
This volume comprises Erasmus’ correspondence for the period 1 April 
1532–30 April 1533. On the whole, the letters reflect his continued preoccu-
pation with public and private matters that had been much on his mind since 
at least 1529. At the forefront in the public sphere were the twin dangers of 
religious civil war in Germany on the one hand and the renewed threat of 
Turkish invasion on the other. The danger of civil war between the forces of 
armed Protestantism and Catholicism, already apparent at the Diet of Speyer 
in 1529,1 had become acute following the disastrous failure of the attempt 
at the Diet of Augsburg in 1530 to reach a negotiated religious settlement. 
Leaving Augsburg with good reason to believe that the emperor and the 
Catholic estates meant to make war on them because of their ‘disobedience’ 
in matters of faith and religion, a group of Lutheran princes and cities quick-
ly formed the League of Schmalkalden (1531) to defend themselves against 
such an attack.2 The initial membership was small, but in the following years 
the league expanded rapidly and was soon a potent force in the politics of the 
Empire. Meanwhile, in the autumn of 1529, the Turks had come perilously 
close to capturing Vienna, success at which would have opened the door to 
further penetration into the Empire.3 As expected, a new campaign to take 
Vienna was launched in late April 1532. Both the internal and the external 
danger, however, receded more quickly and for much longer than anyone 
could have predicted. 

Emperor Charles v considered it his supreme duty to eradicate heresy 
from Germany (as well as from his other dominions) and to defend Christian 
Europe against the Turks. His brother and imperial viceroy, Ferdinand, was 

 1 See cwe 16 xii–xiii.
 2 See Ep 2403 nn10–11.
 3 See Ep 2211 n10.
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not only an equally zealous opponent of heresy but also, as archduke of 
Austria and claimant to the throne of Hungary, determined to defend his 
hereditary lands and the soil of the Empire against the Turks. It was not pos-
sible, however, simultaneously to crush the German Reformation and defeat 
the Turks. So to secure the aid against the Turks that the Lutheran estates had 
refused to vote at the Diet of Augsburg in 1530, Charles, with the encourage-
ment of Ferdinand, was now prepared to grant temporary, limited recogni-
tion to the religious changes that the Lutherans had thus far introduced. 

To this end Charles summoned an imperial diet that was supposed to 
meet at Speyer in September 1531. Postponed to January 1532 at Regensburg, 
the diet did not actually convene until 17 April. While the diet, which lasted 
until 27 July, wrestled with the question of who would contribute what to 
the defence of the Empire against the Turks,4 representatives of the emperor 
and the Lutheran estates, meeting first at Schweinfurt and then at Nürnberg 
(1 April–24 July), negotiated the terms that would secure the support of the 
Lutherans for that defence. The resulting agreement stipulated that no impe-
rial estate would be permitted to make war on another over matters of faith 
and religion and that all proceedings against Lutheran estates in the Imperial 
Supreme Court (Reichskammergericht) arising from their reform measures 
(the appropriation of church properties and other violations of ecclesiasti-
cal jurisdiction) would be brought to a ‘standstill’ (Anstand). Known both as 
the Nürnberg Standstill (Nürnberger Anstand) and as the Religious Peace of 
Nürnberg, the agreement was essentially a truce between the emperor him-
self and the Lutheran estates. Because the Catholic majority of the diet would 
surely have rejected it, the text of the Standstill was neither published nor 
presented to the diet for its approval. Instead, the emperor, acting in virtue 
of his own ‘plenitude power’ and omitting all mention of the ‘standstill’ of 
legal cases, issued a mandate (3 August) proclaiming a religious peace in 
the Empire valid until the outcome of a general council or until the contrary 
decision of a future diet.5 Though intended as a temporary measure of lim-
ited scope, the Nürnberg truce was renewed as the Frankfurt truce in 1539, 
in which the numerous estates that had become Lutheran since 1532 were 
included. Reaffirmed by the Diet of Regensburg in 1541, the truce remained 

 4 Erasmus received at least one eye-witness report of the relevant decisions of the 
diet; see Ep 2654.

 5 Although Erasmus must have known about the emperor’s mandate proclaim-
ing a religious peace, he never refers to it by name, and his references to it are a 
matter of guesswork; see Epp 2702 n2, 2713 n7, 2751 n2. 
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in force until the outbreak of war between the emperor and the League of 
Schmalkalden in 1546. 

