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PREFACE

The idea of a Cambridge History of the Bible originated within the
University Pressand was considered, approved and benevolently assisted
through its early stages by a committee consisting of Professors M. D.
Knowles and Norman Sykes. It was at first intended that the History
should appear in two volumes, divided chronologically at the Reforma-
tion; and Dr G. W. H. Lampe, then Professor of Theology in the
University of Birmingham, and Dr S. L. Greenslade, then Professor of
Divinity in the University of Durham, were invited to edit them. In
the event, the plan has been extended. The two volumes originally
planned will deal with the history of the Bible in the West only, that is,
in western Europe and America. A history of the Bible in English,
more ample than any recent one, is envisaged, and further volumes may
take up other aspects of the story or cover other areas.

The term ‘history of the Bible’ is used in a limited sense. These two
volumes do not include the composition of the individual books, nor
the historical and religious background and content of the Bible itself.
They are neither a history nor a summary of Christian doctrine, though
considerable attention is paid to theories of biblical authority and
inspiration and to principles and methods of exegesis. Nor are they a
systematic history of biblical scholarship (a subject which deserves
separate treatment), though aspects of it are discussed at some length.
To put it more positively, we have tried to give in the first two volumes
an account of the text and versions of the Bible used in the West, of its
multiplication in manuscript and print, and its circulation; of attitudes
towards its authority and exegesis; and of its place in the life of the
western Church. And, with much reserve, something has been said of
the impact of the Bible upon the world. It is believed that the present
volume will be found to be reasonably self-sufficient. It will be followed
by that edited by Professor Lampe, which covers the period from
the Fathers to the Renaissance.

Though the volumes are substantial, they cannot include everything.
Selection and proportion have been difficult, in view of the need to take
into account the major interests of English-speaking readers. The present

ix
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Preface

editor sympathizes with those of his contributors who would have liked
more space, and is grateful for their self-restraint.

The select bibliographies are intended simply to direct attention to
the principal works on each subject and to indicate where it may be more

fully studied.

Thanks are due, and are offered, to a great many scholars who have
generously assisted the contributors. It is not possible to name them all,
but we cannot omit to record our deep regret at the death of Norman
Sykes so soon after he had left Cambridge to become Dean of
Winchester. This volume contains one of his last writings.

S.L.G.
OXFORD
January 1963
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CHAPTER I

THE BIBLE IN THE REFORMATION

‘SOLA SCRIPTURA’

The reformers dethroned the pope and enthroned the Bible. This is the
common assertion; but when so stated it is not valid, because a book
cannot replace a man. A book has to be interpreted. This was the main
reason why authority had come to be ascribed to the pope in faith and
morals. Catholics argued that if there were no infallible interpreter,
there could be no infallible revelation. Scripture at many points is not
clear, and when a difference of opinion arises as to the meaning, unless
there be some authoritative way of knowing which is right, the inevit-
able result will be uncertainty. If then God desired to make a revelation
of himself in Jesus Christ, and the record of that revelation is a docu-
ment in some respects obscure, God must have ensured the revealing
quality of the revelation by establishing an inerrant interpreter, who is
able to declare the truth partly because he is the custodian of the
tradition and partly because he is guarded from error by the Holy
Spirit. This role was assigned by God to the bishop of the church of
Rome, founded by the two martyr apostles, Peter and Paul. Her
bishop is the successor of Peter to whom were given the keys of the
kingdom of heaven.

Such claims Luther roundly denied. In his 4ddress o the Nobility
of the German Nation, in the summer of 1520, the reformer prayed that
he might be given the trumpet of Joshua with which to tumble down
the three walls of the modern Jericho. The second of these walls was
the claim that the popes

alone are the lords of Scripture, though by their lives they have learned
nothing about it....With shameless words they conjure up the assertion
that the pope cannot err in the faith, be he good or bad, and for this they
adduce not a single letter [of Scripture].. . .Since they assert that the Holy
Ghost has not deserted them however ignorant and bad they may be, they
venture to decree just what they please. But if this be so, what need or use
is there for holy Scripture? Why not burn it all, and content ourselves with

1
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From the Reformation to the Present Day

these unlearned lords at Rome, who have the Holy Ghost within them,
though in truth the Holy Ghost can dwell only in a godly heart. . .? They
must admit that there are many among us, godly Christians, who have the
true faith, spirit, understanding, word and mind of Christ, and why then
should one reject their word and understanding and follow the pope who has
neither faith nor spirit? . . . Since we are all priests and all have one faith, one
gospel and one sacrament, why then should we not have the authority to test
and determine what is right or not right in the faith? The word of Paul
stands fast, I Corinthians ii, ‘A spiritual man judges all things and is judged
of none’.. . .Abraham had to listen to Sarah who was more subject to him
than we are to anyone on earth, and Balaam’s ass was wiser than the prophet
himself. If then God could speak through an ass against a prophet, why can
he not speak through a godly man against the pope?*

Luther here asserted both that the Scripture is the ultimate recourse,
and that the pope is not the sole interpreter. Luther was not entirely
original at this point, though he gave a sharper edge to positions
previously taken. William of Occam had already said that to be saved
a Christian is not called upon to believe that which is not contained in
Scripture or to be derived from Scripture by manifest and inescapable
logic. At the same time Occam was no drastic insurgent. His divorce
of theology and philosophy left him without a rational undergirding of
the faith, and threw him back upon the authority of the Church. For
that reason, he declared himself ready to submit his judgment to hers,
should anything in his book be deemed repugnant to received teachings.

Again, the conciliarists appealed to the Bible against the pope. One
of them in particular, Nicolo de Tudeschi, known as Panormitanus,
made the statement, very congenial to Luther’s spirit, that ‘in matters
touching the faith, the word of a single private person is to be preferred
to that of a pope if that person is moved by sounder arguments from
the Old Testament and the New Testament’.?> This saying was so often
quoted by Luther, and sometimes without the source, that it came to be
attributed to him; but it did not express his full mind, which went far
beyond that of the conciliarists, who were concerned to diminish the
authority of the pope in order to exalt the authority of councils. And
anyone who impugned this authority might be sent to the stake:
witness the execution of John Hus with the entire approval of that great

! Bonn edition 1, 870—2, Weimar ed. 6, 411~12 (abbreviation hereafter W).

* Abbaris Panormitani Commentaria (Venice, 1571), Tom. 1, 142. Compare my article

‘Probleme der Lutherbiographie’, in Lutherforschung Heute (1958), p. 27.

2
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The Bible in the Reformation

conciliarist, Cardinal D’Ailly. Luther found himself driven to challenge
the authority not only of the pope but also of councils as interpreters of
Scripture.

The stages by which Luther reached this conclusion may be briefly
reviewed. In his early period he was influenced by the mystics, who
held that the way of salvation is the way of humility and humiliation.
God grants his grace only to the humble. Humility does not earn his
grace. Humility cannot be a good work. If it made any pretence to be
a good work, it would not be humility. But only to the humble can
God grant his grace, only to those who make no claim, who accept
humiliation. To be saved, one must first be damned.! This position
demolished the entire concept of merit and excluded the possibility of
superfluous credits accumulated in the treasury of the merits of the
saints, transferable by the pope to others, even to those in purgatory.
The entire theory of indulgences was thus undercut. This attack on the
very concept of merit constituted the heresy in Luther’s ninety-five
theses. When in consequence the Master of the Sacred Palace, on the
pope’s behalf, declared Luther to be a heretic on the ground that
the Church consists representatively in the cardinals and virtually in the
pope, and that he who dissents from what the Church actually does is
a heretic, Luther retorted that the Church consists representatively in a
council and virtually in Christ. The pope may err, so too may councils.
The only authority is to be found in the canonical Scriptures. This was
in August 1518. In that same year Luther was examined at Augsburg by
Cardinal Cajetan who confronted him with the bull Unigenitus of
Pope Clement VI in which the doctrine of the treasury of the super-
fluous merits of the saints was set forth. Luther was driven to reject
the authority of this bull and thereby, of course, to impugn the
authority of its author. ‘ The new adulators in our day’, said Luther,
‘have put the pope above a council. They make everything depend
upon one man, the pope. There are those who put the pope above
Scripture and say that he cannot err. In that case, the Scripture perishes
and nothing is left in the Church but the word of man.” The question
came up again at the Leipzig debate in 1519 when John Eck told Luther
that his teaching betrayed the Bohemian virus, in his reliance ‘more on
sacred Scripture than on the supreme pontiffs, councils, doctors and

' On these themes in Luther’s early theology compare Ernst Bizer, Fides ex Auditu
(1958).
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From the Reformation to the Present Day

universities. . .inasmuch as the Holy Spirit does not desert the
Church’. Luther replied that he did not disdain the opinions of the
most illustrious Fathers, but that clear Scripture is to be preferred. The
authority of Scripture is beyond all human capacity, ‘councils can err,
have erred, and may not institute new articles of faith’.! Finally at
Worms Luther asserted that unless refuted by Scripture and manifest
reason, he would not recant.

The principle of sola scriptura had thus come to be affirmed. Nothing
as to the faith can be asserted which contradicts or goes beyond
Scripture. The Bible is not to be, as it had not been, infallibly inter-
preted by popes and councils. The true sense has even sometimes been
better grasped by godly, though unlearned, laymen.

This position was basic for all the Protestants. Zwingli took his
stand on this ground at the first Zurich disputation in 1523 before the
city council. The delegates of the bishop of Constance protested that
such an assembly could not judge of doctrine and change ancient
custom. This only a general council could do. A village like Zurich
could not legislate for Christendom. What would Spain, Italy and
France and the northern lands have to say on the subject? The uni-
versities must be consulted, Paris, Cologne, Louvain. Zwingli
facetiously interjected, ‘Erfurt and Wittenberg’. Then, when the
laughter subsided, he turned to a serious refutation. The present
assembly, he declared, was perfectly competent to judge of doctrine
and usage, because an infallible judge lay on the table in Hebrew, Greek
and Latin, namely Holy Writ. And there were those present quite as
conversant in these languages as any at the universities named. Here,
the humanist Zwingli assumed that the understanding of Scripture
required philological competence. Yet he went on, after the manner of
Luther, to say that the assembly contained also Christian hearts who
through the spirit of God could tell which side rightly and which side
wrongly interpreted Scripture.?

Confronted with the charge of innovation, Zwingli replied that he
was teaching nothing but that which was fifteen hundred and twenty-
two years old. ‘ We shall test everything’, he affirmed, ‘by the touch-

YW, 1, 2, 391—2. W, 2, 282. J&id. 309, line 34. 7bid. 303, lines 16-21.

* Zwingli, Samtliche Werke, 1, 479-569 (abbreviation hereafter Z). English trans-
lation in S. M. Jackson, Selections from Zwingl (1901), pp. 4957
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The Bible in the Reformation

stone of the Gospel and the fire of Paul.” The Catholics retorted that
the Church must be the lord of Scripture because the Church made
the Scripture, inasmuch as the Church determined what books should
be included in the canon of Scripture. Zwingli replied that the Gospel
did not owe its existence to the sanction of the Fathers. The Gospel of
Christ is ‘the power of God unto salvation to everyone that believeth’.
To say that this Gospel derives its sanction from an assembly of men is
blasphemy. The Church did not create the Gospel. The Church merely
decided that some books did not proclaim the Gospel, precisely as the
reformers themselves were removing corruption.!

Calvin had to wrestle with the same objections, which in the mean-
time had been fully formulated and published by Catholic opponents.
‘If the Church had not given its approval,” he demanded, ‘would there
never have been the doctrine without which the Church would never
have existed?’ If it be asked how we may know that this doctrine is
from God unless we have recourse to a decree of the Church, this is
like asking, ‘How do we know light from darkness, black from white,
bitter from sweet?’? One notes that Luther appealed to the Spirit to
validate and interpret Scripture. Zwingli added philology, and Calvin
adduced plain common sense.

Of all the parties in the Reformation, the Anabaptists were the most
scriptural. They were the ones who formulated and adhered to the
principle often attributed to Zwingli, that only that which is expressly
allowed in the Bible is permissible. The vicar of Constance attempted
to pin Zwingli down on this point, and asked him whether he would
admit only that which was written in the Gospel. In that case, how could
he subscribe to the Apostles’ Creed and how could he retain the word
homoousios in the Nicene Creed?3 Zwingli’s reply was evasive, but that
of Conrad Grebel, the Anabaptist, was not, for he said, * What we are
not told to do in clear words and examples [in Scripture] we are to
consider forbidden as if it were written ““thou shalt not”.’#

The Thirty-nine Articles of the Church of England include one
article ‘Of the Sufficiency of the holy Scriptures for salvation’.

Y Architeles, art. LX. Z, 1, 319; art. Xxxv1. Z,1, 293~4. English translation, The Latin
Works. . .of Huldreich Zwingii, ed. S. M. Jackson, vol. 1 (1912), pp. 250, 280,

* Instis. 1, vil, 1-2.

3 Z, 1, 553 footnote. Selections, ed. S. M. Jackson, p. 98.

4 Harold Bender, Conrad Grebel (1950), p. 277, note 89, citing Epistel, p. 94.

5
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From the Reformation to the Present Day

‘Holy Scripture containeth all things necessary to salvation: so that
whatsoever is not read therein, nor may be proved thereby, is not to
be required of any man, that it should be believed as an article of the
Faith, or be thought requisite or necessary to salvation.’

THE CANON OF SCRIPTURE

But if the Scripture were the authority, what then was the Scripture?
That question might seem long ago to have been settled because the
canon, both of the Old Testament and of the New, had been fixed since
the days of the early Church. But if| as the reformers said, the Gospel
was prior to the canon and only those books should be received which
proclaimed the Gospel, might not the canon be re-examined? Many
strictures were actually passed upon the books of the Old Testament
and even of the New, both by humanists and reformers. And the out-
come might have been a reduction of the canon, but this did not occur.
Conceivably the rise of the radicals who disparaged the entire written
Word made its defenders more rigid.

Erasmus threw out a disquieting remark in the course of his con-
troversy with Luther over the freedom of the will. In favour of this
doctrine Erasmus cited a passage from Sirach in the Apocrypha of the
Old Testament. ‘I think no one should detract from the authority of
this book because Saint Jerome indicated that it did not belong to the
Hebrew canon, since the Christians received it into their canon, and
1 cannot see why the Hebrews excluded it when they included the
Parables of Solomon [presumably Ecclesiastes rather than Proverbs]
and the amatory Canticles.”” The point of Erasmus was to defend
Sirach rather than to reject Ecclesiastes and the Song of Songs. But
another, reading his words, might have been disposed to take the other
alternative.

Luther did not. He answered that though he might exclude Sirach,
for the moment he would accept it rather than become involved in a
controversy with regard to the canon of the Old Testament ‘which
you, Erasmus, gnaw and ridicule’. But on other occasions Luther
behaved as if he were minded to open a controversy on the canon not
only of the Old Testament but also of the New. ‘I so hate Esther and

' De Libero Arbitrio, ed. J. von Walter, Quellenschriften ur Geschichte des Pro-
testantismus, vili (1935), Ila1, pp. 19—20.

6

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Bible in the Reformation

II Maccabees that I wish they did not exist. There is too much Judaism
in them and not a little heathenism.” II Maccabees was not a great
problem, because it belonged to the Apocrypha of the Old Testament
which Luther placed in a lower category as suitable for edification but
not for disputation. He had good reason to exclude this particular book
from disputation because it contains the text on which the Catholics base
the doctrine of purgatory (xii. 40~6); but Esther belongs to the canon.

Even more serious was the disparagement of books in the New
Testament, Luther’s caustic remark about the Epistle of James is
notorious: he characterized it as an ‘epistle of straw’. As for Reve-
lation, in 1522 he declared that he could not regard it as prophetic or
apostolic or even as the work of the Holy Ghost because so replete with
visions and images. The worst was that in this book Christ was neither
taught nor known. Luther would not impose his own opinion upon
others, but for himself his spirit could not find its way into this book.

Yet despite these strictures he did not exclude any of these books
from the canon. Whether they were actually written by apostles was to
him of no consequence. The whole question of authorship was indif-
ferent. Carlstadt had impugned the Mosaic authorship of the Penta-
teuch on the ground that Moses could not have written the account of
his own death.3 Luther agreed that this portion must have been ap-
pended by another hand, but accepted Moses as the author up to that
point. The question, however, was for him entirely immaterial. Luther
could not regard Revelation as apostolic or Hebrews as Pauline, but
dislodged neither from the canon. The test was whether a book
proclaimed Christ. ¢ That which does not preach Christ is not apostolic,
though it be the work of Peter or Paul and conversely that which does
teach Christ is apostolic even though it be written by Judas, Annas,
Pilate, Herod.™

By this token, however, he should have left out Esther and also
Revelation if his statement about it were correct; and James too might
well have gone. But they were all retained. The reason in the case of

* W, 18, 666, lines 18~22; Tischreden (TR), 1, no. 475, p. 208.

? Erlangen edition (abbreviation hereafter EA), 63, 115, 169. The Erlangen edition is
at this point more convenient for speedy reference because all of the prefaces are col-
lected in a single volume, whereas in the Weimar edition they are attached to the
successive editions to which they refer.

3 Herman Barge, Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt, 2 vols. (1905), 1, 193.

+ EA, 63, 156f.
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From the Refbrmation to the Present Day

Esther may have been sheer conservatism. In the case of the other two
Luther was able to discover words of palliation. ‘James’, he would
concede, ‘was a good man who jotted down some remarks made by
the disciples of the Apostles. His book is not to be forbidden, because
it does contain some good sayings.” The castigation of Revelation
cited above is from the preface to the New Testament in 1522. In 1545
it was superseded by another preface which contrived to find in the
book a condemnation of Thomas Miintzer and summed up the message
of Revelation as this: ‘ That Christ is with his Saints to the end of the
world despite plagues, beasts, and evil angels.’”* The canon, then, was
to be retained.

