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    Preface


    
      The following collection is a collaborative effort by a group of historians with a shared interest in the Zurich
      reformation. From different perspectives we were struck by the various roles played by exemplarity in the
      doctrinal, institutional and educational formation of a new reformed polity.
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      suggestions, and generously invited us to include the book in the series. Tom Gray at Ashgate was, as ever,
      supportive throughout. We were most fortunate in having Claire Bell as our copyeditor with the press. Part of the
      work in this volume arises from a project funded by the Arts and Humanities Research Council, and we happily
      acknowledge the support.
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      Correspondence Edition in the Institute for Swiss Reformation History in Zurich has been a generous and wise
      guide to the sixteenth century.
    


    
      Luca Baschera, Bruce Gordon and Christian Moser,
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    CHAPTER 1


    Emulating the Past and Creating the Present: Reformation and the Use of Historical and Theological
    Models in Zurich in the Sixteenth Century


    
      Bruce Gordon with Luca Baschera and Christian Moser
    


    
      The Swiss city of Zurich was never a likely centre of the European Reformation. Lacking university and bishop, it
      was middling in size and relatively unremarkable.1 Like most
      urban communities, it had grown during the late Middle Ages and extended its control over the surrounding
      Hinterland, creating the type of hegemonic relationship between town and countryside found throughout
      German-speaking lands of the Upper Rhineland. Its population was modest, around 10,000, and its patrician
      families and guilds prosperous; an urban community well placed on the trade routes between Italy and Empire whose
      coffers were filled with French gold, blood money for young men eager to serve as mercenaries in foreign
      wars.2
    


    
      Yet, on the eve of its reformation Zurich was isolated, with few friends within the Swiss Confederation on
      account of its repeated and largely unsuccessful attempts to dominate this loose political alliance shaped more
      by a common desire to drive out the Habsburgs than by any vague sense of shared identity.3 During the fifteenth century, in what became known as the Old Zurich Wars,
      the city on the Limmat made a bid for preeminence and failed, and memories within the Confederation were raw and
      unforgiving. Without doubt, Zurich’s influence was strong in the east among the semi-rural Confederates and
      Mandated lands of Thurgau, Appenzell, Glarus and so on, but to the west lay powerful Bern,
      while on the Rhine was the university city and printing centre of Basel, neither of which would bend the
      knee.4
    


    
      Schiller’s stirring Wilhelm Tell, a glorious piece of literature and figment of nineteenth-century
      Romantic imagination, conferred on the medieval Swiss an identity they would not have recognized. In truth, the
      Confederation was fractured and fractious. Loyalties were intensely local and relations with neighbours pragmatic
      and dictated by ancient customs. To this day, a few words from the mouth of any Swiss person readily identifies
      her or his place of origin, and even within a relatively small country a person from one canton can feel like a
      ‘foreigner’ in another. Swiss history is complex and not easily explained. The expulsion of the Habsburgs
      valorized by humanists such as Glarean and Vadianus exposed conflicting allegiances and required elegant Latin
      prose to fashion a compelling and emotive creation story. In short, the emergence of the Swiss Confederation in
      the late Middles Ages could sustain no easy historical narrative: reciprocal defensive pacts between mountain
      valley communities were transformed by the entrance of cities that shared few of the concerns and interests of
      their rustic fellow Confederates, whom they largely held in contempt.5
    


    
      This book is entitled Following Zwingli to convey its period of focus as well as the editors’
      understanding of change and consolidation in sixteenth-century Zurich. The most obvious sense of ‘following’
      refers to the fact that most of the chapters cover the years after the reformer’s death in 1531 – the time of
      Heinrich Bullinger (1504–75). More significantly, the case studies deal with the legacy in ensuing decades of the
      radical break led by Huldrych Zwingli in the 1520s. The examination of historical, literary and human models in
      the Zurich church requires us to consider how Zwingli understood reformation, its relationship to the historical
      church and how the past spoke to and informed the present.
    


    
      The authors in this book explore models and exempla as essential to the creation and formation of a new church
      and a Christian society in Zurich consonant with the theological arguments that emerged in the years following
      the theses of 1517. This opening chapter attends to the significance of models to the Renaissance and
      subsequently to the reformers in Zurich, and how their ways of thinking about the relationship between past and
      present were profoundly shaped by humanism and biblical interpretation. Zwingli’s embrace of those principles
      gave the reformation in Zurich its distinctive character, but his inheritance was a troubled
      one. The leaders of the Zurich church who followed struggled to preserve his legacy while adapting it, often
      considerably, to a changed world with the different priorites of an established order. The creation and
      implementation of models was not linear, but a subtle, complex interplay between cherished ideals, emerging
      knowledge and the brutal realities of Reformation Europe.
    