The truce of 1532 succeeded in its immediate aim of securing the sup-
port of the Lutheran estates against the Turks, whose renewed advance on 
Vienna had commenced in late April 1532, only to become bogged down in 
the siege of a border town in Hapsburg Hungary that was abandoned at the 
end of August. In the remaining months of the campaigning season the Turks 
captured a few forts in Hungary but did not make it to Vienna. In June 1533 
King Ferdinand signed a truce with Sultan Suleiman i that managed to last 
until 1541.6

During the long months of uncertainty and anxiety between the can-
cellation of the diet at Speyer and the opening of the one at Regensburg, 
Erasmus was prey to his old fear that the emperor, in his piety, would yield 
to the pope’s demand for harsh measures against the heretics, thus hasten-
ing the outbreak of a religious war in the Empire.7 The conclusion of the 
Nürnberg truce did not dispel this fear: Erasmus perceived no real peaceful 
intent on the part of pope or emperor.8 The fear of war was justified, but 
Erasmus had no way of knowing that the day of reckoning would be post-
poned until a decade after his death. It was against this background that he 
wrestled with the question of whether or not he should remain in Germany.

Ever since moving from Basel to Freiburg im Breisgau in April 1529 
Erasmus had wondered if he should not have moved somewhere further 
away. Freiburg, after all, seemed dangerously close to likely scenes of reli-
gious civil war in Switzerland and Germany. Was he safe there? By the au-
tumn of 1531 the danger that religious war in Switzerland would overflow 
into the neighbouring Breisgau had disappeared with the conclusion of the 
Peace of Kappel, which put to rest the armed conflict between the Protestant 
and Catholic cantons. But, as noted above, the danger of religious war be-
tween the Protestant and Catholic estates of the Empire was still very much 
present and showed no signs of abating.9 So, despite having gone to the 
trouble and expense of purchasing and refitting a new house in Freiburg, 
Erasmus continued to explore his options for moving elsewhere.10

 6 Epp 2699 n5, 2780 n9
 7 See Ep 2645:35–8 with n6.
 8 See Ep 2702:8–10.
 9 See cwe 16 xi–xii, 17 xvi–xvii, 18 xi–xiii.
 10 See cwe 18 xiii–xiv.
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What Erasmus sought was a refuge that was, first, safely remote from 
Germany and yet not so distant that a frail old man could not face the jour-
ney, and second, free of hostile theologians. These requirements seriously 
limited his choice among the destinations where he knew he would be wel-
come. Poland and Italy were too far away, while Paris, to which he had an 
open invitation from Francis i (Ep 1375), was home to the theological faculty 
that had accused him of being a ‘clandestine Lutheran’ and had formally 
condemned a long list of propositions drawn from his works.11 Faced with 
this situation, Erasmus gave renewed consideration to two destinations that 
had long been on his list of possibilities: his native Netherlands (usually re-
ferred to as ‘Brabant’ or ‘Brabant and Flanders’) and the city of Besançon 
(which was then part of the Hapsburg Franche-Comté). The move to the 
Netherlands was the one that came closest to fruition.

In 1523 Margaret of Austria, regent of the Netherlands, wanting to lure 
Erasmus into returning to the Netherlands from Basel, had made the resump-
tion of his long-unpaid imperial pension conditional on his doing so. Queen 
Mary of Hungary, who succeeded Margaret as regent in 1531, imposed the 
same condition.12 In February 1532, moreover, her secretary, Nicolaus Olahus, 
invited Erasmus to return to his native land, pointing out that he was in a 
position to secure favourable terms.13 In the correspondence that followed, 
Erasmus, who trusted Olahus’ discretion, was frank with him about the con-
siderations that had so far prevented him from yielding to pressures to ‘come 
home.’ He nursed a sense of injury over the non-payment of his pension. He 
had bitter memories of the Louvain theologians, who had denounced him 
as a heretic, had tried to persuade the emperor that he was responsible for 
the Lutheran heresy, and had abandoned none of their hostility. He feared 
that the burdens of life at a court that had issued harsh edicts against heresy 
would both inhibit his scholarly production and subject him to pressure to 
abandon his mediating position between ardent papalists and Lutheran zeal-
ots. He fretted that Brabant was too far from the source of the Burgundian 
wine that he considered essential to his health, that he would have to sell 
his new house at a loss, and that his fragile health would make the journey 
impossible. Despite all this, however, he indicated his eagerness to explore 
the possibility of his return.14

