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NOTE ON THE TEXTS 

      The texts transcribed here are, firstly, those of the second Estienne edition
                    (1518), which contained the second edition of the De Maria
                        Magdalena
 (DMM II) and of the De Triduo
 (DT II), and the
                    first (and only) edition of the De Vna ex Tribus
 (DUET). Reference
                    is made to the first (1517) edition of the first two texts to indicate variants.
                    Secondly, the only edition (Estienne, 1519), of the Disceptatio
                        Secunda
 (see below, p. 13, Note on titles
..., for more
                    details).

      The original marginal references are given in italic in the notes to the Latin
                    texts, and in the case of Bible references these are followed by the verse
                    numbers, which are not in the original text, in Roman type. The notes to the
                    Latin text also include the variants between different editions. The notes to
                    the English translations give ail other references and explanations. The Greek
                    quotations have been transcribed according to modern conventions. Any editorial
                    insertions are enclosed within square brackets.

      In both Latin and English texts the paragraphing and punctuation have been
                    brought more closely into line with modern practice. I have followed sixteenth
                    century practice in using v for initial u/v and u for medial u/v in the Latin
                    text. For consistency I have extended this practice to ail the Latin cited. I
                    have sought to make these texts accessible to readers without Latin, and any
                    Latin quoted in the Introduction has been translated in the notes. However for
                    reasons of space it has not been possible to include the translation of ail
                    Latin quotations contained in the notes themselves.

      Bible quotations in the English texts have been given from the Authorised Version
                    (King James Bible), with a note of explanation where necessary when details of
                    the Greek or Latin text are discussed. Although clearly this version is far from
                    contemporary with Lefèvre, it seems to have something of the same resonance for
                    a modern reader as the Vulgate would have had for an educated reader of
                    Lefèvre’s time, in that it is familiar, clear and authoritative.

      The nature of these texts, unique in Lefèvre’s output, is such that they are
                    relevant not just to theologians or historians of the Reformation, but also to
                    anyone interested in the wider cultural history of the period, and my principal
                    aim in this edition has been to make them more widely known and better
                    understood. 


    

  

  


		

    
		

  
    
      
NOTE ON TITLES, SHORT TITLES AND
                    ABBREVIATIONS 

      (For full titles, etc., see below, Bibliography, Section A, p. 491)

      Lefèvre’s first publication on the Three Maries affair, which appeared in late
                    1517, contained only the De Maria Magdalena
 and the De Triduo
                        Christi
 and was entitled De Maria Magdalena & triduo
                        CHRISTI disceptatio....
 The second publication, which appeared in
                    summer 1518, as well as revised versions of these two tracts, also contained
                    Clichtove’s prefatory epistle and a new third section on the daughters of St.
                    Anne. It was entitled De Maria Magdalena, Triduo Christi,


      Et ex tribus vna Maria, disceptatio Secunda Emissio.
 The first three
                    texts in the current edition are those of this Secunda Emissio.


      When referring here to the whole of the first edition, I shall use the short
                    title De Maria Magdalena.
 When referring to the whole of the second
                    edition, I shall use the short title Secunda Emissio.
 However for
                    references to individual tracts and comparisons between the editions, etc., the
                    following abbreviations will be used.

      

      DMM I (De Maria Magdalena,
 first edition) = the tract on the
                    Magdalen in the first (1517) edition.

      DMM II (De Maria Magdalena,
 second edition) = the tract on the
                    Magdalen in the second (1518) edition, including Clichtove’s prefatory
                    epistle.

      DT I (De Triduo,
 first edition) = the tract on the
                        triduum
 in the first (1517) edition.

      DT II (De Triduo,
 second edition) = the tract on the
                        triduum
 in the second (1518) edition.

      DUET = De Vna ex Tribus,
 the tract on the daughters of St. Anne,
                    which first appeared in the second (1518) edition. (The title page of the
                        Secunda Emissio
 has "... ex tribus vna Maria.." but the heading
                    to the text itself (fo. 62v) has "De Vna ex Tribus Maria").

