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INTRODUCTION 
RELIGION AND RHETORIC 

 
 
Flanders, early seventeenth century. The Catholic attempt to suppress 
Protestant fervor had resulted in a full-frontal Counter-Reformation, led by 
the religious politics of the Archdukes Albert and Isabelle. Those who did 
not embrace the Catholic offensive, had for the most part fled, or were at 
least keeping a low-profile. Those who shared the Archdukes’ enthusiasm, 
among them many gifted literates of the day, actively joined the offensive. 
Religious essays, political pamphlets and educational treatises served in the 
ranks alongside philosophical theses, poetry and drama. Perhaps especially 
drama: was there a better way to reach and teach the ordinary people? Thus, 
a play on the religious disobedience of the Jews in ancient Jerusalem 
mirrored the sinful rebellion of the Northern Protestants – and, of course, 
their subsequent punishment. A play on that fatal vow of Jephthah, who 
sacrificed his only child to God, illustrated the Calvinists’ errant fanaticism. 
How could it not? 
 Such, at least, has been James Parente’s interpretational point of 
departure in the 1980s. 1  The contextual interpretation of a number of 
exceptional Neolatin tragedies by the Ghent Benedictine monk Jacobus 
Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca (c. 1580 - c. 1628) he considered to be 
something that could be easily passed up on in such general terms, in order 
to move on quickly to any further questions that might arise with regard to 
these plays. Without any substantiation, thematic aspects were linked to 
specific contextual circumstances: thus, Parente also states that 
Lummenaeus’ play on the parable of the rich man and poor Lazarus served 
to raise funds for the author’s impoverished Benedictine abbey in Ghent. 
And the scholar could easily have extended his interpretational efforts, had 
he wished to do so. He might as well have recalled the fervent Catholic 
persecution of witches up to 1615:2 surely, Lummenaeus’ Saul, which staged 
a necromancer and a ghostly apparition, might have been directed against 
such perilous heresies. 

It is clear why such an approach can be tempting. The major Biblical 
themes deployed by Lummenaeus could indeed easily be used to press home 
one’s argument on polemically charged subjects. Yet these very same 
Biblical themes were not only used to serve the Catholic cause: Protestants 
in fact employed the very same Jewish parallel to illustrate their own 
                                                 
1 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’. 
2 Cloet, ‘De gevolgen van de scheiding der Nederlanden’, 73. 
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position as God’s chosen people; the very same Jephthah-theme to highlight 
the military successes of the Northern Provinces, or to criticize the Catholic 
position on vows, celibacy in particular.3 But this wide-ranging diversity in 
interpretational possibilities in itself already suggests that any claim on the 
topical use of such themes requires thorough substantiation. Parente, 
however, dispensed with such an analysis, since he essentially needed these 
contextual parameters as one of the solid foundations for his discussion on 
Lummenaeus’ supposed paganization of Biblical tragedy. He first of all 
needed Cornelius’ drama to be essentially counter-Protestant, which could 
highlight even more the unwished-for side-effect of paganization that 
Parente claimed to have discovered.4 But whatever the necessity, the critical 
scholar is not released from his obligation to at least provide a basic 
substantiation to his claims. The question, though, is how. 
 
 

Lummenaeus à Marca and his oeuvre 
 

Cornelius de Marcke, or van Lummene alias van Marcke, was a Benedictine 
monastic at St. Peter’s abbey on the mons Blandinius in Ghent, and an 
internationally renowned humanist.5 Born in the Southern Netherlands in 
the final quarter of the sixteenth century, he went to school probably in 
Ghent and Douai. In the late sixteenth century, he joined the Capuchins, but 
soon transferred to the Order of St. Benedict in 1600. From 1608 onwards, 
Lummenaeus – who published exclusively in Latin – made a name for 
himself as author of Biblical tragedies and as an orator, publishing his works 
in Ghent, Louvain and Antwerp. Through the network of the Louvain 
professor Erycius Puteanus (1574-1646), the Ghent Benedictine managed to 
obtain patronage from some of the most illustrious men of his age, like 
Archduke Albert of Austria (1559-1621) and the Milanese cardinal Federico 
Borromeo (1564-1631). Almost constantly troubled by a weak health, the 
much-desired culmination of this process – his journey to Italy in 1622-1625 
– caused him to run into serious problems with his abbot, Arsenius Schayck 
(1565-1631), who proved unwilling to assist his monastic financially abroad. 
Through the intervention of cardinal Francesco Barberini (1597-1679) and 

                                                 
3 Cf. with regard to such a topical use of Old Testament narrative by Dutch Protestants 
e.g. Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 71-72; 232; Decavele, 
Gent. Apologie, 403 (cf. also below, p. 160-161); for the Jephthah-theme and monastic 
vows (of celibacy), cf. below, pp. 177 and 181-182 (with respect to Buchanan’s Iephthes). 
4 By inattentively creating a mishmash of Christian and Stoic elements, Lummenaeus 
would have paganized Christian tragedy. I have refuted Parente’s argument on this 
supposed paganization in my paper at the 10th congress of the International Association 
of Neolatin Studies in Uppsala, 2009. See also Bloemendal, ‘Neo-latin Drama in the 
Netherlands: Paganization and Christianization’. 
5 See chapter one for more in-depth biographical details. 



 3

his uncle, Pope Urban VIII (Maffeo Barberini; 1568-1644), Lummenaeus 
was able to return home in 1625. He died in Douai about 1628, and was 
buried there in the church of the English Benedictines. All the way through 
to 1628, Lummenaeus remained active as a man of letters. He tirelessly 
published many tragedies and (collections of) homilies, even while in Italy. 
Upon his return in 1625, he continued his work and gave to light new 
homilies and reworked versions of his tragedies with printers in Louvain and 
Douai. The relationship with his abbot would remain tensed until the end. 
 His published oeuvre, as noted above, consists mainly of Biblical 
tragedies and sermons. Though different the genres may essentially be, in 
Lummenaeus’ case they display two distinct similarities: a profound piety put 
on display through profuse eloquence, or, in short, religion and rhetoric. His 
tragedies, like many (Latin) tragedies of the early modern period modeled 
after the five-act dramas ascribed to the Roman Lucius Annaeus Seneca, can 
be labeled static, rhetorical, lyrical and devoid of action. Of his eight plays 
that have been given in print, all, bar one, take their subject from the Old 
Testament: Iephte (Antwerp: Hieronymus Verdussen, 1608) treats the 
gruesome story of the Israelite judge Jephthah (Judges 11), who vows to 
sacrifice to God whatever first comes out of his house to meet him upon his 
victorious return from battle. This turns out to be his daughter. His second 
play, Carcer Babylonius (Ghent: Gaultier Manilius, 1610) recounts the siege of 
Jerusalem by the Babylonian king Nebukadnezzar, the subsequent blinding 
of the Jewish king Zedekiah and the killing of his sons (2 Kings). 
Lummenaeus’ Opera omnia (Louvain: Philip van Dormael, 1613) included 
both of these earlier plays in slightly reworked versions, as well as a third, 
Dives Epulo. This play, the only one based on the New Testament, stages the 
parable of the rich man and poor Lazarus (Luke 16). In comparison to 
Lummenaeus’ other dramas, the Dives Epulo is not only exceptionally explicit 
in its moralizing outlook, but it also holds a special position in terms of the 
literary model employed. In 1615 Bustum Sodomae appears at the Ghent 
printing house of Cornelis vander Meeren, treating the destruction of 
Sodom (Genesis 19). Four more plays were to appear separately in print: the 
year 1617 saw Amnon (Ghent: Cornelis vander Meeren), a tragedy on 
Amnon, son of David, who rapes his half-sister Thamar and is put to death 
by his brother Absalom (2 Samuel 13). Saul, on the insanity of king Saul, his 
plot to murder David, and, finally, his death by his own hand (1 Samuel 11 – 
2 Samuel 1), was published in Ghent in 1621 by Jan vanden Kerckhove. 
Abimelechus (Douai: Pierre Auroy) followed suit in 1622, when Lummenaeus 
passed through Douai on his way from Ghent to Italy. It stages the Biblical 
narrative of Judges 9: Abimelech, son of Gideon, slaughtering his seventy 
half-brothers in order to rule Israel, only to die soon afterwards at the hands 
of a woman. In 1625, the tragedy Sampson appeared at the publishing house 
of Henri van Haesten in Louvain. The play’s subject – Samson’s unfortunate 
fate at the hands of Delilah – had been taken from Judges 16. In 1628, 
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Lummenaeus republished all of his plays – Dives Epulo excepted – in the 
collection entitled Musae lacrymantes (Douai: Jean de Fampoux).6 

These plays, then, constitute the dramatic corpus on which the 
research for this thesis has been based. I will, when applicable, sidestep 
briefly to Lummenaeus’ other publications, mainly orationes and homiliae, 
either published separately or in collections of some five to twelve speeches. 
The Opera omnia also contains a history in prose on the Dukes of Burgundy, 
a versified catalogue of St. Peter’s abbots up to 1613, several poetic 
lamentations (Lessus) and some occasional poetry. In 1628, he also published 
a Diarium sanctorum, a calendar of Saints with a iambic strophe dedicated to 
each.7 

 
 

Perspectives of value 
 

As a contribution to our understanding of the workings of (Neolatin) drama 
in the early modern arena of public opinion, the research for this thesis was 
initially geared towards answering the following questions: which auctorial 
intentions can be distilled from Lummenaeus à Marca’s tragic oeuvre, and 
how are these intentions presented to a (reading) audience? Also, what 
constituted the reception of his work, i.e. what was the result of the author’s 
efforts? 

Reconstructing a playwright’s ‘intention’ is a notoriously hazardous 
undertaking, for an abundance of reasons.8 I will name a few. Often, more 
than one viewpoint can be distilled from a dramatic piece: how do we know 
which one, if any, of the views expressed is the author’s? And even when 
the author explicitly and publicly expresses an intention in for instance a 
preface, how can we be certain that there is no ‘hidden-agenda’ at work in 
his play, which is secretly forced upon the audience through different levels 
of interpretation, with an array of dramatic techniques? These basic 
questions already pose even further questions: there is, for example, no such 
thing as the audience. Thus, even if we are able to satisfactorily extract the 
author’s intentions, how do we know if the social groups or individuals that 
made up a (reading) audience were at all responsive to his message? Rather 
than leading to a proper answer, this approach would initiate a series of 
consecutive, rather unfounded hypotheses. 

                                                 
6  In Musae lacrymantes, both Carcer Babylonius (now entitled Sedecias) and Iephte were 
thoroughly revised and abridged. The Iephte had also been published in 1624 in Rome 
(Jacobus Mascardus). It had, for the occasion, already been revised and abridged, and 
would only differ slightly from the edition to appear in 1628. See also appendix two. 
7 See appendix one for a bibliographical overview. 
8 Cf. the ‘intentional fallacy’, a term first coined by W.K. Wimsatt and M.C. Beardsley in 
‘The Intentional Fallacy’ (1946), reprinted in Wimsatt’s The Verbal Icon (1954), and central 
in New Criticism. 
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But what if, then, we were to look for ‘views’, or perspectives of value, 
expressed in his plays? If we could successfully connect these perspectives 
to certain contextual circumstances, would these results not significantly 
diminish the need for disclosing the auctorial intention? After all, an author, 
once he had released a play into the public domain, had no more control 
over its reception and could solely rely on the poetic tactics and guidance he 
had – consciously or unconsciously! – incorporated. This way, one would 
not be looking for the auctorial intention, but for (1) what a contemporary 
reader or audience could have distilled from a play, combined with (2) in 
which ways a text seems to guide this process. In short, by combining a text-
based approach with possible reader-response reactions, a variety of 
perspectives may be distilled. These perspectives can in turn be confronted 
with specific contextual circumstances. 
 
 

From form and function to context: text-based approach and reader-response 
 

At first glance, Lummenaeus left us only little material to work with. For 
one thing, the primary context of his activities as a playwright is yet unclear: 
did he write his plays for performance, and if so, for whom, by whom, 
where, when, how, etc.? But what is more, the author also refrained from 
providing explicit intentions and poetic statements – though we would still 
have to be on our guard, if he had, and an interpretational carte blanche is 
definitely not given. Therefore, if an audience was to read any (topical) 
contextual relevancy into Lummenaeus’ drama, this would be first and 
foremost the result from an interaction with the primary text itself, under 
influence of various contexts. The approach, then, has to be text-based, 
working ourselves a way through the text, following the lines of the poetic 
and structural guidance that have the potential of ringing contextual bells 
with a (reading) audience. 

In order to correctly assess Lummenaeus’ tragic texts, I will first need 
to analyse his dramatic model and the formal techniques employed. This 
rather basic, literary assessment of Lummenaeus’ tragedies (cf. chapter two) 
provides already an interesting challenge. Mostly classified as a fairly peculiar 
type of drama, characterized by a static and rhetorical appearance that 
supposedly did not lend itself for performance – Lummenaeus’ tragedies 
consist for a large part of just monologues and choruses –, his dramatic 
model proved particularly vulnerable to misjudgment or to being brushed 
aside as insignificant. Indeed, in view of the lively appearance of sixteenth-
century Latin school drama – mostly comedies –, Dutch rhetorician’s theatre, 
the popular Jesuit drama, as well as the grandeur of seventeenth-century 
tragedy which quite soon came to heed the classical precepts that were 
reintroduced in various poetics, Lummenaeus’ work is rather atypical. But as 
an early and novel attempt to reintroduce classically-oriented Latin tragedy 
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in the Southern Netherlands, his work should be judged on its own merits, 
not by our own modern standards or the standards that were set by the 
masters of contemporary, but rather different literary models that eventually 
proved more influential and successful. 
 This retrospect criticism has already proven disastrous in the scholarly 
investigations of various types of early modern drama.9 Particularly in the 
case of French sixteenth-century tragedy – one of Lummenaeus’ main 
models, as I will argue in chapter two –, the imposition of standards set by 
seventeenth-century literary models made scholars blind to any details 
showing these works as belonging to an entirely different system. Sixteenth-
century tragedians themselves surely did not knowingly work towards the 
ideal of French Classicism of the seventeenth century, so why judge their 
work along these lines? One can, of course, take note of such transitions in 
retrospect, but one does not do justice to earlier authors by holding them 
accountable for the transitional phase they eventually turned out to be 
representing, or to characterize them as mere precursors of what was to 
follow. The case of French tragedy is a clear warning not to be too hasty in 
our criticism of any literary model that does not fit into an anachronistically 
constructed framework. But that does not mean that an author can not be 
aware of any process of transition, of which Lummenaeus, in any case, will 
provide ample illustration.  

Once we understand the concepts that form the basis of 
Lummenaeus’ dramatic form, we can continue our research onto the 
crossroads of form and function that may in turn provide an insight in the 
contextual aspects possibly involved. Since (especially when an author 
refrains from providing explicit suggestions) any given context can in my 
view only be activated through a reader’s perception of a play, I have 
adopted a reasoned approach based on the set of methodological ideas 
generally referred to as reader-response criticism.  

In reader-response criticism, through an (individual) reader’s 
reception of any given text meaning is given to this text.10 More specifically, 
in this research, it is the individual reader – or a collective of 
readers/audience, to which I shall rather indiscriminately refer – that gives 
shape to any possible contextualization. Consequently, there can be no one 
right reading of a text11 – but that is not what we are after. The process is 

                                                 
9 Cf. below, pp. 89ff.  
10 An excellent introduction to the scholarly traditions that make up reader-response 
criticism is offered by Davis and Womack, Formalist Criticism and Reader-Response Theory. 
Slightly older, but still very useful is Freund, The Return of the Reader. For a selection of 
primary texts, from scholars like Wolfgang Iser, Norman Holland and Stanley Fish, the 
anthology edited by Jane P. Tompkins, Reader-Response Criticism. From Formalism to Post-
Structuralism, is highly recommendable. 
11 Fish, Is There a Text in This Class?, esp. 338-371. 
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indeed marked by a rather high degree of subjectivism,12 both on behalf of 
the researcher himself, and on behalf of the reconstruction he proposes of a 
contemporary reader’s perception of a text. But the reader-response 
approach I suggest here is essentially inevitable, since no other means are 
available for getting from Lummenaeus’ text to a context. Such an ‘affective 
fallacy’, as it is has been called, 13  involves the danger of leading the 
researcher too far away from the text, ‘in all its solidity’14: but without a 
possibility of reconstructing the text’s effects on its audience, this study, and 
what it aims at, would essentially be deprived of its only starting point. 

How, then, could a contemporary (reading) audience’s perception of a 
play have taken shape? In the case of Lummenaeus’ tragedies, as I have 
argued above, the approach must necessarily be based on the primary texts, 
in absence of any other means such as suggestive prefaces, accounts of 
performances or other instances of reception, knowledge of the constitution 
of the (target) audience, etc. While some scholars of early modern drama 
have preferred to isolate certain acts, scenes, discussions or even individual 
verses in their search for the communication of a – or the author’s – view 
on (topical) contextual issues, I will determine the different perspectives of 
value displayed by characters and choruses in single passages, and then 
weigh them within the play as a whole. It will turn out that some views, by 
their relative position, are more dominant than others. This approach of 
course yields different results than weighing individual perspectives as 
isolated events carrying equal weight. Ultimately, it attempts to identify 
which (balanced combination of) views prevail(s), or, in other words, which 
perspective of value the ‘audience’ is sent home with. Whether or not this 
prevailing outlook is the author’s, is of no concern. What is important, is 
that the prevailing outlook can in turn be tested by specific contextual 
circumstances. Additionally, this method not only aims at showing the close 
connection between form and function in Lummenaeus’ drama, but it will 
inevitably explore the limits of contextual interpretation as warranted by the 
actual text as well. As such, in this variation on reader-response criticism – 
itself already a vast area consisting of various approaches – the initial focal 
point of attention lies not with the reader, but with the moral and structural 
guidance presented by the text. This process will lead to one or more 
readings of the text that, though not necessarily correct or definitive, are in 
any case based on the outcome of a reasoned, text-based approach. Such a 
reconstruction may come as close as possible to an audience’s perception of 
a play, at least when – as is the case with Lummenaeus’ plays – more explicit 
accounts of reception have not come down to us. Whatever the results, it 
                                                 
12  Cf. Bleich, Subjective Criticism, who argues that the process of reading is always an 
interactive encounter between text and recipient (see Abrams, A Glossary of Literary Terms, 
258 (s.v. ‘Reader-Response Criticism’)). Cf. also the conclusion to this thesis, pp. 213-214. 
13 Wimsatt and Beardsley, ‘The Intentional Fallacy’ (1946), cf. above, p. 4nt8. 
14 Fish, Is There a Text in This Class?, 42-43. 
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will in any case become clear that only a thorough understanding of 
Lummenaeus’ literary techniques and the perspectives of value they support 
enables a successful attempt at constructing a contextual interpretation of 
his tragedies. 
 
 

Thesis structure 
 

This thesis can be divided into two main parts. Chapter one, a biographical 
presentation on Lummenaeus, constitutes the first part and will serve as a 
background against which the contexts of Lummenaeus’ literary production 
can be more distinctly highlighted. Though a biography of Jacobus 
Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca was not the main focus of this thesis, it 
soon became clear that the prevalent biographical studies left much to be 
desired. Along the way, I have had the opportunity to re-examine not only 
known pieces of biographical information, but also some previously 
unknown items. When combining the results of this re-examination with the 
snippets of newly found material, a much fuller, sometimes even rather 
different image of our author’s life emerges. Still, I dare not say that this 
biographical presentation serves the interpretation of his plays – rather, the 
chapter presents an opportunity for a more thorough understanding of the 
historical position(s) of Lummenaeus’ tragic production. In turn, this 
pinpointed position might serve as one of the foundations on which the 
steps towards a contextualization of his dramas can be taken. The 
biographical chapter itself I have presented in disconnection with the 
analytical research of the second part and can therefore, if so desired, also be 
considered separately. 

The second part consists of chapters two, three and four. Chapter 
two maps out the literary context of Lummenaeus’ dramatic model and aims 
to explain the seemingly unusual choices he made in constructing his 
tragedies the way he did. The chapter thus provides the formal basis on 
which the research can be carried from form to function in the remaining 
chapters, three and four, which constitute case studies that will analyse some 
of Lummenaeus’ plays along the methodological lines set out above, as well 
as highlight some of the techniques used by Lummenaeus to lead his model 
into a complex negotiation with different contexts. Along the way, we will 
come across certain aspects of Lummenaeus’ tragedies that possibly raise 
questions with regard to the concept of ‘Christian tragedy’. How can 
anything that is part of God’s Providence, which is necessarily aimed at one 
and the same joyful vanishing point called Redemption, actually be 
considered ‘tragic’? In the conclusion to this thesis, I will briefly sidestep to 
touch upon this complex discussion by assessing some basic elements that 
may throw some light upon Lummenaeus’ thoughts on the issue. 
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Limitations 
 

Due to restrictions in time, many aspects of Lummenaeus’ tragedies and 
possible interpretational contexts have been left untouched. First of all, I 
have not been able to subject all of his dramas to equally detailed study. 
Similar case studies – for a wide variety of contexts – could be initiated for 
the tragedies that I have unfortunately been unable to pay more attention to. 
Even the reworked versions of his tragedies in subsequent editions deserve 
such in-depth attention, properly alligned with the various contexts that are 
then applicable. In the paper I delivered at the IANLS congress of 2009 in 
Uppsala, 15  I have briefly demonstrated that Lummenaeus did not value 
aesthetics over matters of confessional purity,16 which also seems to hold 
true for the reworked versions: in the case of Carcer Babylonius and the 1628 
edition, now titled Sedecias, the choices he made in rewriting his drama did 
not necessarily affect the delicate balance he had meticulously created 
between Stoic fatum and Christian Providence. It is possible that in other 
respects more radical changes may have occurred. 
 Also, our understanding of the rhetorical aspects of his drama could 
probably benefit from a thorough analysis of Lummenaeus’ work as an 
orator: he left us many orationes and homiliae, interspersed with Biblical 
themes, theatrical metaphors and rhetorical trickery. Surely his passion for 
rhetoric is a clear marker for the way he gave shape to his dramatic oeuvre, 
and an in-depth investigation – I have only partly and very selectively been 
able to include a discussion of some of his speeches – will definitely yield 
more interesting results. 
 Finally, I have focused mainly on the literary tradition of French 
humanist tragedy for demarcating Lummenaeus’ poetics, and sidestepped 
briefly to the Dutch vernacular tradition. This approach, of course, does not 
do justice to the complexity of the literary environment in which early 
modern Latin drama functioned. It would take a thorough analysis ranging 
from Latin and Greek drama of classical antiquity to the entire field of early 
modern drama, as well as many other literary genres, to gain a full 
understanding of the position that Lummenaeus’ work held in the field. And 
even then, many questions would probably still remain difficult to answer. 
 
 

Bibliographical data 
 

The bibliography of Lummenaeus’ published works (and some manuscripts) 
drawn up in Vanderhaeghen’s Bibliotheca Belgica is highly accurate and nearly 

                                                 
15 Cf. above, p. 2nt4. 
16 As has been argued by James Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 235. 
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complete. 17  I have therefore provided only a concise bibliographical 
overview in appendix one, which also lists some editions and manuscripts 
that are not included in the Bibliotheca Belgica. Appendix two provides a 
synoptic overview of the contents of each play. 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17 Cf.  Vanderhaeghen, Bibliotheca Belgica, III (s.v. Lummene; pp. 1151ff.). 
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CHAPTER ONE 
‘LUMEN BELGARUM’: A BIOGRAPHY 

 
 
The life of a Benedictine monastic could take interesting turns, if he decided 
to look beyond the walls of his abbey. Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à 
Marca (c. 1580 - c. 1628) did just that. In the early seventeenth century, at a 
time when the Southern Netherlands managed to regain some of its political, 
economic and cultural momentum, Lummenaeus joined in with the most 
influential scholars and writers of his time. A gifted man of letters, the 
Ghent Benedictine used the vast network of Lipsius’ successor in Louvain, 
Erycius Puteanus, to climb the socio-cultural ladder. His exceptional 
tragedies and eloquent orations bought him a seat at the table of 
international Christian humanism. But it came at a price. How did this man, 
who was once hailed as the new Seneca, who had brought the Muses from 
Italy to Ghent, eventually end up in the margins of history? 
 
 

Status quaestionis 
 

The life of Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca has been discussed in 
various publications. The earliest studies have been provided by Antonius 
Sanderus and Valerius Andreas, already during Lummenaeus’ life.1  Both, 
however, focused primarily on bibliographical matters and provided hardly 
any personal details. J.N. Paquot, in the late eighteenth century, was the first 
to deliver a brief study that attempted to be more than a bibliography 
adorned with a mere touch of biographica.2 In the nineteenth century, Emile 
Varenbergh, working on the archives of St. Peter’s abbey in Ghent, collected 
a register of correspondence related to Lummenaeus. His merits lay 
primarily with having published almost all of these letters in full, though 
erroneous the transcriptions sometimes are. In the resulting biographical 
article, Varenbergh focused mainly on the period from which the 
correspondence dates (1620-1628), and gave only few details on Cornelius’ 
earlier life. 3  It seems Varenbergh only marginally included Lummenaeus’ 
extant publications in his research and thus missed out on the factual clues 

                                                 
1 Sanderus, De Gandavensibus, 60-61; Andreas, Bibliotheca Belgica (ed. 1623), 215. 
2 Paquot, Mémoires pour servir, III, 49-50. 
3 Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’. The article in the Biographie Nationale, 12, pp. 567-
572 has also been written by Varenbergh, and is mainly a concise presentation of his 
earlier research. 
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(e.g. dates, locations) that can easily be gathered from there. This omission 
was partly corrected by Ferdinand Vanderhaeghen, who drew up an 
extensive bibliography of Lummenaeus’ work, as well as a concise biography 
that not only made use of Varenbergh’s archival efforts, but also paid due 
attention to some of the factual evidence that can be gathered from 
Lummenaeus’ publications: dates, locations, contacts, etc.4 Thus, some of 
the most obvious errors were soon exposed and several gaps filled. Most 
other biographical articles, like Foppens, Van der Aa and the Benedictine 
bibliography, have been based on the information provided by one or more 
of the above-mentioned authors.5 

In the early twentieth century more archival material surfaced. 
Johannes Orbaan provided in outline or published in full a large number of 
relevant letters that have been preserved both in Milan and Rome.6 Albert 
Pasture drew up invaluable registers to Vatican archives, that, too, yield 
many results for our research.7 Bernhard de Meester, in providing outlines 
of the correspondence of the papal nuncio in Brussels, has added even more 
to the ever growing collection.8 But no one bothered to mutually combine 
these sources, since most focused primarily on presenting only their own 
findings and none of these researchers were exclusively focused on 
Lummenaeus.9 

There is a reason, however, that most (semi-)biographies provide 
hardly any details on the early period of Lummenaeus’ life: there is 
apparently not much to be found. Archival research has yielded only few 

                                                 
4 Vanderhaeghen, Bibliotheca Belgica, III (s.v. Lummene; pp. 1151ff.). 
5 Cf. Foppens, Bibliotheca Belgica, I, 213; Van der Aa, Biographisch Woordenboek, 12, pp. 175-
176 (s.v. Marck); and François, Bibliothèque générale des écrivains de l’Ordre de Saint Benoît, II: 
François apparently thought the orator and the tragedian were two different persons, since 
he created two separate entries on Lummenaeus; the first (p. 85, s.v. Lumenaeus) on his 
work as an orator, the second (p. 159, s.v. Marck) on his work as a tragedian. James 
Parente (‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 213) has noted that Lummenaeus was no 
longer remembered as a dramatist by the compiler of this Bibliothèque générale, since he had 
found only the former entry. There are many more biographical articles on Lummenaeus, 
which are all clearly based on one or more of the aforementioned publications, e.g. De 
Seyn, Dictionnaire des Écrivains Belges, 2, pp. 1927-1929; Hofman Peerlkamp, De vita ac 
doctrina omnium Belgarum, 265; Hoeufft, Parnasus Latino-Belgicus, 101-102; Hoefer, Nouvelle 
biographie générale, 31-32, pp. 246-247; Baillet, Jugement des savans, 124-125 (as one of the 
poètes modernes); Sweertius, Athenae Belgicae, 191-192. 
6 Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’; id., Bescheiden in Italië. 
7 Pasture, ‘Inventaire de la Bibliothèque Barberini’; Pasture, Inventaire du Fonds Borghèse. 
8 De Meester, Correspondance du nonce Giovanni-Francesco Guidi di Bagno. 
9 Still, the information that has been combined and presented, still remained ignored. It is 
somewhat disturbing to find James A. Parente jr., who has been the only one to recently 
provide a brief, but analytical study of Lummenaeus’ works and life, connect to 
Varenbergh’s biographical presentation without even noting the logical corrections 
proposed by Vanderhaeghen (whose entry on Lummenaeus he has otherwise thoroughly 
used). Cf. below, p. 77nt244. 
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details on Lummenaeus’ pre-1608 life, the year in which his first work was 
published. The published and unpublished correspondence of Erycius 
Puteanus, as we will come to see, provides some details mostly on the 1608-
1613 period. But for the rest, this biographical presentation will rely mainly 
on meticulously combining the evidence from the various studies I have 
referred to above and from Lummenaeus’ printed works. 

But the present biography, too, will necessarily be far from definite, 
and that for several reasons. First of all, many sources, which could yield 
tiny but precious scraps of information, I have necessarily left untouched: 
there are still many archives (municipal, regional, national, ecclesiastical, etc.) 
which I have not consulted; many libraries which may hold relevant printed 
material or manuscripts; private collections that are yet unknown or 
accessible only with the greatest of difficulty. But what’s even more 
important: the sources which I have been able to use in order to reconstruct 
Lummenaeus’ life, pose many difficulties. Often, one feels like overhearing a 
constantly interrupted, one-sided telephone conversation; like attempting to 
construct a building without knowing which side is up; or like putting 
together an incomplete puzzle without an example to follow. Matters are 
complicated even further by the fact that nothing of Lummenaeus’ personal 
archive seems to have survived; at best, we have access to minutes preserved 
elsewhere. In the Ghent State Archives no (copies of) letters directed to 
Lummenaeus have been preserved, 10  which increases the risk of my 
presentation of Lummenaeus’ relationship with his abbot to be even more 
coloured. But what is perhaps most surprising: Lummenaeus is also absent 
from the extensive collection of letters directed to Puteanus preserved in 
Brussels, while the Louvain professor had himself written and even 
published many letters directed to and about Lummenaeus. Also, someone’s 
life did not consist solely of publications and letters, and any presentation 
based on these sources alone will necessarily be biased at the very least, if 
not to say perhaps competely distorted. Finally, there is the constant 
awareness that correspondence through letters – already a relatively slow 
means of communication – may have been easy to manipulate (for instance, 
how can we be sure that any claim of letters not having arrived is true?). 
Lummenaeus may very well have used these circumstances to ‘gain time’ 
whenever he so pleased, as we will come to see. 

All in all, these are only some of the caveats that apply, and it is thus 
with the greatest reserve and hesitation that I have drawn up this 
biographical presentation, fully aware that other researchers may well come 
to other conclusions, and newly found information, though tiny the scraps 
may be, can just as well confirm or reject my present results. It is, however, 
a comforting thought that even through the publishing of tentative results, 
progress may be achieved. 

                                                 
10 Except the one written by Antonius Sanderus in 1620, discussed below. Cf. p. 50. 
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This chapter is divided in chronologically ordered sections, describing 
different phases of Lummenaeus’ life. Surely they were not felt as such by 
the person under investigation, but they will in any case allow us a better 
grip on the pieces of the puzzle. I have chosen not to delve too deep in 
bibliographical details: I gladly refer to the extensive and ever valuable 
Bibliotheca Belgica by Vanderhaeghen.11 The transcriptions provided in this 
chapter are based on original documents whenever possible, thus 
eliminating the often erroneous, but still more than workable transcriptions 
published by various scholars. Whenever relevant, I will refer to omissions 
and/or errors in earlier studies. 
 
 

Pre-1600: Origin, youth, and family 
 

Cornelius de Marcke, or Van Lummene alias Van Marcke, is said to have 
been born in Ghent around the year 1570, a date first produced by Paquot 
in the late eighteenth century and reproduced ever since.12 It proves to be 
only the first biographical difficulty. Unfortunately, about the many years 
from young Cornelius de Marcke to the Benedictine humanist who would 
make a name for himself as Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca, there 
is not much to tell: neither the archives nor Cornelius himself have (yet) 
revealed much about his birth, childhood, education and early life as 
Benedictine or man of letters. In fact, the earliest archival evidence of 
Cornelius dates from 1600, and thus we are faced with an awkward gap of 
perhaps some thirty years – half a man’s life, if he was lucky. Biographers in 
Cornelius’ days, it seems, were hardly interested in the personal facts of men 
of letters, unless status dictated the provision of such facts, or if these facts 
had substantially been of influence on someones (literary) production. In 
order, then, to make at least an educated guess not only at Lummenaeus’ 
early life but also at something as essential as his year of birth, we will have 
to resort to other sources, of which there are only few, and most of those 
highly circumstantial. 

One of the most valuable sources of relevant information has come 
down to us through Cornelius’ brother, Ludovicus à Marca. Ludovicus, born 
in 1584 in Courtrai, was a high-ranking Jesuit with an impressive trackrecord 
in all sorts of positions of responsibility. At the start of his career, the album 
noviciorum provides information regarding Ludovicus’ entrance in the Society 

                                                 
11  Vanderhaeghen, Bibliotheca Belgica, III, 1151ff. Appendix one provides a concise 
bibliography of Lummenaeus’ published works and manuscripts, with some additions 
that have escaped Vanderhaeghen’s attention. 
12 Paquot, Mémoires pour servir, III, 49. 
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of Jesus in 1601, while simultaneously offering valuable clues about his 
family background:13 
  

‘I, Ludovicus van Lummene alias van Marcke, from Ghent, 
legitimately born in 1584 to my father Carolus van Lummene 
alias van Marcke, procurator for the Council of Flanders, and to 
mother Lucia de Munick, both still alive. I have studied 
grammar and literature in Ghent for five and a half years, but 
studied philosophy in Douai for two years and was there 
created magister artium. I have been admitted to the Society of 
Jesus by the Reverend Father Bernardus Oliverius of the 
Belgian province, in Ghent. I came to the noviciate in Tournai 
on 23 November, 1601. 
 

Truthfully, Ludovicus van Lummene alias van Marcke’14 
 
Already the earliest biographers had indeed noted that Cornelius was born 
to father Carolus à Marca, or Charles de Marcke.15 Legitimately wedded to 
Lucia de Munick,16 as confirmed in Ludovicus’ entry, he had with her at 
least four sons and one daughter: Cornelius, Ludovicus, Viglius, Charles and 
Marguerite.17 

                                                 
13 As a rather centralized order, the Jesuits – as opposed to Cornelius’ own Benedictines 
– kept extensive records of newly created novices in alba noviciorum, as well as detailed 
necrologies. The Dutch Jesuit Archive in Nijmegen (ANSI) holds copies of many 
important documents preserved at the Royal Library and State Archives in Brussels 
regarding the history of the Jesuits and the Missio Hollandica. I sincerely thank Paul 
Begheyn SJ of the Jesuit Archive for his advice and assistance. For a comprehensive 
guide to the history of the Jesuits in the Netherlands with an extensive bibliography, cf. 
Begheyn, Gids voor de geschiedenis van de jezuïeten in Nederland. 
14  Ego Ludovicus van Lummene alias van Marcke Gandensis natus 1584 ex legitimo thoro patre 
Carolo van Lummene alias van Marcke procuratore in Consilio Flandriae, matre Lucia de Munick 
utroque superstite. Gram[maticis] et Hum[anioribus] Literis operam dedi Gandavi per quinquennium 
cum demidio, philosophiae vero Duaci per biennium ibidemque art[ium] mag[ister] creatus fui. 
Admissus fui in Soc[ie]t[ate] Jes. à R[everendo] P[atre] Bernardo Oliverij provincialis Belgii Gandavi. 
Veni ad dom[um] prob[ationis] Torn[acensem] 23 Nov[embris] 1601. / Ita est Ludovicus van 
Lummene alias van Marcke. (ANSI, OS 131, Album Noviciorum 1584-1612, p. 422). 
15 Sanderus, De Gandavensibus, 27. 
16 Lucie de Munick, or Monck, was, as some have noted, from English descent. Cf. 
Paquot, Mémoires pour servir, III, 49. Hoefer, Nouvelle biographie générale, t. 31-32, 246-247 
(s.v. Lumene van Marck (Charles)), notes that she was related to the famous English general 
who went by the same name. 
17 The university library of Ghent holds several genealogical manuscripts regarding the 
genealogy of the Van Marcke family (mss 11762 and G.38444) as does the Royal Library 
in Brussels (e.g. Fonds Houwaert de Grez). In the nineteenth century, Gaillard published 
a genealogy on the Van Marcke family (cf. Gaillard, Bruges et le Franc), which recently 
received valuable corrections and additions through the work of De Kerckhove, 
published in Le Parchemin. De Kerckhove signals how through Carolus’ other son Charles 
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 Cornelius’ father Carolus à Marca, still alive in 1601,18 was procurator 
at the Council of Flanders.19 Nonetheless, Antonius Sanderus appears to be 
saying that Carolus could have been of even more use to the State, had he 
been more decisively willing to do so.20 In any case, Carolus was an educated 
man of letters, and as such the Muses must have come naturally to the Van 
Marcke-offspring: Carolus is said to have written a tragedy in Greek on the 
Biblical theme of Judith and Holophernes, as well as some minor Latin 
occassional poetry.21 All we have from him today, however, is a Latin elegy 
in commendation of Ioannes Garetius’ anti-Protestant De Sanctorum 
invocatione, published in 1570 by the Ghent printer Gislenus Manilius. 22 
Carolus had perhaps been born around 1520, either in Ghent or 
Oudenaerde, which he then would have left for Ghent to become a 
procurator.23 In any case, Sanderus lists the ‘Van Maerckes’ among the noble 

                                                                                                                                            
(Cornelius’ brother) his descendants can be traced to this day. However, the present 
chapter adds significantly to the limited (and partly erroneous) information provided by 
De Kerckhove especially with regard to Cornelius and Ludovicus (for instance, there is 
no evidence of Ludovicus having been ‘missionaire en Angleterre’, though he had twice 
been superior of the Missio Hollandica; cf. below, p. 19). 
18 And perhaps also still in the early 1620s, cf. below, p. 22nt41. In 1624, Sanderus (De 
Gandavensibus, 27) does not say Carolus had by then died, contrary to e.g. the entry on 
Vrancx. 
19 The Council of Flanders moved from Ghent to Douai in 1579, and returned to Ghent 
in 1584. Cf. Sanderus, Gandavum sive Gandavensium, 211. However, according to Buntinx, 
Inventaris van het archief, 10, the Council fled Ghent in 1580 – after several sessions had 
been disrupted and councilors had been attacked, insulted, imprisoned, and even hanged 
–, only to return in 1585. 
20 Carolus à Marca, Iacobi Cornelii Lummenaei à Marca pater, vir indole et eruditione praestanti, 
atque si vero virtutem pretio aestimemus, non minus propriis animi dotibus, quam liberorum fama clarus, 
ac magnorum, si aequo semper iure munia in Rep[ublica] donarentur, capax (Sanderus, De 
Gandavensibus, 27). 
21  Sanderus, De Gandavensibus, 27. Varenbergh (‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 8) seems to 
suggest that the tragedy had been printed: ‘Son père, Charles de Lummene de Marcke, 
connu en latin sous le nom de Carolus à Marca, consacra toute son existence à l’étude des 
belles lettres anciennes; on a de lui une tragédie en grec: Judith ou la mort d’Holopherne, 
beaucoup de poésies légères en latin et une élégie latine imprimées en tête de l’ouvrage de 
dom Jean Garet, De invocatione sanctorum (Rouen, 1676, in-fol.). Dans le même ouvrage de 
Jean Garet, imprimé à Gand en 1570 chez Manilius, se trouve également la tragédie de 
Charles de Lummene.’ In Garetius’ De invocatione sanctorum (Ghent, 1570) Charles’ elegy is 
indeed printed (cf. nt22); Varenbergh’s other references are untraceable, and he is 
probably mistaken. 
22 The full text of this elegia can be found in appendix five. 
23 The date of birth provided by Paquot (‘vers 1520’) seems a mere guess; the same goes 
for Cornelius (‘vers l’an 1570’), as we will come to see. These dates, initially provided as 
estimates by Paquot, have gradually become current, but have never been substantiated. 
De Kerckhove, ‘Corrections à la généalogie’, 350 (2004), p. 82, does not give a date of 
birth for Carolus. 



 19

families of Ghent,24 and members of their family, as well as their coat of 
arms, can be found all over Flanders. 25  Cornelius’ brothers Charles and 
Viglius both managed to procure rather respectable positions in Ghent and 
Bruges: Charles, initially a solicitor in Ghent, at some point became secretary 
of the city of Ghent (‘eerste secrectaris der stede van Ghendt’), while Viglius 
(or Vigile) became pensionary (‘eerste pensionaris vande griffie’) of the 
Liberty of Bruges (‘Brugse Vrije’) in 1608 and secretary (‘griffier’) in 1631.26 
In 1633, he was sent as a delegate for Flanders to the States-General of the 
Northern Provinces.27 

Ludovicus would make a name for himself most notably as superior 
of the Missio Hollandica (using, for security reasons, a pseudonym (Ludovicus 
Caroli), as Jesuits operating in the Missio commonly did),28 though he had 

                                                 
24  Sanderus, Gandavum sive Gandavensium, II.6 (‘Enumeratio quarundam nobilium 
Familiarum Gandensium’). 
25 De Kerckhove has included many such references. References can also be found e.g. in 
Dhont-De Wapenaer, Quartiers généalogiques, 148-149; 252; 403-405; 459; and Blommaert 
(e.a.), Graf- en gedenkschriften. Some also exist in manuscript, cf. e.g. KBBr, ms 16901 
(Inscriptions sépulchrales qui se trouvent dans les églises de Gand et dans les paroisses des environs, avec 
des armoiries peintes en couleur, transcrites dans la première moitié du XVII siècle), ff. 65; 73; 141; 
194; 253; 300; 301. 
26 De Kerckhove, ‘Corrections à la généalogie’, 350 (2004), p. 82. The municipal archives 
of Ghent (SAG) hold three registers with papers from the Van Marcke-family (FP 3990), 
which include many items related to Charles (a.o. his personal ‘landcijnsboekje’) and 
Viglius. De Kerckhove notes that Viglius died in 1638, though the SAG-papers seem to 
contain evidence of Viglius (‘Viglius van Lumene gheseyt van Marcke zone van Charles 
by Jonckvrauwe Lucie de Monick’) still working as secretary in 1640. The RAG holds a 
copy of an antenuptial contract (‘contract van huwen tusschen Charles van Maercke en 
Marie van Ombeke, 7bre 1613’) between Charles de Marcke and Marie van Ombeke 
(RAG, 172 734). For Charles, cf. also De Potter, Petit Cartulaire de Gand, 205. For Viglius, 
cf. Beaucourt de Noortvelde, Jaer-boeken van den lande van den vryen, 200; Van der Vynckt, 
Nederlandsche beroerten, 290; Van Aitzema, Verhael van de Nederlandsche vreede handel, 128. 
Both Charles and Viglius are referred to as parties in legal disputes in the registers to the 
archives of the Council of Flanders. Cf. Buntinx, Inventaris van het Archief, VIII, 366 (s.v. 
Marcke). In one case, Viglius is charged by a bookbinder from Bruges regarding a debt 
related to the purchase of books (II, p. 215 / no. 11558). It appears father Charles is also 
registered as having filed a lawsuit in 1608 (II, p. 65 / no. 9317): ‘Charles van Lummene 
gezegd van Marcke (Gent) c. de wed. van Michiel van Haute (Gent): lijfrente’. If the 
entry is referring to father Charles, and not to his son (who is otherwise referred to as 
‘Charles van Marcke, eerste secr. van de schep. van de Keure van Gent’), this would 
mean he was in any case still alive in 1608. 
27 Cf. Deplanche, Un légiste anversois au service de l’Espagne, 49; 54; 63. 
28 Ludovicus à Marca was superior of the Missio from October 1634 to 1638, and again 
from 1642 to 1645. From 1646-1648 he is listed as consultor and admonitor to the missio’s 
superior. Cf. Begheyn, Catalogi Missionis Hollandicae, 14 and 22; Begheyn, Gids voor de 
geschiedenis, 42. Jesuits who were active in the risky Missio usually adopted a pseudonym. 
Cf. Van Hoeck, Schets van de geschiedenis der Jezuieten, who lists Ludovicus Caroli as the 
pseudonym of Ludovicus à Marca in appendix VIII, p. 395 (‘Dubbelnamen van Jezuïeten 
in de Hollandsche Missie’). The Utrecht Archives preserve several letters from Ludovicus 
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also been sent to Rome as procurator somewhere between 1638 and 1642, 
and again as a delegate to the 10th General Congregation of the Society of 
Jesus, held in Rome in 1652.29 He had also been rector of the Jesuit College in 
Ypres in the early 1630s.30 When he died in 1662 after having suffered a 
stroke, his eulogy was composed, in which many aspects of his life are 
highlighted. Like the entry in the Album noviciorum, the text again provides 
valuable clues for his family background:  
  

‘Father Ludovicus a Marca, from Ghent, his forefathers 
stemming from Limburg, as he used to recount, was born on 
August 29, 1584 in Courtrai, where earlier his parents had 
retreated, because at the time the treacherous heretics disrupted 
the city of Ghent with fierce uproar and the overthrowing of 
sacred places, pillaging the houses of the noble and of other 
Catholics who were loyal to their king. After his fatherland had 
been restored to king and religion, he went to grammarschool 
there at the Jesuit gymnasium as a boy, then studied philosophy 
for two years in Douai, after which he was accepted as a novice 
in Tournai in November 1601, etc.’31 

 
According to this eulogy, Ludovicus, ‘from Ghent’, used to recount that his 
family originated from the province of Limburg.32 However, he was born in 
                                                                                                                                            
as superior of the Missio (1003 (Apostolische vicarissen van de Hollandse zending), no. 
125: Brieven van Ludovicus Caroli a Marca S.J. (6)). 
29 The 10th General Congregation was held from 7 January to 20 March 1652 in Rome. Cf. 
Begheyn, Gids voor de geschiedenis, 39. 
30  Most information stems from the eulogy, of which the full text can be found in 
appendix three. In Waldack, Historia Provinciae Flandro-Belgicae, 71nt1, Ludovicus makes his 
appearance as magister in Douai, teaching poësis and rhetorica. Ludovicus is listed in the 
Menologium van de Sociëteit van Jezus, I, p. 247, as well as in Poncelet, Nécrologe des Jésuites, 82. 
Audenaert, Prosopographia Iesuitica, II, 102 provides an overview of various references to 
Ludovicus. 
31 P[ater] Ludovicus a Marca Gandavensis, majoribus e Limburgia, uti referebat, oriundis, anno 1584 
29 Augusti natus Cortraci, quo parentes antea secesserant quod heretici perduelles civitatem 
Gandavensem tum insolitis tumultibus perturbabant in aedibus optimatum, aliorumque regi suo fidelium 
Catholicorum grassantes, ac rerum sacrarum direptione. Patria regi ac religioni restituta, ibidem puer 
litteras perdidicit in Gymnasio Soc[ietatis] Jesu, tum philosophiae per biennium Duaci operam dedit, 
deinde Tornaci anno 1601 Novembris tyrocinium ingressus est, etc. KBBr, ms 6485, ff. 503-504, a 
copy of which is also held at the Dutch Jesuit Archives in Nijmegen (ANSI), registered as 
OS 160. A full transcription of this highly interesting eulogy I have provided in appendix 
three. 
32 The town of Lummen (Lumey) is indeed located in Limburg. It has been suggested 
that the Van Marckes might have been related to the family of William de la Marck, Lord 
of Lumey, the admiral of the sea-beggars, and responsible for the execution of the 
martyrs of Gorcum, who, after having been banned from the Northern provinces, 
retreated to his estate near Liège. Cf. Flament, ‘Nogmaals Lumey’, 281. Interestingly, 
Lummenaeus’ fellow tragedian, Nicolaus Vernulaeus (for whom Lummenaeus wrote a 
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Courtrai in 1584, because his parents had fled Ghent due to the treacherous 
heretics who had looted churches and the houses of not only the nobility, 
but also of all those who supported the Catholic cause. Ludovicus, as he had 
himself already noted in the Album noviciorum, received his primary education 
at the Jesuit College in Ghent after the family had returned there, and had 
continued his studies in Douai, at the time an important Catholic academy, 
alongside Louvain. This, then, might very well also have been the path 
followed by his brother Cornelius. 33  In 1610, the Ghent poet Justus 
Rycquius (Joost de Rycke; 1587-1627) recalled that Cornelius had once been 
his συμμαθητής, his co-disciple.34 Rycquius had been educated in his native 
Ghent, before moving to Douai to study philosophy, as so many of their 
generation did.35 Like Ludovicus, Rycquius had attended the Jesuit College 
in Ghent.36 

Rycquius’ remark, however, may provide a clue also for Cornelius’ 
year of birth. If Cornelius was indeed born in or around 1570, this would 
mean that he would have been studying in his late twenties or early thirties 
with a very young Rycquius in the late 1590s. Though this is not entirely 
impossible, it seems not unreasonable to contemplate a somewhat later date 
of birth for Cornelius, which would perhaps bring him closer to his brother 
Ludovicus and Rycquius. However, in the case of Rycquius, who died at the 
age of forty, his death has understandably been called premature; 37  for 
Cornelius we can only recall, for what it’s worth, the words of his good 
friend Antonius Sanderus: ‘What more could have been expected from the 
divine genius of this man, if only God had granted him a longer life?’38 If he 
was born around 1580-1585, his death in 1628 – a year for which I will 
argue below – would also have been fairly premature; nowhere, however, is 
it referred to as such. What is more, there is a letter from Sanderus to 
Lummenaeus from 1620 that touched upon Cornelius’ monastic behaviour, 

                                                                                                                                            
preliminary poem on the occasion of his Divus Eustachius (Louvain, 1612)), stages the 
admiral as ‘Lumnius Comes à Marca’ in his tragedy Gorcomienses (Cologne, 1610). Could 
the close resemblance between their names have rung a bell with contemporaries?  
33 Varenbergh notes that Cornelius had received his education in Ghent, but this seems 
to be a mere assumption. Cf. Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 7. 
34 Cf. Rycquius, Epistolae, 113: De Iephte Corneli a Marca, συμμαθητοῦ quondam mei, laetum 
omnino fuit (Epistola XXXIII, to Simon van Kerckhove, dated from Rome, 5 September 
1610). 
35  For instance, Lummenaeus’ good friend, Antonius Sanderus, had also studied 
philosophy in Douai (Saint-Genois, Antoine Sanderus et ses écrits, 11-12). 
36 Cf. the title of one of his poems: Ode IV. Reverendis Societatis Iesu Relligiosis, iuventutis meae 
institutoribus εὐχαριστική (Rycquius, Poematum libri II, 50-54). For more detailed 
biographical information on Rycquius: Andreas, Bibliotheca Belgica (1643), 604-605; 
Biographie Nationale, 5, 689-691; Hoefer, Nouvelle Biographie Générale, XLI-XLII, 943. 
37 Andreas, Bibliotheca Belgica (1643), 604-605 (praemature diem supremum obiit). 
38  Quid non amplius tamen a divino viri ingenio exspectandum erat, si longiorem illi vitam Deus 
concessisset? (Sanderus, S. Andreas Corsinus Carmelita, 6). Cf. also below, pp. 84-85. 
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his approach to patronage and funding. This letter’s tone can justifiably be 
called somewhat presumptious and one cannot help but wonder whether or 
not this is how a younger man – Sanderus was born in 1586 – addressed a 
respected, much older friend? 39 

On the other hand, in the emotional funeral oration for his good 
friend, the Ghent town secretary and poeta laureatus Maxaemilianus Vrientius 
(1559-1614), Cornelius declared:  
  

‘This is surely only a small thing, most illustrious Maxaemilianus 
Vrientius, which I have willingly offered to our friendship and 
the prayers of our friends, whose requests it was easy for me to 
heed: that I would attach this symbol of our love to your merits, 
a testimony of my sincere affection, that has never offended 
you in any respect. For we, nearly born under the same stars, 
imbued with the same vigor, initiated in the same rituals, fed 
indeed by the same breast, we worked on the mysteries of 
Mount Parnassus [i.e. literature], contending for one and the 
same laurel, though always without any jealousy or evil 
emulation, that usually leaves its mark even on the greatest of 
efforts and ruins the splendor of true virtue.’40 

 
Does this mean they were born not long apart, or were they rather, 
metaphorically, both born as or destined to be children of Apollo and the 
Muses? 
 Having reviewed these scanty and somewhat contradictory clues, it 
seems not unreasonable to suggest a time frame of 1575-1585 as 
Lummenaeus’ year of birth. Therefore, I will refer to his birth as having 
taken place ‘c. 1580’. It is in any case more plausible than Paquot’s 
apparently unfounded suggestion of ‘vers l’an 1570’. As a consequence, his 
father Carolus à Marca’s year of birth (suggested by Paquot as ‘vers 1520’) 
may as well have to be reconsidered.41 

                                                 
39 However, in the same letter Sanderus also wrote: Scolarem tuum me vocas et discipulum, 
‘You call me your student and pupil.’ These words may indicate that Lummenaeus must 
at the very least have been a bit older than Sanderus. Cf. appendix six (RAG, S.P. 34 II 
1224; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 20. Varenbergh has published this letter only 
in part). 
40  Exiguum sane hoc est, clarissime Maxaemiliane Vrienti, quod amicitiae nostrae, et precibus 
amicorum libenter condonavi, qui non difficulter a me id impetravere: ut hoc amoris symbolum meritis 
tuis impenderem, sinceri mei adfectus testimonium, qui in te nunquam peccavit. Etenim paene eodem 
sidere nati eodem [ed. eodum (?)] succo imbuti, eisdem orgijs initiati, unius certe mammae collactei, 
Parnassi mysterijs operati sumus ad unam eandemque lauream contendentes, sine invidia tamen vel 
prava aemulatione, quae plerumqe magnis conatibus ut naevus quidam affundi solet, et genuinae virtutis 
splendorem infuscare (Corona Virginea, homilia XII, 178). 
41 A reference in the registers to the archives of the Council of Flanders seems to suggest 
that father Carolus was still alive in 1608. Cf. above, p. 18nt18. Lummenaeus addressed a 
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In any case, Cornelius’ youth would have taken place in a period and 
an environment marked by civil war and religious strife, of which Ghent 
would bear the scars for years to come. As noted in Ludovicus’ eulogy, his 
parents had in fact left Ghent for Courtrai sometime during the years of the 
Calvinistic Republic (1578-1584). Such events must have made an enormous 
impression on the inhabitants of Ghent, and Cornelius, even if he would not 
have lived through those time of turmoil himself, would at least in his later 
life be surrounded by those who had felt the fury of the Calvinists first-hand, 
not only his parents, but also men like his close friend Maxaemilianus 
Vrientius (forced in exile and incarcerated upon his premature return42), and 
his future abbot at St. Peter’s abbey, Cornelius Columbanus Vrancx. The 
latter was one of the most fervent writers of anti-Calvinistic treatises, and 
saw his books and goods burned out on the street. St Peter’s abbey itself – 
which Cornelius was to enter in 1600 – would bear the marks of the 
Calvinistic destruction long after 1584.43 Its reconstruction got thoroughly 
underway only under the abbot Arsenius Schayck (1615-1631), of whom we 
will come to speak in more detail below. In short, a whole generation would 
grow up amidst a city scarred by conflict and in a society that was literally 
torn apart by the substantial exodus of Protestant sympathizers, intellectuals 
and craftsmen, after Catholic rule had been restored by Alexander Farnese 
in 1584. Those left behind, though rather quickly setting about restoring 
their city and their faith (especially after 1607, when an armistice signalled 
the arrival of the 1609 treaty) would surely not have been fully able to shed 
their traumata.44  

There is one last reference to Cornelius’s life prior to his entry as a 
Benedictine frater in St. Peter’s abbey in 1600. Apparently, as is recalled 
several times by his abbot Arsenius Schayck in copies from letters dating 
from the 1620s (which will be addressed in more detail below), Cornelius 
had first joined the Capuchins, before entering the Order of Saint Benedict. 
This event, if true, must in any case have occurred before his admission to 
St. Peter’s in 1600, but only after 1589, when, starting in Ghent, the 

                                                                                                                                            
poem in the 1613 Opera omnia to his father and brother, both named Charles/Carolus. 
Was his father still alive when the work was printed in 1613? Cf. also the words of abbot 
Schayck, who claimed that Lummenaeus’ parents advised against him going to Italy (cf. 
below, p. 57): this might suggest that his parents were still alive in the early 1620s, which 
would render Carolus’ suggested year of birth (c. 1520) infinitely more unlikely, though 
still not entirely impossible. I would say that ‘c. 1550’ constitutes a better – though still a 
– guess. 
42 Cf. Paquot, Mémoires pour servir, II, 352-353; Biographie Nationale, t. 5, 869-871 (s.v. De 
Vriendt, Maximilien). 
43 Cf. chapter three (also regarding Vrancx), as well as Benedictus en zijn monniken in de 
Nederlanden, II, 220-222. 
44 Chapter three of this thesis will discuss the Calvinistic Republic of Ghent (1578-1584) 
and any possible echoes in Cornelius à Marca’s work in more detail. 
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Capuchin Order was first established in the Southern Netherlands. 45 
Schayck happily refers to this episode three times – for, as we will come to 
see, it suited his argument quite well –, using similar, though slightly 
different phrasings: ‘I deeply regret that among my monastics there is one, 
who, though of bright mind, has been thrown even from the Capuchins’ 
nest, etc.’46 In another letter, Schayck adds ‘even before his profession’.47 
Either way, Cornelius’ flirtation with the Capuchins seems not have lasted 
very long, and it has been eagerly used by Schayck as a telltale sign of 
Cornelius’ rampant behavior as a Benedictine monastic. There are, however, 
two sides to each story: the relationship between Schayck and Cornelius will 
be addressed in full detail below. 
 
 

1600-1615: from Ghent Benedictine novice to international man of letters 
 

In 1600, then, Cornelius de Marcke was admitted as a frater in St. Peter’s 
abbey on the Mons Blandinius (Blandijnberg), in those days near, but today in 
Ghent. The State Archives in Ghent, which preserve the archives of the 
abbey, hold a register containing the abbey’s pronunciations de voeux. Cornelius’ 
handwritten and personally signed vow, dated 11 November 1600, reads: 
 

‘In the name of our Lord, Jesus Christ, Amen 
 

In the year of our Lord 1600, I, brother Cornelius de Marcke, 
of the Ghent diocesis, take the vows of stability, conversion of 
life, and obedience according to the Rule of St Benedict, openly 
to God and all the Saints, especially those, whose relics are kept 
in this monastery of St Peter-in-Blandinium, in the presence of 
the Reverend in Christ the Lord my father, abbot Mr. 

                                                 
45 De Moreau, Histoire de l’église en Belgique, 393. It is perhaps noteworthy, that in 1603 the 
Ghent Capuchin Franciscus de Lummene died on 4 August (cf. Blommaert (e.a.), Graf- en 
gedenkschriften, (Tweede reeks: Kloosterkerken. Gent: deel 1), Catalogus omnium mortuorum 
fratrum sancti patris Francisci Capucinorum: De Lummene, Franciscus, filius Domini de Marke et 
Catharinae d’Hembyze (Mansuetus, Gandensis), praedicator, vestitutus 27 aprilis 1592, obiit 4 
augusti 1603, religionis 10, aetatis suae 41). 
46  Dolebam vehementer me inter caeteros unum tantum habere Religiosum ab ordine et[iam] 
Capucinorum excucullatum, praeclari quidem ingenii, etc. RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 / Varenbergh, 
‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 27-29. Letter (copy) from Schayck to Nuncio Guidi di Bagno (cf. 
below, p. 57). The same line can be found in (the copy of) an undated letter directed 
possibly to Gaspard Scioppius: RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, s.d.; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à 
Marca, 36-38 (cf. below, p. 57). 
47  Dolebam vehementer me inter caeteros unum tan[tum] habere Religiosum ab ordine etiam 
Capucinorum ante professionem suam dimi[ssum], praeclari quidem ingenii, etc. Vat.Barb.Lat., 6795, 
ff. 1ro-2ro (cf. Pasture, ‘Inventaire de la Bibliothèque Barberini’, 119, no. 739); accurately 
published in full by IJsewijn, ‘Rome en de humanistische literatuur’, 54-56. The letter is 
dated 24 April 1624. 
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Columbanus, and the monks of the said monastery. In 
confirmation hereof, I have personally written and signed this 
petition or vow on the eleventh day of the month November. 
 

[Signed] Brother Cornelius de Marcke’48 
 
When frater Cornelius was priested, we do not know. In any case, it must 
have taken place before January 1607, when he is no longer listed as frater but 
dominus.49 It is perhaps striking that we know fairly little about Lummenaeus’ 
life as Benedictine. Only as late as 1608, his tracks become somewhat easier 
to follow, though rather as a man of letters than a Benedictine monastic. 
Around that year, Lummenaeus enters the humanist network that spread 

                                                 
48 In nomine domini nostri Jhesu Christi, Amen / Anno a nativitate eiusdem millesimo sexcentesimo 
ego frater / Cornelius de Marcke diocoesis Gandensis promitto stabilitatem / meam, et conversionem 
morum meorum, et oboedientiam secundum / regulam Sancti Benedicti coram deo et omnibus Sanctis, / 
praesertim eis, quorum reliquiae habentur in hoc monasterio divi Petri / in Blandinio, in praesentia 
Reverendi in Christo Patris / mei domini, domini Columbani Abbatis, et monachorum / eiusdem 
monasterii. Ad cuius rei fidem hanc petitionem seu / professionem manu propria scripsi die undecima 
mensis Novembris / et propria manu subscripsi. / [signed] Frater Cornelius de Marcke (RAG, S.P. 
34 II 104; dated 11 November 1600). 
49  In or around that month, a survey was held under the monastics of St. Peter’s 
regarding the nomination of a coadiutor to the administratively somewhat unable and 
already ageing abbot, Cornelius Columbanus Vrancx (c. 1530-1615; abbot 1597-1615; cf. 
Van der Haeghen, Bibliotheca Belgica, V, 765, touching briefly upon Vrancx’ 
mismanagement of the abbey’s wordly affairs). The survey is entitled ‘Een enquete 
gehauden om te maecken eenen coaiutor van dit clooster onder den abt Columbanus 
audt alsdan 74 jaeren. 1607’ (RAG, S.P. 34 II 108). We find Cornelius under number 
twenty: D[omin]us Cornelius a Marca interrogatus ut sup[ra] respondet in verbo sacerdotis libera 
concessa facultate postulandi etiam extraneum ratum se tenere priorem suam depositionem nec desiderat 
habere extraneum. [signed] D. Cornelius A Marca. The appointment of Schayck as coadiutor 
was not uncontroversial, since many, Vrancx included, had rather welcomed someone 
else to the position. Cf. Berlière e.a., Monasticon Belge, VIIa, 140. Cornelius seems here to 
have agreed to Schayck’s appointment, which he perhaps would come to regret later. 
Interestingly, Cornelius de Marcke had by now Latinized his name to A Marca, as his 
father Carolus and brother Ludovicus had also done. The addition Lummenaeus we find, 
at least in his own printed work, for the first time in the dedication to Borromeo of the 
Opera omnia, but not on the title page. The dedicatory poem in Puteanus’ Epistolarum 
Bellaria (1612) is signed with ‘Iacobus Cornelius Lumineus A Marca’ (f. †1vo). He must 
have been using it before that year, since we already find it in earlier correspondence. Cf. 
e.g. Puteanus, Epistolarum Apophoreta, 108-109 (epistola 95; January 1611): Lumineum 
nostrum; see also Lummenaeus’ letter to Borromeo of March 1611: Cornelius Lummenaeus 
dictus a Marca (Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, ff. 198ro-vo). In later years, he would often publish 
his works, and almost always sign his correspondence, with his full, Latinized name: 
Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca. One indeed gets the impression that he actually 
preferred using this impressively lengthy name in international contexts, as Orbaan noted 
(‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 36). I have not come across the Latinized addition 
Lummenaeus in reference to Carolus or Ludovicus. 
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from Ghent to Brussels and Louvain, and even far beyond the borders of the 
Spanish Netherlands. 

In the year 1608 Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca suddenly 
makes his first appearance on the world stage. 50  Just before his first 
publication, the Biblical tragedy Iephte (1608/9), we can trace Lummenaeus’ 
first steps as a man of letters not only through two preliminary poems 
published in 1608 (cf. appendix one), but most notably through the 
correspondence of Erycius Puteanus (Hendrick van den Putte / Eryck de 
Put; 1574-164651), who had succeeded Justus Lipsius as professor of Ancient 
History and Latin at the University of Louvain in 1606. Thus, in 1608 
Lummenaeus’ star as a skilled tragedian – even before his first work was 
published – was already rising. While residing in St. Peters Abbey on the 
mons Blandinius, he was actively establishing a social network of intellectuals, 
where he found ample opportunity to distribute his work both in 
manuscript and in print. In a letter dated 1 July 1608,52 Puteanus apologizes 
for the belated response to Lummenaeus’ overwhelmingly friendly letter and 
praises one of his tragedies (most likely the Iephte tragoedia sacra53) as aemula 
Antiquitatis, as competing with Antiquity. He thanks his age and fatherland 
for producing such a man, thanks to which ‘we will read and see the riches 
of his (i.e. Lummenaeus’) divine genius.’ 54  He advises Lummenaeus 
furthermore to provide in print also his second tragedy,55 so that the people 

                                                 
50 Throughout the biographical section, I will profoundly explore the correspondence of 
and published by, Erycius Puteanus, who, especially between 1608-1613, corresponded 
frequently with Lummenaeus, but also – which is even more interesting – with others 
about Lummenaeus. Earlier biographers have not yet done this. However, the image that 
might surface from this careful exploration will at least be biased and one-sided, but 
nevertheless the collection of epistolae currently constitutes the best, and virtually only, 
source for this unexplored period of Lummenaeus’ life.  
51  For Erycius Puteanus, cf. Simar, Erycius Puteanus; Alphonse Roersch, ‘Puteanus 
(Erycius) ou Eeryk de Putte’, in Biographie Nationale, 18), col. 329-344; Manders, Erycius 
Puteanus; Sacré (ed.), ‘Acta Puteanaea: proceedings of the International Colloquium 
Erycius Puteanus (1574-1646). Puteanus’ appointment as successor to Lipsius was not 
entirely uncontroversial: his attempts to actively create a network of learned and gifted 
men (emphasized by his correspondence being published as early as 1612) and the rapid 
and incessant publication of a wide variety of literary works, was doubtlessly part of his 
offensive to gain recognition. Lummenaeus was only one of many in Puteanus’ network: 
cf. for instance Werner Waterschoot’s article on Puteanus and Justus de Harduwijn.  
52 Puteanus, Epistolarum Bellaria, 63-64. 
53 Lummenaeus, Iephte (1608/9). Printing probably started in late 1608 according to the 
dates given on the title page and in the preliminary works, only to finish in 1609, as 
attested by the printers mark on K3vo. 
54 (...) legemus et spectabimus hunc divitis ingenii tui censum. 
55 Possibly Puteanus is talking about the Carcer Babylonius, first published in 1610. The 
letter is discussed also by Demmy Verbeke, in light of the controversies surrounding 
Puteanus’ De conviviorum luxu epistola (1608). Cf. Verbeke, ‘Condemned by some’, 359. 
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absent will have a chance to see it as well (quam absentes quoque spectent56). A 
copy of the Dives Epulo, a tragedy that would appear with two others – Iephte 
and Carcer Babylonius – in the 1613 Opera Omnia, will be handed to Matthaeus 
Sanderius and Phillipus Wannemakerus.57 Even though he and Puteanus are 
not yet on familiar terms, as in later letters, Lummenaeus had sent or in any 
other way shown samples of his tragic oeuvre to Puteanus. In any case, even 
when taking into account the rather customary humanist politeness, 
Puteanus is highly enthusiastic about what he’s read or seen, and the stage 
appeared set for more frequent contact. This letter of 1608 constitutes, 
together with the two preliminary poems of 1608 (cf. appendix one), the 
first trace of Lummenaeus as a man of letters. 
 Late 1608, or even early 1609, Lummenaeus’ Iephte formally appeared 
at the printing house of Hiëronymus Verdussen in Antwerp.58 While the 
tragedy itself will be addressed in more detail in the fourth chapter of the 
present work, here I would like to address the many preliminary letters and 
poems that indicate in itself the care with which Lummenaeus had prepared 
his maiden publication through an evolving social and professional 
network:59 the booklet itself (it numbers around 78 pages in-4o) is dedicated 
to the abbot of St. Peter’s, Cornelius Columbanus Vrancx, who was himself 
a productive author of dogmatic and anti-Calvinistic treatises, which were 
also published, among others, at the house of Verdussen. 60  Two long 

                                                 
56 Puteanus twice refers to ‘seeing’ the plays (spectare, perhaps opposed to legere, to read, 
though the word may have been used metaphorically), even though in later times his 
dramas are generally referred to as having been written for private reading. Cf. chapter 
two of this thesis. 
57 Sanderium et Wannemakerum magis etiam tua caussa amo, et huic Epulonem tuum ferendum trado, 
p. 64. For Wannemakerus, cf. below, p. 32. 
58 The title page (A1ro) gives 1608, but the printer’s mark on the last page is dated 1609 
(K3vo). The printing process perhaps started in 1608, only to finish in 1609. The 
dedicatory poem by David Lindanus is dated September 5, 1608 (p. 10 / B1vo). The 
approbatio by Laurentius Beyerlinck (K3ro) is not dated. 
59 A letter by Puteanus (Epistolarum Apophoreta, LIX) gives the modern reader a wonderful 
insight in the reciprocal workings of a humanist network: following the publication of 
Puteanus’ Caecitatis Consolatio (discussed below), Lummenaeus seems to have asked 
Puteanus to provide him with a poem in turn, probably intended as a preliminary work to 
his upcoming Carcer Babylonius. Puteanus’ answer: De carmine, experiar an Musa velit: quis 
favor et furor sit Apollinis, tu optime nosti, ‘About the poem, I will wait and see what the Muse 
has in store for me: you of all people know very well what makes Apollo tick!’ 
Apparently Puteanus’ Muse did not have much in store for him at the time, for there 
seems no trace of a preliminary poem by Puteanus in Lummenaeus’ early publications. At 
least in some cases, preliminary poems were actually requested by the author of the soon-
to-appear publication. 
60 One gets the impression that it might have been at least partially thanks to Vrancx that 
Lummenaeus was able to get his first work published and, as we have seen, Puteanus also 
encouraged him. For an overview of the published works of Cornelius Columbanus 
Vrancx, see Van der Haeghen’s Bibliotheca Belgica and Bibliographie Gantoise. As we will 
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preliminary poems are next, the first by David Lindanus, the second by 
Antonius Sanderus, both honouring Lummenaeus’ literary qualities. Several 
shorter anagrams and epigrams follow, by Nicolas Creuxius, Bernardus 
Bauhusius, someone whose initials are A.a.M. from the Society of Jesus,61 
and the well-known Ghent humanist Maxaemilianus Vrientius. Surprisingly, 
Puteanus is absent from this list. 
 In 1609, the relationship between Puteanus and Lummenaeus had 
already evolved: here for the first time we see Lummenaeus being addressed 
as amicus suavissimus, very dear friend.62 The stream of manuscript poetry was 
flowing ever more copiously: Puteanus had obtained, through Lummenaeus 
or otherwise, a copy of several Lessus, poetic lamentations, which he had 
very much enjoyed and sent to some of his friends, who remain unnamed 
but apparently were of the same opinion.63 Also, Puteanus would like to 
receive an early transcript of Lummenaeus’ upcoming publication, the 
tragedy Carcer Babylonicus (sic). Thus, Puteanus’ admiration and adhortation 
of Lummenaeus’ literary production (‘et hic stimulus sit, ut pergas’)64 rapidly 

                                                                                                                                            
come to see, it will be relevant to note that not a few of Vrancx’ and Lummenaeus’ works 
were also printed by the Ghent printer Gaultier Manilius. 
61 A.a.M. S.J. A.A.: perhaps one of Lummenaeus’ relatives (A. à Marca?), even though we 
currently have no information on one whose name starts with an A. It may be that it 
refers to a vernacular variation of his brother Ludovicus’ name, Aloys, but it has not 
been preserved elsewhere. The letters A.A., it has been suggested to me by Paul Begheyn 
SJ of the Dutch Jesuit Archives (ANSI), may indicate ‘amicus aspirans’, but cannot 
commonly be found elsewhere as such. Ludovicus was priested on 24 August 1610 (cf. 
the eulogy of Ludovicus, appendix three). In the 1613 reprint of the Opera omnia, the 
name is again printed. If above suggestion is correct, the designation A.A. would by then 
already have been out of date. 
62 Letter from Puteanus to Lummenaeus, dated 2 January 1609 (Epistolarum Apophoreta, 
epistola LXVII). 
63 However, Lummenaeus appears to have had some doubts regarding the censorship 
involved in the publication of these works. He is soon comforted by Puteanus: De censura 
iam desine: ebur atramento non candefacio, et qui novo torno aut cothurno carmina ista comparat, is 
mihi non Apollo, sed Marsyas, ‘No more about the censorship: I cannot make ivory white 
with black ink, and he who assimilates these poems to a new polished or elevated style, I 
hold as Marsyas, not as Apollo’ (echoing Plautus’ Mostellaria, 259: ebur atramento candefacere 
postules). Puteanus’ irritated attitude toward bookcensors – Laurentius Beyerlinck, who 
approved of Lummenaeus’ Iephte, in particular – is aptly illustrated by Demmy Verbeke, 
‘Condemned by some’, 357-358. 
64 Puteanus, Epistolarum Apophoreta, LIX, 72-73. Puteanus had already spent many years 
with Federico Borromeo in Milan, where he had been appointed professor of Latin at the 
Palatine school. Cf. Simar, Étude sur E. Puteanus, 1909; Verbeke, ‘Condemned by some’, 
355. This letter, from mid-1609, appears to have been some sort of formal first 
introduction for Lummenaeus, for Puteanus describes Borromeo as ‘the archbishop of 
Milan’, while he will later be referred to solely as cardinal Borromeo or Princeps (the lord), 
both by Puteanus and Lummenaeus. Furthermore, the Louvain professor here takes 
ample time to illuminate Borromeo’s qualities and erudition (Vir eloquentia, doctrina et 
virtute magnus est, et cui placere gloriosum putes. Serius in his Litteris nostris est, qui in omni Scientia 
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paved the way for the Ghent Benedictine to publish even a preliminary 
poem in one of Puteanus’ own works, Caecitatis Consolatio (1609), a 
consolation for the blindness of the chancellor of the Sovereign Court of 
Gelderland, Willem Criep or Guilelmus Cripius, in which Lummenaeus 
himself offers a beautiful poetic consolation to the grieved cancellarius as 
well.65 Through Puteanus, Lummenaeus’ network swiftly finds international 
expansion: from Mattheus Sanderius the Louvain professor had obtained 
several copies of the Iephte, one of which he sent to the influential maecenas 
of fine arts in Milan, cardinal Federico Borromeo (1564-1631), Archbishop 
of Milan, who, Puteanus is sure, would definitely be moved by the tragedy.66 
An answer from Milan seems to have come in the form of a poem – written 
ex nutu Cardinalis Borromaei, by order of cardinal Borromeo – by Benedictus 
Sossagus67 and was printed as a preliminary poem in the 1610 edition of 
Carcer Babylonius.68 One of the verses goes as follows: meum canamus Principem 
atque adeo tuum, ‘let us celebrate in song our lord, mine as much as he is 
yours’. The seeds for international patronage had been successfully planted. 
It is thus through Puteanus, as the following will make clear, that 
Lummenaeus established contacts in Milan and was eventually able to visit 
this North-Italian city in 1622. 
 

 
The Palaestra Bonae Mentis 

 
Through Puteanus, our attention is also drawn to another aspect of 
Lummenaeus’ rising star, of which we had hitherto not heard, his qualities as 
a gifted and eloquent orator: ‘I have heard about your speech, and I have no 
reason to doubt its outcome: let me be the first to congratulate you on your 
fame and eloquence on that sacred stage.’69  Apparently, the word about 

                                                                                                                                            
singularis), which he was less likely to have done if Lummenaeus had previously been in 
contact with, or had seriously spoken with Puteanus about, the cardinal. 
65 Puteanus, Caecitatis consolatio, 152-153. This poem probably dates from around March 
1609, when the accompanying dedicatory letter by Puteanus was written. For a discussion 
of Puteanus’ Consolatio and its relation to Constantijn Huygen’s Ooghentroost (1647), cf. De 
Landtsheer, ‘Erycius Puteanus’s Caecitatis Consolatio’. 
66  Puteanus, Epistolarum Apophoreta, LIX, 72-73, dated 29 May, 1609. For cardinal 
Federico Borromeo as patron of the arts, cf. Jones, Federico Borromeo and the Ambrosiana. 
He was the founder of the Ambrosiana in Milan, a tripartite institution, comprising a 
library (founded 1607), an art museum (founded 1618) and an art academy (active ca. 
1613; founded in 1620). Cf. Jones, id., 39. 
67 Benedetto Sossago (†1623) was a Latin poet who became, like Puteanus, a doctor at 
Borromeo’s Bibliotheca Ambrosiana in Milan. 
68 Carcer Babylonius, A2vo. It is not dated, but while the title page of the Carcer Babylonius 
gives 1610, it most likely antedates the approbatio of 17 December 1609. 
69 De oratione tua audivi, de eventu nullus dubito. Ac jam gratulari famam tibi et eloquentiam incipio in 
Sacris his rostris. Puteanus, Epistolarum Apophoreta, LIX, 72-73 (29 May, 1609). 
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Lummenaeus’ virtues as an orator had already spread. But with such 
incentives, it is not surprising that after the publication Cornelius was at that 
time preparing – the Carcer Babylonius –, his next work would include much 
more material than just the two tragedies he had made available in print up 
to that moment. The Opera omnia, qua poetica, qua oratoria, qua historica, which 
appeared in 1613 at the printing house of Philip van Dormael in Louvain, 
contained, as the title indicates, oratorical and historical works as well. This 
substantial collection makes clear that Lummenaeus must have been an 
active writer for many years already, perhaps even well before 1608. 

Puteanus seems to have been especially fond of Lummenaeus’ 
rhetorical abilities. Around 1610-1611, the Louvain professor established a 
school in Louvain with the sole purpose of studying the art of rhetoric. He 
called it Palaestra Bonae Mentis, a ‘training ground for the good intellect’. In it, 
he saw a place for Lummenaeus: with men like him, Puteanus tried to put 
the Palaestra on the social-intellectual map. From a letter Puteanus wrote to 
Petrus Rosaeus70 on 30 December 1610, we receive inside-information on 
how the Louvain professor envisioned his newly founded academy to 
function: ‘In my Palaestra I train youths. I think you know this institute of 
mine, don’t you? (...) The whole group of athletes is divided in two: 71 the 
Ordinarii and the Honorarii. The first are those that are able and are still 
moulded on the anvil; the second group, as the name indicates, constitutes 
those who surely have distinguished themselves, be it in age, dignity or 
doctrine and are, as it were, the supporting, even honouring mentors of the 
others. See: I have the courage to ask you if you want to be affiliated as well, 
and be counted among the Honorarii. Several distinguished gentlemen have 
complemented their number already, among them our Lummenaeus, that 
famous priest of the Muses and the Graces.’72 Since Puteanus mentions only 
Lummenaeus, he must have constituted one of his best ‘arguments’ for 
                                                 
70 Pieter Roose (1586-1673), at the time lawyer in Brussels, would become president of 
the Secret Council in 1632 and in that role he would exert a considerable influence on the 
politics of the Southern Netherlands, cf. Wauters, De controverse rond de jurisdictie van de 
nuntius, 49; Israel, Conflicts of Empire, 81. Roose’s life and work are discussed in detail in 
Delplanche, Un légiste anversois au service de l’Espagne, and Vermeir, ‘Les limites de la 
monarchie composée’. He was buried in Brussels’ St. Goedele-church. Cf. Jacobs, Een 
geschiedenis van Brussel, 192. 
71 Puteanus is sticking with the wrestling-metaphor, in a phrase echoing the opening line 
of C. Iulius Caesar’s De Bello Gallico (I.1: Gallia est omnis divisa in partes tres and Puteanus’ 
Athletae omnes ... divisi sunt; see below), thus creating a battle-like atmosphere. Cf. in this 
respect also Puteanus’ use of the term ‘sclopus’, the arma, or rhetorical weapons his 
pupils are using to fight each other with (Puteanus, Epistolarum Reliquiae, XI). 
72 Puteanus, Epistolarum Reliquiae, III, p. 4: Atque in Palaestra Bonae Mentis iuventutem exerceo. 
Nosti opinor, institutum. Aut fallor, aut mox erunt, qui ore et stilo Eloquentiae litabunt. Athletae 
omnes in Ordinarios et Honorarios divisi sunt: illi praesentes, et in incude adhuc versantur; hi, ut nomen 
indicat, aetate, dignitate, doctrina provectiores, et tanquam fulcra, imo ornamenta aliorum. Vide, quid 
agam: rogare te quoque audeo, ut dare nomen velis, et inter Honorarios censeri. Insignes aliquot viri jam 
numerum hunc auxerunt; inter quos et Marcanus noster, clarus ille Musarum Charitumque mysta. 
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getting Rosaeus to join the pack, or at least the best argument he had to 
offer at the time. In any case, it underlines Cornelius’ name and fame (cf. 
‘our’ Lummenaeus), as well as his qualifications as an orator, rhetoric being 
the main discipline of the Palaestra.73 
 Lummenaeus’ position in the Palaestra is further illustrated by a letter 
Puteanus sent from Louvain to a former pupil in Brussels, Frederic van 
Marselaer (1584-1670),74 which is dated 4 January 1611: ‘What is it that you 
say? That our Lummenaeus was present there? He should have come to see 
us as well, to show in how much esteem he holds the Palaestra! It is amazing 
how the sight of such people can light up those youthful spirits! Since he has 
joined us, he has done what his name indicates: he has illuminated us and 
lifted the spirits of many. Here, I wrote him a letter, and I ask you, my friend, 
to hand it over to him.’75 Possibly Lummenaeus had been present either in 
Brussels or Louvain and Van Marselaer had seen him there. Clearly he did 
not go to see Puteanus. But Lummenaeus’ presence at the Palaestra was 
definitely much sought after, for he constituted a very illuminating example 
for the young men who attended. 

A short letter from Puteanus to Borromeo, kept in Milan’s Bibliotheca 
Ambrosiana, dated 29 April 1611, confirms Lummenaeus’ participation in the 
Palaestra: except for the mere customary humanist politeness, the letter 
consists essentially of only one sentence: ‘Marcanus, too, has committed his 
name to the Palaestra, and has been willing to demonstrate in front of 
everyone to what extent those who study the artes meliores unite the Muses 
with piety, elegancy with doctrine, and honour the very personification of 
this ambition, Federico Borromeo.’ 76  But not only does this letter give 
testimony of Lummenaeus’ abilities as a gifted orator, who enthusiastically 
dedicated his art and rhetoric talent to his Christian faith, it also 
demonstrates how Puteanus was willing to send a letter all the way to Milan, 
containing not much else except the above. It probably worked both ways 
for Puteanus as well: he was thus able not only to advertise Lummenaeus’ 
loyalty towards the cardinal, but also his own, for it was he who had brought 
in and taken up Lummenaeus. It fits perfectly in the early efforts of 
                                                 
73 For more detailed information on Puteanus’ Palaestra Bonae Mentis, cf. Simar, Étude sur 
Erycius Puteanus, 143-149. 
74 For Van Marselaer – who was a magistrate and burgomaster of Brussels for many years 
during the first half of the seventeenth century – cf. Van der Aa, Biographisch woordenboek, 
XII, p. 292ff. (s.v. Marselaer, (Frederik van)). 
75  Puteanus, Epistolarum Apophoreta, XCV, 108-109: Quid ais? Lumineum nostrum adfuisse? 
visere nos quoque debuit, & ostendere quanti Palaestram faciat. Mirum, quàm conspectu talium 
juventus excitetur! Sed ille, postquam in numero nostro coepit esse, fecit quod nomen indicat; lumen 
intulit, & multorum animos accendit. Litteras has scripseram; ut transmittas, amicè te rogo. 
76 Etiam Palaestrae Bonae Mentis nomen Marcanus dedit, et ante omnia testari voluit, quantum qui 
meliores sectantur artes, et pietati Musas jungunt, doctrinae elegantias, summum rerum istarum 
exemplum et decus Fred[ericum] Borromaeum venerentur. Puteanus then adds: Quem ego colo, omnes 
suspiciunt; quem omnes colunt, ego – fas sit dicere – adoro (Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, ff. 204ro). 
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Puteanus to obtain a position for Lummenaeus within Borromeo’s circle of 
patronage. 

Lummenaeus’ attested activities in the Palaestra underline his ability 
and reputation as a public speaker, which seem to have skyrocketed hand in 
hand with his reputation as a tragedian. Though he must have been active as 
an orator for some time, the first occasion, now known to us, at which 
Lummenaeus publicly appeared as an orator was during the combined 
celebration in 1610 of the grand jubilee of the Blandinian abbey (thought to 
have been founded in 610) and the celebration of abbot Vrancx’ fifty-years 
priesthood. The text of the speech has been preserved, and will also be 
discussed in part elsewhere in this thesis.77 
 
 

Spreading his wings 
 

The humanist circles of Flanders were at the time seriously oriented towards 
the maecenas of fine arts in Milan, cardinal Federico Borromeo, whose 
reputation was boosted more than a little by the popularity of his elder 
cousin Carlo Borromeo (1538-1584), canonized by Pope Paul V in 1610. As 
noted above, Lummenaeus’ stepping-stone to the world of international 
humanism was Puteanus, who had spent some time in Milan with Federico 
Borromeo, and, despite having returned to Belgium in 1606 to occupy the 
chair at the University of Louvain left vacant by the death of Justus Lipsius, 
was named among the founding members of the Ambrosiana in 1611.78 
There is a fascinating piece of literature that throws an interesting light on 
the coming to existence of the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana and the Flemish 
humanists involved, which, long neglected, has recently received ample 
attention in an article by Dirk Sacré: 79  in Philippus Wannemakerus’ 
Triumphus Litteratorum in quo Borromeianae virtutis imago, printed in Milan in 
1611, Lummenaeus, too, makes his appearance, among many other 
prominent humanists of Flanders.80 

In March 1611 Lummenaeus sent a letter to cardinal Borromeo 
himself. After having been introduced by Puteanus, having some of his 
                                                 
77 See chapter two, pp. 161-162. Cf. Opera omnia, 302ff., as well as Sanderus, Gandavum sive 
Gandavensium, 335, who actually mentions the occasion and this speech. It has in the past 
been used to verify the abbey’s founding year. Cf. De Busscher, L’Abbaye de Saint Pierre, 5. 
78 Simar, Étude sur Erycius Puteanus, 189-190. The Ambrosiana was inaugurated in 1609. Cf. 
Jones, Federico Borromeo and the Ambrosiana, 41. For a concise overview of the history of 
the Ambrosiana, cf. Paredi, A History of the Ambrosiana. 
79 Sacré, ‘A forgotten Somnium’. 
80 Which lead Orbaan to erroneously suppose Lummenaeus was actually in Milan at the 
time. Cf. Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 37. Lummenaeus and Wannemakerus 
must have been fairly well acquainted, as is suggested by Puteanus’ letter discussed above 
(Epistolarum Bellaria, epistola 63, cf. above, p. 27). Cf. also Sacré, ‘A forgotten Somnium’, 
147nt26. 
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work sent to Milan, and having received the poem written by order of 
Borromeo, Lummenaeus probably thought the time right to initiate a direct 
correspondence. With the letter, the earliest yet found from Lummenaeus to 
Borromeo, he had sent him another example of his fine poetry – a 
manuscript of the Lessus sive suspirium Amaryllidis – still in possession of the 
Ambrosiana today. 81  About half a year later, Lummenaeus sent another 
letter to Borromeo, in which he complained about the mailmen, who instead 
of having delivered Borromeo’s answer in mid-summer, had delivered it 
only when autumn had come to its full blossoming.82 A collection of Lessus, 
including the one mentioned above, would soon be published under the 
auspices of Borromeo, so Lummenaeus wrote. Indeed, some – including the 
one sent in manuscript to Milan – were to be published in the Opera Omnia 
of 1613, but the collection was not complete, since some had been stolen 
whilst being prepared for publication at the printer’s office.83 In any case, 
Lummenaeus’ boldness with regard to obtaining patronage seems to have 
grown by the day. Before having even himself established a close, personal 
bond with Borromeo, he took the opportunity to commend someone else 
into the cardinal’s care. The letter, in which Lummenaeus requested the 
cardinal’s permission to dedicate the Opera omnia to him, was delivered to 
Borromeo by a young Flemish nobleman, Richard van Pottelsberghe.84 Thus, 
without having even been to Italy himself, Lummenaeus assumed the role of 
a rather world-wise man of letters, in the position to put forward such 
requests. In any case, Borromeo responded positively, both to his request 
with regard to the dedication, and to his commendation of the Flemish 
youngster.85 

                                                 
81 The letter is Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, ff. 198ro-vo, dated 6 March 1611; the Lessus is 
Ambrosiana, S99sup, ff. 357ro-361vo. Its handwriting appears similar to the Iephte-
manuscript preserved in Arras (cf. p. 37). The handwriting and signature of the letter 
seem to differ from other specimens that have been preserved. It is signed ‘Cornelius 
Lummenaeus dictus a Marca’, which is rather unusual as well. In 1615 he would send a 
letter to Borromeo which – as is noted in margine – he had dictated to a friend. This may 
also have been the case here.  
82 The letter is dated 31 October 1611 (Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, ff. 200ro). 
83 Lummenaeus mentions the theft in the dedicatory letter to Borromeo (Opera omnia, 
183-184). Puteanus, too, bewailed the loss of these lamentations in a letter to 
Lummenaeus (printed in Lummenaeus’ Opera omnia, 187-189, and in Puteanus’ 
Epistolarum Reliquiae, XCII, 117-119). 
84  Ut has vero ad Illustrissimam Dominationem tuam exararem, caussam dedit nobilis Iuvenis, D. 
Richardus van Pottelsberghe, doctrina et natalibus apud nos conspicuus, qui Illustrissimae D[ominationi] 
T[uae] has in manus consignat et ad genua Tua provolvitur, gratiam et benedictionem efflagitans. 
Clericus est, Romam videre optat, et in ea Sanctae Matris Eccl[es]iae fastigium venerari; si ab 
Illustrissima D[ominatione] T[ua] commendari merebitur, voto illius satisfactum erit, et meo desiderio 
abunde (Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, ff. 194ro). 
85 Cf. Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, ff. 195ro (printed, with some minor modifications, in Opera 
omnia, 184-185). Cf. also below, p. 34nt91; 40nt113. 
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Despite this direct correspondence between Lummenaeus and 
Borromeo, the truly diplomatic connections with Milan were still running 
through the sophisticated Puteanus in Louvain, who had a much larger 
network at his disposal than the Benedictine monastic. Instead of directing a 
letter directly to Borromeo, Puteanus in early 1612 approached someone 
whom he probably knew intimately from his own time in Milan, and who 
apparently operated within the inner circle of Borromeo. In this letter to a 
certain Raphael Montorfano,86 dated 3 February 1612, he could not have 
been more straightforward: ‘Please tell me, my dear Montorfano: what has 
the honourable cardinal Borromeo in fact decided regarding Cornelius 
Lummenaeus à Marca? Has he already summoned him, or will he summon 
him? To this day, I do not know why his friends have been promising him 
this, and which urges to see Italy they have given this excellent and very 
learned man. We, in any case, will truly miss this genius of Belgium; surely 
we don’t want this jewel to be carried off to some foreign gold, to a foreign 
land this tree that will even outgrow an oak.’ 87  Like many humanists, 
Lummenaeus wanted to see Italy, and Puteanus launched him with great 
alacrity onto the path that was to lead him there. 