 11 See n44 below.
 12 See Ep 1380 introduction.
 13 Ep 2607
 14 Epp 2646:3–13, 2762, 2792:3–45, 64–73
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Thus encouraged, Olahus enlisted the support of Jean de Carondelet, 
archbishop of Palermo and president of the privy council of the Netherlands, 
in the effort to lure Erasmus back to his homeland. In letters of July 1532 
both Olahus and Carondelet assured Erasmus that his demands would be 
more than generously met but insisted somewhat impatiently that they 
could not intervene effectively with Queen Mary on Erasmus’ behalf until 
he came to a firm decision to return and stipulated his conditions for doing 
so.15 It appears that these letters were long delayed en route to Freiburg. As of 
31 January 1533 neither Olahus nor Carondelet had received a reply,16 and in-
deed Erasmus did not write again to Olahus until the first week of February 
1533 (see below). Meanwhile, unsure of how things stood regarding Brabant, 
Erasmus had taken steps towards moving to Besançon. 

During a visit to Besançon in 1524 Erasmus had been received with 
great hospitality by the city fathers and other prominent figures. In 1529 he 
had seriously considered moving there from Basel before finally deciding 
to move to Freiburg. And he continued to use his connections at Besançon 
to procure supplies of Burgundian wine.17 In July 1531 he wrote the city 
council, asking if it would be possible for him to settle in Besançon should it 
become too dangerous to remain in Freiburg.18 At some point thereafter the 
city fathers responded with a letter of invitation, which Erasmus acknowl-
edged with gratitude in October 1532.19 There appears to have been a second 
letter of invitation as well.20 But he remained undecided between Brabant 
and Besançon until he learned that while the city fathers were eager to wel-
come him, the clergy (despite his good friends among the cathedral canons) 
were not.21 

By January 1533 credible reports that Erasmus intended to move to 
Besançon had reached Olahus and Carondelet.22 Their dismay at Erasmus’ 
apparent change of mind was dispelled by the receipt of the letter to Olahus 
of 7 February 1533 that was Erasmus’ long-awaited response to their letters 

 15 Epp 2689, 2693
 16 Ep 2759:3–8
 17 See Ep 2733 n4.
 18 Ep 2514
 19 Ep 2733:1–3 with n1 
 20 Ep 2761:29−31
 21 The invitation is first mentioned in a letter of 19 April 1533 (Ep 2792:34−6). 

On 5 February 1533 a move to Besançon still seemed a real possibility  
(see n20 above). 

 22 Ep 2759:17–27
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of July 1532.23 Stating that his heart yearned for his native land, Erasmus 
asked for two things: a formal letter of invitation from the queen or her chan-
cellor, so that he could leave Freiburg with honour and without seeming to 
act out of antipathy; and money to cover his travel expenses.24 In the last 
week of March 1533 both Carondelet and Olahus informed Erasmus that 
they had successfully petitioned the queen to recall him to the Netherlands 
but that the emperor’s approval was needed before the decision could be 
implemented.25 That is where matters stood at the end of the period covered 
by this volume. A few months later, on 13 July 1533, following receipt of the 
emperor’s permission to proceed, Queen Mary issued the letter of invitation. 
It was carried to Freiburg by Erasmus’ former servant Lieven Algoet, who 
also brought money for Erasmus’ journey. By this time, however, Erasmus’ 
health was such that he really could not undertake the journey, and he never 
recovered sufficiently to do so.26 

Thoughts of illness and death are seldom far from the surface in the 
letters of this period. It was not just that Erasmus himself was old, frequently 
ill, and facing the prospect of his own death,27 but also that good friends 
were dying with alarming frequency. Foremost among these was his great 
friend and patron William Warham, archbishop of Canterbury. The news of 
his death in August 1532 elicited from Erasmus deeply felt tributes to his 
memory,28 as well as unfounded fears that the income from the livings that 
Warham had bestowed on him would cease.29 The deaths of a trio of other 
good friends (Alfonso de Valdés, Krzysztof Szydłowiecki, and Zacharius 
Deiotarus) contributed to the feeling that he was having a ‘bleak’ year.30 The 
death of Bonifacius Amerbach’s infant daughter Ursula and her father’s pro-
found grief added to the general gloom.31

Although no death was involved, the news that in May 1532 Sir Thomas 
More had resigned as lord chancellor, an office that he had held for less than 
three years, was nonetheless unsettling. In the letter informing Erasmus of his 

 23 Ep 2785:2–11
 24 Ep 2762:16−35
 25 Epp 2784–5
 26 See Allen Ep 2820 introduction.
 27 For the painful illness that plagued him in the spring and summer of 1533, see 

