @lasés uncomfortably in the context of

the prologues, which tend to downplay religiousigittns, presumably for self-preservation:

Rao:

Apres se trouvent autres fols-sages qu
mettent & considerer tous ces autres fols
s’estimans sages, il[s] deviennent plus f{
gu’'eux, voulans refrener ceux cy, reig
ceux la, enseigner ces autres, & |
remonstrer, voyans la paille es yeux
autres, & ne jettans la poultre de leurs y&u
Je suis en apres 'Empereur & chef de t
ceux la, pource que jescry les foli

d’autruy, & que je laisse les miennes, qui s

infinies.

Bruscambille:

5. ndettent & considerer tous ces autres fi

didais je dis quand a moy, que s’estima

cgeray donc 'Empereur des fols, me dir
dgsus, puisque discourant si librement ¢
xfolies d’autruy, je laisse a part les mienn|
ogai sont presque infinies, & bien, je n
esontredis pas : je me suis déja qualifié¢*tel

ont

Ibse trouve aussi d’autres fols sages, qui

eages, ils sont plus fols que les autres|

IS :
ANS
Je
p7-
les

eS,

y

Again, the comedian goes beyond his source in @ édrpre-emptive defence of his position:

he apparently admits to folly to paradoxically befshis status, but typically his self-

deprecation has its limits (his follies apreésquenfinies’, our italics).

Thepiéce de résistancef Bruscambille’s adaptation of Rao’s letter oliyfmccurs in

the conclusion to his prologue, in a passage tsnb equivalent in tHeettres facetieusebut

46 Matthew, 7.5.

47 Lettres facetieusepp. 24-25,0C, p. 432. There are numerous examples of such imedgiialogues in the

prologues, one of many features that indicate theiat

rical origin, as discussed briefly above.
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that takes the latter’s self-reflexivity to a neavél to stress, once again, the role of the actor-

author in the production of his work:

Pour vous, messieurs les lecteurs, nous n’en diens puisque les folies qui vous
poussent a la lecture de ces discours, si teliesité se doit appeller folie, sont autant
de pieces de dix sols, ou de testons en la boart&tprimeur, je me garderay bien de

dire ce que jen pense, jayme trop son profit, @stre contentement [ ]

This joke is revealing, not only of how Bruscamdithust have adapted his performances for
the printed page, but also of his awareness oplase in the book trade, something which is

borne out by the evidence in the archives, as ratbede. He is of course not the first to hold a
mirror up to the audience or readership to inveham in the folly he describes. Nevertheless,
in this instance he uses it, in a similar way t® Trologue de la calomnie’, to draw attention

to his status as an actor-author, which was sghllg unusual in French writing at this tirfi.

In much the same way as Rao and Bruscambille préisemselves as the ‘Empereur
des fols’, both are also willing to don the gowrtloé pedant, albeit for significantly different
purposes? Rao’s piece, ‘Le Pedant’, is less obviously aeletthan an extended mock
encomium that weaves innmvellaabout one such schoolmaster. In contrast, Brusidamb
‘Prologue d’'un pedant & d’'une harengere’ combinescknencomium with an imagined

dialogue between Bruscambille as pedant and anyepmins and stereotypically sharp-tongued

48 0C, pp. 432-33.

49 See Roberts and Tomarken, ‘Bruscambille auteundtigiue et défenseur du théatre’; the status veasieusual
for Italian performers and authors.

50 On this issue more generally, see Jocelyn Rogérigure du pédant de Montaigne a Molig@eneva: Droz,
2008).
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fishwife >t As ever, Bruscambille comically improvises on tlesrhe finds in Rao; for instance,

when dealing with corporal punishment we

encouthterfollowing:

Rao:
Si le Maistre reprend amiablement

disciples, ils disent qu'il est trop doux, s'il |
advertit gracieusement, quil est tr
pitoyable & humain, gu’il ne les scait p
tenir en crainte, qu’il ne se fait pas craind
gu'il est trop familier a ses escoliers, qu'il
garde pas l'autorité d’'un maistre: il ne fg
jamais faire chere aux enfans. S’il les corri
ils disent qu’il est trop rude, trop cruel, qu
estropiera ses escoliers un jour, & puis q
gaignera au pied: les coups ne vont

tousjours de mesure.