In fact, the entire episode between 1608 and 1613 seems to have been 
geared toward a process that was supposed to find its apex in Lummenaeus 
travelling to Milan, as some thought he did in 1614. The building of a 
humanist network, the hesitant steps set on the path of (foreign) patronage, 
letters that are finally sent directly from Lummenaeus to Borromeo, the 
preparations actually being made, and the dedication of the Opera omnia in 
1613 all point in that direction. Furthermore, a letter printed in Puteanus’ 
Epistolarum Atticarum centuria (1625), dated 5 June 1612 and addressed to 
Lummenaeus’ abbot, Columbanus Vrancx, is entirely dedicated to this 
                                                 
86 This Raphael Montorfano is described in a letter by Puteanus to Max. Plouvier as ‘Il S. 
Rafaello Montorfano, coadjutor della Contrascrittoria nel Magistrato Straordinario di 
Milano’ (KBBr ms 6523, f. 38, dated 3. id. aug. 1608). I have found no other biographical 
references to this person. 
87 Puteanus, Epistolarum Reliquiae, LXXV, 91-92: Sed heus tu, mi Montorfane: quid omnino de 
Cornelio Lumineo Marcano Illustrissimus Cardinalis Borromaeus statuit? Vocavit, an vocabit? 
Hactenus nescio quid amici promiserunt, et quos stimulos optimo huic Doctissimoque Viro subjecerint 
Italiae visendae. Nos quidem tali ingenio Belgae illubentes carebimus; imo inviti transferri patiemur in 
alienum aurum hanc gemmam, in alienam terram hanc arborem, quae vel quercum illam Marianam 
vincet. Puteanus continues his praise for quite a bit: Sed tamen si Phoebus ipse ejusmodi sibi 
alumnum deposcat, refragari non licet. Alii, velut surculi aut plantae, in Italiam veniunt: hic jam 
perfectus et robustus est, et pansis ramis studiorum fructus uberrimos repraesentat. Plane non e plebe est, 
aut qui communiter debeat vocari. Et tamen famâ Illustrissimi Cardinalis excitatus, credere potuit, 
quicquid ab amicis perscriptum fuit; imo sic inductus (ut tanti benignitatem aestimaret Principis) ad iter 
se comparavit. Nunc igitur priusquam Diis Vialibus se committat, omnino scire cupit, quid in re sit, 
quâ spe aut fiduciâ veniet. Tu explora, et simul expende, quam arduum sit e benigno Patriae sinu 
emigrare. Summa haec est: Vocatus, sed ab ipso Antistite, Italiam et conditionem aestimabit: sin minus, 
hic tamen operam suam Bibliothecae Ambrosianae impendet. Nihil melius, aut suavius hoc viro: germen 
Musarum est, et inter paucos ostendere potis, quid ingeniis Belgicis tribuendum sit. 
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cause.88 In it, Puteanus pleas with the abbot for Lummenaeus – who at the 
time resided in Louvain, as we will come to see – and asks Vrancx to let his 
talented monastic depart for Milan. Borromeo, he writes, ‘evocat 
aestimatque’ Lummenaeus. What follows is a nifty piece of rhetorical 
trickery: when the Italian patron will get to see the genius nurtured and 
fostered by the Blandinian abbot, the Ghent Benedictine will consequently 
also spread Vrancx’ fame in Italy. In fact, ‘in order for your [sc. Vrancx’] 
kindness to shine even more: send him instead of letting him go; command 
him rather than allowing him to go.’89 In a letter to Borromeo of August 
1612, Lummenaeus also seemed to refer to his firm intention to go to Milan 
as soon as possible,90 and Borromeo’s answer pointed to a swift arrival in 
Milan as well. 91  Those close to Borromeo furthermore stimulated 
Lummenaeus to make his way to Milan as soon as possible: the letters of 
both Giambattista Sacco (secretary to the Senate of Milan) and Benedetto 
Sossago reveal a warm friendship, based first and foremost on a mutual love 
for the bonae litterae.92 

It seems, however, that Lummenaeus did not see Italy until 1622, 
though Varenbergh argued differently: ‘A correspondence concerning his 
stay in Rome, now at the State Archives in Ghent – where I have copied it 
while researching the documents that concern St. Peter’s abbey – mentions 
him being there on January 25, 1615 as having been there for some time 
already. On that date, cardinal Barberini wrote to the abbot of St. Peter’s, 
asking him to financially assist Lummenaeus, in order to facilitate the latter’s 
return to his monastery.’93 The letter, to which Varenbergh is here referring, 

                                                 
88 The full text of this letter can be found in appendix four. 
89  (...) ut magis vero humanitas tua [i.e. Vrancx’] splendeat, mitte [sc. Cornelium] potius quam 
dimittas; iube potius quam sinas ire. 
90 Cf. Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, f. 194ro: Haveo enim videre Illustrissimam Dominationem T[uam] 
et genua illa stringere. 
91 Cf. Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, f. 195ro: quando te propediem affuturum scribis. The letter has 
also been printed in Lummenaeus’ Opera Omnia, 184-185, with slight variations. Cf. also 
below, p. 40nt113. 
92  These letters are printed in the 1613 Opera omnia, 53-56. Sacco (December 1611) 
mentions their mutual friendship with Puteanus that initially brought them together, 
since the Pythagorean law dictates that omnia amicorum (...) communia. Itaque cum tu illi [sc. 
Puteano] vetus sis amicus, cui et ego sum, iamdudum amicus meus esse debuisti. Benedetto Sossago 
(January 1612) also urges Lummenaeus to hurry, so they can study together: fac tantum ut 
Mediolani sis, tuumque matures exspectatissimum adventum, animorum ut coniunctione, iisdemque 
studiis una fruamur, hoc Mediolanensibus universis nihil poterit esse iucundius. 
93 ‘Une correspondance relative à son séjour à Rome, qui se trouve aux archives de l’État 
à Gand, où nous l’avons copiée en recherchant les documents qui concernent l’abbaye de 
Saint-Pierre, fait déjà mention de lui le 25 janvier 1615 comme y étant depuis un certain 
temps. A cette date le cardinal Barberini écrit à l’abbé de Saint-Pierre, pour lui demander 
des secours pécuniaires en faveur de Lummenaeus, afin de faciliter à ce religieux le retour 
dans son monastère’ (Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 19). The correspondence 
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is in fact dated 22 January 1615. However, its contents, as we will come to 
see, fit perfectly in the correspondence waged between 1622-1625 about 
Lummenaeus’ journey to Italy. This, oddly enough, seems to have been 
Varenbergh’s opinion as well, since, when he comes around to transcribing 
the letter, he marks it 22 January 1625.94 He initially failed to notice, it seems, 
that the addressee on the RAG-original is ‘Adm[odum] Rev[erendo] P[a]tri 
D[omino] Arsenio Abbati S. Petri in Monte Blandinio ad Gandavum’. 
Arsenius Schayck was only appointed abbot after the death of Columbanus 
Vrancx on 15 August 1615, and could thus not have been addressed as such 
in January of 1615. The minutes of this letter, kept in the Vatican, indeed 
prove that the correct date is in fact 22 January 1625.95 

This, however, does in itself not prove that Cornelius did not go to 
Italy in 1614, but various other letters might throw some light on the issue. 
In a letter to Puteanus from 1620, the above mentioned Sacco writes that 
nothing would be dearer to him than to finally see Lummenaeus with his 
own eyes, whom he had been seeing in his mind for so long already.96 The 
words seem to imply that Lummenaeus had not yet been to Italy. A clearer 
marker can be found in a letter he wrote to cardinal Borromeo on 24 
September 1615, in which he briefly elaborates upon the matter. 97 
Apparently, his health, which was notoriously weak,98 had prevented him 
                                                                                                                                            
Varenbergh is here referring to is RAG, register S.P. 34 II 1224, which also includes the 
letter from Barberini to Schayck. The register will be discussed below in full detail. 
94 Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 139-140. 
95 Vat.Barb.Lat., 1988, ff. 25-26 (Romae, die 22 Januarii 1625). Francesco Barberini was 
only made a cardinal after his uncle Maffeo had been elected pope. Cf. below, pp. 68-69. 
96  Quid enim optatius mihi contingere posset, quam eum virum oculis cernere, quem ego iampridem 
animo ipso contemplor, et tamquam numen adoro, ex divinis illius scriptis, de quibus item Cardinalis 
idem iudicium facit (KBBR, ms 19112-2). 
97 Ambrosiana, G.257, f. 275ro-vo. Cf. below, p. 45, where I have also provided a partial 
transcription. 
98 When the winter of 1609-1610 was drawing near, Lummenaeus was not doing very 
well. A letter from Puteanus, dated 24 November 1609 (Epistolarum Reliquiae, epistola IX, 
11-12) informs us that Lummenaeus had recently been very ill. This time, Lummenaeus 
recovered well, but many had been worried: Ac sane boni omnes solliciti in hoc periculo tuo erant, 
‘definitely all the good men were concerned about this grave danger you were in,’ 
Puteanus wrote. Again in April 1612, Lummenaeus had been very sick, as can be 
understood from Puteanus’ letter to the nobleman Hermannus à Burgundia (Puteanus, 
Epistolarum Reliquiae, LXXVIII, 94-98). Cornelius’ good friend, the famous Ghent 
humanist Maxaemilianus Vrientius even wrote an epigram on his illness, entitled ‘On the 
fever of the venerable Cornelius à Marca’ (In Febrim R. Corneli Marcani): ‘The theatre 
grieves, with fever Marca burns; / Melpomene sighs, sad utterings she will vow. / It is 
Epulo’s and Iephtes’ worry: if he not returns, / To the Muses who will dedicate them now?’ 
(Aestuat a febri Marcanus, scena laborat, /Melpomene tragico murmure m[a]esta gemit, / aegrescunt 
Epulo et Iephtes, nam nemo litare, / aut Musis epulum qui dare possit, erit.), Vrientius, 
Epigrammatum libri IX (1627), 107-108. Vrientius died in 1614, so this epigram must have 
been written before that date. But since the author perhaps implies that the Dives Epulo 
and Iephte still have to be formally presented (i.e. published?), the epigram may refer 
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from going.99 It is striking that some years later, it would be precisely because of 
his health that Lummenaeus claimed the need to go to Italy. But possibly 
there were also other factors involved in 1613-1614, now unknown to us. 
Still, however, archival evidence is mostly lacking for 1614: at Christmas Eve 
1613 we find him delivering a homily at the Mons Blandinius in Ghent;100 next, 
the dedicatory letter to his tragedy Bustum Sodomae (printed in Ghent, 1615), 
was written on 29 November 1614, e musaeo meo. Unfortunately, it does not 
say which musaeum (or library/study) Lummenaeus is referring to, though 
(his cell at) the abbey in Ghent, where the work was published, seems 
plausible. As already mentioned above, Cornelius also delivered the funeral 
oration for Vrientius, who died on 27 December 1614, on an unspecified 
date in 1615. It might be that he spoke at an official memorial service held 
sometime after the burial, or at the actual funeral; in both cases, if the given 
date of 1615 is correct, it would have taken place more than five days after 
Vrientius’ death.101 In any case, the archival evidence leaves a gap of at least 
eleven months in 1614. Taking into account that a journey to Italy could 
take up to several months and was quite an undertaking that – as will be 
illustrated below in the light of his 1622 journey – would perhaps not easily 

                                                                                                                                            
either to the period of 1608/9 (when the Iephte was first printed), or of 1613 (when both 
plays were (re)printed in the Opera omnia); the poem may thus have been written 
somewhere between these years. It has to be noted that this epigram, nor any other 
epigram regarding Lummenaeus, appears in the first edition of Vrientius’ epigrammata in 
1603, even though Cornelius appears over five times in the second, augmented 
(posthumous) edition. The Augustinian monk Ignatius Dyckerus apparently states in a 
poem (published 1637) that Cornelius was (or had been) suffering from podagra, or gout 
(cf. Dyckerus, Epigrammatum sacrorum libri tres, no. 96, p. 213) . Maxaemilianus Vrientius, 
too, suffered from gout, and both men are complimented for their perseverance by 
Dyckerus in poem no. 97, pp. 213-214. The poems probably antedate 1614, the year 
Vrientius died. 
99 Puteanus’ letter to Vrancx, discussed above, does not mention any health problems, 
unless he means as much when he says: videat Italiam noster Cornelius, fruatur paullisper beato 
illo caelo; sed suo iterum aspectu nos beet. 
100 Corona Virginea, 35 (Homilia II. / dicta in Monte Blandinio in Vigilia Natalis Domini, Anno 
1613). 
101 The text of the oration makes clear that he is actually standing next to the deathbed, or 
funeral monument of Vrientius, with the latter’s relatives present in grave mourning: apud 
funereum hunc lectulum, qui nunc lacrymis tuorum extremum irrigatur. Burial of the dead, at least 
in major cities in contemporary Europe, usually seems to have taken place within three 
days, not seldom already by the end of the second day after death. The company could 
then reassemble some time afterwards for the service and funeral oration. Cf. Harding, 
The Dead and the Living, 187-188. Vrientius was buried in the church of the Dominicans 
(‘Predikheerenkerk’) in Ghent. Cf. Blommaert (e.a.), Graf- en gedenkschriften (Tweede reeks: 
Kloosterkerken. Gent, deel 1), 64: no. 114, Witte steen, Maximiliani Vriendi, quod condi 
poterat spe resurrectionis hic jacet. Obiit vigesima septima decembris 1614.   
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go unnoticed, both the tight timeframe and the lack of evidence seem to 
argue against such a journey in 1614.102 

 
 

Literary activities up to 1615 
 

Before moving to the post-1615 period of Lummenaeus’ life, let us again 
briefly return to the preceding years. So far I have mainly discussed the 
highly interesting way in which Cornelius established his humanist network 
and how it developed. His sudden appearance in archives indeed coincides 
with the time his star as a man of letters started to rise.  
 As noted above, Lummenaeus’ first (extant) publication in 1608/9 
was the tragedy Iephte, which will be considered in more detail elsewhere in 
this thesis. A manuscript of the play has also survived: it is now at the public 
library of Arras, but was originally in the possession of the abbey of St. 
Vaast, near Arras. According to Johan Merlevede, who drew up a synoptic 
edition of the extant Iephte-editions, including the manuscript, the Arras copy 
seems to predate the 1608 publication. 103  This might very well be so, 
especially since the document is dedicated to the abbot of St. Vaast, Philip 
de Cavarel (†1636), who visited St Peters abbey in Ghent in 1607 as visitator 
OSB monasteriorum exemptorum per Belgicam.104 This would have constituted an 
excellent opportunity for Lummenaeus to present the abbot with his gift. In 
later years, too, De Cavarel would find himself the dedicatee of many a work 
by Lummenaeus.105 
 The instance of handing out a manuscript is also a fine illustration of 
an apparently fairly common practice. We find many examples in 
Lummenaeus’ letters of manuscripts that have been presented to potential 
patrons, who in turn often stimulated our author to have it published, for 
                                                 
102  For what it is worth, Hofman Peerlkamp noted that Lummenaeus ‘semel tamen 
Romam visit,’ i.e. only once. Cf. Hofman Peerlkamp, De vita ac doctrina, 265. 
Coincidentally, Lummenaeus’ brother Ludovicus had been ambushed by robbers on his 
way to Italy, which only further demonstrates the difficulties posed by such long distance 
travels in early modern Europe. Cf. Ludovicus’ eulogy, appendix three. 
103 The manuscript is registered in the Bibliothèque Municipale d’Arras as number 476. 
Cf. Merlevede, Het Iephte-drama van I. Lummenaeus à Marca, 15-18. 
104 Cf. Loriquet and Chavanon, Archives départementales, 64-65. For the congregatio exemptorum, 
cf. below, p. 79nt251. De Cavarel died at St. Vaast in 1636. Cf. Weldon, Chronological notes, 
174-178. 
105 The 1622 tragedy Abimelechus, printed in Douai while Lummenaeus passed through 
that town on his way to Italy, has been dedicated to De Cavarel. Since Douai lies only 
some 25km from Arras, he probably delivered a copy of the Abimelechus to the abbot 
personally. However, another hand has added on f. 2ro of the Iephte-manuscript: 
Bibliothecae Vedastinae Atrebatensis, 1628, R1. Could Lummenaeus have handed it to 
someone at St. Vaast when he was residing in nearby Douai in 1628, at which time it was 
added to the library’s collection? Or was it perhaps transferred there after Lummenaeus’ 
death in – as I will argue below – 1628?  
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everyone to enjoy. 106  Several such manuscripts have survived, e.g. the 
Diarium Sanctorum, dedicated to Pope Urban VIII (Maffeo Barberini)107 and 
the above mentioned lessus dedicated to Federico Borromeo, but, as the 
references in Lummenaeus’ correspondence indicate, many more must have 
been in circulation all over Europe. 
 After the publication of the Iephte, which was dedicated to his abbot, 
Vrancx, the Carcer Babylonius was published in 1610. With a dedication to 
Archduke Albert of Austria, Lummenaeus was seeking higher grounds for 
patronage. As we have seen, the contacts established between Milan and 
Ghent eventually resulted in Lummenaeus’ Opera omnia being dedicated to 
Federico Borromeo. In my view, the publication must have been a fairly 
pretentious undertaking. Could someone present a ‘complete works’ so early 
in his career as a public man of letters? If anything, the next fifteen years 
would certainly prove that this collection would be far from complete. 
Nonetheless, the work seems to have generated quite an audience, since it is 
the one work that is best available in libraries across Europe. Though the 
title is somewhat ambitious – Opera omnia qua poetica, qua oratoria, qua historica, 
or poetry, speeches and historical works – it did include fine examples of all 
of these genres, even if the opera historica were represented merely by a 
history of the dukes of Burgundy.108 
 While Iephte had been printed in Antwerp, at the printing house of 
Verdussen, the Carcer Babylonius appeared with Gaultier Manilius in Ghent. 
Both printers had previously printed several works by Cornelius’ abbot, 
Vrancx, which perhaps gained him easier access to these publishing 
houses.109 The third publication, the 1613 Opera omnia, appeared in Louvain, 
with Philip van Dormael, most likely a result of the time Lummenaeus had 
spent in Louvain at the nearby abbey of Vlierbeek. A letter (or rather 
testimonial), printed in the 1617 Pleias sacra, sive septem homiliae sacrae, a 
collection of seven homiliae, refers to a semester spent at the abbey of 
Vlierbeek: 

 
‘By this letter, we announce that the outstanding and venerable 
gentleman Mr. Cornelius à Marca, monastic of the Order of 
Saint Benedict, from the abbey of S. Peter’s in Ghent, has spent 
an entire semester of the present year in our Academy, and 
meanwhile – to which the most noble men of this academy and 
city have conclusively testified – not only lived decently, but 

                                                 
106 I have already referred to several such instances. Cf. e.g. above, p. 33. 
107 Vat.Barb.Lat., 1941, ff. 104-110 (cf. Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 302, no. 296). 
108 This history can sometimes be found as a work separately bound. Therefore it is also 
separately considered in Vanderhaeghen’s Bibliotheca Belgica (III, 1157), even though the 
subtitle of the Opera omnia indicates that it surely belonged to the work. 
109 Cf. a.o. Vanderhaeghen, Bibliotheca Belgica, V, 764-788; and id., Bibliographie Gantoise, 
index, VII, p. 319 (s.v. ‘Vrancx’). 
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also modestly and without any complaint with the monastics of 
his Order in the abbey of S. Medardus in Vlierbeek, but also 
provided in word and in writing, publicly and privately, many 
specimens of his excellent learning and eloquence, by which he 
secured for himself not only the love, but also the admiration of 
all the learned men of this Academy.’110 

 
During the year 1612, Lummenaeus spent some time in and near Louvain. 
While there, he not only delivered his speeches – to great applaud, so it 
appears – at the University of Louvain (and probably Puteanus’ Palaestra), 
but also at the abbey of Vlierbeek.111 Lummenaeus remained at Vlierbeek at 
least until June, 1612, as we learn from a letter from Puteanus to Justus 
Rycquius (dated 5 June 1612): Marcanus adhuc apud nos est, sed abiturit.112 

Lummenaeus used his time well in Louvain: we learn from a letter to 
Borromeo, dated 10 August 1612, that the manuscripts of the Operia omnia, 
that were to appear at the printing house of Dormael in 1613, were already 
sent to the printer, and for which he now sought the cardinal’s approval. 
This, the actual dedication shows, he received.113 We find Lummenaeus back 
in Louvain for – perhaps a continuous – four- to five-month period in 1613, 
overseeing the printing of the Opera omnia, which must have been ready 
somewhere mid-1613.114 
                                                 
110 (...) Hinc notum omnibus per hasce litteras facimus, egregium et venerabilem virum D. Cornelium à 
Marca Benedictini Ordinis in monasterio S. Petri Gandavensis Religiosum, in hac Academia nostra toto 
semestri praesentis anni resedisse, et interea, prout primorum huius Academiae et civitatis virorum 
testimonio facta nobis est fides, non solum probe, modesteque et sine cuiusquam querela inter sui Ordinis 
Religiosos in Abbatia S. Medardi Vlierbacensis versatum esse, sed eximiae etiam suae doctrinae ac 
eloquentiae plurima specimina, publice, privatimque qua dicendo, qua scribendo edidisse, quibus 
doctorum omnium virorum huius Academiae non solum amorem sed et admirationem sibi conciliavit 
(...),(Pleias sacra, pp. 93-94). The letter is written by Conrardus Silvius by order of the 
rector of the University of Louvain, Joannes Massen. It is dated 27 October 1612. 
111 At Vlierbeek he delivered at least three speeches, namely no.’s 5-7 of the Opera omnia 
(323-368). The seventh is in fact also dedicated to Godefriedus Lemmens, abbot of 
Vlierbeek. 
112 Puteanus, Epistolarum Atticarum, epistola XII, 19-21. 
113 Cf. Ambrosiana, S.P. II 124, f. 194ro: Opuscula mea omnia, qua poetica, qua oratoria, qua 
historica typis quotidie promoventur in ijs Illustrissimae Dominat[ionis] T[uae] auspicium primo loco 
eminere volui. To this letter Borromeo replied on 21 October 1612: Quod nomen meum 
operibus ac monumentis placuerit praefigi tuis gratias referimus singulares, eas referre in tuum adventum 
differimus, quando te propediem adfuturum puto. The letter is printed in Opera omnia, 184-185, 
where it differs slightly from the original minutes kept in the Ambrosiana (S.P. II 124, f. 
195ro). Cf. also above, p. 35, where I quote from the minutes. 
114 The dedication of the Lessus, to Borromeo, is dated 28 March 1613 from Louvain (cf. 
Opera omnia, 184-184), and the main dedicatory letter, also to Borromeo, is dated 10 July 
1613, from Louvain as well (cf. Opera omnia, ff. *2ro-*3ro). The Miscellanea-section of the 
Opera omnia is dedicated to his brother, Viglius à Marca, in a letter (pp. 211-212) dated 
from Louvain, 11 April 1613. From a letter by Puteanus to Maximilianus Plouvierius we 
learn that Lummenaeus was probably still in Gent by the end of 1612: Hanc ad Marcanum 
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It largely remains a guess who financed the printing of Lummenaeus’ 
works. However, the abbatial archives hold a receipt that may throw some 
light on these matters. It reads: 

 
‘Printed by me, Gaultier Manilius, at the expense of the coadiutor 
of St. Peter’s, a hundred copies of the carmen made by Mr. A 
Marke, honouring the Reverend Bishop of Ghent.  
 

The sum for printing: 3 guilders. 
Additionally, for a sheet of calve-parchment: 20 five-cent 
pieces. 
 

In sum: 4 guilders.’ 115 
 
The printer Manilius charged the abbey for printing one hundred copies of a 
poem written by Cornelius à Marca in honour of the bishop of Ghent, 
Carolus Masius,116 none of which seem to have survived. It has also not 
been recorded in the Bibliographie Gantoise, even though similar entries are 
included.117 It is probably the same poem that is printed in the Opera omnia 
of 1613 (pp. 226-228), written on the occasion of the inauguration of bishop 
Carolus Masius.118 The instance proves, in any case, that the abbey did pay 
for this specific publication. Whether or not it was granted to Cornelius as 
some sort of loan, which could be reimbursed by sales revenue, is unclear. 
 The reason I mention such a construction of loan and reimbursement 
through sales revenue is because it seems to have been used in 1628, as is 
suggested in a letter from Lummenaeus to Schayck, dated 20 May 1628, 
written from Douai: 
  

                                                                                                                                            
epistolam ut obsignes, et Gandavum mittas, te rogo. Cf. KBBr, ms 6523, f. 161ro-vo, dated 20 
November 1612. 
115 Ghedruckt by my Gaultier Manilius / met laste van myn heere den Coadiuteur van Ste Pieters / 
een hondert exemplairen / vande Carmen ghemaeckt by myn heer A Marke / ter eeren van Eerw 
Bisschop van Ghend / comt voor drucken – 3 guld. / Nog ghegheven voor een vel calveren schrijf 
franchijn – 20 stu. / Tsamen – 4 guld. (RAG, S.P. 34 II 330). The receipt went from 
Manilius to Schayck and the abbey’s treasurer (Mr. Lake), and then back to Manilius for 
the actual payment: Mons. Lake ontfangher vande quitancie sult betalen aen der voorn. Manilius 
vier guldens ter causen boven verhaelt nemende hier aff quitancie, torconden desen xi febr. 1611 / 
[signed] Arsenius Coadiuteur van Ste Pieters neffens Gendt. Manilius received the total sum of 
four guilders and signed it off as correct: Ontfaen. by my onderschreven van mons. Lake 
ontfanger van quitantie de somme als boven, desen xiiiden februa. 1611 / [signed] Gaultier Manilius. 
116 Karel Maes / Carolus Masius (1559-1612; bishop of Ghent 1610-1612). 
117  Cf. e.g. Vanderhaeghen, Bibliographie Gantoise, I, 262 [no. 434; Gautier Manilius]: 
‘Carmen gemaeckt by den docteur Broeder Pieter de Backere, ter eeren van mynheer de 
voorschepen ende t’magistraet vander Keure in may 1600.’ 
118  It is entitled: Reverendiss[imo] Domino D. Carolo Masio Episcopo Gandavensi, cum throno 
inauguraretur. 
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‘The Ephemerides sacrae, or Diarium Sanctorum that I have 
published under auspices of your Reverence, I now send to you 
from Fampoux’s printing office. (...) To the printer I have paid 
a hundred florins for overseeing the printing process; he is still 
entitled to 188 florins for eighteen sixteen folia, to a total of 600 
copies on the finest paper, as agreed; I would like the sum to be 
sent with the next shipment, in order for him to continue the 
work on the publishing of my tragedies more swiftly, of which 
he has already completed a substantial part. I do not doubt, that 
by the sales of the copies (which, I hope, will find many a buyer) 
a large part of the costs, if not all, can shortly be redeemed, 
etc.’119 

 
Lummenaeus, the letter makes clear, had paid a hundred florins to the 
printer, Jean de Fampoux, for overseeing the – now finished – printing 
process, but the costs of the materials were still due, which he requests to be 
sent to Douai as soon as possible: 188 florins for 600 copies of sixteen120 
folia of high-quality paper. He is fairly confident that the Diarium sanctorum 
will find many buyers, so that most of the costs, if not all, could soon be 
reimbursed to the abbey. It is possible that such a construction was also 
used for (some of) Lummenaeus’ earlier works, but there is no conclusive 
evidence. It is also possible, however, that this particular construction might 
have had something to do with the fact that the Stemmata et Flores sive Diarium 
Sanctorum was dutifully dedicated to abbot Schayck.121 
 
 

1615-1622: The ‘history of our time’ and the preparations for Italy 
 

Towards 1613, Lummenaeus’ position within the humanist network of 
Flanders had gradually solidified. But in the following years, some things 
went wrong. The journey to Borromeo in Milan, so meticulously prepared, 
did not take place. Years of correspondence, the tireless efforts of so many 
friends and colleagues, and Cornelius’ own literary pursuits are testimony to 
                                                 
119 Ephemerides sacras, sive Diarium sanctorum sub auspiciis Amplit[udinis] T[uae] in lucem datum, 
ex typographeio Fanpousiano transmitto. (...) Typographo ad auspicia typographica centum florenos 
numeravi, restant ei pro [octode litura] sedecim foliis ad numerum 600 impressis in optima charta, ex 
pacto illo, 188 floreni, quos velim per proximum tabellionem mitti, ut alacrius pergat, in tragicis meis 
excudendis, quorum iam notabilem partem absolvit. Non dubito fore, ut ex distractione exemplarium 
(quae, ut spero, plurimum emptorem invenient) maxima pars sumptuum, immo in totum omnes sumptus 
brevi restituantur etc. (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224; the letter has been published by Varenbergh 
(‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 144-145), though he has made some mistakes in the 
transcription and failed to mention the strike-through). Cf. also below, p. 81. 
120 Octode[cim], eighteen, has been stricken through and replaced with sedecim, sixteenth. 
The Stemmata et flores indeed consists of sixteen folia (A-Q, excluding J). 
121 Cf. Stemmata et Flores, sive Diarium Sanctorum, A2ro-vo. 
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the gradual buildup of contacts and benevolence that was to set the Ghent 
Benedictine on his way to international success. Whatever caused him 
eventually not to go, be it bad health or other complications, it may very 
well have been force majeure: One does, however, get the impression that 
there is more to it than can be distinguished through the haze of some 400 
years. One of our best sources for the period, the published and 
unpublished correspondence of Puteanus, sheds only limited light on the 
issue, due to interpretational problems inherent to research based on such 
one-sided correspondence. Take, for example, a letter from Puteanus to 
Maximilian Plouvier.122 In it, Puteanus quotes part of a letter written to him 
by Raphael Montorfano, with whom the Louvain professor had earlier made 
inquiries about Borromeo’s decision rearding Lummenaeus’ invitation to 
Milan.123 Puteanus would have included the actual letter, were it not for the 
fact that ‘in it there are some things that need to be read to Father à Marca 
today’.124 It is undated, but the letter from Montorfano possibly constituted 
the answer to the question posed by Puteanus on 3 February 1612 
(discussed above, p. 34): will Borromeo call Lummenaeus to Milan? 
Montorfano’s answer we shall perhaps never know. Or consider e.g. another 
letter from Puteanus to Plouvier (also undated but in view of the 
chronological ordering of the collection perhaps from somewhere in 1612), 
which gives as a postscript: ‘About Lummenaeus, I will personally tell the 
honorable Robertius what I had to write. But he is already destined for the 
abbey of Geraardsbergen, through the intercession of friends. That’s 
between you and me.’ 125  Lummenaeus, so Puteanus had been told 
confidentially, was destined for the abbey of St. Adriaan, in Geraardsbergen, 
some forty kilometers southeast of Ghent. Shrouded in a veil of mystery, the 
letter makes clear that there was much more going on than can now be 

                                                 
122 KBBr, ms 6523, f. 298ro. Maximilianus Plouvierius, or Plouvier († after 1626) was the 
secretary to the Count of Emden, and afterwards prior of the Cartusian monastery in 
Antwerp. He is buried at the Cartusian cemetery in Brussels. Cf. KBBr, ms 6523 (title 
page); Tournoy, ‘Puteanus, Casaubon’, 383; Scholtens, ‘De kartuizers te ‘s-
Hertogenbosch’, 179nt5. 
123 Cf. above, p. 34. 
124 (...) inessent quaedam, quae hodie Patri à Marca praelegenda sunt de Cardinale Borromaeo. 
125 De Marcano coram dicam Ampliss[ismo] Robertio, quae scribere debui. Sed is jam ad Abbatiam 
Gerardimontanam, amicorum votis, destinatur. Hoc inter nos. KBBr, ms 6523, f. 308ro-vo. 
Robertius is most likely Remacle Robertius, prefect of the army’s provisions, to whom 
Lummenaeus in May 1613 dedicated the orationes of the Opera omnia (cf. Opera omnia, pp. 
265-266). Gilbert Tournoy notes that he was the brother of the well known Jesuit Jean 
Roberti (1569-1651), and a correspondent of Lipsius. Cf. Tournoy, ‘Puteanus, Casaubon’, 
382. What business Putenaus had with Robertius regarding Cornelius à Marca is not clear, 
though it might have been related to Puteanus’ efforts in furthering Lummenaeus’ cause 
with abbot Vrancx (cf. above, p. 34f.). Robertius is also portrayed in Puteanus’ 1623 
depiction of Archduke Albert’s funeral procession, as one of the ‘Conseilliers et Maistres 
ordinaires’ of the ‘Chambre des comptes’. Cf. Puteanus, Pompa funebris, plate LXII. 
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distilled from the scanty evidence.126 Whether this remark is referring to an 
official position at the said abbey (in 1613, Gaspard Vincq was appointed 
abbot 127 ), or to one of the attempts by St. Peter’s coadiutor Schayck to 
transfer Lummenaeus to another monastery, is unclear.128  
 
But the year 1615 marked the start of a new phase in Lummenaeus’ life, for 
several reasons. At the end of 1614, as we have seen, the grand old man of 
Ghent humanism, Maxaemilianus Vrientius, died rather prematurely. The 
funeral oration, probably in early 1615, was delivered by his good friend 
Lummenaeus. With Vrientius Ghent lost its renowned poeta laureatus, who 
was a mentor to Ghent’s younger generation of literati – Lummenaeus, 
Antonius Sanderus, Justus Rycquius, Jacobus Zevecotius and Justus 
Harduynus –, but who also seems to have been an important link between 
this circle of rising stars and international heavyweights like Daniel 
Heinsius.129 But 1615 also saw a change of the guards at the St. Peter’s abbey 

                                                 
126 Puteanus’ letter to Lummenaeus of November 1609 (Epistolarum Reliquiae, epistola XI, 
11-12) also provides an excellent illustration of the difficulties posed by the investigation 
of such correspondence. Consider the following line: Hem! De me sic nonnulli censent? 
Rumorem sparsum tu quidem me auctore corriges: evocatus non sum, ‘Ah, is that how some people 
think about me [i.e. Puteanus]? You say that I have spread the rumour, but I was not 
called to court.’ Why had Lummenaeus blamed Puteanus of spreading stories about him? 
Was it about his illness, or perhaps something more serious? In any case, his Louvain 
friend thus pleas innocent: Ivit in Hispaniam Matthaeus Sanderius meus, ante paucos dies, illi 
comes Schepperus. Ab his originem (nisi fallor) haec fama traxit, ‘My friend Matthaeus Sanderius 
went to Spain several days ago, accompanied by Schepperus. It is through them (if I’m 
not mistaken) that this story has spread.’ It is hard to tell exactly what went on here: from 
this one letter, we just can not tell. 
127 Monasticon Belge, VII.2, 110. The archives of the St. Adriaan’s abbey contain a register 
on the abbatial elections of 1606 and 1624, but apparently none of 1613. Cf. Verschaeren, 
Inventaris van het archief van de Sint-Adriaansabdij, vi. 
128 The 1624 letter of Schayck to cardinal Barberini seems to suggest as much: Nam 
quotiescumque illum in hac patria diversis in locis tum ob rebellionem, tum ob simulatum saepe morbum 
collocaverim, nunquam nisi oboeratus ad Monasterium reversus est (Vat.Barb.Lat., 6795, ff. 1-2; cf. 
above, p. 24nt47). The troubled relationship between Lummenaeus and Schayck will be 
addressed in more detail below. 
129 From a letter to Puteanus, with whom Heinsius maintained a frequent correspondence, 
it becomes clear that Vrientius was rather close to Heinsius, especially during the latter’s 
stay in Geraardsbergen in 1610: ‘Nam cum nuper obiter Gandavum viderem, expectari ibi te e 
Vrientio nostro intellexi: qui adventum tuum certo me sperare jussit. Imo dubitare vetuit. Non dicam 
dolo: exilij, et hunc unicum itineris mei fructum putavi; videre te, amplecti, et qua’ diu pressi in amico 
isto animo deponere et sinu. Patere ut et hoc addam. Etiam nunc in opinione ista esse Vrientium; 
hominem quem omnes Musae amant’ (KBBr, ms 19109, f. 77ro). The letter is dated 27 August 
1610, from Geraardsbergen. Heinsius had recently been to Ghent – had he also met 
Lummenaeus? Apparently not: in a letter to Lummenaeus, dated 20 April 1616 from 
Leyden (printed in Lummenaeus’ Rosarium (1623) A2vo), Heinsius thanked Lummenaeus 
for sending him some of his work (perhaps the Opera omnia (1613) or the tragedy Bustum 
Sodomae (1615)), which he greatly admired, even though he had not (yet) met 
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in Ghent. Columbanus Vrancx, aged 84, died on 15 August and was 
succeeded by Joachim Arsenius Schayck. While Vrancx and Cornelius à 
Marca seem to have been fairly close – both were public men of letters, 
Lummenaeus dedicated his first publication, Iephte, to him, delivered an 
oration at his jubilee in 1610 and was the author of his epitaph130 – his 
relationship with Schayck, that came to define the sequence of events in the 
following years, proved to be a lot tenser. Schayck, it has been noted, was 
notorious for his fierce strictness in observing monastic discipline, even 
before his appointment as coadiutor.131 Both men would soon find themselves 
on a collision course. 

The letter written by Lummenaeus to cardinal Borromeo on 24 
September 1615 aptly illustrates this turn of events. Unfortunately, Cornelius 
writes, it is through a friend that he now once again comes knocking at the 
cardinal’s door; rather he had come himself: 

 
‘I would rather have come forward myself to openly worship 
Your Eminence, if not my health had caused problems, by 
which I have been heavily afflicted for almost the entire year; 
furthermore, even our reverend prelate seemed more unwilling 
to let me go, to whom my health looked all the more suspicious. 
I let it go, ascribing it to his old age: maybe I will see Italy some 
other time.’132 

 

                                                                                                                                            
Lummenaeus: necdum visum te amavi, nondum adhuc notum de facie amplexus sum. Heinsius calls 
him a patriae meae ornamentum, a ‘credit to my [native Ghent]’. 
130  Slightly different versions of this epitaph have been recorded by Vanderhaeghen 
(Bibliotheca Belgica, V, 765 (s.v. Vrancx)) and Sanderus (Gandavum sive Gandavensium, 334-
335). The latter gives: Cornelius iacet hoc sub marmore Vranxius, annis / Obsitus, ingenio floridus, 
et meritis / Candidus, et simplex, et prudens sensibus; ac cui / Plus aliquid niveae simplicitatis erat. / 
Desine, qui miseris turbas haec busta querelis; / Si vis inferias condere, da violas. ‘Under this marble 
lies Cornelius Vrancx, of old age, but of youthful nature, pure of merits, honest and wise 
of mind, and who had a bit more bright sincerity. You, who are disturbing this tomb with 
your sad laments, stop it! If you want to make a sacrifice, give violets [i.e. a symbol of 
humble modesty].’ 
131 Cf. above, p. 25nt49. 
132 (...) Libentius ipse excurrissem Purpuram Tuam coram veneraturus, nisi valetudo me intricasset, 
quae me fere toto anno graviter adflixit; tum etiam Reverendus Praelatus noster morosior esse videbatur, 
quam ut me dimittere vellet, utpote cui valetudo mea suspecta nimis esse videretur. Detuli itaque hoc 
senectuti eius, et supersedi: fortassis alia occasione Italiam visurus.(...). Ambrosiana, G.257, f. 275ro-

vo (Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 84, who erroneously provides a date of 24 
October; the article contains many more of such inaccuracies). The letter has been 
dictated by Lummenaeus to a friend, but signed by himself (cf. the postscript remark: 
Ignosce, Ill[ustrissi]me D[omine] imbecillae valitudini, quae amici manu in exarandis hisci, uti coegit, 
‘Forgive me, illustrious lord: my weak health forced me to use a friend’s hand for writing 
this letter’). 
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This passage throws some light on the circumstances of 1614 and 1615. The 
former abbot of St Peter’s, Vrancx, had died about a month earlier, but, as 
noted above, Schayck had been his coadiutor for about seven years already, 
and may have been the one making the decisions; in any case, he exerted a 
considerable influence. During the larger part of 1615 Lummenaeus had 
experienced a sustained period of illness, which may not only have 
prevented him from going to Italy, but which also seems to have been a 
cause for Vrancx’ and/or Schayck’s dire suspicion. Apparently, Cornelius 
reconciled himself with the situation, hoping that he would get to see Italy 
some other time. The situation, however, seemed to precipitate the events 
ahead, as we will come to see. 
 But the letter also gives testimony of Lummenaeus’ perseverance in 
pursuing his goals and ambitions. In this respect, the year 1615 did not mark 
the end of his dream, but rather provided new opportunities and a fresh 
start. His efforts to obtain patronage from Borromeo are immediately 
continued with even greater commitment and enthusiasm: ‘It is especially 
you, my illustrious lord, whom I even consider more important than Italy 
and all its tempting delights’.133 With the letter he included one of his works 
(likely the tragedy Bustum Sodomae, which appeared in 1615), and he would 
have sent more, if only his letter-bearing friend could have carried a heavier 
load. He also mentions – as he had already done in 1611, cf. above – his 
efforts to write a panegyric for Carlo Borromeo, the work on which, already 
underway for quite some time, would be a lot easier if the cardinal would be 
so kind as to send him an actual relic of his elder cousin.134 The cardinal 
apparently responded not unwillingly to this request – if we can believe 
Lummenaeus’ own words on this matter –, by sending him a little sponge, 
drenched in the blood of S. Carlo.135 It is in this respect noteworthy, not to 
say rather surprising, that Puteanus and the brotherhood of S. Carlo 
                                                 
133 (...) te imprimis, Illustrissime Domine, quem Italiae etiam praepono et caeteris delitiis, quae me eo 
rapiunt. Ibidem. 
134  (...) Ut vero alacrius pergam nihil magis in votis mihi est quam ut aliquod saltem bracchium 
Beatissimi Viri penes me habeam, Benedictio[ne] tua conservatum: quod saepius hic deosculer, et laborem 
scribend[i] mitiget. Audebo Munificentiae Tuae hanc symbolam exspectare, quae me vero felicem reddere 
postest (...). Ibidem. 
135 Cf. the first homily, an encomium for Carlo Borromeo, in the collection Pleias sacra, pp. 
11-12: Magni praesulis Hierothecium, hoc est, maximi omnium Antistitis sacra lipsana, S. Caroli 
Borromaei (assurgite et plaudite Auditores) nobiles exuviae, quas dono et liberalitate Ill. Principis, 
Patruelis eius, Cardinalis Federici nuper accepi, sane non sine magna animi mei voluptate, non sine 
peculiari gaudio et quadam veluti cordis exultatione. Iterum repeto, Auditores, iterumque et iterum 
pronunciare gestio; S. Caroli Borromaei exuviae istae sunt. (...) Spongiolae nimirum particula ea est, 
immo vero, audebo dicere, divinae cuiusdam aurae particula.  Spongiolae, inquam, illius, quae statim 
a morte sanctissimi Principis, visceribus eius inserta, teste eodem Federico Cardinale Borromaeo, sacrum 
eius cruorem penitus hausit, et quicquid humidum et vegetum ibi fuit, largiter potavit, ut in hoc brevi 
tomento totum quodammodo Carolum nobis repraesentaret. Quaesivit intra viscera pii Praesulis morum 
eius proximus aemulator, et purpurae haeres Federicus Borromaeus, quod mihi imprimis atque adeo toti 
Belgio donaret (...). 
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Borromeo in Louvain had had to go to great lengths in order to acquire a 
relic of S. Carlo, while Lummenaeus apparently obtained the requested item 
rather quickly.136 
 From 1615 to about 1619 – when we again become witness to several 
direct attempts to receive invitations for a journey to Italy –, Lummenaeus’ 
literary activities intensify to an enormous extent. Not only have his extant 
publications provided testimony of this, but also his correspondence. He 
once again sets about creating a solid ground for patronage by sending 
letters adorned with gifts, requests and announcements. In early 1617, 
Cornelius sent a copy of the recently completed Pleias sacra, a collection of 
seven homilies, to both cardinal Borromeo in Milan and to cardinal Scipio 
Borghese in Rome, thus extending his hunting grounds.137 And more would 
soon be on its way: both letters refer to Hyas sacra, another collection of 
seven homilies, which would soon turn out from the printing presses, and 
which Lummenaeus sought to dedicate to Borghese.138 
 By the end of 1619, Lummenaeus again addressed Borromeo, this 
time, however, through Giambattista Sacco, secretary to the Senate of Milan, 

                                                 
136 With regard to Puteanus’ efforts, who received a relic in 1620, cf. Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal 
Federico Borromeo’, 35; Simar, Étude sur Erycius Puteanus, 22. Lummenaeus must have 
received the little sponge somewhere after his request of 24 September 1615, and well 
before the publication of the Pleias sacra, of which the dedicatory letter is dated 15 
October 1616. 
137 Respectively Ambrosiana, G.257, f. 314ro (Cf. Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 
84) and Fondo Borghese III, 4a, f. 254ro (Cf. Pasture, Inventaire du Fonds Borghèse, 100). In 
the letter to Borromeo, Lummenaeus announced that the Corona Virginea (1618) had been 
dedicated to cardinal Federico (Coronam Virgineam nunc adorno, id est, Duodecim stellas in 
capite Reginae Virginis, quas purpurae tuae auspiciis consecravi). Oddly enough, the work is 
actually dedicated to Borghese – or, to be precise, some copies are dedicated to Borghese; 
others are dedicated to Jacob Boonen, the bishop of Ghent. There also exist two 
different versions of the tragedy Saul: one dedicated to cardinal Ludovisi, another to 
Claude d’Oignyes. In order to please several patrons, Lummenaeus probably created 
different versions. Antonius Sanderus actually warned him not to do so: cf. Sanderus’ 
letter of 1620, published in full in appendix six (RAG, SP 34 II 1224; partly published by 
Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 20). For a more detailed description of these 
different versions, see Vanderhaeghen, Bibliotheca Belgica, III, pp. 1158-1159 (Corona 
Virginea); 1160 (Saul). 
138 Since this work – mentioned by Valerius Andreas (Bibliotheca Belgica, 215 (ed. 1623), as 
having appeared at the printing house of Cornelius Marius; 159 (ed. 1643)), but not by 
Sanderus – has not come down to us, it has often been thought not to have existed, or to 
have been a misreading of [Ple]ias sacra. But these letters in fact indicate that an edition 
was actually contemplated and physically prepared; it may very well have been circulating 
in manuscript. Cf. Ambrosiana, G.257, f. 314ro: Hyas sacra sub presso est, id est, septem aliae 
omiliae sacrae, quae fortasse disertioris Suadae famam merebuntur; and Fondo Borghese III, 4a, f. 
254ro: Hyadem typi mox dabunt, id est, alias septem homilias sacras, quibus radium ab auspiciis 
Ill[ustrissi]mae celsitudinis V[estrae] quaero. The laborious and clever reasoning provided by 
Vanderhaeghen (Bibliotheca Belgica, III, 1154) about the supposed mix-up involved in 
Valerius Andreas’ information, can thus be ignored almost in its entirety. 
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whom he requested to communicate his sorrows to the cardinal. A personal 
approach through someone close to the designated patron, Lummenaeus 
must have thought, would probably work best.139 This update on his heart-
felt sorrow that he wanted to be communicated to their mutual patron, has 
also been preserved: 140 exhausted by persistent illness and worries, 
Lummenaeus dreams of Milan whenever possible, if only to escape the 
suffering caused by working and living under an abbot who does not 
appreciate his fine arts. Lummenaeus’ intense pain leaves him no other 
option than to ask directly for patronage: ‘I truly and pressingly ask of you, 
in as much as you please to take up my case with the cardinal, if, with grace 
and authority, I can find shelter for one or two years in the monastery of S. 
Simplicianus, of our Order; and with me one of my fellow brothers, with 
whom I have thus far shared the load of my studies and who has been 
through so much trouble for me, that I cannot do without him.’141 Cornelius 
then explains in a more detailed manner what caused his request. First, as 
noted, there is his bad health: due to hypochondria142 and an infection to the 
spleen, the medical doctors of Douai University have urged him to move to 
a better climate, lest he die. But what appears to be even worse: he is now 
having serious trouble with his abbot, who already hated his literary activities 
even before Cornelius was priested, and still does. The post-script is perhaps 
illustrative to their deteriorating relationship: ‘When you please to answer 
me (which, I pray, you will do as soon as possible), will you please safely 
                                                 
139 Amplissimus Saccus, amicus meus, cordolium meum, in sinum Illustrissimae Celsitudinis Vestrae 
infundet et lacrymas meas commendabit. Audi, obsecro, hominem et sic aures ei commodo, ut me ex 
nomine Illustrissimae Celsitudinis Tuae proxime consuletur. Ambrosiana, G.256, f. 56ro. A 
complete transcription of this letter, dated 4 November 1619, has been published by 
Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 84-85, though with some minor inaccuracies. 
140 Ambrosiana, G.256, ff. 58ro-59ro. The transcription has also been published by Orbaan, 
‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo, 87-88, but similarly with a few errors. The letter itself 
contains a date (10 November), but no year. In view of the letter to Borromeo, it can be 
dated 1619. Orbaan gives 1620 and suggests the letter is directed to Borromeo. However, 
it addresses an amplissimus et praestantissimus vir, while the cardinal is usually addressed as 
Illustrissimus Princeps (as in the letter dated 4 November 1619, cf. above nt139). 
Furthermore, Lummenaeus speaks of the cardinal in third person, and asks the addressee 
to intervene with the cardinal on his behalf, precisely as he had indicated in the letter to 
Borromeo. Since this letter is dated only several days after the letter to Borromeo, it 
appears to be the one Lummenaeus is referring to. If the letter was not addressed to 
Sacco but to someone else at the court of Borromeo – however unlikely –, the problems 
addressed must have been similar to those Sacco was supposed to report to his patron. 
141  Rogo vero te et vehementer obtestor, quatenus mihi patrocinari digneris apud amantissimum mei 
principem Borromaeum, ut cum bona gratia et auctoritate ipsius liceat mihi ad unum atque alterum 
annum hospitari ad Sancti Simpliciani in monasterio nostri Ordinis, adjuncto mihi uno ex confratribus 
meis, quicum studiorum meorum laborem hactenus divido et qui mihi sic operam navat, ut eo carere non 
possim. 
142 From the Ancient Greeks up to the seventeenth century, the term hypochondria referred 
to a type of physical, but elusive chest or abdominal pains, rather than a mental illness. Cf. 
Berrios, ‘Hypochondriasis: History of the Concept’, 5-6. 
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direct your letter to the outstanding Puteanus, through whom they can be 
handed to me; I ask the same to be done with the letter of the illustrious 
Cardinal, if he so pleases to answer me, (...) so no one of us here can 
intercept the letters.’143 

Thus it happened. Though Sacco’s response to Lummenaeus has 
been lost, we know that he dutifully directed his answer to Puteanus. In a 
letter to the Louvain professor, dated 1 January 1620 – about seven weeks 
after Cornelius had sent his request – Sacco concludes: Ad R[everendum] 
P[atrem] Cornelium à Marca adiunctas litteras, quaeso, dirige, ‘Please forward the 
letter I have attached to the Reverend Father Cornelius à Marca.’144 Though 
this letter is lost, Sacco again elaborates upon the matter in another letter to 
Puteanus, dated 4 February 1620:145 

 
‘The ever Reverend Father, our Cornelius, torments me with his 
letters, which are otherwise very dear to me, like a precious gift. 
Nevertheless, he torments me, for I can not obtain for him 
what he wants from our illustrious Cardinal. The difficulty is, 
that the cardinal has already for a long time been contemplating 
something, which he does not want to go into detail about, and 
we cannot fill in the gaps. I am inclined to think he may be 
contemplating Rome. But I know this: that many, very 
important duties are summoning him to Rome for quite some 
time now. Do know, however, that I guess at these things, 
rather than actually know them.’ 

 
The letter illustrates the loving care with which Sacco advocates 
Lummenaeus’ cause, and his disappointment at his own failure to provide 
his Belgian friend with that which he requests. But furthering Cornelius’ 

                                                 
143 Cum respondere dignatus fueris (quod oro, ut quamprimum fiat[ )] litteras tuas exc[ellentissi]mo 
Puteano tuto destinabis, mihi in manus per illum consignandas; Quod et de litteris Ill[ustrissi]mi 
Cardinalis, si omnino dignabitur respondere, fieri rogo (...) ne hic a n[ost]ris intervertantur etc[etera]. 
144 KBBr, ms 19112-2 (letters from Sacco to Puteanus; folia not numbered). But the 
answer apparently failed to provide what the Ghent Benedictine had desired, or Sacco 
perhaps advised Lummenaeus to send a letter directly to the cardinal: in any case, on 5 
February 1620 Lummenaeus addresses a letter directly to Borromeo, containing roughly 
the same details he had earlier communicated to Sacco. Cf. Ambrosiana, G.256, f. 57ro-vo 
(Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 88-89; erroneously dated February 9 by Orbaan, 
and containing some errors in the transcription). 
145  Torquet me R[everen]dus admodum Pater Cornelius noster litteris suis, quae mihi alioquin 
carissimae sunt, instar muneris pretiosi. Torquet autem, quoniam non possum illi id, quod cupit ab 
Ill[ustrissi]mo Cardinali nostro effectum dare. Difficultas est in eo, quod Cardinalis nescioquid iamdiu 
animo versat quod neque ipse explicare vult, neque nos coniectura assequi possumus. In eam tamen 
sententiam inclino, ut existimem illum forte Romam cogitare. Hoc quidem scio, multa, eademque 
gravissima negotia iampridem eum illuc vocare. sed puta me hoc potius ariolari, quam scire. KBBr, ms 
19112-2 (letters from Sacco to Puteanus; not numbered). 
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cause no longer seems to have been in Sacco’s hands: Borromeo is 
contemplating something, but Sacco does not know precisely what it is. He 
suggests it might be Rome.146 In any case, the cardinal no longer seems 
particularly interested in the cause of Father à Marca.147 But Lummenaeus 
seemed no longer willing to cope with monastic discipline at home, as 
Sanderus’ letter from April 1620 made clear. 148  Lummenaeus, Sanderus 
wrote, should just learn to adapt to his monastic position, abstain from 
accumulating debt, and dedicate his work to one patron only. It may well be 
that Lummenaeus’ eagerness to leave Ghent had an adverse affect on his 
monastic discipline and position both within and outside the abbey, most 
notably in the eyes of his abbot.149 
 But whatever Borromeo’s mindset towards the Ghent Benedictine, 
and whether or not it changed in his favor, we find Lummenaeus in 
preparation for his Italian journey by the end of 1620, at which time he sent 
the first letter of a series of three, in which he requested an affirmation of 
the cardinal’s benevolence towards him – perhaps a prerequisite for 
obtaining his abbot’s permission to leave –, and some funding as well. 
Borromeo’s written approval would, in turn, have been a guarantee for 
Schayck that he would not be the one having to provide for Lummenaeus. 
Though our Benedictine eventually went to Milan, there is no trace of such a 
confirmation actually having been provided: a persistent squabble about 
money and responsibilty would eventually be the sad result. 
 
 

History-in-the-making 
 

Probably the single most interesting event of those years seems to have been 
the assignment given to Cornelius à Marca at the instigation of the bishop of 
                                                 
146 Perhaps to become Pope? It was not until the following year that Paul V Borghese 
would die, in January 1621. 
147 Cf. also another letter from Sacco to Puteanus (KBBr, ms 19112-2, not numbered; it 
is not dated, but probably dates from around March 1620): nempe ut me semel excuses apud 
Magnum Patrem Cornelium à Marca; qui per singulos tabellarios litteris suis me urget, ut aliquid 
conficiam apud Card[ina]lem nostrum de eius evocatione. Id quod ego sane non minus cuperem, quam 
ipse cupit, si in me esset. Quid enim optatius mihi contingere posset, quam eum virum oculis cernere, 
quem ego iampridem animo ipso contemplor, et tamquam numen adoro, ex divinis illius scriptis, de 
quibus item Cardinalis idem iudicium facit, et reliqui omnes qui vident. Sed iam satis Cardinalis ipse et 
mihi per signa quaedam, et Montorphano disertis verbis mentem animi sui hac de re declamavit. Sacco 
very briefly touched upon the same issue in another letter to Puteanus (KBBr, ms 19112-
2, not numbered; dated die divo Bernardino sacro 1620, i.e. 20 May). 
148 RAG, SP 34 1224 (Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 20). Cf. appendix six. 
149 In fact, it seems Cornelius was displeased with the fact that his friend Justus Rycquius 
had been promoted, while he had not. But Sanderus warns Lummenaeus not to be too 
ambitious: it would take more than just literary talent to climb the ecclesiastical ladder. 
He would have to work hard to earn people’s respect, and at the moment he seemed not 
willing to do so. Cf. appendix six. 
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Ghent. Following Cornelius’ own, handwritten request in Latin, an 
archducal ordinance of 19 June 1615 dictates the following:150 

 
‘The Archdukes, 
 

To all abbots, rectors of universities, bailiffs, sheriffs, mayors, 
burgomasters, aldermen, and all our other upholders of justice, 
officials, and officers of the law of our cities in The Netherlands, 
hail to you. On behalf of Jacques Cornille [sic] de Lummen dit 
de la Marca it has been brought to our attention that he is said 
to have been requested by the bishop of Ghent to write a 
Belgian history of our time and that he, to this end, would 
desire to have access to libraries, archives, ... books, documents 
and acts [that are of use?] for his intention, ... he has modestly 
requested if it pleases us to grant him such access, and to send 
him the letters from us that are necessary in such matters. 
 

For this cause and according to our wish to endow the 
supplicant of such a commendable enterprise so he can execute 
his plan with more assurance and to facilitate and observe in all 
matters the punctuality that is necessary in accordance with the 
truth of things, so that his work can thereafter contribute to the 
wellbeing of posterity –  we request you all, and specifically each 
of you whom aforementioned supplicant will run across for this 
cause and activity described above, to be willing to provide him 
with the documents and notes you possibly have, that may be 
of service to the history of our time that he intends to write and 
to publish at the instigation of the bishop of Ghent, as said 

                                                 
150  Both documents are preserved in the State Archive of Brussels (Conseil privé 
Espagnol, 1276 nr. 357). Cf. Soenen, Inventaire analytique, 49. The archival copy of the 
ordinance is a rough draft that is quite difficult to read, since it contains many deletions 
and insertions; the original must have been in the possession of Lummenaeus and is now 
lost. Lummenaeus’ handwritten request reads: Amplissimi et Illustres Domini. Supplicat cum 
omni reverentia et submissione Amplissimis et Illustribus DD. VV. Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à 
Marca litteras patentes sub nomine et sigillo serenissimorum Archiducum sibi indulgeri, quarum vi et 
auctoritate liber accessus sibi pateat ad communes totius Belgicae bibliothecas et scrinia, ex quibus 
depromere possit quae sibi ad historiam Belgicam, ex nutu R[everendissi]mi Gandavensis conscribendam, 
usui et instructioni esse possint: tum et hoc rogat in iisdem litteris expresse declarari, sibi munus illud ab 
eodem R[everendissi]mo Gandavensi commendatum fuisse; et si quid praeterea Amplissimae et Illustres 
DD. VV. in favorem dicti supplicis decernere voluerint; et post haec omnia diu expectatam expeditionem 
implorat. Quod si feceritis etc. The request itself is not signed or dated. In the top-left margin 
of the letter it is noted, in a different hand, what has or will be put in the ordinance: fiat 
acte, contenant recommendation favorable a touttes villes, universitez et abbayes qu’ilz assistent le 
suppl[ian]t des memoires et remarcques qu’ilz peuvent avoir servants a l'histoire de n[ost]re temps qu’il 
entend escrire et mectre en lumiere a ce meu et incité par le Rever[endissi]me evesque de Gand. faict a 
Bruxelles le 19. de Juing, 1615. I sincerely thank Katell Lavéant for patiently going through 
the French manuscripts with me. 
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before, accommodating the aforementioned supplicant in the 
cause described above with proof of all favourable assistance. 
 

Signed in our city of Brussels in our name, and personal seal, ...  
June 19, 1615. 
 

By order of their Illustriousnesses.’151 
 

The above ordinance, now at the State Archives in Brussels, provided 
Lummenaeus with free access to whichever abbey, library, state institution, 
etc., he thought could provide him with the information needed for 
accurately describing the ‘histoire belgique de notre temps’. It must have 
constituted the ultimate opportunity for Lummenaeus to regularly leave the 
abbey and travel around and beyond Flanders.  

Both the ordinance and Lummenaeus’ request make clear that the 
initiative for writing this history lay with the bishop of Ghent, at the time 
Frans van den Burch (1613-1616).152  This, it seems, is inconsistent with 
Lummenaeus’ own words on the subject some ten years later, in a letter to 
the papal nuncio in Brussels, Guidi di Bagno. There, it is noted in an outline 
of this letter provided by Bernhard de Meester, Lummenaeus says that 
Archduke Albert had charged him with writing the history of the troubles in 
the Netherlands. However, the subject had been difficult, complex and 
delicate, and he therefore rather preferred to write a local history of the 
Holy Virgin, similar to the ones written earlier by Lipsius and Puteanus.153 

                                                 
151  Les Archiducqs / A tous Abbez, Recteurs d’Universitez, Baillyz, Escoutettes, Maires, 
Bourgm[estr]res, Eschevins, et tous autres noz justiciers, officiers, et Gens de Loy de noz villes de 
pardeca, salut et dilection. De la part de Jacques Cornille de Lummen dit de la Marca nous a esté 
remonstré que il auroit esté requiz par l’evesque de Gand d’escrire l’histoire Belgicque de n[ost]re temps 
et qu’a ces fins il desirerait d’avoir acces aux bibliothecques, archives, ... livres, memoires et munimens ... 
[utiles?] a son intention, ... nous a bien humblement supplié qu’il nous pleust luy permectre les acces, et 
de ce luy faire depescher noz l[ett]res en tel cas neces[sair]e. / A tous pour ces causes et le desir qu’avons 
de gratiffier le supp[lian]t en une si louable entreprinse enfin qu’il puist accomplir son intention avecq 
plus d’asseurance et faciliter et observer en tout la punctualite necessaire selon la verite des choses, a ce que 
ses labeurs puissent cy apres servir au bien de la posterite, vous requerons et a ch[ac]un de vous en 
particulier que lors que led[it] supp[lian]t se trouvera par devers vous a la cause, et effort que dessus, le 
veuilliez assister des memoires et remarcques que pouriez avoir servans a l’histoire de n[ost]re temps qu’il 
entend escrire et mectre en lumiere a ce meu et incite par l’evesque de Gand, co[m]me dict est, 
acco[m]modant led[it] supp[lian]t en ce que dessus avecq demonstrance de toute favorable assistence. / 
Donne en n[ost]re ville de Bruxelles soubz n[ost]re nom, et cachet secret cy ... le xixe de juing, l’an xvic et 
quinze. / Par ordonnance de leurs al[tess]es ser[enissi]mes. 
152 It has been suggested that Lummenaeus was granted the assignment because of the 
history he had written of the Dukes of Burgundy, printed with the Opera omnia. Cf. 
Vermaseren, De katholieke nederlandse geschiedschrijving, 214. Cf. also appendix one to this 
thesis. Lummenaeus considered Van den Burch one of his patrons: he dedicated the first 
homily of the collection Pleias sacra (1617) to the Ghent bishop. Cf. A4vo / p. 8. 
153 A summary of this letter has been provided by De Meester, Correspondance du nonce 
Giovanni-Francesco Guidi di Bagno, 768-769, but he does not provide the actual text. The 
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But even though the Archdukes had had to give their permission, the text of 
the request and the ordinance suggest that it was ultimately not at their 
orders that Lummenaeus should have gone to work. B.A. Vermaseren, 
basing himself on De Meester’s outline of Cornelius’ letter to Bagno, 
understandably assumes that the Archduke himself had given the historical 
assignment to Lummenaeus, but the archival evidence suggests otherwise.154 
Therefore, Vermaseren’s hypothesis that the Archduke was anxiously trying 
to initiate a full Catholic account of the troubles – at the time non-existent –, 
that could serve as a counter-weight against the history books from the 
northern provinces, should perhaps be somewhat modified. 

Whether or not Cornelius initially set out to work on this history, we 
can not be sure. In 1624, while in Rome, he does mention his plan of 
publishing a history on the Dukes of Burgundy and the Archdukes Albert 
and Isabelle shortly (perhaps an extended version of his 1613 Duces 
Burgundiae, or a follow-up), which – according to Lummenaeus – Albert had 
once ordered him to write. Whether Lummenaeus is here referring to the 
‘history of our time’, we do not know.155 As to the reason why he never 
finished it, even though the necessary paperwork had already been arranged, 
we can only guess. Advancing from his not entirely correct hypothesis, 
Vermaseren suggests that Lummenaeus was perhaps forced into a direction 
he disliked and therefore gave up the assignment. After all, those books that 
were published on the subject in 1623 and 1630, had been banned.156 Perhaps, 
however, the assignment or funding was cancelled when Van den Burch was 
succeeded as bishop of Ghent by Jacob Boonen in 1617. One can only 
guess at what would have been when Lummenaeus had actually written this 

                                                                                                                                            
letter (dated 25 August 1626 from Ghent) is today preserved in the archive of the Guidi 
di Bagno family at the Castello di Torriana di MonteBello (Rimini, Italy), which I have 
not been able to consult. I sincerely thank Simona Brunetti and Marco Prandoni for their 
help in locating and accessing the Bagno-archive. 
154 Vermaseren, De katholieke Nederlandse geschiedschrijving, 214; 222-223. 
155 Cf. Lummenaeus’ dedicatory letter of 7 June 1624 from Rome to Rodericus Gomez de 
Sylva, councillor to the king of Spain and legate to Pope Urban VIII: Prolixior ero, cum 
Duces Burgundiae, et successive Austriae Principes, Belgarum meorum Dominos, sive res eorum gestas 
(quas apud me adfectas habeo) sub auspiciis Excellent[iae] T[uae] proxime in lucem vulgabo. Decreverat 
mihi olim hanc Provinciam Sereniss[imus] Albertus, Princeps meus, instante Illustrissimo, et 
Reverendissimo Cameracen[si] Archipr[aesule], diplomate suo, super hoc, ad me misso, paulo antequam 
e vivis apud nos excederet (Praesepe Domini, A2ro-vo). Lummenaeus’ interest in historiography is 
further illustrated by a reference in Raphael de Beauchamps’ history of the abbey of 
Marchiennes (near Douai). Apparently, Lummenaeus had provided him with an old 
document that was of great importance for the abbey’s history: Vetus nempe membranula 
Blandiniensis Ecclesiae, situ, et squalore obsita, quam prosa et metro clarus Benedictinae familiae 
Alumnus, et perdignus Asceta R[everendus] Dom[i]nus Iacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca, mihi 
id genus solidos inquirenti thesauros arte typographica in lucem producendos, ne alioqui edaci intereant 
ipsa vetustate, officiose exhibuit in haec verba excipiundam, et opportune luci tradendam, etc. Cf. De 
Beauchamps, Historiae Franco-Merovingicae synopsis, 491. 
156 Vermaseren, De katholieke Nederlandse geschiedschrijving, 223.  
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work, since it would most likely have generated the interest of a much 
broader audience than could be reached just by his Biblical sermons and 
tragedies; it would, given the subject, probably have had difficulty in staying 
clear from North-South controversies, and may thus have initiated reactions 
and/or polemics. Unfortunately, we will perhaps never know.157 It seems, in 
any case, that not much publicity was given to the assignment, and that 
Lummenaeus started preparing anew for an Italian journey soon afterwards. 
We should not forget that his own words on the matter – that the subject 
was too delicate and complicated – stemmed from some ten years later, and 
were perhaps mainly employed to justify his earlier decision not to complete 
this particular assignment, in order to procure another one. 
 
Nonetheless, several other works did make it to the printer’s office in the 
years 1615-1621. Besides many preliminary poems published in friends’ 
work,158 Lummenaeus had a total of four works published at the printing 
house of Cornelius Marius in Ghent: two tragedies (Bustum Sodomae (1615) 
and Amnon (1617)) and two collections of homiliae (Pleias sacra (1617) and 
Corona Virginea (1618)). These collections of sermons also make clear that 
Lummenaeus not only delivered his speeches in Ghent (at the Mons 
Blandinius, as well as with the Dominicans and the Jesuits), but also in 
Bruges.159 It is likely that Hyas sacra, another collection of seven homilies – 
discussed above, p. 47(nt138) – was also set to appear at the printing house 
of Marius in 1617 or 1618. It may be that the edition got reworked and 
extended, and was eventually to appear as the 1618 collection of twelve 
homilies, Corona Virginea, though both works are mentioned separately by 
Valerius Andreas as having appeared with Marius.160 Furthermore, another 
collection of hundred religious speeches, entitled Hecatombe, was announced 
by Lummenaeus.161 It is also mentioned by Sanderus in 1624, followed by a 
list of some seventeen homilies which Sanderus had personally read, most of 
which would eventually be printed separately or in other collections.162 The 

                                                 
157 Did the assignment perhaps create animosity between Lummenaeus and Puteanus, 
since the Louvain professor was the official royal historiographer? 
158 Cf. Vanderhaeghen, Bibliotheca Belgica, III, 1166, and appendix one to this thesis. 
159 Cf. e.g. Corona Virginea, homilia IX (delivered in Bruges with the Dominicans on 8 
August 1613), and homilia X (delivered in Bruges with the Augustinians on 28 August 
1617). 
160 Andreas, Bibliotheca Belgica, 215 (edition 1623); 159 (edition 1643). The Hyas sacra is also 
listed by Lipenius, Bibliotheca realis, 37 (Iac. Corn. Lummenaei Hyas Sacra s. VII. Homiliae 
sacrae. Gandav. 1617). The entry may simply have been copied from Andreas. 
161 Hecatomben meam sacram Ill[ustrissi]mo Heroi n[ost]ro [i.e. Borromaeo] inscriptam, tum etiam 
sacros aliquot threnos Amplit[udini] V[estrae] nuncupatos brevi, ubi typis exierint, videbis. Letter to 
Sacco in Milan, Ambrosiana, G.256, ff. 58ro-59ro (as above, p. 48). 
162  Habet [sc. Lummenaeus] et prae manibus Hecatombem, sive Homilias centum, de variis 
religionis Christianae mysteriis. Quas ex iis homilias ego legi, hae sunt etc. Cf. Sanderus, De 
Gandavensibus, 60-61. The entry has been copied to Andreas’ 1643 edition of the 
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substantial Hecatombe-collection as such seems not to have made it to the 
finishing line.163 
 
 

1622-1626: The Italian deception? 
 

At the instigation of, among others, the papal nuncio in Brussels, abbot 
Schayck granted Lummenaeus permission to depart for Italy, be it – as 
becomes clear from Schayck’s response to nuncio Bagno – reluctantly: 
  

‘I would nevertheless dare to assure you that if Borromeo 
would actually have seen the man, so obese and fat, full of 
harmful fluids and round as a ball, that he would surely agree 
with me and judge that he, carrying his body as such a heavy 
load, would definitely not be able to endure or withstand the 
difficulties and hardships of such a long journey, across so 
many rocky outcrops and snowy mountains, without the 
evident danger of death, even according to others.’164 

 
The journey would not be without danger – as his brother Ludovicus would 
come to experience as well –, not only because of mountains and snow, but 

                                                                                                                                            
Bibliotheca Belgica, 159: Meditabatur editionem Hecatombes, sive Homiliarum centum, de variis 
Religionis Christianae mysteriis.  
163  Sanderus (De Gandavensibus, 60) also mentions two other tragedies, which have 
apparently not survived: Absalon, seu miseranda exitu clausa in patrem Davidem Absalonis filii 
rebellis, as well as Anastasius, sive perfidia fulminata. Both works are not mentioned by 
Valerius Andreas. Angelus Gryllus also refers to the Absalon tragedy in his letter dated 28 
June 1622 (printed in Musae Lacrymantes, I3vo). It may have been circulating in manuscript 
and was perhaps never printed. Vanderhaeghen (Bibliotheca Belgica, III, 1161-1162) insists 
that the perioche preserved at the University library of Ghent (sign. G61442) of an 
Absalon tragedy, performed at the Jesuit college in Ghent in 1625, is Lummenaeus’; James 
Parente (‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 216) convincingly argues against it: the 
Jesuit piece consists of three acts only and has apparently much more dialogue than is 
customary in Lummenaeus’ plays. Additionally, contrary to Lummenaeus’ other plays, the 
play has been divided into many separate scenes, up to six per act. It may, ofcourse, have 
been an adaption of Lummenaeus’ piece. He himself, it may be noted, had at the time 
(March 1625) not yet returned from Rome. The perioche is entitled: Tragoedia Absalon 
Exhibenda a Poësios studiosis Collegii Societatis Iesu, Gandavi Martii, 1625 (Ghent: Ioannes 
Kerckhovius, 1625). 
164 (...) Ausim tamen affirmare ut si [Borromaeus] vidisset hominem tam obesum et crassum, corruptis 
humoribus penitus repletum et instar globi quasi rotundum, mecum haud dubie sentiret ac iudicaret illum 
cum tam ingenti corporis mole tanti itineris difficultates ac molestias, per tot rupes et nivosos montes, sine 
evidenti mortis periculo aliorum etiam iudicio minime sufferre ac sustinere posse. (...), BNFr, Mns. 
Latins 5174, f. 119vo; 5175a, p. 395 (De Meester, Correspondance du nonce Giovanni-Francesco 
Guidi di Bagno, 158). The letter is dated 16 February 1622. 
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also because the routes in itself might be unsafe.165 And they were already so 
for a healthy man, let alone for someone in bad health, obese and fat, 
swollen with fluids like a ball. Lummenaeus’ humanist friend Jacob van 
Zevecote addressed the undertaking in a long elegy, him, too, underlining 
the dangers that his friend would have to face, and the hardships he was 
going to have to endure.166 Though Van Zevecote does not mention any 
physical ailments, the journey is nonetheless not going to be easy: 
 
 ‘Ah, each time cold will scorch your palms, 
    You shall wish you were back at your paternal fireplace. 
 Ah, each time you will see rocks towering over you, 
    You shall desire to see your Blandinian home again. 
 And when winds will constantly torture your weary face, 
    You shall continuously bear these things with real anguish. 
 Oh what have I done? What dementia ordered me, 
    Fool that I am, to stray this far from my ancestral shores?’167 
 
As an elegy, the poem does not congratulate the addressee with his travel 
plans, and it has clearly not been written in a cheerful mood. Rather, the 
poet appears truly worried about Lummenaeus’ undertaking, provides him 
with a crash course in geography, advises him which routes to take, which 
certainly not to take, and how to avoid being captured and carried off as a 
prisoner: 
 
 ‘Ah, let such an impressive poet not fall into the Turc’s hands, 
    Or become a victim of crime at the Tyrrhenian sea. 
 But rather overcome the dire rocks of the Alps 
    Through the neighbouring kingdom of Savoy, 
 And safely cross the farmlands of Piedmont, 
    And the safe fields cultivated by the rich Insubrian. 
 May thus the desired kisses of your patron touch you, 
    May thus the cloudless days be full of happiness for you.’168 
                                                 
165 Cf. also below with regard to Lummenaeus’ return route, when he decided not to go 
by Basel. 
166 Zevecotius, Poemata (1622), elegia III.5, p. 57ff.; Id., Poemata (1623), II.14, p. 207ff. 
The elegy is partly published in Nauta’s Schets van de geschiedenis der Latijnsche dichtkunst in 
Nederland (p. 32) in order to illustrate Zevecotius’ dexterity in writing Latin poetry. 
167 Ah quoties lassas urent dum frigora plantas, / Optabis patriis rursus adesse focis. / Ah quoties 
capiti dum saxa minantia cernes, / Blandinii cupies tecta videre tui. / Dumque frequens fesso flatus 
trepidabit in ore, / Talia non ficto saepe dolore feres. / O ego quid feci? quae me dementia iussit / A 
patriis miserum tam procul ire plagis? 
168 Ah cave ne tantus Turcae servire poeta, / Tyrrhenive scelus debeat esse freti. / Sed magis invicti per 
proxima regna Sabaudi, / Alpini supera tetrica saxa iugi. / Et Pedemontanos securus perge per agros, 
/ Tutaque quae dives Insuber arva colit. / Sic tibi contingant optati Praesulis ora, / Sic tibi felices sint 
sine nube dies. 
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On this brief, wishful note the poem ends. Not only Lummenaeus’ friends, 
but also his family had attempted to discourage him from the undertaking, if 
we can believe Schayck’s words in this respect:  
  

‘(...) until finally – though even his parents, brothers and friends 
did not want him to go and gravely advised against the 
undertaking – he extorted permission from me by sickening 
force, to leave for Milan (and not further), to the 
aforementioned illustrious cardinal Mr. Borromeo, where my 
letter of permission allowed him to go. (...)’169 

 
All in all, it appears that his departure was ill-advised in the eyes of many, be 
it for different reasons. 170  Nonetheless, on 1 March 1622 Lummenaeus 
received his abbot’s permission to leave Ghent for Federico Borromeo in 
Milan. Whether or not this permission was limited to Milan is essentially 
what the squabble would be all about. The actual text reads:171 

                                                 
169 (...) donec tandem invitis et reclamantibus etiam parentibus, fratribus ac amicis, per vim et aegre 
veniam [sc. Cornelius] extorqueret ut Mediolanum, et non ulterius, ad praefatum Illustrissimum 
Dominum Cardinalem Borromaeum concederet, prout Dimissoriales meae sonabant (...). Vat.Barb.Lat., 
6795, ff. 1-2 (cf. above, p. 24nt47). This is one of those three letters with similar content 
written by Schayck. One variation reads: Praeterea oportet scire illum hinc (extorta per 
importunitatem licentia, invitis etiam fratribus et consanguineis suis) discessisse Mediolanum ad 
Ill[ustrissi]mum D[ominum] cardinalem Borromaeum, etc. (cf. Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à 
Marca’, 36-38; RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 (no. 2; not dated)); the third omits this passage (cf. 
Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 27-29; RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, 17 February 1623). 
170 Puteanus wishes Lummenaeus a successful journey: Videbunt te Itali et lumen Belgarum 
dicent. Ut prosperum iter sit, voveo (printed in Lummenaeus’ Rosarium (1623), A2vo). 
171 Nos Joachimus Arsenius, Dei et Ap[osto]licae sedis permissione, Abbas monasterii S. Petri iuxta 
Gandavum, ord[inis] S[anc]ti Benedicti, sedi Ap[osto]licae immediate subiecti, et exemptorum 
monast[eriorum] eiusdem ordinis per Belgium visitator, concessimus D[omin]o Jacobo Cornelio 
Lummenaeo a Marca, religioso presbytero dicti n[ost]ri monasterii, licentiam proficiscendi Mediolanum 
ad Illustrissimum D[ominum] cardinalem Borromaeum a se iam saepius evocato ac invitato. Quare 
universos et singulos, ac imprimis D.D. praelatos eiusdem n[ost]ri ord[inis] rogamus, ut si quando ad 
eos dictum nostrum religiosum divertere contigerit, ipsi auxilio et consilio adesse non dedignentur. Idem 
humanitatis ac charitatis officium reciproce a se commendatis (quando occasio sese obtulerit), semper 
praestare parati sumus. In cuius confirma[tio]nem, haec propria manu et sigillo munivimus. / Actum in 
d[ic]to n[ost]ro monast[eri]o S[anc]ti Petri ipsis calendis martiis 1622. RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224. All 
letters in this register have been published in full by Varenbergh (‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 
passim), except the letter by Antonius Sanderus from 1620 (Varenbergh, ‘id.’, 20; cf. 
appendix six). Although Varenbergh’s transcriptions are sometimes rather inaccurate and, 
especially to modern editing standards, far from flawless, the edition for the most part 
does the job of proficiently presenting the letters’ contents. Due to limitations in the 
available time, as well as the purpose of this biographical presentation, here is not the 
place for a new edition of the RAG-letters, nor of the letters preserved in other 
collections throughout Europe. Where applicable and noteworthy, I will quote passages 
and refer to specific errors. The transcriptions here provided are all based on the original 
documents, unless otherwise stated. 
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‘We, Joachim Arsenius, by permission of God and the 
Apostolic See abbot of St. Peter’s near Ghent, of the Order of S. 
Benedict, immediately subjected to the Apostolic See, and 
visitator of the exempt monasteries of the same Order in 
Belgium, grant permission to Mr. Jacobus Cornelius 
Lummenaeus à Marca, monastic and priest of our 
aforementioned monastery, to depart for Milan to the 
Illustrious cardinal Mr. Borromeo, by whom he has been 
summoned and invited already more than once. Therefore, we 
ask of all and each, prelates of our own Order in particular, 
when it happens that our said monastic should turn to them, 
that they will readily come to his assistance with aid and advice. 
This task of humanity and charity we are always prepared to 
return to those who are commended by him (if the opportunity 
should have presented itself). In confirmation of this, I have 
personally sealed and signed this attestation. 

 

Signed in said monastery of St. Peter’s, on 1 March 1622.’ 
 
The letter granted Lummenaeus permission to leave for Milan, but one 
could argue that, strictly speaking, it is not limited to Milan. As we have seen, 
Schayck would later certainly be much more explicit in limiting the 
permission that had been granted. The idea, however, is probably that, since 
such permission at least in the dimissoriales is not specifically granted, it was 
simply not allowed for Lummenaeus to travel elsewhere, on which the two 
men had perhaps verbally agreed. 
 
It is here that Emile Varenbergh picks up on Lummenaeus’ trail, describing 
his Italian journey by means of the letters directed to abbot Schayck, now 
preserved at the State Archives in Ghent. Based on this in itself fairly 
extensive collection of correspondence, Varenbergh constructs a rather 
miserable image of dire poverty, sickness and hardship, which ultimately led 
to Lummenaeus’ impoverished return to Belgium. In different libraries 
through Europe, however, there is still more correspondence to be found 
with regard to this period. Orbaan, Pasture and De Meester have diligently 
gone through many collections of manuscripts, and have registered 
numerous interesting items related to Lummenaeus’ adventures in Italy. 
Varenbergh, however, had had to limit his biographical presentation to the 
letters preserved in Ghent. As a result, he was only able to sketch a limited 
picture and lost track of Lummenaeus in 1625, only to pick up the trail again 
in 1628. In this section, we will again trace Lummenaeus’ steps, retelling the 
story already told by Varenbergh, but this time adorned with archival 
material that, though long since available and registered, has not yet been 
combined and duly interpreted. Several letters from abbot Arsenius Schayck 
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to various Italian dignitaries provide a valuable reservoir of background 
information and, by throwing a different light on events, form an excellent 
repoussoir for a more balanced reconstruction of the Italian journey of 1622-
1625, for which most information otherwise derives only from Lummenaeus 
himself. 
 