      H = the 1518 Hagenau edition, which reprinted the first (1517) edition.

      T = Estienne’s Tertia Emissio
 (1519) which reprinted the
                        Secunda Emissio.


      Lefèvre’s final publication in the debate, entitled De Tribus et Vnica
                        Magdalena Disceptatio Secunda
, which appeared in early summer, 1519,
                    was a new text 
discussing only the Magdalen question. This is referred to by the short title
                        Disceptatio Secunda.


      For the short titles used to refer to works in the debate by other authors,
                    please see below, Bibliography, Section B, p. 491.

    

  

  


		

    
		

  
    
      
ABBREVIATIONS 
FOR MAJOR
                    COLLECTIONS 
AND WORKS OF REFERENCE 

      Allen : Erasmus, Desiderius, Opus Epistolarum,
 ed. P. S. Allen,
                    etc., 12 vols., Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1906-1958.

      ASD : Erasmus, Desiderius, Opera Omnia Desiderii Erasmi Roterodami,

                    Amsterdam, etc., Elsevier, 1969 – (in progress).

      CCCM : Corpus Christianorum Continuatio Mediaevalis,
 Turnhout,
                    Brepols, 1967 etc.

      CCSA : Corpus Christianorum Series Apocryphorum,
 Turnhout, Brepols,
                    1983 etc.

      CCSG : Corpus Christianorum Series Graeca,
 Turnhout, Brepols, 1977
                    etc.

      CCSL : Corpus Christianorum Series Latina,
 Turnhout, Brepols, 1954,
                    etc.

      CSEL : Corpus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum, Vienna, Akademie Verlag,
                    1866-1967.

      CWE : Collected Works of Erasmus,
 Toronto, University of Toronto
                    Press, 1967 – (in progress) [Erasmus in English translation].

      GCS : Die Griechischen Christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drei
                        Jahrhunderte
, Leipzig and Berlin : Berliner Akademie, etc., 1897
                    etc.

      LB : Erasmus, Desiderius, Opera Omnia,
 Hildesheim,
                    1961-2 (photo-offset of edition of Leiden, 1703-6), 10 vols.

      PG : Migne, Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeco-Latina,

                    Paris, 1857-1887.

      PL : Migne, Patrologia Latina,
 Paris, see individual references for
                    volume dates.

      Reeve : Erasmus’ Annotations on the New Testament,
 ed. Anne Reeve, 3
                    vols., vol. 1, London : Duckworth, vols. 2 and 3, Leiden, etc. : Brill,
                    1986-93.

      (Facsimile of the final Latin text (1535) with ail earlier variants – 1516, 1519,
                    1522, 1527).

      WA : D. Martin Luthers Werke. Kritische Gesamtausgabe,
 Weimar, 1883,
                    etc. Including the Briefwechsel,
 Weimar, 1930, etc. 


    

  

  


		

    
		

  
    
      INTRODUCTION 

      
        I. – LEFÈVRE D’ÉTAPLES 

        
          Career – Debates and polemics 1512-1517

        

        The Three Maries controversy which was launched in print in 1517 offers a
                        significant example of evangelical humanist exegesis and of the contemporary
                        reaction to it. The principal protagonist, whose texts are edited here, was
                        the distinguished French humanist Jacques Lefèvre d’Etaples (in Latin
                        Jacobus Faber Stapulensis), and the scholars and churchmen who followed him
                        into the argument were some of the most significant authors during the early
                        years of the Reformation. Lefèvre’s associate, Josse Clichtove, supported
                        him, while his opponents included Bishop John Fisher in England, and Noel
                        Bédier, or Beda, soon to be Syndic of the Paris theology faculty and the
                        most tenacious French critic of Erasmus and of Lefèvre himself
                        Contributions also came from Cornelius Agrippa in Germany, Symphorien
                        Champier in Lyons, and several other less well-known writers throughout
                        Europe. The French royal family had an interest in the debate, and among the
                        influential dedicatees of the different works were the Bishop of Paris and
                        later Archbishop of Sens, Etienne Poncher, the Royal Confessor, Guillaume
                        Petit, and Denys Briçonnet, Bishop of St. Malo and brother of Lefèvre’s
                        patron, Guillaume.