An actual attack occurred at Geneva in Calvin’s circle where
Sebastian Castellio, an Erasmian in the courts of the Lord, was denied
ordination to the ministry on the ground among others that he rejected
the inspiration of the Song of Songs. The ministers of Geneva including
Calvin gave this account of the incident:

Castellio said that it was a lascivious and obscene poem in which Solomon
described his indecent amours. We told him first that he should not be so
rash as to despise the perpetual consensus of the Church universal. There was
no book of doubtful authenticity which had not been debated, and those
books which we now receive without question were at first disputed. But
this book has never been openly rejected by anyone. We told him also that
he should not trust so to his own judgment, especially when he advanced
nothing which had not been obvious to every one before he was born. As
for the book we contended that it was an epithalamium not unlike Psalm 45.
The only difference is that the one gives briefly what the other develops in
detail. The Psalm of Solomon sings the beauty and adornment of the bride,
so that the substance is the same. The difference is merely a matter of style.

When this did not weigh with him we considered what we should do.
We were all agreed that it would be dangerous and would set a bad example
if he were admitted to the ministry on this condition. To begin with, good
people would be not a little offended if they heard that we had ordained a
minister who openly rejected and condemned a book accepted as Scripture
by all the churches. Further the door would be open to adversaries and
detractors who seek to defame the Gospel and disrupt this church. Finally
we should be without an answer for the future to any one who wanted to
repudiate Ecclesiastes or Proverbs or any other book, unless we wanted to
debate whether or no the book were worthy of the Holy Spirit.

! EA, 63, 157. * Ibid. pp. 161 and 168.
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The Bible in the Reformation

That no one may suppose that there was any other reason for Sebastian’s
leaving we wish to attest wherever he goes that he gave up his position as
schoolmaster of his own free will. He has so conducted himself that we deem
him worthy of the ministry. He has been rejected not because of any blemish
in his character, nor because of failure to accept the fundamentals, but simply
for this reason which we have mentioned. The ministers of the church at
Geneva. Signed in the name and by the mandate of all, john Calvin.*

Yet when Castellio translated the Bible both into Latin and into
French, the Song of Songs was not left out. The canon stood.

As for the Old Testament Apocrypha, though retained at a lower
level, certain portions were very highly esteemed and none more so
than the smallest of all its books, the Prayer of Manasses, because it is
so filled with the spirit of contrition. The following portion well
exhibits its spirit and shows why Luther and the reformers should have
esteemed it so highly. The prayer celebrates the majesty and mercy of
God and continues:

Surely thou, O Lord, the God of the just, hast not appointed repentance for
the just, for Abraham and Isaac and Jacob who have not sinned against thee;
but thou hast appointed repentance for me a sinner: for I have sinned above
the number of the sand of the sea. My transgressions are multiplied, O Lord,
they are multiplied, and I am not worthy to look at or see the height of
heaven, for the multitude of my iniquities, being bowed down by many iron
bonds, so that I cannot uplift my head, and there is no release for me, because
1 have provoked thy anger, and have done evil before thee, not doing thy
will, nor keeping thy commandments, but setting up abominations and
multiplying offences. And now I bend the knee of my heart, beseeching thy
goodness: I have sinned, Lord, I have sinned, and I acknowledge my trans-
gressions: but I pray and beseech thee, release me, Lord, release me, and
destroy me not with my transgressions; keep not evils for me in anger for
ever, nor condemn me to the lowest parts of the earth: because thou art God,
the God of the repenting; and in me thou wilt shew all thy benevolence, for
that me unworthy thou wilt save, according to thy great mercy: and I will
praise thee continually all the days of my life: for all the host of the heavens
sings to thee, and thine is the glory for ever and ever. Amen.

Significantly a woodcut by Holbein portrayed on one side the indul-
gence traffic and on the other three sinners who because of their
penitence were acceptable to God, and one of these was King Manasses.

¥ Cal. Op. X1, 674~6 (= Corpus Reformatorum 39). See p. 72 below.
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From the Reformation to the Present Day

THE TEXT OF SCRIPTURE

With the canon settled, next came the question of the text. Reuchlin
had shown the necessity in the case of the Old Testament of going
behind the Vulgate to the Hebrew, and Lorenzo Valla and Erasmus had
insisted in the case of the New Testament that one must have recourse
to the Greek. Erasmus cannot be considered a great textual critic. He
used only a few manuscripts for his edition of the Greek New Testa-
ment, and did not correctly evaluate those employed. But his contri-
bution is not to be minimized, for it was he who first made universally
accessible any text whatsoever of the New Testament in the original
tongue. The first edition came from the press of Froben in 1516.
Cardinal Ximenes rendered the same service for the Old Testament in
the Complutensian Polyglot published in 1522, though it had been
printed earlier by the Jews. These publications disclosed discrepancies
from the Vulgate, in some instances not because the original had been
misunderstood but because the same text had not been employed.
Nigri made the preposterous proposal that the Jews had falsified the
text of the Hebrew in order to eliminate references to Christ.” He did
little more thereby than to call attention to the problem.

In the case of the New Testament Erasmus shocked contemporaries
by omitting the famous proof text for the Trinity in I John v. 7 where
the genuine text reads: ‘There are three that witness, the Spirit, the
water, and the blood, and these three are at one.” The spurious addition
amplifies thus, ‘There are three that witness on earth, the Spirit, the
water, and the blood, and these three are one in Christ Jesus, and there
are three that give testimony in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the
Spirit’. Erasmus could not find this form in any Greek manuscript,
and therefore omitted it. Such was the outcry that he rashly promised
to insert the reference to the heavenly witnesses could it be found in any
Greek manuscript. One was discovered at Dublin, late and worthless.
Erasmus, having sworn to deliver the head of John the Baptist, made
the insertion in his second edition in 1519. Happily Luther in his
translation did not follow him at this point. But others did, including
the King James Version. As late as 1897 the Sacred Congregation of
the Holy Office, with the endorsement of Pope Leo XIII, declared
the passage to be authentic. Forty years later this decision was

* 'W. Schwarz, Principles and Problems of Biblical Translation (1955), pp. 63—4-
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reversed.” In general it may be said that the sixteenth century became
aware of textual problems but made no great stride toward their
solution.

Greater gains were made in the area of exegesis. Translation was
itself exegesis. And although a detailed account of the translations
belongs to another chapter, a word on this score cannot be omitted
here. The translator has a twofold task. He must find the best expres-
sion to render the sense of the original, but first of all he must determine
what was the sense of the original. To do so he will have to be a
philologist, an historian and a theologian. There were certain translations
in the age of the Reformation deemed highly ‘offensive to pious ears’.
More complained of Tyndale that he turned ‘charity’ into ‘love’,
‘church’ into ‘congregation’, and ‘priest” into ‘senior’. The question
here was what the early Church really meant by agape, ecclesia, and
presbyteros. The reformers were seeking to divest themselves of the
accretions of the ages and projected themselves into the period of the
New Testament, that by steeping themselves in its thought world they
might recover the genuine meaning of words.

The same problem arose even if one were not translating into a
modern vernacular but only into Latin. In this case the divergence
from the Vulgate was even more glaring. Erasmus ruffled contem-
poraries when he rendered /ogos in the prologue of John not by the
traditional verbum but by sermo. The difference in meaning is not great.
Both have reference to verbal expression, but verbum through usage
carries all of the overtones of consubstantiality with the Father, and he
who substituted sermo might plausibly be suspected of entertaining a
lower view of Christ’s person.

Even more of an affront was the rendering of metanoeite in Matt.
iv. 17. The Vulgate had poenitentiam agite, which might be taken to
mean do penance. Erasmus rendered it resipiscite which means be
penitent. With what avidity Luther laid hold of this translation to
bolster his critique of the penitential system of the Church!

¥ Preserved Smith, Erasmus (1923), pp. 165—6 and Edmund Sinott, Two Ways to
Truth (1953), p. 161. See also ch. 11, pp. 59-61; ch. vI, pp. 203, 233 below.
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THE INSPIRATION OF SCRIPTURE

The principle of sola scriptura was established. The canon stood, the
text was generally accepted, translation produced debates but no serious
ruptures. The Protestants rejected any tradition of the Church not
deemed consonant with Scripture. And some went further and rejected
whatever was not enjoined in Scripture. But by what right? The
Scripture was called the Word of God. In what sense was it the Word
of God? The Scripture was said to be inspired. How far inspired? In
every letter? Were there or were there not levels in Scripture? Were all
portions equally to be received? Such were the questions which
engaged the reformers as to the meaning and scope of the inspiration
of the Scriptures.

The main reformers believed in the verbal inspiration of the
Scriptures, though for them the phrase did not carry its modern conno-
tations. Luther affirmed that ‘the Bible is the Holy Spirit’s own peculiar
book, writing and word’. ‘God is in every syllable.” ‘No jota is in
vain.” ‘One should tremble before a letter of the Bible more than
before the whole world.” Everything in the Bible is to be believed
because the book constitutes a whole, ‘ And he who does not believe
one statement cannot believe anything’.! For Calvin, the biblical
writers were ‘the secretaries of the Holy Ghost, authentici amanuenses,
notaires authentigues’. The Holy Spirit dictated to them; the Holy
Ghost determined that the 119th Psalm should be set up alphabetically,
and that the cry of Christ £/, Eli, lama sabachthani should have been
left in Aramaic without translation. Calvin could speak of the style of
the Holy Ghost. To be sure the writers were not mere speaking-tubes
like Balaam’s ass, and they do exhibit different styles of their own. Yet
all of Scripture is to be received as if God were speaking.?

Nevertheless, inspiration did not insure inerrancy in all details.
Luther recognized mistakes and inconsistencies in Scripture and treated
them with lofty indifference because they did not touch the heart of the
Gospel. ‘The Holy Ghost’, said he, ‘has an eye only to the substance
and is not bound by words.” Luther recognized that Matt. xxvii. 9

W, 1,648. W, 54,474- TR, no. 1983. W, 5, 184, line 32. W, 26, 450. W, 56, 249,
lines 19—21.

* Many passages are collected by Werner Krusche, Das Wirken des Heiligen Geistes
nach Calvin (1957), pp. 162—74. For amanuenses see Institutes, 1v, viii, 9.
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mistakenly cited Jeremiah for Zechariah. ‘But such points do not
bother me particularly.” He did not know why the Holy Ghost
had permitted Matthew and Luke to give unharmonized accounts of
the birth stories, but the fact was indisputable. Equally serious was the
discrepancy between Matthew who had Jesus enter Jerusalem after the
triumphal entry at the end of his ministry and John who placed the
entry directly after the baptism at the beginning. ‘ These are questions
that I am not going to try to settle. Some people are so hairsplitting
and meticulous that they want to have everything absolutely precise.
But if we have the right understanding of Scripture and hold to the true
article of our faith that Jesus Christ, God’s Son, died and suffered for
us, it won’t matter much if we cannot answer all the questions put to
us.” Stephen’s speech in Acts does not accord with the account in
Genesis. In this case Luther said that Moses was to be preferred because
Stephen was dependent on him. Moses was an historian. Stephen was
not punctilious as to the circumstances.

Calvin went into this point more fully. The discrepancy is that in
Gen. xlvi. 27 the family of Jacob that went down into Egypt numbered
seventy, whereas in Acts vii. 14 the number is given as seventy-five.
The mistake goes back to the Septuagint translation. Calvin tried to
save Luke by assuming that he was aware of the error and deliberately
accommodated himself to the people who would have been disturbed
by any divergence from the familiar Greek translation. In that case the
Holy Ghost practised deliberate pedagogical inaccuracy. But Calvin
like Luther was quite ready to recognize manifest error in the New
Testament, in a citation from the Old Testament and in matters of
chronology. He would not hold the Holy Ghost responsible for every
dagesh forte. And the position of the two reformers was well expressed
by Luther who recognized that John’s Gospel was confused as to the
localities where Peter denied Christ, but no one would go to heaven or
to hell for believing that all three took place in the house of Caiaphas.

There were those among the reformers who did expend incredible
ingenuity on efforts at harmonization. The most outstanding was
Andreas Osiander in his Harmonia Evangelica (Paris, 1545). The
simplest way to achieve a reconciliation between contradictory accounts
of the same event is to have the event occur in as many forms and on as
many occasions as may be needful to validate all the versions. Osiander
posited that Christ must have twice been crowned with thorns and clad
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in purple, and that Peter must have warmed himself four times. The
point was not to emphasize the cold but to accommodate all of the
recitals. Luther scorned all such devices.! Again, what did it matter
whether Christ cleansed the temple once or twice? Luther’s point was
not so much that harmonization is impossible as that rigorous con-
sistency is so inconsequential as to be unworthy of such effort.

Castellio, the Protestant Erasmian, was more concerned to insist on
the impossibility, whatever might be the consequences. He drew out
the absurdity in Osiander’s method by pointing out to him that since
there are four accounts of Peter’s denial and four accounts of the
prediction of the denial and since the fulfilment must be assumed to
have corresponded perfectly to the prediction, therefore to account for
all of the verbal differences one would have to assume eight denials.
For himself Castellio affirmed that the inconsistencies did not negate
the inspiration, but if they did he could not deny the inconsistencies.?
No one else was quite so blunt, but Luther and Calvin certainly did not
deny the discrepancies.

Not only did verbal inspiration not insure inerrancy, it did not even
guarantee impeccability. According to Luther the Holy Ghost caused
Jacob to deceive Laban. ‘Even though this was deceit and false-
hood, nevertheless Jacob did it under divine authority. . .when God
commands his saints and faithful men to do anything, without any
doubt that deed is right and holy.” Here was the problem of the im-
moralities of the patriarchs which had long since troubled the Church.
If the Holy Ghost was responsible for everything recorded in Scripture
without a hint of disapproval, what then should one think of the theft
of the Israelites from the Egyptians, the polygamy of the patriarchs,
the suicide of Samson, the tyrannicide of Judith, and so on? There were
in general three answers. The one was allegory, which denuded the
recital completely of its historical meaning. Origen for example held
that the Holy Ghost would never have permitted the recording of the
Old Testament wars had the reference not been really to conflict with
our vices. A second method was that of natural law, in which case some

! TR, no. 4567. W, 23, 642. W, 49, 186—90. W, 46, 726, line 11. W, 42, 459—Go.
Passages collected in Krusche, op. cit. p. 180. W, 28, 269. W, 17, 2, 39, lines 29-30.
W, 40, 1, 420 and 458. W, 46, 725—38.

* ‘De Arte Dubitandi’, ed. E. Feist (Hirsch), in ‘Per la Storia degli Eretici Italiani’,
Reale Accademia d’Italia, Studi e Documenti, vi1 (1937), 340—2.
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extenuating circumstance would be discovered which would bring
apparent immorality into accord with universal moral principles, even
though at variance with the normal code. The third way was to say
that the Old Testament worthies had received a special command from
God whose will is necessarily right whatever he commands. As for
contemporary ethics, allegory would entirely eliminate the problem.
The way of natural law makes the behaviour reputable in the present
provided the same extenuating circumstances recur. The way of a
special divine command likewise renders the act capable of imitation
provided the command recurs. The normal assumption among the
Reformers was that God now spoke only through Scripture and
consequently the eccentricities and immoralities of the patriarchs were
not to be revived. Such was Luther’s position, as the following
passages illustrate:

If any one wishes to imitate Noah and get drunk, he deserves to go to hell.
So Paul swore, but it is not permitted to me.

Samson was called upon by God to plague the Philistines so as to save the
children of Israel....But no one will follow this example, be he a true
Christian and full of the Spirit... . . First you must be like Samson; then you
may do as Samson.

The Spirit can and does produce works which seem to be contrary to all
of God’s commands, but they are only against the commands of the second
table, which have reference to one’s neighbour, and are in accord with the
first three commands in the first table, which refer to God. You must first
be a Peter, Paul, Jacob, David, and Elias. Then in God’s name you may well
curse with highest merit before God.

As for the fact that the Jews smashed altars and idols, they had in that
time a special command of God for that work, which we in this time do not
have. As for Abraham sacrificing his son, he had a special command of
God for it.!

Calvin pursued the same method, and repudiated tyrannicide,
explaining the examples of Moses and Othniel as due to a ‘legitimate
calling of God’, with which they were ‘armed from heaven’. Some-
times, however, Calvin adduced extenuating circumstances. For the
practice of polygamy Abraham had a special reason which is not valid
today, in that it was needful for him to raise up seed for the fulfilment
of the promise. Similarly, Jacob was justified in using the handmaids

1 W, 43, 694. W, 11, 205, line 8. W, 11, 261, lines 16f. W, 17, 2, 32~60. W, 15, 220.
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at the instance of his wives, but the taking of Rachel is inexcusable, for
this was an indulgence of the flesh.”

Some, however, held that the day of special revelations was not
closed. This view came to light among the Anabaptists at Miinster.
Their leader, Bernhard Rothmann, relates that ‘we laid off our arms
and weapons and prepared us for the slaughter’, until God ‘through
a spiritual revelation’ showed us that ‘now is the time of the restitu-
tion of all things’, and that ‘we and all true Christians in this time
may not only ward off the force of the godless with the sword, but also
because he has placed the sword in the hands of his people to avenge all
unrighteousness’.?

