
Liberation through the Philosophia Christi
Erasmus Reformer of Doctrina,

By James YaCYy

10 illustrate what Erasmus understood by liberation through Christ 111 begin
wiıith W quotatıions from the YVCal 19 1ne first, 1n letter John Fisher,
bishop of Rochester 11469, 5o ), hints af fiscal mot1ves behind Cardinal
Thomas Wolsey’s (circa 147/4, 5< 30)] planned Vv1sıtatıon of English 11N10112-
sterl1es:

»As the proceedings 1n yOULI part of the world for the reform, the STtOFLY S0C5S, oft the clergy, _tear
YOUI reformers INaYy be following tOO closely the example of physicians, who first reduce shadow
the patıent they have undertaken CO A1Te that Christ would at long last arıse and liberate liberet)|
his people ftrom LYyrannYy of INanYy kinds. For the end likely be, unless AT taken, that
it would be tolerable live under the LyYyTanNYy of the Turks.«

The second quotatıon from I1a who would fain aV © een
Erasmus’ disciple, Lambertus Hollonius of lege (# before 25 May S23l From
Basel, where he worked COTTECtIOTr AT the Froben Hollonius reported
that Johann Froben (Circa 14.60-1I1 S57 W as sending Erasmus volume of works
Dy Martın Luther:
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{ CannO tell you how well 1t has een received Dy those who aiec keen the subject; Aat least,
who MAGES nobody, have felt mind SEet free mentem redidit liberiorem| from 1ts former
enslavement all the MOST frigid details of ceremonjal.«2

'hus Erasmus believed that Christendom groaned under LYyTaNNY that had
both civil and ecclesiastical fOrmMs, and Hollonius understood Erasmus see1ng
the TOOLT of that servıtude 1n slavısh devotion purely ceremonial religion.
The connecting liınk between these LW disparate observations W as that TYAaSs-
I1L1US believed that certaın 1I1C  z had for their OW.: seltish 1C4SON1S deliberately
tostered Christians aNX10US fixation »CeremoOnNnN1eS«. In COINMMEN-

tiıng OI the grandiloquent titles by which PrIINCeES NO insisted being addres-
sed, he could easily the sphere of DIıetLy

»Who introducted this superstition about titles into the world? Doubtless that pharisaical 1ACE of
LLLEIL who Dy other ceremon1es and by the deception oft false teaching \doctrina| and false religion
have long tricked the gullible human race. «>

The antidote this pOo1son spread 1into the world DYy false relig10us teaching
W Aas of COUTSE true doctrina, the philosophia Christi, Erasmus called It, by
which human hearts and minds could be treed trom superst1t10us fear. In this

111 first consider Erasmus’ diagnosis of Christendom 27r0aN1Ng under
the CYyFanNYy of ceremonIt1es. hen 111 take his analysis of the remedy, the
philosophia CHTIiSt1. My focus 111 be imited the between 514 and

52L, when Erasmus W as MOST EXPHCIt about what he SAa W 4S the 1Ils of hri-
st1an sOCcIletYy, and MOST hopeful about the PrOSDECITS of reform.

» C his (‚eneratıon 15 Far the Most Corrupt There Has Ver Been«

Preachers and reformers AIC by tradition pessimısts 1n ON S  J Optimists 1n
another. It there 15 the promıiıse of betterment CVeCn tor the MOStTt hardened Sınner,
there 15 also the belief that aBC has een LTE sorely 1n eed of betterment
than the present. The underlying psychological truth be that 1t 15 NOtT

T! 37 Z I8 4.46, 25 1904 COCWE 6, LOL, 193, 27 904|); TAanz BIERLAIRE: Lambertus
Hollonius. 1986], 197 Of the LWO collections of Luther’s Wwr1tıngs that Froben printed
before Erasmus intervened StOp him from publishing INOIC, bothI8anı COCWE believe the
reference here 15 the first, volume headed by the „Ad Leonem resolutiones disputatio-
1U de vırtute indulgentiarum« Det
ErODOA L, 2, 93 > COCW. 2,5, 6I
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humanly possibly muster the CHCISY attack problem unless ONEC takes
1eW of 1ts sSer10usness that dispassionate observers might consider exaggerated.
In anYy CAasc ON CAannOt understand Erasmus’ remedy for the 1Ils of Christendom
unless OIlLC first SO the disease 45 1t WCIC through his CYCS

»IS there alıy religio0us IinNan who 0€eSs NOtTt SCC with that this generatıon 15 far the MMOST

COITTupt there has AA been? When did nd greed lord 1t thus widely an thus unpunish-
ed? When W as much iımportance VCTI attached ceremon1€es‘ When did IN1qU1tYy abound with
lıttle restraın 1t% When did charity W  D colder? All appeal LO, all read, all hear, all OUTI

decisions hat do they of CEXCCDL of ambition and greed? «“
It might be objected that ONC MUST always allow for rhetorical effect 1n

denunciations of the present dsC But specific illustrations of this general poıint
INaYy be ftound throughout Erasmus’ WTIltINgs, especially the »Adages«, where
COMParsoNs with admired ancıent world Naturallsy. For example, the
Christian religion, »ONCEC tlourishing far and wide, has contracted 1Nnto L1aIiltTOoW

SPDACC« Ihe has 1n miınd North Africa and the Middle East, lost the spread of
Islam!) because, »referring all things OUT OW glory and CONven1eNCE«, modern
Christians ave abandoned the simple and Iru apostolic WaY of preaching: » We
do NOtTt teach, terrify, threaten, COCI' Worse stil] for Erasmus, lover
of p  J 15 the wartfare of modern times PTroODOS of Jesus’ words
the soldiers at Luke 3, I |»Plunder ONe«J, he remarks, »W read that the
Hebrews went Wal, but NOtTt that they served for PaYV under foreign captaıns«.
Pope (GGTeZOTY CIrca 540O, 590-604| reckoned the merchant’s trade 45 ( of
those NOTt worthy of being pursued by baptized Christians, »yet
Christians those who, tempted by anı y WasC whatever, fly off battle and the
slaughter of Christians«. ven the printing |9)  J the OI! modern invention
ETrasmus surely ought apprecılate, portended decline of CHLtUre, because
printers WEIC flooding the world with »useless rubbish«, the detriment of
»„»honorable fields of study«. Speaking 1n the 42CCents of mn the LOW
Countrıies, where Provınces that had enjoyed substantial independence 11O

faced powerful Habsburg dynasty, he went suggest that decline 1n the
learned professions would undermine the authority of all those bodies estates
of soclety that stood 1n the WaVYV of LYITaNNY »Jegislatures, councils, unıversıiti1es,
lawyers, and theologians.« W1InNg progressive concentratıon of 1ın

'Y 366, 164-170(858] CWE 6, S LF 78, ISI 58)



fewer and fewer hands, there 15 danger that » WE shall SCC In OUT midst the S\diIlle
SOTIT of barbarous LYFanNnNYy that eX1Sts the Turks«.5