      

Arrival in Milan 
 

With the permission finally granted, Cornelius – with a servant 172  – 
immediately set out for Milan, even though Borromeo seemed ever more 
unwilling to receive him: March 5 we find him in Courtrai, heading south; 
March 18 he is in Douai, and on April 8 in Paris.173 Already on the 18th of 
May, 1622, he is in Milan, at the monastery of S. Simplicianus. On this date, 
Lummenaeus wrote a letter to Borromeo, by whom – the letter makes clear 
– he had already been received in audience. Soon afterwards, however, 
Lummenaeus had become ill and – though treated well at Simplicianus – 
was unable to again make his appearance at Borromeo’s court. But because 
of his long journey and unexpected expenses, he was by then already forced 
to ask his patron for money to pay off a debt of twenty gold pieces he had 
attracted while waiting for a bill of exchange from his abbot. But 
Lummenaeus had sent the request only reluctantly: ‘Necessity is too crude a 
weapon, which has forced me this far, to the point of becoming 
disrespectful.’ 174  It may have been necessity that forced him to beg for 
money with his Italian patron, but the impudence deployed would soon 
prove no exception. Most letters that have come down to us, from this 
particular one onward, are usually at least partly about his lack of money and 

                                                 
172  References to this servant (famulus) – apparently the, otherwise unknown, son of 
Johannes Schoondonck –, can be found a.o. in letters from Lummenaeus to Schayck of 
17 August 1622 (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 no 6; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 24-25); 
of 5 August 1622 (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 no 5; Varenbergh, id., 23-24); of November 11 
1623 (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 no 16; Varenbergh, id., 43-44); of 9 December 1623 (RAG, 
S.P. 34 II 1224 no 18; Varenbergh, id., 134-135). In the case of Hugo Grotius, ‘famulus’ 
was the word used for his private secretary. Cf. Nellen, Hugo de Groot, 170. It is unclear 
what exactly Lummenaeus’ famulus was meant to do. 
173 March 5 in Courtrai: letter from Lummenaeus to nuncio Guidi di Bagno (De Meester, 
Correspondance du nonce Giovanni-Francesco Guidi di Bagno, 158nt4); March 18 in Douai: 
dedicatory letter to Ph. De Cavarel (Abimelechus, A2ro-A3ro; ante profectionem meam Italicam, 
quam nunc adorno ad amantissimum mei principem Card. Borromaeum); April 8 in Paris: letter to 
Grotius, cf. below p. 61. 
174  Nimirum durum telum necessitas, quae me huc compulit et paene impudentem fieri coegit. 
Ambrosiana, G.256, f. 79ro-vo (Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 94-95). 
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contain fairly bold requests. Thus, the first tangible evidence of 
Lummenaeus’ stay in Italy would prove a clear marker of what lay ahead.175  
 But already in this early stage of his journey there appear to be some 
discrepancies in the information that has come down to us. As we have seen 
– and will come to see over and over again – Lummenaeus’ main (publicly 
expressed) reason for traveling to Italy was his poor health. Therefore, his 
Abbot finally granted him permission to leave for Milan. But already from 
the start there may have been some (deliberate) misunderstandings between 
Cornelius and his superior. The latter, in fact, wrote in his letter of 24 April 
1624 to cardinal Fr. Barberini: ‘But alas! Apparently, his actual presence 
diminished his fame, since he had been sent away not long after, and placed 
there in the monastery of S. Simplicianus.’ 176  Schayck supposed that 
Lummenaeus had been unexpectedly stored away by the cardinal at S. 
Simplicianus. However, it had all along been Lummenaeus’ intention to find 
residence at the aforementioned monastery, as we learn from his letter to 
Borromeo of 21 November 1621: ‘I long to enjoy the friendliness and 
goodwill of your illustrious Highness and therefore now gladly accept the 
invitation, which your illustrious Highness has offered me not once, in the 
monastery of S. Simplicianus, with the religious brothers of my Order: there 
will be nothing more welcome or pleasant to me than their company.’177 

There is, however, yet another, perhaps more important issue that has 
remained unnoticed. Schayck, in his various letters, underlined the fact that 
Lummenaeus was not supposed to leave Milan and to travel elsewhere. But 
Cornelius nevertheless moved quite a bit around the northern parts of Italy, 
before eventually ending up in Rome. He himself claimed that he was forced 
to move around in order to procure a decent living, and he communicated 
as much to his abbot: if cardinal Borromeo could not provide him with at 
least the bare necessities, and the monastics of S. Simplicianus refused to 
                                                 
175 Saccus, too, revealed as much to Puteanus already on 18 May 1622, shortly after 
Lummenaeus’ arrival in Italy: the cardinal seemed unwilling to harbour the Ghent 
monastic, the Benedictine congregation was unable to harbour him, and he was 
constantly short of money, of which – according to Sacco – he had simply not brought 
enough. Cf. KBBr, ms 19112-2 (15 kal. Jun.). 
176 Sed eheu! Ut apparet, minuit praesentia famam, quia non multo post dimissus, in Monasterio S. 
Simpliciani ibidem collocatus fuit (...). Vat.Barb.Lat., 6795, ff. 1-2 (cf. above, p. 24nt47). 
177  Frui itaque desidero humanitate et benevolentia Illustrissimae Celsitudinis Vestrae atque adeo 
libenter nunc accipio hospitalem tesseram quam non semel obtulit Illustrissima Celsitudo Vestra in 
monasterio Sancti Simpliciani apud religiosos confratres ordinis mei, quo sane contubernio nihil mihi 
gratius aut jucundius accidere potest. Ambrosiana, G.232, f. 219ro-vo (Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal 
Federico Borromeo’, 93-94). Lummenaeus’ earlier letter of 10 November 1619 to Sacco 
in Milan (quoted above, cf. p. 48) had also specifically included the request for a stay at S. 
Simplicianus: Rogo vero te et vehementer obtestor, quatenus mihi patrocinari digneris apud 
amantissimum mei principem Borromaeum, ut cum bona gratia et auctoritate ipsius liceat mihi ad unum 
atque alterum annum hospitari ad Sancti Simpliciani in monasterio nostri Ordinis, adjuncto mihi uno 
ex confratribus meis, quicum studiorum meorum laborem hactenus divido et qui mihi sic operam navat, 
ut eo carere non possim. 
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harbor him for an extended period of time due to restrictions set to their 
hospitality, he would try his luck elsewhere. But Lummenaeus may have had 
a hidden agenda, and seemed to have been planning an ecclessiastical 
equivalent to a humanist peregrinatio academica all along. Already in a letter to 
the famous Dutch humanist Hugo Grotius from Paris on 8 April 1622178  
the Ghent Benedictine revealed his plans: ‘I am now in Paris, and I am 
enthusiastically heading for Italy, to my dearest lord cardinal Borromeo. 
From there, when the heat of summer has mostly passed, I will continue to 
Rome, to the Illustrious Borghese, my Maecenas and singular patron as well. 
Ah, if only Rome can come up to my expectations!’ 179  In retrospect, 
Cornelius had all along been setting the stage for his visit to the Eternal City. 
Already his letters, gifts and dedications from 1617-1621 to the Rome-based 
cardinals Scipione Borghese and Ludovico Ludovisi can be considered his 
early preparations.180 And thus, immediately after his arrival in Milan, he 
started preparing to set out for Rome. He sent out two almost identical 
letters,181 adorned with gifts, to the cardinals Maffeo Barberini and Ludovisi 

                                                 
178 Grotius, having escaped from imprisonment in Holland, had arrived in Antwerp at the 
end of March 1621, and departed for Paris on 3 April, where he would receive 
Lummenaeus’ letter in 1622. Cf. Nellen, Hugo de Groot, 258-261. Had they perhaps 
personally met, either in Antwerp or Paris? 
179 Lutetiae Parisiorum nunc sum et magnis animis in Italiam tendo ad amantissimum mei Principem 
Card. Borromaeum, ut porro adulta aestate, cum deseruerit calor, Romam proficiscar ad Ill[ustrissi]mum 
Burghesium, Maecenatem item meum et Patronum singularem; atque o utinam talem Romam inveniam, 
qualem opto! The letter has been published by Vanderhaeghen (with the wrong date of 6 
April) and was at the time in the possession of the library of Ghent University, which had 
perhaps acquired the letter at an auction in Amsterdam in 1882 (cf. [Muller], Catalogue de 
la collection importante de lettres autographes, 45, no. 312 (Correspondance de Grotius): [lettre 
de] Limmenaeus (sic) à Marca, Gand 1622). According to the transcription of 
Vanderhaeghen, it was dated from Paris, not from Ghent. The letter is also recorded in 
the edition of Grotius’ correspondence (Grotius, Briefwisseling van Grotius, no. 739a, pp. 
196-197). The original currently appears to be lost. 
180 Cf. e.g. the letter from cardinal Borghese printed in Corona Virginea (1618), dated 26 
August 1617, in which he renders thanks for a copy of (probably) Pleias sacra (1617); or cf. 
the dedication of Saul (1621) to Ludovisi (A2ro-A3ro).  
181 Respectively Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, f. 168 and Vat.Barb.Lat., 6510, f. 73. Both Pasture 
(‘Inventaire de la Bibliothèque Barberini’, 110) and Orbaan (Bescheiden in Italië, 364, no. 
347) mixed up the addressees of both letters. Proof of the addressee of the letter to 
Ludovisi (ms 6510, f. 73) is not only provided by the actual address on the letter’s verso 
( (...) Card. Ludovisio, S.R.E. Camerario etc. Domino et Patrono meo colendiss. / Romam), but also 
by the reference to the dedication of the tragedy Saul (Interim Abimelechum Tragoediam 
sacram mitto, et doleo imprimis, quod rescire hactenus non mereor, quo vultu Saulem alteram tragoediam 
nuper acceperit, quam Ill[ustrissi]mae Celsit[udinis] V[estrae] patrocinio libens merito consecravi). The 
Saul (or at least some copies of it, cf. above) had indeed been dedicated to Ludovisi (5 
September, 1621). 



 62

in Rome, both dated May 19 1622. In these letters he asked directly for an 
invitation to come to the Urbs and to be received in their patronage.182 

His arrival in Rome, however, was still a long time coming. It seems 
that lack of money withheld Lummenaeus from actually moving anywhere. 
Apparently, both Schayck and Borromeo did not provide the Ghent 
Benedictine with the funds he needed. On the 23rd of June 1622, 
Lummenaeus sent a letter to the papal nuncio in Brussels, who had, earlier 
in the year,183 already successfully intervened with Schayck at Lummenaeus’ 
request. Once again his help in this matter was sought, and Cornelius would 
like him to persuade his abbot to send more funds to Milan.184 Whether or 
not nuncio Guidi di Bagno actually did as requested, remains uncertain.185 

Funded or not, Lummenaeus decided he had waited long enough and 
was preparing to leave Milan. It was, however, mid-summer, and his friends 
persuaded him to wait until at least mid-August, when temperatures would 
ease.186 On 5 August, Lummenaeus wrote a letter to Schayck – apparently, 
he had written to Ghent several times before, but he had not received an 
answer –,187 saying he had arrived in Milan, where he benefitted greatly from 
the favorable climate. Other than a request for money – it seems the letter 
to Bagno had not (yet) produced the desired effect – Lummenaeus indirectly 

                                                 
182 Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, f. 168, to Maffeo Barberini: Utinam porro Romam videre mihi liceat, et 
purpuram Ill[ustrissi]mae Cels[itudinis] V[estrae] coram honorare, quam absens amplector; nam post 
sacra altaria, illud huc imprimis me invitare potest, ut genua Ill[ustrissi]mae Celsit[udinis] V[estrae] 
liceat mihi coram venerari; cf. also Vat.Barb.Lat. 6510, f. 73, to Ludovisi: Utinam porro Romam 
videre mihi liceat, et purpuram tuam coram amplecti, quam absens veneror; suspirabo tantisper, dum 
mihi liceat in clientela Ill[ustrissi]mae Celsit[udinis] V[estrae] Urbem principem adorare. 
183 Cf. above, p. 55. 
184 De Meester, Correspondance du nonce Giovanni-Francesco Guidi di Bagno, 214 and 214nt1-2. 
I have been unable to consult these letters referred to by De Meester, since they are 
preserved in the private archives of the Guidi di Bagno family, and I therefore rely on the 
summary he provided (cf. above, p. 52nt153). 
185  Bagno, according to De Meester (Correspondance du nonce Giovanni-Francesco Guidi di 
Bagno, 214nt2), asked Schayck for ample funds on behalf of Lummenaeus in February 
1623, to which Schayck (in June 1623) responded that he had already sent 300 florins. 
However, it seems unlikely that this correspondence constitutes the direct answer to 
Lummenaeus’ original request of June 1622, since already more than half a year had 
passed. 
186 Letter (dated 28 July 1622) to Antonio Olgiati, prefect of the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana 
(Ambrosiana, G.256, f. 80ro; Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 95): Decreveram ab 
aliquot diebus Mediolano discedere et Illustrissimo cardinali heroi nostro valedicere et gratias habere, sed 
quia passim mihi suadetur ut ante medium Augustum nihil moveam, nisi velim certum valetudinis 
periculum incurrere, statui supersedere et aliam coeli temperiem expectare. For Olgiati, see also 
Andreas, Imagines Doctorum Virorum, D5ro-vo. 
187  RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 (no. 5); Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 23-24. 
Lummenaeus had already been in Milan for about three months, so it would indeed be 
odd if the letter of 5 August would be his first. Whatever the case, this letter is the 
earliest to have been preserved in the archives of St. Peter’s abbey; it may be that earlier 
letters had simply not arrived. 
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announced the possibility of him travelling to Rome.188 This, as we have 
seen, had long since been his plan, and it seems that his communication to 
Schayck may not have been completely frank.  

Well before he could have received an answer from his abbot, the 
next letter to Ghent was already on its way. On 17 August 1622 
Lummenaeus reported to Schayck that he was truly comforted by the letter 
his servant had received from Joannes Schoondonck, his father: apparently, 
Schayck was willing to come to Lummenaeus’ aid. In the meantime, 
however, Cornelius had borrowed some money from a Belgian merchant, 
Adriaan Peninage, and he would like his abbot to refund the sum. 189 
Nonetheless, Schayck’s financial aid did not arrive, and it wouldn’t take long 
before Lummenaeus’ perpetual quest for money once again brought him 
knocking at the door of Borromeo. 

It proves difficult to reconstruct the manner in which Lummenaeus 
was received by Borromeo. The correspondence seems to make clear that he 
was granted an audience with the cardinal only a couple of times. Earlier 
however, at the end of July, Lummenaeus had requested to deliver a speech 
in the presence of cardinal Borromeo at the annual feast of the Assumption, 
on 15 August. 190  It appears the request was granted, 191  which in turn 
encouraged Lummenaeus to petition for extra funding once again. This time, 
however, he specifically asked the cardinal to keep those requests quiet, lest 
he feel ashamed.192  

After some four months in Milan, where Lummenaeus seems to have 
spent most of his time at the monastery of S. Simplicianus preparing 
publications and apparently not, as Schayck may initially have supposed, as 
an ‘employee’ at the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana, Lummenaeus moved on. It was 
already October, and the blazing heat of summer had started to fade: ‘I am 
now in Padua, near the springs of mount Aponus, very famous everywhere 
and wholesome especially to those, who suffer from hypochondria,193 and 
which the most experienced physicians have urgently advised and prescribed 

                                                 
188  Impertire aliquid obsecro, et si nihil hactenus de rore coeli mereor, de pinguedine terrae aliquid 
condona, vel in gratiam Ill[ustrissi]morum Cardinalium Patronorum meorum, Ludovisii, Bevilacquae, 
Burghesii, Farnesii, Barberini, Cobellutii, qui mihi Romae omnia pollicentur, et adeo saepiuscule et 
singulis fere septimanis, humanissimis suis litteris me intervisunt. In fact, Lummenaeus continues, 
his patrons might also be of great use to Schayck and the abbey, should the occasion 
present itself. RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 (no. 5); Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 23-24. 
189 RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, no. 6; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 24-25. 
190 Such was his request to Olgiati, prefect of the Ambrosiana library, in his letter of 28 
July. Cf. above, p. 62nt186. 
191  This homily may well have been the Triumphus Virginis, id est homilia sacra in festo 
Assumptae virginis dicta, printed separately in Rome, 1623. 
192 Ill[ustrissi]mae Celsit[udinis] S[uae] symbolam cum fiducia expectabo, sic tamen secreto fieri supplico, 
ut iterum atque iterum non erubescam. Ambrosiana, G.256, f. 81ro (Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal 
Federico Borromeo’, 96). The letter is dated 23 August 1622.  
193 For the use of the term hypochondria in early modern times, cf. above, p. 48nt142. 
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to cure the infection of the spleen, which had almost caused my death when 
underway.’194 No word on his intentions of travelling to Rome; rather, on his 
doctor’s advice he now resided in Padua.195 But the financial pressure was 
seemingly increasing, and he once again asked for cardinal Borromeo’s 
assistance in convincing the abbot to provide assistance to his expatriate 
monastic, preferably through the intervention of the bishop of Ghent.196 It 
may well be that Borromeo slowly grew tired of the troublesome 
Benedictine – or perhaps his presence was no longer desired to begin with, 
as Lummenaeus’ repeated requests for confirmation in late 1621 and Sacco’s 
letters to Puteanus might already have indicated. In any case, from this 
moment onwards Lummenaeus’ eyes are fixed upon his patrons in Rome, 
and his letter to Borromeo, sent from Padua on 19 November 1622, is the 
last letter containing such a request. Surprisingly, he actually asks for ample 
funding to enable his return to Belgium.197 

Whether he received the travel sum which he had requested or not, 
he was in any case not going to return to Ghent any time soon.198 On the 
                                                 
194 Patavii nunc dego apud fontes montis Aponi, toto orbe celeberrimos et salubres imprimis iis, quos 
hypochondria obruunt, qui proinde a peritissimis medicis mihi consulti et decreti sunt, splenis 
adfectionibus, qua me poene ad extrema in itinere deduxerant, percurandis. This letter to Borromeo 
is dated from Padua, 1 October 1622 (Ambrosiana, G.235, f. 189ro-vo, not recorded by 
Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’). 
195 While in Padua, Lummenaeus had many of his homilies printed in Venice (cf. the 
bibliography, appendix one). He dedicated his work to illustrious men like cardinal 
Scipione Cobelluzio, and sent his work to e.g. cardinal Farnese in Parma; the Ghent 
Benedictine was clearly extending his hunting grounds. Cf. e.g. Rosarium (1623), A2ro 
(Farnese), pp. 5-6 (Cobelluzio); or Musae lacrymantes (1628), Dd1ro (Farnese; 31 July 1622).  
196 At that moment, Lummenaeus was still waiting for some money said to have been 
sent by his superior to Venice. However, he himself is residing in Padua: he requested 
Borromeo’s answer to be directed to the Paduan monastery of S. Justina, so 
Lummenaeus could pick it up there. In other words, he appears not to have been able to 
actually reside there, though Lummenaeus’ follow-up to this letter (cf. above, nt194) 
suggests that Borromeo at least seems to have tried to commend the Ghent Benedictine 
in the care of the abbot of S. Justina, who was unfortunately absent at the time: Litteras 
Ill[ustrissi]mae Celsit[udinis] S[uae] accepi, et solito obsequio ori, pectori, et oculis admovi. R[everen]dus 
Praelatus S. Justinae impraesentiarum a domo abest, neque brevi admodum reditum polliceri videtur. 
Interim in angustiis hic sum, atque adeo veluti in catena sedeo, et suspiro; et quomodo iterum purpuram 
Ill[ustrissi]mae Celsit[udinis] T[uae] audebo vellicare? etc. (‘I have received Your Highness’ 
letter, and I have adored it as usual. The reverend prelate of S. Justina is momentarily 
absent, and probably does not return home anytime soon. In the meantime, I am in dire 
need of everything, and I am, as it where, chained, and gasping for air; and how shall I 
again dare to beg with Your Illustrious Highness?’). The letter is dated from Padua, 29 
October 1622 (Ambrosiana, G.256, f. 84ro; Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 96-
97). 
197 Ambrosiana G.256, f. 92ro; Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 98. The letter has 
been written from Padua, in hospitio seu potius ergastulo meo, ‘from my guesthouse, or rather: 
prison camp’. 
198 According to a letter from Schayck to cardinal Francesco Barberini, dated 24 April 
1624, Lummenaeus had used the money he had received from Borromeo not to return 
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contrary: by the beginning of March 1623, Lummenaeus’ tracks lead us to 
Rome. He may have used any funds that had been provided to get him to 
Rome, or perhaps he had truly received none and, having paved the way for 
patronage by several dignitaries, tried his luck anyway. In any case, on 4 
March 1623, he wrote from Rome to his abbot in Ghent: ‘I am now in 
Rome, truly sick of mind and body, and in need of everything, if not the 
Illustrious cardinals, my patrons, willingly look after me, and promise me 
every favor. But honestly, I am truly ashamed to beg, and I do not want to 
be in their debt, as long I can have my fair share in my Blandinian abbey. 
For the financial assistance granted to me (as I understand from friends’ 
letters) I sincerely thank your Reverence and I commend me in the strongest 
terms.199 The illustrious Carrarius – the papal chamberlain,200 and my most 
dedicated friend and patron – is currently arranging access to the Pope for 
me, whose Holiness I will gladly worship also in your reverend name.’201 
Though Lummenaeus arrived in Rome in fairly poor health, he argues that 
he can get the money he needs, but prefers not to beg for it. Besides: friends 
have told him that Schayck will soon provide the money he requested. To 
strengthen his case with the abbot, he remarks rather obliquely that, when 
granted an audience with the Pope, he will make sure to worship His 
Holiness also on Schayck’s behalf. 

But it would not make any difference. The relationship between 
Lummenaeus and Schayck – not the best of friends to begin with – seems to 
have been deteriorating rapidly. Already on 17 February 1623, Schayck sent 
one of his infamous letters (probably addressed to nuncio Bagno in Brussels) 
in which he denounced Lummenaeus’ loyalty and piety. 202  The abbot is 

                                                                                                                                            
home, as he was supposed to, but rather to initiate further travels throughout Italy, 
without Schayck having granted him permission to do so. Cf. Vat.Barb.Lat., 6795, ff. 1-2 
(as above, p. 24nt47). It may just as well be, however, that Lummenaeus never actually 
received any funding from Borromeo. 
199 de meliore nota: cf. Curius Cic. ep. ad fam. 7.29. 
200 I have found no other references to this Carrarius (Carrario/Carriero?). 
201 Romae nunc sum, vere aeger animi et corporis, et in angustiis rerum omnium, nisi quod Ill[ustrissi]mi 
Cardinales patroni mei benigne me respiciunt, et favorem omnem pollicentur. Ego vero (ingenue et candide 
dico) mendicare erubesco, neque in aere eorum esse volo, quamdiu in Blandinio meo partem et tunicam 
habere possum. Pro decreto mihi subsidio aliquo pecuniario (sicut ex amicorum litteris intelligo) gratias 
Amplit[tudini] T[uae] refero et me de meliore nota commendo. Ill[ustrissi]mus Carrarius, Palatinus 
pontificius, amicus et patronus mihi deditissimus, ad S[anctissimum] D[ominum] N[ostrum] molles 
aditus nunc mihi pandit, cuius purpuram R[everend]ae item tuae nomine libenter venerabor. RAG, S.P. 
34 II 1224, no. 8; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 29-30. 
202 The minutes of this letter are kept in RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, and have been published 
by Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 27-29. The latter supposed that it was directed to 
cardinal Borromeo, whom he erroneously designated as cardinal of S. Susanna, which 
was, in fact, Scipione Cobelluzio (cf. Lummenaeus’ dedication of Rosarium (1623), pp. 5-
6). Still, however, the letter mentions the cardinal of S. Susanna as patron of the 
Bibliotheca Ambrosiana in Milan, which indicates that the erroneous designation of 
Borromeo as cardinal of S. Susanna was, in fact, Schayck’s. Nonetheless, the text makes 
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highly surprised that he should be the one providing Lummenaeus with 
funds, since the latter was supposed to be set to work in the Ambrosiana. 
Furthermore, now that the Ghent Benedictine, contrary to his superior’s 
permission, had left Milan and S. Simplicianus, squandering his budget by 
traveling to and fro throughout Italy – why then should the abbey provide 
him with even more money, which he would only use for traveling even 
further? Schayck also seized the opportunity to elaborate upon 
Lummenaeus’ long record of monastic rebellion, impudence and impiety: 
several times before had he transferred his monastic to different places in 
Belgium, only for him to return completely penniless. But when 
Lummenaeus did stay at the abbey, he feigned sickness, so he did not have 
to join in with the others during mass or collective meals. In short – 
according to Schayck – Lummenaeus was a rebellious stumbling block for 
the other monks, who was, surprisingly, healthy enough to receive friends in 
his cell, to party and drink like a pig, and ignore Schayck’s warnings. Such a 
man, though of bright mind, was not suited for the secluded life of a 
monastery: no wonder he had already been tossed from the Capuchins’ nest 
earlier. Though Schayck’s negative tone is striking, in the end it all boiled 
down to this one question: who was going to pay for the monastic’s 
adventures? Granted permission to leave, Lummenaeus had solemnly vowed 
not to burden the abbey in the future. If he stayed in Ghent, he could have 
lived like the others, but it was he himself who had decided to leave.203 The 
abbey, Schayck concluded, simply did not have enough money to support 
such immorigeros, incorrigibiles ac vagabundos religiosos abroad.204 And even if there 
would be any money left, the parsimonious abbot – living up to his 
reputation as restorer of St. Peter’s abbey – would rather spend it on the 
restoration of his institute.205 Surely, this Herculean enterprise would have 
                                                                                                                                            
clear that it could impossibly have been addressed to Borromeo or Cobelluzio. Rather, in 
my opinion, the letter constitutes the answer to the papal nuncio in Brussels, Guidi di 
Bagno, who had written to Schayck on 8 February 1623 upon Lummenaeus’ request. Cf. 
De Meester, Correspondance du nonce Giovanni-Francesco Guidi di Bagno, 214nt2, and above (p. 
62nt185). The original copy of this letter of February 17, not mentioned in De Meester’s 
overview of Bagno’s correspondence, may simply not have been preserved. 
203  (...) sed eius potius sumptibus et impensis nutriendus, cuius obsequiis sese [sc. Lummenaeus] 
dedicavit, praecipue cum hinc discedens, se nunquam amplius quidquam petiturum a Monasterio nostro 
sancte premiserit, qui si hic nobiscum viveret secundum regulam S[anc]ti P[atris] Benedicti, haberet 
quoque ut caeteri, qui hic degunt. As previous note. 
204 Slightly different details are contained in the two extant variations of this letter (one 
possibly to Gaspard Scioppius, RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, s.d.; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à 
Marca, 36-38; the other to cardinal Fr. Barberini, Vat.Barb.Lat., 6795, ff. 1-2; as above, p. 
24nt47) will be addressed separately, where applicable. 
205 This remark can be found not in the letter of February 17, but as a variation in 
Schayck’s letter to Fr. Barberini of 24 April 1624 (Vat.Barb.Lat., 6795, ff. 1-2; as above, p. 
24nt47). For Schayck’s role in solving the – material and disciplinary – problems the 
abbey of St. Peter faced in the late sixteenth, early seventeenth century, cf. e.g. Berlière, 
‘La congrégation Bénédictine des exempts de Flandre’, 442-444. 
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demanded an all-out effort and may have been the cause of a low tolerance 
towards those who did not join in. 

Whoever the addressee of Schayck’s letter, the abbot’s thoughts on 
Lummenaeus were slowly seeping through to our monastic, if only because 
an answer to his many letters failed to come. 206  ‘I surely wonder,’ 
Lummenaeus wrote from Rome to Schayck on 29 April 1623, ‘how one can 
sink this low with someone, that he can this easily forget about his own 
people. The year has already passed, and so many months run by, in which, 
after so many letters from me, I have received not one word from your 
Reverence.’207 While his patrons – both in Milan and Rome – had all highly 
praised his work, they did not provide him with sufficient funds. The 
monastery of S. Simplicianus had been so kind as to harbour him for several 
months, but since the rules of their congregation actually forbade them to 
accomodate monastics from other congregations for any extended period of 
time, they had had to excuse themselves after a while. Unfortunately – for 
he probably knew very well what he and the abbot had (privately) agreed 
upon –, it was thus on Schayck that he now had to rely. However, it had 
come to his ears that there were some who had been calumniating him with 
Schayck, with ridiculous accusations, ‘which can not even come near the 
truth’.208 Therefore, Lummenaeus sent out a clear warning to his abbot. He 
had made some powerful friends: ‘What, if I am forced to bewail my faith in 
the bosom of our Holy Father, and relieve my feelings? He, in any case, has 
recently looked upon me with happy eyes and a willing nod. Maybe he 
would like to be of some assistance to my cause, if I so wished.’209 His 
message is clear: he needs money urgently, and Schayck is going to provide 
it. If forced to, he would not hesitate to seek the Pope’s advice in this matter, 
with whom he had earlier been granted an audience.210 
                                                 
206 It is striking, indeed, that no minutes of letters sent to Lummenaeus directly seem to 
have been preserved at the RAG. 
207 Miror sane, in cuiusquam animum et pectus descendere posse, ut tam facile suorum possit oblivisci. 
Annus iam evolutus est, et tot menses currunt, ex quibus post tot litteras meas, ne uno quidem nutu ab 
Amplitudine T[ua] mereor recreari. RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, no. 11; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus 
à Marca’, 30-32. 
208 (...) quae ne speciem quidem veri habere possunt (ibidem). 
209  Et quid, si in sinu S[anctissimi] D[omini] N[ostri], fortunam meam deplorare cogar, et totum 
cordiolum [ms. cordolium] excutere? Qui me sane laetis oculis et benigno nutu nuper adspexit, et diu et 
libenter sermocinantem audivit, et fortassis aliquid in caussa mea praestare volet, si ita velim (ibidem). 
Lummenaeus had dedicated the Triumphus Virginis (1623) to Gregory XV, and it had even 
been printed at the papal printer’s office in Rome. 
210  The letter makes clear that there was an account of expenses attached originally. 
Lummenaeus had spent a total of 100 florins (which had apparently been sent to him by 
Schayck for his return to Ghent, cf. the latter’s undated letter in Varenbergh, 
‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 36-38; RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 no.2) on solving his debts and on 
ordinary costs for living. He now requested another 400 florins. The costs for living may 
indeed appear high, Lummenaeus noted, but that they are so, especially in Rome, can be 
verified – if Schayck wished to do so – by comparing it to a similar account sent from 
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To this end, Lummenaeus had in the meantime been making 
preparations by activating his network of friends and supporters, among 
whom cardinal Ludovisi. The latter – not only by his own accord, but also 
by papal orders (at the time Gregory XV, his uncle Alessandro Ludovisi) –, 
urged Schayck in May of 1623 to send the funds required by Lummenaeus, 
and charged the papal nuncio in Brussels, Guidi di Bagno, to ensure his 
orders would be followed through.211 When Pope Gregory XV died on 8 
July of that year, he was succeeded, on 6 August, by Maffeo Barberini (as 
Urban VIII), with whom Lummenaeus had already been in contact as 
well.212 The Ghent Benedictine was quick to dedicate a manuscript of the 
Diarium Sanctorum to the newly elected Pope on 8 August.213 Soon thereafter, 
Maffeo made his nephew Francesco Barberini a cardinal, whom 
Lummenaeus succeeded in creating an advocate of his cause as well. The 
course of these events was exactly as Lummenaeus had not only wished for, 
but about which he had also forewarned his abbot on 15 July 1623, when 
the papal seat was still vacant: ‘Maybe one of my patrons, the cardinals, will 
ascend to the papal throne, now that the Holy See is vacant. Maybe he will 
then take me in.’214 These events, he seems to have hoped, would make sure 
that his fellow-monastics in Ghent would no longer falsely regard him as the 
‘cancerous tumor of our Order’.215 

Though joyfully he may have looked upon the currents events, all was 
not well for Cornelius. He had been working hard, in Milan as well as in 
Padua and Rome, – of which his published works still provide perpetual 
testimony – and his health had deteriorated rapidly. Already in May of 1623, 
as we have seen above, Lummenaeus wrote that he had arrived in Rome, 
sick and weary; sadly, the situation was not about to improve anytime soon. 
Fortunately, he found a doctor from the Southern Netherlands, Jean de 
                                                                                                                                            
Rome by the son of the baron of Auweghem, Nicolaas Triest. To the latter (†1629) 
Lummenaeus would also address the 1628 edition of the tragedy Sedecias. Cf. Musae 
Lacrymantes (1628), Cc4ro.  
211 RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, no. 14; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 34-35. 
212 In a letter of 30 June 1623 (Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, f. 174; Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 320, 
p. 336), Lummenaeus apologized to cardinal Maffeo Barberini – soon to be Pope – for 
not writing to him more often. The letter is written ex hospitio meo, in aedibus Brixianis, 
which would seem to indicate that he was at the time in Brescia. However, we find him 
in Rome on 14 May (as attested by a letter to Borromeo, Ambrosiana, G.239, f. 199ro; 
Orbaan, ‘Kardinaal Federico Borromeo’, 99) as well as on 15 July (letter to Schayck, 
RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 39-40). It seems therefore 
unlikely that he was in Brescia, which lies some 600 kilometers north of Rome, on 30 
June. In aedibus Brixianis may therefore indicate some place in or near Rome. 
213 Vat.Barb.Lat., 1941, ff. 104-110 (cf. Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 302, no. 296). 
214 Fortassis aliquis patronorum meorum Cardinalium, hoc vacantiarum tempore summum illud ecclesiae 
tribunal ascendet, qui me propius intueri volet. Letter from Lummenaeus to Schayck, dated 
from Rome, 15 July 1623 (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 
39-40). 
215 (...) regulae nostrae carcinomata. As previous note. 
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Rogiers, who had in the past also provided assistance to the former abbot of 
St. Peter’s in Ghent, Columbanus Vrancx. De Rogiers could not find it in 
his heart to let Lummenaeus wander around Rome like that, especially since 
the man had received ample praise from both Barberini (now Pope) and 
Ludovisi. The latter, De Rogiers noted, had actually tried to find a place for 
Lummenaeus at St. Paul Outside the Walls; there, unfortunately, similar 
restrictions applied to accommodating monastics of other congregations for 
any extended period of time.216 

After having provided shelter and medical assistance to Lummenaeus 
already for several months, De Rogiers in November 1623 received a letter 
from Schayck. The contents shocked both the medical doctor and 
Lummenaeus, for both wrote a reply to the Ghent abbot on the same day.217 
From these letters, and Schayck’s answer to De Rogiers of 23 December 
1623, the course of events can be fairly accurately reconstructed. 218  De 
Rogiers apparently thought he was doing Schayck a favour by providing 
assistance to his stray monk, who had shown him the documents permitting 
him to travel within Italy. These, Schayck would reply in December 1623, 
actually did not permit Lummenaeus to leave Milan, and if they did, he had 
probably shown De Rogiers forged documents. In any case, almost all the 
money which Schayck had sent to Lummenaeus (300 florins) at the request 
of both Ludovisi and the papal nuncio in Brussels (cf. above), had been 
given to De Rogiers in order to cover his expenses. But the amount was not 
nearly enough, and the physician was shocked to hear that Schayck would 
send no additional funding, especially since De Rogiers had already 
informed the superior of Lummenaeus’ stay with him quite some time ago. 
But the abbot assumed no responsibilty: upon De Rogier’s initial request, he 
had ordered an assistant to notify De Rogiers of his intentions not to provide 
any more funding. This notification, it seems, never made it to the Douai 
doctor in Rome. 

From Lummenaeus’ own response to Schayck it becomes clear that 
the abbot had painted a rather negative picture of Lummenaeus, in which 
the latter did not recognize himself: ‘That your Reverence (...) has only 
recently disgraced me with my host to such an enormous and unworthy 
extent, I can not resignedly bear. He calls me disobedient, rampant, a 
                                                 
216 As the abbot of St. Paul Outside the Walls also himself indicated in his letter to 
Schayck: Volueram ego semper R[everen]dum Lummenaeum nostrum apud me fovere, nisi decreta 
congregationis nostrae Cassinensis obstitissent, quibus exacte cavetur ne religiosi alterius congregationis 
diutius apud nos hospitentur, quae causa fuit, quod idem religiosus longius apud nos Mediolani 
commorari non potuerit, etc. (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 
141-143; the copy is dated 23 January 1623). Cf. p. 79nt251 regarding the congregational 
structure of Benedictine monasteries. 
217 Both letters are dated 11 November 1623 (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, no. 16 and 17; 
Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 41-44). 
218 Minutes from Schayck’s letter to De Rogiers, dated 23 December 1623 (RAG, S.P. 34 
II 1224, no. 20; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 136-137). 
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wanderer, and nothing less than a fugitive and apostate, and who, except the 
habit and tonsure, does not care about monastic strictness and discipline. (...)  
This is all pure calumny, and I do not know who has given your Reverence 
these thoughts.’219 Lummenaeus claimed to have informed his abbot up to 
five times about his intentions and the medical necessity, but never to have 
received an answer. Once again, he threatened to call upon the Pope to set 
things right, now that even his host (i.e. De Rogiers) seemed unwilling to 
harbour him any longer. Even though Schayck’s letter to De Rogiers, to 
which Lummenaeus is here responding, is lost, the contents were probably 
quite similar to the other letters in which Schayck denounced Cornelius’ 
discipline and loyalty, from which I have already quoted above. 

It may well be that Schayck’s animosity had partly been aggravated by 
an unfortunate mistake. Even though he had been assured that 
Lummenaeus never defamed his superior and always thought the better of 
Schayck’s measures,220 the interventions of many Italian dignitaries surely 
made it clear to Schayck that his monastic was not just spreading positive 
news about him. But what is more, Varenbergh has published a letter – or at 
least what is left of it; it has been severely damaged – that seems to have 
been erroneously delivered to St. Peter’s abbey in Ghent. Though 
Varenbergh noted that the letter has been written to ‘un haut personnage 
qui s’intéressait à lui [i.e. Lummenaeus], et dont nous n’avons pu trouver le 
nom’, he apparantly does not wonder why it has then been preserved in the 
archives of St. Peter’s. In fact, though badly damaged, the addressee on the 
letter’s verso can still be deciphered: Amplissimo et perillus. Domino D. Abbati S. 
Petri Aldenbu[r]g . . . . . [pa]trono meo . . . 221  The letter has actually been 
addressed to the abbot of St. Peter’s abbey of Oudenburg (near Bruges), 
                                                 
219 Quod Reverentia Tua (...) nuper admodum apud hospitem meum tam enormiter atque adeo indigne 
me prosciderit aequo animo ferre non possum. Vocat me inobedientem, vagum, instabilem, et nihil minus 
quam fugitivum et apostatam, et cui forte praeter habitum et tonsuram nihil monastici rigoris et 
disciplinae cordi sit (...) Calumniae merae sunt, et nescio quis Reverent[iae] T[uae] id potuerit persuadere. 
Lummenaeus’ letter to Schayck, dated 11 November 1623 (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, no. 16; 
Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 43-44). Lummenaeus noted that Schayck had 
actually called him a Sarabaita and Gyrovagus, both of which terms derive from the first 
chapter of the Rule of Saint Benedict – De generibus monachorum, on the (four) different 
types of monks –, where they are used to describe the third and fourth types of monks 
respectively. Needless to say, monastics of these types are rather negatively described, 
and the use of these terms indicates the seriousness of Schayck’s accusations. 
220 Such are the words of the abbot of St. Paul Outside the Walls, Angelo Grillo, in his 
letter to Schayck: (...) non potui satis unquam mirari talem animi aequitatem in tantis angustiis, 
qualem in illo semper notavi, ut qui tot molestiis lacessitus, nunquam nisi bene senserit et locutus fuerit 
de praelato suo, et voluerit semper iniuriam sibi hactenus ab illo factam mitius interpretari (RAG, S.P. 
34 II 1224; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 141-143; the copy is dated 23 January 
1623). 
221 Cf. RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, no. 10; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 33. The letter is 
dated 11 May, 1623. It seems Varenbergh did not even bother to check the address on 
the letter’s verso. 
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Maximilien d’Enghien (c. 1583-1662), to whom Lummenaeus had also 
dedicated the fifth homily of Pleias sacra (1617).222 The fact that the address 
had also been damaged may have caused it to be delivered to the wrong St. 
Peter’s abbey. Schayck would not have been pleased by its contents: ‘I [sc. 
Cornelius] am in dire need of everything, for I have been forsaken by my 
abbot, who is quite uncordially (if I may say so) and unchristian, by taking 
care of his monastics in this manner, etc.’223 In the eyes of Lummenaeus’ 
superior, it was not he, but Lummenaeus who was at fault, and being 
accused, behind his back, of negligence and unchristian behaviour probably 
went down badly with Schayck. The event surely must have made things 
worse. 

Nonetheless Schayck, as we have seen, had already been forced to 
give in to the demands of Ludovisi and Bagno. Even though Lummenaeus 
had not been doing well physically and had been unable to procure a decent 
living for himself, his offensive was showing at least some results, in which 
the newly created cardinal Francesco Barberini had a rather important role 
to play. Apparently, the latter had ordered Schayck to send sufficient sums 
for Lummenaeus to return to Ghent, but the abbot replied, in one of his 
infamous letters, to be neither willing or able to do so, for reasons we have 
already discussed above: ‘These things (I hope) will have to move your 
illustrious Lordship in order to request the Holy Father’s assistance (which I 
beg of you in the name of our Savior), so that he can give a place to said 
Cornelius à Marca in some monastery, or at least in the Vatican library (for 
his return to Ghent would be a ludicrous, rather than a welcome event), in 
order to put an end to him pestering us, etc.’224 Schayck implored Francesco 
Barberini to persuade his uncle, Pope Urban VIII, to give Lummenaeus a 
job in the Vatican library, or to place him in a monastery somewhere; it 
seems that anything would do, as long as Lummenaeus did not to return to 
Ghent. 

                                                 
222  Pleias sacra (1617), 58: Amplissimo et reverendo admodum domino D. Ioanni Baptistae 
Maxaemiliano, d’Engien. Abbati S. Petri Aldeburgen[sis] Domino meo pium hoc monumentum et 
sacrum pignus offero. For a short history of the abbey of St. Peter’s in Oudenburg (some 
fifteen kilometers east of Bruges) and abbot d’Enghien, cf. Berlière, e.a., Monasticon Belge, 
III (Flandre Occidentale). D’Enghien had previously been a monk at the abbey of St. 
Vaast near Arras. Lummenaeus might therefore have known d’Enghien through his 
contact with St. Vaast’s abbot, De Cavarel (cf. above). 
223 In angustiis sum, quippe a Praelato meo destitutus, qui sane parum cordate (liceat mihi dicere) et 
Christiane id agit, quod sic domesticorum suorum curam gerit, etc. Cf. also the second rule of the 
Rule of St. Benedict, which concerns an abbot’s duties and responsibilities. 
224 Haec (ut spero) Illustrissimam Dominationem Vestram movere debebunt quatenus Sancti Domini 
Nostri opem implorare dignetur (quod per viscera Salvatoris nostri etiam facio), quo praefato Cornelio a 
Marca ibidem in Monasterio aliquo provideatur, aut saltem in Bibliotheca Vaticana (eius enim reditus 
illusorius potius hic esset, quam gratus), ut nos molestandi finem aliquando faciat, etc. Letter from 
Schayck to cardinal Fr. Barberini, dated 24 April 1624 (Vat.Barb.Lat., 6795, ff. 1-2; as 
above, p. 24nt47). 
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But the offensive was closing in on Schayck. Cardinal Barberini 
charged nuncio Bagno in Brussels – as Ludovisi had done earlier – to take 
up Lummenaeus’ case with Schayck. Bagno did as he had been told, and 
Schayck reluctantly gave in to the requests. The nuncio in turn 
acknowledged Schayck’s gesture, and even lent a willing ear to the latter’s 
arguments for not having provided any more assistance to Lummenaeus 
earlier.225 Perhaps, however, the funds promised by Schayck did not arrive at 
all, or not quickly enough. In any case, cardinal Barberini was far from 
pleased with the situation and intervened with Schayck himself. The opening 
of his thundering letter reminds us of a Ciceronian speech, designed to 
impress and intimidate: ‘I never thought that I would have to write so many 
letters to your Fatherliness about the dire needs which have overwhelmed 
father Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus.’ 226  Thus, Barberini continued to 
speak in defense of Lummenaeus, who, according to the cardinal, traveled to 
Italy for reasons of health alone and accumulated such large debts only out 
of sheer necessity. Barberini emphasized that Schayck should not doubt a 
cardinal’s words; nonetheless, he wished to add that the Pope’s involvement 
in this matter would surely convince the stubborn abbot: ‘I have decided to 
seek the Pope’s advice in this matter, in order for your Fatherliness to speed 
up his handling of this case. Therefore, it is the Holy Father’s opinion – who 
is fully convinced of the justice of this cause – that your Fatherliness should 
make funds available without any delay, with which Father Jacobus can 
repay all his debts, and that he can use an appropriate travel sum, with 
which he can return to his monastery. If your Fatherliness (as is reasonable) 
will at once have done as the Pope requests, then there will be no need to 
take more stringent measurements, etc.’227 Almost simultaneously the bishop 
of Ghent delivered to Schayck copies of letters sent to him by the abbot of 
St. Paul Outside the Walls in Rome, Angelo Grillo, and Ioannes Baptista 

                                                 
225 The letters from Bagno to Schayck are dated 6 and 30 September 1624 (RAG, S.P. 34 
II 1224; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 137-138). 
226  Nunquam equidem fore putabam, uti de angustiis, quibus Pater Jac. Cornelius Lummenaeus 
premitur, toties ad P[aternitatem] Vestr[am] dandae mihi essent litterae. 
227  Aperienda tamen mihi est S[anctissi]mi D[omini] N[ostri] ea in re voluntas, ut alacriorem 
P[aternitas] V[estr]a in illa exequenda se [ms: sae] praebeat. Itaque S[anctita]tis S[uae] cui penitus 
huiusce caussae patet aequitas, ea mens est, uti P[aternitas] V[estr]a nulla interposita mora pecunias 
curet, quibus P[ate]r Jacobus et nomina, quae contraxit, omnia expungat, et viatico uti commodo possit, 
quo ad suum istud monasterium se recipiat. Si pontificiae voluntati (ut par est) primo quoque tempore 
P[aternitas] V[estr]a morem gesserit, nec locus erit asperiora perquirendi remedia, etc. The original is 
kept in RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224, no. 1; Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 139-140. The 
minutes of this letter are kept in the Vatican: Vat.Barb.Lat., 1988, ff. 25-26; cf. also 
Pasture, ‘Inventaire de la Bibliothèque Barberini’, 60. The original in Ghent erroneously 
provides a date of January 22, 1615; the minutes give the correct year of 1625. It is on 
this error that Varenbergh based Lummenaeus’ presence in Rome in 1614-1615 (cf. 
above), even though, when providing the transcription, he gives the correct date of 1625 
and correctly places the letter in the 1625 context, without further clarification. 
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Laurin,228 containing similar warnings with regard to the Pope’s involvement 
in this matter: the latter’s warnings have until now been like a slight drizzle, 
but will turn into a fierce thunderstorm if Schayck dared to disobey His 
Holiness’ direct orders.229 Beleaguered from all sides, Schayck was bound to 
give in sooner or later. 

It seems that Lummenaeus – who actually conveys the impression of 
to some extent deceiving not only his abbot, but also his patrons in Milan 
and Rome – had by now grown tired of constantly begging for money. Even 
a Belgian merchant who had previously been willing to assist him financially, 
had withdrawn his support.230 Without doubt it would by now have become 
clear to him that no one was going to let him live generously in Italy just like 
that, and he actually wished to return home. Even so much so, that, having 
heard the news of cardinal Francesco Barberini having been appointed 
legate in France, he decided to contact the latter’s secretary, Hieronymus 
Aleander (Girolamo Aleandro), with a remarkable request. Having 
congratulated the latter with his patron’s appointment, he continued: 
‘Fortunate are those, who get to see cities and the ways of so many men 
while accompanying such a Lord, who honors every virtue! I myself would 
like to ride in the last carriage, and, even if not in his direct company, would 
travel home in his retinue. Perhaps I could achieve this much through the 
grace and patronage your Reverence?’231 What Cornelius is in fact doing here, 
is literally trying to catch a ride home, or at least to Paris, since that is where 
the delegation would be heading. 

But it seems he did not catch that particular ride. The envoy had 
already settled near the French king’s quarters in Fontainebleau, when 
Lummenaeus – healthy, but exhausted – arrived in Paris somewhere in June 
1625. The journey from Rome to Paris had been costly and perilous: when 
he had reached Milan from Rome, he attempted to find an escort that could 
guide him through the Alps and to Basel, Switzerland. However, he did not 
succeed and decided to take a detour through the Savoy, since troops of 

                                                 
228 Laurin was the author of the 1625 Theatri Romani orchestra, which also referred to 
Lummenaeus’ presence in Rome. Cf. below, p. 75. 
229  Both letters are dated 23 January 1625 (RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224; Varenbergh, 
‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 141-144). 
230 Letter to Girolamo Aleandro, dated 18 February 1625 (Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, f. 172; 
Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 336). The letter contains a Greek quote from Menander’s 
Gnomai Monostichoi (or: Sententiae), 1.74: ‘A life that lacks life, is no life.’ 
231  Felices illi, qui cum tanto Principe, virtutum omnium antesignano, mores hominum multorum et 
Urbes videbunt! Vellem ego in ultimo epirhedio sedere, et si non in contubernio, in comitatu saltem illo, 
domum versus peregrinari. Et quid, si favore et patrocinio Rever[endissi]mae Amplit[udinis] T[uae] id 
impetrare possim? Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, f. 170. Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 336, gives a date in 
February 1623, but the letter is actually dated 1625. In fact, Francesco Barberini would 
only be created cardinal in October 1623, after his uncle had been elected Pope. 
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Kozacs were roaming the Alps and he did not dare travel there alone.232 The 
small travel sum he had received in Rome for getting to Paris he had used 
up almost completely. Weary and broke, he arrived in Paris, where he was 
staying in some inn. In a letter to Girolamo Aleandro, who accompanied 
Barberini, he now not only requested some money (ne hic in portu naufragium 
faciam, so I will not fail at the last hurdle), but, having heard about Schayck’s 
grievance towards him and thus sensing the welcome he would get when 
arriving in Ghent, also asked for a final intervention of cardinal Barberini on 
his behalf: ‘In the meantime, I would like a response to be sent to my 
reverend abbot (please forgive my impudence), so that he will respect the 
Pope’s wishes, and then abstain from impeding me; that he otherwise will 
cause grievances with His Holiness, and that he, if he will be of the same 
opinion, will from now on look after my interests in a different way.’233 He 
furthermore would like the cardinal to recommend him into the care of the 
nuncio in Brussels, so he can reside there until the dust at St. Peter’s abbey – 
‘the abbot would like to crush me, if he could’ 234  – had settled. 235  The 
cardinal did as requested. He wrote to Schayck saying he had appreciated his 
efforts to help his monastic in Rome, but that he had now heard that 
Schayck had done so only reluctantly. However, ‘I do not doubt, that those 
who spread such rumours, are either ignorant of your clemency, or have 
been wanting to joke with the man. (...) The Holy Father would be far from 
pleased to hear that his authority in handling Lummenaeus’ case, or 
something else, however small, would be contested.’236 All the cardinal now 
asked of Schayck, is to again accept Cornelius as a loving father. 
 
 

 
 
 

                                                 
232 The poetic advice given to Lummenaeus by his friend Van Zevecote had clearly been 
appropriate. Cf. above, p. 56. 
233 Interim vellem rescribi (deprecor molestiam, si importunus sum) ad R[everen]dum Abbatem meum, ut 
postquam voluntati Pontificiae morem gessit, caveat sibi deinceps a vexatione mea, alioquin 
S[anctissimum] D[ominum] N[ostrum] aegre laturum, et si aliquid simile intellexerit, alia porro ratione 
promi[s]surum in caussa mea (Vat.Barb.Lat. 2184, f. 175, cf. below, nt235). 
234 (...) calcare me velit, si possit. As previous note. 
235 Two letters from Paris to (probably) Girolamo Aleandro: one is dated 21 June 1625 
(Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, f. 175; Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 336); the other one (Vat.Barb.Lat., 
2184, f. 178; Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 336) is damaged but reads ‘. . . Jul. 1625’, which 
could indicate a date between 18 Kal. Jul. (14 June) and Id. Jul. (15 July). 
236 Mihi non est dubium, quin sermones istos qui ferunt, aut pietatis tuae sint ignari, aut iocari cum 
homine voluerint. (...) Haud enim aequo animo laturus esset S[anctissi]mus D[ominus] N[oster] si ultro 
a se interpositam in Lummenaei negotio auctoritatem vel tantillum illi officere nosset. Minutes of a 
letter from Barberini to Schayck, dated 27 June 1625 (Vat.Barb.Lat., 1988, ff. 40-41; 
Pasture, ‘Inventaire de la Bibliothèque Barberini’, 60). 
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Literary activities 
 

While in Italy, Lummenaeus continued to work diligently on his literary 
production. Passing through Douai on his way there, he had already 
published the tragedy Abimelechus at the printing house of Pierre Auroy in 
1622. On the other side of the Alps, Lummenaeus focused mainly on 
speeches: he published several homilies in Venice (Bonus pastor, Rosarium and 
Caverna Maceriae (all in 1623)), probably while staying in Padua, and several in 
Rome (e.g. Triumphus Virginis (1623) and Praesepe Domini (1624)). The 
Triumphus Virginis is actually dedicated to Pope Gregory XV (Ludovisi), and 
printed at the papal printer’s office. The Roman publishing house of 
Iacobus Mascardus also published a reworked edition of the tragedy Iephte, 
‘doubtlessly’, according to IJsewijn, ‘following a performance’, even though 
there is no such evidence. 237  The Roman Iephte had been dedicated to 
cardinal Francesco Barberini, who would eventually, as we have seen, 
become one of Lummenaeus’ most fervent supporters. All in all – despite 
his weak health and financial problems – Lummenaeus managed to make 
quite a name for himself in Rome. In the autumn of 1623, he is listed among 
nonnulli viri docti Romae degentes (‘several learned men residing in Rome’), 
praised as a tragedian and hailed – according to some – as a new Seneca.238 
In J. Laurin’s Orchestra Theatri Romani of 1625, edited by Justus Rycquius, 
Lummenaeus’ work as a tragedian is also mentioned. 239  Cornelius was 
furthermore able to have a preliminary poem published in an encyclopedic 
work on rare plants that grew in the Farnesian gardens in Rome, which, like 
his Iephte, appeared at the printing house of Mascardus in 1625. 240  Is it 

                                                 
237 IJsewijn, ‘Rome en de Humanistische Literatuur’, 56. Parente (‘The Paganization of 
Biblical Tragedy’, 216-217nt15) concludes furthermore that the Sampson had been 
performed in Rome, basing himself on a letter from cardinal Borghese from January 
1622, printed in Musae Lacrymantes, 92, ahead of the edition of the tragedy Sampson: 
Tragoediam tuam sacram, e plaustro tragico ad Romanas nunc prodeuntem scenas, et mihi a vestra 
Paternitate humaniter dono missam, etc. Since the letter is dated 1622, it is more likely that 
Borghese is here referring to the Saul of 1621. If the Saul had actually been performed in 
Rome, then Lummenaeus himself would in any case not have been present, since he only 
arrived there in 1623. The words used by Borghese may very well constitute a theatrical 
metaphor rather than a reference to an actual performance. Lummenaeus himself often 
used similar metaphors, cf. e.g. the dedicatory letter to cardinal Barberini (Iephte, Rome: 
1624): Iephten paludatum, et misera fortuna crudelem in viscera filiae suae, plaustro tragico in scenam 
veho. It proved a favorite metaphor also in his various sermons. Cf. also p. 203nt108. 
238 Jacobus Corn. Lummenaeus latine optime p[ar?]ibus t... tragoedias iis luminibus ornatas conscripsit, 
typisque commisit ut novus Seneca nuncupari quorundam iudicio queat (Vat.Barb.Lat., 2645, f.90r; 
Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 344 (no. 327)). 
239 Laurin, Theatri Romani orchestra, 55. 
240 The work is entitled Exactissima descriptio rariorum quarundam plantarum, quae continentur 
Romae in Horto Farnesiano: Tobia Aldino Cesenate auctore illustrissimi et reverendissimi Principis 
Odoardi Farnesii medico chimico et eiusdem horti praefecto (Rome: Iacobus Mascardus, 1625). 
Even though Tobias Aldinus is named as the author on the titlepage, Lummenaeus’ 
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possible that Lummenaeus financed his literary activities with the allowance 
granted to him by Schayck and/or his patrons in Italy? 
 Lummenaeus’ travels to Italy have – understandably – caused some 
speculation as to the purpose of his visit. It has been assumed that 
Lummenaeus was sent to Rome as representative of his Order for the grand 
Jubilee of 1625.241 Having traced his steps, this can hardly be true. Not only 
did he leave Ghent already in 1622 and did he return home before the year 
1625 was out; but also his permission, as we have seen, was ‘extracted’ 
rather than willingly granted. Others have, furthermore, supposed that our 
Benedictine must have had something to do with the design of the new 
church of Ghent’s St. Peter’s abbey, the building of which commenced in 
1629. 242 This church, which still dominates St. Peter’s square in Ghent today, 
had been designed by the famous Jesuit architect Pierre Huyssens (1577-
1637), who was in Rome around 1625. The supposition seems to stem from 
a manuscript preserved in the university library in Ghent, Le livre des jours by 
Milon François Malingié, monastic of St. Peter’s at the end of the eighteenth 
century.243 On page fifty, it is written that Schayck’s plans materialized in 
Rome, ‘par l’intervention de son savant Religieux Cornelius à Marca, qui l’an 
1626 restoit à Rome, et y jouissoit d’un grand credit.’ It is not impossible 
that Huyssens and Lummenaeus had met – but would we not have at least 
found a trace of Cornelius’ supposed involvement in such a major project in 
the correspondence that has been preserved? 
 
 

 
 
 

                                                                                                                                            
preliminary poem ad auctorem eruditissimum (ff. +3ro-vo) is in fact an acrostic, which reads 
PETRVS CASTELLVS ROMANVS. Lummenaeus had earlier dedicated a poem to (probably) 
this Castellus (cf. Opera omnia, p. 241), as had his good friend, Justus Rycquius (cf. 
Rycquius, Poematum libri II (1614), pp. 34-35). 
241  Hoefer, Nouvelle biographie générale, 31-32, p. 246: ‘En 1625, il fut envoyé à Rome 
comme député de sa communauté’; Van der Aa, Biographisch Woordenboek, 12, pp. 175-176; 
De Busscher, Notice sur l’Abbaye de Saint Pierre, 50nt2. 
242 Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 148-149; De Busscher, Notice sur l’Abbaye de Saint 
Pierre, 50. On abbot Schayck’s involvement in the process of restoring and rebuilding the 
abbey, and the design of the new church, cf. Lievois, ‘De Sint-Pietersabdij van 1584 tot 
haar opheffing’, 88-89. 
243 University library Ghent, ms G.011201: Malingié, Le livre des jours, ou Rélation de tout ce 
qui s’est passé de rémarquable dans l’Abbaije de St. Pierre lez Gand et des principaux évènemens 
arrivés dans les Paijs-Bas autrichiens depuis le 13 août 1779 jusqu’à 1786. Varenbergh 
(‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 148) quotes Malingié’s diary, but refers to it as the Remarques 
inédites (1781) of Gudwald Seiger, last but one abbot of St. Peter’s (1760-1788). Malingié 
adds: ‘Jusqu’ici je ne sçais pas bien la raison de son [sc. Lummenaeus] sejour à Rome; 
lorsque je la sçaurai, j’en ferai mention dans la suite’. Apparently – since he does not 
return on the matter – Malingié did not find any additional information.  
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1625-1628/9: Return to Belgium and the final years 
 

Lummenaeus probably returned to Ghent somewhere in the second half of 
1625. His tragedy Sampson was printed in Louvain in 1625, and Lummenaeus 
most likely supervised the printing process personally.244 The work itself is, 
perhaps surprisingly, dedicated to abbot Schayck. It would be the first of a 
series of four dedications to Schayck: Musae Lacrymantes (1628), Stemmata et 
flores (1628) and Vulnera Iesu (1629) followed suit. Some assume that this 
means Lummenaeus had returned in grace at the abbey of St Peter’s, 
especially when considering the opening lines of the dedicatory poem to 
Sampson: 
 

 ‘Blandinian father, the only hope for our Muses, 
    Oh father! Oh prime jewel of our house!’245 
 

Schayck, who was only slightly earlier considered to be amusus and intolerant 
of the bonae litterae, had suddenly become the only hope for Lummenaeus’ 
Muses? The opposite holds true. The words of this dedicatory poem have an 
ironic ring to them, and justifiably so: it would not be long before 
Lummenaeus would again be sending out letters to ecclesiastical dignitaries 
regarding his relationship with the abbot. Lummenaeus’ Italian journey may 
formally have ended by his return to Ghent; its aftershocks were clearly still 
felt. In this light, as we will come to see, the many dedications of his work to 
Schayck form nothing more than an elusive paradox, perhaps in an attempt 
to keep up appearances and gain funding. In reality, nothing had changed. 
 The status quo is aptly illustrated by Lummenaeus’ letters to Barberini 
and Aleandro of January 1627. 246  In the letter to Aleandro, the Ghent 
                                                 
244 It seems that he had already been preparing the publication just before his journey to 
Italy, since the dedicatory letters, as well as one of the approbationes, are dated 1622. 
Varenbergh assumed that Lummenaeus had died in Douai while on his way home from 
Italy in 1628. However, the evidence of Lummenaeus having returned to Ghent already 
in 1625-1626 is plenty, as we will come to see. His return to Ghent had already been 
noted by Vanderhaeghen (Bibliotheca Belgica, III, 1153-1154), though Vanderhaeghen 
incorrectly assumed a return date of 1628. But his remark is in itself correct; still, it had 
not been noted by James Parente, who otherwise made ample use of the biographical 
entry. 
245 Blandinii Pater, et nostris spes unica Musis / Oh Pater! o nostrae gemmula prima domus (Sampson 
(1625), A2ro). 
246 Lummenaeus sent two letters to Rome, one addressed to cardinal Francesco Barberini, 
one to Aleander. The first one, to Barberini, was merely intended to announce that 
Aleander would be addressing him on Lummenaeus’ behalf. The letter to Aleander in 
turn contains what the latter is supposed to address Barberini about. A similar 
construction, we may recall, Lummenaeus had used in the case of Borromeo and Sacco. 
The letters are registered as Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, ff. 180 and 181 (Orbaan, Bescheiden in 
Italië, 336): f. 180 is addressed to princeps (Barberini), f. 181 to domine, which is most likely 
Aleander, since he is the designated newsbearer, as announced in f. 180 to Barberini 
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Benedictine is rather straightforward: ‘But about me, if you ask about my 
prime feeling: I am miserable, and I can not yet give thanks for a benevolent 
fate. My abbot treats me as of old, and favors me and my creditors equally. 
(...) And after sending so many petitions and just requests, at the Roman 
court, where I count as my patrons so many distinguished men, under the 
rule of Lord Urban, once my most fervent admirer, the most righteous 
luster of all, I requested to obtain permission to move to a different 
monastery, to be assigned to a different abbot and obtain a new home for 
my Muses elsewhere; to move in any case within the Low Countries, where I 
shall safely live according to the Rule of my Order, and praise God and the 
Muses. (...) And if you can, in any way: please be of assistance to me with 
your Lord [sc. Barberini].’247 Abbot Schayck’s attitude towards Lummenaeus 
and his creditors had not changed, and Cornelius actually requested 
permission to be transferred to another monastery. During the past few 
years, it seems Lummenaeus had failed to heed the words of advice given to 
him by his good friend Sanderus in 1620: to exercise contraint in matters of 
social and ecclesiastical ambition and to submit himself first and foremost to 
monastic discipline.248 
 Before he could reasonably have received an answer from Rome, 
another set of letters was directed to Barberini’s court, of roughly similar 
content.249 Again, Barberini is informed that Aleander will address him in 
Lummenaeus’ name; again, Lummenaeus requests to be transferred, this 
time along with one of his fellow-monastics, who remains unnamed but is 
probably the same as the one for whom he requested permission to join him 
on his journey to Italy earlier.250 His attitude towards Schayck he expressed 
in a similar way, though this time even somewhat fiercer: ‘I toil here under 
the rule of an abbot who is most hostile to me, who treats me all the worse, 
because he belongs to those Exempts, who rule over their clergy with all too 
much liberty [...], under the law of the Exemption, which is unsupervised. 

                                                                                                                                            
(Caetera, ne prolixa scripione molestus sim, Rever[en]dus vir Hieronymus Aleander tuus, cum mollior 
erit opportunitas, meo nomine exponet, etc). Both letters are dated 19 January 1627. 
247 De me vero, si aliquid primato adfectu requiris, miser sum, et fortunae obsequenti nondum litare 
possum. Abbas meus antiquum obtinet, et mihi et creditoribus meis in aequo favet. (...) Et quantum erat, 
post tot libellos supplices et iustas quiritationes meas, in Aula Romana, ubi tot Proceres patronos 
numero, sub Urbano Principe, mei olim studiosissimo, praetextu omnium iustissimo, obtinere licentiam 
mutandi locum et Abbatem (heu! quam mihi semper infestum!) et alio Musarum mearum sedem, vel 
intra hoc Belgium transferendi, ubi sub eadem norma et Regula, secure degam, deoque et Musis canam. 
(...) et si qua potes, apud Heroëm tuum [sc. Barberinum] me iuva. 
248 Cf. appendix six. 
249 Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, ff. 184 and 185 (Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 336). The letter to 
Barberini is dated 7 February 1627; to Aleander, 9 or 11 February (the date is somewhat 
blurred: it seems to give either 3. Id. Febr. or 5. Id. Febr.). 
250 This time, however, Lummenaeus is somewhat more specific: Cum uno ex confratribus 
meis mihi longe carissimo, qui mihi a manibus et studiis esse solet, et vel eo nomine invidiam incurrit, 
quod me amare videatur. Cf. p. 48. 
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They wield their power as a perpetual dictatorship.’251 These words, we can 
be sure, are not characteristic of a good relationship between Schayck and 
Lummenaeus; rather – besides criticizing the organizational flaws of the 
congregation – they indicate a continuing status quo. Cardinal Barberini 
intervened with Schayck one more time, though perhaps not in the way 
Lummenaeus had wished for. As we have seen, the Ghent Benedictine 
complained to Barberini about Schayck’s attitude towards himself and his 
creditors. The cardinal, who thought that the scores between Schayck and 
Lummenaeus’ creditors had already been settled after his latest intervention, 
now decided to intervene only on behalf of a creditor in Rome. On 10 March 
1627, Barberini issued a clear warning to Schayck, who apparently had 
refused to repay a loan of 250 écus that was granted to Lummenaeus: 
‘Therefore, all the money your abbey has available, even the slightest 
amount, and which does not hamper the illustrious income of your 
monastery, you have to spend on this cause without any hesitation. This is 
what our Holy Father wants, this is what he commands, which I have now 
considered to be your last warning, so you will not allow him to take more 
severe measurements that will be rather unpleasant to you.’ 252  Thus, 
whatever the abbey could spare had to be immediately provided to 
Lummenaeus’ creditor. This, Barberini added, was not only the Pope’s wish: 
it was His Holiness’ command. 
 Cardinal Barberini thus did not intervene to alleviate Lummenaeus’ 
attested misery, but merely to make sure the latter’s creditors were properly 
repaid. But this did not mean Barberini had become unsympathetic to the 
Ghent Benedictine. On the contrary: when Lummenaeus in August 1627 
sent his tragedy Sampson to the cardinal, accompanied by a rather brief letter 
in which he commended its bearer – an unnamed young Carmelite – in the 
cardinal’s care, he requested for himself only an introduction with Bagno’s 
successor as apostolic nuncio in Brussels, Fabio de Lagonissa, Archbishop 

                                                 
251  Laboro sub imperio aemuli mihi Abbatis, qui tanto severius mecum agit, quia de Exemptorum 
illorum numero est, qui hic nimia libertate dominantur in cleros ..., quo Exemptionis iure, nulli censura 
subiecti, perpetuam dictaturam gerunt. St. Peter’s abbey in Ghent had, together with a.o. the 
abbey of St. Vaast in Arras, created the Benedictine Congregatio Exemptorum, the 
congregation of exempt monasteries of Flanders. For a brief history of the – sometimes 
rather complicated – structures of Benedictine monasticism in the Netherlands, cf. 
Benedictus en zijn monniken in de Nederlanden, 7-21. See also Berlière, ‘La congrégation 
Bénédictine des exempts de Flandre’. 
252 Itaque tuum erit id quidquid est pecuniarum, perexiguum nimirum aes, quodque nihil incommodet 
tam luculentos istius monasterii redditus, omni prorsus abiecta cunctatione dependere. Id vult 
S[anctissi]mus D[ominus] N[oster], id iubet, quod nunc postremum duxi te monendum, ne remediis ut 
asperioribus ita parum tibi gratis manum admovere sinas. Vat.Barb.Lat., 1988, ff. 81-82 (Pasture, 
‘Inventaire de la Bibliothèque Barberini’, 60). The Vatican holds the minutes of this letter; 
the original has apparently not been preserved in the archives of St. Peter’s abbey. 
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of Conza. 253  He received a rather personal answer from Barberini, who 
surely recalled Lummenaeus’ hardships and seems truly glad that things were 
finally improving: 
 
 ‘To Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca, Benedictine monk, 
 

From your Sampson, which was brought to me together with 
your letter, I see that you have agreeably found peace in your 
Muses, and I am happy that your health and your occupations 
grant you so much time, that you can now give to light some of 
your studies every day. The booklet was very welcome to me, 
and so was the man of faith of the Carmelite family who 
brought it to me. I have gladly received him, and in addition I 
have promised my aid, if there is anything I should be able to 
do for him. In the meantime, since you wish to be commended 
to the Papal nuncio, I have diligently done so in the letter which 
you find attached. 
 

I wish you all the best (11 December [1627]).’ 254 
  

Lummenaeus sent the letter of recommendation, which Barberini had 
included with his amiable letter, to the newly appointed nuncio, whose 
enthusiastic reply has been printed in Stemmata et flores, sive Diarium Sanctorum 
(1628). Though highly praised by his Italian patrons, so Fabio wrote, 
Lummenaeus is apparently ignored by his own abbey; when he recently 
visited the Blandinian abbey, no one even mentioned Lummenaeus or his 
outstanding reputation. But since the nuncio knew that Barberini would like 
to see A Marca’s works published, he attached a letter to be delivered to 
abbot Schayck, which would enable Lummenaeus to have his works 
published either at the University of Louvain, or of Douai.255 It may be that 

                                                 
253  Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, f. 188ro (Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 336). Francesco Guidi di 
Bagno had been succeeded as the papal nuncio of Flanders by Fabio de Lagonissa, 
Archbishop of Conza, in 1627. Lummenaeus requests an introduction with the newly 
appointed nuncio, so the latter can in turn commend him into the care of the 
Archduchess, Isabella. 
254  Jac. Cornelio Lummenaeo à Marca Monacho Benedictino, / Ex Sampsone tuo, qui tuis cum 
l[itte]ris perlatus ad me est, video te in sacris tuis Musis iucunde conquiescere, et gaudeo equidem tantum 
tibi otii sive a tua valetudine, sive a negotiis concidi, ut aliquid elucubrationum emittere in dies possis. 
Libellus mihi quidem pergratus fuit, sed et Religiosum virum Carmelitanae familiae, qui libellum 
reddidit, libenter sum complexus, operamque insuper si quid illi usu venerit, prompto animo sum 
pollicitus meam. Interim quoniam tu Ap[osto]lico Nuntio commendari optas, id hisce l[itte]ris 
diligentissime praestiti, quas fasciculo adiectas reperis. / Vale xi Decembris. Vat.Barb.Lat., 1988, f. 
159 (Pasture, ‘Inventaire de la Bibliothèque Barberini’, 61). Minutes. 
255 Stemmata et flores, A3vo. The letter is dated 24 February 1628. There is, surprisingly, no 
mention of Lummenaeus or Schayck in Van Meerbeeck’s Correspondance du nonce Fabio de 



 81

Lummenaeus had actually requested the nuncio to persuade his abbot to 
lend the money necessary for publication in a – now lost – accompanying 
letter. In any case, a similar loan construction (as I have already noted above, 
cf. pp. 41-42) had been used in the case of the Stemmata et flores, the first 
work to be published after the Sampson of 1625, and was perhaps extended 
(or at least requested to be extended) also to the collection of tragedies, 
Musae lacrymantes. Both Stemmata and Musae lacrymantes were published by 
Jean de Fampoux in Douai.256 
 
 

The final scene 
 

We possess only little information on the final years of Lummenaeus’ life, 
especially when compared to the relatively well-documented Italian 
adventures. It seems that Lummenaeus resided at the abbey in Ghent from 
1625 to 1628, despite his repeated requests to be transferred.257 However, in 
May of 1628 he was in Douai, where he remained at least until August, 
overseeing the printing of his work.258 

The final, direct evidence of Lummenaeus dates from 24 August 1628. 
On that date, he again directed a letter from Douai to his abbot.259 It is the 
last one we know of. The letter indicates that the relationship between 
Lummenaeus and Schayck, despite the many dedications, had not improved: 
‘I am highly surprised, that until now I am not deemed worthy to get an 
answer to the two or three letters that I have sent.’260 The words have, 
unfortunately, a familiar ring to them. But the main reason why 
Lummenaeus is disappointed is not because he himself needs help. Rather, 
he has taken up the case of Mr. Heylinc, ‘whom I until now retain here with 
me, so he, deserted by all, does not seek ill advice with persuasive 
                                                                                                                                            
Lagonissa, Archevêque de Conza (1627-1634), which provides outlines of Lagonissa’s 
correspondence. 
256 The Douai engraver Martinus Baes had created two allegories for the Stemmata and 
Musae Lacrymantes. Cf. Caullet, De gegraveerde, onuitgegeven en verloren geraakte teekeningen, 13nt2. 
This not only indicates that Lummenaeus wanted these publications to be attractive, but 
also that extra money was spent to achieve this goal. 
257 Lummenaeus was in Ghent at least in February 1626 (letter to Bagno; De Meester, 
Correspondance du nonce Giovanni-Francesco Guidi di Bagno, 768), in January/February and 
August 1627 (letters to Aleander and Barberini; Vat.Barb.Lat., 2184, ff. 180-188), and in 
February of 1628 (letter to Schayck; Stemmata et flores, A2ro-vo). 
258 Cf. the dedicatory letters to Schayck in Musae lacrymantes, A2ro-vo and Vulnera Iesu Christi, 
A2ro-vo; as well as two letters to Schayck, RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 (Varenbergh, 
‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 144-147). On 20 May, as we have seen, Lummenaeus directed a 
request for money to Schayck from Douai, in order to procure payment for Fampoux. Cf. 
above, pp. 41-42. 
259 RAG, S.P. 34 II 1224 (Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 144-145). Varenbergh 
provides the wrong date of 23 August. 
260 Non possum satis mirari, quod ad binas vel ternas litteras nullum hactenus responsum mereor. 
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impatience, from where he could not easily be recalled. I have 
communicated this plan of mine to the abbot of St. Vaast, when he came to 
see me here in his role as the most reverend visitator, and he approved of my 
useful and honest plan. For, in any case, our Rule teaches us well enough 
how to deal with a weak brother.’261 This Mr. Heylinc may have been a 
fellow-monastic of Ghent’s St. Peter’s abbey, since Antonius Sanderus in 
1624 listed a Placidus Heylinck among the religiosi of the abbey.262 In any case, 
the event is rather ironic, since Lummenaeus was – at least in his own eyes – 
badly treated by his abbot when he was himself in need of aid. That he, of 
all people, now pointed the abbot’s responsibilities out to Schayck must 
have been like pouring salt into a wound, and it thus comes less as a surprise 
that the Ghent Benedictine did not receive an answer to his letters. The 
event may have brought a vengeful smirk on Lummenaeus’ face. 
 The abbot, as Lummenaeus pointed out, had again been calumniating 
his monastic, this time with the afore mentioned visitator from St. Vaast, 
saying that Cornelius was ‘dwelling there longer and against the will and 
permission of [abbot Schayck], and that [he] piles one delay on another.’263 
However, the letter continues, Lummenaeus knew for sure that nothing had 
been ordered with regard to his return to Ghent, only that he would first 
finish his work in Douai, and, in as far as he could, oversee the printing 
process. And that is exactly what he was diligently doing. Is it another case 
of (intentional?) miscommunication? A recurring pattern? However, 
Lummenaeus continued: ‘I am shortly preparing my return, and I will gladly 
free myself from this treadmill, as soon as I will have received the travel sum 
and the little money needed to get me through the brief period that I have 
still to spend at the printer’s office.’264 A hundred florins, he added, for the 
remainder of his stay and his return to Ghent would surely suffice, and 
should be sent to Douai by return of post. After his return, he would 

                                                 
261 (...) quem hactenus hic apud me retineo, ne forte destitutus ab omnibus, impatientia suada, ad prava 
consilia defluat, unde facile revocari non possit. Communicavi consilium id meum, cum Domino Priore 
Vedastino, hic me, ex parte Reverend[issi]mi Visitatoris, intervisente, qui illud ut utile et honestum 
mecum comprobavit. Nam quae circa infirmum fratrem agenda sint, ex regula item satis docemur. 
262  Sanderus, Gandavum sive Gandavensium, 336. This D. Heylinc is not among those 
interrogated in 1607 with regard to the election of a coadiutor (RAG, S.P. 34 II 108; cf. 
above, p. 25nt49). Lummenaeus’ 1617 Pleias sacra includes a preliminary poem by an 
otherwise unidentified ‘Ioannes Heylinckus’ (cf. f. A2vo / p. 4). It may very well be the 
same person whose unfortunate situation he is here discussing. 
263 (...) intelligo, me hic praeter voluntatem et indulgentiam Reverend[issi]mae Amplit[udinis] T[uae] 
diutius haerere, et moram ex mora intricare. 
264 Brevi admodum reditum paro, et ex pistrino isto libenter me emancipabo, ubi viaticum accepero, et 
pauculas pecunias ad reliquum temporis transigendum quod hic, ad breve intervallum apud operas 
typographicas mihi restat. 
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account for his expenses: ‘For the amount spent and received after my last 
calculation, I will provide a balance, when I will have returned to Ghent.’265 
 Whether he received, and ultimately accounted for the funds, we do 
not know. In the letter to Schayck, Lummenaeus briefly mentioned the 
completion of the collection of tragedies, Musae lacrymantes, and the near-
completion of five homilies on the passion of the Christ, both dedicated to 
Schayck.266 This collection of homiliae would be printed as Vulnera Iesu Christi, 
sive homiliae quinque Christo passo dictae, and appear not at the house of 
Fampoux, but at Marcus Wyon’s printing house, also in Douai. Wyon would 
also print Lummenaeus’ final production, a single homily entitled Parthenii 
flores, sive homilia in festo missus dicta. Apparently, then, not only was funding 
provided for the collection of homilies, but there was also money available 
for yet another publication. It seems that all would be explained upon his 
return in Ghent, which Lummenaeus claimed to be already preparing 
himself for in August of 1628. 
 But he would never return home. It is often said that in Douai in 
1629 the curtain fell for Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca. The year 
1629 may have derived from the fact that in that year the Vulnera Iesu Christi 
formally appeared in Douai, along with a separately published homily, 
Parthenii flores, and no one heard from him thereafter. But the Ghent State 
Archives hold three obituary lists of St Peter’s abbey that have recorded the 
death of Lummenaeus.267 The first notes that ‘Cornelius à Marca died in 
Douai and was buried in the church of the new Benedictines’, on an 
unspecified date in 1628.268 The second notes that ‘Mr. Cornelius Luminaeus 
à Marca, a man mellifluous both in prose and in verse, died in Douai where 
he was diligently working on the editing and printing of books; he is buried 
there with the English’, on an unspecified date in 1632. To this entry a 
recent hand added, in pencil, 1629.269 The last one gives ‘Cornelius à Marca 
died in Douai’, in November, 1628.270 Ignoring the pencil addition of later 
date, the obituaries provide us with 1628 (twice) and 1632. All say that he 
died in Douai. Is it perhaps possible to provide a more reasoned date of 
death? 
 The publications delivered by Marcus Wyon both appeared in 1629. 
The Vulnera contains a dedicatory letter to Schayck, dated from Douai on 9 
                                                 
265 Accepta et expensa pecunia ab ultimo computu, exactam rationem dabo, cum Gandavum rediero (as 
nt259). 
266 Interim tragica mea hic finem habent, et pathetica, sive homiliae Christo passo dictae, coronidem brevi 
admodum exspectant. Omnia sub auspiciis Reverend[issi]mae Amplit[udinis] T[uae] (as nt259). 
267 RAG, S.P. 34 II 99. 
268  Cornelius Amarca obiit Duaci, ibiq[ue] sepultus in novorum benedictinorum eccl[es]ia; 1628 
[novorum coni.: noborum ( ?) ms]. 
269 D[ominus] Cornelius Luminaeus a Marca vir qua soluta qua ligata oratione mellifluus obiit ubi 
edendis libris et prelo incumbebat ibidem sepultus apud anglos; 1632. He must have been buried 
on the cemetery or in the church of the English College at Douai. 
270 Cornelius Amarca obiit Duaci; 1628; in novem. 
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August 1628, so before Lummenaeus’ final letter of 24 August, discussed 
above. It has two approbationes, one dated 15 August, the other 29 October 
1628.271 The Parthenii flores has, contrary to Lummenaeus’ usual practice, no 
dedication, no letters or other preliminary work. It contains only an undated 
approbatio by Guilelmus Arents, bookcensor in Ghent: Erudita ac pia homilia 
est. Imprimi potest. If Lummenaeus died in November of 1628, it may be that 
he had prepared both editions himself, but that the actual printing process 
was finished posthumously in 1629. He might have just finished the editing 
work on the Vulnera (cf. above), but perhaps not on Parthenii, which could 
explain the absence of any preliminaries. This way, November 1628 makes a 
possible date of death, and it may thus be that he was buried shortly 
thereafter in the church of the (English) Benedictines in Douai.  

There is, however, also the short eulogy on Lummenaeus by his dear 
friend Antonius Sanderus, in a dedicatory letter to the successor of Schayck 
(who died in 1631), Abbot Gerard Rym. The letter is printed in the 
panegyric S. Andreas Corsinus Carmelita, Episcopus Fesulanus and is dated 1 
January 1633. Part of it reads: 
 

‘(...) When I was a boy, the most delightful abbot Cornelius 
Columbanus Vrancx fostered my studies with his munificence 
after the fortune of my parents had been diminished almost 
entirely by war. The abbot Arsenius [Schayck], who has done so 
well for the Blandinian abbey, has also been favorable to me. 
And though I have always experienced there the favorable 
goodwill of many of the ascetics who piously fostered their 
belief in God under the Rule of St. Benedict, the company of 
Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca (whom the divine 
benevolence, I hope, has recently called to the kingdom of 
heaven) has been the most pleasant to me up until his death. 
How much luster that man possessed! How much righteousness! 
How much knowledge of both the sacred (although some 
growling theological quacks are not of that opinion, who limit 
their erudition to some trivial matters of Binsfeld and 
Navarrus;272 and when they are called to the test by the favor of 
leadsmen inexperienced of the sacred militia, they despise the 
truly learned men, who are all seasoned in either ecclesiastical or 
literary work. Those are mere youngsters, with a fiery nature 
and eager because of their friendship with some lords) and 
secular literature! How pleasantly he wrote poetry; how 
flourishing his prose was! May his writings have eternal fame, 

                                                 
271 Vulnera Iesu Christi, A3vo. 
272 The German bishop and theologian Peter Binsfeld (c. 1545-1598) and the theologian 
Martin de Azpilcueta, of Navarra (1492-1586). 
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and may it all be worth the preserving cedar-oil. What more 
could have been expected from the divine genius of such a man, 
if only God would have granted him a longer life? (...)’273 

 
Would Sanderus refer to the death of a close friend as nuper, recently, when 
he in fact died some three to four years ago? Possibly: the warm memories 
of their true friendship may have resuscitated his grief while writing the 
eulogy. But it could also be that Lummenaeus actually died in 1632, as one 
obituary stated. If so, he seems to have left no traces after August 1628, 
even though the rate at which his publications appeared indicates that this 
was one of his most productive periods. Nonetheless, although no decisive 
conclusion can be satisfactorily drawn I would say that November 1628 
currently seems our best guess – when he would have been an estimated 48 
years of age.274 It is, however, based on an argumentum ex silentio, rather than 
factual evidence. But even if he had actually lived to see the year 1632, the 
traces of his life in any case vanish somewhere in the second half of 1628. 
 If we review Lummenaeus’ activities in the final – traceable – stages 
of his life, there seems little cause to follow Varenbergh’s conclusion, which 
he drew on the scanty evidence available to him, but which nonetheless 
constitutes the view that still prevails today: ‘The misery, grief and work had 
considerably affected his health, which had already been quite frail for 
several years; and shortly after he announced his return to Ghent his illness 
                                                 
273 (...) Cum puer essem, candidissimus Blandinii Praesul Cornelius Columbanus Vranxius, fortunis 
parentum per bella fere attritis, sua munificentia studia mea promovit. Favit et de Blandinio 
meritissimus Praesul Arsenius: et cum multorum istic sub D. Benedicti Regula Deo pie militantium 
Ascetarum pronam in me semper voluntatem expertus sim, tum cum Iacobo Cornelio Lumenaeo à 
Marca (quem nuper ad caelestia regna divina, spero, benignitas evocavit) ad extremum vitae diem 
iucundissima mihi consuetudo fuit. Et quantus in illo viro candor! quanta innocentia! quanta sacrarum 
(ut non illud opinentur et obganniant Theologastri quidam, qui eruditionem omnem ad quaestiunculas 
aliquot Binsfeldii et Navarri contrahunt; et cum ad examina Tyronum sacrae militiae favore Praesulum 
vocati sunt, viros eruditissimos, quosque vel Ecclesiasticus vel litterarius labor fregit, despectui habent. 
Iuvenes illi nimirum, calore sanguinis fervidi, et Antistitum quorundam amicitia animosi) quanta 
saecularium litterarum cognitio! quam vincta suavis, quam soluta floridus oratione fuit! Ac licet famam 
habitura sint et perennitatem, quae scripsit, neque quidquam non cedro dignum aestimetur: quid non 
amplius tamen a divino viri ingenio exspectandum erat, si longiorem illi vitam Deus concessisset? (...), 
pp. 5-6 (A3ro-vo). It is interesting to note that Sanderus seems to be referring to certain 
theological disputes that involved Lummenaeus. I have found no other proof of, or 
references to such events. In the case studies of this thesis, I will also discuss the extent 
to which some of Lummenaeus’ plays may have touched upon certain (topical) debates. 
Perhaps an in-debt investigation of his oratorical oeuvre, which lies beyond the scope of 
this thesis, could provide more clues regarding the theological debate to which Sanderus 
is here referring. 
274 François (Bibliothèque des écrivains, vol. 2, p. 159; s.v. Marck) notes that ‘Dom Marck 
vivoit encore en 1644’, possibly – if he had based himself on Andreas’ Bibliotheca Belgica – 
an argumentum ex silentio, since Andreas does not mention Cornelius’ death in his 1643 
edition. The same probably goes for Baillet, Jugements des savans, 124: ‘mort vers l’an 1644 
ou 1645’. 
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deteriorated rapidly and caused his death in early 1629. On his way home, he 
had found shelter with the English Benedictines in Douai, and he has been 
buried in their church.’ 275  Though we have seen that after 1625 
Lummenaeus had several times attempted to escape the strict rule of the 
Blandinian abbot and that his health – at least before he went to Italy – had 
on several occasions been fairly bad, there is no indication that he was living 
the final years of his life in dire misery. On the contrary: his stay in Douai – 
after having initially returned to Ghent, as I have shown above – enabled 
him to write and to publish, exactly as he had been wishing for. It may be, 
however, that he had been staying in an inn, rather than – which might have 
been more comfortable – with the English Benedictines, which can’t be 
concluded from the available evidence.276 The obituaries indeed seem to 
indicate that he had been buried in their church, but he himself never even 
mentioned as much as a visit to their abbey.277 Still, his correspondence of 
1625-1628 no longer reveals any health problems – in fact, he may have 
been in rather good shape after his return in Ghent, since the absence of any 
references to his physical condition is striking. For all we know, the abbot’s 
assumption – that he was deliberately trying to prolong his stay in Douai – 
had been correct, and Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca may actually 
have died a happy man. 

                                                 
275 ‘La misère, le chagrin, les travaux, avaient considérablement altéré sa santé, déjà fort 
chancelante depuis plusieurs années; et peu après le moment où il annonçait son retour 
au mont Blandin, la maladie l’étreignit plus violemment et l’emporta au commencement 
de 1629. Il avait reçu asile à son passage à Douai, chez ses confrères les Bénédictins 
anglais, et c’est dans leur église qu’il fut enterré.’ Varenbergh, ‘Lummenaeus à Marca’, 147. 
276 Cf. his letter of 24 August 1628: ex pistrino isto libenter me emancipabo (as nt259). 
277 The English Benedictines in Douai moved back to England and settled at Downside 
abbey, in Bath, after the French revolution. Its seventeenth and eighteenth century 
archives seem to have been destroyed during or after the Revolution, though there might 
still be something available locally in Douai. 
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CHAPTER TWO 
‘EST ET MINORIBUS SMARAGDIS SUA GRATIA’:  

LUMMENAEUS’ DRAMATIC PRINCIPLES 
 
 

Introduction 
 

The Biblical tragedies of Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca were – 
and still are – considered static, rhetorical and, to an impressive degree, 
lacking dramatic action. And justifiably so. But these qualities have 
simultaneously brought his works awfully close to being brushed aside as 
insignificant with a mere stroke of the modern scholarly pen. Why? Because 
his tragic oeuvre has been consistently judged along the lines of a tradition 
to which it did not belong.  

Those few scholars who have actually initiated research into the 
dramas of Lummenaeus have therefore unavoidably produced ramshackle 
results. The theatre historian Jacob Worp, for example, assumed that 
because of their lack of action, Lummenaeus’ plays had probably never been 
staged. Nonetheless, he classified them as one of the most performed types 
of theatre in early modern times: school drama.1 

More recently James Parente, despite his invaluable pioneering work, 
was quick to condemn Lummenaeus’ work for its faulty plot structure, 
lyrical appearance and the preciousness of its tragic idiom, not to mention 
its supposed contribution to the paganization of Biblical tragedy. At the 
same time, however, Parente came close to falsifying his own scholarly 
conclusions when he signalled the link between sixteenth-century French 
tragedy and the work of Lummenaeus. Unfortunately, he failed to 
investigate this relationship in any detail.2 

French sixteenth-century tragedy – also labeled static, rhetorical, 
lyrical and devoid of action – had long been judged from a teleological 
perspective, and regarded as a mere unfinished precursor to French 
Classicists’ drama of the seventeenth century. However, as scholars of early 
modern drama – not only French, but also English and Dutch drama3 – 
eventually came to realize, a drama that stands on the threshold of a new era 
cannot be judged or understood just by the standards that would be set in 
that new era, let alone by our own modern standards. In this chapter, I will 
                                                 
1 Worp, Geschiedenis van het drama, 226-227. 
2 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, passim (with regard to Lummenaeus’ 
indebtedness to French tragedians, cf. also pp. 216-217). 
3 Smits-Veldt, Samuel Coster, 18ff. See also Potter, ‘Morality Play and “spel van sinne”’, 7. 
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initiate a similar turn with regard to the current views on Lummenaeus’ 
poetics, and propose my own answer to the following question: which 
literary tradition(s) did the author join in with, and why and how did he do 
so? To this end I will initiate a reassessment of his works. 

