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Introduction

The 16™ century was a period of important transitions in Christian theology. Ages-old
certainties came to be questioned by various reformers, and long-accepted truths had to be
defended by those who remained loyal to the Roman Church. While most attention has rightly
been directed towards dogmatic theology, those changes applied also to the Bible, both in terms
of its text and interpretation. On the textual level, developments of humanist methodology cast a
doubt on the accuracy of the Latin translation of Scriptures known as the Vulgate!. On the level of
interpretation, Reformed theologians (and to a degree humanists as well) challenged traditional
exegesis based on multiple senses of Scripture. In both cases questions arose regarding the
authority of the Church and the relation between individual and ecclesiastical interpretation. All
these changes inadvertently led not only to shifts in exegetical strategies, but also altered ever so
slightly the very understanding of what the Bible was.

The aim of this dissertation is to trace these changes on an example of a prolific Catholic
exegete, Franciscus Titelmans (1502-1537)%. Educated in Leuven, Titelmans joined the Observant
Franciscans in 1523 and lectured on the Holy Scriptures in their study house. His lectures were
later transformed into printed commentaries covering the Gospels of Matthew and John, all the
Apostolic Epistles, and several sapiential books of the Old Testament: the Psalms, Ecclesiastes,
Job, and the Song of Solomon. In the course of his scholarly work, he challenged Erasmus of
Rotterdam concerning the proper translation and interpretation of the Bible. This dispute resulted
in three polemical works. In 1536 Titelmans abandoned academic activity and joined the Capuchin
Reform of the Franciscan Order, dying in Italy a year later.

The choice of Titelmans as an object of study is based on several reasons. First, because he
was a prolific writer, there exists a solid base of his exegetical texts to examine. Secondly, his texts
enjoyed substantial popularity in the 16™ century. Judging by the sheer number of publications,

we can assert that his commentaries played a significant role in the biblical formation of clergy

! The meaning of the term Vulgate evolved in the course of time. Before the council of Trent, the term “Vulgate”
usually denoted the Septuagint and the Vetus Latina translations, which preceded the version ascribed to Jerome. In
such a sense the term “Vulgate” was used by Lefévre and indeed Jerome himself. Tielmans used this term both in
relation to the Septuagint and Vetus Latina as well as to the translation ascribed to Jerome. In this work, however, for
the sake of clarity, we shall use the term “Vulgate” as it became customary since the Council of Trent. Cf. J.
Krolikowski, Jak powstata Wulgata i ktéremu tekstowi Pisma Swietego przystuguje to miano?, “Tarnowskie Studia
Teologiczne”, 2017, vol. 36, no. 1, pp. 5-20.

2 The name of the exegete is differently spelled in literature. His first name is often given in modern languages as
Francis, Franz, Francois, Francesco etc. We have opted for the geographically neutral, Latin version of his name, that
he also used in his writings: Franciscus. The surname is sometimes spelled with double tt: “Tittelmans”, for an
explanation see: A. Paquay, Frans Tittelmans van Hasselt (Franciscus Tittelmanus Hasselensis): Opzoekingen over
zijn leven, zijne werken an zijne familie, Boek - en steen - drukkerij M. Ceysens, Hasselt 1906, p. 14. In his publications
he used a latinised form: “Titelmanus”. We have decided for the most commonly used spelling: “Titelmans”.
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and educated laymen of that time. It has been a common error of intellectual history often to
concentrate only on exceptional and innovative thinkers, who, however, sometimes were relatively
unknown among their contemporaries, precisely because of their originality. The mentality of
many educated men was usually shaped more by the mediocre authors of popular textbooks than
by the outstanding individuals ahead of their times. Any intellectual history must strive to
comprehend texts in the broad context of intellectual discourses from the epoch in which they
originated. This insight, proposed by Quentin Skinner in relation to the history of political thought,
is applicable also to theology®. Study of lesser-known authors is indispensable in this process,
since they often created intellectual landscape in which novel ideas originated.

In this context we must also admit that a reason to choose Titelmans was his relative
mediocrity. This adjective is not intended to diminish his intellectual stature, but rather to
emphasise the conservative, often compilatory character of his works. This need not be intended
as a critique. In fact, Titelmans himself was proud of not being innovative, but of continuing what
he saw as the great tradition of the Church. Mediocrity so understood makes him a more “typical”
representant of contemporary clergymen than was, for instance, his adversary, Erasmus of
Rotterdam.

Another reason that renders Titelmans’ writings interesting is the fact that he reiterated
traditional interpretations of the Bible in a changed context. He strove to remain as faithful as
possible to what he understood as the tradition of the Church while at the same time confronting
new questions arising from humanism and later from reformations. Saying the same thing in a new
context is in fact an innovation. Thus, despite his conservatism, Titelmans was also in a way an
innovator. This tension present in his works puts into a sharper contrast the contours of pre-modern
exegesis as well as the ways in which biblical interpretation evolved during the 16™ century.

Contrast between tradition and innovation is something that defines Titelmans as an
intellectual. He, alongside many other individuals of his time, was a man torn between his
dedication to tradition (something he shared with his mentors such as Jacques Masson and Noél
Beda) and new, humanist learning. Unlike his mentors, he was well trained in ancient languages
and possessed significant philological expertise. He cannot be easily classified either as a
scholastic, although he worked in the context of university, or as a humanist, even though he often
used elements of humanist methodology. As a man astride two modes of thinking, he offers us
many insights into transitions in biblical scholarship at his time.

Finally, the choice of Titelmans has been motivated by the relative scarcity of works

concerning Catholic pre-Tridentine biblical scholarship. In general, the historical study of biblical

3 On Skinner’s methodology see: Q. Skinner, Meaning and Understanding in the History of Ideas, “History and
Theory”, 1969, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 3-53.
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exegesis is a young field within the history of ideas. Although the Bible has significantly shaped
European thought for the last two millennia, the history of its exegesis became an object of
scholarly pursuits only after the Second World War. Since that time there has been great progress
in research concerning the history of the Bible. Not all historical eras, however, received the same
attention.

In the first place one should mention several multi-author works covering the entire scope
of the history of Christian (and Jewish) scriptures. Cambridge University published two multi-
volume histories of the Bible. The first, published in three volumes between 1963 and 1970, was
a unique achievement in its age and remains a useful witness of the state of research at that time*
was published between 2012-2016 and presents in four volumes the present state of research
regarding the Bible’. It is not limited to questions of interpretation, but discusses the process of
transmission of biblical text, physical aspects of the Bible, its translations, and various uses: in art,
law, literature, liturgy and so on. Moreover, it endeavours to escape the narrow confines of Latin
Christianity and reviews the Bible in eastern Churches, in the Islamic World and in extra-European
Christianity.

Another excellent history of the Bible is the one published by Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht®.
Although it is limited to the Old Testament/Hebrew Bible, it discusses issues of text, theology,
and interpretation that are also relevant to the New Testament. Another very useful collection of
articles covering two millennia of biblical interpretation is that edited by Alan J. Hauser and Duane
F. Watson’. It examines the history of exegesis both from the Christian and Jewish perspective.

Henning Graf Reventlow authored a four-volume history of biblical interpretation published

4 PR. Ackroyd and C.F. Evans, eds., The Cambridge History of the Bible: 1 From the Beginnings to Jerome,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1970; G.W.H. Lampe, ed., The Cambridge History of the Bible: 2 The West
from the Fathers to the Reformation, Cambridge University Press, London 1969; S.L. Greenslade, ed., The Cambridge
History of the Bible: 3 The West from the Reformation to the Present Day, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
1963.

5 J.C. Paget and J. Schaper, eds., The New Cambridge History of the Bible: From the Beginnings to 600, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 2013; R. Marsden and E.A. Matter, eds., The New Cambridge History of the Bible: From
600 to 1450, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2012. E. Cameron, ed., The New Cambridge History of the
Bible: From 1450 to 1750, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2016. J. Riches, ed., The New Cambridge history
of the Bible: From 1750 to the Present, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2015.

® M. Szbg, ed., Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle
Ages (Until 1300), Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1. M. Sabg, ed., Hebrew Bible, Old Testament:
the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
Gottingen 2000, vol. I/2. M. Sabe, ed., Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the
Renaissance to the Enlightenment, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2008, vol. II. M. Sabe, ed., Hebrew Bible,
Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From Modernism to Post-Modernism (The Nineteenth and Twentieth
Centuries), Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2013, vol. III/1. M. Saebg, ed., Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the
History of its Interpretation. From Modernism to Post-Modernism (The Nineteenth and Twentieth Centuries),
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2015, vol. II1/2.

7 A.J. Hauser and D.F. Watson, eds., 4 History of Biblical Interpretation: The Ancient Period, Eerdmans, Grand
Rapids 2003. A.J. Hauser and D.F. Watson, eds., A History of Biblical Interpretation: The Medieval Through the
Reformation Periods, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 2009. A.J. Hauser and D.F. Watson, eds., 4 History of Biblical
Interpretation: The Enlightenment through the Nineteenth Century, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 2017.
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originally in German, and now available also in English®. The history of the biblical text is well
covered by a multivolume series by Brill, of which so far two volumes have been published’.
Another perspective is taken by 4 History of the Bible as Literature by David Norton'?. Apart
from multi-volume histories, there are also some shorter works intended for a more general
readership, such as these by J. Pelikan, K. D. Stanglin, and J. Barton''.

Apart from general works on the history of the Bible, there is a vast array of studies
concerning various epochs. This, however, does not mean that all periods have been equally well
covered. Biblical interpretation in the Patristic era has always been of significant interest to
scholars, since exegesis in that period was inseparable from theology in a more general sense. The
literature on the subject is vast. It is impossible to give here even an introductory bibliography, so
let it suffice to mention Manlio Simonetti'?, Charles Kannengiesser'?, and Hans Boersma'#, among
many others'>.

The history of the Bible in the Middle Ages first received attention with pioneering works

of Ceslas Spicq, Beryl Smalley, and Henri de Lubac!®. In recent years there has been an enormous

8 H. Reventlow, Epochen der Bibelauslegung. 1: Vom Alten Testament bis Origenes, Beck, Miinchen 1990. H.
Reventlow, Epochen der Bibelauslegung. 2: Von der Spdtantike bis zum Ausgang des Mittelalters, Beck, Miinchen
1994. H. Reventlow, Epochen der Bibelauslegung. 3: Renaissance, Reformation, Humanismus, Beck, Miinchen 1997.
H. Reventlow, Epochen der Bibelauslegung. 4: Von der Aufkidrung bis zum 20. Jahrhundert, Beck, Miinchen 2001.
H. Reventlow, History of biblical interpretation. 1: From the Old Testament to Origen, Society of Biblical Literature,
Atlanta 2009. H. Reventlow, History of biblical interpretation. 2: From late antiquity to the end of the Middle Ages,
Society of Biblical Literature, Atlanta 2009. H. Reventlow, History of biblical interpretation. 3: Renaissance,
Reformation, humanism, Society of Biblical Literature, Atlanta 2010. H. Reventlow, History of biblical interpretation.
4: From the enlightenment to the twentieth century, Society of Biblical Literature, Atlanta 2010.

® A. Lange and 1. Tov, Textual History of the Bible. I (14, 1B, 1C), Brill, Leiden 2016. F. Feder, M. Henze, and M.S.
Pajunen, Textual History of the Bible. 2 (24, 2B, 2C): Deuterocanonical Scriptures, Brill, Leiden 2019.

19D, Norton, 4 History of the Bible as Literature: Volume 1: From Antiquity to 1700, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge 1993. D. Norton, A History of the Bible as Literature: Volume 2: From 1700 to the Present Day,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1993.

1 J.J. Pelikan, Whose Bible is it? A History of the Scriptures Through the Ages, Viking, New York 2005. K.D.
Stanglin, The Letter and Spirit of Biblical Interpretation: from the Early Church to Modern Practice, Baker Academic,
Grand Rapids 2018; J. Barton, A History of the Bible: the Book and its Faiths, Penguin Books, London 2019.

12 M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church. An Historical Introduction to Patristic Exegesis, T&T
Clark, Edinburgh 1994.

13 C. Kannengiesser, Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: the Bible in Ancient Christianity, Brill, Leiden 2006. L.
DiTommaso and L. Turcescu, eds., The Reception and Interpretation of the Bible in Late Antiquity: Proceedings of
the Montréal Colloquium in Honour of Charles Kannengiesser, 11-13 October 2006, Brill, Leiden 2008.

4 H. Boersma, Scripture as Real Presence: Sacramental Exegesis in the Early Church, Baker Academic, Grand
Rapids 2017.

15 H. Chadwick, Antike Schriftauslegung, De Gruyter, Berlin — New York 1998. K. Froehlich, Biblical Interpretation
in the Early Church, Fortress, Philadelphia 1984. M. Fiedrowicz, Prinzipien der Schrifiauslegung in der Alten Kirche,
P. Lang 1998. J. den Boeft and M.L. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, The Impact of Scripture in Early Christianity, Brill,
Leiden 1999. J.J. O’Keefe and R.R. Reno, the Man and the Scholar, Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore 2005.
R.E. Heine, Reading the Old Testament with the Ancient Church: Exploring the Formation of Early Christian
Thought, Baker Academic, Grand Rapids 2007. E.L. Gallagher, Hebrew scripture in patristic biblical theory: canon,
language, text, Brill, Leiden 2012. M. Szram and M. Wysocki eds., The Bible in the Patristic period, Peeters, Leuven
2021. T. Toom, Patristic Theories of Biblical Interpretation: the Latin Fathers, Cambridge University Press, New
York 2016.

16 C. Spicq, Esquisse d’une histoire de I'exégése latine au Moyen Age, Vrin, Paris 1944. B. Smalley, The Study of the
Bible in the Middle Ages, University of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame 1964. H. de Lubac, Exégése médiévale: les

12



progress in this field; most works, however, concentrate on the Early and High Middle Ages. The
late mediaeval exegesis remains still something of an uncharted territory. First, there are some
excellent general and introductory works!”. Among works specifically devoted to the Early Middle
Ages, one should mention the works of Michael M. Gorman'8, Thomas O’Loughlin!®, and many
others®*. For the High Middle Ages, we have excellent studies on Glossa ordinaria®', on the
interpretation of the Bible in medieval schools??, with special attention to the contribution of

Victorines??, and on Mendicant exegesis®*, particularly on Nicolas of Lyra®. There are also studies

quatre sens de [’écriture., Aubier, Paris 1959, 4 vols. English translation: H. de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis, The Four
Senses of Scripture, Eerdmans 1998-2000, vol. 1-2.

17 G. Cremascoli and C. Leonardi, eds., La Bibbia nel Medioevo, Edizioni dehoniane, Bologna 1996. G. Lobrichon
and P. Riché, eds., Le Moyen Age et la Bible, Beauchesne, Paris 1984. J.D. McAuliffe, B. Walfish, and J.W. Goering,
eds., With reverence for the Word: Medieval Scriptural Exegesis in Judaism, Christianity, and Islam, Oxford
University Press, Oxford 2003. G. Dahan, L exégése chrétienne de la Bible en Occident mediéval, Xlle-XIVe siecle,
Cerf, Paris 1999. R.E. Lerner, ed., Neue Richtungen in der hoch- und spdtmittelalterlichen Bibelexegese, Oldenbourg
Wissenschaftsverlag, Berlin, Boston 2009. A. Noblesse-Rocher, Etudes d’exégese médievale: offertes a Gilbert
Dahan par ses éleves, Brepols, Turnhout 2012. F.A. van Liere, An Introduction to the Medieval Bible, Cambridge
University Press, New York 2014. J. Nelson and D. Kempf, Reading the Bible in the Middle Ages, Bloomsbury
Academic, London 2015. 1.C. Levy, Introducing Medieval Biblical Interpretation: the Senses of Scripture in
Premodern Exegesis, Baker Academic, Grand Rapids 2018. A useful summary of bibliography see: C. Ocker and K.
Madigan, After Beryl Smalley: Thirty Years of Medieval Exegesis, 1984—2013, “Journal of the Bible and its reception”,
2015,t.2,no 1, pp. 87-130.

8 M.M. Gorman, Biblical Commentaries from the Early Middle Ages, Sismel, Firenze 2002; M.M. Gorman, The Study
of the Bible in the Early Middle Ages, Sismel, Firenze 2007.

9 T. O’Loughlin, Early Medieval Exegesis in the Latin West: Sources and Forms, Ashgate, Farnham 2013.

20 C. Chazelle and B.V.N. Edwards, eds., The Study of the Bible in the Carolingian Era, Brepols, Turnhout 2003. S.
Shimahara and J. Heil, eds., From Theodulf to Rashi and Beyond: Texts, Techniques, and Transfer in Western
European Exegesis (800 — 1100), Brill, Leiden 2022.

2L M. Dove, The Glossa ordinaria on the Song of Songs, Western Michigan University. Medieval Institute
Publications, Kalamazoo 2004. L. Smith, The Glossa ordinaria: the Making of a Medieval Bible Commentary, Brill,
Leiden 2009. M.S. Woodward, The Glossa ordinaria on Romans., Medieval Institute Publications, Kalamazoo 2011.
D.A. Salomon, An Introduction to the Glossa ordinaria as Medieval Hypertext, University of Wales Press, Cardiff
2012.

22 G.R. Evans, The language and logic of the Bible: the road to Reformation, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
1985. G.R. Evans, The language and logic of the Bible: the earlier Middle Ages, Cambridge University Press,
Cambridge 1987. B. Smalley, The Gospels in the Schools c¢.1100 - c.1280, Hambledon, London 1985.

2 R. Berndt, André de Saint-Victor (+1175): exegéte et théologien., Brepols, Paris 1991. R. Berndt, Schrift, Schreiber,
Schenker: Studien zur Abtei Sankt Viktor in Paris und den Viktorinern, Akademie Verlag, Berlin 2014. H. Feiss and
J. Mousseau, eds., A Companion to the Abbey of Saint Victor in Paris, Brill, Leiden 2018.

24J.V. Fleming, From Bonaventure to Bellini: An Essay in Franciscan Exegesis, Princeton University Press, Princeton
1983. J.W. Dixon, Franciscan Exegesis, “Theology today (Ephrata, Pa.)”, 1987, vol. 43, no. 4, pp. 503-509. J.
McEvoy, Robert Grosseteste, Exegete and Philosopher, Variorum, Aldershot 1994. M.M. Mulchahey, ‘First the bow
is bent in study...’: Dominican Education Before 1350, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, Toronto 1998. L.J.
Bataillon, G. Dahan, and P.-M. Gy, eds., Hugues de Saint-Cher (+1263): bibliste et théologien, Brepols, Turnhout,
Belgium 2004. W.J. Courtenay, Franciscan Learning: University Education And Biblical Exegesis, [in:] Defenders
and Critics of Franciscan Life, eds. M.F. Cusato and G. Geltner, Brill, Leiden 2009, pp. 53—64. B. Roest, Mendicant
School Exegesis, [in:] Franciscan Learning, Preaching and Mission c. 1220-1650: cum scientia sit donum dei,
armatura ad defendendam sanctam fidem catholicam..., Brill, Leiden 2015, pp. 83—110.

% P.D. Krey and L. Smith, Nicholas of Lyra: the senses of scripture, Brill, Leiden 2000. D.C. Klepper, The Insight of
Unbelievers: Nicholas of Lyra and Christian Reading of Jewish Text in the Later Middle Ages, University of
Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia 2007. P.D. Krey, Nicholas of Lyra: Apocalypse Commentator, Historian, and Critic,
“Franciscan Studies”, 1992, vol. 52, pp. 53-84. A. Geiger, Nicholas of Lyra’s Literal Commentary on Lamentations
and Jewish Exegesis: A Comparative Study, “Medieval encounters: Jewish, Christian, and Muslim culture in
confluence and dialogue”, 2009, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 1-22.
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devoted to individual books of the Bible, for instance to the Song of Solomon?%, Job?’, and Corpus
Paulinum?.

Sadly, literature concerning exegesis from the mid-14" century onwards grow thin. The
same is true about general histories of biblical exegesis. Sections on the Middle Ages finish with
the rise of universities and mendicant exegesis in the 13" and early 14" century, and the thread is
usually taken up again with humanist interpretation of the Bible. One could get an impression that
in the traditional ambience of university-based theology nothing (significant) happened in biblical
exegesis. A notable exception is Courtenay’s article in The New Cambridge History of the Bible;
however, this very author finishes his article with an observation that commentaries from 14th and
15th centuries “are greatly in need of further research”?®. The same is true for the 16M-century
Catholic biblical exegesis prior to the Council of Trent®’.

Contrastingly, there is much literature devoted to humanist and Reformed interpretation of
the Bible. There are several general introductions and collections of essays on biblical humanism,
among others those of Jeremy Bentley and a more up-to-date volume edited by Erica Rummel®'.
In the 15™ century, the most attention has been paid to Lorenzo Valla and Nicolo Manetti, who

were pioneers of biblical humanism?2. In the beginning of the 16th century, their footsteps were

26 A.W. Astell, The song of songs in the Middle Ages, Cornell University Press, Ithaca 1990. E.A. Matter, The voice
of my beloved: the Song of Songs in western medieval Christianity, University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia
1990. H.W. Matis, The Song of Songs in the Early Middle Ages, Brill, Leiden 2019.

27 F.T. Harkins and A. Canty, eds., 4 Companion to Job in the Middle Ages, Brill, Leiden 2017.

28 S.R. Cartwright, ed., 4 Companion to St. Paul in the Middle Ages, Brill, Leiden 2013.

2 W.J. Courtenay, The Bible in Medieval Universities, [in:] The New Cambridge History of the Bible: From 600 to
1450, eds. R. Marsden and E.A. Matter, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2012, p. 578.

30 The only Catholic exegete who has been more extensively studied is Cajetan, see: M. O’Connor, Cajetan’s Biblical
Commentaries: Motive and Method, Brill, Leiden 2017.

31 J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ: New Testament Scholarship in the Renaissance, Princeton University Press,
Princeton 1983. R. Griffiths, ed., The Bible in the Renaissance: Essays on Biblical Commentary and Translation in
the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries, Ashgate, Aldershot 2001. E. Rummel, ed., Biblical Humanism and
Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus, Brill, Leiden 2008. J.R. Henderson, ed., The Unfolding of Words: Commentary
in the Age of Erasmus, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 2012.

32 M. Fois, 1l pensiero cristiano di Lorenzo Valla: nel quadro storico-culturale del suo ambiente, Libreria Editrice
dell’Universita Gregoriana, Roma 1969. G. Di Napoli, Lorenzo Valla. Filosofia e religione nell umanesimo italiano,
Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, Roma 1971. S.I. Camporeale, Lorenzo Valla. Umanesimo e teologia, etc., Istituto
Nazionale di Studi sul Rinascimento, Firenze 1972. O. Besomi and M. Regoliosi, Lorenzo Valla e I'umanesimo
italiano, Antenore, Padova 1986. C.S. Celenza, Renaissance Humanism and the New Testament:Lorenzo Valla’s
Annotations to the Vulgate, “Journal of Medieval and Renaissance Studies”, 1994, vol. 24, pp. 33-52; L. Nauta, In
Defense of Common Sense: Lorenzo Valla’s Humanist Critique of Scholastic Philosophy, Harvard University Press,
Cambridge 2009. S.I. Camporeale, Christianity, Latinity, and Culture: Two Studies on Lorenzo Valla, Koninklijke
Brill NV, Leiden 2013. A. den Haan, Giannozzo Manetti’s New Testament: new evidence on sources, translation
process and the use of Valla’s Annotationes, “Renaissance studies”, 2014, vol. 28, pp. 731-747; A. den Haan,
Giannozzo Manetti’s New Testament: Translation Theory and Practice in Fifteenth-Century Italy, Brill, Leiden 2016.
D. Marsh, Giannozzo Manetti: The Life of a Florentine Humanist, Harvard University Press, Cambridge 2019.
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followed by Jacques Lefévre®®, Spanish editors of the Alcala Polyglote*, and above all else by
Erasmus of Rotterdam. There is a plethora of works concerning the Prince of Humanists; we shall
mention here general biographies®, works on Erasmus’ theology>® and especially on his biblical
scholarship and controversies that it caused®’. There is an even more extensive literature regarding
Biblical interpretation in reformations. There are numerous general works and collections of
essays*®, works devoted to particular reformers®® and to individual books of the Bible*’. Catholic

exegesis of the post-Tridentine era has been recently studied by several authors, unlike the pre-

33 H. Heller, The Evangelicism of Lefévre dEtaples: 1525, “Studies in the Renaissance”, 1972, vol. 19, pp. 42-77. G.
Bedouelle, Le Quincuplex Psalterium de Lefévre d’Etaples: un guide de lecture, Droz, Genéve 1979. P.E. Hughes,
Lefévre, Pioneer of Ecclesiastical Renewal in France, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 1984. G. Bedouelle, Attacks on the
Biblical Humanism of Jacques Lefevre d’Etaples, [in:] Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus,
ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, pp. 117-142. C. Schoénau, Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples und die Reformation,
Giitersloher Verlagseiner, Heidelberg 2017.

34 T. Martinez Manzano, Filologia biblica en la Alcald del Renacimiento: la Poliglota y sus editores, “Estudios
biblicos”, 2021, vol. 79, no. 2, pp. 273-329; Aclius Antonius Nebrissensis, C. Codofier, and J.A. Gonzalez Iglesias,
Antonio de Nebrija: Edad media y renacimiento, Ediciones de la Universidad, Salamanca 1994. C. del V. Rodriguez,
Antonio Nebrija’s Biblical Scholarship, [in:] Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus, ed. E.
Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, pp. 57-72. E. Van Staalduine-Sulman, Justifying Christian Aramaism: Editions and
Latin Translations of the Targums from the Complutensian to the London Polyglot Bible (1517-1657), Brill, Leiden
2017, pp. 11-36. E. Rummel, Jiménez de Cisneros: on the Threshold of Spain’s Golden Age, Arizona Center for
Medieval and Renaissance Studies, Tempe 1999, pp. 53—-65.

35 J. Huizinga, Erasmus, C. Scribner’s sons 1924; C. Augustijn, Erasmus: His Life, Works, and Influence, University
of Toronto Press, Toronto 1991.

36 ].B. Payne, Erasmus: his theology of the sacraments, Knox, Richmond 1970. A.G. Dickens and W.R.D. Jones,
Erasmus the Reformer, Methuen, London 1994. P.G. Bietenholz, Encounters With a Radical Erasmus: Erasmus’
Work as a Source of Radical Thought in Early Modern Europe, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 2009. C. Christ-
von Wedel, Erasmus of Rotterdam: Advocate of a New Christianity, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 2013.

37 H.M. Pabel and M. Vessey, eds., Holy Scripture Speaks: the Production and Reception of Erasmus’ Paraphrases
on the New Testament, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 2002. E. Rummel, Erasmus’ Annotations on the New
Testament: From Philologist to Theologian, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1986. E. Rummel, Erasmus and his
Catholic Critics, B. de Graaf, Nieuwkoop 1989, vols. 1-2. M. Wallraff, S. Seidel Menchi, and K. von Greyerz, eds.,
Basel 1516: Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen 2016. J. Monfasani, /n Defense of
Erasmus’ Critics, “Erasmus Studies”, 2019, vol. 39, no. 2, pp. 147-183. T. Amalou and A. Vanautgaerden, eds., Le
Nouveau Testament d’Erasme,1516: regards sur |’Europe des humanistes, Brepols, Turnhout 2020. C. Asso, Erasmo
e linterpres. Le polemiche sulla Vulgata del Nuovo Testamento, [in:] La Vulgate au XVlIe siecle, eds. G. Dahan and
A. Noblesse-Rocher, Brepols, Tournhout 2020, pp. 77-105.

38 D.C. Steinmetz, ed., The Bible in the Sixteenth Century, Duke University Press, Durham 1990. A K. Jenkins and P.
Preston, Biblical Scholarship and the Church: a Sixteenth Century Crisis of Authority, 2016. R.A. Muller and J.L.
Thompson, Biblical Interpretation in the Era of the Reformation: Essays Presented to David C. Steinmetz in Honor
of his Sixtieth Birthday, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 1996. R. Keen, Reading Certainty: Exegesis and Epistemology on
the Threshold of Modernity. Essays Honoring the Scholarship of Susan E. Schreiner, Brill, Leiden 2023.

39'T. George, Reading Scripture with the Reformers, IVP Academic, Downers Grove 2011. On Luther see: H.C. Knuth,
Luther als Schrifiausleger: Luthers Schrifiprinzip in seiner Bedeutung fiir die Okumene, Martin-Luther-Verl.,
Erlangen 2010. J.A. Maxfield, Luther’s Lectures on Genesis and the Formation of Evangelical Identity, Truman State
University Press, Kirksville 2008. T.R. Hains, Martin Luther and the Rule of Faith: Reading God’s Word for God'’s
People, IVP Academic, Downers Grove 2022.. On Calvin see: D.K. McKim, ed., Calvin and the Bible, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 2006. B. Pitkin, Calvin, the Bible, and history. exegesis and historical reflection in the
era of reform, Oxford University Press, New York 2020.

40 1. Backus, Reformation Readings of the Apocalypse: Geneva, Zurich, and Wittenberg, Oxford University Press,
Oxford 2000. K. Ehrensperger and R.W. Holder, Reformation Readings of Romans, Clark, London 2008. R.W.
Holder, 4 companion to Paul in the Reformation, Brill, Leiden 2009. R.M. Allen and J.A. Linebaugh, Reformation
Readings of Paul: Explorations in History and Eexegesis, InterVarsity Press, Downers Grove 2015. S.J. Chester,
Reading Paul with the Reformers: Reconciling Old and New Perspectives, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 2017.
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Tridentine one*!. There have also been some important publications concerning the Bible in the
vernacular*?, Naturally this short presentation of bibliography cannot pretend to be at all
comprehensive, but it serves to indicate the existence of a gap in studies devoted to pre-Tridentine,
traditional, Catholic biblical exegesis. This dissertation, in all humility, seeks to help to redress
this issue.

Scholarship regarding Titelmans is also scarce. The best existing biography is over a century
old*®, while others, being even older, are also more devotional than scholarly**. There are short
biographical articles on him in major lexicons and encyclopaedias®’. The best are by De Troeyer
and Lohr, which both offer extensive bibliographical guidance*¢. Only three aspects of Titelmans’
life have attracted more attention from scholars: his choice of the Capuchin reform, his
philosophical textbooks, and, most relevantly from the point of view of this dissertation, his
polemic with Erasmus and other humanists.

The final year of the Exegete’s life drew some attention of Capuchin historians, such as
Mariano d’Alatri*’. Titelmans’ textbook on natural philosophy was a subject of two dissertations,
one unpublished*®, the other published in part*. The impact of this work was also studied by D.M.

Dos Santos, S.A. Vosters, E.S. Morby and L.A. Lines®’, while Compendium dialecticae was

4L A. Gerace, Biblical Scholarship in Louvain in the ‘Golden’ Sixteenth Century, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen
2019. G. Dahan and A. Noblesse-Rocher, La Vulgate au XVle siecle: les travaux sur la traduction latine de la Bible,
Brepols, Turnhout 2020.

42'W. Frangois and A. den Hollander, Infant Milk or Hardy Nourishment? The Bible for Lay People and Theologians
in the Early Modern Period, Peeters, Leuven — Paris — Walpole MA 2009. W. Francois, ed., Wading Lambs and
Swimming Elephants. The Bible for the Laity and Theologians in the Late Medieval and Early Modern Era, Peeters,
Leuven 2012; E. Ardissino and E. Boillet, eds., Lay Readings of the Bible in Early Modern Europe, Brill, Leiden
2020.

43 A. Paquay, Frans Tittelmans van Hasselt..., op. cit.

# Gaudentius a Cremona, Titelmano il derelitto scrittore cappuccino, L. F. Cogliati, Milano 1896. C. de Calmpthout,
Francois Titelmans, de Hasselt. Esquisse biographique, Jules de Meester, Bruxelles 1903.

4 Franciscus Titelmans [in:] Lexicon Capuccinum: promptuarium historico-bibliographicum Ordinis Fratrum
Minorum Capuccinorum (1525-1950), Bibliotheca Collegii Internationalis S. Laurentii Brundusini, Romae 1951, Col.
638-639. M. Lamberigts, Titelmans, Frans [in:] Lexicon fiir Theologie und Kirche, Herder, Freiburg 2001, vol. 10,
col. 56. P. Grootens, Titelmans, Franciscus [in:] Enciclopedia Cattolica, Sansoni, Citta del Vaticano 1954, vol. 12,
col. 145. E. Amann, Titelmans, Francois [in:] Dictionnaire de Théologie Catholique, eds. E. Amann, E. Mangenot,
and A. Vacant, Libraire Letouzey et Ane, Paris 1946, vol. 15/1, col. 1144-1146. K. Sitnik, Titelmans Francois [in:]
Encyklopedia Katolicka, Towarzystwo Naukowe KUL, Lublin 2013, vol. 19, col. 808-809.

46 B. de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana Neerlandica saeculi XVI, B. de Graaf, Nieuwkoop 1969, vol. 1, pp.
87-100. B. de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana Neerlandica saeculi XVI, B. de Graaf, Nieuwkoop 1969, vol.
2, pp- 279-365. C.H. Lohr, Renaissance Latin Aristotle Commentaries.: Authors So--Z, "Renaissance quarterly”, 1982,
vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 196-198.

47 M. D’ Alatri, Francesco Tittelmans o del lavoro mauale, [in:] Santi e Santita nell ordine Capucino, ed. M. D’ Alatri,
Postulazione Generalle dei Cappuccini, Roma 1980, vol. 1, pp. 7-19.

48 J. Vanpaemel, De dynamica van de Middeleeuwen: Franciscus Tittelmans (1502-1537) en de dynamica aan de
Leuvense Universiteit, Master thesis, Katholieke Universiteit te Leuven. Fakulteit Wijsbegeerte en Letteren, Leuven
1979.

4 A. Gergei, La natura e la conoscenza della natura nel «compendium naturalis philosophiae» di Fr. Titelmans
cappuccino: tesi di laurea nella facolta di filosofia, [s.ed.], Roma 1947.

50 D.M.G. dos Santos, Francisco Titelmans O. F. M. e as origens do Curso Conimbricence, "Revista portuguesa de
filosofia”, 1955, vol. 11, no. 3/4, pp. 468—478. S.A. Vosters, Lope de Vega y Titelmans, "Revista de literatura”, 1962,
vol. 31, pp. 5-33. E.S. Morby, Franz Titelmans in Lope’s Arcadia, "Modern Language Notes”, 1967, vol. 82, no. 2,
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analysed by W.J. Ong and A.J. Ashworth, who demonstrated the Franciscan’s influence on Petrus
Ramus’!. Titelmans’ input into renaissance philosophy is mentioned also in Cambridge’s History
of Renaissance Philosophy™>.

Most often Titelmans has been studied as a background figure for humanists, due to his
polemic against Erasmus of Rotterdam. In older scholarship he was presented as a conservative
theologian, opposed to any novelty. Henry de Vocht discussed Titelmans in his magisterial work
on Collegium trilingue in Leuven but had a very negative perspective of him>?. According to this
author, Titelmans was an opponent of humanism, hostile to everything that Erasmus and his
followers stood for. “It was Latomus who instilled into the young man his antagonism of Erasmus
and his profound dislike of languages and of Busleyden College™**. Biblical scholarship of the
Franciscan was without any value, as it merely repeated “easy going and self complacent

tradition™. According to de Vocht, Titelmans should have followed the humanist example.

Instead, however, of taking as basis the very wording of the Sacred Books, and deducing its meaning
from the terms and the expressions, with the help of linguistic erudition, and of a collation with
renderings in various languages, so as to prepare a thoroughly established text, ready to be interpreted
by the authentic teaching of the Church, he provided explanatory, mostly mystical even and
devotional, comments, taken from the writings of the Fathers and of subsequent authors, based on
the traditional exegesis. It thus was a step backwards, compared with the Novum Instrumentum, and

an unequivocal return from science to tradition®®.

The last sentence demonstrates clearly that de Vocht was working within a framework of the
so called “Whig school of history”®’. This grand historical narrative saw world’s history as a
progress from slavery and obscurity to democracy and enlightenment. In the context of intellectual
history, it was a progress from theological/magical/mystical to scientific. Just as the “Whig

history” perspective was clearly a misguided oversimplification, so were de Vocht’s observations

pp- 185-197. D.A. Lines, Teaching Physics in Louvain and Bologna: Frans Titelmans and Ulisse Aldrovandi, [in:]
Scholarly Knowledge: Textbooks in Early Modern Europe, eds. E. Campi et al., Librairie Droz, Geneve 2008, pp.
183-204.

SU'W.J. Ong, Ramus: Method and the Decay of Dialogue, Harvard university, Cambridge 1983, pp. 124-125. E.J.
Ashworth, Language and Logic in the Post-medieval Period, Reidel, Dordrecht 1974.

52 C.B. Schmitt, The Rise of the Philosophical Textbook, [in:] The Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy, eds.
C.B. Schmitt et al., Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2009, pp. 795-796.

33 H. de Vocht, History of the Foundation and the Rise of the Collegium Trilingue Lovaniense, 1517-1550. Part the
Third: The Full Growth, Bibliothéque de 1’Université, Bureaux du Recueil, Louvain 1954, pp. 144-153.

5 Ibid., p. 145.

55 Ibid., p. 153.

%6 Ibid., p. 150.

57 The term was introduced by H. Butterfield, The Whig Interpretation of History, University of New South Wales
Library, Kensington 1981 (1% edition published in 1931). A more up to date perspective on the term see: M. Bentley,
Modernizing England’s Past: English Historiography in the Age of Modernism, 1870-1970, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge 2005. M. Bentley, The life and thought of Herbert Butterfield: history, science, and God, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 2011.
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on Titelmans. Besides, much of his evaluation is merely a repetition of negative comments uttered
against Titelmans by his opponents>®. De Vocht gullibly took polemical gibes for reality and failed
to critically evaluate his sources.

In spite of the blatant deficiencies of “Whig history”, such a perspective persisted for a long
time. Jeremy Bentley was not far from de Vocht’s thought when he identified Valla and Erasmus
with the forces of progress, while Titelmans, Lee, and other critics of humanism with those of

reactionism’’. He had few kind words for Titelmans:

Tittelmans’ [sic!] work had nothing to offer to serious scholars. Tittelmans’ approach involved
nothing less than the dismantling, destruction, and demolition of the new humanist scholarship. His
importance for the history of scholarship is therefore not positive, but negative. He did not show how
scholars might more accurately understand early Christian literature. He was not merely a staunch
conservative striving to uphold traditional values, but also an obstinate obscurantist, flailing

xenophobically at a new type of scholarship that he feared but did not understand®.

Bentley’s judgment is as one-sided as it is ornate. Titelmans’ position was much more
nuanced, as has been demonstrated by more recent scholarship. Erika Rummel, arguably the
greatest expert on biblical humanism, evaluated Titelmans more positively in her work on
Erasmus’ critics®!. She recognised that in some cases the Franciscan correctly pointed out mistakes
in Erasmus’ Novum Testamentum®?. Similarly, Irena Backus, who wrote on Titelmans’ defence of
the canonicity of the Book of Revelations, did not see the Franciscan as a mere hindrance in
scientific progress®.

The process of rehabilitation of Titelmans was further advanced by Paulo Sartori. He
published a detailed study of Titelmans’ polemic against Erasmus and realised that the lecturer
from Leuven was much more positively disposed to the humanist method than most other critics

of the Scholar from Rotterdam®. In his article on the influence of Montaigu spirituality, on

58 Cf. Allen ep. 2260, vol. VIIL, p. 334; ep. 2261, vol. VIII, p.342; ep. 2263, vol. VIIL, p. 346; ep. 2275, vol. VIII,
p-364; ep. 2277, vol. VIII, p. 367; ep. 2299, vol. VIII, p.404; ep. 2300, vol. VIII, p. 406; ep. 2315, vol. VII, p. 435.
See also: H. de Vocht, Collegium Trilingue, part 3..., op. cit., pp. 150. 174.

% Cf. J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ: New Testament Scholarship in the Renaissance, Princeton University
Press, Princeton 1983, pp. 194-195.

0 J.H. Bentley, New Testament Scholarship at Louvain in the Early Sixteenth Century, "Studies in Medieval and
Renaissance History”, 1979, no. 2, p. 78.

L E. Rummel, Erasmus and his Catholic Critics, B. de Graaf, Nieuwkoop 1989, vol. 2, pp. 15-22.

2 Ibid., pp. 18-19.

3 1. Backus, The Church Fathers and the Canonicity of the Apocalypse in the Sixteenth Century: Erasmus, Frans
Titelmans, and Theodore Beza, "The Sixteenth Century Journal”, 1998, vol. 29, no. 3, pp. 651-666. 1. Backus,
Reformation Readings of the Apocalypse: Geneva, Zurich, and Wittenberg, Oxford University Press, Oxford 2000,
pp- 11-18.

 P. Sartori, La Controversia Neotestamentaria Tra Frans Titelmans ed Erasmo da Rotterdam (1527-1530 CA.):
Linee di Sviluppo e Contenuti, "Humanistica Lovaniensia”, 2003, vol. 52, p. 119: “Titelmans si dimostra
particolarmente originale nel panorama degli oppositori catto lici di Erasmo, poiché sia nella parte iniziale del
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Titelmans he went so far as to claim that the Franciscan “was in a sense an Erasmian: he likely
studied all three biblical languages, he accepted the philological method defended by Erasmus, and
he intended his scholarly contribution for private and not for official use in the Church”®. Sartori
also demonstrated that although Titelmans was influenced by his intellectual patrons such as
Masson and Cousturier, he was nevertheless an original thinker capable of developing his own
thought®®. Thus, Sartori has demonstrated that Titelmans cannot be so easily written off as an
insignificant conservative and deserves to be studied in more detail. Sadly, he did not publish
anything on other of Titelmans’ biblical works, and these works remain without their scholar.

This dissertation intends to focus on Titelmans’ biblical commentaries, which have so far
been hardly studied at all. Unlike most previous studies (with the notable exception of Sartori) that
took as a departure point the humanist scholarship of Erasmus and judged Titelmans against this
background, we intend to analyse the latter in his own right. We aim to escape the Erasmo-centrism
that has plagued research on the intellectual history of the early 16" century and has led to a
distorted picture. Conversely, we propose to re-evaluate Titelmans’ polemical works against the
background of his own biblical commentaries.

In our research we have pursued the historical methodology of critically evaluating available
sources. Given the scarcity of archival and epistolary sources, the brunt of evidence has been born
by Titelmans’ published works. We have analysed all his published biblical commentaries, as well
as his polemical works. We have employed tools of intertextual and comparative analyses to
discover Titelmans’ patristic and mediaeval sources and confront his works with those of his
contemporaries. We have also used the non-biblical works of the Franciscan as additional evidence
to corroborate our findings. Finally, we have also used theological analysis to elucidate the
difference between Titelmans’ and Erasmus’ respective approaches to Scriptures.

