CHAPTER III
THE FORMS OF BARZIZZA’S TEACHING IN PADUA

There is no evidence that Barzizza wrote anything while he was in Bergamo, Pavia,
and Venice. His works seem to have been in one way or another the outcome of his
teaching programme at Padua during the years 1407 to 1421. It seems also that he
did not seek attention in the prominent literary circles of his day since, by working
almost continuously in universities, he did not choose the means by which his ideas
could make a quick impression or gain a wide currency; that is, he did not follow
the path of most of his humanist contemporaries who entered the Italian courts and
civic chanceries, the ‘nuclei’ of literary as well as political life. It is not surprising,
therefore, that he adopted none of those literary forms—invectives, eulogies,
princely advice-books, histories—which characterized the marriage of classical
learning to statecraft; nor did he write satires, dialogues, or verse, all works of
improvisation which flourished in an intellectual climate free from regularized
scholarship and academic ‘curricula’. He wrote nothing, in other words, which
bristled with polemic, invited controversy, or demanded response.

That Barzizza did not claim the widest possible attention in his own time partly
explains why he has not claimed enough attention in ours; the noisiest humanists
have generally come first, now as then. At all times, Barzizza was the methodical,
careful schoolmaster, whose works were the occasional by-products of a life-time of
teaching: commentaries and glosses; short treatises on particular aspects of grammar
and rhetoric; model letters and orations. The nature of a man’s writings, of course,
reflects the personality of their author. Barzizza was modest, uncontentious, and
shy of the public eye. The comparative neglect of Barzizza by modern historians of
Italian humanism, it must be said, is probably also due to the uninspiring character
of his writings. Seen individually, as literary pieces in their own right, they offer us
very little; indeed, they suggest that he was as unimaginative as he was unoriginal.
Even his private correspondence and speeches, which one would hope were
stylistically varied and informative of ‘the times’, are rendered dry and wooden by
their painstaking imitation of classical models, while the content of the letters sheds
little light beyond the routine and local matters for which they were written.!

However, for the historian of the late medieval schools, the ‘corpus
Barizizianum’ is a treasure. The various works, since they can barely be examined
singly, have to be considered as a whole, and along thematic rather than
chronological lines (indeed, precise dating is generally impossible). Above all, we
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must remember that they were intended as supplementary aids to a main body of
instruction, as works fitting neatly into a regulated scheme of studies, as manuals
for teaching, guides for students, summaries, and handbooks. In subsequent
chapters we will examine the exact nature of this scheme of studies, but that can
come alive only when, first, we understand both the forms of teaching which
Barzizza was able to adopt in Padua and the structure of teaching in the studium as
a whole.

Barzizza’s teaching can be divided roughly into the ‘official’ and the ‘unofficial’.
His ‘official’ teaching corresponded to his public lectures, both ‘ordinary’ and
‘extraordinary’, and the disputations which he was expected to conduct. These
were the obligations which derived from his post as a university lector and for
which he received a salary from the Venetian authorities.? Because of its official
status, this form of teaching, as well as its content, was strictly regulated. His
‘unofficial teaching included the ‘voluntary’ lectures, given under the auspices of
the University, but for which he received fees from his audience, and the private
instruction in his household. In both of the latter he was quite at liberty to choose
his material and the method by which he expounded it. We will consider each form
in more detail.

BARZIZZA’S ‘OFFICIAL’ TEACHING

Barzizza’s ‘official’ teaching career in the Paduan studium began in October
1407. The previous month, the sapientes consilii in Venice sent a list of ‘doctores
famosi’ to the podesta and capitano of Padua, publishing the names of those masters
to be employed for the new academic year. Among those was ‘Magister Gaspar de
Pergamo’, appointed as a lecturer ‘in Rhetoricis et Moralibus (Auctoribus)’, at a
salary of 120 ducats a year.® Barzizza had thereby entered into a contract of service
with the Venetian state which was to last until the end of the academic year in
1421.