There are many literary traditions with which the work of 
Lummenaeus can be compared. From the fifteenth and sixteenth century 
onwards, Seneca has provided the basis for several of those traditions, many 
of which have become mutually divergent over the course of time. Perhaps 
a logical place to start would be the widely famous Latin dramas of Hugo 
Grotius and Daniel Heinsius, written slightly earlier. But even a casual 
glance reveals that their work, either because of its structure or tragic 
subjects, can not solely have served as Lummenaeus’ main model. Any 
similarities between those works can probably be attributed first and 
foremost to the reception of the universal literary ancestor of many 
European tragedians, Seneca.4 
 Another tradition worth looking at would be vernacular Dutch drama. 
Sixteenth- century Dutch theatre had for a large part been dominated by 
rhetoricians’ drama, which was not seldom interspersed with allegorical 
figures and could possess a dominant moral outlook.5 As we will come to 
see, only Lummenaeus’ one-of-a-kind, atypical Dives Epulo (1613) can be 
partly linked to this tradition. Classically oriented Dutch drama would find 
its first truly decisive landmark in the Geeraerdt van Velsen (1613) by P.C. 
Hooft. This work actually initiated Seneca’s reception in Dutch drama, but, 
as we will come to see, found itself diverging from Lummenaeus’ path. It is 
therefore not likely that Hooft and his colleagues have served as 
Lummenaeus’ models of inspiration. 
 Though Worp classified Lummenaeus’ works as Latin school drama, 
the latter’s tragedies hardly seem to connect with that particular tradition. 
When we consider some of its most famous exponents – Guilelmus 
Gnapheus, Georgius Macropedius or Cornelius Schonaeus – then it is clear 
that, first of all, their plays, though often based on Biblical subjects, were 
usually structured and styled as classical Roman comedies. And even though 
there have been some Biblical tragedies written and performed in the 
sixteenth century – consider for instance Petrus Philicinus’ Esther (1563) – 
there still remains the fact that, even at first glance, the rhetorical and static 

                                                 
4 For an overview of Heinsius as a tragedian, cf. Bloemendal, Auriacus, which also briefly 
addresses the relationship between Grotius and Heinsius (pp. 28-29), and provides many 
references to the most important studies on their work. Grotius’ poetry, including his 
tragedies, is published and discussed in a series started in 1970 (cf. Grotius, De dichtwerken 
van Hugo Grotius / The poetry of Hugo Grotius). See also Rädle, ‘Hugo Grotius als 
Dramatiker’, Eyffinger, Grotius poeta, 10-15; id., ‘Cui bono, si Agamemnon diserte 
loquitur?’ and Parente, Religious drama, passim (esp. pp. 111ff.). 
5 Cf. for instance Hummelen, De sinnekens in het rederijkersdrama; Fleurkens, Stichtelijke lust. 
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qualities of most of Lummenaeus’ tragedies hardly, if at all, match the fairly 
explicit, educational goals pursued by school drama.6 

Similarly, the characteristics of the increasingly popular Jesuit drama, 
performed in large numbers at their colleges throughout Europe, show a 
clear demarcation from Lummenaeus’ oeuvre. Even though the wide-spread 
work of the Jesuit Fathers will have contributed to Lummenaeus’ familiarity 
with Latin drama – even his brother, the talented orator and Jesuit Father 
Ludovicus à Marca, had written at least one play, a Mauritius7 –, and a closer 
investigation of the relationship between their dramas and Lummenaeus’ 
tragedies will yield numerous similarities,8 even a casual glance reveals that it 
does not constitute his main literary model. In general – though there are of 
course many variations in the huge corpus known today –, Jesuit drama is 
marked by an ever increasing emphasis on spectacle rather than words, on 
an often truly huge number of actors,9 and by a high degree of explicitly 
moral instruction.10 
 Although the traditions I just described each provide a valuable 
opportunity to determine and discuss the differences between these types of 
drama,11 this chapter, as stated above, rather aims at determining the main 
model of Lummenaeus’ dramatic debt. In this respect, there are several good 
reasons why we should here focus first and foremost on the tradition of 
French humanist tragedy. The most important clue is in fact provided by 
Lummenaeus himself. In his published works, he only mentions two recent 
                                                 
6 For a concise overview of Latin school drama in The Netherlands, see Bloemendal, 
Spiegel van het dagelijks leven, passim; De Vroomen, Toneel op school, ch. 1. 
7 Ludovicus’ Mauritius – like most Jesuit plays – was probably never printed, but – as is 
mentioned in his eulogy (cf. appendix three) it was apparently received with great 
applause and it became a celebrated play in both Jesuit Provinces. 
8 Also with regard to their function in the Counter-Reformist offensive, cf. below, pp. 
215-216. 
9 McCabe (An Introduction to the Jesuit Theater, 32) lists some exceptional performances in 
Munich, involving some 700 to 1000 actors. The periochae (summaries) of Jesuit drama 
published by Szarota (Das Jesuitendrama im deutschen Sprachgebiet) give an excellent 
impression of the high number of actors usually involved. 
10 For an extensive introduction to, and up-to-date bibliography of Jesuit drama in the 
Southern Netherlands, see Proot, Het schooltoneel van de jezuïeten, as well as the older, but 
still very useful Van den Boogerd, Het jezuïetendrama in de Nederlanden. I would like to 
especially point out the major studies on German Jesuit drama by Elida Maria Szarota 
(esp. the periochae-editions in the four volumes of Das Jesuitendrama im deutschen Sprachgebiet), 
and by Jean-Marie Valentin (e.g. Le théâtre des Jésuites). McCabe also provides a good 
introduction to (English) Jesuit drama (An Introduction to the Jesuit Theater, esp. 11-68), as 
well as Wimmer (Jesuitentheater: Didaktik und Fest, esp. 12-39). De Vroomen, Toneel op school, 
also discusses the history and principles of Jesuit drama (ch. 2). For Jesuit drama as 
spectacle, see also below, p. 217. 
11 Jan Konst, in his review of Jan Bloemendal’s dissertation, stresses the importance of 
keeping an eye also on the differences between similar types of drama. Cf. Konst, 
‘[Review of] Daniel Heinsius: Auriacus’. On the differences between Lummenaeus and 
Dutch vernacular tragedy, cf. also below, pp. 124-127. 
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dramatists, namely (the semi-French) George Buchanan and Robert Garnier, 
thus indicating that he at the very least knew of those authors and their 
works.12 Secondly, there clearly was frequent contact between the humanist 
authors of Ghent and the Parisian Pléiade, which is relevant even though 
Lummenaeus may not have been to Paris himself before he started writing 
tragedies (he did so thereafter, in any case).13 Thirdly, it has been pointed out 
that there was a regular, cultural border traffic between the Netherlands and 
(northern) France, and an important centre of education and book printing 
like Douai (in present-day France), was infinitely more oriented towards the 
south than the north.14 Fourthly, this border traffic specifically entailed late 
sixteenth, early seventeenth-century performances of plays by for instance 
Robert Garnier (a.o. Les Juifves),15 from which we can not only deduce that 
Lummenaeus himself might have had the opportunity to be present at one of 
those performances, but also the plain and simple fact that those static and 
highly rhetorical plays – as they were qualified – were actually publicly 
performed and enjoyed by many. But most importantly, the famous 
tragedies by authors like George Buchanan, Jean de La Taille and Robert 
Garnier not only treated the same Biblical subjects as Lummenaeus’ plays, 
but also employed fairly similar dramatic techniques. 

Therefore, this chapter will focus primarily on French humanist 
tragedy and its relationship to Lummenaeus’ work, for it is there that the 
clearest answers to our questions can be found. In the following, I will first 

                                                 
12 The reference to Buchanan (in the 1608 Iephte) will be discussed in detail in chapter 
four. Lummenaeus refers to Robert Garnier in a poem honouring – rather exaggeratedly, 
it seems! – the Sedecias tragedy written by his patron, Hermannus à Burgundia (de 
Bourgogne), on the same subject as his own Carcer Babylonius of 1610 (‘In Sedeciam 
Tragoediam, ab Hermanno à Burgundia Latinitate donatam’): Garnerum antevenis numeris et 
Apolline dextro, / et tua Musa cavo grandius ore tonat (ll. 11-12). Bourgogne’s tragedy seems 
not have survived, unfortunately. Lummenaeus’ poem was reprinted in the Opera omnia 
(pp. 231-232). For Hermann de Bourgogne, baron (from 1614: count) de Fallais, poet in 
Latin and French (ca. 1570 - 1626), see also Foppens, Bibliotheca Belgica, I, 473, as well as 
Biographie Nationale, II, 847-848 (s.v. Bourgogne (Hermann de)); Helbig, ‘Hermann de 
Bourgogne, Comte de Fallais’; Theux de Montjardin, Bibliographie Liégeoise, 81. Copies of 
his Epica (Liège: J. Ouwerx, 1624) are rare, but at least two have been preserved, in the 
libraries of Liège and Antwerp (Erfgoedbibliotheek Hendrik Conscience). The Antwerp 
library also holds a copy of his Miscellanea (Liège: J. Ouwerx, 1624). 
13 Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 133. 
14 Lavéant, Théâtre et culture dramatique. For a brief overview of the influence exerted by the 
Universities of Louvain and Douai in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, cf. 
Roegiers, ‘De universiteiten in de Zuidelijke Nederlanden’. 
15 Lebègue, La tragédie française, 71; 99-109. For a recent, extensive overview of theatrical 
performances in the northern parts of France and the Southern Netherlands in the 
fifteenth and sixteenth century, cf. Lavéant, Théâtre et culture dramatique, 409ff. (‘Répertoire 
des pièces jouées dans les villes francophones des Pays-Bas méridionaux’). Robert 
Garnier’s tragedies were even published in Antwerp in 1592 (Porteman and Smits-Veldt, 
Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 279). 
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discuss the sixteenth-century tradition of French humanist drama. In doing 
so, I will focus primarily on matters related to style, structure and poetics, 
rather than on matters of content and subject. Thus, the reasoned principles 
behind this tradition, as well as its goals and achievements will become clear, 
so that next a comparison with the tragedies of Lummenaeus can be 
initiated. With French humanist tragedy as our repoussoir, I will then be able 
to shed more light on Lummenaeus’ position in the dramatic field and the 
apparent choices he made in actually advancing from these models. It will 
prove useful to briefly look as well at some more practical matters related to 
the performability of French drama, which I have already touched upon by 
mentioning the performances of Garnier’s tragedies. From there, some light 
may be shed on the somewhat clouded circumstances surrounding the 
function and practicality of Lummenaeus’ drama. After having discussed 
Lummenaeus’ reception of French tragedy, I will nonetheless turn briefly to 
the evolving tradition of Dutch vernacular drama, for which his earliest 
drama, the Dives Epulo, provides an opportunity. Departing from the stylistic 
differences within the corpus of Lummenaeus, as well as from the results of 
the comparison with French drama, this stand-alone tragedy in 
Lummenaeus’ tragic oeuvre will allow us to highlight the divergent literary 
paths chosen by our Ghent Benedictine and Dutch vernacular poets.16 To 
conclude, I will touch upon the final chord of any investigation into a 
literary tradition: what, if anything, constituted the contemporary literary 
reception of the Benedictine’s work? 
 
 

Characteristics of French humanist tragedy17 
 

French humanist tragedy finds it first representatives in the works of the 
Protestant author Théodore de Bèze (Abraham Sacrifiant) and Étienne Jodelle 
(Cléopâtre Captive) in the early 1550s. While the former would still find 
himself primarily in the tradition of the medieval mystères, Jodelle’s Cléopâtre, 
performed in Paris in 1552, was the first tragedy to be firmly established on 
a classical basis.18 In the following years, the emerging humanist dramatic 
                                                 
16  Thus heeding, to a certain extent, Jan Konst’s suggestion in his review of Jan 
Bloemendal’s dissertation. Cf. above, p. 91nt11. 
17 Scholars apparently seem to use the terms French sixteenth-century tragedy, French 
humanist tragedy and French Renaissance tragedy rather indiscriminately for denoting 
the same corpus of texts. Compare for instance the titles of the studies by Charpentier, 
Jondorf, Griffiths or Forsyth.  
18 As a disciple of George Buchanan, De Bèze would come to be considered inferior to 
his master. In any case, his Abraham sacrifiant actually marked a return to the dramatic 
poetics of the Middle Ages. Cf. Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 54; Lefèvre, Senecas 
Tragödien, passim; Wanke, Die französische Literatur, 174; Lazard, Le théâtre en France, 99; 
Charpentier, Pour une lecture, 11-12. Charpentier provides a concise outline of French 
humanist tragedy. Detailed bibliographies of French sixteenth-century tragedy have been 
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tradition in France produced translations of Latin or Italian plays; plays with 
a subject from classical antiquity; and Biblical dramas.19 From the start, the 
influence of Seneca on French drama was profound, mostly because 
contemporary writers in France detected a suitable topicality in the Roman’s 
tragedies, and because the audience in those days of political uncertainty and 
bloody wars – not only in the region of present-day France, but also the 
Netherlands and Germany – readily received the ‘spectacles macabres’ and 
‘émotions fortes’.20 Still, French tragedy from up to the early seventeenth 
century – i.e. before the beginning of the era of French classicism – has 
often been treated by scholars more as a literary curiosity than as a theatrical 
document, including the works of its finest exponents: Étienne Jodelle, Jean 
de La Taille, Robert Garnier and Antoine de Montchrestien.21 

French humanist tragedy has been fairly accurately characterized as a 
highly rhetoric and static theatre.22 In this respect, its connection to the 
tragedies of Seneca is not surprising. Much has been written about the 
dramatic corpus attributed to the Roman Lucius Annaeus Seneca (c. 1 - 65 
A.D.) and his reception in early modern drama.23 The work of Seneca – 
both his poetry and prose – became increasingly popular in France and the 
Southern Netherlands in the second half of the sixteenth century under 
influence either of works providing an edition of his tragedies (e.g. Martin 
Delrio’s Syntagma tragoediae Latinae (1593)) or of works themselves heavily 
inspired by the philosophical system distilled from Seneca’s prose works and 
plays (e.g. Justus Lipsius’ De constantia (1584)). The emerging tradition on 
Latin schools and colleges to read and perform not only Seneca but also 
plays based on his model, the more-widespread knowledge of Latin as 
compared to Greek, and Seneca’s image as an almost Christian-like moralist, 

                                                                                                                                            
provided by Madeleine Lazard (Le théâtre en France, up to 1980), and by Charles Mazouer 
(‘Vingt ans de recherches’, from 1980-1998). A concise, recent bibliography listing only 
the most important works can also be found in Emmanuel Buron, Lectures de Robert 
Garnier. 
19 Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, XXIV-XXV. 
20 Lebègue, Études sur le théâtre français I, 181. 
21 Vince, Renaissance Theatre, 140. 
22 Cf. for instance the speaking title of Gillian Jondorf’s book, French Renaissance Tragedy: 
the Dramatic Word, or of Emmanuel Buron’s article, ‘La Renaissance de la tragédie ou le 
spectacle de la parole’. 
23 Jan Bloemendal’s dissertation on Daniel Heinsius’ Auriacus sive Libertas saucia (1602) 
provides a comprehensive overview of Seneca’s tragic style and his influence on early 
modern Latin drama (Bloemendal, Auriacus, ch. 3, esp. pp. 61-64), as well as references to 
many major works on the subject. A proper introduction to the influence of Seneca on 
the various dramatic literatures in Europe can be found in Lefèvre, Der Einfluss Senecas. 
Needless to say, many a dramatist’s work has been diligently combed through for its debt 
to Seneca, e.g. Robert Garnier’s (cf. Mouflard, Robert Garnier. Les sources). Where 
applicable, I will refer to relevant publications. 
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favoured the Roman as the one example of classical theatre to be imitated.24 
Many of the basic structural, as well as thematic aspects of French humanist 
drama that will be discussed below originally sprang from the example set by 
the dramas of Seneca.  

Sometimes preceded by a prologue, French humanist tragedy was 
generally constructed as a five-act play, regularly featuring long monologues 
and extensive lyrical choruses.25 Its rhetorical and static appearance had lead 
Richard Griffiths to design his theory of ‘set pieces’, stylized forms serving 
as a framework for the display of style and language.26 Initially working with 
the dramas of Antoine de Montchrestien, Griffiths also showed that a play 
like Robert Garnier’s Les Juifves (1583) was equally composed of such ‘set 
pieces’.27 In the eyes of a modern reader, such poetics could easily appear 
somewhat dramatically inadequate, and thus its characteristics were, already 
from the era of seventeenth-century French Classicism onwards, likely to 
receive rather negative criticism, as we will come to see.28 The supposed 
dramatic ‘weaknesses’ ascribed to their primary model, the tragedies of 
Seneca, were to an even larger extent present in French humanist tragedy, so 
the critics judged. The most frequent criticisms – which are, in fact, the 
characteristics that are in need of proper interpretation – directed against 
French Renaissance tragedy until the second half of the twentieth century 
have been pointedly summed up by Thomas Zamparelli as ‘little or no 
action, lack of character development, faulty plot structure, overemphasis on 
oratory or mournful lyricism at the expense of real dramatic conflict, 
interminable tirades, a moralizing tone, and an appreciable thematic or 
ideological paucity that is due to the mouthing of commonplaces, maxims, 
and sententiae drawn from classical authors. (...) In short, narrative 
recapitulation, more often than not, is substituted for real action.’ 29 It had 
                                                 
24 Lefèvre, Der Einfluss Senecas, passim; Garelli-François, Quelques clefs sénéquiennes, 10-12; 
Forsyth, La tragédie française, 102; Lebègue, Études sur le théâtre français I, 183; Chevalier, 
L’imitation des poètes latins, 53. In early sixteenth-century France, the availability of Greek 
tragedians was minor and late compared to Seneca. Cf. Charlton, The Senecan Tradition, 30-
34. 
25 Concise discussions of the structural characteristics of French humanist tragedy are 
provided by Charpentier, Pour une lecture, 18-21 and Mazouer, La tragédie française, 206-207. 
More detailed studies, like that of Richard Griffiths (The Dramatic Technique), will be 
discussed and/or referred to below. 
26 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 106ff. 
27 Cf. Griffiths, Garnier Les Juifves, 30-31, for a schematic overview of Garnier’s play in ‘set 
pieces’. 
28 Even scholars who were admittedly aware of their modern perspective were sometimes 
unable to judge sixteenth-century French tragedy on its own merits. For example, 
Lebègue (La tragédie française, 44) would not refrain from chosing such a point of 
departure: ‘[Garnier] a écrit des pièces lugubres divisées en cinq actes, pourvues de 
choeurs, et où les monologues, les lamentations, la rhétorique tiennent une place que nous 
jugeons excessive’ (my italics, RG). 
29 Zamparelli, The Theater of Claude Billard, 22-23. 
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lead Zamparelli to the correct observation that French humanist tragedy 
offered a very particular type of esthetic experience.30 In French humanist 
tragedy, it is not the dramatic facts that are explored on stage, but rather 
their narration, and ultimately their effects on the main characters.31 Thus, it 
is not a theatre of action in the modern sense, but rather a theatre of words, 
a theatre of rhetorical action, ‘où dire n’est pas faire.’32 In the words of 
Gustave Lanson: ‘La tragédie humaniste est un drame pathétique qui tire 
l’émotion non de la vue directe du fait tragique, mais de la plainte de 
victimes.’33 However, as we will come to see, ‘tirer l’émotion’ was not a goal 
in itself, but rather a means to an end. 
 The French tragedies of the Renaissance derive their structure and 
lofty style primarily from Seneca’s tragic model, with a touch of Horace’s 
poetical precepts:34 the tragedians produced plays starting in medias res,35 with 
the characteristic five-act structure separated by chorus songs, and a solemn 
diction that suited the dire reversal of fortune represented in their plays. The 
dramatists followed these models to such an extent, that their works have 
often been described as ‘une élégie dramatique et théâtrale’,36 or a ‘poème 
élégiaque dialogué’, 37  as ‘mettre en scène une longue déploration’. 38  The 
atmosphere of French humanist drama was sententieux: one need only refer 
to the numbers produced by Charpentier, showing the relative proportion of 
sententious verses in the dramas of De Montchrestien to average about 25-
30%.39 

The presentation of characters exhibited a static quality as well. There 
is generally no tragically progressive development visible or noticeable in the 

                                                 
30 Unfortunately, Zamparelli adds that this particular type of esthetic experience was ‘not 
necessarily a theatrical one’ (The Theater of Claude Billard, 37), thus aligning himself with 
the earlier, erroneous approach to French humanist tragedy. This is especially ironic, 
since Claude Billard was one of the few dramatists to explicitly elaborate upon the 
functionality of long monologues. Cf. below, nt60. 
31 ‘The Renaissance tragedian accepted the event as inevitable, and sought to show the 
effects of it upon his characters’ (Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 27; 75). 
32 Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 206. Cf. also Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, XXVI. 
Charlton, The Senecan Tradition, 120: ‘The French Senecans lack theatrical intentions of 
almost every description’, and (p. 122): ‘[They] are substantially without dramatic sense.’ 
Griffiths states that the dramatists’ aim was the depiction of the effects of the tragic 
events, rather than its causes. But, he rightly argues, ‘dramatic tension in the modern 
sense was not the aim of Seneca; nor was it the aim of his imitators, the Renaissance 
dramatists’ (The Dramatic Technique, 70-73). 
33 G. Lanson, ‘L’idée de la tragédie en France avant Jodelle’, Revue d’histoire littéraire, 1904, 
pp. 463-464, quoted by Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 32. 
34 Lazard, Le théâtre en France, 96; Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 207. 
35 Horace, Ars Poetica, 147-149, where the term is coined for describing the ideal epic. 
36 Faguet, La tragédie Française, 236. 
37 West, Jean de La Taille, 13-14. 
38 Lazard, Le théâtre en France, 101. 
39 Charpentier, Pour une lecture, 55. 
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presentation of the characters. Rather, this development is replaced by the 
representation of one emotional state or a specific reaction to the tragic 
events, which the sixteenth-century dramatists deemed more important for 
moral instruction than a character’s inner progression.40 The Renaissance 
tragedian was not concerned with the internal struggle of characters, nor was 
he interested in exploring the depths of psychological motivation. Rather, he 
attempted to portray characters under the stress of a particular mood.41 
Towards the seventeenth century, with authors like Jean de La Taille and 
Robert Garnier, this initially somewhat rough representation of characters 
gradually seemed to become somewhat more fine-tuned.42 

Such qualities undeniably produced a ton hautain. This, it has been 
argued, contributed to an aristocratic literary reception of those works and 
was testimony to primarily a high level of literary ambition, even to the 
extent of contempt for a vulgar style.43 But it simultaneously created ample 
opportunity to further the development of a literary French vernacular that 
could eventually rival the classical language of the ancients through the 
imitation of such a noble literary genre.44 
 
 

Form and function in French humanist tragedy 
 

In the first half of the seventeenth century, French dramaturgy gradually 
developed into the new classicists’ ideal of tragedy. Dramatic action would 
become livelier and more complex. The number and length of monologues 
decreased, and the chorus disappeared almost completely. The stock 
characters derived from Seneca’s tragedies were no longer staged, but were 
instead replaced by characters with a more natural and varied appearance.45 
These developments marked the beginning of an era of retrospect criticism 
with regard to sixteenth-century tragedy. Some early scholars claimed that 
the apex of the humanist tradition, Garnier’s Les Juifves, merely marked a 
transitional phase in the development of French humanist tragedy into the 
drama of French Classicism of the seventeenth century. Garnier’s plays, but 
also the popular works of De Montchrestien, however, had still preserved 
many of the humanist principles: a main moral and religious idea (divine 
punishment), a simple structure of the tragic narrative and a well-placed but 

                                                 
40 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 75. 
41 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 77; Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 100. Nonetheless, 
some examples of a fairly sustained ‘dilemma monologue’ can still be found in writers 
like De Montchrestien. Cf. Howe, ‘The Dilemma Monologue’, 32. 
42 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 33. 
43 Lazard, Le théâtre en France, 103-104. 
44 Such at least was the goal set forth in Joachim du Bellay’s La Défense et illustration de la 
langue française, II.4 (1549), as mentioned by Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 196. 
45 Lebègue, Études, 184. 
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slow-moving dramatic action, interspersed with declamations, lamentations 
and chorus song.46  

But such teleological views on the progression of French dramatic 
principles were convincingly dismissed by later scholars like Elliot Forsyth, 
Richard Griffiths, Donald Stone, Gillian Jondorf, and others. While it is 
clear that there are elements in sixteenth-century tragedy that would later 
recur in a more modern garment in French Classicists’ drama, this does not 
mean that Garnier and the likes were mere precursors to what was to come 
in the seventeenth century, and by which new standards also the tragedies of 
the previous age should be (negatively) judged. In the words of Stone: ‘To 
repeat continually that sixteenth-century tragedy was elegiac or devoid of 
psychology will not tell us why this is so and I see no reason to believe a 
search for the why is a less necessary pursuit.’47 Indeed, ‘French sixteenth-
century writers of tragedy repeatedly demonstrate that the genre was 
associated with considerations quite unrelated to action, characterization or 
bienséances.’48 However, while the question of ‘why’, as addressed by later 
scholars, will certainly be important also for understanding Lummenaeus’ 
dramatic concept, it should be stressed that early scholars like Raymond 
Lebègue and Kosta Loukovitch have done much important work also with 
regard to matters concerning style and structure of French humanist drama. 
Their invaluable work made possible the essential readings that can presently 
serve as our repoussoir in determining Lummenaeus’ literary debt to French 
authors.  

When retracing the steps of French humanist drama, it soon becomes 
clear that its rhetorical character stemmed primarily from the Senecan 
imitation the authors tried to achieve. The Roman’s dramas, interspersed 
with monologues and choruses, had been characterised by a highly rhetorical 
mode, perhaps under influence of his father’s interest in oratory.49 Seneca 
had preferred a fairly static drama, in which there was ample room for a 
character to eloquently parade strong emotions. Connected with this 
Senecan imitation was the importance of rhetoric in the sixteenth-century 
educational system. The increasing emphasis on dramatic monologues, 
according to Griffiths, stemmed from the rhetorical exercise of the 
prosopopeia (or impersonation), in which students had to imagine themselves 
completely inside a character, in order to envision and reproduce what he or 

                                                 
46 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 60. 
47 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 3. 
48 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 15. 
49  Bloemendal, Auriacus, 61. In the early modern period, ten plays were customarily 
ascribed to Lucius Annaeus Seneca; two of those (Hercules Oetaeus and, especially, Octavia) 
are today usually considered pseudo-Senecan. 
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she might have said under given circumstances.50 The influence of the art of 
rhetoric in sixteenth-century education is also strongly underlined by Donald 
Stone. 51  Madeleine Doran’s striking observation with respect to English 
dramatists of the sixteenth century, also holds true for their French 
colleagues: ‘They are apt to let the story, perhaps a good one in narrative 
form, take care of itself, and put their principal attention on writing speeches. 
Such an emphasis is what their training in rhetoric would have prepared 
them for.’52 It is interesting to note that in France there were among the 
tragedians many lawyers: their profession of course required a thorough 
training in rhetoric.53 A Renaissance audience, so Gillian Jondorf argues, 
would in any case be more comfortable with listening to long speeches, 
which might today seem dramatically awkward and impractical.54 Needless 
to say, the art of preaching ideally required a thorough familiarity with 
rhetoric as well, if it was to be effective. Is it a coincidence, that 
Lummenaeus’ oeuvre consisted mainly of tragedies, orationes and homiliae? On 
this point I will elaborate later. 

But at the other end of the spectrum, Seneca also provided the 
stylistic tool of stichomythia that throughout the sixteenth century provided 
the humanists with equal pleasure. Combined with the likewise Senecan 
practice of lavishly employing sententiae or aphorisms, it proved to be a 
compulsory element of early modern theatre in general – with some 
exceptions, as we will come to see.55 

With such sententious stichomythia, we have arrived at the sixteenth-
century dramatists’ preference for moral instruction, for which the Senecan 
model provided a suitable platform as well. For not only did the dramatists 
gratefully make use of their model’s structural characteristics; in Seneca – 
even though his Stoic views were not always compatible with a Christian 
outlook on affairs – the humanists found suitable (topical) themes 
illustrating the dire consequences of unrestricted passions such as forbidden 
love and jealousy, or of tyrannical hubris and the vices of kings. They not 
only found praise for Virgil’s fortunatus agricola, Ovid’s bene qui latuit bene vixit, 
Horace’s beatus ille qui procul negotiis, and the aurea mediocritas, but Seneca also 
provided the thematic aspects in which French humanists were interested: 
political discussions on severity, clemency, and tyranny, a chorus lamenting 
                                                 
50 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 76-81. This emphasis on poetics and rhetoric does in 
itself not necessarily mean that this type of drama was not meant to be performed, as we 
have already seen, and will come to see in more detail. 
51 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 29ff. 
52 Doran, Endeavors of Art, 61-62, quoted by Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 84. 
53 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 44-45. He lists Robert Garnier, Pierre Matthieu, Jean de 
Beaubrueil, Jean Prévost. 
54 Jondorf, French Renaissance Tragedy, 142. 
55 Smits-Veldt, Samuel Coster, 64-69; Jondorf, French Renaissance Tragedy, 143ff.; Mazouer, 
Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 209; Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, passim (esp. 106-
145). 
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the changeability and inconstancy of fortune, etc. 56  The chorus – as a 
dramatic device renounced by the seventeenth-century successors of the 
French humanists – was a useful means for communicating ideas and moral 
values, and was used to direct the sympathy and judgment of reader or 
spectator.57 The moral use the dramatists could set their dramas – both 
Biblical and historical –, was indeed heartily welcomed in sixteenth-century 
France. Seneca’s dramatic model was already geared towards moral 
instruction, and on this basis the French dramatists continued to build their 
tragic ideal.58 

The humanists’ use of the Senecan model, however, was not a mere 
imitation. A case in point is the expositio. As we learn from Griffiths, classical 
models provided Renaissance authors with five main methods of exposition, 
of which the monologues by one of the characters both in, as well as outside 
the action of the play, gradually became the most important ones.59 As an 
expositional technique, the monologue was a device commonly used by 
Seneca. French vernacular tragedy did not fail to copy this characteristic and 
we find early examples in Etienne Jodelle’s Cléopâtre Captive (perf. 1552), with 
the ghost of Antony producing a rather lengthy monologue of 106 verses, 
and in André de Rivaudeau’s Aman (publ. 1566), in which the character 
Mardochee pronounces an even lengthier monologue of over 225 verses. 
Towards the seventeenth century, a technique was developed, most notably 
by De Montchrestien, in which those opening monologues were used to 
inform the audience of virtually nothing. This signalled a tendency towards 
indifference with respect to the original aim of the exposition – especially 
since strict adherence to the unity of time would ever more require this 
exposition to be as complete as possible. Towards the end of the sixteenth 
century, the old techniques were increasingly employed for a rhetorical 
purpose only. The author, so it seems, relied heavily on the erudition of his 
audience, presuming it to already know the story.60 The rhetorical tools of 

                                                 
56 Lebègue, Tragédie religieuse, 470-473; id., Études, 188-189. 
57 Jondorf, French Renaissance Tragedy, 129. 
58  On the level of structure and stylistics Seneca proved to be not the only model. 
Buchanan, for example, imitated the rhetoric of Seneca, but adopted the structure of 
Greek tragedy. But only few followed his example. Cf. Lebègue, Études, 182; id., Tragédie 
religieuse, 464-467; Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 51-54; 86. 
59 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 62-64. The other methods were: (i) the use of the 
chorus by itself; (ii) a dialogue; (iii) a scene containing one of the protagonists and the 
chorus. 
60 In the early seventeenth century, an author like Claude Billard – perhaps aware of a 
shifting taste in dramatic preferences – apparently felt the need to justify his taste for 
extremely lengthy monologues. As he stated in the preface to the 1610 edition, they were 
so for a reason: ‘Ils sont la naïve représentation de nos pensées, nos espérances et nos 
desseins, qui bien souvent nous entretiennent plus longtemps qu’une simple tirade de 
cent ou deux cents vers’. Claude Billard (Tragédies françaises, 1610, ‘au lecteur’), quoted by 
Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 203. 
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Senecan tragedy in a way came close to almost serving as goals in themselves. 
On this feature I will return below. 

Already in the first half of the sixteenth century, the concept of 
tragedy in France – especially its potential for moral instruction – shows 
remarkable similarities to the views that would later become more 
widespread through the work of scholars like Julius Caesar Scaliger, whose 
Poetics were first published posthumously in 1561. Half a century earlier, in 
1502, the celebrated humanist Jodocus Badius Ascensius (1462-1535) – who 
was born in Flanders, went to school in Ghent and became a bookprinter in 
Paris61 – wrote a general essay on poetic theory in the introduction to his 
popular edition of the comedies of Terence: 
 

‘Tragedy is some metrical literary play in which mainly the 
fragility of human affairs is shown. For kings and princes, who 
initially consider themselves truly blessed and pre-eminently 
fortunate, at the end of tragedies are brought into extreme 
misery. They move heaven and earth with their disdaining cries, 
and assail everything both in heaven and on earth.’62 

 
Some forty years later, a similar view was expressed by Guillaume Bochetel, 
in the preface to his translation of Euripides’ Hecuba (1544): 
 

‘Tragedies are first and foremost designed to show the 
uncertainty and fitful instability of worldly affairs to kings and 
lords, so they put their faith only in virtue.’63 

 
French Calvinist dramatists, like Théodore de Bèze and Louis Des Masures, 
proclaimed that Biblical theatre should instruct, not please. They did not 
seek after personal glory, but after the education of their audience, adopting 
a simpler language, as it was used in preaching. They used the choruses not 
to expound moral sententiae adopted from pagan antiquity, but to preach 

                                                 
61 Cf. Lebel, Josse Bade, dit Badius, 3-25. 
62 Tragoedia est quidam ludus metrice compositus in quo principaliter ostenditur fragilitas humanarum 
rerum. Nam reges et principes qui se primum perbeatos et perquam felices arbitrantur, in fine 
tragoediarum in extremam miseriam redacti exclamationibus et dedignationibus caelum et terram 
confundunt, omniaque et caelestia et terrestria incusant. Jodocus Badius Ascensius, Praenotamenta 
(1502), cap. IV, in Lawton, Handbook of French Renaissance Dramatic Theory (Manchester U.P. 
1949), p. 28, quoted by Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, XXVI. For a translation in French of the 
full Praenotamenta to the edition of Terence, cf. Lebel, Josse Bade, dit Badius, 49-119 (for the 
passage cited: pp. 80-81). 
63  ‘Tragedies [furent] premierement inventees pour remonstrer aux roys et grands 
seigneurs l’incertitude et lubrique instabilité des choses temporelles, afin qu’ils n’ayent de 
confiance qu’en la seule vertu.’ Bochetel, trad. d’Hecuba (1544), dédicace, in Lawton, 
quoted by Forsyth (as nt62). 
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Christian truths.64  In contrast, before 1580 their Catholic colleagues had 
their tragedies performed mainly in colleges. So even while Protestant 
Biblical tragedy did not entirely dominate the scene, it was in any case still 
the form of religious tragedy that was most visible publicly. This, however, 
changed between 1580 and 1618, when Catholic activity expanded on all 
terrains. With Robert Garnier’s Les Juifves (1583), a ‘coup de maître’, 65 
Catholic Biblical theatre rose from its ranks, while the Protestant version 
was not only past its prime, but had in fact even been condemned by the 
Synod of Figeac in 1579. 66  From the 1590s into the early seventeenth 
century, the Catholic tragedians also started producing martyr dramas 
portraying the lives of saints, in reaction to the Protestants, who had solely 
based their plays on the Bible and were opposed to the veneration of 
saints.67 But saints’ lives were actually excluded as tragic subjects, since the 
protagonists had to be neither entirely good or bad, as Jean de La Taille – 
following the Aristotelian precepts – had put it : ‘That a tragedy is not about 
lords who are thoroughly bad, and who deserve to be punished for their 
horrible crimes, and, similarly, not about entirely good, decent or holy 
people.’68 Still, in fact, only few French dramatists were at all interested in 
the theoretical aspects of drama, but rather followed the models available.69 
Loukovitch nonetheless urges not to forget that certain tragedians, both 
Catholic and Protestant, were interested more in the literary aspects of 
drama than in their own religious preoccupations.70 

In his brief treatise De l’Art de la tragédie (1572, as a preface to Saül le 
furieux), Jean de La Taille had made the principles of tragedy more explicit, 
by insisting that ‘the true and only intention of a tragedy is to move, and to 

                                                 
64 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 41. 
65 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 45. 
66 Lazard, Le théâtre en France, 137. From the first half of the seventeenth century, more 
than twenty Catholic Biblical tragedies are known, from De Montchrestien’s David and 
Aman (1601) to Du Ryer’s Saül (1642). Cf. Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 46. 
67 ‘Un théâtre hagiographique contre le théâtre biblique des protestants’, Loukovitch, La 
tragédie religieuse, 44-48. 
68 ‘Que le subiect aussi ne soit de Seigneurs extremement meschants, et que pour leurs 
crimes horribles, ils meritassent punition, n’aussi par mesme raison de ceux qui sont du 
tout bons, gents de bien et de saincte vie.’ De La Taille, De l’art de la tragédie, 3 (Forsyth, 
Jean de la Taille, 4). 
69 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 30-32; Lebègue, Tragédie religieuse, 464; Buron, Lectures de 
Robert Garnier, 13-14. For example, the three Aristotelian unities of action, time and place, 
were hardly considered by the dramatists. Especially the unity of place finds itself often 
neglected. Cf. Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 86. 
70  Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 48. If precisely these authors proved to be 
Lummenaeus’ prime model, small wonder, then, that Parente (‘The Paganization of 
Biblical Tragedy’) claims that the Ghent tragedian subordinates religious doctrine to 
literary concepts. Still, however, as I attempt to show elsewhere in this thesis, this 
subordination is not necessarily predominant; it plays a role in a larger field of literary 
play and functionality (cf. also pp. 116ff.; and the conclusion to this thesis). 
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stimulate the affections of each and everyone to an exceptional degree’.71 
Where previously particular attention had been paid to the formal 
characteristics of classical theatre, with treatises like De La Taille’s also the 
spiritual and esthetical function came somewhat into focus.72 In his view, 
tragedy could be conceived of as a school, providing lessons in morality.73 
Needless to say, moral instruction proved not only to be an essential part of 
the dramatic genre, but it was a vital element of virtually all literature 
produced in those days.74 Not often, however, did French humanists make 
their moral purpose explicit. But this did not keep them from going even 
further than their moralizing Roman model, Seneca: in addition to the 
extreme example set by De Montchrestien, noted above, Garnier’s Les Juifves 
too offers significantly more ‘vers didactiques’ or sententiae than in Seneca’s 
tragedies, about one out of every eight to ten verses.75 
 But the didactic purpose of humanist drama was not only 
demonstrated through the extensive use of sententiae. A play’s moral 
development and tragic ending could also indicate such a quality. Seneca, in 
their view, had set forth his moral intentions by some of his tragedies’ 
endings, e.g. the remorse of Hercules, or Medea’s vision of approaching 
Furies. Garnier, too, employed a similar technique, with the prediction of 
Nabuchodonosor’s future punishment by God.76 Oddly enough, Griffiths 
concluded that ‘the Biblical tragedy of the Renaissance cannot be said to 
have any religious or moral message, except in the case of those plays which 
were created as vehicles for religious polemic.’77 Initially, he even considered 
sententiae not to provide any moral weight to the plot and tragic fate, for they 
were regarded above all as ornament, their role a purely structural one, 
having relevance to form rather than content. But Griffiths later admitted 
that he had been too exclusive in these matters.78 

                                                 
71  ‘La vraye et seule intention d’une tragédie est d’esmouvoir et de poindre 
merveilleusement les affections d’un chascun’. De La Taille, De l’art de la tragédie, 2vo 
(Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, 6). In fact, it appears that early dramatists like Rivaudeau and 
De La Taille knew of, but had not read and/or applied Scaliger’s Poetices libri septem (1561). 
Some scholars doubt that Scaliger’s influence as a theorist was very great. Cf. Stone, 
French Humanist Tragedy, 11-12; Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 30-32. 
72 West (ed.), De l’art de la tragédie, 4. 
73 Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 204. 
74 Zamparelli, The Theater of Claude Billard, 35. 
75 Lebègue, La tragédie française, 47-48; id., Études, 187; Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 62. 
For the reader’s convenience, these ‘vers didactiques’ were usually put between quotation 
marks. Lummenaeus hardly ever used sententiae to make a play’s moral aims explicit, as 
will become clear in this thesis. Cf. especially chapter three and the conclusion to this 
thesis. 
76 Lebègue, Études, 186. 
77 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 30. 
78 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 96-105; retracted in id., Garnier, Les Juifves, 12. 
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In view of Lummenaeus’ complex relationship to both French 
renaissance tragedy and, as we will yet come to see, early Dutch rhetorician’s 
drama, it is worth noting that this literary strategy of poetical moralising in 
Renaissance drama also shows signs of a direct continuation of the medieval 
French moralité, whose black-and-white description of the perpetual battle 
between good and evil remained popular well into the sixteenth century.79 
Donald Stone reiterates the influence exerted by medieval drama on the 
drama of the French Renaissance.80 Indeed, the earliest French humanist 
dramas by De Bèze and Louis Des Masures attempted to combine the 
tradition of the medieval mystery plays and classical tragedy. Gradually, 
however, the medieval element lost its influence in the tragedies forged in 
the elite milieu of men of letters.81 

 This type of moral instruction had apparently spilled over into the 
humanist tradition, and was as such even noted by Scaliger in 1561 to be the 
most important aspect of tragedy: tragedy should provide the ideal 
combination of delectare, movere and docere.82 While Garnier would take this 
dramatic development to its culmination, Jean de La Taille introduced a 
theatre that was aimed more at dramatic action than that of his predecessors, 
whose tragedies were static, full of debate, lamentations and narrative, where 
characters rather seemed to function as a means of supporting the word 
than as the true subjects of dramatic action.83 Meanwhile, Garnier would still 
promote a form of tragedy which kept a slow pace, with an exposition 
lasting for two acts, but working towards an emotionally effective fifth act. 
His style would be imitated by many during the next half a century or so,84 
but after 1630 his dramatic concepts, as well as his language, had rapidly 
become old-fashioned, even though he would still exercise a considerable 
influence on Dutch dramaturges, Joost van den Vondel in particular.85  
 
 

                                                 
79 Lazard, Le théâtre en France, 32-36. 
80 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 48-49. 
81 Cf. Worp, ‘Invloed van het Fransche drama’, 196. 
82 Scaliger, Poetices, 145b, A and C. Cf. Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 32; Bloemendal, 
Auriacus, 58.  
83 Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 206-207. 
84 Lebègue, La tragédie française, 52-53; 55. 
85 Lebègue, La tragédie française, 64-65. Cf. also Smit, Van Pascha tot Noah, I, pp. 89-93. Van 
Leeuwen (‘De Franse inspiratiebronnen van Joost van den Vondel’) provides a concise 
overview of the influence of French Renaissance and Classicist playwrights on Vondel, 
with many references. He especially notes the importance of French drama as Vondel’s 
transit model. Other (early) Dutch playwrights were probably to a lesser extent 
influenced by French drama, though P.C. Hooft, in his younger years, seems to have 
known Garnier’s tragedies. Cf. Smits-Veldt, Het Nederlandse Renaissancetoneel, 40. 
Guilliaume van Nieuwelandt, from Antwerp, would forge his Jerusalems Verwoesting (1635) 
mainly as an imitation, often even a translation of Garnier’s Les Juifves. 
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From French humanist tragedy to Lummenaeus 
 

Scholars of early modern drama, be it French, English, or Dutch, have 
gradually been able to give a more reasoned analysis of sixteenth-century 
drama and its (contextual) functions, on its own merits rather than from a 
modern or seventeenth-century point of view. From these scholarly 
progressions we may still learn that in order to gain a good understanding of 
the workings of Lummenaeus’ drama, we need to gain an insight in which 
tradition it stands, in which literary contexts it functions. This entails not so 
much viewing this tradition from a teleological perspective. As I stated in 
the introduction to this chapter, a drama that stands on the threshold of a 
new era cannot be judged or understood just by the new standards that 
would be set in that new era, which the discussion regarding French 
humanist tragedy has made clear. 

It is clear that French humanist tragedy was regarded by (modern) 
critics as overemphasizing oratory or mournful lyricism at the expense of 
real dramatic conflict. With Seneca and the French tragedians as his 
combined point of departure, Lummenaeus took this quality even further. 
In this respect, our attention inadvertently focuses on Parente’s criticism 
regarding the supposed dramatic ineffectiveness of Lummenaeus’ plays, his 
faulty plot structure and excessively long chorus songs, which, in Parente’s 
view, can only characterize tragedies that were not intended for 
performance. 86  When, for the moment, ignoring the apparent negative 
connotations and conclusion, Parente’s observation in itself has some truth 
in it. Now that I have discussed the characteristics of French humanist 
drama and its dramatic qualities, certain similarities between the 
qualifications provided in early studies of French Renaissance drama and 
Parente’s critical observations with regard to Lummenaeus’ poetics can 
easily be discerned.  

Having provided in the previous pages an overview of the 
characteristics of French humanist drama, I think we are now able by way of 
a structural comparison to initiate a more detailed and well-founded attempt 
at identifying the poetic principals that form the basis of Lummenaeus’ 
oeuvre. 
 
 

The main ingredient: expositional monologue 
 

Some French humanist tragedians had favoured the monologue as an 
expositional device, though variations clearly exist. As we have seen, Garnier 
accordingly developed a mode of gradual exposition that lasted for two acts, 
and De Montchrestien employed the expositional opening monologue for a 

                                                 
86 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 220. See above, p. 89. 
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rhetorical use only. The characters of their tragedies are faced with a specific 
situation of which they themselves are usually the cause: how they got into 
that situation, i.e. under which circumstances they had forced matters too far, 
is only partly made clear in a gradual and indirect exposition.  

Lummenaeus, too, exclusively preferred the opening monologue as an 
expositional device. The Carcer Babylonius provides as its opening a 
terrifyingly powerful perspective on punishment for rebellion. As will be 
discussed elsewhere in this thesis in more detail,87 Nebukadnezzar’s opening 
monologue ostensibly deals with political rebellion, while in the eyes of the 
audience and of those being punished, it is in fact religious rebellion. The 
punisher himself, Nebukadnezzar unwittingly personifies God’s justice, and 
this divine justice he will continue to personify for the rest of the play. A 
development of the character is absent, in a presentation that is as concise as 
it is decisive. The initial expositional information is limited: the anger is 
directed against ‘disloyal Jerusalem’ (l. 1) and ‘ungrateful Sedecias’ (ll. 2-3), 
on which the monologue continues to build while Nebukadnezzar’s anger 
and impatience gradually increase. There is no true exposition of the actual 
story, for we only get to see one side of it, Nebukadnezzar’s. It is only with 
the prophet’s monologue in the third act that the religious perspective 
formally comes into focus, when repentance steadily gains the upper hand. 
The exposition, therefore, is gradual and partly postponed, resting 
simultaneously on the audience’s awareness of the Biblical theme, and 
perhaps even on Garnier’s Les Juifves, where Nebukadnezzar was profusely 
portrayed as a mere instrument in God’s hands. 

This expositional technique in fact constitutes a rather complicated 
example of starting in medias res: it ideally would have required, as we have 
seen in the case of De Montchrestien, for both author and audience to be at 
the same level of learning, in order to take full advantage of a complete 
intertextual interaction. The similarities between Lummenaeus and French 
humanist tragedy are the more apparent, since Seneca usually dealt with 
these expositional monologues in quite another way. Note how different 
Seneca’s method is in for instance the Agamemnon, in which the ghost of 
Thyestes first properly introduces himself and then provides a complete 
exposition of the background and the situation in which the tragedy finds 
itself. Thus, – even though for the personae of the Agamemnon the play itself 
will subsequently start in medias res, – the audience has already been well-
informed. 

But there is more to Lummenaeus’ technique than just a selective 
imitation of available models. Through this method of exposition, 
Lummenaeus in fact achieves something remarkable. While the protagonists 
of Carcer Babylonius – in Lummenaeus’ model often brought on stage for one 
monologue only –, all portray just one emotion or reaction (Nebukadnezzar 

                                                 
87 See chapter three. 
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and his captain Nabuzardan represent anger; Sedecias a grievous repentance), 
there gradually develops an emotional equilibrium between this anger and 
grievous repentance, which leads to a constantly professed conclusion: the 
affirmation of God’s justice, horrific it may be for the Jews. The shift is 
smoothened by the figure of the prophet, whose third act monologue marks 
the transition to the Jewish focus, shifting the emotional focus from anger 
to repentance. 
 A similar technique is employed in Amnon (1617). The opening 
monologue is pronounced by a restless Amnon, confessing his incestuous 
love for his half-sister Tamar. The monologue is dedicated entirely to his 
struggle and his attempt to suppress these sinful desires, for he is clearly very 
much aware of his immoral feelings. Still, however, they remain only the 
expression of thoughts and feelings, not deeds. The audience, nonetheless, is 
already supposed to know what is about to happen (not the least because 
Tamar, even though she is mentioned by Amnon several times, is never 
actually introduced by him as his half-sister). With this knowledge, and only 
then, the audience can fully absorb the desperate aura radiating from the 
monologue, which would otherwise have been less effective. And even 
though Amnon will not appear on stage again, with Tamar’s arrival on the 
scene in the second act the audience will instantly know what has happened, 
though she herself can, in the words of Parente, barely confess what ails 
her. 88  This manner of exposition – gradual, and initially lacking crucial 
information for those unaware of the exact situation – is comparable to that 
employed in the opening monologue of David in De Montchrestien’s 
David.89 Characterized by Griffiths as a ‘lack of interest in exposition’, I 
would rather argue that it is first and foremost a method of exposition that 
effectively arouses the audience’s curiosity and stimulates the emotional 
participation of an educated audience in the dramatic events. The focus is 
not on what the characters do or have done – the rape-scene is omitted, and 
so is the killing of Amnon by their brother Absalom –, but rather on their 
emotions and reactions. It is not just incestuous love that is criticized in this 
play, not just anger or grief: rather, the entire spectrum of extreme emotions 
that causes these unfortunate series of events.90 Lust, it appears, is just one 
of these emotions, and if anything, Lummenaeus himself places most 
emphasis on the lessons presented by the misfortune of the high and mighty 
(as found in the majority of his plays), without showing the heinous deed 
itself: ‘Many here in the theatre have burst into tears or were struck by 
heartache at the play’s performance, while they were contemplating the 
                                                 
88 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 232. 
89 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 67-68. 
90  Parente (‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 222) is quick to suggest that 
Lummenaeus’ Amnon criticizes the clergy’s rampant immorality. I have found no 
indications for such a contextual interpretation, and, as I will illustrate throughout this 
thesis, would rather advice restraint in this respect. 
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uncertain fate of kings, the insanity of Amnon and the mourning of Tamar, 
as if they were witnessing in a framework how her impious brother violated 
her in vicious incest.’91 The Biblical theme of Amnon and Tamar offered an 
excellent opportunity to arouse the strongest emotions, to, in turn, stimulate 
contemplation. 
 Somewhat of an exception is formed by Saul (1621). The opening 
monologue of the prophet Samuel truly has the appearance of a more 
traditional exposition, in which he provides the background for the play: 
Samuel was once the leader of the Israelites, but Saul has taken his place. 
Under the latter’s leadership, however, things have deteriorated rapidly, and 
God – neglected – is preparing his vengeance on the Israelites. Samuel’s 
hope rests on Saul’s son, David. But the prophet himself shall not live to see 
David rule the Israelites, for the gates of the underworld are opening wide, 
and through a thick haze of sulfur and smoke Samuel disappears. Such a 
prophesying opening – an exception in Lummenaeus’ tragedies – rather 
connects to Garnier’s Les Juifves than to De La Taille’s Saül: Garnier, too, 
opened Les Juifves with a monologue by a prophet, who also provides a 
rough sketch of the present situation and predicts that punishment will soon 
be inflicted upon the Jews. Needless to say, the technique of such a rather 
traditional mode of exposition can be commonly found in early modern 
drama, and does not necessarily derive from Garnier. De La Taille, on the 
other hand, surprises the audience of his Saul tragedy with a brief outburst 
of Saul of only six verses – an indirect exposition, as in Carcer Babylonius –, 
instead of the usual lengthy monologue of humanist drama and the 
somewhat more ‘objective’ exposition. The instance aptly demonstrates the 
complicated basis of the intertextual links that exist between Lummenaeus 
and French drama, and the application of versatile models rather than mere 
imitation. 
 In combination with the chorus, as we will come to see, monologues 
thus form an essential part of Lummenaeus’ drama. Throughout his oeuvre, 
the majority of acts are structured similarly, with mostly just one monologue 
and one chorus song per act. Each new act thus often reveals a similar 
expositional technique, whether it is de facto the first or, e.g., the third act. 
But as we have seen, the personal outlooks set forth in the monologues 
eventually come to be contrasted between themselves, and consequently 
form a delicate, emotional balance. Though static the appearance may be 

                                                 
91  Multis hic in orchaestra exhibitum lacrymas elicuit, cordolium provocavit, considerantibus dubias 
Regum vices, Amnonis furias, et Thamarae luctum veluti in pergula spectantibus, quam impius frater 
violento incaestu oppressit (Amnon (1617), ff. A2ro-vo, dedicatory letter to Dionysius Villerius). 
Whether or not these words indicate an actual performance, remains uncertain, for, 
lacking decisive evidence, they could equally well be understood as a mere theatrical 
metaphor for the reception of Lummenaeus’ work. Cf. also Bloemendal, ‘Receptions and 
Impact’, 12. 
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when judging by the relative proportion of monologue, the plays’ internal 
progression reveals an unparalleled dynamic. 
 
 

The other main ingredient: chorus 
 

I have already mentioned the exceptional emphasis placed by Lummenaeus 
on the chorus.92 When viewing numeric evidence regarding the relative share 
of chorus in the first-edition of each play, 93 the data are truly astounding. A 
presentation in numbers and percentages of the chorus’ share in the plays by 
Lummenaeus would look as follows: 
 
Tragedy (year) Total number of lines Chorus lines Percentage of chorus lines
    
Iephte (1608/9) 1557 528 34% 
Carcer Babylonius (1610) 1170 813.5 70% 
Dives Epulo (1613) 877 484 55% 
Bustum Sodomae (1615) 1134 714 63% 
Amnon (1617) 1128 707 63% 
Saul (1621) 846 396 47%* 
Abimelechus (1622) 685 375 55%† 

Sampson (1625) 678 302 45%* 
    
Average   54% 
 
*  These plays are not concluded by a chorus after the fifth act. 
†  The total number of chorus lines does not include the chorus of the fifth act, which does not 
constitute a single chorus song, but rather engages in dialogue with a messenger. 
 
From these numbers we can extract an average percentage of chorus lines of 
well over fifty percent. And the fact that dialogues are a rarity in most of his 

                                                 
92 The specific use of multiple choruses, as occasionally employed for instance by Robert 
Garnier, also originated from the examples set by (pseudo-)Seneca’s Agamemnon, Hercules 
Oetaeus and Octavia. Cf. Jondorf, French Renaissance Tragedy, 128-129. In chapter three I will 
discuss Lummenaeus’ use of multiple choruses, and the function of the chorus as a 
dramatic device, with regard to Lummenaeus’ 1610 Carcer Babylonius. The weight assigned 
to the chorus I will also address in chapter four with regard to the Iephte. Most of 
Lummenaeus’ plays also make use of an extensive chorus song to end even the fifth act 
(only (pseudo-)Seneca’s Hercules Oeataeus and Octavia have a chorus ending of just 14 and 
11 verses respectively). The importance assigned to these chorus endings I will discuss in 
the above mentioned chapters as well. 
93 In order not to complicate matters, I here provide only the data of the first edition of 
each play. Especially the early tragedies Iephte and Carcer Babylonius (or Sedecias), were to an 
enormous extent modified in the 1620’s, though they would for the most part retain their 
static appearance. The percentages are as follows (total (chorus), percentage): Iephte, 586 
(156), 27% (a choral dialogue excluded; no concluding chorus); Carcer Babylonius, 729 
(429), 59%. 
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tragedies easily boosts the average proportion of monologue to about thirty 
to forty percent.  

Such an emphasis on chorus song is unequalled in French humanist 
drama as well as in Seneca. Even though both Seneca and e.g. Garnier were 
perfectly able to compose long, lyrical chorus songs – not seldom up to 100 
verses; in some cases, like André de Rivaudeau’s Aman, many more – this 
emphasis as found in Lummenaeus is truly unprecedented. According to 
Charlton, the average proportion of chorus in Seneca is about 24%, while a 
French humanist dramatist like Jodelle, whose choruses seem proportionally 
more extensive than is customary with French humanist dramatists, offers 
an only slightly higher proportion of 27%.94  

Not only is the enormous chorus presence in Lummenaeus’ tragedies 
remarkable, so is the simultaneous emphasis on monologues. Only three acts – 
all first-acts – of Seneca’s tragedies have a somewhat special structure, in 
that they consist simply of a monologue followed by a chorus song: Hercules 
Furens (Juno, ll.1-125; chorus, ll.126-204); Agamemnon (Ghost of Thyestes, ll. 
1-56; chorus, ll. 57-107); and the pseudo-Senecan Hercules Oetaeus (Hercules, 
ll. 1-103; chorus, ll. 104-172). The expositional monologues are in these 
cases, as we can see, usually quite lengthy, as are the chorus songs that 
follow. No other acts in the tragedies of Seneca appear to have such a 
structure. 
 Though other Neo-Latin dramatists, like Heinsius and Grotius, 
followed this first-act structure rather closely, it is only rarely encountered in 
French tragedy. Marc-Antoine Muret’s Caesar (in Latin; performed 1547) 
provides a first act consisting of a monologue and chorus song, and also 
Garnier structured the first act of his influential Les Juifves (1583) along 
similar lines: the prophet pronounces a monologue of ninety lines, followed 
by a chorus song of the same length, cutting the first act in two parts of 
equal size. Indeed, a first-act structure of just a monologue and a chorus 
song proves quite exceptional – let alone in the other acts, where it is hardly 
ever used. Loukovitch’s description of François de Chantelouve’s tragedy 
Pharaon (1576/1577), the first Catholic Biblical tragedy,95 seemed to indicate 
such a structure, arguing that it is ‘une pièce oratoire et sans action. Chaque 
acte n’est qu’un monologue avec choeur, d’un style ampoulé’. 96  Closer 
inspection of the actual text of Pharaon, however, reveals that the first scene 
of the first act is indeed a monologue, but the next four scenes consist of 
monologues, dialogues and even stichomythia.97 Only the sixth, and last, scene 

                                                 
94 Charlton, The Senecan Tradition, 44. 
95 Wollfe and Meijer, ‘François de Chantelouve’, 151. 
96 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 59: ‘Sous une forme moderne, c’est un recul vers le 
moyen âge.’ 
97 François de Chantelouve, Tragedie de Pharaon et autres oeuvres poetiques contenant Hymnes, 
divers Sonnets et chansons, Paris: par Nicolas Bonsons, s.d. [1577] (consulted (May 2010) at 
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of the first act is a chorus song of just about thirty lines. Pharaon’s second act, 
however, is indeed a monologue by Moses and a chorus sung by the Israelite 
people, structured along the same lines as the examples of Seneca, Muret 
and Garnier discussed above. But the second act is also the only one such 
act and thus, despite Loukovitch’s claim, the play nowhere near consists 
only of monologue and chorus song. 
 
Certainly, Pharaon is a static play. But the critics of sixteenth-century French 
drama were clearly not familiar with the tragedies of Lummenaeus à Marca. 
The Ghent Benedictine transferred the first-act structure, common in 
Seneca and some early modern dramatists, to virtually the entire play: many 
of his tragedies contain up to four acts composed of the monologue-chorus 
structure discussed above. A schematic overview of the first three acts of 
Saul (1621) can serve as an illustration of this unprecedented format: 
 

Act I: Samuel, 73 ll. (1-73); chorus, 65 ll. (74-138); 
Act II: Saul, 72 ll. (139-210); chorus, 107 ll. (211-317); 
Act III: David, 55 ll. (318-372), chorus, 153 ll. (373-525).  

 
A like alternation we find in the Carcer Babylonius (1610) and the Sampson 
(1625). The other plays show slight variations on this technique: Abimelechus 
(1622) has even four acts with the monologue-chorus alternation, Dives 
Epulo (in: Opera omnia (1613)) employs a similar structure for individual 
scenes rather than entire acts, and again others, like Bustum Sodomae (1615), 
contain two similarly structured acts and two acts with only small 
interferences (of one to three verses) between the monologues and the 
chorus songs. The Iephte (1608/9), it should be noted, has a different 
(though still somewhat comparable structure), apparently due to a fairly 
close imitation of Buchanan.98 

To which extent the choruses are involved in the dramatic action I 
will discuss in the following chapters. But especially in the case of Iephte 
(1608/9) and Carcer Babylonius (1610), where the chorus groups are actually 
identified, the personal interest of the chorus(’ members) in the dramatic 
action is quite prominently underlined. The groups are identified first and 
foremost because its members engage individually in dialogue with the 
protagonist (Iephte) or because there are multiple choruses (Carcer Babylonius). 
But the identification also functions as an essential feature for making such 

                                                                                                                                            
http://gallica.bnf.fr). See also the modern edition of Wollfe and Meijer, ‘François de 
Chantelouve’, 161-216. 
98  Throughout this chapter, it will gradually become clear that Lummenaeus started 
writing  his tragedies in a somewhat hybrid form (Dives Epulo), after which he engaged in 
a fairly close, but still original imitation of Buchanan (Iephte, cf. also chapter four), and 
only then found his own literary niche (Carcer Babylonius, etc.). Cf. also the concluding 
remarks to this chapter. 
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an involvement at all convincing. This does not mean, however, that an 
unidentified chorus cannot be personally involved: for instance in Amnon 
(1617), the role of the chorus is fairly similar and is characterized by long, 
lyrical digressions on related matters. It too reveals a highly personal 
involvement in the events on stage, their songs full of metaphors and 
allusions. These lyrical choruses and their functions, I suppose, do not 
benefit from any further descriptive illustration here: in order to appreciate 
the full impact of such inspired excursions, they must be read or heard as 
gloomy recitation in their entirety. 

But some of Lummenaeus’ plays offer, for various reasons, an 
entirely different approach. Both the (unidentified) choruses of Dives Epulo 
(1613) as well as Saul (1621) adopt a more traditional chorus outlook in 
assuming a highly moralizing role. Their involvement in the actual dramatic 
action is therefore less substantial, and their seemingly objective position is 
more emphasized. Though not personally affected by the tragic scenes – in 
contrast to the choruses of e.g. Iephte and Carcer Babylonius, discussed in detail 
elsewhere in this thesis –, as mere onlookers they are still moved by the 
disastrous events and are thus nonetheless able to make explicit, in an 
emotionalizing way, the moral lessons to be drawn from the tragic display. 
One of the most explicit examples can be found in Saul: 

  
 ‘Learn, you unfortunates, to submit 
 Your scepter to heaven; you, who can 
 Soar in tragic robe across the lands, 
90 Right in your own court. And you, Lord: 
 Do not forget to respectfully attend to the 
 Sacred rituals from now on; do not - ah! -  
 Sacrifice in sacrilegious flames 
 And offend the already angry Gods.’99 

     (Saul (1621), I, 87-94) 
 
This passage is taken from quite early on in the play, and has been preceded 
only by the monologue of the prophet Samuel, discussed above. Therefore, 
the chorus is here rather anticipating the moral lessons to be drawn from the 
tragic fate of Saul, instead of just interpreting them after they have occurred. 
Somewhat atypical for the technique of Lummenaeus, the chorus here 
makes sure the tragic focus is set in advance, but in fact also continues the 
expositional function of Samuel’s preceding monologue. This type of chorus 
functionality is most likely linked to the fact that in Saul Lummenaeus 
decided not to use a final chorus at the end of the fifth act. Therefore, if he 

                                                 
99  Discite miseri, discite lituum / Subdere caelo, quibus in media / Contigit aula, radere, lato / 
Syrmate terras; et tu Princeps / Saepe memento, posthac nullis / Ludere sacris; noli, ah! Noli / Iterum 
iniussis adolere focis, / Nimiumque aegros laedere Divos. 
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deemed such explicit moralizing desirable, he was quick to provide it rather 
early in the play. It has to be noted, however, that it is not clear who the 
chorus is addressing as Princeps and as miseri100; but the passage does provide 
one of the rare instances in the dramas of Lummenaeus where possibly the 
audience is addressed in a rather explicit manner. The examples taken from 
Dives Epulo, given below, are also such instances – though there, too, the 
identity of the addressees can merely be guessed at.101 

The odd man in the tragic oeuvre of Lummenaeus surely is Dives 
Epulo. Its character, exemplified by its explicitly moralizing New Testament 
subject – the parable of the Rich Man (Luke 16) – and its allegorical personae 
(Voluptas, ‘Pleasure’; Superbia, ‘Pride’; Desperatio, ‘Desperation’; Poenitentia, 
‘Penitence’; and Mors, ‘Death’) rather seem to place this play in the tradition 
of Dutch rhetoricians’ drama or Latin school drama, on which I will return 
below. Following a monologue by the allegorical character Voluptas, who 
proclaims that it is foolish to believe in a hellish underworld that no one has 
ever seen or experienced,102 the chorus provides a clear moralizing position 
towards the explicit hedonistic excesses personified by Voluptas and 
represented by the Rich Man: 
 
 130 ‘Ah, how deep are the mortal  

Souls entangled in the base  
Senses of the dark night! 

  Ah, be damned, Pleasure! 
  Full of bitterness you 
 135 Catch them with cheap honey! 
  Ah, you foolish youths!’103 
    (Dives Epulo (1613), I, 130-136) 
and: 
  ‘Ah, you ignorant youths: 
  You will pay with long lasting death 
  For the pleasures you now seek, 
 180 With long lasting tears 
  For one moment of joy.’104 
    (Dives Epulo (1613), I, 177-181) 

                                                 
100 Again in ll. 100 and 127. Cf. below, nt102. 
101 Cf. Dives Epulo, 136 and 177: Iuventus, youth. The term seems to point towards a 
setting similar to school or Jesuit drama, but there exists no other, explicit reference to 
either one. 
102 Credere stultum est, quod non umquam / viderit ullus, senserit ullus, (ll. 111-112). Therefore, 
vivite miseri, vivite, ‘live, you unfortunates, live!’ (l. 100; and 127). 
103 Heu mortalia quantum / Caecae pectora noctis / Pravis sensibus abdunt! / Heu damnosa Voluptas! 
/ Quantum fellis adhamas / Parco melle redundans! / Heu, heu stulta Iuventus! 
104 Heu ignara Iuventus, / Quae dum gaudia captas, / Longo funere damnas, / Longis fletibus unam 
/ Blandi temporis horam! 
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Like the Saul, the chorus of Dives Epulo is extraordinarily explicit in its 
condemnation of the tragic events. Being less like a lyrical lamentation and 
less filled with metaphorical digressions – the trademark of Lummenaeus’ 
chorus, as will gradually become clear throughout this thesis – the chorus is 
here much more employed also as the final moralising showpiece: 
 
  ‘Oh all you, who fiercely 
  Sigh for the joys of this world, 
  Take note of these grave examples: 
 840 Abstain from luxury 
  And restrain your desires, 
  Which the wrath of angry 
  Gods will punish with great death. 
  Ah, an eternity that lasts forever! 
 845 He who is condemned to death and 

Forced to enter the enclosed underworld, 
Will never again return from there.’105 

    (Dives Epulo (1613), V, 837-847) 
 
The choruses of both Saul and Dives Epulo leave no question about the 
viewpoint that is supposed to be adopted by the audience: in contrast to the 
more biased (and: identified!) choruses of Iephte and Carcer Babylonius, where 
the moral functioning is much more subtle and refined, in Saul and Dives 
Epulo it is quite clear that the chorus, in its specific position as moral 
commentator, represents ethical truth.  

Nonetheless, there are slight differences also between Dives Epulo and 
Saul. Whereas the Dives Epulo presents the audience with a framework in 
which there is only room for a black-and-white picture – the Rich Man is 
morally bad, the unfortunate Lazarus morally good (and thus in the end the 
perpetually fortunate one) – Saul provides a more subtle approach, in which 
the main character, in line with the Aristotelian view on classical theater, is 
neither entirely good, nor bad.106 In this respect the chorus, too, has a part 
to play, which the two concluding verses of the third act’s chorus song make 
clear: Saül optime Regum, / Saül pessime Regum, Saul: both good and bad, 
making it impossible to merely praise or condemn him. The chorus cannot 
deny the virtues of Saul – though they are not specifically referred to or 
shown, but apparently taken to be common knowledge107 –, but neither can 

                                                 
105 O quisquis vehementior / Mundi gaudia deperis, / Exemplis gravioribus / A luxu catus abstine / 
Et compesce libidines, / Quas multa Styge vindicat / Saevorum ultio numinum. / Heu heu longa 
perennitas! / Quisquis supplicij reus / Arctis cogitur Inferis, / Nunquam eruperit Inferis. 
106 As had – coincidentally? – also been noted by Jean de La Taille in his preface to Saül le 
furieux. Cf. above, p. 102(nt68). 
107 I.e. Griffiths’ assumption (regarding the dramas of De Montchrestien) of author and 
audience being at the same level of learning, cf. p. 122(nt138). 
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the chorus ignore the madness which has gotten a hold of their king. Saul’s 
fervor in striving for David’s death and his consultation of the necromancer 
in the fourth act form the sad illustration of his mental state. When in the 
fifth act a messenger announces the deaths of both Saul and his beloved son 
Jonathas, the chorus’ position is adopted by David, whose lamentation 
brings the play to an end: 
 
  ‘What lusty lion preys on weak animals, 
  Or what swift eagle on pigeons’ chicks, 
 825 In such a way as my father Saul, king of kings, 
  And Ionathas used to trash, hunt and defeat 
  Enemy troops in arduous attack, 
  Both like Mars, with invincible standard? 
  For who encountered you and kept standing on the battlefield, 
 830 Noble Saul, avenger of your fatherland: 
  Has he not, lying in black dust, lauded your bronze arm,  

Your rough hand, and brought back to you the 
Palm of victory, a supplicant grasping your knees? 
(...) 

840 My brother! Oh my Jonathas! My love! Sorrow! 
Ah! Whom I enjoyed more than the love of virgins, 
Who is dearer to my eyes! My shining light! 
My brother! Oh my Jonathas! My love! Sorrow! 
May the whole of Juda resound with sad lament.’108 

     (Saul (1621), V, 823-833; 840-844) 
 
Bewailing both Saul and Jonathas in this emotional climax, David clearly 
exemplifies the Aristotelian principle discussed above. The fate of Saul, 
whose furious madness was unforeseen by many, had resulted in not only 
the death of himself, but also in the death of his son, David’s best friend 
Jonathas. Culminating in tragic lament, the dénouement leaves no room for 
pointing fingers – but let us not forget that the chorus had already from the 
very start, in the first act, addressed the moral aspect of Saul’s tragic fate. 
 Such an outlook on affairs, as Saul’s, is a familiar sight in the dramas 
of Lummenaeus. Both in Carcer Babylonius and Iephte we find a similar 
approach concerning the protagonists’ errors: Jephthah, whatever the 

                                                 
108 Quis sic leo torosus imbelles feras, / Aut praepes aquila turturum pullos rapit, / Ut ille Saül, 
Principum rector, meus / Ut ille Ionathas, hostium turmas solent / Deijcere, rapere, trahere, concursu 
arduo, / Et Marte gemino, labaro invicto nimis? / Nam quis tibi congressus, in campo stetit, / 
Generose Saül Patriae vindex tuae, / Et non ahenum brachium, et rudem manum / Laudavit atro in 
pulvere, et genibus tuis / Supplex, honoris rettulit palmam tibi? / (...) / Mi Frater! O mi Ionatha! O 
amor! Dolor! / Heu! Super amorem Virginum ridens mihi! / Meis ocellis carior! Lumen meum! Mi 
Frater! O mi Ionatha! O amor! Dolor! Iudaea miseris tota lamentis sonet. 
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verdict with regard to his vow,109 is in the end still primarily a father, whose 
love for his daughter stands beyond all doubt, while the daughter, too, 
remains zealously devoted to her father until the bitter end. Can the image 
thus conjured evoke only negative feelings? Can the image of the errant 
Sedecias in Carcer Babylonius, responsible for the rebellion and, ultimately, the 
demise of his people, only be that of a cruel and arrogant tyrant, when grief 
and repentance receive such ample emphasis, when Sedecias’ children are 
killed in front of his very eyes, and his desperate cries fill the stage? It is only 
the Dives Epulo that forms an exception in this and – as we will come to see 
– other respects. The audience’s perceptions – note: not the characterizations! 
– of the protagonists are not just shaped by their presentation through 
monologues or dialogues, but are also subtly directed by the chorus songs, 
either through providing a certain emotional balance by physically and 
emotionally involved chorus members (e.g. in Carcer Babylonius, cf. chapter 
three), or by providing the moral guidelines that are later adopted by other 
characters (e.g. in Saul). In any case, the importance of the choruses cannot 
be denied: with an average presence of over fifty percent in Lummenaeus’ 
tragedies, and such a fundamental role to play, the importance here assigned 
to the choral functions can thus indeed be justified. While the protagonists’ 
monologues are often employed along a similar line as in French humanist 
tragedy, i.e. to illustrate the effects of the tragic events on the characters, 
rather than exploring a character’s psychological development, the chorus 
songs prove to be a fairly constant factor throughout most of the plays.  
 
 

Religion and Seneca: similar problems in similar types of drama 
 

Before moving from text to theatre in order to determine in what way the 
case of French humanist tragedy might assist in assessing the problems 
regarding the supposed ‘inperformability’ of Lummenaeus’ plays, I would 
first like to take a brief look at some rather similar, intrinsic problems and 
their solutions in both French drama and Lummenaeus’ work. As we will 
come to see, this excursion, too, will prove useful for illustrating the 
progression within the dramatic oeuvre of Lummenaeus. 

Lummenaeus’ plays make clear that he was clearly concerned with the 
same problems the French humanist dramatists had been faced with before 
him. In the French tradition, from 1560 onwards Biblical tragedy ceased to 
be ‘une affaire exclusivement confessionnelle’; no longer was it used just by 
Protestant propagandists who employed the theatre to further the cause of 
their religion. Rather, the humanist tragedians took a Biblical perspective as 
their point of departure, and exploited the rich themes of the Old Testament 
to illustrate the new genre of tragedy modelled on classical examples, 

                                                 
109 Cf. chapter four. 
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without forcibly expounding their religious views.110 In writers like Garnier, 
the two main currents of classically oriented and Biblically oriented drama 
often met.111 De La Taille is also a good case in point: though a Protestant, 
he overtly rejects the Protestant literary militarism, and proclaims that 
controversial subjects should be left to the arena for which they are best 
suited, i.e. preaching. In drama, they would only distract from the real 
subjects at hand.112 The authors from the later part of the sixteenth century, 
like De La Taille, Garnier and De Montchrestien, were, above all, concerned 
with tragedy as an art and did not allow polemic to interfere.113 But even 
without being polemical in matters of confession, drama based on Biblical 
matter pre-eminently enabled the French humanists to extend the didactic 
qualities of their dramas.114 In this respect, it should also be noted that the 
basic Aristotelian principle of credibility also favoured certain topics above 
others. In order for an audience to be emotionally moved by a dramatic 
performance, it obviously has to believe in what it is seeing on stage. For a 
sixteenth-century devout Christian, Loukovitch argues, it was perhaps easier 
to believe in the Biblical stories of Adam, Saul, David or Esther, than in the 
Greek legends of Achilles, Agamemnon and Medea.115 

Seneca’s philosophy, as the humanists found it in his tragedies, 
proved not always to be compatible with Christian thought. Indeed, with the 
revival of Roman theatre, classical paganism almost unavoidably surfaced 
once again as well. Even though a very common element in humanist 
literature, which hardly ever caused any distress, Loukovitch supposes that 
Christian drama nonetheless lost some of its purity under the influence of 
classical paganism.116 Any real problems that could have occurred, however, 
were usually timely dealt with by the tragic authors. Jodelle and Garnier, for 
example, were deeply aware of this problem, even while delivering a close 
imitation of the Roman model. Both authors, for instance, staged a 
Christianized God, who is omnipotent and just, and who punishes children 
for the sins of their fathers. Still, the Renaissance poets often referred to 
Fortuna, but, compared to Seneca, her presence is carefully modified. 
Jodelle and Garnier both made sure that the pagan goddess could be 

                                                 
110 Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 216. Even Buchanan, as we will come to see 
elsewhere in this thesis (ch. four), refrains from dealing overtly with the polemical 
possibilities of the Jephthah-theme. Cf. also Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 52-53. 
111 Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, XXVII. 
112 De La Taille, De l’art de la tragédie, 3vo (Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, 6): ‘Et si c’est un subject 
qui appartienne aux lettres divines, qu’il n’y ait point un tas de discours de theologie, 
comme choses qui derogent au vray subject, et qui seroient mieux seantes à un presche.’ 
Cf. Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 38. 
113 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 86-91. 
114 Charlton, The Senecan Tradition, 136. 
115 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 30. 
116 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 34-36. 



 118

identified with the divine will, thus leaving intact God’s omnipotence.117 In 
fact, according to Donald Stone, it is the divine will that is the frightful 
secret of tragedy in Garnier’s Les Juifves; it is the divine will around which the 
tragic aura revolves. 118  Whether Lummenaeus followed the critical 
annotations of Senecan commentators like Martin Delrio, or in some cases 
perhaps merely followed the example of Garnier’s modifications of the 
fatum/fortuna passages, he too makes very subtle adjustments to the Stoic 
presentation of Fortuna, while remaining as close as possible to the Senecan 
model.119 
 But sometimes the imitatio of the Roman model also meant drastically 
altering the material provided. Whereas Fortuna, as we have seen, could at 
least still be referred to in French Renaissance tragedy, other views and 
references were clearly unacceptable for a Christian audience. Consider, for 
example, Garnier’s La Troade, modelled after Seneca’s Troades. In the 
Roman’s play, the chorus reflects on the question of whether or not the soul 
lives on when the body has been buried, i.e. it discusses the immortality of 
the soul.120 It comes to the fluently versed conclusion that there is nothing 
after death: post mortem nihil est ipsaque mors nihil, ‘after death there is nothing, 
and death itself is nothing.’121 Garnier, however, has the chorus first pose 
the same question, but then emphasizes the exact opposite:122 
 

‘Thus, from our dying body 
The beautiful soul retreats 

             To heaven up high, 
1350 Invisible to human eyes, 

And there, safe from mortal spears, 
             Conquers Fate. 
 

The soul dwells with the Gods, 

                                                 
117 Lebègue, Études, 190-192; Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 198. While the 
French Pléiade consisted mostly of devout Christians, still, for most of them, ‘la croyance 
est une chose, et la poésie une autre’. Cf. Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 35. Griffiths 
(The Dramatic Technique, 28) seems of different opinion: ‘This conception of fate, clashing 
as it does with the Christian idea of a loving God, must have worried these dramatists (...); 
but no attempt was ever made to modify it, for to do so would be to condemn the 
classics, and the classics could do no wrong.’ It appears Griffiths is mistaken, here. 
118 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 147. 
119 Lummenaeus’ subtle dealings with the Stoic notion of fate I have addressed in my 
paper at the congress of the International Association for Neo-Latin Studies in Uppsala 
(2009), cf. above, p. 2nt4. 
120 Seneca, Troades 371-372: Verum est an timidos fabula decipit / umbras corporibus vivere conditis, 
etc., ‘Is it true, or deceives this story fearful men: that souls live even after the bodies 
have been laid to rest,’ etc. 
121 Seneca, Troades 398. 
122 Cf. Lebègue, Études, 192-193; Garelli-François, Quelques clefs sénéquiennes, 11-12. 
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In gentle quietude, 
1355  All divine, 

Rejoicing about having left 
The earth for the vaulted heaven, 

              From whence it came;’ 
(La Troade (1579), III, 1347-1358)123 

 
As we can see, the fact that the soul sojourns with les dieux (plural!) poses no 
problems for such conventional, classic imitation, but the fact that the 
immortality of the soul is denied does.124 Interestingly enough, Lummenaeus 
used the same Senecan passage for Dives Epulo, thus underlining the already 
hybrid position of this peculiar play. The Rich Man voices the following 
thought: 
 
  ‘I am rich and fortunate, and will always be so, 
  As long as my soul rules this juicy body of mine. 
  After death, there is nothing; and even death itself is nothing. 
 15 The Styx and ghosts of the underworld? Nothing. 
  Just a foolish fabrication of fairytales.’125 
    (Dives Epulo (1613), I, 12-16) 
 
As we can see, in the eyes of the Rich Man the immortality of the soul is just 
a deliratio of mere stories. While Garnier, in his close imitation/translation of 
Seneca’s Troades decided to radically adapt the available material, 
Lummenaeus too recognized the problem – under influence of Garnier’s 
play? –, but decided to follow another course. By having the morally bad 
protagonist voice such a thought, the author immediately shows that this 
character is certainly not a devout Christian, and his salvation – though not 

                                                 
123  Ainsi de notre corps mourant / La belle âme se retirant, / Au ciel remonte, / Invisible aux 
humains regards, / Et là, franche des mortels dards, / La Parque dompte. / Elle séjourne avec les 
dieux / En un repos délicieux, / Toute divine, / Se bienheurant d’avoir quitté / La terre pour le ciel 
voûté, / Son origine; (quoted from the edition by Charles Mazouer, Robert Garnier, 390). 
124 The pagan gods of classical antiquity commonly made their appearance in humanists’ 
texts: it was apparently not a problem to call upon Apollo and the Muses for inspiration 
– Lummenaeus himself provided ample proof in this respect. Cf. also Spies, ‘Helicon and 
Hills of Sand: Pagan Gods in Early Modern Dutch and European Poetry’. In fact, as 
Korsten argues, in Christianity the use of language alone (especially Latin!) summons 
classical paganism: ‘Rome is always a double Rome: capital of the Roman Empire and of 
the Christian community’ (Sovereignty as Inviolability, 112; 124-125). However, denying the 
immortality of the soul, as voiced by Seneca, clearly carried this synthesis too far. It was, 
in any case, entirely at odds with Christian belief, as found e.g. in Ecc. 12:7, ‘Then shall 
the dust return to the earth as it was: and the spirit shall return unto God who gave it’ 
(KJV). 
125 Sum dives et beatus, et porro hic ero, / Dum succulentum corpus hoc animus reget, / Post fata nihil 
est, fata quin etiam nihil, / Et Styx averna, et inferi manes nihil, / Et fabularum stulta deliratio. 
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impossible – will in any case not be easy. There was no need for 
Lummenaeus to modify the material; he could just tweak its context and set 
it to another use. 
 
 

From text to theatre – from author to audience 
 

This discussion of French humanist tragedy and Lummenaeus’ plays would 
not be complete if matters related to performance would remain 
unaddressed. As we have seen, the rhetorical appearance of this type of 
tragedy often caused scholars to wonder whether or not these plays were 
actually performed. Therefore, a comparison also in this respect can perhaps 
shed more light on the – much doubted – practical possibilities of 
Lummenaeus’ own work. 

Let us first review a basic question. If such ‘static’ theatre, as 
discussed in this chapter, would indeed only be suitable for private reading, 
then would that withhold a reader from reading the text theatrically? Had 
the author not at the very least shaped his lyrical laments as drama, with acts, 
scenes, personae, dialogues, etc.? This would then suggest that even the mere 
reading of such works entailed an attempt to envision a ‘performance’ while 
reading.126 In my view, this proves more important for one text than another, 
even to a paradoxical extent. For even though critics of early modern theatre, 
as we have seen, were quick to judge static drama ill-suited for performance, 
precisely this type of play could perhaps be more easily envisioned in a 
reader’s mind than a text in which the intrigue is fairly complicated, with 
specific effects depending on characters being present on stage or not, on a 
chorus being omniscient and/or always present, and on many other stage 
directions.127 We should not let our modern perception of what constitute 
the limits of dramatic performance be a substitute for the fact that, from 
Seneca to French humanist tragedy, these texts were performed, read, and 
printed. Even while in the first century AD Seneca’s plays might initially not 
have been intended for performance (we simply do not know), in early 
modern Europe his tragedies were certainly performed.128 
                                                 
126 Perhaps similar to the way in which Marco Prandoni attempts to envision the effects 
of performance while reading Vondel’s Gysbreght van Aemstel. Cf. Prandoni, Een mozaïek 
van stemmen, 17. 
127 Even when a play was not written with performance in mind, would an author not 
have given thought to e.g. the location of different scenes? Lancaster E. Dabney (Claude 
Billard, 63) states as much in his discussion of Claude Billard’s Saül (printed 1610): ‘Since 
the play was probably not staged, the author, it is possible, gave no thought to the 
location of the scenes.’ Can a tragedy be read, let alone written, in a non-theatrical 
fashion? It seems to me that imaginative theatrical settings would instinctively pop up in 
the mind of a reading audience, even if the author provides no (explicit) stage directions. 
128 For a brief overview of the discussion on Seneca’s ‘performability’, cf. Sutton, Seneca on 
the Stage, esp. the introduction. Worp (Geschiedenis van het drama, I, 199-202) lists several 
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Indeed, performances of Seneca’s tragedies were numerous, and so 
were the plays by, for example, Garnier.129 And even though French tragedy 
often lacked any dramatic action, a performance was not a coincidental 
quality. Quite the contrary: the authors, according to Forsyth, certainly 
intended their plays to be performed, preferably at court.130 Griffiths, too, is 
of the opinion that French tragedies of the sixteenth century were intended 
to be performed. From the fact that most evidence of performances of plays 
by Antoine de Montchrestien has come down to us only by chance and that 
this evidence does not seem to qualify these performances as something 
‘special’, Griffiths concludes that De Montchrestien’s other plays must have 
been performed as well.131 As to the manner in which they were performed 
– a true performance, recitation, dialogued lecture –, Griffiths seems to 
favour the first.132 

Charlton, on the other hand, argued that the French mainly thought 
of plays as things to be read, for none of the French arts of poetry (or 
Scaliger’s, for that matter) concerned themselves with the theatrical aspect 
of drama. 133  And since action is almost entirely dispensed with, stirring 
incident is banned, dialogue becomes monologue, sententiae are expanded to 
sermons, language acquires the perpetual gloss of rhetoric – French Senecan 
drama, according to Charlton, is drama in little but name. 134  Does its 
popularity, then, just stem from its declamatory qualities? It is perhaps no 
coincidence that in the seventeenth century this rhetorical type of theatre 
gave way to a theatre less elite, and more accessible to many. Indeed, the 
earlier type of drama promoted by Garnier and his many imitators was 
found primarily in an elite milieu of men of letters, interested not in 
dramatic action, but literary achievement and moral and political ideas.135 
                                                                                                                                            
instances of (school)performances of Seneca’s tragedies in The Netherlands in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. 
129  I have already referred to the doctoral thesis of Katell Lavéant, who provides a 
comprehensive overview of theatrical performances in the fifteenth and sixteenth century 
in the Southern Netherlands. Cf. above, p. 92nt15. 
130 Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, XXVI. Street (French Sacred Drama, 61) even suggests that the 
publishing of La Taille’s and Garnier’s work itself signals their intention to have their 
plays performed at the royal court. It is, however, not clear how Street arrives at this 
assumption. Having a play printed does, in my view, not necessarily indicate the intention 
to have it performed; if anything, plays were often first printed (not seldom even in a 
modified version) only after their initial performance. Jondorf (French Renaissance Tragedy, 
132) furthermore suggests that a printed text could also have been a ‘programme-
souvenir’, in which case a practical use was not really applicable. This, of course, would 
perhaps not apply to texts published long after a public performance, or texts that 
functioned at a higher level, playing a role within a cultural elite. 
131 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 146. 
132 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 146-158. 
133 Charlton, The Senecan Tradition, 137. 
134 Charlton, The Senecan Tradition, 138. 
135 Lebègue, Études, 251. 
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Without the safeguards of public will or traditional experience, there was 
nothing that would hold French drama from the extremes of academic 
taste.136 The poets of the French Pléiade wrote mainly for their own circle of 
learned men, and the audience did not know how to appreciate a drama 
whose qualities it could not readily understand.137 In the words of Griffiths: 
‘Audience and author were on the same level of learning.’138 This elite might 
even intentionally have refrained from inserting dramatic action into their 
plays, focused as they were on creating a drama diametrically opposed to the 
medieval tradition of the moralité, which were full of spectacle. 139  Street 
nonetheless claims that, though the plays were written for a highly cultivated 
audience, the ordinary unlettered people could still enjoy them as 
entertainment.140 This, of course, would at any rate only hold true in case of 
an actual public performance, as opposed to a mere printed edition which 
would indefinitely be more ‘elitist’. 

