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      In  Novum   Organum, while discussing his famous “idols” of the human mind, Bacon states that “the human
         intellect is not a dry light but is contaminated by the will and affections” (Intellectus   humanus   luminis   sicci   non   est;   sed   recipit   infusionem   à   voluntate   & affectibus).[1]     The reason is that “man would rather believe what he wishes to be true” (mauult   homo   verum   esse,   id   potius   credit).[2]     As a result, the human mind “does away with difficulties as he is impatient of
         investigation” and also does away with “paradoxes as he falls for common opinion”
         (Reijcit   itaque   difficilia,   ob   inquirendi   impatientiam   .   .   .   paradoxa,   propter   Opinionem   vulgi).[3]     The new method of “Project-Bacon” was fundamentally concerned with the processes
         of the human mind and the problems of all-too-familiar ‘knowledge,’ just as was Bacon’s
         attempt to communicate the value of that method. 
      

      
      In the Easter sermon of 1622, Donne made a comment about the art of rhetoric that
         oddly echoes Bacon’s own view of that art. Rhetoric, says Donne, “will make absent
         and remote things present to your understanding.”[4]     Bacon had it that rhetoric, when working on the side of reason, makes “things
         future and remote appear as present.”[5]     In another more developed comment about rhetoric in a sermon of 1619, Donne states
         that “the way of rhetorique . . . is first to trouble the understanding, to displace,
         and to discompose, and disorder the judgment, to smother and bury in it, or to empty
         it of former apprehensions and opinions, and to shake that beliefe, with which it
         had possessed it self before, and then when it is thus melted, to powre it into new
         molds, when it is thus mollified, to stamp and imprint new forms, new images, new
         opinions in it.”[6]     Picking up an ancient metaphor of the mind as moldable wax, Donne registers here
         the extent to which rhetorical practice requires reflection on mental processes and
         thus on the things that are familiar to audiences. 
      

      
      From those examples, Bacon and Donne seem interested in a view of rhetoric that breaks
         the mind’s familiarities down. And yet, in their works they constantly make use of
         ideas, images, and emotional responses that are familiar at the personal and cultural
         level. Rhetorical remakings of knowledge, for them, must happen at the intersection
         between the familiar and unfamiliar. How and why did Bacon and Donne use some familiar
         things to confront others? This book is concerned with the contexts of Bacon’s and
         Donne’s writing, in which familiar and unfamiliar things are in tension, as well as
         with those rhetorical contexts in which they are not. 
      

      
      As such, it asks what underlying beliefs about mental activity were connected to carrying
         out acts of persuasion, and how so. What did Bacon’s and Donne’s effort to persuade
         people and engage the familiar actually mean in terms of Renaissance psychology? What
         beliefs about mental function shaped those efforts? 
      

      
      In one sense, the question of what psychological beliefs shaped rhetorical planning
         is not difficult to answer. Bacon’s and Donne’s concepts of mental function, like
         those of their contemporaries, were indelibly shaped by the (largely Aristotelian)
         faculty psychology tradition. People have an imagination, a reason, and passions,
         Donne might have said. Bacon might have replied that they form mental images of imagined
         things and scenes at different levels of complexity, they perceive analogous relationships
         between things and reason about the abstracted similarities, and also that they feel
         passions of various sorts toward objects thus categorized. But how exactly were any
         of those beliefs relevant to rhetoric? How were such beliefs connected to known rhetorical
         skills? From where did Bacon and Donne derive their own understanding of such connections?
         In other words, when it came right down to moving people, how did psychological ideas
         intersect with the sort of rhetorical skills that Bacon and Donne learned at university
         both from ancients like Aristotle, Cicero, and Quintilian, and from near contemporaries
         like Rudolph Agricola, Erasmus, and Thomas Wilson? 
      

      
      This study is thus an examination of Bacon’s and Donne’s writing as rhetorical practice,
         from the point of view of early modern understandings of human cognition. By “cognition”
         I mean not merely theories of epistemology, in which the mind comes to have knowledge,
         but also the mental activities that extend from and contribute to knowledge and to
         reformulations of familiar knowledge. Three broadly conceived mental activities within
         faculty psychology will serve as points of entry into this topic: mental image making,
         reasoning, and experiencing passionate feelings. In order to try to illuminate Bacon’s
         and Donne’s rhetorical decisions I shall consider how the rhetorical tradition that
         both men drew on conceived of those mental processes and linked particular rhetorical
         techniques to them. The rhetorical tradition that Bacon and Donne studied at university
         helped them find sources for understanding what audiences did in their minds when
         listening or reading and ways of thinking about how to activate and challenge familiar
         thinking. 
      