    The Break


    
      The Reformation in the Swiss Confederation was neither a popular movement nor led by an iconic, unifying figure
      comparable to Martin Luther. If the events following 1517 and Luther’s protest were to have engaged the Swiss,
      one might have imagined Basel the likely location. Having only joined the Confederation in 1501, its proud
      citizens regarded themselves as living in an imperial city rather superior to Zurich and Bern.6 Basel had hosted one of the great church councils of the fifteenth
      century, even if it had ended in disarray, and its printing culture had lured the prince of humanists, Erasmus,
      to produce with Froben his Adages, editions of the church Fathers, and the sensational Greek New
      Testament of 1516. In the figure of Erasmus Jerome, doctor of the early church, was alive and living on the
      Rhine.7 It was the presses of Froben that spilled forth Luther’s
      Bible translations and his seminal tracts of 1520.8
    


    
      But it was on the Limmat not the Rhine that the Reformation stirred, though the principal protagonists emerged
      from Erasmus’ entourage in Basel.9 No persuasive explanation for
      the genesis of religious change in Zurich exists apart from the preaching and shrewd politics of Huldrych Zwingli
      (1484–1531). Little read or studied today, the Zwingli of Reformation textbooks is repeatedly
      cast as Luther’s foil and Calvin’s forerunner, a humanist visionary of a Christian community, a drowner of
      Anabaptists and an iconoclast with a limited, symbolic theology of the Lord’s Supper.10
    


    
      What took place in Zurich in the 1520s cannot be defined simply as protest, for however limited its realization
      the reformation in the city was a vision of a new Christian society – and nothing less. The introduction of a
      reformed order of worship at Easter 1525 came as result of Zwingli’s preaching in the city, where he had been
      Leutpriester in the Grossmünster from 1519.11 A compelling
      speaker, his biblical sermons, his call for reform and his vehement opposition to the mercenary service created a
      receptive public, though in itself his achievements were little different from notable preachers found in
      cathedrals and other major urban churches in the Empire such as in Nuremberg, Augsburg and Strasbourg.12
    


    
      The welcome of biblical preaching by congregations should not be confused with the success of the Reformation.
      Events in Zurich were turned from calls for reform to a new religious order by the success of Zwingli and his
      circle in cultivating support among the leading families of Zurich, such as the Roists, who proved decisive in
      realizing change. In the face of considerable and influential opposition the city council narrowly agreed in
      April 1525 to end celebration of the mass, nullify episcopal authority and sanction a new form of worship,
      effectively removing Zurich theologically, institutionally and legally from Rome.13 The unity of the medieval church was broken in a Swiss city.
    


    Reform


    
      The 1525 liturgy of the Lord’s Supper replaced the sacerdotal ritual of sacrifice at the altar with a service in
      which sacred space was reconfigured, newly written prayers were spoken by minister and congregation, particular
      passages of Scripture read at key moments and the Word preached. The form of worship
      emphasized the community’s embrace of the narrative of salvation as its story, of how those gathered were the
      people of God and members of the church, visible and invisible.14
      In form and theology this service was a radical departure from medieval worship, even if we can detect vestiges
      of what had been abolished. In purpose, however, the liturgy was ancient. The people were to praise God, stirred
      by the knowledge and experience of the transformative power of the past on the present. The Zurich reformers
      alighted on memoria, a visceral, emotive recollection of God’s salvific promises and actions in history
      that fired faith and restored person and community.
    


    
      In his polemic against the abomination of the mass, Zwingli decried the Roman teaching – arguably not held by his
      opponents – that Christ’s sacrifice on the cross was repeated in the hands of the priest at the altar. Christ,
      Zwingli thundered from the pulpit, was not bodily present in the elements of bread and wine but through the Holy
      Spirit, and the proper response of the people was thanksgiving.15
      Christ sat at the right hand of the Father in heaven, his physical body no longer in this world. It was the
      nature of Christ that proved most divisive for early Protestantism, and Luther was persuaded that Nestorianism
      was alive in Zurich.16 Against this accusation, however, Zwingli
      believed that in worship gratitude and praise arose from full communion with the triune God, and went far beyond
      intellectual assent; it was nothing less than renewal of the whole person, soul and body. Word and Spirit,
      symbolized by bread and wine on the table, created the assembled people into the body of Christ. The Son of God’s
      work of reconciliation on the cross was complete and in no need of repetition, and from a grateful people he
      required obedience.17
    


    
      What gave shape to the encounter with the divine in worship and godly living was God’s
      fellowship, a covenant of eternal promise to Abraham fulfilled in Christ. In Zwingli’s eyes the people of Zurich
      were a wayward folk constantly attracted to idols and easily forgot God’s demand to serve and worship him in
      purity. They were the Israelites. As with the ancient people of the covenant, God punished but never
      abandoned.18 The liturgy of 1525 was for a community in the
      wilderness. The bond between God and the church was never static, but vibrant, deeply spiritual and daily
      ‘reforming’. Through preaching and the sacraments the people were called to remember what God had done through.
      Transformed by memory (not memorialism), they were to respond to God’s sanctification in the imitatio
      Christi, a relationship of constantly becoming.
    


    
      What appeared liturgically in 1525 was a creative work of imagination by a man who understood drama. Zwingli was
      a writer and artist with an aesthetic of space and narrative. As an accomplished artist, he knew the power and
      emotive force of words and of a story well told.19 That is
      precisely why the mass and chants were so objectionable and dangerous.20 With their dramatic force and ability to stimulate the senses they tempted, deceived and
      enticed the people to perdition. The materiality of medieval worship, so alluring to the human eye, not only
      told, according to Zwingli, the wrong story, but offended against the ancient biblical command of God that the
      people worship him in true piety.
    