Barzizza’s appointment reflected Venetian policy towards the studium. Six
weeks after Venice had defeated the Carrara and had taken over the city state of
Padua in November 1405, the Senate not only confirmed that the studium would
continue in Padua but determined, as the Visconti had done in the case of Pavia,
that all higher learning in the Venetian dominions would thenceforth be
concentrated in Padua and thus forestalled any further attempts by Treviso,
Verona, and Vicenza to establish their own studia generalia. A year and a half later,
the Senate set out to attract the finest masters of the time to Padua by allocating
the enormous sum of 4,000 ducats for academic salaries.* Besides Barzizza, the list
of masters compiled in the following September included Francesco Zabarella and
Raffaelo Fulgosi in law and Jacopo da Forli, Blasio da Parma, and Daniele da Santa
Sofia in medicine and natural philosophy, all celebrated professors in their day. It is
difficult to know why Cessi and Cestaro thought Barzizza was obscure in his early
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years in Padua since he was accorded high recognition from the start.® That _
Barzizza was included in the list of ‘famous doctors’ confirms this, since we are told
that there were many other doctors who were not mentioned at all.®

Those particularly responsible for the appointment of Barzizza were the
Venetian patricians Niccold Vettori, a member of that family with which Barzizza
was to have close connexions in Padua, and Zaccaria Trevisan, a familiar of the
Barbaro household in which Barzizza taught in 1407 and the capitano of Padua for
that year. Barzizza thanked them for their help in a letter of 1408; ‘Vestra
auctoritate in hunc me locum honorificum et egregium propris, ut ita dicam,
manibus, collocastis.”

Barzizza was appointed to lecture on rhetoric and the ‘moral’ authors, which as
we shall see, included Seneca, Cicero, Valerius Maximus, Virgil, Terence, and other
major writers of Latin prose and poetry. The lectures on ‘the authors’ were
common in the Italian studia, being regarded as a branch of grammar. In Pavia they
were carried out, as we saw, by Travesi. There is no evidence to support the view of
Facciolati that, from 1407, Barzizza taught moral philosophy on the basis of
Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics.® Aristotle was the only authority for this course
and would hardly have been referred to as ‘morales’. Moreover, moral philosophy,
at this stage, was taught by a logician, whereas in all the deeds which record
Barzizza’s presence at an examination he is described as ‘gramatice et retorice
professor’ or ‘artium doctor et retorice professor’.’ Although we lack evidence for
the teaching of the E'thics in Padua at this period (it was generally regarded as a
minor subject), it is extremely doubtful that it was assigned to Barzizza. The
strongest reason for departing from Facciolati is the fact that Barzizza had had no
training in moral philosophy or even in logic (except in its relation to grammar)
before he came to Padua. Only after he came to Padua, between 1407 and 1413,
did he study logic and philosophy (natural philosophy, metaphysics and, probably,
some moral philosophy), while he was also lecturing on grammar and rhetoric. His
doctorate in ‘arts’, which meant logic and philosophy, is recorded for 16 September
1413:

Licentia privati examinis cum publica doctoratus in scientia art. mag. Gasparini de
Pergamo sub rev. sacre theol. mag. d. fr. Paulo de Venetiis acutiss. art. doct.
famosissimoque art. et med. doct. mag. lacobo da la Turre de Furlivio
promotoribus suis, presente art. doct. mag. Batista de Neapoli rect. artistarum.'®

The promotores were chosen from among those who had taught the candidate, so it
is reasonable to suppose that Paulo Veneto had taught him logic, metaphysics, and
moral philosophy and Jacopo da Forli had taught him natural philosophy.!!
Although Barzizza did not lecture in these subjects, he seems to have had an
interest in them. In his commentaries on Seneca’s letters he frequently used
Aristotle’s Ethics as a point of reference and showed himself to be knowledgeable
in contemporary logic.'? In his funeral oration for Jacopo da Forli (1414) Barzizza



40

recalls their discussions on the immortality of the soul in which both attacked
‘quosdam minutos philophos, qui putarunt animas hominum simul cum corporibus
interire’. Barzizza also lists Jacopo’s works in a way which suggests he was familiar
with them.'3

By an indirect route, therefore, what we know of Barzizza’s study of the other
arts helps us to establish more clearly the nature of his teaching, but there are still
many gaps in the evidence. We know that he taught rhetoric and the auctores, as
well as the grammatical doctrines of Priscian, but it is still impossible to know for
certain which texts were specified by the terms of his ‘official” appointment and
which texts he lectured on privately. Even the precise terms of his appointment are
unknown, though we can infer a good deal from graduation records in general and
the rubrics of university statutes: the statutes of the Paduan Arts Faculty (1465),
which registered many traditional practices, the statutes of the Arts Faculty in
Pavia (1409); and the 1405 statutes of the Arts Faculty in Bologna, which directly
influenced the Paduan Artists. We will make considerable use of these records to
give more substance to Barzizza’s career in Padua.'*