      
      It is difficult to establish what actual texts from the rhetorical tradition contributed
         to both Bacon’s and Donne’s developing resources. In the chapters that follow I will
         draw in detail from texts that were inextricably tied to their humanist education.
         Recent scholarship has helped fill out the picture of what those were.[7]    I shall draw from works by Aristotle, Cicero, Quintilian, Rudolph Agricola, Erasmus,
         Thomas Wilson, Ramus, and others. Their texts were what most commonly turned up on
         university statutes and booklists. There were, of course, other important late classical
         and Renaissance writers on rhetoric, such as Hermogenes of Tarsus, George of Trebizond,
         and Philip Melanchthon. They cannot be properly considered here because the scope
         of the study requires a focus on what we can be relatively sure Bacon and Donne read.[8]    I do not wish to suggest that Bacon and Donne did not read books of rhetorical
         theory beyond what I draw on here, but we can be relatively confident that what a
         (male) person studied when learning how to dispute at university—where he had time
         to absorb such things carefully—was likely to stay with him and form the backbone
         of later practical thought on communication. 
      

      
      Bacon’s changing attitude to Ramus provides an example. Bacon most likely became familiar
         with Ramism during his Cambridge and Gray’s Inn years in the 1570s, when the influence
         of Ramism at Cambridge was becoming strong. The influence that Ramistic reform had
         on the young Bacon is a contested matter.[9]  Bacon famously came to think of Ramus as “below the Sophists” but was still engaging
         with him years after that first encounter.[10]  Despite Bacon’s growing hostility to Ramus, some affinity remains between their
         approaches to method and rhetoric, and to what needed reform.[11]  A similar thirst for intellectual reform seems to run across their projects, including
         an interest in forms of communication that avoid getting in the way of the subject.
         What was read at university could have a lasting effect on one’s lifelong thinking
         about communication.
      

      
      Many scholars have offered valuable interpretations of early modern literature from
         the perspective of human “cognition.” In doing so, however, they have tended to utilize
         perspectives from modern cognitive science, to the neglect of perspectives from the
         faculty psychology tradition. They have also tended to focus specifically on things
         that tell us little about the rhetorical self-understanding of important writers like
         Bacon and Donne and their rhetorical power across multiple genres. Mary Thomas Crane’s
         Shakespeare’s Brain, for example, makes us see Shakespeare’s creations in terms of his embodied mind.
         She offers a “materiality of the author” from a “cognitive” perspective. That perspective
         helpfully challenges the problematic tendency—associated with the historicisms of
         Foucault and Greenblatt—to erase the authorial agency.[12]    Crane’s cognitive approach offers a materialist means of understanding authorship.
         But does the materiality of the brain tell us much about an author’s self-conscious
         rhetorical choices, the things the author decided to do in language, with what agency
         the author had, in order to maximize the chances of being rhetorically successful
         in his or her own context? 
      

      
      Ellen Spolsky’s  Word   vs   Image  offers another cognitive approach to early modern literature. She considers the
         “cognitive hunger” for images in the wake of Reformation iconoclasm, thinking of cultural
         products in terms of the need to “feed” the brain.[13]    Spolsky speaks to Patrick Collinson’s contested thesis that sixteenth-century
         Reformation iconoclasm hardened into outright iconophobia.[14]     That may be right, but even so, it still illuminates little of what writers like
         Bacon and Donne thought they were doing with the minds of those in their audiences
         and how that reflection affected their rhetorical choices. The embodied Renaissance
         mind is one aspect of the variety of things that constitute authorship but far from
         the only one. The concepts of mental function that Bacon’s and Donne’s own embodied
         minds inherited are just as important as their neural networks for understanding what
         they are doing as authors. 
      

      
      There is much value in adopting perspectives from modern cognitive science and in
         setting those perspectives alongside historical ones, as both Kinney and Cockcroft
         do, though that can often mean restricting the focus significantly. Kinney’s study
         of Shakespeare and cognition keeps what he calls “Aristotle’s legacy” on cognition
         (knowing) in dialogue with perspectives on the same from neuroscience, but it is entirely
         focused on Shakespeare’s drama and on the epistemological aspects of mental processes.[15]  Cockcroft’s study of “rhetorical affect” links the Aristotelian proofs—ethos, pathos,
         and logos—with the memory structures of modern schema theory.[16]  Cockcroft’s purpose is that “in applying modern analytical methods to early modern
         texts, we should be better placed to understand their persuasiveness than the authors
         themselves.”[17]  His selection of recent cognitive theory aims to “shed the most light on the effective
         use of pathos.”[18]  I shall take up two things left aside there. I will extend my analysis of affect,
         or passion, to include mental images and rationality, and how all three relate to
         each other. But also, rather than considering the “effectiveness” of Bacon’s and Donne’s
         persuasions, I apply the discourses of the mind within rhetorical and psychological
         traditions to Bacon’s and Donne’s own self-awareness of what they were trying to do
         in particular texts. This kind of analysis can add something significant to our own
         self-reflection on how to appropriate rhetorical power. I shall focus both more broadly
         than Kinney and Cockcroft on describing a range of cognitive activities but also more
         narrowly on ancient and early modern understandings of mental process from within
         the rhetorical tradition. 
      