Bruscambille:
esil reprend amiablement ses disciples,
ediront qu’il est trop indulgent, s’il les adver

bgracieusement, qu'’il est trop pitoyable, qu

ils

Lit

il

aRe les scait pas tenir en crainte, qu'il est trop

regmillier, qu’il ne garde pas l'authorité d'u
nBlaistre, s’il les prend quelquesfois par

\darties de derriere, comme les cuisiniers {
ges grenouilles,

& quil leve quelgu

iesguillette de leurs gregues naturéfles

u'il

pas

n

es

ont

e

Bruscambille’s humorous inventiveness makes hispgetrait as a pedant considerably less

pedantic than his source, which allows him botadopt the persona and to maintain an ironic

distance from it.

In contrast, Rao appears to be haunted by the aiocnsof pedantry. Unlike the

prologues, where such writing about writing is éxeeption, thé ettres facetieusesre full of

a kind of self-obsessed rhetoric that constanflgets on its own standards, revealing what we

51 Fishwives were of course synonymous with inssés, for example, *une Harengereume femme qui dit des

injures, Oudin, Curiositez francoiseg. 266.

52 Lettres facetieusep. 53;0C, p. 209; ‘gregues’ is another word for ‘breechégnce the ‘gregues naturelles’

are, naturally, the buttocks.
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might call the paranoia of the pedant or even plagli This anxiety underlies especially a

passage in ‘Le Pedant’ in which Rao discusses $ctasters’ publications, in whicimitatio

eguates, once again, to theft:

Si un maistre d’escole fait aujourd’huy une composij laguelle neantmoins soit docte

& belle, tant qu’elle scauroit estre, pourveu quedcache que I'autheur d’icelle soit un

Pedant, elle est rejetee au loin [...] ils s’erchent le cul, ils disent que les Pedans
diffament les bonnes lettres, prennent de ¢a at defobent de tous costez pour remplir
le papier, assemblent toute maniere d’herbes, anibde c¢a et dela, pour alonger leurs
escrits, recopient les vieils livres [...] & changeseulement le nom: & la chose est
aujourd’huy tant pratiquee que I'on cognoist unenposition Pedantesque, a I'odeur

seulement du nes.

‘[Blonnes lettres’ stand for something much moranttthe mindless copying of the hack.
Instead, they constitute a humanist ideal of afigritheutile with thedulce Rao seems to wish
to consider his own composition ‘docte & belle’ bdbubtless inadvertently, he reveals a worry
that his work may be rejected as pedantic. He esorts to scatology, much less common for
him than for his early seventeenth-century coumterstrikingly, Bruscambille chooses to

exclude the section of this passage about what eovédamnow call plagiarism:

Davantage, si un Petangorge, je veux dire un Pegagdait sortir quelque composition
au jour, pourveu que I'on sache que I'autheur dlécsoit un Pedant, elle est rejettée &
compissée comme le coing d’une vieille porte quouvre point, on ne la lit pas

seulement, elle est vilipendée & deschirée, l'oanstorche le cul, & la chose est

53 ettres facetieusep. 54.
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aujourd’huy tellement practiquée, que I'on connaise composition Pedantesque a

I'odeur du nez [..¥

The feigned slip of the tongue at the opening isf plassage is characteristic of the prologaes.
It also marks the point where Bruscambille delibsgeslips in his unacknowledged borrowing
from Rao, presumably because, unlike in his dedigdetter to thdmaginations he does not
want to draw attention to his practiceiwiitatio. In other words, the omission indicates a limit
to his role as pedant: he does not want to beetiwith such thieving and hack writing — this
is not the place to hide his practice in the opsrhe does in his letter.