The duties of a doctor in the Italian studia are conveniently summarized in the
report of a laurea ceremony at Pavia: teaching activities in the form of lectio,
disputatio, and questiones terminandi; administrative stewardship (‘scollas
regendi’); and, thirdly, performing duties attached to the authority and privileges of
the doctor, such as examining, ‘promoting’ scholars in examinations, and
participating in university ceremonies.'® Barzizza carried out the first two duties
throughout his stay at Padua, but the third he performed only from 1413, when he
acquired the doctorate in arts. Thenceforth, he appears five times among the
promoters in university examinations and frequently gives orations for university
ceremonies.'® Barzizza became increasingly involved in the official side of
university life, if we accept the evidence for his entry into the College of Doctors of
Arts, the select body of doctors who governed the teaching in the University of
Artists. The rolls for the College, like so many other university records, are missing
for this period, though there is a hint from another source that Barzizza was elected
to the College during his last four or five years at Padua. During the early years of
Venetian rule, citizenship of the Venetian state, through origin, adoption, or
honorary conferment, was being demanded more and more as a qualification for
entry into the College of Jurists.!” If a similar tendency prevailed in the College of
Artists, this may be the clue to Barzizza’s request for citizenship in 1416, which
was granted by the Venetian authorities on 6 June 1417.'8

The evidence of Barzizza’s teaching activities, the first duty of the doctor, must
now be examined.

(a) Lectio
In all disciplines the reading matter for the ‘ordinary’ lecture course was
precisely demarcated, since it covered what was strictly necessary for examinations.
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For the course on grammar and rhetoric, Barzizza, like his counterparts in Bologna
and Pavia, would have been obliged to lecture on Priscian, the Rhetorica ad
Herennium, and the De Inventione during all ‘non-festive’ days in term. The
Bolognese practice of holding lectures on grammar in the early morning (‘in missa
Sancti Petri’) and again in the afternoon (‘in vesperis parvis’) was probably followed
in Padua.!® Lectures in rhetoric were held in the evenings, unless the lecturer found
another time of the day more convenient to him.?° To ensure that these arrange-
ments were adhered to, Barzizza, like other lecturers in scholis publicis, came under
the surveillance of university officials.?!

Although there is only one example of a doctorate in grammar and rhetoric
between 1407 and 1421, some knowledge of Priscian and the two rhetorical texts
was expected of all students in the studium. Yet, considering the importance of the
‘ordinary’ lectures, the intellectual backbone of the university, there is very little
evidence of Barzizza’s lectures in this form. Of his lectures on Priscian we know
nothing. For his course on rhetoric some evidence survives, but it amounts to only a
very small part of his teaching. There is no record of his lectures on Cicero’s De
Inventione, but we have his commentary on Book IV of the 4d Herennium, also an
anonymous fifteenth-century commentary on the same text, which Barzizza owned
and probably used in this course, and some notes, probably made by a pupil from
Barzizza’s lectures.??

The ‘extraordinary’ lectures were less formal and regularized than the ‘ordinary’,
as is suggested by the fact that they were held on ‘festive’ days, on certain after-
noons, or even in the vacations. They were ancillary to the ‘ordinary’ lectures,
dealing with those sections of the main texts which had been omitted in the
‘ordinary’ course, or with less important texts by major authors, or with marginal
disciplines which were excluded from the ‘ordinary’ course altogether.?® Barzizza’s
lectures on the authors were probably ‘extraordinary’ and also his lectures on
rhetorical writings other than the two standard texts, such as the orations and
letters of Cicero and Quintilian’s Institutes. It should be added that some of these
lectures may not have been ‘extraordinary’ byt ‘voluntary’, another form which we
will see shortly.