We have followed a thematic organisation of material in this dissertation. As a starting point

we have chosen a very broad perspective. Given that Titelmans was undoubtedly a conservative

Prologus, che in un intero capitoletto nella seconda meta del testo, egli sottolinea chiara mente alcuni indiscutibili
meriti, € non secondari, delle opere composte da Valla, Faber Stapulensis ed Erasmo a proposito del Nuovo Testa
mento. E' praticamente impossibile trovare un altro oppositore era smiano che sia stato capace di tanto equilibrio nel
violento clima delle controversie neotestamentarie”.

85 P. Sartori, Frans Titelmans, the Congregation of Montaigu, and Biblical Scholarship, [in:] Biblical Humanism and
Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus, ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, p. 220.

6 P Sartori, La Controversia Neotestamentaria..., op. cit., p. 133. P. Sartori, Tracce dell’opera di Jacobus Latomus
nel Prologus Apologeticus di Frans Titelmans, [in:] Margarita amicorum. Studi di cultura europea per Agostino
Sottili, eds. F. Forner, C.M. Monti, and P.G. Schmidt, V&P, Milano 2005, pp. 1032-1042. See also: P. Sartori, ‘Tot
herstelling van de roem den zoo roemwaardingen Frans Tittelmans’ van Hasselt: Bijdrage uitgaande van het geschil
met Erasmus, “Het Oude Land van Loon”, 2007, vol. 86, pp. 97—134. P. Sartori, Divine Inspiration and Biblical
Translators: The Vetus Interpres of the Latin New Testament in a Comparison of Erasmus, Petrus Sutor and Frans
Titelmans, [in:] Infant Milk or Hardy Nourishment? The Bible for Lay People and Theologians in the Early Modern
Period, eds. W. Francois and A.A. den Hollander, Peeters, Leuven — Paris — Walpole MA 2009, p. 87-110. P. Sartori,
Epistola apologetica pro opere Collationum (1530). Frans Titelmans’ antwoord aan Erasmus over jeugd, ethiek en
Waarheid, Master thesis, KU Leuven. Faculteit Letteren, Leuven 2016.
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much preoccupied with tradition, it seemed necessary to analyse in some depth what the tradition
that he defended was. In Chapter One we offer a brief survey of the so called “pre-modern”
exegesis. We argue that from the very first centuries of Christianity there was an exegetical
consensus centred around two principles. First, true Catholic exegesis always oscillated between
literal and spiritual, never completely departing from the letter, but at the same time never limiting
itself to the literal sense alone. Although Christian theologians differed in recognising two, three,
four and more biblical senses, they all agreed that the Scriptures, being both human and divine,
had to be understood on two levels: human-literal, and divine-spiritual. Secondly, all interpretation
ought to take place within the community of the Church and in the light of her faith. This rule,
often known as analogia fidei, guided Christian exegesis from the earliest known Church Fathers.
According to Hans Boersma, these two principles constituted a sacramental understanding of
Scripture in the ancient Church®’. The literal sense was a sign pointing towards a spiritual meaning.
Just as with other sacraments, also the “sacrament of the Word” operated withing the community
of faith. As we shall argue, this consensus persisted until the early 16" century, when biblical
humanism and then reformations (often inadvertently) challenged it. Both movements, even if
frequently for different reasons, emphasised the literal sense at the expense of the spiritual and an
individual interpretation at the expense of the ecclesiastical one.

In recent years there has been a renewed interest in the pre-modern exegesis, especially
among Protestant historians and theologians. It has been initiated by David C. Steinmetz, whose
article on pre-critical exegesis tried to show the superiority of reading the Bible according to
multiple senses as opposed to limiting oneself to the literal sense based on the authorial intent®. It
was the next generation of scholars who took up the idea. In the last two decades, there appeared
several works that argued for the value of pre-modern exegesis and tried to propose it as a way
forward in what seemed to their authors as a stalemate in biblical studies, caused by the
preponderance of the historical-critical method®.

Another important current in theological thought that should be mentioned here is the
Radical Orthodoxy movement. One of its principal arguments is that theology, from the late

Middle Ages onwards, gradually lost the notion of sacramentality, which in the long run led to

7 H. Boersma, Scripture as Real Presence: Sacramental Exegesis in the Early Church, Baker Academic, Grand
Rapids 2017, p. 1: “This book is about the church fathers’ sacramental reading of Scripture. The main argument is
that they saw the Scriptures as a sacrament and read them accordingly”. See also: K. Bardski, Biblia Sakramentem
Mitosci Boga I Kosciota, “Verbum Vitae”, 2005, vol. 7, pp. 201-214.

%8 D.C. Steinmetz, The superiority of pre-critical exegesis, “Theology Today”, 1980, vol. 37, no. 1, pp. 27-38.

% D.P. Parris, Reading the Bible with Giants: How 2000 Years of Biblical Interpretation Can Shed New Light on Old
Texts, Paternoster, Milton Keynes 2006. J.L. Thompson, Reading the Bible with the Dead: What You Can Learn from
the History of Exegesis that You Can’t Learn from Exegesis Alone, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 2007. C.A. Carter,
Interpreting Scripture with the Great Tradition: Recovering the Genius of Premodern Exegesis, Baker Academic,
Grand Rapids, Michigan 2018. M. Levering, Participatory Biblical exegesis: a theology of Biblical interpretation,
University of Notre Dame Press, Notre Dame 2008.
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deep secularisation of the Western World’. This is a significant insight, since it was precisely the
loss of the sacramental understanding of the Bible that led to the transition from pre-critical to
modern exegesis. It also formed the background of the polemic between Titelmans and humanists.
Naturally, theological and philosophical considerations surrounding both pre-modern exegesis and
Radical Orthodoxy are far too complex to be addressed in this dissertation; it is however hoped
that the case study of Titelmans and his defence of the traditional exegetical consensus may
contribute to a better understanding of the historical process of transformation in biblical studies.

The second chapter introduces a reader to the person of Franciscus Titelmans. Because the
sources regarding his life are regrettably scarce, we have endeavoured to present his life in the
broader context of his milieu. The first section of this chapter traces his life, dividing it into three
periods: from his birth to joining the Franciscans (1502-1523), his career as a lecturer at Leuven
(1523-1536), and the last year of his life as a Capuchin friar (1536-1537). The second section of
the chapter deals with his works, both those concerning the Bible and others. Finally, the last part
of the chapter gives an overview of the sources that Titelmans used for his biblical commentaries.
The entire chapter tries to demonstrate that Titelmans was an intellectual torn between his firm
allegiance to traditional theology and exegesis and new, humanistic currents of thought. He
received a mixed education encompassing both scholastic and humanist elements, and likewise
employed both intellectual currents in composing his works.

The third and fourth chapters are devoted to an in-depth analysis of Titelmans’ biblical
commentaries. In line with pre-modern exegesis, they are divided according to the literal and the
spiritual senses. The third chapter concerns itself with elements of literal exegesis in Titelmans’
commentaries. First it shows how he understood the literal sense and then analyses various ways
of expounding it by the Franciscan. Among other issues it discusses questions of authorship, text
criticism, philological analyses, and historical, geographical, and theological explanations. It
shows that on the one hand Titelmans followed the traditional way of elucidating the literal sense
of Scriptures, but on the other he enriched it with the use of the original languages of the Bible
and elements of humanist philology.

Chapter four is devoted to what Titelmans described as the “mystical” sense. Under this term
he understood all non-literal senses of the Bible. He occasionally used the traditional distinction
on allegorical, moral and anagogical senses; most of the time, however, he limited himself to an
allegorical reading of scripture. In the first section of this chapter, we show that Titelmans

considered the spiritual reading of the Bible indispensable for the full understanding of the Word

70 J K.A. Smith, Introducing Radical Orthodoxy: Mapping a Post-secular Theology, Baker, Grand Rapids 2005. B.S.
Gregory, The Unintended Reformation: how a Religious Revolution Secularized Society, Belknap Press of Harvard
University Press, Cambridge 2012, pp. 1-25.
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of God. We then proceed to a detailed analysis of two of his commentaries, on the Psalms and on
the Song of Solomon, which are the most significant ones from the perspective of the spiritual
sense. Finally, we show examples of his allegorical reading of Gospel parables. The chapter
demonstrates that Titelmans was very much dependent on former exegetes, but simultaneously
updated older interpretations in the light of contemporary events and challenges. It also shows that
he followed what Levering has recently called a “participatory exegesis: a conviction that God
speaks through Scriptures now as he spoke in biblical times, giving answers to contemporary
issues through his Word. Titelmans undoubtedly considered the Bible to be the Living Word of
God that spoke to 16%-century Christians about their present situation. Analysing the mystical
sense was a way to understand this message.

It is only with this fundament of Titelmans’ own biblical commentaries that we approach his
polemical works directed against Erasmus and other humanists. Such a perspective has enabled us
to escape a narrow Erasmo-centric point of view. Titelmans was not merely a negative background
to the great Humanist. He tried to propose an alternative approach to Scriptures, one that would
integrate elements of humanist learning into the traditional framework of biblical exegesis. We try
to demonstrate this by scrutinising three polemical texts of the Franciscan. We begin with his
Prologus apologeticus, in which he defended the authority of the Vulgate. Then we discuss his
Collationes quinque, concentrating on an example of Romans 5:12 and the problems regarding its
translation. Finally, we look at his work defending the canonicity of the Book of Revelation. In
the light of these analyses, we argue that what stood at the centre of the polemic between Titelmans
and Erasmus were not so much different approaches to philology but different understandings of
the very nature of the Bible. We conclude this chapter by reassessing Titelmans’ relationship with
humanism, with evangelical reformations, and with the Catholic Reform”!.

Citations from Titelmans’ works are quoted in Latin, with minor adjustments of spelling for
the sake of clarity’2. Other texts in Latin are either cited in the original, or given in English,
whenever a modern translation has been readily available. Transcriptions of Greek and Hebrew
words are those of Titelmans, whenever he provided them, otherwise we have followed
contemporary standards. The text of the Bible is cited in Latin according to its usage by Titelmans,
while English translations are taken from the Douai-Rheims Bible, which reflects very literally the

Vulgate”. Citations from languages other than Latin were translated into English. All translations

"I We tend to use “reformations” in plural, recognising that it was more of a multi-centred phenomenon than a
centralised movement. Adjectives “Evangelical” and “Protestant” are sometimes used to differentiate it from the
Catholic reform, with full awareness of a partial inadequacy of those terms.

2 Diphthongs that were variously written in different editions are always rendered as “ae” and “oe”, long *j” and short
“1” are always spelled short, and all abbreviations present in the text are solved.

3 The Holy Bible faithfully translated into English out of the authentical Latin, diligently conferred with the Hebrew,

Greek, & other Editions in diuers languages, Iohn Cousturier, English Colledge of Dovvay, 1635.
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are by the author, unless otherwise indicated. Given the language of the dissertation, the footnotes
and bibliography follow “Polish citation style for Humanities and Social Sciences”, adopted for
works written in English, with minor adjustments according to Poradnik doktoranta Wydziatu
Teologii KUL™. Referrences to patristic and mediaeval works indicate both an internal division of
a given text as well as a page number in a modern edition. Whenever possible we made use of the

most recent critical editions of ancien and mediaeval works.

74 M. Chmielewski, Poradnik doktoranta Wydziatu Teologii KUL, [s.ed.], Lublin 2007.
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Chapter I
The Old Consensus in Biblical Exegesis and a Humanist Challenge to It

In this first chapter, before we proced to discuss Franciscus Tielmans and his works, we
demonstrate a broad context in which his biblical works were born. First we will present an
overview of the history of Christian exegesis from Antiquity to the Renaissance. In this last era an
ancient understanding of Christian exegesis, which persisted throughout the Middle Ages, was put
into question by leading humanists such as Erasmus of Rotterdam. We will analyse this challenge

and present a criticism of biblical humanism that came from more conservative theologians.
1.1 Patristic exegesis between Judaism and Gnosis

As an exegete, Titelmans was in many ways a traditionalist. Thus, in order to understand
him, we should begin with a brief outline of the patristic-medieval consensus about the Bible, even
if such a summary will inevitably be very simplified. In this section we will argue that from
antiquity there existed among “Catholic” theologians an “exegetical consensus” based on two
pillars: an equilibrium of the literal and spiritual senses and ecclesiastical, communal character of

biblical interpretation.
1.1.1 The origins of Christian exegesis

The centrality of Scriptures to the Christian faith is so evident that it is often assumed rather
than argued for. Thus, it is easy to forget that the first generations of Christians had no Scriptures
of their own but used Jewish sacred texts. On the one hand it constituted no difficulty for them,
since initially Christianity was seen as a form of Judaism; on the other, it provoked an apologetic
interpretation of the Old Testament, to demonstrate that Jewish Scriptures testified to Jesus as the
Messiah!. Such an actualising interpretation of Scriptures was nothing alien to Judaism itself.
Throughout its history Judaism constantly reinterpreted its own writings, believing that “the word
of our Lord endureth for ever” (Isa. 40,8). Thus, in new circumstances, old prophecies were
reinterpreted in accordance with the needs of time. Judaism developed several types of biblical

commentaries, which all had an actualising element: Midrash, Halakha, Haggadah, Mishnah,

! On the interpretation of the Old Testament in the New see: H. Hiibner, New Testament Interpretation of the Old
Testament, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle
Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sxbg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1,
pp. 332-372. H. Reventlow, History of biblical interpretation. 1: From the Old Testament to Origen, Society of
Biblical Literature, Atlanta 2009, pp. 47-104.
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Targum and so on?. The authors of the New Testament also used such techniques to prove that
Jesus was the Christ®.

Among the diverse methods of reinterpreting old texts in new contexts, a prominent place
was occupied by allegory. This was not solely a Christian or Jewish method. It was commonly
used in antiquity to explain seemingly immoral or difficult passages of Hesiod and Homer*. This
method was used by Philo®, a Hellenised Jewish philosopher from Alexandria, as well as the New
Testament writers®. In the Christian context, it became particularly useful in polemics against
Jews. Christian authors argued, against their Jewish opponents, that events and figures from the
Old Testaments were fopoi of Christ and his history. Such a typological allegory was used
extensively for instance by Justin Martyr in his “Dialogue with Trypho™’. Thus, allegory became
a way of making sense of the Old Testament for the first generations of Christians.

Henri de Lubac, in his magisterial study on mediaeval exegesis, warned against a facile
attribution of Christian allegory to its pagan precedents®. True, there were many similarities. Early
Christian theologians, living in a Hellenistic world, naturally shared numerous aspects of
allegorical thinking with their pagan counterparts. The root of Christian allegorisation was,
however, entirely different.

Pagan — and to a great extent also Jewish — allegories were born out of embarrassment.

Sacred texts of great antiquity included stories that did not correspond with an evolved mentality

2 P. Grech, Agli inizi della teologia cristiana, [in:] Storia della Teologia. I: Epoca patristica, eds. A. Di Berardino and
B. Studer, Piemme, Casale Monferrato 1993, pp. 27—41. For Mishnah and Midrash see: J. Neusner, The Hermeneutics
of the Law in Rabbinic Judaism: Mishnah, Midrash, Talmuds, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its
Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran,
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1, pp. 303-322. For Targum see: E. Levine, The Targums. Their
Interpretative Character and Their Place in Jewish Text Tradition, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of
its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran,
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1, pp. 323-331.

3 See for instance: E.E. Ellis, Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early Christianity: New Testament Essays, Mohr Siebeck
1978; and W.R. Stegner, Romans 9:6-29 - a midrash, “Journal for the Study of the New Testament”, 1984, no. 22,
pp. 37-52.

4 P. Grech, “Agli inizi della teologia cristiana”, op. cit., pp. 37-39. M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early
Church. An Historical Introduction to Patristic Exegesis, T&T Clark, Edinburgh 1994, pp. 4-6. F. Siegert, Early
Jewish Interpretation in a Hellenistic Style, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From
the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1, pp. 130-140.

5 M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church..., op. cit., pp. 6-7; P. Grech, “Agli inizi della teologia
cristiana”, op. cit., p. 40. C. Kannengiesser, Handbook of Patristic Exegesis: the Bible in Ancient Christianity, Brill,
Leiden 2006, pp. 176—182. M. Niehoff, Philo and Plutarch on Homer, [in:] Homer and the Bible in the Eyes of Ancient
Interpreters, ed. M. Niehoff, Brill, Leiden 2012, pp. 127-153.

6 Cf. 1Cor. 10:1-5; Gal. 4:21-26.

7 Cf. ANF, vol. I, p. 256: “For the Holy Spirit sometimes brought about that something, which was the type of the
future, should be done clearly; sometimes He uttered words about what was to take place, as if it was then taking
place, or had taken place. And unless those who read perceive this art, they will not be able to follow the words of
the prophets as they ought”. The Greek original: Tustinus Martyr, lustini Martyris Apologiae pro Christianis. lustini
Martyris Dialogus cum Tryphone, 114.1, ed. M. Marcovich, De Gruyter, Berlin 2011.

8 H. de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis, The Four Senses of Scripture, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 2000, vol. 2, pp. 9-18.
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and caused unease’. In order to safeguard these “scriptures”, moralising allegory was employed to
soften or reframe these concerning stories. Stoics, for instance, interpreted the Homerian deities
as symbols of natural elements (e.g.: Zeus was identified as an ether surrounding the Earth), thus
their conflicts were an allegory of the clashes of the forces of nature!?. This approach was to some
degree and in numerous variations adopted by Jews living in Hellenised contexts, who had to
explain to their neighbours (and likely to themselves as well) how an invisible God could have
hands, for instance, or could plant a garden in Eden. Examples of such attempts can be found in
the writings of Aristobulus and the letter of Aristeas!!, but the most famous example of such Jewish
allegorist was Philo of Alexandria!2.

Christian allegory, on the other hand, had nothing to do with such embarrassment. According
to de Lubac, it was born of the Christ-event, which called for a reinterpretation of the Jewish

scriptures. Christ was the true meaning of the Old Testament, yet He was the hidden meaning, a

mystery.

To summarize [...]: the Christian tradition understands that Scripture has two meanings. The most
general name for these two meanings is the literal meaning and the spiritual (“pneumatic”) meaning,
and these two meanings have the same kind of relationship to each other as do the Old and New
Testaments to each other. More exactly, and in all strictness, they constitute, they are the Old and

New Testaments'>.

De Lubac continued to emphasise the uniqueness of Christian spiritual reading. True, all
religions have hermeneutical frameworks to interpret the hidden meanings of their scriptures, but
for Christianity this hermeneutics stood at the very core. Christian allegory was more than merely
a reinterpretation of the past or an attempt to avoid embarrassment. It was a discovery of the eternal
truth of the Spirit, which gives sense to everything. Thus, according to the French theologian,
spiritual, (vel allegorical, vel mystical) reading stood at the centre of Christian revelation and
consequently at the root of Christian exegesis'*.

Allegory was, however, also a potential difficulty. It became a useful tool for the Gnostics

to interpret both Testaments in a manner completely contrary to that of the “Great Church”.

° For this reason, Plato wanted Homer banned in his Republic, see: Plato, Republic, 377C, eds. C.J. Emlyn-Jones and
W. Preddy, 2013, LCL 237, p. 194. Cf. F. Siegert, “Early Jewish Interpretation in a Hellenistic Style”, op. cit., p. 131.
10 Cf. F. Siegert, “Early Jewish Interpretation in a Hellenistic Style”, op. cit., pp. 133-135.

' 1bid., pp. 141-162.

12 1bid., pp. 178-179. On Philo’s use of allegory see: R. Williamson, Jews in the Hellenistic World: Philo, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 1989, vol. 1, pp. 144-200. F. Calabi, God’s acting, man’s acting: tradition and
philosophy in Philo of Alexandria, Brill, Leiden 2008. A. Kamesar, Biblical Interpretation in Philo, [in:] The
Cambridge companion to Philo, ed. A. Kamesar, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2009, pp. 65-92. F. Alesse,
Philo of Alexandria and Greek myth: narratives, allegories, and arguments, Brill, Leiden 2019.

13 H. de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis, The Four Senses of Scripture, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 1998, vol. 1, p. 225.

4 1bid., pp. 225-234.
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According to Gnostics, the God of the Old Testament was an evil Demiurge, different from the
God of Jesus. The Demiurge’s material world was evil, and the aim of the soul was to escape
materiality. They provided support for their claims with allegorically interpreted passages from
both Testaments'>. Indeed, “the Gnostics were masterly in allegorical exegesis and made use of it
in various contexts™!6.

The Gnostics, in part for their exegesis, came under attack from “Catholic” theologians.
Irenaeus claimed that they twisted and contorted the true meaning of the Bible. He argued that
they disregarded the context of their citations, changed the wording, and paired unrelated texts to

create such combinations as suited them!’

. Similar criticism was voiced by Clement of
Alexandria'®. Thus, “Catholic” authors saw a response to what they considered as an excessive
use of allegory by the Gnostics in close attention to the text. Just as allegory was a tool against
overly literal interpretations by Jews, so was literal reading a Catholic antidote for over-
allegorisation by Gnostics!®. Catholic exegesis from its beginning tried to sail between the Scylla
of inordinately literal and the Charybdis of too-allegorical interpretation. This, however, begs a
question: what was supposed to be the compass to navigate safely through such perilous waters?

Manlio Simonetti complained that no author from the 2™ century A.D. came even close to

outlining exegetical principles guiding licit and illicit uses of allegory and literal interpretation.

[Irenacus] is in fact unable to find a valid hermeneutical principle to oppose the allegorical
interpretation of his adversaries, chiefly because he does not really concern himself with determining,

even approximately, the relationship between allegorical and literal interpretation®’.,

The solution was found outside the field of philology, namely in a recourse to the authority of the
Church.
Irenaeus realised that the text was not self-interpreting and required some external canon (in

its original meaning: a measuring stick) against which one could evaluate competing

15 Cf. W. Lohr, Gnostic and Manichaean interpretation, [in:] The New Cambridge History of the Bible: From the
Beginnings to 600, eds. J.C. Paget and J. Schaper, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2013, pp. 584—604. Z.
Vitkova, Holy or Foolish?: Gnostic Concept(s) of the Authority of the Old Testament, [in:] The Process of Authority,
eds. J. Dusek and J. Roskovec, De Gruyter, Berlin 2016, pp. 179-196.

16 M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church..., op. cit., p. 16.

17 Cf. Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 1.9.4, eds. A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau, 1979, SC 264, p. 146: “Post deinde
dictiones et nomina dispersim posita colligentes, transferunt, sicut praediximus, ex eo quod est secundum naturam in
id quod est contra naturam”. See also: Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 1.3.6, p. 60; and 1.8.1, pp. 112-116. J.C. Paget,
The Interpretation of the Bible in the Second Century, [in:] The New Cambridge History of the Bible: From the
Beginnings to 600, eds. J.C. Paget and J. Schaper, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2013, pp. 563-564. M.
Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church..., op. cit., pp. 22-23.

8 Clemens Alexandrinus, Les Stromates. Stromate, 7.16.4, ed. A. Le Boulluec, 1997, SC 428, p. 287. English
translation: ANF, vol. II, p. 551: “Now all men, having the same judgment, some, following the Word speaking, frame
for themselves proofs; while others, giving themselves up to pleasures, wrest Scripture, in accordance with their lusts”.
19 M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church..., op. cit., pp. 19-23.

20 Ibid., p. 23.
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interpretations. Unlike Gnostics, who professed that such an external rule was to be found in the
secret teachings of Jesus, Irenaeus claimed it lay within the apostolic Church. “For if the apostles
had known hidden mysteries, which they were in the habit of imparting to ‘the perfect’ apart and
privily from the rest, they would have delivered them especially to those to whom they were also

9921

committing the Churches themselves”*'. Thus, it was within the community of the Church,

represented by its bishops, that a rule of faith could be found. A modern historian observed that
for the Church Fathers “right reading is determined by the context in which that reading is done
and not simply by the context of the passage under discussion?2. The meaning was not to be found

by philology itself, but, as Irenaeus commented, in order to find the truth, one had to “flee to the

Church, and be brought up in her bosom, and be nourished with the Lord’s Scriptures™?.

A similar solution was proposed by Tertullian:

From this, therefore, do we draw up our rule. Since the Lord Jesus Christ sent the apostles to preach,
[our rule is] that no others ought to be received as preachers than those whom Christ appointed; for
“no man knoweth the Father save the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son will reveal Him.” Nor does
the Son seem to have revealed Him to any other than the apostles, whom He sent forth to preach—
that, of course, which He revealed to them. Now, what that was which they preached—in other
words, what it was which Christ revealed to them—can, as I must here likewise prescribe, properly
be proved in no other way than by those very churches which the apostles founded in person, by
declaring the gospel to them directly themselves, both vivd voce, as the phrase is, and subsequently
by their epistles. If, then, these things are so, it is in the same degree manifest that all doctrine which
agrees with the apostolic churches—those moulds and original sources of the faith must be reckoned
for truth, as undoubtedly containing that which the (said) churches received from the apostles, the
apostles from Christ, Christ from God. Whereas all doctrine must be prejudged as false which

savours of contrariety to the truth of the churches and apostles of Christ and God**.

2! Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 3.3.1, eds. A. Rousseau and L. Doutreleau, 1974, SC 211, p. 30: “Etenim, si recondite
mysteria scissent apostoli, quae seorsum et latenter ab reliquis perfectos docebant, his uel maxime traderent ea quibus
etiam ipsas Ecclesias committebant”. English translation: ANF, vol. I, p. 415.

22 J.C. Paget, “The Interpretation of the Bible in the Second Century”, op. cit., p. 565.

2 Irenaeus, Adversus haereses, 5.20.2, eds. A. Rousseau, L. Doutreleau, and C. Mercier, 1969, SC 153, p. 258:
“confugere autem ad Ecclesiam et ejus sinu educari et dominicis Scripturis enutritri”. English translation: ANF, vol.
I, p. 548.

24 Tertulianus, De praescriptione haereticorum, 21, ed. R.F. Refoulé, 1954, CCSL 1, p. 202: “Hinc igitur dirigimus
praescriptionem: si Dominus Christus Iesus Apostolos misit ad praedicandum, alios non esse recipiendos
praedicatores quam Christus instituit, quia nec alius patrem nouit nisi filius et cui filius reuelauit, nec aliis uidetur
reuelasse filius quam Apostolis quos misit ad praedicandum utique quod illis reuelauit. Quid autem praedicauerint, id
est quid illis Christus reuelauerit et hic praescribam non aliter probari debere nisi per easdem ecclesias quas ipsi
Apostoli condiderunt, ipsi eis praedicando tam uiua, quod aiunt, uoce quam per epistulas postea. Si haec ita sunt,
constat perinde omnem doctrinam, quae cum illis ecclesiis apostolicis matricibus et originalibus fidei conspiret,
ueritati deputandam, id sine dubio tenentem, quod Ecclesiae ab Apostolis, Apostoli a Christo, Christus a Deo accepit;
omnem uero doctrinam de mendacio praeiudicandam quae sapiat contra ueritatem ecclesiarum et apostolorum Christi
et Dei”. English translation: ANF, vol. III, p. 252.
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Thus, for Tertullian the measure of true scriptural interpretation was not in the field of
philology, but theology. This ecclesiological principle enabled the practice of both literal and
allegorical interpretations as long as they remained within the confines of orthodoxy. In future
generations this rule gained a name of analogia fidei, meaning that any biblical interpretation had
to be measured against the faith of the Church. Every reading that contradicted this faith was
mistaken, while any that respected it were permissible.

The fact that the interpretation was a task of the community implied an existence of
exegetical traditions. In fact, we can witness them already in the earliest known Christian writings.
For instance, Justin Martyr cited a great number of Old Testament passages in his writings.
Skarsaune noted that “It is surprising to observe how extremely seldom Justin picks out ‘new’
quotations that were not already used by his precursors. In other words, Justin is seen to be the
transmitter of a tradition in his Old Testament quotations and his Old Testament exegesis”?’.
Apparently, he believed that proof texts that he used ultimately derived from the Apostles

themselves, who gave a correct interpretation of the Bible. The same approach can also be seen in

many apostolic fathers, such as Clement?®,
1.1.2 Consolidation of early Christian exegesis

As Christian theological reflection developed, exegetical consensus of the first centuries
found more precise expressions. The first exegete we know to have come up with a coherent theory
of biblical interpretation was Origen?’. He worked in the Neoplatonic context of Alexandria and
occasionally borrowed from figures such as Philo; nonetheless, he developed a unique Christian
understanding of allegory. In many ways Origen’s exegesis was more indebted to Irenaeus than to
(neo)Platonists?®. His exegesis was fundamental not only for the school of Alexandria, of which
he was the most famous representative, but for the whole history of Christian biblical studies.
Virtually all subsequent theologians knew him either directly or by mediation and used him much
more than they were usually willing to admit. The reason was that the name of the Alexandrian

was from the late antiquity linked with a charge of heresy. In the Middle Ages, this was usually

25 Q. Skarsaune, The Development of Scriptural Interpretation in the Second and Third Centuries - except Clement
and Origen, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle
Ages (Until 1300), ed. M. Sxbg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. 1/1,
p. 391.

26 Ibid., p. 383.

27 On Origen’s exegesis see: K.J. Torjesen, Hermeneutical Procedure and Theological Structure in Origen’s Exegesis,
De Gruyter, Berlin 1986. G. Dorival and A. Le Boulluec, eds., Origeniana sexta: Origene et la Bible, = Origeniana
sexta: Origen and the Bible, Leuven University Press, Leuven 1995. E.D. Lauro, The Soul and Spirit of Scripture
within Origen’s Exegesis, Brill, Leiden 2005. G. Dorival, Origen, [in:] The New Cambridge History of the Bible:
From the Beginnings to 600, eds. J.C. Paget and J. Schaper, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2013, pp. 605—
628. P.W. Martens, Origen and Scripture: the Contours of the Exegetical Life, Oxford University Press, New York
2012.

28 Cf. H. de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis 1..., op. cit., p. 154.
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enough to send an author to an intellectual limbo. The fact that Origen was influential despite such

charges is a paradoxical proof of his enormous influence on Christian exegesis®.

Everywhere in the Latin Middle Ages, we recognize Origen’s teaching on Scripture, on the reading
of Scripture in the Church, on Scripture’s relationship with the profane disciplines, [...] Everywhere
we see his hermeneutical principles. Everywhere we see his exegetical influence. Everywhere we
recognize his great symbols [...] Numerous themes of medieval spirituality are based on his

interpretations™.

What was this super-influential exegetical method? Surprisingly for a modern reader,
Origen’s hermeneutical theory began with metaphysics. In the third book of his commentary on
the Canticle of Solomon, he maintained, in a typically Platonic fashion, that things visible
contained patterns of heavenly things. Thus, the unseen manifested itself through the visible.
Metaphysics led to hermeneutics: the literal meaning of the Bible bore in itself a hidden spiritual

meaning.

Because of certain mystical and hidden things, the people is visibly led forth from the terrestrial
Egypt and journeys through the desert, where there was a biting serpent, and a scorpion, and thirst,
and where all the other happenings took place that are recorded. All these events, as we have said,

have the aspects and likeness of certain hidden things®'.

Thus, Biblical text was much more than met the eye. This came from the fact that it was not a
mere human text, but a divinely inspired message?2. It was not always clear that the message was
inspired, for some passages were obscure and difficult. Origen claimed we should not be deterred

by this:

2% On Origen’s reception in the Latin world see: C. Jacob, The Reception of the Origenist Tradition in Latin Exegesis,
[in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until
1300), eds. M. Szbg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1, pp. 682—
700.

30 H. de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis..., op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 169-170.

31 Origenes, Commentaire sur le cantique des cantiques, 13.28, eds. L. Brésard and H. Crouzel, 1992, SC 376, p. 640:
“Propter quaedam namque occulta et mystica visibiliter populus educitur de Aegypto ista terrena et iter agit per
desertum, ubi serpens mordens et scorpius et sitis, ubi non errat aqua et cetere quae in his gesta referuntur. Quae
omnia, ut diximus, occultorum quorundam formas imagines tenent”. English translation: Origenes, The Song of songs:
Commentary and homilies, trans. R.P. Lawson, Newman Press, Westminster 1957, p. 223. Cf. H. Boersma, Scripture
as Real Presence..., op. cit., p. 21.

32 J.C. Paget, The Christian Exegesis of the Old Testament in the Alexandrian Tradition, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old
Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Saxbg, C.
Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1, p. 511.
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For just as providence is not abolished because of our ignorance [...] so neither is the divine character
of scripture, which extends through all of it, abolished because our weakness cannot discern in every

sentence the hidden splendour of its teachings, concealed under a poor and humble style**.

The theme of poor style remerged in Titelmans’ polemics with humanists, as we shall see in
Chapter Five®*. In order to find inspired meaning in often obscure texts, Origen advised
progressing through a sequence of senses. Origen sometimes spoke of a three-fold division of
senses, which corresponded with the Platonic-Pauline anthropology of sarks, psyche, pneuma; and
sometimes reduced it into a two-fold sense: literal-spiritual®®. The key to exegetical progress was
in Scripture itself: one passage helped to understand another. Essentially, the entire Bible was
spiritual, nothing in it was superficial, and like an integrated organism, it all spoke with one voice.

Indeed, the Bible was much more than merely a text:

[Origen] does not limit himself to thinking of Scripture as a book inspired by the Holy Spirit, but as
the divine word he effectively identifies it with Christ (= the Logos), the Word of God: the letter of
the sacred text functions, like the human body assumed by Christ (...) Sacred Scripture is the

permanent incarnation of the Logos™.

For Origen, and indeed for all Fathers of the Church, the Bible was much more than an
inanimate text. It was the Living Word of God. The aim of an exegete was not merely to discover
the true meaning of the text in an intellectual manner. Rather, a Christian exegete should be
understood as “living out the scripture’s content™”. All Scripture was a prophecy that was fulfilled
not only in the life of Christ, but also in his Church, that is, also in each believer. “It is Christ and
his Church that are prefigured by a variety of types in the Old Testament™8. Thus, Biblical
exegesis was never purely a matter of philology. Rather, philology was born out of the faith of the
community of believers.

It is, however, a common and a sad misconception that for Origen the literal sense was of
little importance. True, Origen was one of the greatest masters of the spiritual reading the Bible,
but he was also the author of Hexapla, which represented the highest achievement of philological
study of the Bible in the entire antiquity®. This work stemmed from the conviction that all

Scriptures were inspired; hence, even the slightest grammatical nuance could provide a key to

33 Origenes, Traité des principes II1, lib. 4.1.7, eds. H. Crouzel and M. Simonetti, 1980, SC 268, pp. 286-288.

3 Vide infra 5.1.3.5.

35 H. de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis..., op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 142-146.

36 M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church..., op. cit., p. 41. Cf. Origenes, Traité des principes III,
4.1-3, op. cit., pp. 256-399. Origenes, Contre Celse, 6.77, ed. M. Borret, 1969, SC 147, pp. 370-375.

37 ].C. Paget, “The Interpretation of the Bible in the Second Century”, op. cit., p. 566.

38 H. Boersma, Scripture as Real Presence..., op. cit., p. 36.

39 Cf. M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church..., op. cit., p. 41.

32



profound spiritual understandings*’. Besides, compiling the Hebrew text of the Old Testament and
several Greek translations of it in parallel columns helped to counter the readings of Jews and
especially Gnostics, who, as has been highlighted above, manipulated their quotations*'.

Origen’s allegorical interpretation was, in the past, often contrasted with the allegedly more
literal approach of Antiochene exegetes*?. If such a difference were true, it would belie the
assumption presented above that patristic exegesis was based not upon a philological method, but
on theological consensus. More recent scholarship, however, tends to downplay the alleged polar
opposition of the theological methods of these two schools. F. M. Young rightly observed that
seeing Antiochians as literalists is essentially an anachronistic imposition of modern, historical-
critical interests upon its representatives®’. True, Antiochenes were critical about an excessive use
of allegory, however they cannot be perceived as modern, “scientific” exegetes.

The most radical representative of the so-called Antiochene school was undoubtedly
Theodore of Mopsuestia**. He “reduced the presence of Christ in the Old Testament to the barest

”45 He rejected the Christological readings of most psalms, interpreted

necessary minimum
messianic prophecies as having been already fulfilled in post-exile Israel (e.g. in Zerubbabel), and,
perhaps most strikingly, opted for a literal reading of the Song of Songs, as merely a piece of erotic
literature*®. Nevertheless, he occasionally conceded the need for non-literal reading, for example
admitting to the typological character of the Exodus*’. Moreover, Theodore was seen as too
extreme in his literalism even by members of his own school and was criticised by Theodoret of
Cyrus*®,

The school of Antioch was not opposed to non-literal interpretations of the Bible; it was
critical of allegorising passages that were not allegorical per se. “We do not reject all allegories,
but neither do we merely accept them all,” claimed Eusebius of Emesa, one of the earliest

representatives of Syrian exegesis*’. Antiochian exegetes preferred to speak about theoria,

meaning by it a deeper, contemplative insight into the meaning of the text, which “recognises a

40 J.C. Paget, “The Christian Exegesis”, op. cit., pp. 512-513.

4l On Hexapla see: G. Dorival, “Origen”, op. cit., pp. 608-611.

42 See: M.F. Wiles, Theodore of Mopsuestia as Representative of the Antiochene School, [in:] The Cambridge History
of the Bible: Volume 1, From the Beginnings to Jerome, eds. P.R. Ackroyd and C.F. Evans, Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge 1970, p. 507. B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible in the Middle Ages, University of Notre Dame
Press, Notre Dame 1964, pp. 15-20.

43 F M. Young, Traditions of Exegesis, [in:] The New Cambridge History of the Bible: From the Beginnings to 600,
eds. J.C. Paget and J. Schaper, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2013, p. 736.

4 S. Hidal, Exegesis of the Old Testament in the Antiochene School with its Prevalent Literal and Historical Method,
[in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until
1300), eds. M. Sxbg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Goéttingen 1996, vol. I/1, pp. 550—
557.

45 M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church..., op. cit., p. 70.

46 Ibid., pp. 70-72. F.M. Young, “Traditions of Exegesis”, op. cit., p. 742.

47 F.M. Young, “Traditions of Exegesis”, op. cit., p. 743.

8 Ibid., p. 742.

4 Quoted after: M. Simonetti, Biblical Interpretation in the Early Church..., op. cit., p. 62.
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higher level of meaning which overlies the literal, without deleting or weakening it”°, Rather than
being opposed to each other, both schools, “like ancient exegetes in general, saw the text as
mimesis (representation); and both sought deeper meaning, but in very different ways™>!.

This understanding of Scriptures was shared by other Fathers, irrespective of whether they
called their exegetical method allegory, typology, or theoria. No ancient interpreter took the Bible

to be merely a text, but all treated it as the living Word.

The church fathers were convinced of a close (participatory) link between this-worldly sacrament
(sacramentum) and otherworldly reality (res). For the church fathers, the hidden presence of the
reality was finally revealed at the fullness of time, in the Christ event—along with everything that
this event entails: Christ’s own person and work; the church’s origin; the believers’ new, Spirit-filled
lives in Christ; and the eschatological renewal of all things in and through Christ. (...) To speak of a
sacramental hermeneutic, therefore, is to allude to the recognition of the real presence of the new

Christ-reality hidden within the outward sacrament of the biblical text>*.

This exegetical consensus about Scripture as the living Word was further developed in
subsequent centuries. Here we shall limit ourselves to briefly indicating the contributions of two
great figures from the turn of the 4™ and the 5" centuries: Jerome and Augustine. The first was
especially significant for his reworking of the Latin translation of the Bible, a theme that figured
significantly in Titelmans’ debates. Jerome’s work as a translator is characterised by his efforts to
maintain as much of the sacred original and its traditional renderings, while at the same time
remaining faithful to the philological insights he gained through his work®}. He was against
excessive literalism and claimed that he translated the meaning that the Scriptures conveyed rather
than single words>*. This was because the Scriptures’ inspiration was not received through an
ecstasy, but by the subtle guidance of a conscious human author, who understood what he wrote
(even if he was not aware of the full profundity of the mystical senses included in his words).
Although Jerome is sometimes credited with giving more emphasis to the literal sense (in which
he was becoming increasingly interested as his linguistic studies advanced), he by no means

rejected the spiritual. He agreed that both Testaments were essentially identical: “quidquid enim

30 Ibid., p. 67. Cf. F.M. Young, “Traditions of Exegesis”, op. cit., pp. 737-738. Cf. S. Hidal, “Exegesis of the Old
Testament”, op. cit., pp. 548—549.

5L F.M. Young, “Traditions of Exegesis”, op. cit., p. 744.

52 H. Boersma, Scripture as Real Presence..., op. cit., p. 27.

33 R. Kieffer, Jerome: His Exegesis and Hermeneutics, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its
Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran,
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1, p. 672.

4 Hieronymus, Commentarii in VI epistulas Paulinas, 1.11, ed. G. Raspanti, 2006, CCSL 77A, p. 25: “Nec putemus
in uerbis Scripturarum esse Euangelium sed in sensu, non in superficie sed in medulla, non in sermonum foliis sed in
radice rationis”. This verse was alluded to in: F. Titelmans, Prologus apologeticus pro veteri et ecclesiastica novi
testamenti latina interpretatione, [in:] Collationes quinque super Epistolam ad Romanos beati Pauli apostoli,
Guilielme Vorstermannus, Antuerpiae 1529. f. d2r-v.
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in ueteri legimus testamento, hoc idem et in euangelio repperimus et, quod in euangelio fuerit
lectitatum, hoc ex ueteris testamenti auctoritate deducitur; nihil dissonum, nihil diuersum est. [...]
in ambobus testamentis trinitas praedicatur>. Consequently, the message of the Bible was not
only in the letter, but especially above it, in a sense that he called by different names: spiritual,
allegorical, mystical, figurated, parabolic, and so on>°.

Unlike Jerome, whose hermeneutical approach we can reconstruct only from scattered
observations, Augustine wrote a theoretical treaty on exegesis: De doctrina Christiana. There he
discussed in a systematic way many issues related to the Bible: its canon, translation, inspiration,
methods of studying, and rules of interpretation. Regarding interpretation, his position was
somewhat conflicting: on the one hand he recommended the study of the original languages, on
the other, he preferred the Septuagint’s text to veritas hebraica®’. This reflected the tension
between the letter and the deeper meaning, concealed beneath words.

Overall, for Augustine the Bible is composed from signs, as he explained at the beginning
of book II of De doctrina®. All these signs effectively convey only one message of love: “non
autem praecipit scriptura nisi caritatem nec culpat nisi cupiditatem™. Therefore, any passage that
seemed to teach the contrary in its literal meaning had to be interpreted spiritually. Augustine
outlined seven rules of interpretation, which had been proposed by a nonconformist Donatist,
Tyconius. Although he emphasised that these came from a heretic, he nevertheless found them a
useful systematisation of Christian exegesis®.