    
      If we follow the emerging vision of the Zurich reformers through the maelstrom of the 1520s, we find an
      understanding in which past and present were united through the Word and by words. The intimacy of the
      relationship was intimated by placing the elements of bread and wine in the midst of the congregation; they were
      the symbols of the eucharistic, apostolic community. Zurich’s new liturgy, the spiritual core of its reformation,
      has not been sufficiently recognized or explained, eclipsed by attention to iconoclasm and the
      suppression of music in the churches. From 1525 in Zurich the language of memoria and imitatio
      emphasized a spiritual journey. The intensely Christological reading of the Old Testament, evident from the
      earliest preaching, found voice in the supplications of a sixteenth-century people cast in the story of the
      Hebrews brought out of Egypt.21 The biblical account of divine
      promise, freedom from slavery, conquest and the godly kingdom of Israel formed in the 1520s the foundation for a
      ‘corpus christianum’, a society in which God was honoured through church and political structures that ensured
      and protected purity of conduct and obedience to his laws.
    


    
      Citing Augustine’s De civitate dei, Zwingli and his colleagues did not counsel perfection, for they knew
      the church in Zurich would remain this side of eternity a mixed body of the wheat and tares in which God’s elect
      dwelt alongside the reprobate without visible distinction. This, however, did not impede the ceaseless pursuit of
      the kingdom in this world, and if the 1525 liturgy provided the Zurich church with its understanding of past and
      present, its introduction marked the beginning of an endeavour to create a church and society consonant with
      religio as right worship of God.
    


    
      Yet, as much as the reformers believed the roots of their actions to run to an earlier, purer age of the church,
      there can be no doubt that what was created in Zurich in 1525 had never existed before; it was an unrecognizable
      church formed from an amalgam of medieval practices and doctrine along with a reading of Scripture drawn from
      patristic, scholastic and humanist, largely adapted Erasmian, thought. The discourses of the 1520s were full of
      renewal and restoration, but in truth there was a good deal of creation, if not invention. The Zurich church was
      the product of a particular moment, of a particular context and of a string of contingencies. Its institutional
      forms, as we shall shortly observe, were a patchwork of old and new, an accommodation of established practices to
      reform principles: the clergy in reformation Zurich were former priests, the lucidity of the doctrinal positions
      belied complex interpretations and appropriations of theological traditions, and, in sum, the existence of the
      church was grounded in a series of political compromises arising in part from the fraught relationship between
      Zwingli’s charismatic leadership and the city’s ambitions to extend its influence in the Confederation.
    


    
      The unfolding of the reformation in Zurich requires us to consider concurrent and often contrary impulses, none
      of which were inevitable. Perhaps the most difficult question – one that historians of the Reformation rarely ask
      – is what the various participants in the events of the 1520s thought they were doing. How did you create a
      church that in structure, theology and worship resembled nothing known, a mediator of the divine with little resemblance to the ecclesial community in which one’s forbearers had lived and died? For
      all the change, what remained familiar to the people were the parish churches, burial places and chapels of the
      city and countryside; the typography of reformation everywhere offered a jarring contrast between the new worship
      and the surviving physical spaces and what was gone. The Reformation had to live in its parents’ house.
    


    
      The people gathered for worship in the 1520s must have looked around with memories quite different from those
      intended by the reformers. For many, recollection of the past may have taken them to ancient Israel and God’s
      saving acts, but more immediately they observed absence and may have wondered how their present connected to the
      recent past. The reformers had to move from polemic and denunciation to offering the people a way of living in
      the world, of finding comfort in the vicissitudes of life and of understanding where their beloved dead now
      dwelt. That would be a long sojourn. In the immediate, how could one possibly defend such actions against the
      damning critique of novelty? Questions raised by opponents and parishioners lacked clear answers, and although
      mandates outlining the new order were issued, there was a good deal of extemporizing in response to opposition
      from various quarters. Whatever the level of anti-clericalism rife in the urban and rural areas of Zurich,
      nothing could have prepared the people for the sudden disappearance of the mass as the heart of worship, even if
      its celebration had been petering out and the faithful had observed only the Lateran minimum of yearly confession
      and communication.
    


    
      In this new world post-1525 the de facto became de iure: the magistrates sat in unquestioned
      authority over ecclesiastical institutions, gladly appropriating their land and resources, and the Zurich council
      was now head of the church. However medieval Christianity had always been comfortable with disparities between
      practice and decree, and local arrangements between temporal and spiritual authorities were common enough. The
      unremarkable reality of clerical families in pre-Reformation Swiss churches, despite repeated episcopal censure,
      is evidence of the force of custom over law. Numerous reformers had priests as fathers and grew up in homes they
      remembered fondly. One only has to think of Heinrich Bullinger. In the sprawling diocese of Constance the bishop
      was a distant figure, out of sight and mind for most people in Zurich and its lands, and for the city’s rulers he
      was little more than an unwelcome claimant to legal authority.
    