But if inspiration did not mean inerrancy or impeccability neither
could it mean uniformity in quality and authority. Certainly an in-
accuracy, however trivial, could not have the weight of the unassail-
able affirmations, and the deviations from morality however explicable
could not rank with the Beatitudes. There must be levels in Scripture,
not only for these reasons but because the Old Testament cannot rank
with the New, not even for those Reformers who like Luther, Zwingli,
Calvin, and Cranmer regarded the Old Testament as a Christian book
in which the pre-existent Christ was speaking through the mouths of
Moses and of David. Yet this Christ in the Old Testament was veiled,
and the New Testament was the book of disclosure. The Old Testa-
ment was indeed highly esteemed. Luther loved it and devoted actually
more time to the exposition of the Old Testament than of the New. On
three books of the New Testament he wrote commentaries, Romans,
Galatians, and Hebrews, but on five of the Old Testament: Genesis,
Psalms, Isaiah, Habakkuk, and Jonah, with lesser treatments of
many more. His expositions of the Old Testament books occupy
much more space, no doubt in part because the books themselves are
more compendious. Yet not without justice has Luther been called an
expositor of the Old Testament.3 And as for Calvin, he was a syste-

¥ Instit. 1v, xx. Cal. Op. X, 258~9. See also ch. 1v, p. 146 below.

* *Restitution’, Neudrucke deutscher Literaturwerke, nos. 77 and 78, pp. 107 and r10.
Rothmann says that they were taught ‘durch geistlike apenbaringe’. The above passages
are taken from my article ‘ The Immoralities of the Patriarchs according to the Exegesis
of the late Middle Ages and of the Reformation’, Harvard Theological Review, xx111, 1
{Jan. 1930), 39—49.

3 Heinrich Bornkamm, Luther und das Alte Testament (1948), illuminating at many
points.
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matic commentator on the whole Bible, and the Old Testament by
reason of its bulk received greater attention. Among the Reformed
Churches the Old Testament loomed larger also because it served to
provide a framework for the constitution of a Holy Commonwealth.
This it could never do for Luther, because he did not believe in the
possibility of a Holy Commonwealth.

The Anabaptists exhibited great diversity as to the Old Testament.
The Miinsterite Bernhard Rothmann said that the core of Scripture,
that which may properly be called God’s Word, is Moses and the
Prophets. But this he said only because of the word of Christ, ‘If
they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they be persuaded
though one rose from the dead’.? Others among the Anabaptists dis-
paraged Moses on the ground that his covenant was superseded by the
new covenant and his law by the new law of the Sermon on the Mount.
Naturally all of the pacifist advocates of religious liberty rejected the
wars of the Old Testament and would not suffer the frightful treatment
recommended for apostates in Deuteronomy xiii to be applied to
Christian heretics. Such a view led, however, only to discrimination in
the use of the Old Testament. That great champion of liberty Sebastian
Castellio wished only that ‘the persecutors would select the finer
portions of Moses, those which better accord with the mercy of Christ.
If only they would imitate the Moses who, though the children of
Israel wished to stone him, nevertheless appeased the anger of the Lord
against them and desired to be blotted out of the Book of Life rather
than that they should perish’.* By all Christians the Old Testament
had to be received with greater qualification than the New.

An ancient problem, and for Luther a particular problem, was that
of the law. The Apostle Paul had said that the law was a schoolmaster
to lead us to Christ, but having done so could be dismissed. Yet the
book of Deuteronomy pronounced an everlasting curse on any who did
not observe the law. Marcion went beyond Paul and rejected not only
the law but the book which contained the law. The Church was more
discriminating and commonly made a distinction between the cere-
monial law which was abrogated and moral law which was binding.

' Luke xv. 31. Pon Verborgenheit der Schrift, ed. G. W. H. Hochhuth (1857),
pp- 7 and 15—16. Cf. Restitution, pp. 18—21.

* De Haereticis Coercendis, ed. Van der Woude (Geneva, 1954), p. 144. English
translation in R. H. Bainton, Castellio Concerning Heretics (1935), p. 230.
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This solution could not satisfy Luther, because for him law as law, as a
device for satisfying God, could work only damnation since no man
can fulfil it. One would think that this view might have led him to
reject alike the law and the Old Testament, but not so, because through
the Holy Spirit the law can become the Gospel and without the Spirit
the Gospel can become the law. And if the Sermon on the Mount be
treated as law, it is even more devastating than are the Ten Command-
ments.

Yet there is no escaping the fact that the Old Testament does contain
law, promulgated as law and enjoined to be kept with rewards and
punishments attached. Luther handled the problem by making a
distinction within the law between that which is of universal validity as
an expression of the law of nature such as the commands, Thou shalt
not kill, Thou shalt not commit adultery, and the like. The other
portion he called the Jidisches Sachsenspiegel. He meant that as the
Sachsenspiegel was the local law of the Germans, so the Pentateuch and
even the Ten Commandments contained portions which were specific-
ally directed to the Jews and only to the Jews. ‘Iam the Lord thy God
who brought thee up out of the land of Egypt.” God did not bring the
Germans up out of the land of Egypt. Consequently, this could not
be meant for them. The command as to the Sabbath has two aspects.
As an injunction to rest one day out of the week it is of universal
validity, but as a command to observe Saturday it was directed only to
the Jews.

Curiously Luther omitted from the Ten Commandments the one
against graven images partly on the ground that it was meant only
for the Jews. In consequence Luther’s list of the commandments ran
in part as follows: (1) Thou shalt have no other gods before me.
(2) Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord in vain. (3) Remember
the Sabbath day. (4) Honour thy father and thy mother. But Calvin
did not admit the validity of Luther’s distinction at this point. Con-
sequently his list read: (1) Thou shalt have no other gods. (2) Thou
shalt not make unto thee any graven image. (3) Thou shalt not take the
name. ... (4) Remember the Sabbath day, etc. This is why in Germany
the fourth commandment is the one which enjoins obedience to parents
and, in Luther’s exposition, to all those in authority, including magis-
trates. But in the Reformed lands the fourth commandment refers to
the Sabbath. In England, for example, Nicolas Bownd introduced

18

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



The Bible in the Reformation

Sabbatarianism into Puritan England by his book, The Eternal Sanctity
of the Fourth Commandment. Luther compensated for his omission of
the second on images by making two commandments out of the tenth.
For him the ninth forbade coveting the neighbour’s house, and the tenth,
coveting his wife, etc.

Some of the law then is not binding. But law in so far as it is uni-
versally applicable does have a role in the Christian religion. Three uses
were assigned to the law. The first was theological. The function of the
law is to confront man with a standard which convicts him of sin and
induces contrition, humility, and dependence because he is made aware
of his failure and inability to fulfil the commands. The second use is in
civil and political administration, where obviously law cannot be
discarded. The third is for moral guidance. Calvin recognized this use
very explicitly, for, said he, ‘ Though one desire with all his heart to
serve the Lord, yet he must give diligence to explore more precisely the
mores of the Lord that he may conform himself thereto’.* Whether
Luther recognized at all this third use of the law is debated. He was so
much of an antilegalist, so insistent that morality is the spontaneous
behaviour of him who is a new creature overflowing with gratitude to
his Redeemer, that no prescriptions of any kind should be necessary.
Yet Luther emphatically did not abrogate the Christian code of be-
haviour and stoutly opposed the Antinomians.

Yet for the law Luther did have a third use, which he denominated
not moral but spiritual. As such it cut across the line of the Old Testa-
ment and the New.

The law of the letter [said he] is whatever is written in letters, said in words,
conceived in thoughts, the tropological, allegorical, anagogical or whatever
other mystical sense. This is the law of works, the old law, the law of Moses,
the law of the flesh, the law of sin, the law of wrath, the law of death,
damning all things, making us all culprits, increasing concupiscence, killing
by so much the more as it is spiritual because the command ‘thou shalt not
lust’ makes many more guilty than the command *thou shalt not kill’. All
of these are carnal and literal when the letter has sway and the spirit is absent.

There is also a distinction between the law and the Gospel, but it
does not coincide precisely with the Old Testament and the New

T Walter Dress, ‘ Die Zehn Gebote in Luthers theologischen Denken’, Wissenschaft-
liche Zeitschrift der Humboldr Universitit qu Berlin, Gesellsch. und sprachwiss. Reihe,
Nr. 3, Jr. 111 (1953—4), pp-. 213—18. 3 Instit. 11, vii, 12,
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because there is law in both and Gospel in both. This distinction alone
matters. This is the line that cuts through the whole Bible and deter-
mines its scale of values. This is the basis for the distinction between
Scripture and the Word of God. His Word is also his work. It is both
his self-disclosure and his redemptive act in saving men from sin and
death through the death and resurrection of his Son Jesus Christ. By
believing that this is so, by humble acceptance of God’s proffered grace,
by utter abandonment of any claim to merit, we are saved by faith.
This is the Gospel. This is the Word of God. This ‘Gospel is not
what was written by Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John.. . .1t is the word
concerning the Son of God.’

This Word of God has to be communicated to us and Scripture is
the means. ‘Scripture is Christ’s spiritual body.” * We must be shown
the place where Christ lies. This is the manger where we may find him
even though Joseph and Mary are not there. That is to say, that
Christ is swaddled in Scripture ; the manger is the preaching in which he
lies and is contained, and from which one can take food and fodder. . .
it is only a slight and simple word, but Christ is in it.” Without the
manger we should not find the Master. ‘For though Christ were given
and crucified for us a thousand times it were all vain if the Word of
God did not come and hand this present to us and say “this is meant to
be yours™.” Strictly speaking the Word of God is not at all that which
is written. ‘The Gospel’, said Luther, ‘actually is not that which is in
books and composed in letters, but rather an oral preaching, a living
word, a voice which resounds throughout the earth.’” Luther looked
nostalgically upon the days of Abraham and Noah when there were no
books. ‘Now we have books, and we have to be suckled from them.”

The distinction between the Word and Scripture accounts for the
apparent contradiction that Luther regarded every iota of Scripture as
inspired but nevertheless found in Scripture a graded scale of values.
Like straw in the manger, one might say that all Scripture was laid
there by the Holy Ghost. Yet the straw is not the baby Jesus.

This principle, though not based on rationalism, introduced a rational
criterion by which Scripture might be reduced to order. Christ’s
saving work is the Gospel, and whatever preaches Christ is the Word of
God. There is the touchstone. Therefore, Luther said, ‘If our adver-

W, 2, 499-500. W, 56, 169, lines 11f. W, 7, 315, line 24. W, 18, 202-3. W, 27,
154, lines 3—5. W, 14, 180, line 25.
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saries cite Scripture against Christ, I will cite Christ against Scripture.’
‘If a thousand passages in Scripture are adduced in favour of justification
by works.. . .I have the author and the Lord of Scripture.” For that
reason Luther could introduce into the preface of his first translation of
the New Testament in 1522 a paragraph entitled, *Which are the true
and noblest books of the New Testament?’ He answered, ‘St John’s
Gospel and his first epistle, St Paul’s epistles, especially Romans,
Galatians, and Ephesians, and the first epistle of Peter. In these works
you will find little about the deeds and miracles of Christ, but you will
find a masterly description of the way in which faith in Christ overcomes
sin, death, and hell, and gives life, justification, and blessedness.’” Then
follows the famous characterization of James as an ‘epistle of straw’.
The Old Testament likewise had its scale. The books there to be
preferred were Genesis, because it told how Abraham was saved by
faith, the Psalms because of the penitential mood and the assumption
that Christ spoke therein, Habakkuk because it contained the verse
“the just shall live by faith’, and Jonah because in the dark asphyxiating
belly of the whale he composed a psalm of confidence.

THE EXEGESIS OF SCRIPTURE

The Bible then is an inspired book in every part but not with uniform
inspiration. The kernel is encased in a shell, the baby lies in a manger,
the Word of God is contained. How, then, shall one know which is
which? How is Scripture to be interpreted? The answer of all parties
was that the Spirit must give the understanding. This was as true for
the Catholics as for the reformers. The pope was guided by the Spirit.
Luther objected that this spelled the very height of individualism. The
Catholics rejoined that if the Spirit were not concentrated in one man,
there would be a welter of private interpretations. Luther replied,

They complain that each interprets the Scripture according to his own spirit,
and they would assign to one man, the Roman Ponitiff, surrounded only by
unlearned sophists, the exercise of the right of interpreting sacred Scripture
by virtue of the sole majesty of his sublimity and power against all intelli-
gence and erudition, thus fabricating the view that the Church, that is the
pope, cannot err as to the faith. . . . But Scripture is to be understood only by

* Paul Drews, Disputationen Dr. Martin Luthers, Th. 49 (1896), p. 12. W, 40, 1,
458, line 8f. EA, 63, 114-15.
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that spirit in which Scripture was written, because the Spirit is never to be
found more present and lively than in the sacred writings themselves.
Putting aside all human books we should steep ourselves in Scripture. . .we
must recognize that Scripture is of itself most certain, simple and open.
Scripture is its own interpreter, proving, judging, and illuminating every-
thing....I do not wish to boast that I am more learned than all, but that
Scripture alone should reign, nor do I pretend that it is to be interpreted by
my spirit or that of other men. But I wish to understand it by its spirit.”

Luther here assumed the need both of erudition and of the Spirit, not
the private spirit of each man but the spirit in which the Scripture was
written. In that case the reader of Scripture must be inspired like the
writer. But how will such inspiration come to pass? What form will it
take? The answers to these questions depended upon the view taken of
God’s mode of revelation. There were three main positions on this
score among the Reformers. The first was tied to history and looked
upon the Spirit as the interpreter of a revelation given once and for all.
The second was more rational and therefore more universal because the
light of reason which lighteth every man that cometh into the world
both explicates the Scriptures and gives also to all men, even beyond
the Scriptures, a sufficient knowledge for salvation. The third was
ecstatic. The Spirit was an inrushing from God, given in the present
as in the past and rendering the ancient revelation basically unnecessary.

The first and the main line among the Reformers took the view that
Christianity is a religion of history for which the self-disclosures of
God are to be found in events. The supreme event was the incarnation
of God in Christ. This took place in time. Christ was born when a
decree went out from Augustus Caesar and Christ came to baptism in
the fifteenth year of Tiberius. God had never so disclosed himself
before and has never so disclosed himself since. God is not equally
accessible to all men in all times and in all places. He has chosen special
moments of revelation. The Bible is the record of the unique revealing.
To be in the spirit in which the Bible was given cannot mean that one
stands actually in the position of those to whom the message was first
spoken. The message does not come to us independently of them. It
was given once and for all, in time, in the past. The Spirit enables us in
the present only to understand, not to reduplicate or supplement. This
was the position of Luther, Zwingli, Calvin and the Anglicans.

W, 7, 96-8.
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But precisely what they meant by being in the spirit of Scripture is
not easy to define. Emotional warmth was certainly an ingredient. ‘ The
Word of God’, said Luther, ‘kindles a fire.” He was reproachful of
himself and others who on hearing the message of the angels, ‘ Behold
I bring you good tidings’, never feel one spark of joy. ‘I hate myself
because when I see Christ laid in the manger or in the lap of his mother
and hear the angels sing my heart does not leap into flame. With what
good reason should we all despise ourselves that we remain so cold
when this word is spoken to us, over which all men should dance and
leap and burn for joy! We act as though it were a frigid historical fact
that does not smite our hearts, as if someone were merely relating that
the sultan has a crown of gold.”

Luther steeped himself in Scripture, projected himself into the
experiences of biblical personages, thought their thoughts after them,
and sometimes with more acuteness of feeling than the record itself
relates. How Luther marvelled at Noah who had the courage to believe
in God’s Word and to build an ark when there was no cloud in the
sky! How his neighbours must have mocked him for constructing a
sea-going vessel far from the coast! It was all the harder for Noah
because he lived so long. Not only while the ark was under construc-
tion, but for hundreds of years beforehand he must have endured the
taunts of unbelievers. ‘If I had seen such men in the camp of the un-
godly opposing me I should have thrown down my ministry in sheer
desperation. Nobody knows how hard it is for one man to stand out
against the consensus of all the other churches and against the judgment
of his noblest and choicest friends.” To be the only one to be wise is
hard.” How Luther suffered with Joseph in the house of Potiphar, with
Jonah in the whale, with the virgin Mary when the child Jesus was lost,
with the Syrophoenician woman when Christ appeared to have called
her a dog, and with the Lord himself as he cried out upon the cross
‘My God, My God, why hast thou forsaken me?’

Luther in dealing with the Scriptures became oblivious to time. The
experiences of biblical characters were his and his were theirs. That is
why one will find references to events of his own day in his commen-
taries at the most unexpected points. When Carlstadt took a farm in
order to support himself as a minister by manual labour Luther flung
at him the gibe that, did his office permit, he too would much rather

' W, 27, 154, lines 3-5. W, 49, 176—7.
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dig dirt than carry the load of a parish. This sally is to be found in
the commentary on Genesis where the ‘sweat of the brow’ is made to
cover more than literal perspiration. Again in the course of Luther’s
lectures on Psalm cxii in the year 1§26 when the emperor and the
princes at the Diet of Speyer were considering how to suppress the
Gospel, Luther illustrated the mind of the Psalmist with the remark,
‘These good folk do not suppose that God knows what they are up to.
They think he has gone to Calcutta or is having dinner with the Moors.”
Another example is afforded by the account of Abraham after he had
pleaded in vain for Sodom.

He arose before dawn thinking that perhaps God would not be so hard.
Filled both with hope and fear he cast about his eyes. How worried he was as
he thought of Lot, just as I am about Melanchthon in Frankfurt! But then
what? Abraham looked and saw the smoke arising as the smoke of a furnace.
1t was without flame, otherwise he would have seen it in the darkness. Just
a wisp of smoke arising from ashes! He knew that nothing was left. How
anguished Abraham must have been! My Lot? What has happened to him?
Is he alive? Are his wife and daughters alive? And Abraham broke into
tears. ‘And it came to pass when God destroyed those cities, he remembered
Abraham and he saved Lot from their midst.” Observe in all the sacred
history how side by side lie crosses and liberations, sufferings and conso-
lations, tears and joy.*

The treatment of the New Testament was no different. That was why
an account of Luther’s appearance at the Diet of Worms could take the
form of a parody of the gospel account of the trial of Jesus. The men of
Luther’s circle moved in a perpetual passion play. They were themselves
taking the parts of the patriarchs, the prophets, the apostles, and even
of the Master. This was essentially what was meant by being in the
spirit in which the Scriptures were written.

