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Writers the world over have often accompanied their texts with a variety of annotations, marginal 

glosses, rubrications, and explicatory or narrative prose in an effort to direct and control the 

reception of their own works. Such self-exegetical devices do not merely serve as an external 

apparatus but effectively interact with the primary text by introducing a distinctive meta-literary 

dimension which, in turn, reveals complex dynamics affecting the very notions of authorship and 

readership. In the Renaissance, self-commentaries enjoyed unprecedented diffusion and found 

expression in a multiplicity of forms, which appear to be closely linked to momentous processes such 

as the legitimation of vernacular languages across Europe, the construction of a literary canon, the 

making of the modern author as we know it, and the self-representation of modern individual 

identities. 

 
The Institute of Medieval and Early Modern Studies (IMEMS) at Durham University will host an 
international conference on the theme of self-commentary and self-exegesis in early modern 
European literature 26-27 February 2016 at Palace Green Library.  
 
 
 
 

REGISTRATION IS FREE. TO RESERVE A PLACE, PLEASE EMAIL: 
SELFCOMMENTARY@GMAIL.COM 

    
 
    
 

                                         



                                  

PROGRAMME 
 
 
 

FRIDAY 26 FEBRUARY  
 
10.30  Registration, coffee and tea 
 
11:00-12:45 Opening remarks: FRANCESCO VENTURI 

Introduction and CHAIR: CARLO CARUSO 

KEYNOTE: MARTIN MCLAUGHLIN |University of Oxford  

Alberti’s ‘Commentarium’ to his First Literary Work: Self-Commentary as Self-Presentation 

JEROEN DE KEYSER |KU Leuven 

Elucidation and Self-Explanation in Filelfo’s Marginalia 
 
12:45-2:15pm   Lunch break  
 
2:15-4pm CHAIR: PATRICK GRAY 

IAN JOHNSON |University of St Andrews 

  Self-Commentary during Medieval Early Modernity: Reginald Pecock and Gavin Douglas 

HARRIET ARCHER | Newcastle University 

  Framing Creative Practice: Fictive Narratives of Poetic Invention in Elizabethan Prose-Verse Hybrids 

GILLES BERTHEAU | Université François Rabelais – Tours 
George Chapman and the ‘Andromeda Liberata’ affair (1614): can a Poet be ‘master of [his] own meaning’? 

 
4:00-4:30pm Coffee and tea, Palace Green Library, Learning Centre 
 
4:30-6:00pm CHAIR: DARIO TESSICINI 

KEYNOTE: FEDERICA PICH |University of Leeds 

On the Threshold of Poems: Lyric as/vs Narrative in Italian Renaissance Poetry 

MAGDALENA OŻARSKA |Jan Kochanowski – Kielce 

The Uses of Authorial Side Glosses in Anna Stanisławska’s ‘Transaction’ (1685) 
 

 
SATURDAY 27 FEBRUARY  

 
9:30-10:30 CHAIR: MARC SCHACHTER 

KEYNOTE: JOHN O’BRIEN |Durham University 

  ‘All outward and on show’: Montaigne’s External Glosses 
 
10:30-11:00 Coffee and tea, Palace Green Library, Deane Room 
 
11:00-12:50 CHAIR and concluding remarks: RICHARD MABER  

RUSSEL GANIM |University of Iowa 

Blood, Sweat, and Tears: Annotation and Self-Exegesis in La Ceppède 

JOSEPH HARRIS |Royal Holloway – London 

Critical Failures: Corneille Observes his Spectators 

CARLO CARUSO | Durham University 

  Mock and Erudition: Alessandro Tassoni and Francesco Redi 
  

 



                                  

PLENARY LECTURES 

 

 

 

MARTIN MCLAUGHLIN | University of Oxford 
   Alberti’s ‘Commentarium’ to his First Literary Work: Self-Commentary as  