We must, however, emphasise that for Augustine, the importance of the history of exegesis
was not solely in his theoretical contribution, but above all in his numerous commentaries, which
were largely incorporated into glossae and catenae and thus exercised enormous influence on all
mediaeval theology. Exegesis of the Middle Ages was essentially that of continuity with the

patristic “sacramental understanding of the Scripture”, as we shall see in the next section.

55 Hieronymus, Epistulae, ep. 18A, ed. 1. Hilberg, 1910, CSEL 54, p. 83. Cf. R. Kieffer, “The Reception of the
Origenist Tradition”, op. cit., p. 671.

%6 R. Kieffer, “The Reception of the Origenist Tradition”, op. cit., p. 675.

57 Cf. Augustinus Hipponensis, De doctrina christiana libri quatuor, 2.15, ed. J. Martin, 1962, CCSL 32, pp. 47-48.
Augustinus Hipponensis, De ciuitate Dei, 18.43, ed. A. Kalb, 1955, CCSL 48. p. 639. See also: D.F. Wright,
Augustine: His Exegesis and Hermeneutics, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From
the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, Gottingen 1996, vol. I/1, p. 719.

8 Augustinus Hipponensis, De doctrina christiana, 2.1-3, op. cit., pp. 32-34.

% Augustinus Hipponensis, De doctrina christiana, 3.10, op. cit., p. 87.

60 Cf. Ibid. 3.30-37, pp. 102-116. See also: D.F. Wright, “The Reception of the Origenist Tradition”, op. cit., pp. 722—
726.
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1.2. Medieval exegesis: between monastery and university

The Middle Ages are frequently disparaged in respect to biblical exegesis®'. However,
contrary to the popular myth that the Bible was rediscovered by Luther, for the entire millennium
before him it was the most important object of study and a true pillar of Christendom. In fact, the
Middle Ages have been rediscovered for the history of exegesis over the past decades, though
much, however, still remains to be done®?. We cannot hope to give here even a sketchy outline of
this period’s exegetical output, although we intend to emphasise a few aspects that constitute an

important context for Titelmans’ biblical scholarship.
1.2.1 Spiritual reading in early medieval monasteries

First, there was a great deal of continuity between patristic and mediaeval exegesis. “Like
the church fathers, medieval exegetes believed (...) that the Bible was not only, or even primarily,
a text, or an inert artefact to be studied with whatever methods were to hand. Rather, it was first
and foremost a living word, a sacred force or energy that enlivens the church™®. Mediaeval
interpreters upheld the two pillars of patristic methodology: sacramental and ecclesiastical reading
of the Bible. The Bible was the living Word of God, which was understood not only through study
but also through practice: liturgy, prayer, and practical charity.

The ideal place to practice such an exegesis was a monastery. Cassiodorus attempted to
organise monastic life around the study of the Bible, incorporating secular knowledge of the
ancient world®*. Though his contemporary, Benedict of Nursia, was less concerned with outlining
a precise curriculum of study for monks, nevertheless he included a very significant precept in his

rule: that the monks should read®. The book they read was above all else the Psalter, from which

%! For examples see F.A. van Liere, An Introduction to the Medieval Bible, Cambridge University Press, New York
2014, pp. 2-3.

62 Some of the most important works on medieval exegesis include: B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible..., op. cit.; H.
de Lubac, Exégese médiévale: les quatre sens de [’écriture., Aubier, Paris 1959, 4 vols.; R. Marsden and E.A. Matter,
eds., The New Cambridge History of the Bible: From 600 to 1450, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2012, vol.
2.; F.A. van Liere, An Introduction to the Medieval Bible..., op. cit.

6 M.A. Mayeski, Early Medieval Exegesis: Gregory I to the Twelfth Century, [in:] A History of Biblical
Interpretation: The Medieval Through the Reformation Periods, eds. A.J. Hauser and D.F. Watson, Eerdmans, Grand
Rapids 2009, p. 87.

6 Cf. Cassiodorus, Cassiodori Senatoris Institutiones, ed. R.A.B. Mynors, Clarendon, Oxford 1937. On Cassiodorus
see: J.J. O’Donnell, Cassiodorus., University of California press, Berkeley 1979. See also: J.J. Contreni, The Patristic
Legacy to c. 1000, [in:] New Cambridge History of the Bible: From 600 to 1450, eds. R. Marsden and E.A. Matter,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2012, pp. 513-515.

65 J.J. Contreni, “The Patristic Legacy to c. 1000”, op. cit., p. 514. On the Bible in the Benedictine Order see: D.
Dumm, Cherish Christ Above All: The Bible in the Rule of Benedict, Paulist Press, Mahwah 1996. U. Kopf, The
Institutional Framework of Christian Exegesis in the Middle Ages, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of
its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran,
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2000, vol. 1/2, pp. 150-156. D. Kasprzak, Monastic Exegesis and the Biblical
Typology of Monasticism in the Patristic Period, “Theological research: a journal of systematic theology”, 2014, vol.
2, no. 1, pp. 85-103.
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most educated people of the Middle Ages learned how to read. Psalms were not only read and
sung but also memorised, as were other passages from the Bible. Most biblical commentaries in
the early Middle Ages originated in monastic setting and were destined for fellow monks. Their
aim was practical rather than academic: to promote morality and advance spiritual life.

Mediaeval biblical scholarship was rather repetitive than innovative. It is, however, wholly
anachronistic to judge them against a modern scientific mentality that praises novelty. For them it
was authority rather than innovation that mattered. Hence, it is mistaken to attribute the repetitive
character of much medieval scholarship to “decadent culture”®®. Rather, it was a practical
expression of the ecclesiastical reading, which at least since the times of Irenaeus became
commonly accepted. This is well illustrated by Bede the Venerable in his homily on John 6:1-14.
The leftovers after the multiplication of bread were the mysteries of Scriptures that the crowd
could not understand or digest. These had been collected by the disciples, who represented “those
more able” of understanding the living Word of God. He meant the Apostles, but also their
successors in the teaching office. They ought to decipher the meaning, conserve it, and share it
with others. Thus, Bede saw his own task as “following in the footsteps of the fathers” and sharing
with his contemporaries the results of their work®’. His approach was universally imitated
throughout all Middle Ages. It was the authority of decrata et insituta patrum that mattered.
Unsurprisingly, most writers vigorously denied there is anything novel in their works, very much
unlike modern scholars®®.

Such a value ascribed to authority influenced the kind of works medieval authors composed.
Among the most popular were catenae or chains of quotations, called by medieval authors
florilegia. This name explained the purpose of such collections: they were seen as collections of

the most beautiful flowers collected from the meadows of patristic exegesis®. One of the earliest

% This term was used by Smalley in relation to late patristic interpreters (Cassiodorus, Gregory the Great, Bede etc.)
see: B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible..., op. cit., p. 26.

7 “Patrum vestigia sequens”, see: 1.J. Contreni, “The Patristic Legacy to c. 10007, op. cit., p. 520. On Bede and his
exegesis see: C. Leonardi, Aspects of Old Testament Interpretation in the Church from the Seventh to the Tenth
Century, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages
(Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Géttingen 2000, vol. 1/2, pp.
185-188. H. Reventlow, History of biblical interpretation. 2: From late antiquity to the end of the Middle Ages,
Society of Biblical Literature, Atlanta 2009, pp. 110—118. S. DeGregorio, The Venerable Bede and Gregory the Great:
exegetical connections, spiritual departures, “Early Medieval Europe”, 2010, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 43—60. D.M. Train,
The Venerable Bede’s Manuductive Hermeneutics: Lame Readers, Apostolic Teachers, and Temple Exegesis in his
‘Commentary on Acts’, “Christianity and Literature”, 2014, vol. 63, no. 2, pp. 173-201.

% An interesting interpretation of mediaeval approach to innovation, see: C.S. Lewis, The Discarded Image,
Cambridge University Press, Cambirdge 1964, p. 211: “If you had asked Layamon or Chaucer "Why do you not make
up a brand-new story of your own?” I think they might have replied (in effect) “Surely we are not yet reduced to that?”
Spin something out of one's own head when the world teems with so many noble deeds, wholesome examples, pitiful
tragedies, strange adventures, and merry jests which have never yet been set forth quite so well as they deserve? The
originality which we regard as a sign of wealth might have seemed to them a confession of poverty. Why make things
for oneself like the lonely Robinson Crusoe when there is riches all about you to be had for the taking?”.

% Cf. F.A. van Liere, An Introduction to the Medieval Bible..., op. cit., p. 144,
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examples of such a work was Quaestiones in Vetus Testamentus of Isidore of Sevilla’. Apart from
the respect for authority of the Fathers, such collections had also a practical motivation. In a world
where books were a rare luxury, having a compilation of numerous useful quotes in one book was
an enormous help to monks and priests.

The crowning achievement of the mediaeval tradition of compiling quotations was Glossa
ordinaria’l. The practice of glossing, that is, adding short explanatory comments to the text, had
begun already in the early Middle Ages’®. Glossa ordinaria was a standardised collection of such
comments, based on patristic and Carolingian commentaries, and it became extremely popular in
the high Middle Ages. It was by no means a uniform work: it came from different centres of
learning (Laon and Bec being two of the most important’®), was written by various authors
(Anselm and Ralf of Laon being among the most prolific’#), and was composed at different times.
It did not cover all of Biblical books, while the gloss on some more popular books had several
redactions (e.g. the Psalms). Sometimes there were even several competing glosses, as was the
case with the Book of Revelation’. In the course of the 12™ century, it became the standardised
textbook for students at the University of Paris. Its lasting importance is testified by the fact that
alongside the Bible itself, the Glossa ordinaria was one of the most frequently printed texts in the
early days of the printing industry’®. Certainly, the gloss in one sense petrified interpretation of the
Bible. On the other hand, however, it can be seen as an ongoing dialogue with the past. If the Bible

was a sacrament of Christ’s real presence in His Church, one could not interpret only the text of

70 Isidorus Hispalensis, Mysticorum expositiones sacramentorum seu Quaestiones in Uetus Testamentum, PL 87, col.
203-424. On Isidore see: C. Leonardi, “Aspects of Old Testament Interpretation”, op. cit., pp. 181-185. H. Reventlow,
History of biblical interpretation 2..., op. cit., pp. 106—-110. M.A. Andrés Sanz, Lectio sanctarum scripturarum y
exegesis en las obras de Isidoro de Sevilla, “Mélanges de la Casa de Velazquez. Nouvelle série”, 2019, no. 49—1, pp.
19-39.

"L On Glossa ordinaria see: G.R. Evans, The language and logic of the Bible: the road to reformation, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge 1985, pp. 37—47. L. Smith, The Glossa ordinaria: Making of a Medieval Bible
Commentary, Brill, Leiden 2009.

72 Cf. 1.1. Contreni, Glossing the Bible in the Early Middle Ages: Theodore and Hadrian of Canterbury and John
Scottus (Eriugena), [in:] The Study of the Bible in the Carolingian Era, eds. B.V.N. Edwards and C. Chazelle, Brepols,
Turnhout 2003, vol. 3, pp. 19-28.

73 On the school of Laon see: M.L. Colish, Another Look at the School of Laon, “Archives d’histoire doctrinale et
littéraire du Moyen Age”, 1986, col. 53, pp. 7-22. A. Andrée, Sacra Pagina: Theology and the Bible from the School
of Laon to the School of Paris, [in:] A Companion to Twelfth-century Schools, ed. C. Giraud, Brill, Leiden 2020, pp.
272-314; G.R. Evans, Masters and Disciples: Aspects of Christian Interpretation of the Old Testament in the Eleventh
and Twelfth Centuries, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to
the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen
2000, vol. 1/2, pp. 238-241.

74 On Anselm of Laon see: G.R. Evans, “Masters and Disciples”, op. cit., pp. 247-251.

75 B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible..., op. cit., pp. 46-66; F.A. van Liere, An Introduction to the Medieval Bible...,
op. cit., pp. 154-155.

8 Editio princeps: Biblia cum glossa ordinaria, Adolph Rusch, Strassburg 1481. All subsequent references to this
work are given according to this edition, a copy held at the Library of Erfurt University, available online:
https://dhb.thulb.uni-jena.de/receive/ufb_cbu_ 00000254 (accessed 15.05.2023).
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the Bible itself but had to take into an account the way in which this Word had been lived (and
consequently commented upon) by past generations’’.

Mediaeval exegesis imitated the patristic one in searching for a spiritual and not only literal
sense of Scriptures. While Origen variously ascribed to the Bible two or three senses, from John
Cassian it became customary to identify four senses: literal, allegorical, moral, and anagogical.
They are most concisely explained in a medieval adage coming from the Dominican friar
Augustine of Denmark: “The letter teaches the facts; allegory what you should believe. The moral
sense, what you should do, and anagogy what you should hope for”’8. Such a four-fold division
fitted squarely with the four gospels and four doctors of the Church, who were often linked with
one particular sense’’.

We should not, however, lose sight of the fact that the essential distinction was two-fold:
literal and non-literal®’. The moral and anagogical senses were merely developments of allegory
and depended on it. Sometimes allegory was developed even further, and some authors
distinguished as many as seven senses. Terminology also varied: the allegorical sense was often

called mystical or simply spiritual®!

. The choice of a particular model depended partly on purposes
an author had in mind. According to de Lubac, the threefold division, with the moral sense
preceding allegory was preferred by those concerned with spiritual life, the fourfold, “classical”,
by those who were more interested in the doctrine®?. Monastic settings gave preference to the

former, while universities, to which we shall now turn, preferred the latter.

7 In recent years some theologians, especially Protestants, suggested the need to return to such an approach and
consider more seriously past exegesis. See for instance: K.D. Stanglin, The letter and spirit of biblical interpretation:
from the early church to modern practice, Baker Academic, Grand Rapids 2018, pp. 3—4: “So biblical interpretation
ought to be done in community. But there is a part of this community of interpretation that has not yet been mentioned.
We usually neglect these members of the community because they are the easiest to ignore. They are easy to ignore
because they are dead. And the longer they have been dead, the more we tend to ignore them. The longer they have
been dead, the more out of touch they are with our language and our culture and our problems and our addictions and
our needs. And I would argue that this is exactly why we need to hear them. [...] To study the history of exegesis is
to give a voice to the most marginalized of all; it,is, to borrow the famous words of G. K. Chesterton, ‘the democracy
of the dead’”. See also: D.P. Parris, Reading the Bible with Giants..., op. cit. J.L. Thompson, Reading the Bible with
the Dead..., op. cit. M. Levering, Participatory Biblical exegesis..., op. cit.

78 “Littera gesta docet, quid credas allegoria; moralia quid agas, quo tendas anagogia”. Cited after: F.A. van Liere, An
Introduction to the Medieval Bible..., op. cit., p. 121.

7 H. de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis..., op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 3-8.

80 H. de Lubac, Medieval Exegesis..., op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 25-27.

81 Ibid., pp. 20-22.

82 Ibid., pp. 31-33. Cf. G. Dahan, Genres, Forms and Various Methods in Christian Exegesis of the Middle Ages, [in:]
Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300),
eds. M. Sebg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2000, vol. I/2, p. 202.
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1.2.2 Literal reading in late medieval schools

Preoccupation with spiritual senses did not mean that the literal was disregarded®. Unlike
ancient allegorisation, which disregarded the literal sense of myths, Christian exegesis always
combined literal and spiritual. The difference was in emphasis. While the early Middle Ages were
decisively more inclined towards spiritual interpretation, from the 12" century on, the literal sense
gained more importance.

This shift was partly linked to a change of milieu of Christian exegesis. The ascendency of
schools and later universities, as well as an increased stress on dialectics, led to an evolution in the
way exegesis was done. Monastic commentaries were rather liberal in their structure and were
founded upon personal meditation. In schools “the commentaries began to have a more organized
structure than that found in the monastic exegesis”®*. Authors tended to progress systematically
through the four senses of the Bible and, at least some of them, attached more value than previously
to the literal sense®’.

Particularly important was the school of St. Victor, located in a Parisian monastery of
Regular Canons. The school was begun by Hugh of St. Victor, whose historical interests led him
to paying greater attention to the letter of the Bible®®. He was followed by Richard and Andrew;
the latter became one of the greatest commentators of the Bible in the Middle Ages®’. Andrew was
inspired by the Jewish exegesis of his time, which itself experienced a revival of literal
interpretation, and he followed rabbinic opinions in numerous matters®. For example, he shocked

his contemporaries, Richard included, by claiming that Isa. 7:14, the classical prophecy concerning

8 G. Dahan, “Genres, Forms and Various Methods”, op. cit., p. 203: “Although the frequency of tropology, notably
monastic tropology, characterizes monastic exegesis, the other levels of meaning are not ignored; as in all medieval
Christian exegesis, allegory is common, but it is necessary to note that, contrary to accepted ideas, the literal sense is
not neglected, because it gives a stable foundation for the spiritual exegesis and because of the considerable attention
given to the words themselves by monastic authors”.

8 Ibid., p. 207.

85 On exegesis in schools see: J. Chatillon, La Bible dans les Ecoles du XIle siécle, [in:] Le Moyen Age et la Bible,
eds. G. Lobrichon and P. Riché, Beauchesne, Paris 1984, pp. 163—198. G.R. Evans, The language and logic of the
Bible: the earlier Middle Ages, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 1987, pp. 27-36.

% On Victorines in general see: R. Berndt, Schrifi, Schreiber, Schenker: Studien zur Abtei Sankt Viktor in Paris und
den Viktorinern, Akademie Verlag, Berlin 2014. H. Feiss and J. Mousseau, eds., 4 Companion to the Abbey of Saint
Victor in Paris, Brill, Leiden 2018. On Hugh of St. Victor see: B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible..., op. cit., pp. 83—
105. H. Reventlow, History of biblical interpretation 2..., op. cit., pp. 160—170; F.A. van Liere, An Introduction to the
Medieval Bible..., op. cit., pp. 127-129; R. Berndt, The School of St. Victor in Paris, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old
Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sxbg, C.
Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Géttingen 2000, vol. 1/2, pp. 469—475. F.A. van Liere, An
Introduction to the Medieval Bible..., op. cit., pp. 127-129. F.A. van Liere, Following in the Footsteps of Hugh:
Exegesis at Saint Victor, 1142-1242, [in:] A Companion to the Abbey of Saint Victor in Paris, eds. H. Feiss and J.
Mousseau, Brill, Leiden 2018, pp. 223-243.

87 On Richard see: B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible..., op. cit., pp. 106-112. R. Berndt, “The School of St. Victor in
Paris”, op. cit., pp. 475—479. On Andrew see: B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible..., op. cit., pp. 112—195. R. Berndt,
André de Saint-Victor (+1175): exegete et théologien, Brepols, Paris 1991. R. Berndt, “The School of St. Victor in
Paris”, op. cit., pp. 479—484.

88 B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible..., op. cit., pp. 150-156.
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the birth of Jesus, had been already fulfilled in the prophet’s time®’. Andrew was, however, not
opposed to the spiritual interpretation. He believed that his literal interpretations laid down
foundations and left to others to build an edifice of spiritual senses upon them®’.

Increased interest in the literal meaning continued after Andrew’s death. At universities,
which took over from monasteries the role of leading centres of learning, literal exegesis was seen
as the sound basis for the spiritual. The fundamental novelty of exegesis at universities was its
“scientific” character. The Bible was no longer only a word to meditate; it became also a text to
be studied. At universities, theology, understood as a systematic reflection upon faith, was for the
first time separated from pagina sacra, that is, reflection upon Scriptures®!. Commentary on the
Bible was rigorously structured: first there was a diviso, that is a division of a text, usually with
many subdivisions even of individual verses. It was followed by expositio, that is an explanation
of individual verses and words. Finally, there were dubia and quaestiones, that is responses to
simple or more complex problems arising from the text. Moreover, the given text was analysed
according to Aristotelian categories of four causes (final, material, formal, and efficiens).

This more “scientific” approach fortified a concern with the literal sense. Proliferation of
material copies of the biblical text led to a multiplication of errors. To amend these, universities
produced correctoria, which compared different versions (also Hebrew and Greek ones) of verses
considered to be corrupt. Especially important for production of correctoria were Parisian
Dominicans, with Hugh of Saint Cher as their leader®?. While such efforts to correct the biblical
text were not new, they were, however, intensified in the scholastic era. The need to compare the
text with the Hebrew original led to a growth of interest in Jewish exegesis, which also developed
a new school of literal exegesis in the Middle Ages®*. Two exegetes who were especially notable
for their use of Jewish exegesis were the above discussed Andrew of Saint Victor and a 14"-
century Franciscan, Nicolas of Lyra®*.

An increased concern with the literal sense was not an end in itself but was seen as a

“scientific” base for further spiritual inquiries. Thomas Aquinas asserted that in order to avoid

8 Cf. Andreas de Sancto Victore, Expositio super Isaiam, 7.14, ed. F.A. van Liere, 2021, CCCM 53C, pp. 65-68.
Richardus de Sancto Victore, De Emmanuele libri duo, PL 196. col. 601-666.

%0 B. Smalley, The Study of the Bible..., op. cit., p. 172.

! G. Dahan, “Genres, Forms and Various Methods”, op. cit., p. 212.

92 Cf. L.J. Bataillon, G. Dahan, and P.-M. Gy, eds., Hugues de Saint-Cher (+1263): bibliste et théologien, Brepols,
Turnhout, Belgium 2004. On correctoria see: H. a. G. Houghton, The Latin New Testament: A Guide to its Early
History, Texts, and Manuscripts, Oxford University Press, Oxford 2017, pp. 106—-108.

9 A. Grossman, The School of Literal Jewish Exegesis in Northern France, [in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the
History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until 1300), eds. M. Sabg, C. Brekelmans,
and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2000, vol. I/2, pp. 321-371.

% On Andrew see: R. Berndt, André de Saint-Victor (+1175)..., op. cit.; F.A. van Liere, “Following in the Footsteps
of Hugh: Exegesis at Saint Victor, 1142-1242”, op. cit. On Lyra: D.C. Klepper, The Insight of Unbelievers: Nicholas
of Lyra and Christian Reading of Jewish Text in the Later Middle Ages, University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia
2007. Lyra was especially notable for having introduced Rashi’s exegesis into Christian thought, cf. H. Reventlow,
History of biblical interpretation 2..., op. cit., pp. 247-259.
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possible confusion and error, any spiritual interpretation needed to be founded upon a solid base
of literal exegesis of the Scripture®>. He also recommended an extended understanding of the literal
sense, which also included the authorial intention. Other scholastics expressed similar
sentiments®®. Albert the Great frequently criticised misapplication of the spiritual sense but was
never opposed to spiritual reading as such’’. Most authors emphasised the harmony of all senses,
for instance Bonaventure, who compared the four senses to a cithara: “Tota Scriptura est quasi una
cithara, et inferior chorda per se non facit harmoniam, sed cum aliis™®,

Further progress in the understanding of the literal sense was made by Nicolas of Lyra,
arguably the greatest exegete of the late Middle Ages®. He developed a theory of “a double literal
sense”, which essentially included metaphorical and mystical interpretation in the literal sense.
For example, his “literal” interpretation of the Song of Solomon did not conceive of it as an erotic
poem, because Lyra deemed carnal love an unworthy theme for a canonical book, but rather
interpreted it as Solomon’s desire for eternal felicity and the love of God and the Church!'%,

Universities were also responsible for the production of numerous study aids for the Bible.
One of them was Thomas Aquinas’ Catena aurea, a collection of fragments from Greek and Latin
sources arranged as a running commentary on Gospels. In order to compile it, the Dominican had
requested numerous translations for the Greek language, making available to the westerners many
hitherto inaccessible patristic texts. As it shall be demonstrated later, it seems that Titelmans used
Catena aurea when composing his commentaries. Scholastics composed also distinctiones, that

is, explanations of different meanings of some Hebrew words.

%5 Thomas Aquinas, Questiones de quolibet, V11.6.a.1, Ed. Leonina, vol. 25, pp. 27-28: “Id quod potest esse occasio
erroris debet in sacra scriptura uitari; set ponere alios sensus preter litteralem in scriptura potest esse occasion erroris,
quia quilibet posset exponere scripturam secundum hoc quod ipse vellet ad confirmationem sue opinionis”. Cf. M.
Olszewski, Teoria czterech sensow tekstu biblijnego w I kwestii Summy Teologii Tomasza z Akwinu, “Principia”,
1995, vol. 13—14, pp. 39-55. A. Michalik, Teoria czterech senséw Pisma Swietego wedlug sw. Tomasza z Akwinu,
“Tarnowskie Studia Teologiczne”, 2004, vol. 23, pp. 117-132.

% Bonaventura, Breuiloquium, prologus, 6 [in:] Opuscula varia theologica, ex Typographia Collegii S. Bonaventurae,
Ad Claras Aquas (Quaracchi) 1891, Sancti Bonaventurae Opera Omnia V, p. 207: “Unde sicut qui dedignatur prima
addiscere elementa ex quibus dictio integratur nunquam potest noscere nec dictionum significatum nec rectam legem
constructionum sic qui litteram sacrae scripturae spernit ad spirituales eius intelligentias nunquam assurget”. Albertus
Magnus, Summa theologiae pars prima, 1.5.4, ed. S.C.A. Borgnet, Ludovicus Vives, Parisiis 1895, Opera omnia 31,
pp- 26-30.

97 Cf. J. Verger, L 'exegese de 'Universite, [in:] Le Moyen Age et la Bible, eds. G. Lobrichon and P. Riché, Beauchesne,
Paris 1984, pp. 207-208. Cf. K. Froehlich, Christian Interpretation of the Old Testament in the High Middle Ages,
[in:] Hebrew Bible, Old Testament: the History of its Interpretation. From the Beginnings to the Middle Ages (Until
1300), eds. M. Sxbg, C. Brekelmans, and M. Haran, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2000, vol. I/2, pp. 534—
535: “his exegetical exploration focused deliberately on the literal sense. This did not mean, however, that he rejected
the traditional fourfold sense”.

%8 Bonaventura, Collationes in Hexaemeron, 19.7 [in:] Opuscula varia theologica, ex Typographia Collegii S.
Bonaventurae, Ad Claras Aquas (Quaracchi) 1891, Sancti Bonaventurae Opera Omnia V, p. 421.

9 “sicut edificium declinans a fundamento disponitur ad ruinam, ita expositio mistica descrepans a snesu litterali
reputanda est indecens et inepta, vel saltem minus decens certis paribus et minus apta, et ideo volentibus proficeer in
studio scripture necessariu est incipere ab intellecut sunsus litteralis”. Cited after: M. Dove, Literal Senses in the Song
of Songs, [in:] Nicholas of Lyra: the Senses of Scripture, eds. P.D. Krey and L. Smith, Brill, Leiden 2000, p. 129.

100 Thid., pp. 130-132.
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All these “scientific” approaches should not misguide us into thinking that the scholastic
approach to Scriptures was somehow secular. The aim was always spiritual edification. The final
objective of the scholastic exegesis was a homily or a sermon, which presented a spiritual message
to an audience in a digestible form. Lectio and discussio were only stages leading to it: “In tribus
igitur consistit exercitium sacrae Scripturae: circa lectionem, disputationem et praedicationem”!°!,
More study should bring more piety, at least in theory.

In the late Middle Ages, there was in fact a turn towards a practical piety in biblical studies.
On the one hand, commentaries often took on a more pastoral form, somewhere in between
speculative scholastic theology and popular sermon literature!®?. On the other, there was a
development of lay Bible reading, often in the vernacular, especially in Northern Europe. In the
Low Countries, it was linked to the movement of devotio moderna. The first Dutch translation of
the New Testament was produced by John Scutken at Windesheim, a leading devotio moderna

monastery!®?

. These developments found their resonance in Titelmans’ work, as we shall see in
subsequent chapters.

As has been demonstrated by this short discussion, medieval exegetes upheld the ancient
consensus about Scriptures. They continued to see it in a sacramental way: as the Word of God
living within His Church. Their interpretation always oscillated between fully spiritual and
exclusively literal, trying to merge philology with theology in order to reach not only the true
meaning of the Bible, but to open up its salvific powers to its readers. This consensus was,

however, to be challenged.
1.3 Humanist exegesis and its critics
1.3.1 The New Learning and the Bible

Humanism brought significant changes to the intellectual life and questioned the established
consensus in biblical exegesis. It was by no means a movement opposed to Christianity!**. Quite
the contrary: it was because humanists were devout Christians that they took interest in Christian
holy Scriptures. Humanism was not a uniform movement. It was not a philosophical school, nor

was it limited to a single type of institution, such as for example a university. It was essentially, to

101 Petrus Cantor, Summa quae dicitur Verbum adbreuiatum (textus prior), 1, ed. M. Boutry, 2012, CCCM 196A, p.
14. Cf. G. Dahan, “Genres, Forms and Various Methods”, op. cit., p. 225.

102 Cf. W.J. Courtenay, The Bible in the Fourteenth Century: Some Observations, “Church history”, 1985, vol. 54, no.
2,p. 187.

103'S. Folkerts and A.E. Oostindiér, New Bibles and Old Reading Habits around 1522: The Position of the New
Testament Translation of the Devotio Moderna among Dutch Printed Bibles, “Quaerendo”, 2017, vol. 47, no. 3—4, p.
177.

104 On the historiography of the relationship of renaissance humanism and Christianity see: W. Caferro, Contesting
the Renaissance, John Wiley & Sons, New York 2010, pp. 185-189.
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use a definition from Peter Burke, “the movement to recover, interpret and assimilate the language,
literature, learning and values of ancient Greece and Rome; while a humanist is someone actively
involved in the movement, whether a professional teacher, churchman, royal councillor, or
whatever”!%, Perhaps the most succinct way to characterise the movement is to use its own motto:
ad fontes. Unsurprisingly, it turned also to the most important fons of Christianity: the Bible.

One of the first humanists to apply his philological skills to the Bible was Gianozzo Manetti.
He translated the New Testament from Greek and later the Psalms from Hebrew!%®. In 1456 he
defended his work in an Apology, responding to charges that his work was needless, since the

Bible had already been superbly translated by Jerome!?’

. His work had a little impact, since it
remained in manuscript. The same was the case of Lorenzo Valla, whose work was largely
unknown, until discovered by Erasmus. Since Valla was one of three scholars targeted by
Titelmans in his Collationes, he deserves a little discussion.

Lorenzo Valla was born in Rome in 1407, and after private and self-education, he soon

108 'His initial works

distinguished himself as one of the greatest masters of the Latin language
remained within the realm of philology. Perhaps the best-known example of his philological
prowess was his work De falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione declamatio, in which he
demonstrated that the so-called Donation of Constantine was a mediaeval forgery'®®. Around the
time he published his work on the Donation, he started turning his attention towards philosophical
and theological issues as well. As a philosopher he revived the Epicurean tradition and tried to
reconcile it with Christianity''°. He was critical of scholastic theology, especially that of the 14
century, though he appreciated some aspects of Thomas Aquinas’s work!!!.

Valla’s great contribution to the development of theology was applying the philological

method to the text of the Bible. Valla, a recent historian commented, “as a grammarian ... dealt

105 p. Burke, The Spread of Italian Humanism, [in:] The Impact of Humanism on Western Europe During the
Renaissance, eds. A. Goodman and A. Mackay, Routledge, London 2014, p. 2.

106 A den Haan, Giannozzo Manetti’s New Testament: Translation Theory and Practice in Fifteenth-Century Italy,
Brill, Leiden 2016. On relationship of Manetti’s work with that of Valla see: A. den Haan, Giannozzo Manetti’s New
Testament: new evidence on sources, translation process and the use of Valla’s Annotationes, “Renaissance studies”,
2014, vol. 28, pp. 740-746.

07 B F. Rice, Saint Jerome in the Renaissance, The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore 1985, p. 95.

198 On Valla see: M. Fois, Il pensiero cristiano di Lorenzo Valla: nel quadro storico-culturale del suo ambiente,
Libreria Editrice dell’Universita Gregoriana, Roma 1969. G. Di Napoli, Lorenzo Valla. Filosofia e religione
nell ‘umanesimo italiano, Edizioni di Storia e Letteratura, Roma 1971. S.I. Camporeale, Lorenzo Valla. Umanesimo e
teologia, etc., Istituto Nazionale di Studi sul Rinascimento, Firenze 1972. C.E. Trinkaus, Lorenzo Valla, [in:]
Contemporaries of Erasmus: A Biographical Register of the Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and
T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1987, vol. 3, pp. 372-373. J. Monfasani, The Theology of
Lorenzo Valla, [in:] Humanism and Early Modern Philosophy, eds. J. Kraye and M.W_.F. Stone, Routledge, London
2000, pp. 1-23.

199 M. Fois, 1l pensiero cristiano di Lorenzo Valla..., op. cit., pp. 325-331.

110 See: J. Monfasani, “The Theology of Lorenzo Valla”, op. cit., pp. 7-8. W.J. Wright, Martin Luther’s Understanding
of God’s Two Kingdoms: A Response to the Challenge of Skepticism, Baker Academic, Grand Rapids 2010, p. 65.

111§ I. Camporeale, Lorenzo Valla. Umanesimo e teologia, etc., op. cit., pp. 145-295. Cf. G. Di Napoli, Lorenzo
Valla. Filosofia e religione nell umanesimo italiano..., op. cit., pp. 110-122.
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with the Vulgate as he would deal with any other ancient text™!!?

. Thus, his approach was wholly
secular, but his intentions were not. Far from attacking the Bible, he intended to buttress its
authority by re-establishing its authentic text. Valla was convinced of the Bible’s inspired
character, as is evident from his numerous remarks, although he never stated it directly!'!. He
expressed doubts about the authenticity of some biblical passages, such as the story of Bel in
Dan. 14, and several books of the New Testament (the Book of Revelation above all); but this was,
however, not heterodox at the time. First, such doubts were expressed already by Church Fathers
(especially by Jerome), and secondly, there was no dogmatic definition of the canon until the
Council of Trent!'!'*. Thus, his biblical work was an act of piety rather than of ungodly audacity.

Valla first turned his attention to the Bible in 1434 during his stay in Lombardy'!>. He
continued his works during his stay in Naples, and by 1443 produced the first redaction of his
Collatio Novi Testamenti''S. Tt has never been published and remained virtually unknown. The
arrival of Greek scholars to Italy, in relation to the Council of Florence, stimulated anew his
interest in the text of the New Testament. Greeks, such as Cardinal Bessarion, who knew Valla
and encouraged his efforts, brought with them some Greek codices of the Bible, which enabled
Valla to recommence his work of correcting the Latin text of the Bible against the Greek text!!”.
Valla worked on the second edition of Collatio from 1453 until his death in 1457.

His work was a series of annotations to the text of the New Testament with a principle of
correcting the Vulgate against the Greek original. The novelty of Valla’s work consisted in two
elements: first, the conviction of the superiority of the Greek text over the Latin translation in
establishing the correct meaning, and secondly in collating various Greek manuscripts to establish
the correct reading. Collating manuscripts was not entirely new. Throughout the Middle Ages,
scholars were perfectly aware that any text is susceptible to corruption due to copyists’ negligence.
There were remarkable (although sadly little known both at the time and now) efforts in text
criticism of the Bible as early as the 6 century (Cassiodorus), continued by subsequent scholars:
Theodulf in the 9" century, Nicholas Maniacora, Stephen Harding, and Andrew of St. Victor in
the 12" and Roger Bacon in the 13" century, to name but a few!'®. Many of them did not hesitate
to revert to the Hebrew text in order to verify the correct version. Interestingly, however, this was
not the case with Greek, which was little known among mediaeval scholars. Besides, mediaeval

correctors of the text essentially aimed to purge the Bible of copyists’ mistakes in order to restore

112 C. Christ-von Wedel, Erasmus of Rotterdam: Advocate of a New Christianity, University of Toronto Press, Toronto
2013, p. 56.

113 Cf. M. Fois, 1l pensiero cristiano di Lorenzo Valla..., op. cit., pp. 397-402.

114 Ibid., pp. 403-404.

15 Thid.. p. 414.

116 J H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., p. 34.

17 Cf. M. Fois, 1l pensiero cristiano di Lorenzo Valla..., op. cit., pp. 418-419.

118 See: F.A. van Liere, An Introduction to the Medieval Bible..., op. cit., pp. 98-102.
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the original Latin text, attributed to Jerome. What made Valla’s work novel was the fact that he
wanted to return to the original Greek text of the New Testament, putting at times under suspicion
the correctness of the Latin Vulgate.

Some sources Valla used remain unidentified, but we know of at least seven different Greek
and four Latin manuscripts that he used'!®. Valla, sadly, did not name his sources, rendering the
task of attribution almost impossible now. Also, his methodological principles did not always
conform to modern standards. For instance, he hardly ever used biblical quotations from the
Church Fathers to establish the correct reading. Nevertheless, his scholarship was impressive and
ground-breaking for his time.

Valla’s interest in his annotations was mostly grammatical and philological, though
occasionally it touched upon issues of profound theological importance. Perhaps the best example
is provided by his comments on Luke 1:28. He challenged the long-established translation of the
Angel’s greeting to Maria: “Ave gratia plena. Non magis est ave graecce quam salve, yaipe, cuius
significatio eadem est que gaude. Nec duo verba sunt graece plena gratia, sed unum,
KeyopLrtopévn, quod si verbum transferatur e verbo, diceretur gratificata, quod videlicet in gratiam
recepta est”!2%. This change might seem rather stylistic than theological, since changing gratia
plena into gratificata was by no means intended to challenge Mary’s status within the Catholic
faith!2!. It touched, however, the scholastic distinctions regarding different types of grace, as did
Valla’s annotation on 1 Cor. 15:10'?2, Yet, most changes he introduced were of a purely
grammatical character, such as in Rom. 1:17, where he corrected the present tense vivit to the
future vivet in accordance with Greek {fogton!?.

For Valla establishing the correct text of the Bible was not merely a philological exercise,
but a foundation of true theology. As has been mentioned above, he expressed frequent
reservations about the scholastic methodology. He desired instead to return to a more patristic

model of theology.

The rejection of the metaphysical and dialectical theology of his contemporaries and the

wholehearted advocacy of the patristic theology had a clear meaning for Valla: theology, in his

119 J H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., pp. 38-39.

1201, Valla, In Latinam Novi Testamenti interpretationem ex collatione Grecorum exemplarium adnotationes apptime
vtiles, In vico sancti lacobi sub Leone Argento at in monte diui Hilarii sub Speculo, Paris 1505. f. XVr-v.

121 Cf. M. Fois, 1l pensiero cristiano di Lorenzo Valla..., op. cit., p. 432.

1221, Valla, In Latinam Novi Testamenti interpretationem..., op. cit. f. XXXIIr. Cf. ].H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy
Writ..., op. cit., p. 57.

123 L. Valla, In Latinam Novi Testamenti interpretationem..., op. cit. f. XXVIIr.
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opinion, should be founded on the Bible, the source and deposit of Revelation, and be expressed in

the decorous and learned form of classical culture, as it was the case with the Fathers'**.

His predecessors could not possibly have arrived at such a theology due to their ignorance
of Greek. He criticised, among others, Heimo of Auxerre (whom he falsely identified as
Remigius), and Thomas Aquinas, doubting the legend that the latter had been praised by Saint
Paul himself for his commentary on the Pauline epistles'?’. Thus, Valla pioneered a new approach
to theology, a theologia rhetorica, to borrow a phrase form Charles Trinkhaus'?S. It was supposed
to be closely based on the correct text of the Scripture. Hence, philology was for Valla the way to
do theology.

Valla’s work had initially very little impact. His Collatio remained in manuscript copies,
circulated only among a relatively narrow circle of intellectuals. Some suggest it was the result of
rather unpleasant encounters that Valla had had with the inquisition in 1444!%7, Indeed, his work
provoked some opposition, with critical comments voiced by fellow humanist Poggio

Bracciolini!'?®

. Valla’s work became hugely influential only when it was accidentally discovered
by Erasmus of Rotterdam in the monastery of Abbey of Parc, near Leuven, in 1504'%°. Erasmus
published it a year later, changing the title to In Novum Testamentum Adnotationes, and adding
his own preface, in which he praised Valla’s achievement. This publication became an impulse for
many humanists, in the first place for Erasmus himself, to turn their attention towards the Bible.
Before we proceed to discuss Erasmus’ epoch-making achievements in biblical studies, it is
of befit to briefly present another humanist, whose work preceded that of Erasmus, and who
alongside him and Valla was targeted in Titelmans’ Collationes. Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples

(Jacobus Faber Stapulensis) was a French humanist born in Picardy before 1460, who

distinguished himself by publishing first texts of Aristotle and later of Pseudo-Dionisius the

124 G. Di Napoli, Lorenzo Valla. Filosofia e religione nell umanesimo italiano..., op. cit., p. 129: “Il rifiuto della
teologia metafisicatane e dialettica dei contemporanei e la calda proposta della teologica patristica avevano per Valla
un chiaro significato: la teologia, a suo giudizio, doveva rifarsi alla sostanza biblica, fonte e deposito del dato rivelato,
e alla forma decorosa e dotta della cultura classica, cosi come era avvenuto coi Padri”.

125 According to a late mediaeval legend, Paul supposedly appeared to Thomas Aquinas and praised his commentaries
as surpassing all hitherto written. Referring to Thomas’ commentary on Paul, Valla commented: “Et postea aiunt
Paulum sese post confecta commentaria Thomae exhibuisse testificantem a nemine magis quam a Thoma intellectum.
Etiamne magis quam a Basilio, Gregorio Nazianezeno, Chrysostomo? Quid Graecos dico? Etiam magis quam ab
Hilario, Ambrosio, Hieronymo, Augustino? Peream nisi id conventitium”. Quoted after: G. Di Napoli, Lorenzo Valla.
Filosofia e religione nell umanesimo italiano..., op. cit., p. 108.

126 Cited in J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., p. 63.

127 See: J. Monfasani, “The Theology of Lorenzo Valla”, op. cit., pp. 25-26.

128 Cf. S.I. Camporeale, Poggio Bracciolini contro Lorenzo Valla, [in:] Poggio Bracciolini, 1380-1980: nel VI
centenario della nascita, eds. P. Bracciolini, R. Fubini, and Istituto nazionale di studi sul Rinascimento, Sansoni,
Firenze 1982, pp. 137-162.

129 See: J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., p. 116.
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Areopagite!?. Inspired by Erasmus’ Enchiridion and even more so by Valla’s Adnotationes, he
turned his attention to the Bible. In 1509 he published a critical translation of the Psalms under the
title Quincuplex Psalterium. Three years later this was followed by the first edition of his
commentaries on the Pauline Epistles and the second in 1516'3!. Lefévre's continued interest in
Scriptures led him to publish a French translation of the New Testament in 1523 and of the Old in
1530. From 1525 onwards he was intellectually close to evangelical Reformers, criticising the
sacrificial character of the Eucharist, the doctrine of the real presence, and the intercession of
saints'32, He died at the court of Queen Margaret of Navarre in 1536.