        The period in which the main contributions to the Three Maries debate
                        appeared corresponds almost exactly to that of Luther’s first confrontation
                        with Rome and his exchange with Prierias – from November 1517 to Spring
                            1520. The issues of
                        Papal and conciliar authority which Prierias raised against Luther are
                        present in the margins of the Three Maries debate – Lefèvre appealed to Leo
                        X for a judgment
                        while his supporter Clichtove and his opponents Fisher and Beda investigated
                        the relationship between the authority of Scripture, Church, Council and
                        Pope. In the Three Maries debate the authority principally at issue was that
                        of the scholars of the new learning – pious and learned, but not trained
                        theologians – to discuss scripture, the authority of that scripture in the
                        light of patristic tradition and Church practice, and the status to be given
                        to well established but ill-founded popular belief.

        The title
                        "Three Maries’ is a convenient one, though it is too simple a description of
                        the points at issue. In fact Lefèvre challenged three widely accepted
                        traditions, two of which concerned saints’ legends. The first was the
                        identity of the medieval Mary Magdalen – was she the forgiven sinner of Luke
                        7 and the sister of Martha, and also the woman from whom seven devils were
                        cast out ? Church tradition held that these three women were the same, and
                        the penitent Magdalen was a key figure in worship and art, but the Gospels
                        could neither irrefutably uphold this identification nor disprove it. The
                        second was the popular tradition by which the Virgin Mary had two sisters
                        her mother St. Anne having married three times. These sisters were
                        identified as the Maries mentioned in the Gospels, and were venerated as
                        mothers of six of Christ’s followers. These two Maries featured together
                        with their sister Mary the Virgin in legends of their mother St. Anne, and
                        at representations of the Crucifixion. They also played a leading role with
                        Mary Magdalen – an alternative set of 'Three Maries’ – in the Mystery plays
                        as witnesses at the Resurrection, and in the Provence legends. Lefèvre
                        roundly rejected the idea that St. Anne could have remarried or sought to
                        have more children after Mary. As well as these three interlocking sets of
                        three women, Lefèvre also discussed the triduum,
 or the three
                        days and nights of the passion, burial and resurrection of Christ
                        challenging the conventional explanation by synecdoche, or the part (here of
                        a day or night) taken to signify the whole. He rejected this 'grammatical’
                        interpretation in favour of a more 'spiritual’ one, and also challenged the
                        idea that Christ could have risen during the hours of darkness.

        The four short works Lefèvre published on these questions are of course
                        closely related to his Bible commentaries – and especially to his polemics
                        on Christ’s sojourn in the underworld in the Quincuplex
                            Psalterium
 and against Erasmus on Hebrews in the Commentary on
                        the Pauline Epistles. Uniquely however in Lefèvre’s extensive output as
                        editor and commentator, these texts were published independently under
                        Lefèvre’s name as author. They mark the close of the second phase of his
                        career at St.-Germain-des-Prés, and the debate also represents a significant
                        point in the careers of the other contributors – Clichtove never again
                        ventured so far from orthodoxy and recanted what he had written here. Beda
                        was encouraged to continue his challenge to the dangerous works of the
                        'clandestine Lutherans’ in the next decade. Fisher also found himself
                        embarking on a series of polemical works as the danger of Lutheranism was
                        identified. And, with the hardening of attitudes which the perception of
                        this danger brought about, the free debate which Lefèvre had, perhaps
                        naïvely, hoped for became increasingly unattainable.

        *
* *

        When the first
                        of Lefèvre’s Three Maries texts appeared in 1517, he had long been a
                        celebrated figure in learned circles in Europe. He was born around 1460 in Etaples in Picardy
                        Little is known about his origins or family, although it has been suggested
                        that he did possess some property. He went up to Paris to study, and was based in
                        Paris for most of his life, first in the Collège du Cardinal Lemoine
                        traditionally associated with Picard students, where he probably studied and
                        where he taught. He was ordained to the priesthood, probably in the
                        1480s.