Self-Presentation 
 

Leon Battista Alberti’s first literary work was the precocious Latin comedy Philodoxeos fabula, 
written before he was twenty (ie before 1424). The first redaction of the play was considered to be such a 
good copy of an ancient comedy that it was originally attributed to a little known classical writer, Lepidus. 
Just like Plautus’ and Terence’s comedies it was accompanied by two paratexts: a prologue (Prologus) and 
a summary (Argumentum). The second and definitive version was written around 1434, and was preceded 
by three paratexts: a prologue/commentary (this time called Commentarium), a summary (Argumentum), and 
a dedicatory letter to Leonello d’Este. The differences between the 1424 Prologus and the 1434 
Commentarium are substantial: the former is a brief, comic introduction where the chief model is Plautus, 
but the latter is lengthier, more serious and clearly modelled on Terence, not on his more vulgar 
predecessor. It owes little to the classical/medieval tradition of commentaries on comedies, but is literally 
a self-commentary, since it not only introduces the Philodoxeos and its allegorical meaning but also 
presents Alberti himself as the genuine author of the work, eliding the spurious Lepidus. This is a 
commentary that acts as a literary calling-card, presenting the author as a serious humanist, and providing 
the autobiographical background to the writing of the play. That the Commentarium is as much about the 
author as about the comedy is confirmed by the fact that the dedicatory copy of the play with its three 
paratexts (a manuscript now in Modena) is closely bound up with Alberti’s own sense of identity, since 
the paratexts here are bookended both by his ‘trade-mark’ symbol, the winged eye, and by repeated 
emphasis on his new tripartite name, Leon Battista Alberti. 

 
 
Martin McLaughlin is Fiat-Serena Professor of Italian at Oxford, and a Fellow of Magdalene 

College. He has published widely on Italian literature from the Middle Ages to the present, 
including Literary Imitation in the Italian Renaissance (OUP, 1995), and Italo Calvino (Edinburgh UP, 1998). 
His principal research interests are in the fields of Italian Renaissance literature and contemporary Italian 
fiction. He is the translator of one work by Umberto Eco, On Literature (Secker and Warburg, 2005), and 
of several works by Italo Calvino: Why Read the Classics? (Cape, 1999), Collection of Sand (Penguin, 2013), 
and Italo Calvino, Letters 1941-1985 (Princeton University Press, 2013). He has also co-edited a number 
of volumes: Petrarch in Britain (British Academy, 2007), Dante the Lyric and Ethical Poet (Legenda, 2010), 
Dante in Oxford (Legenda, 2011), and Authority, Innovation and Early Modern Epistemology. Essays in Honour of 
Hilary Gatti (Legenda, 2015). He is the MHRA President for 2015 and is currently working on a book on 
Leon Battista Alberti, to be published by Olschki. 
 
_____________________ 

 

 
 
JOHN O’BRIEN |Durham University 
‘All outward and on show’: Montaigne’s External Glosses 

 

When Henry III of France expressed pleasure in reading the Essays, Montaigne remarked to the 
king that they were a record of his life and actions. This observation seems odd to modern readers, for 
whom Montaigne is not a recorder of external accomplishments but the originator of a particular brand 
of introspection in which the minutiae of the inner life are subject to special analysis and commentary. 
Self-dissection and self-glossing have been taken historically as his most pressing concerns, not least 
because many of his own most memorable formulations give this impression. It would be wrong to deny 



                                  

that such ideas form a coherent pattern in the Essays and a distinctive part of their originality. Yet at the 
same time, another strain – no less distinctive and significant – can be discerned in his work, travelling in 
another direction. In this version of his project, Montaigne is turned outwards rather than inwards. 
Thought as action, word as deed, self-commentary as refracted through outward projection are the 
primary features of this mode, following the example of Perseus, king of Macedon, cited in ‘Of 
experience’: ‘his mind, settling on no condition, went roaming around among every type of existence and 
displaying ... windborne and wandering manners.’ In his preface to the reader, Montaigne claims that he 
is himself the matter of his book. If we are to take this claim seriously, we need to investigate how 
writing is linked not to brooding inwardness, but to display, in other words to the externalisation of 
thought, feeling and reflection. This paper will argue that such outwardness is ultimately the expression 
of self as a principle of being-in-the-world rather than self as the centre of consciousness and inward 
reflection; or to use Montaigne’s own distinction, self-soy, not self-moy. 

 

 
John O’Brien is Director of the Institute of Medieval and Early Modern Studies at Durham. He 

taught at the École Normale Supérieure in Paris, and at the Universities of Liverpool and London, before 
moving to the University of Durham in 2013. He has been Visiting Professor at the Université Paris-VII 
and at the Centre d’Études Supérieures de la Renaissance (University of Tours), British Academy 
Exchange Fellow at the Newberry Library, Chicago, and Visiting Scholar at the Universities of Oxford 
and Michigan. He is the author of Anacreon Redivivus, the editor of (Ré)interpretations and La familia de 
Montaigne, and the co-editor of Montaigne et la rhétorique, Belleau’s ‘Les Odes d’Anacréon’, and Distant 
Voices Still Heard. He is most recently the editor of the Cambridge Companion to Rabelais. His research 
concentrates on the essayist, Michel de Montaigne (1533-92), and the literature of the French Wars of 
Religion. He is currently working on a new and unpublished manuscript of La Boétie’s Discours de la 
servitude volontaire. 