We shall focus on Lefévre’s commentaries on Paul, on which also Titelmans concentrated
his critique. According to both contemporary and modern critics, the Frenchman’s work was short
of the philological standard established by Valla. Jeremy Bentley accused him of a “lack of an

adequate critical faculty”!'®3.

His example of this was the inclusion of the apocryphal
correspondence of Paul and Seneca in Lefévre’s commentary. Christoph Schonau, however,
demonstrated that Lefévre was aware of the dubious authenticity of these letters, as is clear from
his preface to them. Moreover, the table of contents clearly distinguished the apocryphal letters
from those, whose canonicity was commonly acknowledged'**.

Bentley’s criticism echoed that of Erasmus. Shortly after the publication of the second
edition of Lefévre’s commentary, the humanist from Rotterdam rejoined with an Apologia ad
Fabrum and complained about this publication to his friends and the author himself'*>. Erasmus
criticised the inclusion of the apocryphal correspondence but also reproached Lefevre for
translation mistakes. The most important point of their controversy was the translation of Heb.

2:7, to which Erasmus devoted almost all of his Apologia'*®. Erasmus rendered this quotation from

Psalm 8 as “fecisti eum paululo inferiorem angelis”, while Lefévre preferred “minuisti eum paulo

130 On Lefévre see: P.E. Hughes, Lefévre, pioneer of ecclesiastical renewal in France, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 1984.
H. Heller, Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register of The Renaissance
and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1986, vol. 2, pp.
315-318. C. Schonau, Jacques Lefevre d’Etaples und die Reformation, Giitersloher Verlagshaus, Heidelberg 2017,
pp. 9-10.

131 Although the edition has 1515 as the date of publication, it could not have been printed earlier than November
1516, see: C. Schonau, Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples und die Reformation..., op. cit., p. 9.

132 H. Heller, The Evangelicism of Lefévre d’Etaples: 1525, “Studies in the Renaissance”, 1972, vol. 19, pp. 42-77.
133 J H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., p. 11.

134 C. Schénau, Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples und die Reformation..., op. cit., p. 88.

135 Erasmus complained about Lefévre to More (Allen, ep. 597; vol. 11, pp. 5-6: “Faber amicus haud admodum amice
mecum egit”’) and Budé (Allen, ep. 778; vol. III, pp. 223-230), as well as to Lefévre himself (Allen, ep. 659; vol. III,
pp. 81-82: “nescio quis deus immisit in animum vt, cum nihil esset causae, tam odiosa disputatione me lacesseres”;
Allen, ep. 814; vol. 111, p. 285).

136 D, Erasmus, Apologia ad lacobum Fabrum Stapulensem, ed. A.W. Steenbeek, Elsevier, Amsterdam 1996, ASD
IX-3. English translation: D. Erasmus, Controversies: Apologia ad Fabrum / Appendix de scriptis Clithovei / Dilutio
/ Responsio ad disputationem de divortio, ed. G. Bedouelle, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 2016, CWE 83, pp.
3-107.
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minus ab deo”!’. Erasmus’ argumentation was essentially based upon philological grounds and
supported with numerous arguments. Lefévre, on the other hand, followed theological principles
to which he subjected his philological choices. It reflected his strong Christocentric convictions.
Lefévre was less concerned with philology and more influenced by a mystical interpretation of the
Scripture!*. Thus, the polemic between the two humanists revealed methodological differences
between them, which is all the more important, as it foreshadows some points of disagreement
between Titelmans and Erasmus.

The polemic between Erasmus and Lefévre was not an entirely disinterested, academic
discussion. Quite the contrary. It has been rightly emphasised by Schonau that Erasmus had
attacked Lefévre not only out of scholarly love of truth, but above all else, because he had
perceived his translation of Pauline letters as a rival to his own'3°. Although both men met in Paris
in 1511 and entertained several intimate conversations (according to Erasmus), none informed the
other about his work on the Bible translation that both were undertaking at the time. Lefévre was
silent about his first edition of Pauline letters, as was Erasmus about his Novum Instrumentum'*°.
In fact, there was some rivalry between Erasmus and other scholars, especially the group from
Alcala working under auspices of Cardinal Cisneros, to produce the authoritative text of the New
Testament. Erasmus likely sped up the date of the publication of his work in order not to be
overtaken by the Complutensian Polyglot'*'. He also secured an imperial monopoly on selling the
Greek New Testament in the Holy Roman Empire for four years, thus forcing a delay in the
publication of the Alcala Bible until 1522. The Complutensian Polyglot was another towering
achievement of biblical humanism, but because it only tangentially touched Titelmans’ work, it

does not fall within the field of this study!4.

137 D. Erasmus, Annotationes in Nouum Testamentum (pars sexta), ed. P.F. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, Brill, Leiden
2014, ASD VI-10, pp. 240-270. In the 1535 edition paululo was changed into paulisper. J. Faber (Stapulensis), Pauli
epistolae quatuordecim, Henricus Stephanus, Paris 1512, ff. 56v. 224r.

138 For Lefévre’s interest in mystics see: E.F. Rice, Jacques Lefevre d’Etaples and the medieval Christian mystics,
[in:] Florilegium Historiale Essays presented to Wallace K. Ferguson, eds. J.G. Rowe and W.H. Stockdale, University
of Toronto Press, Toronto 1971, pp. 89-124.

139 C. Schénau, Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples und die Reformation..., op. cit., p. 92.

140 Erasmus thought that instrumentum was a better name than festamentum for the Christian sacred writings.
However, due to the long-established popularity of the latter name, from the second edition of 1519 onwards, he called
his translation Novum Testamentum, see: J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., p. 121.

141 Cf. 1.K. Elliott, The Text of the New Testament, [in:] A History of Biblical Interpretation: The Medieval Through
the Reformation Periods, eds. A.J. Hauser and D.F. Watson, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids 2009, pp. 230-233. See also C.
Augustijn, Erasmus: His Life, Works, and Influence, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1991, pp. 90-91.

142 For Complutensian Polyglot see: J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., pp. 70-111. also C. del V.
Rodriguez, Antonio Nebrija’s Biblical Scholarship, [in:] Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus,
ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, pp. 57—72. On the relationship of Erasmus’ to Alcala scholars see: 1. Garcia Pinilla,
Reconsidering the Relationship between the Complutensian Polyglot Bible and Erasmus’ Novum Testamentum, [in:]
Basel 1516: Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament, eds. M. Wallraff, S. Seidel Menchi, and K. von Greyerz, Mohr
Siebeck, Tiibingen 2016, pp. 59—77.
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Erasmus only turned his attention to the Holy Scripture when he was already a middle-aged
man. Born in Rotterdam in 1466, he soon established himself as one of the greatest arbiters of
elegant Latin in his time!*}. He gained fame by the publication of 4dagia in 1500, a compilation
of ancient Greek and Latin proverbs with explanations'**. This was later followed with
Enchiridion militis Christiani in 1503, which first espoused Erasmus’ vision of the reform of
Christian life'%. Apart from publications, Erasmus developed a broad network of friendships,
especially in England, where he spent several years at the beginning of the 16™ century!'#®.

With the discovery of Valla’s Collatio, Erasmus took on the study of Sacred Scriptures. He
had already taken some interest in them under the influence of his English friend John Colet!*’.
However, his initial approach to exegesis was purely spiritual. He favoured highly allegorical

148 Tt was Valla’s work which made him realise the importance

interpretations in Origen’s fashion
of philology for the study of the Bible.

Interest in the Bible corresponded well with the erasmian ideal of the reform of Christianity.
As most other humanists, Erasmus was a staunch opponent of scholastic theology. He had
developed a strong disdain of scholastic theology at the University of Paris, where he was sent in
1495 to stay at the Collegium Montaigu. Montaigu later became an important formative factor for
Titelmans'#°. Erasmus could not stand the detailed disputes of scholastic masters, whom he

scornfully labelled ‘scotists’!*°. This, combined with his disappointments in religious life, led him

143 A very readable, although outdated (1% published in 1924) narrative of Erasmus’s life is provided by J. Huizinga,
Erasmus and the Age of Reformation, Princeton University Press, Princeton 2014. For Erasmus’ youth see pp. 1-19.
On Erasmus’ youth in more recent biographies see: R.H. Bainton, Erasmus of Christendom, Scribner, New York 1969,
pp- 3-26. A. Hyma, The Youth of Erasmus, Russell and Russell, New York 1968. R.J. Schoeck, Erasmus of Europe:
the Making of a Humanist 1467-1500, Barnes and Noble, New York 1990. C. Augustijn, Erasmus: His Life, Works,
and Influence..., op. cit., pp. 21-29. A.G. Dickens and W.R.D. Jones, Erasmus the reformer, Methuen, London 1994,
pp- 19-40. For recent bibliography on Erasmus see: E. MacPhail, ed., 4 Companion to Erasmus, Brill, Leiden 2023.
pp. 345-357.

144 On Adages see: R. Kilpatrick, Proverbial Wisdom: The Adagiorum Chiliades, [in:] A Companion to Erasmus, ed.
E. MacPhail, Brill, Leiden 2023, pp. 103—-118.

145 R J. Schoeck, Erasmus of Europe: the Prince of Humanists 1501-1536, Edinburgh University Press, Edinburgh
1993, pp. 28-40.

146 On Erasmus in England see: R.J. Schoeck, Erasmus in England, 1499-1517. ‘Translatio Studii’ and the ‘Studia
Humanitatis’, “Classical and Modern Literature”, 1987, vol. 7, pp. 269-283. E. Rummel, Fertile Ground. Erasmus’s
Travels in England, [in:] Travel and Translation in the Early Modern Period, ed. C.G.D. Biase, Brill, Leiden 2006,
pp- 45-52. On Erasmus’ networks of influence see: R.J. Schoeck, Erasmus of Europe: the Prince of Humanists..., op.
cit., pp. 247-262.

1470n Colet see: J.B. Trapp, John Colet, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register of The Renaissance
and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1985, vol. 1, pp.
324-328. J.B. Gleason, John Colet, University of California Press, Berkeley 1989. J. Arnold, Dean John Colet of St.
Paul’s: Humanism and Reform in Early Tudor England, Tauris, London 2007.

148 J H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., p. 116.

149 P Sartori, “Frans Titelmans”, op. cit., pp. 220-221.

150 Cf. J. Huizinga, Erasmus and the Age of Reformation..., op. cit., pp. 21-23. A.G. Dickens and W.R.D. Jones,
Erasmus the reformer..., op. cit., pp. 93-97. A broader panorama of scholastic-humanist debates see: E. Rummel, The
Humanist-scholastic Debate in the Renaissance & Reformation, Harvard University Press, Cambridge 1998. J.H.
Overfield, Humanism and Scholasticism in Late Medieval Germany, [in:] Humanism and Scholasticism in Late
Medieval Germany, Princeton University Press, Princeton 2019.
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to a project of a reform of Christian life. It was a very humanist project, centred around the idea
of ad fontes. Erasmus believed that a return to a simple, biblical theology of the Church Fathers
could promote a more godly, moral life. A true disciple of the devotio moderna movement, to
which he owed his schooling!®!, he emphasised inner piety and derided external observances.
The discovery of Valla’s manuscript made him aware that the return to the sources needed to go
further than he had previously envisaged: to the original text of the Bible itself.

Erasmus started studying Greek with a perspective of working on the Bible already in 1500,
however it was not until 1511 that he began a systematic work on collating manuscripts!>2. He
followed Valla’s footsteps and developed his method further. The first results of his labour were
published in 1516 by Johan Froben of Basel as Novum Instrumentum'>. It consisted of the Greek
text of the New Testament, established on the basis of several manuscripts, a new Latin translation
by Erasmus, and a set of notes concerning both textual criticism and translation. The work was far
from perfect, largely due to the haste in which it was executed.

Erasmus explained his purpose in a preface entitled Paraclesis. First, he lamented that
although all disciples of philosophical schools know the writings of their founders very well,
Christians, who follow a much superior philosopher, are ignorant of his words!>*. This, according
to Erasmus, was the root of all calamities that troubled the Church of his time. The Bible, he
claimed, should be accessible to all in order to transform the lives of all. “This philosophy

accommodates itself equally to all. It lowers itself to infants, adjusting to their need... while it

51 R.J. Schoeck, Erasmus of Europe: the Making of a Humanist...., op. cit., pp. 42—60.

152 J H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., pp. 116-117.

153 A, Rabil, Erasmus and the New Testament: the mind of Christian Humanist, Trinity University Press, San Antonio
1972, pp. 37-127. E. Rummel, Erasmus’ Annotations on the New Testament: From Philologist to Theologian,
University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1986. C.L. Heesakkers, Erasmus And The Philological Study Of The New
Testament, [in:] Between Scylla and Charybdis: learned letter writers navigating the reefs of religious and political
controversy in early modern Europe, Brill, Leiden 2010, pp. 35-52. J.K. Elliott, “Novum Testamentum editum est”:
The Five-Hundredth Anniversary of Erasmus’s New Testament, “The Bible translator”, 2016, vol. 67, no. 1, pp. 9-28.
M. Wallraff, S. Seidel Menchi, and K. von Greyerz, eds., Basel 1516: Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament, Mohr
Siebeck, Tiibingen 2016. M.H. de Lang, “Fidelius, apertius, significantius”: The New Testament Translated and
Edited by Erasmus of Rotterdam, 1516, “The Bible Translator”, 2016, vol. 67, no. 1, pp. 5-8. H.J. de Jonge, Erasmus’
Novum Testamentum of 1519, “Novum Testamentum”, 2019, vol. 61, no. 1, pp. 1-25. R.D. Sider, ed., The New
Testament Scholarship of Erasmus: An Introduction with Erasmus’ Prefaces and Ancillary Writings, University of
Toronto Press 2019, CWE 41. T. Amalou and A. Vanautgaerden, eds., Le Nouveau Testament d "Erasme, 1516:
regards sur [’Europe des humanistes, Brepols, Turnhout 2020. R. Faber, Erasmus’ Novum Instrumentum (1516):
Reforming the Bible into the Bible of the Reformation, [in:] Renaissance Und Bibelhumanismus, eds. JM.J.L.V.
Ravenswaay and H.J. Selderhuis, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2020, pp. 295-312. J. Bloemendal, Erasmus
and Biblical Scholarship, [in:] A Companion to Erasmus, ed. E. MacPhail, Brill, Leiden 2023, pp. 68—89. On Erasmus’
publisher, Johan Froben see: V. Sebastiani, Johann Froben, Printer of Basel: a Biographical Profile and Catalogue
of his Editions, Brill, Leiden 2018.

154 Cf. D. Erasmus Roterodamus, Paraclesis ad lectorem pium, [in:] Ausgewdihite Werke, ed. H. Holborn, Beck,
Miinchen 1964, pp. 139—141. See also LB, vol. 5, col. 138E-139E. English translation: R.D. Sider, The New Testament
Scholarship of Erasmus..., op. cit., pp. 407—409.
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does not fail the lowest, the highest also find it worthy of admiration”!3%, Thus, it was his dream
to equip every Christian with a simple and understandable version of Scriptures. While his
translation into Latin was aimed at an educated reader, he also advocated translations into

vernacular, so that even commoners could feed themselves on Christ’s teaching.

And oh, that these books were translated into every tongue of every land so that not only the Scots
and the Irish, but Turks and Saracens too could read and get to know them. ... How I wish that the
farmer at his plough would chant some passage from these books, that the weaver at his shuttles
would sing something from them; that the traveller would relieve the tedium of his journey with

stories of this kind'°.

Erasmus believed that sheer knowledge of Scriptures would incite people to a morally
upright conduct. His hope was not to provide new arguments in intellectual disputes, but to
transform the lives of the readers. “I should prefer to be a godly theologian with Jerome than to be
undefeated with Scotus”, claimed Erasmus!’’. Thus, the Novum Instrumentum was the foremost
element of his envisaged project of reform.

Erasmus’ work was truly revolutionary. It was the first publication of the Greek text of the
New Testament in the West. But not only this; Erasmus’ new translation of the Bible was to stir
much debate, as did his methodology. Erasmus made clear that he considered profound knowledge
of languages a primary prerequisite for an exegete!>®. Mastery of other disciplines, such as

dialectic, rhetoric, arithmetic, music etc. as well as knowledge of the natural world were also

155 Cf. D. Erasmus Roterodamus, “Paraclesis ad lectorem pium”, op. cit., pp. 141-142: “Haec omnibus ex aequo sese
accommodat, submittit se parvulis, ad illorum modulum sese attemperat, [...] At rursum ita non deest infimis, ut
summis etiam sit admirabilis”. English translation: R.D. Sider, The New Testament Scholarship of Erasmus..., op. cit.,
pp- 409—410. This argument echoes that of Gregorius Magnus, Moralia in lob, ed by. M. Adriaen, 1979, CCSL 143,
p. 6: “Diuinus etenim sermo sicut mysteriis prudentes exercet, sic plerumque superficie simplices refouet. Habet in
publico unde paruulos nutriat, seruat in secreto unde mentes sublimium in admiratione suspendat. Quasi quidam
quippe est fluuius, ut ita dixerim, planus et altus, in quo et agnus ambulet et elephas natet”.

136 Cf. D. Erasmus Roterodamus, “Paraclesis ad lectorem pium”, op. cit., p. 142: “Atque, utinam haec in omnes
omnium linguas essent transfusa, ut non solum a Scotis et Hibernis, sed a Turcis quoque et Saracenis legi cognoscique
possint. [...] Utinam hinc ad stivam aliquid decantet agricola, hinc nonnihil ad radios suos moduletur textor,
huiusmodi fabulis itineris taedium levet viator”. English translation: R.D. Sider, The New Testament Scholarship of
Erasmus..., op. cit., p. 411.

157 D. Erasmus Roterodamus, Methodus, [in:] Ausgewdihite Werke, ed. H. Holborn, Beck, Miinchen 1964, p. 162.
“Denique malim cum Hieronymo pius esse theologus quam cum Scoto Invictus”. English translation: R.D. Sider, The
New Testament Scholarship of Erasmus..., op. cit., p. 453. On Erasmus’ esteem for Jerome see: J.C. Olin, Erasmus
and Saint Jerome. An Appraisal of the Bond, [in:] Erasmus of Rotterdam: the Man and the Scholar, eds. W.T.M.
Frijhoff and J. Sperna Weiland, Brill, Leiden 1988, pp. 182—-186. H.M. Pabel, St. Jerome’s Exegetical Authority in
Erasmus of Rotterdam’s Annotations on the New Testament, “Church History and Religious Culture”, 2016, vol. 2016,
96, no. 4, pp. 565-594. Erasmus edited Jerome’s works, see: H.M. Pabel, Herculean labours: Erasmus and the editing
of St. Jerome’’s letters in the Renaissance, Brill, Leiden 2008.

158 D. Erasmus Roterodamus, “Methodus”, op. cit., p. 151: “prima cura debetur perdiscendis tribus linguis Latinae,
Graecae, Hebraicae, quod constet omnem scripturam mysticam hisce proditam esse”. Cf. R.D. Sider, The New
Testament Scholarship of Erasmus..., op. cit., p. 428.
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helpful'>®. What is significant, however, is that he did not mention logic, which once again shows
his anti-scholastic stand. Theology stems from an attentive reading of the source-text, not from
carefully crafted syllogisms. Instead of logic, a theologian should possess an apt grasp of history,

so that he might correctly judge the context.

So that the Scriptures might more surely be interpreted correctly, the theologian should not think it
enough to have picked out four of five little words, he should consider the context from which the
words arise, by whom they are spoken, to whom, the time, the occasion, the words, what has
preceded, what follows. For it is from gathering and weighing these things that one grasps the

meaning of what is said'®’.

According to Christine Christ-Von Wedel, it was precisely this new historical awareness which
characterised Erasmus’ approach to theology, while scholastic theology consisted of timeless
truths deducted in logical manner'®!.

This sense of historical contingency guided his philology. The text of the Bible did not fall
from heaven, but was a human construct, hence it was open to human error. His remarks on the
historical context of biblical authors and Church Fathers shocked Johannes Eck and Martin Luther

alike, perhaps one of the very few things to unite them at the time!?

. For instance, noticing
a difference between the original text of Micah and the quotation in Matt. 2:6, Erasmus commented

that the Evangelist must have simply erred!®®. Following the example of Valla, Erasmus tried to

159 D. Erasmus Roterodamus, “Methodus”, op. cit., p. 153: “Porro si rara quaedam ingenii felicitas et alba quod dici
solet indoles insignem theologum polliceri videbitur, haud mihi displicet, quod placuit et Augustino, ut moderate
degustatis elegantioribus disciplinis instruatur ac praeparetur, nempe dialectica, rhetorica, arithmetica, musica,
astrologia, cum primis autem rerum naturalium cognitione velut animantium, arborum, gemmarum, ad haec locorum,
praesertim illorum, quos divinae litterae commemorant”. Cf. R.D. Sider, The New Testament Scholarship of
Erasmus..., op. cit., p. 434.

160 D, Erasmus Roterodamus, “Methodus”, op. cit., p. 158: “Idque quo certius fiat, non sat habeat quattuor aut quinque
decerpsisse verbula, circumspiciat, unde natum sit quod dicitur, a quo dicatur, cui dicatur, quo tempore, qua occasione,
quibus verbis, quid praecesserit, quid consequatur. Quandoquidem ex hisce rebus expensis collectisque deprehenditur,
quid sibi velit quod dictum est”. English translation: R.D. Sider, The New Testament Scholarship of Erasmus..., op.
cit., p. 446.

161 C. Christ-von Wedel, Erasmus of Rotterdam: Advocate of a New Christianity..., op. cit., pp. 5-10.

162 Allen, ep. 769, vol. 111, pp. 209-212: “Istis enim verbis innuere videris Euangelistas more humano scripsisse; et
quod memoriae confisi haec scripserint, quod libros videre neglexerint, quo dita, hoc est o beam causam, lapsi sint”.
There were many more accusations along these lines in the letter. Moreover, Eck advised Erasmus to show more
reverence to Augustine: “Idcirco displicet mihi iudicium tuum, quod de Augustino super loanne affers;
‘Impudentissimum’ asseris ‘alterum alteri copariri’”. His words bear strong resemblance to Luther’s remarks in a
letter to Spalatin: M. Luther, Luther An Spalatin. Wittenberg, 19. Oktober 1516, [in:] D. Martin Luthers Werke.
Kritische Gesamtausgabe. Briefwechsel, ed. G. Bebermeyer, Hermann Béhlaus Nachfolger, Weimar 1930, vol. 1, pp.
70-71. Cf. C. Christ-von Wedel, Erasmus of Rotterdam: Advocate of a New Christianity..., op. cit., pp. 5—7. 82-83.
On Erasmus’ uses of Augustine see: C.B. Brown, Erasmus Against Augustine and Wittenberg: The Ecclesiastes and
the De doctrina christiana, “Archiv fiir Reformationsgeschichte”, 2013, vol. 104, no. 1, pp. 9-34. A. Visser, Reading
Augustine through Erasmus’ Eyes: Humanist Scholarship and Paratextual Guidance in the Wake of the Reformation,
“Erasmus of Rotterdam Society yearbook”, 2008, vol. 28, no. 1, pp. 67-90.

163 D, Erasmus, Annotationes in Nouum Testamentum (pars prima), ed. P.F. Hovingh, Elsevier, Amsterdam 2003,
ASD VI-5, p. 82: “ipsi euangelistae testimonia huiusmodi non e libris deprompserint, sed memoriae fidentes, it vt fit,
lapsi sint”.
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extricate the text of the Bible from corruptions that had crept into it in the course of history. Like
Valla he collated and compared Greek manuscripts, but he far surpassed the Italian in the scope
and depth of his criticism.

Erasmus worked on a much broader collection of manuscripts than Valla. Some of them he
obtained in England, including the Codex Leicestersiensis, now highly valued by scholars, but
little used by the humanist from Rotterdam. Most of his codices came from the collection of John
of Ragusa, which was stored at the Dominican library in Basel'®*. He also consulted several
scholars about manuscripts that he could not inspect personally. For instance, Juan Ginés de
Sepulveda, the Vatican librarian, supplied him with notes concerning Codex Vaticanus'®.
Erasmus, however, was very sceptical about this manuscript, now considered to be one of the most
reliable, because he wrongly believed that it had been corrected after the Vulgate'®. In fact, he
had a particular bias against manuscripts which supported the Vulgate version. Consequently, in
almost all cases he followed manuscripts of the so-called Byzantine family of text, which were
only a few centuries old, and are now considered unreliable by biblical scholars!¢’. Tt would,
however, be unfair to blame Erasmus too much for this, since his was a pioneering effort, and, as
Bentley rightly notes, it was not until the 19'" century that scholars became aware of various textual
families!®®.

Erasmus used his manuscripts very ingeniously. Not only was he able to note differences,
but he also formulated plausible explanations for text corruptions. He was the first to formulate
the now well-established rule of lectio difficilior'®, he used extensive patristic citations to
establish the most correct reading, and even tried to infer from ancient Latin translations a possible
wording of the Greek original!’°. Perhaps the most famous case of his textual criticism was the so-

called comma Johanneum, a medieval gloss to 1 John 5:7-8. It was considered the key proof-text

164 For a detailed discussion of manuscripts used by Erasmus see: J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit.,
pp- 125-137. E. Rummel, Erasmus’ Annotations on the New Testament: From Philologist to Theologian..., op. cit.,
pp- 35-42. P. Andrist, Structure and History of the Biblical Manuscripts Used by Erasmus for his 1516 Edition, [in:]
Basel 1516: Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament, eds. M. Wallraff, S. Seidel Menchi, and K. von Greyerz, Mohr
Siebeck, Tiibingen 2016, pp. 81-124. A.J. Brown, The Manuscript Sources and Textual Character of Erasmus’ 1516
Greek New Testament, [in:] Basel 1516: Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament, eds. M. Wallraff, S. Seidel Menchi,
and K. von Greyerz, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen 2016, pp. 125-144.

165 J K. Elliott, “The Text of the New Testament”, op. cit., p. 244. J. Krans, Erasmus and Codex Vaticanus: An
Overview and an Evaluation, “Annali di Storia dell’Esegesi”, 2020, vol. 37, no. 2, pp. 447—470.

166 See: J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., pp. 137-138. J.K. Elliott, “The Text of the New Testament”,
op. cit., p. 237.

167 J K. Elliott, “The Text of the New Testament”, op. cit., p. 243. For the reliability of textual families see: B.M.
Metzger and B.D. Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and Restoration, Oxford
University Press, Oxford 2005, pp. 274-280.

168 J H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., p. 137.

169 Lectio difficilior is a now a commonly accepted rule of textual criticism, which states that the more difficult reading
of a text (that is, for example, more awkward from a theological perspective) is usually the earlier, because copyists
tended to simplify and clarify obscure passages.

170 An overview of Erasmus’s textual criticism see: J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., pp. 137-159.
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for the doctrine of the Trinity. Erasmus, however, demonstrated it to be a later addition, which
stirred much debate and controversy'”!.

Even more contentious than his alterations to the Greek text was his translation. According
to H. J. de Jonge, the new translation was more important for Erasmus than the critical edition of
the Greek text'’2. Erasmus abhorred the Vulgate for its barbaric style, which he claimed could not
have come from Jerome. Yet, his intention was not to translate in Ciceronian Latin. Rather, he
preferred a plain style, which would render best the simple Greek of the Apostles. His ideal was
“an eloquence which does not simply charm the ears by a pleasure soon to die, but [...] that seizes,
transforms, and sends the listener away a much different person from the one it received”!”*. His
choices, however, roused much controversy. Like Valla, he rejected gratia plena in Luke 1:28,
translating gratiosa. Even more shocking was his rendering of Greek logos (Adyog) in John 1:1 not
as verbum but sermo'’*. Equally, his translation of Rom. 5:12 inspired criticism by Catholic and
Lutheran readers alike.

Alterations of the original text and the Latin translation were explained in detail in
annotations. In the first edition of 1516, those were rather succinct, but they grew in size with
every subsequent edition of Erasmus’ New Testament!’>. Some annotations became essays in their
own right, some of which included much polemic against his critics, and others, mini treatises on
theological subjects!’. The New Testament continued to be Erasmus’ main preoccupation for the
rest of his life, with corrected and expanded editions published in 1519, 1522, 1527, and 1535'77.

The number of editions is only one of many indications of Erasmus’ work’s popularity and

influence!’®. Perhaps his dream of a ploughman chanting passages in his translation did not

171 A detailed account of this controversy see: G. McDonald, Biblical Criticism in Early Modern Europe: Erasmus,
the Johannine Comma and Trinitarian Debate, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2016.

172 Cf. H.J. de Jonge, Novum Testamentum a Nobis Versum: The Essence of Erasmus’ Edition of The New Testament,
“Journal of theological studies”, 1984, vol. 35, no. 2, pp. 394—413: “My claim can be summed up in one sentence. In
judging Greek text in Erasmus' editions of the New Testament, one realize from the start that it was not intended as a
textual edition in its own right, but served to give the reader of the Latin version, which was the main point, the
opportunity to find out whether the translation was supported by the Greek”. H.J. de Jonge, Erasmus’s Translation of
the New Testament: Aim and Method, “The Bible translator”, 2016, vol. 67, no. 1, pp. 29—41.

173 D. Erasmus Roterodamus, “Paraclesis ad lectorem pium”, op. cit., p. 139: “[eloquentia] quae non aures tantum
mox peritura voluptate deliniat, sed ... quae rapiat, quae transformet, quae multo alium dimittat auditorem quam
acceperit”. English translation: R.D. Sider, The New Testament Scholarship of Erasmus..., op. cit., p. 400.

174 Detailed discussion and more examples see: J.H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., pp. 161-172.

175 On Annotations see: E. Rummel, Erasmus’ Annotations on the New Testament: From Philologist to Theologian...,
op. cit. M. van Poll-van de Lisdonk, Die Annotationes in Novum Testamentum im Rhamen von Erasmus’ Werken zur
Bibel, [in:] Basel 1516: Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament, eds. M. Wallraff, S. Seidel Menchi, and K. von
Greyerz, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen 2016, pp. 175-186.

176 See: C. Augustijn, Erasmus: His Life, Works, and Influence..., op. cit., p. 98.

177 On details of differences between these editions see Ibid., p. 93.

178 . Sebastiani, The Impact of Erasmus’ New Testametn on the European Market (1516-1527): Considerations
Regarding the Production and Distribution of Publishing Success, [in:] Basel 1516: Erasmus’ Edition of the New
Testament, eds. M. Wallraff, S. Seidel Menchi, and K. von Greyerz, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen 2016, pp. 225-238.
G.G. Kroeker, Theological and Humanistic Legacies of Erasmus in the Age of Reform, [in:] Basel 1516: Erasmus’
Edition of the New Testament, eds. M. Wallraff, S. Seidel Menchi, and K. von Greyerz, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen
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materialise, but a number of humanists, who were shortly to become leading reformers, drew great
inspiration from Erasmus’ work. Huldrych Zwingli claimed to have learned Greek from Erasmus’
Novum Instrumentum'”. He came to meet Erasmus in Basel in 1516 and was greatly impressed.
In his later biblical works, Zwingli was deeply influenced by Erasmus’ translation, as was his
successor in Zurich, Heinrich Bullinger'®. Even Luther, who was critical of Erasmus as early as
1516 and later came to call him ‘the devil incarnate’, was heavily dependent on the Rotterdam
Humanist in his translation of the New Testament into German'¥!. Thus, it is no surprise that
Catholic critics linked Erasmus’ biblical work with Protestant reformations, coining the phrase:

“Erasmus laid the egg, and Luther hatched it”!82,

1.3.2 Criticism of biblical humanism

Biblical humanism was not universally endorsed; rather, it was met with severe criticism
from various directions. Among critics of Erasmus, Lefévre, and others was also Titelmans. This
section intends to provide the background against which his polemic with humanists can be
judged'®,

Criticism of medieval culture, with its gothic style and scholastic learning, was a recurrent
theme of humanist polemists, from Petrarch on!84. Ulrich von Hutten, in his letter to Willibald
Pirckheymer, compared humanist learning to a ray of sun that was soon to pierce through clouds
of scholasticism, which so far had obscured it'®>. Hutten alluded to one of the key charges brought
up by humanists, namely that of obscurity. According to men of letters, scholastics used such a

convoluted language that it was impossible to understand their argumentation, even less enjoy the

2016, pp. 255-266. C. Christ-von Wedel, Die Nachwirkung des Neuen Testaments von Erasmus in den
reformatorischen Kirchen, [in:] Basel 1516: Erasmus’ Edition of the New Testament, eds. M. Wallraff, S. Seidel
Menchi, and K. von Greyerz, Mohr Siebeck, Tiibingen 2016, pp. 291-310.

179 See: C. Augustijn, Erasmus: His Life, Works, and Influence..., op. cit., p. 94.

180 C. Christ-von Wedel, Erasmus of Rotterdam: Advocate of a New Christianity..., op. cit., p. 89.

181 L uther on Erasmus see: Ibid., p. 77. Erasmus’ impact on Luther: D.M. Whitford, Erasmus Openeth the Way Before
Luther, “Church History and Religious Culture”, 2016, vol. 96, no. 4, pp. 516-540. On Luther’s translation see: J.L.
Flood, Martin Luther’s Bible Translation in its German and European Context, [in:] The Bible in the Renaissance:
Essays on Biblical Commentary and Translation in the Fifteenth and the Sixteenth Centuries, ed. R. Griffiths, Ashgate,
Aldershot 2001, pp. 45-70. A.C. Gow, The Contested History of a Book: The German Bible of the Later Middle Ages
and Reformation in Legend, Ideology, and Scholarship, Gorgias Press, Piscataway 2012. M. Leutzsch, The First Bible
Translations into German Based on Erasmus’s New Testament: Johannes Lang’s and Martin Luther’s Versions of the
Gospel of Matthew, “The Bible Translator”, 2022, vol. 73, no. 3, pp. 354-375.

182 . Rummel, The Confessionalization of Humanism in Reformation Germany, Oxford University Press, Oxford
2000, p. 18.

183 A useful introduction to the topic: E. Rummel, ed., Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus,
Brill, Leiden 2008. For a popular introduction in Polish see: A. Bielak, J. Koryl, and M. Ptaszynski, Biblia i polemiki.
Rozmowa Alicji Bielak z Jakubem Korylem oraz Maciejem Ptaszynskim, “Ruch biblijny i liturgiczny”, 2020, vol. 73,
no. 3, pp. 243-278.

184 See Erika Rummel, Introduction, [in:] Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus, ed. E.
Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, p. 1.

185 See: S. Kivistd, The Concept of Obscurity in Humanist Polemics of the Early Sixteenth Century, [in:] Acta
Conventus Neo-Latini Bonnensis. Proceedings of the Twelfth International Congress of Neo-Latin Studies (Bonn
2003), ed. R. Schnur, Arizona Center for Medieval and Renaissance Studies, Tempe 2006, p. 429.
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reading of it. For example, Leonardo Bruni claimed that the plain Greek of Aristotle had been so
contorted by scholastic translation, that few but specialists could comprehend it'®. The same
charge, as we have seen above, applied to the Bible.

For their part, scholastics responded that humanists lacked the necessary training and
competence to debate issues of philosophy and theology. In other words, they were guilty of
trespassing and “putting a sickle in another man’s crops™!®’. According to professional, university
theologians, humanists, whom they scornfully called mere grammarians, should not meddle in the
field of philosophy and even less in theology, where they were clearly deficient in skill.

An example of such a polemic was the “Reuchlin affair”!®8, It began when Cologne
Dominicans inspired a converted Jew, Johannes Pfefferkorn, to attack Johannes Reuchlin, a
humanist renowned for his Hebraic scholarship. This led to several years of polemic in print,
aligning on the one side scholastic theologians, and on the other humanists. The latter group
included Erasmus himself, who, although rather sceptical of the value of Hebrew writings, thought
it necessary to defend Reuchlin, since the entire studia humanitatis were at stake in this debate!®’.

Debates ignited by Novum Instrumentum were in some sense a continuation of this feud. On
the other hand, however, a clear-cut division between two camps is an oversimplification. It is
largely a construct of the whiggish historiography to see in humanists the forces of progress, while
in scholastics, reactionary conservatism. The more complex nature of this debate is evident already
in the very first episode of the dispute over Erasmus’ translation. The first attack on him came
from a young theologian from Leuven, Martin Dorp, who was about to be admitted to the doctoral
degree!'®’. To have a scholastic theologian attack a humanist would be conventional enough, but
the reality was that Dorp “was Erasmus’ disciple, his editorial collaborator, and indeed his
friend”!®!. Dorp objected to the Novum Instrumentum before its publication, addressing his
illustrious friend in 1515 to advise moderation in what he considered an overtly revolutionary
approach and protesting against Erasmus’ attacks on theologians. Dorp, himself a theologian, took

offense in the portrayal of his profession in the “Praise of Folly” and admonished its author to

136 Ibid., p. 436.

187 E. Rummel, The Confessionalization of Humanism in Reformation Germany..., op. cit., p. 11.

138 For a detailed account of the affair see D. Ménager, Erasmus, the Intellectuals, and the Reuchlin Affair, [in:]
Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus, ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, pp. 39-54.

189 C. Augustijn, Erasmus: His Life, Works, and Influence..., op. cit., pp. 110-111.

190 On Dorp see: G. Marc’Hadour, « Thomas More Convertit Martin Dorp a L’humanisme Erasmieny, [in:] Thomas
More 1477-1977. Collogue international tenu en novembre 1977, ed. A. Gerlo, Editions de I'Université de Bruxelles,
Bruxelles 1980, p. 13-27. H. Heilen, Martin Van Dorp (1485-1525), “Moreana (Angers)”, 1988, vol. 25, no. 97, pp.
67-71. E. Rummel, Erasmus and his Catholic Critics, B. de Graaf, Nieuwkoop 1989, vol. 1, pp. 1-14. C. Asso, Martin
Dorp and Edward Lee, [in:] Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus, ed. E. Rummel, Brill,
Leiden 2008, pp. 167-196. D. Verbeke, Maarten van Dorp (1485-1525) and the Teaching of Logic at the University
of Leuven, “Humanistica Lovaniensia. Journal of Neo-Latin Studies”, 2013, vol. 62, pp. 225-246. C. Geudens and D.
Verbeke, Tussen scholastiek en humanisme: Maarten van Dorp, Desiderius Erasmus en Thomas More, “De
Boekenwereld: Tijdschrift voor Boek en Prent”, 2016, vol. 32, no. 2, pp. 14-21.

91 C. Asso, “Martin Dorp and Edward Lee”, op. cit., p. 168.
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show greater respect to academic theology. He also feared that Erasmus’ biblical project would

cause more harm than good. He addressed his friend’s query:

what harm will that do? My dear Erasmus, it will do a great deal. For a great many people will
discuss the integrity of the Scriptures and many will have doubts about it, if the presence of the least
scrap of falsehood in them becomes known, I will not say from your work but simply from some
man they have heard holding forth. Then we shall see what Augustine writes in a letter to Jerome:
“If falsehoods were admitted into Holy Scripture even to serve a useful purpose, what authority can

they still retain?”'%?

Erasmus responded to Dorp’s criticism without bitterness. Thanks to the mediation of Thomas
More, who was a friend of both, the controversy came to an end with the two men reconciled!®>.

The significance of Dorp’s criticism is manifold. First, it shows that one cannot so easily
distinguish between humanists and scholastics, since Dorp was clearly both. Wim Francois called
Dorp a man with torn loyalties!**. On the one hand, he felt the need to defend his own faculty of
theology; on the other, he was a devoted follower of the new learning. The latter fact is well
illustrated by his Oratio Paulina, an opening lecture of a course on the Epistles of Paul that Dorp
delivered on 6 July 1516'%°. He emphasized the need for the study of languages as well as the need
for corrections to the Vulgate. Why there was such a change in the young theologian’s stance is
not a question to be addressed here, but this shift demonstrates how fluid were the lines dividing
humanists and scholastics.

Dorp’s criticism also revealed the crucial point of disagreement between Erasmus and his
critics. It concerned the very method of theology and the source of truth. Was theological truth a
product of a dialogue between the text, philosophy, tradition, and history — all within the
community of the Church — or did it simply spring out from a masterly philological analysis by an
individual scholar?

Erasmus’s work was recognized as a potential threat to theology as well by another early

critic, Edward Lee!'?. Like Dorp, Lee cannot be simply identified as a scholastic. While he

192 Allen, ep. 304, vol. 11, p. 15: “et hoc quid officiet? Officiet mehercle, Erasme. Nam de sacrarum litterarum
integritatee disputabunt plurimi, ambigent multi, si vel tantillum in iis esse falsi, non dico ex tua opera didicerint, sed
narrantem duntaxat quempiam audierint; et fiet ad Hieronimum scribit Augustinus: Si ad scripturas sacras admissa
fuerint vel officiosa mendacia, quid in eis remanebit autoritatis?”. English translation: D. Erasmus Roterodamus, The
correspondence of Erasmus. Letters 298 to 445, ed. J. K. McConica, University of Toronto, Toronto 1976, CWE 3, p.
22.

193 C. Asso, “Martin Dorp and Edward Lee”, op. cit., p. 173.

194 W. Frangois, Maarten van Dorp, the Oratio Paulina (1516/1519), and the Biblical-Humanist Voice among the
Louvain Theologians, “Lias”, 2012, vol. 39, no. 2, p. 192.

195 Tbid., pp. 164-180.

196 R. Coogan, The Pharisee Against the Hellenist: Edward Lee Versus Erasmus, “Renaissance Quarterly”, 1986, vol.
39, no. 3, pp. 476-506. E. Rummel, Erasmus and his Catholic Critics..., op. cit., pp. 95-120. R. Coogan, Erasmus,
Lee and the Correction of the Vulgate: The Shaking of the Foundations, Librairie E. Droz, Geneve 1992, p. 13.

58



obtained a Bachelor of Divinity at Cambridge, and much later a Doctorate in Theology at Oxford,
he was also proficient in Greek and Hebrew, and, after his arrival at Leuven in 1517, he was
welcomed by Erasmus as a collaborator in revising the biblical text for the second edition of the
New Testament!®’. Tt is impossible to say whether the notes on the text that Lee prepared were
initially intended to help Erasmus, or whether they were from the outset intended as an attack.
What is clear, is that in a little time their collaboration turned into a bitter dispute!*. Both
antagonists mustered numerous men to their support. Erasmus recruited some of his English and
German friends, including Lee’s family friend Thomas More, and the German knight Ulrich von
Hutten, who threatened Lee with an argument of force, should he not yield to the force of
arguments'®®. Lee on his side sought support among religious orders as well as at the Paris faculty
of theology and among Spanish humanists2%°,

The question remains: why did an attack from a relatively insignificant figure trouble the
great Erasmus so much? According to Robert Coogan, Lee was the first to see how Erasmus’
method threatened the entire edifice of Christendom?®!. Not only did his method threaten
scholastic theology, but it undermined the very foundations of the faith. Edward Lee “predicted
assaults not only on the sacrosanct authority of the Fathers, on the doctrine of original sin, and on
the sacramental system but even on the Nicean and Chalcedonian confessions?°2, Indeed, Edward
Lee realised that it was not merely a matter of a particular wording of the sacred text, but the very
understanding of theology that was at stake. Those elements of criticism would resurface with
Titelmans. It was not missed by Erasmus himself, who deridingly accused Titelmans of merely
repeating Lee’s arguments.