Such an approach disrupted the traditional mode of exegesis. During
the Middle Ages the commentators had endeavoured wherever possible
to extract from a passage of Scripture four senses. The literal had
reference to what happened; the allegorical made words refer by an
unnatural meaning to the Church or to some article of the faith; the
tropological dealt with morals and the anagogical with hope. Early in
his career Luther abandoned this procedure. He is held in consequence
to have made an enormous advance in the art and science of exegesis.

! W) 42, 301-2. \V, 40, 2, 595. W’ 42, 157-8. W’ 19, 314-15. W’ 43, 923,
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The advance lay more in the form than the substance, because the
Middle Ages agreed that the literal was the primary sense and that
allegory was not to be used in disputation. Luther never ceased to use
it for edification nor could he reject it utterly, since it had been em-
ployed by the Apostle Paul who caused Isaac and Ishmael as sons of
the free woman and the slave woman to signify the children of Abraham
according to the Spirit and according to the flesh. Since the tropo-
logical brings out the implications of a passage for conduct and the
anagogical for consolation, they could never be ruled out in preaching.
The gain lay primarily in the relinquishment of a wooden schematiza-
tion, with consequent freedom to roam and soar and indulge in inter-
pretations plastic, fluid, and profound.

One must also not forget that Luther did retain allegory of a sort,
though that depends on one’s belief with regard to the facts of the
case. Following Lefévre d’Etaples he equated the literal sense with
the prophetic, and the prophetic meant not a specific prophecy but the
forward reference to Christ implicit in and perhaps hidden beneath the
description of some purely contemporary event. This might be called
the Christian sense as distinguished from the Jewish sense. The rabbis
saw in the Old Testament only a plain historical reference. The
Christians saw an anticipation of Christ. Now if, as a matter of fact,
the Old Testament is a Christian book, if its writers were actually
mouthpieces of the pre-existent Christ, if they did foresee his literal
coming in the flesh, if they did regard the events of their own time as
foreshadowing that which was to come, then the prophetic sense was
really the literal sense. This Luther, like Lefévre, assumed to be the
case. But if the rabbis are right that the Old Testament is a Jewish
book, then this mode of interpretation is closely akin to allegory.
Certainly Luther regarded the Old Testament as a Christian book, and
as we have already noted this was the main reason why he kept it in the
canon. And that was why in his exegesis he could find Paul’s theology
in the Psalms. His conviction affected even his translation which in
turn confirmed his conviction, because the word /fe in the Old Testa-
ment was rendered as eternal life, mercy became grace, and the deliverer
of Israel was translated as the Saviour.

This raises again the problem of linkage between the Old Testament
and the New. One way of bridging the gap was by typology. This is
not exactly allegory. In John’s Gospel we read, ‘As Moses lifted up
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the serpent in the wilderness, even so must the Son of man be lifted
up’ (iii. 14). The serpent suspended on a pole in the sight of ancient
Israel was a type of Christ upon the cross. According to this mode of
exegesis the history of the Old Testament becomes as it were a sym-
phony in which a theme is developed with variations, never with exact
repetition, but with recognizable adaptations and perchance antitheses
leading up to an ultimate resolution. Even so God anticipated the
redemption of the world through his Son by the suffering of Abel at
the hands of Cain, the near sacrifice of Isaac, and the trials of Joseph
at the hands of his brethren. The resurrection was foreshadowed by
Jonah’s emergence from the whale. The reference in this case could not
have been missed because of the verse in Matthew’s Gospel, ‘ As Jonah
was three days and three nights in the belly of the whale, even so shall
the Son of man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth’
(xii. 40). These prefigurations were systematized in the late Middle
Ages, and the Biblia Pauperum carried woodcut triptychs with a New
Testament scene in the centre flanked by two from the Old Testament
as types of the New. Thus the descent of Jesus into the tomb appeared
between the descent of Joseph into the well and of Jonah into the whale.

Some have supposed that Luther rejected not only such crude
examples but also this whole philosophy of history because for him
Christ himself was present throughout the whole of the Old Testa-
ment, so that when God spoke through Moses or the Prophets or the
Psalmist, Christ himself was speaking. This may be so, but typology
is not necessarily excluded, because in the Old Testament Christ was
hidden, God was hidden, the Church was hidden. There was thus need
for disclosure. One can hardly say that this disclosure was progressive,
but it was continuous and the Old Testament figures were types of
Christ, not pre-incarnations. Abel was not Christ, nor Isaac, nor
Joseph and Jonah, and their experiences were not identical with his.
Isaac as a matter of fact was not sacrificed. But similarities of pattern
were discernible. God was operating with the constituents of a great
intent anticipated prior to its perfect realization in Christ, just as in the
succeeding centuries its essential themes have been continually repeated,
for every Abel must have his Cain and every Christ his Caiaphas.” This
the eye of faith discerns. This the Spirit discloses.

¥ W, 42, 189. Cf. Walther von Loewenich, ‘Luthers Theologia Crucis’, Forschungen
qur Geschichte und Lehre des Protestantismus, 1X (1940).
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Luther was quite clear that this approach would not issue in a multi-
plicity of interpretations because the Spirit is one. Yet it is instructive
for us to see how three men, all sinking themselves experientially into
the Scriptures, could find in the same account valid yet variant elements
consonant with the faith and experience which they brought to the
passage. Take for example the story of Joseph sold into Egypt. Luther’s
attention focused upon Joseph in prison under false accusation from his
master’s wife with none to vindicate his good name. How he must have
wondered whether he would ever be cleared, whether he would be
released, whether he would ever see his father and his brethren again.”
Calvin centred on God’s overruling providence. The brothers of course
were incited by diabolical fury and had they been possessed of a grain
of humanity they would never have sat down to eat after putting their
brother down the well. But unwittingly and unwillingly they were
the instruments of providence to their own ultimate salvation.* But
Castellio, the prophet of religious liberty, fastened upon Reuben’s
device for saving his brother from murder saying, ‘Let us not kill
him. . .shed no blood but cast him into this pit. . .that he might rid
him out of their hands, to deliver him to his father again’ (Gen. xxxvii.
21-2). In Castellio’s version the speech of Reuben is amplified. ‘It is
a crime to stain our hands in the blood of a boy and a brother at that.
Do not do it; you cannot suggest anything worse for our father. ..
does it seem to you so wicked that a callow lad should dream? What
harm is there in dreams?’3 For the first commentator the point was the
anguish of the forsaken, for the second the providence of God, and for
the third the iniquity of persecution. All three interpretations are valid.
Each writer laid hold of a genuine aspect of the scriptural account. The
point here is simply that the experiential approach can itself lead to
diversity, though not necessarily to contradiction.

But there were also contradictions in interpretation. The Catholics
claimed that this was bound to be the case and that the Spirit would not
resolve them. Erasmus taxed Luther and even more his followers with
relying too much upon the Spirit. The tract of Erasmus on the Freedom
of the Will against Luther began precisely with this charge.

The question is not as to the authority of Scripture. I confess that the sole
authority of divine Scripture is above all the suffrages of human beings. The

PW, 44, 372. ? Cal. Op. xx111, 482~7 and XX1V, 16-24.
3 Dialogt Sacri (1543).
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controversy is not about the Scriptures. Each side accepts and reveres them.
The point is as to the interpretation.. ..Am I told that there is no need for
an interpreter because the sense of Scripture is perfectly plain? But if it is
all so plain why have so many excellent men for so many centuries walked
in darkness?. . . But grant what is indeed true, that the Spirit may reveal to
the simple and unlearned person that which is hidden from the wise and
prudent. . .nevertheless if Paul in the early days, when the gift of the Spirit
was prevalent, commanded to prove the spirits whether they be of God, how
much more is this necessary in our carnal age? Where then shall we discover
the Spirit? Through learning? Both sides are scholars. Through the life?
Both are sinners. . . . Furthermore the whole chorus of the saints believed in
free will. You say: true, but they were men. But I am not comparing men
with God, but men with men. Iam asked what numbers have to do with the
sense of the Spirit and I ask what have handfuls to do with it? You ask what
the mitre has to do with the understanding of holy writ and I ask what have
the sack and cowl to do with it? You ask how does the knowledge of philo-
sophy contribute to the knowledge of the sacred writing? And I reply, how
does ignorance help? You ask what good there is in a council in which no
one may have the Spirit and I ask, What in a little conventicle where even
more probably no one has the Spirit?. .. The apostles were not believed
unless they worked miracles. . .not because they proclaimed paradoxes.. . .
I am not speaking against Luther whom I do not know personally and whose
writings affect me diversely but about some others I know, who, when a
controversy arises about Scripture and we cite the ancient interpreters, retort
that these were men. If then we ask, seeing that both sides are men, how we
are to know the true interpretation of Scripture they answer that they know by
the prompting of the Spirit. Butif it be asked why those who worked miracles
lacked the Spirit rather than themselves they answer that for some thirteen
hundred years there has been no Gospel in the world. If you ask of them
a life worthy of the Spirit, they say they are saved by faith and not by works.
If you call for miracles, they answer that miracles have ceased, and there is
no need for them now because Scripture is so clear. If you respond that at
this point Scripture is not clear, since so many good men are in the dark with
regard to it, the argument has come back to the point at which it started.!

At first blush this complaint that Luther and his party relied too
much upon the Spirit may seem strange to one familiar with Erasmus
who so frequently quoted the text, ‘the letter killeth but the spirit
giveth life’. He was very fond of upbraiding those who preferred a
bone of the Apostle Paul to his spirit shining through his writings.

¥ De Libero Arditrio, I b3—7, ed. Walther, pp. 14-17.
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Pilgrimages, relics, fasts, monastic habits, holy days, crucifixes, all of
these are vain without the spirit. And with the spirit they are not
wrong, yet superfluous. Erasmus was here using the term spirit in a
sense different from that of Luther and his circle. Behind the Erasmian
terminology lay the Neoplatonism of the Florentine Academy. For
this school, spirit is that which is opposed to the material, to the cor-
poreal in man and the physical in the universe. There are grades of
value in the great chain of being. The material is below; the spiritual
is above. Man lies between. He is the arbiter of his destiny in that he
is capable of sinking to the level of the material or of rising to the realm
of spirit. The corporeal is an impediment. Such an interpretation was
read into the words of the Apostle Paul when he contrasted flesh and
spirit. But flesh for him was all that which resists the Spirit and in the
sense of the non-corporeal it can itself be spiritual. This was the view of
Luther.

The Erasmian position was to have the most disruptive consequences
for traditional Christianity and this particularly when taken over into
the Protestant camp. Well did Melanchthon remark, ‘The views of
Erasmus might have caused greater tumults if Luther had not arisen to
arrest them. . .all of this tragedy about the Lord’s Supper started from
him’." More even was involved than the Lord’s Supper because if the
physical be an impediment to piety, then religion should divest itself of
all external devices such as images and music. Strictly speaking, the
bread and the wine in the Lord’s Supper should be discontinued or, if
they be used, must be treated only as memorials and symbols. The
Erasmian influence led to Protestant iconoclasm at the hands of
Carlstadt at Wittenberg and of Zwingli at Zurich. One might say that
Erasmus was not the author of this tumult but rather Moses who gave
the commandment, ‘ Thou shalt not make unto thee any graven image’.
But Scripture cannot have been the primary reason because there were
ways of getting round Scripture. One recalls that Luther omitted this
command from his list of the Ten Commandments. He did so partly
on the ground that it was directed initially only to the Jews who could
not be trusted with images, but also on the ground that if the command
were of universal application its meaning was simply that images were
not to be worshipped. At this point Luther was certainly not fair to
the word, because the commandment does not say that images are not

* Corp. Reform. 1, no. 624, cols. 1083—4.
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to be worshipped but that images are not to be made at all. Curiously
in this instance Carlstadt, who objected to the images as carnal, appealed
against them to the letter of the Scripture, whereas Luther insisted on
the spiritualization of the meaning.

The reverse was the case when it came to the Lord’s Supper. Here
Carlstadt and Zwingli insisted that the words ‘ This is my body” should
be taken spiritually, Zwingli in this instance more strongly than Carl-
stadt who had the peculiar exegesis that Christ was pointing not to the
bread but to his own body. But Zwingli cited the text, ‘The letter
killeth but the Spirit giveth life’. Luther contended that if these words
of institution were not decisive, then there was that other word of Paul,
‘The cup of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of the
blood of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the communion
of the body of Christ?’ (I Cor. x. 16). ‘This’, said Luther, ‘is the
Donnerschlag, the thunderclap, to demolish Carlstadt and Zwingli.’
Here Luther was the literalist.”

With regard to music, Carlstadt found it diverting from religious
devotion. Zwingli, though an accomplished musician, would not have
music in church. Together with the early Anabaptists he found sup-
port in Col. iii. 16, ‘ Admonishing one another in psalms, and hymns
and spiritual songs, singing with grace in your hearts’, the whole
emphasis being upon singing internally in the heart, not audibly with
the mouth.?

The assumption underlying the attitude in these three instances to
images, music, and the physical presence in the sacrament was the
Neoplatonic disparagement of the physical. Those who entertained this
view of the corporeal inevitably spiritualized everything in the
Scriptures which did not comport with their position. Conversely
Luther, who esteemed and insisted on all three, found ways to circum-
vent the command against images.

The Erasmian view of the spiritual is closely akin to the rational,
which was mentioned above as the second type in the meaning ascribed
to spirit by the reformers. In Neoplatonism the realm of the spiritual
is the realm of the nous, reason, mind, intelligence. The process of

* R. H. Bainton, Here I Stand, a Life of Martin Luther (1950), p. 200.

* Charles Garside, ‘The Literary Evidence for Zwingli’s Musicianship’, Archiv fiir
Reformationsgeschichte, xLvin, 1 (1957), 56—75. Muralt and Schmidt, Quellen 7ur
Geschichte der Tiufer in der Schweiz,1(1952), 14. Bender, Conrad Grebel (1950), pp. 174-6.
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salvation must necessarily be a way of enlightenment. For the
Christian the end can never be identification with the cosmic intelli-
gence, but only with the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. Yet God can
be conceived in terms of intelligence and the way to him involves the
overcoming not only of the corporeal but also of the erroneous. Yet this
view did not lead on the part of Erasmus nor later of the writers of the
eighteenth-century Enlightenment to the elaboration of an intricate and
closely knit theological system like that of Aquinas or Calvin. The
enlightenment consisted in the rejection not only of superstition but
also of sophisticated speculation about that which cannot be known.
Wisdom consists in the recognition of the limits of reason. All the
powers with which man has been endowed are to be used within the
sphere assigned to him. Therefore the scholar must bring to bear
philological tools and historical criticism to the elucidation of holy
Scripture, but there is no use prying into the inscrutable.

Nor is there any need, because God has given us all that we need to
know in order to be saved. The Scriptures indeed contain conundrums
but in all essentials they are plain. The majesty and the mercy of God,
the sanctity and the compassion of Christ—these require no demon-
stration. At this point Erasmus was profoundly affected by the Brethren
of the Common Life whose patron saint was the penitent thief because
he was saved with so little theology. But this view carried with it also
the possibility—and here the rationalism enters—that even outside of
the Scriptures the light that lighteth every man may communicate
sufficient knowledge for salvation. By this token the pious heathen
may be saved. But in that case the great historic drama of redemption,
the revelation once and for all in time, is undercut because God
discloses to all men in all times all that they really need to know. In
that case Christianity ceases to be essentially a religion of history.

With regard to the salvation of the heathen, Luther and Calvin
denied them any hope, but Zwingli would admit them to paradise; not
for the same reason, however, as Erasmus. In Zwingli’s case the doctrine
of election cut athwart the drama of redemption. If God from before
the foundation of the world had determined that some should be saved
and others damned, what real need was there for the drama of redemp-
tion? The doctrine of predestination thus tends from another angle to
destroy Christianity as a religion of history, though we must recall that
those who espoused it did not permit it to go to such lengths.
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One observes that the rationalism of Erasmus was in a sense ir-
rationalism because it looked upon many areas of Christian theology as
not amenable to rational understanding. And one is not to speak of
Erasmus as a rationalist and Luther as an irrationalist without discrimi-
nation. Both were irrationalists with regard to some at least of the
doctrines because both were Occamists, and Occam had split apart
theology and philosophy so that many of the dogmas, notably that of
the Trinity, had simply to be believed. Erasmus held that philosophic-
ally speaking the doctrine of the Trinity involves tritheism. Luther on
this subject said, ‘When now I hear that Christ is of one substance
with the Father and yet there is only one God, how can I make that
out? It sounds preposterous and is not compatible with reason, nor
should it be. When I hear the Word of God speak from above, I
believe, though I cannot understand, and do not see how I can get it
through my head. I can understand that two and five make seven and
no one can prove the contrary. But if God from above says that they
make eight, then I must believe against my reason and feeling.”

With regard to Scripture Luther like Erasmus was willing to make
use of reason in the case of logical deduction and, when at Worms he
declared himself unwilling to recant unless refuted by Scripture and
reason, he appeared to give reason a scope alongside of and perhaps
independent of Scripture. Yet he would reject nothing in Scripture on
rational grounds. With regard to the story of the bears which came out
of the wood and ate up the little boys who mocked Elisha’s bald head,
his comment was that this account would ‘certainly appear utterly
absurd if it occurred anywhere else and were not supported by the
authority of Scripture’. Erasmus also would not have rejected the
passage on rational grounds, although almost certainly he would have
allegorized the meaning rather than attribute such cruelty to God. One
wonders indeed whether even Erasmus would have endorsed the views
of a Copernicus any more than Luther who insisted that Joshua com-
manded the sun to stand still and not the earth.?