 

_____________________ 

 

 

 

FEDERICA PICH |University of Leeds 
On the Threshold of Poems: Narrative as/vs Lyric in Italian Renaissance Poetry 

 
Both in manuscripts and prints, Renaissance lyric texts can be introduced or accompanied by 

prose rubrics charged with an informative, explicative, or more clearly exegetical function (‘dichiarazioni’; 
‘esplicazioni’). When set up by authors or in agreement with them, these textual frames might be 
interpreted as forms of self-commentary. Hence, building on a close study of the relationship between a 
sample of rubrics and poems with regard to circumstances, themes, dedications, and style, this paper will 
address a number of critical questions raised by the handling of narrative content in lyric form. In 
particular, the use and format of meta-textual thresholds will be investigated, in order to single out the 
strategies by which selected events and occasions are consciously reshaped by poets. Examples from the 
lyric genre proper will be analysed alongside relevant prose-verse interactions and prosimetrical 
structures, singled out across a diverse range of textual objects including letters, dialogues, and treatises. 
The corpus of examples, which will span from the late 15th and early 16th centuries (Gasparo Visconti, 
Filenio Gallo, Olimpo da Sassoferrato, Pietro Bembo) to the mid and late 16th (Giovan Battista Pigna, 
Chiara Matraini, Girolamo Parabosco, Diomede Borghesi, Annibal Guasco), will be addressed from two 
perspectives. On the one hand, texts will be placed against their specific historical backdrop, considering 
the diachronic evolution of the lyric genre, the changing format of poetic collections and Petrarch 
commentaries (Danzi and Leporatti 2012), and the early theories of the lyric genre (Huss, Mehltretter and 
Regn 2012); on the other hand, they will be examined in the light of synchronic issues relevant to the 
relationship between ‘lyric’ and ‘narrative’ (Hühn and Sommer 2012; Kjerkegaard 2014). 
 
 



                                  

Federica Pich is a Lecturer in Italian at the University of Leeds. She studied at the Scuola 
Normale Superiore of Pisa, where she obtained her PhD in 2006. Her research work has focused mainly 
on lyric poetry, Ludovico Ariosto, and the relationship between literature and visual arts in the 
Renaissance. She has published a monograph, I poeti davanti al ritratto. Da Petrarca a Marino (2010), and 
edited an annotated anthology of poems on portraits, in collaboration with Lina Bolzoni (Poesia e ritratto 
nel Rinascimento, 2008). She combines an interdisciplinary approach to the study of topoi and the history of 
culture with a strong interest in the theory and history of literary genres. She will be Mellon Visiting 
Professor at the Courtauld Institute of Art in 2016. 

 
_____________________ 

 

 

PAPERS 
 

 

 

JEROEN DE KEYSER | KU Leuven 
Elucidation and Self-Explanation in Filelfo’s Marginalia  

 

The Italian humanist Francesco Filelfo (1398-1481) added a conspicuous amount of marginal 
notes both to his Latin translations of ancient Greek texts and to his own poems and prose works. These 
were systematically reproduced in all the manuscript copies of these writings that were produced under 
the author’s supervision. Just like Filelfo continued to revise his texts, he kept polishing these (at times 
autograph) annotations. While many are just notabilia, pointing the reader to the names mentioned and 
the topics discussed in the main text, quite a few are elaborate glossae, which comment on the text or add 
‘technical’ (mostly prosodical and metrical) explanations. Notably, Filelfo systematically uses these 
annotations to demonstrate his superior command of Greek, to advertise his other writings, and to 
chastise his opponents. Often, his comments reflect ongoing polemics with other humanists, for which 
Filelfo’s extensive correspondence (of over two-thousand letters) offers ample complementary 
information. In some cases, distinct editorial stages in both main text and marginal notes demonstrate a 
dynamic interaction between the text and the author’s own framing of it, as well as between these texts 
and their early reception. In my paper I will discuss the various types of self-exegetical devices that are 
present in Filelfo’s numerous writings, and illustrate how he used them as propaganda tools designed to 
advertise his own qualities as a translator and a writer, just as much as they were supposed to provide his 
readership with elucidations of the text at hand. 