'his willingness believe the about his OW: AsSC INaYy explain why
Erasmus, perhaps the critical scholar of the CeENTUTY, snapped SCUTTI-
lous 1UIM1OIS about certaın SIOUDS with readiness that Cal only be described 4S

gullible ave wrıtten elsewhere about the ı1ld 1UINOTS CONCeEMINg the abs-
burg government of the Netherlands which Erasmus SaVC credence: he W as

convinced that WAarTs WEeETC due »collusion« princes and evil councillors
who did NOt scruple CONNıve at the InNnvasıon of their OW: terrıtories, that
the provincial assemblies of the LOw Countries would be quicker CONSENT
taxatıon 1n the exXxt round of bargaining. 'his pıcture of events 15 of CHITSEC NOT
supported by AaLLYy shred of documentary evidence, but $ W 4s nonetheless echoed
by other CONTEMPOFATY authors; O' might EVCH Sa V that Erasmus W as
LL1LOTIC Netherlander than 1n his deep SUuSp1c10N of the overnment 1n Brussels.®
One could also discuss the devilish machinations that Erasmus attributed the
papal C  J especially under opes Julius {17 11443 5 3} and Leo (147 Y

31 S3T} In 1ts portrayal of the arrlor POPC, whose Campa1gns had deeply
offended Erasmus, the Aal1LONLYINOUS »Julius exclusus coelo« INaYy be described
4S blend of actual distortions and slanderous ZOSSID, rather like the satirical
VC1ISCS pasquillae that Roman WI1ts WEeTC WONT hang from Statues LeoO Ä,
initially PODC of became for Erasmus, for pamphleteers 1n („e!Many,
the evil ZeN1IUS behind plot from the Christian populace under
the pretext of Crusade agaınst the Turks/7 ave chosen ere look at

ErAW, 225, ÜFF (Ratio theologiae]; from the 1519 » Novum Testamentum« ERASMUS)
ANN:!  ON IH.  > NEWw JTESTAMENT: facsimile of the final Latın FfexTt (1 5} with all earlier
varlants (15716; 1519, 1522 and 152737 ed by Anne Reeve; introduction Dy M. A. Screech;
calligraphy by Patrıcıa Payn Vol Gospels. 1986, SE (for similar VIEeWS about modern
wartare an 1ts vil WCaDONSs, 305 ERASMUS VO OTTERDAM: Ausgewählte Schrif-
ten. lateinisch un:! deutsch/ ed Dy Werner Welzig. Vol 1968, 398-400 (Querela pacis];
anı »Make haste slowly«, (Adages]), 335, II 1} >r 2, 404 A= (passage added
1526)
ames RACY. The politics of Erasmus: pacifist intellectual an! his political milieu.
Ooronto 978, 107 (cChapter 4); ames RACY Holland under Habsburg rule the ftormation
of body politic, 506-I Berkeley; Los Angeles 990,
TaCYy The politics of Erasmus, 109-12 (cChapter ); Jirf Werner STADTWALD: »When, Rome,
will you hiss? CC the image of the PODC 1ın the politics of German Humanısm. 19091,
50-5 (Chapter 2} M J Uni1versity of Mıiınnesota, x
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Erasmus’ SUSP1C1ONS about LW other SIOUDS, first the mendicant orders, and
second Christian Europe’s despised Jewish m1nornty.

After sl1ow 1n the LOW Countrıies, Domiminıicans and Franc1iscans, CSDC-
clally 1n the strıcter Observant cCongregatıons, had flourished during the four-
teenth and fitteenth centurı1es, but by Erasmus generatıon they WEEIC also
provoking StrONg Opposıt1on, especially 1n that already had surteit of
aX-eX religi0us and could NOtTt readily tolerate another CONVvVentT

Har In his SUSP1IC1ONS of the {ri1ars, in his SUSP1C1ONS of and prinNCes,
Erasmus W as hardly un1que. Moreover, he W as certainly COTreCTt in thinking that
INanYy of those who attacked hım for daring COTTEeGtE the Vulgate New Testa-
ment WT {r1ars, particularly from certaın orders: »The Dominicans and SOINC
of the Carmelites ATIC beginning actually call the mob throwing
StONES, and nowhere do these pestilent folk flourish LNOTEC than In natıve
COUNtrYy.«? But it he W AaSs indeed the target of assaults by real clerical
obscurantists, his V1S10N of mendicant-led »CONSPIFaCY« bonae
literae, like a1] CONSP1FACY theories, tells 1INOTE about the theorist than about
the alleged conspirators. *° As the sS()  = of secular prıest, who fOr SOINC had
dressed 4S secular priest, Erasmus bemoaned the fact that the seculars WEeEIC
less ordo estate of Christendom than the mendicants, the latter WECIC much
quicker than the ftormer detend their collective honor if attacked.11 He also
hoped SCC the mendicants deprived of their income, if people would refuse
them admission decent homes, and contess their parish priıests rather than
the friars.12? hus despite his V1s10nN of Christendom 1n which bitterness and
division would be dissolved m COILLINON allegiance the philosophy of Christ:
Erasmus W as himself VE much part of contentiously sOCc1ial
{ramework, 1n which »Orders« within the Church seculars and mendicants|
complained themselves about their r vals’ devious tricks, Just like rival

TaCy Holland under Habsburg role, 148-152 T' 4, 447, 5-1I9 1188] I> COCW. S, 160, 1T

1188)
T' 3 S3 An 6, 55750 597) COCWE y 8I A 9, 16; 5 63 L3, 66 597)
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»Orders« e humanıists and scholastics| within the smaller world of the un1-
versity.

TOM this perspect1ive the influence of the friars lay tolk could be SCCH

SIN1ıster light FOr Erasmus the fact that devout lay folk WeIC drawn monastıc
practices, like the books ot hours 1n the vernacular, of which there WEeTC Man y
editions, W as matter NOT of 1im1ıtatıon but of entrapment. Though he did NOtT
condemn all mendicant friars, he W as certaın there WCIC IV INaNYy« who »fOor
gaın and despotic/ deliberately CENSNATC the CONSCIENCES of For
eXxampie, A4AS auricular confession, specialty of the {riars, he believed 1t
should NOt Matter whether the practice W as thought ave een instituted by
the early Church, rather than DYy Christ himself, »unless certaın 1891  = us

AT afraid lest their profit \quaestus| be taken aWaY«. Similarly, the tumult
4ssociated with Luther W as actually due the fact that »Certaiın 1881°  m} SAa W their
profit \quaestus| threatened by the doctrine of Christ«, which had 1001

for indulgences and dispensations, for CONSCIENCES talsely ensnared«.
For PrOooOf, 0)al eed only look the cult of preposterous relics, like milk from

the Vırgın Mary, {ragments of the FTru!: ,which it piled 1n heap could
scarcely be 41ccomodated by freight ship«. Such things WCIC NOtT Just tolerated
A4AS WaYy of indulging the relig10us feelings of simple folk plebeculal, but rather
»„»described the peak of religio0us devotion, because of the greed of prıiests, and
the hypocrisy of certaın monks, who 2EKw nourished by the foolishness of the
people«.13 Yet their intfluenc with COININMNON folk made the mendicants dange-
10US 10MmM his days 1n Italy Erasmus he remembered bit of g0OSSIp that had Pope
Alexander VI 11430 1492-1503] Sayıng 1t W as less dangerous offend SOTINEC

powertul monarch »than allıYy ONC individual the LTOODS of mendicants,
who under the pretext of humble ame ruled Christendom, he said, with
tyrant’s rod«.14 »Mendicant antSs« hencetorth became his pet anlılec for the
chief enemı1es of g00d letters, and for the renewal of Christian life that g0o0d
etters could make possible.1> The Domiminıicans 1n particular WeTC »always