(b) Disputatio and Questiones Terminandi

Barzizza was obliged to hold ‘at least’ two public disputations a year. This was
primarily for the benefit of the scholars, whether they were participating or merely
listening: ‘Quotidiana experientia docet quantum fructum pariat exercitatio
quantumgque valeat ad scholarium audaciam informandam frequens disputatio.?® He
either disputed with a scholar or with a master, as an example for his students, or
he arranged disputations among his older scholars prior to their licentia, presiding at
these as a kind of adjudicator, summing up and, where necessary, making criticisms,
(questiones terminandi). The disputation played a central role in all faculties and in
all medieval universities since it demanded that scholars should use the material



42

they had learnt in the sharp formulation of their ideas and it also provided a ready
means of assessing a student’s ability and progress.

The statutory evidence which we have used to outline Barzizza’s ‘official’
teaching is limited by the fact that it gives the essence of an ideal programme.
Doubtless, this was often modified in practice, since it had to be interpreted
according to the actual complexity and complications of university instruction; but
the broad outlines hold good. We know that Barzizza’s university teaching hinged
on the lectio and disputatio and that these ‘public studies’ took up a good deal of
his time—too much he tought.?

BARRZIZZA’S ‘UNOFFICIAL’ TEACHING

In comparison with his specified university instruction, Barzizza’s private
pedagogy had greater vitality. This is apparent not so much because there is very
little evidence for the former and much evidence for the latter, but because, as we
will see more clearly in later chapters, Barzizza devoted more energy to his
‘voluntary’ lectures, to household tuition and to informal instruction in general.

(a) The Voluntary’ Lectures

The Italian universities made provision for both masters and students to offer
lectures on whatever subject they wanted. The conditions were set down in the
statutes: permission must first be obtained from the Rector of the University and
the lecturer must announce to his audience beforehand what the attendance fee
would be. Similar provisions were made for ‘voluntary’ disputations.?® In a more
general way the university authorities sponsored these voluntary pursuits. It was
recognized that an older scholar, aspiring to an academic career, could use the
voluntary lecture to gain practice. A master, on the other hand, could use it to
generate greater interest in his subject or to present unconventional views, or simply
to supplement his income. In an indefinable way, the prestige of a university as a
learned community could be heightened by the quality and amount of intellectual
activity outside the bounds of the main curriculum. The ‘voluntary’ lecture took
the ‘extraordinary’ lecture one stage further removed from the ‘ordinary’ course,
the first two resembling each other in that they both dealt with material over and
above the required minimum and both depended on a ‘voluntary’ audience. Since
they were essentially similar and since the evidence for Barzizza’s lectures does not
allow us to distinguish between them, we will henceforth consider them in
conjunction.

The enormous importance of these forms of lectures for the full and systematic
introduction of studia humanitatis into the University of Padua becomes clearer
when we recall the low position which grammar and rhetoric held in the studium.
In institutional arrangements, the masters and scholars of grammar and rhetoric had
the least weight and in intellectual terms it was thought that these subjects could be
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studied as an introductory basis to the main material of the arts course and to the
study of law.2” The university statutes, therefore, gave them only scant attention;
only three texts were specified and nothing is said on how they should be
expounded, in contrast to the meticulously precise stipulations for lecturing on
other disciplines.?® Paradoxically, grammar and rhetoric gained a peculiar strength
from this neglect. Since they were not cramped by heavy and rigid statutory
provisions, they could be the most pliable disciplines. Under a master inspired by
humanist studies and debates outside the universities, the fragmentary teaching of
classical letters in the arts course could be infinitely extended and shaped. These
‘open-ended’ arrangements gave the humanist master the opportunity to create a
scheme of studies almost anew and to formulate his own methods. Almost a whole
course could be established outside the ‘ordinary’ curriculum, whereas in other
disciplines the teaching load within the official course was so packed as to allow
little development outside it.

The success of the voluntary lecture depended, almost entirely, on the ability of
the master giving it. The audience had to pay him and, in crude terms, they
naturally wanted their money’s worth. Secondly, the voluntary lectures were
‘open’; by stepping outside the narrow path of prescribed courses, the humanist
could appeal to the entire studium, cutting right across faculty divisions. In this
respect, the lectures resembled the inaugural addresses given to the whole
University for each academic year.?? Both forms were used to great effect by
humanists—Barzizza in Padua, Guarino in Ferrara, and even Valla in Pavia—and it
was partly in this way that students and doctors in other faculties were attracted by
humanism. Thirdly, the voluntary lectures were sometimes used as platforms from
which masters could propound new ideas, publicly answer their critics, or attempt
to generate a wide interest in some area of their work which did not fit into the
main curriculum. Sometimes the lectures were given to meet the demands of
scholars whose views the master knew privately.