        He was able to travel, and in 1491-2 he undertook his first journey to Italy.
                        His encounters with Italian humanists were decisive for the development of
                        Lefèvre’s own interests throughout his career, notably the Aristotelian
                        studies of Barbaro and the Neo-Platonism of Ficino. Further travels followed – to Rome in the
                        Jubilee year of 1500, to Italy again in 1507, to North Germany in 1510, and to Narbonne for the funeral of his patron’s
                        father, Guillaume Briçonnet the elder, in 1514, as well as other less well
                        documented journeys, exploring monastic libraries in search of unpublished
                        manuscripts, and seeking spiritual consolation among the religious.

        After 1508, he retired from teaching to study and publish, and moved to the
                        Abbey of St.-Germain-des-Prés, where his patron, Bishop Guillaume Briçonnet,
                        was Abbot. He remained based there until shortly after the publication of
                            the major
                        replies to his Three Maries texts. It is possible that it was the violence
                        of the response to these which influenced his decision to leave Paris, but
                        in any event by 1521 he was at Meaux, where Briçonnet, now Bishop of Meaux,
                        had invited him to oversee a programme of evangelical reform within the
                        Catholic Church. In his later years Lefèvre had to counter the hostility of
                        orthodox theologians, who persistently identified him with the Lutheran
                        heresy, as they did Erasmus. He enjoyed the protection of the royal family,
                        to whom he had apparently been presented by Rochefort during the Three
                        Maries controversy. However, when François I was in captivity in Spain after
                        the Battle of Pavia in 1525, and royal authority was weakened, Lefèvre had
                        to flee from Meaux to Strasbourg under an alias to escape prosecution. On
                        his return he came more directly under royal patronage, first at Blois,
                        where François I appointed him Royal Librarian and tutor to two of his
                        children, Charles d’Angoulême, later Duke of Orleans, and Madeleine, who was
                        briefly married to James V of Scotland before her early death in 1537.
                        Lefèvre spent his last years at the court of his protector Marguerite de
                        Navarre at Nérac, where he died in 1536.

        Contemporary references to him are remarkable for the general admiration and
                        affection in which he was held. An inspiring teacher and scholar, he was
                        also revered for his piety, and his good nature, both by the royal family
                        and his influential patrons, and by the pupils and younger scholars and
                        Churchmen whom he inspired and who collaborated with him on his
                        publications. He was an important source of inspiration to the Reformers,
                        but, like his contemporary Erasmus, did not himself break with the Catholic
                        Church. Unlike Erasmus, he was attracted to the monastic life, and only his
                        weak health and his professional commitments prevented him from entering a
                        religious order.

        Lefèvre’s publications fall into three main groups, his editions of
                        Aristotle, his editions of mediaeval mystical and spiritual texts, and his
                        Biblical work. The Aristotle texts which first established Lefèvre s
                        reputation as a scholarly editor appeared during his career teaching in the
                        Paris Arts faculty. Working with a number of junior colleagues he published
                        a series of editions for students. To accompany modern Latin texts such as
                        those produced by the Italian humanists he admired, Lefèvre composed
                        introductions, commentaries, paraphrases and dialogues ail designed to help
                        the student to grasp Aristotle’s meaning directly, without resorting to the
                        mediaeval commentators. The
                        popularity of Lefèvre’s editions is shown by their complex bibliographical
                        history – his texts and explanations , with additions and variations,
                        were reprinted many times during his lifetime and until the middle of the
                        sixteenth century.