      
      The focus on material epistemology in recent scholarship rightly foregrounds the profoundly
         fundamental importance of the formation of mental images in Aristotle’s psychology.
         Yet, the centrality of mental images in early modern understandings of rational thought
         did not go unnoticed in earlier studies of the Renaissance image by Rosemond Tuve,
         Patrick Grant, and Christopher Collins. Each (in different ways, though) paid much
         more attention to the status of the reasoned “image” as a poetic phenomenon than as
         a rhetorical one, intended to do a certain job (or jobs) on a particular occasion.[19]  But “literature,” especially for Bacon and Donne, was a form of rhetorical power.
         It did things. In Donne’s case, all too often and all too painfully, it did not do
         things.[20]  What use were the processes of mental image making, rationality, and passionate
         feeling, to Bacon and Donne when working out how to move minds toward the “right”
         place? Can we go a bit further than epistemology and poetics and ask how familiar
         images, reasoning, and feelings both help and hinder their efforts?
      

      
      Scholars linking Bacon’s and/or Donne’s texts to the rhetorical tradition have also
         tended to neglect the psychological elements of that tradition, even when they have
         explicitly focused on such texts as rhetorical artifacts. Many debates about Bacon
         and rhetoric focus, for example, on his view of the art itself.[21]    Again, such work gets us no closer to understanding how we may interpret the actual
         rhetorical skills Bacon deploys in texts like  New   Atlantis,  Essayes   or   Counsells, the parliamentary speeches, and the  Novum   Organum, and why he made those choices in the context of such occasions. Similarly, older
         debates about Donne and rhetoric discussed the logical appeal of his poems in particular,
         with little attention to other works like the  Essayes   in   Divinity  and the sermons, and almost completely without a sense of Donne’s having a particular
         audience or occasion.[22]    Two recent monographs have sought to do this, but both are concentrated discussions
         of Donne’s sermons only.[23]    
      

      
      Studying Bacon and Donne together offers an interesting window onto the interconnections
         between rhetoric and cognition in early modern English writing. Between them their
         writing spans multiple genres except drama. Their careers were almost exactly contemporary.
         They seem to have known each other, and moved in similar circles.[24]    The rhetorical resources they drew on derived from the same humanist education
         system.[25]    And yet their career directions, interests, and rhetorical styles became highly
         divergent. That divergence is interesting because it highlights what two very different
         people did with the same tradition. The divergence becomes even more interesting to
         the extent that it is capable of reconverging at times. As Killeen and Forshaw show,
         readings of nature and readings of scripture shared certain “hermeneutic methods,”
         methods for reading two distinct but deeply related “books.”[26]    Bacon’s procedures in reading nature and Donne’s in reading scripture and tradition,
         and their means of communicating it, are related. 
      

      
      Given the position Donne has occupied in critical historiography as the head of a
         “metaphysical” school of poets, he is an interesting focal point for a study of rhetoric
         and the familiar. Almost by definition, the metaphysical conceit is self-consciously
         unfamiliar. In Helen Gardiner’s 1957 anthology,  The   Metaphysical   Poets, she identified the fondness for striking conceits as one of the defining characteristics
         of the “metaphysical manner.”[27]     Gardiner felt that the metaphysical conceit was “a comparison whose ingenuity
         is more striking than its justness.”[28]     Comparisons will be especially important in this study because, as a basic rhetorical
         skill, they initiate rational consideration of similarity and difference, and, to
         achieve their effect, often involve the creation of complex mental images serving
         one side of a comparison. While the idea of the “metaphysical manner” certainly captures
         something of Donne’s style of writing, what I want to explore here are the psychological
         dynamics and motivations for using such a style. What compelled Donne to create and
         deploy striking comparisons? What are the argumentative or rhetorical requirements
         of the various contexts of Donne’s writings that gave impetus to his adoption of such
         a distinctive style? 
      