But Luther’s irrationalism was basically of another quality. It was
moral even more than intellectual, because man is not good enough to
understand what God has done. Consider all that is involved in the
word of redemption, that God the Creator and Sustainer of the heavens
and the earth gave to man paradise to enjoy with lordship over the

1 W, 37, 402. * W, 4, 639, line 24. TR, no. 4638.
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beasts of the field, the fish of the sea, and the birds of the air, and then
man in utter ingratitude disobeyed his Creator and Benefactor. What
then should be done? Luther knew what he would have done. He
would have wiped out the human race with brimstone, but God instead
sent his only beloved Son that he should lie in the feed-box of a donkey
and die upon a cross, that those that believe in him should not perish but
have everlasting life. What man would have done so much for his
fellow? One can put oneself into the place of Abraham, but how can
one put oneself into the place of God and conceive of acting as he has
done? Before the condescension and compassion of God we can only
stand stupefied, and the trouble with Erasmus, thought Luther, was
that he lacked wonder.

There was also another form of irrationalism for Luther, namely to
believe that God has done all this for us when experience indicates the
contrary. How do events belie his love when man is afflicted, sawn
asunder, drowned or burned for the faith? How then shall one believe
in the promises of God? Reason and feeling indicate God’s rejection.
Then one can be saved only by faith.

This entire point of view is of immense importance for the under-
standing of Scripture. Erasmus could rely upon universal reason, the
light that lighteth every man, because for him the darkness was not so
intense. For Luther, the light that lighteth every man would at times
leave him in utter blackness. Only in Scripture could he find a light to
lighten the Gentiles.

If Luther was thought to rely too much upon the Spirit by the
Catholics and notably by Erasmus, he was accused of too little reliance
by those within his own camp who may be called spiritualists. This
term needs to be saved from those who have pre-empted it to signify
communication with departed spirits. The word is needed to describe
those whose religion centres on the conversion experience, the new
birth in the Spirit, the Pentecostal visitation descending like a tongue of
fire. Of such was Thomas Miintzer, ‘It is of no use’, said he, ‘to have
swallowed the Bible one hundred thousand times.” To which Luther
retorted that he would not listen to Miintzer even though he had
swallowed the Holy Ghost, feathers and all, unless he adduced Scrip-
ture. Miintzer recorded that Scripture as a book would never convince
an unbeliever, who can be overpowered only by the living Word of
God. Luther, said he, was a scribe, learned in the sacred writing,
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addicted to the dead letter, a robber of the Bible, stealing its words
without their spirit, ‘a Bible gobbler’. ‘ The scribes say, “ God does not
speak any more. We are rooted in Scripture. We will not believe a new
revelation.” What would such people have said to the prophets? Would
they have believed them or would they have put them to death?’ Only
the living word matters, the inward word in the ground of the soul.!
This expression, ‘the ground of the soul’, links Miintzer to the
medieval mystics, for whom the way of salvation consisted in the over-
coming of the I, and the Me and the My, and all that is of the self| that
nothing may impede union with the Godhead. The way is a way of
ascents. First must come the mortification of the flesh and all desires.
The way of salvation is the way of the cross. Suffering must even be
sought. Luther retorted that there is no need to go in search of the
cross. It will overtake one soon enough. Miintzer railed at him as
‘Dr Comfortable’, a stranger to the way of mortification. The dying to
self rather than the enlightenment of the mind is the path which issues
in Pergottung, being made God. Thus far Miintzer spoke the language
of the mystics. But then came a leap. Mysticism tends to become less
and less concrete as the images fade and God becomes all in all. But for
Miintzer the Holy Ghost came as a tongue of fire, disclosing revelations
even in dreams and visions, making men prophets as of old. Thus in
another way the uniqueness of the ancient revelation, given once and
for all, was diminished through the universalism of the Spirit.
Spiritualism in Miintzer’s case was combined with predestinarianism
because the Spirit is not actually given to all but only to those whom
God has chosen, his elect. They are able to recognize each other
because the experience of the new birth is definite and distinguishable.
To this little company, God has given his kingdom and they are to
usher it in with the sword of Gideon. Here Miintzer the spiritualist
turned to the carnal weapon. This was one reason why Luther claimed
that the radicals turned spirit and flesh, inward and outward, upside
down. One may well wonder how Miintzer could end with such
concreteness, creatureliness and literalism as he did with regard to
eschatology and the coming of the Lord. Similarly, Rothman of the
Miinsterites protested against any spiritualization of the last day.
Curiously perhaps, spiritualism was combined also with legalism.
Miintzer would not have a razor touch his face and one may note that
* Brandt, Thomas Miinsger (1933), Pp- 154, 60, 177, 154.
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Carlstadt and Zwingli, those spiritualists of another stripe, also ended
in legalism. Carlstadt insisted not that a minister might marry but that
he must, and Zwingli introduced prohibitions with regard to images and
music. The suggestion has been made that spiritualism must issue in
legalism as a psychological necessity because the spirit is too rarefied
and some return to the world of sense imposes itself. But one may
question the validity of this explanation since Denck and Franck do
not fit the formula. Several suggestions by way of explanation may be
offered. For those with the Neoplatonist disparagement of the flesh,
there must almost of necessity be some rules of touch not, taste not.
For those who believe in the possibility of a holy commonwealth, there
must be some rules for governance. This would apply particularly to
Miintzer, Zwingli, and Calvin. And where should those rules more
appropriately be found than in the sacred writings which the reformers
were endeavouring to rehabilitate? The idea of the restoration of primi-
tive Christianity inspired all of the reformers, but with Luther the
restoration applied more particularly to the theology of Paul. For
the Reformed churches, however, and especially the Anabaptists, the
restitution applied to the way of life in the New Testament. The
Sermon on the Mount became a norm for them particularly because
they rejected all connection between the Church and the State. Those
who accepted this alliance found in the Old Testament a more fitting
pattern for their society. Thus it was for the Calvinists.

Again, if, as for Miintzer, the preparation for receiving the Holy
Ghost is the way of mortification, then there must be a strict discipline
and this readily codifies itself into rules. For Luther mortification was
a fruit of the spirit and bound to no prescribed forms. For him the
externals were a matter of indifference. They belonged to the adiapkora.
The doctrine of the Gospel for him was alone essential. Moreover, his
definition of inward and outward was quite different. For him the
outward was not the physical, nor the inward the spiritual, because the
spiritual might be outward. God is outward in the sense of being
beyond man. When the spirit of God enters the heart, it becomes
inward. When again it bears fruit in good works, it is then outward.!
The foci for Luther were God, man and the world, not spirit and flesh.
These are never separated. God himself is in flesh. The incarnation

! H. Bornkamm, ‘ Ausserer und innerer Mensch bei Luther und den Spiritualisten’,
Imago Dei, Festschrift G. Kriiger (1932), pp. 85—109.
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literally means being in flesh. God is present in all physical reality, and
Christ as God is ubiquitous and does not need to be made present in
the elements of the Lord’s Supper by any miracle. The minister serves
not to put Christ into the bread and wine but only to disclose his
presence.® Spirit and flesh are not separated in man. Both of them
together constitute in him a whole, and this is why the physical may be
employed as a means of communication with the divine. Music, images
and the elements in the sacraments all have their place. Especially, the
Word of God does not dispense with the external, nor communicate
itself directly, but only through the Scriptures and the sacraments.
One is not to listen to those who pretend to revelations and talk of
familiar colloquies with the Most High. One does not chat with the
Most High. God is a consuming flame.

Miintzer’s pretension to prophetic powers was not confined to him-
self alone. Among the Miinsterites there came to be a crop of Elijahs
and Elishas making conflicting claims so that the movement recoiled
and found itself driven back to the outward Word as a test. When
David Joris appeared among the Anabaptists of Strassburg, demanding
abject submission to his imperious pronouncements as the third David
and the mouthpiece of the Lord; he was told that his word could not be
received unless confirmed by Scripture.?

The extravagances of the Spirit-filled called forth criticism from those
whose variety of spiritualism was properly mysticism. Hans Denck
in his closing years, and especially Sebastian Franck, belong in this
category. Curiously, Franck ascribed the most eccentric behaviour of
the spiritualists to their reliance on the letter because, of course, they
always did find some passage in Scripture by way of justification. His
method of dealing with them was to confront them with a contra-
dictory passage of Scripture, just as Christ, when the Devil quoted to
him the ninety-first Psalm, did not allegorize but adduced against him
other passages from the Bible. Contradictions in the Bible, said Franck,
are not hard to find because it is a book of paradoxes, a ‘book sealed
with seven seals which no man can open unless he has the key of David
which is the illumination of the Spirit through the way of the cross’.
This alone matters. ‘ The theology of the world is nothing but an idle

* H. Bornkamm, ‘Das Sakrament’, in Luthers Geistige Welt (1953), English trans-
lation, Luther’s World of Thought (1958).

* R. H. Bainton, ‘David Joris’, p. 43.
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quibble about Moses’ grave. . .ceremonies and elements, as to whether
leavened bread may be consecrated, whether Mary was conceived in sin,
whether she may be called the Mother of God, questions which are not
necessary for salvation, but are rather detrimental.” Franck could
consider such questions so indifferent and irrelevant because for him
the essential was the mystic way of union with God. And this is not
confined to Christians. There is a spark of the divine in all men and
to all, even to those beyond the Christian fold, sufficient divine
illumination is given to bring them into the way. The Christian drama
of redemption is universalized; the incarnation, the atonement, the
crucifixion are not isolated events in history, but continually recurring
experiences. Christ is born in me and dies in me. And this may happen
in all men because ‘So far as human language can describe it, the Word
of God is nothing other than an emanation, essence, outpouring,
image, picture and appearance of God in all creatures, but especially
in all surrendered hearts. . .illumining and teaching them from the
beginning, Adam, Abel, Noah, Lot, Abraham, Job, Trismegistus,
Mercury, Plotinus, Cornelius, and all the godly heathen.” * Wherefore
my heart is alien to none. I have my brothers among the Turks,
Papists, Jews, and all peoples. Not that they are Turks, Jews, Papists,
and Sectaries or will remain soj; in the evening they will be called into
the vineyard and given the same wage as we. From the East and from
the West children of Abraham will be raised up out of the stones and
will sit down with him at God’s table.”” Thus Franck’s universalism
dissolved the Church.

But this certainly was not the conclusion of the Reformation. The
main line was that described first above which kept the spirit and the
letter in association, which looked upon the Scriptures as the container
of the Word of God, uniquely given at a definite point in the past,
to be recovered and appropriated in every generation through the
inspiration of the Holy Spirit. Not in dreams and visions, not in direct
communications, but in a warming of the heart enabling the hearer or the
reader to see, feel, participate, and believe in that which God once spoke
by the mouth of Moses, the prophets, the evangelists, and the apostles.

* Das verbiithschiert mit siben Sigeln verschlossen Buch (1539), Vorrede and f. 4124,
of. f. go1a-b. Paradoxa (1534), nos. 200~3. ¥on dem Bam des Wissens, ff. 164-Gé.
Das verbiithschiert. . ., f. 429.

37

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



CHAPTER II

BIBLICAL SCHOLARSHIP:
EDITIONS AND COMMENTARIES

BIBLICAL HUMANISM AND ITS RESOURCES

Near the time when Lefévre issued his version of the Epistles of St
Paul with commentaries from the press of Henri Estienne at Paris in
1512, he said to the young Guillaume Farel, ‘My son, God will renew
the world and you will be a witness of it.” Ten years later, he gave as one
ground for this hope that, amid the discovery of new lands and the
wider diffusion of the name of Christ, ‘the knowledge of languages and
especially of Greek and Latin (for it was only later that the study of
Hebrew letters was reanimated by Johann Reuchlin), began to return
about the time when Constantinople was captured by the enemies of
Christ...”. Here is confident enthusiasm for the potent renewal,
spiritual and intellectual, to be found in a clearer understanding of
Latin, Greek and Hebrew. This is something new and fundamental to
the cultural world of the early sixteenth century: it cannot be set down
as merely a further stage in the development of humanist studies which
had begun in the fourteenth century or earlier. There was a preparatio
evangelica in the first quarter of the sixteenth century, for it was then,
and not before, that there appeared in combination the achievements
of the humanist scholar-printers; the fruits of intensive study in the
grammar and syntax of the three languages; and the energy provided
by the economic development and regional patriotism of the cities
where bonae litterae flourished—Basle, Wittenberg, Zurich, Paris,
Strassburg, Geneva.

Further, it was in this period that was felt the full force of the
demand—an insistent demand which was not merely captious or
irresponsible—for a well-grounded knowledge of the Bible. It is
significant too that this demand was coming not only from a scholarly
priest like Lefévre, but also from the educated laity: from a prince
like Frederick, Elector of Saxony, from a great lady like Margaret of
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Angouléme, and from a member of the city bourgeoisie like the
Strassburg diplomatist, Jacob Sturm, representative of so many of
similar zeal among the citizens of Augsburg, Basle and elsewhere. An
attempt to meet this increasing demand can be seen in the large number
of vernacular translations from the Vulgate in Germany and France in
the later fifteenth and earlier sixteenth centuries. Lefévre was not alone
when he appealed to ‘the sovereign pontiff, kings, princes and noble-
men, the peoples of every race, to attach themselves only to Christ and
the vivifying Word of God, his holy Gospel’.* The desire for the
knowledge of Scripture, the place where God speaks to men, was
insistent in face of the shortcomings and partial breakdown in the life
of the Church at this time. The best minds among those who sought to
answer this need, whether Catholics or those who were to become
Protestants, were not content to submit scriptural interpretation to the
old dialectical machinery of the Schools, and sought instead to benefit
from the improved resources derived from the return by humanist
scholars ad fontes, that is, to the original languages of Scripture. The
reliability of the current text of the Vulgate began to be doubted by
scholars as long ago as Roger Bacon, and this doubt increased until
Erasmus, whose reputation was authoritative, said plainly, ‘Jerome
emended, but what he emended is now again corrupted’. When scholars
demanded an authentic text revised by the study of the original languages,
and when devout laymen demanded the means for an intelligent under-
standing of it, three needs required satisfaction. First, the effort to
make available the original texts, and the desire that these might be
translated into Latin anew; secondly, the production of a standard text
(here the scholar-printers were important, for their skills and learning
made standardizing possible); thirdly, the work of commentary, from
simple marginal note to extensive theological interpretation. It is the
purpose of this chapter to show briefly the ways in which these require-
ments were met.

The first step was for scholars to master the discipline of grammar in
the three languages. Bad style and inferior vocabulary had come to
imply not merely dullness but moral obloquy. It was felt that a purified
and supple latinity must be the introduction to Hebrew and Greek

' Leféevre’s words to Farel are referred to in A.-L. Herminjard, Correspondance des

Réformateurs (1866), 1, 15. The other quotations from Lefévre are taken from his address
to the Christian reader in his Commentarii Initiatorii in Quatuor Evangelia (1522).

39

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



From the Reformation to the Present Day

studies, bonae litterae must serve sacrae litterae. This emphasis is made
plain in the inaugural lecture given by Melanchthon on his appointment,
at the age of twenty-one, as professor of Greek at Wittenberg in 1518,
where his enthusiasm startled and delighted his audience as he spoke of
the vivifying study of Hebrew, Greek and Latin. Both his directness
and his aspiration can be seen in these words, ‘Now away with so
many frigid petty glosses, these harmonizings and ““disharmonies”
and other hindrances to intelligence, and when we shall have redirected
our minds to the sources, we shall begin to taste Christ. His command
will become clear to us, and we shall become suffused with that blessed
nectar of divine wisdom.”

It was the desired but not always attainable goal of many a humanist
of the early sixteenth century to be trium linguarum gnarus® Yet this
was a laborious task in view of the lack of resources; it was essential to
provide colleges to aid the young scholar, and no less essential (though
more difficult to fulfil) to find scholars competent to teach in them.
Powerful patronage met this need in founding the trilingual colleges.
In England, Bishop Fox founded Corpus Christi College, Oxford.
In Spain, Cardinal Ximenes established the new university at Alcala,
which soon concentrated its attention on trilingual studies. In France,
Francis 1 provided the noble et trilingue Académie, the Collége des
Lecteurs Royaux, later to be called the Collége de France. In Germany,
Frederick of Saxony endowed the University of Wittenberg with chairs
in the three languages. After considerable opposition a trilingual
college was established at Louvain. England lagged some way behind
these other centres whose important contributions to biblical studies
will be shown later. It was one thing to found a trilingual college but
another thing to obtain competent teachers; this was England’s chief
problem in the field at the time. At the end of the fifteenth century very
few humanist scholars had a sound knowledge of Greek. Erasmus
gained his mastery of it only by expense of time and money, and by
travelling far to find teachers to aid him.

Latin was important because some held it to be essential to have a

' Melanchthon, Corpus Reformatorum, Melanchthonis Opera, eds. Bretschneider and
Bindseil (1834~60), X1, 23: ‘Facessent iam tot frigidae glossulae, concordantiae, discor-
dantiae, et si quae sunt aliae ingenii remorae. Atque cum animos ad fontes contulerimus,
Christum sapere incipiemus, mandatum eius lucidum nobis fiet et nectare illo beato

divinae sapientiae perfundemur.’
? “Well acquainted with the three languages’, that is, Hebrew, Greek, Latin.