The problem had apparently also been identified in early modern 
times. Jean de La Taille – who was the first to go somewhat in the direction 
of the modern perception of ‘performable’ tragedy in De l’Art de la tragédie 
(1572) – surely considered writing tragedy a noble occupation and a true 
art,141 but simultaneously recognized what in his eyes appeared to be the 
humanists’ main misperception: to view classical theatre merely as ‘un art 
purement littéraire’.142 He thought the static style of contemporary tragedy 
to be its main weakness, which prevented the audience to be moved by the 

                                                 
136 Charlton, The Senecan Tradition, 103. Charlton also illustrates the close  links (both 
personal and professional) that existed between all the major dramatists of the era: 
Buchanan, Muret, Jodelle, Rivaudeau, De La Taille, Garnier, etc. 
137 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 26. 
138 Griffiths, The Dramatic Technique, 83. 
139 Zamparelli, The Theater of Claude Billard, 21. 
140  Street, French Sacred Drama, 61. We even know that e.g. Garnier’s Les Juifves was 
performed not that far from Ghent at the end of the sixteenth, beginning of the 
seventeenth century, in Arras and Tournai. Cf. Lebègue, La tragédie française, 96-71. Let us 
also recall Jondorf’s suggestion (cf. above, p. 99) of a Renaissance audience being in any 
case more comfortable with listening to long speeches than we are now. 
141 Mazouer, Le théâtre français de la renaissance, 201. 
142  West, De l’art de la tragédie, 7. By labelling this misperception a ‘mistake’ (cf. e.g. 
Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 32: ‘la grande erreur dramatique’), one does not do justice 
to the dramatic choices and concepts of the day. Identifying a supposed sixteenth-
century misperception of the ancient functions of classical tragedy is entirely different 
than judging those literary peculiarities from a modern (or even a seventeenth-century) 
point of view. In the words of Griffiths (The Dramatic Technique, 27): ‘For too long 
sixteenth-century tragedy has been regarded as some kind of forerunner of the tragedy of 
the classical age, differing from it only in its imperfect nature. (...) The (...) lack of 
dramatic tension has been condemned by many critics who insist on viewing tragedy 
from the modern standpoint.’ 
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theatrical display. 143  Both action and movement were indispensable for 
tragedy to be successful in that respect.144 What is more, in De La Taille’s 
view tragedy should be grand, in every respect. Therefore, tragic disaster 
should not befall ordinary people, and should in itself be terrible and 
unorthodox.145 Thus, De La Taille stood at the basis of a new form of 
tragedy, which would be ‘vivante et bien construite, où l’action 
psychologique serait au premier plan.’146 Towards the end of the sixteenth 
century, French dramatists gradually met the public’s wishes to a certain 
degree, thus making the ‘théâtre humaniste’ more accessible to a broader 
audience.147 But before that time, there is every indication that tragedies 
were enjoyed because of their moral purpose and rhetorical qualities, and 
not because of the development of character or plot, while discussions 
about performance, according to Donald Stone, at no time surrounded 
humanist tragedy.148 Accordingly, the humanists may not have been very 
concerned with vraisemblance, quite necessary also for a convincing 
performance. Take, for instance, the setting, which a dramatist could easily 
shift in an instance,149 and which we also find in Lummenaeus’ plays, when 
e.g. in Iephte the scene is effortlessly shifted from Jephthah’s house to the 
mountains, and back.150 
 Whether or not Lummenaeus’ plays were actually performed, we do 
not know.151 But in view of Lummenaeus’ indebtedness to French humanist 
drama, one might consider accepting mutatis mutandis these most recent 
views regarding performance. Lummenaeus’ tragedies, too, were often 
dedicated and sent to rulers of a royal or ecclesiastical court, to which he 
was then often subsequently invited (Albert of Austria, cardinal Federico 
Borromeo, cardinals Maffeo (Urban VIII) and Francesco Barberini). As I 
have stated elsewhere, there is no indication of Lummenaeus’ tragedies 
functioning in a school or college setting, despite the few instances in the 
Dives Epulo (in Lummenaeus’ oeuvre a fairly isolated piece of literature) 
mentioned above. They have everything to qualify in similar terms as French 
humanist tragedy, since they were written for, to the least of our knowledge, 
an elite circle of men of letters. Our discussion of French humanist drama – 
                                                 
143 This static type of tragedy seemed more like a ‘poème élégiaque dialogué’ (West, De 
l’art de la tragédie, 13-14). 
144 ‘Or c’est le principal point d’une Tragedie de la sçavoir bien disposer, bien bastir et la 
deduire de sorte qu’elle change, transforme, manie et tourne l’esprit des escoutans deçà 
dela’, De La Taille, De l’art de la tragédie, 3vo (Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, 6). 
145 West (ed.), De l’art de la tragédie, 14. 
146 Forsyth, Jean de la Taille, XXXV. 
147 Loukovitch, La tragédie religieuse, 27. 
148 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 156. 
149 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 158. 
150 This is one thing Lummenaeus did not ‘copy’ from Buchanan, for the latter omitted 
the mountain scene entirely. Cf. chapter four. 
151 Cf. also below, pp. 134-135; 216-217. 
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and Seneca, for that matter – in any case proves that the rhetorical qualities 
of this type of drama did not a priori rule out public performance. 
 
 

Some food for thought: the Dutch vernacular tradition 
 

The fact that Lummenaeus had chosen the French vernacular tradition as 
his main poetic model – and by doing so inheriting a complicated web of 
intertextuality –, does not mean that his work was completely cut off from 
other manifestations of dramatic activity. After all, many other types of 
theatre had been, were, or came to blossoming during his own years of 
literary activity. Having on the previous pages established the literary forces 
at work behind Lummenaeus’ tragedies, it will be interesting to briefly 
contrast his work with another tradition, the one by which he was literally 
surrounded: Dutch vernacular drama. 

 Indeed, as we have seen, the Ghent playwright initially tried his hand 
at a rather different dramatic model for Dives Epulo, a tragedy based on the 
New Testament parable of the rich man and the beggar Lazarus (Luke 16). 
Though first – and only – printed in 1613 in the Opera omnia, there are 
certain (para)textual indications that the Dives Epulo was known in 
Lummenaeus’ circle before that time.152 For example, the Epulo is already 
mentioned in a preliminary poem by Maxaemilianus Vrientius in the 1610 
edition of Carcer Babylonius. 153  Furthermore, there are certain poetic 
principles which make it stand out from the rest of Lummenaeus’ tragic 
oeuvre, and which possibly indicate as well that the Epulo is perhaps a fairly 
early play. The Epulo, with its less precious idiom, is an easier ‘read’ than 
Lummenaeus’ other tragedies. With surprisingly few Biblical or classical 
metaphors thrown at the reader, with an explicit moral, straight-forward 
allegorical personae, and a parable as its subject, the play seems to have been 
written with a less elite audience in mind. Still, however, the play has been 
written in Latin. As a consequence, the tradition of the somewhat more 
lighthearted, Latin school drama springs to mind, even though no such 
evidence has (yet) come down to us. 
 As had already been noted by James Parente, 154  the Dives Epulo 
accommodates many allegorical characters that appear to have been derived 
straight from the Dutch vernacular tradition of rhetoricians’ drama, or 
perhaps even Latin school drama (which sometimes found inspiration for its 
moral instruction in rhetorician’s drama, but for its structure and stylistics in 
                                                 
152 Both Worp (Geschiedenis van het drama, 226) and Parente (‘The Paganization of Biblical 
Tragedy’, 222) refer to the Dives Epulo as Lummenaeus’ first drama, but do not provide a 
reason for doing so. 
153 Carcer Babylonius (1610), A4vo. Vrientius’ epigram on Lummenaeus’ illness (cf. above, p. 
36nt98) may also refer to the Epulo as his earliest (extant) tragedy. 
154 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 222nt33. 
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Roman comedy 155 ). In view of Lummenaeus’ reception of French 
Renaissance tragedy, it is interesting to note that the morality plays in the 
Dutch tradition were in fact a variation on the fifteenth and sixteenth-
century French moralité, which were characterized by didactic allegory as 
well.156 But contrary to French humanist tragedy – which was still staged 
even in the Southern Netherlands around 1600, as noted above –, the 
essentially medieval moralité rapidly lost significance after 1570. Dutch 
rhetorician’s drama, however, was part of the cultural environment also after 
1600, and in view of Lummenaeus’ close connections to some writers who 
were active in local Chambers,157 it will be worth looking briefly into the 
characteristics of rhetorician’s drama that made their way into the Dives 
Epulo. 

The Epulo’s subject – the parable of the Rich Man – has a lighter 
touch than the Old Testament subjects that form the basis of Lummenaeus’ 
other plays. Its tragic idiom is less precious and, as we have seen, its moral 
aim is clearly emphasized.158 This moral instruction is effectuated by both 
the allegorical characters and the chorus songs. In its specific function as 
moraliser, the chorus, too, is placed in the tradition of earlier, sixteenth-
century Dutch drama: in seventeenth-century Dutch tragedy a chorus that 
was placed outside the dramatic action and merely held a fairly detached 
moralizing position (as was also the case in Latin school drama), soon came 
to be regarded as old-fashioned.159 What was more: as Dutch drama in the 
late sixteenth, early seventeenth century moved from rhetorician’s drama 
towards the early type of Renaissance drama, didactic purposes became less 
explicit and geared more and more toward, for instance, rhetorical 
techniques like copia verborum and varietas rerum, rich illustrations drawn 
mostly from the Bible and classical mythology.160 A similar progression can 
                                                 
155 Bloemendal, Spiegel van het dagelijks leven, 47. 
156 Cf. Hummelen, De sinnekens in het rederijkersdrama, 316-323; Spies, ‘“Op de questye...”’, 
140. See also Kramer, Mooi vies, knap lelijk, 46ff. For a concise discussion of the French 
moralité, its characteristics and didactic qualities, see for instance Mazouer, Le théâtre 
français de la renaissance, 61-77; id., Le théâtre français du moyen âge, 242-264; Lazard, Le théâtre 
en France, 32-36; Knight, Aspects of genre, 41-92. Helmich (Die Allegorie im französischen 
Theater) offers a more in-depth discussion, for instance on the relationship between the 
moralité and tragedy. 
157 Most notably Justus de Harduijn and the Aalst Chamber of Rhetoric, cf. below. 
158 Parente’s claim that the play was ‘clearly intended to attract financial support for the 
abbey’ is completely unfounded (‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 222). Cf. above 
and p. 213 for a caveat regarding the contextualization of early modern drama, 
Lummenaeus’ in particular. 
159 Van Gemert, Tussen de bedrijven door, 67-68. 
160  Meeus, ‘Verschillen in structuur en dramaturgie’, 112. In recent decades, Dutch 
Renaissance tragedy has been thoroughly surveyed and re-evaluated. Cf. Rens, Genres in 
het ernstige renaissancetoneel, esp. pp. 196ff. (Chapter 6.2: ‘Ontwerp van een nieuwe 
genologische indeling’); Van Eemeren and Meeus, Genres in het ernstige renaissancetoneel, esp. 
pp. 236ff. (Chapter 5.3: ‘Ontwerp van een nieuwe genologische indeling op basis van een 
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be observed in the oeuvre of Lummenaeus if we accept the Dives Epulo to be 
an early work. It could also explain the author’s choice of subject: a rather 
explicit parable instead of the more ambiguous Old Testament stories he 
was to explore later in his career. As for its unambiguous moralizing outlook, 
I had already concluded that the Dives Epulo stands alone among its younger 
brethren. In any case, its position as a peculiarity in the tragic oeuvre of 
Lummenaeus may have contributed to the fact that the Epulo was the only 
tragedy which the author apparently deemed unfit for reprint in his 1628 
collection of tragedies, Musae lacrymantes.161 
 But despite this similar progression, Lummenaeus – as I have stated 
in the introduction to this chapter – generally seems not to have turned to 
Dutch tragedy for inspiration. Rather, it seems that his own renewed 
introduction of Latin Biblical tragedy in the Southern Netherlands moved 
parallel to the rising star of Dutch Renaissance tragedy in the north. Noted 
already by Jacob Worp, and emphasized by scholars like W.A.P. Smit and 
Lieven Rens, the vernacular Senecan tradition in the north reached maturity 
first and foremost with P.C. Hooft’s Geeraerd van Velsen (1613),162 which, 
with an apparition, necromancy, and final prophecy, reveals not only a 
strong Senecan influence, but most likely, in my view, also strong ties with 
French Senecan tragedians like Garnier (Les Juifves) and La Taille (Saül le 
furieux). 163  Through Hooft, this combined Senecan-French tradition then 
found resonance in other vernacular writers of Senecan tragedy, like 
Guillaume van Nieuwelandt (c. 1584-1635). While Hooft’s focus lay 
primarily with the thematic aspects which he found in the dramas of Seneca 
and the French tragedians – placing less emphasis on its combined structural 
and functional qualities (as discussed in this chapter) –, Lummenaeus chose 
a literary position which he must have considered the apex of rhetorical 
drama as initiated by Seneca and furthered by the French. As a consequence, 
Lummenaeus’ Latin drama and Hooft’s vernacular drama, both initially 

                                                                                                                                            
vergelijkend onderzoek van de kenmerkencombinaties’); Van Eemeren, ‘Dramatische 
auteurs uit de periode 1600-1650 en sommige van hun voorkeuren. Een eerste overzicht’. 
See also Smit, État des recherches, 225. 
161  The Epulo’s peculiar and hybrid position is already underlined by the fact that it 
combines a Senecan form with a rhetorician’s approach: Senecan style drama moved 
from the external illustration of ethical conflicts by virtues and vices (i.e. allegories) to 
internal conflict of a single mind. Cf. Belsey, ‘Senecan Vacillation’, 75. 
162 Cf. Worp, De invloed van Seneca’s treurspelen; Smit, ‘Het Nederlandse renaissance-toneel’; 
Rens, ‘Het vroege Renaissancedrama’. A thorough overview has been provided by Smits-
Veldt, Samuel Coster, 11ff. In 2001 a symposium was organized  for discussing the 
problems and possibilities of researching Dutch Renaissance drama – from a wide variety 
of perspectives –, departing from Smit’s and Rens’ scholarly legacy. The acts have been 
published in Spies (a.o.), ‘Discussiedossier’. 
163  Porteman and Smits-Veldt (Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 244) signalled the 
influence of Garnier on Dutch tragedians like Hooft and Vondel. 
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working from the same tradition, soon found themselves on diverging 
literary paths. 
 
 

Reception of Lummenaeus’ tragedies 
 

These literary paths, however, clearly proved not to be equally popular and I 
would therefore like to amplify briefly on the reception of Lummenaeus’ 
work; that is, on those instances other than those found in the 
contemporary laudatory poetry by his colleagues, or in his correspondence.  

Working from a French tradition that was itself to become old-
fashioned already in the early seventeenth century and which was quickly to 
be replaced by French Classicism, the highly rhetorical drama which 
Lummenaeus promoted seems not to have generated many followers. In 
fact, as I have stated elsewhere, Lummenaeus’ work seems to have received 
hardly any attention except for a close circle of humanist friends and 
colleagues, even though he had enthusiastically been sending his work to 
men of influence all over Europe.164 Still, there are two important instances 
which indicate not only that his work was known outside of his own circle 
of men of letters, but also that the tragic model he adopted was perhaps less 
isolated than it might seem at first. 
 The first instance regards a quotation of Lummenaeus’ Amnon in 
Robert Burton’s substantial The Anatomy of Melancholy (first published in 
Oxford in 1621, under the pseudonym of Democritus Junior).165 Burton 
(1577-1639/40) was born in Leicestershire, England, and after his studies 
had become a fellow at Christ Church. Well known as a ready versifier in 
both Latin and English, he had written among other things a satirical 
comedy in Latin verse, Philosophaster. His best known work proved to be The 
Anatomy of Melancholy, providing, as the full title indicates, an insight into the 
kinds and causes of melancholy. In the third partition, Burton comes to 
speak of love-melancholy. In section 2, member 2, subsection 2, the author 
addresses beauty, or beauty of the face, as a cause for love-melancholy, 
citing several literary sources to illustrate his claim. Lummenaeus’ Amnon is 
one of those sources:166 
 
 

                                                 
164 Cf. chapter one, the biographical presentation. 
165 Robert Burton, The Anatomy of Melancholy, What it is. With all the Kindes, Cavses, Symptomes, 
Prognostickes, and severall Cures of it (Oxford: Iohn Lichfield and Iames Short, for Henry 
Cripps, 1621). Several modern editions are available, a.o. Burton, The Anatomy of 
Melancholy. In three volumes, with an introduction by Holbrook Jackson, on which I here 
draw.  
166 Burton, The Anatomy of Melancholy, volume three, 84 (in the edition of 1621 (cf. above, 
nt165): pp. 559-560). 
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‘A modern poeta brings in Amnon complaining of Tamar: 
 
    Et me fascino 
  Occidit ille risus et formae lepos, 
  Ille nitor, illa gratia, et verus decor, 
  Illae aemulantes purpuram, et rosas genaeb 
  Oculique vinctaeque aureo nodo comae. 
  It was thy beauty, ‘twas thy pleasing smile, 
  Thy grace and comeliness did me beguile; 
  Thy rose-like cheeks and unto purple fair, 
  Thy lovely eyes and golden knotted hair. 
 

a Iacob. Cornelius Amnon tragoed. act. I. sc. I. 
b Rosae formosarum oculis nascuntur, et hilaritas vultus elegantiae corona. 
Philostratus delitijs.’ 

 
Burton, whose Anatomy of Melanchy is perhaps best described as ‘a crude 
assembly of quotations and [...] indeed a vast mobilization of the notions 
and expressions of others’, 167  here cites and translates verses 4-8 of 
Lummenaeus’ Amnon. The year of publication (1621) indicates that Burton 
must have used the 1617 edition of Amnon, not the text printed in the 1628 
Musae Lacrymantes.168 It seems that he enjoyed Lummenaeus’ work enough to 
honour it with an equally enjoyable, poetic translation in his mother tongue, 
and, to further demonstrate his erudition, he even noted a parallel 
expression from Philostratus Lemnius. Interestingly, Lummenaeus’ 1617 
original provides vernus instead of Burton’s verus (l. 6), and mundo instead of 
nodo (l. 8). The distinction between ver(n)us is lost in Burton’s translation, but 
this does not go for mundo/nodo. In fact, ‘tied in a golden knot’ even seems 
to fit the text somewhat better than ‘in a golden world’.  

This instance says something, but not all about the distribution and 
fame of Lummenaeus’ work. As said, Burton clearly enjoyed demonstrating 
his knowledge, and one should not forget that he was a bookman first and 
last, owning about 2.000 volumes.169 As a scholar and book-collector, he was 
therefore surely not the ‘average’ reader. At any rate, we can at least 
conclude that Burton had had access to the text of Lummenaeus’ Amnon, 
somehow or other, perhaps even fairly shortly after it had been published. 
The variations in the text possibly provide a clue with regard to the mode of 
transmission: while the nodo-variation could be a deliberate modification by 

                                                 
167 Burton, The Anatomy of Melancholy, introduction, x-xi. 
168 Verse 6 (ille ... decor) had actually not made the cut in the 1628 Musae Lacrymantes. Both 
works are in any case not listed in the inventory of Burton’s library. Cf. Kiessling, The 
Library of Robert Burton. 
169 Burton, The Anatomy of Melancholy, introduction, viii-x. 
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Burton170 and verus just an inaccuracy, both could perhaps point to the fact 
that Burton did not have direct and/or permanent access to the printed 
edition of Lummenaeus’ Amnon. Thus, we might be looking at a case of oral 
transmission, a slightly faulty memory, or both. Finally, this instance 
illustrates to a certain extent how through Latin a truly international 
audience could very well be reached. 

The second instance of reception is by far more crucial and elaborate 
than Burton’s quotation, not the least because it may also serve to elucidate 
the still somewhat clouded relationship between the activities of the 
Chambers of Rhetoric and the humanists’ Latin tradition in the Southern 
Netherlands, recently discussed by Arjan van Dixhoorn.171 

A manuscript preserved in the communal archives of Aalst in 
Belgium (some 25 kilometers south east from Ghent) contains several plays 
attributed to the Aalst rhetorician Guilliam Caudron Sr. (c. 1586 - c. 1636), 
as well as to his son, Guilliam Caudron Jr. (1607-1692).172  As has been 
clearly demonstrated, the literary networks of Caudron Sr. and the Ghent 
Benedictine both seemed to revolve around the central figure of Erycius 
Puteanus.173 Still closer ties can also be discerned, though I have not (yet) 
been able to identify a direct connection between both authors: in 1613, 
Caudron Sr. had published the vernacular poetry of Lummenaeus’ close 
friend Justus de Harduijn.174 The above-mentioned Aalst manuscript as well 
contains a Dutch translation attributed to Caudron Sr. of Jacobus 

                                                 
170 This slight adjustment can perhaps serve as an illustration to Holbrook Jackson’s 
remark: ‘It is he [i.e. Burton] not they [i.e. from whose work Burton quotes] who peeps 
from behind every quotation.’ Cf. Burton, The Anatomy of Melancholy, introduction, xi. 
171 Van Dixhoorn, ‘Soorten rederijkers’. The social position of the rhetoricians in the 
Southern Netherlands has recently been studied in great detail by Anne-Laure van 
Bruaene. She describes their renewed activity in the wake of the Twelve Year Truce 
(1609-1621), and the Archdukes’ recognition of their usefulness in the Counter-
Reformist ‘multimedia’ offensive (Om beters wille, 178-180). 
172 I will here draw mainly on the studies by August Keersmaekers, De dichter Guilliam van 
Nieuwelandt, 235-238, and ‘Guilliam Caudron Sr.: Nabugodonosor’, passim. The 
manuscripts are registered in the old communal archives of Aalst as numbers 166-170. Cf. 
Houtman, Inventaris van het oud archief, 44-45. 
173  For Caudron’s network, cf. Dambré, De weerliicke liefde, 20ff. (‘Patronaat van het 
renaissancistisch georiënteerd driemanschap: Puteanus, Caudron en van der Linden’); 
Van Dixhoorn, ‘Soorten rederijkers’, 97-98. Caudron had written a poem in the 
vernacular in praise of David Lindanus’ De Teneraemonda libri tres (cf. f. **2vo); Lindanus 
had included a poem by Lummenaeus in this work as well (p. 116). Cf. also appendix one. 
174 [Justus de Harduijn], De Weerliicke Liefden tot Roose-mond, Antwerp: Verdussen 1613. 
Lummenaeus wrote a preliminary poem to Harduijn’s Goddelicke lof-sanghen (1620). Cf. 
Dambré, Goddelicke lof-sanghen, 21. De Harduijn played an important role in Caudron’s 
chamber of rhetoric in Aalst. Cf. Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de 
muzen, 289. 
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Zevecotius’ Latin tragedy Rosimunda (1621). 175  Again, Lummenaeus and 
Zevecotius had been in very close contact with each other at least until the 
latter’s departure for the Northern Netherlands in 1623 and his conversion 
to Protestantism. The contacts between Caudron Sr., De Harduijn and Van 
Zevecote were established at a time when Lummenaeus, too, was most 
active in building his literary network around the very same central figures. 

Of the utmost importance in our present discussion are the untitled 
Aalst plays of Nabugodonosor and David, which have both (to a certain extent) 
been discussed and/or published by August Keersmaekers in the 1950s.176 
Both plays have been characterized by Keersmaekers as highly rhetorical, as 
having been written in lofty language and – even though overtly lacking the 
formal structure of Senecan drama, as well as choruses – showing every sign 
of the Senecan mode of tragedy. 

The play of Nabugodonosor, like Lummenaeus’ Carcer Babylonius based 
on the Old Testament subject of Jerusalem’s fall and Sedecias’ punishment, 
is a highly rhetorical drama and substantially without dramatic action. 
Without going into further detail, it has to be noted that there are several 
passages – most notably in Nabugodonosor’s very similar opening 
monologue, and the final punishment of Sedecias – in which the attentive 
reader can find some minor, but striking verbal and thematic echoes of 
Lummenaeus’ Carcer Babylonius.177 

Unfortunately, Keersmaekers has apparently not noted Lummenaeus’ 
dramatic contribution to the humanist network of Puteanus. If he had, he 
would immediately have noticed that Caudron Sr.’s play of David is almost in 
its entirety a vernacular translation of Lummenaeus’ Saul (1621).178 Like in 
Nabugodonosor, the chorus in David is absent. Instead, Caudron Sr. has 
inserted several tooghen or tableaux vivants, tying the scenes together and thus 
                                                 
175 Zevecotius, in turn, published a poem honouring Caudron in his Poemata (1623), pp. 
186-187. 
176  A transcription and brief discussion of the Nabugodonosor have been published by 
Keersmaekers in ‘Guilliam Caudron Sr.: Nabugodonosor’; a copy of Keersmaekers’ 
unpublished transcription of the play of David is kept at the Institute for the Study of 
Literature in the Netherlands (Renaissance department) of the University of Antwerp and 
has been kindly provided to me by prof. dr Hubert Meeus. Keersmaekers also discusses 
the play of David in De dichter Guilliam van Nieuwelandt, 235-240. 
177 There has, however, been some discussion about the date of Caudron’s play, ranging 
from 1605 to 1622, which makes it rather difficult to correctly assess the relationship 
between the two dramas. Meeus (Repertorium van het ernstige drama, 44) provides an 
overview of relevant literature regarding this discussion. 
178 Needless to say, the manuscript apparently does not mention the Latin original of 
Lummenaeus. The transcript (by one P. van Hecke) is dated September 1639, but if the 
author can be positively identified as Caudron Sr., then the date of composition would lie 
prior to his death (supposedly in 1636), and maybe – but not necessarily – after the date 
of publication of Saul (1621). Indeed, it can not yet be entirely ruled out that 
Lummenaeus’ Saul is a translation of Caudron’s play. A closer investigation that I have 
planned for the near future will hopefully shed more light on this issue. 
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smoothing the dramatic action. I cannot provide a detailed discussion of 
Caudron’s translation in this chapter, but I will instead provide a brief, but 
typical example. Below are the opening lines of Saul’s monologue in 
Lummenaeus’ second act, and Caudron’s translation:179 
 
Erupit; ergo semper illudet mihi 
Galeatus ille, pectore imbelli, lepus, 
Oreadumque, alumnus, aut montis iugo, 
Aut vallium cavernulis celans fugam? 
Ergone semper fugiet, et semper sequar? 
Et purpuratus ille terrae Filius 
Nobis facesset nauseam, et labem Imperi 
Impune molietur, et stragem dabit? 
Fugiat, sequemur, et mihi montes patent, 
Et illa opaca vallium, umbrarum specus; 
Perrumpam et omne quicquid obstabit ruam. 
Quanquam profundis sentibus sese induat, 
Quanquam repostis cautibus latebras agat, 
Et mille captet more vulpino dolos, 
Unum, unum echinus novit; effodiam omnia 
Et palpitantem beluam foras traham. 

Saul (1621), 139-154 
 
‘He has gotten away; will he always escape me, 
That helmeted hare, that cowardly character, 
Raised by mountain nymphs, running and 
Hiding on the mountaintop or in valley caves? 
Will he then always flee, and I always follow? 
Will that royal son of the earth make 
Us sick, will he cause the downfall of this 
Empire with impunity, and cause destruction? 
Let him run, we will follow; let the mountains 
Lay bare, and the shadows of valleys and caves. 
What will stand in my way, I will break and tear. 
Even if he hides in deep thorn-bushes, 
Even if he builds his hide-out on remote cliffs, 
And like a fox devises a thousand tricks, 
The sea urchin knows only one: I will expose it 
All, and pull that fast beast out.’ 

Dauid is my ontvlucht, sal desen haes gehellemt 
dat ree ionck sonder hert my houden lanck bedwellemt 
dit berghenvoester=kint zalt opder berghen sop’ 
oft in het dal altyt beuryden synen kop’ 
sal hy dann altyd vlien, en sal myn hert verbolghen 
Dit werels poppekint ghedurigh moeten volghen 
sal hy dan onghestraft verwerreuen myn ryck 
en mynen koninckstock vertreden in het slyck 
neen dat hy vryelyck gae op d’hooghe berghen dolen 
oft in belommert waut, oft in de duyster holen 
Jck sal hem volghen naer, doorbreken en doorslaen 
al dat ick teghen my sal voelen wederstaen 
al ist dat hy hem kleedt met dicke doorenhaghen 
oft Jnder klypen buyck ontduyckt myn harde slaeghen 
oft dat hy spelt den vos, ick salt doorgrauen al 
tot dat dees bloode beest ghevanghen worden sal 

Play of David, 199-214 
 
‘David has escaped me; will this helmeted hare, this 
Heartless roe cub, keep me dazed for long? 
This child of a mountain nurse will on the mountain 
Top or in the valley always protect his head. 
Will he then always flee, and will my furious heart 
Have to keep on following this worldly doll? 
Will he then acquire my empire with impunity, 
And trample into the mud my royal staff? 
No: let him wander freely on the high mountains, 
Or in the shady woods, or in the dark caves. 
I will follow him there, break and tear 
All that I will find obstructing me, 
Even if he seeks refuge in thick thorn-bushes, 
Or avoids my heavy blows in the caves of cliffs, 
Or plays games like a fox: I will delve through it all, 
Until that cowardly beast will be captured.’ 

 
The detailed accuracy of Caudron’s versified translation is truly astonishing, 
and such indeed is the quality of the entire piece. Overall, the most 
important differences are Caudron’s omittance of the chorus, and the 
addition of several tooghen. He also added an epilogue of sixteen lines by the 
allegory of Rechtveerdigheyt (Justice), calling upon Israel to rejoice in the defeat 
of its enemies at the hands of Saul, and to praise God, as well as David’s 
exemplary behavior. Both additions, the tooghen and the allegory, seem 
inherent to the context in which the translation apparently functioned, i.e. 

                                                 
179 The text of Caudron’s David here provided is based on the copy of Keersmaekers 
unpublished transcription (cf. above, nt176), which I have not (yet) been able to compare 
with the original manuscript in Aalst. 
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the Chamber of Rhetoric.180 Even though Keersmaekers was not aware of 
David’s Neo-Latin twin brother,181 he rightly noted that the play was full of 
Senecan characteristics, pointing rather towards Dutch Renaissance tragedy 
– even despite its rhetorical character – than rhetoricians’ drama. As I have 
noted above, the tooghen seem to compensate slightly for the otherwise 
highly rhetorical character of Lummenaeus’ play. 

This second instance of reception, in my view, shows that the 
dramatic model of Lummenaeus was at least thought worthy of translation 
in the vernacular, but its modifications do seem to point towards a process 
of popularizing – perhaps with a view on the intended audience – the rather 
static original. Whether or not the play of David has actually been performed, 
is not clear.182 Keersmaekers apparently assumes as much, since he states 
that it must have included both singing and dancing.183 The extension of 
such assumptions to the work of Lummenaeus is tempting, but will at this 
stage lead to nothing more than mere guessing.  
 
 

Concluding remarks 
 

Throughout this chapter a development in the dramatic principles of 
Lummenaeus has gradually become visible; that is, if we accept the Dives 
Epulo as an early work. Starting out with such a hybrid type of drama (which 
would be the only tragedy not reprinted in 1628), Lummenaeus progressed 
to a fairly close but original imitation of Buchanan’s Iephthes, and only then 
found his own niche in literary history, outbidding not only Seneca, but also 
the models provided to him by French humanist tragedy. And like those 
French tragedians, Lummenaeus shaped his work rather on the basis of 
dramatic models, than dramatic theory. 184  Through a process of 
acculturation and adaptation – from Seneca to the Rhetoricians –, 
Lummenaeus created a unique range of dramas;185 still, he allowed enough 

                                                 
180  Cf. the discussion of rhetoricians’ drama and Latin school drama with regard to 
Lummenaeus’ Dives Epulo (pp. 122ff.). 
181 Keersmaekers had actually attempted to find parallels in Van Nieuwelandt’s Saul and 
Garnier’s Les Juifves, but could not find any conclusive evidence. Cf. Keersmaekers, De 
dichter Guilliam van Nieuwelandt, 238. 
182 The manuscript also contains a reworked version of the play of David, apparently by 
Caudron Jr., which has been performed in 1682. I have not yet been able to closely 
inspect this reworked version, and can thus not accurately assess its relationship to the 
original translation by Sr. and Lummenaeus’ Saul. According to Keersmaekers, the 
reworked version has possibly been influenced by French Classicism, which, as we have 
already seen, would imply that it is by far less static and rhetorical. Cf. Keersmaekers, De 
dichter Guilliam van Nieuwelandt, 239. 
183 Keersmaekers, De dichter Guilliam van Nieuwelandt, 237. 
184 Cf. above, pp. 93ff. 
185 The terms derive from reception studies, cf. Hardwick, Reception Studies, 9. 
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room to clearly distinguish his work from his sources. This process will in 
fact show clearest in his treatment of thematic aspects, as the case studies of 
the following chapters will make clear.186 

As I have argued above, Lummenaeus clearly revealed an awareness 
of the French tradition (Buchanan, Garnier), and rather explicitly activated 
this specific literary context. Still, due to an exponentially increasing 
complexity of intertextuality, inherent to any intertextual process that 
progresses not only over the course of several centuries, but also through 
many different genres and authors, it is not always easy to determine the 
exact sources of certain poetic or literary ideas. Nonetheless, it appears that 
the French humanists’ outbidding of Seneca’s rhetorical style comprised the 
most inspiring model the orator Lummenaeus could possible have wished for. 
In my view, Donald Stone’s characterization of the French humanists’ 
relationship to their Roman model may very well hold true for 
Lummenaeus’ relationship to his French predecessors: ‘These very excesses 
(by modern standards) explain in great measure a judgment that derives not 
from hyperbole but from the logic according to which what outdid Seneca 
surpassed Seneca.’187  

Lummenaeus’ love for oratory is made clear by the many orationes and 
homiliae he delivered and published throughout his life. According to the 
headings of many of those preachings, they were presented at many 
different locations, in the church of St Peter’s abbey in Ghent, at the Jesuit’s 
sodalium, at the monastery or church of the Ghent Dominicans, etc. 
Furthermore, he was a respected participant of the school for oratory 
founded at the University of Louvain by Erycius Puteanus, the Palaestra 
Bonae Mentis.188 In the art of rhetoric, Lummenaeus thus found a ticket to the 
world outside the abbey; and in French drama, he found a use for his 
rhetorical abilities in a more poetic garment.189 And his tragedies, in turn, 
provided him with a ticket to the respected international circuit of the 
respublica litteraria.190 The French model thus gave him the best of two worlds. 
But above all, writing tragedy was a noble art, subject also to an ever 
evolving personal taste, which led Lummenaeus – from quite early on – to 
initiate a process of revision and modification. Thus, already the Iephte and 

                                                 
186 Cf. also the conclusion to this thesis. 
187 Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 82. 
188 Cf. chapter one, pp. 29ff. 
189  Cf. also the conclusion reached with respect to Chantelouve’s rhetorical tragedy 
Pharaon (1577): ‘Pharaon est une oeuvre rhétorique où de longs monologues permettent à 
l’auteur de faire montre de son érudition et d’énoncer de belles sentences’ (Wollfe and 
Meijer, ‘François de Chantelouve’, 157). Part of it could perhaps indeed be as simple as 
that. 
190 Cf. also chapter one. 
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the Carcer Babylonius were reprinted in (slightly) modified versions in his 1613 
Opera omnia.191 

The difficulties in accurately assessing the situation in the Southern 
Netherlands impede the initiation of a well-founded comparison between 
the coming-to-existence of the French model and Lummenaeus’ reception 
of it in his own work. As we have seen, Lummenaeus’ plays generally – Dives 
Epulo and Saul excepted – remain fairly implicit in their moral aims and in 
addressing the audience.192 This may be a characteristic he got from Garnier, 
who, according to Street, presented his material thus: ‘Les Juifves does not 
constantly remind the audience that its material has been carefully arranged 
by the author to make a point. Garnier exercised more skill than most in so 
constructing his play, but always hid its operation.’193 Street adds, however, 
that evidence from other humanist plays suggests that this is not the kind of 
drama the audience preferred, for, as a rule, it favoured a more explicit 
approach.194 Charlton, too, argues that the French dramatic poets from the 
outset were crusading against the public taste, for, as we have seen, the 
Pléiade at large suffered from its too narrow aristocracy of culture.195 

We cannot be entirely sure whether or not the nature of 
Lummenaeus’ plays signalled a similar limitation. With regard to his dramas, 
we know for sure that they circulated at least within an elite circle of men of 
letters, who certainly would have appreciated poetic ability in any shape. The 
fact that his plays were written in Latin – while his French colleagues had 
reverted to the vernacular – would in the end certainly imply a more 
restricted distribution of Lummenaeus’ works, but it simultaneously 
indicated the novelty of this attempt to transfer the unprecedented poetic 
grandeur of French Senecan drama to the Neo-Latin Biblical stage. This, at 
least, made Lummenaeus stand out among his contemporaries. And where 
at the beginning of the seventeenth century Garnier’s work was quite soon 
faced with a decline in popularity partly because his language had become 
old-fashioned, this was avoided by any composition in Latin that was based 
on a classical ideal that until today remains a standard in judging a poet’s 
ability to compose in Latin. Due to the imitational nature of (poetical) Latin 
and the absence of native speakers – as opposed to a trend still unavoidable 
                                                 
191  Merlevede (Het Iephte-drama) has provided a laborious synoptic edition of all the 
different versions of Iephte, including the manuscript kept in the municipal library of 
Arras (France). 
192 Cf. also chapters three and four, as well as the conclusion to this thesis. 
193 Street, French Sacred Drama, 89. 
194  Street, French Sacred Drama, 90. Still, however, authors like Garnier and De 
Montchrestien excelled in the use of sententiae, a rather explicit, moralizing device. It is 
interesting to note that Lummenaeus, contrary to his models, hardly used this technique, 
since he relied on extensive, emotive illustration (copia verborum and varietas rerum) for the 
moralizing effect of his drama, as I have argued elsewhere in this thesis. Cf. e.g. pp. 125-
126. 
195 Charlton, The Senecan Tradition, 104-105. 
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in any modern, ever evolving (European) language today –, the classical 
language itself can hardly ever attract an old fashioned feel about it. It can 
and has, however, eventually become obsolete in its entirety. But in the 
sixteenth and seventeenth century, the use of Latin in the highly popular 
school and college drama in any case proved that the position of 
Lummenaeus’ plays was not a priori an isolated one. The few instances of 
reception also point in that direction. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

CHAPTER THREE 
‘DUX IGNARO CATUS IN POPULO’:  

TOPICALITY AND CARCER BABYLONIUS (1610)1 
 
 

Early modern Latin drama and the public domain 
 

Whether written by schoolmasters, ecclesiastics or university professors, 
transferring values was one of the most important aspects of early modern 
Latin drama. These values covered virtually every area for which education 
or moral reminders were deemed appropriate or necessary by the author. 
Every aspect of life, be it moral, political, economic, social, legal, ideological 
or communicative, was touched upon in these specula vitae quotidianae, mirrors 
of everyday life. But once the plays had been released by their authors, in 
performance or in print, the portrayal of those dramatic values 
unquestionably engaged the audience in a stimulating debate, inspiring, 
confronting or soothing it. The author himself was forced to step back and 
watch his drama play its part within the public domain. 

For us, the modern readers or audience, these mirrors of everyday life 
are not always as clear as they might have been in early modern times.2 A play 
written in, for example, 1600, could even have been viewed from a totally 
different perspective only a decade later, if circumstances and audiences 
would have changed. But what is more important: there was – and still is – 
no such thing as the (reading) audience or the audiences, even though I too 
use the word at my convenience: an audience or reading audience consisted 
of different people, each with his (or her) own religious or political stance, 
age, or social and economic position.3 As such, the perception of values 
would have changed accordingly. In the introduction to this thesis I have 
concisely mapped out an approach that may throw some light on an 
audience’s perception of a play’s values and, consequently, the possibilities 
for a contextualized interpretation.  

 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 This chapter is a reworked version of my paper to be published in the acts of the 
International Conference ‘Drama, Performance and Debate: the Role of Theatre and 
Theatricality in Public Opinion in the Early Modern Period’, held in Amsterdam (2008). 
2 I call this a ‘dual-layered subjectivity’. Cf. the conclusion to this thesis, pp. 213-214. 
3 As has been noted by Korsten, Vondel belicht, 21. 
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From text to context: a case-study 
 

In the following, I will begin with a case study on Lummenaeus’ Carcer 
Babylonius (1610), which provides an exceptional challenge: this Biblical Latin 
drama lacks virtually every context with regard to its genesis, function and 
reception, except for what can be indirectly deduced from the printed text 
itself. The edition contains a dedicatory poem to Archduke Albert of Austria 
(1559-1621), and other preliminary poems,4 which are superb examples of 
humanist politeness. Many questions arise: was the play performed, and by 
whom? For what audience, other than Lummenaeus’ fellow-humanists, was 
it written? What inspired the author to write tragedies in the first place? Did 
he intend to comment through drama on topical circumstances? Where did 
he position himself in the literary tradition? The absence of any context 
means that answers, if any, can apparently only be found in the text itself. 
Starting virtually from scratch, we must work through the text, and into a 
context.  

In this case-study, I will try to answer the following question: is it 
possible to convincingly (re)construct the interaction between text and 
context from implicit ‘evidence’ alone? As such, this study will and can not 
do what has been voiced as a literary historian’s main task in Riet 
Schenkeveld-van der Dussen’s discussion of Frans-Willem Korsten’s book 
on Vondel. She suggested that a literary historian should focus on retrieving 
an author’s intentions, in order to be able to contrast these intentions with 
what can actually be found in the text.5 In case of Lummenaeus’ oeuvre, all 
we in fact have is what can actually be found in the text. Thus, there is no 
opportunity for such contrasting. If, then, I would like to deduce 
Lummenaeus’ intentions, the text is what I would have to work with. But 
this study’s goal is not to retrieve an intention (which, as I stated in the 
introduction to this thesis, would in any case be a hazardous undertaking6); 
rather, it uses the text’s analysis as a mere point of departure for exploring 
the possibilities of a contextual orientation. 

In order to determine the interaction between text and context, I will 
first establish as accurately as possible both the values brought forward 
within a play, as well as the ways in which they were communicated. This 
should be attempted not only by gaining an insight into statements of single 

                                                 
4 By Godefriedus Lemmens, abbot of Vlierbeek (cf. above, p. 40); Benedictus Sossagus, 
from Milan (cf. above, p. 29nt67); George Chamberlayn, canon of Ghent’s St. Bavo and 
future Bishop of Ypres (1627-1634) (cf. an epigram from his hand in Lummenaeus’ 
Stemmata et flores, f. Q3ro); the Ghent priest Simon van Kerckhove (cf. also above, p. 
21nt34); and Maxaemilianus Vrientius (cf. above, for instance p. 22). 
5 Schenkeveld-van der Dussen, ‘Vondel geïnterpreteerd’, 140. Korsten focuses on the 
relevance of Vondel’s plays that stretches beyond the seventeenth century as well 
(Sovereignty as Inviolability, 21). 
6 See the introduction, p. 4.  
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personae7 or the chorus, but also by weighing those statements within and 
between scenes and acts, and within the play as a whole, as an audience 
would have perceived them.8 The prevailing view(s) – as I described them in 
the introduction – can then be combined with a contextual analysis to 
provide an insight into the workings of theatre in the public domain, or even 
in a public debate. The analysis of values can thus serve as an instrument for 
enabling a contextual interpretation. This contextual approach, however, 
might encompass virtually any area even remotely related to the play’s 
contents, be it political, social, confessional etc., and should therefore 
continually be defined as precisely as possible, to avoid confusion. 

In 1989 James A. Parente jr., who has so far been the only one to 
initiate a systematic – albeit preliminary – investigation of Lummenaeus’ 
tragic oeuvre, had already tried his hand at a contextualized interpretation of 
this tragedy. He stated that the rebellious Jews of the Carcer Babylonius ‘were 
doubtlessly intended as dramatic parallels to the Protestants who had broken 
with both Rome and, as the Jews had done with Nebuchadnezzar, their 
rightful ruler in Spain’ [my italics, RG].9 However, Parente apparently made 
this contextual claim without a thorough analysis of the play as a whole 
and/or its context(s). I would like to argue that in constructing a parallel of 
this kind, or any other kind for that matter, there is much to be gained by 
carefully considering the different valuations in a contextual analysis. This 
approach focuses primarily on a possible reader-response reaction, and only 
partly on the author – who of course, as stated above, would have lost 
control over the play once it was released, but who in any case would have 
attempted to influence the reader’s response through literary techniques. 
How far can we venture when reconstructing this reaction solely by 
combining the analysis of the values advocated in a play with an analysis of 
historic-contextual information? 

To retain our grasp on the material and not to lose ourselves in an 
endless elaboration of contexts and personae, the discussion will be limited to 
certain aspects of the Carcer Babylonius. First of all, as the analysis of the play 

                                                 
7  For a thorough consideration of dialogue/stichomythia as conveying the main 
perspectives of values, see Meier, ‘Wertkonflikt als Wortstreit’. One should, however, not 
lose sight of a dialogue’s as well as a character’s functionality within a play as a whole. 
Singling out sententiae was very popular in early modern times, especially with regard to 
works from classical antiquity. Cf. e.g. Erasmus’ famous collection of Adagia. Thus, 
sententiae could still be set to good (i.e. Christian) use, even while their original setting (for 
instance the pagan classics) would otherwise have complicated such use. 
8  Authors sometimes did not take into consideration the connection between moral 
sententiae and the characters that expressed them. Thus, even morally bad characters could 
communicate valuable moral lessons. Cf. Schenkeveld-van der Dussen, ‘[Review of] S. 
Coster, Polyxena’, 316-317; Smits-Veldt, Samuel Coster, 56-58. Such a paradoxical 
characteristic has also been noted with regard to other Dutch vernacular plays of the 
seventeenth century. Cf. Schenkeveld-van der Dussen, ‘Moraal en karakter’. 
9 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 223. 
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will make clear, the most dominant contextual aspects concern (the history 
of) politics and its relation to religious matters and for that reason the 
contextual analysis will focus mainly on those areas. Secondly, in view of the 
play’s characteristics, the analysis will focus for a large part on the chorus 
groups (and their status); these groups have by far the largest number of 
lines within the play. Thirdly, I will in this chapter only touch lightly upon 
Lummenaeus’ place in the literary and thematic tradition. Regarding the 
literary aspects of Carcer Babylonius as well as its Biblical theme, the most 
noteworthy literary predecessor, as my extensive discussion in chapter two 
has made clear, was the Frenchman Robert Garnier (Les Juifves (1583)). His 
work has been investigated in-depth as a response to the world in which he 
lived,10 but a discussion of those results lies in some ways beyond the scope 
of this chapter, which will specifically attempt to construct a 
contextualization of Carcer Babylonius in its own time and place. A broader 
study would ideally consider the results of these studies on Garnier’s work – 
if only to enable a comparison between the topical use of literary themes11 –, 
as well as other contexts, such as the confessional-religious context.12 

With the parameters thus set, I will first try to assess which values the 
play, and the chorus in particular, present, and by which means this is done. 
I will then try to combine those results with an analysis of certain aspects of 
the political and religious context, to see in which way(s) the play might 
possibly have progressed into the public domain.13 

 
 
 

                                                 
10 Most notably by Jondorf, Robert Garnier. Cf. also chapter two.  
11 I will briefly address the relevance of topicality in Garnier’s work in the conclusion to 
this thesis, cf. pp. 212-213. 
12 Lummenaeus knew Garnier’s tragedy, for it is mentioned in his poem honouring the 
now lost Sedecias tragoedia by Hermann à Burgundia (de Bourgogne), a nobleman writing 
poetry in Latin as well as French. The poem is printed in two slightly different versions in 
Opera omnia, 231-232, and Puteanus, Epistolarum reliquiae, 98. Cf. above, p. 92(nt12). 
13 With linking the transfer of value to the public domain and the complicated process of 
public opinion around 1600, this case study progresses from Christel Meier-Staubach’s 
excellent article ‘Humanist values in the early modern drama’. Meier-Staubach treats six 
chief points of humanist values and programmatic aims in early modern drama (up to ca. 
1545): language/Latinitas; Elegance of speech/Rhetoric; Rules of conduct (mores)/Choice 
of the way of life; Academic subjects/Contest of scientific disciplines; Status of poetry; 
and Political ethics (p. 154). I think this categorical division is only partially applicable to 
the type of (religious) drama that develops around 1600. As she notes, from 1500 
onwards drama develops into a means of cultural policy, as adopted by the Jesuits (p. 
165). Our case study of historical-political and religious aspects in early modern drama to 
a certain extent reveals similarities to the values treated in Meier-Staubach’s categories of 
Rules of Conduct (specifically regarding Christian doctrine) or Political Ethics. However, the 
categorizations can not be made to satisfactorily suit this case study and I will therefore 
not address her study in further detail. 
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Lummenaeus à Marca and Carcer Babylonius (1610) 
 

As the bibliographical chapter has made clear, the Biblical tragedies of the 
Ghent Benedictine Jacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca, and also the 
author himself, occupy an interesting position in literary history, not least 
because of their sudden appearance on the world stage. For not only does 
the first extant publication of Lummenaeus – the tragedy Iephte – appear 
virtually out of nowhere (at least from our present-day perspective!) in 
1608, 14  archival research has as yet unveiled only a bare minimum of 
verifiable information on Lummenaeus’ pre-1608 period; the only fact 
known is that he entered St Peter’s Abbey in Ghent in 1600.15 As we have 
seen in the biographical chapter, only from 1608 onwards are we able to 
gradually gain a certain insight into Lummenaeus’ biography, literary 
activities, and the construction of a humanist network around the Louvain 
professor Erycius Puteanus (Erijck de Put; 1574-1646). 16  For example, 
letters from around 1608-1610 from), who was professor at the university of 
Louvain and at the Bibliotheca Ambrosiana in Milan, reveal that Lummenaeus’ 
literary production was sent from one prominent figure to another, even 
across Europe. Lummenaeus’ literary production was sent from one 
prominent figure to another, even across Europe, and contemporary 
humanists, like the Ghent secretary and poeta laureatus Maxaemilianus 
Vrientius (De Vriendt; 1559-1614), incessantly praised Lummenaeus, not 
only for his tragedies,17 but also for his Latin historiography and sermons.18 
Apparently, his poetic talent had been recognized and Lummenaeus even 
had the opportunity to have his tragedies printed, whilst many others did 
not. Nonetheless, one cannot help but wonder why Lummenaeus started 
writing and publishing those tragedies, and why he did so in this particular 
way.  

It seems that Lummenaeus was, as a playwright, not directly 
connected to any Latin school, Jesuit college, or university, where most 
Latin plays originated, and were staged, in the early seventeenth century.19 

                                                 
14 Cf. pp. 26ff. 
15 The Ghent State Archives hold a handwritten inaugural note by frater Cornelius de 
Marcke, dated November 11, 1600 (RAG, SP 34 II 104). Cf. the biographical chapter, p. 
24-25. 
16 Cf. for more details the biographical chapter of this thesis. 
17 See for instance Iephte, f. B4ro; Carcer Babylonius, f. A4vo. 
18 In 1613 Lummenaeus published an Opera Omnia,, which included not only slightly 
reworked editions of Iephte and Carcer Babylonius, but also a third tragedy (Dives Epulo), 
Lessus (lamentations), Latin sermons, miscellaneous poetry and a history of the Dukes of 
Burgundy. Despite the elusive title (Opera omnia, the complete works) many more 
publications, among which tragedies, sermons and speeches, were still to follow until his 
death in c. 1628. Cf. the bibliography, appendix one. 
19 Cf. e.g. Bloemendal, Spiegel van het dagelijks leven?, passim; id., ‘Receptions and Impact’, 
8-13. 
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What is more, no poetical statements by Lummenaeus have yet been found. 
The dedicatory letters and numerous poems provide hardly any clues, and 
references to actual performances are dubious. As I stated in the 
introduction to this thesis,20 even though knowledge of the intended effect 
and even of the intended audience might be of some value in this 
investigation, we will first of all focus on the dramatic text on its own terms. 
For in any case, regardless of his own intentions – if we can ever construe 
them –, the author would have had no further control over its reception, 
once he had released a play into the public domain. 

Lummenaeus’ sudden public emergence and obscure position as a 
dramatist are not the only reasons for his noteworthiness: the developing 
stages of his tragic oeuvre show that he seemed to be trying his hand at a 
rather ambitious and innovative dramatic model for Neo-Latin drama. While 
in Iephte (1608) he had employed a more traditional dramatic model, 
observing a certain equilibrium between monologue, dialogue and choral 
odes, in Carcer Babylonius he achieved something completely different. 21 
Dealing with the Old Testament story of the siege and capture of Jerusalem 
by the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar, the subsequent blinding of the 
Jewish king Zedekiah and the killing of his sons,22 this tragedy impressively 
outperforms the tragedy Iephte, with a significant 813.5 chorus lines out of a 
total of 1170 verses, over three quarters of the entire play. The few 
remaining lines of Carcer Babylonius are reserved for five extensive 
monologues, whilst there are only two dialogical passages.23 

In the following, I will provide an analysis of the contents and 
structure of Carcer Babylonius, as well as attempt to establish the perspectives 
of value offered throughout the play. 
  

 
Two perspectives of Carcer Babylonius: the Babylonian cause 

 
The first act of the Carcer Babylonius is a cohesive entity, consisting merely of 
an opening monologue by the Babylonian king, Nebuchadnezzar, and a 
choral ode by the Chaldaeans (Babylonians). The king’s opening words leave 
no doubt about cause or guilt, when he addresses in a Senecan manner both 

                                                 
20 Cf. above, pp. 7-8. 
21 First published in 1610, it was reprinted three years later, slightly reworked, in Opera 
omnia and – revised, abridged and renamed as Sedecias – in the 1628 Musae lacrymantes, ff. 
Cc4ro-Gg4ro. To avoid any confusion caused by drawing different versions into the 
analysis, this chapter will focus for the most part on the original 1610 edition and its 
contexts. Cf. also the bibliography in appendix one, and the synopsis in appendix two. 
22 2 Kings 25:1-21; 2 Chronicles 36; Jeremiah 52. Cf. also Lamentations 1-5. 
23 Chapter two is devoted to exploring the poetics that formed the basis of Lummenaeus’ 
remarkable tragic model. Here, I will focus on the influence exerted on the 
interpretational possibilities by this model. 
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Jerusalem and Zedekiah: ‘Always treacherous Jerusalem! Never just once 
rebellious, you enemy! Ungrateful man, oh Zedekiah!’ (ll. 1-3).24 And further 
on: ‘Flee you rebels, flee’ (l. 20);25 ‘I willl force the defendants to wear the 
just mark of shameful obedience’ (ll. 32-33).26 He then concludes: ‘I call 
upon the Gods and all that is sacred: before the horned Goddess [i.e. the 
moon] will have shown her full appearance four times, you will crumble, 
Jerusalem; so I have sworn to the Gods’ (ll. 47-49).27 With this speech, 
Lummenaeus vividly dramatizes the Bible, which merely summarizes that 
Zedekiah had done something that was evil in the eyes of Jehova, who 
therefore made him rebel against the king of Babylon (cf. 2 Kings 24:19-20). 

Thus the scene is set, the audience knows what to expect, and, 
following this monologue, the chorus of Babylonian men (ll. 50-135) would 
be expected to continue in the same vein as the king. However, when 
hearing and seeing the armies of Babylon march past, the chorus 
immediately assumes a role quite unlike that of its king, predicting the 
misery and misfortune awaiting Jerusalem when delivered at the hands of 
this ruthless band of arms. A lengthy emotional outcry recalls the joys, the 
pleasures Jerusalem’s citizens will never more enjoy; it predicts the mournful 
cries, the mercilessness of fire and destruction, the horror of buried youths – 
boys and girls alike. It recounts Jewish traditions and delights – celebrating 
Easter, remembering Jephthah’s daughter, the peaceful shores of the river 
Jordan – which the Jews will soon lose forever. It concludes: ‘Before white 
Diana’s horns will have touched four times, you Jerusalem, poor Jerusalem, 
will be lying in your grave’ (ll. 132-135).28 Even though Nebuchadnezzar’s 
words (cf. above) find a clear echo in the final words of this choral ode, the 
chorus’ tone is softer, creating a counterweight against the furious tirade of 
the king and thus creates a balanced unity. This entirely Babylonian act 
clearly focuses on the disobedience of Jerusalem, and of Zedekiah in 
particular.29 

The second act provides a parallel follow-up: Nebuchadnezzar’s 
captain of the guard, Nabuzardan, delivers a monologue of about the same 
length as that of the king, moving from Nebuchadnezzar’s general war-
mongering towards specific military tactics for the final blow to be dealt to 
                                                 
24 Infida semper Solyma! non vnquam semel / periura, perduellis! ingratum caput / o Sedecia! The 
words ingratum caput echo Seneca (Medea, l. 465), thus presenting the play as a symbiosis 
of the Bible and the classics right from the start. 
25 Fugite, rebelles, fugite. 
26 (...) cogam reos / et luere iustam turpis obsequii notam. 
27 Testor Deos et sacra, non unquam quater / cornuta plenam Diva formabit facem / et tu peribis, 
Solyma; iuravi Deos. 
28 Candida nunquam / Diana quater cornua iunget / et tu Solyme, Solyme infoelix / et tu Solyme 
sparsa iacebis. 
29 Underlined most comprehensively by the first choral ode, ll. 114-5: Quicquid fatui ludunt 
reges / luit immerito funere vulgus, ‘For all the games that foolish kings play, with undeserved 
death their subjects pay.’ Cf. also below, pp. 163ff. 
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the city of Jerusalem.30 Three moons have already passed and the end is 
drawing near. Impatiently Nabuzardan awaits the right moment, when under 
cover of the night his soldiers will storm the city,31  and – recalling the 
Senecan words of his king – disloyal Jerusalem will finally find itself in 
ruins.32 This monologue too is then followed by the chorus of Babylonian 
men, who now, instead of renewing their emotional outcries, seize the 
opportunity to illustrate with numerous examples from classical mythology, 
the fate of those who have violated the laws of God and nature (ll. 171-226): 
Prometheus, stealing the heavenly fire; Icarus, challenging gravity; the Argo, 
defying the power of the seas; the fate of the ship’s unfortunate crew: Hylas, 
Jason, Orpheus, Hercules. The chorus then continues to elaborate on the 
objectionable nature of weapons and war in general (ll. 226-246), 33 
seamlessly switching back to the siege of Jerusalem, and the city’s misery and 
helplessness in the face of such a formidable adversary. The choral ode, 
again clearly not as rash and aggressive as the previous monologue, leaves 
hardly any room for discussion: Jerusalem, once mighty and powerful, has 
challenged a higher power and by doing so, now has to face punishment.34 

As we have seen, the chorus of Babylonians, elaborating on the 
previous monologues with drawn out, more delicate lyric phrasing, refers 
only marginally to the Jewish rebellion against God. Merely touching upon 
religious themes (such as Jewish rites and mythological illustrations like that 
of Prometheus), the chorus places more emphasis on rebelling against a 
higher power in general. The representation makes clear that the 
Babylonians do not really care whether or not the Jews had angered their 
own God: the use they make of mythological instead of Biblical examples, as 
well as the repeated Jewish references (from the third act onwards) to the 
Babylonians and their king as ‘barbarians’, 35  is a clear marker. But by 
illustrating Jewish defiance by means of various mythological examples, the 

                                                 
30 Lines 136-170. 
31  The Bible does not mention the time of the attack. The more detailed story of 
Zedekiah by Flavius Josephus (Jewish Antiquities 10.136), which Lummenaeus had 
probably consulted (cf. below, nt54), mentions in addition that ‘the city was taken about 
midnight’ (tr. Marcus, Josephus). 
32 Solyma, perfidiae caput / Solyma, videbis sanguinem et stupra et faces (ll. 169-170). 
33 Cf. Tibullus Elegies 1.10.1ff. (‘Who was he, who first brought forth the horrendous 
swords...’), an elegy dedicated to the goddess of peace (Pax alma, 1.10.67). This echo 
confirms the peaceful mode of speech of the Chaldaeans. The same elegy is alluded to by 
the chorus of Jewish women, cf. below, nt43. 
34 In fact: quite similar to Jerusalem’s fate will eventually be that of Nebuchadnezzar 
himself; God will make him pay for his pride and he will temporarily become insane 
(Daniel 4:25-30). In contrast to Robert Garnier’s Les Juifves (1583), Lummenaeus makes 
no reference to this future event, thus banning this somewhat comforting perspective 
from his tragedy. 
35 Cf. e.g. l. 602 (barbarus hostis); 877 (Barbarum); 943 (raptor Barbarus). 
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Babylonian chorus nonetheless transmits a clear signal: disobeying a higher 
power will at all times result in punishment. 
 
 

Two perspectives of Carcer Babylonius: the Jewish cause 
 

After the second act, the Babylonian men do not reappear. Instead, the 
chorus group of the last three acts consists of Jewish women, de facto 
subordinate to the Babylonian men in a double sense, both as women to 
men, and as the soon-to-be conquered party. The third act opens with a 
monologue by the prophet Jeremiah (ll. 333-409), who proclaims to have 
been ignored or even laughed at when, earlier on, he had communicated 
God’s warning to the Jews. Apparently, he addresses the group of Jewish 
women, whose song follows Jeremiah’s monologue, and who, like the 
prophet before them, now duly recognize their mistakes: ‘Ever since we 
worship this witch Astarte just like the Phoenicians (...) punishment is 
following this foreign lust of ours’ (ll. 415-420); 36  ‘Unwillingly, but 
deservedly we now shed our blood; for what barbaric lightness of mind 
caused us to implore harmful Gods?’ (ll. 424-426).37 

From this point onward, almost the entire choral ode of the third act 
is dedicated to illustrating man’s rebellion against Jehovah (ll. 427-590). 
Contrary to the Babylonians, who copiously employed classical mythology, 
the Jews provide numerous examples from Biblical history to demonstrate 
man’s inclination to sin, as well as the subsequent punishment: the first man, 
Adam; Noah and the Flood; Moses and the Golden Calf.38 And even though 
the Jews acknowledge their own guilt, they distinguish nonetheless between 
the sins of the rather pitiable masses and the irrational inclination of tyrants 
towards sinning (as the Babylonians had done in their first ode)39 – be it 
without explicitly referring to the current situation and their own king, 
Zedekiah.  

                                                 
36 Ex quo Sidonio more veneficam / Astarten colimus (...) externam sequitur poena libidem. 
37 Inviti merito sanguine spargimus; / nam quaenam est levitas barbara noxios / implorare Deos? 
38  Adam, who was removed from the Garden of Eden because he had eaten the 
forbidden fruit (Genesis 3); Noah, who was ordered by God to build an ark to escape 
divine retribution (Genesis 6-9); Moses, who destroyed the Golden Calf, which the 
Israelites had been worshipping in his absence, causing God to consider their elimination 
(Exodus 32). 
39 Sed fuit illud vulgare scelus, / non nisi fragilis noxa popelli / et momentum flebilis horae; / qui 
sceptra tenent maiora queunt, / maiora patrant, quos ut rectae / rationis egens prava voluntas / caeco 
impulerit turbine raptos, / quicquid placuit licuisse volunt / legemque putant si quid cupido / plauserit 
animo, ‘Such [i.e. the examples of Adam etc.] was merely the people’s crime, nothing but 
the guilt of a fragile people and a mere pitiable moment. But those that are in power are 
capable of crimes many times worse, whose evil desire, deprived of every rationality, has 
dragged them along in blind fury, and who consider permitted, and hold as law, all that 
which pleases their greedy minds’ (ll. 543-52). 
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  The closing of the third ode (ll. 591-603) brings us abruptly back to 
dramatic reality, when the distant sound of trumpets announces the capture 
of Jerusalem. From the choral digression on relevant thematic matters we 
are instantly transferred back into the zone of war, when Nebuchadnezzar’s 
opening monologue of the fourth act considers the possibilities of 
punishment for the captured king Zedekiah. His thoughts are interrupted by 
a servant, and the monologue turns into a dialogue of almost fifty verses (ll. 
621-668; the most extensive of the two dialogues contained in the play), 
echoing Seneca’s Thyestes 244-280, where Atreus and a servant discuss a wide 
variety of punishments to be inflicted upon his brother Thyestes, who had 
committed adultery with Atreus’ wife.40 
 Following this dialogue, the lengthy choral ode of the fourth act (ll. 
669-811; merely interrupted by a summoning messenger, ll. 804-5) sets the 
Jewish women a descriptive task: ‘Jerusalem has been destroyed; throughout 
Bethel of old the fires raged’ (ll. 669-670).41 The Jewish women describe the 
thorough destruction of the city (ll. 670-700),42 before emotionally relating 
the capture of Zedekiah and the royal family; the heartbreaking story of the 
queen, Zedekiah’s wife, overcome by sorrow; of his young children, hiding 
their faces in the robes of their parents, gnawing in vain on the ropes with 
which they had been bound, as if any attempt to overthrow their oppressors 
would be anything less than futile (ll. 700-727). What is described here is not 
the fate of people who have deserved what is coming to them, that much is 
made clear. It is a personal and emotive account of the tragic events by the – 
somewhat biased, it is true – chorus of Jewish women. 
 When the end of the fourth ode is drawing near (ll. 750ff.), self-pity 
increases: how can there be anyone so angry, so of rigid iron or rock, who 
would not shed tears, whose rage would not pass, when faced with so much 
death and destruction?43 Tension, too, increases, for the awful image of a 
forced exile in Babylon is getting clearer and the moment of bidding 
Jerusalem farewell is nigh. But remembering their forefathers’ words, there 
suddenly appears a trace of hope. For had they not predicted, long ago, that 
one day a glorious sprout from the noble tree of Jesse would rise, a Messiah, 

                                                 
40 It is noteworthy that Robert Garnier employed a similar scene in Les Juifves (1583); 
James Parente even states that Lummenaeus most likely derived this scene from Garnier 
(Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 217). But in view of the verbal 
reminiscences, Lummenaeus actually employed Seneca as his primary model. 
41 Vastata Solyme est, undique in flammis stetit / antiqua Bethel. 
42 Although in the Bible the destruction of Jerusalem is set some time after the capture of 
Zedekiah. Cf. 2 Kings 25:7-9. 
43 Quis tam rigidi ferreus animi / quamvis scopulos pectore gestet, / qui nostra videns funera siccos / 
duret ocellos, et non lacrymis / temperet iram? (ll. 750-4). Cf. Tibullus Elegies 1.10.1-2: ‘Who was 
he, who first brought forth the horrendous swords, / how beastly and truly of iron he 
was!’, a poem dedicated to the goddess of peace, which had been alluded to by the 
Chaldaeans as well. See above, nt33. 
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who would restore and protect the ancient might of Judah?44 ‘That only he 
may come...! What is that? Did thunder just bark from the clouds, are the 
temples of heaven opening wide?’ (ll. 799-801).45 Indeed, someone is coming: a 
messenger, alas, summoning them to nearby Riblah, 46  where Nebuchad-
nezzar is residing. Clearly, repentance will eventually, but indeed not instantly 
lead to salvation. 
 Emotions are rife, tension grows: something is going to happen, and 
it is going to happen in the next, the fifth, act. There, at last, Zedekiah 
appears, declaring himself a prime example of bad kingship: ‘Whoever trusts 
in his scepter and, stricken by its vain glitter, craves for this brittle 
possession: on me let him look and on thee, o Jerusalem. Never has God, 
when insulted, punished crimes with desolation more severe’ (ll. 812-815).47 
Like the Sodomites,48 like the worshippers of the Golden Calf,49 Zedekiah 
has sinned (ll. 816-828), and he claims full responsibility for it: ‘I myself have 
caused this destruction’ (l. 832);50 ‘My Jerusalem has been destroyed, and it is 
my fault: for the crime she committed, she committed following the 

                                                 
44 Et dixerunt affore tempus / quando ruderibus surget ab istis / stirpis Iesse nobile germen / Virginis 
alvi florida proles, / dux ignaro catus in populo / qui nos solida cum pace tuens / sceptrum antiqui 
firmet Iudae (ll. 780-6), with lines 781-3 alluding to Isaiah 11:1, et egredietur virga de radice Iesse 
et flos de radice eius ascendet, ‘and there shall come forth a rod out of the stem of Jesse, and a 
Branch shall grow out of his roots’ (KJV), generally perceived as prefiguring Christ. 
45  Oh si veniat! Fallor? An acri / concussa sono nubila strident / et caelorum templa dehiscunt?, 
echoing Ovidius’ Amores I.6.49-51: fallimur, an verso sonuerunt cardine postes, etc. ‘Am I 
mistaken, or did the doorposts just creak?’ No: it is merely the wind that makes them 
creak. The lover is thus deceived in this paraklausithyron. Cf. also Horace, Od., 3.10.5-6. 
46 In present-day Syria. 
47 Quicumque sceptro fidit, et vano nimis / fulgore captus fragile suspirat bonum, / me videat et te, 
Solyma, non unquam excitus / graviore damno scelera punivit Deus. Here, Lummenaeus connects 
with Seneca’s Troades 1-6, where the Trojan queen Hecuba similarly bewails the fallen city 
of Troy: quicumque regno fidit et magna potens / dominatur aula nec leves metuit deos / animumque 
rebus credulum laetis dedit,/ me videat et te, Troia. Non umquam tulit / documenta fors maiora, quam 
fragili loco / starent superbi, ‘Whoever trusts in sovereignty and strongly lords it in his 
princely hall, who fears not the fickle gods and has given up his trustful soul to joy, on 
me let him look and on thee, O Troy. Never did fortune give larger proof on how frail 
ground stand the proud.’ (tr. Miller, Seneca Tragedies). The dramatic situations are quite 
similar: both Hecuba and Zedekiah face a city that has been, or will be destroyed. Not 
surprisingly, Seneca’s Hecuba focuses on Fate, Lummenaeus’ Zedekiah on God’s 
punishment. Lummenaeus’ subtle dealings with the Stoic notion of fate I have addressed 
in my paper at the congress of the International Association for Neo-Latin Studies in 
Uppsala (2009), cf. above, p. 2nt4. The Hecuba-passage has also been used by Dutch 
tragedians PC Hooft and Samuel Coster, though both authors had set it to mutually 
different use. Cf. Jansen, Imitatio, 39-40. 
48 The city of Sodom, notorious for the grievous sins of its inhabitants, was destroyed by 
God (Genesis 19). 
49 Cf. above, nt38. 
50 Ipse ego stragem hanc dedi. 
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example of her unfair lord’ (ll. 834-836); 51  ‘you followed me blindly, 
Jerusalem’ (l. 843),52 etc. Zedekiah thus shows repentance and acknowledges 
his failure as a king. 
 But not only is Zedekiah represented as a king: like Seneca’s Thyestes, 
Zedekiah the father is even more troubled by worries. Although he does not 
yet know what fate awaits him and his family, his words will come awfully 
close to what is about to happen, and of which the audience is aware: ‘If 
there is anything that causes a proud king more misery than these things [i.e. 
being deposed as a king], than it is you, my dear children, who are cause of 
dread to me. My blooming, beautiful children, to whom my wife, the queen, 
has given birth: how I fear that the madness of this king will harm you, that 
he will play his games on your little heads and drive his sword deep into 
your tiny bodies.’53 The words are very personal, forceful, and emotive, just 
like the choral account of the previous act. Again, we are looking at a man 
who knows what he has done wrong, who already repents his deeds. 
Nonetheless, punishment will follow. The consequences are unforgiving, 
ruthless, harsh. 
 Following such emotional hardships, the final, but short, dialogue 
between Zedekiah and Nebuchadnezzar,54 and the actual climax – before 
the concluding chorus takes over – does therefore not need to be drawn out: 
rather, it derives its effectiveness from its brevity and density. It takes just 
about 40 verses to bring the captives before the king, to behead the children, 
blind Zedekiah, throw out the children’s bodies for the birds to feast on, 
and carry off the raging father.55 The poetical tactic employed here might 
popularly be called ‘shock and awe’, short but decisive, and leaving a lasting 
impression. Who could forget these final words of blind Zedekiah, this 
image not of a king, but of a father in utter despair, who cares less for his 
                                                 
51 Solyma prostrata est mea / et crimine meo, nempe quod fecit male / exemplo iniqui principis struxit 
scelus. 
52 Post me ruebas, Solyma. 
53 Aut si quid his deterius inveniat dolor / regis superbi, vos mihi facitis metum / foecunda pueri turba, 
quos peperit mihi / regina coniunx floridos, pulchros nimis, / quam metuo ne vos principis violet furor, 
ne forte teneris ludat in cervicibus / et parva fodicet latera (ll. 869-75). Cf. the verbal echo of 
Seneca Thyestes, ll. 485-6: pro me nihil iam metuo; vos facitis mihi / Atrea timendum, ‘for myself I 
have now no fear; ‘tis you, my sons, who make Atreus cause of dread to me’ (tr. Miller, 
Seneca Tragedies). 
54 The word used here by Nebuchadnezzar to address Zedekiah, faedifrage, violator of 
treaties (l. 891), appears to have been taken from Flavius Josephus’ Jewish Antiquities, 
10.138, where Josephus has Nebuchadnezzar address Zedekiah for his oath-breaking and 
ingratitude, which we do not find in the Bible. The Greek word used by Josephus is 
παράσπονδος, breaker of treaties. Nebuchadnezzar’s speech in the Antiquities also clearly 
recalls his opening monologue in the first act (e.g. ll. 1-3, cf. above, p. 143), which 
strengthens the impression that Lummenaeus based the representation of 
Nebuchadnezzar’s persona on this passage of Josephus. For a detailed analysis of 
Josephus’ portrayal of Zedekiah, see Begg, ‘Josephus’ Zedekiah’. 
55 Lines 891-934. 
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own well-being than for the earthly remains of his dead sons? ‘[To throw 
out] my sons, for the birds to feast on? Poor me! Those children of royal 
blood? I’ll put a stop to this: who will guide me, who will hand me a weapon 
and aim my blind attack?’ (ll. 929-932).56 
 The final – and longest – chorus of Jewish women then takes over (ll. 
935-1167). Opening with a variation on Psalm 137 (Vulgate: 136), the 
chorus makes clear that the scene has shifted to Babylonia and that some 
time has passed, when it bewails its fate by the rivers of Babylon: ‘Far from 
us, you (i.e. Jerusalem) lie deserted and naked; we utter a sad lamentation on 
foreign shores, and lying in the shade of damp willow trees we exhale a 
weakened song’ (ll. 938-942). 57  The chorus grieves over its, now lost, 
freedom and joys (ll. 943-970), but then continues to bewail Zedekiah. Most 
attention, however, is given to the death of his sons (ll. 980-990), on which 
the chorus then emphatically elaborates. Using the Biblical examples of 
Adam, Cham and David (ll. 996-1063), it is illustrated how crimine patris 
plectitur infans, how a child is punished for the crimes of his father (l. 994).58 

The final lament (l. 1064 ff.) first carries the women off in a dream – 
as they did when Jerusalem was still under siege –, in which they recall their 
joyous life along the peaceful shores of the river Jordan, the pleasant songs, 
green grass and beautiful passerines.59 But their present surroundings do not 
allow any daydreaming, so they soon return to harsh reality: ‘What am I 
saying? Where am I?’ (l. 1103).60 They are in Babylon, and what a contrast it 
is: the owl brings forth its ominous cries, the land is covered with foul tar 
and the Euphrates dangerously runs its course (ll. 1108-22). It all becomes 
too much for the chorus-leader, and she collapses. Revived by the other 
women, she – on her own, it appears – brings the ode to an end (ll. 1127-
1167). Instead of happy songs, there will be sorrowful laments; handcuffs 
instead of colorful wreaths; and the rotten smell of dungeons instead of 
scented saffron. ‘To live is death, to die is life’ (ll. 1164-1165).61 She cannot 
even finish her lament, for her voice fails. The prophet then makes his final 
appearance and sums it all up: ‘Oh how it must be feared to lead one’s life, 
hated by God; how it must be feared to try the rich hand of His ominous 

                                                 
56 Meos / alitibus? Heu me! Regia stirpe editos? /Prohibebo fieri, quis mihi signet viam, / dextramque 
obarmans libret incertum impetum? 
57 Deserta procul / et nuda iaces, nos externo / litore lessum plangimus aegrum / subterque udas iactae 
salices / suspiramus debile carmen. 
58 In accordance with Exodus 20:5: ‘for I the Lord thy God am a jealous God, visiting the 
iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third and fourth generation of them 
that hate me’ (KJV). 
59 A bird related to the sparrow. 
60 Quid loquor? Ubi sum? , echoing Dido in Vergilius’ Aeneis 4.595. 
61 Vivere mors est / et vita mori. 
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majesty! Oh holy Jehovah! Your rage is just’ (ll. 1168-1170).62 This is a clear 
illustration of what happens to those who resort to religious rebellion. 
 
 

Values: means and functions 
 

Let us now take a closer look at some of the perspectives of value offered in 
the play and the means involved in their transfer.  

The first two acts, as a whole, provide primarily a Babylonian focus 
on the Jews’ political (e.g. by referring to Egypt) rebellion, without, however, 
any significant references to their religious rebellion. A more detailed 
analysis reveals the paradoxical confrontation between the monologues on 
the one hand, and the lengthy choral odes on the other: together, however, 
they form a close-knit and well-balanced unity. The furious Babylonian king 
and his army commander, Nabuzardan, on the one hand, leave no questions 
about the Jews’ guilt, and are regarded, from the Jewish perspective, as 
representing mainly the irrational instruments through which God gains His 
revenge.63 The common people, i.e. the otherwise unspecified Babylonian 
men, on the other hand, provide a more balanced outlook on matters, and 
stress the suffering caused by war, the violent nature of war itself, the 
ruthlessness of tyrants and the relative innocence of the common people. 
However, they do not attempt to diminish the element of guilt which is 
allotted to their king. Still, the lengthiness of the choral odes in comparison 
to the monologues, the numerous mythological examples used in the 
emotional outcries, and the balance thus created, all ensure that the dramatic 
effect evokes compassion, rather than intense hatred, not just for the Jews, 
but for the suffering of fellow man in particular. 

That is the situation when the audience arrives at the first of the 
remaining three acts. Here, it is the Jewish chorus providing its outlook on 
affairs. The focus, as we have seen, clearly shifts from a more general or 
semi-political to an apparent religious rebellion. The Jews show no awareness 
of – or at least do not seem to care about –  the political element, for they 
possess a clear understanding of the causes of their hardships. It is God, not 
the Babylonian king, whom they have insulted and who now, indeed 
through the Babylonians, inflicts punishment. But while continuing to stand 

                                                 
62 Heu quam timendum est degere invisum Deo, / tentare foetam numinis diri manum! / O sancte 
I’hova! Iustus est furor tuus. 
63 This is not explicitly presented as such in 2 Kings, though more so in 2 Chronicles 
36:16-17: ‘But they mocked the messengers of God, and despised his words, and misused 
his prophets, until the wrath of the Lord arose against his people, till there was no 
remedy. Therefore he brought upon them the king of the Chaldees, who slew their young 
men with the sword in the house of their sanctuary, and had no compassion upon young 
man or maiden, old man, or him that stooped for age: he gave them all into his hand’ 
(KJV). 
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by their own king, Zedekiah, as well as acknowledging their own guilt, the 
Jews too distinguish between the inclination of tyrants towards sinning and 
the sins of the helpless masses. Drawing towards the end, the Jewish choral 
odes increase in length, and provide even more Biblical metaphors for their 
own suffering, a memorably emotive narration of their king’s sad ending, 
and an elaboration upon the responsibility of a father for his children, as 
well as a king for his subjects. 
 Through these perspectives of value, several moral reminders come 
forward. Most importantly, defying God or, to a lesser extent, the rightful 
ruler, will cause the sinner, as well as his loved ones for many generations to 
come, to be punished. Should he nonetheless have sinned, then he should 
repent, and redemption will eventually follow. Furthermore, privileges should 
not be abused, especially those concerning royal or any other administrative 
power. 
 
The perspectives of value are primarily underlined by the choral odes. In 
general, the chorus of early modern drama was employed in a much freer 
manner than in classical drama.64 Often, it kept a certain distance from the 
dramatic action and, progressively, was no longer seen as a dramatic persona 
but as providing a normative standard in the here and now of the audience.65 
According to a study by Volker Janning, the chorus of Neo-Latin drama was 
extremely suitable for guiding the viewers’ mind into a certain direction, and 
it had three ways of doing so. First of all, the chorus can emotionally react 
to the action on stage and thereby provide a reaction the viewer could 
possibly mirror. Secondly, the chorus can praise or criticize (the actions of) 
individual personae on stage and thereby hand to the audience some criteria 
for the evaluation of these personae. And thirdly, the chorus can issue direct 
instructions or warnings, or appeal to the audience or specific groups of 
people. 66  Often, the chorus refers briefly to the dramatic action, before 
connecting this action with a presentation of Christian standards.67 In early 
modern times, scholars like J.C. Scaliger drew attention to the dramatic 
functioning of choral odes. Basing himself mainly on Greek tragedy, and to 
a lesser extent on Seneca, Scaliger concluded that the odes should not be too 
long and should connect with the dramatic action. Their task lies mainly in 
providing ethical standards and expressing emotions, while sententiae form a 
central part of the choral presence, mostly of a moral-didactic nature.68 

                                                 
64 I provide here only a short overview of the functioning of the chorus in early modern 
drama, not the formal stylistics of classical and early modern tragedy. 
65  ‘Een normerende instantie in het heden van het publiek’, Van Gemert, Tussen de 
bedrijven door?, 31-32; 34. 
66 Janning, Der Chor im neulateinischen Drama, 82. 
67 Van Gemert, Tussen de bedrijven door?, 34. 
68 Scaliger, Poetices libri septem, 145-147, quoted by Van Gemert, Tussen de bedrijven door?, 40-
41.  
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The choruses of Carcer Babylonius unmistakably carry the dramatic 
action: without them, there would literally not be much ‘drama’ left. 
Inevitably, the role of the chorus can not be characterized as a merely 
supportive one. Here, its overwhelming presence signals an unprecedented 
emphasis on choral functionality. This, however, is not to be found in 
sententiae à la Seneca: rather, the choruses prefer a longer, more elaborate and 
descriptive approach of getting a perspective across. Nor does their power 
lie in providing ethical standards through criticizing other personae: on the 
contrary, the Jewish chorus members mostly criticize (i.e. blame) themselves. 
The means by which this criticism attempts to leave a lasting impression 
upon the audience include describing the events as emotionally as possible, 
not shying away from self-pity, vivid illustrations, metaphors, and most of all: 
enabling, to a certain degree, the identification with the audience. 

It is because of this identification, that, in my view, both chorus 
groups not only distinguish between tyrants and the ordinary people, but are 
also remarkably lengthy, contrary to Scaliger’s prescription of brevitas, and 
why the play, in contrast to the Senecan tradition, even ends with an 
extensive choral ode of some 230 lines. 69  Pushing dramatic boundaries, 
Lummenaeus displays a fascination not with plot,70 but with the rhetoric 
showcasing of emotions through long, stylistic lamentations and 
monologues.71 The choral weight, both of Babylonians and Jews, signals the 
play’s tragic emphasis, which lies, as opposed to dramatic prescriptions,72 
not solely in the demise of mighty kings and princes, but in the fate of 
ordinary people, men and women, children and even soldiers. The 
Babylonians bewail the horrors of war, the fate of an urban community, 
stressing the misery of those who have suffered at the hands of a tyrant; the 
Jews bewail the fate of the innocent offspring of those who have sinned, for 
generations to come, and the innocent subjects of guilty kings. The tragedy, 
therefore, represents a lament by the people, for the people. And it is exactly 
that which is emphasized by the overwhelming choral presence, the play’s 
overall structural focus and non-conventional ending. That way, it is not the 
fate of the mighty that leaves a lasting impression – even though that has of 
                                                 
69 Only the (pseudo-)Senecan Hercules Oetaeus and Octavia end with rather brief chorus 
songs, fourteen and eleven verses respectively. 
70 ‘Concern for plot was much subordinated to interest in rhetorical display’, as has been 
observed regarding early modern French tragedy, cf. Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 84-
97. I have argued that Lummenaeus has to a large extent been influenced by French 
theater, perhaps most of all by Garnier. Cf. chapter two. 
71 As such, some parts of the choral odes throughout the play actually remind the reader 
of the emotional laments bewailing the loss and destruction of Jerusalem, contained in 
the book of Lamentations. It appears Lummenaeus may have employed the chorus for 
capturing and recreating the depressive moods as found in those Lamentations and the 
Psalms (e.g. 137). 
72 Scaliger, Poetices libri septem, 11: In Tragoedia Reges, Principes, ex urbibus, arcibus, castris, ‘In 
tragedy, there are kings and princes, from cities, fortresses and camps.’ 
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course been noted! – but rather the tragic fall of ordinary men, of the man in 
the street, perhaps even: of the audience.73 
 
 

From text to context 
 

In the first part of this chapter, I have attempted to create a solid base for 
contextual research by establishing as accurately as possible some of the 
valuations offered in the play, while taking into account the potential 
effectiveness of the methods. In the second part, I will attempt to carry this 
case study one step further, to see if anything can be gained by combining 
the results with a contextual approach. Keeping James Parente jr.’s 
suggestion in mind, which claimed a Protestant parallel within the plot of 
Carcer Babylonius,74 let us first take a closer look at the political as well as the 
religious context of the Southern Netherlands – the city of Ghent in 
particular – around 1600.  
 
 

The political and religious context 
 

Even though in 1576 the Pacification of Ghent (‘Pacificatie van Gent’) had 
been signed as an attempt to secure an agreement between the Northern 
and Southern Netherlands to drive away the Spanish troops (which de facto 
also lead the South, alongside with the North, into the war with Spain), the 
treaty failed in terms of religious unity.75 The South had kept the option of 
reconciliation with Spain open and the States-General, seated in Brussels, 
forced the governor Don Juan to sign the Perpetual Edict (‘Eeuwig Edict’) 
of 1577. But since no guarantees were given for the Protestant religion, 
Holland and Zeeland did not recognize the Edict. Don Juan, politically 
weakened, retreated from Brussels to Namur, and William of Orange 
triumphantly returned to Brussels. However, the polarisation between the 
southern elite and the Protestant cause of Holland increased. In 1578, 
Calvinistic factions gained control of several Southern cities, most notably 
Ghent, from which Protestant influence expanded towards e.g. the 
townships of Oudenaerde, Courtrai, Ypres and Bruges, where monasteries 
and churches were thoroughly cleared and the Catholic clergy removed. 
While Orange was still propagating religious peace (‘religievrede’), Calvinistic 

                                                 
73 Enabling the identification with the audience is one of the functions that have been 
assigned by Jondorf to the chorus of French Renaissance tragedy (French Renaissance 
Tragedy, 69): ‘It is harder to achieve this public dimension without a Chorus’, in effect for 
the same reasons as I have discussed above. 
74 Cf. p. 139. 
75  For the historical context I will base myself mainly, unless otherwise noted, on 
Jonathan Israel’s The Dutch Republic, 179ff. 
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citizens gained influence in Antwerp as well. It became more and more 
difficult for Orange to maintain the delicate balance between the opposing 
parties within the Revolt. For Ghent, Bruges, Brussels and other radical 
Calvinistic cities, their cause turned out to be not just religion: contrary to 
the cities in Holland, those in the South fought passionately to regain their 
power and autonomy of old, their municipal sovereignty (‘stedelijke 
soevereiniteit’), as opposed to the Northern pursuit of provincial 
government. 

The 1578 Calvinistic coup that took place in Ghent was thus not 
merely instigated by religious causes, but by latent political and socio-
economic causes as well. Many supporters of its cause, mostly the working 
man, were as such not essentially Calvinistic, but rather seized the 
opportunity to regain economic stimulus and momentum. To what degree 
the rebellious inhabitants of Ghent were fanatic Calvinists remains a guess.76 
Nonetheless, the religious disruption left a large rift in the community. The 
Ghent-regime executed several Catholic monastics,77 thoroughly cleared the 
city of Catholic teachers and magistrates, and assigned former Catholic 
monasteries and churches to other uses. St. Peter’s Abbey on the Mons 
Blandinius, which Lummenaeus would enter in 1600, was, together with 
many other churches, monasteries and convents, thoroughly looted, 
damaged and desecrated throughout the entire period, but most violently in 
1578 and 1579. Its church was almost entirely destroyed, the library 
collection carried off and the remaining buildings sold by auction to pay for 
the fortifications to be built elsewhere in Ghent.78 It was not the first time 
either: during the fast-spreading Iconoclasms of 1566, Ghent and St Peter’s 
had suffered greatly as well. One can easily imagine the utter dismay of the 
Benedictines at their return in 1584 and 1585.79 

Many Catholics had indeed taken refuge elsewhere, among them the 
A Marca family, even though we can not tell for sure in which year they 
departed and whether or not young Cornelius –  if he had already been born 
anyway –, went with them: the 1662 death notice and eulogy for Cornelius’ 
brother, the high-ranking Jesuit Ludovicus [Caroli] a Marca, mentions that 
the latter had been born in 1584 in Courtrai, not Ghent, since his parents 
                                                 
76 Decavele, Gent. Apologie van een rebelse stad, 122. 
77 Decavele, De eerste protestanten in de Lage Landen, 241-264. 
78  Wiele, ‘De zestiende eeuw’, 83; Lievois, ‘De Sint-Pietersabdij van 1584 tot haar 
opheffing’, 86; Brouwers, De jezuïeten te Gent, 24, 59; Despretz, De instauratie der Gentse 
Calvinistische republiek, 53-65; see also the comprehensive collection of essays on the 
Ghent Calvinistic regime, edited by J. Decavele, Het eind van een rebelse droom, passim; and 
Nève de Mévergnies, Gand en république. A discussion of the Ghent Calvinistic Republic 
by means of several ‘memorieboeken’ from this period can be found in Van Bruaene, De 
Gentse memorieboeken, 259-267. For a brief account of the rhetoricians’ chambers and 
cultural life in Ghent during the Calvinistic régime, cf. Van Bruaene, Om beters wille, 167ff. 
79 Cf. with regard to Lummenaeus, the destruction of the Blandinian abbey and the 
personal situation of its abbot, Vrancx, pp. 161-162. 
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had escaped the social and religious turmoil caused by the Calvinistic 
regime.80  

From 1578 to 1584, the permanent threat of armed conflict between 
the Protestant armies of Ghent and the armies of the Spaniards and the 
Malcontents – Southern noblemen, who had for the most part remained loyal 
to the Church and were discontented with the orthodox regimes of Flanders 
– plagued the citizens, while the rural areas suffered significantly as well.81 
Socially and religiously, Calvinistic intolerance had gained full control over 
Ghent daily life. 