Ep 2770:1−6 with n3.
 28 Epp 2726:35−62, 2758:35−79, 2776:28−51
 29 See Epp 2761 n10, 2783:6−10. 
 30 See Ep 2776 n4. 
 31 Epp 2678, 2684
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resignation More discreetly refrained from criticism of Henry viii. Indeed, 
he wrote of his gratitude to the ‘gracious sovereign’ who had granted him 
permission to retire to private life and attributed his decision to do so entirely 
to poor health and the desire to devote his remaining days to his family and 
his studies.32 The immediate occasion of the resignation, however, was the 
so-called Submission of the Clergy, a major step in the course of events that 
in 1534 would result in the declaration of royal supremacy in the English 
church.33 In the encomium of More’s legal career that was his public reac-
tion to the news of the resignation,34 Erasmus accepted More’s version of 
events and did not mention his suspicion that More had been motivated by 
the fear of falling into royal disfavour because of his opposition to Henry 
viii’s divorce from Queen Catherine.35 He knew that a distinguished career 
had come to an unexpectedly early end. He did not yet know, of course, how 
close he had come to divining the real reason, or that More’s imprisonment 
(1534) and execution (1535) would soon follow.

In the midst of all this preoccupation with illness, death, and a contem-
plated change of residence, Erasmus had to turn his mind to some still sim-
mering controversies as well as some continuing scholarly projects. It is the 
controversies that appear first in the letters included in this volume. When 
Julius Caesar Scaliger’s Oratio pro Cicerone contra Erasmum, which attacked 
Erasmus’ religious orthodoxy as well as his literary judgment, was published 
at Paris in September 1531, Erasmus jumped to the conclusion that the real 
author of the work was his old adversary Girolamo Aleandro writing under 
a pseudonym.36 He also believed that Aleandro had been behind the publica-
tion of Alberto Pio’s final book against him, the Tres et viginti libri of March 
1531, and that Aleandro had gone to Paris to encourage the publication in 
July 1531 of the Determinatio, the formal censure of the errors in Erasmus’ 
works that the Paris faculty of theology had adopted in 1526/7.37 In April 
and July 1532 Aleandro, writing from Regensburg where he was attending 
the diet as special papal legate to the imperial court, wrote three letters to 

 32 Ep 2659
 33 See Ep 2659 n2.
 34 Ep 2750
 35 Ep 2735:42−4
 36 Ep 2564 n2
 37 Ep 2565:4–7 with n3
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Erasmus defending himself against the latter’s charges.38 Pointing out that he 
had had no personal contact and scarcely any correspondence with Alberto 
Pio since the sack of Rome in 1527, that he had never even heard of Scaliger 
until learning from Erasmus of the existence of the book published under 
that name, and that he had not visited Paris for eighteen years, he argued 
that he could not possibly be guilty as charged. Adopting a conciliatory tone, 
Aleandro suggested the restoration of good relations on the basis of the ‘for-
getfulness of injury’ to which they had agreed at Louvain in 1521 during 
their last face-to-face encounter.39 Back then the reconciliation had been brief; 
now there was none at all. Erasmus was not persuaded by Aleandro’s ‘very 
weak’ arguments and predicted that he would continue ‘doing exactly as he 
always does at every opportunity.’40 Even after François Rabelais, who knew 
Scaliger personally, informed Erasmus that he was a real person,41 Erasmus 
refused to absolve Aleandro from responsibility for the Oratio, insisting that 
that ‘well educated but thoroughly wicked Italian’ had incited Scaliger to 
attack him.42 

Despite his resentment of the Oratio, Erasmus had not deemed it wor-
thy of a public response. He had, however, responded to Alberto Pio and to 
the Paris theologians. His vituperative Apologia adversus rhapsodias Alberti Pii, 
though published after Pio’s death in July 1531,43 had not brought the con-
troversy to a conclusion. In 1532 Pio’s friend Juan Ginés de Sepúlveda came 
to his defence in the Antapologia pro Alberto pio comite Carpensi in Erasmum 
Roterodamum, a copy of which he sent to Erasmus with Ep 2637. Since both 
the letter and the Antapologia were courteous and respectful in tone, Erasmus 
sent Sepúlveda a conciliatory letter (Ep 2701) and decided not to pursue the 
controversy any further. As for the Determinatio of the Paris theologians, 
Erasmus’ response to it, the Declarationes ad censuras Lutetiae vulgatas, was 

 38 Epp 2638–9, 2679. In these letters Aleandro does not in fact mention specifically 
the charge that he had encouraged the publication of the censure of the Paris 
theologians. But the language of Ep 2679:22–4 (ut eos animarem qui in te scripse-
runt ‘to encourage those who were writing against you’) suggests that he was 
aware of the charge.