Instead, he shifts focus from pedamigy seto theharengérés invective, which he did
not find in his Italian source. He thereby simu#tansly moves attention away from a somewhat
obsessive concern with the business of writingtyyafies thelettres facetieusds the spoken
language, which is of course far more characterddtithe prologues. Performing the pedant,
Bruscambille goes to the place Maubert to purcliassEque miserable aureille de Morué, pour
moy & mes disciples’. Offering the fishwife a deng sum, she responds with ‘une illiade
d’'imprecations’, telling Bruscambille-as-pedantdbercher au clair de la Lune tous les torche-
culs qui sont au privez de ton College, pour faiagiillir un alloyau a la poivrade sur le
rechault’>® Turning to her fellow fishwives, thearengéredraws their attention to the pedant’s
‘robe de pieces raportées’, as if his outfit weraetonym for the pedantic practice of piecing

together other people’s writings.

54 0C, p. 210.

55 See Dominique Brancher, “When the tongue slipspitaks the truth”: tricks and truths of the Resaise
lapsus’ (trans. by Annette Tomarkef§ossip and Nonsense in Renaissance France and fahgld. by Emily
Butterworth and Hugh Roberts, special issuB@fhaissance Studie30 (2016), 39-56 (particularly p. 50). ‘Pet en
gorge’ was a type of child’'s game, probably a variaf ‘pet en gueule’, i.e. wheelbarrow, one of gamnes of
Gargantua chapter 22.

56 The expression, ‘une illiade de [...]", for a lolg, is used several times in the prologues 3€gp. 713).
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Not only is the pedant disparaged, but he is alsaseulated and silenced: Bruscambille
comments that he wanted to pull ‘une grande bestaes chausses’, but elects instead to beat
a hasty retreat to his college. By contrasting pedad fishwife, Bruscambille adds a different
dimension to what we find in Rao. Both charactenggthings to sell, be it produce or supposed
learning. Yet the pedant is dominated financialtig @bove all linguistically by the fishwife,
whose spontaneous insults trump anything he coukten making the pedant even more abject
than in Rao’s version. Bruscambille demonstratesnhastery of these different social and
rhetorical domains by performing both roles inignologue. In so doing he demonstrates that
he is beyond the normal rules of engagement, inhntiike same way as the king’s fool was
supposed to be, which is precisely why he, like,Réms to be the ‘Empereur des fols’. The
carnivalesque dethroning of the schoolmaster masgt klelighted his audience, for whom the
pedagogy of real-life pedants may well have beercant and perhaps somewhat painful
memory. There are numerous indications of a shiaweaour born in the classroom, not least
in frequent references to Despauterius’s ubiquitbasn grammar, including in this very
prologue3’ He concludes with a list of mock oaths that hethken from a much longer list in
another of the_ettres facetieusedMercure’, in which Rao adopts the voice of thessenger
of the gods to rail against contemporary poetictica and glosse¥.Bruscambille’s imitation
of his source is pragmatic: his focus is on hisi@utke and readers, not on legislating for or
against various kinds of writing. As a result, &ypeal to ‘prendre en main la cause des pauvres

Pedans’ is considerably more ironic than Rao’s ke of their condition.

Conclusion

57 See the joke reference to the pedant’s copy op&@gsrius (1460?7-1520), impossibly printed in tineet of
Lorenzo Valla (1407-57QQC, p. 210; for other allusions to Despauterius,teeendex taOC, p. 797.
58 |_ettres facetieusepp. 56-63 (pp. 61-63).
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Accusations of plagiarism against Bruscambille, Rag others, are anachronistic and miss the
vital, and very well-established, significance iafitatio. Beyond Renaissance rhetorical
practice, obviously everything comes from somewhere to quote another verse of
Ecclesiastes, there is nothing new under the sanceélif creativity is less about forming things
ex nihilo than about reworking what you find, then Bruscatalslimitatio is undoubtedly
creative, asmitatio was always supposed to be. Unsurprisingly, hisgakere themselves
imitated, adapted and translated into neo-Latipravide entertainment for learned readers in
the Republic of Letters, in the highly succesdfubae venaleffirst edition, 1632), the title of
which could stand for all commercialisationfatetiae®