In the middle of 1584, the city was besieged by the armies of 
Alexander Farnese, Duke of Parma (1545-1592). The violence against 
Catholics escalated, the population had to endure famine and daily life 
virtually came to a halt. In September of that year, Ghent surrendered to the 
besieging army.82 Farnese soon recognized that the tyrannical regime had for 
the most part been the work of a small group of fanatics, and exercised 
moderation in delivering punishment upon the city. He ordered Protestant 
sympathizers to leave the city or to convert to Catholicism, but either way 
within two years.83 Naturally, city magistrates were immediately replaced by 
ardent Catholics, and in March 1585 the Council of Flanders returned to 
Ghent from Douai, as did many Catholics.84 The religious Orders flocked 
back into the Flemish urban communities. The Calvinistic educational 
institutes were closed, and education was entrusted to the Jesuits, who were 
the first of the religious Orders to return to the city of Ghent,85 followed 
shortly thereafter by the Capuchins.86 Both Orders played a mayor part in 
the post-1584 Counter-Reformist offensive – not only in Ghent, but 
throughout the Southern Netherlands – contributing to the religious 
restoration of the city and the conversion of many Protestants to 
Catholicism.87 

Nonetheless, for roughly the next three or four years, the situation in 
Ghent remained precarious: many inhabitants were stricken by disease or 
poverty, houses were demolished in order to obtain firewood, and the costs 

                                                 
80 Cf. appendix three. For a discussion of Cornelius’ year of birth, cf. the chapter one, esp. 
pp. 21ff. 
81 Frédéricq, ‘L’enseignement public’, 69-70. 
82 Frédéricq, ‘L’enseignement public’, 93-94. 
83 Fris, L’histoire de Gand, 224-225; Decavele, Gent. Apologie van een rebelse stad, 126. 
84 Fris, L’histoire de Gand, 225. 
85 The Jesuits initially resided with the Benedictines in Saint Peters Abbey; also thereafter 
the abbots of St. Peter’s would be very benevolent and beneficial towards the Society. Cf. 
Brouwers, De jezuïeten te Gent, 33-35. 
86 Frédéricq, ‘L’enseignement public’, 99. 
87  Marinus, De contrareformatie te Antwerpen, 155-175; Fris, L’histoire de Gand, 227. 
Lummenaeus had supposedly been a Capuchin before he joined the Benedictines in 1600. 
Cf. chapter one, pp. 23-24. 
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of living went sky high. Cattle roamed the once prosperous streets.88 From 
February 1585 onwards a vast exodus began: it is estimated that about 
10.000-15.000 people, many of them merchants, industrials, intellectuals and 
artists, departed for Holland and Zeeland.89 By the end of the sixteenth 
century the city was left with a population of about 30.000, compared with 
60.000 during its prime in the fourteenth century. 

With the reign of the Archdukes Albert and Isabella, from 1598 
onwards, a new period began for the Southern Netherlands. While military 
manoeuvres continuously threatened the Ghent area up until 1607 – when 
negotiations (initially for peace, later for a 12-year Truce, signed April 9, 
1609) were underway with the Republic – the Archdukes initiated a period 
of a Catholic reveille, of renewed economic activity and artistic prosperity. 
Even though it turned out that the South had forever lost its momentum to 
the northern provinces, the early seventeenth century was not as culturally 
and economically backwards as some historians made it out to be.90 For 
example in Ghent, from the 1590’s through to 1665, there was growth and 
prosperity, mainly thanks to the linen industry, while the population grew 
once more to about 50.000, despite regular occurrences of severe plague 
epidemics. 91  In the field of literary production, the post-1585 cultural 
blossoming would be dominated by humanists and Counter-Reformist 
Catholics, especially clergymen, stimulated by the Archdukes.92 

After the conquest of the South by Farnese, Protestant activity had 
been systematically eradicated – at least superficially. In general, however, 
even though this was against the explicit will of the Archdukes, there was a 
high degree of tolerance throughout the South. This tolerance originated 
partially from the results of the Spanish negotiations with the Republic. The 
                                                 
88 Fris, L’histoire de Gand, 225-226. 
89 Fris, L’histoire de Gand, 226; Decavele, Gent. Apologie van een rebelse stad, 127-128. In a 
more recent article, Decavele gives the higher estimate of about 15.000. Cf. Decavele, 
‘Het Calvinistisch Gent’, 48. Most of the information given by other researchers is based 
on this 1992 publication (e.g. Marinus, ‘Het verdwijnen van het protestantisme’, 263). 
Estimates are apparently based on a contemporary source, stating that 9.000 passports 
had been issued to Ghent inhabitants. Cf. Briels, ‘De emigratie uit de Zuidelijke 
Nederlanden’, 187. The most recent analysis can be found in Dambruyne, Mensen en centen, 
87-90. Dambruyne also accepts the number of 15.000 emigrants, and argues that there 
was a decline in population of about 35% in the period 1584-1590, based mainly on the 
index of rented houses, beer consumption and a comparison with Antwerp. The 
influence exerted by the Southern immigrants in the North has been extensively been 
treated as early as 1855 by Gaillard, De l’influence exercée par la Belgique. 
90  Cf. for example Fris, L’histoire de Gand, who chose telling titles for the chapters 
concerning the decades around 1600: La décadence; la dépopulation de la cité; la chute et le 
sommeil; la ruine de la ville. 
91  Decavele, Gent. Apologie van een rebelse stad, 128-129; Cloet, ‘[Introduction to] De 
zelfverzekerde en succesrijke contrareformatie’, 55-57. 
92  Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 130-132; Cloet, ‘De 
gevolgen van de scheiding der Nederlanden’, passim.  
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peace negotiations between the Spanish crown and the Republic had been 
aborted, since Spain initially did not want to recognize the Republic’s 
sovereignty, nor did the Republic want to grant freedom of religion to its 
Catholic inhabitants. A Truce turned out to be the best result possible. For 
Spain, a continuation of the war would have placed an impossible burden on 
its resources, as the Archdukes themselves very well realised. Therefore, 
awaiting the Spanish king’s approval of the Truce after the negotiations had 
been resumed in early 1607, Albert initiated an armistice.93 With the Truce 
of 1609, Spain de facto recognised the Republic’s sovereignty, while the 
Republic had not been forced to make any real concessions. Therefore the 
Southern government, fearing countermeasures against Northern Catholics, 
more or less abandoned the active prosecution of Protestants. While, 
through placards and edicts, it was in theory virtually impossible to be an 
active Protestant and to live outside the Church, in practice, if one lived 
quietly outside the spotlight (one could not benefit from privileges or public 
education, or obtain a magistracy), this was perfectly possible. A true reform 
movement, however, was no longer to be feared.94 

With the Archdukes, a close relationship developed between secular 
government and church authorities.95 They employed legislation whenever 
possible, and spent enormous sums of money to stimulate the Catholic 
restoration. Both church and state kept a strict eye on religious orthodoxy, 
not the least through firm censorship on books and theatrical activities.96 In 
a placard of 1601, the Archdukes strictly forbade any theatrical 
performances that touched upon the Catholic religion, unless with prior 
approval from local officials.97 Aimed primarily at preventing disturbances 
supposedly caused by the influential activities of the chambers of rhetoric, 
the placard caused drama to be placed almost entirely in the hands of the 
clergy, most notably the Jesuits, where it could blossom freely and 
luxuriously, be it in a very narrow form.98 

                                                 
93 Surprisingly, the initial armistice of 1607 was not welcomed enthusiastically by the 
ecclesiastical authorities in Brussels and Madrid. The Archduke, however, was a warm 
supporter of the armistice, realistically considering the possible consequences of 
prolonged military conflict. Cf. Elias, Kerk en staat in de Zuidelijke Nederlanden, 81. 
94 Elias, Kerk en staat in de Zuidelijke Nederlanden, 12-35. 
95 Decavele, Gent. Apologie van een rebelse stad, 129. 
96 Elias, Kerk en staat in de Zuidelijke Nederlanden, 48-57; Pasture, La restauration religieuse, 
passim. According to Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 271, 
the work of monastics was to be censored by both the state censor and their own superior. 
97  ‘Interdiceerende alle spelen ende dichten rakende de Catholycke Religie, ende dat 
degene gepermitteert, geviseert moeten worden door den Pastor, principaelen officier 
ende wet van de plaetse’, quoted by d’Hondt, Geschiedenis van het tooneel te Aalst, 62. Cf. 
also Brants, Liste chronologique des édits et ordonnances, 20 (placard of May 15, 1601). 
98  D’Hondt, Geschiedenis van het tooneel te Aalst, 67. For a balanced judgement of the 
position of the Chambers of Rhetoric in Ghent about 1600, see Van Bruaene, Om beters 
wille, 174-180. 
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The Protestant-parallel revisited 
 

Such was the situation when Lummenaeus, a clergyman, started writing and 
publishing his Biblical dramas. Following a period of intense misery, the city 
of Ghent had managed to get back on its feet by the end of the sixteenth 
century, and its recovery culminated in the armistice of 1607 and the Truce 
of 1609. Thanks to the effort of the Archdukes, as many saw it, the 
Southern Netherlands were again on the way up, not only politically, but 
also economically and religiously.  

How would a play like Carcer Babylonius have been perceived, either by 
the author or the audience, in view of the turbulent times and the 
subsequent transition of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century?99 
In this particular case, Parente’s useful observation regarding the political-
religious context seems to provide us only with a starting point. We have 
seen that the Babylonian chorus addresses the just punishments that follow 
political or non-religious rebellion in general; the Jewish chorus outlines those 
that follow religious rebellion. Up to this point, the basic parallel with the 
Dutch Protestants would seem clear enough, since they had rebelled against 
papal Rome and their rightful ruler, the Spanish king.  

At the same time, there appears to be a certain imbalance between the 
two choruses. Indeed, one addresses general (political) rebellion, the other 
religious rebellion. Both address the problems presented by (royal) tyranny 
for the ordinary people. But the main emphasis is nonetheless placed on the 
Jewish chorus. First of all, it sings the three final odes, significantly more 
verses than the two Babylonian odes. Then there is the matter of the 
classical-mythological metaphors employed by the Babylonians, but Biblical 
metaphors by the Jews; this presents the Babylonians, as they are indeed 
commonly referred to by the Jews, as ‘barbarians’. And finally: even in the 
Bible it is said that Zedekiah angered Jehovah, and that, though it remains to 
a certain degree implicit, He made Zedekiah rebel against the king of 
Babylon.100 This means that the religious rebellion undeniably receives the 
greatest attention. Indeed, let us not forget the concluding remark of the 
prophet, with which the audience was sent home: ‘Oh how it must be feared 
to lead one’s life, hated by God; how it must be feared to try the rich hand 
of His ominous majesty! Oh holy Jehovah! Your rage is just’ (ll. 1168-70).101 

                                                 
99 The usefulness of such an approach has received more attention in recent studies. Cf. 
e.g. Jondorf, French Renaissance Tragedy, 131: ‘We can never entirely shed our own 
assumptions and preconceptions, and we can never know how close we are getting to 
those of an earlier age; yet to be aware, as we read, of the response which a contemporary 
reader might have had to the text is likely to increase our own responsiveness, and this 
awareness itself can be a source of pleasure.’ 
100 See p. 143. 
101 See p. 149. It is noteworthy that the slightly altered edition of Carcer Babylonius in the 
1613 Opera omnia omits these last lines, thus to a certain degree diminishing the 
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But in spite of these words: when considering the dramatic presentation of 
the values discussed above, the Protestant parallel is perhaps in need of 
refining. 

In my view, the dramatic presentation of this Biblical story does not 
primarily serve to illustrate this topical parallel. If limited to this parallel, a 
systematic interpretation would be virtually impossible. First of all, matters 
would certainly become increasingly complicated, if, for example, by viewing 
the Jews as metaphorically representing the rebellious Protestants of the 
Republic, one would then by association have to regard the Babylonian 
‘aggressors’ as the Spaniards or the Southern Catholics; Nebuchadnezzar 
(whose pride, as said, would eventually cause him to be humbled by God) as 
Philips II or Archduke Albert; Nabuzardan as Alva, Spinola or Parma. This 
surely would have been out of the question, not the least because the 
Babylonians are often referred to and represented most clearly as barbarians, 
as mere instruments in the hands of God. Also, why would there be such a 
stringent division between, on the one hand, a general condemnation by the 
Babylonians, and, on the other hand, only a religious condemnation by the 
Jews themselves? Surely the Revolt was, in the eyes of the Spanish king, to a 
large degree connected to religious secession. Indeed, politics and religion 
were inseparably connected in those days, but as the case of Ghent clearly 
illustrates, some rebels – especially in the early days of the Revolt – fought 
for religious freedom, without specific political demands, while others 
rebelled for political, economic or social freedom, without any specific 
religious demands.  

However, did these interpretational complications really matter? For 
all we know, the audience may not have cared about the discrepancies which 
a historical or topical parallel of the likes would evoke; perhaps it did not 
care whether or not the Biblical narrative would metaphorically be fully 
consistent with contemporary politics. The audience might just as well, 
without any reservations, have been cheering at the demise of the insidious 
Jews, celebrating the downfall of those that violated the laws of God, while 
giving it no extra thought. Indeed, the play might have given assurance and 
comfort, while at the same time it warned its audience by means of the 
dramatic representation of sin and punishment, since in particular the 
religious rebellion and the subsequent punishment are illustrated in the 
greatest detail and emphasized distinctly. The play would most likely have 
warned and educated the audience to refrain from rebellion and, above all, 
to remain pious. What else could have been more topical in the early 
seventeenth-century Southern Netherlands?102  
                                                                                                                                            
straightforward, moral lesson, and actually favouring my theory that there is more to the 
play than just this blunt warning and basic parallel. 
102  Alphonse Hernot, in his unpublished Louvain dissertation of 1943 on the Jesuit 
Carolus Malapertius’ contemporary Latin tragedy Sedecias (1615), attempted to construct a 
similar historical parallel. Drawing merely upon the Biblical theme and the historical 
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However, we know virtually nothing about the audience or readership 
of Lummenaeus’ plays, other than the humanist circle in which he 
introduced his Latin writings. But why would they be in need of moral 
instruction of the kind? The loyalty of those humanists in particular, e.g. the 
royal historiographer Erycius Puteanus, the humanist priest Antonius 
Sanderus or the Ghent secretary and poeta laureatus Maxaemilianus Vrientius 
certainly does not need any confirmation. What, then, might these men have 
read in Lummenaeus’ tragedy, other than stylistic virtuosity and a supreme 
mastery of poetic Latin? An attempt to extend our interpretation beyond a 
mere superficial parallel perhaps does better justice to the ingenuously 
crafted Latin masterpiece and the educated mind of Lummenaeus’ 
distinguished audience. 

This is, then, where the analysis of the values comes in. For when 
combining the results of the more detailed analysis with the historical-
contextual circumstances, the values seem to draw attention to the topical 
parallel on another level. In my view, the analysis makes clear that there is 
more to the play than a mere lesson of loyal piety, or a mere black-and-white 
comparison of good and bad, of Catholics versus Protestants or loyalists 
versus rebels. Still, different levels of interpretation do not necessarily imply 
the supremacy of one over the other, and might just as well have existed 
simultaneously or consecutively. 
 
As shown, the presentation of these values not so much signifies a case 
against the Jews or in favour of the Jews’ punishment, and as such, by analogy, 
not against the Protestants. Instead, the drama seems to warn and educate 
the audience in more general terms to refrain from rebellion and to remain 
loyal and pious towards God and the rightful ruler, as emphasized by 
Jeremiah’s concluding lines. Eventually this devoted piety, or, if need be, 
repentance after sinning, will lead to salvation. As such, the dramatic 
presentation – other than possibly enabling a topical parallel – does not 
explicitly adopt a polemical tone. However, it should be noted that the 
Northern Protestants regularly identified themselves with the ancient 
Hebrews, i.e. God’s chosen people, and employed Biblical analogies to 
typify and justify their hardships and struggle against Spain as a part of God’s 

                                                                                                                                            
context, Hernot states that the political events of Malapertius’ time doubtlessly formed 
the main source for his Sedecias, and that the tragedy thus represented the revolt of the 
Netherlands against Spain. In his view, the rebellious Sedecias, or for that matter any 
rebel brought on stage in that time, undoubtedly must have been seen as representing 
William of Orange. Cf. Hernot, Malapert, 24-29. But is the parallel that Hernot (and not 
Malapertius himself) draws between Sedecias and William of Orange not hindered by 
logical association as well? Cf. for instance Nabuchodonosor, who, in Malapertius’ 
Sedecias, openly defies God. The conclusions reached with respect to the 
contextualization of Lummenaeus’ Carcer Babylonius (see below), may mutatis mutandis also 
hold true for Malapertius’ Sedecias. 



 161

plan.103 In this view, the Jews of the Carcer Babylonius, recognizing their sins 
and converting back to their true faith, might have constituted a poignant 
reference to the rebellious Protestants, but, in view of the interpretational 
consequences, perhaps not more than just that.104 

This general analogy does not prevent the activation of other levels of 
interpretation, of which, in my view, there are at least two. First, there 
appears to be a strong emphasis on social disruption; second, some issues 
regarding sovereignty and kingship are touched upon throughout the play. 
 
 

Social distortion 
 

An underlying, but strong emphasis on social aspects in Lummenaeus’ Carcer 
Babylonius brings to light the suffering and misery of the man in the street, as 
opposed to despots and kings, caused by war and tyranny – indeed a result 
of God’s punishment, but nonetheless indiscriminately affecting all the 
parties involved, including the Chaldaean aggressors. Is it possible to 
connect this emphasis on social distortion satisfactorily to the historical 
context? 

Particularly in Ghent, the effects of the social disruption caused by 
war and (religious) revolution were enormous, and, if not still actually felt 
and experienced, they were at least still vividly remembered by those who 
had lived through the Calvinistic regime and its long-lasting aftermath. To 
what extent Lummenaeus had suffered the effects of the upheaval himself, 
is uncertain, but he certainly kept in close contact with those who had lived 
through these times of trouble.105 In an oratio delivered in 1610, the same 
                                                 
103 Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 114-115; 150; 231; Den 
Haan, ‘Argumentele waarde’, 447-448. See also Spies, ‘Verbeeldingen van vrijheid’, 141-
146, discussing Old Testament narrative receiving a political connotation in Protestant 
literature. Regrettably, the theme of Carcer Babylonius is not among the subjects discussed. 
104 Some Biblical metaphors, like the worshipping of the Golden Calf (cf. above, Carcer 
Babylonius, act three), had also been adopted in local anti-Calvinistic polemics, e.g. in 
Cornelius Columbanus Vrancx’ ‘s Duvels kermisse (the Devil’s fair). Cf. Buitendijk, Het 
Calvinisme, 121-122; Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 81. For 
Vrancx, the abbot of St Peter’s, see also below, nt105. This type of Biblical narrative 
would have been well known, and could have been used by Lummenaeus as mere 
illustration. It might, or might not, have rung a polemic bell with Lummenaeus’ audience. 
In addition, I would also like to point out that after the Iconoclasm of 1566 an 
anonymous ballad appeared, currently preserved in the library of Ghent University (ms 
1682), entitled ‘Lamentacie van Gent’ (Ghent’s Lamentation). In it, a former Protestant 
bids farewell to his old institutions, discusses his errors and returns to the bosom of the 
mother church. It seems to constitute a striking parallel to the similarly repentant Jews of 
the Carcer Babylonius. Cf. the edition and introduction in Braekman, ‘Anonieme 
“Lamentacie van Gent”’. Cf. also Van Bruaene, Om beters wille, 162-167. 
105 E.g. the Abbot of St Peter’s Abbey, Cornelius Columbanus Vrancx (c. 1530-1615), to 
whom Lummenaeus dedicated his first tragedy in print, Iephte tragoedia sacra (1608/9), and 
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year that saw the publication of the Carcer Babylonius, in the church of St 
Peter’s abbey, celebrating both the jubilaeum of the abbot Vrancx and the 
1000th anniversary of the abbey, Lummenaeus reminds his audience several 
times of the pernicious times of some twenty five years earlier: ‘And all 
those [images of previous abbots], contained in our most noble collection of 
sacred possessions, or hanging behind the main altar, which the infamous 
villainy of some criminals has destroyed and ripped to pieces in those 
dreadful times – of which I can hardly speak without tears springing to my 
eyes!’106; and, attending to Vrancx’ personal experience: ‘This community 
was destroyed and the Ghent church was plagued by the desecrating 
madness of the Iconoclasts, when the shameful disruption of heretic 
rebelliousness forced you [i.e. Vrancx] onto the stage of public scorn, (...) 
not unlike Christ our Saviour, in a white garment once openly ridiculed by 
Herod in the presence of his guards. (...) But you managed to sail through 
this disgraceful storm.’107 

But more importantly, from the downfall of the Calvinistic regime in 
1584 to the armistice of 1607 and the subsequent Truce of 1609, Ghent, 
owing to its geographic position, had constantly been under threat of 
renewed armed conflict, despite its growing economic prosperity. A slight 
distortion of the military balance between North and South, as the battle at 
Nieuwpoort made clear in 1600, could easily have lead to a new and perhaps 
even worse period of political, social and religious disruption, just when the 
                                                                                                                                            
who had been one of Ghent’s most active writers of the Counter-Reformation during 
and after the Calvinistic period. His books and religious statues were burnt on the 
‘Vrijdagmarkt’ in Ghent, on May 4, 1579. Cf. Decavele, ‘Het Calvinistisch Gent’, 44; 
Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 81. For an insight in Vrancx’ 
relatively unknown efforts in Counter-Reformist Ghent, see Andriessen, ‘Een weinig 
bekend boekje’, passim. Worth mentioning as well are Lummenaeus’ own parents, who 
had sought refuge in Courtrai (see chapter one), and his close friend, the poeta laureatus 
Maxaemilianus Vrientius, who was appointed secretary to the city of Ghent following the 
Calvinistic regime. Lummenaeus’ friend, the influential Erycius Puteanus, weary of war 
and misery, had also written an essay on the long-awaited Truce of 1609, though it was 
published only as late as 1617, entitled De Induciis Belgicis dissertatio politica. Cf. Roegiers, 
‘De universiteiten in de Zuidelijke Nederlanden’, 226. There must Doubtlessly have been 
many others who had been gravely embittered by the disrupting events and the ongoing 
war. 
106 Opera omnia, 311: quos omnes nobilissimis hierothecis inclusos, & post aram Principem suspensos 
aliquot sicariorum insignis improbitas per haec funesta tempora (quod sine lacrymis vix dico) dissipavit 
& sparsit. 
107  Id., 306-307: Vastabatur haec civitas & sacrilega Iconoclastarum rabie Ecclesia Gandensis 
exercebatur, cum te in scenam publici ludibrij haereticae perduellionis foeda colluvies abstraxit (...) not 
aliter quam olim Herodes coram satellitio suo in veste alba Christum Servatorem; (...) Enavigasti itaque 
foedam hanc tempestatem. For Vrancx, cf. above, nt105. Lummenaeus’ good friend, Antonius 
Sanderus (1586-1664), also did not fail to mention the destructive force exerted by the 
Calvinists and their greed in robbing the abbey of its precious relics in 1578. Cf. e.g. 
Sanderus, Gandavum sive Gandavensium, 222; 304; 332-333. The severe Iconoclasm of 1566 
Sanderus appropriately labels lugubris tragoedia (332). 
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city had started to recover. The major proponent of the peace and truce 
negotiations, as we have seen, was Archduke Albert, to whom Lummenaeus 
dedicated his Carcer Babylonius,108 which was, as it happened, also prepared 
for publication in 1609 (the year the Truce had been signed). 109  The 
dedication was thus not merely done ‘to confirm the Prince’s authority’, as 
Parente states, 110  or perhaps to realize financial or symbolic gain, 111  but 
rather to acknowledge the Prince’s role in providing a (temporary) relief 
from military threats, and renewed chances for social stability and religious 
tranquillity, as well as economic and cultural growth.112 With regard to this 
universal element of human suffering and yearning for peace, even the 
boundaries between dramatic opponents apparently faded, as is profoundly 
illustrated by the, indeed historically curious, but nevertheless ‘Christian’ 
compassion for the Hebrews by the Babylonians, and even by the latter’s 
emotional rejection of weapons and war. 113 
 
 

Issues of sovereignty and kingship 
 

The second element, in my view, concerns issues of sovereignty and 
kingship. During the late sixteenth and early seventeenth century, the 
dramatic oeuvre of Seneca tragicus had found a new and receptive audience 
in the Netherlands. Scholars published commentaries, and Seneca’s tragedies 
were staged at schools and universities. In the troubled times of the Revolt, 
the valuable lessons offered by the Roman’s model regarding virtuous 
behaviour in the face of mental and physical hardships, found a wide appeal 
throughout the Netherlands. From the horrific examples shown on stage, 
one learned to keep a check on extreme emotions. From the downfall of 
kings and tyrants, lessons of the vicissitudes of human life, as well as of 
good or bad governance could be extracted. Through the Senecan model 

                                                 
108 Carcer Babylonius, Aiiro. 
109 Carcer Babylonius, 40 / F4vo, where the approbatio reads December 17, 1609. The censor, 
Laurentius Beyerlinck, notes that this tragedy ‘reminds the reader of the vicissitude and 
fragility of human affairs’ (vicissitudinis et fragilitatis humanarum rerum Lectorem admoneat), 
which can actually be said to be a characteristic of the tragic genre in general, but not so 
much a very specific interpretation of the Carcer Babylonius. The title page is dated 1610. I 
have found no indication of the actual time of composition. 
110 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 223. 
111 The Archdukes were well known for their generosity towards the religious orders and 
their (financial) aid to Counter-Reformist initiatives.  
112 Perhaps Lummenaeus’ initial activities in the cultural domain, starting around 1608, 
could have been instigated by the relative stability in Ghent. The Twelve Years’ Truce 
itself, signed in 1609, triggered large-scale cultural reactions. Cf. Dlugaiczyk, Der 
Waffenstillstand (1609-1621) als Medienereignis, 180-257. 
113 A similar emphasis on the people’s suffering in Vondel’s Gysbreght van Aemstel (1638) 
has been identified by Marco Prandoni (Een mozaïek van stemmen, 177-178). 
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and its commentators, these elements found their way into early modern 
drama as well.  

While Seneca’s tragedies were based mainly on Greek mythology, 
early modern drama not infrequently found its source material in Biblical 
history. A theme such as Carcer Babylonius’ would be well suited to illustrate 
an author’s views on kingship and sovereignty, by for example highlighting 
certain actions or characteristics of personae of power, like Nebukadnezzar 
and Zedekiah, or having other characters comment upon their actions, thus 
providing the audience with (negative) examples. 

In Carcer Babylonius, both the characters of Nebukadnezzar and 
Zedekiah are, in this respect, negatively portrayed.114 The first is presented as 
a warmonger, as an impatient, vengeful ruler, which is most clearly 
illustrated through the discussion of the punishment to be inflicted on the 
rebellious king, unmistakably echoing Seneca. 115  His cruelty defies every 
imagination. The second, Zedekiah, has led his people into disloyalty, both 
with respect to their rightful ruler, as to God. As we have seen, Zedekiah is 
represented not only as a king, but also as a father for his children, and by 
analogy as a father to his people. Because of his failure in this respect, he has 
caused both his actual children as well as his metaphorical offspring, the 
Hebrews, to be punished severely. 

Through the values brought forward in the play, both rulers thus are 
given negative connotations. The emotive illustration of the suffering caused 
by Zedekiah’s failure as a king is a good example in itself, which he himself 
duly acknowledges. Another is the rejection of war and weapons by the 
Babylonian chorus, thus indirectly accusing also their own king of causing 
misery, for armed conflict generally affects all the parties involved. But the 
prime example is to be found in lines 112-121, spoken by the Babylonian 
chorus: 

 
Solyme, Solyme, Solyme infoelix  ‘Jerusalem, Jerusalem, poor Jerusalem, 

 Nunquam proprio damnata malo!  Never convicted for your own crimes! 
Quicquid fatui ludunt Reges  For all the games kings foolishly play, 

115 Luit immerito funere vulgus:  With death undeserved the people pay. 
Foelix animi, qui sollicitos   Fortunate are those, who manage to avoid  
Vitat strepitus, turbaque procul  Distress, who frequent all alone, far 
Auia solus rura frequentat,  From the crowd, the quiet countryside,  
Qui nec Regum crimina nouit,  And who have no knowledge of kingly  

                                                 
114 However, Lummenaeus left little room for developing the characters’ personae in-depth. 
As such, he may have been progressing from the French dramatists’ tendency to stress 
emotion rather than a character’s ever-unfolding personality. See Stone, French Humanist 
Tragedy, 100, as well as chapter two of this dissertation. 
115  Carcer Babylonius, ll. 621-668, echoing a similar discussion in Seneca’s Thyestes (see 
above, p. 146), and literally copying lines from e.g. Seneca’s Troades: Est Regis alti spiritum 
Regi dare, ‘It suits a noble king to grant a king life.’ Suggested by Nebukadnezzar’s servant, 
it is boldly refused by the Babylonian king. Cf. Troades l. 327. 
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120 Nec regalis funera noxae   Crimes, nor have felt God’s avenging hand 
Properata Deo vindice sensit.  Through deaths caused by royal guilt.’ 
     (Carcer Babylonius (1610), I, 112-121) 
 

Even though the chorus is here commenting on Jerusalem and her king, 
from lines 116 onwards the words actually contain a very general evaluation 
of royal responsibility. Lines 116-117 furthermore contain one of the few 
sententiae in the play. And it is precisely these verses that present a thematic 
aphorism that was to become a popular common-place in dramatic literature 
in the early seventeenth century, both in the Northern and Southern 
Netherlands. Almost the exact same words are to be found in a wide variety 
of plays post-dating the Carcer Babylonius. In 1613, we find in Pieter 
Corneliszn Hooft’s famous drama Geeraerdt van Velsen: ‘O Godt wat 
d’overheydt verbeurt / d’Onnoosele al te dier bekoopen’ (ll. 335-336); in 
1626, in Guillaume van Nieuwelandt’s Sophonisba: ‘Weet ghy niet als den 
Vorst is dwaeselijck beraden / Dat sijn Gemeent dan oock moet boeten zijn 
misdaden?’ (ll. 1281-2), as well as in his 1628 Salomon: ‘De misdaet van den 
voorst moet sijn ghemeynt’ betaelen’ (l. 313); and, in 1637, in the most 
famous of Dutch tragedies, Joost van den Vondel’s Gysbreght van Aemstel: 
‘Most niet onschuldig volk de schult der heeren boeten?’ (l. 1004).116 
 The source of this thematic aphorism is most likely not Lummenaeus’ 
beautiful, but perhaps not very widely read Carcer Babylonius. He himself, as 
well as the other authors mentioned above, had perhaps lifted the words 
from the immensely popular emblem book by Otho Vaenius (Otto van 
Veen, 1557-1629), the Q. Horati Flacci Emblemata, published only three years 
earlier, in 1607, by the Antwerp printer Hieronymus Verdussen, who would 
also publish Lummenaeus’ first tragedy, Iephte, the following year.117 This 
beautiful emblem book, later simply referred to as the Emblemata Horatiana, 
provides 101 copper-cut images illustrating sententiae lifted from Horace, 
which are accompanied by texts taken from other classical authors like 
Seneca, Ovid and Cicero, as well as from contemporary authors like Justus 
Lipsius. The two aphorisms treated on pages 178 (Neglectae religionis poena 
multiplex, ‘The punishments following neglected piety are many’) and 182 
(Principum delicta plebs luit, ‘For the crimes of princes the people pay’) together 

                                                 
116 Interestingly, Korsten (Sovereignty as Inviolability) does not discuss this Vondel-passage. 
It could, however, be of interest for his discussion of sovereignty in Vondel’s work – 
especially in the light of the connection to Vaenius (which is ‘a moral instruction for the 
nobility’, cf. below). 
117  The Emblemata was reprinted more than twenty times in the seventeenth and 
eighteenth century, often as multi-lingual editions. Even in its first year, 1607, a Dutch 
version would be published. Cf. the brief introduction accompanying the facsimile of the 
1607 edition by Dmitrij Tschižewskij (Otto van Veen, introduction), which I have used 
here. Interestingly, Lummenaeus’ good friend, Maxaemilianus Vrientius, wrote a poem 
for Vaenius’ Amorum Emblemata (1608). Did Vaenius and Lummenaeus know eachother 
as well? Cf. Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 274. 
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sum up the central themes of Carcer Babylonius: punishment, neglected piety, 
innocent subjects and royal sinfulness. The accompanying texts explicate 
these themes even further, starting off, on page 178, with Horace, Carmina 
3.6.1 Delicta maiorum immeritus lues, ‘Undeservingly you will pay for the crimes 
of your ancestors’; and on page 182 again with Horace, Epistulae 1.2.14 
Quidquid delirant Reges, plectuntur Achivi, ‘Let kings go mad and blunder as they 
may, the people in the end are sure to pay’.118 The thematic and verbal 
similarities between the content of these pages of Vaenius’ Emblemata and 
Lummenaeus’ Quicquid fatui ludunt Reges / luit immerito funere vulgus, are 
striking.119 
 Interestingly, like Carcer Babylonius, Vaenius’ Emblemata is dedicated to 
Archduke Albert, as aeternum debiti cultus atque obsequii monumentum, an eternal 
monument for Vaenius’ due devotion and obedience. It seems that 
Lummenaeus’ inclusion of such an obvious reference to Vaenius can only be 
seen in the same light. The establishment of the archducal regime had finally 
brought relief, stability and prosperity. No longer were the people to pay for 
the warmongering of kings, for the crimes their earthly princes committed: 
with Albert and Isabella, these times had passed. Like the social disruption, 
the random suffering of ordinary man had finally come to an end. This, 
then, suggests that the entire tragedy should be seen as a negative example, 
because the Southern Netherlands under the archducal regime would 
become neither impious nor rebellious. Carcer Babylonius would thus have 
presented the audience with the all too familiar consequences of rebellion 
and war; it would have reminded the public, as well as the ruling class, of 
how quickly fortune can change;120 and it would have stimulated them to 
cherish, maintain and further this newly found piety and prosperity, by 
avoiding the sins displayed.121 The newly-found prosperity had come at a 
price, and it would be wise not to forget how high it had been. 
  
In this view, both the social element and the question of sovereignty can be 
linked to the establishment of the archducal regime. Progressing from this 
line of interpretation, let us now return to a section of the choral song of the 
fourth act. As we may recall, the Jewish chorus emotionally foretells the 
coming of a Messiah, who might come just in time to save them. The words 
                                                 
118 ‘(...) the Greeks are sure to pay’ (tr. Conington, The Satires). 
119 Justus Lipsius had also discussed the translatio poenarum (transfer of punishment) in De 
Constantia II.17 (Leiden, 1584), quoting Horace Carmina 3.6.1. Lipsius not only relates this 
translatio to rulers and subjects, but also to (the Biblical notion of) sons punished for the 
sins of their father. He acknowledges and explains God’s justice in these matters, which 
is also reiterated in Carcer Babylonius, as we have seen. 
120 As per the approbatio of Beyerlinck: the vicissitude and fragility of human affairs, cf. 
nt109. 
121 Porteman and Smits-Veldt (Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 273) similarly qualify the 
Emblemata Horatiana as ‘a moral instruction in a Lipsian manner for the nobility and 
aristocracy’. 
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with which Lummenaeus’ Hebrews allude to their Saviour are: stirpis Iësse 
nobile germen / (…) / dux ignaro catus in populo, / qui nos solida cum pace tuens, 
‘this noble branch from the tree of Iesse (…), a bright leader among his 
ignorant people, who will protect us with enduring peace’. As stated, these 
words allude to the Old Testament book of Isaiah, which was generally 
perceived as prefiguring Christ. But here they might as well be referring to 
Albert, who was, as an Archduke, of noble descent (the Latin word for duke 
is dux), who personally embodied the Truce and who was thus the bringer of 
a – at least temporarily – solid peace to the Southern Netherlands.122 If so, 
these words would have granted him a divine status (‘branch from the tree 
of Iesse’, as alluding to Christ), which is, as it happens, exactly how he is 
addressed by the opening words of the elegiac dedicatory poem 
accompanying the 1610 tragedy: Dive heros, cui nostri sudavere dolores, ‘Divine 
demigod, for whom we have endured our sufferings’…123  

Carcer Babylonius illustrates the horrendous reality behind these words. 
 
 

Concluding remarks 
 

Defining (the perception of) values in early modern Latin drama is in itself 
not unproblematic and can also be complicated by the interfering perception 
of values and moral standards of the modern researcher. Nonetheless, 
attempting an in-depth analysis of different perspectives of value within a 
play as a whole can provide a clearer insight in drama and its contextual role. 

In this case study, I have tried to create a basis from which to initiate 
contextual research. In my view, analysing both the values and the means 
through which they are transferred, illuminates the position of personae, 
choruses, and their speeches. Such an analysis can certainly aid in 
positioning or interpreting a dramatic text within a given context. 

Having worked our way through the play in this manner, it seems that 
Carcer Babylonius presents not merely a plain depiction of the Protestant 
struggle in general. We recall how political disobedience and heretical pride 
are merely referred to, and are not actually shown. As such, the emphasis is 
rather on the presentation of the unfortunate results of the rebellious deeds, 
that is to say the misery and suffering, not only personally (the blinding of 
Zedekiah and the killing of his sons) but also socially (the disruption of a 
community and the destruction of a town). As such, the tragedy presents 
not merely a plain depiction of the Protestant struggle in general. The 

                                                 
122 Such an image of the Archdukes, not only as bringers of peace and prosperity, but also 
as restorers of Catholic piety, is found consistently throughout the excellent collection of 
essays in Thomas and Duerloo, Albert & Isabella; and also in contemporary panegyrics 
from the Southern Netherlands, e.g. Woverius, Panegyricus. 
123 Carcer Babylonius, A2ro. 



 168

audience would surely have recognised the elements of rebellion, but even 
more so the urge to reject weapons and war, and the misery these caused. 

At the basis of this, then, stands Lummenaeus’ choice of dramatic 
technique, the object of which is to realise convincingly an idealised 
representation of (Christian) compassion and repentance, on which 
redemption will eventually follow. Lummenaeus makes ample use of the 
typically Senecan rhetoric of emotion, to soften up his audience and to make 
it perceptive to any message it might extract from the text, while at the same 
time guiding it into a certain direction. As such, Parente’s suggestions that 
Lummenaeus focused almost exclusively on the punishment itself in an 
effort to terrorize his audience into recognizing the danger of revolution, 
and that he regarded tragedy as representing the sins man must avoid to gain 
eternal life,124 can only partially be true. 

As I have shown, Carcer Babylonius initially departs from two 
perspectives, in which the overwhelming choral presence as well as the 
means of presentation play a central part. Nonetheless, the perspectives 
gradually form a unity and eventually complement one another. A close 
analysis of the values and means involved in this process certainly allows a 
more refined judgement regarding the workings of this tragedy within the 
public domain. Even though a definitive answer can probably not be 
achieved, the analysis of the dramatic values has aided the contextual 
approach and has thus added an interpretational dimension to the Carcer 
Babylonius as a non-polemic, perhaps even socially involved text, not to be 
disconnected from the historical and religious context. As such, this cautious 
approach is apparently in accordance with the early seventeenth-century 
literary tendency in the Southern Netherlands not to employ drama in 
political polemics, as had been done in the North.125 

In my view, surprising though it may be, the figure of Archduke 
Albert forms the interpretational key to this tragedy. He embodied both the 
admirable virtues of righteous leadership, as well as firm piety. As such, 
Albert presented the answer to both the question of sovereignty as well as 
religion. While initially alluding to the rebellious Protestants of the North 
and their pernicious cause, the lofty story of betrayal, blasphemy and 
misfortune gradually draws a background for the celebration of a new era, 
an era of hope and prosperity. On the threshold of this new era, 
Lummenaeus’ audience would be reminded of the price it had paid, and 
urged to support actively the restored piety. As such, the Carcer Babylonius 
mirrors not merely an actual historical image; it reveals a dramatized, 
hopeful ideal, dedicated to the one man who had proved to be best 
equipped for making this dream come true. 

                                                 
124 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 220-221. 
125  Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 278. Cf. also the 
conclusion to this thesis, pp. 215-216. 
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Has this case-study been able to reconstruct the interaction between 
text and context satisfactorily? In my view, the analysis of the play’s values, 
with a focus on choral presence, has enabled an in-depth exploration of 
otherwise inaccessible elements contained within the play. Combined with 
the available contextual information, this somewhat limited approach has 
already revealed a broad spectrum of interpretational possibilities. Still, a 
definite answer can not readily be obtained.126 We may even be quite wrong. 
To what extent the Ghent audience did indeed comprehend the elements of 
our analysis in the way I have argued, remains a guess. The same goes for 
the author: did he intend his audience to understand the topical allusions at 
all? Or do we have to surmise that both for author and audience this was a 
subconscious process? Maybe he even intentionally refrained from inserting 
any topical allusion into the play, as if ‘any determinate location and time 
would invalidate its claim to eternal efficacy, as if any record of struggle and 
process and change would necessarily threaten its universal validity.’ 127 
Ironically, then, to us, the modern reader, those literary works that are 
rooted deeply in history, have turned out to be of most interest, works that 
provide an insight not just in literary history, but also in cultural, and/or 
social history. 
 

 

 

 

                                                 
126 A conclusion also reached by Stone with regard to French Humanist tragedy: ‘By their 
own words, the dramatists sometimes chose themes with contemporary parallels. How 
much farther they went remains conjectural’ (Stone, French Humanist Tragedy, 115-116). 
127 Gallagher and Greenblatt, Practicing New Historicism, 80. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

CHAPTER FOUR 
‘COMMENDATISSIMA DEO VIRGINALIS PUDICITIA’: 

IEPHTE (1608/9) IN CONTEXT 
 
 

The elephant and the ant 
 

‘Here you have, then, a Iephte. Mine that is. It is a subject solid and tragic, on 
which that sublime genius of the Scottish poet once labored, and which 
could perhaps – now that I do not hesitate to try my hand, in my own little 
way,  at what he has so brightly achieved – cause jealousy with some, in the 
way they tell a lightly armed soldier to his shame that he follows too closely 
in his commander’s tracks, or a yet inexperienced boy, if he can not equal 
the character and style of his learned teacher, that he can just imitate him in 
one way or another. On just one Iliad so many geniuses have shared their 
thoughts; one Medea from Colchis has inspired so many poets, clearly not 
all of them Homers and Virgils. (...) But even though diamants and pyrops 
have a glimmering shine, the lesser emerald, too, has its bright green grace. 
(...) Thus Mother Nature adapts to everything, by not diminishing the lesser 
ones through the superiority of the bigger players. For she has made 
elephants a fearful sight, with their snout and trunk, but she has 
miraculously added strength and fierceness to ants as well.’1 

Such is the introduction to Lummenaeus à Marca’s 1608 Iephte 
tragoedia sacra. Indeed, writing a Latin Iephte tragedy around 1600 meant 
taking up the literary glove with the mid-sixteenth-century Scottish poet, the 
‘elephant’ George Buchanan. His Iephthes sive votum, tragoedia (Jephthes or the 
vow, a tragedy) had been written in the 1540s in France, where he was at the 
time working and living. 2  First published in 1554, it had since been 

                                                 
1 Habes igitur Iephten, meam, argumentum solidum et tragicum, et cui Scoti vatis sublime illud ingenium 
aliquando desudavit, Quod fortassis invidiam apud aliquos mihi faciet si quod ille luculentissime perfecit, 
ego meo modulo retentare non erubescam. Quasi vero rorario veliti opprobrio detur quod ducis sui vestigiis 
inhaerescat, aut Tyroni puero quod eruditoris didascali characterem et prototypon si non assequi, saltem 
aliquot modo consequi possit. Et vero in unam solam Iliadem quot ingenia conspiraverunt. Una Medaea 
Colchica quot vates suscitavit, qui tamen non omnes Homeri aut Maronis tubam impleverunt. (...) Sed 
ut rutilent luculenti Adamantes, ut fulguriant Pyropi; est et minoribus smaragdis sua gratia et limpidus 
viror. (...) Ita quippe Natura Mater omnibus se attemperat, ut per maiorum excellentiam nihil 
minoribus velit decrescere, aut deperire; nam ut elephantes rictu et proboscide terribiles formarit, ita et 
formicis suos musculos et suam bilem non inefficaciore miraculo adfinxit (Iephte, (1608/9), A2ro-vo). 
2 References to works discussing the life and work of Buchanan can be found below, p. 
179nt32. 
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republished as well as translated into other languages many times.3 Though 
popular and ground-breaking, it has not been spared from theological 
controversies, nor from sharp protests of early modern literary critics. 4 
Therefore, actively engaging Buchanan in the way Lummenaeus in his 
preface attests to, should at least presuppose awareness of the extensive 
tradition of Jephthah-exegesis, of the combined literary and theological 
pitfalls that may lie ahead and being prepared to confront them willingly. 

Much has been written about Buchanan’s Iephthes and its position in 
the literary and theological field. Originally a Latin school drama, in which 
Michel de Montaigne even claimed to have played a leading part,5 it was 
reworked to the printed edition of several years later. Its genesis meant the 
firm establishment of Biblical tragedy in a classical garment, which would 
become translated and imitated by many, even emulated to perfection by 
some, in the next century or so. 

But in order to accurately interpret Lummenaeus’ Iephte, which, 
contrary to Buchanan’s Iephthes, has remained relatively unnoticed and has 
only been superficially discussed, more is required than a mere comparison 
with Buchanan’s tragedy and the reception of his work. As a theme, 
‘Jephthah’ was not only suited for theological debate. On the contrary: as a 
literary subject, it could be used for illustrating a broad range of thematic 
aspects, upon which I have already briefly touched in the introduction to 
this thesis. When transferring such a theme to another time and place, as 
Lummenaeus did, a modern scholar is almost naturally tempted to initiate a 
renewed contextual interpretation as well, properly adjusted to the given 
circumstances of the author’s own time and place. But any such attempt, 
however, cannot be disconnected from the theological aspects involved. 
Merely assuming that a Ghent Catholic would use the horrific theme to 
illustrate and disapprove of Calvinistic rigidity, as James Parente has done, 
cannot in itself lead to proper results. Still, the basis for the present chapter 
has been laid by Lummenaeus himself; but by referring to Buchanan in a 
literary sense, he also placed himself willingly or unwillingly in other 

                                                 
3 Iephthes was first printed in Paris in 1554 by Morel; a second edition appeared in 1557 
with Vascosan in Paris. Cf. McFarlane, Buchanan, app. A (p. 499); Sharratt and Walsh, 
George Buchanan, 332. In the next fifty years or so, Iephthes would be translated in French, 
German, Polish, Italian and Hungarian. For a presentation of these various editions, cf. 
Durkan, Bibliography of George Buchanan, 39-57. 
4  The theological controversies will be addressed below. For literary criticism of 
Buchanan, cf. e.g. Daniel Heinsius (De tragoediae constitutione liber, Leiden: Elsevier 1643, 
chapter 17, pp. 200-211), both with respect to Buchanan’s structure and style. Cf. Parente, 
Religious Drama, 142. Vossius erroneously criticized Buchanan for not conforming to the 
unity of time (Institutio poetica, II.3; cf. Lebègue, La tragédie religieuse en France, 235). 
5 Michel de Montaigne, Essais, I, ch. XXVI: ‘Car, avant l’âge, Alter ab undecimo tum me vix 
ceperat annus, j’ai soutenu les premiers personnages ès tragédies latines de Buchanan, de 
Guérente et de Muret, qui se représentèrent en notre collège de Guyenne avec dignité.’ 
See also Lebègue, Tragédie religieuse, 198. 
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traditions, illustrated by the fact that the use alone of such a possibly 
controversial theme lead Parente into making his claim with regard to the 
historical-religious context of Lummenaeus’ Iephte.  

In order to move the play’s interpretation from its text to any 
particular context, a properly balanced analysis of the various perspectives 
expressed is required. For such an analysis, the history of the Biblical 
exegesis of Judges 11, Buchanan’s treatment of the Biblical narrative, the 
scholarly investigations of his play and its position in comparison to that of 
Lummenaeus will form an excellent repoussoir for determining the relative 
and absolute position of Lummenaeus’ Iephte. In the following sections, I 
will first address the Biblical narrative of Jephthah’s daughter (Judges 11) 
and how it has been exegetically interpreted from Flavius Josephus, through 
the Middle Ages, to Lummenaeus’ early modern Europe, where scholars, 
theologians and men of letters eagerly employed its wide range of 
interpretational possibilities. I will then provide an insight into Buchanan’s 
drama and its theological implications, after which I will set up a structural 
comparison and in-depth analysis of Lummenaeus’ Iephte. From there, the 
road to interpretational success lies wide open. 
 
 

The Biblical narrative of Judges 11 
 

Jephthah, a bastard son of Gilead, was forced from his father’s land by his 
step brothers. But when the neighboring Ammonites prepared to wage war 
on Israel, the Israelites called upon Jephthah – who had been roaming the 
countryside with a pack of raiders – to be their captain. He agreed, but on 
one condition: that he be made Israel’s leader in case he would succeed in 
defeating the Ammonites. Thus came to pass. The ways of diplomacy 
having failed, Jephthah went to war: he vowed to offer up for a burnt 
offering to the Lord whatsoever would come forth from the doors of his 
house to meet him, if and when he would return in peace from the children 
of Ammon.6 Having returned victoriously from battle, Jephthah came home 
to his house in Mizpeh. But behold, ‘his daughter came out to meet him 
with timbrels and with dances: and she was his only child; beside her he had 
neither son nor daughter. And it came to pass, when he saw her, that he rent 
his clothes, and said, Alas, my daughter! thou hast brought me very low, and 
thou art one of them that trouble me: for I have opened my mouth unto the 
Lord, and I cannot go back. And she said unto him, My father, if thou hast 
opened thy mouth unto the Lord, do to me according to that which hath 
proceeded out of thy mouth; forasmuch as the Lord hath taken vengeance 

                                                 
6 Votum vovit Domino, dicens: si tradideris filios Ammon in manus meas, quicumque primus fuerit 
egressus de foribus domus meae, mihique occurrerit revertenti cum pace a filiis Ammon, eum holocaustum 
offeram Domino (Judges 11:30-31). 
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for thee of thine enemies, even of the children of Ammon. And she said unto 
her father, Let this thing be done for me: let me alone two months, that I 
may go up and down upon the mountains, and bewail my virginity, I and my 
fellows.’7 When after two months the daughter returned from the mountains, 
Jephthah did with her as he had vowed. She had known no man. Afterwards, 
it became a custom that every year the daughters of Israel lamented the 
daughter of Jephthah for four days. 
 
 

The exegetical background 
 

Over the centuries, the Biblical narrative has provided more than enough 
material not only for tragic plays, but also for theological discussion. 
Recently, a much-needed, comprehensive overview of the exegetical history 
of the Jephthah-episode has been provided in John L. Thompson’s Writing 
the Wrongs. Women of the Old Testament among Biblical Commentators from Philo 
through the Reformation. The following account relies heavily on this invaluable 
study, and to a lesser extent on David Marcus’ Jephthah and his Vow, and 
Debora Shuger’s The Renaissance Bible: Scholarship, Sacrifice, and Subjectivity.  

The controversies surrounding the account of Jephthah’s daughter 
date back some 2000 years. Already the ancient Jewish authors, like Flavius 
Josephus (37-c.100) and Pseudo-Philo (first century AD), were deeply 
troubled by the significance of the Biblical account of the sacrifice. Josephus 
strongly disapproved of Jephthah’s behavior and condemned the sacrifice as 
neither sanctioned by the law nor well-pleasing to God. 8  However, as 
Thompson immediately adds, we should not forget the context in which 
Josephus was writing: part of his reason for writing the Jewish Antiquities was 
to present his people in a favorable light to a Greco-Roman audience, doing 
his best to deny that any approval of Jephthah issued either from Israel’s 
laws or Israel’s God.9 From Pseudo-Philo we hear like objections: the vow 
made by Jephthah was illegitimate, perhaps even blasphemous. In Pseudo-
Philo’s account, God himself raises angry objections to Jephthah’s carelessly 
formulated vow, but He does not object to its eventual fulfillment. In 
contrast to Josephus, Pseudo-Philo creatively adds some speaking details, 
drawing up a long lamentation by Jephthah’s daughter, whom Pseudo-Philo 
names Seila.10 One might thus argue that the first-century author has been 
the first to dramatize the Biblical narrative, by adding extra dimension to the 
characters, but most of all by underscoring the daughter’s tragedy, and not 
                                                 
7 Judges 11:34-37 (translation KJV). 
8 Flavius Josephus, Jewish Antiquities V, §257-270, quoted by Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 
106-107. 
9 Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 106-107. 
10 Pseudo-Philo, Biblical Antiquities, 39.11-40.6. Cf. Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 108-111; 
Van der Horst, ‘Portraits of Biblical Women’, 38-42. 
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the father’s. In a way, Pseudo-Philo thus foregrounds the dramatic 
Jephthah-tradition that would be firmly established by Buchanan in the 
sixteenth century. 
 Patristic authors took over the debate, the most dominant of which 
proved to be Augustine (354-430). One of the lengthiest quaestiones in his 
Quaestionum in Heptateuchum libri VII, number 49, is entirely dedicated to the 
problems posed by Judges 11. From the Biblical narrative, he concludes, two 
good things emerge: first, that Jephthah is appropriately and definitively 
punished for his rashness in vowing, and as such that any dangerous 
precedent that might be drawn from Abraham’s near-sacrifice of his son 
Isaac (when God intervened just in time to stop the sacrifice), is henceforth 
dismantled and disgraced; second, when Jephthah vowed to offer a sacrifice, 
he prefigured Christ in 1 Corinthians 15:24, when Christ delivers up the 
kingdom to God the Father. Thus, Jephthah is a type of none other than 
Christ himself, prefiguring the sacrifice that Jesus was one day to make.11 
 Augustine’s young friend Quodvultdeus († c. 450) went one step 
further still: he not only viewed Jephthah as prefiguring Christ, who offered 
his flesh for our redemption, but even the daughter herself as a figure of 
Christ in her own right, and not merely as his sacrificed flesh. Quodvultdeus 
argues that the daughter’s voluntary retreat to the mountains with her 
maidens, where she was to mourn her virginity and untimely death, 
compares to Christ’s ascent to the Mount of Olives with his friends.12 
 Though their interpretations would prove less dominant than 
Augustine’s and Quodvultdeus’, other Church Fathers had wrestled with the 
theological implications as well. Jerome (c. 347-420) generally disapproved 
of Jephthah, but it appears that, though he condemns the sacrifice, 
Jephthah’s motive is in itself commendable.13 Origen (c. 185-254) compared 
the sacrifice of Jephthah’s daughter to the death of Christian martyrs, while 
Chrysostom (c. 347-407) rather recognized an example of God’s providence 
and clemency: by allowing the sacrifice to continue, God prevented future 
sacrifices of this type.14 Others partially agreed: for example, Procopius of 

                                                 
11 Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 125-130. ‘The kingdom,’ according to Augustine’s view 
presented by Thompson (p.130), ‘is none other than the church, and Augustine carefully 
describes the sacrificial imagery whereby the church is offered to God as a holocaustoma. 
Both Jephthah’s wife and daughter here symbolize the church, because the church is at 
times called the spouse or wife of Christ, but elsewhere, his chaste and virgin daughter.’ 
12 Quodvultdeus, Liber de promissionibus et praedictionibus Dei, 2.20.36-38. Cf. Thompson, 
Writing the Wrongs, 133. 
13 Quodsi Iephtae optulit filiam suam virginem deo, non sacrificium placet, sed animus offerentis, ‘But if 
Jephthah offered his virgin daughter to God, the sacrifice was not pleasing but only the 
intention of the one offering it’, Jerome, Comm. Jer. 2.45.4, quoted by Thompson, Writing 
the Wrongs, 123. 
14 Allan Menzies (ed.), Origen’s Commentary on John (Grand Rapids, Michigan 1951), 377; 
Philip Schaff, ed., Saint Chrysostom (Grand Rapids, Michigan 1956), 434. Cf. Marcus, 
Jephthah and his Vow, 8. 
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Gaza (c. 520), who considered the vow fundamentally impious, stated that 
Abraham had never dreamt of such a sacrifice, but when commanded, he 
did not hesitate. Jephthah, in contrast, not only offered an insulting vow, but 
his daughter, by asking a two months postponement, was reluctant to suffer. 
That’s why God did not stop the sacrifice, for she was not like Isaac, nor was 
her father like Abraham. Procopius underlined that vows – though never to 
be made lightly – should be swiftly fulfilled once made.15 Isidore of Seville (c. 
560-636) in the late sixth, early seventh century, partly followed Augustine in 
an almost exclusively typological account. Noteworthy is especially his 
untroubled admiration for a man who killed his daughter. Just like he would 
not question the necessity of the death of Christ, the death of Jephthah’s 
daughter is likewise accepted as an exemplum given in the scriptural 
accounts.16 The daughter, in Isidore’s view, simply disappears into the flesh 
of her father: she possesses no independent existence, and therefore her 
sacrifice poses no moral dilemma. Jephthah himself is a type of Christ, who 
fulfilled all the sacraments of human salvation and offered to God his own 
flesh for the redemption of Israel.17 
 During the Middle Ages, several new lines of interpretation emerged, 
calling also more attention to Judges’ apparent conflict with Hebrews 11:32, 
where Jephthah makes his appearance in the ‘roll of heroes’ of the Old 
Testament: ‘What shall I more say? For the time would fail me to tell of 
Gedeon, and of Barak, and of Samson, and of Jephthae; of David also, and 
Samuel, and of the prophets: who through faith subdued kingdoms, 
wrought righteousness, obtained promises, stopped the mouths of lions, 
quenched the violence of fire, escaped the edge of the sword, out of 
weakness were made strong, waxed valiant in fight, turned to flight the 
armies of the aliens.’18 Attempts to clarify this apparent Biblical discrepancy 
between the Old and the New Testament have been many. For example, 
Hugh of St. Cher (c. 1200-1263) called attention also to Jephthah’s 
exemplary conduct in seeking peace with the Ammonites and Jephthah’s 
repentance that must have followed the sacrifice in order for the New 
Testament to recall him as a hero of faith.19 Thomas Aquinas (c. 1225-1274) 
noted, as had Augustine before him, that the Scriptural accounts reports that 
‘the spirit of the Lord came upon Jephthah’ before he made the vow: the 
faith and devotion which moved him to make the vow were from the Holy 

                                                 
15 Procopius of Gaza, Commentarii in Iudices 11:30. Cf. Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 132. 
16 Isidore of Seville, De ortu et obitu patrum 30; Qaesti. 7.1-3 (see nt17). Cf. Thompson, 
Writing the Wrongs, 135-136; McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 134. 
17  Quis ergo in Jephte praenuntiabitur, nisi Dominus Jesus Christus... Qui omnia humanae salutis 
sacramenta... explevit, et quasi filiam, ita carnem propriam pro salute Israelis Domino obtulit, Isidore 
of Seville, Quaestiones in Vetus Testamentum, 7.1-3, Migne, P.L., 83, 388-389, quoted by 
McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 134; Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 144-145. 
18 Hebrews 11:32-34 (translation KJV). Cf. Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 100. 
19 Hugh of St Cher, Comm. Jud. 11:12, 29-31. Cf. Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 139. 



 177

Spirit. ‘For this reason, because of the victory he had won and because he 
probably repented of his evil deed (which however prefigured something 
good) he is placed in the catalogue of the saints.’20 
 The transition from the Church Fathers to the Middle Ages had been 
fairly smooth. Many observations on the traditional topics were repeated 
over and over again: on the worries about the precedent the vow could have 
created, often connected with Abraham’s sacrifice; on Jephthah’s fidelity to 
an oath he swore; on the problems posed by the roll of heroes in Hebrews; 
on the admirable role of the daughter, but also negative concerns over her 
delay (as compared to Isaac’s resolute obedience); on her retreat and 
sacrifice as a Christian virgin, presenting, or rather selling, Christian ascesis 
as a bloodless martyrdom for women; on the mystery of Christ’s sacrifice. 
But there is no support for a precedent to be defended: praise for Jephthah 
would prove only to be possible if one assumed that, sooner or later, he had 
repented of his deed.21 
 In the fourteenth century, with Nicholas of Lyra (c. 1270-1349), the 
survivalist interpretation of Jephthah’s story gained momentum. Basing 
himself on the argument introduced one and a half century earlier by the 
Jewish commentator David Kimhi (1160-1235) – though without 
mentioning his name – he concluded that Jephthah’s daughter was not killed, 
but that she had become a nun in all but name, and was thus ‘devoted’ to 
the Lord. According to Thompson, Kimhi’s key argument ‘had entailed a 
reinterpretation of the Hebrew letter waw (‘and’) in the wording of 
Jephthah’s vow. Instead of reading it conjunctively as ‘and’, Kimhi 
construed it disjunctively, as ‘or’. The corrected text would read as follows: 
“Whatever comes forth from the doors of my house to meet me... shall be 
the Lord’s or I will offer it up for a burnt offering.”’22 Kimhi furthermore 
concluded that the daughter had said not to bewail her death, but her virginity, 
and that Jephthah did with her according to what he have vowed, which 
thus not necessarily meant killing her.23 Lyra’s position was soon attacked by 
more conventional Catholic readings, like those of Denis the Carthusian 
(1402-1471) a century later,24 returning to the positions which had been 
taken by Josephus, Augustine and Aquinas. 
 Towards the Reformation era, most of the earlier interpretations 
resurfaced once again. With Martin Luther (1483-1546) we find an 
indictment of the vow as foolish and superstitious, of the sacrifice as 

                                                 
20 Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologiae, 2a 2ae 88.2 ad 2, Blackfriars translation by Kevin D. 
O’Rourke, O.P., quoted by Sharratt and Walsh, George Buchanan, 16; see also Thompson, 
Writing the Wrongs, 140-141. 
21 Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 148-149. 
22 Kimhi, Comm. Jud. 11:31; Lyra, Comm. Jud. 11. Cf. Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 150-
152. 
23 Marcus, Jephthah and his Vow, 8. 
24 Denis the Carthusian, Comm. Jud. 11. Cf. Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 152-154. 
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needless, of Jephthah as rigid and foolishly consistent.25 With Calvin (1509-
1564) we find not a disapproval of vows in general, but of the content of 
this particular vow.26 He later refers to Jephthah as acting diabolical: ‘For see, 
this murderer of his own daughter, a despicable and outright diabolical 
crime’.27 Several Protestant voices tried their hand again at the survivalists’ 
theory, but the traditional view that Jephthah’s daughter was killed by her 
father mostly prevailed. It shows nonetheless that it was not uncommon to 
defy ‘official’ party lines and be exposed to ‘obvious polemical risks for a 
Protestant’ in endorsing a degree of legitimacy to Jephthah’s vow, and thus 
the Catholic clerical or monastic vows of celibacy against which Protestants 
were eager to protest.28  

But the dividing line between Protestants and Roman-Catholics on 
the issue of the sacrifice proved even more unclear. Thompson convincingly 
falsifies Shuger’s suggestion that ‘Protestant survivalist readings of 
Jephthah’s daughter [are] symptomatic of a more general hostility to the 
ostentatious ceremonialism of medieval Catholicism, particularly with 
respect to the Eucharistic sacrifice.’ While this Protestant hostility to 
ceremony is a well-established fact, Thompson shows that Protestant 
exegesis, contrary to what one would expect, does not particularly resist to 
the daughter exemplifying a ‘protonun’. 29  This line continues into the 
seventeenth century, of which Thompson only roughly provides the 
exegetical outlines, showing that the divisions between sacrificialists and 
survivalists does not fall along any denominational line, with both Calvinists, 
Puritans, and Catholics on both sides of the interpretational divide.30 Thus, a 
playwright who wanted to compose a tragedy on the Jephthah theme was 
faced with a host of exegetical interpretations. 
 
 

From theological theory to theatrical praxis 
 

‘By common consent, fictive or theatrical reconstructions of Biblical stories 
not only have greater freedom to fill in the silences of the text with feeling 
and pathos, they have that as their raison d’être. The playwright or poet thus 
enjoys a luxury most commentators deny themselves. (...) Poets are charged 
to inscribe depth of feeling. Commentators may well share such feeling, but 
the exegetical genre or ethos may inhibit its expression’, as Thompson 

                                                 
25 Luther, Tischreden, §354; §2753b. Cf. Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 155-156. 
26 Calvin, Institutes 4.13.3. Cf. Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 160. 
27 En enim propriae filiae parricidam, scelus detestandum et plane diabolicum, Calvin, Hom. 3 on 1 
Sam. 1:11-18, quoted by Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 160. 
28 Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 159; 169. 
29 Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 162-163; Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 168-169. 
30 Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 169-171. 
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strikingly remarks.31 But the possibilities offered by the poetic genres are not 
just about filling in the silences with feeling and pathos. The poetic freedom 
also allows the poet to open up vast resources of literary techniques to get a 
message across to an audience. Its function is therefore not just to add a 
humanized depth to exegetical accounts, but also to effectively employ 
literary techniques in order to facilitate an effective transfer of theological 
and moral values. 
 This section will turn the attention from the exegetical background to 
the dramatic treatment of Judges 11 by George Buchanan and Cornelius à 
Marca. I will first provide a summary of Buchanan’s play and of the status 
quaestionis with regard to the theological aspects involved. Next, I will move 
from Buchanan to A Marca through a structural comparison and an in-
depth analysis of the presentation of the characters, the tragic focus and the 
dramatic methods employed. 
 
 

Buchanan’s Iephthes 
 

Buchanan’s Iephthes consists of seven episodes – it is not formally divided 
into acts – separated by six chorus songs.32 A prologue is delivered by an 
angel, emphasizing the religious rebellion of the Israelites and the 
subsequent punishments – of which the Ammonite-threat is one – sent by 
God. The angel predicts the rise and fall of Jephthah, the latter of which will 
prevent him from becoming overconfident in his success.  
 The first episode involves Jephthah’s wife, Storge, and his daughter 
Iphis. The wife does not make her appearance in the Bible, and was added 
by Buchanan, perhaps under influence of the mother addressed in the 
account by Pseudo-Philo, or of Iphigenia’s mother Clytemnestra, in 
Euripides’ Iphigenia in Aulis.33 Storge relates a dream she had, in which a dog, 

                                                 
31 Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 167. 
32  The most important works dealing with Buchanan’s Iephthes are Lebègue, Tragédie 
religieuse, 225-254; Sharratt and Walsh, George Buchanan, 13-19; 21-94 (text and translation); 
245-267 (notes); and McFarlane, Buchanan, 190-205. McFarlane also provides the current 
biography for Buchanan, replacing the older biography by Hume Brown, George Buchanan. 
A selection of works providing further insights into different aspects of Iephthes: 
Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 165-169; Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 128-166; Sharratt, 
‘Euripides latinus’; Akkerman, ‘A Spinozistic Perspective’; Stone, Four Renaissance Tragedies; 
Ephraim, Reading the Jewish Woman, 89-112; McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’; Sypherd, 
Jephthah and his Daughter, 13-20; Creizenach, Geschichte des neueren Dramas, II, 401-403; 
Porwig, Der Jephtastoff, 16-21. 
33 Cf. Sharratt and Walsh, George Buchanan, 248; Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 136. The name 
derives from the Greek storgè, denoting the natural affection between parents and 
children. In this chapter, I will not address the literary aspects of Lummenaeus’ Iepthe, but 
it would surely be worth tracing his debts to various sources. Sharratt (‘Euripides Latinus’) 
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having chased off a wolf preying on a flock of sheep, itself attacks and kills 
some sheep. Storge prays that Iphis will be saved from misfortune, and is 
comforted by her: the daughter has a feeling her father will return 
victoriously from battle. She cannot, however, ease Storge’s sorrows. In 
conclusion of the first episode, the chorus expresses its hope that the 
liberation will soon come. It expresses faith in God, who will surely not let 
the Ammonites’ aggression go unpunished. 
 A messenger announces Jephthah’s victory in the second episode. 
The Israelite leader had tried the ways of diplomacy, but to no avail. To 
ensure long-lasting peace, Jephthah destroyed cities and valiant men, but not 
the elderly, women and children. The chorus praises Jephthah’s victory, and 
rejects idolatry. The women, especially Iphis, are summoned to prepare for 
the victor’s homecoming. 
 We enter the third episode with a monologue by Jephthah. The 
Israelites had indeed once been unfaithful and abandoned by God, but He 
had now returned and blessed them with fortune and success. Jephthah, 
having returned victoriously, reiterates the oath he had sworn. Next, Iphis 
comes forward to meet him and naively spurs him to fulfill his vows in full, 
even though Jephthah will not tell her what it is that bothers him. A friend 
of the family, Symmachus, assures Iphis that he will do everything he can to 
obtain more information. The chorus supports Symmachus in his task and 
comments on the wickedness of evil. 
 The fourth episode opens with a dialogue between Symmachus and 
Jephthah, in which Jephthah gives away his secret, regrets the divine help he 
invoked, and lets Symmachus talk him into seeking professional advice 
before going forward with the sacrifice. The chorus will warn the mother 
and daughter, and wonders whether it is the daughter or the father who 
need its sympathy most. 
 A theological discussion between Jephthah and a priest is brought on 
stage in the fifth episode. The priest emphasizes that only lawful vows 
should be made. Jephthah and the priest argue about which is worse in the 
face of God’s Law: not fulfilling vows (so Jephthah), or killing ones own 
children (so the priest, making explicit the tragic dilemma). The priest 
considers Jephthah’s views utterly foolish and ignorant. 
 Storge, in the sixth episode, was looking forward to her daughter’s 
marriage, but now rather wants to die with her. Jephthah considers himself 
even more unfortunate than his wife, for he will be committing a crime. 
Storge calls upon her daughter to try and soften Jephthah’s ill-fated 
determination. Iphis pleas for mercy, asking him if she’s ever done him 
wrong. Jephthah admits his mistake, and wishes his own death could save 
her. Iphis then acknowledges that the suffering of her father without doubt 

                                                                                                                                            
has analyzed Buchanan’s use of Euripides, traces of which will inevitable have come 
through to Lummenaeus’ play. 
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equals hers. She comforts both her parents and asks her mother not to be 
grievous towards her husband. The chorus praises Iphis, and promises her 
name will be remembered worldwide, while those who are unwilling to die 
nobly, will die anonymously. 
 In the seventh episode, Iphis has been sacrificed, and Storge 
commands a messenger to tell her all the gruesome details: Iphis ascended 
bravely onto the altar, and prayed, utterly prepared to sacrifice herself for 
the sake of her fatherland. The messenger finally reports that both Jephthah 
and the priest had been unable to control their emotions. The mother’s grief 
will be great, so he says, but her daughter’s conduct will be a great 
consolation. The mother cannot but disagree: the braver her daughter in the 
face of death, the greater her own grief. 
 
 

The theological implications 
 

Much has been written about the theological aspects of Buchanan’s play. 
Raymond Lebègue, in 1929, concluded that the play held a firm place in the 
theological debates of the day: ‘We again find Buchanan’s habitual attacks 
on the ignorance and arrogance of priests, and against the cult of statues; we 
discover that, indirectly, he wanted to disapprove of the priests and monks 
who, by means of a vow, committed themselves for life, and who, according 
to him, violated their vows of chastity and poverty with simple excuses.’34 
Later scholars, like Fokke Akkerman and Donald Stone, shared Lebègues 
vision of Buchanan’s play as a ‘crypto-Protestant’ drama, directed against 
vows and serving a polemical point.35 Stone even implied that the play is 
weakened, because it does not resolve the issue of the vow,36 but this would 
then go for many, if not most, of the Jephthah-drama’s which were to 
follow Buchanan’s.37 Recent scholars, however, have been challenging these 
earlier perceptions of Buchanan’s drama. 
 Crucial in Lebègue’s interpretation is the Portuguese lawsuit of 1550, 
in which Buchanan was examined by the Inquisition. 38  Suspected of 
heterodox views, his treatment of the issue of the vow was also questioned. 
Buchanan later wrote that he had replied: ‘On vows I have demonstrated my 
                                                 
34  ‘On retrouve ses [i.e. Buchanan’s] habituelles attaques contre l’ignorance et les 
prétentions des prêtres et contre le culte des statues, et l’on découvre qu’indirectement il 
a voulu blâmer les prêtres et les moines qui, par un voeu, s’engagent pour la vie et qui, 
selon lui, enfreignent, au moyen d’excuses commodes, leurs voeux de chasteté ou de 
pauvreté.’ Lebègue, Tragédie religieuse, 234. 
35 Akkerman, ‘A Spinozistic perspective’, 168-169; Stone, Four Renaissance Tragedies, xi-xix; 
Ephraim, Reading the Jewish Woman, 103; McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 135; Mueller, 
Children of Oedipus, 166.  
36 McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 135; Stone, Four Renaissance Tragedies, xvi-xviii. 
37 Parente, Religious Drama, 147. 
38 Lebègue, Tragédie religieuse, 229-234, addressing ‘les intentions de l’auteur’. 
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opinion by what I have written in the tragedy on Jephthah’s vow, of which 
this is the main argument: vows that are legitimately made, are to be kept. 
Many also know that at Coimbra I enthusiastically used to read - and always 
to laud – the speech of Bartholomew Latomus versus Bucer on these 
matters.’ 39  Apparently, the answer had satisfied the inquisitors. Lebègue 
assumed that Buchanan was at the time influenced by this controversy 
between Latomus and Bucer, the first holding the strict Catholic view (from 
the Church Fathers onwards, as we have seen) that vows must be fulfilled, 
but that God was only grateful for legitimate vows and not for criminal ones; 
the latter believing that foolish and criminal vows were not binding.40 In 
Buchanan’s play, most notably in the theological discussion with the priest, 
Jephthah would then roughly claim Latomus’ position, implying that the 
priest’s position would be the Protestant one. The priest would then take his 
cue directly from Calvin’s attack on vows as an arrogation by man of the 
right to determine the form of worship, for which the motive was not piety, 
but arrogance.41 According to Lebègue, as quoted above, the priestly vow of 
chastity would be one of such vows, which was therefore indirectly criticized 
by Buchanan. Unfortunately, Lebègue does not provide any other ‘evidence’ 
when demonstrating this point, except as given here. But in any case, 
Lebègue attempted to pinpoint the individual characters and their strict 
theological positions – as I will do in my analysis of Lummenaeus’ play. He 
did not, however, take into account the overall structure of the play and the 
characters’ positions in the play as a whole. Peter Sharratt and Patrick Walsh 
have attempted to show that, even though Lebègue’s argument proves that 
the issue was indeed somewhat topical, Buchanan probably did not engage 
in a topical theological debate – if only because most of the relevant material 
in the Latomus-Bucer argument was published too late. In the dramatic 
debate they recognized Buchanan’s interest in the potential for intellectual 
drama, rather than in reform propaganda.42 James McGregor, paying due 
attention to the different dramatic positions – not just the strict theological 
ones – taken by the characters, noted that the Scotchman’s plot does not 
revolve around the question of the vow, but around how exactly the vow is 
fulfilled. Since, McGregor argues, adhering to the proper Catholic position 
                                                 
39 De votis scripto in tragoedia de voto Iephte meam sententiam ostendi cuius disputationis haec summa 
est: vota quae licite fiunt omnia servanda, ac multi etiam sciunt Conimbricae me orationem Barpt. 
Latomi super hac re contra Bucerum et legere libenter solitum, et semper laudare. Aitken, J.M., The 
Trial of George Buchanan before the Lisbon Inquisition, including the Text of Buchanan’s Defences 
along with a Translation and Commentary, Edinburgh 1939, p. 12, quoted by Sharratt and 
Walsh, George Buchanan, 14 (19nt3; 20nt21).  
40 A similar argument can be found with Calvin, Sic Jephtha stultitiae suae poenas dedit, cum 
praecipiti fervore inconsideratum votum concepit, ‘Thus Jephthah was punished for his 
foolishness, when he uttered a thoughtless vow with headlong ardor’, quoted by 
McFarlane, Buchanan, 196. 
41 Mueller, Children of Oedipus, 166; McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 135-137. 
42 Sharratt and Walsh, George Buchanan, 14-15. 
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on vows, as Buchanan said he held, would in itself not produce tragedy at all, 
this would to a certain degree be an explanation of why the issue of the vow 
was left unresolved. 43  We will return to this later, when addressing 
Lummenaeus dealing with these issues.  
 Not only the discussion on vows was topical in sixteenth-century 
Europe, even more so the matter of the Eucharist was extensively discussed 
and Buchanan seems to have been particularly interested in it. In the law suit 
mentioned above, Buchanan also claims to have taken part in the discussion 
on the sacrifice of the mass, though his exact position does not become 
clear, other than having certain doubts about the Eucharist. Perhaps it could 
be linked indirectly to the sacrifice of the mass, since Jephthah’s sacrifice of 
his daughter can be seen to parallel God’s sacrifice of his son 44  – an 
interpretation, as we have seen, dating back all the way too Augustine and 
Quodvultdeus. Shuger considered the comparison to this pagan ceremonial 
to be supported by the frequent attacks on sacrifice, theater, and Catholic 
worship by Protestant writers, who objected to Eucharistic sacrifice because 
it resembled a stage play, and to plays because they resembled papist 
ceremonies.45 But even so, any conclusions on this theoretical dividing line 
between Catholics and Protestants cannot be readily drawn solely by means 
of determining the various dramatic treatments of the story, since all 
sixteenth-century playwrights, be it Lutheran, Jesuit, or Buchanan himself, 
presupposed the sacrificial death of Jephthah’s daughter.46 Lebègue noted 
the exegetical tradition in viewing Jephthah as the prefiguration of Jesus 
Christ, and his daughter as prefiguring the Church, but he does not make 
clear how Buchanan’s Iephthes would have fitted.47 McGregor, on the other 
hand, isolated the chorus as the identifier of the daughter’s Christic antetype. 
It is to the daughter that the chorus in the end turns in love. The final, 
loving chorus – answering to Isidore’s allegory of the sacrifice of Jephthah’s 
daughter – recognized in the daughter’s willing sacrifice a source of pride 
and hope for Israel, signifying its confidence in Christ, as He is 
foreshadowed by her.48 Sharratt and Walsh, again, demonstrate a certain 
topicality of the typological interpretation in mid-sixteenth-century France, 
but leave rather unmotivated why Buchanan nevertheless stands aside from 
the discussion about the allegorical approach to the story of Jephthah.49 
Thompson notes that ‘indeed, [the daughter] is clearly intended to stand as a 
type of Christ’, 50  but whether or not he bases his statement on textual 

                                                 
43 McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 135; 137. 
44 Sharratt and Walsh, George Buchanan, 18. 
45 Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 163. 
46 Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 168-169. Cf. above, p. 178.  
47 Lebègue, Tragédie religieuse, 229. 
48 McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 132-134. 
49 Sharratt and Walsh, George Buchanan, 16-17. 
50 Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 167. 
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‘evidence’ or rather the exegetical history of Judges 11 alone, remains a guess. 
Shuger, on the other hand, concentrated on the transformation of 
Buchanan’s daughter in a type of Christ, as the Christic resonances in her 
final speech and the grasp of her death as an expiatory sacrifice made this 
transformation, in her view, unmistakable.51 
 As with the exegetical tradition of Judges 11, here too we find a 
whole range of possible interpretations. In my view, the more recent 
scholars have at least been right to focus more exclusively on the daughter’s 
position than on the issue of the vow, which does, indeed, remain 
unresolved. Making use of the scholarly findings with regard to Buchanan’s 
play, I will now turn my attention to Lummenaeus’ play: is it perhaps 
possible to construct an interpretation that is extracted from and consistent 
with the positions held by the different characters and the dramatic balance 
thus created by the author? 
 
 

From Buchanan to Lummenaeus 
 

As I have stated in the introduction to this chapter, taking up the glove with 
Buchanan should ideally presuppose a certain degree of awareness of the 
issues discussed above. While the dedicatory letter and its strict literary focus 
certainly do not imply that Lummenaeus had a complete understanding of 
the theological, literary and contextual workings of Buchanan’s tragedy and 
the Jephthah-theme (besides the fact that a play’s contextual relevance may 
well have changed some fifty years later, in another place), or that the issues 
discussed above would indeed have been anywhere close to relevant in 
sixteenth-century France to begin with, or, for that matter, that our 
understanding of these issues is anything more than an educated guess, we 
can at the very least assume that Lummenaeus had read Buchanan’s play.52 
Therefore, the scholarly investigations of Buchanan’s drama still provide an 
excellent opportunity for an initial confrontation with Lummenaeus’ own 
tragedy, even if Lummenaeus, in his preface, does not seem specifically 
worried by the exegetical possibilities and pitfalls of the Jephthah-theme, 
and not even implies that Buchanan’s drama had been in any way 
preoccupied with these problems. The fact that Lummenaeus mentions 
Buchanan without any reservation is perhaps already a telling fact in itself. 

                                                 
51 Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 148. She notes especially ll. 1413-19. 
52  Merlevede, Het Iephte-drama, 178-181 gives a concise account of several verbal 
reminiscences of Buchanan found in Lummenaeus’ tragedy. He strikingly notes that 
Lummenaeus’ reference to Medea (cf. the preface to Iephte above) might also allude to 
Buchanan, since the latter had also composed a translation of Euripides’ Medea. Cf. for a 
complete overview of Buchanan’s works, including his translations of classical plays, 
McFarlane, Buchanan, Appendix A: Works by Buchanan (esp. pp. 498-500). 
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Keeping the exegetical history of Judges 11 and the interpretational 
problems with regard to Buchanan’s drama in mind, I will now initiate an 
analysis of Lummenaeus’ Iephte. The main task will be to establish the tragic 
focus of Lummenaeus as opposed to Buchanan, in order to be able to 
determine the theological emphasis of both authors. To this end, as with my 
investigation of the historical-political context of Lummenaeus’ Carcer 
Babylonius elsewhere in this thesis, the tragic focus will be identified through 
a preliminary comparison of the dramatic structure of Buchanan’s and 
Lummenaeus’ plays, followed by a thorough definition of the different 
characters’ positions in Lummenaeus’ tragic narrative. Having identified the 
tragic focus, I will construct a well-founded insight into the contextual 
orientations of Lummenaeus’ drama. 53  Towards the conclusion, we will 
hopefully be able to establish the theological position of Lummenaeus’ play, 
the effects it could have sorted, and the means by which these were 
effectuated. 
 

 
Lummenaeus’ Iephte54 

 
Lummenaeus’ Iephte is a five-act tragedy, with further divisions into separate 
scenes.55 The first act – there is no separate prologue – opens with Jephthah 
himself, on the eve of the battle against the Ammonites, while he justifies 
his call upon God’s assistance in this mighty battle to come, to destroy the 
enemies that will otherwise soon invade His temples and desecrate His altars. 
When Jephthah has made his vow, he senses something moving his soul 
quite ardently [i.e. the Spirit of the Lord, as Judges 11:29]. Emphasis is 
placed, by the chorus, on the supposed dangers of rashness and 
overconfidence, but it wishes Jephthah all the best in the upcoming battle.  
                                                 
53 This approach is in a way similar to McGregor’s, who attempts to establish first the 
nature of the ‘action’ which the play narrates, and then, more specifically, the nature of 
the action of individual characters, which includes e.g. also the omnipresent, but not 
actually represented, character of God. Cf. McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 128-129. For 
Lummenaeus’ Iephte, I would not like to determine the ‘action’ of, but the positions of 
value held by the characters (cf. the introduction to this thesis). 
54 All references to the play are based on the 1608[-1609] edition of the Iephte. Cf. below, 
p. 202nt102. 
55  This division into a total of twelve scenes makes the play more dynamic than 
Lummenaeus’ other tragedies, which are indefinitely more static. Cf. Janning, Der Chor, 
272; and chapter two of this thesis. Lummenaeus’ Iephte has been discussed only by a 
handful of scholars, and for the most part rather superficially. The most important works 
– to which I will refer below when applicable – are: Merlevede, Het Iephte-drama, passim; 
Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, passim; Janning, Der Chor, 272-276. 
Some brief, rather descriptive studies are Worp, Geschiedenis van het drama, vol. 1, 226-227; 
Porwig, Der Jephtastoff, 27-29; Sypherd, Jephthah and his Daughter, 44-46. Some minor 
comparative work has also been included by Führer, Studien zu Jacob Baldes Jephtias, 121-
123. 
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 The second scene of the first act moves the setting from the field of 
battle to the house of Jephthah, where mother Iris and daughter Hyanthe 
anxiously await his return.56 The mother is troubled by the unpredictable 
nature of war, the grievous effects of furor. She has an anxious foreboding, 
but there is no mention of a dream. The daughter, as an omen of the role 
she will come to play, comforts her mother. But then a messenger arrives, 
announcing Jephthah’s victory and swift return, after which he narrates the 
course of the battle fought. Only Jephthah had stood fast and courageous, 
while encouraging his fleeing men to fight bravely [the Spirit of the Lord!]. 
Eventually, even Ammon himself had been killed. Having both listened to 
this joyous news, Hyanthe nonetheless needs to comfort her mother’s ill-
foreboding once more, after which the daughter joyously starts making 
preparations for her father’s return. The chorus bursts out in cantus, joyous 
songs, having forgotten its own warning regarding the dangers of furor and 
overconfidence now that Jephthah’s victory and return have been 
announced. 
 In the second act, Lummenaeus diligently portrays the longing of 
Hyanthe for her father, creating pathos. The chorus, in its turn, emphasizes 
her craving as well. When eventually Jephthah is in sight, the chorus 
encourages Hyanthe to go out and meet him, unwittingly attributing to 
disaster and thus heightening the dramatic tension by instigating the tragic 
turn of events. This turn is, at least for the audience, instantly effectuated by 
the first word of Jephthah upon seeing his daughter (l. 371): perii, it is all 
over for me! In the following dialogue between father and daughter, he 
cannot find the strength to express what is bothering him. Hyanthe is sent 
indoors in ignorance instead. Jephthah’s subsequent monologue – briefly – 
exemplifies his inner struggle, but after having being torn to and fro, he 
concludes: one cannot argue with God, the votum has been given and has to 
be kept. The scelus, the crime, i.e. the sacrifice, has to be committed, so he 
says. When in the final scene of the second act the women – ignorant, but 
sad nonetheless – return on stage, Jephthah finally finds the words and 
strength to tell of his votum. The mother is shocked: while she encourages 
Hyanthe to soften her father’s heart with her pleas, the daughter eventually 
decides to obey her father’s firm will. Iris collapses mentally, while Hyanthe 
                                                 
56 Merlevede (Het Iephte-drama, 165) supposes the name Hyanthe derives from Ovidius’ 
Metamorphoses, book 9, where Buchanan most likely got the name of ‘his’ daughter (Iphis) 
as well (besides being a variation on Iphigeneia). Lummenaeus, therefore, recognized 
Buchanan’s sources and drew on those as well. Iris, the name of the mother, appears to 
be merely a variation on Ovid’s/Buchanan’s Iphis. Furthermore, Lummenaeus picked 
Telethusa – a name used by Ovid for the mother of Iphis – as the name of one of 
Hyanthe’s friends. In later editions of Iephte (Rome 1624 and Douai 1628), Lummenaeus 
in fact names the mother of Hyanthe Telethusa, instead of Iris. This, in my view, is a 
clear marker of Lummenaeus’ overt connection to Ovidius. However, the ease with 
which names are shifted may indicate that we should not attach too much importance to 
their meanings. 
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asks for a two-month delay to bewail her fate. The chorus calls fate fickle, 
disapproves of the sacrifice and of Jephthah, and will accompany Hyanthe 
in her fate. 
 A servant girl, Cleanthe, describes the troubled mood of Jephthah’s 
house in the third act: the mother cursing the father, the father cursing the 
mother, and Hyanthe in between. A discussion between Hyanthe and Iris 
follows: the mother condemns the act as a crime, Hyanthe accepts her fate: 
her father owes his victory (and thus, though not directly stated, the 
freedom of the people) to his vow. The chorus, like the mother, condemns 
the act as a crime. The final chorus song of the third act then masks a time 
lapse, describing how Hyanthe had spent her time in the mountains: during 
the day she would be with her maiden friends; the nights she would spend 
with her mother. 
 The fourth act brings a scene between Hyanthe and the maidens, in 
the mountains. The end of her two month delay is drawing near. Hyanthe is 
afraid, fears the coming of Jephthah, but gathers strength and decides not to 
wait for him but to return home herself, even though her maidens try to 
convince her to stay. In the end, however, they vow to accompany her in 
her fate. The second scene brings the mother. She was expecting her 
daughter: the night fell, but Hyanthe had still not shown up. She is struck by 
a sudden fear: maybe her daughter’s friends know where she is? Maybe she 
had cut short her father’s vow by dying from fear? The mother will look for 
Hyanthe’s friends and try to find out what happened, but she fears she will 
be too late. The final scene brings us the old man Iosabas: he relates only 
briefly of the sacrifice which has already taken place, of Hyanthe who called 
for her father, but more often for her mother. Then he focuses on the 
mother: who will tell her? For she does not yet know of the sacrifice! Then 
he sees Jephthah drawing near, sword in hand, red with blood. He stands 
still and rages, furiously, full of tears, and has completely gone insane. The 
chorus reiterates the fact that the sacrifice is completed, how the father 
forced the priest to cut his daughter open. The mother, in the meantime, is 
still ignorant, but is then seen drawing near. The chorus runs off. 
 In the fifth act, the mother enters the stage. A messenger comes, who 
relates the sacrifice in detail. The description is very vivid and emotional: the 
girl was prepared to die and uncovered her breast for her father, who forced 
the priest to kill her. She never flinched, her eyes towards the sky, until her 
soul left her body and sank into the fire. The blistering sound of her flesh in 
the sacrificial flames made the father break free from his apatheia; he 
screamed and cried, for he saw his blood being shed. The messenger finished, 
the mother fainted. A long chorus song concludes the play, like a 
lamentation, showing the small material pieces of Hyanthe that are left: 
some jewelry, clothes, her ashes. Hyanthe lives on inside their hearts, and 
will be remembered every year; the suffering will be for eternity.  
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Structural comparison 
 

Having discussed the contents of both Buchanan’s and Lummenaeus’ play, I 
will now compare the dramatic structure of both tragedies, as a step towards 
determining the tragic focus of Lummenaeus’ Iephte. Let us therefore first 
draw up a concise comparison of the significant choices Buchanan and 
Lummenaeus made in dramatically structuring the Jephthah-episode. 