13 ß3, 103, 119-128 1033 I> COCWE Y 112, 131 LE3, 150 1033|]; ErTAW, 205, 8 -206; 55 247/, 8 -
E Erasmus’ annotatıons the New l1estament at Mit (also 1519) L, 91f in such
CO: Erasmus often useces the diminutive »plebecula«, if emphasize the passıve
innOocence of the laity and thus the greater quilt of their clerical deceivers]).

L 1OEp 3, EL 26-33 94) I> \ y 167, 28-34 694); ct. 4S 4, 103, LI9-137/ 1033| F
LEZ, EX1ELS) 150 1033)

L5 E:gT' 4, LE I5f(1060]; 208, 1082} F LO 20-27 1060]); 228, I15-18 1082)
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setting foot SOTILLC mischief 1n the world«, whether 1ın Savonarola’s Florence,
1n the recent scandal at Bern, 1n the assault Johannes Reuchlin (1A5

S9523 led DYy LDomiıinıcans of Cologne;* In short, the »mendicant LYIaANTS« WCIC

NOtTt Just enem1es of xo0od letters, they WCCIC enem1es of Christ.
10 what such THEeEN might do hide their wickedness there W as limit.

S1Ince IMNOST 111e  a} who joined religious orders WCCIC 1n his 1eW »mMoOved bDy tolly
1gnorance desperation desire for idleness and g0o0d dinners«, 1t W as hardly
Surpr1sıng if the low of discipline 1n MOST monasterıies W as such that » 1n
Comparıson with them there 15 LNOTC sobriety and LLLOIC INNOCENCE 1n brothel«.
Yet »they pride themselves their ceremonı1es like the Pharisees, locating the
whole of religion 1n externals and for the sake of ceremonial whipping bOoys
death CVCIY day«. SWI1SS Cardinal Matthäus Schiner of S10n ( Valais C1rca 146 5y

—  =| 639 then 1n Brussels mM1sSs10N 1n Habsburg SErVICE, W AasSs Erasmus’
SOUTCEC for the STOLY about friary where »the Domiinıcans buried 11a alive,
because his father: who W as knight, W as demanding the rTrTeturn of the sS()  n

whom they had carried off by stealth«. The Cardinal InNaYy also ave een his
SOUTICEC for the claim that »12 Poland certaın nobleman, who 1n his CUDS had
fallen asleep 1n church, Sa LW Francıscans atter the nightly office buried
alıyve«. Schiner, through his involvement IN the NOtOrT10US trial of the four
Domiminıiıcans AT Bern, accused of taking apparıtıon Dy the Blessed Mother and
then pOo1sonN1Ng inconvenı1ent wiıtness, W as undoubtedly ell versed 1n such
matters.!/ But OIlLC mMust remember that 4CCUsat1ons of po1i1son1ing and other
devilish tricks WCIC rather thick the ground 1n this CIa, and, 4S 1n the Case of
the fabled CcCrımes of ( esare Borgıa (1475-1507)] and his s1ister Lucrez1a ( 1480-

19), aVe often NOtTt withstood critical SCIUt1INY. As for the ern Domuinicans,
burned ARg the stake 1n 509, SOINC scholars I8(0) believe that they themselves
WEIC the victıms of plot hatched 1n feud3Ekın SIOUDS Moreover, though
Erasmus himself showed little fOor the growWw1ng interest 1n witchceraft, there
15 1n these repOrts about Francıscans and Dominı1cans, seemingly anchored Dy

16 T' 4., 103, 249{f 1033|]; 400, I13-116 1166]; 423, 127-148 1173 OQCWE TI LIO6; 273-276
1033|); 8, 108, L2/7-I29 1166); 133, T41-153 1373}
T' 2, 294, 40-46; 305, 496-5II; 307, 563-570; 308, 594-602 447) ||> A 9, 48-55; 28 622-
639; 28, OO FA AT 447) Kaspar VO.  Z REYERZ: Matthäus Schiner. 1987]), 6M D

223 ( the SCOTY of what happened Erasmus’ admired mentOor, the Francıscan Jean Vıtrıer
(Circa EL C1rca RI} atrributed Domiinıcan CONSPIFaCY; ErOEp 4, 509, 79 5 1LO, 95 427 1}

S, 228, 86-104 3r



actual specifity eg » knight«, » 1n Poland«] disquieting similarıity the
highly detailed repDpOTrtSs presented 1n witchceraft treatıses of the later sixteenth
CENTLUTY, SOTINC by the greatest scholars of that CIA, like Jean Bodin (T 529/30-

596].18 The truth 15 that earned tOLlk, like CVECIYONC else, believe what they
WAant believe.

Durıiıng the fall of Erasmus learned of NECW book published 1n (;erman 1n
Cologne DYy Johann Pfefferkorn 11469 after 5 19], who W as both Reuchlin’s
chiet adversary and anatiıic of Jewish learning. The book contained
slighting reference Erasmus, though without ment1on1ıng his Namc; he had 1t
translated into Latın and SECNT John Fisher, admirer of Reuchlin.?!? Letters
from this period (November _7 German humanist friends, [0)]8[> of which
Erasmus later published, AT replete with V1IC10US attacks Pfefferkorn
converted Jew ;he had other mot1ve 1n getting himself dipped 1n the font
than be able deliver LLOTC dangerous attacks Christianity, an by mM1X1ng
with intect the entıire folk with his Jewish DO1SON«; „»what could these
circumcised| wretches hope for INOIC, Satan their leader; than SCC the
unıty of simple Christians rent 1n twaılın« DYy the Reuchlin affair; and »1f only the
only Sayıng WEOEI® NOLT EIuG; that bad Jew makes Christian« It has een
noted that Erasmus’ COI'ICSPOIICICI‘ICC contaıns Prev10us outburst of this kind,
but the principle that bad Jew makes Christian 15 evident also 1n his
disdain for the New Christians, Spaniards whose aNnCESTOTS had converted from
Judaism. In hıs au  S for between France and the LOW Countries, he
liıked point OUtT that France W as the only Christian COUNLILY not »intected« Dy
heretics schismatics, 1L1LO1 by » Iews «C and »half-Jewish Marranos« an insulting
term for New Christians). ven 1n supporting Reuchlin for Iyıng SCC 1t that
»the Jews should NOt suffer INOTEeE than 15 JuUSt«, Erasmus takes 1t for granted that