40

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Biblical Scholarship: Editions and Commentaries

well-articulated latinity so that the Hebrew ‘verity’ and the Greek of
the New Testament could be translated afresh. For others, good
latinity was held to be needed to assist the effective emendation of the
corruptions which had come into the Vulgate text. Moreover, many a
devout scholar believed that purification of Latin style would bring
purification and renewal in theology. This renewal of good Latin was
effective in Italy as early as 1444 when Valla showed in the very title
of his frequently printed book one aspect of what was required,
Elegantiae Latini Sermonis. A useful grammar, however, did not appear
before 1501 when Aldus Manutius, the first of those humanist printers
whose aid in trilingual studies was to prove so effective, issued his
Institutiones Grammaticae. The effort to establish good Latin was now
moved northwards, first to England where Linacre prepared his dull
but sound work on grammar (this was later translated into Latin by the
Scottish humanist Buchanan and became popular abroad), and followed
it up with his difficult work on syntax which endured long enough at
our universities for Milton to complain of it. Two other Englishmen,
Lily and Colet, also urged the virtues of studying syntax. Erasmus
praised this English work and then did even better, for, after re-editing
the combined English studies, he published in 1528 a book on the right
pronunciation of Latin and Greek which showed the concern to avoid
treating these as merely dead languages. Men of conservative mind, and
less committed to the ‘new learning’, were disturbed by this; for
example, Bishop Gardiner threatened expulsion to any undergraduate
at Cambridge who used the new system. Melanchthon in 1526 pro-
duced both a Latin grammar and a syntax which show him well on the
way to deserving his future fame as the ‘ Preceptor of Germany’. The
next important development was in France where Dolet published his
Commentariorum Linguae Latinae Tomus primus (1536), et Tomus
Secundus (1538); and Cordier, who gave the young Calvin his taste for
humanist studies, condemned bad latinity in his De corruptelis sermonis
apud Gallos et loquendi Latine ratione libellus (1530). The pressure of
these and other works made eager minds desire a mastery of style
capable of expressing delicate shades of meaning, and a linguistic skill
which could replace, for these new studies, the technical Latin idiom of
scholastic philosophy and theology which, though valid for precision
in its own field, was too unyielding and limited for the work of biblical
translation and commentary.
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The theologians of Paris, Cologne and Louvain, and men of the ‘old
learning’ in general, were suspicious of this ‘new learning’. Greek was
regarded as the language of the eastern heretics and schismatics; there-
fore, good work in Greek had to struggle against this traditional dis-
approval. However, sound foundations for the improved knowledge
of Greek owed much to these Latin studies which in turn stimulated
the quest for the mastery of Greek style and the extensive grammatical
work this required. Here it was unfortunate that western scholars
borrowed too readily from the Alexandrian theorists of grammar; for
Apollonius Moschopoulos and the rest led many sixteenth-century
humanists wandering in a prolific undergrowth of rhetorical figures.
Again, when Melanchthon in the lecture already quoted said,  Homerum
habemus in manibus, habemus et Pauli epistolam ad Titum’, he must
have brought some struggling Wittenberg students near to despair
when thus sharply introduced to the full range of diversity in Greek.
This underlines too the tendency of that age to come to the study of
Greek through the Classics and the Eastern Fathers, with the con-
sequent failure to allow sufficiently for the importance of the Semitic
idiom which lay behind the Septuagint and the New Testament. This
was not satisfactorily studied until the next century and later. But the
humanists’ enthusiasm for Greek learning was intense. Nearly forty
grammars were published in as many years. Among these appear
familiar names. The third book to come from the press of Aldus
Manutius was the Greek grammar of Lascaris, 1495, and in his preface
these significant words occur, ‘ There is a multitude of those who yearn
to be well-instructed in Greek’. In 1516 Erasmus issued his translation
of the Greek grammar of Theodore of Gaza,and Melanchthon published
in the year of his professorial inauguration, 1518, an elementary Greek
grammar. Later, Budé at Paris made France famous among humanists
by his profound but difficult to use Commentarii Linguae Graecae of
1520. (This was to draw from Calvin, who was never to lose the
humanist’s concern for integrity of scholarship, praise for this product
of his fellow-countryman’s linguistic studies, ‘ Today Budaeus appro-
priates for our France the palm of erudition’.) However, Erasmus—in
his work on the correct pronunciation of Greek and Latin—had to
protest against a general tendency to maintain an old tradition in gram-
matical nomenclature. The force of his argument was not to be clearly
seen until after 1540. Robert Estienne, ever practical as well as scholarly,

42

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008



Biblical Scholarship: Editions and Commentaries

helped to meet this need for better nomenclature by publishing ‘ Alpha-
bets’ of Greek which gave a clear analysis of the elementary rules of
grammar. But the production of dictionaries which took account
of these new grammatical resources, and showed the various shades of
meaning by quotation and precise definition, was less satisfactory.
There was no dictionary of Latin (save the pedestrian one of Calepinus)
to complete the humanist achievement until Robert Estienne produced
his Thesaurus Linguae Latinae in the years 1531~43. It was left to his
son Henri to produce the best Greek dictionary of the century, and this
not until 1572 when he published at Geneva his Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae. (An exception must be made here for the Lexicon Graeco-
latinum printed at Paris in 1530, the long title of which refers to the
inclusion of additions and interpretations from all the Greek lexicons of
previous decades and from the writings of Budé, Erasmus, Valla, and
others less well known. Italso contains a brief account by Melanchthon
of the Greek names of the months and the calendar. While this dic-
tionary is like the older glossaries, it does contain useful explanations,
taken from the authors named, of words like agape.) Apart from these,
scholars had to be content with the old glossaries which were more
word books than dictionaries. Yet this very need made men work to
find for themselves, through wide reading and meditation on the use of
words, how to compare passage with passage and analyse the shade of
meaning a word had in a given context. This resulted in the confidence
and intuitive skill, as well as the occasional errors, of the sixteenth-
century biblical exegetes who worked without the lexical aids we know
today.

The peculiar problem of Hebrew studies was that suspicion of the
motive for them was all too readily aroused. A monk of Freiburg
(where Reuchlin studied) said plainly in 1§21, ‘ Those who speak this
tongue are made Jews’. And Jews themselves discovered that they
might suffer if they taught Christians Hebrew, for they could be accused
of destroying the faith of their pupils. Towards the end of the fifteenth
century northern Italy was the home of Hebrew studies where Jews
and Christians found mutual benefits like the partnership of the
Christian printer Bomberg with the Jew Jacob b. Chayim at Venice.
But the attraction of Christian humanists in Italy to rabbinical studies
tended to draw them away from the biblical basis and lose them-
selves in esoteric study of the Cabala. It was elsewhere—apart from the
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well-printed Hebrew bibles of Soncino and Bomberg at Brescia and
Venice—that Hebrew studies were more fruitful for biblical scholars.
For example, as we might expect, Spain, home of brilliant Jewish scholars
like the Kimbhis, father and son, and of treasured manuscripts of Hebrew
learning, produced the converted Jew Zamora and the Christians
Negri and, especially, Nebrija who helped so ably with the first great
polyglot Bible, the Complutensian. But the Spanish situation and
temperament meant that this work could also have a polemic aim; for
example, Negri’s scholarship and purpose were limited by his con-
sistently violent anti-Jewish writing. In fact Reuchlin could justify his
own estimate of himself as the first important Christian Hebrew scholar
of the West. Referring to the dictionary contained in his De Rudi-
mentis Linguae Hebraicae, published at Pforzheim in 1506, he said,
‘before me among the Latins no one appears to have done this’. This
German layman, doctor of law, and professor of Greek and Hebrew,
without false modesty set down in the preface of his De Rudimentis an
account of his work for the world of scholarship in Latin and Greek
studies, and complained about the money he had had to pay to learned
Jews for instruction. His book consists of a description of the alphabet,
a dictionary in two parts, and a brief but adequate grammar of Hebrew.
It is a handsome volume, printed so as to be read from the back page
forwards, like a Hebrew Bible, in a temporary fashion characteristic of
the pedantry of those humanists who published in like manner works on
Hebrew grammar. It brought him what he wanted, undying fame as a
scholar. The concluding words of his book show the curious combi-
nation of biblical piety and classical allusion common to the humanists:
‘.. .et pro hoc ergo memento mei deus et parce mihi secundum multi-
tudinem miserationum tuarum. amen’, and then ‘Exegi monumentum
aere perennius’.’ Not the least part of Reuchlin’s achievement was that
he influenced princes and humanists to help to establish chairs of
Hebrew in the universities of the Empire, and through his pupils, and
correspondence on Hebrew studies, raised up scholars to fill them. Yet
there was still much to be done, as the disheartened Campensis of
Louvain showed when he wrote in a letter to Bomberg in 1528,
‘I think that to read Hebrew without points is not to read but to

T ¢...and for this remember me, O God, and spare me according to the multitude of

thy mercies [cf. Ps. xxv. 7, li. 1]...I have finished a monument more enduring than
brass [Horace, Odes, 111, 30}.”
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guess’.! Obviously to avoid making guesses the rules of grammar had
to be more deeply studied and explained, so that men could learn to
point correctly the consonantal text of Hebrew.

The evolving of grammatical theory for Hebrew raised the problem
of nomenclature, and this led to the imposition of Latin grammatical
forms on the distinctive genius of Hebrew. A problem that immediately
arose was, How can the Hebrew article be described since Latin has no
article? Even Reuchlin, usually astute and well-informed, included the
conjunction ‘@’ among the articles. Pellican, a Minorite from Alsace,
tells us in his autobiography of his laborious struggle to learn Hebrew
self-taught; he writes with the excitement and enthusiasm of a modern
scholar trying to decipher Cretan Linear B. Before Reuchlin he issued
a small book at Strassburg De modo legend; et intelligendi Hebraeum in
1503 or 1504, but compared with Reuchlin’s work some two years
later this can hardly be called a Hebrew grammar.? His later work on
Hebrew studies was more effective. There are other names to record,
Clénard of Louvain and Pagnini of Lucca, men who unlike Pellican
and Capito, who produced a small Hebrew grammar at Basle in 1518,
remained Catholics. Pagnini, whose Latin translation of the Hebrew
Old Testament was to have a strong influence on the Latin and
vernacular versions of the sixteenth century, had the good fortune five
years after his death to have his Hebrew grammar of 1546 printed by
Robert Estienne; this made it the best presented Hebrew grammar of
the time. The preface of Pagnini contained words ominous for con-
servative minds, ‘the translation of Jerome is not uncorrupted’. But
the great name in Hebrew studies after Reuchlin was that of Sebastian
Miinster of Basle. He had had Pellican for master, and dedicated a life-
time to Hebrew studies, producing over forty books which show a
capacity for work as prodigious as the range of his subjects. In 1527
he produced the first Aramaic grammar written by a Christian. He
made available to Christian scholars through his Latin translations the
best work of Elias Levita, the greatest of Jewish grammarians in that

* <Ego legere sine punctis non legere puto sed divinare.” Campensis, prefatory letter
to Bomberg in Ex variis libellis Eliacae. For further information on the grammatical
work of the period see L. Kukenheim, Contributions a I’ histoire de la Grammaire Grecque,
Latine, et Hébraique & I’ Epoque de la Renaissance (1951).

2 Pellican’s grammar was printed in Reisch’s Margarita Phylosophica (1504); but the
date of the first edition is probably 1503. See W. Schwarz, Principles and Problems of
Biblical Translation (1955), p. 66 n. 4.
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age. (By the beginning of the sixteenth century Judaism had reached
a period of intellectual stagnation leading to one-sided study of the
Talmud to the neglect of other learning;; therefore Levita had emigrated
from Germany to Italy to share in the grammatical study which
flourished there, and published his Hebrew grammar at Rome in 1508.
His Aramaic dictionary was published by the Christian Fagius at his
own Hebrew press at Isny in 1514.) Miinster wrote explicitly, ‘In the
grammatical works written by Christians before Elias had begun his
task the true foundation was missing.”* By his self-effacing devotion
Miinster laid this true foundation, and through Levita learned (among
many other merits) how to explain the use of the point dagesh. Two
more Protestant scholars should be mentioned. Fagius of Strassburg—
who in his early days as schoolmaster at Isny set up his own Hebrew
press mentioned above, and then, after leaving Strassburg, became
regius professor of Hebrew for a time at Cambridge—translated into
Latin the Perke Aboth and, later, the Targum of Onkelos. He stated in
the preface to this targum that Aramaic was the language of Palestine
in the time of Christ and his Apostles, and made clear how useful the
targum could be for understanding difficult passages in the Pentateuch.
Another Hebraist, of less distinction than Fagius, was Forster of
Wittenberg who issued a Hebrew dictionary in 15§7. This did not meet
the need for a dictionary of Hebrew which could match the Latin and
Greek dictionaries of the Estiennes, nor had the similar work of others
who preceded him done so. Zamora had provided in the volume of
apparatus added to the Complutensian Polyglot a lexicon larger than
Reuchlin’s and easier to use because it had Latin catchwords in the
margins showing the contents of the columns (the Hebrew roots were
also given in the margins), and a selection of passages from the Old
Testament in Latin to illustrate the meaning of the Hebrew words.
Even so this Hebrew dictionary was essentially no more than a glossary,
for the effective explanation of various meanings was not provided.
Pagnini and Miinster had also published dictionaries—Miinster’s was
trilingual. These were more effective but they were not without faults
and obscurities. Forster’s dictionary showed a significant change of
attitude which helps to mark the close of the humanist stage of biblical
studies. For in this work rabbinical aid and the imitation of Jewish

! In the preface to his Hebrew grammar based on the work of Elias Levita, Opus
Grammaticum consummatum ex variis Elianis libris concinnatum (Basle, 1556).
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methods by Christian scholars were firmly set aside. From now on-
wards Protestant dogmatic preoccupations increasingly controlled
linguistic study; for this is part of the reaction from the intransigence
of the decree on Scripture made by the Council of Trent. In the
remaining half-century biblical studies will be too often subjected to
Catholic and Protestant dogmatic concerns. The eagerness and hope of
men like Lefévre, who early in the century had looked for a world
renewed by the humanist study of the three languages and biblically
grounded faith in Christ, had declined into rival orthodoxies. Not until
the seventeenth century could linguistic and biblical studies find a
renewal of energy. For the remarkable achievement of the Antwerp
Polyglot of Plantin was a later flowering of the earlier sowing in the
Complutensian of which it was—in some ways only—a careful revision.
It would not be too great an exaggeration to say that the theological
preoccupations and inhibitions among both Catholics and Protestants
prevented much real advance in higher or lower criticism until the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.

What did all this linguistic work in the period reviewed achieve for
biblical studies? The world of scholarship was international and yet
compact. The respublica litterarum was a world of men eager and alert
for what could be found at the great book fairs, who in their cor-
respondence with one another saw the Bible as a living force, and
related it not merely to dogmatic concerns but also to moral and
political behaviour in the changing society of that time. Artists, in
illustrating the Bible, adorned the figures of patriarchs, kings and
prophets with a contemporary appearance in dress and background.
Men found this biblical renewal to be a determinative discovery. Many
who had felt themselves to be subject to the mortmain of old scholastic
methods, of the run-down machinery of theological debate and adminis-
trative emptiness, sought here the means of renewing both Church and
society. They found strength in the biblical humanists’ conviction that
by clarity of expression based upon the quickening spirit of the
languages of the prophets and apostles, the Word of the living God
would renew the world. This conviction may seem somewhat naive to
us, but in that age it was a potent attraction. The renewal of Hebrew
learning had given an impetus to Old Testament study which brought
God as the providential ruler of time and men into the forefront of life.
Greek studies brought freshness and freedom; to be able to read the
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New Testament in its original form seeméd to be like discovering the
first freshness of a painting which had been overlaid by heavy varnish.
A purified latinity provided the translation of Erasmus, the corrected
Vulgate of Estienne, and the directness of the biblical commentators.
There were weaknesses (for example, the failure to use effectively the
Septuagint), but in comparison with the state of biblical learning in 1500
the advances were decisive. Men felt themselves to be delivered from
the despairing conclusion of Geiler of Kaisersberg, who at the end of the
fifteenth century said that the Scripture was a ‘nose of wax’ to be
turned in any way by the too frequent misuse of the allegorical method
of interpretation. The methods of the new scholarship were directed
much more to the historical or literal sense. The results of these renewed
studies for the various editions of the Hebrew, Greek and Latin Bibles
of the sixteenth century will now be examined.

THE HEBREW, GREEK AND LATIN TEXTS
OF THE BIBLE

Although Spain was the home of the best Hebrew manuscripts and of
Jewish scholars and commentators; and Germany was the home of
printing and possessed manuscripts and Jewish scholars who were
acquainted with the skills of this technological advance; yet it was in
northern Italy that the printing of the Hebrew Bible (including the
first complete edition of the text, and the first edition of the rabbinical
Bible) was achieved.’ The scribal schools of Toledo had attained such
a standard of accuracy and clarity that Spanish Jews had not felt the
need to use the printing press; although recent research has shown that
some Hebrew printing was going forward in Spain, for example at
Montalban,? before the expulsion of the Jews in 1492. But northern
Italy had become a centre of Hebrew grammatical study in the late
fifteenth century. It has already been shown that Levita came there for
that reason, and since the Italian humanists acquired a deep though
often ill-informed devotion to the study of Hebrew, including the
mysteries of the Cabala, a sympathetic environment was possible for
Jewish immigrants, many of whom came from Germany bringing their

* C. D. Ginsburg, Introduction to the Massoretico-critical Edition of the Hebrew Bible
(1897), pp. 770 ff.