        In Lefèvre’s view ail study should lead upwards to a contemplation of the
                        higher reality, and increasingly his interest turned from Aristotle to the
                        Christian mystical and spiritual tradition. Following his journey to Italy
                        in 1492, and his contacts with the Florentine Neo-Platonists, Pico and
                        Ficino, he was apparently drawn to the idea of 'natural magic’, or good
                        magic, perceived as the harnessing of the innate and divinely created forces
                        and harmonies of nature in order to influence emotions and events. He
                        composed a treatise De Magia Naturali,
 which was never
                        published, and of which a complete ms. version has only recently been
                            discovered. This treatise and the
                        Three Maries texts are the only 'independent’ works Lefèvre wrote. Although his attraction to 'magic’ may have been
                        short-lived – he explicitly denounced it in 1504 – he remained enthusiastic about other works which
                        underlay the Neoplatonism of the Florentine humanists, producing editions of
                        both the Hermetic works and the works of the Pseudo Dionysius. In the first
                        two decades of the sixteenth century Lefèvre brought out a series of
                        editions of religious writers, predominantly in the mystic and contemplative
                        tradition. Thus he published works by the Catalan Ramon Lull, the Dutch
                        mystic Jan Ruysbroeck, and the fourteenth century theologian Nicholas of
                        Cusa, as well as several other less well known religious writers.

        But his ultimate commitment was to the Bible. After he retired from teaching
                        in 1508, he began a series of Bible publications which lasted until almost
                        the end of his life. In 1509 he published his Quincuplex
                            Psalterium

, or Fivefold
                        Psalter, that is, an edition of five different Latin texts of the Psalter,
                        with commentaries which aim to draw out the spiritual sense of the Psalms,
                        predominantly the way in which they can be applied to Christ. In 1512 there
                        appeared his Commentaries on the Pauline Epistles, with the Vulgate
                        text accompanied by Lefèvre’s own corrected Latin
                        version according to the Greek. His substantial commentaries again
                        emphasized the spiritual nourishment to be derived from study of the Bible
                        text. In the decade from 1520 Lefèvre’s published works were almost
                        exclusively Biblical. Commentaries in Latin appeared on the Gospels (1522) and the
                        Catholic Epistles (1527), thus
                        most of the New Testament (not Acts or Revelation) and the Psalms had
                        appeared with some form of commentary in Latin. The final phase of Lefèvre’s
                        Biblical work, and the logical conclusion of his desire to make the Bible
                        text widely available, consisted of his translation of the Bible text into
                        French. This appeared in stages – the Gospels and the rest
                        of the New Testament in 1523, the
                            Psalms in 1524, and
                        the Old Testament in four
                        volumes in 1528. The whole Bible appeared in
                        one edition for the first time in 1530. Lefèvre’s prefatory epistles to the
                        reader contain a vigorous defence of his enterprise in making the Vulgate
                        text available in the vernacular, as well as of the value of the spiritual
                        approach to the text, guided by the Holy Spirit rather than by human
                            commentaries.

        Lefèvre’s Three Maries texts were written between 1517 and 1519, during his
                        last months at St.-Germain-des-Prés. This period was one in which the pace
                        of Lefèvre’s editing work slackened – his last Aristotle edition had
                        appeared in 1515, his final Lull edition in 1516, the second edition of the
                        Pauline Commentaries by July 1517, then virtually nothing except these
                        pamphlets until a last mystical work, the Contemplationes
                            Idiotae,
 and the unfinished Agones martyrum
 in 1519
                        – perhaps because he had been seriously ill in the summer of 1516.
                        The short polemical Three Maries pamphlets, written at a pivotal point in Lefèvre’s
                        career, have features in common with his other work, but are quite unlike
                        his other publications. Like his Bible Commentaries, they were written in
                        Latin, for a learned readership, although the tone is more courtly, as they
                        are addressed to Rochefort, who was not an academic but a member of the
                        entourage of Louise de Savoie. Their occasional use of dialectical
                        terminology echoes Lefèvre’s Aristotelian work, but is not fundamental to
                        the argument, nor rigorously applied. Their exegesis of Biblical texts is
                        related to his Bible commentaries, but closely associated with a spirit of
                        deep piety towards the Virgin and the Saints, Biblical and non-Biblical,
                        which is less obvious in his other works. It is Lefèvre’s pamphlet on the
                            triduum Christi
 which provides the most telling
                        rapprochement with his other writings, namely with the polemical insertions
                        in the two major Bible Commentaries which preceded the Three Maries texts,
                        the Quincuplex Psalterium
 and the Pauline Epistles. Ail of
                        these works need to be seen against the background of Biblical studies in
                        Paris in the years before 1517.