 39 See Ep 2679:39−42 with n7. 
 40 Ep 2644:9−15, 21−3
 41 See Ep 2743.
 42 See Allen Epp 3005:25–9, 3127:40–3.
 43 Ep 2486 n10
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in print by January or February 1532.44 Almost immediately he set to work 
on a revised and expanded edition, for which he solicited the advice of his 
neighbour in Freiburg, the Dominican Ambrosius Pelargus.45 Its publication 
in September 1532 elicited no response from the Paris theologians, so the 
long, acrimonious controversy between them and Erasmus had at last come 
to an end.46 

To this list of works growing out of old controversies one might add 
the long letter of 9 August 1532 to Karel Uutenhove (Ep 2700) that was pub-
lished in the Epistolae palaeonaeoi. The greater part of it is a renewed assault 
on the Observant Franciscans reminiscent of the Epistola ad gracculos of 1530 
(Ep 2275). Erasmus takes aim at two antagonists whom he had already lam-
pooned in the Colloquies – the Franciscan preacher Medardus, who had at-
tacked him publicly at Augsburg in 1530 during the diet, and Alberto Pio, 
who had been buried in the garb of a Franciscan – and comments at length on 
the ways in which the current behaviour of many of the ‘seraphic brethren’ 
contradicts the spirit and the letter of the rules of their order. 

As was the case in other spheres of his activity in the period covered 
here, Erasmus’ literary productions were, with some exceptions, a continu-
ation or a revisitation of earlier projects. In the order in which they are 
mentioned in the letters, they were as follows:
1/ Erasmus’ Latin translation of St Basil the Great’s De Spiritu Sancto,47 a 
by-product of the Froben Greek Basil that, after years of preparation under 
Erasmus’s supervision, had been published in March 1532 (see Ep 2611 intro-
duction, and cf Ep 2648 introduction);
2/ prefatory letter for Johann Herwagen’s edition of Demosthenes, provided 
reluctantly as a favour to Herwagen (Ep 2695);
3/ second edition of the Apophthegmata, with two new books added (Ep 2711);
4/ eighth edition of the Adagia, enlarged by 488 new entries (Epp 2726, 2773);
5/ third, revised edition of the Opera omnia of St Jerome (Ep 2758);
6/ introductory letter for the Froben editio princeps of the Greek text of 
Ptolemy’s Geographia (Ep 2760);

 44 Ep 2552 n10
 45 See Ep 2666 introduction.
 46 For a lucid summary of that controversy, see the introduction to the Declarationes 

in cwe 82 ix–xxxiv.
 47 Ep 2643
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7/ prefatory letter for a psalm commentary attributed to the ninth- century 
abbot of Fulda, Haymo: Pia brevis ac dilucida in omnes Psalmos explanatio 
(Ep 2771); the contents of which are a reflection, not of Erasmus’ abiding in-
terest in the Psalms, but of his persistent readiness to castigate monks whose 
vices bring discredit to the ideas of monasticism;
8/ Explanatio symboli apostolorum sive catechismus (Ep 2772), Erasmus’ cat-
echetical treatment of the Apostles’ Creed, a long and erudite expansion 
of ideas first adumbrated in 1524 in the brief colloquy Inquisitio de fide ‘An 
Examination Concerning the Faith’;
9/ Aliquot homiliae divi Joannis Chrysostomi, Erasmus’ translation of eight ser-
mons by St John Chrysostom (Ep 2774), the latest in a long series of editions 
of works by Chrysostom, including the Latin Opera omnia of 1530 (Ep 2359).