      
      In this study, one important claim underlies all the rest. Any attempt by Bacon or
         Donne to activate and get control of their audience’s capacity to make mental images,
         to reason, and to feel passionate emotions, is also, implicitly, an activation of
         familiar remembered material. The whole faculty of memory and recollection itself—and
         not just the  ars   memoriae—is absolutely central to the connections made by ancient and Renaissance theorists
         between rhetorical techniques and mental activities. It has also become a significant
         research area.[29]     Andrew Hiscock’s recent book,  Reading   Memory   in   Early   Modern   Literature, helpfully documents the pervasive early modern engagement with the variety of ancient
         models of human memory in literary culture, and points also to how those contested
         understandings of the faculty were relevant to Bacon and Donne.[30]     The faculty of memory will be an important part of this study because the rhetorical
         skill of evoking mental images in a faculty psychology calls on an audience’s remembered
         image fragments. The skill of activating tendentious reasoning involves remembered
         commonplaces. That of generating and mitigating passions involves remembered images
         and ideas that bring about fresh perceptions of objects and thus altered emotional
         responses to them. 
      

      
      Two traditions of thinking about memory need to be kept in mind. One is thoroughly
         Platonic, the other Aristotelian. In Plato’s  Meno, Socrates associates learning with recollecting. Thus he makes “memory” something
         like the residue of immortal knowledge (episteme) that is, for him, innate in human beings. In a famous example, Socrates demonstrates
         an uneducated slave-boy’s innate ability to understand geometric truths.[31]     The memory of sense experiences on which we base common opinions (doxa) are of no real concern. Platonic dialectic strips back those obscuring layers of
         familiar common opinion to reveal their shortcomings and thus a position closer to
         the epistemic truth. Of course, this goes hand in hand with a deep suspicion of any
         rhetoric that draws on common opinion. Instead, and with a decidedly different metaphysics
         in play, Aristotle’s materialist conception of memory draws a sharp distinction between
         the ability to store sense experiences in images (memory) and the ability to bring
         those stored experience-images back to present cognition (recollection).[32]     When Aristotle insists that all thinking happens with the aid of these stored
         sense-images (phantasmata), he makes the relationship between knowledge (episteme) and common opinion (doxa) more complicated than in Plato’s model. In Aristotle’s model, instead, human beings
         have both knowledge and common opinion in and through the same system of remembered
         sense-images, or  phantasmata. Unsurprisingly, then, Aristotle is more interested in thinking seriously about rhetoric
         than Plato. For Aristotle, thinking with “scientific” precision through the unfamiliar
         and thinking with approximate precision through familiar common opinions involve the
         same reliance on stored memories from sense experience.[33]     
      

      
      Both ways of thinking about memory were extremely influential. For example, readers
         and critics of Donne’s sermons have argued over which tradition his sermon rhetoric
         draws on more. Fish, Webber, and Guibbory, for example, have aligned Donne’s preaching
         with Augustine’s Christianization of Platonic memory. On that model, the preacher’s
         job is to refocus the congregation’s reasoning and passion on God, effectively reminding
         them of the residual memory of God innate in all human beings and enhancing it.[34]     Sherwood and Masselink, however, interpret Donne’s preaching within the Aristotelian-Thomistic
         tradition, in which all knowledge begins in the senses and moves by abstraction and
         thinking through analogies toward knowledge of God.[35]     On this model, the preacher contributes to the congregation’s knowledge of God,
         in Masselink’s words, “by offering for consideration images of corporeal beings that
         . . . exemplify the universal Being and his actions.”[36]     While I agree with Masselink that the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition of thinking
         about memory is more helpful for understanding Donne’s rhetoric, I think further questions
         should be asked. How do the rational and emotional elements of those God-analogies
         work? What role do powerful mental images—composed of sense-memories—play in supporting
         such analogical comparisons? In what other contexts than the congregation’s search
         for knowledge of God do these dynamics play out? 
      

      
      Writers on rhetoric from the tradition Bacon and Donne drew on were also sensitive
         to the centrality of memory in rhetorical psychology. Cicero and Quintilian emphasize
         the necessity of adapting what is said to the opinions of hearers and readers. In
         a war over definition the winning orator will be the one who has managed to plant
         his flag more completely within the semantic territory of a term’s habitual (communis) meaning.[37]    In the case of definition, what the orator argues has to chime with the connections
         people usually make between specific remembered examples and the named categories.
         That is probably why Quintilian emphasizes the value of past examples when reasoning
         about the future, since experience is easily made evidence.[38]    
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