The humanist leanings of Dorp and Lee were not universal for Erasmus’ critics. In fact,
Jacques Masson (Jacobus Latomus) and Noél Beda were both unwavering opponents of all new
learning®®®. They were also very influential for Titelmans; thus, they deserve to be treated with
more detail here. Both Masson and Beda were educated in Paris, at the Collége de Montaigu.
Masson arrived at Leuven in 1500 and was involved in establishing the Standonckhuis there, an
offspring of Montaigu, at which Titelmans later studied***. In 1519 Masson became a Doctor of

Theology at Leuven. Shortly before, he published “De trium linguarum et studii theologici ratione

197 C. Asso, “Martin Dorp and Edward Lee”, op. cit., pp. 174-176.

198 For a chronological outline of the dispute see: R. Coogan, Erasmus, Lee and the Correction of the Vulgate..., op.
cit., pp. 20-23.

199 C. Asso, “Martin Dorp and Edward Lee”, op. cit., pp. 178-185.

200 Tbid., pp. 186-188.

201 R, Coogan, Erasmus, Lee and the Correction of the Vulgate..., op. cit., p. 13.

202 Tbid. p. 13.

203 For Masson see: E. Rummel, Erasmus and his Catholic Critics..., op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 63-94. For Beda: E. Rummel,
Erasmus and his Catholic Critics..., op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 29-59.

204 M. Gielis, Leuven Theologians as Opponents of Erasmus and of Humanistic Theology, [in:] Biblical Humanism
and Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus, ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, p. 201.
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dialogus” aimed at Petrus Mosellanus, a Leipzig humanist?®>. Mosellanus took up Erasmus’
project of biblical theology and expressed it in more radical terms. Masson, himself ignorant of
Greek and Hebrew, claimed that knowledge of ancient languages was useless for a theologian. He
claimed that the Revelation was not through the means of words, but concepts, thus a philological
study of words could not bring the knowledge of God. Rather, one should concentrate on logic
and philosophy to understand God’s message?°®. Thus, he stood firmly on the scholastic ground
against the project of biblical theology as advocated by Erasmus. That this attack was aimed also
at Erasmus was not missed by the great humanist, who responded with an Apologia®"’.

Masson was active as a polemist throughout his entire career, but the objects of his vitriol in
his later years were the Protestant reformers. For Masson, reformers were a continuation of
erasmian theology. In 1525 Masson published a text, criticising writings of two reformers:

208 He also

Oecolampadius and Beatus Rhenanus, both close friends and collaborators of Erasmus
published several treatises against Luther, Melanchthon, and Tyndale?*®. What is significant is that
he perceived reformations as a natural consequence of Erasmus’ biblical theology. This element
of linking reformers and humanists in polemics concerning new biblical translations played an
important role also in Titelmans’ work.

Noél Beda, Masson’s colleague from the Collége de Montaigu, was also active in fighting
both humanists and reformers. A native of Picardy, he obtained his doctorate in 1508 in Paris.
From 1504 to 1514 he was the principal of the Collége de Montaigu and from 1520, the syndic of
the Faculty of Theology in Paris®!’. He was thus one of the most influential men at the Parisian

university, strongly determined to use his influence to advance ecclesiastical reform and purity of

faith. His idea of reform was, however, much different from that of Luther and Erasmus.

A basic element in Beda’s understanding of religion and the Church was the promise of Jesus to his

apostles that God’s Spirit would be an active, indwelling presence in the Church and the world. For

205 ], Latomus, De trium linguarum et studii theologici ratione dialogus, Michael Hillenius Hoochstratanus,
Antuerpiae 1519. On Mosellanus see: W. Frangois, The Plea by the Humanist Petrus Mosellanus for a Knowledge of
the Three Biblical Languages. A Louvain Perspective, “Revue d’histoire ecclésiastique”, 2003, vol. 98, no. 34, pp.
438-481. On his debate with Masson: W. Francois, Ad divinarum rerum cognitionem: Petrus Mosellanus and Jacobus
Latomus on Biblical or Scholastic Theology, “Renaissance and Reformation”, 2005, vol. 29, no. 2-3, pp. 13—47.

206 Cf. M. Gielis, “Leuven Theologians as Opponents”, op. cit., pp. 202-203.

207 D. Erasmus Roterodamus, Apologia rejiciens quorundam suspiciones ac rumores, natos ex dialogo figurato, qui
Jacobo Latomo sacrae theologiae licentiato inscribitur, LB, vol. 9, col. 79B-106E. English translation: D. Erasmus,
Controversies : Epistola ad Doprium / Apologia contra Latomi dialogum / Apologia pro declamatione matrimonii /
Acata Academiae Lovaniensis contra Lutherum / Axiomata Erasmi pro causa Lutheri / Consiliumcuiusdam /
Manifesta mendacia, ed. J. K. Sowards, Collected Works of Erasmus, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1993,
CWE 71, pp. 31-84.

208 Cf. J. Latomus, De confessione secreta, M[ichael] Hillenius], Antuerpiae 1525. For a discussion see: M. Gielis,
“Leuven Theologians as Opponents”, op. cit., p. 206.

209 On his debate with Luther see: A. Vind, Latomus and Luther: the Debate: Is Every Good Deed a Sin?,
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, Gottingen 2019.

210 J K. Farge, Noél Beda and the Defense of the Tradition, [in:] Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of
Erasmus, ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, p. 143.
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Beda this implied a close connection between history and salvation—a continuity of dogma, moral
teaching, liturgical rites, and popular devotions as expressions of religious reality that must be
professed, defended, and passed on from one generation to the next. It was in the name of that living

tradition that Beda fought his battles against humanism and the Lutheran Reformation®''.

According to Beda, the true reform of the Church should concentrate on returning to the
austerity of life and moral righteousness, and not on changing the doctrine or theological
methodology. It is however unfair to simply write Beda off as a ‘reactionary’. In fact, the
movement initiated by Standonck, whom Beda succeeded at Montaigu, was a movement of
reform. Augustine Renaudet claimed that it brought an intellectual revival in which both
scholastics and humanists participated®'2.

It was in the name of such a conservative reform that Beda led his ceaseless feud against
Erasmus, Luther, and their acolytes. His first direct criticism of Erasmus came with a censure by
the Faculty of Theology of Paris of new translations of the Bible by Erasmus and Lefévre in
1523213, Tt was, however, much earlier that Beda had begun attacking humanist biblical scholarship
indirectly. Erasmus accused him of supplying Lee with ideas, while Beda himself admitted having
helped Pierre Cousturier (Petrus Sutor) to write his attack on Erasmus®'4. He was adamant in
claiming that non-professionals had no right to publicly teach, comment on, or translate the books
of the Bible.

Cousturier was a close friend and collaborator of Beda?!'®. Although he obtained a doctorate
in theology in Paris in 1510, he rejected an academic career and entered the Carthusians. Like
Beda, Cousturier believed that the reform of the Church was to be brought about by personal
conversion and reform of morals. He also shared Beda’s views on humanism, which he attacked
in his 1525 treaties De tralatione Bibliae*'®. He was perhaps the most severe of all critics of the
new learning, rejecting any need for new biblical translations. To translate the Bible, one needed
not only to be a theologian, but indeed a saint, like Jerome. “If someone is a believer it does not

99217

immediately follow that he is a theologian™~'’. The Vulgate, having been approved by the Church,

was sufficient for all her needs. Besides, the Ciceronian style of new translations would be too

2 Ibid., p. 147.

212 A, Renaudet, Préréforme et humanisme a Paris pendant les premiéres guerres d’lItalie (1494-1517), H. Champion,
Paris 1916, p. 697. Cf. J.K. Farge, “Noél Beda and the Defense of the Tradition”, op. cit., p. 146.

213 J K. Farge, “Noél Beda and the Defense of the Tradition”, op. cit., p. 154.

24 Ibid., p. 152.

215 For Sutor see: E. Rummel, Erasmus and his Catholic Critics..., op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 61-72. J.K. Farge, Pierre
Cousturier, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register of The Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G.
Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1985, vol. 1, pp. 352—353.

216 p_ Sutor, De tralatione bibliae, et nouarum reprobatione interpretationum, loannes Paruus, Paris 1525.

217 G. Bedouelle, Attacks on the Biblical Humanism of Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples, [in:] Biblical Humanism and
Scholasticism in the Age of Erasmus, ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, p. 133.
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subtle for the majority of poorly educated clergy?'®. Cousturier targeted both Latin and vernacular
translations of the Bible, the latter directed primarily at Lefévre. While Lefévre ignored these
attacks, Erasmus responded with an apologia and two other texts?!?. Cousturier’s argumentation
had some influence on Titelamans?2°,

The list of Erasmus’ and humanists’ critics is much longer than can be examined here. One
could enumerate preachers from the mendicant orders, such as Nicholas Baechem, a Carmelite,
and Vincentius Theoderici, a Dominican, both from Leuven??!. There was a strong opposition
against Erasmus in Spain, including Diego Lopez de Zufiiga (Jacobus Lopis Stunica), a great
philologian himself, who had been involved in the work on the Alcala Bible?*2. In Italy, Erasmus
was criticised by humanists such as Alberto Pio and Agostino Steuco??*. They, however, had little
direct influence on Titelmans.

This brief analysis of some of Erasmus’ critics is sufficient to show the main points of dissent
between him and his opponents. Erasmus aspired to a purely biblical theology, founded upon
philological study. He substituted philology for philosophy as the ancilla theologiae. Moreover,
his approach was highly anti-dogmatic. Although Erasmus never directly attacked any Catholic
dogma, he frequently expressed his disregard for fixed definitions of the Church’s magisterium??*,
His philological theology was individualistic. It was not a communal product of the Church, but a
result of the scholar’s own competence. It was also very practical in its aims. Erasmus paid no
attention to rituals but concentrated completely on the moral expression of the Christian life.
Conversion was an inner transformation of the believer, which had little to do with sacramental
grace (which inflamed his Catholic opponents) and was mostly an effect of the believer’s

intellectual and ascetic effort, not of a grace freely given (which infuriated Luther).

213 This criticism was perhaps unfair, for Erasmus was not aiming to translate in the Ciceronian style, as has been
emphasised above.

219 D, Erasmus, Apologia adversus debacchationes Petri Sutoris, ed. J. Céard, 2018, ASD I1X-9. D. Erasmus, Appendix
respondens ad quaedam Antapologiae Petri Sutoris, ed. J. Céard, 2018, ASD IX-9. (see also: LB, vol. 9, col. 737-
834). Cf. J.K. Farge, “Pierre Cousturier”, op. cit., p. 352.

220 p_ Sartori, La Controversia Neotestamentaria..., op. cit., pp. 99-103.

21 E, Rummel, Erasmus and his Catholic Critics..., op. cit., pp. 121-144.

222 ] H. Bentley, Humanists and Holy Writ..., op. cit., pp. 207-211. R.H. Graham, Erasmus and Stunica: a Chapter in
the History of New Testament Scholarship, “Erasmus of Rotterdam Society Yearbook”, 1990, vol. 10, pp. 9-60. F.
Lisi, La polémica entre Erasmo y los humanistas esparioles sobre su edicion del Nuevo Testamento, “Sbornik
Nérodniho muzea v Praze: Rada C: Literarni historie”, 2012, vol. 57, no. 3, pp. 89-94.

223 N.H. Minnich, Alberto Pio’s Defense of Scholastic Theology, [in:] Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the
Age of Erasmus, ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, pp. 277-296. N.H. Minnich, Recent Works on the Controversy
between Desiderius Erasmus of Rotterdam and Alberto Pio of Carpi, “Erasmus Studies”, 2016, vol. 36, no. 1, pp. 53—
58. S. Alvarez Turienzo, Agustin Steuco y Erasmo de Rotterdam: Dis interpretaciones filoséficas del cristianismo,
“Religion y cultura”, 1985, t.31, no 147-149, pp. 741-766. R.K. Delph, Emending and Defending the Vulgate Old
Testament: Agostino Steuco’s Quarrel with Erasmus, [in:] Biblical Humanism and Scholasticism in the Age of
Erasmus, ed. E. Rummel, Brill, Leiden 2008, pp. 297-318.

224 R. Coogan, Erasmus, Lee and the Correction of the Vulgate..., op. cit., pp. 46-50.
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Erasmus’ interpretation of theology was thus a breach with the ancient understanding of
Scripture, presented earlier. First, it violated the ecclesiastical principle of exegesis, making it an
individual, purely intellectual exercise. Secondly, it destabilized the fine balance between literal
and spiritual exegesis, shifting the scales strongly in favour of the former. Most importantly,
Erasmus lost the sacramental understanding of the Scripture. To him, the living Word of God
became identical with the letter of the text. This was perceived as dangerous even by Luther
himself. In a letter to Georg Spalatin in 1516 Luther lamented that Erasmus followed Jerome so
much (that is, the historical-philological exegesis) that there was no place for Augustine in his
thought (that is, for the more dogmatic, speculative theology)?*?*. In other words, erasmian sola
lettera could be seen as more extreme than the sola scriptura of Luther. Luther’s response was
essentially that of emphasising the role of the Holy Spirit, mystically guiding each believer in his
interpretation of the text. As the Colloquy of Marburg of 1529 demonstrated, either the Holy Ghost
fancied to guide believers in different directions, or they were not all equally attentive to the
Spirit’s whisper??6. It can be argued that Catholic critics did not regard Erasmus’s theological
method as mistaken, but as gravely incomplete. At least a number of them knew Greek and Hebrew
and used philological methods in text analysis. They did not, however, limit themselves only to
such methods, nor did they take the Patristic era as the only reference point for their theology.

In the following chapters, we shall analyse how far this is true of Franciscus Titelmans. On
the one hand, he was critical of humanist methodology; on the other he tried to integrate some
elements of it into the framework of “old-style” exegesis. Such an approach was born of his
education that contained a mixture of scholastic and humanist elements. To understand better his

background, we shall now turn to analyse his life and work.

225 M. Luther, “Luther An Spalatin. Wittenberg, 19. Oktober 1516, op. cit., p. 70: “Ego sane in hoc dissentire ab
Erasmo non dubito, quod Augustino in scripturis interpretandis tantum posthabeo Hieronymum, quantum ipse
Augustinum in omnibus Hieronymo posthabet”.

226 On Marburg Colloquy and Protestant disputations about the Eucharist see: L.P. Wandel, The Eucharist in the
Reformation: Incarnation and Liturgy, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge 2006; E. Chung-Kim, Inventing
authority: the use of the Church Fathers in Reformation debates over the Eucharist, Baylor University Press, Waco
2011; L.P. Wandel, ed., 4 Companion to the Eucharist in the Reformation, Brill, Boston 2014.
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Chapter II

Life and Works of Franciscus Titelmans

No man works in a vacuum. On the contrary, life context in all its aspects: social, economic,
religious, intellectual and so on, all influence a writer, whether he is aware of it or not. This context
also helps us to understand what past authors really meant. In this chapter we intend to present
Titelmans’ life and works in their broad context. We shall begin with his life, then progress to his

works and finish with a presentation of his sources.
2.1 Life of Franciscus Titelmans

To understand a work, one needs to study its author too. We begin thus with an outline of
Titelmans’ life. What follows does not pretend to be a comprehensive biography, but merely a
sketch presenting crucial aspects of his short but fruitful life. First we examine the sources that are
sadly scarce, then we discuss his life, dividing it for three phases: his early life up to 1523, his life
and work as an Observant Franciscan and lecturer in the Holy Writ until 1536, and his final year

of life, which he spent in Italy as a Capuchin friar.
2.1.1 Sources

Sources for the life of Franciscus Titelmans are relatively few. Archival sources are very
scarce. The city archives of Hasselt shed some light on his family origins, but surviving archival
sources reveal hardly anything else concerning Titelmans. The second group of sources are
Titelmans’ own writings, which give some scattered biographical information about their author.
Moreover, there are references to him in the correspondence of his contemporaries, especially
Erasmus of Rotterdam, but also Jan Campensis.

The richest font of information are narrative sources, Observant, and especially early
Capuchin chronicles. Titelmans is shortly mentioned in Franciscus Gonzaga’s history of the order,
which also gives some precious information regarding the friary in Leuven!. The most precious
source is Historia Ordinis Fratrum Minorum Capuccinorum of Bernardino da Colpetrazzo (1514-

1594), a Capuchin, who personally knew Titelmans?. He unsurprisingly concentrated on

' F. Gonzaga, De origine seraphicae religionis Franciscanae eiusque progressibus, de regularis Observantiae
institutione, forma administratinis ac legibus, admirabilique eius propagatione, Dominicus Basa, Romae 1587, pp.
991-997.

2 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis Fratrum Minorum Capuccinorum (1525-1593), ed. Melchior a
Pobladura, Institutum Historicum Ordinis Fratrum Minorum Capuccinorum, Assisi 1939-1941, vols. 1-3, Monumenta
Historica Ordinis Minorum Capuccinorum 2—4.
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Titelmans’ final year of life, which he lived as a Capuchin. Although his information is somewhat
hagiographical at times, his closeness to the Flemish Capuchin makes him a fairly reliable source
of information. It seems that he was a source for other Capuchin Chronicles, especially these of
Matthias Bellintani da Salo and Paolo Vitelleschi da Foligno®. Chronicle of Zaccharia Boverius
also used Bernardino as a source, but it also supplanted many original materials of dubious
veracity?. Given the scarcity of source material, the life of Titelmans shall be presented in the

broader context of his times, which should help to conjecture some biographical data about him.
2.1.2 Early years and education of Franciscus Titelmans 1502-1523

Franciscus Titelmans was born in Hasselt around 1502 to Art (Arnold) Titelmans and his
wife Heylken. Various authors located his date of birth between 1502 and 1508, but his own
testimony suggests it was 1502. At the end of the commentary on the Song of Solomon, he wrote:
“Finis commentariorum in Canticum Canticorum, per Fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum
Hassellensem [...] anno aetatis suac XXXII. anno autem ab incarnatione Domini 1534. Penultima
Decembris”®. In the Commentary on Matthew’s Gospel he wrote “Finit Elucidatio in Euangelium
secundum Matthaeum, per F. Franciscum Titmannum Hassellensem ex Dei gratia elaborate, anno
Domini 1533. Anno autem aetatis suae 30”7, The two notes were written a year apart, but they
indicate a two-year difference of the author’s age. Paquay tried to resolve this apparent
contradiction by taking into account that in the 16"-century Brabant, the New Year began on
Christmas day. According to him, Titelmans was born between the 25" and the 30" of December
1502. The note on Matthew must have been written after Christmas 1532 but before Titelmans’
birthday, thus, he would not have yet completed his 31% birthday, as he wrote his note (hence anno
aetatis suae 30). The note in the Canticum was, on the other hand, written on the 30" of December,
after Titelmans’ birthday, thus he gave his age as 328. Such a solution is possible, but also
somewhat hypothetical. For convenience, however, we shall accept 1502 as Titelmans’ birth year.

The names of his parents are known from the testament of his older brother, Peter, an

inquisitor of Flanders, dean of the Ronse chapter and canon at Kortrijke, who posthumously

3 Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina, ed. Melchior a Pobladura, Institutum Historicum Ordinis Fratrum Minorum
Capuccinorum, Roma 1950, Monumenta Historica Ordinis Minorum Capuccinorum 5. Paulus a Foligno, Origo et
progressus Ordinis Fratrum Minorum Capuccinorum, ed. Melchior a Pobladura, Institutum Historicum Ordinis
Fratrum Minorum Capuccinorum, Roma 1955, Monumenta Historica Ordinis Minorum Capuccinorum 7.

4 Z. Boverio, Annali dell’Ordine de Frati Minori Cappuccini, Domenico Tarino, Torino 1641.

5 A.L. Mire, Elogia Belgica sive Illustrium Belgii scriptorum, qui nostra patrumque memoria, vel Ecclesiam Dei
propugnarunt, vel disciplinas illustrarunt, vitae breviter commemoratae, David Martinius, Antuerpiae 1609, p. 63.
Mire claimed that Titelmans died in 1553 in the 46" year of his life.

® F. Titelmans, Doctiss[imi] Commentarii in Cantica Canticorum Salomonis, In aedibus loan. Steelsii, Antuerpiae
1547, f. 194v.

7 F. Titelmans, Paraphrastica elucidatio in lesu Christi Euangelium secundum Matthaeum, additis annotationibus in
loca difficiliora, in officina loan. Steelsii, Antwerpiae 1545, f. 288v.

8 A. Paquay, Frans Tittelmans van Hasselt..., op. cit., pp. 27-28.
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published Franciscus’ works’. His testament, dated on the 9" of August 1570, claimed that his
parents were Art (Arnold) Titelmans and Heylken or Heiliff van Musel or van Muysel!?. A division
of property after his parents’ death, executed on the 11" of July 15135, revealed that there were five
heirs, of which Peter was the penultimate (born 1501) and Franciscus the youngest'!. Paquay made
also some discoveries regarding his more distant relatives, mentioned in documents from
Hasselt!2,

The family was of a middle-class urban standing with some moderate wealth, as we know
from the information regarding the abovementioned property division in 1515. According to
Paquay, Titelmans received his primary education in a school of Saint Quinten Parish in Hasselt'?.
Yet Titelmans’ youth was far from fortunate. Around 1505 his father died, and his mother followed
in 1515, leaving a less than 13-year-old boy an orphan'4. His material situation was not optimal,
as he himself alluded in his Commentary on Ecclesiastes. Commenting on Eccles. 2:21, he asserted
that it was better for parents to leave to their children a modest inheritance and a good moral
upbringing, than vast riches that corrupted souls. He finished his deliberations with a personal

note:

Ego sane qui hos per dei gratiam commentarios indignus descripsi, quantum ad me attinent, coram
deo loquens in veritate protestor, meis parentibus per quos in hanc lucem deo volente sum aeditus,
longe ampliores me et debere et agere gratias, pro illo (vt ita loquar) paruulo modico, quod mihi hinc
abscedentes reliquerunt vix corporis necessitati sufficiens, quam si longe maiorem ad me

transmisissent haereditatem, lata praedia, aut regna amplissima'’.

Fortunately, he found help. He was cared for by Charles de Carondelet, who became for
Titelmans a father-figure, as is testified by his fond remarks about his patron in the dedicatory

letter to Summa Mysteriorum Christianae Fidei.

9 J. van de Wiele, De inquisitierechtbank van Pieter Titelmans in de zestiende eeuw in Viaanderen, “Bijdragen en
Mededelingen Betreffende de Geschiedenis der Nederlanden”, 1982, vol. 97, pp. 19—63. P. Beuzart, Pierre Titelmans
et linquisition En Flandre (1554-1567), “Bulletin de la Société de 1’Histoire du Protestantisme Frangais (1903-)”,
1914, vol. 63, no. 3, pp. 224-242. H. de Vocht, Francois et Pierre Titelmans, Académie royale des sciences, des
lettres et des beaux-arts de Belgique, Bruxelles 1930, col. 341-359. J. Van de Wiele, ltinerarium van inquisiteur Pieter
Titelmans en zijn medewerkers (1547-1566), “Bulletin de la Commission royale d’histoire. Académie royale de
Belgique”, 1985, vol. 151, no. 1, pp. 61-152. A. Cambier, Pieter Titelmans, Groot-Inkwisiteur, Deken van Ronse in
Vlaanderen, “Annalen van de Geschied- en oudheidkundige Kring van Ronse en het Tenement van Inde”, 1984, vol.
33, pp. 19-28.

10 Heeren Mr Peter Tittelmans Trestament [in:] Registers van testamenten en van akten van huwelijkse voorwaarden,
naar Luiks an Loons recht, 1509-1628, SAH, Regg. 2118, f. 7r

1 “Gichtboeken”, registers van akten van overdracht naar Luiks recht, 1414-1796, SAH, Regg. 1882, f. 444v. This

document was published by Paquay, see: A. Paquay, Frans Tittelmans van Hasselt..., op. cit., pp. 120-121

12 1bid., pp. 148-188.

B 1bid., p. 29.

4 Ibid., pp. 29-30.

15 F. Titelmans, Commentarii in Ecclesiasten Salomonis, cum annotationibus ex Hebraeo et aeditione Graeca singula
capita, Hieronymus et Dionysius de Marnef, Paris 1549. ff. k3v-k4r.
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Nam, quod ad me attinet, talia tantaque sunt illa olim in me impensa tua beneficia, vt merito animum
gratum et beneficiorum memorem erga te semper habere, atque in tempore pro mea virili
demonstrare cogar, si foedam ingratitudinis notam velim effugere. Tu siquidem me puerulum ad
Louaniense studium accedentem, vtroque parente orbatum, ac studio necessariis subsidiis destitutum,
liberaliter in tuam curam suscepisti, et quasi in filium aliqua ex parte adoptasti, quae necessaria erant
corpori sufficienter suppeditans, quaeque studiorum profectui opportuna, copiose subministrans: vt

iure optimo non aliter quam patrem te debeam appellare, agnoscere et reuereri'®.

Titelmans continued to praise his patron, acknowledging that he supported also other young
students'’. Carondelet belonged to the famous Burgundian noble family, and his father Jean de
Carondelet was the chancellor of Burgundy from 1480'8. Two brothers of Charles, Jean and Ferry,
were patrons of Erasmus of Rotterdam and both rose to significant ecclesiastical positions'®.
Information on Charles de Carondelet’s life is regrettably scarce. He was a lord of Potteles, a
castellan of Ath, and a governor of Anguien®"-

It was thanks to him that Titelmans arrived in Leuven, probably before 1517, and completed
his secondary education at the Standonckhuis?'. Titelmans mentioned the College of Standonck in

the aforementioned dedicatory letter to Charles de Carondelet:

Experitur tuum erga sancta studia fauorem, ea quae apud nos est Louanii pauperum Standonicorum,
humilis quidem et hominibus despecta, Deo tamen (vt confido) bene grata, et ecclesiae non inutilis
congregatio, in qua iam ab annis pluribus pauperes aliquot tuis sumptibus alis, ad sacra artium atque

Theologiae studia®.

Standonckhuis, named after its founder, belonged to the Congregation of Montaigu and was of

fundamental importance for Titelmans’ intellectual formation?.

16 F. Titelmans, Summa Mysteriorum Christianae Fidei. Ex Authoritate divinarum scripturarum veteris et noui
Testamenti congesta, atque in pias contemplationum formulas commode digesta, ita vt in eis Christifidelium simul et
mentes in Veritatis cognitione vtiliter illuminari et affectus in Dei amorem valeant suauiter inflammari, Theobaldus
Paganus, Paris 1547, f. blr-v. The dedicatory letter is missing in the Dutch version of this book.

7 Ibid., ff. bl1v-b2v.

18 J.C. Olin, Jean (I) de Carondelet, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register of The Renaissance
and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1985, vol. 1, p. 272.
19 J.C. Olin, Jean (1) de Carondelet, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register of The Renaissance
and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1985, vol. 1, pp.
272-273. P.G. Bietenholz, Ferry de Carondelet, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register of The
Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1985,
vol. 1, pp. 271-272.

20 Now Enghien in Belgium. A. Paquay, Frans Tittelmans van Hasselt..., op. cit., p. 29.

2L “Gichtboeken”, registers van akten van overdracht naar Loons recht, 1427-1796, SAH, Regg. 1965, ff. 67v; 108v;
124r.

22 F. Titelmans, Summa Mysteriorum Christianae Fidei..., op. cit., f. b2r.

23 P, Sartori, “Frans Titelmans”, op. cit., p. 220.
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The Congregation of Montaigu originated in Paris and was linked with the person of Jan
Standonck®*. A native of Mechelen, he was educated in a school of the Brethren of the Common
Life in Gouda. The Brethren of the Common Life was a quasi-religious congregation (without
perpetual vows) founded by Gerard Groote in the 14" century, rooted in the devotio moderna
spirituality. It combined an ascetic lifestyle with manual labour and emphasis on learning®.
According to Albert Hyma, the Brethren were a seedbed for Renaissance and reformations, a
source of a specifically northern humanism and indeed the turning point in world history?S.
Although this claim is highly disputed, it is noteworthy that a great number of protagonists of
Renaissance and reformations were graduates of such schools, Erasmus and Luther included?’.

Jan Standonck imbibed there a deep sense of piety and a strict discipline, which he followed
his entire life. He went on to study arts at Leuven, graduating in 1469, after which he followed his
studies in Paris?®. There he embarked on a remarkable career, which was strongly linked with the
Collége de Montaigu®. It was founded in the 14" century, however fallen into decay in the second
half of the 15" century3’. Standonck joined the College at the request of its principal, Amatre
Chetart, in 1477 in order to help with its reform. In 1483, after the death of Chetart, Standonck
succeeded in his place. He instilled in the College the spirit of devotio moderna, with strict
discipline and deep piety. He was not merely a skilled administrator, but a true religious reformer
and in 1495 imposed on the College a rule that transformed it into a religious congregation,
modeled on that of Windesheim?!.

The lifestyle of Standonck’s college was very ascetic:

Rest and leisure were forbidden. Spare time had to be filled with pious meditations. Sleep hours were

limited and broken by the night office, in compliance with the Carthusian tradition. It was necessary

24 On Standonck see: A. Renaudet, Humanisme et Renaissance: Dante, Pétrarque, Standonck, Erasme, Lefévre
d’Etaples, Marguerite de Navarre, Rabelais, Guichardin, Giordano Bruno, Librairie E. Droz, Genéve 1958, pp. 114—
161.

35 Cf. 1.V. Engen, Sisters and Brothers of the Common Life: The Devotio Moderna and the World of the Later Middle
Ages, University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia 2013, pp. 144—146.

26 A. Hyma, The Christian Renaissance: A History of the ‘Devotio Moderna’, Archon Books, Hamden 1965, pp. 6—
7: “this ‘New Devotion,” or Christian Renaissance, between 1380 and 1520, absorbed the wisdom of the ancients, the
essence of Christ’s teachings, the mystic religion of the fathers and the saints of medieval Europe, as well as the
learning of the Italian humanists; [...] assimilated all these ingredients and presented them in a new dress to the old
world and the new”.

27 For criticism of Hyma’s theses see: R.R. Post, The Modern Devotion: Confrontation with Reformation and
Humanism, Brill, Leiden 1968.

8 Cf. J.K. Farge, Jan Standonck, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus: A Biographical Register of the Renaissance and
Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press 1987, vol. 3, p. 281.

2 For the history of this College see: M. Godet, La Congregation de Montaigu (1490-1580), Librairie Ancienne
Honore Champion, Paris 1912.

30 On the foundation of the College and controversies concerning the date of it see: W.J. Courtenay, The Collége de
Montaigu Before Standonck, [in:] Special Issue: the College de Montaigu at the University of Paris. Aspects of its
Institutional and Intellectual History (14th-18th Century), ed. Paul.J.J.M. Bakker, Oxford University Press, Oxford
2008, pp. 54-75.

31 P, Sartori, “Frans Titelmans”, op. cit., pp. 215-216.
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for the members to mortify themselves through menial works in the household. The diet never
changed during the year: for the main meal small portions of fish and vegetables, the cheapest ones
possible, one or two eggs, and a little cheese. The harshest element in the routine was the severe

discipline™.

The strict discipline of the house did not please Erasmus, who stayed there briefly in 1495-

1496. He criticised Standonck’s strict discipline in his work "IxBvoeayia:

In eo collegio tum regnabat loannes Standoneus, vir in quo non damnassed affectum, sed iudicium
omnino desiderasses. Etenim quod ipse memor adolescentiae, quam cum extrema paupertate
transegerat, rationem habebat pauperum, vehementer probari debet. [...] Caeterum quod rem
aggressus est cubitu tam duro, victu tam aspero parcoque, vigiliis ac laboribus tam grauibus, vt intra
annum prima experientia multos iuuenes felici indole praeditos ac spem amplissimam prae se
ferentes, alios neci dederit, alios caecitati, alios dementiae, nonnullos et leprae, quorum aliquot ipse

noui, certe nullus omnium non periclitatus est, quis non intelligat esse crudelitatem in proximum?**

Although one should scale down Erasmus’ criticism, considering his dislike of monastic life
and his rhetorical zest, there is no denying that Standonck favoured an ascetic lifestyle. In order to
preserve the spirit of austerity, Standonck entrusted the Congregation to the surveillance of the
Carthusians, subjecting it to the authority of the prior of Vauvert Charterhouse (near Paris).
Carthusians were renowned for their immutability, the only order that was never in need of a
reform?*, It is worth noting that from 1517 to 1519 the prior of Vauvert was Pierre Cousturier, a
fierce opponent of the new learning, whom we have already discussed above.

In 1499 Standonck had to abandon France after he entered into a conflict with king Louis
XII*. He entrusted the College to Noél Beda, the future critic of Erasmus, and moved to Cambrai,
where he founded a College of Montaigu, subordinate to the motherhouse of Paris. Later, with a
help of the Brethren of the Common Life from Deventer, he set up similar houses in Valenciennes
and Mechelen. Finally, he founded one in Leuven, where the dean of Sint Pieter’s Church, Adriaan
Florensz Boeyens, the future pope Adrian VI, passed to him one of the schools in the town3®.
Having obtained a royal pardon, he commended the Leuven College to the care of his disciple

Jacques Masson and returned to Paris, where he died in 150437,

2 bid,, p. 217.

33 D. Erasmus, Iyfvopayia, [in:] Colloguia, eds. L.-E. Halkin, F. Bierlaire, and R. Hoven, North-Holland Publishing
Company, Amsterdam 1972, ASD 1-3, p. 531.

34 P. Sartori, “Frans Titelmans”, op. cit., pp. 216-217.

35 Cf. J.K. Farge, “Jan Standonck”, op. cit., p. 282.

3 Ibid., p. 282.

3 Ibid., p. 282.
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Initially the College of Montaigu in Leuven followed very strictly the rule of the
motherhouse. After the death of the founder, his successor, Beda, offered filial colleges more
autonomy. As a corollary, the College in Leuven altered its rule, mollifying its austerity and, more
importantly, opening itself to humanism. While the house in Paris remained very conservative in
theology and highly critical of the new learning, as expressed by Sutor’s De tralatione Bibliae, in
Leuven there was a mixture of scholastic and humanist elements. Latin classes at Pedagogium
Porci, twinned with College de Montaigu, were taught by Adrianus Barlandus, Leuven’s leading
humanist and, from 1518, the first lector at the newly established (with Erasmus’s involvement)
Collegium Trilingue®. Most likely Barlandus also taught Franciscus Titelmans. Hence, Titelmans
received at Montaigu a mixture of scholastic and humanist education. He inherited the ideals of
deep personal piety of devotio moderna, but also some openness to new currents in European
learning. According to Paolo Sartori, this education was an embodiment of Masson’s ideal of
moderation, which Titelmans interiorized as his own®’.

Titelmans started studying philosophy at Pedagodium Porci in 1519. The university of
Leuven had four pedagogia, with original names: Lily, Pig, Falcon, and Castle. Like in Paris, these
were much like boarding schools, teaching arts and philosophy to prepare for subsequent studies
in law and theology*’. Members of Standonckhuis took classes at Pedagogium Porci, and
Titelmans was no exception. He was an exceptionally good student, finishing the course in
philosophy in 1521 as primus in artibus out of 142 or 162 students (the academic records give
both numbers without explaining the origin of the difference)*!. In recognition of his abilities, he
was immediately offered a teaching post at “the Pig”, which he held for two years, continuing to
live at the College of Montaigu. During his years at Standonckhuis he formed a strong attachment
with Jacques Masson, who most certainly stayed in the house at the time of Titelmans’ studies*.

Titelmans recorded his mentor in a dedicatory letter addressed to Charles de Carondelet:

3 H. de Vocht, History of the Foundation and the Rise of the Collegium Trilingue Lovaniense, 1517-1550. Part the
First: The Foundation, Bibliothéque de 1’Université, Bureaux du Recueil, Louvain 1951, p. 219. C.G. van Leijenhorst,
Adrianus Cornelii Barlandus, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register of The Renaissance and
Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1985, vol. 1, pp. 95-96.
39 P. Sartori, “Frans Titelmans”, op. cit., pp. 219-220.

40 E. Maesschalk, Foundation and Evolution of Colleges at Louvain in the Late Middle Ages, [in:] I collegi universitari
in Europa tra il XIV e il XVIII secolo. atti del Convegno di studi della Commissione internazionale per la storia delle
universita: Siena-Bologna, 16-19 maggio 1988, eds. D. Maffei and H. de Ridder-Symoens, Giuffre, Milano 1991, p.
159.

41 JF. Van de Velde, Catalogus omnium primorum in generali et solemni philosophiae et artium promotione ab
origine famosissimae universitatis Lovaniensis scilicet ab anno 1426. usque ad hunc annum inclusive, adjectis
nominibus, patria et Poedagogiis, in quibus studuerunt, item vitae statu, quem, post peractum Philosophiae studium,
amplexi sunt, P.J. Hanicq, Mechliniae 1824, p. 24.

42 M. Gielis, Scholastiek en humanisme: de kritiek van de Leuvense theoloog Jacobus Latomus op de Erasmiaanse
theologiehervorming, Tilburg University Press, Tilburg 1994, pp. 59-62.
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Cuiusmodi viros cum tibi plurimos familiari studeas societate adiungere, prae caeteris tamen
familiarissimum tibi ante annos multos fecisti, atque etiam modo omni studio in amici officio retinere
non desinis, illud omnis honestatis perlucidum speculum, et sacrae eruditionis vere admirandum
spectaculum, dominum Iacobum Latomum, Louaniensis nostrac Academiae dignissimum
Theologum. Cuius viri consiliis, aliisque compluribus beneficiis olim in me adolescentulum copiose
collatis, tantum ego quoque debeo, vt merito illum donec viuam, patris semper loco habere, et patris

affectu reuereri debeam®.

Masson’s conservative approach to theology no doubt had great influence on the young
scholar. Erasmus went so far as to claim that Titelmans was nothing more than a propaganda tube
for ideas suggested to him by the older theologian**. This was certainly an exaggeration. Paolo
Sartori has demonstrated that although Titelmans shared with Masson an attachment to the
principle of moderation, expressed by both authors through an ancient adage ne quid nimis, the
young scholar was more than a mere passive receptor of his mentor’s ideas. Comparative analysis
of both authors’ works regarding biblical translation show that Titelmans displayed much

independence of thought and was much more than a mere imitator*.
2.1.3 Franciscus Titelmans as an Observant Franciscan 1523-1536

Although Titelmans was clearly attached to the Congregation of Montaigu, he did not stay
there, but in 1523 joined the Observant branch of the Franciscan Order. Shortly before he was
allegedly ordained a priest for the bishopric of Liege*®. The Observants were a reform of the Order
of Friars Minor born in Italy in the second part of the 14" century*’. Although initially they adopted
an anti-intellectualist stand, in the 15" century they reconciled their ascetic ideal with educational

and pastoral needs of burgeoning towns*®. This was true also about their presence in the Low

43 F. Titelmans and A. de Zierikzee, Chronica compendiosissima ab exordio mundi vsque ad annum Domini
Millesinium quingentesimum trigesimum quartum: per venerandum patrem P. Amandum Zierxeensem, ordinis
fratrum Minorum, regularis obseruantiae, virum in Diuinis et humnais rebus peritissimum. Eiusdem tractatus de
septuaginta hebdomadibus Danielis. Adiectae sunt epistolae duae Christiani regis Aethiopiae, Dauidis, ad
Clementem septimum, Rhomanum pontificem anno Domini 1533 destinatae, cum articulis quibusdam de fide et
moribus Aethiopum Christianorum. Aliae quoque tres epistolae, ex noua maria Oceani Hispania ad nos transmissae,
de fructu mirabili illic surgentis nouae Ecclesiae, ex quibus animus Christianus merito debeat laetari, Simon Cocus,
Antuerpiae 1534, f. b3r.

4 D. Erasmus, Responsio ad Collationes cuiusdam iuvenis gerontodidascali, LB, vol. 9, col. 965E. Cf. D. Erasmus,
Responsio ad Collationes cuiusdam iuvenis gerontodidascali, [in:] Controversies, ed. D.L. Drysdall, University of
Toronto Press, Toronto 1993, CWE 73, p. 138.

45 P. Sartori, “Tracce dell’opera di Jacobus Latomus nel Prologus apologeticus di Frans Titelmans”, op. cit., p. 1040.
4 F. Gistelinck et al., De Minderbroeders en de Oude Leuvense universiteit, Bibliotheek van de Faculteit der
Godgeleerdheid, Leuven 1989, p. 46.

47 On the origins of the Observant movement see: M.J.P. Robson, The Franciscans in the Middle Ages, Boydell Press,
Woodbridge 2006, pp. 181-191. On the development of Observancy: J.D. Mixson and B. Roest, eds., 4 Companion
to Observant reform in the Late Middle Ages and Beyond, Brill, Leiden 2015.

48 B. Roest, Franciscans Between Observance And Reformation: The Low Countries (Ca. 1400-1600), “Franciscan
Studies”, 2005, vol. 63, p. 413.
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Countries, starting from the reform of the Franciscan house in St. Omer in 1408%. In 1447 they
already had their own vicar within the Franciscan Order®’. As an Observant, Titelmans studied
theology in the study house of the Franciscans, which in 1447 was incorporated into the Faculty
of Theology in Leuven®'. The theology course was based on Scotus and essentially scholastic in
its format, though it was not without elements of the new learning™.

Among Titelmans’ masters was Amandus of Zierikzee, a former provincial minister of
Observant Franciscans and an acclaimed Greek, Hebrew, and Aramaic scholar’®. Amandus’
interest was mostly in history and in the Bible. He wrote commentaries on Genesis, Ecclesiastes,
and Job, which were regrettably lost after 1789. He also wrote a chronicle of the world, which was
posthumously edited and supplemented by Titelmans>*. According to a letter from Martin Dorp to
Erasmus, Amandus was an admirer of Erasmus’ work and his keen supporter®>. Titelmans must
have learned Greek and Hebrew from him, for he claimed such a knowledge in his commentaries
on Ecclesiastes and the Psalms. He allegedly even knew some Aramaic (Chaldean, as it was called
at the time). Other teachers of Titelmans included Martinus van der Keele>®, a Franciscan lecturer
in systematic theology; and Johannes a Myrica, a secular priest, dean of Sint Pieter’s Church and
doctor of both laws. Titelmans published a panegyric devoted to the latter, showing his

indebtedness to him*’. In Epistola apologetica he also mentioned Matthias Weynsen as a master,

4 1bid., p. 414. For the general history of the Observants in the Low Countries see: J.A. De Kok, Acht eeuwen
Minderbroeders in Nederland: een oriéntatie, Verloren, Hilversum 2007, pp. 93—112.