Barzizza’s lectures on the Epistolae Morales of Seneca illustrate many of those
aspects of the voluntary lecture, while showing how it often led into the entangle-
ment of academic controversy in a way that the conventional, ‘ordinary’ lectures
did not. In his introduction to his commentaries on the letters, he tells us that they
were originally given as lectures and how these lectures came about.>® He had a high
regard for stoic philosophy in general and for Seneca’s in particular. He felt that the
Epistolae Morales ad Lucilium were the product of the greatest moral philosopher
in antiquity. Besides studying Seneca privately he had discussed his tenets with
friends: ‘quotiens otium mihi esset et cum amicis meis et sine pisis aliquam eius
sententiam legerem’. The results of these meditations and discussions were two
series of public lectures on the letters. The first had aroused hostile criticism in
certain quarters, which he put down to jealousy or ignorance, and so, at the
instigation of learned friends (‘hortatu doctissimorum hominum’), he decided to
tackle his opponents in another set of lectures (‘sententias huius pulcerrimi operis
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iterum in publico exponere’). This, however, was only a half considered plan which
he was tempted to abandon since he was unsure of his abilities and family affairs
were draining his time and energy. But his friends badgered him, offered assistance
and debated among themselves which method should be adopted in the lectures.
The comprehensive and disorderly commentary on the first letter, Barzizza
explains, was due partly to the variety of these opinions, which he wished to
incorporate, and partly to the hurried and strained conditions under which he had
to work. Eventually, however, he and his friends had come to agree on two major
purposes: to set out and discuss all the important opinions so far expressed about
the first letter and then to unravel the knottiest passage by reference to Seneca’s
whole moral philosophy. The latter purpose led him to expound in detail all the
letters, in order to understand properly Seneca’s philosophical language, his
intentions and the conditions in which he lived.*

The circumstances of Barzizza’s lectures on Seneca illustrate how private
discussions, academic hostilities, and a search for a new approach all came into play
in voluntary lectures. The same conditions prevailed with the rhetorical lectures of
another humanist in Padua, Vittorino da Feltre. He was not employed as a publicly
salaried master until 1422, but, as a voluntary lecturer, he was able to gain a wide
hearing for his new methods of interpretation and his attacks on diehard traditional
teaching. Platina has left a beautiful description of Vittorino’s lectures in Padua,
which he gave between ¢.1410 and c.1415:

Patavii publice aliquot annis rhetoricam docuit, nullo nisi publico praemio accepto;
satis sibi a discipulis fieri dictitans, si et eleganter loqui, et bene vivere didicissent.
Auditores, qui plurimi ad eum confluebant cum bona spe dimittens, alacriores
semper ad perseverandum reddebat, lectione utens urbana, simplici, ac pudica, omni
pompa ac fastu verborum, quo concitari invidia, atque odium solet, procul amota;
pertaesus vero scholasticorum arrogantiam, et flagitia, in quae adolescentes ob
petulantiam et licentiam in publicis maxime gymnasiis incurrunt.?

Platina’s account was written a generation later and was probably idealized, but
it does attest the memorable impression left by Vittorino’s lectures. His hold over
an audience was partly due, no doubt, to the attractive personality of the man, but
also to his readiness to criticize current practices in the schools. For airing slightly
unconventional views the ideal forum was provided by the voluntary arrangements.

(b) Barzizza’s Household

Following a common practice among university masters and private teachers of
grammar at that time, Barzizza took the lease of a large tenement in Padua in which
he provided board, lodging, and tuition for perhaps up to fifteen or twenty pupils
at standard prices. This hospice and school, which he called a collegium or
gymnasium, was situated in the Via Pozzo Campione in the district which is still called
the Prato. We know that he gradually enlarged it by acquiring adjacent houses.