 

_____________________ 

 

 

 

IAN JOHNSON | University of St Andrews 
Vernacular Self-Commentary during Medieval Early Modernity: Reginald Pecock and 
Gavin Douglas 

 

In the mid-1400s, Reginald Pecock, Bishop of Chichester, produced a spectacular and 
controversial encyclopaedic programme of inter-related treatises. His purpose was no less than to 
systematise and teach the entirety of Christian doctrine in English to all levels of educational attainment, 
outflanking heterodoxy in the process (he was thanked by a conviction for heresy). In his prolific self-
comment Pecock maintains that he does not assert divine teachings de suo but, rather, exercises the 
originary discourse of reason, a langue made by God but speakable by humanity. For Pecock, the 
foundational authority is not the Bible but reason, which precedes Scripture and gives it authority. 
Pecock complementarily sees the soul as a divinely inscribed book whose text is an unending discourse 



                                  

of reason – be it potentially or actually performed. This profoundly textual conception of the soul as a 
self-aware Book of Reason has intriguing hermeneutic implications for Pecock’s self-commentary and for 
his works as a metascriptural summa of reason homologous with the self that it glosses and which glosses 
it. Pecock’s hyper-scholastic enterprise was intriguingly out of step with the local episcopal humanism of 
his time, so it is worthwhile comparing his approach to that of a later bishop who was definitely 
humanist and definitely classicising, but who was nevertheless thoroughly medieval in the ideology and 
procedures of his self-commentary and translating (as with his criticism of his master Chaucer). Gavin 
Douglas, Bishop of Dunkeld, fancied himself as the Scottish Virgil in the latest international fashion, 
albeit thoroughly Christianised (and with Maffeo Vegio’s non-Virgilian Book XIII in tow for good 
measure). His early sixteenth-century Scots verse translation of the Aeneid, the first complete rendering of 
this work into any variety of English, relies on commentary-tradition (in a way little different from John 
Walton’s early fifteenth-century Boethius); it sports learned prose notes, and boasts an astonishing array 
of prologues vibrant with self-comment and strategically flexed poetic personae. One of the most 
illuminating and amusing paratextual moments in this work is Douglas's exuberantly contemptuous 
pillorying of William Caxton's unscholarly and unstylish Eneados for violating sententia and eloquentia in 
clod-hopping prose cribbed from an inept French intermediary. With their own individual paratextual 
mixes of overt and implicit ambition, rhetorical ploys, generic revoicing, self-conceit, and self-positioning 
before an all-seeing and authorising God, this pair of eloquent, culturally central figures and their works 
have much to tell us about what was possible and at stake in vernacular self-commentary during medieval 
early modernity.  

 

_____________________ 

 

 
 

HARRIET ARCHER | Newcastle University 
Framing Creative Practice: Fictive Narratives of Poetic Invention in Elizabethan 
Prose-Verse Hybrids 

 

Focusing on prose-verse hybrid collections of the 1570s, this paper will explore the prose 
narratives of invention and composition which frame their authors’ poetic output. Collections such as 
George Whetsone’s Rocke of Regard (1576), and Nicholas Breton’s Floorish upon Fancie and Workes of a 
Young Wyt (both 1577), are often portrayed as poetic miscellanies. However, read alongside their near 
antecedent, George Gascoigne’s ‘Adventures of Master F. I.’, more usually categorised as a form of prose 
fiction with inset poems, or the expanded and reworked editions of the Mirror for Magistrates produced 
throughout the decade (1571-78), and generally received as series of historical verse complaints linked by 
an incidental prose frame, these texts make up a cluster of innovative, fictive poetic autobiographies. By 
breaking down the firm division between text and paratext, and evoking, through their aesthetic of 
informal collation, manuscript circulation and coterie networks, they open up a new space for self-
commentary, prompting self-reflexive meditations on vernacular metre and form, decorum, and the 
origins of cultural production. This paper aims especially to interrogate the discourse of nonchalance, 
dissipation and even accident through which poets like Gascoigne, Whetstone and Breton present the 
composition and compilation of their work. It will consider this tendency as a form of anti-commentary, 
deliberately clouding the poems’ origins, both intellectual and social, and distancing them from learned 
traditions, while reconstructing alternative literary genealogies. The influence of William Baldwin looms 
large over the developments in self-commentary which followed his most prolific period. I will examine 
the legacy of his paratextual misdirection and playful subversion of textual authorities in Beware the Cat 
(1550s, first printed 1570), and the Mirror for Magistrates (first edn. 1559), as it was manifested in the 
prose-verse hybrids of the later sixteenth century. In particular, I will investigate the deployment of self-
commentary in these hybrid forms to question the interplay between canonical hierarchies and new 
writing; a dynamic which would find its ultimate expression in Spenser’s Shepheardes Calender (1579). 
 