I8 Susanne SCHULLER-PIROLI: orgıa die Zerstorung einer Legende. Olten 1963 For Erasmus’
VIEeEWS witchceraft DEpP 336, 68 339, I85 143|), o0N Bergen; Eusebius
IERONYMUS: pera Vol 16, LOV {an 26COUHAT of demonic pOossession ın CONVeEeNT 1n
Haınaut, where Erasmus’ patron, Bishop Hendrik Van Bergen, W as called intervene]; and
DLED L 324, 27-35 2880]); Jean BODIN: De la demonomanie des Sorcleres. 580

R 3y 12 697); 143, I9f 753} Y 1/75, 14-20 97)]; 204, 5-13 713]; Ilse
GUENTHER: Johann Ptetterkorn. (1 987),
T' 3, PE IIS8, 694.); 125, 16 126, 41 700]; 127, 13-37 701]); 128, 129, 702)
143; 6-12 753} CWE 40 167, 35-—1069, 58 694); 179, 18-—180, 45 700]); ISI, 28-43 701); 204, &-
13 702)
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Christian 11 ave g00d word for Jews » If 1t 15 Christian detest the Jews,
this COUNt AIC al g00d Christians, and spare.«*!

In published In 969, SWI1SS historian Guido Kisch opened scholarly
debate Antı-Semitism 1n Erasmus, finding 1n like those Just quoted

»deep-rooted and boundless hatred of Jews« that aligned ETrasmus with ec1-
dedly anti-Jewish wrıters of the [1ME, rather than with LLNOTC tolerant Christian
authors like Reuchlin. The 1SsSue 15 complicated by the fact that Erasmus
persistently describes the »religion of ceremon1€eSs« that he OPPOSCS ))IC-
wish«, 45 1L1CW ftorm of Judaism. 'his W as because »Judaism« for Erasmus

not the living religion, of which sixteenth CENTUY Christians WeIC

wholly 1gnorant, but the self-righteous punctiliousness of the ancılent Pharıi-
SCC5S, denounced DYy Jesus 1ın the gospels. SeE1ZINg this ambiguity, detender of
Erasmus has argued that CVCn remarks that SCCI1 directed agaınst Jews AT 1n
fact eEXpress1ONs of religious »Antı-Mosa1ısm« that has nothing do with
actual Jews At the other end of the scale of OpP1N10N, OILLC scholar, discounting
the theological CONTLEXT, takes dealing with the »religion of CETEINO-

N1eS« evidence that Erasmus’ hatred of Jews had become »Oobsession«.
Heiko Oberman strikes PITODCI balance, but ONM that 15 hardly favorable
Erasmus: he indeed hated Jews, and his thought W as also permeated by
»virulent theological anti-Judaism« that W as cons1ıstent with CONtEMPOFCATY
Christian fears of actual Judaism, Eeven if 1t targeted Christian legalism rather
than Jews.*?*

Scholars ave een reluctant recogniıze Erasmus’ hatred of the Jews for
what 1t W as because ıt OUut of keeping with the role he played
apostle of tolerance amıd the NascCcCent intra-Christian polemics of the Reforma-

CEW < 164 (preface letter 694|; T' 2, 5OL, EA-14 549 4, U a 549);
Erasmus VO  w Rotterdam: Ausgewählte Schritten ) y 402 I> 306 (Querela pacis); ct
»Novum l1Lestamentum« (1 9), Aat Mit 3I (a CONVert made by the Pharisees 15 »„»twotfold INOTEC

SO:  5 of hell than yourselves«]J, Erasmus’ annotatıons the New Testament 93 »In the
SAaine WaY it happens that from CI1M1INOUS Jew geL INOIC CI1M1INOUS Christian, the
Spaniards Can testify«; 4, 46, 136-143 1006) T 49, 143- 1006) For the phrase
»11C quid praeter aCqUUMmM patiantur« has »should NOTt be unfairly treated«.
Guido KISCH: Erasmus’ Stellung Juden und Judentum. 1969; Harry The tragedy
of Erasmus. St. Charles, Missourı 1975; Shimon MARKISH: FErasmus an the Jews/ by
Anthony Olcott. Chicago 1986; Heiko Oberman: The of antısemıt1ism 1n the dsC oft
Renaissance anı Reformation/ tT. by ames Porter. Phil 984, 38-41
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tıon CIa But the discussion ere has shown that the apostle of tolerance W as also
hater of the evil designs he 5 \A W lurking beneath the self-professed g0o0d

intentions of mendicant {r1ars, princes, and his readiness believe the
of certaın kinds of people provides CONTLEXT 1n hich Antı-Semitism

J alas, perfectly natural. Erasmus’ about Pfefferkorn make it
clear that; 1n his mind, » JEWS« 1n SOTINC general WCIC, through Pfeftferkorn,
CONSPINNS sS() dissension Christians, possibly CVCI subject C’hris:
t1ans the CYrTaNN Y of »Jewish« ceremonItles. SO be SUIC, his hatred of Jews W as

LLLOIC global than his hatred of hypocritical friars and princes and POPCS; he
qualitied his remarks by Sayıng that he W as only speaking about evil Jews, NOLT
the good ONCS Still, Antı-Semı1itism IMay be counted 45 NOLT the least but certaın-
1y the saddest example of Erasmus’ tendency identify certaın SI0UDS 45

SOUTICCS of evil, then g1ve credence 1UMOTS about their devilish machina-
t10NS.

In the Varı0us kinds of fear sSusp1c1on that ave een mentioned ere
directed at secular overnments, A the papal ‘J at mendicant friars, af
Jews Erasmus W as In original thinker setting Out 15 OW.: V1s1on of
the world Rather, he W 4as 1n each of these arometer for different

of CONteEMPOrATY Op1InN10N. He showed his creatıve DOWCIS by fusing
these disparate conventional themes into the idea of single pattern of belief
and behavior, Dy hich Christians AWGTE aliıenated from their true spiritual
heritage, and SEet path of wickedness: this he called the religion of CETETMNNO-

1es He defined »CeremoON1€eS« 1n the »Education of the Christian PIINCE « (1
when he warned agaınst identifying the Christian religion with »INCIC CETETINO>-

nıes, that 1S, the observed IN aV fashion whatever, and the Constitu-
t100S of the Churc CC As he Servatıus Rogerus (t 540], his erstwhile
friend and 10 the DPr10r of the which he refused return, »this
belief in monastıc ceremonies| deceives and 1mposes VOU, and NOtTt YOU alone,
but almost all other Hıs annotatıon AT Mit 1 30, » My yoke 15 light«,
pOo1Nts finger at the who proclaim regulations external behavior