Of the 166 letters in this volume, 90 were written by Erasmus and 75 
were addressed to him. One of those by Erasmus (Ep 2698), the so-called 
Tragoedia Basiliensis ‘Tragedy at Basel,’ is not a letter at all but rather the ac-
count of a shocking murder-suicide that Erasmus enclosed with several let-
ters to friends. One further letter (Ep 2777), written by Juan Luis Vives to 
Erasmus’ secretary Gilbert Cousin, was included by Allen because ‘it is so 
closely concerned with Erasmus.’ These surviving letters include approxi-
mately ninety references to letters that are no longer extant. Since some of 
these references are to an unspecified number of letters, no exact total of let-
ters known to have been written during the period covered by this volume 
can be determined, but 285 would be a cautious estimate. Of the surviving 
letters, 26 were published by Erasmus himself. Of these, 9 appeared in the 
Epistolae palaeonaeoi of 1532, 8 in the epistolary appendix to De praeparatione 
ad mortem of 1534, and one was printed with De puritate tabernaculi in 1536. 
Another 7 were prefaces to works or editions by Erasmus, and 2 were prefac-
es to the works of others. The remaining letters were published by a variety 
of scholars in the period from 1531 to 1941. Twenty-two of them were first 
published by Allen. To allow the reader to discover the sequence in which the 
letters became known, the introduction to each letter cites the place where it 
was first published and identifies the manuscript source if one exists. Allen’s 
text and his numbering of the letters have been followed. Three of the letters 
have been redated. One of them, Allen’s Ep 2680, redated to the year 1521, 
has already appeared as Ep 1241a in cwe 8. The other two appear here with 
considerably less drastic changes of date: Epp 2710 and 2764 have become 
Epp 2730a and 2766a.

All of Erasmus’ correspondents and all of the contemporaries of Erasmus 
who are mentioned in the letters are referred to by the version of their name 
that is used in cebr. Wherever biographical information is supplied in the 
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notes without the citation of a source, the reader is tacitly referred to the ap-
propriate article in cebr and to the literature there cited. The index to this 
volume contains references to the persons, places, and works mentioned in 
the volume, following the plan for the Correspondence series in cwe. When 
that series of volumes is completed, the reader will also be supplied with an 
index of topics, as well as of classical, scriptural, and patristic references.

As with all the other volumes in this series, the basis for translation 
and the starting point for annotation is the edition of the Erasmi epistolae 
that was founded by P.S. Allen. This is, however, the third of the volumes 
in the cwe Correspondence series to be based on volumes ix−xi of Allen’s 
edition, which were completed after his death (1938) by his widow, Helen 
Mary Allen, and H.W. Garrod, who had been his collaborators on earlier 
volumes. At the time of his death Allen had, with few exceptions, collected 
and provisionally arranged all the letters for vols ix–xi, but had done the 
notes for only 27 of them. The remaining work of annotation had to be done 
by Mrs Allen and Garrod. In many cases, therefore, ‘Allen’ is used in the 
notes as shorthand for ‘the Allen editors.’ Where their work has needed to 
be corrected, updated, or expanded – far more often in their case than in 
that of Allen himself – I was able to rely on the advice and assistance of 
distinguished colleagues here in Toronto and elsewhere. The great majority 
of the classical and patristic references that were not supplied by Allen were 
supplied by Charles Fantazzi. Amy Nelson Burnett and Timothy J. Wengert 
both read the entire manuscript and offered comments that led to important 
additions and corrections to the notes. In addition, Hans Trapman, Robert 
Sider, Bert Hall, George M. Logan, James Tracy, Paul Grendler, James Farge, 
and Erika Rummel responded generously to requests for help with difficult 
matters of history, bibliography, or interpretation. The notes on coinage were 
contributed by Lawrin Armstrong. The volume was copyedited with typical 
thoroughness and care by Mary Baldwin.

When in the early stages of annotation the translator, Clarence H. Miller, 
found it necessary to withdraw from further participation in the project, re-
sponsibility for the final revision of the translation fell to me. Since that was 
something I could not possibly do by myself, I sought and found help from 
Charles Fantazzi. He kindly read the entire manuscript, found answers to the 
many questions concerning the translation that Professor Miller and I had 
raised, and made helpful suggestions for further changes and corrections. He 
also provided his own translation of Ep 2772, which had not been included 
in Professor Miller’s text. Without his help, this volume could not have been 
brought to publication. Sadly, the process of publication could not be com-
pleted until several months after Professor Miller’s death on 21 June 2019.
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As ever, two libraries were of special importance in the preparation 
of this volume: that of the Centre for Reformation and Renaissance Studies 
at Victoria College in the University of Toronto, and that of the Pontifical 
Institute of Mediaeval Studies on the campus of St Michael’s College in the 
University of Toronto. To Natalie Oeltjen, Assistant to the Director of the 
Centre for Reformation and Renaissance Studies, and to William Edwards, 
reference librarian of the Pontifical Institute, I am indebted for a degree of 
support and assistance that amounts to special treatment.
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