Nevertheless, it would be reductive to see Brudxlars imitatio as a simple example
among countless others. His manipulation of Ramiguely revealing of his creativity, made
all the more striking by his unusual status aswha-performer angrologueur whose role
involves self-fashioning, including occasional eetion on his writing and performance. For
instance, in ‘En faveur de la Scene’, in fececieuses paradox€s615), he condemns rival

prologueurswho are seen to

s’escrimer d’'un Prologue comme d’'une espée a deairgn& s’en servant comme

d’'une selle a tous chevaux, donner a toute bridel&traverse, pour prendre quelque
authorité au colet ? mais le mal’heur pour ne cagrel’Autheur que par une escriture
empruntée, & faute de bonnes lunettes pour disceuedquesfois un u, d’avec une n,

Voila Monsieur I'Asne a courte oreille, les quafers contremont, l'ignorance est

59 On this text, which had multiple seventeenth- amghteenth-century editions, see Annette Tomarken,
‘Borrowed nonsense: tidugae venaleand the prologues of Bruscambillefumanistica Lovaniensj&4 (2015),
321-37 andOC, pp. 74-75.
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desmasquée, la voila descouverte, & la temeriMalesieur le Prologueur recompensée

d’une perpetuelle infamie [ .2

He disparages others for asinimeitatio but not for imitating as such. By implication his
‘lunettes a grand volume’ are in good working ordemnce he can legitimately incorporate his
own ‘escriture empruntée’ from theettres facetieuses few lines after this tirad@.All this
suggests that Rao was a very helpful, practicatcgotor theprologueur Such raiding of
various sources was part of theatrical practicejiich there was of course constant borrowing,
not least between French and Italian troupes arfdrpeers®?

Obviously, Bruscambille was interested in exphatinot emulating, his prolix source,
hence he very frequently alters Rao radically. $itypically self-aware about his practice, as
seen notably in a tellingly entitled ‘Prologue ®en & Facecieux’, in which he replies to an

imagined objection that he has been carried aw#ly s own eloquence:

je le scais en tout sens, & boy a toutes mainsrsidge Le Peintre adapte les couleurs
selon la diversité du singe dont il veut prendredapie : ainsi I'Orateur agence &

faconne son discours a la semblance de ses comteplissemblablés,

80 OC, pp. 527-28; ‘une Selle a tous chevauxini.discours qui sert a toutes sortes de chipSedsne a courtes
oreilles [...Jun ignorant, Oudin, pp. 18 and 502; ‘infamie’ is a particdlacharged term, since Bruscambille
himself defends the theatre generally againstciésge (se®C, pp. 40-41): in other words, his condemnation of
his unnamed rival could hardly be more scathingabise he draws on a key term of opponents of tradrthe
610C, p. 528, a short paragraph on ignorance, whidionews from ‘L’Academie de Zanni a vous Academisjue
ignorans desire salut & perpetuelle felicitéattres facetieusepp. 206-13 (p. 207); his allusion to his glasses is
found inOC, p. 535.

62 The most tantalizing example in the prologuesrissBambille’s ‘Deffence dsleum& de Tuum, a remarkable
mock encomium of private property, which was adapito Italian by Domenico Bruni (s€aC, p. 75 and n.
186); Bruscambille and Bruni may have been drawing common source that remains to be identified.

63 OC, p. 164, the prologue was first published in 1608is cited here from theéantaisies(1612); see als@C,

pp. 59-60.
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Bruscambille strikingly equatesiitatio with mimesi* The former is part of a broader serio-
comic mode that deliberately embracesrietas of both res and verba to represent, in
Montaignian fashion, ever shifting thoughts. By very naturejmitatio involves a creative
tension between what is the same and what is diffdyetween the new work and its source(s),
which Bruscambille weaves into the apparent corttish of the ‘semblance de [...]
conceptions dissemblables’. Importantlymesigives him licence to adopt both high and low
registers as well as subject-matter, hence thdipgiis of a monkey, an ignoble subject which
can itself copy human traits, suggesting multipleels of mimicry and irony in his own writing
and performance. His use of Ratattres facetieusesllows us to observe the mechanics of
his imitation in a way he did not intend, but tehbws that it was not so much monkey business

as a highly sophisticated rhetorical method.

Hugh Roberts, University of Exeter, with AnnettenTarken, University of Kent at Canterbury

64 Cf. Michel Jeanneret’'s comments, iiinitatio a besoin de lanimesid...] La mimesisinversement, a besoin de
I'imitatio’, Des mets et des mofyp. 262-63.