As we have seen, Buchanan first stages an angel, offering an insight 
into God’s divine justice to be brought upon Jephthah. Then, after having 
staged the mother, who related her ominous dream and worries to her 
daughter, Buchanan firmly emphasizes (by means of a messenger) the events 
leading up to the Ammonite war, the attempt to negotiate a truce with 
Ammon, the violent battle and subsequent victory. Only then the reader is 
confronted with Jephthah himself, repeating the same oath he had 
apparently also sworn before going into battle. He returns home, and is 
greeted, to his great dismay, by his daughter. It is only with the greatest of 
difficulty that Jephthah gives vent to his precarious situation to his servant 
Symmachus, while the mother and the daughter are still ignorant. The 
chorus announces its plan to inform mother and daughter about the vow, 
but they will return on stage only in the sixth episode, when they have 
already been informed. Lummenaeus’ tragedy opens with Jephthah’s 
monologue, in which we actually hear him pronounce the vow before the 
battle. There is no mention of the failed negotiations, or of God’s divine 
justice. Only then are we confronted with the mother and the daughter, who 
express similar worries about Jephthah’s fate, after which a messenger 
arrives to announce the news of Jephthah’s victory. When he finally returns 
home, the mother and daughter only learn with the greatest of difficulty of 
Jephthah’s vow. After a short debate between mother and father, the 
daughter accepts her fate and retreats to the mountains. In Lummenaeus’ 
play, we have now reached about line 650 (out of 1557 lines); in Buchanan’s, 
about line 840 (out of 1450).  

This very concise comparison of the initial phases of both tragedies 
makes clear that the most significant differences include Lummenaeus’ 
shedding of the divine prologue; the absence in Lummenaeus’ play of 
Jephthah’s negotiations with the Ammonites; as well as the presence of 
Jephthah’s reluctant informing of his family in person. 

In the second half of his tragedy, Buchanan allows ample room for a 
theological discussion between Jephthah and a priest – for which the debate 
with Symmachus had just been a mere appetizer – as well as a confrontation 
between the mother, the daughter and Jephthah, after which a messenger 
reports to the mother the sacrifice of her daughter and the emotional 
outburst of Jephthah. Lummenaeus, on the other hand, had already moved 
forward the confrontation between the mother, the daughter, and Jephthah. 
Instead, he allows ample room for relating the daughter’s retreat in the 
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mountains, her lamentations, the nightly visits to her mother. When one 
night the daughter does not return to visit her mother, the latter grows 
worried. Her ill foreboding, so the audience is informed, turns out to be true: 
the old man Iosabas relates of the daughter’s sacrifice, but he dramatically 
emphasizes that the mother is still ignorant. A messenger then reports to the 
mother her daughter’s death, and a long lamentation by her maiden friends 
concludes the tragedy. 

In the second part, we note especially the absence of any thorough 
(theological) discussion in Lummenaeus’ work, as well as the absence of the 
daughter’s retreat in Buchanan’s. Structural importance is also assigned to 
the chorus-ending of Lummenaeus’ play. Significant, too, are the 
descriptions of the sacrifice itself, but these will be addressed in more detail 
below. 
 
 

Presentation of characters 
 

Keeping these major shifts in structure in mind, we will now first turn to 
Lummenaeus’ dramatic presentation of the main characters, including the 
chorus. Lebègue provided an overview of the characters of Buchanan’s 
tragedy,57 but only after having established the theological positions taken up 
in the drama. I will here attempt to use the dramatic characterizations for 
establishing not only the individual theological positions taken, but most of 
all the overall impression that the audience is left with by the author, with 
which they are sent home, so to speak.  
 
 

Jephthah 
 

Jephthah’s appearance is limited to the first two acts. In the first act he 
pronounces the opening monologue, in which he justifies the war against 
the Ammonites and makes the vow. In the second act the audience is 
witness to his homecoming and unfortunate encounter with Hyanthe, the 
subsequent, non-fruitful discussion with Hyanthe, his soliloquy that follows, 
and his final, unveiling discussion with both Iris and Hyanthe. After the 
initial, joyful announcement of Jephthah’s victory, his first words when 
encountering his daughter, mark the tragic turn: ‘HYA I see my father; father, 
hello father. / IEP It is all over for me! HYA What is it that I hear? IEP I’m 
finished, ah I’m finished’ (370-371).58 In the subsequent dialogue with his 
daughter, Jephthah cannot find the strength to tell her the truth. Instead, he 
acts harshly to the ignorant daughter, but through this emotional harshness, 

                                                 
57 Lebègue, Tragédie religieuse, 239-241. 
58 HYA Video parentem; Pater, io salve pater. / IEP Perij. HYA Quid isthoc audio? IEP Perî, ah peri. 
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his deeply troubled character reveals an intense love for his daughter, as if 
he is protecting himself from further harm by not letting his emotions gain 
control. His emotions have to give way to his piety: no matter how he 
personally feels about the sacrifice, the initial vow has been legitimately 
made, because the precarious situation with the Ammonites called for 
drastic measures – even though the consequences were unforeseen. His 
inner monologue reveals his troubled character, but is not specifically 
emphasized in the play as a whole.59 The subsequent discussion between 
mother, father, and daughter summons emotional reactions, but lacks any 
theological depth. For Jephthah, the underlying reasoning is clear. Still, 
however, he sometimes seems to crumble in front of his daughter, who has 
been summoned by her mother to soften her father’s heart. But the 
incessantly brief answers of Jephthah are unambiguous: ‘I have vowed, and 
I’m forced to keep it: it is God’s command’ (519);60 ‘Words are of no use, / 
we have made a vow, Hyanthe, it is up to me to fulfil it, / up to you to 
suffer it’ (542-544);61 ‘IEP Stop your laments. IRIS Then give me what you 
owe me. / IEP Your suffering will be endless, / I will do it: I owe my 
daughter, my daughter I will give’ (581-583);62 ‘I have vowed. That does not 
change, and that is all there is to it’ (600).63 His answers are brief but decisive, 
though he struggles not to let his family’s, or his own, emotions get the 
better of him. The vow is legitimate, and therefore needs to be followed 
through. 
 He only reappears as a mute character in the fourth act – when 
Iosabas sees him running around in tears, infuriated. He is mentioned as 
well in the messenger’s account of the fifth act: during the sacrifice, he had 
made a numb impression, until his daughter’s body sank into the fire and 
the hissing noises unleashed his passion: he gave a horrible cry and burst 
into tears, seeing his blood being shed on the altar. 
 
 

Hyanthe 
 

The daughter personifies the tragic turn of the play. Her first appearance 
decidedly marks her love for her father, but is simultaneously drenched in 

                                                 
59  ‘In der Charakterisierung Jephtas zeigt Lummenaeus mehr psychologisches 
Verständnis [i.e. than Buchanan], wenn er den Helden, in einem Monologe mit sich 
ringend, zur völligen Ratlosigkeit in Bezug auf die Notwendigkeit dieses unmenschlichen 
Opfers gelangen läßt,’ Porwig, Der Jephtastoff, 28. 
60 Vovi, coactus teneor, ita mandat Deus. 
61 Verba proficient nihil, / vovimus Hyanthe, reddere incumbit mihi / perferre tibi. 
62 IEP Abrumpe questus. IRIS Redde quam debes mihi. / IEP Tuus sibi ipsi non facit finem dolor, / 
iam facio, natam debeo, natam dabo. 
63 Vovimus. Fixum est, sat est. 
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wordplay and dramatic irony to reiterate the tragic turn:64 when comforting 
her mother’s ominous foreboding, she assures her that ‘father will return 
unharmed, / triumphant after having faced the fearsome enemy: / God 
always serves the better vow’ (181-183); 65  and elsewhere: ‘Oh how my 
craving soul longs to see your face, dear father. I’m finished: why do you 
take so long?’ (242-243);66 or ‘Let it be, mother, what is there to fear? / Now, 
dedicate me to my father in festive ceremony / and I will stand in front. IRIS 

Blessed are you, my daughter: do so, and may that piety of yours always 
grow’ (250-253).67 Thus, when considering the irony in words like meliora vota, 
pereo, macta/macte, festis cultibus, prima sistam, and Hyanthe’s growing pietas, her 
attempts to comfort her mother are themselves, so the audience knows, 
ominous as well. 

Hyanthe’s character is construed along similar lines as her father’s. 
While she at first is emotionally shocked by the sacrificial prospect, she soon 
acknowledges the underlying necessity. After rather passively observing the 
discussion between her mother and father – which, as stated, is not a real 
discussion to begin with, but just a confrontation between emotional 
objections (Iris) and steadfast religious piety (Jephthah) –, she makes up her 
mind and accepts the pious necessity: ‘Leave it, mother. IRIS I have become 
completely insane here. / HYA Let it be, mother: I owe to father / all he has 
vowed’ (587-589).68 To her mother, however, Hyanthe makes clear that her 
willingness to accept her fate is not solely governed by her piety, but also by 
her love for and obedience to her father, who, she recognizes, also has no 
choice but to accept his fate. To her mother, Hyanthe – now that her father 
has left the stage – openly assumes his role, reproducing his arguments: 
‘[Father] has made a vow and he owes it to God. / IRIS But your intestines 
and your organs are not pleasing to the Gods. / HYA But vows always are!’ 
(685-687).69 The discussion is – still – not primarily about the validity of the 
vow, but rather about the issue of human sacrifice, considered barbaric by 
the mother, but a mere unfortunate result of a legitimate vow by the father 
and the daughter. The legitimacy of the vow appears to be addressed briefly 
in the lines following 687 (cf. above), where Hyanthe firmly reiterates that 
vicit his votis Pater (688; 695), ‘with these vows father has been victorious’, 
while the mother protests non vicit istis (690), ‘he has won, but surely not 

                                                 
64 Absence of dramatic irony in Lummenaeus’ Iephte was noted by Merlevede (Het Iephte-
drama, 167), but these passages clearly suggest otherwise. 
65 (...) veniet incolumis pater / et victor et defunctus hostili metu: / meliora semper vota tutatur Deus. 
66 Quam pronus animus in tuos vultus avet / dilecte Genitor, pereo, cur nectis moras? 
67 Omitte mater, ecquid etiamnum times? / Ergo me parenti macta festis cultibus / Et prima sistam. 
IRIS Macte nata, sic age, / et ista pietas semper accrescat tibi. 
68 Omitte mater. IRIS Penitus in furias agor./ HYA Omitte mater ista, patri debeo / quaecumque vovit. 
69 Vovit [sc. pater] et debet Deo. / IRIS Non illa superos exta, non placant fibrae. / HYA At vota 
semper. 
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thanks to the vows’. But the opposition is not developed any further in the 
ensuing discussion. 
 In the fourth act, Hyanthe has retreated with her girlfriends into the 
mountains, and the opportunity is seized by the author to underline the 
contrast between emotional desires and pious necessity. In the lengthy 
passage, running from lines 811 to 1117, Hyanthe bravely counters the 
emotional charges from her friends. When her time is up, she will not hide 
in the mountains, nor will she accept that her friends want to die with her. 
Sometimes, indeed, she hesitates – something she did not do with her 
mother – almost giving in to her friends’ sorrowful plight. But towards the 
end of the passage, when her time has run out, her humble determination 
gains strength: ‘Nothing remains for me; father / is waiting for me, and has 
already constructed the altar with the merciless stake. / There is nothing 
more I can do. Lead me, girls, though full of fear I am’ (1104-1106).70 
Though she will not reappear again, her sacrifice is described in detail by a 
messenger in the fifth act. He recounts that she, though initially frightened 
by the fire and the swords, gathered all her strength and ascended onto the 
altar. During the sacrifice, she never gave a sound and kept her eyes fixated 
at the heavens above, until her soul left her blood-stained body. Both her 
constancy and determination are thus firmly emphasized. 
 
 

Iris 
 

The mother is a character that represents the understandable, maternal 
reaction to the sacrificial death of her child. 71  From the beginning, her 
appearances are filled with fear and anxiety, except for the brief moment 
right after the messenger’s announcement of Jephthah’s victory, i.e. right 
before the tragic turn of events. Her reactions have already been described 
in the discussions of Jephthah’s and Hyanthe’s characters above, for she 
mostly serves as an emotional counter-weight to their decisiveness. Needless 
to say, her obvious hysteria results from her intense love for both her 
husband and her daughter, as well as from her incapacity to influence the 
outcome of the tragic events. The dramatic voice of an emotional mother 
clearly finds no audience with Jephthah and Hyanthe, and her claims that ‘it 
is a vain superstition to offer up someone else’s blood. God has never 
looked upon such a sacrificial victim, / mankind does not even sacrifice 
livestock to him / by shedding blood. Crimes are not pleasing to God’ (577-

                                                 
70 Nil mihi restat, pater / exspectat, aramque impia struxit pyra, / nec plura possum, ducite exanguem 
metu. 
71 As Korsten noted with regard to the mother in Vondel’s Ieptha: ‘[She] must bear the 
heaviest weight on her shoulders that a mother can: the death of a child’ (Korsten, 
Sovereignty as Inviolability, 142). 
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580),72 are not properly answered, for Jephthah apparently considers them 
the result of her emotional state (cf. lines 581-583 above). 
 
 

Chorus 
 

The chorus accounts for 34% of the entire play (528 lines),73 with its final 
song being the longest with 194 lines. If one would also count the lines of 
the individual members of the chorus who engage in dialogue with Hyanthe 
in the fourth act, the chorus total would be higher still. 
 Generally, the chorus roughly claims the same position as the mother, 
though its position does shift slightly towards the end of the play. In the 
first act, it reacts to Jephthah’s impending attack on the Ammonites. Like 
the mother, an inexplicable fear suddenly comes over the chorus, when in 
clear and fluent lines it expresses: ‘Does even our voice itself stop / without 
apparent reason? / Whatever it is, it is a great evil / for which so much fear 
is generated’ (102-105).74 Like the mother, it briefly rejoices over Ammon’s 
defeat and Jephthah’s victory, bursting out in a song which is not without 
dramatic irony: ‘Fame will honour you [sc. Jephthah] with perpetual markers, 
/ and recall your name: / virtue brought about by deeds / will never 
submerge in death. / Where the sun is born in the purple sky, / where it 
dies in the sea, / there fame will announce Jephthah’s honour’ (296-302).75 
Like the mother, the chorus bewails the human sacrifice, wishing to be 
Hyanthe’s companion on her fatal journey. It does not question the 
necessity of the vow:  ‘Alas, bound by her father’s vows / she will pollute 
the altars by having her blood shed’ (622-623).76 
 As we have seen, the chorus members individually attempt to 
persuade Hyanthe to stay in the mountains with them, but to no avail: 
Hyanthe’s preparedness to obey her inborn piety prevails. Following 
Iosabas’ concise account of the sacrifice, the chorus elaborates upon his 
words. Indeed, Hyanthe has been sacrificed and the chorus saw it all. Not 
yet, however, does it focus on Hyanthe’s role, but rather, like Iosabas, on 
the fact that the mother is still ignorant. Then, in the final song, the chorus’ 
lyrical Latin gains momentum, providing with its style such strength as if it 
                                                 
72 Religio vana est, sanguinem alienum dare. / Adhaec quod istam victimam nunquam Deus / adspexit, 
illi pecora non homines litant / fuso cruore, scelera non placant Deum. 
73 Cf. the table on p. 109. 
74 An ipsa vox in faucibus / compressa sine caussa stupet? / Quodcumque id est, grande est malum / 
pro quo tot erumpunt metus. 
75  Te [sc. Iephten] signis recolet fama perennibus, / et nomen referet tuum: / non unquam Stygio 
flumine mergitur / virtus parta Laboribus: / qua Sol purpureo nascitur  aethere / qua denascitur 
aequore, / Iephtaeos titulos fama loquacior. Jephthah’s name will even be remembered in the 
land where the sun sets, i.e. in the West, which can, from an Israeli perspective, easily be 
understood as Lummenaeus’ own Western-Europe. 
76 Heu, heu, votis vincta paternis / sanguine fuso polluet aras. 
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was to carry the girl’s spirit to heaven on the carriage that is their 
lamentation. The chorus works its way towards a beautiful climax, in which 
attention centres not on tragic shock and awe, but on praise, lamentation 
and song.77 Their lament signifies the first of those which they then and 
there ‘vow’ will be held in Hyanthe’s honour for all the years to come: ‘This 
is the last thing we will vow in mourning you, / Hyanthe: whenever this day 
will return to us, / you too will return to us. We will bewail you / every year, 
and our pain will live forever’ (1552-1555).78 
 On a side note, the chorus also serves a practical end in theatrical 
terms, e.g. in describing scenes at which the audience had not been present 
(but, since it consists of Hyanthe’s friends, its accounts are ‘coloured’ and 
not free from emotions) and in masking time lapses. In recognizing 
Buchanan’s indebtedness to Ovid’s Metamorphoses, Lummenaeus also got the 
name for one of the individual chorus members from the Roman poet.79 
 
 

Tragic focus: a comparison 
 

Having established both a structural comparison between Lummenaeus’ and 
Buchanan’s plays, as well as having determined the exact positions of the 
different characters in Lummenaeus’ Iephte, I will now attempt to establish 
the tragic focus, which will in turn aid in determining the play’s theological 
position. 
 In structuring his Iephte, Lummenaeus did not slavishly follow 
Buchanan. But neither did Lummenaeus attempt to hide his debt to 
Buchanan (indeed, how could he: the Scottish model was one of the most 
famous Biblical tragedies of the sixteenth century); rather, he willingly 
acknowledged Buchanan’s tragedy as his point of departure. Do any 
similarities, then, not indicate Lummenaeus’ plagiarism, but his approval of 
the model?80 And similarly, do differences between the two plays indicate 

                                                 
77 A method embraced in Lummenaeus’ other plays as well; cf. chapter three. 
78 Hoc ultimum vovemus in luctus tuos / Hyantha, dum recurret hic nobis dies, / et tu recurres, annuus 
fiet tibi / deplanctus iste, et vivet aeternus dolor. 
79 With regards to the names of some of the personae, cf. above, p. 186nt56. 
80  Some critics have been rather preoccupied with their unfounded criticism of 
Lummenaeus’ supposed plagiarism, e.g. Valentin, Le theâtre des Jesuits, II, 789: ‘En réalité, 
Marca est un plagiaire de Buchanan dont il se borne à préciser les idées pour les mettre 
en plein accord avec la position romaine sur les vœux.’ In a note (1271n172) he adds: 
‘Jusque dans le titre!’, which doubtlessly refers to the alternative title of the 1613 Iephte 
provided by, amongst others, Porwig (De Jephtastoff, 27), but which I have not yet seen in 
any copy of any Iephte-edition: Iephte sive votum Hebraei illius ducis temere factum et impie 
impletum. Porwig refers to the copy of Lummenaeus’ Opera omnia in the University Library 
of Wrocław in Poland (formerly also known as Breslau), but – provided the copy 
preserved there today is the same as in 1932 –, it does not contain any alternative title. In 
fact, the same ‘subtitle’ is already mentioned by Antonius Sanderus in 1624 (De 
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Lummenaeus’ willing deviation from this model to comply with his own 
(confessional) view on the subject and his stylistic agenda? 

Lummenaeus discarded of the divine prologue, which meant 
shedding radically the initial moral lesson provided. Buchanan’s angel made 
it clear that Jephthah would not ‘assess himself by the outcome of this battle, 
and grow proud and arrogant with success’ and therefore he would at once 
‘be overwhelmed with domestic loss, and his arrogant airs [would be] 
shattered and retreat.’ 81  This touch of divine reasoning is left out by 
Lummenaeus, thus providing less interpretational guidance and leaving more 
room for the audience’s own explorations of the theme (though under the 
constant and strict custody of the auctorial techniques). Furthermore, 
Lummenaeus explicitly refrains from introducing Jephthah’s unsuccessful, 
but nonetheless praiseworthy negotiations with the Ammonite king. Instead, 
he introduces Jephthah’s bravery in the face of death, at a moment when the 
other soldiers were running and hiding. Thus, Lummenaeus contributes to 
another dimension of Jephthah’s presentation, reinforcing the idea that 
indeed a divine power had given him extra strength, as Jephthah himself had 
already sensed,82 and allowing the vow to gain more credibility and apparent 
validity. 
 Above all, Lummenaeus radically shifts the tragic focus by not only 
significantly advancing the revelation of Jephthah’s vow to his wife and 
daughter, but also by having Jephthah make this revelation personally, which 
creates ample opportunity for Iris and Hyanthe to respond directly. But the 
structural differences generate effects that are much more varied: 
Lummenaeus’ approach means that the emphasis in effect shifts from 
discussing the legitimacy of the vow and the sacrifice – by then rather fixed 
elements –, to the mental and physical effects of this terrifying awareness on 
the characters involved, allowing him to spend more than half of the play on 
exploring the emotional reactions of the daughter and the mother. Indeed, 
this focus on the mental effects can be found much more in Lummenaeus’ 
Iephte than in Buchanan’s Iephthes, even though the latter, too, had laid focus 
there, as has been suggested by McGregor.83 With Buchanan, however, this 
conclusion appears much more artificial and far-fetched, mostly because we 
remember the uncompromising structural importance assigned to the 
theological discussions. If it was indeed Lummenaeus’ intention to explore 

                                                                                                                                            
Gandavensibus, 60), and served no other purpose than briefly describing the work. Thus, 
Sanderus similarly provided for, e.g., Carcer Babylonius: sive caedes liberorum Sedechiae Regis, et 
exoculatio eius in Reblatha. 
81 Porro ne Iephtes quoque / se metiatur exitu huius proelii / et intumescat insolens rebus bonis, / 
damno obruetur protinus domestico, / cedentque fracti contumaces spiritus, Buchanan, Iephthes, 
prologue 51-55, translation by Sharratt and Walsh, George Buchanan, 65. 
82 Iephte (1608/9), l. 69: Nescio quid animus maior a solito furit, ‘I do not know why my soul is 
infuriated more than usual’. Cf. above, p. 185. 
83 McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 137. 
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these psychological effects, he at least made sure that he could profit from a 
more effective structure to facilitate this exploration.  
 The importance Lummenaeus assigned to the daughter’s retreat in the 
mountains is inseparably connected to the absence of an overt theological 
discussion. As the analysis of the characters’ individual positions has made 
apparent, the dividing lines are quite clear from the outset (and with regard 
to the tragic ending of the narrative as dictated by Scripture any discussion 
would eventually be more or less futile anyway): on the one hand, there are 
Jephthah and his daughter, who both consider the vow to be legitimate. This 
legitimacy apparently overrules their personal attitude towards human 
sacrifice, which, even though it is becoming painfully prominent even with 
Jephthah himself, formally remains irrelevant. On the other hand, there are 
the mother and the chorus, who on their part do not discuss the legitimacy 
of the vow itself, but emphasize the vow’s consequences, i.e. human 
sacrifice. This contrast enables a thorough insight in the inherent conflict 
between obeying God’s Law, though tragic the consequences may be, and a 
personal rationality that is influenced by emotion. Lummenaeus, in other 
words, has shown through characterization rather than theological 
discussion the firm discrepancy that has also been noted with regard to 
Buchanan’s debate between Jephthah and the priest: ‘The play centres on a 
situation that is mysteriously impervious to reason and problem-solving. (...) 
The purpose of the debate therefore is not to reach a conclusion but to 
present an irreconcilable opposition.’84 With Lummenaeus, too, a conclusion 
does not need to be reached. A conclusion had already been presupposed, 
i.e. the legitimacy of the vow, which made any discussion on or reaction to 
the vow’s consequences irrelevant in any other than a dramatic way, and 
which assumed from the outset that the ways of God’s justice are 
mysterious. 
  
 

Lummenaeus’ dramatic methods 
 

An insight into the theological position of the play’s thematic elaborations 
can most clearly be gained by means of defining the tragedy’s structural 
efficiency in enforcing moral perspectives, i.e. through establishing the 
direction in which the audience or reader is slowly drawn. Needless to say, 
we can never accurately establish the effect a character(’s presentation) had 
on the specific individuals of which a (reading) audience consisted. We can, 
however, attempt to analyse the author’s dramatic methods in constructing 
his drama, as we were in effect doing just now.85  
                                                 
84 Mueller, Children of Oedipus, 166. 
85 With regard to Buchanan’s Iephthes, McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 123 seeks to answer 
the question: ‘Whose action is to be imitated in the Jephthes?’ The method I apply here, 
will not primarily lead to a determination of the action to be imitated, but will rather 
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In Iephte, the pious rigidness of Jephthah would initially have 
unleashed feelings of horror and helplessness with a humane audience. Who, 
indeed, would even consider sacrificing his own daughter? Surely, God 
would prevent human sacrifice, as he had done with Isaac. Jephthah, 
however, neglects the issue of the human sacrifice, for, as I have shown, it is 
considered subordinate to the question of the vow, which is itself not under 
discussion. Rather often, we do receive a glimpse of his emotions, showing 
the discrepancies underlying his piety or the nature of piety in general. 
Lummenaeus’ non-argumentative approach, however, saves Jephthah from 
the personal faults laid bear in Buchanan’s drama, where the protagonist 
attempts to obscure his suffering with rationalizing argument. 86  In 
Lummenaeus’ version, the Scriptural account is taken as it had been given – 
no discussion or rhetorical trickery necessary – and the playwright worked 
from there. That is also why, in the remainder of the play, Jephthah needed 
not actively reappear again, for the audience’s attention had been turned 
from his pious rigidness to the daughter, be it somewhat forcefully.  

Opportunely, for this end, Judges 11 provided Lummenaeus with a 
second turn: when the daughter suddenly gave her consent. By placing this 
consent early on in the play, Lummenaeus was left with enough room to 
digress as well on another element provided by Scripture: the daughter’s 
retreat in the mountains. With these elements – which are in fact following 
the Biblical chronology more closely than Buchanan, who even completely 
left out the daughter’s retreat –, Lummenaeus could then effectively rely on 
emotional digressions rather than theological discussion.  

Does this, then, suggest that Lummenaeus shared common ground 
with Erasmus’ views on the didactic process tragedy entails? In tragoedia 
praecipue spectandos affectus, et quidem fere acriores illos. Hi quibus rebus moveantur, 
paucis ostendet [sc. praeceptor]. Tum argumenta veluti declamantium, ‘In tragedy, the 
teacher will point out that particular attention should be paid to the 
emotions aroused, and especially, indeed, to the more profound. He will 
show briefly how these effects are achieved. Then he will deal with the 
arguments of the speakers as if they were set pieces of rhetoric.’87 Indeed, 
with Lummenaeus, too, rhetoric comes second – but only the argumentative 

                                                                                                                                            
determine the general outlook of the play. This does not necessarily have to coincide 
with one character’s actions, but will most likely prove to consist of a complicated 
ensemble of characters and their actions. 
86 McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 124. 
87 Desiderius Erasmus, De ratione studii (ed. J.-C. Margolin, Opera omnia, I.2, Amsterdam 
1971, pp. 142-143), translation C.R. Thompson (ed.), Educational Writings, II, Collected 
Works, 24 (Toronto 1978), 687, quoted by McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 122-123; 
123nt10. The passage reminds of Richard Griffith’s theory on dramatic ‘set pieces’, 
which I have addressed in more detail elsewhere in this thesis. Cf. chapter two, p. 93. 
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rhetoric, not the Senecan rhetoric of emotion. Through the display of 
emotions, the play’s morals are likewise forced upon the audience.88  
 
 

The theological implications 
 

Having arrived at this hypothesis – unfortunately, interpretational efforts 
rarely become more than that –, which religious-confessional options have 
been left open by the author? In other words, having pinpointed the 
auctorial methods of conveying moral valuations through dramatic 
techniques, which theological views may eventually prevail? 
 We have seen that both Jephthah and his daughter hold the view that 
vows must be fulfilled, however horrible the consequences. Both, in this 
respect, show constancy in their viewpoint. It is the vow that counts, 
unfortunate though the results may be. In contrast, the mother and the 
chorus both disapprove of the sacrifice, but they essentially leave the issue 
of the vow unaddressed. These positions immediately rule out any 
theological discussion, for they would be destined to be waged at different 
levels. The basic assumption of the play’s thematic approach is, therefore, 
that vows are to be kept, and the personal suffering originating from the 
eventual fulfilment does not at all disqualify its validity. And whether or not 
the vow was made rashly – as a receptive audience would have understood 
from the chorus’ disavowing of rashness and overconfidence –, is strictly 
speaking beside the point and a discussion on these issues is therefore left 
out. This view on the legitimacy of vows, or rather this presupposition, can 
be considered, as we have seen, the traditional Catholic position, held by 
Jephthah and accepted by Hyanthe. The mother’s argumentative position, 
on the other hand, is principally non-existent in view of this basic 
assumption, and can therefore not be qualified as a true opposing opinion 
(cf. Lebègue’s argument regarding the discussion between Jephthah and the 
priest in Buchanan’s drama). Rather, her position provides a means by 
which the tragic focus shifts from Jephthah to the daughter – so that any 
negative connotations with Jephthah’s strict appearance are somewhat 
mollified – and by which the daughter’s part seems all the more admirable. 
Already had Jephthah’s position been somewhat excused, because the 
significant addition of the notion of a divine spirit, that came over Jephthah 
when he made the vow (cf. above p. 185), aligned the character with views 

                                                 
88 This counters Parente’s argument (‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 220), who 
argued that Lummenaeus preferred ‘emotional reactions, rather (...) than the intellectual 
problems implicit in the plots’. Through emotional display intellectual problems may also 
be addressed, albeit in an entirely different way methodically. Therefore, these two 
elements should not be treated as if they were serving opposing goals, for the first might 
serve to illustrate, and give shape to, the second, as Lummenaeus aptly demonstrates. 
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like those expressed by Thomas Aquinas, who argued that partly because of 
this Jephthah was named a hero of the Old Testament.89  

Nonetheless, it is Hyanthe’s position that will eventually be the one 
remembered by the audience, as her obedience to a higher power – her 
father, superficially; God, principally – is underlined by emotional rhetoric. 
Whereas in Buchanan’s play the final messenger had to be summoned to 
report Hyanthe’s final speech, this speech is absent in Lummenaeus’ account. 
Indeed, Buchanan needed this device to shift the tragic focus away from 
Jephthah and his strict piousness to the daughter, who had been lost sight of 
when Jephthah’s various discussions started. Lummenaeus, on the other 
hand, creates a dramatic structure in which the focus is gradually drawn 
towards Hyanthe and her sorrowful sense of piety, an approach already 
suggested by Pseudo-Philo, who was the first to emphasize the daughter’s 
tragedy. The affection for the girl – of her mother, her friends and her father 
Jephthah – is the tragic trigger. Contrary to what was quite common in the 
exegetical tradition, Lummenaeus avoids any discussion on Jephthah’s 
position. While Isidore of Seville had actually admired Jephthah – which was 
partly justified by his presence in the roll of heroes of the Old Testament –, 
and in early modern times, too, Jephthah’s praiseworthy position as a 
successful military leader was commonly singled out, Lummenaeus shifts all 
attention away from Jephthah. Not only does the play, in this respect, move 
away from any theological discussion towards a demonstration of man’s 
relationship to God, but it also moves away from the theme’s most recent 
applications. Instead, it returns to the Catholic position on vows, and the 
emphasis on the daughter’s voluntary sacrifice. 

There remains the typological interpretation to be addressed. As may 
have become clear, nowhere this link between Jephthah or his daughter and 
Jesus Christ or the Church is made explicit. Like the studies on the issue in 
Buchanan’s play, discussed above, here too it is fairly impossible to ‘prove’ 
an implicit typological interpretation of the tragedy, for this would have 
depended solely on the audience’s perception. Still, while threading 
cautiously on the interpretational path of Lummenaeus’ play, it appears that 
the audience – even those not aware of the typological tradition in the 
exegetical history of Judges 11 – could gradually have become aware of the 
Christological significance of the sacrifice. The exegesis of Judges 11 makes 
clear that throughout history, commentators have placed emphasis not only 
on the matter of the vow – whether it was right or wrong – but also on the 
daughter and her admirable position. It appears Lummenaeus’ Iephte, with its 
gradually increasing emphasis on the daughter, proposes a similar shift: 
would not Hyanthe’s retreat in the mountains – described at length – at one 
point or another have reminded the Christian audience of Christ’s ascent to 
the mount of Olives with his friends, as Quodvultdeus had already 

                                                 
89 Cf. above, p. 195. 
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suggested long ago?90 This detailed description of Hyanthe’s time in the 
mountains in any case receives ample attention, since it sets Lummenaeus’ 
Iephte clearly apart from Buchanan’s. And would the sheer beauty of her 
sacrificial death, her willingness and preparedness, her bravery in the face of 
death, her eyes upward to the skies while life slowly flowed from her virgin 
body – would all this not have ‘reconciled the reader to the sacrificial law’?91 
Could this allegorical interpretation have been completely denied, so that 
Hyanthe’s death had truly been in vain? In my opinion, these questions in 
themselves sufficiently deny credibility to Parente’s rather unfounded 
suggestion that ‘Lummenaeus refrained from drawing any Christological 
parallels (...), as had been customary in sixteenth-century theatre. In 
opposition to the opinions of many patristic and medieval commentators, 
the death of Jephthah’s daughter in Lummenaeus’ play did not prefigure 
Christ’s sacrificial death,’92 for, as we have seen, even in Buchanan’s tragedy 
– surely a prime example of sixteenth-century drama – the Christological 
parallel remains fairly implicit. To this typological end, Lummenaeus, in my 
view, had the final chorus play a crucial, symbolic part: as said before, the 
lyrical elevation of its song carried the audience off in a rush, in sheer lament, 
in a personal suffering actually made felt by the chorus’ devotion to Hyanthe, 
similar to a Christian’s devotion to Christ. But the underlying suffering, after 
all, denotes a tragedy, as Augustine noted: nam quare luctus et lamentatio 
decerneretur, si votum illud laetitiae fuit?, ‘For why should mourning and 
lamentation have been decreed if the vow was a thing of delight?’93 Indeed, 
it is an argumentum solidum et tragicum, a subject both solid and tragic,94 for 
tragic the sacrifice may be, the vow itself is solid. 

The analysis now enables a critical reevaluation of James Parente’s 
contextual interpretation of Lummenaeus’ Iephte. In view of the historical-
religious situation in Ghent, he noted that ‘to the fervent catholic 
Lummenaeus, Jephthah’s justification of his unnatural sacrifice of his 
daughter recalled the recent fanaticism of the Ghent Calvinists by which 
they had established themselves as the sole interpreters of God’s will’.95 
Unfortunately, Parente leaves this claim otherwise unmotivated. As my 
analysis of the drama has shown, the so-called ‘fanaticism’ of Jephthah, as 
Parente called it, is actually first and foremost based on the judge’s behavior 
                                                 
90 Cf. above, p. 175. 
91  As Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 157, suggests with regard to Buchanan. The scene is 
perhaps reminiscent of other Biblical scenes, e.g. the martyred death of St. Stephen, The 
Acts, 7:55: ‘But he, being full of the Holy Ghost, looked up stedfastly into heaven, and 
saw the glory of God, and Jesus standing on the right hand of God’ (KJV). 
92 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 233. 
93 Augustine, Quaest. Iud. 7.49.27, quoted and translated by Thompson, Writing the Wrongs, 
130. 
94 Cf. the preface to Lummenaeus’ Iephte, A2ro, quoted in the introduction to this chapter, 
p. 171. 
95 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 222-223. 
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as presented in Scripture, which is fully consistent with the traditional 
Catholic viewpoint on vows. Furthermore, the Calvinistic stance on vows 
rather decreed that vows voluntarily undertaken were not pleasing to God, 
for they represented superstition rather than devotion. 96  This Calvinistic 
viewpoint can, in my view, not be identified in Jephthah’s dramatic position. 
Would Lummenaeus not have been more accurate in his presentation if 
such topical relevance had been his aim?97 Nonetheless, the wishful desire to 
link the emergence of such theatrical pieces to contemporary debates or 
circumstances is indeed understandable. But in the case of Lummenaeus’ 
Iephte, I see no ready answers that can provide anything more than 
unfounded hypotheses. In my view, the last thing we should do is let the 
contextual circumstances stand in the way of a proper, sec interpretation of 
the play in its entirety, its dramatic techniques, the characters, and their 
positions. In short: it is analysis, not context, that dictates interpretation.98  
 
 

Other contexts of Lummenaeus’ Iephte 
 

In this chapter, I have thus far addressed Lummenaeus’ Iephte tragedy as a 
fairly abstract piece of literature. Before turning to the concluding remarks, I 
would first like to return from the abstract positions to the more earthly 
circumstances surrounding the genesis and reception of Lummenaeus’ work. 
In my view, the material circumstances and contextual facts with regard to 
Iephte should not be ignored, but it remains to be seen whether or not they 
will be able to serve a more explicit point. 

Unlike Buchanan’s drama, which was initially written and performed 
in a school setting, 99  we know hardly anything about the genesis and 
function of Lummenaeus’ Iephte. It surely did not cause a great deal of overt 

                                                 
96 McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 135-137. 
97 For the religious and political situation in Ghent around 1610, cf. chapter three, pp. 
153ff. It is interesting to note that at least two references to public performances of 
Jephthah-dramas in Ghent have survived, both however from a much earlier period. The 
first one is a diary-entry, referring to a performance of a Latin Jephthah play by Ghent 
schoolboys in March 1569, which notes that Jephthah killed his own child, and thus 
acted against the natural law of parents having to keep their children safe from harm (cf. 
Frans de Potter (ed.), Dagboek van Cornelis en Philip van Campene, 213). The other is 
mentioned by Decavele, Gent. Apologie, 403: a Ghent Chamber of Rhetoric, De Fonteine, 
staged a Spel van Jefta on the fifth of January 1578, of which three copies have survived, 
celebrating the entry of William of Orange in Ghent on the 29th of December 1577, and 
in which Orange was compared to Judas Maccabeus. At best, these references show the 
versatility of the Jephthah-theme as a dramatic subject with a broad topical potential. 
98 In the conclusion to this thesis, I will once again turn to the Iephte in an attempt to 
understand the position of this tragedy in the life and times of Lummenaeus, based on 
the conclusions reached here. Cf. below, p. 215. 
99 For instance McFarlane, Buchanan, 194. 
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controversy. The title page provides us with the year 1608, the printer’s 
mark on the final page (p. 78 / f. K3vo) with 1609.100 A manuscript of the 
play is preserved in the community library of Arras (number 476), and 
Merlevede judges its text to be somewhat older than the first printed 
edition.101 In Louvain (1613) a slightly reworked version of Iephte appeared in 
the Opera Omnia, and two thoroughly abridged – and again mutually slightly 
different – versions in Rome (1624) and Douai (1628).102 We know little 
about Lummenaeus from the years leading up to 1608, other than that he 
was living and working at St Peter’s abbey in Ghent (cf. chapter one of this 
thesis). Whether or not he was connected to any educational institute, 
remains uncertain. 103  Therefore, ingenious – but bold – contextual 
interpretations that have been proposed with regard to Buchanan’s school 
play (e.g. ‘sacrifice is the female equivalent of war, the play projects the boys’ 
anxieties about having to die for their country or their faith’104) are much 
more complicated with regard to Lummenaeus’ drama. If Lummenaeus had 
                                                 
100 Merlevede, Het Iephte-drama, 11, suggests that printing of the Iephte probably started in 
1608 and finished in 1609. 
101  Merlevede, Het Iephte-drama, 18. Cf. id., 15-18 for more in-depth information 
regarding the manuscript. The Iephte-manuscript had already been listed in Haenel’s 
Catalogus librorum manuscriptorum (p. 43: Tragedia de voto Jeptae p. Cornelium a Marca; saec. 
XVII. 12) as early as 1830. 
102  Cf. Merlevede, Het Iephte-drama, passim, for a synoptic edition of the different 
versions. For this case-study, I have chosen to analyse only the 1608(-1609) edition, since 
it contains the ‘original’ version, in which the author specifically mentions Buchanan. The 
manuscript may perhaps provide an older text, but probably did not reach an audience 
that compares with that of the printed edition. In any case, this case-study provides only 
a first attempt to methodically analyse Lummenaeus’ play in a theological context. For 
the other editions, a similar analysis can be initiated: the 1624 and 1628 editions of Iephte 
are modified to such an extent as compared to the 1608-1613 editions, that they would 
well deserve a separate analysis, heeding the specific circumstances then involved. 
103 Except, somewhat later, for the sessions of Erycius Puteanus’ school of rhetoric in 
Louvain, the Palaestra Bonae Mentis, at which Lummenaeus appears to have been a regular 
guest. Cf. chapter one, pp. 29ff. Porwig, Der Jephtastoff, 16-38, counts Lummenaeus’ 
tragedies as ‘Schuldrama auf katholischer Seite’, basing herself (p. 27), it seems, on a letter 
by abbot Angelus Gryllus of St. Paul’s abbey in Rome, who suggested the moral and 
didactic function of Lummenaeus’ tragedies: Quid si sacrarum litterarum professorem, 
cothurnum Sophocleum indutum, cernam abigere a Republica Christiana Comicorum turbam, in morum 
corruptelam, inservientem adolescentibus, et pietatem una cum religione a pectoribus nostris semoventem! 
Facessant Plauti, evanescant Terentii, sintque a nobis procul isti profani, ‘What if I would see a 
professor of sacred literature, bestowed with the tragic grandeur of Sophocles, expell 
from our Christian world the herds of comedians, who corrupt our morals, who, aimed 
at our youngsters, remove from our chests piety along with faith! Let the Plautines give 
way, let the Terentians vanish, let those heathens be far from us!’ These words alone, 
unfortunately, do not prove that Lummenaeus’ tragedies were school drama. Rather, they 
emphasize first and foremost the opposition between (classical) comedy and Biblical 
tragedy. In any case, Porwig’s classification is rather rough, for she counts Buchanan’s 
play as ‘Schuldrama auf protestantischer Seite’. 
104 Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 155. 
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indeed written his play as a school drama, he would perhaps have been right, 
in the eyes of some modern critics, to replace Buchanan’s theological 
discussion with emotional rhetoric, which was a much more effective means 
of indoctrination. 105  On the other hand, lively debate is a central 
characteristic of school drama,106 which Lummenaeus’ Iephte, but also his 
other plays, definitely lack. Elsewhere in this thesis the structural stylistics 
have been addressed in more detail. 

In any case, references to theatrical performances of the Iephte are few, 
and above all dubious. In his published correspondence, Lummenaeus’ 
friend Justus Rycquius refers twice to the Iephte in two letters from 1610. In 
the first, he writes from Rome: De Iephte Cornelii a Marca, συμμαθητοῦ 
quondam mei, laetum omnino fuit, ‘About the Iephte of Cornelius à Marca, once 
my fellow student, I have heard only good things’; in the second: Cornelii 
Marcani famam percepi, Iephten Tragoediam non vidi, tanto omnium plausu exceptam, 
ut nemo esset in Orchestra Litteraria, qui pollicem non premeret, ‘I have heard of 
Cornelius à Marca’s fame, but I have not seen his Iephte tragoedia, which has 
been received with so much applause from everyone, so that there can be no 
one in the Theater of Letters, who does not approve’.107 In spite of what we 
would like these words to mean, chances are slim Rycquius is here referring 
to actual theatre performances. Both letters address the rising star of 
Ghent’s status in the supranational respublica litteraria – thanks to, indeed, 
men like Lummenaeus –, which is here meant by Orchestra Litteraria, with 
orchestra denoting nothing more than a playful theatrical metaphor.108 With 

                                                 
105  Scholarly opinions disagree on whether or not Buchanan’s theological discussion 
provided dramatic material that was suited for an effective stage treatment. E.g. Sypherd, 
Jephthah and his Daughter, 16, supposes that theological discussion did not provide good 
dramatic material for an effective stage treatment, while McFarlane, Buchanan, 198, notes 
that the discussion ‘from the standpoint of a Renaissance audience, provides that debate 
which seems to have given so much pleasure to spectators (as in La Taille or Garnier)’. A 
modern scholar, however, is probably never fully able to ignore his modern values and 
put himself in the position of a Renaissance audience, as Murray Roston’s conclusion lays 
bear (Biblical Drama, 81): ‘Its [i.e. Buchanan’s Iephthes] lengthy Senecan-type speeches on 
the problem of fulfillment of vows make it dull reading today and it lacks any real 
dramatic power.’ McFarlane seems to have the better argument, since aligning 
Buchanan’s methods with those of other Renaissance dramatists makes its validity more 
plausible, which, in fact, comes close to what I have argued with regard to the tradition 
of Lummenaeus’ dramatic poetics. Cf. chapter three. 
106 McGregor, ‘Sense of Tragedy’, 138. 
107 Justus Rycquius, Epistolarum selectarum centuria altera, nova, in qua mixtim quaesita et censurae 
(Lovanii, typis Christophori Flavii 1615), 113 and 160-161 respectively. Parente, ‘The 
Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 216-217, sums up these and several other passages, 
taking them at face-value. 
108 Such metaphors were often used in Lummenaeus’ dedicatory letters. With no other 
evidence available, they can solely be regarded as common theatrical metaphors. 
Examples of such metaphors are many, e.g. the incipit of the dedicatory letter of 
Lummenaeus’ Iephte tragoedia sacra (Romae, apud I. Mascardum 1624): Iephten paludatum, et 
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other evidence of performances lacking, it is unknown who constituted 
Lummenaeus’ target-audience, other than his circle of humanist 
colleagues.109 
 
 

Concluding remarks 
 

In this chapter, I have initiated a thematic and structural comparison of 
Buchanan’s and Lummenaeus’ Jephthah tragedies.110 The combined repoussoir 
of the exegetical field and the results yielded by the investigations of 
Buchanan’s play, helped to create distinctive demarcations for Lummenaeus’ 
tragedy as well. 

As a dramatic treatment of the Jephthah-theme, as a literary product, 
it would perhaps not be unfair to call Lummenaeus’ 1608 Iephte an attempted 
emulation of Buchanan’s tragedy. Our author recognized certain advantages 
in Buchanan’s treatment of the theme, and took the Scotchman’s work as 
his point of departure. In doing so, he clearly did not attempt to hide this 
debt; rather, he stimulated the reader to initiate a comparison between both 
plays, in the course of which the attentive reader would have spotted very 
specific structural and, consequently, focus-related differences. The 
comparison would lead a reader to conclude that Lummenaeus surely did 
not, in the words of Parente, ‘share Buchanan’s view that Jephthah’s tragedy 
arose from his conceited misperception of his obligation to fulfill his rash 
oath and execute his own daughter.’111 On the contrary: my analysis has 
shown that Lummenaeus did not consider the obligation to fulfill the oath a 
conceited misconception at all. 

Interestingly, the Jephthah theme also made a significant appearance 
in another specimen of Lummenaeus’ literary production, a 1617 homilia 
from the collection Corona virginea sive stellae duodecim, id est duodecim homiliae 
sacrae (Ghent 1618). In the third homilia Lummenaeus says: 

 

                                                                                                                                            
misera fortuna crudelem in viscera filiae suae, plaustro tragico in scenam veho; or the incipit of the 
dedicatory letter of Lummenaeus’ Amnon (1617): Amnonem Tragoediam in cothurnis at te mitto. 
Luculentum argumentum est, et quod mereatur plaustris in scenam vehi. In his many speeches, 
Lummenaeus also liberally employed theatrical metaphors. Cf. the biographical chapter, p. 
75nt237. 
109 The Rome edition of 1624 had, as noted above, been thoroughly revised. It may be 
that Lummenaeus modified the play in order for it to be more suited for performance. 
An analysis of this new version could be shaped as any of the case studies in this thesis – 
but confirmation of a performance would still only be possible by archival evidence. 
110 The comparison has left aside the strictly literary aspects of both tragedies. The literary 
traditions with which Lummenaeus’ poetics connect have been extensively discussed in 
chapter 2. 
111 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’,  218. 
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‘Most commendable to God is virginal chastity, which I find 
hardly anywhere in the ancient writings, but in Jephthah’s only 
daughter, who, bound by her father’s vows (so Scripture attests), 
did not know man or marriage, who yet not denied herself to be 
the voluntary victim of his sacrifice, for she had first (so the 
words of the text) bewailed her virginity in the mountains 
during a three month period of mourning, after which she 
sacrificed it to God; this thus even commends the girl, it praises 
her decency and grace, because she never gave up her chastity, 
and steadfastly held on to it, because her harsh father had 
ordered it somewhat roughly.’ 112 

 
In this homilia, spoken at the Ghent Society of Jesus in 1617 at the occasion 
of the Purificatio Mariae (the Purification of the Virgin, or Candlemas (i.e. 2 
February)), Lummenaeus clearly commends virginal chastity and recalls the 
example provided by Jephthah’s daughter. The text of the homilia, in my 
view, substantiates the reading of his Iephte tragoedia sacra given above. It 
confirms that, in Lummenaeus’ view, the focus of the narrative should shift 
to the position of the daughter rather than of the father. Her position, in the 
end, is the commendable one, while her father’s rigid adherence to the vow 
(which is itself not commented upon) turns out – from Lummenaeus’ 
perspective, not according to Scripture! – only to have been duriuscule, 
somewhat harsh.  

There is, however, also a clear difference in presentation. In the play 
no emphasis is placed on Hyanthe’s commendable chastity. Rather, as we 
have seen, her decisiveness and willingness to obey a higher authority are the 
characteristics that are underlined by the dramatic structure and techniques. 
Though both works present the Biblical narrative with a focus on the 
daughter’s position, the tragedy underlines the daughter’s admirable 
handling of her tragic fate,113 while the homilia, emphasizing the Biblical text 
(virginitatem, Jud. 11:38/39), reiterates her adherence to chastity. In the 
homilia, in short, a moral is made explicit, which is not surprising in view of 
the collection Corona Virginea, a tribute to the Holy Virgin. The tragedy, on 
the other hand, leaves the morals implicit, for reasons I will address in this 
                                                 
112 Commendatissima Deo Virginalis pudicitia est, quam in antiquis monumentis nullibi fere reperio, 
nisi forte in una Iephtide, quae paternis obstricta votis (teste scriptura) virum et coniugium ignoravit, 
quae tamen non voluntarie admodum sacrificasse ex eo redarguitur, quod virginitatem suam (textus verba 
sunt) prius in montibus trimestri luctu defleverit, quam Deo Opt. Max. immolaret; sic tamen etiam 
commendat hoc puellam istam, decorem et gratiam conciliat, quod pudorem non prostituit, et obnixe 
tenuit, quod rigidus Pater duriuscule imperavit (Corona Virginea (1618), 51). 
113 Note especially that the daughter will not retreat into the mountains to bewail her 
virginity, but her fatum: fatisque condona [sc. tu, Iephte] meis: ut donec aureos Luna bis tranet polos, 
/ vallata tenero virginum planctu, avijs / mea fata plorem, rupium in convallibus, ‘Grant this to my 
fate: that until the moon has twice filled its golden poles, I can bewail my fate, shrouded 
by the soft cries of maidens, in mountain valleys’ (ll. 610-612). 
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thesis’ conclusion.114 It should be clearly noted, however, that in the homilia, 
too, any possible link to monastic vows is not connected to the Jephthah-
theme (as has been argued with regard to Buchanan’s play, cf. above), or is 
at least left implicit: the example of Jephthah’s daughter is rather employed 
to celebrate Mary’s holy virginity, to which Lummenaeus was especially 
devoted. 115  It is significant that here, too, the issue of the vow is left 
completely unaddressed. 

The lack of contextual evidence regarding the genesis and reception 
of Iephte had not kept James Parente from considering Lummenaeus’ choice 
of subject in view of the historical-religious situation in Ghent, i.e. Jephthah 
denoting Calvinistic fervor. The analysis of Lummenaeus’ play has 
proficiently demonstrated that the dramatic perspectives do not support this 
claim and that any such conclusion would require additional, extra-textual 
evidence. Adhering to the Catholic stance on vows, Lummenaeus in fact 
moved the tragedy away from the overt theological debate and into the 
realm of emotion. He thus prevented distractions caused by theological 
discussions, while rather emphasizing emotions, which were actually 
considered much more effective than learned dialogue. In itself, this 
departure from the grand model, Buchanan, could easily explain 
Lummenaeus’ choice of topic and his ‘defensive’ dedicatory letter, if he 
indeed considered Buchanan’s treatment – both from a literary and thematic 
perspective – irreconcilable with his own thoughts on the issue. To this end, 
Iephte’s perspectives of value take the audience by the hand. The shift in 
tragic focus, the lack of argumentative dialogue, the presence of dramatic 
irony, the rhetoric of emotion, the verbally-visual shock effect: all these 
tools were distinguishably and decidedly used by the skillful, goal oriented 
craftsman, and contributed to steadfastly guiding the audience onto the 
steady course he had set out on the rough seas of Biblical drama. 
 

 

                                                 
114 Cf. below, pp. 217-220. 
115  Lummenaeus’ devotion to the Virgin Mary can be deduced from the numerous 
references in his work, as well as from his plan to write a local history of Mary after the 
examples set by Justus Lipsius and Erycius Puteanus. Cf. the biographical chapter, pp. 
51-52. Interestingly, Lipsius' treatises on the Holy Virgin had provoked rather heated 
reactions in non-Catholic countries. Cf. De Landtsheer, ‘Justus Lipsius’s Treatises on the 
Holy Virgin’. 



 

 

 

CONCLUSION 
THE ENIGMA EXPOSED? 

 
 

Both the life and work of the Ghent Benedictine Jacobus Cornelius 
Lummenaeus à Marca (c. 1580 - c. 1628) have proved impalpable. His life is 
perhaps best described as of paradoxical nature: he showed both a natural 
propensity towards piety that demanded internal and introvert 
contemplation, and a literary talent that – in order to be fully counted – was 
best served by an extrovert approach. While devoting his entire life to pious 
literature, he gradually became entangled in a noisy web of allegedly rampant 
behaviour, through which his piety could scarcely make itself heard. Though 
this aspect has received infinitely more attention than his literary production, 
still, if anything, religion serves as the central theme of his life. And to this 
noble cause he set his pagan Muses. 

Born to a family of which most members were to occupy respectful 
positions in society, Cornelius too treaded on the path of ambition: in those 
troubled times of the late sixteenth, early seventeenth century, when the 
Southern Netherlands had lost their momentum to the Northern Provinces 
both economically and culturally, Lummenaeus slipped into the international 
network of humanists that had formed around the Louvain professor 
Erycius Puteanus, where he made a name for himself as author of Biblical 
tragedies and as a gifted orator. A man with his devotion and talent for 
rhetoric and poetry would often become a school rector, a courtier, a 
professor, an abbot. But though he never quite obtained – or even wanted 
to obtain? – any such post, still his ambitions were grand, his outlook 
international. Accordingly, his life knew many successes. He revived and 
redesigned Latin Biblical tragedy, published various prose and (religious) 
poetry, and managed to skillfully employ his rhetorical talent in the various 
areas of his professional life, enabling him to visit the world-renowned cities 
of Italy and to befriend some of the most illustrious men of his time. 

Nonetheless, Lummenaeus remained on the outer edges of 
contemporary attention. Perhaps he considered a secluded life in an abbey 
the ideal opportunity to peacefully develop his Christian-humanist calling. 
His extant publications and correspondence make clear that he gradually 
reserved ever less space for non-religious literature, even passing up on his 
best chance of world fame – writing a history of the Dutch Revolt –, in 
order to devote his efforts almost exclusively to the Holy Virgin. Still, 
however, his literary production may seem to have functioned only in the 
margins of the Counter-Reformist offensive, keeping an orderly distance to 
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controversial issues. In his speeches, abounding with Biblical and classical 
images, he for the most part resisted the urge to touch upon contemporary 
events. The same applies to his tragic production, the contexts of which 
remain unclear to this day. Were they written for performance at schools or 
colleges? Or did he solely intend them to be read or recited in humanist 
circles? In any case, he seems to have thought that a literature that was 
released from most contemporary bonds would be the key to eternal fame 
and international, supra-confessional admiration. But while his friends and 
fellow humanists admired his poetical and rhetorical skills, in the storm of 
partisan and polemically charged literature his production was soon 
forgotten. A restless man, he had trouble successfully combining his 
religious piety and humanist calling; a man of weak health, who was 
charismatic and intelligent enough to procure the assistance of many 
dignitaries, but who nonetheless failed to make it all the way to the top; a 
man who, at least in the unforgiving eyes of history, remained struggling in 
margine; a monastic who was unable to win over to his cause the one patron 
he needed most, his own abbot. 
 
 

Exposing the enigma 
 

In this thesis, I have initiated research into the possibilities of the contextual 
interpretation of early modern Latin drama. As a case study, the dramas of 
Lummenaeus à Marca provide an exceptional challenge: both the author and 
the printed editions of his work have yielded close to nothing about the 
various contexts of his drama (genesis, poetics, performance, distribution, 
etc.), and thus, if we want to be able to say anything about the interpretational 
possibilities, we are forced to work first and foremost from the actual texts 
themselves. But while these texts have been subjected to only summary 
modern research, bold attempts to link Lummenaeus’ works to various 
contextual circumstances have nonetheless been undertaken. 1  Not 
surprisingly, I have called these earlier results into question: I have argued 
that properly substantiated conclusions will in any case have to be based 
primarily on textual evidence. In order, then, to provide this textual evidence, 
I first had to map Lummenaeus’ literary model, before continuing to identify 
literary strategies, to distill mutually interactive perspectives of value and, 
eventually, to move the investigation from text to context.  

 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
1 Cf. for instance p. 139, regarding Carcer Babylonius. 
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Lummenaeus’ literary models 
 

Lummenaeus à Marca never hid his literary debts, though the opposite has 
been stated.2 On the contrary: by explicitly referring to George Buchanan’s 
Iephthes in the preface to his own Jephthah-tragedy, the author actually 
invites the reader to consider his Iephte alongside the famous work of the 
Frenchman-from-Scotland. By referring to Robert Garnier’s tragedy Les 
Juifves in the poem honouring Hermann de Bourgogne’s Sedecias tragoedia, 
Lummenaeus attests to being aware of the work by his widely known 
French predecessor.3 Any scholarly comparison should take such precious 
clues into account, and it would be rather shortsighted to call Lummenaeus’ 
work – without further substantiation – mere plagiarism of these models, as 
Jean-Marie Valentin has done.4 

Throughout chapter two, I have argued that Lummenaeus gradually 
created a dramatic model that was based primarily, though not exclusively, 
not only on the tragedies of Seneca, but also on the tragedies of the French 
Renaissance authors. And – so I argue – like these French humanist 
tragedians before him, Lummenaeus worked with models of dramatic 
techniques rather than dramatic treatises, like Jean de La Taille’s De l’Art de 
la tragédie, or Scaliger’s Poetics.5 This, however, does not mean that his work – 
or that of the French humanists, for that matter – is mere plagiarism: rather, 
Lummenaeus’ indebtedness to these models resulted in a healthy spirit of 
competition that ranged from imitatio to aemulatio, and which resulted in a 
literary dialogue, so to speak, in which Lummenaeus’ position can be 
primarily identified by determining the different dramatic choices he made (a 
‘foreignization’ between source and reception, which he realized most 
distinctly by means of thematic variations6 ) – to which he even rather 
explicitly confesses with regard to Buchanan’s Iephthes, as we have seen.7 I 
have argued, in fact, that Lummenaeus, by creating a type of drama that 
consisted almost entirely of monologue and chorus song, successfully 
attempted to move beyond these models.8 Still, though his work received 
ample praise from his fellow humanists, Lummenaeus never obtained a 
literary success that could match De La Taille’s or Garnier’s. Had he 
overplayed his hand?  

                                                 
2 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 217. 
3 For Lummenaeus’ reference to Buchanan, see Iephte (1608), A2ro-vo (cf. above, p. 171); 
for Garnier, see Puteanus, Epistolarum Reliquiae, 98, reprinted in Lummenaeus, Opera omnia, 
231-232 (cf. above, p. 92(nt12)). 
4 Valentin, Le theâtre des Jesuites, II, 789. 
5 Cf. chapter two, pp. 99ff. 
6 Cf. Hardwick, Reception Studies, 9. 
7 Cf. above, p. 171. 
8 Cf. chapter two, pp. 105ff. 
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In the last fifty years, the retrospect criticism which scholars of early 
modern drama had for quite some time applied in their evaluation of drama 
that had preceded the literary highlights of authors like Shakespeare and 
Corneille, has rightly given way to a critical approach that defines and 
evaluates these earlier works as products of their own time and place.9 If one 
fails to recognize the extent of Lummenaeus’ indebtedness to French 
humanist tragedy, the static model which he developed on the foundation 
laid by Seneca and brought further by the French, is consequently prone to 
being misjudged as well. 10  It is in this respect interesting to note that 
Lummenaeus himself actually appears to have been aware of the transitional 
shifts that took place within his own tragic oeuvre: he started writing tragedy 
in a somewhat hybrid manner that found its roots partly in the Dutch 
vernacular tradition of rhetorician’s drama (Dives Epulo), after which he 
overtly attempted to emulate Buchanan’s masterpiece (Iephte) and only with 
Carcer Babylonius found his own literary niche in which to give shape to the 
rest of his dramatic oeuvre. Once he had found this niche, he apparently no 
longer felt the need to provide an apologetic preface to his Carcer Babylonius 
– contrary to Iephte’s. Even though he clearly rivals Robert Garnier’s Les 
Juifves, the modest emulation has become an actual literary contest in which 
Lummenaeus deems himself a worthy adversary to his French predecessor. 

It can be assumed that Lummenaeus recognized the – relatively – 
peculiar position of his early work and considered it unfit for reappearance 
among the representatives of the grand model he had gradually created. 
After some twenty years, Lummenaeus deemed both Iephte and Carcer 
Babylonius fit for reprint (though in thoroughly modified and abridged 
versions) while the Dives Epulo did not make the cut. However, the fact that 
an author, even himself, may have recognized the gradual transition does 
not warrant a retrospect approach: after all, he had originally, in another 
time and place, deemed the Epulo fit for publication. It is in the original time 
and place, then, that the play has found its place in this investigation. 
 
 

Form and function in Lummenaeus’ tragedies 
 

An intimate knowledge of Lummenaeus’ literary models and the ways in 
which they functioned proved of fundamental importance for accurately 
assessing Lummenaeus’ dramatic structure and techniques. I have argued 
that form and function in the plays of Lummenaeus are mutually 
complementary, despite – some might instinctively suppose – the very static 
appearance of Lummenaeus’ plays. This shows clearest in the use of the 
                                                 
9 In chapter two, I have referred to these processes with regard to English and French 
drama, but also with regard to Dutch Renaissance drama. 
10 Which constitutes, in my view, one of the main flaws in earlier studies by Worp and 
Parente. Cf. chapter two (pp. 89ff.). 
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chorus, which often takes up 50 to 75% of his plays.11 Lummenaeus’ long 
and lyrical chorus songs contribute immensely to the prevailing of specific 
views expressed, by carrying the plays to emotional heights by the use of 
words alone. By reacting to the extensive monologues – Lummenaeus’ usual 
act structure is a single monologue followed by a single chorus song – which 
generally portray a single emotion (hate, grief, etc.), the plays gradually force 
upon the audience or readership a balanced perspective, an equilibrium of 
emotions in which not just one of the views is allowed to gain the upper 
hand. 

In essence, such a theatre of words, of rhetorical ‘action’ found its 
prime model in Seneca’s drama – as did many forms of European drama in 
the sixteenth and seventeenth century. Its rhetorical characteristics were 
developed even further by French Renaissance tragedians. Working from 
both these models, Lummenaeus eventually moved beyond both. But the 
novelty of his drama lies not only in the fact that the author departs from his 
models in developing the rhetorically shaped appearance of tragedy, but for 
a large part also in keeping its moral aims implicit. By means of this 
rhetorical emphasis on emovere, on language and emotion rather than on 
cunning dialogues or aphorisms, the play’s morals are steadily forced upon 
the audience. An important role in this process, that is aimed at docere and 
persuadere, is assigned to the chorus, as a mere glance at the data already 
suggests. But the extraction of the prevalent perspectives of value is rather 
complicated: Lummenaeus did not use sententiae to make certain views more 
explicit, nor did he direct the reader’s attention to important aspects of the 
play in a foreword or dedication – instead, he trusted form to generate 
function, function to be dictated by form.12 I will return on the method I 
used for extracting these views – any view, not necessarily the author’s – 
below. 

The rhetorically shaped dramatic model that Lummenaeus had 
developed has been reason for most scholars to consider his plays 
Lesedramen, or closet drama.13 But I have shown that his dramatic model was 
by far not as isolated as many have thought. Lummenaeus’ main model, the 
popular drama of Robert Garnier, was essentially devoid of dramatic action 
(in the modern sense of the word) and derived its strength most notably 
from a rhetorical display of emotions; still, his plays were widely staged, in 
the Southern Netherlands as well. 14  Additionally, the fact that a Dutch 

                                                 
11 For my discussion of Lummenaeus’ emphasis on chorus and monologue, cf. pp. 105ff. 
12 In 2002, Jan Konst suggested something similar with regard to Dutch tragedy of the 
seventeenth century, arguing that scholars have somewhat ignored the close connection 
that – in his view – exists between form and content. Cf. Konst, ‘De relatie tussen vorm 
en inhoud’.  
13 Cf. above, p. 89. 
14 As has been shown by the influential French scholar Raymond Lebègue, and more 
recently by Katell Lavéant. Cf. above, p. 92. 
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rhetorician from the Chamber of Aalst, Guilliam Caudron Sr., translated 
Lummenaeus’ Saul into the vernacular, while retaining the quintessential 
rhetorical features of the original and adding only a few ‘smoothening’ 
transitions,15 proves that these tragedies could surely have been enjoyed on 
stage, notwithstanding the fact that no decisive evidence regarding any 
performance has yet come down to us.16 
 
 

The road to contextual interpretation 
 

The research for this thesis has essentially been based on analyzing text, on 
distilling perspectives of value in conjunction with the determination of 
possible reader response reactions, and on transferring these findings onto a 
given context. James Parente’s pioneering work in the area of the contextual 
interpretation of Lummenaeus’ dramas – though not infallible – has proven 
invaluable for providing a repoussoir that encouraged further research into the 
possibilities of such research on early modern drama. These earlier 
contextualized interpretations have, however, been constructed without the 
provision of thorough textual evidence; in fact, they were based on rather 
general thematic aspects alone. 

Since Lummenaeus was partly working from the French Renaissance 
model, the contextualization of his drama would perhaps seem self-evident: 
with regard to French humanist tragedy, it has been argued that ‘a common 
characteristic of all these dramas is their topicality: thanks to these plays, the 
distant episodes of the Old Testament are relived in the audience’s 
present.’17 During the religious wars, French playwrights had been ‘naturally 
preoccupied above all with the nation’s agony: the nation’s suffering and its 
origin in the people’s sinfulness was reflected in their work, even when 
those events gradually became a distant memory.’18 The influential French 
scholar Raymond Lebègue in fact argued that if we want to fully understand 
the underlying mechanisms at work in Robert Garnier’s tragedies, we need 
to be aware of the ‘horrors of the age, of the captured cities, the violence 
and crimes of all sorts’.19 But we should not forget that this approach is for a 
large part instigated by Garnier himself, who, while refraining from any 

                                                 
15 Cf. above, pp. 129-132. 
16 The relationship between Lummenaeus’ Saul and Caudron’s translation, as well as the 
actual connection between the two men, deserve a more detailed investigation, which I 
have planned for the near future. Cf. above, p. 130nt178. 
17 ‘Le trait commun de tous ces drames c’est leur actualité: grâce à eux, de lointains 
épisodes de l’Ancien Testament reprennent vie dans l’histoire présente.’ Soulié, ‘Le 
théâtre et la Bible au XVI siècle’, 642. 
18 Street, French Sacred Drama, 60. 
19 ‘(...) les horreurs de l’époque, les villes forcées, les violences et les crimes de toutes 
sortes.’ Lebègue, La tragédie française, 46. 
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other explicit topical references in his plays, states in his preface to Les Juifves 
that Israel had caused its own misfortune, because it had ‘comme nous 
abandonné son Dieu’, abandoned their God, like we have. 

But there are also dissenting views, claiming that the audience of 
French Renaissance tragedy would have remained psychically and 
emotionally excluded from the action. The author would have created an 
‘over-distancing’ effect on the audience.20 Above all, such dissenting views 
first and foremost remind us that care should always be exercised when 
attempts to contextualize the interpretation of drama, be it French or Neo-
Latin, are undertaken, the more so when the author refrains from explicit 
statements.  

In the case of Lummenaeus’ drama, contextualized interpretations 
can not be self-evident: Parente’s previous attempts were based on thematic 
aspects alone, but these themes had such widely divergent topical uses that a 
more thorough substantiation of any such claim is required, as I have argued 
in the introduction to this thesis.21 Therefore, I have proposed an approach 
through which a play’s contextual positions may be more accurately 
pinpointed. Connecting to the set of ideas collectively known as reader-
response criticism, I have essentially attempted to reconstruct the effects of 
text on a (reading) audience. In what way(s) did Lummenaeus’ dramatic texts 
guide the audience? For this, I have first, by means of a thorough analysis of 
form and function, determined the perspectives of value expressed by the 
different characters, and weighed them within the play as a whole. Which 
perspectives, so to say, prevailed? The answer(s) to this question I have then 
tried to combine, or ‘match’ with specific contextual circumstances. 

It is only fair, however, to call into question the objective validity of 
the results thus obtained: reader-response criticism has, quite understandably, 
been labelled a ‘subjectivist feast’.22 In fact, the method applied in this thesis 
is confronted with subjectivity in two ways: not only in the person of the 
researcher, but also, and perhaps most notably, in his reconstruction of a 
contemporary reader’s own subjective interpretation. However negative the 
connotations summoned by something as ‘subjectivism’ – let alone such a 
dual-layered phenomenon which I just described –, it is something that 
proved unavoidable in this research. 23  The inevitability stems necessarily 
from the lack of other means on which a reasoned contextualization of 
Lummenaeus’ tragedies can be based: if we were not able, as a reader, to 
subjectively explore the text itself, what other options would then remain? 
Some comfort may perhaps be gathered from a striking thought that can 
mutatis mutandis also be applied here: ‘The question of whether value is in the 
                                                 
20 Zamparelli, The Theater of Claude Billard, 33-34. 
21 Cf. above, pp. 1-2. See for instance also p. 201nt97. 
22 Cf. Davis and Womack, Formalist Criticism and Reader-Repsonse Theory, 63ff. 
23 There are historians who actually praise the workings of subjectivity. Cf. Ankersmit, 
Historical Representation, ch. 2 ‘In Praise of Subjectivity’, pp. 75-103. 
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poem or in the reader is radically and permanently ambiguous, requiring two 
answers. Of course the value is not in there, actually, until it is actualized, by 
the reader. But of course it could not be actualized if it were not there, in 
potential, in the poem.’24 With Lummenaeus’ drama, then, it is up to the 
reader to actualize any contextualization; and since the early modern reader 
has left us nothing to work with, it is in fact up to the modern researcher to 
reconstruct a reader’s perception, by essentially becoming that reader and 
subjecting himself to the text’s potential. 
 
 

Struggle, perseverance and the Catholic cause 
 

In Carcer Babylonius (1610), Lummenaeus calls attention to two types of 
rebellion – political and religious –, both of which were highly topical in 
view of the dissident Protestants of the Northern Provinces. But that does 
not necessarily mean that the play actually engages in polemics against those 
Protestants.25 In fact, my analysis has shown that the audience’s perception 
might very well have generated quite the opposite: in war, the people – no 
matter what side they are on – never win. Through the chorus, attention 
rather shifts from the cause of rebellion to the misery and suffering of the 
ordinary people, while maybe – we are talking 1609-1610, the early stages of 
the Twelve Years’ Truce – even alluding to the current opportunity for long 
lasting peace personified by Archduke Albert.26  

Something similar may have been the case with Iephte (1608-1609): 
there are no discussions on the validity of the vow, and the tragic display 
does not leave room for pointing fingers. Thus, the tragedy does not aim, as 
Parente claimed, at convicting Calvinistic rigor in adhering too strictly to 
religious laws. In Iephte, too, it is through rhetorical monologues and 
extensive choral lament that the audience’s attention is drawn first and 
foremost to the admirable attitude of Jephthah’s daughter as an – explicitly 
implicit!27 – Christological parallel and a celebration of Mary’s Holy Virginity. 

                                                 
24 Booth, The Company We Keep, 89 (quoted by Davis and Womack, Formalist Criticism and 
Reader-Repsonse Theory, 57). 
25 I have also shown that a full implementation of a ‘Protestant-parallel’ would ultimately 
lead to rather insurmountable interpretational difficulties. Cf. pp. 158-159. 
26 Cf. pp. 166-167. In the analysis of Carcer Babylonius in chapter three, I have briefly 
discussed some issues of sovereignty and kingship. It may not have gone unnoticed that 
the issues essentially go much deeper than just an appraisal of the Archducal regime, for 
which I argued there. Frans-Willem Korsten’s Sovereignty as Inviolability has shown that 
there are many aspects to ‘sovereignty’ and its presentation in drama that deserve a more 
thorough investigation; whether or not such an in-depth investigation would cause the 
relevance of these plays to extend beyond the confines of their own time and place, as 
Korsten argued with respect to Vondel’s drama (p. 21), would surely be an interesting 
perspective for further research. 
27 Cf. below, ‘The essence of Christian tragedy’, pp. 217-220. 
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But here the limitations of this contextual approach become clearly visible as 
well: though I have been able, by means of textual evidence, to refute 
Parente’s contextual claim, the results have not readily warranted an 
alternative suggestion. But perhaps the dramatic outlook – a rather explicit 
appraisal of virtuous submission to God, even in the face of adversity, and a 
celebration of Mary – can be understood in the light of Lummenaeus’ 
dedication to his own abbot, Cornelius Columbanus Vrancx. His very first 
publication, the tragedy could have served to strengthen and celebrate the 
restoration of Catholic faith (the cult of the Holy Virgin is, of course, 
something that is not found in Protestantism) and to commemorate and 
praise the perseverance of those who had lived through the recent hardships 
under Calvinistic rule. The dedication of Iephte to Vrancx – who practically 
embodied Ghent’s Catholic perseverance, as we may recall28 – would, in this 
view, be more than justified. 

What is perhaps most striking about these analyses, then, is the 
apparent conclusion that topicality did not necessarily imply polemic. 29 
Though it has in the past proved tempting to offer a polemically charged 
interpretation of Lummenaeus’ dramas, the analyses now show otherwise. 
The outcome may perhaps be counterintuitive, especially in view of the 
Counter-Reformist offensive of the early seventeenth century. Nonetheless, 
it matches quite well the conclusions that have been drawn also for 
contemporary Jesuit theatre. Even though one might suppose that especially 
the missionary zeal of the Jesuits would show a fierce anti-Protestantism in 
its dramas, a study by Fidel Rädle has shown that quite the opposite holds 
true. Since anti-papism was more easily mobilized than anti-Protestantism, 
the Jesuits’ well thought-out Counter-Reformist strategy, therefore, was not 
just to attack the opponent’s positions, but rather to strengthen their own. 
And by doing so, Jesuit plays portray a rather high degree of self-
contemplation.30 Thus is the case with the dramas of Lummenaeus: they do 

                                                 
28 Vrancx was one of the few who remained active as author of Catholic treatises during 
the Calvinistic Republic of 1578-1584; he saw his goods burned out on the street. After 
Catholic rule had been restored by Alexander Farnese in 1584, it were men like him who 
had  to lead the restoration – in every respect. Cf. above, p. 161nt105. 
29 Richard Griffiths came to a similar conclusion regarding Robert Garnier’s Les Juifves 
(The Dramatic Technique, 88). 
30  Rädle, ‘Das Jesuitentheater in der Plicht der Gegenreformation’, passim. See also 
McCabe, An Introduction to the Jesuit Theater, 25-26. This does not mean, however, that 
Protestant drama always had an anti-Catholic orientation. Protestant drama might indeed 
display fierce anti-papism (Creizenach, Geschichte des neueren Dramas, III, 331ff.), but might 
as well be aimed at providing moral didactics instead of polemical demarcation from 
Catholicism, in a manner similar to Jesuit drama (cf. Lotz-Heumann and Pohlig, 
‘Confessionalization and Literature in the Empire’, 56). 
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not primarily manoeuvre against something, but rather work with the cause of 
the Southern Netherlands.31  

Like the Jesuits, Lummenaeus apparently considered the stage ill-
suited for controversy, even though the Biblical themes in any case could 
have provided ample opportunity had he preferred otherwise. But this 
approach – best described as careful – is perhaps also rooted in 
Lummenaeus’ wishful desire to let his tragedies play their part in the supra-
confessional republic of letters, which was geared first and foremost towards 
propagating a shared humanist ideal that was firmly rooted in classical 
culture. Thus his connections with northern humanists like Daniel Heinsius 
and Hugo Grotius should be explained, thus his hesitation in writing a 
history of the Dutch Revolt, thus his specific treatment of possibly 
controversial themes,32 thus his use of such diverse literary models: we must 
not forget that Lummenaeus indiscriminately connected with the work of 
Catholic dramatists (Garnier), Protestants (Jean de La Taille) and religiously 
somewhat controversial authors (Buchanan) alike. In the supra-confessional 
respublica litteraria even a Catholic monastic could find a place at the table. By 
carefully navigating through the rough seas of Biblical drama, Lummenaeus 
skilfully managed to stay clear of controversy, without renouncing his faith, 
aesthetic principles, or humanist ideal. 

But why and for whom, then, did he write his tragedies? I have 
argued that Lummenaeus’ work can be considered ‘art’ perhaps first and 
foremost. As with French Renaissance tragedy, its audience was in any case 
a social and cultural elite, and through his literary production, Lummenaeus 
himself gained access to this elite. But once there, he set himself to writing 
and publishing ever more. His work, so it seems, was both a means to an 
end as well as a goal in itself – though it failed to procure him a decent living. 
There are few indications that he may have written (part of) his drama with 
another audience in mind – schoolboys or college students, perhaps.33 But as 
was the case with Garnier’s plays – which were performed by travelling 

                                                 
31 As we have seen, dramatists in the Southern Netherlands generally refrained from 
polemic overtones in their work. Cf. above, p. 168. 
32  Lummenaeus himself, however, never even hints at his dramatic themes being 
controversial in any respect. First and foremost, they are considered to be solid, tragic 
subjects. A theme such as Jephthah’s and its broad spectrum of interpretational 
possibilities still cause heated scholarly debate even today. Cf. e.g. with regard to Joost 
van den Vondel’s Jeptha (1659) Konst, ‘De motivatie van het offer van Ifis’, and Korsten, 
‘Een reactie op “De motivatie van het offer van Ifis” van Jan Konst’. Lummenaeus’ 
friend Antonius Sanderus nonetheless hinted at some theological controversies in which 
Lummenaeus had been involved (cf. above, p. 85nt273), though it is uncertain to which 
aspect(s) of his work or period in his life these were possibly connected. A more 
thorough investigation of his oeuvre, especially his speeches, may shed some light on the 
issue. 
33 Cf. chapter two, e.g. p. 113nt101. 
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bands also in the Southern Netherlands, in a less elite setting34 –, once such 
drama was released in print, it was there for the taking. Besides, the mere 
fact that Lummenaeus had his work actually printed, makes it to a certain 
extent stand out from its literary brethren: Jesuit drama, for example, was 
generally not published at all. Whatever the case, the printing of 
Lummenaeus’ plays made them available for performance, adaptation or 
translation by whoever so wished.35  

I have argued that the possibility of public performance can in any 
case not be ruled out based on the model’s rhetorical and static appearance 
alone, to which the translation of Lummenaeus’ Saul by the Aalst rhetorician 
Caudron is perhaps our best witness.36 The fact that his plays were written in 
Latin may have been partly responsible for his rather modest fame. 37 
Nonetheless, Jesuit drama – mostly in Latin as well – proved to be 
increasingly popular in the seventeenth century. But as popular 
entertainment, this type of theatre, with an increasing emphasis on show and 
spectacle, on display rather than words – which to some extent held also 
true for vernacular authors like Van Nieuwelandt –, might very well have left 
Lummenaeus’ drama, at least where a less educated audience was concerned, 
far behind.38 And if the moral education of the ‘ordinary’ public was not a 
prioriry for our Ghent Benedictine, we should perhaps not be surprised that 
the plays’ morals prove difficult to find. 
 
 

The essence of Christian tragedy? 
 

A discussion on the relationship between God and man inevitably brings 
another issue into focus. Throughout this thesis, it has become clear that 
Lummenaeus’ Biblical tragedies touch upon a fundamental issue, on which 
many have shared their thoughts: the (im)possibility of Christian tragedy.39 
Had not George Steiner already noted that ‘tragedy is alien to the Judaic 
sense of the world. (...) Jehova is just, even in His fury. Often the balance of 
retribution or reward seems fearfully awry, or the proceedings of God 
appear unendurably slow’?40 For Christianity, in history only three or four 
                                                 
34 Cf. above, p. 92. 
35 The Jesuit Absalon tragedy (1625), of which a periocha has been preserved in Ghent (cf. 
above, p. 55nt163) could perhaps be such an adaptation. 
36 Cf. above, pp. 129-132. 
37 Cf. above, pp. 134-135. 
38  For the increasing popularity of Jesuit drama, and the emphasis on spectacle, cf. 
Porteman and Smits-Veldt, Een nieuw vaderland voor de muzen, 280; 302ff. 
39 In addition to the works quoted below, Korsten (Sovereignty as Inviolability, 139-142) 
refers to several other works on the issue: Cox, Between Earth and Heaven. Shakespeare, 
Dostoevsky, and the Meaning of Christian Tragedy; Hunt, The Paradox of Christian Tragedy; and 
Bouchard, Tragic Method and Tragic Theology: Evil in Contemporary Drama and Religious Thought. 
40 Steiner, The Death of Tragedy, 4-5. 
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events really matter: the creation, the fall, and the redemption of mankind 
through Christ's birth and passion, and, eventually, His second coming. 'The 
rest is history'.  

But the fact is – as Lummenaeus, as one among many, has aptly 
demonstrated – that such tragedies were actually written and that they were 
based on material that Scripture has handed down through the ages. 
Especially from a Catholic point of view, a typological interpretation of Old 
Testament narrative would formally have prevented the classification of 
many of these narratives as ‘tragic’ in a classical sense of the word: if 
everything that happened, happened in the giant scheme of God’s 
Providence working towards the Redemption, how could anything be 
considered truly tragic? Without going into a full consideration of the highly 
complex discussions on Christian tragedy, it may enhance our understanding 
of early modern dramatists’ ideas on the subject by saying a word or two on 
Lummenaeus’ general approach in this respect, as implicitly demonstrated in 
the editions of Iephte and Carcer Babylonius discussed in this thesis.41 

Interestingly, it has been argued that Jephthah’s daughter in 
Lummenaeus’ tragedy does not prefigure Christ’s sacrificial death.42 Strictly 
speaking, this is true. There is indeed no mention of Christ or any other 
direct marker in that direction in Lummenaeus’ play. But would it really have 
been possible not to have in mind Christ’s sacrificial death? In view of the 
exegetical history of Judges 11, sacrifice and redemption appear inseparably 
connected to both Jephthah and his daughter, and the seventeenth-century 
audience would have noted the descriptive similarities to Christ’s ascent of 
the mount of Olives and, above all, his sacrificial death. Then there is the 
Carcer Babylonius. A remarkable passage I have discussed in detail elsewhere 
in this thesis (cf. pp. 164-166) concerns the chorus’ desperate illusion of 
their imminent salvation by a Messiah, who stemmed from the ‘tree of Iesse’. 
But the Messiah – the allusion to Christ is clear – did not come; not yet, at 
least. 
 What do we make of such instances, then? Do they not weaken the 
tragic outlook of these tragedies? A solution to this problem has been 
proposed by Mueller, who asked the same question: ‘How is Christian 
tragedy possible if both the representation of salvation and of damnation [i.e. 
because the just punishment of a wicked man does not arouse the 

                                                 
41  When discussing such a broad theme as ‘Christian tragedy’, there are many other 
aspects that may be highlighted. For example, in the paper I delivered at the 10th congress 
of the International Association of Neolatin Studies (Uppsala, 2009), cf. above, p. 2nt4, I 
have discussed Lummenaeus’ approach to the Stoic fatum, which is in many ways 
irreconcilable with Christian Providence and the notion of free will. It is on this aspect 
rather than on the question of Christian Providence, on which e.g. McCabe focused in 
his discussion of the tragic principles of Jesuit drama. Cf. McCabe, An Introduction to the 
Jesuit Theater, 144-156. 
42 Parente, ‘The Paganization of Biblical Tragedy’, 233. 
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sympathetic pity that is a necessary feature of tragic response] violate 
fundamental conventions of tragedy?’43 Mueller observed two approaches: 
the first being ‘to focus on the process rather than the outcome of 
damnation’; the second being to focus on ‘the distance that separates the 
sufferings of the here and now from the eventual achievement of 
salvation’.44 Mueller argues that Buchanan’s Jephthah-play can be considered 
the proto-type of this second approach, where the agonies of the here and 
now must be endured without the solace of a promised end.45 However, 
Shuger has observed the transformation of Buchanan’s daughter in a type of 
Christ, for the Christic resonances in her final speech and her grasp of her 
death as an ‘expiatory sacrifice’ make this transformation, in her view, 
unmistakable.46 With Lummenaeus, in my view, it is safer to suppose that 
the transformation is – due to an extra-textual frame of reference – 
unavoidable rather than unmistakable. Thus, de facto both of Mueller’s 
suggestions are still exemplified by Lummenaeus’ Iephte, where much more 
emphasis is placed on the process of Hyanthe’s suffering than on the 
outcome, or even the origin, of the tragic events, while the author strictly 
speaking refrains from inserting any typological markers. In Carcer Babylonius, 
the insertion of a Christic resonance is realized somewhat more specifically, 
as I have noted above. But the actual salvation – so the audience, familiar 
with the Biblical narrative, is aware – will be a long time coming. This way, a 
rather strong emphasis is placed specifically on the suffering of the here and 
now, instead of on the salvation of a distant future.  

In Christianity, it has been argued, tragedy cannot be more than a 
transitional phase. 47  Similarly, with regard to the literature of mediaeval 
monasticism, Burcht Pranger has asserted that ‘there is no denying that the 
course of history in its entirety is governed by divine providence. As such it 
moves with iron certitude toward a happy end. For the time being, however, 
it is mostly instability and chaos that reign.’48 It is in this period of instability 
and chaos, this transitional phase, then, that the tragic events seem to find 
their place in the plays of Lummenaeus. In my opinion, the Ghent 
Benedictine at least secured stylistic purity by not formally inserting the 
comforting promise of Redemption – as was not uncommon in similar 

                                                 
43 Mueller, Children of Oedipus, 153. 
44 Idem. 
45 Mueller, Children of Oedipus, 154. 
46 Shuger, Renaissance Bible, 148. 
47 Bomhoff, Vondels drama, 26 (quoted by Korsten, Sovereignty as Inviolability, 141). Korsten 
(Sovereignty as Inviolability, 141-142), following W.E. Tayler (‘Milton’s Samson’), suggests 
that tragedy in Vondel’s work exists in a sudden about-turn of matters. Such a sequence 
of events, however, is absent in Lummenaeus’ plays. 
48 Pranger, ‘The Artifice of Eternity’, 22. 
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literary treatments of the Jephthah-episode. 49  The impressive display of 
human suffering and misery served this cause as well. 
 

 
 

                                                 
49 With regard to the famous Jephthah-tragedy of the German Jesuit Jacob Balde (Iephtias, 
1654), Heidrun Führer has argued that the play is ‘ein theologisches Exempel, das wegen 
des tröstenden Charakters als Gnade und Botschaft des Heiligen Geistes ‘von oben’ 
Bestätigung erfährt’ (Führer, Studien zu Jacob Baldes Jephtias, 164); or Shuger’s remark with 
regard to Buchanan’s tragedy (cf. above). I would also like to recall the fact that 
Lummenaeus, in an oration he delivered some years later, emphasized and praised the 
daughter’s virginity, something that he – at least in explicit terms! – passes over in silence 
in his tragedy. Cf. above, pp. 204-206. 
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APPENDIX I. 
Concise bibliography of J.C. Lummenaeus à Marca 
 
The titles are chronologically ordered. Titles marked with an (*) are not listed in 
the entry on Lummenaeus in Vanderhaeghen’s Bibliotheca Belgica. 
 