    
      The Reformation church in Zurich was created by a small group of men who acted from a series of theological and
      pastoral convictions justified in their view by biblical warrant and history. A few had simultaneously wrought
      seismic, and, for many people, baffling change. The records of the disciplinary records of the Ehegericht and
      synod reveal how numerous women and men, as well as clergy, had little sense of how the Lord’s
      Supper differed from the mass. Many in Zurich, possibly the majority, did not support the changes for a variety
      of reasons that had little to do with doctrine, such as resentment of Zwingli as his band of outsiders tried to
      impose their will on Zurich. These opponents harboured considerable enmity towards the reformer from Toggenburg
      and his ambitions, as witnessed in the clamorous responses to his sudden death in 1531. So violent was the
      reaction against the dead Zwingli and his clerical supporters that Leo Jud had to go into hiding and could only
      walk through the streets dressed as a woman.22 While Zwingli
      lived, however, the opposing forces were divided, lacking leadership and ultimately overcome by influential
      political leaders in the city who backed change for a variety of reasons. Zwingli’s opponents were not merely
      motivated by anger aroused by his tirades against the lucrative mercenary trade, whose abolition was a serious
      financial blow, or by the loss of monastic property and ecclesiastical offices. Such changes and the conflict
      they roused naturally reflected material concerns driven by human nature, but self-interest does not explain the
      intensity of the resistance; many citizens remained deeply attached to the old faith and were horrified by its
      demise, or in their eyes, desecration.
    


    
      The failure of opponents to stop the reformation does not of itself tell us a great deal about how the new
      teaching and institutional changes were received in Zurich. In addition to Catholic resistance, the rapid
      emergence of the radicals from within Zwingli’s circle and the spread of their ideas signalled deep
      dissatisfaction. The Anabaptists, as they would be pejoratively labelled, were impatient with the pace of reform
      and appalled by the theological and political compromises made by Zwingli.23 Nevertheless, they were a minority, and although through their criticism they played a
      significant role in the formation of key theological aspects of Zwinglian thought – such as the covenant and
      infant baptism – the Anabaptists never really threatened to overturn the new order.
    


    
      In truth, the vast majority of people, like most clergy, acquiesced and stayed put, changing their religion with
      little evident enthusiasm or resistance. Even in the religious houses few seemed inclined to leave the territory
      in order to remain Catholic, as the council required. The reformation in Zurich neither emerged from the people
      nor stirred them to rebel. The evidence provides a picture in which various forms of conduct were common. Locals remained in their villages in the newly Protestant land, with some slipping to
      neighbouring Catholic churches to attend mass or visit shrines. Others associated with Anabaptist groups that met
      in secluded places such as in the woods. Most, however, with degrees of engagement we cannot know, accepted
      change: just as in other Catholic and Protestant lands, there were some who did not go to church at all for
      reasons that ranged from objections to the faith, to quarrels with the minister or a preference for a drink in
      the tavern.
    


    
      The reformation in Zurich, as in all German and Swiss cities where reform movements gained purchase, drew
      together theology, politics, personalities and local conditions with the unanticipated. Countervailing forces,
      internal and external, created a torrid atmosphere, a volatile community in which Zwingli delivered his
      thunderous sermons from the city’s main pulpit. It is not difficult to imagine how the events of the 1520s could
      have taken a different turn had circumstances changed even slightly, so precarious was the situation. Zurich’s
      theology and church institutions were forged in the fires of battle, polemical and, ultimately, military. In a
      mere six years between 1525 and 1531 the city was convulsed by a change of church, a peasants’ revolt, the rise
      of radicalism and subsequent executions of its adherents, doctrinal controversy with Luther and the evaporation
      of any hope of Protestant unity, civil war in the Confederation and a humiliating defeat at Kappel in which
      Zwingli was killed and his body ritually desecrated. This was not cowbells and Heidi, but a bloodstained
      religious revolution in which theology and historical identity were the very things for which each side was
      prepared to put the other to death.
    


    
      The chapters in this volume explore how Zurich emerged as a distinctive centre of the European reformation with a
      carefully hewn theology and ecclesiology. The focus of the book is confined to the principal reformers of the
      first two generations of the reformation and for the most part our project treats the theological, historical and
      pedagogical thought of the leading figures. Our central question is how a radically new form of Christian
      community was created in the sixteenth century and how various types of models were employed to form patterns of
      learning, piety and behaviour. Such transformative authority was not simply identity construction through the
      appropriation of the past, although that is certainly relevant to the discussion. Our purpose is to examine how
      the leaders of the Reformation in Zurich looked to the past to makes sense of their present and to give shape to
      a reformed Christian community. A community, they believed, that even in its imperfections was eschatological.
      The heavenly kingdom could in part be realized, awaiting its fulfillment at the end of time. The chapters take
      the view that it is insufficient to consider convictions, theological and historical arguments and attempts at
      their implementation merely in terms of justification for decisions already made, although
      none can be entirely exonerated of a degree of opportunism and elastic readings of history. In examining the
      envisaged community formation, with its selective reading of intellectual, biblical and historical sources, as
      well as in its accommodation to political and social realities, we take very seriously the beliefs of the
      protagonists.
    