? Lucien Febvre and H. ]J. Martin, L’ Apparition du Livre (1958), p. 406.
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codices of German provenance with them. Hebrew printing began in
Italy probably before 1475 ; certainly a consonantal Psalter with Kimhi’s
commentary appeared at Bologna in 1477, and in 1482 a Pentateuch
with vowel points and accents accompanied by the Targum of Onkelos
and Rashi’s commentary. But it was in the small town of Soncino near
Mantua that the first great achievements of Hebrew printing appeared
through the efforts of Jews from south Germany. In 1485/6 came the
first edition of the Prophetic Books. Here can be seen the beauty and
technological accomplishment of this press which established a standard
and a name which echoed again in our day. An enthusiastic type-setter
in the philosophic work Zkkarim, 1485, turned a quotation in it of
Isaiah ii. 3 to read, ‘Out of Zion shall go forth the law, and the word
of the Lord from Soncino’.* And it was from the Soncino press in 1488
that the whole of the Old Testament, with vowel points and accents
but without any commentary, came as a beautifully printed small folio
book. Its peculiarities of orthography and other small variations from
the Massoretic text are mostly due to printers’ errors, but some derive
from the scribal traditions of the German manuscripts. The second
edition of the Old Testament appeared without place or date being
given; it is thought to be a product of the Soncino press working at
Naples in 1491-3. The vowel points and accents in this well-printed
text are in their proper positions—this had been a technological
problem for printers and already a stumbling-block for the clumsy
efforts of predecessors. The type shows the Sephardic script which
increased the fine appearance of the page and suggests the provenance
of the manuscripts used. As in the first edition the Q°ré appear con-
fusingly with the vowel points of the Kethibh, and the latter are not
given in the margins. The text is nearer to the present Massoretic text
than was that of the former edition. For the historian of the Reforma-
tion this edition has interest because a copy of it is preserved at Zurich
inscribed in the handwriting of Pellican who describes it as a gift to
himself in 1500, and who states, erroneously, that it was printed at
Pesaro in 1494. The Soncino firm transferred to Brescia and issued
there in two parts, in 1492 and 1494, the next edition of the Hebrew
Bible using codices similar to those of the 1488 edition (the same
obscure manner of printing the Q°ré and the K°thibh was used in this
edition also). It was this Brescia edition that Luther used in preparing
Y The Jewish Encyclopaedia, article ‘Soncino’, x1, 463.
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his translation of the Old Testament into German. Perhaps he took
comfort for his labours on reading the address of Gershom the Soncinian,
the printer, at the end of Deuteronomy, and again at the end of
Chronicles, ‘Have courage and let us be courageous’!

This vigour in Hebrew printing (for other editions of parts of the
Old Testament were also printed) should have increased the flow of
editions of the whole or parts of the Hebrew Bible in Italy. But there
is an ominous gap from 1494 to 1510, perhaps to be accounted for by
the expulsion of the Jews from Spain in 1492, and from Portugal in
1498; the flood of exiles to be supported would take up a good part of
the resources of the Italian Jews. But one result of this immigration was
that Gershom of Soncino and his colleagues produced—at Pesaro now
—a magnificent folio edition of the Former Prophets with the commen-
tary of Isaac Abravanel, the Spanish statesman and scholar who died
in his Italian exile. The influence of the Spanish Jews can be seen also
in the use of a type representing the Sephardic script, and a scribal
tradition almost identical with the Massoretic recension.

Christian biblical scholars had contributed nothing so far to the
printing of the Hebrew Old Testament though they were eager to
obtain examples of the Jewish printers’ work. However, the next stage
is marked by the great Complutensian Polyglot of Alcald, 1514-17.
(These are the years during which the work was printed; it was not
authorized for publication by the pope until 1520 and not issued until,
probably, 1522.) Cardinal Ximenes de Cisneros (d. 1517), regent of
Castille and archbishop of Toledo—a centre of Jewish studies already
mentioned—had established the trilingual university at Alcald (Com-
plutum). In view of the labours involved it has been assumed that
work upon this trilingual edition of the Scriptures must have been
begun about 1502. Together with Nebrija, whose Hebrew studies have
been referred to, there were also three converts from Judaism to Catho-
licism working on the Hebrew text, the foremost of whom was Alfonso
de Zamora. Ximenes spent much money in obtaining good manuscripts
(according to Le Long 4000 ducats were spent on seven Hebrew manu-
scripts alone) and manuscripts were borrowed from Venice and the
Vatican. In the four volumes of the Old Testament the Vulgate is set
in the centre of a page, the Septuagint with an interlinear Latin trans-
lation is in the inside column, and the Hebrew text is in the outside
column. In the margins are given the Hebrew roots. The Targum of
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Onkelos is given below the Pentateuch and is accompanied by a Latin
translation. The apocryphal or deuterocanonical books® accepted in
the Church are given in the Septuagint version with the Vulgate
printed interlineally (but IIT Maccabees appears in Greek only). The
New Testament of volume five will be considered in its place in the
discussion of the editions of the Greek New Testament. Volume six
contains a variety of ‘aids to study’; Zamora’s Hebrew and Aramaic
dictionary; an interpretation of the Greek, Hebrew and Aramaic
names; and a short Hebrew grammar followed by a Latin index to the
dictionary. Volume one has a variety of prefatory material; this
includes Jerome’s Preface to the Pentateuch, the bull of Leo X sanc-
tioning the issue of the work, introductions to the Hebrew and Aramaic
dictionary and the Hebrew grammar of volume six, and two statements
about the method of studying Scripture.

The most interesting of these documents for our purpose is the
Prologue addressed to Leo X, and made by, or written for, Cardinal
Ximenes, which contains these words: ‘ Certainly since there can be
no word, no combination of letters, from which there does not
arise, and as it were spring forth, the most concealed senses of the
heavenly wisdom; and since the most learned interpreter cannot explain
more than one of these, it is unavoidable that after translation the
Scripture yet remains pregnant and filled with both various and sub-
lime insights which cannot become known from any other sources
than from the very fountain of the original language.” Here is the voice
of biblical humanism: but from Alcala this voice also spoke with a
sardonic Spanish note. In the Prologue to the Reader describing the
arrangement of the columns of the text the editors write: ‘We have
placed the Latin translation of blessed Jerome as though between the
Synagogue and the Eastern Church, placing them like the two thieves
one on each side, and Jesus, that is the Roman or Latin Church,
between them.” Ginsburg sought to demonstrate that this insistence
on the primacy of the Vulgate brought the editors occasionally to
accommodate the Hebrew text to conformity with the Vulgate, for
example, in Psalm xxii. 17.* The editors made obscuring modifications

* ‘Apocryphal’ is the Protestant term: ‘deuterocanonical’ is the Catholic term. The
lists of books differ.
* C. D. Ginsburg, Introduction to the Massoretico-critical Edition of the Hebrew Bible,

P- 925.
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in the vowel points and the accents were omitted save for one, Athnach,
which was used arbitrarily in a manner contrary to the Massoretic
recension. The editors excused themselves on the ground that the
accents were used by the Jews only to aid in the chanting of the text.
However, Professor Kahle, in his revised edition of his Schweich
lectures on the Cairo Geniza, argues that the Complutensian editors
were in fact using an ancient manuscript (made prior to the work of
the Massoretes) which showed the simplified Babylonian vocalization
and the method of placing the Athnach displayed in the Complu-
tensian text. Therefore, he concludes, the Complutensian editors com-
promised, in the vowel points and accents, between the ancient
Babylonian codices and the Tiberian punctuation of the Ben Asher
text." But since the Babylonian codex supposed to have been used no
longer survives among Ximenes’s manuscripts at Madrid, final proof is
still wanting,.

In the closing years of the printing of the Complutensian Polyglot
a Christian printer, Daniel Bomberg (‘a countryman of Flanders’ as he
is called in a Hebrew epigraph), with a Christian Jew as editor, Felix
Pratensis, printed, in 1516/17, the first edition of the rabbinical Bible,
that is, the Hebrew text of the Old Testament accompanied by the
targums and rabbinical commentaries. Here for the first time Samuel
and Kings were each divided into separate books in a Hebrew Bible,
and a note was added explaining that this division was intended for the
use of readers not of Jewish faith. Bomberg and his editor obtained a
licence from Leo X forbidding any other printer to produce a Bible
with targums and commentaries for ten years from 1515. This is the
first printed Bible to have the official Q¢ré in the margins: the margins
also contain many variant readings apart from these. In his preface the
claim of Felix Pratensis for the Hebrew Bible that ‘on this book the
entire superstructure of Christianity rests’ contrasts with the view of
the Complutensian editors. Almost ten years after Leo’s licence
expired the second edition of the rabbinical Bible was printed by
Bomberg at Venice in 1524/5. This was the greatest step forward yet
taken towards obtaining the best text of the Hebrew Bible, for it
included the results of the extraordinary labours of the Tunisian
refugee, Jacob b. Chayim, on the Massorah. In his introduction to this
Bible Chayim tells us that ‘God sent a highly distinguished and pious

* P. E. Kahle, The Cairo Geniza (2nd ed. 1959), pp. 124~9.
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Christian Daniel Bomberg to meet me’ who showed him his printing-
office and said ‘...I want thee to revise the books which I print,
correct the mistakes, purify the style, and examine the works till they
are as refined silver and as purified gold’. Having learned the value of
the Massorah Bomberg ‘did all in his power to send into all the countries
in order to search what may be found of the Massorah. . .nor did he
draw back his right hand from producing gold out of his purse to
defray the expenses of the books and of the messengers. ..’. Chayim
has this moving conclusion, ‘I would not be deterred by the enormous
labour, for which cause I did not suffer my eyelids to be closed long,
either in the winter or the summer. . .as my aim and desire was to see
the holy work finished’.* Not only was the text accurately printed but
also this edition settled the standard form of the Massoretic text for
future scholarship. For the first time the Q¢ré and Kethibh were
properly arranged and received their appropriate marginal mark.
Chayim provided also for this edition the marginal variants of the
different—and, it should be added, late—manuscripts collated by him.

After these labours of Chayim there was no development in the
establishing of the text of the Old Testament. The third rabbinical
Bible issued at Venice by Adelkind brothers in 1548 showed variations
in the text of the rabbinical commentaries only and not in the biblical
text. Before this, interest in the printing of the Hebrew text had
developed north of the Alps among the Christian Hebraists who had
by now sufficient confidence to undertake this work. Sebastian Miinster
edited a Hebrew Bible at Basle in 1535 and accompanied it with his
own Latin translation. It is strange that Miinster’s interest in Jewish
scholarship did not lead him to adopt the text of Chayim; instead he
gave the text of the first rabbinical Bible of Felix Pratensis together
with several readings derived from the Brescia Bible.

Two more editions of the Hebrew Bible deserve comment for the
beauty of their type and presentation distinctive of the work of the
scholar-printers who published them. Robert Estienne printed slowly
through the years 1539—44 a Hebrew Old Testament in quarto size in
two excellent founts of type (the larger for the text: the smaller for the
sparsely provided commentary) but with a number of errors—this no
doubt meant that Estienne could not control effectively printing of a

* C. D. Ginsburg, Jacob ben Chajim’s Introduction to the Rabbinic Bible (1865),
PP- 2, 34, 39-
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language which, compared with his great attainments in Latin and
Greek, he understood imperfectly. It is characteristic of him, however,
that he chose what he conceived to be the best available text for his
press, that of the second rabbinical Bible of Chayim and Bomberg
which he follows with only a few variations. He began by printing
the Twelve Minor Prophets together with Kimhi’s commentary and
some notes by the Parisian Christian Hebraist Frangois Vatable of the
Lecteurs Royaux. The book of Daniel alone has the marginal Massorah
but elsewhere very few sections have the Q°ré. The ageing Pellican
wrote to Calvin at Geneva in 1543 asking him to obtain for him the
later volumes of this edition because the type suited his failing eyesight.
There were other editions of the Old Testament in Hebrew including
the fourth rabbinical Bible at Venice, and an edition of Bomberg’s
second rabbinical Bible by Christopher Plantin at Antwerp which was
sold largely and profitably among the Barbary Jews. After Robert
Estienne, Plantin was the greatest printer of that age and his finest
achievement was the Royal Polyglot of Antwerp, an edition made
possible by the parsimonius patronage of Philip II of Spain. The first
four volumes contain the Old Testament and targums and were printed
in the years 1569—72. This Royal Polyglot deliberately reflected that of
Cardinal Ximenes and used the Complutensian Hebrew text with only
occasional modification by the introduction of readings from the second
rabbinical Bible. The editor was the Spaniard Benedictus Arias
Montanus, a Benedictine and an orientalist who had studied in his youth
at the University of Alcald. He was assisted in his great labours—
which included his checking each sheet as it came from the press—by
three professors of Louvain. (The story of the young Magdelaine
Plantin reading aloud to Arias Montanus the proofs of the Polyglot in
five languages is touching,” but her knowledge of Semitic languages can
hardly have been deeper than that of the blind Milton’s daughters in
Latin and Greek. It is surely difficult to accept her responsibility for the
final accuracy of the Polyglot in its Hebrew, Aramaic and Syriac texts—
even though her real competence in Latin and Greek should be granted.)
The Pentateuchal targum was reprinted from the Complutensian
edition, but the remaining targums were taken from the second rab-
binical Bible although slightly modified by the use of manuscripts at
Alcald. The arrangement of the texts is different from that of the
* Correspondance de Christophe Plantin, ed. by Max Rooses (1883), 11, 175.
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Complutensian Polyglot. There are four columns arranged over two
pages: the Hebrew, the Vulgate, a literal Latin version of the Septua-
gint, and then the Septuagint, with the targums and their accompanying
Latin translations across the foot of the two pages. The Hebrew text
was printed again in volume seven together with a revision of the Latin
version of Pagnini, given interlineally. In volume six were provided the
Hebrew lexicon of Pagnini revised by the professor of Hebrew at
Cologne, a short Hebrew grammar, an Aramaic dictionary and
grammar; a Syriac grammar by Masius; a Greek lexicon and a Greek
grammar. Volume eight contained various indexes, and elaborate
discussions intended for the better understanding of the text, for
example, on the partition of Canaan and the vestments of the priests.
It also contained lists of variant readings in the several texts prepared by
the theologians of Louvain. Finally, the editor Arias Montanus drew
up the account of the nature and use of the Massorah which appeared
in this volume.

Plantin was offered help towards meeting the great cost of the work
by some Protestant princes who were ready to grant him speedier
financial aid than that which Philip grudgingly gave. He was also
offered help by Protestant scholars like Tremellius who were ready to
assist him in his labours, but Plantin said that his cath of fidelity to
Philip I (in whose dominions Antwerp lay) prevented him from
accepting these aids. Plantin’s circumspection was doubly necessary, for
it was with difficulty that he quieted the doubts about his orthodoxy
which the chancellor Cardinal Granvelle had raised discreetly with him.
The Spaniards did well to suspect him, for, though he outwardly con-
formed and was undetected, he was a faithful member of the secret and
proscribed sect of the ‘Family of Love’ obnoxious to both Catholics
and Protestants. Plantin’s Polyglot received papal sanction in Sep-
tember 1§72, after Arias Montanus had sought it by a visit to Rome.
But the result of his ‘ceuvre de labeur, travail, et fraiz indicibles’ was
regarded with suspicion by many in the Catholic world, where, as in
Protestantism, the eager hope of the earlier biblical humanists had died.
The Polyglot was attacked especially by Spanish theologians, at
Salamanca and by the Jesuit Mariana; sixteen years of struggle against
debt were left to Plantin.

There is a strange lapse of time between the printing of the Hebrew
text and the printing of the Old and New Testaments in Greek.
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Further, Greek printing did not begin as early as did that of Latin and
Hebrew. The demand for printing of works in Greek was probably the
result of the turning of Italian humanists from their former zeal and
expense in collecting beautifully written Greek manuscripts as works of
art to be treasured, to obtaining the more compendious and cheaper
products of the press which could be put to ordinary daily use. The only
biblical Greek to be printed before the sixteenth century was the Latin
and Greek Psalter first issued at Milan in 1481 which also contained the
Magnificat and Benedictus. Aldus Manutius also issued before 1498
a diglot (Latin and Greek) Psalter and followed this up in 1504 with
six chapters of the Gospel of John.

The first edition of the Septuagint to be printed was that of the
Complutensian Polyglot, and the first complete edition of the Greek
New Testament was that of Erasmus in 1516 which, though printed
later than the Complutensian volume five, the New Testament, was
published several years before it. Interest in achieving an accurate text
of the Septuagint, together with careful appreciation of its nature and
significance, was lacking in the sixteenth century and it received less
attention than its importance merited. However, the scholars of that
age should not be too severely judged when we recollect that many
septuagintal problems are still unresolved. The sixteenth-century
scholar tended to view the Septuagint as a version of the Hebrew text
which was at many points deliberately corrupted by the Jewish trans-
lators, or at best ill translated, and therefore of secondary importance
when compared with the Hebrew or Vulgate texts. Nevertheless, it was
regarded as having an antiquarian and pious interest since it was the
Bible of the early Church. Catholic and Protestant exegetes, while they
refer to it in their commentaries, were not prepared to give the attention
which modern exegetes would bring to it. Typical of the Protestant
view of the Septuagint is that of Luther, who said in his Lectures on
Genesis (iv. 7), ‘The translators of the Septuagint appear not to have
had adequate knowledge to cope with the vastness of the task they had
undertaken’. But Zwingli once suggested that exegetes discommended
it too much: he was no doubt aware that Augustine had upheld the
divine inspiration of the Septuagint (Protestants, nevertheless, could
adduce Jerome’s aid in insisting that the Hebrew text is alone the
‘verity’ of the Word of God).