_____________________ 



                                  

GILLES BERTHEAU | Université François Rabelais – Tours 
George Chapman and the ‘Andromeda Liberata’ Affair (1614): Can a Poet be ‘master 
of [his] owne meaning’?  

 

In the whole corpus of George Chapman’s poetry, drama and translations, the curious critic is not 
at a loss to find testimonies of the author’s reflection on his own writings as these texts – mostly 
paratexts – are very numerous. Most of them take the traditional form of dedications, but there are also a 
number of addresses to the reader, especially in his translations of Homer. Chapman is always anxious to 
explain his meaning, justify his choices and eventually defend himself against his detractors. Chapman’s 
self-commentary habit is best illustrated in the case of the Andromeda Liberata affair. This epithalamion, 
written in honour of the wedding of the Earl of Somerset with Frances Howard, was published with a 
short address ‘To the preiudicate and peremptory reader’. It was badly received by the Essex circle, as 
Chapman had likened him to a ‘barraine rocke’, and the scandal prompted him to publish the same year 
A Free and Offenceless Justification of ‘Andromeda Liberata’. This Justification, comprising a text in prose and a 
dialogue in verse in which the poet is represented by Theodines, is a good example of Chapman’s 
commentary on his own work. Posing as a victim of the ‘malice’ of his readers, who mistakenly (he says) 
applied the story of the ‘Nuptials of Perseus and Andromeda’ to ‘person[s] now liuing’, the poet defends 
himself and his poem by attacking his ‘maligners’ and by upholding – once again – a demanding 
conception of poetry, against the ‘base, ignoble, barbarous, giddie multitude’. The aggressive tone he uses 
reveals his deep anxiety about authorship, which includes a concern about reception. That he might not 
be, ‘in [his] owne wrighting’, ‘master of [his] owne meaning’ is really what informs all this commentary on 
Andromeda Liberata, as I would like to show in my paper. 

 

_____________________ 

 

 

 

MAGDALENA OŻARSKA | Jan Kochanowski University – Kielce 
The Uses of Authorial Side Glosses in Anna Stanisławska’s ‘Transaction’ (1685) 

 
Anna Stanisławska (1651/54?-1700/01?) is by some considered the first Polish woman poet, and 

by others – the first Polish autobiographer. The title of her only text is A Transaction; or a Description of the 
Entire Life of One Orphan Girl through Doleful Laments Written by the Same 1685 (Polish title: Transakcyja albo 
Opisanie całego życia jednej sieroty przez żałosne treny od tejże samej pisane roku 1685). The text’s generic 
identification is problematic for a couple of reasons. Stanisławska’s title offers more than one misleading 
assumption: her Transaction fails to narrate the entire life of its author, focusing on her three marriages 
only. The text is also not a lament or elegy, as it does not celebrate a deceased individual, most of its 
seventy-seven Laments filled with a personal narrative. This paper addresses a major issue in the 
Transaction, namely its persistent authorial gloss-style side commentary. The text itself is versified, but the 
glosses are in prose and provide names of major historical figures involved in the narrated events, barely 
hinted at in the body of the poem (e.g. King Jan III Sobieski), of the writer’s distinguished relatives 
(together with their positions and offices), general explanations and personal remarks. Without these 
glosses, it becomes close to impossible to understand the details of the different stages in Stanisławska’s 
Transaction. The versified text is so circumlocutory that it is hard to believe that it was conceived to 
provide any sort of autobiographical testimony whatsoever. Thus, from the beginning, A Transaction 
exudes a sense of being a personal verse memoir, adapted to meet the needs of subsequent publication 
by means of addition of the side glosses. 