    
      We explore the nature of religious change in the early Reformation through the case of Zurich, a site of
      unprecedented religious change unique in circumstances and persons. Our investigation involves sensitivity to
      overlapping mentalities, as well as to the interaction of scholarship and attitudes often idiosyncratic, and to
      forms of piety and Christian living. We pursue the confluence of humanist principles of historical study, textual
      interpretation and classical education, with enduring expressions of devotional language, practice and literature
      with origins in late medieval monastic, mendicant and vernacular traditions. At the centre of this book is a
      group of individuals who shared ideals and whose roles in the Zurich reformation owed much to their distinctive
      personal histories. Their lives, both as individuals and as members of a humanist sodality in Zurich, put before
      us a range of human experiences in an age of bewildering change.
    


    
      Writing shortly before his death, Konrad Pellikan tried to understand how the happy years of his youth as a
      Franciscan led to teaching Hebrew as a professor in a Protestant church. The fact that he wrote this account for
      his son was in itself a telling sign of the changes in the life of the one time mendicant priest. Remembrance
      took many forms. Naturally a reformation movement that drew together talented, passionate and forceful scholars
      and churchmen from diverse backgrounds and locations created a community in which shared convictions rubbed
      against personal attitudes with resulting plurality of views and, at times, tensions.
    


    Finding Models


    
      No matter was more pressing or vexing than history. At what point in the past did a form of God’s church exist
      that could be restored? The advocates of reform in Zurich fully understood that there was no particular moment in
      the church’s history that could serve as an institutional and spiritual model. The reformation in Zurich was not
      about recovering a particular moment or particular form of the church. Even had such a time existed it could not
      be known. The authenticating force of antiquity in Zurich arose from a firm conviction that it was the spirit, if
      not the exact form, of apostolic Christianity that was recoverable. What was that spirit? That, naturally, was a
      matter of how one read church history. The distinction between ‘spirit’ and historical knowledge in the sense of
      what had actually existed created the space for the formation of a church in the context of sixteenth-century culture. Worship and institutional life, which fell in the empty space left by
      ambiguities or silence of history, were created by the Zurich reformers in the absence of biblical or early
      Christian blueprints.
    


    
      Christian life, the Zurich reformers understood, remained east of Eden, imperfect in a fallen world, yet charged
      with pursuit of God’s kingdom. The discourses of reform that coursed through the late medieval church had no
      place for novelty, and the Zurich reformers concurred, at least in principle. Reformatio meant
      renovatio, all could agree, but the latter could not be realized without degrees of innovatio,
      especially where history offered ambiguous guidance. The Zurich reformers, we have noted, looked to the past to
      claim its authority without enslaving themselves to any particular moment as normative. They were fully aware of
      the complexities of history and the perils of reductionist reading. At the same time their approach was neither
      random nor self-serving: they sought and found a method for relating past and present, and that was through
      employing the Renaissance concept of models.
    


    
      Although an ugly and ungainly word in modern English that all too quickly brings to mind computer programmes or
      the speculations of economists, models were essential to Renaissance literary, ethical and historical
      thought.24 As such, they formed a natural framework for the
      implementation of church reform, where the past laid claim to the present while preserving its integrity and
      character.25
    


    
      The Renaissance language of models arose from classical rhetoric, in which Zwingli and his circle had, as
      humanist trained scholars, been thoroughly educated and which they were able to employ with
      proficiency.26 The literary work of imitation lay in the ability
      to write in the style of the greatest classical authors, to learn from models chosen as most
      admirable and through the discerning choice and order of words to match the elegance and lucidity of past
      masters. Innumerable works of instruction were printed to teach young men in this art. Students learned to read
      Cicero and others with the greatest care in order to understand how classical authors crafted their prose and
      poetry.27 Wisdom and form could not be separated, and all
      humanists affirmed that eloquence and elegance were most appropriate to teach and persuade, to realize knowledge
      in the good life. In this endeavour there were plenty of classical exempla, such as the story of Demosthenes
      copying out the histories of Thucydides eight times to learn the master’s craft. For Renaissance humanists, the
      balance of analysis and craftsmanship was the essential fare of literary imitation, and it is in that tension
      that this volume looks to understand reformation in Zurich.
    


    
      Imitation was a contested art. In part, this was due to the disagreement among sixteenth-century humanists on its
      nature and purpose.28 Was Cicero alone to be imitated? Was he the
      standard to which all should aspire? Opinions were divided in this most important debate of the studia
      humanitatis.29 For many, the valorizing of the Roman orator
      sat uneasily with historical awareness of the contingency of language, of how the meaning of words changed over
      time and of the difficulties or legitimacy of recreating antiquity in a very different world. This did not impugn
      the significance of the past as authoritative, or its role in instructing the present, but it placed in debate
      the manner in which models should be understood and employed. For many humanists a classical model could not be
      regarded as fixed; history and change required a different relationship to the past, even if the goal was to
      claim it. The implications of this conversation for the Zurich reformation only become clear if we turn to the
      towering influence of Erasmus.30
    