We will describe Barzizza’s collegium more fully in Chapter VII, but it must be
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mentioned here in order to give a balanced picture of his teaching activities as a
whole. At any given time, there would have been two kinds of teaching. First, he
held an elementary grammar course for boys between seven and fifteen years old,
probably delegating to a repetitor much of the teaching of the youngest group of
non latinantes. Secondly, he gave extra tuition to older students who had entered
the university arts course. It was for the benefit of these two groups that Barzizza
wrote the many short manuals on grammar and rhetoric. In addition to his school,
Barzizza seems to have turned the collegium into a meeting-place for his literary
friends and former students who happened to be in Padua. For these and for his
older students he organized readings of classical authors, debates and discussions of
literary matters, which were informal renderings of the lecturae and disputationes.
Thirdly, the household was a scriptorium and a centre for textual scholarship,
providing the essential preliminary work on those texts which Barzizza was to
expound in his public lectures.

Barzizza’s household activities were to inform every branch of his teaching.
There he prepared the work for his public lectures, through textual research or
through the literary criticisms which he received from friends, as we saw in the case
of his lectures on Seneca. There his public teaching was extended and refined in the
tuition which he gave to students and in the literary discussions which he
promoted. There he exercised a continual and pervasive influence over the minds of
his pupils and it was in his private school that he was given the unlimited
opportunity to devise that scheme of studies which will be examined in the
following three chapters.

A very clear pattern emerges from a study of Barzizza’s teaching; the less formal
and ‘official’ the teaching the more evidence there is. For his ‘ordinary’ lectures and
disputations, there is least evidence. The university was not prepared to add to the
statutory three texts for study in grammar and rhetoric and this was evidently still
the case in 1465 when the Statutes for Artists were revised. An extensive course on
letters had to be held outside the central curriculum, through the less formal and
less regulated means of the ‘extraordinary’ and ‘voluntary’ lectures. For Barzizza’s
use of these there is a great deal of evidence, as we shall see. Even more evidence,
however, survives for Barzizza’s private teaching, that area which lay right on the
periphery of university teaching. The work for which Barzizza was to be
remembered by later humanists, his textual scholarship and his various didactic
manuals, was derived from his household instruction.

Barzizza’s Paduan teaching seems to bear out the principle, generally a reliable
one, that intellectual change comes about outside a rigid academic curriculum
which, because it is embedded in the heavy structure of institutional teaching, is
inclined more to self-perpetuation than to quick change, even in questions of
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emphasis only. Broadly speaking, the principle is valid for humanist studies in
Padua, but it could be misleading. In general, Barzizza did not oppose the studia
humanitatis to the traditional course in the University, but saw these studies as
filling out and refining the statutory instruction. He took the latter as his starting
point and, indeed, the techniques and assumptions of university teaching, with
which he was deeply familiar, were to penetrate and, to a certain extent, shape his
private teaching. His school produced changes in emphasis rather than any new,
fundamental reckonings.

In the next three chapters we will systematically set out Barzizza’s teaching in
grammar, which is divided into two branches, and rhetoric, in an attempt to present
his scheme of studies more clearly. However, there is no evidence that he taught
exactly according to these divisions. Indeed, he seems to have regarded disciplines
as interconnected and his teaching had a unity, an inner coherence which cut across
the formal divisions between subjects. Thus, he interpreted classical authors both
from the point of view of style and of moral content, while also using the texts to
substantiate grammatical precepts. Grammar and rhetoric, with their various
divisions, were made to merge into one course on letters, the studia humanitatis. In
a letter to the grammarian Enrico Veronese, he appealed to the interdependence of
rhetoric, poetry, and grammar:

Lege etiam oro Ciceronem in suo Oratore, et videbis dilucide, quam necessaria,
atque utilis sit Rhetori poetica facultas. Adde praeterea, quod illi ipsi Auctores
unum, et eundem finem respiciunt; nam habent propemodum similitudinem, quam
si mente concipere volueris, illum ipsum recte factum confiteberis, quod ego facio.
Proponas tibi hominem, qui se optet bonum esse artificem, sed pauperrimum, qui
prorsus careat instrumentis ad illam ipsam artem necessariis: quid tunc proderit ei
ars? Certe nihil. Itidem mihi: quid mihi prodesset Cicero sine Prisciano, et Terentio,
et caeteris Poetis? Quid Priscianus sine Cicerone et Terentio? Quid denique
Terentius sine Cicerone et Prisciano? Sane nihil >