        *
* *

        The Three Maries debate marks the end of a decade during which attitudes on
                        Biblical studies were hardening. The Paris theologians, as well as other
                        spokesmen for the status quo, were keeping a wary eye on the developing
                        movement to refashion attitudes to the Bible heralded by Lorenzo Valla and
                        the Italian humanists, and championed most prominently by Erasmus, who had
                        published Valla’s Annotations on the New Testament in Paris in 1505.

        Lefèvre too was associated with this movement in his Biblical commentaries.
                        In these, following the Italian quattrocento
 humanists, whom he
                        had already emulated in his Aristotelian work, he initiated a more flexible approach to the
                        text of Scripture which aimed to produce a more accurate version. At the
                        same time he tried to increase personal commitment to the meaning of the
                        text in those who read and studied it. The principal aim of his
                        commentaries, therefore, on the Pauline Epistles as well as on the Psalter,
                        was to encourage the reader to appreciate the meaning of the text in such a
                        way as to draw spiritual benefit from it. He explains with clarity and
                        patience the

        progress of
                        the argument, by paraphrasing, expanding, drawing parallels, and using
                        figures and metaphors. Like the contemplatives whose works he had published,
                        he constantly encourages the reader to develop for himself the spiritual
                        implications of the text, thus apparently divorcing the study of the Bible
                        from professional theology, and laying it open to any intelligent cleric or
                        layman versed in Latin and preferably Greek as well. The challenge to
                        traditional theology inherent in this approach triggered a series of
                        conflicts in the decade before the publication of the Three Maries
                        texts.

        By 1512, criticisms had been voiced of the 1509 Psalter. The point at issue
                        was Lefèvre s commentary on Ps. 31. 9, "Miserere mei domine quoniam
                        tribulor" ("Have mercy upon me, O Lord, for I am in trouble"). Lefèvre, in
                        accordance with the principle that ail the Psalms were essentially
                        Christological in their spiritual sense, interpreted this as an appeal from
                        Christ to his Father, and went on to discuss whether Christ might not have
                        undergone, albeit willingly, torments in hell, as Cusa had suggested, before
                        his victory over hell and death. Lefèvre gave the arguments in favour of
                        such an apparently unorthodox interpretation, but concluded by stressing
                        that he only intended to provoke discussion of the point. In
                        response to criticism he included in the second edition of 1513 an
                            Appendix,
 dated 13th
 August, 1512, in which
                        he sought to make his position clear. After an Epilogus

, summarizing the argument of the original Commentary, he
                        reassured the Carthusian Prior to whom the Appendix is addressed that his
                        intention had never been to claim that what he took to be Cusa’s view was
                        correct, and he went on to argue the opposite of what he had argued in the
                        first edition, namely that Christ’s only sufferings were his physical ones
                        on the cross, and that his only visit to hell was as victor, to liberate the
                        Patriarchs and virtuous souls. He even set out to prove that Cusa had never
                        advocated the view he, Lefèvre, had, in error, attributed to him. All this
                        would have been clear from the first edition, had not the printers
                        carelessly omitted a Dilutio,
 designed, Lefèvre assured his
                        critic, to follow the defence of Cusa’s view. In the second edition, the
                            Diluendi modus

 duly appeared after the original unchanged
                        passage, now headed Argumentatio

. The principal argument of
                        this Dilutio
 was that many things apparently applying to
                        Christ, the head, can be applied to the body of Christ, the members of his
                        Church, and this is the case here. This discussion of Christ’s
                        status between the Crucifixion and the Resurrection foreshadows the argument
                        of the De Triduo
 text of 1517.