    
      Erasmus’ understanding of imitation emphasized the place of history and personality in the choice and adoption of
      literary models.31 He preferred, however, the
      term emulatio to imitatio to stress that the achievements of the past were not simply to be
      copied, but studied, replicated and ultimately surpassed.32 This
      required particular skills; the student had to master the techniques and style of ancient writers and determine
      how they might be improved. In his dialogue on Cicero, Erasmus argued that students should indeed seek to emulate
      the great figures, emphasizing the multiplicity of masters, and not focus on one particular person, such as
      Cicero.33 Collectively, classical writers, with their distinctive
      talents, should serve as models for the present generation, and students should learn to take what was best from
      each.34
    


    
      This is precisely what Erasmus himself practised. He drew liberally from different classical authorities
      depending on his needs and preferences, weaving together a range of sources and authors. Such literary work, with
      its view of the past and the role of the contemporary author in mining antiquity, involved historical
      imagination. It created an imaginary past that was to instruct the present, as well as a lineage of classical
      thought distinctly Erasmus’ own. The Dutch humanist had little concern to assert the factual authenticity of that
      past, because he was primarily interested in grasping its genius, what was most valuable, its spirit.35 Past and present converged in his person, Erasmus was persuaded, as he
      regarded himself as a model for his own time, combining ancient wisdom and style with the needs of his age.
    


    
      But could the present be better than the past? This was the problem facing humanist authors of the sixteenth
      century in their search for perfect Latinity. The distinction that came to be made was between any sense of
      ‘original’, which was rejected, and ‘ornamentation’, in which past arts were not changed but decorated. Erasmus’
      position again proved highly influential. As with the others who rejected the determinative place of Cicero, he
      advocated, as we have mentioned, that writers should emulate a range of authors, choosing that which was most
      pleasing and making it their own by inwardly digesting the works and learning to find their own ways of
      expression. Imitation and emulation were not only training in judgement, but also a means of self-discovery
      through a method of reading and writing that drew deeply from the study of history and
      historical contexts.36 In pouring over texts with care one
      learned not only the contexts in which they were written and as much about the author as possible, but one
      reflected on one’s own critical relationship to the text.
    


    
      Erasmus gave his pupils a model for interpreting and appropriating the past as well as a means of understanding
      diversity of interpretation and practice in the history of the church. Along with other humanists, but with
      especial importance on account of his personal relations with the Zurich reformers, the Dutchman provided not
      only a way to history, but also the methods and structure of Christian scholarship. Once more we need to attend
      to the different forms of humanist discourse and how, according to Erasmus, they were the means by which wisdom
      was shared and truth pursued. At the heart of his dispute with Luther was the German reformer’s contempt for
      rhetorical forms, which he regarded as worthless word play. Such an attitude was abhorrent to Erasmus, for whom
      different modes of thought and expression required different genres. The debate between the two men over the
      freedom of the will was bound for disaster as they were virtually speaking in different tongues and understood
      debate in entirely different terms.37
    


    Liturgy, Memory and Reform


    
      In 1559 Ludwig Lavater, born two years after the reformation in Zurich and briefly head of the church (1585–86),
      wrote De ritibus et institutis ecclesiae Tigurinae, a survey of institutions and practices.38 Lavater’s purpose was twofold: to demonstrate that the worship of the
      Zurich church was faithful to the apostles, and to provide a model for other reformed communities. He wrote in
      his preface that although in Zurich the liturgy prepared by Zwingli in 1525 had been retained, it was not
      proscriptive for other churches. It was to be seen as an example of biblically based worship. The virtues of the
      liturgy were its simplicity and fidelity to the Bible and the practices of Christ’s disciples:
    


    
      The Zurich church has only a few ceremonies and has only retained the most important. So far as possible, the
      church has restored the first and earliest forms, indeed those of the apostolic church.39
    


    
      Lavater’s argument was subtle. The apostolic church was the model for what has been ‘restored’
      (restituit), the verb used to describe the practice of reform in the 1520s. However, an important
      qualification was introduced: all was done in fidelity to the first Christians ‘so far as possible’ (‘Quantumque
      fieri potuit’). This statement, easily overlooked, spoke to the place of imitation and models in the formation of
      the Zurich church. The past provided models to be appropriated, but they had to be adapted according to
      historical circumstances and present needs. Historical interpretation was acknowledged as a principle of reform.
      Naturally, one has to ask what the Zurichers meant by ‘omnia ad primam simplicissimamque formam vetustissimae
      atque adeo Apostolicae ecclesiae’.40 What constituted simplest,
      oldest or apostolic? Was the apostolic church singular or plural? Was it one model, or in the Erasmian sense a
      multiplicity of practices from which one could draw? This Erasmian model of reading placed considerable
      importance on the choices made between various possibilities. The creation of models was a means by which the
      past was shaped in order to guide the present. Models, however, were not simply drawn from history as objective
      realities; they were constructed from readings of the past as well as innovations to fill the space created by
      historical silence. Lavater’s ‘as far as possible’ was acknowledgement of the ‘constructive theology and
      historical thought’ of the Zurich reformers.
    