23 1Op 1L, LAT, 38-341I (Institutio PIINC1IDIS christiani): »At putarıs Christum sS1tum
SSC 1n cCer1moOon11s, hoc SST, 1n praecept1s dumtaxat UtCUNgqUE servatıs et Ecclesiae constıit1ition1-
bus« CWE 216 (with »110 longer seriously observed« and »INSt1tut1ONS« for the iın
italics]; courtly life, »Querela DaC1S«, T' 4, IL, 66 297/; ephithets, » e
conscribendis epistolis«, ErOpOA IIl 93 5y GT1
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laws of the Church 45 ell AS at the mendicant orders who spread 111C  -

the PO1SONOUS belief that such »CeremoON1€eS« AT the heart of religion »What
would St Augustine Sa Yy could he SCC the free Christian people« caught 1n »SO

INalıy laws, ceremon1es, and s 108  «C  J oppressed DYy the NOt Just of
secular princes, but of cardinals and PODCS, »and beyond that of their hangers-on
satellites, that 1S, the friars], who having put the mask of religious life SCIVC

the interests of their bellies? As for »Judaism«, when »Certaın 18819  m abuse CVCI

the Sacraments instituted for OUT salvation for their OW. profit, for POIND, tor
TannY, for Oppressing simple tolk plebecula| c the result 15 that Christians ATC

LLOIC aNX10US EeVvCnı than Jews 1n the observance of laws relating such things
fasting and the keeping of feast davs Erasmus W as of COUTISC NOT the only
retormer who spoke with feeling about perceived 6 XL68S of religious oyilt.?>
But he touches this profound problem ın his OW. WAdY, filtering 1t through the
lens of personal EXpeEMECNCE 1n which certaın kind of monastıc religion stood
4S the principal obstacle tru plety 4S ell genuıine learning. Moreover,
by posing the question of religio0us guilt 1n precisely this WAaY, he W as able

the wicked behavior of Christians false version of Christian doectrina.
» The religion of cCeremoNn1eSs« Was only tOO efficacious 1n people’s lives because
1t had een taught only LOO ell The implication W Aas that Christian doctrina
truly understood and rightly taught wouldA VAS ditterent result. Hıs MOST
extens1ive cr1t1ques of »CeremoONnN1eS« usually COILC part of his exposıtıon of
that tTru: and Savıng doctrina, the philosophia Christi;*® the only remedy for the
ills of Christendom.

T} &, 567, 296) 2, 296, 73-81 296]; Erasmus’ annotatıons the New
Jlestament, at Mit 12,29 (1 19) L, 3-56 (for the term »„satellites« desecribe the mendicants’
relation the pPapaCyY, above, note 233

25 Hans REINEN: Studien ZULI Idee der Gemeinschatt bei Erasmus, und ihrer Stellung 1n der
Entwicklung des humanistischen Universalismus. Saarlouis 195 ; 66 (Erfüllungswahn]; Jean
DELUMEAU: Sin aM fear the EINECISCNCC of Western guilt culture, zth-18th centurie/ trTr. by
Eric Nicholson. 1990

.6 For example, the passSasc quoted above AT 15 from maJor sStatement of the philosophia
Christi, the letter Paul Volz, prefaced the I8 edition ot his Enchiridion; SCC Georges
CHANTRAINE: »Mystere« et »Philosophie du Christ« selon Erasme. Namur 19/1
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H+ The Philosophy of Christ

Erasmus began speaking of the »philosophy of Christ« |sometimes »Christian
philosophy«| 1n works of about 5 1 For example, 1n »The Sileni of Alcibia-
des«, OMNC of the »Adagia«, he SayS that Christ forswore riches and 1n
keeping with »the philosophy of Hıs choice, worlds AWaY from the principles
laid OWN by philosophers and Dy the reason1ıng of the world« »The education
of Christian PIINCeE« 1516) INSIStSs that the Christian prince 15 held
standard unknown CVECN the est of rulers: » YOu defend YOUI
realm without violation of Justice, without great of human blood and

damage religion rather lay down YOUI title, and yield the necessity
of the MOmMmMentd Yet if Christian charity demanded things VC different from
»the accepted tradition ot centurles and the conduct laid OWN by princes 1n
their Jaws«, prınces should NOT be condemned for doing their duty they SA W 1t
What mattered W as PICSCIVC the integr1ty of the Gospel A4AS5 standard agaınst
which the world of and privilege could be measured: OIl! MUSt NOT »Ssully
that heavenly philosophy of Christ by confusing 1t with the decrees of I11Lalil«

The CONCEDTL of philosophia Christi W as pointed NOt Just agaınst ATı
wealth, but 41sS0O agaınst the intellectual aITOSaNnclce of the unıversit1es, where
amiıid a1l the talk about philosophy and theology »religious minds heard scarcely

WOord« about gospel teaching doctrina Evangelical. St Augustine’s » e doectri-

ERASMUS: Opuscula: supplement the pera omn1a/ ed by Wallace Ferguson The Hague
1933, F 194; »Sileni Alcibiadis«, OCWE 34, 264f I1 111 I 2, 722 There
AT precendents or »philosophy of Christ« 1n the Greek Fathers, who appropriated the classical

of »philosophy« WaYy of life, not Just for enlightenment. eon-E HALKIN:
Erasmus’ critical biography/ Fr Dy John Tonkin. Oxtord 1993, 284; Lou1s BOUYER: Autour
d’Erasme: etudes SUT le christianisme des humanıistes catholiques. 1955, KFEn Werner
JAEGER: Early Christianity and Greek paideia. Cambridge, Mass. I1961I, I30f. Cornelis AÄUGU-
N Erasmus VO.  - Rotterdam !: Leben, Werk, Wirkung/ aus dem Niederländ. übers. VO:  } arga
E. Baumer 1986, 7O, believes the »philosophy of Christ« W as first used in the 1515
Adagia » The Sıileni of Alcibiades«

8 T' II 146, 327 146, 336; 148, 367-387 (Institutio PrINC1IpP1S christiani). It 15 possible that
during his Stay 1n Italy Erasmus had heard tell of Federigo de Montefeltre (t 1487), uke of
Urbino, condottiere, and celebrated patron of humanist learning, who ONeEe OCCasıon with-
TEW before invader rather than inflict Wal his subjects, only tTeturn few later
and have the populace rally him SOON he crossed the frontier.

29 10 Paul olz 1518]; T' 3, 2A7 7,2,6 '238; 232 58] CWE 6, 79, 238-244 (858]).
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christiana«, the classic exposiıtion of doctrina change the lives of
those who profess it, W a4as vital text for humanist CY1t1CS of scholastic theology,
including Erasmus.®°%. At the oOutset of »„»Methodus theologiae«, his inıtial
outline of theology based Scrıpture and the Fathers rather than Aristotle,
he borrowed metaphor from the [ Je doctrina christiana«: »celestial philo
sophy«, unlike that of the StO1CS Aristotelians, requıres soul purified of
vices, »S0O that the image of that eternal truth INaVY shine torth 45 it In quıt pOool

shining M1rrOor«. For him the study of theology really the following of
Christ »IO philosophize devoutly« 1n the New Jlestament, »Prayıng rather than
arguıng, and seeking be transtormed rather than be armed for combat«.
»This kind of philosophy« W as expressed »INOTC 1n the emotı1ons affectibus|
than 1n syllogisms«, 1t W Aas mMmMatter of »1insplratıon LLLOIC than learning, transfor-
matıon LNOIC than reasoning«.**