        Lefèvre’s commentaries on the Pauline Epistles (1512) provided material for
                        further disquiet among the theologians. In an Apologia

                        published in the text of the Commentaries, Lefèvre
                        defended his right to correct the Vulgate text according to the Greek mss.
                        now available, suggesting that the Vulgate text currently in use was not the
                        translation of St. Jerome. This cast doubt of course on the validity of a
                        thousand years of Latin Church tradition, and Biblical exegesis in
                        particular. It implied that the schismatic Greek Church and not the Church
                        of Rome had the more valid claim to be the repository of authentic
                        tradition, and moreover, that the means of restoring this authentic
                        tradition to the Latin Church was in the hands of philologists, rather than
                        professional theologians.

        One year after the appearance of the second edition of the Psalter, the
                        celebrated Reuchlin affair had the effect in Paris of crystallising the
                        antagonism between theologians and humanists, and bringing their differences
                        into public debate.
                        In the spring of 1514 the Faculty of Theology of Cologne sent an envoy to
                        their colleagues in Paris to get a judgment from them on Reuchlin’s
                            Augenspiegel,
 the German work in which the humanist Hebrew
                        scholar had set out and defended his reasons for opposing the destruction of
                        the Jewish books, as advocated by the converted Jew, Pfefferkorn. The Paris
                        Faculty, apparently flattered by this compliment to their authority, sent
                        "ingentes gratias" – massive thanks – to Cologne, and promised to give the
                        matter their full attention. A
                        commission was set up to deal with the book, and the
                            Augenspiegel
 was condemned on 2nd

                        August, 1514.

        Reuchlin had already written to Lefèvre in Paris in August 1513, to enlist his support, enclosing a
                        copy of his Defensio,
 composed against the Cologne theologians
                        in that year. He asked Lefèvre to put his, Reuchlin’s, point of view to the
                        Paris theologians, and this Lefèvre undoubtedly did, but he was unable to
                        prevent Reuchlin’s condemnation. At the end of August, 1514, Lefèvre wrote
                        to Reuchlin to tell him that his efforts, and those
                        of the more enlightened  theologians, had failed. The
                        Faculty had been so anxious to give Cologne what they requested that they
                        had hurried their judgment in the fear of being forestalled by a Papal
                        Brief.

        It appears that Lefèvre also interceded personally for Reuchlin at Rome. The
                        distinguished Hebraist, Cardinal Giles (Aegidius) of Viterbo wrote
                        to him in July 1515 of the good reception his letter had had with the
                        commission sitting on the Reuchlin affair. Meanwhile on 27th
 April, 1515, the Paris Faculty of Theology had received letters
                        from Rome, the contents of which are not clear. However the proceedings of
                        the Faculty appear to suggest that a writing of some sort was circulating in
                        Rome in favour of Reuchlin, against the Faculty’s condemnation of him. This
                        piece of work presumably contained some reference to Lefèvre’s sympathy for
                            Reuchlin,
                        and the Faculty decided to question Lefèvre politely (amicabiliter) on his
                        connection with this book or writing.

        It was at about this time, and probably partly as a result of the Reuchlin
                        affair, that more anxiety began to be expressed about Lefèvre’s Biblical
                        works in general. The question of Ps. 31 was raised again. The Franciscan
                        Cardinal Marco Vigerio is known to have composed an
                        Apology for Lefèvre on this subject, in which, according to Erasmus, he had
                        to defend Lefèvre against a charge of heresy. As the Apology appears to date
                        from the period when Lefèvre’s letters in favour of Reuchlin were being
                        circulated in Rome, Vigerio may have been replying to an attempt by the
                        Dominicans or their supporters to discredit Lefèvre’s authority in the
                        Reuchlin affair.

        Lefèvre’s
                        associate, Clichtove, also wrote a defence of certain points in Lefèvre’s
                        commentaries on the Pauline Epistles, in response to a request from
                        Clichtove’s former colleague and Doctor of theology, now Canon of Tournai
                        cathedral, George Civis. There may even
                        have been an official move in the Faculty to condemn Lefèvre’s assertion, in
                        his Pauline Commentaries, that the Vulgate was not the work of Jerome. Erasmus, in
                        Louvain, knew of reservations among theologians there about Lefèvre’s
                        Biblical work, when he wrote ominously in the Apologia
 that
                        some people had even annotated his Commentaries unfavourably.