30 Until the division of the Franciscan Order in 1517, the Observants had their own superiors and full autonomy, while
formally remaining one order with the Conventuals.

SLJ.A. De Kok, Acht eeuwen Minderbroeders in Nederland..., op. cit., p. 110.

52 A. Paquay, Frans Tittelmans van Hasselt..., op. cit., p. 40. On observant attitude to studies see: B. Roest, 4 History
of Franciscan Education (c. 1210-1517), Brill, Leiden 2000, pp. 158-172.

33 F. Gonzaga, De origine seraphicae religionis..., op. cit., p. 992: “Amandus de Zireeckzea, Louaniensis conuentus
Lector eximius, postea Minister prouincialis, qui et multum laborauit pro huius Prouinciae reformatione. Edidit
siquidem Chronicorum totius orbis libros ab origine mundi ad sua vsque tempora. Scripsit item in psalmum 118. et in
78. Danielis Prophetae hebdomadas. Trium linguarum tametsi esset peritissimus, ab humilitatis tamen semitis, vsque
ad vitae finem, ne minimum deuiauit. Ministerii cursu laudabiliter peracto, Lectoris denuo officium non minus
humiliter, quam obedienter amplexus eft, in quo vfque ad mortem nullis gaudens priuilegiis perseuerauit. Sepultus est
in medio chori sub pulpito, vbi cantatur Epistola, anno Dominicae incarnationis 1525”. See also C.F. Gunderson,
Amandus of Zierikzee, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register of The Renaissance and
Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1985, vol. 1, p. 39. B.
de Troeyer, Amandus van Zierikzee, “Franciscana”, 1965, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 14-19.

3 F. Titelmans and A. de Zierikzee, Chronica compendiosissima..., op. cit. Vide infra 2.3.3

55 Allen, ep. 1044, vol. IV, pp. 126-127: “Non desunt passim eximii viri religiosi qui te, vti par est, summis in coelum
efferent laudibus. [...] Alter est Gardianus Mechliniensis, vir cordatus, rerum experientissimus, idem eximie doctus.
Proximus Amandus, Grece Hebraiceque doctus, quem nosti, opinor. Ii sic fauent tuis sanctis laboribus vt ne suis
quidem magis queant”.

%6 F. Gonzaga, De origine seraphicae religionis..., op. cit., p. 992: “P. Martinus Vander Keele a Turnuth sacrae
Theologiae etiam Lector admodum insignis fuit, ac concionator zelo dei feruens auditors suos verbo et exemplo sueae
sanctae conuersationis ad meliorem vitam contemplatiuam cogens. Scripsit opuscula de 7. donis Spiritus sancti; de
vita quoque contemplatiua sed sermon vernaculo. De numeris autem myfticis scripsit sermon Latino exactissime, vt
videre est in bibliotheca nostra Louaniensi. Sepultus est iuxta scholam anno Dominicae incarnationis 1540”. See also:
B. Roest, Franciscans Between Observance And Reformation: The Low Countries (Ca. 1400-1600)..., op. cit., p. 421.
57 Vide infra 2.3.3.
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under whose instruction he spent 18 months, however it is unclear whether he meant instruction
in Franciscan life or in theology?®.

Knowledge of ancient languages would rank Titelmans among the leading humanists in
Leuven at that time. However, his alleged linguistic proficiency was disputed. Erasmus, in a letter

to Peter Mexia, wrote disparagingly about his young adversary>’:

Est Louanii quidam Ttielmannus eiusdem Ordini, iuuenis isto vestrate paulo doctior in sacris litteris,
atque etiam modestior [than Carvajal, a Spanish Franciscan mentioned earlier®’], tametsi prodigiose
gloriae et petulantissimae loquacitatis; [...] Is annotauit in Annotationes Vale, Fabri et meas in Ep.
ad Romanos, sed in me proprie stringit calamum. Respondi paucis absque ipsius nominee, sine
conuiciis, nisi quod indicaui iuuenem nec Grece nec Latine peritum, nec instructum lectione
diuersorum autorum, non esse parem ei prouinciae. [...] Ille statim quasi voto potitus, multo libellos
parturire cepit, plenos indoctissimae loquacitatis. Ridetur a doctis omnibus. Ipse suorum fratrum

applausu contentus est’!.

Similar reservations about Titelmans’ intellectual and especially linguistic competence were
expressed in other of Erasmus’ letters, as well as in those written to him®. Another man to cast
doubt on Titelmans’ knowledge of ancient languages was Jan Campensis®. He wrote to Jan

Dantiscus (Dantyszek):

Uni Francisco Titelmanno, iuueni imberbi, qui ante annos aliquot scripsit contra Erasmum, Jacobum
Fabrum et Laurentium Vallensem, quos ipse conatus est docere graece, qui vixdum
legere posset graece! Idem hoc anno edidit commentarios in Psalmos, opus tam grande ut asino oneri

esse possit, cum privilegio Imperatoris, in quo opere et Hebraicam et Chaldaicam linguam se scire

8 F. Titelmans, Epistola Apologetica Fratris Francisci Titelmanni Hasselensis pro opere Collationum ad veteris
Ecclesiasticae interpretationis Novi Testamenti defensionem aedito, as Desyderium Erasmum Roterdamum, sacrae
Theologiae professorem, Guilielmus Vorstermannus, Antuerpiae 1530, ff. elr-v. On Weynsen see: B. de Troeyer,
Matthias Weynsen, “Franciscana”, 1965, vol. 20, no. 1, pp. 19-25. M.A. Nauwelaerts, Matthias Weynsen, [in:]
Contemporaries of Erasmus: A Biographical Register of the Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and
T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press 1987, vol. 3, p. 441.

% On Mexia see: T.B. Deutscher, Pero Mexia, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biographical Register of The
Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press 1986, vol. 2, pp.
439-440.

% On Carvajal see: W.B. Jones and T.B. Deutscher, Louis de Carvahal, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus. A
Biographical Register of The Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of
Toronto Press, Toronto 1985, vol. 1, pp. 275-276.

61 Allen, ep. 2300, vol. VIII, pp. 406-407.

62 See for instance Allen, ep. 1994, vol. VII, pp. 396-398; ep. 2261, vol VIII, pp. 339-342; ep. 2263, vol. VIII, pp.
343-346.

3 On Campensis see: P.G. Bietenholz, Jan van Campen, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus.A Biographical Register
of The Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto
1985, vol. 1, pp. 255-256. K.H. Burmeister, Johannes Campensis und Sebastian Miinster. Ihre Stellung in der
Geschichte der hebrdischen Studien, “Ephemerides theologicae Lovanienses”, 1970, vol. 46, pp. 441-460.
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iactat, cum mihi ipse confessus sit, se nunquam cepisse Hebraicae, multo etiam minus Chaldaicae,

linguae operam dare®*!

We should, however, be very careful to uncritically accept such statements. Erasmus wrote
about Titelmans in the midst of their bitter polemic. The Prince of Humanists was known never to
take any criticism lightly, and he habitually scolded his opponents with caustic words. Jan
Campensis also bore a personal grudge against Titelmans. He wrote a paraphrase of all Psalms
simultaneously with Titelmans, yet he failed to obtain a permission to publish it, for which he
blamed the Franciscan®. Hence, it is difficult to consider him objective.

According to the testimony of Capuchin chronicles, Titelmans possessed unrivalled prowess
in languages. Zaccaria Boverius wrote of him: “He was most skilled in Hebrew, Chaldean, and
Greek. The last one he mastered to such an extent, that it is possible to say, that although he knew
all the words of the Latin language, he nevertheless spoke with more ease in Greek than in Latin%®,
This testimony, although based on earlier documents, was nonetheless written a century after
Titelmans’ death, rendering it limited credibility.

Analyses of Titelmans’ biblical commentaries demonstrate that he was much more
competent than his critics were ready to acknowledge, but less than Boverius would like his readers
to believe. His Latin style was elegant and clear, even if his works were indeed verbose (a charge
that few renaissance authors could escape). He also demonstrated himself at ease with Greek,
which he often cited in the original and explained grammatical and etymological nuances. His
competence in Hebrew was less clear. Most of his comments on this language were based on Latin
translations by Jerome and other scholars. Only occasionally he explained grammatical or lexical
issues of the Hebrew text of the Bible. One can also observe a tendency to venture more into
Hebrew in his later works, which suggests that his competence in Hebrew developed over the
course of time. As to Aramaic, there is no evidence of his competence in this language, for all his

comments in this matter were based on Latin translations of targums. Thus, he possessed, if any,

%4 Cited after: H. de Vocht, Collegium Trilingue, part 3..., op. cit., p. 152. On Dantiscus see: Z. Nowak, Jan Dantyszek:
portret renesansowego humanisty, Zaktad Narodowy im. Ossolinskich, Wroctaw 1982. 1. Guenther, Johannes
Dantiscus, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biographical Register of The Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G.
Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1985, vol. 1, p. 377. J. Axer, loannes Dantiscus.
Diplomat, Husband, Father, Bishop of Warmia: The Limits of (Dis)Loyalty, [in:] Kulturgeschichte Preufsens kéniglich
polnischen Anteils in der Friihen Neuzeit, eds. S. Beckmann and K. Garber, De Gruyter, Berlin 2011, pp. 227-236.
On Dantiscus’ relationship with Campensis see: H. de Vocht, John Dantiscus and his Netherlandish friends as
revealed by their correspondence 1522-1546, Librairie universitaire, Louvain 1961, pp. 66-72.

% For the story of Campensis troubles with his publication see: H. de Vocht, Collegium Trilingue, part 3..., op. cit.,
pp. 169-178.

6 7. Boverio, Annali dell’Ordine..., op. cit., p. 374: “Era molto versato nell'ebrea, nella caldea, € nella greca, I'vltima
delle quali posiedeua cosi perfettamente, che se bene potesse dirsi, ch'ei sapesse tutti i vocaboli della lingua latina,
fauellaua nondimeno piu facilmente nel greco idioma, che nel latino”.
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only a rudimentary knowledge of it. Examples of his philological skills shall be discussed in the
third chapter.

In the Franciscan study house in Leuven, Titelmans was charged with lecturing in
philosophy and in Holy Scriptures®’. The first subject is hardly surprising, considering that he had
already lectured in philosophy for two years at “the Pig”. The reason why he was entrusted with
lecturing also in Scripture was probably due to the death of Amandus of Zierikzee around 15258,
Importantly, almost all the books of Titelmans identify him as “sacrarum scripturarum apud
Lovaniense praelector”, also those that were not on the Bible itself®. Titelmans took to his new
tasks with much diligence and started lecturing daily on the Bible in the Franciscan friary.
Although the lectures were in the Franciscan study house, they were open to the public and
attracted much attention also outside Leuven. Allegedly, his lectures were so popular that they
lured to Leuven students not only from the entire Low Countries, but also from Germany’°.
According to Arblaster he was also involved in preparing and correcting the Vorsterman Dutch
Bible, but there is, however, no clear evidence for that’!.

Among his students there was Joannes Mabhieu, later abishop of Deventer, who,
interestingly, was a great admirer of Erasmus’?. Mahieu came as primus in artibus in 1524 and
followed his older colleague’s footsteps, joining the Observant Franciscans’?, where he listened to
Titelmans’ lectures. He also published a reworking of Titelmans’ commentary on Psalms in
155374,

The content of Titelmans’ lectures can be approximated through his printed works. Most of
his books were based on his lectures, although obviously we cannot assume that they reflect their
content a hundred percent. Titelmans lectured in philosophy for most of his career, starting in
1521. Presumably, he taught the same courses for his entire career, as philosophy constituted an

obligatory entry requirement for further studies. Both compendia that he published stemmed from

7 A. Paquay, Frans Tittelmans van Hasselt..., op. cit., p. 42.

% This is the date Paquay gives: Ibid., p. 41. C.F. Gunderson, “Amandus of Zierikzee”, op. cit. p. 39, gives dates 1524
or 1534. B. de Troeyer, Amandus van Zierikzee..., op. cit., p. 14. claimed that the letter date arose from the posthumous
publication of Chronica in 1534 and argued for 1524 or 1525.

% Vide infra 2.2.3.

"0 A. Paquay, Frans Tittelmans van Hasselt..., op. cit., p. 46.

"L P. Arblaster, ‘Totius Mundi Emporium’: Antwerp as a Centre for Vernacular Bible Translations, 1523 - 1545, [in:]
The Low Countries as a Crossroads of Religious Beliefs, eds. A.-J. Gelderblom, J.L. de Jong, and M. van Vaeck, Brill,
Leiden 2004, p. 24. On Vorsterman Bible see: W. Francgois and S. Corbellini, Shaping Religious Reading Cultures in
the Early Modern Netherlands: The “Glossed Bibles” of Jacob van Liesvelt and Willem Vorsterman (1532—1534ff),
“Journal of Early Modern Christianity”, 2019, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 147-184. B. Tops, The Quest for the Early Modern
Bible Reader: The Dutch Vorsterman Bible (1533—1534), its Readers and Users, “Journal of Early Modern
Christianity”, 2019, vol. 6, no. 2, pp. 185-222.

72 See: J.A. De Kok, Acht eeuwen Minderbroeders in Nederland..., op. cit., p. 207. On Mahusius see: B. de Troeyer,
Jan Mahusius, “Franciscana”, 1965, vol. 20, no. 3, pp. 107-140.

73 J.F. Van de Velde, Catalogus omnium primorum..., op. cit., p. 25.

74 B. de Troeyer, Jan Mahusius..., op. cit., p. 115.
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his lectures, as he himself explained”. In Epistola nuncupatoria to Compendium naturalis
philosophiae, he clarified that he had written this work for the benefit of his Franciscans students’®.
In the same place, he expressed a wish to compose a similar compendium on logic: “quod nunc in
physica disciplina egimus, fortisan et in dialecticis aliquando tentabimus””’. Indeed, he
accomplished this task three years later.

It is more difficult to reconstruct exactly the chronology of his lectures on the Holy
Scriptures, which most likely changed a subject every year. Information provided in his published
books allows us to approximate their order. We need to start in the middle. In Epistola dedicatoria
addressed to Cardinal Quifiones, at the beginning of his commentary on the book of Ecclesiastes,

Titelmans explained that he published it four years after he lectured publically on it:

Commentarios nostros in Ecclesiasten Salomonis, post publicam coram auditoribus nostris
praclectionem, ante annos ferme quatuor elaboratos, atque (vt dici solet) ad vmbilicum vsque
perductos, cum post diligens eruditorum virorum examen, amicorum precibus diu sollicitatus ac

tandem deuictus, de tenebris in lucem prodire consenssisem’®.

This confirms that Titelmans’ publications were founded upon prior lecture courses. The
letter is dated on the 10% of June 1536, therefore Titelmans must have given public lectures on
Ecclesiastes in 1532. It also shows that there was some time gap between lectures and publication,
which Titelmans attributed to corrections and examination of his works by learned men. It is very
likely that lectures consisted mostly of a paraphrase of biblical books, while philological
annotations were elaborated afterwards, which took time. This is suggested by the fact, that in his
posthumously published commentaries annotations are left unfinished.

Taking a clue from the information above, we can safely deduce that the first subject of
Titelmans lectures were the Apostolic Epistles, as his commentary on them was published in
15287, Assuming that Titelmans started lecturing on Holy Scriptures in 1525 or 1526, these
lectures probably occupied him until around 1527. The much shorter time gap between lectures
and publication is easily explained by the absence of annotations in this commentary.

Afterwards he probably moved to lecturing on the authority of the Vulgate, which
constituted the essence of his polemic with Erasmus. Given that his arguments against Erasmus
were based on the Letter to the Romans, it is also possible that he combined polemical elements

with an exposition of the Apostolic Epistles. The fact that he discussed the authority of the Vulgate

73 Vide infra 2.2.3.

7 F. Tittelmans, Compendium naturalis philosophiae: libri duodecim de consideratione rerum naturalium,
earumq[ue] ad suufm] creatorem reductione, loannes Roigny, Paris 1543, f. AA4r.

77 1bid., f. AASr.

8 F. Titelmans, Commentarii in Ecclesiasten Salomonis..., op. cit., f. a3r.

7 Vide infra 2.2.1.
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in his lectures is confirmed by Erasmus, who in a letter to Mercurino Arborio di Gattinara®’, sent
from Basel on the 29" of April 1527, asserted that in Leuven there was “franciscanus quidam, qui
in publicis praelectionibus subinde perstringit nomen meum™®!. The same is confirmed by a letter
sent to Titelmans himself, on the 18" of May, in which Erasmus once again protested against
adverse comments made by the Franciscan in his public lectures. While we cannot know exactly
how far Titelmans’ lectures corresponded with the content of Collationes quinque, it is, however,
safe to presume that he tried some of its arguments on his students prior to the publication of this
polemical work in 1529.

The next subject of his lectures must have been the Book of Psalms, the commentary on
which was published in May 1531. It is not unreasonable to presume that Titelmans lectured on
the Psalms between 1527 and 1528. In Epistola apologetica, Titelmans claimed that the text for
publication had already been complete in the summer of 152982, This testimony is corroborated in
his book on the authority of the Apocalypse, published in 1530. There Titelmans wrote of the
commentary on the Psalms as having been already finished: “Superioribus diebus, Eruditissime
Erasme, cum post absolutam ex Dei gratia ennarationem libri Psalmorum, ad sacratissimam illam
Apocalypism beati loannis Apostoli et Euangelistae transitum meditater, fratribus atque amicis
multiplici id ratione suadentibus™®®. He went on to explain that unfortunately, due to numerous
attacks on the canonicity of this book, before commenting its content, he had to defend its
authority. It is difficult to say whether the discussion of the Apocalypse’s canonicity was also a
subject of Titelmans’ lectures. There is also no indication whether he ever commented on its
content, for no commentary on it was ever published.

We have some more information on Titelmans’ lectures in the following years. At the end
of the commentary on Matthew’s Gospel there is information that he accomplished this work in
153384, Given that it was not published until 1545 and even so the annotations were incomplete,
we must assume that 1533 is a date when Titelmans finished lecturing on Matthew, and not the
date when he concluded the manuscript for print. Presumably the same logic should be applied to

a note at the end of the commentary on Song of Solomon: “Finis commentariorum in Canticum

80 On Gattinara see: J.M. Headly, Mercurino Arborio di Gattinara, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biographical
Register of The Renaissance and Reformation, edd. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press,
Toronto 1986, vol. 2, pp. 76—80.

81 Allen, ep. 1815, vol. VII, pp. 53-54.

82 F. Titelmans, Epistola Apologetica..., op. cit., f. blv: “quem hac aestate proxima Dei gratia, ad eiusdem gloriam,
enarrando absoluimus”. Epistola was published in January 1530, and dispatched to Erasmus probably in in December
1529, thus aestate proxima meant summer of 1529.

8 F. Titelmans, Libri duo de authoritate libri Apocalypsis Beati loannis Apostoli, in quibus ex antiquissimorum
authorum assertionibus, scripturae huius dignitas et authoritas comprobatur, aduersus eos qui nostra hac tempestate
siue falsis assertionibus siue non bonis dubitationibus, Canonicae et Diuinae huius scripturae authoritati
deroganrunt, Michael Hillenius, Antuerpiae 1530, f. a2r. Cf. Allen, ep. 2417, vol. IX, pp. 99-102.

8 F. Titelmans, Paraphrastica elucidatio in Matthaeum..., op. cit., f. 288v.
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Canticorum, per Fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum Hassellensem, ordinis Fratrum Minorum, in
conuentu Louaniensi Fratribus in lectionis officio seruientem, anno aetatis suac XXXII. anno
autem ab incarnatione Domini 1534. penultima Decembris”®. Irrespective of whether Titelmans
dated according to Nativity style (according to which a New Year began on the 25" of December)
or not, it seems clear that the sequence of his lectures around 1532-1534 was the following:
Ecclesiastes — Matthew — Song of Solomon.

It is tempting to assume that the two subsequent years that Titelmans spent in Leuven were
devoted to the Gospel of John and the Book of Job, commentaries on which were also published
after his death. Given that the commentary on Ecclesiastes was printed only four years after
lectures, it is very doubtful whether lectures delivered in 1535-1536 would be anywhere close to
a publishable shape. As there is a gap between lectures on the Psalms, finished before 1529 and
those on Ecclesiastes, delivered around 1532, it is not unreasonable to assume that Titelmans
lectured on Job and/or on John’s Gospel in those years. Without more detailed information,
however, this is merely a guess.

During Titelmans’ time at Leuven, the most prominent event was his dispute against
Erasmus that took place between 1527-1530. The most complete account of this polemic has been
presented by Paolo Sartori®®. We shall discuss in detail the theological content of this dispute in
Chapter Five. Here we limit ourselves to presenting a chronology of the conflict.

As has been indicated in Chapter One, Erasmus’ biblical scholarship was an object of
critique from the very publication. The Montaigu circle was active among Erasmus’s opponents;
so were many Franciscans. Titelmans entered the stage in 1527, when the word of his critical
comments regarding Erasmus’ work reached the Humanist in Basel. As indicated above, the
scholar from Rotterdam mentioned Titelmans in a letter to a friend and shortly after wrote to the
youngster himself. Indirectly, this is a proof of the popularity of Titelmans’ lectures, for not only
the word of it reached Erasmus in Basel, but also, he considered it worthy to respond to his new
opponent.

The letter of Erasmus to Titelmans was an exercise not in argumentation but rather
intimidation. Although the Humanist addressed Titelmans as an “honoured brother in Christ” and
assured that he was no enemy of the Franciscan Order, nevertheless he admonished his younger
counterpart to cease vilifying his name in public lectures. “Ego, nisi Christum haberem prae oculis,
et si te fortassis non possum laedare, possem ordinem tuum laedare magis quam credas” warned

Erasmus menacingly®’. Titelmans was not intimidated. He responded with a letter in which he

85 F. Titelmans, Commentarii in Cantica Canticorum..., op. cit., f. 194v.
8 P. Sartori, La Controversia Neotestamentaria..., op. cit. pp. 77-135.
87 Allen, ep.1823, vol. VII, p. 70.
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cleared himself from all accusations of malicious intentions and slander®®. At the same time, he
admitted to having criticised Erasmus’ translation and annotations on the New Testament, as well
as those of his predecessors, Valla and Lefévre. Titelmans wrote that he objected to the way in
which humanists undermined the authority of the old translation. Erasmus, claimed the Franciscan,
should take no offence at this, for he himself spared criticism to no one, the saints included. “Certe
candidi animi non est aliis negare quod tibi permiseris, cumque omnium omnia seuere
diiudicaueris ac aliorum nihil dissimulaueris, nolle tua ab vllo vel modestia attingi”®®. Such
remarks hardly served to appease the sensitive ego of the great Humanist.

The debate escalated in May 1529 with the publication of Titelmans’ attack on Valla,
Lefeévre, and Erasmus entitled Collationes quinque super epistolam ad Romans Beati Pauli
Apostoli. Erasmus knew that Titelmans was preparing its publication and probably tried to prevent
it. Conradus Goclenius®, one of Erasmus’ closest friends in Leuven, informed him in a letter from
the 7" of October 1528 that “Franciscanus iam agit Antuerpiae vt pariat suos foetus, dissuadentibus
theologorum — quod compertum habeo — coryphaeis. Sed hic tibi metuendus non est™!.
Nevertheless, when the book was published, Erasmus seemed to be concerned.

The old Humanist was deeply touched by the attack by the young scholar and responded
scornfully with a Responsio ad Collationes cuiusdam iuvenis gerontodidascali®?. The very name
he called Titelmans, iuvenis gerontodidascalos — a youth who would teach his elders — showed
that he was offended not only by the content of the book, but also by the fact that he was criticised
by a man, who only a few years ago was a pupil®>. He contested Titelmans’ skill in languages and
accused him of being merely a mouthpiece for Masson’s ideas®*. He also took offence at the image
of Christ trampling over a lion and a dragon at the end of Collationes. “An putat nos nescire quid
sibi velit ille Laureatus, calcans leonem et draconem?”?>. He explained the meaning of this image
in his letter to John Botzheim sent from Freiburg on the 13" of August 1529%: “Lutetiae Petrus
Cornuensis, cuius est illud pdia Omvidodpevov év toig @paykiokddv £Bvesty ‘Conculcabis

leonem et draconem’, leonem Lutherum, draconem Erasmum™®’. He continued that this image

88 Allen, ep. 1837a, vol. VIII, pp. [LIII-LV].

8 Allen, ep. 1837a, vol. VIIL, p. [LV].

% On Goclenius see: G. Tournoy-Thoen, Conradus Goclenius, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biographical
Register of The Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press,
Toronto 1986, vol. 2, pp. 109-111.

L Allen, ep. 2063, vol. VII p. 518.

92 D. Erasmus, “Responsio ad Collationes”, col. 965E-1016C. English translation: D. Erasmus, “Responsio ad
Collationes cuiusdam iuvenis gerontodidascali”, op. cit. pp. 135-263.

93 Cf. D. Erasmus, “Responsio ad Collationes”, op. cit., col. 965E.

%4 D. Erasmus, “Responsio ad Collationes”, op. cit., col. 965E-F.

% Ibid. col. 966A.

% On Botzheim see: H.-C. Rublack, Johann von Botzheim, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biographical Register
of The Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto
1985, vol. 1, pp. 177-178.

97 Allen, ep. 2205, vol. VIII, p. 256.
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could better be applied to the mendicant orders, which were full of dragons, basilisk, and other
viperous creatures. After these rather asperous remarks he offered his response to some of
Titelmans’ arguments, which we shall discuss in chapter five.

Titelmans responded with equal brusqueness. His Epistola Apologetica per opera
Collationum ad Desyderorium Erasmum Roterodamum was published in 1530 and responded to
some accusations of Erasmus®®. For instance, Titelmans rejected Erasmus’ suggestion that the

image at the end of his books was a jab at the Humanist.

Paucis igitur accipe synceram ueritatem, ut uanam ponas suspicionem. Leo et Draco, idem diabolus
est, qui partier et leo et draco est, quemadomodum illo scribit beatus Augustinus in Homelia illa
cantatissima, quae de Martiribus legitur in haec uerba: Scriptum est (inquit) de diabolo, quia leo et

draco est: Leo propter impetum, Draco occulte insidiatur®.

He also transformed the offensive epithet gerontodidascalos into gerontomastis (a whip on
old men) and applied it to his opponent. Erasmus was a whip on old authorities, whom he attacked

unjustly!'%.

Tu uero ab inicio pene quo calamum ad scribendum applicare coepisti, plurima non solum ueterum
doctorum dicta aut scripta, uerumetiam totius Ecclesiae antiquissimo usu ac longissimi obseruatione
probate dogmata, et ritus sacros uellicare non desisti, quemadmodum titi et in collationibus nostris

partim ostendimus'’".

102

He also called Erasmus paedodidascalos, that is a teacher of young men'*~. Moreover, he

provided numerous biblical and patristic examples of instances, when the old were mistaken and
the young correct!®?,

In addition to his Epistola, Titelmans composed a book on the authority of the Book of
Revelation, in which he also attacked Erasmus. It shall be discussed in detail in chapter 5.3. This
final work was ignored by Erasmus and the dispute came to a quiet end. The last letter in which
Erasmus mentioned his young opponent was the one he sent to Jacopo Sadoleto, sent on the 7 of

March 1531, in which the Franciscan is mentioned alongside Alberto Pio, Carvajal, and other

8 F. Titelmans, Epistola Apologetica..., op. cit.

% Ibid. f. b4r. The homily was in reality that of Caesarius of Arles: Caesarius Arelatensis, Sermones ex integro a
Caesario compositi uel ex aliis fontibus hausti, sermo 69.2, ed. G. Morin, 1953, CCSL 103, p. 291: “sed dictus
diabolus leo et draco: leo propter impetum, draco propter insidias; leo aperte irascitur, draco occulte insidiatur”. These
words were ascribed to Augustine in Biblia cum glossa ordinaria. Pars II, Adolph Rusch, Strassburg 1481, f. 287r
and in Petrus Lombardus, Commentarium in Psalmos, 90.13, PL 191, col. 853.

100 F_ Titelmans, Epistola Apologetica..., op. cit., f. c8r.

101 Thid., f. c8v.

102 Tbid., f. d2r.

193 Ibid., ff. c2r-c7v.
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Erasmus’ critics'. Titelmans did not mention Erasmus in any of his subsequent works, though he

frequently alluded to humanists and reformers in his biblical commentaries!®>.
2.1.4 Capuchin reform and the last year of Titelmans’ life 1536-1537

Considering Titelmans’ significant successes as a scholar, his decision to abandon the
academic life and join the new-born Capuchin reform of the Franciscan Order must have come as
a surprise to many. The Franciscan Order was constantly bustling with an idea of a reform,
understood as a return to stricter poverty, contemplative prayer, and itinerant preaching!'%. Some
attempts at reform led to heresy, while others succeeded, for example the Observant branch, of

107 By the early 16" century, however, this reform was also

which Titelmans was a member
considered by many to have departed from the original ideal, and thus was in need of being
reformed.

The papal bulla /te vos from the 29th of May 1517 reorganised the structure of the Franciscan
Order, making the Observant branch completely independent from the Conventuals and unifying

various scions of the Observant family!%®

. This, however, did not halt the reforming zeal among
the sons of Saint Francis. It was in this atmosphere that in 1525 an Observant Franciscan, Matteo
di Bascio secured for himself a papal privilege to live the life of a wandering preacher. Soon he
was joined by Lodovico and Rafaele di Fossombrone, and, after some struggle, they secured a bull
Religionis zelus, issued on the 3™ of July 1528!% It officially sanctioned a new reform of the
Franciscan Order that soon gained the name of Capuchins!!?. Even though all three of the founding
fathers left the movement within a decade, it continued to grow under the prudent leadership of

Bernardino d’Asti'!!,

104 Allen, ep. 2443, vol. IX, pp. 157-168.

105 See for instance: F. Titelmans, Commentarii in Ecclesiasten Salomonis..., op. cit., f. 06v. F. Titelmans, Elucidatio
in omnes psalmos iuxta veritatem vvigatae et ecclesiae vsitatae aeditionis latinae, quae et ipsa integra illibataque
exaduerso opponitur: Psalmis singulis singula argumenta ante se monstrantibus, totam Psalmi virtutem atque
materiam quasi per modum epitomatis summatim complectentia: post elucidationem vero adiunctis prolixioribus
Annotationibus, quae Commentariorum locum habent. Adiuncta est elucidatio canticorum, quae Ecclesiasticus vsus
appellat ferialia. Subsequuntur deinde Annotationes ex Hebraeo atque chaldaeo, in quibus quicquid ex veritate
Hebraica occurrit difficultatis, tractant et exponitur, Martinus Caesar, Antwerpiae 1531, f. 90r.

196 D Nimmo, Reform and Division in the Medieval Franciscan Order: From Saint Francis to the Foundation of the
Capuchins, Capuchin historical institute, Rome 1987.

107 See: Ibid., pp. 109-138; 240-278; 353-414. Cf. D. Burr, The Spiritual Franciscans: from Protest to Persecution
in the Century after Saint Francis, The Pennsylvania State University, University Park 2001.

108 Cf. D. Nimmo, Reform and division in the medieval Franciscan order..., op. cit., pp. 640-642. The text of the bulla
see: L. Wadding, Annales Minorum seu trium Ordinum a S. Francisco institutorum, ed. J.M. Fonseca ab Evora, Ad
Claras Aquas (Quaracchi) 1933, vol. 16, pp. 49-55.

199 Clemens VII, bulla Religionis Zelus [in:] Bullarium Ordinis FF. Minorum S. P. Francisci Capucinorum, ed.
Michaele a Tugio, Joannis Zempel, Romae 1740, vol. 1, pp. 3—4.

110 For the history of the beginnings of the reform see: M. D’ Alatri, I Cappuccini, storia di una famiglia francescana,
Istituto Storico dei Cappuccini, Roma 1994, pp. 11-28.

111 Cf. Melchior a Pobladura, Historia generalis Ordinis Fratrum Minorum Capuccinorum. Pars prima 1525-1619,
Institutum historicum OFMCap., Romae 1947, pp. 44—48. Bernardinus ab Asti [in:] Lexicon Capuccinum..., 0p. cit.,
col. 200.
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The new reform has often been seen in Franciscan historiography as a reaction against the
worldliness and intellectualism of the Italian Renaissance. Indeed, the first ordinations of the new
reform, written in Albacina in 1529, rang a strongly anti-intellectual tone. They forbade preachers
from taking more than three books with them when they went preaching and limited studies to
strictly spiritual matters'!'?. “Again, no one should undertake any study, other than reading some
lectures from Holy Scriptures and some pious and spiritual book, which attract to the love of Christ
and to embracing his cross”!!3. Similarly, the first constitutions, drawn in 1535-1536, admonished

brothers not to read or study anything indecent or futile.

Useless books of the gentiles that sooner make a man a pagan than a Christian ... should not be kept
in our places. ... Students ought not to seek knowledge that puffs up, but the illuminating and
inflammatory love of Christ, that builds up the soul. They should never immerse themselves in
literary studies to such a degree that for this reason they would neglect the holy study of prayer. ...
Instead, for the sake of the greater possession of the Spirit of Christ, both the lecturers as well as
students should make the effort to give more importance to spiritual than to literary studies. In doing
so, they would gain all the greater profit the more they concentrate on the spirit than on the letter; for
without the spirit, it is impossible to acquire the true understanding, moreover, the letter alone blinds
and kills"",

At the same time, however, it is worth noting that the reform attracted many well-educated
Observant brothers, such as Bernardino d’Asti, Bernardino Occhino'!’, and Giovanni da Fano!'®.
Further, the first patrons of the Reform, Caterina Cybo and Vittoria Colonna, were both members
of the Italian evangelical movement, seeking to reconcile Luther’s doctrine of justification with
Catholicism!!”. Interestingly, early Capuchin chronicles boisterously called Titelmans a

2118

“humanista” '®. Thus, rather than simply seeing the Capuchin Reform as an anti-intellectual

112 C. Cargnoni, ed., I Cappuccini: fonti documentarie e narrative del primo secolo (1525-1619), Edizioni Frate
Indovino, Perugia 1988, vol. 1, p. 198.

113 1bid., p. 201: “Item che niuno presume ponere studio, eccetto leggere acuna lezzione delle sacre Scritture e qualche
libretto devoto e spirituale, che tirinio all’amor di Cristo e ad abbracciar la sua croce”.

114 1bid., pp. 427-428: “Li libri inutile de’ gentili, li quali pit presto fanno ’omo pagano che cristiano [...] non se
tenghino ne 1i nostri lochi. [...] E non cerchino li studenti di acquistare la inflativa scienza, ma la illuminativa e
inflammante carita de Cristo, la quale edifica I’anima. Né mai se immergino tanto nel studio litterale, che per esso
abiano a pretermittere el studio sacro de la orazione [...] Ma per meglio potere avere el spirito di Cristo, si sforzaranno,
tanto li lectori quanto li studenti, a dar magiore opera al spirituale studio che al litterale, e, cosi facendo, tanto magiore
profecto si ritrovarano a far nel studio quanto che pitl daranno opera al spirito che alla littera; pero che senza el spirito
non si acquista el vero senso, anzi la simplice littera, la quale exceca e occide”.

115 M. Camaioni, /I Vangelo e I’Anticristo: Bernardino Ochino tra francescanesimo ed eresia (1487-1547), Societa
editrice Il mulino, Bologna 2018.

116 See: Joannes a Fano [in:] Lexicon Capuccinum..., op. cit., col. 833-834.

117 On the relationship between Colonna and Occhino see: E. Campi, Vittoria Colonna and Bernardino Ochino, [in:]
A comapnion to Vittoria Colonna, eds. A. Brundin, T. Crivelli, and M.S. Sapegno, Brill, Leiden 2016, pp. 371-398.
18 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis Fratrum Minorum Capuccinorum (1525-1593), ed. Melchior a
Pobladura, Collegio S. Lorenzo da Brindisi dei Frati Minori Cappuccini, Assisi 1940, vol. 2, Monumenta Historica
Ordinis Minorum Capuccinorum 3, p. 171.
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reaction against humanism, one could just as well see it as an outcome of humanism and its call to
return to the sources. It was not simply reactionary; it was a proper reform movement. Unlike
Erasmus, who believed that knowledge could bring the renewal of Christendom, and unlike
Luther, who sought the only path to true reform in purifying the theology, the Capuchin Reform
was a renewal through personal conversion and austerity. Similar to both of them, however, the
Capuchins emphasised the importance of the Scriptures in Christian life. In many ways it was
similar to what Standonck had done in Paris. Sadly, there remain few critical historical works on
the origins of the Capuchin Reform.

It is in this light that we must try to understand Titelmans’ decision to abandon his
intellectual pursuits and assume a life of simplicity and poverty. It is difficult to say whether his
decision to join the Capuchins stemmed more from his dissatisfaction with the level of religious
life of Flemish Observants or more from his inner tension between the professed simplicity of life
and his intellectual pursuits and academic obligations. De Troeyer argued for the latter solution''.
First, he claimed that the Leuven friary was exemplary in its observance of the Rule, as testified
by Franciscus Gonzaga in 1587, who based his opinion on that of Cardinal Quifiones, who visited
Leuven in 1521!%°. De Troeyer added that Titelmans seemed to have been troubled by the tension
between studies and austerity throughout his life. His decision to join the Friars Minor ran counter
to his rapidly developing academic career, as it was not obvious when he entered the Order that
his superiors would allow him to continue teaching. When they did, he was happy to do it out of
obedience and not for vainglory. Yet the tension continued, as indicated by a comment concluding
his edition of Chronica: “Indocti sine bibliis coelum coecis aperiunt. / Nos cum bibliothecis nostris
in infernum et mergimur et mergimus”!2!. Such a tension was not uncommon in Christian history,
and Titelmans’ comment rings a similar tone as those made by his slightly younger and more
famous namesake, Francis Xavier. Such a tension is also hinted by the fact that he abandoned all
intellectual activities once he became a Capuchin. On the other hand, his intention to return to his
fatherland in order to reform his Franciscan province indicates that he was not entirely satisfied

with the quality of the Franciscan life at Leuven!?2,

119 B, de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana..., op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 91-93.

120 F. Gonzaga, De origine seraphicae religionis..., op. cit., pp. 991-992: “Nec sane suppressum oportuit dictum
reuerendissimi patris Francisci Angelorum nostri olim Ordinis generalis Ministri, ac tandem sanctae Romanae
Ecclesiae Cardinalis, qui, lustrates Prouinciis plurimis, ad suos reuersus istud pracbebat de hoc conuentu testimonium:
Lapides conuentus Lovaniensis sancti sunt, et nescio quam sanctitatem redolent. Tantam ibi (dum visitaret) repererat
pietatem, et humilitatem, tantam religionem, tantum spiritus feruorem, tantam concordiam vt instar aciei
ordinatissimae, omnibus intrantibus admirabilis hic locus redderetur, ac intuentes etiamnum in stuporem raperet, atque
compungeret”.

121 F. Titelmans and A. de Zierikzee, Chronica compendiosissima..., op. cit., f. 127r.

122 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 1, p. 282. Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo,
Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 177.
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Seen from another perspective, Titelmans’ decision was not a negation of his earlier efforts,
but their practical embodiment. It concurred with the spirituality of devotio moderna, of Standonck
and of Cousturier, who took a very similar move 26 years earlier, becoming a Carthusian. Rather
than just commenting on the Gospels, Titelmans chose to live it out. In a way, his life as a Capuchin
was his last book, a very practical commentary on how he understood the Christian faith.

Titelmans left Leuven after the 10" of June 1536, the date when, while still at Leuven, he
signed a dedicatory letter to Cardinal Quifiones attached to his commentary on Ecclesiastes'?*. He
was accompanied by two brethren, Leonard, a priest, and Martin, a lay brother'?*. They went first
to Paris, where they were joined by another Observant, Francis da Solteri di Puglia, and proceeded
to Rome, reaching it in September!?. According to Boverius, he arrived precisely at the beginning
of the general chapter, and, in recognition of the fame of his learning and piety, he was immediately
granted participation with full voting rights!?®. Though this was probably more of a rhetorical
exaggeration, nonetheless Titelmans was received in the new Reform, largely thanks to a hiatus
between papal prohibitions on receiving brothers from the Observant branch of the Order!?’.

He was immediately confronted with the very tension that he perhaps tried to escape, as he
was offered by the general vicar, Bernardino d’Asti, a position of a lector in Milan'?®. Had he
accepted, he would effectively continue what he had been doing in Leuven. Nevertheless, he
refused and instead joined the Roman house of Capuchins, where he served the sick in the hospital
of San Giacomo near Porta del Popolo.

The last period of his life is the one on which we are best informed. The life of Titelmans as
a Capuchin friar is reported by several Capuchin chronicles, of which the one by Bernardino Croli
da Colpetrazzo (1514-1594) is especially important. Its author knew Titelmans personally, so
information that he provided is relatively reliable, even if somewhat hagiographical. Other
chronicles seem to be mostly derived from Bernardino’s testimony.

Titelmans spent most of his brief time as a Capuchin working in a hospital “doing the most
vile chores that there were, that is removing excrements of poor sick and keeping clean dirty

places. He washed bedsheets, brought meals, swept floors, and performed other services with so

123 F. Titelmans, Commentarii in Ecclesiasten Salomonis..., op. cit., f. 15v. Cardinal Quifiones was the protector of
the Friars Minor at the time.

124 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 172. Cf. Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina...,
op. cit., p. 181. Biography of Martinus see: Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 438—
439. Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina..., op. cit., pp. 185-186.

125 Cf. Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina..., op. cit., p. 181.

126 7. Boverio, Annali dell’Ordine..., op. cit., p. 376. He mistakenly dated Titelmans’ arrival in Rome for 1535.

127 One such a prohibition was lifted in 1535, another came into place in 1537, cf. Melchior a Pobladura, Historia
generalis Ordinis Fratrum Minorum Capuccinorum. Pars prima 1525-1619..., op. cit., p. 82. Paul III, bulla Dudum
Siquidem [in:] Bullarium Ordinis..., op. cit., pp. 22-23.

128 7. Boverio, Annali dell’Ordine..., op. cit., pp. 376-377.
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much zeal and care that he seemed to be a new Saint Francis”!?°. Besides, he led a life of prayer
and ascetism in perfect poverty. He insisted that brothers should work with their own hands, as
recommended by the Rule of Saint Francis, and by many other fathers of monastic life, such as
Basil the Great, Benedict of Nursia, and Bernard of Clairvaux, whose examples he cited to
encourage brothers to do so'*°. He himself learned the art of producing wicker baskets and
produced them even when elevated to the provincial’s office!!.