Erasmus often spoke of the eed ftor brief compendium« for easıier understan-
ding of the »philosophy« that Christ wished be »accessible all INCN, NOtTt
beset with impenetrable labyrinths of argument«. Passages where he sketches
OUuUt 1n few lines what such compendium should include reintorce the motif
of INner transformation, famıiliar 1n his WTI1LtINgS S1INCE the »Enchiridion mıilitis
christianı1ı«32:

»Christ the heavenly teacher has ounded LICW people earth, who depending wholly
heaven, and having Dut trust 1ın this world’s defenses 'huius mundi praesidiis], AT rich 1n
ditterent WAaY, Iso WISE, noble and happy 1n ditferent WaYyS Havıng CYCS without guile, these folk
know spıte CHVVY; having freely castrated themselves, and a1mıng at litfe of angels while 1n the
flesh, they know unchaste lust; they know NOT divorce, S1NCEe there 15 vil they will not endure

LU: the Z00d; they have NOTt the usc of oaths, S1INCEe they neither distrust 1107 deceive an yONC;
they know nOot the hunger for NCYV, S1INCE their rTeasure 15 in heaven, 1L1OT do they itch for m

Charles BENE Erasme et 4I Augustin l’influence de aın Augustin SUT 1I’Humanisme
d’Erasme. Cieneve 1969, 64-66

31 T'} 4, 104, ES4-31S:/ 1033); ST 338, 285-288 44) OW. T S 169-171 1033|]; 6, 36, 304-
844); Chantraine: Op Cit:., 57 L, cıting »Methodus theologiae«, in ErAW, .

and »De doctrina Christiana« L, I E »Paraclesis« (also prefaced the 1556 »Novum
instrumentum«)], 146, 4-12; 144, 35 145,

3 Chantraine: CIEen 205, notes that the metaphors of spiritual PTOSICSS 1n the »Enchiridion
militis christiani« aAiIc vertical, suggesting Platonic insplration, while those of the »Ratıo

theologiae« (1 18) AT horizontal inıtlatıon, advance], suggesting tirmer anchoring
1n the theological tradition.



glory, S1INCE they refer all things the glory of Christ These aTtTe the 11CW teachings of OUT founder,
such school of philosophy has ‚VCI brought forth. «33

'hus the philosophy of Christ OCUSES how Christians HVveE, NOtTt the
credal Statements they INaYy subsecribe But Christ himself 15 always 1n the
forefront, whether the goal target |SCODUS| which Christians aspıre,
the ounder of L1CW people, GG of eternal fire« that »kindles and
purifies Ithe order of priests| from all earthly CONtag1ON«, the Bridegroom
leading the soul 1nto Hıs chamber, 4S »that solid rock« 1n whom the believer
(T place his trust EG VCH 1n the MOST perilous of times.$*

Yet the philosophia Christi 15 1n INany WAaVYS strikingly different trom the
spiritual tradition that produced »The imıtatıon of Christ«. In DParticular, there
15 1n Erasmus of the devotion the monastıc vıirtue of humility 1n
the wr1tings of the Brethren of the Common Life 10 be SUIC ON CannOt
imagıne doctrina focussed th gospels that fails the humble
CIrCcumMstances of Jesus’ ıfe with the POIND and splendor of the world But 1n
Erasmus’ understanding of gospel doctrine this unction 15 served Dy the COIl-

Cept of »human defenses« praesidia humana| »defenses of this world« /huius
mundi praesidia|l, that 11COMDASS CVEIV form of strength and 1n
hich human beings find pride and SeCurmtYy. hus Christ WO  w I1  D anı

himself »NOtTt by engınes of«C 191038 Dy »the syllogisms of philosophers the
rhetorical figures of the OratOrS«, for » He did NOLT wish kind of human
detenses be involved 1n this affair«. St Paul his »Epistle the Ro-
I11Lalls« »take AaWAaVY the Jews’ Lrust 1n themselves« and call them rely only
» OM the defenses of Christ«, for »1I10 OTMNC C} truly 1n God unless he has
abandoned trust 1n his OW. defenses«. In God’s providence 1t W as »the simple
and popular doctrine of the gospel« that renewed the world, previously
school of philosophy had een able do, »Jlest aLıYy of the praıse be ascribed
human defenses«

O atıo theologiae, 1n ErAW, 193, 194, ct.T! 3 363, 60-63; 365, 139-148 58]
6, 74, 67'7°/ HET 153-162 58)

On Christ SCODUS, ıimage borrowed from rıgen, Andre GODIN: Erasme ecteur d’Origene.
Geneve 1982, T' 3 368, 2457247/ 58) Fa S0, 245-252 58); the interpreta-
tion of7 A& 442, 133-138 1183] 8, 153, 147-150O (cf. S, 74, 14-16 12114|]) » [
shall plant feet firmly that solid roCK«; SCC Chantraine: Op Cit 141

35 ErAW, 221, 21{f; 231, A 234, 39 235, (Ratio theologiae, 1518]; Paraphrase of 25,
T' F 863 C; SCC ErAW 143, 3-10 (Paraclesis]).
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The other difference between Erasmus’ doctrina and the spirituality of
the Brethren 15 the ideal of earned DICLYy |ıdocta pietas]|, 45 expressed when he
praises abbot Paul olz 11480-1544) and others like him »Be1ing yourselves
endowed with P10US Jearning and with learned DIeTY, NOW that yYoOu would
aPPIOVC of nothing that 15 NOT equally P10US and learned.« FOT LErasmus, tru:

DI1eLYy had be »learned« 1n the that it drank 1n Christian doctrina »from
the purest SPI1INgS fontes|«, that 1S, from Scriıpture understood and expounded
according the est scholarly In his of »philosophia
Christi« 1s5 inked agaın and agaın this COILLINON but compelling humanist
metaphor: »all the SPI1INgS and SOUTCCS of Christian philosophy ATC enshrined 1n
the books of the evangelists and the apostles«; the philosophy of Christ 15 drawn
»from these few books, 4S it from the purest SPI1INSS«, much I1NOTC easily than
Aristotle’s philosophy 1S extracted from SP1INYJ »and AaTEC Sa y with much
LLLOIC profit«; NOt taınt »the heavenly philosophy of Christ« with the
laws and disciplines of IMCN, »Jet that OI SpI1ng remaın uncorrupted, let that
true oheet anchor of evangelical doetrine be preserved«.>®

Erasmus often cited the SCtOFY of how Isaac reopened wells dug 1n the days of
his father Abraham, which the Philistines had stopped and filled with 1rt
Gn 26, I 9], 45 allegory fOor the larger significance of »open1ıng the SOUTCECS«

of Savıng doectrine:

»Judaism would have imposed the whole of Moses and ‚V1 the CroWwNnıng indignity of
CITrCUMC1S1ON and would have reduced that heavenly philosophy atter of and liteless
ritual, had nNOot this valiant Isaac of 10885 |St Paul| opened IallıYy wells of the authentic Gospel,
Many SprINgSs ot living agaınst the Philistines that would fill all with dirt.«37