        Disquiet about these new currents in Biblical studies was by no means
                        confined to the Sorbonne, nor even to the "hostes bonarum litterarum", so
                        frequently deplored by the humanists. Erasmus’ friend, Martin Dorp, then
                        studying for his doctorate at Louvain, put the genuine worries of his
                        fellow-theologians at Louvain to Erasmus in a letter of 1514 raising similar
                        objections to those Beda and Sutor were to raise ten years later. Challenges
                        to the authority of the Latin Vulgate must inevitably compromise that of the
                        Roman Church. And Dorp makes some perceptive comments on the differences
                        between the Biblical scholar and the theologian. No amount of Biblical
                        scholarship can elucidate the difficulties in the day to day governance of
                        the Church. Here tradition is the basis of authority, and controversy over
                        the correct text of the Bible is irrelevant. In the case of Erasmus, as in
                        that of Lefèvre, it is the tendency to divorce Scripture from theology which
                        worries Dorp and his colleagues, the tendency to imply that Scripture
                        is all-sufficient for the direction of the Christian community, without the
                        structure of tradition and interpretation so necessary to maintain the
                        Church as an institution, and to guide its treatment of the faithful. These
                        same issues would be at the heart of the Three Maries debate a couple of
                        years later.

        With the publication of Erasmus’ New Testament in March, 1516, the humanist
                        position was made even clearer. The "philosophia Christi", Erasmus wrote,
                        was open to all, and had more to do with piety than academic theology : "it
                        is open to everyone to be a theologian." "Nulli non
                        licet esse theologum". This liberal interpretation of the vocation of
                        theologian is contrasted with the caricature of the professional theologians
                        as "those individuals, who have rotted to aged decrepitude among sophistic
                        nonsense, and who habitually say 'Jerome’s translation suffices for
                            me’."

        Erasmus, like Lefèvre, was trying to tackle the problem of the individual’s
                        response to Scripture, and although their emphasis varied, both seemed to be
                        saying that the learned layman could take his faith directly from Scripture,
                        not primarily from the Church. Both offered their own philological skill as
                        an aid to this end, both were impatient of recourse to commentators and
                        authorities so voluminous that it outweighed the text itself, and both in
                        any case saw much less value in mediaeval Scholastic commentators than in
                        the works of the early Church Fathers. Both tried to present the Scriptural
                        text stripped of the unnecessary mystery and difficulty with which centuries
                        of exegetical tradition had endowed it. Like a work of literature, Scripture
                        should be its own authority, and not need any other for its interpretation.
                        With those unsympathetic to the humanists’ aims, however, such a standpoint
                        was inevitably and often wilfully misconstrued as a desire to put themselves
                        in the place of the authorities they wished to displace. The much publicised
                        quarrel between Erasmus and Lefèvre seemed to their opponents to have put
                        paid to their claims to be authoritative on these problems, and effectively
                        destroyed their case.

        Differences between the two humanist exegetists became public when
                        Erasmus’New Testament was published in March, 1516. In the notes to his
                            Nouum Instrumentum
 text of the Pauline Epistles he
                        mentioned Lefèvre frequently, in respectful terms. But comparing Lefèvre’s
                        reading with his own, he was compelled as often as not to disagree with him
                        and point out Lefèvre’s errors. In the second edition of his Pauline
                        Commentaries, which appeared after Erasmus’ New Testament, Lefèvre adopted some of Erasmus’
                        suggested corrections, ignored others, and in some cases argued in favour of
                        his own interpretation. One particular passage, however, moved him to a much
                        longer reply – the celebrated "Thou madest him a little lower than the
                        angels" of Hebrews 2.7.

        In the original (1512) edition of his Commentaries, Lefèvre had argued in
                        favour of the reading "a...
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