He abandoned almost entirely all intellectual pursuits. Even though he spoke little Italian,
he tried not to use Latin in order not to betray his exceptional learning!32, Many admired such a

choice:

Many fathers from across the Alps, who knew him as a much-honoured member of the Order, visited
him. When they saw him now without any books, acting as a simple friar, barefoot and clothed in a
habit of coarse cloth they marvelled a lot. He served with so much love towards those poor sick.
They asked him with much admiration: My Father, how was it possible that you have left all studies?
The Servant of God replied to them: I took the exercise taught to me by the Seraphic Father Saint
Francis. And [ want you to know that I have swapped my Augustines, my Jeromes and Chrysostoms
for them [the sick]; my library is this: to serve these poor, which was so much recommended to us
by our Lord God. Books teach you how to act well and doing what they teach is a completion of the
reading. One does not go to paradise for having known or having read, but for having done the things

that these books teach!*>.

Yet, he could not abandon cerebral work as much as he might have wished. At the insistence
of his brothers, he composed “a little book of most beautiful prayers”, which was sadly lost'**. He
also gave talks about the observation of the Rule, a task imposed on him by Bernardino d’Asti.
His talents were quickly recognised and utilised by the Order. In May 1537, at the first provincial

chapter of the Roman Province (the new reform was divided into nine provinces in 1536),

129 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 173: “facendo il pit1 vile offitio che vi fosse, che
era di portar’ via gli escrementi de’ poveri infermi et tener’ netti i luoghi immondi. Lavava le pezze, portava da
mangiare, spazzava et altri servitij, con tanto fervore et sollecitudine che pareva un altro San Francesco”.

130 Ibid., vol. 2, p. 174. Cf. Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina..., op. cit., p. 182.

131 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 175. Cf. Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina...,
op. cit., p. 183.

132 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 173. Cf. Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina...,
op. cit., p. 181.

133 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 1, p. 281: “il qucoale diede tanta admiratione che fu
visitato da molti padri oltramontani che I'havevan' conosciuto nella Religione tanto honorato, e hora le vedevano
essersi privo di libri, come un' simplice fraticello, scalzo e vestito d'un habbito d'arbascio. Serviva con tant'amore a
quei poveri infermi e con molta admiratione gli dicevano : O Padre mio, e come I'havete potuto fare di lasciare affatto
lo studio? Gli rispondeva il servo di Dio: Io ho preso quell'esercitio che m'insegno il Serafico Padre San Francesco. E
sappiate che i miei Agustini, i miei Gironimi, Grisostomi, gl'ho commutati in questi; questi sono le mie librarie: servire
a questi poverini tanto dal Signor Idio a noi raccomandati. I libri c'insegnano ad operar' bene, e il far' quel' che
c'insegnano ¢ complemento della lettione. Non per haver' saputo e per haver letto se va in paradiso, ma per haver' fatto
quel che c'insegnano i libri”.

134 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 173. Vide infra 2.2.4.
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Titelmans was elected the provincial vicar, that is, the superior of the province'?>. From that
moment on, he devoted his time to visiting friaries to ensure the high standards of spiritual life
imposed on friars in Capuchin Constitutions.

According to the Chronicles, Titelmans did not intend to sojourn long in Italy. He wanted to
transplant the Reform to his fatherland, even though at the time Capuchins were prohibited from
settling beyond the Alps'*¢. He also allegedly desired to go as a missionary to the New World, a
desire partly confirmed by his remarks at the end of the Chronica'*’. He was to have no such an
opportunity. On the feast day of Mary’s Assumption, he arrived at the friary in Anticoli (Fiuggi),
where he suddenly fell ill. After 28 days of illness, he passed away on the 12 of September 1537
in the 36™ year of life!38. His disease and death, according to Capuchin chronicles, resulted from
his strenuous work and severe ascetic practices.

Capuchin hagiographers presented his death as far from ordinary. At the time of his death,
his friend, Bernardino the Spaniard, had a vision of a procession of saints concluded by Titelmans
himself!3°. The cadaver emitted pleasant odours, and when it was inspected four years after death,
it displayed no signs of decay!%’. The aforementioned Bernardino healed a woman suffering from
an outflow of blood with a piece of Titelmans’ habit — a miracle clearly stylised on a Gospel story
(Mark 5:25-33)'#!. Boverius reported some other miracles post-mortem!'#?, however the
beatification process never made much progress, even though in 1773 the Apostolic See gave
permission to open it!43.

For the early generations of Capuchins, Titelmans became something of a hero. They took
pride not only in his humility and austerity but equally in his great learning, which contrasted
sharply with his virtues. Commenting on Titelmans’ polemic with Erasmus, about which he was
most certainly ill-informed, Bernardino da Colpetrazzo stated: “In his time he was regarded the
most learned man in all of Christendom. He disputed with Erasmus and prevailed over him. This
very Erasmus said that in the entire Christian world there was no other man he would rather debate

than Titelmans™!#*, Nothing could be more remote from Erasmus’ true sentiments. Titelmans was

135 Ibid., p. 175. Until 1619, when the Capuchin reform was given full autonomy, provincial and general superiors
used the title of vicarius, for they formally were subjected to ministers of the Conventuals.

136 Ibid., p. 177. Cf. Paul 111, bulla Dudum siquidem [in:] Bullarium Ordinis..., op. cit., pp. 22-23.

137 7. Boverio, Annali dell’Ordine..., op. cit., p. 383. Boverius claimed that Titelmans dreamed of a martyr’s death.
Cf. F. Titelmans and A. de Zierikzee, Chronica compendiosissima..., op. cit., f. 127r.

138 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 177.

139 Cf. Ibid., vol. 2, pp. 177-178.

140 Cf. Ibid., vol. 2, p. 178. Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina..., op. cit., p. 184.

141 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 178.

142 7. Boverio, Annali dell’Ordine..., op. cit., pp. 391-393.

143 C. Cargnoni, S. Gieben, and P. Maranesi, Sulle orme dei santi: il santorale cappuccino: santi, beati, venerabili,
servi di Dio, Istituto Storico dei Cappuccini Postulazione Generale, Roma 2000, p. 286.

144 Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis..., op. cit., vol. 2, p. 176: “Suo tempore era riputato il primo dotto
della cristianita. Disputo con Erasmo et lo vinse. Il quale Erasmo diceva non esser’ nella cristianita huomo per lui, se
non il Titelmano”.
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also frequently mentioned as one of the learned who entered the Reform!*. His figure was also
used to cover up the scandal caused by the apostasy of Bernardino Occhino, the Order’s second
general superior. Allegedly Titelmans recognised a heretic in him, even though he died four years
prior to Occhino’s defection to the Protestant camp!*®. Titelmans was also listed alongside
Bernardino d’Asti and Francesco di Jessi as a member of a Capuchin team selected to debate with
critics of the Capuchin Reform!47.

This short biographical sketch has shown that Titelmans was a significant figure in his times.
He was a man of considerable education that incorporated both scholastic and humanist elements,
and of no negligible sanctity of life. Because he exercised influence on others through his public
lectures and multiple publications both in philosophy and in theology, we shall now turn to explore

his written works in more detail.
2.2 Works of Franciscus Titelmans

Franciscus Titelmans was a very prolific writer, active in numerous fields. Despite his early
death, he left twenty published works, of which more than a half concerned the Bible. We shall
discuss his printed output in three sections. We begin with presenting his seven biblical
commentaries, three published in his lifetime and four posthumously, then we discuss his
polemical works, directed against humanists, especially contra Erasmus of Rotterdam. In the final
part we shall briefly describe his other works, philosophical and historical, that fall outside the

scope of this dissertation, yet constitute an important context for his biblical scholarship.
2.2.1 Biblical commentaries published in the author’s lifetime

Although they have been the least studied by modern scholars, biblical commentaries
constitute the biggest and arguably the most important category of Titelmans’ publications. In his
lifetime, Titelmans published works on the Apostolic Epistles, the Psalms, and the Book of
Ecclesiastes. Four further commentaries were published after his death by his older brother: on the
Gospels of Matthew and John, on the Book of Job, and on the Song of Solomon. We shall present

them in the chronological order of publication.

145 Marius a Mercato Saraceno, Relationes de origine Ordinis Minorum Capuccinorum, ed. Melchior a Pobladura,
Collegio S. Lorenzo da Brindisi dei Minori Cappuccini, Assisi 1937, Monumenta Historica Ordinis Minorum
Capuccinorum 1, pp. 19. 82. 426.

146 Matthias a Salod, Historia Capuccina..., op. cit., p. 43. Paulus a Foligno, Origo et progressus..., op. cit., pp. 266—
267.

147 Marius a Mercato Saraceno, Relationes de origine..., op. cit., p. 434. Bernardinus a Colpetrazzo, Historia Ordinis...,
op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 422—424. Matthias a Salo, Historia Capuccina..., op. cit., pp. 37-38. Paulus a Foligno, Origo et
progressus..., op. cit., p. 354.
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The first work published by Titelmans was Elucidatio in omnes epistolas apostolicas, which

left printing presses in 1528. The full title ran:

Elucidatio in omnes epistolas apostolicas, quatuordecim Paulinas et Canonicas septem, vna cum
textu ad marginem adiecto, et ita commode distributo, vt vnaquaeque textus particula suae
elucidatione exaduerso respondeat, iuxta veritatem veteris et vulgatae aeditionis, additis argumentis,
quae et Epitomatum vice esse possint, totam Epistolarum substantiam, iuxta ordinem singulorum
Capitum, summatim complectentibus, Per fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum Hassellensem, ordinis
Fratrum Minorum, sacrarum scripturarum apud Louaniense Praelectorem: ex ipsa authoris

recognitione, iam denuo typis excusa'*.

As the title clearly articulated, the volume contained commentary on all twenty-one epistles
of the New Testament. In the 1529 edition, it contained 248 folios in octavo, with continuous
foliation from alr to Hh8v. It was a work of a conservative. Not only did Titelmans use the text of
the Vulgate as his base, but also attributed the letter to the Hebrews to Saint Paul, although this
had been challenged by humanists. Titelmans’ commentary contained no philological notes on the
text, no attempts at correcting or clarifying the Vulgate, even though the author was clearly
familiar with translations of Lefevre and Erasmus, as his polemical texts clearly demonstrated.

The commentary, called elucidatio, was limited to a fairly superficial paraphrase of the
inspired text. The text of the Vulgate was printed on the margins, with division of verses numbered
with letters of the Latin alphabet. The corresponding paraphrase was printed alongside it. The
paraphrase did not include any theological discussion of verses made controversial by Luther and
other reformers, such as for instance Rom. 3:28, into which Luther famously added the word
“only” to qualify salvation by faith!*’. Yet, Titelmans seemed completely unconcerned with
questions regarding justification by faith alone and paraphrased this verse very simply: “Stat enim
fixa sententia: posse hominem iustificari ex fide Christi, sine operibus legis”!>°, No attempt to
refute Luther’s interpretation of this verse or remind the reader about the indispensability of deeds

as an outward manifestation of faith. The same is true about the entire commentary.

18 F. Titelmans, Elucidatio in omnes epistolas apostolicas, quatuordecim Paulinas et Canonicas septem, vha cum
textu ad marginem adiecto, et ita commode distributo, vt vnaquaeque textus particular suae elucidatione exaduerso
respondeat, iusta veritatem veteris et vulgatae aeditionis, additis argumentis, quae et Epitomatum vice esse possint,
totam Epistolarum substantiam, iuxta ordinem singulorum Capitum, summatim complectentibus, Michael Hillenus,
Antwerpiae 1529, f. alr. References to Titelmans’ works are given to first editions, or the earliest that we had at our
disposal.

199 M. Luther, D. Martin Luthers Werke. Kritische Gesamtausgabe. Die Deutsche Bibel, ed. G. Bebermeyer, Hermann
Bohlaus Nachfolger, Weimar 1931, vol. 7, p. 39, Rom 3:28: “So halten wir es nu, Das der Mensch Gerecht werde, on
des Gesetzes Werke, alleine duch den glauben”. On Luther’s translation as a commentary see: G.A. Jansen, Embedded
Commentary in Luther’s Translation of Romans 3, [in:] The Unfolding of Words: Commentary in the Age of Erasmus,
ed. J.R. Henderson, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 2012, pp. 118-139.

150 F. Titelmans, Elucidatio in omnes epistolas apostolicas..., op. cit., f. bér.
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The work was structured according to the canonical order of the epistles in the New
Testament. Commentary on each letter was preceded by argumentum elucidatorium, that is, a brief
summary of the content of the letter. In these prefaces Titelmans also included some conventional
information about authors and addressees. For instance, he identified the author of James’ letter
with the first bishop of Jerusalem and added that he wrote for those who had converted from
Judaism!!. He showed not the slightest concern with defending the canonicity of this letter, which
Luther had attacked, calling it “the straw epistle”!>2,

Apart from printers’ prefaces in different editions, the work was preceded by Psalmus
nuncupatorius altissimo omnium bonorum largitori Deo, ad operis dedicationem. In this psalm
Titelmans recognised that among all of the goods that come from God, the Scriptures were of
special value: “Peculiarem autem donum et eximium dedisti nobis scripturas sanctas: in
eruditionem et stabilimentum salutaris fidei nostrae™!>3. He continued to explain that the meaning
of Scriptures was obscured in order to confound learned men of haughty heart: “Humilibus tamen
non negas introitum, qui exaudis humiles: clauem donas eis per quam ingrediantur in illas. Spiritus
tuus sanctus ipse est clauis intelligentiae scripturarum tuarum, quoniam et ipse est calamus.
Calamus fuit scribentium eas: et clauis est idem ipse legentium eas”!'>*, The theme of the Spirit as
the key for Scriptures was recurrent in Titelmans’ biblical scholarship and summarised his
exegetical approach, as shall be demonstrated in this dissertation. Unlike most of his later works,
the Elucidatio did not include an analytical index.

Erasmus accused the Franciscans of encouraging Titelmans to write the elucidations in order

to replace his own paraphrases:

Nil mirum tamen si juveni imponit affectus gloria, illud mirum viros Seraphicos sodalem suum
protrudere in hoc proscenium, ut hoc laudis suo asserant Ordini. Siquidem hoc variis modis agunt,
ut meas Lucubrationes exutiant de minibus studiosorum. Jam hic pro meis Paraphrasibus suas

substituerat elucidationes'™.

It is difficult to judge whether that was truly Titelmans’ ambition or whether Erasmus was

simply bitter, as he often was. Even a cursory comparison shows that Titelmans could have been

51 Ibid., f. Ccdr.

152 M. Luther, D. Martin Luthers Werke. Kritische Gesamtausgabe. Die Deutsche Bibel, ed. G. Bebermeyer, Hermann
Bohlaus Nachfolger, Weimar 1929, vol. 6, p. 10: “Darumb ist sanct Jacobs Epistel eyn rechte stroern Epistel [...] denn
sie doch keyn Euangelisch art an yhr hat”. M. Luther, D. Martin Luthers Werke. Kritische Gesamtausgabe. Die
Deutsche Bibel..., op. cit., p. 386: “Darumb will ich yhn nicht haben ynn mayner Bibel”. For a modern reflection on
the issue see: M. Foord, The “Epistle of Straw”: Reflections on Luther and the Epistle of James, “Themelios. An
International Journal for Students of Theological and Religious Studies”, 2020, vol. 45, no. 2, pp. 291-298.

153 F. Titelmans, Elucidatio in omnes epistolas apostolicas..., op. cit., f. a2v

134 Tbid., f. a2v.

155 D. Erasmus, “Responsio ad Collationes”, op. cit., col. 966D.
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inspired by Erasmus. His work emulated that of Erasmus in its structure, presenting first a
summary of the content of a given letter, called argumentum, and then proceeding to a paraphrase
proper'>®. A more detailed study would, however, be necessary to substantiate this hypothesis.

It must also be underscored that paraphrase was a typically humanist genre. Although there

157 Bernard

were ancient precedents, Erasmus can be considered a reinventor of this literary genre
Roussel has shown that this genre, although it was based on a philological study of the biblical
text, was very subjective and was in fact a fictionalisation of the Bible. His study of four imitators
of Erasmus, Titelmans included, showed that each of them had done that through their own
particular confessional optic. This was certainly true of Titelmans, especially in his following
commentaries.

The history of publications of the Elucidatio testifies to its popularity. It was first printed in
1528 by Michael Hillen in Antwerp. The first edition, in two printings, was bought up swiftly, as
testified in the second edition from the 13 of April 1529: “Primam illam aeditionem, quam ante
pauculos menses dedimus, sic adamabant, sic rapiebant, sic etiam num illam manibus terunt

studiosi, vt iterum nobis ad incudem reuocanda fuerit”!>®. According to de Troeyer, there were

nineteen editions of this work!?:

No. | Place Publisher Date
1 Antwerp | Michael Hillen von Hoochstraten 1528 (A)
2 Antwerp | Michael Hillen von Hoochstraten 1528 (B)
3 Antwerp | Michael Hillen von Hoochstraten 1529
4 Antwerp | Michael Hillen von Hoochstraten 1532
5 Paris Joannes Parvus 1532
6 Antwerp | Jan Steels 1540
7 Alcala Joannes May Flander for Bartholomaeusa Robles 1543 (?)
8 Paris Jacobus Kerver 1543
9 Paris Jacobus Regnault 1543
10 | Paris Joannes Roigny 1543

156 See for instance Erasmus’s paraphrase on the Romans D. Erasmus, In epistolam Pauli ad Romanos paraphrasis,
LB, vol. 7, col. 771-832.

157 B. Roussel, Exegetical Fictions? Biblical Paraphrases of the Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries, [in:] Holy
Scripture speaks: the production and reception of Erasmus’ Paraphrases on the New Testament, eds. H.M. Pabel and
M. Vessey, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 2002, p. 59. J.-F. Cottier, Erasmus’s Paraphrases: A ‘New Kind of
Commentary’?, [in:] The Unfolding of Words: Commentary in the Age of Erasmus, ed. J.R. Henderson, University of
Toronto Press, Toronto 2012, pp. 27-45. J.-F. Cottier, Four Paraphrases and a Gospel or How to Rewrite Without
Repeating Yourself, “Erasmus Studies”, 2016, vol. 36, no. 2, pp. 131-147. J.R. Henderson, Editor’s Addendum.
Translating an Erasmian Definition of Paraphrase, [in:] The Unfolding of Words: Commentary in the Age of Erasmus,
ed. J.R. Henderson, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 2012, pp. 47-54. J. Bloemendal, Erasmus and His
Paraphrases on the New Testament: What Kind of Enterprise?, “Erasmus Studies”, 2020, vol. 40, no. 1, pp. 34-54.
158 F. Titelmans, Elucidatio in omnes epistolas apostolicas..., op. cit., f. alv.

159 B. de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana..., op. cit., vol. 1, p. 94.
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11 | Paris Editor not known 1543

12 | Paris Joannes Poucher 1543

13 | Lyon Stephanus Rufinus & Joannes Ausultus for Guilielmus | 1546
Rovilius

14 | Lyon Stephanus Rufinus & Joannes Ausultus for Guilielmus | 1547
Rovilius

15 | Venice As signum Spei 1547

16 | Paris Joannes de Roigny 1551

17 | Paris Joannes de Roigny 1553

18 | Lyon Joannes Ausultus for Guilielmus Rovilius 1553

19 | Lyon Joannes Ausultus for Guilielmus Rovilius 1554

As this list clearly demonstrates, the first work of Titelmans was popular until the mid-16™ century,

especially in the Low Countries (5 editions) and France (12 editions), though less so in Spain and

Italy.

The second and by far the longest biblical commentary of Titelmans concerned the Psalms.

The full title read:

Elucidatio in omnes psalmos iuxta veritatem vvlgatae et ecclesiae vsitatae aeditionis Latinae, quae
et ipsa integra illibataque exaduerso opponitur: Psalmis singulis singula argumenta ante se
monstrantibus, totam Psalmi virtutem atque materiam quasi per modum epitomatis summatim
complectentia: post elucidationem vero adiunctis prolixioribus Annotationibus, quae
Commentariorum locum habent. Adiuncta est Elucidatio canticorum, quae Ecclesiasticus vsus
appellat ferialia. Subsequuntur deinde Annotationes ex Hebraeo atque Chaldaeo, in quibus quicquid
ex veritate Hebraica occurrit difficultatis, tractant et exponitur. Per Fratrem Franciscum
Titelmannum Hassellensem, ordinis Fratrum Minorum, sanctarum scripturarum apud Louanienses

praelectorem'®’.

The first edition of 1531 contained 464 folios in octavo. There were separate foliations for

introductory material, the elucidatio itself, and Annotationes ex hebraeo. As the title indicated, it

contained a commentary on the entire Book of Psalms, as well as on Old Testament canticles used

in liturgy: Canticus Esaiae (Isa. 12:1-6), Canticus Ezechiae (Isa. 38:10-20), Canticus Annae,
matris Samuelis (1Sam. 2:1-10), Canticus filiorum Israel (Ex. 15:1b-19), Canticus Abacuk (Hab.

160 . Titelmans, Elucidatio in omnes psalmos..., op. cit., f. +1r.
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3:2-19), Canticus Moysi (Deut. 32:1-43), Canticus trium puerorum hebraeorum (Dan. 3:57-
88a)!ol,

Titelmans’ commentaries on the Psalms were much more complex and detailed than those
on the New Testament Epistles. Each Psalm was preceded by an argumentum that was more than
merely a summary of its content. In most cases the Franciscan explained in this section whether
he chose to interpret a Psalm according to a literal or mystical sense and why. He also indicated
which verses ought to be read as if uttered by Christ, or by the Church, or by an individual soul.
Moreover, he commented on the Psalms’ titles and other information that preceded some of them.
For instance, in the argumentum of Ps. 17(18), he explained that according to the title it concerned

162

events described in 1 Sam'°*. Next, Titelmans explained the structure of the Psalm. He finished

with an observation of how to interpret it:

Hunc Psalmum plerosque fidelium totum ad Christum applicare gratias agentem patri, pro sua
suorumque mirabili liberatione et mirifica exaltatione: alios ad Ecclesiam, pro liberatione a
grauissimis periculis et persequutionibus. Quas intelligentias nequamquam reprehendimus, neque
abiiciendas censemus: imo in annotationibus post hunc Psalmum adiiciendis, monstrabimus (vel
figuraliter) vtranque. Quia tamen difficile est, singula omnino ad Christi personam aut Ecclesiae
adaptare, facilius autem ipsi personae Dauid, iccirco hunc in nostra Elucidatione faciemus
loquentem, Deoque suo liberatori (quod et titulus patenter indicat) gratias agentem. Nos vero illum
audientes tam feruenti spiritu Dei beneficia praecdicantem, Deumque liberatorem mirifice efferentem,
discamus ab eo, quemadmodum pro acceptis beneficiis nos quoque saluatori nostro grati esse

debeamus'®.

Titelmans accepted the plurality of senses of Scriptures and interpreted according to them.
Very often interpretations proposed in annotations were different from those in elucidatio, yet he
hardly ever rejected any interpretation, even if they seemed mutually exclusive.

Argumentum was followed by elucidatio. Here, just like in the previous commentary, the
text of the Vulgate was presented in the margins and accompanied by Titelmans’ paraphrase.
Those paraphrases were often also interpretations, indicating mystical sense of given verses. For
instance, Ps. 18(19):6a — in sole posuit tabernaculum suum — was paraphrased by Titelmans with

the following words:

Inter omnia autem magnalia Dei, quae coeli illi annunciarunt, hoc veluti caput est atque praecipiuum,

quod Deus in sole posuit tabernaculum suum: id est, mansionem atque habitationem suam posuit in

161 Tbid., ff. 370r-393v.

162 Titelmans followed Septuagint numeration of the Psalms. We added in brackets also the Hebrew numbering to
avoid possible confusion.

163 F. Titelmans, Elucidatio in omnes psalmos..., op. cit., f. 44v.
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Christo homine, (qui sic in medio totius Ecclesiae constitutus illuminat omnem hominem venientem
in hunc mundum, quomodo sol in medio firmamenti, mundum totum illuminat) quando ipsi
Diuinitati complacuit humanam sibi in Christo vnire naturam, ita vt in homine Christo tota Diuinitatis

plenitudo inhabitaret corporaliter'®,

Far from being a mere rephrasing of biblical words, Titelmans’ paraphrase offered a
Christological interpretation of the Psalm, which was further developed in subsequent verses.
Elucidatio was in almost all cases followed by annotationes. In this section the Franciscan
commented selected verses, which required further clarification. These explanations were usually
either philological or theological and shall be explored in more detail in the next two chapters. Just
like a paraphrase, the annotationes were a typically humanist genre. It is significant that Titelmans,
despite his conservative leanings, in all his biblical works, chose very modern modes of
expression. There were hardly any traces of the scholastic style in his writings.

At the end of the commentary there stood yet another set of annotations, this time designated
as ex Hebraeo atque Chaldaeo. Here Titelmans discussed some philological issues stemming from
the Hebrew text of the Psalter. He intentionally omitted them in the main part of his commentary,
in order not to burden his readers with overly complex philological considerations and with a
variety of readings!'%. Yet, if one looked into these annotations with a hope of finding philological
analyses akin to modern ones, or indeed similar to those of Erasmus, one could be disappointed.
Although Titelmans explained textual variants in Hebrew and occasionally cited the Hebrew text
in original, his main aim was to demonstrate that hebraica veritas was perfectly consonant with

the Vulgate. He reassured the reader of this harmony in a short preface to these annotations:

Nemo cum in sequentibus multum subinde diuersam inuenerit hebraicam lectionem a nostra vulgata
latina, conturbari debet vel offendi, sic vt de lectione nostra vulgata sinistre iudicet, aut quasi
suspectm et non veram aspernetur. Non paruae enim temeritatis neque vulgatae foret audaciae, ea
quae tantis retroactis saeculis a maioribus nostris, tam Graecis quam Latinis, habita fuere in summa

authoritate, tam leui ratione contemnere aut vilipendere'®.

He proceeded to explain that discrepancies were more in words than in sense. They arose either
from superficial reading and ceased when one gave more consideration to the deeper sense, or

from frequent ambiguities (polysima) of Hebrew words that gave rise to contradictory translations.

164 Tbid., f. 45r.

165 He expressed that clearly in Epistola ad lecotrem: 1bid., f. +6v: “quas ob hoc in partem vnam separauimus, vt non
simplicioribus ingeniis (quibus ista forsan curae non erunt) multitudo versionum et interpretationum diuerditas pareret
confusionem”.

166 F_ Titelmans, Annotationes ex Hebraeo atque Chaldaeo in omnes Psalmos, quibus quid in vhoquoque Psalmo distet
originalis lectio Hebraeo a nostra vulgata Latina demonstratur, Diuersorum quoque ex Hebraeo interpretum, varie
versiones explanantur, Simon Cocus, Antwerpiae 1531, f. AAlv.
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The commentary on the Psalms was preceded by three short texts. The first was Psalmus
nuncupatorius beato Patri luminum, a quo omnis est sapientia et intelligentia, quem cecinit illi
seruus operarius, die quo finiebat laborem operis huius et coram Domino offerens, ait. Apart from
laudatory phrases praising God’s grace, it also offered some basic guidelines about the mystical

sense of Psalms'®’.

It was followed by a dedicatory letter to the Emperor, Charles V:
Clementissimo et christianissimo imperatori Carolo eius nominee quinto, Hispaniarum Regi etc.
Frater Franciscus Titelmannus Hasselensis, ordinis Fratrum minorum, Gratiam et pacem, et

contra hostes Ecclesiae plenam de coelo victoriam'®®

. It compared the Emperor to King David and
wished him an equally swift victory over all his enemies, as was the case with the Judean monarch.
Titelmans identified the enemies with the Turks but also with heretics at home, whom he compared
to Jebusites (cf. 2Sam. 5:6). He complimented the Emperor for his efforts to remove them from
the land. Finally, there was an introductory letter to the reader, in which Titelmans further outlined
some of his exegetical principles and explained the structure of the book. The introductory material
was completed with an alphabetical index, which identified theological themes explained in the
commentary. It is very detailed and occupies 12 folios. It also contains an alphabetical list of the
first verses of the Psalms.

The commentary on the Psalms surpassed the previous one in popularity, with 25 known

editions!®?:

No. | Place Publisher Date
1 Antwerp Martinus de Keyser 1531 (A)
2 Antwerp Martinus de Keyser 1531 (B)
3 Antwerp Antonius Goinus 1540
4 Paris J. Lodoicus Tiletanus for Joannes Roigny 1540
5 Cologne Melchior Novesianus 1544
6 Paris Johannes Maheu for Audoenus Parvus 1545
7 Paris Johannes Maheu for Poncetus le Preux 1545
8 Paris Johannes Maheu for Joannes Foucherius 1545
9 Paris Johannes Maheu for Joannes Mace 1545
10 | Paris and Johannes Maheu for Mathurin de Puys 1545
Lyon
11 | Paris Audoenus Parvus 1548

167 F. Titelmans, Elucidatio in omnes psalmos..., op. cit., ff.+2r-+3r.

168 Tbid., ff. +4r-+5r.

169 B. de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana..., op. cit., vol. 1, p. 96. Editions nos. 10 and 25 are not listed in de
Troeyer.
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12 | Paris Joannes Foucherius 1548
13 | Lyon Philib. Rolletius et Barthol. Fraenus for Gulielmus | 1548
Rovillius
14 | Paris Joannes Langlois for Joannes de Roigny 1551
15 | Paris Joannes Savetier for Audoenus Parvus 1552
16 | Paris Joannes Savetier for Wed. Mauritius a Porta 1552
17 | Paris Joannes Langlois for Joannes de Roigny 1553
18 | Lyon Gulielmus Rovillius 1556
19 | Antwerp Wed. et Erfgen. J. Steels 1567
20 | Venice Joann. Antonius Farreus et Bretanus 1572
21 | Antwerp Philippus Nutius 1573
22 | Lyon Gulielmus Rovillius 1573
23 | Venice Gaspar Bindonus 1587
24 | Lyon Gulielmus Rovillius 1588
25 | Paris (for sale | Henricus van Dunwalt 1689
in Antwerp)
In addition, there were several separate printings of Annotationes ex Hebraeo:
No. | Place Publisher Date
1 Antwerp | Simon Cock 1531
2 Lyon Gulielmus Rovillius (?) 1575 (?7)

Johannes Mahusius, under the title Psalterium Davidicum'

Moreover, there were two editions of Titelmans’ commentary, reworked by his pupil

70.

No. | Place Publisher Date
1 Antwerp | Jan Steels 1553
2 Antwerp | Wed. and Erfgen. Jan Steels 1573

the Council of Trent, with several editions in three different countries after the conclusion of the

Unlike other commentaries, the one on the book on Psalms retained its popularity also after

Council, and the last one as late as 1689.

Book of Ecclesiastes. The full title read: “Commentarii in Ecclesiasten Salomonis, cum

annotationibus ex Hebraeo et aeditione Graeca singula capita. Per fratrem Franciscum

The final biblical commentary published by Titelmans during his lifetime concerned the

170 This edition included only argumentum and elucidatio of each psalm, omitting annotationes. Nor did it include
Annotationes ex Hebraeo. There were also some changes in accompanying material, most significantly with an

addition of a large section of Loci communes.

96




»171 1t contained 165 numbered folios in

Titelmannum Hassellensem ordinis fratrum Minorum
octavo, plus 16 unnumbered folios containing introductory material.

The character of this book differed from the two previous ones. It contained no paraphrase
of the biblical text; instead, there was an elaborate commentary on it. In this commentary
Titelmans strove to explicate the literal sense of Ecclesiastes, for, as he clarified in the preface, he
left to others to expound upon the spiritual meaning of the Book'”?. In this commentary Titelmans
used theology, philosophy, poetry, natural sciences as well as philology to clarify Kohelet’s sense.
For instance, the opening verse was explained with references to logic, parallel places in the Bible,
Cicero’s rhetoric, and philosophical considerations regarding the goodness of creation!”>.

More complex philological remarks were relegated to Annotationes ex Hebraeo et aeditione

antiqua, which followed the commentary on each chapter. Titelmans explained such an editorial

choice in the preface:

quas quidem annotatiunculas non ipsi commentariorum corpori inserendas duximus, sed ex industria
separatim, post singulos singulorum capitum commentarios, quasi appendicio more, potius
iudicauimus adiiciendas, ne tam multiplex illa varietas et perplexa saepius e varietate eiuscemodi

nascens difficultas, confusionem potius gigneret quam aedificationem legentibus, si in ipso

commentariorum corpore fuissent suis quaeque locis interiecta'’.

Clarity of message was more important for Titelmans than philological accuracy. It is impossible
not to see in his comment an allusion to humanists, whose philological analyses created confusion
for simple souls and obscured rather than illuminated the true message of Scriptures.

The commentary itself was preceded by three texts. First there is a prayer of Saint Francis:
“Laus Dei pro sua magnificentia et gloria, quas vir Dei Franciscus ex sacris literis congestas, in
feruore spiritus ipsi saepius per diem atque per noctem recitare solebat, easdemque fratres suos
frequentare docebat™!”. It was followed by a dedicatory letter to Cardinal Quifiones, the protector

of the order:

Reuerendissimo in Christo patri ac domino D. Francisco Quignonio, tituli sanctae crucis in

Hierusalem presbitero Cardinali, totiusque ordinu Fratrum Minorum gubernatori, protectori et

7L F. Titelmans, Commentarii in Ecclesiasten Salomonis..., op. cit., f. alr.

172 Ibid., ff. d1v-d2r.

173 Ibid., ff. d3r-e3r.

174 Ibid., f. dl1r.

175 Ibid., f. a2r-v. Cf. C. Paolazzi, ed., Francisci Assisiensis scripta, Editiones Collegii S. Bonaventura ad Claras
Aquas, Grottaferrata 2009, pp. 60—65.
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corrrectori uigilantissimo; Frater Franciscus Titelmannus Hassellensis, eiusdem ordinis indignus

professor, post deuota pedum oscula, uilis mancipii humilia offert obsequia'™.

In this letter Titelmans admitted that he had never met the Cardinal in person, and thus a dedication
to such a great person might be considered as self-promotion on his part. Yet, he explained, in
spite of a lack of personal acquaintance with the patron, he was grateful for Cardinal’s work for
the Church and the Order, which he praised in the letter!””. Hence, although his work was small
and humble, he did not hesitate to offer it to such a prominent patron!78.

Finally, there was Praefatio authoris ad lectorem. Here the Franciscan briefly explained the
authorship of the Book, which was undisputedly Solomon’s, and the Book’s principal message,
which was consonant with all the rest of the Bible, due to a single principal author — the Holy
Ghost. He also commented on the diversity of textual versions of the book, stemming from various
Latin and Greek translations of the Hebrew text, and, a rare thing for Titelmans, he listed some of

his sources. The work had eight editions, mostly in France:

No. Place Publisher Date
1 Antwerp Simon Cocus 1536
2 Paris Joannes David for Audoenus Pravus 1549
3 Paris Joannes David for Hieron. et Dionysia de Marnef | 1549
4 Paris Petrus Galterius 1552
5 Paris Wed. Gulielmus le Bret 1552
6 Paris Stephanus Guiot 1552
7 Paris Audoenus Pravus 1552
8 Lyon Gulielmus Rovillius 1555

Unlike the commentary on the Psalms, it did not have any publications after the conclusion of the

Council of Trent.
2.2.2 Biblical commentaries of Titelmans published posthumously

Four commentaries of Titelmans’ were published after his death by his older brother Peter
Titelmans. As attested in the preface to the commentary on Ecclesiastes, the younger of Titelmans’
brothers thought of publishing them already in 1536, but his premature death prevented this!'”.
Only the commentary on the Song of Solomon seems to have been finished; all others appear

incomplete. It is impossible to say whether the older of the brothers intervened in any way with

176 F. Titelmans, Commentarii in Ecclesiasten Salomonis..., op. cit., f. a3r.
77 1bid., ff. a3v-b4r.

178 Ibid., ff. b4v-bér.

17 Ibid., f. d2v.
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the text of commentaries, but it seems unlikely, for their style is identical with commentaries
published in Franciscus’ lifetime.

Although the commentary on the Song of Solomon was the most complete, it was also the
last to be published. First Peter Titelmans published the commentaries on the Gospels of Matthew
and John. They were first printed separately, but in subsequent editions they were usually put
together. The first one to leave printing presses was the commentary on John: Elucidatio
paraphrastica, in sanctum Christi Euangelium secundum loannem, cum Annotationibus in aliquot
Capita. Per fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum, Hassellensem, ordinis fratrum Minorum. It
contained 187 numbered folios of commentary, plus 10 unnumbered of introductory material.

In this commentary Titelmans reverted to the mode of exposition already used in
commentary on the Psalms. Each chapter was first explained by means of a paraphrastic
elucidation, with the Vulgate text on margins, and followed by philological annotations.
Paraphrases run through the entire text, but the annotations for chapters 14 to 21 are missing. This
suggests that Titelmans first worked on paraphrases, which perhaps corresponded minutely with
his lectures, and only then elaborated philological annotations. The annotations on chapter six
were supplemented with a long polemical excursus against Protestant reformers: De sacramentali
Eucharistia, ex Patrum sententia, aduersus Haereticorum temeritatem, in which the Franciscan
defended the sacrificial character of the Eucharist!'®,

The publisher of this work, Simon Cocus, obtained an imperial privilege for the monopoly
on printing Titelmans’ commentary for three years'®!. This was printed at the beginning of the
book, alongside an authorisation by Ruard Tappart, a dean of Sint Pieter’s Church in Leuven. This
was an interesting feature, predating the decision of the Council of Trent, that any publication of

the Bible or a commentary on it should receive an ecclesiastical approval'®?

. Tappart’s
“imprimatur” read: “Elucidatio Paraphrastica Patris Francisci Titelmanni in loannem cum
annotationibus erudite est et ad pietatem ac religionem promouendam plurimum conducit. Nec
vllum in lectione eius est peruersi dogmatis periculum et ita cum multo legentium fructu imprimi

potest et legi”!83. It would have certainly pleased Titelmans, who often spoke of the need of

180 F_ Titelmans, Elucidatio paraphrastica, in sanctum Christi Euangelium secundum loannem, cum Annotationibus
in aliquot Capita, Simon Coquus, Antwerpiae 1543, ff. ilr-i6r.

181 Thid., f. alv.

182 Concilium Tridentinum, Sessio IV (sub Paulo III) die 8. aprilis 1546, Insuper eadem, [in:] A. Baron and H. Pietras,
eds., Dokumenty Soborow Powszechnych: Tekst tacinski i polski, Wydawnictwo WAM, Krakow 2004, vol. 4, p. 214:
“decernit et statuit, ut posthac sacra scriptura, potissimum vero haec ipsa vetus et vulgata editio quam emendatissime
imprimatur, nullique liceat imprimere vel imprimi facere quosvis libros de rebus sacris sine nomine auctoris, neque
illos in futurum vendere aut etiam apud se retinere, nisi primum examinati probatique fuerint ab ordinario, sub poena
anathematis et pecuniae in canone concilii novissimi Lateranensis apposita [ ...] Ipsa vero huiusmodi librorum probatio
in scriptis detur atque ideo in fronte libri, vel scripti vel impressi, authentice appareat. Idque totum, hoc est et probatio
et examen, gratis fiat, ut probanda probentur, et reprobentur improbanda”.

183 F. Titelmans, Elucidatio paraphrastica in loannem..., op. cit., f. alv.
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obedience towards the Church and emphasised that he himself acted from its mandate. He also
accused humanists of the lack of it.

The authorisation was followed by a long Psalmus nuncupatorius ad honorem loannis
Apostoli et Evangelistae. Pro operis sequentis nuncupatione, cum iubilio omnipotenti Dei
decantatus, septem scandens gradibus'®*. It was a eulogy of Saint John, presenting his life and
praising his Gospel as the most spiritual. It also praised previous commentaries on John, written
by Fathers, of whom Titelmans considered himself an unworthy imitator. Introductory material
was completed by a letter of Peter Titelmans to Ruard Tappart. Here, the older brother of the author

explained his intention to publish remaining works of his sibling:

Id sum me in votis fuit: vt et reliqua adhuc opuscula quae nescio vbinam terrarum latitabant, in
publicum prodirent quod tamen ilico praestare non potui, €o quem hospite ignoto seruabantur. Cui
rei causa fuit: partim tui Titelmanni mors prematura: partim ipsa tam magna loci intercapendo. Non
tamen sine magno animi maerore huc usque latuerunt. Auxit hunc dolorem cotidiana Typographorum
importuna sollicitatio, quae mihi adeo fuit molesta: vt quidnam agerem, animus dubitaret. Cupiebam
enim votis eorum facere satis, nec licuit. Ad huius molestiae cumulum accessit, quod vel deieranti
non crederent, penes me non esse quod petebant: mihi veluti haereditario succssu, quicquid reliquum

esset laborum Titelmanni vendicantes.

He followed with his dedication of this edition to the aforementioned Ruard Tappart and promised
publication of commentaries on Matthew, Job, and Song of Solomon.
The Commentary on John was published separately only twice, but enjoyed more

publications when twinned with the commentary on Matthew.

No. | Place Publisher Date
1 Antwerp Simon Cock 1543
2 Lyon Matthias Bonhomme 1556

The commentary on the Gospel of Matthew was the next work of Titelmans that came to
light thanks to his older brother. It was published in 1545 by Simon Cock for Jan Steels in Antwerp,
and it was its only self-standing edition. The title read: Paraphrastica elucidatio in lesu Christi
Euangelium secundum Matthaeum, additis annotationibus in loca difficiliora, Authore D.
Francisco Titelmanno Hassellen[sis] ord[ine] Fr[atrum] Minorum. Aeditio prima'®>. It contained
290 numbered folios in octavo plus 9 unnumbered ones at the beginning.

The commentary followed the same pattern as the commentary on John. Each chapter was

first paraphrased in elucidatio paraphrastica, with the Vulgate text in margins, and followed by

184 Ibid., ff. a2r-a8v.
185 F. Titelmans, Paraphrastica elucidatio in Matthaeum..., op. cit., f. alr.
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annotations. Like the commentary on John, it was not complete. It did not contain annotations on
chapters 13-14 as well as 26-28. The annotations differed in quality. Those on John 1 were very
elaborate and occupied eleven folios, while for instance those on chapter two were limited to
slightly more than one folio, and those on chapter three were even shorter!8¢. This was deliberate
and explained by Titelmans towards the end of the annotations on chapter one. He warned the
reader not to expect prolific annotations to the rest of chapters, for the scope of his commentary
was to provide a simple enchiridion for those less learned. Yet, he allowed himself to write longer
annotations for the first chapter in order to show that brevity of annotations on other chapters was

not due to the lack of research:

Quod autem in vno hoc capitulo factum est, ideo factum est, vt intelligas, lector benigne, non sine
diligenti discussione praeuia Elucidationes istas paraphrasticas esse conscriptas, etiam in illis
capitibus vbi nullas inueneris annotationes huiusmodi additas. Labor enim qui in perlegendo authores
diuersos, sententiasque varias diuersorum conferendo, et graeca latinis componendo, caeteraque
huiusmodi expendendo, ante conscriptionem opusculi huius praecessit, vt ingenue quod verum est
fatear, sufficere vtique poterat ad iusti commentarii compositionem, si non breuitas nobis magis

fuisset in animo: et si non alia fuissent ab eo proposito iuste retrahentia'®’.