'his secondary metaphor the wells of Abraham that ave be cleansed of
Philistine 1rt provides ATTANT for Erasmus’ combative StaAanCe OVCTI agaınst
his cr1t1cs and detractors. Wiıth his patıent extual labors he W as not merely
cleansing the »SPIINSS« of Christian philosophy from the UNCONSCIOUS CITOTIS of

36 8 3, 365, 134-136 58] I> 6I FT9 144-146 58) ErAW, LANL, O A ct 146, ZE2
(Paraclesis]; 204, I (Ratio theologiae]; SCC Iso'A 486, 224-229 916| I> 6,
244, 256-261 916) Dietrich HARTH: Humanistische Philologie un! Praktische Philosophie:
Untersuchungen ZU Sprach- un! Traditionsverständnis des FErasmus VO  5 Rotterdam.
1970, 144{.
d3, 486, 216-229 916| 6, 244, 24.7-:261 916]; tor the SAa1illc idea,T' 4, I8I,
1062] R 197, 39-49 1062); »Novyum instrumentum« 2 36 — 11 Erasmus’ annotat-
10NS the New Testamant 6 09-2 and ErAW, 260, 261 (Ratio theologiae).
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COPYIStS, he W as 4lso removıng impurıtıies deliberately introduced 1Nto the well,
for »W ATC not| quıte free of Philistines nOowadays«, who »t1pD earth 1Into the
Gospel Spr1INgS«.>%

In the first instance, these enemı1es of truth WCIC al proponents of religion of
Ceremo@NntTeS; rangıng from the Judeo-Christians of the early Church (Paul’s
adversar1es| the monks and friars of modern times. Erasmus’ New Testament
annotatıons offered platform for showing how particular had een
»twisted« provide justification for modern »CeremOoOonN1€S«, MaYy be illustra-
ted ere by few examples from Matthew. Perhaps est known readers of the
»Lutherjahrbuch« 15 the COMMEeEeNtT at Mit 5 »Do PENNAMNCC« 1n the Vulgate]
where he po1nNts Out that the Greek erb »Metanoelte« \»repent« ))b€ changed
1n VOUI heart«] has nothing do with »the prescribed penalties Dy which OMNC

atones for SINS« after rece1ving the SaAacrament of confession, regardless what the
1101 herd of theologians INaVYV think At Mt 6, {))in prayıng, do NOT
multiply words«]J, he inveighs agaınst the »„Jlittle chants, clamors, UTINUTIS and
bombast« that ave invaded the liturgy of the CHurch and especially agaınst
certaın PIaVCIS resembling »maunderings of old 1T  5 the ftoolishness of old
I1NCI1« that ave een mixed 1n with the divine office that prlests were obliged

recıte daily At Mit x3 (»my yoke 15 easy«)J, PasSSasc quoted above, he
concludes that » general cCouncil« of the Church 15 the only remedy for the
»CYIanNY« of laws and cCeremon1es that has infested the lives of the aithful.
At Mt 16, I8 » 'T’hou ATIC Peter«)J, he marvels that certaın theologians ave
»twisted« the reference the rock which Christ 111 buijld his church,
»making 1ıt reter the Roman Pontiff«, rather than all Christians,
Peter’s faith, Christ himself, the ancıent interpreters sSuggest. Finally, AF
Mit 2 (»'The Scribes and Pharisees ave sSat the chair of Moses«)]J, he reads
Christ Sayıng that only those who teach the law truly deserve FESDECT: »But
who 111 ear !bishops| measurıng everything by their OW.: profit and maJjesty,
legislating for their OW: CONVeENI1ENCE, agaınst the doctrine of Christ, eXercC1sıng
plain CYFanNYy (VeEe} the people. «39

{[dırt Was also »tipped 1n Gospel wells« Dy palliating explaining AWAY the
strıngent moral demands of Christ 1n the Gospel: Here tOO Erasmus’ aNNOTA-

38 16 4 366, I85 367, # F  D 58|] I> 7 78, 196 79, 224 58)
Erasmus’ annotatıons the New Testament I, X from 1516) 33{1 5S109) 53-56 15197 7o{f
1516 and I519]). OL I519)
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t10Ns Matthew, especlally for the Sermon the Mount, INaYy provide
illustrations. A# Mt 5y |»everyone who 15 aV with his brother«], he noted
that S(OTILIC Greek manusc1pts read »without CAauUSC«, but he accepted Jerome’s
Opınıon that the addıtion had COILLC from » SOILLC temer10us scribe who wished
mıtıgate Sayıng that seemed tOO harsh«. A Mit $g 37 (»Let YOUI speech be, > ves,
VCS“; »NO, I8% and whatever 15 beyond this from the evil oNne.«J, he
marvelled how theologians had »twisted« the pasSSasc INCAall that »eVvil« CGATHe
trom those who oath talsely: »I think Christ intended that those who
would be perfect should nNnOot all: CVEH those OCCaS10ONS when people
usually take oaths.c

The distortion of 11 W as blunt Christ’s inJjunction sutffer DEISCCU-
t107ı 1ın his ame (Mt command that stood squarely athwart the
quarreling and war-making proclivities of sinful humankind. It W as amazıng
how Christians turned cold shoulder such »dogmas of Christ’s MOST holy
philosophy«,

»fOr ‚VCI those professing perfect religion A1iIC NOt ashamed evade this commandment, if it
WCIC antiquated and obsolete. They think it 1MP10US nNOt have made successtul CaIiCcCl, Matter
what 1t takes 'hus WarTr 15 praised ‚VC11 1n the churches Dy bishops, bDy theologians, by monks. know
certaın INCI who have made themselves bishops by SINgZINg the pra1ıses of WAäl.

He had equally harsh words for medieval ommentators who read 2 36
»Jet him who has sword sell his tunıc and Duy ONE «] 4S charter for
undertaking WAarTs 1n Just

» 10 heresy 15 LLLOTIC DEIN1IC1OUS, blasphemy INOTEC criminal, than when SOINCOMNC follo-
w1ing the example of the Philistines fills with dirt the wells of the Gospel tield, Converting the
spiritual carnal ONC, an cCorrupting heavenly teaching (doctrina| into something earthly

It troubles NOTt whit that SOILLC AICcC worried lest the right of making Warlr be taken AaWAdY from
princes, for ıt 15 hardly teach princes what they do far tOO eagerly. will NOtTt
1into how princes fight WAarTs nowadays, i$ indeed they do fight WAaIlIS, instead of colluding 388
themselves for the destruction of the people, usıng the pretext of Wal consolidate their OW.:

CyrannYy CC 41

Erasmus’ annotatıons the New Testament E 1516) 1516|); ct. T' Y 48, 220-227/
1006| E I; 232-240 1006) The Sermon the oun  J Mit 5-6 (Erasmus’ annotatıons

the New Testament OCCupDI1ES LLOIC 1n the annotatıons than an y comparable
section of the gospels.