Printed works (extant) 

Iephte tragoedia sacra (Antwerp: H. Verdussen, 1608/1609) 

Carcer Babylonius tragaed. sacra (Ghent: G. Manilius, 1610) 

Opera omnia, qua poetica, qua oratoria, qua historica (Louvain: Ph. van Dormael, 1613) 

[Duces Burgundiae, Flandriae Comites, sive res eorum gestae (Louvain: Ph. van Dormael,  

1613)] 

Bustum Sodomae tragoedia sacra (Ghent: C. Marius, 1615) 

Pleias sacra sive VII. homiliae sacrae (Ghent: C. Marius, 1617) 

Amnon tragoedia sacra (Ghent: C. Marius, 1617) 

Corona virginea, sive stellae duodecim id est, duodecim homiliae sacrae (Ghent: C. Marius,  

1618) 

Lampas virginea id est homilia sacra dicta pro encomio Virgineae Purificationis in festo  

luminum (Ghent: I. Kerckhovius, 1621) 

Saul tragoedia sacra (Ghent: I. Kerckhovius, 1621) 

Abimelechus tragoedia sacra (Douai: P. Avroy, 1622) 

Bonus pastor, id est homilia sacra, dicta pro Encomio Pastoris boni (Venice: A. Pinellus,  

1623) 

Rosarium id est, homilia sacra dicta pro encomio Annunciatae Virginis (Venice: A. Pinellus,  

1623) 

Caverna maceriae id est homilia dicta Christo patienti (Venice: A. Pinellus, 1623)* 

Ludibrium vitae humanae sive homilia dicta feria cinerum (Venice: A. Pinellus, 1623)* 

Margarita evangelica sive encomium pauperitatis id est homilia dicta in laudem D. Benedicti  

(Venice: A. Pinellus, 1623)* 

Triumphus Virginis, id est homilia sacra in festo assumptae Virginis dicta (Rome: ex  

typographia Reverendae Camerae Apostolicae, 1623) 

Caverna maceriae id est homilia dicta Christo patienti (Rome: A. Ciacconi, 1623) 

Fasciae sive crepundia Iesu Christi id est homilia dicta Christo nato (Rome: A. Phaeus, 1624) 

Praesepe Domini, id est homilia dicta in cunabilis Iesu Christi (Rome: I. Mascardus, 1624) 
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Sampson tragoedia sacra (Louvain: H. van Haesten, 1625) 

Stemmata et flores sive diarium sanctorum desumptum ex martyrologiis Romano et Usuardi et  

iambicis versiculis adornatum  (Douai: I. de Fampoux, 1628) 

Musae lacrymantes sive Pleias tragica (Douai: I. de Fampoux, 1628) 

Vulnera Iesu Christi sive homiliae quinque Christo passo dictae (Douai: M. Wyon, 1629) 

Parthenii flores sive homilia in festo missus dicta (Douai: M. Wyon, 1629) 

 
Manuscripts (extant)  

Iephte tragoedia sacra (1607?), Bibliothèque Municipale d’Arras, no. 476* 

Pijs Manibus Clariss. viri Nicol. Oudarti, Corn. A Marca Lug. pon., Musaeum Plantin- 

Moretus, ms Latin, no 39 (anc. 78), Recueil d’éloges posthumes d’Oudaert, 1611, f. 

44; autograph? (cf. Denucé, Musaeum Plantin-Moretus, p. 39)* 

Suspirium Amaryllidis sponsae ad Alexium suum fugitivum (ca. 1611), Ambrosiana,  

S99sup ff. 357ro-361ro)* 

Diarium sanctorum e martyrologio Romano depromptum et iambicis versiculis exornatum  

(1623), Vat.Barb.Lat. 1941, ff. 104ro-110ro (cf. Orbaan, Bescheiden in Italië, 

302, no. 296)* 

Iambus de Albinulo catello ad Reverd[issi]mum et perillustrem Hieronymum Aleandrum (...)  

Jacobus Corn. Lummenaeus à Marca, Relig. sacerdos Benedictinus (1625), 

Vat.Barb.Lat. 2138, f. 37* 

Jacobi Corn. Lummenaei à Marca Elogia ad Reverend[issi]mum et vere doctissimum Virum  

Hieronymum Aleandrum, dum Auctor ad vestigia S.D.N. morose et cunctanter 

admittitur (ca. 1625), Vat.Barb.Lat. 2138, f. 38* 

 
Printed works and/or manuscripts (rumoured; cf. pp. 54-55) 

Absalon [tragoedia], seu miseranda exitu clausa in patrem Davidem Absalonis filii rebellis (cf.  

Sanderus, De Gandavensibus, 60) 

Anastasius [tragoedia], sive perfidia fulminata (cf. Sanderus, De Gandavensibus, 60) 

Hecatombe, sive homiliae centum (cf. Sanderus, De Gandavensibus, 60-61) 

Hyas sacra, id est septem homiliae sacrae (Ghent: C. Marius, 1617[?]) (cf. Andreas,  

Bibliotheca Belgica;) 
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Occasional poetry (chronologically ordered) 

Sanderus, A. (ed.), Funus illustrissimae virginis Albertinae Spinulae a variis adornatum  

(Antwerp: R. Bruneau, 1608), two poems by Lummenaeus, pp. 5-8 (Dolor 

Veneris et Amoris in funere Albertinae (...) Corn. à Marca); pp. 8-9 (Bertini 

Spinulae ad sororem Albertinam indigetem votum et lacrumae (...) Pon. Corn. à 

Marca). The second poem would be revised and abridged, and reprinted in 

Opera omnia (1613), p. 233 

Lindanus, D., De homine et eius institutione oratio. Ad felix suscepti muneris auspicium.  

Teneraemondae dicta. III. Idus Februarii, M.D.VII. (Antwerp: Hier. Verdussen, 

1609), f. A4ro (Davidi Lindani Eloquentiae Cornelius A Marca P.) 

Puteanus, E., Caecitatis consolatio ad ampliss. virum Guil. Cripium, cancellarium Geldriae  

(Louvain: Gerardus Rivius, 1609), pp. 152-153 (Corn. A Marca, ad ampliss. 

cancellarium Geldriae), reprinted in Opera omnia (1613), pp. 251-252* 

Puteanus, E., Comus, sive Phagesiposia Cimmeria. Somnium. Secundo jam et accuratius  

editum (Louvain: Gerardus Rivius, 1610), f. A7vo / p. 12 (Corn. A Marca, In 

Comum clariss. viri Eryci Puteani Tetrastichon), reprinted (revised and extended) 

in Opera omnia (1613), p. 238* 

Puteanus, E., Comus, sive Phagesiposia Cimmeria. Somnium. Secundo jam et accuratius  

editum (Louvain: Gerardus Rivius, 1611), f. A7vo / p. 12 (Corn. A Marca, In 

Comum clariss. viri Eryci Puteani Tetrastichon), reprinted (revised and extended) 

in Opera omnia (1613), p. 238* 

Lindanus, D., De Teneraemonda libri tres (Antwerp: Hier. Verdussen, 1612), f. P2ro /  

p. 116, quotation of a poem on, and anagram of Maria de Sestich by 

Cornelius à Marca (included in Opera omnia (1613), p. 243)* 

Puteanus, E., Epistolarum Bellaria. Centuria III. et nova (Louvain: Flaviana, 1612), f.  

†1vo (Ad eundem lectorem de his Bellariis (...) Iacobus Cornelius Lumineus A Marca), 

reprinted in Opera omnia (1613), pp. 242-243* 

Vernulaeus, N., Divus Eustachius, sive fidei et patientiae triumphus, tragoedia (Louvain:  

Ph. van Dormael, 1612), p. 11 (Reverendo et docto viro Nicolao Vernulaeo 

Eustachium edenti. Cornelius Lumenaeus a Marca), reprinted in Opera omnia 

(1613), p. 247* 
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Sanderus, A., Primitiae variorum poematum (Douai: L. Kellam, 1612), two poems by  

Lummenaeus, pp. 8-10 (Incipit primum (without title): Delicias Heliconis 

habes quas dispare plectro (sign. Cornelius à Marca, Relig. Sacerdos è Blandinio); 

incipit secundum: Aliud eiusdem / O tu qui fidibus potens), reprinted in Opera 

omnia (1613), pp. 234-236 

Wannemakerus, Ph. (ed.), Funus lectissimae matronae Iustae Vrientiae, cl.  v.  

Maxaemiliani è Iusta Vytia F., uxoris nob. v. Ioannis de Forneau, domini de 

Cruycquenburgh, Lombeke, Wambeke, Wezemale, Ternath, etc. (Louvain: Chr. 

Flavius, 1614), p. 58 (Reverendo et doctiss. Phillipo Wannemakero, lectiss. matronae, 

Iustae Vrientiae, cupressum statuenti (...) Cornelius à Marca Sacerdos) 

Sanderus, A., De conceptione B. Mariae Virginis panegyricus (Louvain: Ph. van Dormael,  

1618), f. B2ro (Reverendo et clarissimo viro domino Antonio Sandero Conceptae 

Virgini Encomium adstruenti, gratulatur Iacobus Corn. Lummeneus A Marca) 

Sanderus, A., Panegyricus B. Mariae Virgini Deiparae in Magno Assumptionis Festo apud  

PP. Soc[ieta]tis Iesu Gandavi dictus (Ghent: Gault. Manilius, 1618), f. C1vo 

(Cingriae Virgini Assumptae, ad clarissimum virum Antonium Sanderum (...) I. 

Cornelius Lumeneus à Marca) 

Harduynus, I., Goddelicke Lof-Sanghen (Ghent: J. van den Kerchove, 1620), f. **ijvo  

(Deliciis Musae Belgicae Reverendi et Clarissimi viri D. Iusti Harduini FF. gratulatur 

Iacobus Cornelius Lummenaeus A Marca). Cf. the modern edition by O. 

Dambre (ed.), Justus de Harduyn Goddelicke Lof-Sanghen (1620) (Antwerp: De 

Seven Sinjoren, 1933), p. 21 

Sanderus, A., Poemata (Ghent: I. Lapidanus, 1621), f. *4ro-vo (Musae aeternae clarissimi  

viri domini Antonii Sanderi (...) Iacobus Corn. Lummenaeus à Marca Religiosus 

Sacerdos Benedictinus in monte Blandinio) 

Zevecotius, I., Rosimunda tragoedia auctore P.F. Iacobo Zevecotio Gandensi Ord. Eremit. S.  

Augustini. Secunda editio (Ghent: I. Dooms, 1621), f. A3ro (Reverendo et claro 

viro Patri Zevecotio Ord. Erem. S. Aug. (...) Iacobus Corn. Lummenaeus a Marca. 

Gand. Relig. Sacerdos Benedict.) 

Sanderus, A., Poemata (Ghent: I. Lapidanus, 1621), ff. Aa1vo-Aa2vo (Ad  

illustrissimum et generosissimum dominum Carolum à Burgundiam, Baronem de 

Wacken, etc. (...) Iacobus Cornelius Lumeneus à Marca Sacerdos Benedictinus) 
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Sanderus, A., Panegyricus annunciatae Virgini, apud PP. Recollectos Gandavi dictus (Ghent:  

Gault. Manilius, 1621), f. A6ro (Reverendo et clarissimo viro Domino D. Antonio 

Sandero Divinae Conceptionis mysterium enucleanti gratulatur Iacobus Corn. 

Lummenaeus A Marca Relig. Sacerdos Benedict.) 

Aldinus, T., [Petrus Castellus], Exactissima descriptio rariorum quarundam plantarum,  

quae continentur Romae in Horto Farnesiano: Tobia Aldino Cesenate auctore 

illustrissimi et reverendissimi Principis Odoardi Farnesii medico chimico et eiusdem horti 

praefecto (Rome: Iacobus Mascardus, 1625), f. +3ro-vo (Ad auctorem 

eruditissimum. Iacobus Corn. Lummenaeus A Marca relig. sacerdos Benedict. Belga.)* 

Sanderus, A., Elogia Cardinalium, sanctitate, doctrina, et armis illustrium (Louvain: Corn.  

Coenesteyn, 1626), f. ++4ro (In purpuram Romanam a clarissimo viro Antonio 

Sandero Heroicis Elogiis illustratam: iambus ad lectorem (...) Iac. Corn. Lummenaeus 

A Marca Relig. Sacerdos)* 

Sanderus, A. (ed.), Funus Simonis Kerchovii presbyteri, canonici Gandavensis, piis amicorum  

versibus adornatum (Brussels: I. Meerbecius, 1626), pp. 14-15 (Piis manibus 

eruditissimi iuxta et ornatissimi viri Simonis Kerchovii cathedralis ecclesiae D. Bavonis 

olim canonici, etc. fractam hanc tibiam in cupresso moestus suspendit Iacobus Cornelius 

Lummenaeus à Marca Religiosus Sacerdos Benedictinus) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 226

APPENDIX II. 
Synopsis of the tragedies by J.C. Lummenaeus à Marca 
 
This appendix provides a summary of every first (printed) edition of Lummenaeus’ 
eight (extant) tragedies. The reader should be aware that of Carcer Babylonius three 
versions exist: 1610, 1613 (in: Opera omnia), and 1628 (in: Musae lacrymantes). The 
1610 and 1613 editions are mutually only slightly different; the 1628 edition is 
thoroughly abridged. Of Iephte there exist five versions: a manuscript (1607?), 
1608/9, 1613 (in: Opera omnia), 1624, and 1628 (in: Musae lacrymantes). These five 
versions can be divided into two groups: [ms, 1608/9, 1613] and [1624, 1628]; 
these last two are, like Carcer Babylonius, thoroughly abridged. The versions within 
any two groups do not mutually differ to a great extent (cf. Merlevede, Het Iephte-
drama). The other tragedies listed below – the Dives Epulo excepted –, have been 
reprinted in Musae lacrymantes (1628) as well, where they are each a slightly 
reworked version of its first edition. 
 
 
(I) IEPHTE (GHENT: HIERONYMUS VERDUSSEN, 1608-1609) 
 
Iephte. Tragoedia Sacra Auctore Cornelio A Marca Gandensi Religioso Sacerd. Ad D. Petri in 
monte Blandinio Iuxta Gandavum / Antverpiae, Apud Hieronymum Verdussen, Anno 
M.DC.VIII. cum gratia et privilegio 
 
On f. K3vo: Antverpiae Ex Officina Hieronymi Verdussi Typographi Iurati M.DC.IX 
 
Similar editions: 
(a) manuscript; ca. 1607(?); preserved in the Municipal Library of Arras. 
(b) Iephte tragoedia sacra, auctore Iacobo Cornelio A Marca Gandensi, Religioso Sacerd. Ad D. 
Petri in Monte Blandinio iuxta Gandavum, in: Opera omnia (Louvain: Van Dormael, 
1613), pp. 109-178. 
 
Abridged editions: 
(a) Iephte (1624). 
(b) Musae lacrymantes (1628), pp. 62-89. 
 
Act I – Jephthah, Iris, Hyanthe, a messenger, chorus (1-307) 
Scene I. On the eve of the battle against the Ammonites, Jephthah calls upon 
God’s assistance to destroy his enemies, and makes a vow: he will consecrate to 
the Lord whatever first comes forth from his house to meet him upon his 
victorious return. The chorus warns in general terms for the supposed dangers of 
rashness and overconfidence, but wishes Jephthah all the best in the upcoming 
battle.  
Scene II. His wife Iris, who has an anxious foreboding, and his daughter Hyanthe 
nervously await Jephthah’s return. A messenger arrives, announcing Jephthah’s 
courageous victory and swift return. Though Iris is still worried, Hyanthe starts 
making preparations for her father’s return. The chorus bursts out in cantus, joyous 
songs. 
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Act II – Hyanthe, Jephthah, Iris, chorus (308-656) 
Scene I. Hyanthe is longing for her father’s return. The chorus signals her love and 
impatience, and, when Jephthah is eventually in sight, encourages Hyanthe to go 
out and meet him. 
Scene II. Hyanthe greets her father, but he is immediately overcome by misery. He 
will not disclose what ails him, and sends her off. 
Scene III. Jephthah’s monologue briefly exemplifies his inner struggle, after which 
he concludes that the vow has to be kept. 
Scene IV. Iris and Hyanthe return on stage, and Jephthah finally finds the words to 
inform them about the vow. The mother is shocked, but Hyanthe rather quickly 
decides to obey her father’s firm will. All she asks for, however, is a two-month 
delay to bewail her fate in the mountains with her maiden friends. The concluding 
chorus calls fate fickle, disapproves of the sacrifice and of Jephthah, and will 
accompany Hyanthe. 
 
Act III – Cleanthe, Iris, Hyanthe, chorus (657-810) 
Scene I. A servant girl, Cleanthe, describes the troubled mood of Jephthah’s house 
in the third act: the mother cursing the father, the father cursing the mother, and 
Hyanthe in between.  
Scene II. A discussion between Hyanthe and Iris follows: the mother condemns the 
sacrifice as a crime, Hyanthe accepts her fate: her father owes his victory to the 
vow. Like the mother, the chorus condemns the act as a crime. The final chorus 
song of the third act then masks a time lapse, describing how Hyanthe had spent 
her time in the mountains: during the day she would be with her maiden friends; 
the nights she would spend with her mother. 
 
Act IV – Hyanthe, Iris, Iosabas, chorus (811-1305) 
Scene I. The end of her two month delay is drawing near. Hyanthe is afraid: 
Jephthah will soon come to fetch her. Though the maidens try to persuade her to 
stay, she decides not to wait for her father but to return home herself. In the end, 
the maidens again vow to accompany her in her fate.  
Scene II. Meanwhile, Iris was waiting as usual for her daughter’s nightly visit. But 
Hyanthe had still not shown up. The mother will look for Hyanthe’s friends and 
try to find out what happened, but she fears she may already be too late. 
Scene III. The old man Iosabas briefly relates the sacrifice, which has already taken 
place. Hyanthe, he notes, called for her father, but more often for her mother. He 
then focuses on the mother, who is still ignorant. Suddenly, he sees Jephthah 
drawing near, raging, sword in hand – red with blood –  and full of tears. The 
chorus reiterates the fact that the sacrifice is completed, how the father forced the 
priest to slaughter his daughter. Then the mother, still ignorant, is seen drawing 
near. The chorus runs off. 
 
Act V – Iris, a messenger, chorus (1306-1557) 
Scene I. A messenger provides mother Iris with a detailed description of the 
sacrifice: the girl was prepared to die and uncovered her breast for her father, who 
forced the priest to kill her. She never flinched, her eyes towards the sky, until she 
sank into the fire and her soul left her body. The blistering sound of her flesh in 
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the sacrificial flames made the father break free from his apatheia; screaming and 
crying, for he saw his blood being shed. The messenger finished, the mother 
fainted. A long chorus song concludes the play, like a lamentation, showing the 
small material pieces of Hyanthe that are left: some jewelry, clothes, her ashes. 
Hyanthe lives on inside their hearts, and will be remembered every year; the 
suffering will be for eternity. 
 
 
(II) CARCER BABYLONIUS (GHENT: G. MANILIUS, 1610) 
 
Carcer Babylonius. Tragaed. Sacra Auct. Iacobo Cornelio A Marca, Rel. Sacerd. ad D. Petri 
in Monte Blandinio. Gandavi, Ex Officina Gualteri Manilii Typogr. Iurati, ad signum albae 
Columbae. 1610. 
 
Similar edition: 
(a) Carcer Babylonius Tragoedia Sacra, auctore Iacobo Cornelio A Marca, Relig. Sacerd. ad D. 
Petri in Monte Blandinio, in: Opera omnia (Louvain: Van Dormael, 1613), pp. 42-108. 
 
Abridged edition: 
(a) Musae lacrymantes (1628), entitled Sedecias, pp. 199-231. 
 
Act I – Nebuchadnezzar, chorus of Babylonian men (1-135) 
[Scene I] The Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar delivers an infuriated monologue: 
Jerusalem and its king, Zedekiah, have been disloyal. Impatiently he awaits the 
siege and fall of the rebellious city and its inhabitants. The chorus of Babylonian 
men is startled by the display of military force and bewails Jerusalem for its 
imminent misfortune at the hands of the king and his army. They hold Zedekiah 
responsible for the hardships the city is about to face. 
 
Act II – Nabuzardan, chorus of Babylonian men (136-332) 
The commander of the Babylonian army, Nabuzardan, displays a similar 
impatience in his monologue. Jerusalem has by now been enclosed by his men and 
they are ready and waiting for their orders. Soon, Jerusalem will fall. The chorus 
responds by illustrating man’s punishment for rebellious deeds, e.g. Prometheus 
and Icarus. But war, the chorus emphasizes, is horrible. Like a ship on rough seas, 
or a lamb attacked by a wolf, Jerusalem cannot but wait for its own downfall. 
 
Act III – A prophet, chorus of Israelite women (333-603) 
A prophet (unnamed, but most likely Jeremiah) sees, in the face of so much 
destruction,  no other option but to run; such he advises the people of Jerusalem. 
This is the sad result of worshipping pagan gods; long ago, he had already warned 
this would happen. The chorus – now consisting of Jewish women – reiterates the 
very same causes touched upon by the prophet, and provides numerous Biblical 
examples of religious rebellion by the descendants of Noah, Abraham and Moses. 
Trumpets announce the fall of the city. 
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Act IV – Nebuchadnezzar, Asphenes, a messenger, chorus of Israelite women (604-811) 
With a servant named Asphenes, Nebuchadnezzar discusses the punishment to be 
inflicted upon the Jewish king, who has by now been captured by his men. Several 
punishments are being considered: mere imprisonment is too risky, merely killing 
him too brief a punishment. He decides to kill Zedekiah’s children in front of his 
eyes, and to blind the king. Asphenes bewails this dire fate. The chorus of Jewish 
women laments the destruction of their venerable city, and describes how 
Zedekiah, having fled the city, was captured together with the queen and their 
children. A messenger summons the chorus to Riblah, where the Babylonian king 
has his headquarters. 
 
Act V – Zedekiah, a messenger, Nebuchadnezzar, sons of Zedekiah, chorus of Israelite women, 
a prophet (812-1170) 
Zedekiah finally makes his appearance, and acknowledges his guilt. He fears his 
children will be harmed. Summoned to the king by a messenger, his children are 
slaughtered one at a time, after which Zedekiah himself is blinded. The chorus, by 
now in captivity at the shores of the river Euphrates, bewails its king and describes 
the long hours he spends in mourning. Sons, the chorus illustrates, are often 
punished for their fathers’ crimes. The lamentation swells, the chorus leader 
collapses. The prophet concludes: God’s rage is just. 
 
 
(III) DIVES EPULO, IN: OPERA OMNIA (LOUVAIN: PH. VAN DORMAEL, 1613) 
 
Dives Epulo, tragoedia sacra, in: Iacobus Cornelius A Marca, Opera omnia, qua poetica, 
qua oratoria, qua historica, typis Phil. Dormalii, Lovanii 1613 (*5ro-7vo (prelimin.); 1-
40 (text)). 
 
[Only edition] 
 
Act I – Nemeusius, Voluptas, chorus (1-184) 
Sccene I. The rich man Nemeusius delivers a  monologue on the luxurious riches of 
this world. Enjoy your time on earth while it lasts, he emphasizes; after death 
there is nothing. The chorus warns that one should never indulge just in earthly 
pleasure; whoever does so, will end up in hell. 
Scene II. Voluptas (Pleasure) hails hedonism: let us enjoy every delight. Life is only 
short, and one should take full advantage of it. Do not fear hell: it is just an illusion. 
The following chorus again laments the fact that so many have given in to 
pleasure, only because punishment comes belatedly. But when God the Avenger 
comes, what will they do then? Their pleasure will have been brief compared to 
eternal damnation. 
 
Act II – Nemeusius, chorus (185-314) 
Scene I. Nemeusius relates a dream, in which he came to a nymph’s house, where 
he could feast and enjoy food and other bodily pleasures. Whine (Bacchus) and 
love (Venus) are his gods. According to the chorus, the rich man does not see 
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how the gates of hell are already opening wide. Too late will he comprehend that 
God’s punishment follows suit. 
 
Act III – Lazarus, Voluptas, Superbia, chorus (315-438) 
Scene I. Poor and sick, Lazarus notes that Fate is not always fair to those who are 
good and those who are depraved. But for a righteous man, God is not a fickle 
hope or comfort. Still, Lazarus clearly sees the danger of indulging in earthly 
pleasures. Nearly dead, he sets himself in front of the rich man’s house, hoping to 
catch some crumbs. 
Scene II. Lazarus asks Voluptas and Superbia (Pride) to feed him, but they chase 
him off with a bat. The chorus reiterates Lazarus’ words on Fate’s unfairness. But 
God, in the end, will even things out: the poor man, Lazarus, will live when life 
has left him; in the bosom of Abraham he will prosper. 
 
Act IV – Nemeusius, Poenitentia, Desperatio, Mors, chorus (439-698) 
Scene I. Suddenly, the rich man is dying. Poenitentia (Repentance) and Desperatio 
(Desperation) are present. Though Repentance offers the rich man a chance at 
redemption, Desperation gains the upper hand. Why, so the rich man asks, should 
he put his faith in Repentance when all hope is gone? But Repentance is clear: 
tears, if sincere, could still mollify God, even now. In the end, it is the words of 
Desperation – tears do no good – that the rich man foolishly heeds. The chorus 
knew it all along: after so many feasts and pleasures, the rich man will not get away 
unpunished. His money, supplies, clothes and land will no longer help him now. 
Lamenting, the rich man sees the gates of hell opening wide. Long will be his 
suffering. Stomach cramps will replace his copious meals. 
Scene II. Mors (Death) enters. He is about to take Nemeusius with him, who has 
wasted enough time by living luxuriously. The chorus explicitly moralizes the 
events: those who are guilty, God will punish with enduring misery. Since 
Nemeusius has not repented, he will now pay for his sins. The chorus provides 
many examples from classical antiquity of those who have been punished by the 
gods. 
 
Act V – Damned soul of Nemeusius, Abraham, chorus (699-877) 
Scene I. The damned soul of Nemeusius wonders whether it will forever have to 
burn in hell. Fires are torturing him, his body is being torn apart – but he cannot 
die, not anymore. He now recognizes Lazarus’ fortune, who is caressed in the 
bosom of Abraham. Nemeusius calls upon Abraham to take up his unfortunate 
soul as well. But Abraham refuses: in vain the rich man begs for mercy, but he has 
had his chance. The final chorus bewails the vicissitudes of life: he who enjoyed 
riches and luxury is now suffering beyond imagination. But deservedly so. The 
chorus warns to stay clear from luxury and lust, for God’s punishment will be 
severe and there will be no redemption in hell. 
 
 
 
 
 



 231

(IV) BUSTUM SODOMAE (GHENT: CORNELIUS MARIUS, 1615) 
 
Bustum Sodomae Tragoedia sacra, autore Cornelio a Marca. Gandavi, Apud Cornelium 
Marium. M.DC.XV 
 
Revised edition: 
(a) Musae lacrymantes (1628), ff. A3ro-A4vo (prelimin.); pp. 1-31 (text). 
 
Act I – Divina Nemesis, chorus (1-187) 
Divina Nemesis (Divine Vengeance) proclaims how death will always follow sinful 
behavior, how peace cannot be found after having committed crimes. She 
addresses specifically the city of Sodom and its neighboring towns, which all 
indulge in the sins of the night. Nemesis will deliver the city and its inhabitants to 
fire and death, none will escape her wrath. The chorus – unnamed, but referring 
to ‘our crimes’ – recalls how once Sodom was a pious town, before it surrendered 
itself to sin. Now, flames and sulfur destroy the farmlands and the incestuous 
houses of Sodom. 
 
 
Act II – Abraham, angels, chorus (188-406) 
Having wandered around for some time, Abraham is now dwelling on the plains 
of Mamre, lamenting the fate of his house. His wife, Sara, has been unable to 
provide him with heirs; with Hagar, a concubine, Abraham has a son, Ismael, but 
he can hardly be called a Hebrew. Abraham then sees some young men 
approaching. He orders his servants to bring them to him and he invites them to 
share a meal with him. As it will turn out, they are angels. The chorus sings at 
length of this joyous gathering and the hospitable welcome the angels receive. 
Sara’s pious love (casta voluptas) is contrasted with Venus’ lust (libido), of which 
God disapproves. The chorus bewails the fruitless marriage bed of the elderly 
couple, and predicts that the bastard son of Abraham will never inherit his father’s 
reign. 
 
Act III – Sara, Abraham, chorus (407-637) 
Sara wonders if some of her youthful strength is actually returning and her sterility 
disappearing. She must be right: God would never trick her. He who patiently 
prays, will eventually have his prayers heard. But Abraham, she knows, is worried. 
She sees him coming forth from his palace, but she does not know what bothers 
him. Abraham reveals that an angel has announced to him that Sodom will be 
destroyed. Sara is worried about their nephew Lot, who lives in Sodom: will God 
not save him? Abraham comforts her: God will not destroy righteous men. The 
chorus acknowledges that misery is always lurking, and happiness will not last 
forever. Thus, Sara is happy, but finds her husband grieving for Sodom, which will 
be destroyed by flames – as will its neighboring cities –, due to their impious lust. 
 
Act IV – Lot, angel, chorus (638-883) 
Lot bewails at length the incestuous city of Sodom and the fires that are about to 
destroy it. He calls upon God to lead him and his family away from this disaster 
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and to protect them from harm. Lot, his words make clear, has not been part of 
Sodom’s sins: his bed has known only his lawfully wedded wife. He then sees 
some young men approaching, whom he quickly invites into his house in order to 
safeguard them from harm. They follow him inside: the hospitality is sincerely 
appreciated. The chorus addresses the proud nature of men, which began with 
that one treacherous serpent. Ever since, as illustrated for instance by Cain’s 
behavior, has that first exile been following mankind around. But the chorus begs 
God, even if Sodom is lost, to at least spare Lot, who had no part in the town’s 
impiety. 
 
Act V – Lot, Iphilla, angels, chorus (884-1134) 
Lot’s monologue describes the destruction of Sodom. Its time has come: no 
longer will it indulge in shameless love, now that Nemesis is devouring the city. 
But Lot finds himself still alive, while Sodom perishes. Lot’s wife, Iphilla, joins 
him in lamenting the city. Then one of the young men – who are Angels – he had 
received as guests in his house urges them to flee to a cave near Zoar. There is 
nothing more Lot can do to save his city. The final chorus initiates a lament for 
Sodom and its neighboring towns: never more shall they flourish, devoured by 
flames and sulfur. Lot, however, has escaped to the mountains near Zoar. But his 
wife, defying the angel’s order not to look back while leaving Sodom, could not 
constrain her eyes. She turned her head, and instantly turned into a salty piece of 
rock, causing even more grievance for her husband. The chorus bids farewell to 
Sodom, once a famous bulwark for man, now reduced to a flebile bustum, a 
lamentable burial mount. 
 
 
(V) AMNON (GHENT: CORNELIUS MARIUS, 1617) 
 
Amnon Tragoedia sacra. Autore Rdo. Domino D. Iacobo Cornelio Lummenaeo à Marca. / 
Gandavi / apud Cornelium Marium, ad intersig. dulciss. nominis Iesu. / M.DC.XVII 
 
Revised edition: 
(a) Musae lacrymantes (1628), pp. 157-198. 
 
Act I – Amnon, chorus (1-247) 
[Scene I.] In his opening monologue, Amnon, son of David, is tormented by an 
unnatural lust for his half-sister Thamar. He longs for her, but his conscience and 
morality initially cause hesitation. But only she can satisfy his craving love, cruel 
and unfortunate though it is. The chorus emphasizes the unpredictable and rough 
nature of cruel love’s rage, to which Amnon is subjected. His forbidden passion 
he cannot shed or otherwise fulfill; cruel love always wins, as the chorus illustrates 
by various Biblical examples of, for instance, Samson. 
 
Act II – Thamar, Nurse, Absalom, chorus (248-464) 
In a dialogue with the nurse, Thamar makes clear that something has happened. It 
is not until her brother Absalom arrives that she can bring herself to confessing 
what has happened: she has been violated by their half-brother Amnon. Thamar 
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asks her brother Absalom to kill her and relieve her of her shame – but Absalom 
refuses and vows to avenge Amnon’s foul deed. The chorus describes and 
illustrates by means of ominous excursions the turmoil which Thamar’s 
confession has caused: the girl, lamenting her disgrace night after night; Absalom, 
raging, unable to control his furious anger. The chorus announces Absalom’s 
tumultuous arrival on stage. 
 
Act III – Absalom, famuli, chorus (465-711) 
Absalom cannot control his – in his own eyes, just – anger. Embittered by the 
disgraceful violation of Thamar and her suffering, he is planning his revenge on 
his cruel and incestuous half-brother Amnon. His servants get ready to assist in 
Absalom’s scelus, crime. The chorus bewails in lyrical song Absalom’s fury, which 
rages fiercer than the ocean’s waves or a volcano’s rumble. Brotherly love, so the 
chorus reiterates, is rare, as is illustrated at length by recalling the Biblical examples 
of Cain, Esau, Joseph, Abimelech, and others. The chorus does not fail to 
emphasize the harsh fate of noble Amnon, who will soon – however deservedly –  
perish in the face of such fury. 
 
Act IV – David, Absalom, chorus (712-927) 
David’s monologue bewails the shame that has now come over his house, which 
was finally free of worries. Let it be him, so David’s despairing cry, not Amnon 
who will have to pay, so his son will learn from his father’s fate and wisely rule the 
land. Then Absalom approaches. He asks his father, David, to join him at a 
gathering of sheepshearers in his gardens. David, due to his busy duties as king, 
refuses; but at Absalom’s insistence, he allows Amnon to go in his place. The 
chorus describes the setting. Absalom has gathered all of his brothers, including 
Amnon, at his place. Soon he will have his revenge on his brother; the chorus 
fears the price Amnon will pay for that one moment of vile lust, the uproar that 
scandal will – again – cause. It prays to God that Absalom will let his anger rest, 
that Thamar will ease her lament of old, that the criminal Amnon will not again 
attack chaste maidens, and that their pious father, David, can keep his children 
safe from harm. 
 
Act V – David, Jonadab, a messenger, the king’s sons, chorus (928-1128) 
Though fortunate in every respect, and though his sons are enjoying a meal 
together, David has an ill-foreboding he cannot explain. Jonadab, his nephew, 
tries to comfort him. Then a messenger rapidly approaches, pale and crying. He 
declares that Absalom has killed all of David’s sons. Jonadab – though David does 
not believe him – rather thinks that only Amnon has been killed, as a retribution 
for Thamar’s violation. He is right: the other sons are seen drawing near, 
collectively announcing the death of Amnon at the hands of Absalom. David 
grievously laments his beloved son Amnon, and curses Absalom. The chorus 
condemns the fact that crime has here been repaid with crime, but sidesteps to 
also comment upon the negative influence of alcohol.1 Several Biblical instances 

                                                 
1 Maybe the chorus addresses itself as moestae Isacides, sad daughters of Isaac; but perhaps it 
is just calling upon the daughters of Isaac. The chorus remains otherwise unidentified. 
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are recalled to illustrate the disastrous effects of whine and the resulting sins. The 
chorus also predicts the horrific death of Absalom, and highlights David’s 
grievous laments on the death of Amnon. It ends the play in dire mourning for 
Amnon. 
 
 
(VI) SAUL (GHENT: IOANNES KERCKHOVIUS, 1621) 
 
Saul Tragoedia Sacra / Auctore R.P. Iacobo Cornelio Lummenaeo à Marca Religioso Sacerd. 
Ord. S. Benedicti in monte Blandinio / Gandavi Apud Ioan. Kerckhovium 1621 
 
Revised edition: 
(a) Musae lacrymantes (1628), pp. 120-156. 
 
Act I – Samuel, chorus (1-138) 
The opening monologue of the prophet Samuel discusses king Saul’s growing 
insanity and his animosity towards the young David. Samuel, once a judge of 
Israel himself, had been ordered to anoint a new king – David – since Saul had 
lost God’s favor. Then the prophet sees the gates of the underworld opening wide. 
The chorus, observing Samuel’s passing, connects to his monologue by discussing 
the case of Saul, whose impious rebellion is now causing his downfall. Kings, the 
chorus emphasizes, should always submit their scepter to God. Next, it sees Saul 
approaching, dressed as a soldier. 
 
Act II – Saul, chorus (139-317) 
Saul’s fury is entirely directed against David, who has escaped the king’s grasping 
claws and fled to the mountains. But even there, so Saul swears, David will be 
captured and brought back to him. Jonathan, Saul’s son, was the one who had 
secretly informed his good friend David of his father’s anger, and thus Jonathan, 
too, becomes object of Saul’s fury. The chorus describes Saul’s constant mistrust 
and insanity, though he once was a hero of Israel. The competition with David, 
whom he can never surpass, will bring Saul’s doom. 
 
Act III – David, chorus (318-525) 
David bewails the fact that he is constantly on the run, never able to get a good 
night’s sleep, always wandering through inhospitable mountains and valleys with 
Saul close on his heels. Why had God chosen him to be king? If only he could 
lose the burden placed on him through his anointment by Samuel, if only Saul 
could from now on peacefully remain king. All David really wants, is peace. 
Appealing to God, the chorus prays for David to be safeguarded from harm at the 
hands of Saul. Which madness, the chorus wonders, is raging through Saul’s soul? 
Why is he this bloodthirsty? There will come a time when Saul – both the best and 
worst of kings – will shed tears, when the goddess of war will leave him behind on 
the field of battle, all alone, struck by a sword. 
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Act IV – Saul, Achimas the soldier, Manto the witch, the ghost of Samuel, chorus (526-749) 
Forced by the threat of war with the Amalekites, Saul, in all his fear, seeks to 
consult a witch regarding the outcome of the upcoming battle. However, since he 
had recently ordered all witches to be banned from his kingdom, he has difficulty 
in finding one. Fortunately, his servant-soldier Achimas knows where to find one. 
At Saul’s request, the witch Manto summons the ghost of Samuel from the 
underworld with a horrific spell. The ground bursts open, and the old man Samuel 
appears. When Saul informs after the battle’s outcome, Samuel predicts that he 
and Saul will be joined in death the next day, after which the ghost disappears into 
the deep. Saul, thoroughly frightened, orders the witch to seal the crevice, but the 
ghost of Samuel, so Manto assures him, will never return. The chorus – further 
illustrating the appearance of Samuel, Manto’s origins in the region of Endor, and 
the fright of Saul – criticizes the king’s actions: in vain he consulted the witch, 
who could not bring him solace. If only Saul would mollify God with his tears, he 
would rule his people once again. 
 
Act V – David, a messenger (750-844) 
David, having returned from battle, sees a messenger approaching. The latter 
announces the death of Saul and his son Jonathan. Full of tears, David informs 
after the manner in which Saul had died, and the messenger confesses he had been 
the one who killed Saul, at the latter’s own request, lest the king, already wounded, 
fall into the enemy’s hands alive. David, in turn, demands the messenger to reveal 
his origins. When it turns out that he is not an Israelite, but an Amalekite, David 
has him put to death at the spot. How dare he lay his hands on a king anointed by 
God! The play ends with David’s emotional lament for Saul and, especially, 
Jonathan. 
 
 
(VII) ABIMELECHUS (DOUAI: PIERRE AUROI, 1622) 
 
Abimelechus tragoedia sacra / autore R.P. Iacobo Corn. Lummenaeo à Marca religioso 
sacerdote Benedictino-Blandiniensi ad Gandavum / Duaci, Typis Petri Auroi, sub Pelicano 
aureo / Anno M. DC. XXII. 
 
Revised edition: 
(a) Musae lacrymantes (1628), pp. 32-61. 
 
Act I – Ghost of Gedeon, chorus (1-151) 
The ghost of Gedeon emotionally bewails the plan of his son Abimelech to 
murder his seventy brothers, so he will be the one heir to his father’s throne. His 
crime will be horrible: they will be slaughtered, one by one, all on the same stone. 
The chorus then describes how the ghost of Gedeon disappears. It recalls the 
great efforts of Gedeon in battle, in his struggle to reinstall piety in the Israelite 
community. The only mistake he made was casting a golden ephod, a skirt used in 
worship, which his people admired to such an extent, that it would eventually 
diminish their devotion to God. 
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Act II – Abimelech, chorus (152-324) 
Abimelech urges himself to hurry: Fortune favors the bold. Abimelech’s fury will 
strike all his brothers with death and destruction, especially the oldest, Jether. That 
way, Abimelech can himself rise to power, instead of his one of his brethren. The 
chorus wonders how the town of Shechem has been able to produce such a 
nefarious son. It is concerned about Jether and his brothers, who are about to be 
struck by Abimelech. Abimelech can not control this godless fury, which has been 
among mankind ever since the days of Adam and Eve. 
 
Act III – Jotham, chorus (325-472) 
Gedeon’s youngest son, Jotham, expresses his horror at what has happened. 
Gradually, it becomes clear that Abimelech has slaughtered his brothers; only 
Jotham managed to escape. He is now wandering around lonely, grieving 
desperately. He curses Abimelech, who attempted to be the only heir to the 
throne through such a hideous deed: may a thousand worms eat him, may a 
thousand spears pierce him! Jether and his brothers are dead: the chorus is 
shocked by Abimelech’s deed. It recalls the stories of Caïn and Abel, of Jacob and 
Esau, of Joseph, sold by his brothers. Now, only Jotham is left: the chorus prays 
for his safekeeping, and encourages him to run, so Abimelech will not catch him. 
 
Act IV – Abimelech, chorus (473-632) 
Abimelech – some time seems to have passed after the killing of his brothers – is 
called to war by the goddess Bellona. He fears that the ghost of his father and 
brother Jether have come to haunt him, and now cause him to be chased off into 
a possibly fatal military encounter: challenged by Gaal, who had moved into the 
city of Shechem, Abimelech marches into battle. The chorus bewails the fate of 
Shechem, which will suffer fierce battle at the hands of Gaal and Abimelech, both 
blinded by rage and hatred. But those who have sinned, the chorus reiterates, will 
justly be punished by God. 
 
Act V – Messenger, chorus (633-685) 
A messenger approaches, whose words make clear that Shechem lies in rubble. 
The chorus desires to know what news is there. The messenger announces that 
Abimelech is no longer marching ahead of his armies. He is dead, and is about to 
join his brothers. At the walls of Thebez, which had joined Shechem against 
Abimelech, he was struck in the head by a stone. This, the chorus notes, is truly 
appropriate, since he himself had slaughtered his brothers on a stone as well. The 
messenger briefly narrates the events: Abimelech stormed the walls of Thebez, 
when a woman hit him with the stone. Mortally wounded, he asked his weapon-
bearer to strike him, so he would not actually die at the hands of a woman. Thus 
he died. The chorus praises God’s justice. 
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(VIII) SAMPSON (LOUVAIN: HENRICUS HASTENIUS, 1625) 
 
Sampson tragoedia sacra, / Auctore Iacobo Cornelio Lummenaeo a Marca religioso sacerdote 
Benedictino Blandiniensi / Lovanii, typis Henrici Hastenii, Urbis et Academiae typographi / 
MDCXXV. 
 
Revised editions: 
(a) Musae lacrymantes (1628), pp. 90-119. 
 
Act I – Delilah, chorus (1-185) 
Delilah angrily rages against Samson: how long will she have to bear his disgusting 
love? Her words make clear that she truly hates the man, who uses her as a mere 
sexual toy – one day, so she prays to the gods, he will pay for everything he has 
done to her. But the chorus offers a totally different perspective: it denounces 
Delilah’s treachery, whose appearance is like an attractive, but toxic flower. The 
chorus hopes Samson will live a long and happy life, free from her evil claws. It 
illustrates Love’s pernicious powers through the Biblical examples set by Eve, the 
city of Sodom, the rape of Thamar. But these examples, so the chorus really 
knows, indicate the hopelessness of Samson’s situation. 
 
Act II – Samson, chorus (186-323) 
In the second act, Samson profusely demonstrates his innocent love for Delilah: 
after so much death and destruction – he recalls how he burned farmland by tying 
burning torches to the tails of foxes; how he killed a thousand Philistines – it is 
now time to love once again, like he had once done before, in Timnah. Delilah has 
now conquered his heart, and he can no longer live without her. The chorus 
celebrates Samson’s fame and recalls his glorious deeds. If only the cunning 
Delilah will not harm him! 
 
Act III – Delilah, Samson, chorus (324-510) 
Delilah sees Samson approaching. It is clear that he is longing for her – but she 
will not yield, until he has revealed the source of his strength. Samson hesitates, 
but driven by lust (Delilah threatens to leave) he at last reveals his secret, be it 
reluctantly. The chorus has seen it happen. The Philistines, Samson’s enemies, are 
approaching, and now that Delilah has cut his hair, he shall not be able to escape. 
But Samson is asleep, and does not hear the chorus’ warnings. 
 
Act IV – Barzanes (captain of the Philistines), chorus (511-618) 
The Philistine captain declares victory: thanks to Delilah, they have captured 
Samson. His eyes have been put out, and he is now working the treadmill. Samson, 
so this Barzanes assures, will from now on be a nobody, a sacrificial victim to their 
god Dagon. The chorus bewails the perpetual up-and-down movement of life, like 
nature’s seasons. How long will Samson be in darkness? If only his hair would 
grow again, if only his strength would return. 
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Act V – Samson, Delilah (619-678) 
Once again Samson enters, who has lost all faith in love and bewails his bonds. 
Then Delilah approaches: she starts mocking him. Samson gradually becomes ever 
more angry; in the end, however, what bothers him most is that he has perished at 
the hands of a woman. Now that his physical strength has left him, all he can do is 
curse her. 
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APPENDIX III. 
Necrologium and elogium of Ludovicus à Marca SJ (1662) 
 
KBBr, ms 6485, ff. 503-504 / ANSI, OS 160  
 
Necrologium P. Ludovici à Marca 
 
R[everen]de in Chr[ist]o Pater, 
Pax eiusdem. 
Hodie sub horam 11am in corona P[atrum] et fratrum, placidissime obiit P[ater] 
Ludovicus a Marca, anno aetatis 78, o[mn]ibus sacramentis tempestive munitus. 
Pro cuius a[n]i[m]a, R[everentia] v[est]ra dignetur, consueta soc[ieta]tis suffragia 
suis indicere. Et quae pro tanti viri elogio occurrent, quamprimum perscribere. Me 
quoque s[anctissim]is R[everentiae] V[est]rae sacrificiis commendo. 
Antverpiae 23 Maij 1662. 
R[everentiae] V[est]rae servus in Christo  
Petrus Vandenberghe 
 
 
Elogium R[everendi] P[atris] A Marca mortui Antwerpiae 23 Maij Anno 1662. 
 
P[ater] Ludovicus A Marca Gandavensis, maioribus e Limburgia, uti referebat, 
oriundis, anno 1584 29 Augusti natus Cortraci, quo parentes antea secesserant 
quod heretici perduelles civitatem Gandavensem tum insolitis tumultibus 
perturbabant in aedibus optimatum, aliorumque regi suo fidelium Catholicorum 
grassantes, ac rerum sacrarum direptione. Patria regi ac religioni restituta, ibidem 
puer litteras perdidicit in Gymnasio Soc[ietatis] Iesu, tum philosophiae per 
biennium Duaci operam dedit, deinde Tornaci anno 1601 Novembris typocinium 
ingressus est. Quo nondum exacto, Leodium cum aliis aliquot missus est, ut 
humaniores litteras repeteret, atque eo tempore adhuc novitius publice in 
sodalitate elegantem ac eruditam orationem habuit. Postea Luxemburgi annis 
aliquot iuventutem litteras docuit. Iussus demum, ut mos tum habebat provinciae 
huius metaphysicam annum unum Duaci sub emeriti cuiuspiam professoris cura, 
ante Theologiae studia impendere. Sed cum in illius anni decursu Magister 
humanitatis in morbum incidisset, assumptus est Ludovicus noster, qui vice eius 
doceret, veritus hic ne anno uno Theologiae suae studia retardarentur, a meridie 
per horam qua in classe humanitatis graeca a proprio eius linguae professore 
tradebantur, ipse scholas et disputationes metaphysicorum, nullumque exercitium, 
quod caeteri obirent, quoad eius fieri poterat, praetermittebat. Oportebat eo anno 
solemne drama a professore humanitatis in scenam dari, quod a se desiderari ipse 
quoque minime est passus. Dedit itaque ‘Mauritium’, celebratissimam postea in 
utraque provincia tragoediam: quae ut summum tulerat plausum, certatim a 
pluribus descripta est. Inde Lovanii Theologiae cursum confecit, atque anno 1610, 
24 Augusti sacerdotio initiatus est. Theologiae absoluto curriculo Lovanio 
Gandavum missus conciones ibi habuit. Anno 1613 Antverpiam vocatus annos 
fere tres Theologiam moralem docuit. Anno 1616 ad hoc collegium, quod vulgo 
domus Aquisgranensis dicebatur, ea vero tempestate erectum erat in Professorum 
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domum Anglicano domo, ut vocatur, in absolutum collegium mutata commigravit. 
Hic coepit ad populum dicere docte quidem et laboriose, quippe qui omnigena 
scientia perpollitus ad parandas conciones bonam partem nocturni temporis saepe 
numero impenderet, primis tamen annis infrequentior aliquando concurrebat 
auditor, fortasse quod concitatiori genere dicendi uteretur, quam ut omnes 
assequerentur. Verum ubi eius facundia assueverunt, ita confluxere turmatim, ut 
templum capere omnes non posset, afficiente praesertim concionum materia, quae 
erat ad morum informitatem egregie accommodata, perquam docte pertractabat, 
ac graviter, erat enim non solum in suggestu, sed in omni cum externis ac nostris 
congressu perquam serius, comis tamen ac urbanus. Et sane viget etiamnum 
efficacissimarum concionum, quas eo tempore habuit, grata apud multos 
recordatio. Concionabatur igitur Dominicis omnibus, perque adventum et 
quadragesimam et octavam. Nam qui in templo nostro diebus festis hic omnibus 
adventus et quadragesimae feriis, et per eandem corporis Christi octavam atque a 
die Assumptionis Deiparae ad secundam usque ab ea dominica in cathedrali 
basilica dicebat. Praeter illum tot concionum laborem omnibus feriis quintis in 
aliqua Parochia pueros Catholica doctrina imbuebat. Erat tunc quoque ut fuit per 
reliquam aetatem, in visendis aegris solandisque, atque iis, quos adversa sors 
afflixerat, indefessus. Anno 1617, 22 Januarii cum pluribus aliis solemnem 
quattuor votorum professionem hic fecit, ubi pluribus annis in hac urbe, quo 
retulimus modo strenue laborasset, Gandavum iterum missus est, ubi parum cum 
laude et fructu concionatus est. Atque eo tempore intimam cum Illustrissimo 
Antistite Antonio Triestio amicitiam iniit, aut certe antea initam confirmavit, adeo 
ut postquam sub extremum autumni anno 1630 huc redierat nunquam fere in 
hanc urbem idem Reverendissimus Episcopus veniret, quin viseret inter primos 
P[ater] A Marca. Cum hic solito spiritu fructuque aliquamdiu dixisset, Collegio 
Iprensi regendo est admotus. Atque sesqui altero anno post in Hollandiam 
translatus, ut nostris eam vineam excolentibus praeesset, quod munus secundo 
gessit universim annos 9 et medium in ea missione versatus. Dum autem eam 
regeret, summa industria in omnes officii sui partes incumbebat, nostrorum 
spiritui et solatio unice intendens, nemo horum eum quibuscumque de rebus 
consulebat, aut ad eum litteras dabat, quin sigillatim docte, et exacte, succincte 
tamen responderet. Paupertatem religiosam et observabat, et a suis ut observaretur 
curabat. His uti et cum privatus esset sibi confiteri solitis et suam directionem 
sequi, paternam quandam benevolentiam exhibebat, et aegrum sibi vicissim 
reconciliabat cordata agendi ratione, neque vel fortitudo illi vel longanimitas in 
rebus, quae ad Dei gloriam pertinerent, deerat: cum aemulis nostris secularibus 
praesertim sacerdotibus pro jure nostro et caeterorum regularium aliquoties 
generose ac fortiter egit. Varios apostolicae sedis nuntios ea de causa non semel 
adivit, et in his qui nunc ecclesiam catholicam administrat, Alexandrum VII, cum 
in minoribus constitutus Fabius Chisius esset episcopus Neritonensis [i.e. Nardo]. 
Atque in rebus iis, quae ad publicum Ecclesiae aut Societatis, aut cujuspiam ex hac 
proprium bonum spectabat, tanta spiritus contentione laborabat, ut ad eum 
quandamtenus levandum opus ei aliquando fuerit aliquem nostrorum ad se aliunde 
accersere, non alia causa, ut deinde fatebatur, quam ut eius amico colloquio curas 
graviores remitteret, et eo velut refrigerio tantisper illum aestum mentis temperaret. 
Fuit e nostris, qui in missione versabatur nonnemo, cuius in moribus, ut homo 
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nullus aliquando non delicto alicui obnoxius est, aliquid cernebatur, quod externos 
offendere posset, et nostrorum bono nemini labem aliquam aspergere. Huic annis 
fere tribus P[ater] Ludovicus monendo, obsecrando, obiurgando, assidue ursit, ut 
id, quidquid esset, emendaret, suoque et sociorum honori consuleret; cum nihil aut 
parum proficeret, ac ne crebris quidem ad Deum pro eo fusis precibus, in eam 
tandem venit sententiam, ut censeret nullum praesentius malo remedium afferri 
posse, quam ut ille a P[atre] Provinciali peteret sibi facultatem fieri e missione 
excedendi, et in Provinciam revertendi. Huic illo consilio vehementer repugnare, 
quod eo honorem suum graviter laesum iri diceret; cui Pater Ludovicus: Tuus, 
inquit, honor, mi pater, mihi quam tibi ipsi magis curae est. Ideoque non postulo a 
praesidibus nostris ut te revocent domum, ac ne verbulo quidem iis indicari 
hactenus quod in te sit a nonnullis notatum. Tibi vero ipsi suadeo, ut obtenta 
valetudine qua te laborare autumas, roges tibi ut hinc emigrare liceat. Omnino 
enim confidis loci mutatione quidquid illud est emendandum si haec tibi non 
persuadeam, scito honorem mihi missionis, imo societatis magis cordi fore quam 
tuum, meque] rem Provinciali manifestaturum. Hac ille ratione motus scripsit ad 
Provincialem se ut ex hac statione educeret, neque gravate id illi indultum. Verum 
ubi missum successorem vidit, incepta quadam animi levitate negat se id 
postulasse, inque successorem et P[atrem] Ludovicum totam eam stationem 
concitat, asserens mutationem illam non fore ex re illius stationis, aut gloriae Dei, 
nec defuere aliquae mulierculae illi addictae, quae divinitus sibi manifestatum 
profiterentur mansurum ibi patrem illum, quidquid contra Ludovicus 
machinaretur. Non fregit hunc illa viri inconstantia quam maiori ardore animi, 
zeloque boni publici assidue rem illam urgeret, identidem suadendo, obsecrando, 
pari semper charitate, et prudentia illius cavens honori. Ille ut eam constantiam aut 
frangeret aut fatigaret, consulto moras trahere, negare navim se aut currum ad iter 
illud capescendum pati posse. Quae cum non succederent, exarat id Ludovicum 
epistolam, qua perniciosa quaedam et desperata consilia indicat, quae in animo suo 
volvebantur, et ad quae exequenda se prolapsurum metueret, nisi his sibi molestus 
esse desisteret. Quid ageret bonus Pater? Ad Deum maiori quam hactenus 
contentione animi recurrit, tandem magna divinae opis fiducia roboratus, ad eum 
scribit, mandatque ut tentationes superet et abeat. Superavit, abiit, atque in 
Provinciam reversus laudabiliter deinceps se gessit. Is Ludovici fuit zelus divini 
honoris, ea de subditis cura, ac in coeptis constantia. 
 Sed prius quam ipsum [in] domum reducamus, paucula tempore missionis 
facta adjiciemus. Prima vice qua clarum illius tenuit (nam bis eum admodum 
retulimus) praeter curas quas officium illud multas et graves afferebat, praeter 
itinerum labores ac pericula perorabat ad coetum ortodoxorum, qui nostris 
utebantur in singulis paene quas adibat, civitatibus, quod tamen in secundo 
magistratu conatus est omittere, ne si nimium notus evaderet, haereticorum 
insidijs pateret. 
 Quo tempore ea in missione versabatur, electus fuit a congregatione 
provinciali, ut Romam procurator mitteretur. Unde revertens ad Germaniae, 
Italiaeque confinia a latronibus rebus omnibus fuit spoliatus, maleque habitus est, 
quae calamitas itineris molestias in hiberno praesertim tempore valde auxit, sed ab 
Oenipontana principe vidua viatici supplementum ultro ei oblatum. Postquam ex 
Hollandica missione esset revocatus, iterum missus est Romam cum Provinciali ad 
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congregationem decimam, in qua duorum Praepositorum generalium electioni 
adfuit: R[everendi] P[atris] Alexandri Godefridi, atque eo ante finem 
congregationis mortuo, R[everendi] P[atris] Gosuini Nickels. Reliquum deinde 
tempus audiendis confessionibus in nostra hic aede impendit. Quod ita egit 
studiose ut cum eum praesides isto onere liberare vellent, semper id sit 
depraecatus. Donec altera fere ante mortem hebdomada coactus est acquiescere, 
cum natura plane defecisset. Eandem constantia evicit, ut cum partim a senio [ms: 
seno], partim ab immoderatis vigilijs ita oculorum acies ei esset debilitata ut legere 
nihil posset (licet tamen auditu acutissimo polleret, firmoque iudicio) missam de 
R[everentia] T[ua] quam memoria tenebat in domestico sacello facere quotidie 
liceret, quod ad 5 vel 6 annos retinuit. Quia tamen praeter vitium quod diximus 
oculorum tremor quidam ex incommodis itinerum in missione contractus, ita artus, 
brachia praesertim ac manus occuparat ut non putaretur abesse periculum sacri 
calicis deijciendi, et quia minimas particulas specierum panis colligere, patenaque 
excipere non satis videretur posse, additus et alter sacerdos qui sacrificanti semper 
assisteret, demum tandem ipsa restricta est facultas ut non nisi bis per 
hebdomadam ei sacrum offere liceret etiam adstantis alterius sacerdotis 
adminiculo, quod tandem omnino intermittere debuit, cum augescente indies 
manuum, brachiorumque tremore metueretur ne quid e sacro calice efflueret, cum 
etiam mensae assidens bibere cervisiam aut vinum non posset aut iusculum 
haurire quin large ea effunderet, ut etiam addi illi assessor debuerit qui scyphum 
ori eius apponeret; illud quoque metuebatur, ne illemet humi corrueret, quod illi 
tandem in cubiculo suo evenit, cum specie quadam apoplexiae, inde ad 
valetudinarium in sede deportatus altero post die munitus viatico est, ne simul 
extrema unctio impertiretur, deprecatus, quod tam propinquum imminere 
periculum non putaret, speraretque adeo, se e valetudinario egressurum. Sed 
tandem post unum alterumve diem sacro quoque oleo inunctus est. Constitit ei 
saltem per intervalla usus rationis. Loquela item clara semper et expedita usque ad 
septimam matutinam diei 23 Maii anni 1662, qua die sesqui hora ante meridiem 
placide discessit. Nocte quae illi ultima fuit facile per horam et mediam identidem 
cantitabat, erat enim musicae peritus et amans in paucis adeo ut cum ea in templo 
nostro canebatur ipse ad odeum ventilaret aut si iam alte ascendere non valeret aut 
in turba hominum stare, post altare eam eminus auscultabat, et modesto sed 
artificioso jubilo subsequebatur. Ex hoc studio musicae ille varijs temporibus 
elegantes aliorum cantilenas as pias descripserat, si quos audierat novos 
insignesque numeros, ijs verba sacra accommodabat, si quando in villa suburbana 
huius domus elaxabat animum id non lusu sed cantu assequebatur. At nunquam 
vulgares cantilenas de actionibus hominum agrestium aut nauticorum usurpabat, 
licet nihil illae indecens continerent, sed et pios hymnos antiphonasque 
ecclesiasticas aut psalmos modulabatur; si quae solemniora parari in collegio 
dramata audierat, ipse in hac domo degens, vir maturae aetatis (quod dubites 
maioris sit humilitatis aut charitatis) ultro magistris operam suam offerebat ut 
modos musicos componeret quod summa arte faciebat, accurate observans, qui in 
concluso loco cantus, qui in patente aula, aut etiam sub dio aptior esset. Illud 
postremum adijciendum videtur, quod quidem sed non tenuis vel charitatis vel 
prudentiae argumentum, non ferebat fenestras tempore hiberno aut alioquin 
ventoso minusque clemente coelo apertas relinqui neque universim ostia 
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quocumque tempore illud ad nostrorum tuendam sanitatem, hoc ad disciplinam ac 
decorem domus Dei pertinere ratus. Me sanctissimis R[everentiae] V[estrae] 
sacrificiis commendo. 
 
R[everentiae] V[estrae] servus in Christo, 
 
Petrus Vandenberghe 
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APPENDIX IV. 
Letter from Erycius Puteanus to Cornelius Columbanus Vrancx (April 30, 1612) 
 
Erycius Puteanus, Epistolarum Atticarum centuria singularis et nova (Louvain: Ph. van 
Dormael, 1625), pp. 19-21 / ff. C2ro-C3ro 

 
 

Epistola XII. Gandavum 
 

Cornelio Columbano Vranxio, Flandriae Primati, Abbati Blandiniensi. 
 

Et pietas tua et humanitas, maximae dignitati conjuncta, 
audacem me faciunt, ut mittere hoc munusculum audeam. 
Oratiuncula est DE PVRIFICATIONE VIRGINIS, quam cum hic 
vidisset privatim, audivisset publice P. CORNELIVS MARCANVS, 
tuus ille religione filius, meus quodam Musarum commercio 
frater, non indignam oculis manibusque tuis judicavit. Morem 
igitur amico gessi, scribendi occasionem sumpsi, et insinuare 
affectum cultumque meum volui, solenni aliquando signo 
exprimendum. Qua virtute et dignitate apud Belgas emineas, 
ignorare etiam in Italia non potui: et tamen postquam reversus 
sum, amplius quam fama indicaverat, deprehendi. Quia istic 
Illustrissimum et Reverendissimum Cardinalem FREDERICVM 
BORROMAEVM patronum habui et veneratus sum; te nunc 
habere et venerari cupio: et quia tuum ille CORNELIVM evocat 
aestimatque, cultum erga te meum augeo, cum in familia tua 
ejusmodi ingenia alas, quae velut lumina eruditionis a summis 
viris expetuntur. Ut Cardinalem omittam, magnum et vere 
sanctum Antistitem: is familiaritatem suam benignissime obtulit, 
et omnia favoris honorisque subsidia: ipsi Ordinis Benedictini 
magnates et primi, summo studio hoc agunt et contendunt, ut 
hunc virum complectantur. Tantum adhuc ingenium, eruditio, 
et bonae litterae in Italia possunt. Duo Mediolani; alia alibi 
Monasteria oblata sunt; ut eligat, et sine impedimento, in quibus 
excellit, artes prosequatur. Ego doleo amicum a me, civem a suis, 
filium a te abire. Sed quid est? gaudeo amicum meum sic amari, 
civem tanti ab exteris fieri, denique tuum sic filium a Maximis 
viris coli. Quia retinere non debemus jam vocatum, operam 
dabimus, ut sperare reditum possimus. Videat Italiam noster 
CORNELIVS, fruatur paullisper beato illo caelo; sed suo iterum 
aspectu nos beet. Fave, fave abiturienti, ut quantum hunc tuum 
Itali amant, tantum tibi quoque deferant. Atque in parte ipse 
jam ire in Italiam videaris: tuum nomen, tuam famam, tuam 
virtutem, pietatem, dignitatem CORNELIVS deferet; 
venerabuntur te Antistitem generosae omnes animae, qui talem 
alumnum potes dare; scintillam aliquam magnae tuae lucis. Ut 
magis vero humanitas tua splendeat, mitte potius quam dimittas; 
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iube potius quam sinas ire: quantum ille placebit Italis, tibi 
vindica: tibi CORNELIVM debeant, tibi tuum debeant, ut 
aliquando reddant. Certe ubi ubi ille erit, tuus erit; quantus 
quantus erit, tuus etiam erit. quocumque adscendat, te suspiciet; 
te Antistitem suum, te religioso cultu et voto Patrem appellabit. 
Si Filium nominas, non potes non amice dimittere: te humanum 
benignumque, illum beneficii omnis memorem eadem lex 
pietatis faciet. De morbo satis longo et molesto ipse scripserit: 
nos soliciti hic fuimus: quia in hoc LVMINEO insigne Litterarum 
lumen periclitabatur. Sed ut istuc redeam: Oratiunculuam istam 
meam nunc ut videas rogo, partim mea caussa, qui mitto; partim 
CORNELII tui, cujus jussu mitto. Quasi aliquo hic loco sim, in 
me ostendere voluit, quam multos tibi cultores conciliaturus sit. 
Ego certe talis ero, quamdiu vero: ut longum sic me habeas, id 
est vivas, Deum rogo.  

 
Lovanii Prid. Kal. Maii, 1612. 
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APPENDIX V. 
The elegy by Carolus à Marca (1570) 
 
in: I. Garetius, De Sanctorum invocatione liber: in quo orthodoxorum Patrum testimoniis 
asseritur, Apostolicam esse traditionem, Sanctorum animas post mortem in caelesti gloria 
Angelis esse similes, nostra non ignorare, pro nobis orare, a Deo exaudiri, et a nobis invocandos 
(Ghent: Gislenus Manilius, 1570) 
 
 

Elegia Caroli à Marca, in commendationem libri D. Ioannis Garetii. 
 

Ut nunquam Deus alme tua sub gurgite mergi, 
   Sit licet undarum turbine quassa ratem 
Suffers? utque tuum nunquam pie pastor ovile 
   Deseris, ut rapidis sit fera preda lupis? 

5 Quae modo sub pedibus tantum non trita iacebat 
   Candida, cum vera relligione, fides, 
Quaeque diu tristi tenebrarum mersa barathro 
   Delituit, foeda pressa sub illuvie, 
Emicat, et totum longe diffusa per orbem 

10    Clarius aethereo lampade, aperta nitet. 
  Undique quos caecus iampridem involuerat error, 
        Conversi pure pristina sacra colunt. 
  Pneumatis affulsit doctorum gratia sancti 
        Ingenium, lapsos quo revocent animos. 
15 Quos inter crebro populi versatur in ore, 
        Laudibus et nomen fertur in astra tuum, 
  Gareti, grudiae non infima gloria gentis 
        Doctrina ingenio iudicioque potens. 
  Ante licet, foede impietas quos falsa ligarat, 
20    Insigni duros solveris arte nodos: 
  Acrior insurgis studiis maioribus instans 
        Perfecta niteat quo tuus arte labor. 
  Unus adhuc tantum restabat scrupulus (eheu) 
        Multorum indigne saucia corda tenens 
25 Quid pure ad superos effusa oratio prestet 
        Aetherei resident qui super astra poli, 
  Ut iustam a nobis offensi numinis iram 
        Avertant, mira hic dexteritate doces. 
  Si quid erat falso quod controvertere posset 
30    Impius, excussis iam omne patet, nebulis 
  Unde tuos nunquam Gareti aequare labores 
        Posteritas grata sedulitate queat. 
  Donec erit constans legis fulcita columnis 
        Relligio, vivet nominis aura tui. 
35 Tu summa aeterni Iesu sapientia patris, 
        Lux sine qua mundi lumina luce carent 
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  Effice ut implicitum cecis erroribus orbem 
        Extricet in lucem quod modo prodit opus, 
  Fulciat inque fide stantes, ex parte labantes 
40    Erigat, erectos et super astra vehat. 

    FINIS. 
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APPENDIX VI. 
Letter from Antonius Sanderus to Cornelius à Marca, copy (April 30, 1620)1 
 
RAG, SP 34 II 1224 
 

Pax Chr[ist]i 
 

Jacobo Cornelio a Marca D[ominus] Sanderus S[alutem dat] 
 

R[everen]de d[omi]ne in votis habui praecedente septimana 
blandinii montem ascendere, sed defuit tempus et redire coactus 
fui urgente Paschalium occupationum instantia domum: neque 
modo venire possum Ita frequenter non amicis solum meis; sed 
vel mihimet ipsi studiisque indoli nostrae gratis me dari officii 
mei ra[ti]o non patitur. Quid faciam? meminisse debeo: quod sis 
esse velis, nihilque malis. Et, nihil est ab omni parte beatum. 
Non vidi ego hominem, qui non de vitae suae statu, tametsi2 is 
mihi fortunatissimus videretur querimoniam aliquando faceret 
qui clerici sunt, de monachatu subinde cogitant, qui monachi 
appetunt aliud, suspirant libertatem heu saepe noxiam et 
damnatam; Ita nemini sua placent, deteriora plerunque expeturo, 
si alia nanciscatur.3 Ego sane plurimos homines egregie cordatos 
et eruditos audivi asserere eam vitae conditionem in qua tu agis, 
pietati, ingeniis elegantibusque studiis quam maxime convenire. 
Scio, paradoxon hoc inclamabis, sed seculi molestias et labores 
expertus non es. Sint aliquae in isto conuictu difficultates, nonne 
fortioribus [o[mn]ib[us] ligura] animis istae superandae sunt aut 
contemnendae? Et ubinam sine illis quaeso vivitur? nonne et eas 
purpura Regum et Antistitum infulae patiuntur? Id nescire non 
potes. Sed me quod attinet, fero plurima quae mutata velim. 
Nup[er] Bruxellae fui, quae ad me miseras destinavi quoque. 
spero a magnatibus istis pro desiderio tuo aut habuisse te 
responsum, 4  aut mox habiturum. At quid venaris? Fumi 
ventique sunt in aula, venales sunt, fallacia promissa, spes inanes. 
Ego quidem nunquam sic illi meretriculae fidere velim, aut ab 
illa expectare quidpiam, quod antequam in manibus sit 
habiturum me putem. Bruxellae inquam fui: sed o bone Deus! 
quam non pauca istic de Blandiniana domo et oeconomo eius 
inaudivi. Revera pessime de bono viro meretur, quisquis istorum 
convitiorum auctor est, de avaratia, de deuoto foemineo sexu 
plusculum, de acerbitate, de odio apud omnes, blandulis illis et 
argutulis domicellarum choris exceptis, quid non susurratur? 
Unde haec omnia? Etiam de simonica labe aliquid? Profecto 

                                                 
1 I sincerely thank Tom Deneire for his help with the transcription of this letter. 
2 In margine: nisi quid serii [?] adest ... 
3 In margine: vitae monasticae laus. 
4 In margine [different hand]: aula reprobatur. 
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non est durior scopulus ad quem quispiam allidere possit, qui 
opum sacrarum particeps est, sed iterum dico, a quo haec omnia? 
nunquid ista pervagari palatium, et vel ad aures Principum 
pervenire possunt. Vere non potest non esse niger, qui per 
calumnias tales et delationem alterius se erigere satagit. Amara 
sunt haec,  acrique veneno tincta spicula, e quacunque demum 
pharetra depromantur. quid dicam? Sapienter ille, et dignus 
imperio subest, qui si forte in Rectoribus videt quaedam minus 
recta, ea potest tegere et dissimulare, cum ad ipsum non spectet 
ea corrigere, atque etiam non possit. Ceterum quod ad 
Ampliss[imum] D[ominum] Bland[iniensem] Abbatem attinet, 
ego vel verbo famam aut existimationem boni viri gravare 
nequaquam velim, scio aetatis nostrae malitiam immane 
quantum in dicta factaque hominis in ecclesia dei Illustrium 
sugillanda, laceranda propendentem. De ipso quae aliquando 
inaudii a domestica narratorum turba accepi, nunc et nobis et 
vocatione nostra dignum est ab ista scabie tenere ungues. 
Interim ut ex animo loquar tam impense mihi modo, quam 
aliquis ibi monasticae disciplinae amans observansque mihi vidi, 
atque id spectare vehementer, ut e ruinis suis exurgat sensim, et 
quam maxime floreat antiquum istud in nobilissimo ordine 
coenobium. Sed haec missa facio, et ad mea descendo, quae 
minoris licet sint, momenti, me tamen propius tangunt, ad me 
inquam descendo, quem iam aliquoties, ut a pluribus refertur, 
iniquo linguae tuae iaculo feriri non sine stupore inaudivi; unde 
haec? Ego laudes tuas, forte plus quam debui buccinare soleo. 
Nunc scolarem tuum me vocas et discipulum, miror 
praesumptionem in tam humili professore tantam. Revera a te 
non didici, tametsi modicum esse non diffitear, imo nihil, quod 
ego scio. Dicis me nescio qualem, spargis convitia et[iam] in 
praesentem paribus nempe responsurum. Si non id natis in 
usum laetitiae scyphis, et plusculo liquori rationem perturbanti 
imputassem. Indignaris in praesibus praeponi Ricquium. quam 
absurdum hoc est, ad similes vanitates sic commoneri; ideone 
minor eris? et nunquid non est dignus honore isto d[ominus] 
Ricquius? multi sane mecum egregiam viri eruditionem, quam in 
multis non inueniunt, nisi modestiam candorem admirantur, 
dignumque omnino potioribus fortunis et titulis clamant. Nonne 
et eum R[everentia] tua aliquando praecessit, utinam modesti 
ex[i?]stemus, utinam pulcerrrimum illud ch[a]r[i] domini 
documentum meminisse velimus, qui se [?] humiliat exaltabitur, 
felicius porro nobiscum ageret nunc convitiando, nunc alios 
contemnendo magni e[ss]e volumus et, parvi simus, 
contemnitur etenim egregie, qui contemnit, eaque talionis paena 
mulctatur, ut saepe audire cogatur, ea quae non vult, qui in 
alium pro lubitu suo elocutus est. sunt qui et R[everentiam] 
tuam reprehendere audeant. In sacra, ut aiunt, et religiosa 
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parentum, stirpe sanniones sunt, in orationibus praeter apposita 
scripturarum loca et flosculos nimium vernantes, inueniunt nihil, 
in tragaediis multa quoque desiderant. Ita vides non posse nos 
omnibus satisfacere. Additur ab aliis R[everentiam] tuam inter 
suos exlegem agere, Proprietarium esse, ad sacra, ad 
ἐξομολόγησιν vix in anno semel adduci posse, ad alia cuncta, 
praeterquam ad pocula languere et esse debilem. Profecto si ista 
vera sunt, plurimum omni R[everentiae] tuae promotioni obesse 
possunt, non est melior crede mihi, quam per modestiam et 
pietatem emergendi via. Litterae et ingenia in pretio non sunt, 
fateor et indoleo, quid agas? Sed et alia in Rep[ublica] sunt 
n[e]c[essa]ria, nam ingeniorum elegantia solisque litteris religio 
non stabilitur. Ego ut quantum 
te amem, videas, candide dico, si quantum potuit, vel debilitata 
paulum valetudine instituti sui rationem R[everentia] tua secuta 
fuisset iam forte dudum ad abbatiae honorem exsurrexisset. 
nihil solida, virtute fortius: hostes suos, aemulosque percellit et 
domat, vel ab invitis laudatur, suaeque dignitatis elicit testimonia 
et fulcra. Itaque hoc te oro si amicus non essem tam libera 
consilia non suggererem. Compendiosa5 ad promotionem haec 
sunt media. Capiti tuo inprimis inhaere, et quantum potes place, 
leges domesticas imple. regnum coelorum vim patitur, cum 
omnibus benignus esto, asperos et rudes mores fer, iniurias et 
sanniculas dissimula et ride. affatim lauda, fer stuporem et 
inscitiam aliorum, non omnibus aeque pretiosa talenta deus 
dedit, omnia et nos accepimus, expunge passim vetera debita, a 
novis abstine, non credas quantum nomini tuo famaeque 
adhaereant istae sordes debitorum. Opuscula ultro non offer, a 
re pecuniaria petenda ad typos aliosve pretextus, tanquam ab 
angue caue, pluribus non dedica eadem et minuta presertim, ad 
te adventantibus nec vini guttam offer, non idea veniunt, si 
petant, indigni sunt. 
Vale. prid cal. Mai 1620. 
 
Collatione facta cum originalibus 
Litteris actum 2 Maij 1620 Concorda[.. 
D’hollander, Protonotarius Apostolicus6 
1620 

 
 

 

 

                                                 
5 In margine: compendiosa ... honestia [?]. 
6 Jan d’Hollander or Joan d’Hollanderius (born in Ghent in the late sixteenth century). Cf. 
Van der Aa, Biographisch woordenboek der Nederlanden, 8.2, pp. 984-985. 
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NEDERLANDSE SAMENVATTING 

 
EEN ELOQUENT ENIGMA 

 
DE DRAMA’S VAN JACOBUS CORNELIUS LUMMENAEUS À MARCA   

(CA. 1580 - CA. 1628) EN HUN CONTEXTEN 
 
 

Introductie  
Religie en retorica 

Dit proefschrift over de Bijbelse tragedies van de Gentse Benedictijn Jacobus 
Cornelius Lummenaeus à Marca (Lummene van Marcke; ca. 1580 – ca. 1628) 
onderzoekt de manier(en) waarop deze toneelstukken gefunctioneerd zouden 
kunnen hebben in het publieke domein. De stukken van Lummenaeus à Marca 
vormen hiertoe een uitzonderlijke casestudy, omdat er vrijwel niets bekend is over 
de achtergrond van de gedrukte teksten. Wat beoogde de auteur met zijn drama’s? 
Voor welk publiek heeft hij ze geschreven? Zijn de stukken opgevoerd, en zo ja, 
waar en door wie? Omdat gangbare kaders waarbinnen het toneel geduid kan 
worden ontbreken, volgt dit onderzoek de lijnen uitgezet door reader-response 
criticism. Op welke manier(en) zou een contemporain (lees)publiek de stukken 
gerecipieerd kunnen hebben? In het onderzoek wordt getracht te bepalen welke 
standpunten in de teksten naar voren komen, hoe deze zich verhouden tot het 
stuk als geheel en op welke manier dit proces door de tekst wordt geleid. De 
uitkomst van deze analyse kan vervolgens gecombineerd worden met bepaalde 
contextuele gegevens (bijvoorbeeld politiek-historische), om te zien in welke mate 
en op welke manier(en) de toneeltekst het publieke domein zou kunnen hebben 
betreden. 
 Om tot een beter begrip van Lummenaeus’ toneelteksten te komen, 
worden in hoofdstuk twee eerst de literaire principes geduid die aan zijn drama’s 
ten grondslag liggen. Daarna worden in de twee volgende hoofdstukken twee 
casestudy’s uitgevoerd, naar respectievelijk de politiek-historische en religieus-
confessionele context. Omdat de geldende biografische studies over Lummenaeus 
à Marca zeer gebrekkig bleken, biedt hoofdstuk 1 een weergave van het leven van 
de Gentse auteur op basis van reeds bekende bronnen, en enig tot op heden 
onbekend archiefmateriaal. Omdat deze biografie niet essentieel is voor het begrip 
van de casestudy’s is zij apart gezet, in deel een. De biografie biedt echter wel 
houvast voor de contextuele positionering van Lummenaeus’ werk in dit, en 
toekomstig, onderzoek. 
 

Hoofdstuk een 
‘Het licht der Belgen’: een biografie 

Niet alleen Lummenaeus’ dramatische oeuvre, maar ook zijn leven kan betiteld 
worden als een ‘enigma’. De biografische schets in hoofdstuk een is gebaseerd op 
alle reeds beschikbare bronnen (voornamelijk (registers van) correspondentie), 
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zoals deze in de loop der jaren door verschillende onderzoekers zijn beschreven, 
en op ander archiefmateriaal. Bovendien worden de feitelijke gegevens gebruikt 
die afgeleid kunnen worden uit Lummenaeus’ gedrukte werken, waaronder data en 
locaties. Omdat over zijn jonge jaren weinig bekend is, wordt getracht een beeld te 
reconstrueren aan de hand van de gegevens over zijn vrienden en naaste familie, 
met name zijn broer Ludovicus à Marca. 
 Lummenaeus wordt, anders dan tot nu toe aangenomen, in ca. 1580 
geboren, vermoedelijk in Vlaanderen. Nadat hij als jongen waarschijnlijk te Gent 
en Douai onderwijs heeft genoten, treedt hij toe tot de Benedictijner St. 
Pietersabdij van Gent. Wanneer Lummenaeus tegen 1608 zijn literaire talent aan 
de dag legt in onder meer tragedies en homilieën, weet hij via het netwerk van de 
Leuvense hoogleraar Erycius Puteanus internationale bekendheid te verwerven. 
Hoewel hij voornemens was rond 1614 naar Italië te reizen, in het bijzonder naar 
zijn patroon kardinaal Federico Borromeo te Milaan, zal hij deze reis pas in 1622 
kunnen maken. Tot die tijd onderscheidt de Gentse Benedictijn zich vooral door 
middel van de publicatie van tragedies en redevoeringen, en weet hij zelfs van de 
bisschop van Gent de opdracht te bemachtigen om een ‘geschiedenis van zijn tijd’ 
te schrijven. Deze geschiedenis lijkt hij echter nooit voltooid te hebben. Zijn 
Italië-reis van 1622-1625, ondernomen – naar het schijnt – vanwege 
gezondheidsproblemen, lijkt vooral in het teken te hebben gestaan van geldgebrek, 
niet alleen omdat zijn abt, Joachim Arsenius Schayck, de kosten voor 
levensonderhoud en verzorging niet wil dragen, maar ook omdat Borromeo niet 
thuis geeft en de Benedictijnen aldaar hem geen onderdak mogen bieden vanwege 
de restricties van hun congregatie. Om die reden beweert Lummenaeus 
gedwongen te zijn verder te reizen naar Rome – al blijkt uit brieven dat hij dit 
reeds lang van plan was –, alwaar hij in het gezelschap van kardinalen en pausen 
zal verkeren, die alle zijn literair talent zeer bewonderen, maar hem financiële 
steun lijken te onthouden. Gekweld door ziekte en zorgen keert Lummenaeus in 
1625 terug naar Gent, alwaar zijn joie de vivre weer lijkt terug te keren. Naar alle 
waarschijnlijkheid sterft hij eind 1628 te Douai, waar hij zich bezighield met de 
publicatie van een aantal werken. Hij zou begraven zijn in de kerk van de Engelse 
Benedictijnen aldaar. De relatie met zijn abt bleef tot het eind gespannen. 
 

Hoofdstuk twee 
‘Ook kleinere smaragden hebben hun glans’: Lummenaeus’ dramatische principes 

Hoofdstuk twee onderzoekt de achtergrond van het bijzondere dramatische 
model, met uitzonderlijk lange koorliederen, dat door Lummenaeus gaandeweg 
wordt ontwikkeld. Hoewel het loont om in dit kader bijvoorbeeld de tragedies van 
Seneca, het schooltoneel of het jezuïetentoneel nader te belichten, wordt in dit 
hoofdstuk vooral zijn relatie tot de Frans-humanistische tragedie uitgediept, die 
zich, evenals zijn eigen stukken, vooral kenmerkt door een hoge mate van 
statische, verbale actie. Op verschillende plaatsen geeft Lummenaeus bovendien 
zelf aan op de hoogte te zijn van het Franse toneel en noemt hij in dit verband 
nooit de namen van andere Neolatijnse toneelschrijvers – hoewel hij later wel 
contacten zou onderhouden met bekende tragici als Hugo Grotius en Daniel 
Heinsius. 
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 Het onderzoek maakt duidelijk dat Lummenaeus geleidelijk zijn eigen 
literaire niche creëert: via het rederijkerstoneel (Dives Epulo) en George Buchanan 
(Iephte) komt hij uiteindelijk tot een statische vorm van drama dat duidelijk 
gebaseerd is op de Franse tragedies van bijvoorbeeld Robert Garnier (o.a. Carcer 
Babylonius), met een voorliefde voor lange monologen en, vooral, lyrische koren. 
Dit model lijkt op het eerste gezicht wellicht weinig geschikt voor opvoering: er is 
echter niet alleen bewezen dat de stukken van Garnier rond 1600 nog werden 
opgevoerd in de zuidelijke Nederlanden (net als de tragedies van Seneca, hoewel 
deze minder statisch zijn dan die van Lummenaeus), maar ook werd in elk geval 
Lummenaeus’ Saul vertaald door de Aalster rederijker Guilliam Caudron sr., met 
behoud van de lange monologen. Desondanks zijn er geen harde aanwijzingen 
voor enige opvoering van Lummenaeus’ toneelstukken. Bovendien lijkt zijn 
statische model geen navolging te hebben gekregen; we kunnen in elk geval 
concluderen dat in de eerste helft van de zeventiende eeuw wat betreft het 
Latijnstalige drama het visueel aantrekkelijke jezuïetentoneel geleidelijk de 
overhand krijgt, en tegelijkertijd het Nederlandse toneel duidelijk een andere 
richting inslaat. 
 

Hoofdstuk drie 
‘Een wijze leider temidden van het onwetende volk’: actualiteit en Carcer Babylonius (1610) 

Hoofdstuk drie analyseert aan de hand van de bovengeschetste methode 
Lummenaeus’ tweede tragedie die in druk is verschenen, de Carcer Babylonius uit 
1610. Het toneelstuk behandelt de rebellie van Jeruzalem, onder leiding van 
koning Zedekia, tegen de Babylonische heerser Nebukadnezar. Uit de analyse 
blijkt dat de tragedie op twee perspectieven leunt: de Babyloniërs spreken over de 
algemene of politieke rebellie van de Joden, terwijl de Joden zelf hun naderende 
ondergang wijten aan hun religieuze afvalligheid. De dramatische opbouw van het 
stuk zorgt echter voor een grotere nadruk op het godsdienstige aspect. Deze 
constatering lijkt te passen in de contextuele interpretatie die is voorgesteld door 
James Parente, namelijk dat de afvallige Joden (en hun straf) een duidelijke 
verwijzing vormen naar de noordelijke Protestanten. Wat we echter zien, is dat 
zowel door middel van het koor van Babyloniërs als het koor van Joodse vrouwen 
(samen goed voor 70% van het totaal aantal verzen) de nadruk komt te liggen op 
‘lijden’. De koren vormen hiervan in feite het levende bewijs: in een oorlog lijdt 
iedereen. Via diverse toespelingen lijkt het stuk in feite zelfs een eerbetoon aan de 
vredestichter van de zuidelijke Nederlanden, Aartshertog Albrecht van Oostenrijk. 
De analyse toont daarmee aan dat de oppervlakkige analogie, zoals voorgesteld 
door Parente, bij een zorgvuldige lezing amper houdbaar is, en dat het gebruik van 
een mogelijk polemisch thema (in dit geval afvallige Joden) niet bij voorbaat een 
overeenkomstig resultaat oplevert. 
 

Hoofdstuk 4 
‘Maagdelijke kuisheid is het lovenswaardigst voor God’: Iephte (1608/9) in context 

Hoofdstuk vier onderzoekt welke positie Lummenaeus’ Iephte ingenomen zou 
kunnen hebben in de religieus-confessionele context van zijn tijd. Ook hier 
suggereerde James Parente dat het stuk ongetwijfeld een afkeuring van de streng 
rechtlijnige Calvinisten verbeeldde, die Gent rond 1580 in hun greep hadden 
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(gepersonifieerd door Jefta en diens vasthoudendheid in het volbrengen van zijn 
gelofte, die inhield dat hij zijn dochter moest offeren). De analyse van het stuk, 
volgens de lijnen boven geschetst, blijkt in dit geval gebaat bij een vergelijking met 
George Buchanan’s beroemde drama Jephthes, waarnaar Lummenaeus zelf in zijn 
dedicatie verwijst, en bij een korte bespreking van de exegetische geschiedenis van 
het controversiële Jefta-thema: het beeld dat zich tegen deze achtergronden scherp 
aftekent, is wederom niet van polemische aard. Lummenaeus’ tragedie volgt, ten 
eerste, de katholieke lijn waar het gaat om geloften: wanneer deze rechtmatig zijn 
afgelegd, moeten ze volbracht worden. In het stuk ontstaat er dan ook geen echte 
discussie over de rechtmatigheid van de gelofte en het offer; theologie wordt 
vervangen door de sturende werking van emotie. De analyse wijst uit dat de focus 
juist verschuift naar het bereidwillige optreden en de lovenswaardige positie van 
de dochter. De vermeende kritiek op Calvinistische rechtlijnigheid wordt duidelijk 
niet gestaafd door de perspectieven die de tragedie biedt. 
 

Conclusie 
Het raadsel ontvouwd? 

Het beeld dat zowel uit Lummenaeus’ biografie als uit zijn tragedies naar voren 
komt, is dat van een voorzichtig man. De thema’s die hij koos voor zijn 
toneelstukken blonken in die tijd uit in polemische potentie: Lummenaeus’ 
bewerkingen wijzen echter op het tegenovergestelde, namelijk het verkiezen van 
versterking van de eigen gelederen boven het aanvallen van de protestantse 
stellingen. Indien er sprake is van een Contra-reformatorisch doel, dan moet dit 
op de eerste plaats gezocht worden in deze strategie, die ook voet aan de grond 
had gekregen in het jezuïetentoneel. Wanneer we echter de tragedies wat dichter 
betrekken op de biografie, dan komt hieruit vooral het literaire doel naar voren: 
zijn dichtwerken bezorgden hem immers een ticket naar internationale patronage. 
Hoe minder aanstoot ze gaven, des te beter ze hun werk konden doen in de 
supraconfessionele Republiek der Letteren. Tot slot volgt nog een korte 
beschouwing over de aard van de ‘christelijke tragedie’. In beide casestudy’s valt 
het direct op dat enige vorm van typologische duiding feitelijk strikt vermeden 
wordt; er wordt slechts zijdelings op gehint. Het resultaat is dat de nadruk niet 
komt te liggen op Gods heilsplan en de uiteindelijke Verlossing – hetgeen immers 
onmogelijk zou zijn voor een tragedie in klassieke zin –, maar op het lijden in het 
hier en nu van de personages, en, tegelijkertijd, op de afstand die de personages 
scheidt van de uiteindelijke Verlossing. Dit gevoel vindt een duidelijke uitlaatklep 
in, met name, de koorliederen, en wordt op die manier op het publiek 
overgedragen. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 