Regrettably, he did not name what precise sources he had studied in preparation for this
commentary. Annotations were enriched by latior explanatio of eight Gospel parables: de sapiente
et stulto aedificatore (7:24-27), de Spiritu immundo (12:43-45), de rege rationem ponente (18:23-
35), de laborantibus in vinea (20:1-16), de vinea et malis agricolis (21:33-40), de nuptiis regiis
(22:2-14), de decem virginibus (25:1-13), de seruis qui pecuniam acceperunt Domini sui (25:14-
30), which we discuss in detail in Chapter Four!®3.

As was the case with the commentary on John, the one on Matthew contained an
authorisation by Ruard Tappert and an imperial privilege for a three-year monopoly. The privilege
was dated January 1544, exactly one year before the publication date, which gives us an indication
of the length of the production process!®’. A dedicatory epistle of Peter Titelmans, which followed
the privilege, was dated 10" October 1544!'%°, This letter was addressed to George of Austria, the
new prince-bishop of Liege!®!. The older of brothers praised his predecessors: John of Hornes,

Erard de la Marck, and Corneille of Berghes, who defended the Church of Liege from external

186 Ibid., ff. Sr-16v; 22r-23r; 27v-28r.

%7 Ibid., ff. 16v-17r.

188 Ibid., ff. 65v-66v; 120v-121r; 169r-170v; 191v-193v; 207r-209r; 219r-222v; 257r-262v.

189 Ibid., ff. alv; 289r.

190 Thid., f. a6v.

91 On George see: 1. Guenther, George of Austria, [in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biographical Register of The
Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1986,
vol. 2, p. 86.
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enemies (the French) and internal heretics!®2. Peter Titelmans praised the new bishop for his work
in two previous dioceses, Brixen in Tirol and Valencia in Spain and dedicated to him the work of

his deceased brother'*?

. After the dedicatory letter came a table of contents of Matthew’s Gospel
and an alphabetical acrostic poem summarising the content of each chapter!®4.
As it has already been mentioned, both commentaries on Gospels were printed together

several times:

No. | Place | Publisher Date
1 Paris | Joannes Maheu for Poncetus le Preux 1545
2 Paris | Joannes Maheu for Joannes Foucherius 1545
3 Paris | Joannes Maheu for Audoenus Parvus 1545
4 Paris | Joannes Maheu for Joannes Mace 1546
5 Paris | Joannes Maheu for Mathurinus Du Puys 1546
6 Lyon | Stephanus Rufinus and Joannes Ausultus for Gulielmus Rovillius | 1547
7 Lyon | Matthias Bonhomme for Gulielmys Rovillius 1556

Like most other biblical commentaries of Titelmans, also these ceased to be published around the
middle of the 16™ century.

The third commentary published posthumously was that on the Book of Job. The full title
read: Paraphrastica elucidatio in librum D. lob, adiectis annotationibus in loca dificiliora,
Authore F. Francisco Titelmanno Hassellensi Ord[ine] Fratrum Minorum'®>. It was printed in
octavo on 275 numbered folios, plus 20 not numbered.

The commentary followed the established pattern of Titelmans’ works: elucidatio and then
annotationes. In contrast to the commentary on Matthew, here the annotations were quite
elaborate, although covered only chapters 1-3 and 12-21, while elucidatio covered the entire book.
Most probably this was not intentional, and the work is simply unfinished because of the author’s
premature death. The commentary was preceded by a very interesting introductory essay entitled:
Solutiones quorundam dubiorum circa librum Ilob, an vera fuerit historia, et cuius generis, aut
quo tempore lob ipse extiterit, quis etiam author fuerit libri, aut quo tempore scriptus, et qua

potissimum intentione inter sacra volumina annotatus, quae commode ante enarrationem libri

192 F. Titelmans, Paraphrastica elucidatio in Matthaeum..., op. cit., ff. a2v-a3r. Cf. L.-E. Halkin, Erard de la Marck,
[in:] Contemporaries of Erasmus. A Biographical Register of The Renaissance and Reformation, eds. P.G. Bietenholz
and T.B. Deutscher, University of Toronto Press, Toronto 1986, vol. 2, pp. 382-385. L.-E. Halkin, Réforme
protestante et réforme catholique au Diocése de Liége. Histoire religieuse des régnes de Corneille de Berghes et de
Georges d’Autriche, princes-évéques de Liege (1538-1557), Faculté de philosophie et lettres, Liege 1936. P. Harsin,
La principauté de Liege a la fin du régne de Louis de Bourbon et sous celui de Jean de Hornes (1477-1505), Sciences
et lettres, Liege 1957.

193 F. Titelmans, Paraphrastica elucidatio in Matthaeum..., op. cit., f. abr-v.

194 Ibid., ff. a7r-a8v.

195 F. Titelmans, Paraphrastica elucidatio in librum D. lob, adiectis annotationibus in loca dificiliora, Benedictus
Procuost, Lutetiae 1547, f. alr.
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praemittenda videbantur'®®. As the title explained, it concerned matters that modern philology
often calls “high criticism” regarding authorship, time of composition, literary genre and so on'®’.

Once again there was a dedicatory letter of Peter Titelmans attached to the commentary. This
time it was dedicated to Arnold Streyters, the abbot of Premonstratensian abbey of Tongerlo!®®,.
Peter Titelmans explained that although there were excellent commentaries on Job, especially that
of Gregory the Great, nevertheless the wealth of Scriptures was inexhaustible, and his younger
brother managed to collect some meanings skipped over by his predecessors, just as Ruth the
Moabitess gleaned the ears of grain after the reapers in Boaz’s field (cf. Ruth 2:3)!°. He also
praised his patron for his piety and learning, demonstrated by the fact that he had invited Cornelius
Jansen of Hulst to lecture in the Holy Writ at Tongerlo?%.

The Commentary on Job enjoyed seven editions within a short scope of time:

No. | Place Publisher Date
1 Antwerp Jan Steels 1547
2 Paris Benedictus Proevost for Audoenus Parvus 1547
3 Paris Benedictus Proevost for Joannes Roigny 1547
4 Paris Audoenus Parvus 1550
5 Paris Hieronymus & Dionysia de Marnef 1550
6 Lyon Joannes Ausultus for Gulielmus Rovillius 1553
7 Lyon Joannes Ausultus for Gulielmus Rovillius 1554

The last commentary of Titelmans published by his brother concerned the Song of Solomon:
Doctiss[imi] Commentarii in Cantica Canticorum Salomonis, authore F. Francisco Titelmanno
Hasselen[sis] ord[ine] Minorum, nunc recens in lucem aediti’*’'. It contained 195 numbered folios
in octavo, plus eight without folio number.

The exposition differed from all previous commentaries, for there was no division on
elucidatio and annotationes, but a continuous commentary on the entire text. It explained both the
literal and mystical senses and used a broad repertoire of exegetical tools. Unlike other works
published post-mortem, this one seems to have been completed by the author, unless he intended
to add philological annotations, similarly as in most other commentaries, that in the present form

are entirely absent. Yet, in the present form of the work nothing suggests such an intention.

196 F. Titelmans, Paraphrastica elucidatio in librum D. lob, adiectis annotationibus in loca dificiliora, In aedibus
Ioan. Steelsii, Antuerpiae 1547, f. a7v.

197 Vide infra 3.2.1.

198 4. De Ridder-Symoens, Streyters (Streters) Arnold, (ook gen. Arnoldus de Dyest), Norbertijner Abt, [in:] Nationaal
biografisch woordenboek, Paleis der Academién, Bruxelles 1972, vol. 5, pp. 854—858.

199 F. Titelmans, Elucidatio in librum D. Iob (Antuerpiae)..., op. cit., ff. a2v-a3r.

200 Thid., f. a4v. On Cornelius Jansen’s biblical scholarship see: A. Gerace, Biblical Scholarship in Louvain in the
‘Golden’ Sixteenth Century..., op. cit., pp. 129—148.

W1 F, Titelmans, Commentarii in Cantica Canticorum..., op. cit., f. alr.
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Before the commentary itself there is a prologue of Titelmans in which he discussed the
authorship of the book (undisputedly Solomon’s), its purpose, literary genre, and some principles

of his exegesis???

. He noted that the language of the Song was most unusual for Holy Scriptures
and seemed to be merely an erotic poem. Yet he cautioned the reader not to take such a superficial
approach and explained how it should be read spiritually. On first pages of the commentary itself,
he explained that it had a form of a drama with four characters: the Groom, the Bride, Groom’s
friends, and Bride’s maids?®3. “Quatuor his personis, tota ista spiritualis comoedia, et (si ita loqui
fas sit) fabula sacra, id est, actio diuina peragitur, quemadmodum in sequentibus suo loco
particulatim monstrabitur”2%4,

The work was dedicated to Pedro de Soto, a Dominican confessor of Emperor Charles V,
but the dedication was not written by Peter Titelmans but instead by Johannes Steels, the publisher.
Alongside the usual eulogies, it also emphasised utility of Titelmans’ work for the community of
the Church: “Ea semper nostri institute fuit ratio [...] quam in excudendis bonorum authorum
lucubrationibus, hactenus obseruauimus, vt non tam priuato commodo, quam Catholicae nostrae
religioni, publicaeque studiosorum vtilitati consulere videremur2?®, It corresponded very aptly
with Titelmans’ own insistence that exegesis should not be for private glory, but for the sake of
the Church. Like his other posthumous works, this commentary also had the authorisation of Ruard
Tapper (now obligatory in the light of decrees of the Council of Trent) and an imperial privilege,
given in 1546, which included also three previously published works?%®.

The commentary on the Song of Solomon had eight editions, which with one exception

coincided with those of the commentary on Job.

No. | Place Publisher Date
1 Antwerp Jan Steels 1547
2 Paris Benedictus Proevost for Audoenus Parvus 1547
3 Paris Benedictus Proevost for Joannes Roigny 1547
4 Paris Audoenus Parvus 1550
5 Paris Hieronymus & Dionysia de Marnef 1550
6 Paris Wed. Mauricius a Porta 1550
7 Lyon Joannes Ausultus for Gulielmus Rovillius 1553
8 Lyon Joannes Ausultus for Gulielmus Rovillius 1554

202 Tbid., ff. a3v-a7v.
203 Tbid., ff. 1r-2r.
204 Tbid., £, 2r.

205 Ibid., f. a2r.

206 Tbid., f. 195r-v.
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Like all Titelmans’ commentaries, bar the one on the Psalms, also this one ceased to be published

in the beginning of the second half of the century.
2.2.3 Polemical works of Franciscus Titelmans

Although the polemical works of Titelmans concerned the Bible, we will discuss them
separately, since they differed significantly in style from his essentially non-polemical
commentaries. All three polemical opera of the Franciscan were written in the context of his feud
with Erasmus of Rotterdam, the outline of which has been presented above. The content of these
works will be examined in Chapter Five; here we shall limit ourselves to a brief presentation of
the books themselves.

The first and the most important of the polemical works was a polemic on the translation of

the Letter to the Romans. The full title runs:

Collationes quinque super Epistolam ad Romanos beati Pauli Apostoli, quibus loca eius Epistolae
difficiliora, ea potissimum quae ex Graecis aliquid habere uidentur difficultatis diligentissime
tractantur atque explicantur, ita ut etiam a graece nescientibus facile capi valeat emphasis graecarum
dictionum, simul et Ecclesiastica noui Testamenti latina aeditio rationabiliter defenditur. Idque ex
authoritate ueterum interpretum, caeterorumque prabatissimorum patrum, latinorum pariter atque
graecorum. Per Fratrem Franciscum Titelmanum Hassellensem, ordinis Fratrum minorum,

sanctarum scripturarum apud Louanienses Praelectorem®”’.

The only edition was published in octavo by Guilielmus Vorsterman in Antwerp in May
1529. The first part of the work, entitled Prologus apologeticus pro veteri et ecclesiastica noui
testament latina interpretatione, occupied 35 folios, numbered from a2v to e4r. It discussed the
history of biblical translations from Hebrew to Greek and then to Latin, principles of biblical
translation, and questions of inspiration and of the Latin style of the Bible. The main part of the
book occupied 310 folios. It contained five fictitious dialogues between Titelmans and three
humanists: Lorenzo Valla, Jacques Lefévre d’Etaples, and Erasmus of Rotterdam. Titelmans used
excerpts from their works in which they differed from the Vulgate translation and responded to
their arguments, always defending the traditional version. In addition, at the beginning and end of
each dialogue, Titelmans provided a little narrative element in which he put invented words into

his interlocutors’ mouths. It was probably intentionally provocative. For instance, at the end of the

207 F. Titelmans, Collationes quinque super Epistolam ad Romanos beati Pauli Apostoli, quibus loca eius Epistolae
difficiliora, ea potissimum quae ex Graecis aliquid habere uidentur difficultatis diligentissime tractantur atque
explicantur, ita ut etiam a graece nescientibus facile capi valeat emphasis graecarum dictionum, simul et
Ecclesiastica noui Testamenti latina aeditio rationabiliter defenditur. Idque ex authoritate ueterum interpretum,
caeterorumque prabatissimorum patrum, latinorum pariter atque graecorum, Guilielmus Vorstermannus, Antuerpiae
1529, f. alr.
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first dialogue, “Erasmus” proposed to meet the next day, forgetting that it was the feast of the
Ascension of the Lord. He was corrected by “Lefévre”, but the impression was that the Humanist

208 Erasmus did not miss that point and

from Rotterdam disregarded Catholic feasts and rituals
took offense??®. At the beginning of the third dialogue, Titelmans rejoiced that “Erasmus” accepted
fraternal corrections as any good Christian should, without offense and in benign spirit?!°. Nothing
was further from reality, and it is difficult to understand such remarks as anything other than
rhetorical irony in which the intended meaning is contrary to the superficial one. The same seems
to apply to vastly exaggerated flatteries and compliments exchanged between the four characters.

The first dialogue covers the first chapter of the Letter to the Romans; the second, chapters
two to five; the third, six to eight; the fourth, nine to eleven; and the last, from chapter twelve to
the end. Each dialogue is concluded with a laudatory psalm composed by Titelmans. To facilitate
reading, there is also a table of contents, called catalogus locorum, enumerating all the verses of
Paul’s epistle that came under discussion in the five dialogues.

Titelmans’ second polemical work was a response to Erasmus’ rejoinder to Collationes
quinque. It was Epistola apologetica Fratris Francisci Titelmanii Hassellensis, pro opera
Collationum, ad ueteris Ecclesiasticae interpretationis noui Testamenti defensionem aeditio, ad
Desyderium Erasmum Roterdamum sacrae Thologiae professorem'!. Written in December 1529,
it was published in January 1530 by Guilielmus Vorsterman. It contained 39 folios in octavo. The
content of the letter has already been discussed in 2.1.2.

The final polemical work of Titelmans was devoted to the Book of Revelation. The title page

read:

Libri duo de authoritate libri Apocalypsis Beati loannis Apostoli, in quibus ex antiquissimorum
authorum assertionibus, scripturae huius dignitas et authoritas comprobatur, aduersus eos qui nostra
hac tempestate siue falsis assertionibus siue non bonis dubitationibus, Canonicae et Diuinae huius
scripturae authoritati deroganrunt. Per Fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum Hassellensem, ordinis

Fratrum Minorum, sanctarum scripturarum apud Louanienses Praelectorem®'%.

It was published by Michael Hillen in Antwerp in 1530 on 80 folios in octavo and has never been
republished.
The prologue of the work clearly indicated its polemical character. Titelmans confessed that

he intended to write commentaries on the Book of Revelation, once he would have finished with

208 Ibid., f. 54v.

209 Cf. D. Erasmus, “Responsio ad Collationes”, op. cit., col. 1016B.

20 F Titelmans, Collationes quinque..., op. cit., f. 137r-v.

2L F, Titelmans, Epistola Apologetica..., op. cit., f. alr.

212 F, Titelmans, Libri duo de authoritate libri Apocalypsis..., op. cit., f. alr.
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the Commentary on the Psalms (published a year after), yet before he had to defend the very

authority of the New Testament’s last book.

Hac nostra tempestate improbi quidam errones, qui iudicio sanctae Ecclesiae relicto loquuntur
quaecunque ipsis visa fuerint, et mente corrupti blasphemant quaecunque non itellexerint, multis
modis libro huic detrahere conspiciantur, et fidem omnem abrogare: qui etiam libris aeditis non ueriti
sunt asserere, librum hunc neque Apostolicum esse neque Propheticum, imo neque Apostolicum

neque spiritu sancto dignum uideri®*?.

Among those critics Titelmans enumerated especially Erasmus, whose exaggerated criticism was
so persuasively written that it threatened to deceive many simple souls?!4. He asserted, however,
that criticism of the Apocalypse’s authority was mistaken, based mostly on half-truths, imprecise
citations, misunderstood patristic evidence, and so on?!>, Titelmans declared he would send his
work to Erasmus, since he did not want to criticise him behind his back, as Erasmus was used to
doing?!'®. Moreover, he printed the entire section from Erasmus’ Annotationes, which he intended
to refute?!”.

In the first book of Libri duo, the Franciscan strove to demonstrate the canonicity of the
Apocalypse and John the Evangelist’s authorship. The second was a refutation of Erasmus’

arguments one by one. Both involved minute discussions of patristic authorities and, alongside

other polemical works, will be analysed in Chapter Five of the present dissertation.
2.2.4 Other works of Franciscus Titelmans

Being a Renaissance man in more than merely a chronological sense, Titelmans published
broadly also on non-biblical topics. He wrote on logic, on natural philosophy (an early modern
term akin what is now known as science), theology, liturgy, and world history. We shall now
briefly present his works in their chronological order of publication.

In 1528 Titelmans published a triple treatise on the Eucharist, entitled:

Tractatus de expositione mysteriorum Missae. Sacri Canonis Missae Expositio. Tractatus Sanctarum
meditationum pro cordis in deo constabilitione. Per Fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum Hassellensem,

ordinis fratrum Minorum, sanctarum scripturarum apud Louanienses Praelectorem.

213 Ibid., f. a2r.
214 Ibid., ff. a2v-a3r.
215 Ibid., f. a4r.
216 Ibid., f. a3v.
217 Ibid., ff. aSv-a7v.
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The publication was in Antwerp, by Guilielmus Vorsterman, dated for the 3™ of October 1528218,
It contained 146 folios in octavo. As the publisher indicated in his introductory words, it was three
in one: “Imo in vno opera, tria simul, non minus pia quam erudite, damus opuscula, quorum titulus,
praecedens tibi pagina demonstrauit: Christianis omnibus, potissimum autem Christi sacerdotibus,

multo vtilissima’2!?

. The first work was an allegorical explanation of the liturgy. This genre,
initiated by Amalarius of Metz, was very popular throughout the Middle Ages??°.

The second text, a commentary on the Mass’ Canon, was an amalgamate. Titelmans printed
in its entirety a commentary on the Canon by Odon of Cambrai, a Benedictine monk and a bishop,
who died in 111322!, to which he added his own commentary. The choice of the medieval text was
significant, for Odon’s work was among the last pre-scholastic commentaries on the Canon??2. Tt
used patristic language to explain the Mass’ sacrifice and was free from the heavy terminology of
mediaeval scholasticism. It could be seen as an attempt to return to an older theology of the Mass,
perfectly Catholic, but not encumbered with scholastic jargon that was under attack from
humanists and reformers alike?%.

The last component was a series of meditations for each day of the week. Titelmans
explained that feeble human nature was easily deceived by the devil, especially if the mind was
left idle. Therefore, it was necessary to occupy oneself with pious thought all the time. His
meditations were intended to assist with that>?*. Thus, for example, on Mondays he advised to
marvel on the work of creation, while on Tuesdays, to bring before mind’s eyes the Last Judgment

and so on??°,

218 F. Titelmans, Tractatus de expositione mysteriorum Missae. Sacri Canonis Missae Expositio. Tractatus Sanctarum
meditationum pro cordis in deo constabilitione, Hieronymus Gormontius, Paris 1536, f. alr.

219 1bid., f. alv.

220 On Amalarius see: A. Cabaniss, Amalarius of Metz., North-Holland Publishing Company, Amsterdam 1954.

221 For the life of Odon see: Herimannus, Liber de restauratione monasteri Sancti Martini Tornacensis, [in:] MGH SS
14, pp. 266-360; R.B.C. Huygens, ed., Herimannus Abbas. Liber de Restauratione Ecclesie Sancti Martini
Tornacensis, 2010, CCCM 236. Amandus de Castello, De Odonis episcopi Cameracensis vita vel moribus, [in:] MGH
SS 15, pp. 942-945. On Odon’s philosophy see: .M. Resnick, Odo of Tournai, the Phoenix, and the Problem of
Universals, “Journal of the History of Philosophy”, 1997, vol. 34, pp. 355-374. Odo of Tournai, On Original Sin and
A Disputation with the Jew, Leo, Concerning the Advent of Christ, the Son of God: Two Theological Treatises, ed.
[.M. Resnick, University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia 2017.

222 Cf. M.M. Schaefer, Twelfth Century Latin Commentaries on the Mass: The Relationship of the Priest to Christ and
to the People, “Studia Liturgica”, 1982, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 76-86.

223 Brasmus criticism of the scholastic language of the mass: D. Erasmus, Moriae encomium id est stultitiae laus, ed.
C.H. Miller, 1979, ASD IV-3, p. 150: “Ac pie quidem illi [apostoli] consecrabant synaxim, et tamen rogati de termino
a quo et termino ad quem, de transsubstantiatione, de modo quo corpus iem sit in diuersis locis, de differentia qua
corpus Christi est in coelo, qua fuit in cruce, qua in sacramento synaxeos, quo puncto fiat transubstantiatio, cum oratio
per qua mea fit, vt quantitas dsicreat sit in fluxu, no pari (sicut opinior) respondissent acumine, quo Scotidiae disserunt
haec ac definiunt”. For Luther see: M. Luther, Martin Luther’s The church held captive in Babylon: a prelude: a new
translation with introduction and notes, ed. D. Janz, Oxford University Press, New York 2019, p. 90: “Cur non explosa
ista curiositate, in verbis Christi simpliciter haeremus, parati ignorare, quicquid ibi fiat, contentique verum corpus
Christi, virtute verborum illic adesse? An est necesse, modos operationis divinae omnino comprehendere?”.

224 F, Titelmans, Tractatus de expositione mysteriorum Missae..., op. cit., f. 051-v.

225 Ibid., ff. 07r-p5v.
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The work enjoyed substantial popularity. According to de Troeyer, it had 15 Latin editions
in Antwerp, Leuven, Paris, and Lyon between 1528 and 1574. In addition, there were translations
into Italian, published in Venice in 1548 and 1559, and into French, published in Paris in 1544226

Some editions of the Tractatus also included two other opuscula of Titelmans, which were,

however, originally published separately. Those were:

Liber de Sacrosancta et superbenedicta Trinitate. In quo Ecclesiasticum officium quod in illius
solennitate legit Romana Ecclesia, clare lucideque explanatur: simul et quicquid de illa fide
tenendum est, facili compendio succincte exponitur. Per Fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum
Hassellensem, sacrarum scripturarum apud Louanienses Praelectorem.

Eiusdem oratio de praematura morte bonorum®?’.

They were published in Antwerp by Michale Hillenius in January 1530. This pamphlet
contained 39 folios in octavo. The first part of the work was a commentary on texts used in the
liturgy of the hours for the feast of the Holy Trinity. Liturgical texts were composed by John of
Peckham, a Franciscan, Saint Bonaventure’s disciple, and later an archbishop of Canterbury?2®,
Titelmans commented on the office starting from antiphons, through invitatorium, responsoria
and finally hymns??°. He explained biblical allusions included in them and their theological
significance. He attached to the commentary a short biography of John of Peckham, entitled: De
loanne Pechano, huius officii ecclesiastici de Sancta Trinitate authore, ex antiquis et fide dignis
historiis*°.

The second opusculum was Oratio Fratirs Francisci Titelmanni Hassellensis, de
praematura morte bonorum, Louanii habita Anno 1527. Pro morte hominis Dei, M. loannis a
Myrica, sacrorum Canonum atque Legum Doctoris eximii, et sancti Euangelii secundum
conuersationem integerrimi professoris®>!. It was Titelmans’ tribute to his own teacher of the
canon law. Hillenius’ edition was the only self-standing one, but both texts were published six
times together with Tractatus de expositione Mysteriorum Missae**?.

In November of 1530, Titelmans published a work that was to become one of his two

bestsellers: Libri duodecim de Consyderatione rerum naturalium, earumque ad suum creatorem

226 B, de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana..., op. cit., vol. 1, p. 94.

227 F. Titelmans, Liber de Sacrosancta et superbenedicta Trinitate. In quo Ecclesiasticum officium quod in illius
solennitate legit Romana Ecclesia, clare lucideque explanatur: simul et quicquid de illa fide tenendum est, facili
compendio succincte exponitur, Michael Hillenius Hoochstratanus, Antuerpiae 1530.

228 On Peckham see: G.J. Etzkorn, John Pecham, O.F.M.: A Career of Controversy, [in:] Monks, Nuns and Friars in
Medieval Society, eds. E.B. King, J.T. Schaefer, and W.B. Wadley, University of the South, Sewanee 1989, pp. 71—
82.

229 F. Titelmans, Liber de Sacrosancta et superbenedicta Trinitate..., op. cit., ff. a3v-ddv.

230 Ibid., ff. d5r-d7r.

Bl bid., ff. d7v —e7r.

232 B, de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana..., op. cit., vol. 1, pp. 95-96.
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reductione. Per Fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum Hassellensem, ordinis fratrum Minorum,
sacrarum scripturarum apud Louanienses Praelectorem, known also as Compendium Naturalis
Philosophiae**?. 1t was first published in Antwerp by Simon Cocus in 1530 and had 36 subsequent
editions, the last one in 1658%3*.

The work was a handbook of Aristotelian natural philosophy, based mostly on his Physica,
but also Prava naturalia, De anima, and Nichomachean Ethics. The first four books gave the
foundation of Aristotle’s understanding of nature, while the following eight expounded on its
various aspects. The first book spoke of principiis rerum naturalium, the second of their causes,
the third about motu et accidentibus eius, fourth de infinito, loco, vacuo et tempore. Book five was
devoted to generatione et corruptione, sixth to meteorology. Book seven was on the sky and the
world, while books eight to twelve on different aspects of the soul: its powers, internal and external
senses, intellect, appetite, and free will.

His approach to natural philosophy can be characterised by an adherence to tradition with
some openness to novelty. In the spirit of Saint Thomas Aquinas, he considered that sacred
knowledge (theology) and profane one (philosophy) could neither be completely separated
(nominalist tendency) nor united (mystical tendency). They were complementary, which stemmed
from the unity of intellect. Titelmans presented a very traditional, terracentric world view, which
he felt no need to argue for, since it was asserted in the Biblical Revelation?*®. Such an approach
was akin to nominalists, such as Nicole Oresme?*®. Nevertheless, scholastic reasoning was almost
entirely absent from Titelmans’ compendium. Johan Vanpaemel has also demonstrated that he
knew very well most recent works in the field and used them, whenever they did not contradict
Thomism?¥’. According to Vanpaemel Titelmans could be described as a progressive Thomist?*8.

Where did the popularity of Titelmans’ handbook come from? First it was due to its relative

simplicity and synthetic character. The author explained in his preface the purpose of his work:

Sic enim simplicium fratrum conditioni iudicaui vtilius, vtpote quibus bona diei noctisque pars
diuinis hymnis decantandis sacris peragendis mysteriis, et circa proximos exercendis hierarchicis
actibus, foret impendenda: ita vt ad Philosophiae studia minimum temporis superesset, neque vacaret

eorum qui plenius illa tractarunt prolixos et dificiles commentarios euoluere™”.

233 F. Titelmans, Libri duodecim de Consyderatione rerum naturalium, earumque ad suum creatorem reductione,
Simon Coquus, Antwerpiae 1530.

234 B, de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana..., op. cit., vol. 1, p. 95.

5 F. Tittelmans, Compendium naturalis philosophiae..., op. cit., f 90v.

236 An outline of Oresme’s thought see: M. Clagett, Nicole Oresme and Medieval Scientific Thought, “Proceedings
of the American Philosophical Society”, 1964, vol. 108, no. 4, pp. 298-309.

237 J. Vanpaemel, “De dynamica van de Middeleeuwen”, op. cit., p. 118.

2% Ibid., pp.118-119.

9 F. Tittelmans, Compendium naturalis philosophiae..., op. cit., f. AA4r.
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Thus, it gave the essence of Aristotelian physics in an easily digestible form. Moreover, it
used an up-to-date language, especially making use of the recent translations of Aristotle executed
by John Argyropoulos (+1487), and was inspired by renaissance studies on the Philosopher, such
as those of Lefévre d’Etaples®*’. Hence, Titelmans proved himself open to novelties brought by
humanist scholarship. But it was not just this. Titelmans’ approach was quite unique in combining
Aristotelian philosophy with deeply Christian devotion. He expressed his deep conviction that
knowledge of the world helped to know God: “Neque enim dubium est, quin creaturarum
visibilium et rerum naturalium recta cognitio plurimum omnino habeat momenti, ad omnipotentis
dei pleniorem cognitionem™?*!, He developed this argument in reference to the first chapter of the
Letter to the Romans, anticipating the dogmatic statements of the 1%t Vatican Council®*?. He also
soaked his commentary in the Bible, providing numerous citations and examples from Scriptures.
As we shall see in Chapter Three, the same was true in the opposite direction: he frequently used
knowledge of the world to elucidate the Word of God. David Lines commented that “all of this
gives a unique flavor to Titelmans's compendium: it breathes an unusual combination of
(systematized) Aristotelian doctrine, Scotist theory, and Bonaventuran spirit™243,

It was probably due to these qualities that the Compendium became very influential. Lines
observed that “Titelmans’ peculiar way of systematizing and spiritualizing Aristotle must have
lent his work an aura of originality that was recognized by his contemporaries. And, in the
aftermath of the Council of Trent his works must have represented a model of how one could
combine Christian teachings with the study of philosophy”?#*. Indeed, the Compendium had an
impact on much of post-Tridentine teaching. D. M. Gomes de Santos has demonstrated that
Titelmans’ work stood at the origin of the Jesuit syllabus known as Cursus Conimbricensis**;
while Japanese scholars R. Hiraoka and A. Watanabe proved that Titelmans’ Compendium was
among the main sources for De sphaera of another Jesuit, Pedro Gomez?**. Moreover, it was very

widespread not only in Franciscan and other religious study houses, but also secular universities,

240 D.A. Lines, “Teaching Physics in Louvain and Bologna: Frans Titelmans and Ulisse Aldrovandi”, op. cit., p. 192.
C.B. Schmitt, “The Rise of the Philosophical Textbook™”, op. cit., p. 795. On Argyropulos see: J.E. Seigel, The
Teaching of Argyropulos and the Rhetoric of the First Humanists, [in:] Action and Conviction in Early Modern
Europe: Essays in Honor of E.H. Harbison, eds. T.K. Rabb and J.E. Seigel, Princeton University Press 2015, pp. 237—
260.

21 F, Tittelmans, Compendium naturalis philosophiae..., op. cit., f. BBSr.

242 Concilium Vaticanum I, Sessio I1I, 24. Aprilis 1870, Constitutio dogmatica de fide Catholica, 2.20 [in:] A. Baron
and H. Pietras, Dokumenty Soborow Powszechnych..., op. cit., vol. 4, p. 894: “Eadem sancta mater ecclesia tenet et
docet, Deum, rerum omnium principium et finem, naturali humanae rationis lumine e rebus creatis certo cognosci
posse; invisibilia enim ipsius, a creatura mundi, per ea quae facta sunt, intellecta, conspiciuntur”.

23 D.A. Lines, “Teaching Physics in Louvain and Bologna: Frans Titelmans and Ulisse Aldrovandi”, op. cit., p. 190.
244 1bid., p. 192.

245 D.M.G. dos Santos, Francisco Titelmans O. F. M. e as origens do Curso Conimbricence..., op. cit., pp. 468-478.
246 R, Hiraoka and A. Watanabe, 4 Jesuit Cosmological Textbook in ‘Christian Century’ Japan: De sphaera of Pedro
Gomez (Part I1), “SCIAMVS”, 2015, vol. 16, pp. 129—134. See also: F. Verwilghen, De werken van Frans Titelmans,
O.F.M. in Japan (1556), “Franciscana”, 1961, vol. 16, pp. 113—119.
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as indicated by the case of Ulisse Aldrovandi**’. Titelmans’ work had some impact also outside
the academic world. His compendium was a great influence on a Spanish poet Lope de Vega?*®,
and his manual was also mentioned in a 17%-century play of James Shirley?*°. Another testimony
of its popularity was an abbreviation to around 30 pages done by an anonymous editor and
published several times from 1545 onwards under the title: Compendium Physicae ed libros
Aristotelis. Curiously it had attached to it a little treatise on minerals, plants, and animals, derived
from Albertus Magnus, Pliny and other sources?*°.

In 1532 Titelmans published his only work in vernacular, which, however, existed also in a

Latin version. The title in vernacular ran:

Den Schat den kersten gheloofs. Een costelijck enn deuoet hantboecxlien, ghetoghen uit die heylige
scriftuere, uit den ouden enn nieuwen testament, in hem besluptende enn seer opelije verclarende die
principael articulen van onse heylighen kersten ghelooue. Ghemaect ende uitghegeuen van broeder
Francisco Titelmanno van Hasselt, leser der heyligher scriftueren tot Louen int conuent der
Minrebroederen. Gheuisiteert enn gheexamineert bi vele gheleerde mannen inder Godheyt, ende by
den inquisiteur des kersten Gheloofs gheapprobeert, tot den ghemeynen profiit van allen kersten

menschen®',
The Latin title was slightly different:

Summa Mysteriorum Christianae Fidei. Ex Authoritate divinarum scripturarum veteris et noui
Testamenti congesta, atque in pias contemplationum formulas commode digesta, ita vt in eis
Christifidelium simul et mentes in Veritatis cognitione vtiliter illuminari et affectus in Dei amorem
valeant suauiter inflammari. Per Fratrem Franciscum Titelmannum Hassellensem, ordinis fratrum

Minorum, sanctarum scripturarum apud Louanienses Praelectorem?2,

It is noteworthy that the title in the vernacular emphasised so strongly the orthodoxy of the
work and an ecclesiastical approval for it — something missing not only in the Latin title but also
in all of Titelmans’ Latin works. Perhaps it is an indirect testimony of a wide circulation of
Protestant literature in vernacular, which cast doubt on any theological text that was not in Latin.

There were three editions in Dutch as well as eleven in Latin. Moreover, the work was also

27 D.A. Lines, “Teaching Physics in Louvain and Bologna: Frans Titelmans and Ulisse Aldrovandi”, op. cit., p. 194.
248 B.S. Morby, Franz Titelmans in Lope’s Arcadia..., op. cit., pp. 185-197

249 ], Shirley, Changes: or, Love in a maze. A comedie, Act 4, William Cooke, London 1632, p. 47: “I a Philosopher?
/ 1 studied Titelman sometimes i'th College, / As others did”.

230 B, de Troeyer, Bio-bibliographia Franciscana..., op. cit., vol. 1, p. 95., D.A. Lines, “Teaching Physics in Louvain
and Bologna: Frans Titelmans and Ulisse Aldrovandi”, op. cit., p. 197.

1 F, Titelmans, Den Schat den kersten gheloofs. Een costelijck enn deuoet hantboecxlien, ghetoghen uit die heylige
scriftuere, uit den ouden enn nieuwen testament, in hem besluptende enn seer opelije verclarende die principael
articulen van onse heylighen kersten ghelooue., Simon Coquus 1532, f. alr.

22 F, Titelmans, Summa Mysteriorum Christianae Fidei..., op. cit., f. alr.
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translated into Spanish and published in Salamanca in 1555. It was a catechetical work explaining
the essential dogmas of the Christian faith in 33 “contemplations”. Paul Arblaster noted that
Titelmans’ “works of vernacular instruction contain numerous precise biblical references, mostly
to the Gospels, Paul’s Epistles and the Psalms, encouraging lay readers to turn to the scriptural
wellsprings of Catholic teachings and practices” and “can only be characterized as evangelical”?3,
It is a bit curious why Arblaster used a plural number, for no other vernacular work of Titelmans
is known (bar translations executed after his death). He might have referred to the work of Thomas
of Herentals, Titelmans’ confrere, Den Speghel des kersten levens, that Titelmans edited and
published after the author’s death in 1530.

Titelmans also edited and substituted with comments (scholia) a work of a medieval monk,

Arnaud, abbot of Bonneval:

De Septem verbis Domini in cruce tractatus pius iuxta et eruditus Domini Arnoldi Carnotensis
Abbatis Bonaecuallis, familiaris amici diui Bernardi, cum scholiis Fratris Francisci Titelmanni
Hassellensis, quibus loca quaedam obscuriora explicantur.

Opus eruditum et plane mellifluum nunquam antehac typis excusum.

Eiusdem sermo de laudibus Virginis Matris*>*.

It was published by Martinus de Keyser in Antwerp in 1532. Titelmans’ contribution here
was a short biography of the author, a dedicatory letter to John Robbins, dean of Mechelen, and a
fairly long commentary, explaining the philological, theological, and biblical aspects of the
mediaeval work.

In 1533 Titelmans published his other bestseller, Compendium Dialecticae. The full title

was:

Dialecticae Considerationis Libri sex, summam Organi Aristotelici, hoc est, totius Dialectices ab
Aristotele tractatae complectentes. Autore F[ratre] Francisco Titelmanno Hassellense, ordinis

fratrum Minorum, sanctarum scripturarum apud Louanienses praelectore®’.

233 P, Arblaster, “‘Totius Mundi Emporium’: Antwerp as a Centre for Vernacular Bible Translations, 1523 - 1545,
op. cit., p. 24.

234 F. Titelmans, De Septem verbis Domini in cruce tractatus pius iuxta et eruditus Domini Arnoldi Carnotensis
Abbatis Bonaeuallis, familiaris amici diui Bernardi, cum scholiis Fratris Francisci Titelmanni Hassellensis, quibus
loca quaedam obscuriora explicantur. Opus eruditum et plane mellifluum nunquam antehac typis excusum. Eiusdem
sermo de laudibus Virginis Matris, Martinus Caesar, Antuerpiae 1532, f. alr.

255 F. Tittelmans, Dialecticae Considerationis Libri sex, summam Organi Aristotelici, hoc est, totius Dialectices ab
Aristotele tractatae complectentes, loannes Soter, Salingiaci 1539.
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It was first published by Simon Cock in Antwerp in 1533 and had 44 editions until 1621. Similarly
like the other philosophical compendium, also this became one of the most popular textbooks in
the 16" -century Europe?>°.

At the beginning of this work Titelmans attached Prologus Apologeticus pro Dialecticae
caeterarumque liberalium artium tuenda dignitate®’. He started by referring to Augustine’s De
ciuitate Dei testimony, according to which Julian the Apostate banned Christians from teaching
liberal arts?>®. This was a typical practice of the enemies of faith, observed the Franciscan, and in

his own days they also acted the same way:

Imitant uero illud strenue apostatae exemplum, et Philistacorum figuram adimplent, impudentes
haeretici, praecipue uero haereticorum magistri: quos experientia docet, et liberales artes omnes, et
scholas in quibus eiusmodi traduntur, summo odio persequi, maledictisque et blasphemiis incessere,
non alio haud dubie praetextu quam fecerat ille, sed nec dissimili animo. [...] Prae caeteris uero

Dialecticam odio irreconciliabili persequuntur’.

Although Titelmans did not name anyone, he clearly had in mind various humanists, who
for a long time had been critical of scholastic learning and especially of logic. Humanists, who
considered scholastics’ logic as extremely contorted and unintelligible, lambasted it in numerous
texts: some more learned (Erasmus’ Encomium Moriae), others more Rabelaisian (Epistulae
obscurorum virorum)*®°. Titelmans disagreed. He compiled a dossier of opinions of famous men,
both Christian and pagan, in favour of dialectica and attached it to his Prologus®*®!. He also wrote

262 In

an exhortation to the young, to encourage them to study liberal arts and especially dialectica
the Compendium itself there was significantly less spiritual material than in the previous one,
largely due to the nature of the subject, however there was the same degree of lucid and synthetic
exposition of material.

The last work we need to discuss here was not written but only edited by Titelmans. It was:

236 C. Geudens, Some Notes on the Northern European Reception of Frans Titelmans’ ‘De consideratione dialectica’
(1533), [in:] Early Modern Universities and the Sciences, ed. V. Feola, FrancoAngeli, Milano 2020, pp. 83-116.

257 F. Tittelmans, De Consideratione Dialectica..., op. cit., ff. a3r- a5r.

258 Ibid., ff. a3r. Augustinus Hipponensis, De ciuitate Dei..., 18.52, op. cit. p. 651: “Deinde quid respondent etiam de
Tuliano, quem non numerant in decem? An ipse non est ecclesiam persecutus, qui Christianos liberales litteras docere
ac discere uetuit?”.

239 F. Tittelmans, De Consideratione Dialectica..., op. cit., f. adr.

260 D, Erasmus, Moriae encomium id est stultitiae laus..., op. cit. On Epistulae obscurorum virorum see: S. Kivisto,
Creating anti-eloquence. epistolae obscurorum virorum and the humanist polemics on style, Societas scientiarum
Fennica, Helsinki 2002.

261 F, Tittelmans, De Consideratione Dialectica..., op. cit., ff. aSr-c1r.

262 Ibid., ff. c1r-c2v.
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Chronica compendiosissima ab exordio mundi vsque ad annum Domini Millesinium
quingentesimum trigesimum quartum: per venerandum patrem F. Amandum Zierxeensem, ordinis
fratrum Minorum, regularis obseruantiae, virum in Diuinis et humnais rebus peritissimum.
Eiusdem tractatus de septuaginta hebdomadibus Danielis.

Adiectae sunt epistolae duae Christiani regis Aethiopiae, Dauidis, ad Clementem septimum,
Rhomanum pontificem anno Domini 1533 destinatae, cum articulis quibusdam de fide et moribus
Aethiopum Christianorum. Aliae quoque tres epistolae, ex noua maria Oceani Hispania ad nos
transmissae, de fructu mirabili illic surgentis nouae Ecclesiae, ex quibus animus Christianus merito

debeat laetari®®.

Amandus did not finish his work due to his death around 1525%%*. Titelmans, who took over
from him the duties of a lector in Holy Scriptures devoted himself also to the completion of his
master’s work. He explained that in Epistola nuncupatoria, addressed to Matthias Weynsen, the
provincial minister of observant Franciscans in Lower Germany?®. In this letter he praised
Amandus’ learning and virtues, listed some of his works preserved in the Leuven co