41 Erasmus’ annotatıons the New Testament L} .6 IS 19) 209-213 (1 16, L5 19)
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his PassSasc neatly illustrates how the philosophia Christi W 4as calibrated
Erasmus’ perception of the deep and SECrTET evils that afflicted Christendom. Fhe
shameless effrontery of wicked inen could Cast off all restraınt only because the
wells of Gospel doctrina had een filled with Mrt:

But if these Sailnlle wells could be cleansed of 1rt and C  J Erasmus STITOVeEe
mightily do, their life-giving promised hope of renewal for the whole
Christian world The »Exhortation« (»Paraclesis«| prefaced hı1s I516 » NO-

Instrumentum« has bright V1S10N of the future. Although »1t would
perhaps be better keep the mysterıes of kings hidden from VIeW, Christ
his mysterıes made known widely possible«. 'hus Erasmus urged that the
New LTestament be translated 1Into all vernacular languages, be read »NOT Just
by Scots and Irıshmen but CVCI by Turks and Saracens«, that snatches of the
Gospel STOLY could be SUNg by armers at the plow, CaVverTrs AT their looms,
told 388 travellers enliven tedious Journey, »fOr these SE the OCCaS10ONSs
when Christians talk with ONEC another, and dIiC such 4S OUT dailya-
t10ns make UuSsS« As dyed-in-the-wool Latınıst Erasmus could NOLT follow
through his OW. suggestion about translating Scr1ipture, but he did his part
through the New Testament »Paraphrases«, intended explicate difficult

and thus make the text INOTEe accessible the Latın reading public.*?
But INeIC spreading of the Gospel W as NOT the only thing required. There would
be within NOT LOO Manıy » 1NOTE genuıne kind of Christian« if »the three
estates of T4  e whose task 1t 15 establish and promote the Christian religion«
WEeEeTC of ON miıind 1n promulgating the DUIC Gospel:

1£ princes would stand by this seemingly ordinary philosophy lof Christ], if preachers would
inculcate ıt In their SCIINONS, if schoolmasters would instill ıt ın their pupils, instead of ILNOIC
learned philosophy drawn trom the SPIINgSs of Aristotle Averrores, the Christian republic would
NOTt be troubled 1n this WaYy by nearly unceasıng WAäalISs, would NOtTt sSCcEC everywhere such mad eal
tor amassıng riches by fair foul, would not hear everywhere the cho of civıl an
ecclesiastical litigation, and would nOt ditffer only 1ın 1arine and 1n cCeremon1es from those who do
NOt profess the philosophy of Christ.«43

ErAW, LA DÜn (Paraclesis]; the »Paraphrases«, SCC the introduction for the ideas
that »W aic such OUT daily CONversat1ıons make UuS«, SC „»Evil conversations| COITUDT good
INanı:  «C 1508], 32, 766f I x 737 2, 88 289 (Adagia)

43 ETAW 57 In 32 I144, (Paraclesis]).
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his 171 nutshell W 4as Erasmus’ V1S10N of reform of the liberating of
the philosophia Christi, ramifying outward from cleansing of the Gospel
SPI1NgS, with the cooperatıon of civil and religious authorities, el AS of
those who taught from lectern pulpit, and OVeT tiıme bearing fruit 1n world 1n
which the Christian people would be spared much litigation and INLAallYy W alils

The hope that the »Paraclesis« CXPICSSCS rest several
disparate premi1ses. Erasmus W as all of his lıte fascinated Dy the charm and the

of language, and for hiım the divine speech of Scripture W Aas the MOST
compelling of all »that heavenly Word which BiEl Cainle OWN us trom the
eart of the Father still lives and breathes for us and ACTS and speaks with LLOTC

efficacy« 1n the wTI1LtInNgs of the evangelists and apostles »than 1n other
Way«.4* In addition, he TEW ENCOUrASgEMEN from what he Sa W 4S the
CHCGR between the philosophy of Christ and the inherent goodness of human
NnNature

»That which 15 MOSt 1n keeping with ature will easily take TOOLT in the souls of all FOr hat 15 the
philosophy of Christ, which he calls rebirth renascentia], but the renewal of human ature that
Was created go0od?

Gospel doctrine Was » 1n keeping with NAature« because »the CONSCIOUSNESS of
having one 15 the wellspring of tru pleasure, 4S C VCH Ep1Curus
admits«. Erasmus explains Christ’s Statement that his yoke 15 light by Sayıng
that » he prescribed nothing CXCEDL mutial Jove«, adding that »whatever 15
according nNature 15 easily borne«; what heJ 0)]8{ INaYy CONNECT
this passıon from the New LTLestament »Annotations« with another 1n »Querela
DaCIS« 17} where, borrowing from Ci1icero, he speaks of nNnature implanting 1n
INnan » mild and gentle disposition which 15 inclined towards g00d 111 between
him and his tellows, that he delights 1n being loved for himself and takes
pleasure 1n being of Service others long 4S he has NOtTt een corrupted by
4ase desires«.45 St Augustine 54-430] would NOt ave suggested that 4ase and
quarrelsome desires A1IC Corruption of man’/’s trmu nature, but Erasmus W as 1n

O Leo X'I preface the »Novum Instrumentum«,yE IS Y y 42-49 384 COCWE 3 222, 4A4
51 384) These words aic Iso indication that for Erasmus the of Christ ın the
sSsacraments of the Church W as less ımportant than his ın Scr1ipture; sece John PAYNE!:
Erasmus: his theology of the acramen: Richmond 970

4 ErAW, 145, “ k 23-25 (Paraclesis]; Erasmus’ annotatıons the New estamen: L, 53-56 \Mt
L 30, 519]), an »Querela pPaC1S« I517), rOpO 4, 627 B- OCWE 295, with nNOte 15
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INanYy WaVYS LLLOIC tond of the » e doectrina christiana« than he W as of 1ts author.
When eriticized for neglecting Augustine, he replied that ))I learn 11LOTE of the
philosophy of Christ 'philosophia Christi| from OIl pasc of UOrigen than from
ten of Augustine«. Elsewhere he aqasserted that Augustine W as NOLT be COIN-

pared with allıYy of the Greek Fathers, and that the Latıns Ambrose
397) and Hilary (circa 5-367) and yprlıan (T 58) WeIC »INOIC learned than he

but they less« 46 Here agaın OLLC SCCS the profound CONgIULtY between
Erasmus’ diagnosis of the ills of Christian SOC1letYy and his understanding of the
philosophia Christi. If political and religious elite »Ccorrupted Dy ase desires«
had tor 1ts OW. selfish »t1pped 1rt 1n the Gospel wells«, ON could
indeed hope that the SpI1ngs of truth, tlowing fresh, might indeed produce »
INOTE genuıne kind of Christian«. In effect, Erasmus’ PIOSIAaI for the renewal of
Christendom W as his OW: un1ıque version of the ancıent Christian principle
that where evil abounds, there abounds INOTEe fully

46 T' 3 333, jn @ 337, 271 769} CWE 6I 769], and the brief letter 898
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