The Complutensian editors of the Septuagint used manuscripts
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obtained from the Vatican library, the library of St Mark at Venice,
and from the private collection of Ximenes. In the dedicatory epistle
to Pope Leo X the claim is made that ‘the oldest examples out of the
apostolic library” were used, but the editors did not have before them
codex Vaticanus B which is the best of those to be found in the Vatican
library. When the editors were faced occasionally by passages present
in the Vulgate but absent from the Greek they filled in these gaps by
translation from the Latin. This led Bishop Walton, editor of the
greatest of the Polyglot Bibles, that of London 1657, to describe
the Complutensian edition of the Septuagintas ‘consarcinata’. Sincethe
Complutensian was not issued for some years after it was printed, the
Aldine press won the glory of the first publication of the whole Bible
in Greek in 1§18/19 (the Septuagint was accompanied by the 1516
edition of Erasmus’s Greek New Testament). The text of the Aldine
edition was established by Andreas Asolanus from manuscripts he used
in Cardinal Bessarion’s collection in the library of St Mark at Venice:
no Latin version accompanied the text. Bishop Walton considered the
Aldine edition to be purer than the Complutensian. The Aldine text
was reprinted, with a few changes, in a new edition of the whole Bible
in Greek at Strassburg in two volumes in 1526/4; the Apocrypha were
brought together in a separate section, and the sequence of the biblical
books followed that of Luther. Another edition of the Aldine text of
the whole Bible in Greek was published at Basle in 1545 (now with the
New Testament according to the fifth edition of Erasmus) with a
preface by Melanchthon who described the Septuagint version as
‘rougher’ (squalidiorem) than the original, and the translators as not
taking sufficient care in the choice of words and sentence structure. He
added that it was useful to study the Septuagint because this was the
version cited by St Paul and that the apostolic writings can be better
understood by the attentive study of this version which was that in the
hands of the apostles themselves. His preface ends by being dated on the
Feast of the Purification of the Temple and with the wish that God would
purify his Church; characteristically implying in the biblical humanist
manner that the study of the Greek Bible would serve this desirable end.

The next edition of importance was that of the Antwerp Royal
Polyglot of Plantin in 1572, for which Arias Montanus chose the Com-
plutensian text with some readings introduced from the Aldine text.
For over half a century there had been no advance in the provision of
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an adequate text of the Septuagint since the Complutensian edition,
and of this Andreas Masius, a scholar whose collation of manuscripts
aided the editors of the Sixtine edition, wrote that it would be mere
ignorance for anyone to say that it represented the pure text of the
Septuagint. A pure text was only achieved by the Sixtine edition of
1587 at Rome which by modern standards is perhaps the only satis-
factory achievement in the editing of a biblical text obtained in the
sixteenth century, and its editors could rightly claim that by diligent
correction it had been restored to its former splendour. This achieve-
ment was aided by the discovery made by Cardinal Antonio Carafa
and his assistant editors of the codex in the Vatican library known as
Vaticanus graecus 1209 (Vatican B), of which they said rightly that * this
codex is by far the best of those extant’: their work provided the first
edition to be based on an extensive uncial manuscript. They also added
a number of variant readings from other manuscripts in which they
were aided by the great labours of collation undertaken some years
before his death by Andreas Masius, whose considerable acumen as a
textual critic led to his posthumously published work on Joshua being
placed on the Index in 1574. Cardinal Carafa and his assistants rightly
insisted on the value of the Septuagint for the right understanding of
the use of Scripture by the Fathers and for the text of the Vulgate; but
they do not appear to have grasped the value of the Septuagint for
getting behind the Massoretic revision of the Hebrew text. This edition
was accompanied by three groups of annotations: alternative readings
and scholia from other manuscripts; illustrative references and quota-
tions from the Patristic writings and the old translations; and illustra-
tive references to the other Greek translations, Aquila, Symmachus,
and Theodotion. It will be remembered that the first volume of the
Complutensian Polyglot to be printed was the fifth which contained
the New Testament in Greek. The manuscripts used for this edition by
the editors—of whom Stunica the opponent of Erasmus was probably
the chief—were late although they call them ‘antiquissimos codices’.
What these were is not known, for the surviving manuscripts of
Ximenes at Madrid do not include the New Testament. But since the
printed text represents the script of manuscripts of the tenth century itis
possible, but only possible, that the Complutensian text is based on
some manuscripts older than those used by Erasmus. The accentuation
of the Greek was peculiar: it was justified by the editors on the ground
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that it formed no part of the genuine text and was absent from older
manuscripts; and no ‘breathings’ were provided (yet the editors gave
the normal accentuation to their text of the Septuagint). The comma
Joanneum, that is, I John v. 7 and 8, was interpolated by translating it
from the Vulgate; but in general there is no evidence of an editorial aim
to make the Greek conform to the Vulgate text. Itis possible, however,
that four or five passages in Romans and Galatians show assimilation
to the Vulgate." When Erasmus inquired during his controversy with
Stunica where the comma joanneum could be found since it was in no
Greek manuscript known to himself, Stunica replied with Spanish
intransigence that it was well known that the Greek codices were
corrupted but that the Vulgate contained the truth itself.

While the printed sheets of the Complutensian edition lay stored
from 1514 to 1521/2, when they were bound and published, an edition
of the Greek text appeared at Basle edited by Erasmus and printed by
Froben. It is probable that Froben had heard of the Complutensian
edition, and of the probably protracted delay in its appearance, through
trade channels, if not from the gossip of humanist circles, and saw the
glory to be gained from publishing the editio princeps of the Greek
New Testament. He urged Erasmus in a letter of April 1515 to press
on with his desultory work on the New Testament, and stated bluntly
that if Erasmus did not edit and publish the Greek text then another
soon would do so. Erasmus replied with his usual caution—for he
foresaw how unpopular this work would be with the men of the ‘old
learning’—nevertheless he prepared the text after the collation of some
readily available manuscripts at Basle, and sent with it to the press a
new Latin version which he already had by him, and full annotations
many of which he had been working on for some time. The work was
done swiftly in a few months and showed plainly the signs of undue
haste; his candid admission of this to the reader is frequently quoted,
‘ praecipitatum verius quam editum’. The book went through Froben’s
press in six months and was published in March 1516, Erasmus was
assisted in the proof-reading by the young scholar Oecolampadius
whose Greek learning was to make of him the future reformer of Basle.
Because of the haste in which Erasmus and the press worked there are
many typographical errors, for example, o1 itacisms have been counted,

' C. R. Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Testamentes (1909), p. 927. See also pp. 11
above, 203, 233 below.
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and the ghostly name of a non-existent Vulgarius is listed on the title-
page with other authorities, whereas the name provided should have
been that of Theophylact, archbishop of Bulgaria. Further, while
Erasmus suggested that he had consulted many manuscripts, in fact he
used few in the preparation of the text he published, and most of these
he found in Basle. His only manuscript of Revelation was defective;
six verses which he found to be missing from it he translated from the
Vulgate into Greek: some words of this Erasmian Greek have oddly
survived to our own time. Erasmus also interpolated Acts vii. § and 6,
by translation from the Vulgate, but he omitted the comma Joanneum.
Occasionally a reading quoted in his annotations differs from that in
his text; this is explicable on the ground that he had prepared his
annotations in part some time before he edited the Greek text; neverthe-
less these readings show the haste of his editorial work. The whole
work, like the Complutensian Polyglot, was dedicated to Leo X, that
willing target for the aspirations of the early biblical humanists. This
edition was soon attacked, particularly because Erasmus had dared to
provide his own Latin translation; conservative scholars like Lee,
archbishop of York, argued, as men of the ‘old learning’, that if
Erasmus’s Greek codices did not contain what was in the Vulgate then
they should have done and must be rejected as erroneous. Stunica,
though a representative of the ‘new learning’, attacked Erasmus
vigorously at all levels, from the sharp and patriotic rebuke that
Erasmus had omitted the ‘I’ in ‘loavia (Erasmus put Zmavix at
Romans xv) to more usual, if somewhat obtuse, textual criticism.®
Erasmus’s second edition of 1519 was greatly improved, for the
majority of the misprints were removed and he introduced readings
from a better codex of the Gospels, Acts and the Pauline Epistles. In
the third edition of 1§22 he inserted I John v. 7 and 8, having learned
that a Dublin manuscript contained it, although there is no doubt that
this version of the comma is also a translation from the Vulgate: having
thus appeased in part his critics he felt he could add to this edition a
reply to the ‘ morosos et indoctos’. The fourth edition of 1527 contains,
together with his own Latin version, the Vulgate text as a further
attempt to appease the ‘morosos’, and there are many changes in
Revelation derived from the Complutensian text. The fifth edition of

* S. P. Tregelles, An Account of the Printed Text of the Greek New Testament (1854),
p. 23 n.
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1536 omitted the Vulgate and included several further textual changes.
Froben’s initiative gained for the Erasmian text a wider circulation than
that of the Complutensian, which was confined to an issue of about six
hundred copies, whereas there were about three thousand three hundred
copies of the first and second editions of Erasmus; also, the popularity
of the Erasmian editions was increased by their being printed in a
convenient small folio size more easily handled and less expensive than
the Complutensian version.

In 1534 Simon Colines (Colinaeus) the Parisian printer, and step-
father of Robert Estienne, published the first attempt to achieve a
critical edition of the Greek New Testament. He used the texts of
Erasmus (probably that of the third edition) and the Complutensian,
but he provided a number of unique readings which may well have had
manuscript authority, although it is not known what manuscripts were
used by him. Although he omitted I John v.7 and 8, he made no
mention of the sources of his edition of the text, in which there are
unique readings, most of which later scholarship has recognized as
significant. It is possible that Calvin may have used Colines’s text as
well as those others by Erasmus and Estienne which were available to
him. It has been suggested with reason that if Colines had followed up
his own method of collation, and persuaded others to adopt it, a good
critical edition of the text of the New Testament would have been made
available many decades in advance of its realization: but this version
had no influence on later editions. The printers of Basle and Zurich
preferred the eminent name of Erasmus to ensure the sale of their
convenient editions in which they introduced slight modifications of his
text. It was at Paris once again that new depth was given to the appreci-
ation of the importance of textual accuracy by the folio edition of
Robert Estienne’s Greek Testament in 1550. His first two editions of
1546and 1549 were in duodecimo size: they have no mention of Erasmus,
and claim in the preface to be based on ancient codices; yet the text
differs little from the Complutensian and later Erasmian editions. The
important change comes with the third edition of 1550 printed in the
large beautiful type cut for Estienne by Claude Garamond (this was
based on the Hellenic script of the calligrapher of Francis I, the Cretan
Angelo Vergecio), for here Robert Estienne provided in the inner
margins of the page variant readings from a number of manuscripts
collated for this edition by his son Henri. The inner marginal references
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are to the Complutensian text and to fifteen manuscripts most of which
were in Parisian libraries, although some from elsewhere had been
collated, including that which Estienne marked B and is better known as
the Codex Bezae. In the outer margins references and chapter divisions
were provided and also references to passages from the Septuagint
quoted in the text. Together with the usual material reproduced by
Erasmus, the lives of the Gospel writers and the Eusebian canons,
Estienne included St Chrysostom’s Prologue to the Pauline Epistles and
his Homily 1 on Matthew and also columns of quotations from the Septu-
agint which were quoted literally or in paraphrase in the New Testament.

The fourth edition was printed as a small portable volume by Estienne
in 1551 at Geneva whither he had fled from the intensive pressure of the
Sorbonne doctors against him: this edition included Erasmus’s Latin
version and the Vulgate, and the Greek text was for the first time
divided into separate verses. Calvin’s successor at Geneva, Théodore
de Béze (Beza), was the editor of the next important edition of the Greek
New Testament, which appeared in 1565 (his own Latin version had been
printed in 1557) and went through many editions in folio and octavo,
accompanied in the larger size by his own Latin version; the Vulgate
and full annotations are included. In the preparation of his text Beza
made full use of the collations and notes of Henri Estienne which had
only partially been incorporated by Henri’s father in 1550; he also had
before him the version made by Tremellius from the Peshitta New
Testament, and manuscripts of his own including the two remarkable
uncials D*V4% (Codex Bezae) and D™ (Codex Claromontanus).
Estienne’s folio volume of 1550 with its accompanying variant readings
made this edition of the Greek New Testament the earliest to be
published with a critical apparatus, and provided the basis for future
work on the text. How far Estienne made effective use of his sources is
arguable, but he had shown the value of collating the manuscripts and
publishing the results. In spite of this there is little evidence that Beza
saw the importance of Estienne’s innovation, or of the two ancient
manuscripts in his own possession. He made little significant change
from the fourth edition of Estienne (which did not have the critical
apparatus) and the Complutensian text, both of which he had before
him in preparing his own edition. Further, he made little use of the
two famous codices in his possession because they differed too fre-
quently from those printed versions; he preferred to choose a reading
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which agreed with the traditional theological interpretation of the text.
While he received in 1581 a remarkably flattering letter of thanks from
the University of Cambridge for his gift of the Codex Bezae, which
went so far as to describe Beza and Calvin as men whom that university
regarded as the most memorable of all writers for their knowledge of
Scripture to whom they would prefer no others, yet Beza has been
attacked from the early seventeenth century onward for modifying the
text to suit his own theological presuppositions. On the contrary his
text is conservative, as has been shown, and the criticisms made against
him are for his renderings in his Latin version and his annotations; for
example, Acts ii. 47 ToUs cw3ouévous is rendered in the note by a
proposed alteration of the Greek to read ‘those who were to be saved’
(were added to the Church): this alteration would accord with Beza’s
view of election. Simon, and the Englishman John Bois, an anti-
Calvinist prebendary of Ely, whom he quotes with approval, should be
corrected by the judgment of Bishop Westcott who wrote ‘the cases
in which Beza has corrected the renderings of former translators are
incomparably more numerous than those in which he introduced false
readings’ (that is, Latin translations of passages in which Beza sug-
gested an emendation of the Greek).!

The Greek New Testament in the Royal Polyglot of Plantin was
presented in two forms: in the fifth volume it appears with the Syriac
and the Latin versions, in the seventh volume it is given with the Latin
placed interlineally. It is curious that the two texts of the Greek differ
slightly: that of volume five is the Complutensian with variant readings
introduced from the third edition of the Estienne text, whereas volume
seven gives the Complutensian with a larger number of readings from
the Estienne text.

The desire of the biblical humanists had been to arrive at an authentic
text of the Hebrew and Greek originals which they believed to have
greater authority than the Vulgate since it was taken for granted that
this version came later in time than the others. One result of this desire
was to rest content with what seemed to be a reasonably authenticated
text and inquire no further into textual criticism as a discipline for its
own sake. By the mid-sixteenth century men felt that they had arrived
at reasonably authoritative versions of the Hebrew and Greek texts of
the Old and New Testaments. This accounts for the conservatism of

* B. F. Westcott, History of the English Bible (3rd ed. 1905), pp. 228—9.
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both Beza’s edition and that of Plantin’s Royal Polyglot. It is not
surprising, therefore, that the Elzevir press, printing at Leyden their
popular, convenient and cheap editions of standard texts, could include
in 1624 a copy of the Greek New Testament and affirm in the preface
to the second edition of 1633, ‘ Textum ergo habes, nunc ab omnibus
receptum; in quo nihil immutatum aut corruptum damus’. In creating
the phrase textus receptus they had confirmed acceptance of the third
edition of Estienne and Beza’s recension of it as the standard version.
Effective awareness of the significance of textual criticism for the ancient
versions of the biblical text may be said to begin only with the Bib/ia
Polyglotta of Bishop Walton in 1657.

The men of sacrae litterae, for whom the publication of the Hebrew
and Greek texts of the Bible, according to theimprovements shownin the
texts by the collation of manuscripts, did not exclude interest in the
Scriptures in Latin—the language not only of Churchmen but of all
scholars—now undertook the pedagogical task of assisting those whose
knowledge of Hebrew and Greek was insuflicient by providing them
with a literal Latin version. To meet this interest three methods were
used; first, the provision of a corrected version of the Vulgate by
bringing it closer to the Hebrew and Greek texts established by 1525;
secondly, to seek out, as Valla had suggested some time before, the
earliest manuscripts of the Vulgate and from these to discover the
best form of the text; thirdly, by translating anew into Latin, directly
from the Hebrew and Greek, to provide either very literal versions for
the assistance of students, or versions of good latinity which would
appeal to men of cultivated taste for whom lack of time or interest
made Hebrew and Greek unobtainable. The results of this threefold
effort will be considered in turn. Cardinal Cajetan in his preface to his
commentary on the Psalms, 1530, had argued that the Vulgate was
essentially an interpretation of the original Hebrew and Greek and was
not a satisfactory substitute for the pure Word of God given in the
Hebrew and Greek texts. Moreover, he implied, since the Vulgate text
in current use showed a number of errors which had been introduced
in the course of time, a new translation of the Bible into Latin
could be undertaken, even though this would be an interpretation
subject also to errors and inevitably inferior to the original texts. (Itis
not surprising that, after his death, these views of Cajetan which so
closely resembled those of Protestants were repudiated at the Council
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of Trent, for by this time confessional narrowness had broken up the
common ground of the biblical humanists.)® Cajetan’s own commen-
taries show his efforts to correct the Vulgate by the original versions
written in languages which he imperfectly understood and for which he
had taken as assistants men more linguistically capable than himself. At
Wittenberg in 1529 the Old Testament from Genesis to II Kings and
the New Testament were published according to the Vulgate version
corrected by the Hebrew and Greek: this was intended for the use of
university students, but it soon was lost sight of because of the numerous
errors of the press, including the failure of the printer to print his
own name correctly (Schirleitz for Schirlentz). Andreas Osiander at
Niirnberg produced a more correctly printed and better version of the
Vulgate in 1§22 which was reprinted at Cologne in 1527. Pellican in his
admirable seven volumes of plain commentary on the whole Bible in
1539 used the Vulgate for the Old Testament corrected by the original
Hebrew. But the correction of Jerome by partially rewriting him was
an obviously unsatisfactory approach to the problems raised by the
Vulgate text.

The second method was that of Robert Estienne who by diligent
search for early manuscripts and by constant revision of his work
produced eventually a version o