    
      That is not to suggest, by any means, that the Zurich reformers simply made random decisions. Rather, Lavater’s
      comment on the historical character of the liturgy cast in relief a fundamental aspect of the Renaissance use of
      models to establish patterns of behaviour and forms of worship. In affirming the importance of the past in
      authenticating and guiding present actions, models point to the alterity of history. The very fact that there was
      ‘another’ to be imitated or emulated underscored a strangeness and distance to which models were intended to
      impart meaning. Models linked past and present while revealing separation, requiring those who would employ them
      to be simultaneously faithful to what once was, as well as creative in making adaptations for the disclosed
      otherness. To make sense of how the Zurich reformers created and designed in the space generated by this
      otherness and the ambiguities of history, we need to know how they understood religio.
    


    
      Religion, for Zwingli, was inseparable from the ‘purity’ of the church and the belief of the
      faithful that as God is pure, so must they be: ‘God is such a pure and consuming fire that if any one is troubled
      with the aforesaid defects he cannot stand in His sight’.41 In
      the preface to On True and False Religion Zwingli accepted Cicero’s use of the term religio,
      writing that religion was nothing less than the whole of piety. Indeed, the terms ‘religion’ and ‘piety’ were
      pretty much interchangeably employed by the reformer. Religion defined human activity, and, therefore, was the
      defining principle for how the past was to be read and used.
    


    
      Zwingli’s understanding of true religion (or piety) had a clear rhetorical quality.42 It was, in his words, the clinging of the faithful person to God, and to enhance this
      image of the divine-human dynamic, Zwingli made extensive use of metaphors of speaking and listening. The pious
      ‘listen to their one Lord’, and from Song of Songs 2:14 he quoted, ‘Sweet is thy voice in my ears’.43 Religion was a creative act of speech from the mouth of God, and Zwingli
      wrote that true piety existed in hanging on the words of the Lord ‘and not hear or accept the word of any but the
      bridegroom’. The reformer’s use of this most erotic of biblical books signified a belief in the almost conjugal
      nature of the divine-human relationship. The linking of religion with marital love imbued Zwingli’s understanding
      of the relationship of the individual with God with a deeply sensuous quality: the person ‘hangs’, ‘clings’,
      ‘grips’. Zwingli associated listening with a physical embracing with the heart in which the unity of the senses
      and affections created true religion.
    


    
      In explaining religio, Zwingli repeatedly returned to Deuteronomy 12:32 (‘What I command you, that only
      do to the Lord: neither add anything, nor diminish’). In these words resided Zwingli’s understanding of religion
      – it was a relationship, a way of living, to which humans could neither add nor take away because it was both
      gift and command. God’s elect ‘grasp’ at the Word of the Lord – once more note the physicality – ‘as a
      shipwrecked man grasps at a plank’.44 A person simultaneously
      hears and holds to the Word to avoid perishing at sea, to stay with the metaphor. God had entirely set the terms,
      for the only acceptable form of response was obedience to his commandments. Yet, we might
      ask, how does this crystal-clear account of divine human relations translate into the reform of the institutional
      church and the building of the kingdom in this world? How was the creation of liturgies, institutions and morals
      mandates possible within the terms of religio – without adding or subtracting? If we return to Lavater’s
      description of the Zurich liturgy we find the principle of religio as the foundation of reform employed
      through a delicate interweaving of biblical and extra-biblical sources.
    


    
      After the people received the bread and wine in the eucharistic service, the minister declared ‘Let us thank the
      Lord!’ at which point he read Psalm 113, ‘Praise, O servants of the Lord. Let the name of the Lord be praised’.
      According to Lavater, this moment in the liturgy had its source in old Jewish practice (vetus traditio),
      when Psalm 113 was read at the celebration of Passover.45 The use
      of traditio reminds us of the enduring significance of non-biblical tradition in the shaping of the
      Zurich liturgy. The authors of the liturgy were correct: Psalm 113 formed part of the Hallel, which was recited
      on joyous occasions, such as the first night of Passover.46 This
      Jewish tradition, known in Northern Europe, was appropriated by the authors of the Zurich liturgy to emphasize
      antiquity in their worship as well as the Christological connection of the Lord’s Supper with Passover. It was
      precisely this Christological principle that sanctioned the use of a non-biblical Jewish tradition. Theological
      argument drawn from a biblical hermeneutic became, in Zurich, the key to the preservation of true
      religio by sanctioning a particular approach to reading history.
    


    
      The words of the liturgy were pregnant with this theological and historical principle. The bond between ancient
      practice and the present was explicit in the words of the minister following Psalm 113:
    


    
      Remember, beloved brethren (‘Memores nunc sitis fratres charissimi’), what great mystery (‘quantum mysterium’) of
      Christ’s command we have experienced together. We bear witness (‘testati sumus’) to his grace, that from faith we
      are saved through the body and blood of Christ that he gave and poured out for us. Thus we are saved from eternal
      death. We also bear witness that we are brethren: we show this also in love, faith and charity. Let us pray to
      the Lord that we carry in our hearts his bitter death in order that we might daily put sin to death …47
    


    
      In this post-eucharistic prayer, first introduced in 1529, we find the spirit of the Zurich reformation. It
      begins with memory (‘remember’), which was inseparable from ‘experience’ – hearing and
      action. Memory was an embodied response that took the form of liturgical thanksgiving; it united the Word and
      senses in the manner of true religio. The Christian life was expressed in the repeated testati
      sumus, by which the people were to bear witness in the world to what they had heard and how it had
      transformed them. The prayer emphasized the experience of thanksgiving, reminding the people not only of what
      Christ had done for them, but how it was real in body and spirit. Memory possessed and transformed the whole
      person. The Zurich liturgy was a brilliant piece of humanist rhetoric in which mind and body were moved, passions
      aroused, the faithful persuaded and ultimately charged to live according to the truth they had heard.
    