 
_____________________ 
 

Assistant 

 
 



                                  

 
RUSSEL GANIM | University of Iowa 
Blood, Sweat, and Tears: Annotation and Self-Exegesis in La Ceppède 

 

The presence of more than 2500 annotations to Jean de La Ceppède’s Théorèmes (1613, 1622) 
raises myriad questions about the poet’s most notable work: What is their purpose? How are they to be 
read? In what ways do they contribute to the uniqueness of La Ceppède’s aesthetic and devotional 
project? This paper argues that the commentary contained in the notes plays a vital role in the self-
exegetic process set forth in the work, with the annotations creating a distinct form of cross-referencing 
between themselves and with the lyric text. Specifically, I will discuss the importance of annotation 4 of 
Sonnet (I, 1, 37) to the work as a whole. By far the longest note in the Théorèmes, this passage explains 
Christ’s sweating of blood (based on Luke 22:44) during his agony at Gethsemane. First referenced in the 
poet’s Avant-propos, this event becomes the touchstone for La Ceppède’s proof of Christ’s humanity. 
Engaging with the Ancients, the Patristics, and then-contemporary physicians, La Ceppède outlines the 
case for the bleeding as a natural, i.e., human, phenomenon rather than a divine one. The poet’s 
insistence on Christ’s humanity at a crucial point in Jesus’s suffering serves the exegetical purpose of 
increasing the level of identification between Christ and the reader, thereby underscoring, in a personally 
instructive way, the depth and breadth of Christ’s sacrifice. Similarly, La Ceppède’s commentary on 
Christ’s dual nature represents his contribution to a major doctrinal controversy of the day, exemplifying 
his role not only as a poet, but as a theologian. Part of the generic modulation that defines the work, La 
Ceppède’s annotations effectively add the devotional treatise to a literary amalgam that includes 
adaptation of lyric, epic, and tragic forms. For La Ceppède, the self-exegetical exercise represented in the 
image and analysis of Christ sweating blood becomes integral to the creative process. Within the 
narrative, the poet—and by extension the reader—fully manifests the internalization of Christ’s suffering 
several sonnets later in (I, 2, 63), where La Ceppède describes his eyes as crying tears of blood that spill 
on to the page as verse. Annotation and text, poet and subject, transfuse in a cathartic convergence of 
religious experience and literary invention. The result is a unique kind of devout humanism that creates 
new frames of reference and new forms of expression for the spiritual self. 
 
_____________________ 
 
 
 

JOSEPH HARRIS | Royal Holloway – London 
Critical failures: Corneille Observes his Spectators 

 

Self-commentary plays a crucial role in the dramatic career of Pierre Corneille (1606-84). By far 
the most extensive self-commentator of his generation, Corneille published in 1660 all his plays to date, 
each preceded with a short analysis or ‘examen’, alongside three lengthy discourses on dramatic theory 
that centre almost exclusively on his own plays. Yet Corneille’s dramatic theories are more than ad hoc, 
or post hoc, justifications for his own dramatic innovations. Rather, they reflect a complex engagement 
with three decades of writing for the stage; indeed, Corneille’s quasi-empiricist process of 
experimentation, observation, and reflection departs sharply from the more abstract, rational theories and 
models of his contemporaries. If Corneille’s unique dramatic acumen derives, as he claims, from ‘my 
experience of the theatre and my reflections on what I have seen producing pleasure or displeasure’, then 
his own less successful dramatic experiments can shed vital new light on both audience psychology and 
the theatre that best caters for it. This paper thus focuses on Corneille’s intellectual and textual response 
to his own failures and misjudgements – in other words, to those moments when his actual audiences 
respond in ways that thwart his own expectations or intentions. Corneille negotiates these failures in 
different ways, sometimes waxing ironic about contemporary tastes and sensibilities (Théodore), but 
invariably deferring to popular judgement – and sometimes discerning further flaws that his even his 
audiences had overlooked (Mélite, La Veuve, Horace). In a curious blend of modesty and self-importance, 
Corneille thus deftly asserts his critical acumen even while deprecating his playwriting talents. In effect, 



                                  

this paper reads Corneille’s self-commentaries as part of a complex dialogue (both theoretical and 
practical) with his audience. And in this dialogue, as I demonstrate, Corneille’s spectator emerges as a 
fascinatingly complicated and contradictory figure whose responses cannot always be predicted even by a 
seasoned playwright.  

 
_____________________ 
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