    Models and Reform


    
      If we follow their writings, the Zurich reformers certainly did not think in terms of innovation, and their
      intention was neither a ‘new’ theology nor a ‘new’ church. In their eyes the faith they championed was nothing
      less than the ‘ancient faith’ (der alte Glaube) of the apostles.48 Their reformation of the church was not envisaged as a revolution, even if we might so
      regard it, but the restoration of the traditio apostolica as a biblical theology in line with the
      conciliar resolutions of the ancient church.49 The reformation of
      theology and church, Zwingli, and later Bullinger, would argue, was erected on a foundation provided by Scripture
      and in accord with the teaching of the ancient church as identified in the Fathers and councils.50 This self-identification with the apostolic and early church, we have
      already noted, involved strategic choices about how that history was to be read and which parts of it were to be
      emulated, which discarded.
    


    
      In the chaotic aftermath of Zwingli’s sudden death in 1531 the office of chief preacher in
      the Grossmünster occupied by Heinrich Bullinger from 1531–75 made the association with the early church even more
      explicit. His position came to acquire the status of quasi-episcopacy, and he saw himself less as a prophet in
      Israel than as a sixteenth-century bishop of Hippo locked in battle against heresy.51 Indeed the English refugees in Zurich long regarded Bullinger as a bishop.52 This was a subtle shift of historical perspective and identity. Where
      Zwingli had looked to the Davidic monarchy as a model for the Zurich polity, his calamitous death left little
      place for prophets in a city traumatized by defeat and ready to throttle its martial clergy. The exigencies of a
      changed political and religious situation required adaptation, and with Bullinger’s appointment the scriptural
      model gave way to the established church of the fourth/fifth centuries. Ecclesiastical rather than biblical
      history provided the Zurichers with a modus operandi in a world where the church had become an arm of temporal
      authority.
    


    
      It is easy to forget how quickly the reformation in Zurich played out. By October 1523 the reform movement had
      powerful backers, so that the so-called disputations were lopsided encounters in which Zwingli and his supporters
      were guaranteed victory over rather hapless opponents.53 The
      implications of these disputations, however, were significant, though it is unwise to assume a clear trajectory
      from autumn 1523 to Easter 1525. Diverse and divergent interests were at play and we are rightly cautious to
      assume that Zwingli’s priorities converged with those of the magistrates, or that anyone had a clear sense of
      what was happening. Zurich was sailing into uncharted waters, and explanations for what was taking place emerged
      piecemeal, largely in response to opposition. It was, for example, only during the second disputation that
      Zwingli came to his understanding of the nature of the church and how, consequently, Zurich might be justified in
      making decisions about its reform – decisions that would reject the hierarchical authority of the bishop of
      Constance and Rome.
    


    
      This is not the place to rehearse the events of the Zurich reformation, but we need to recognize that the
      question of speed weighed heavily on those who espoused reform. There was a shared sense that haste might
      overwhelm those who were ‘weak in faith’ (die Schwachen im Glauben). Change clearly had many dimensions,
      and the balance between abrading concerns was uncertain, particularly as various persons
      advocated different priorities and means of proceeding. Zwingli was never entirely in control, and he had to keep
      both hands on the wheel. There were numerous voices, most of whom have been dropped from standard accounts and
      are now long forgotten. Zwingli was working with a small group of colleagues, most notable was his friend Leo
      Jud.54
    


    
      However, ‘demythologizing’ Zwingli also gets us nowhere, for in addition to his charismatic personality and
      undoubted status as the best-trained theologian in Zurich, he possessed one major advantage. He was the chief
      preacher in the Grossmünster and, thereby, occupied the most prominent pulpit in the city several times a week.
      He was the voice of the church, uniquely able to convey to the people the changing story of the Christian faith
      and impress upon them his evolving sense of his own prophetic status and role. From the city pulpit, therefore,
      Zwingli could, through his sermons, take the lead in putting before the people the model of a godly city.
    


    
      Zwingli was a true disciple of Erasmus, even if they parted ways acrimoniously. A brilliant orator and most
      elegant writer, Zwingli is often confined to the sideline in Reformation histories because he is rarely read. He
      was a poet and musician, a master of Latin style and humanist rhetoric, and an experienced preacher. Unlike
      Calvin, who had to learn how to speak from the pulpit at a relatively advanced age, Zwingli had been delivering
      homilies since his early years as a priest. And where had he done this? It was in parish churches and later to
      pilgrims at the great Benedictine house at Einsiedeln who had made perilous journeys to venerate the Black
      Madonna.55 Those who preached to pilgrims at such holy sites knew
      how to stir and move the faithful; they knew the language of emotive devotion and how to direct the fervent piety
      of those who were there by choice. Not only Zwingli, but also Jud served at Einsiedeln and could speak the
      language of the people, telling the story of faith. It was this skill they brought to the pulpits of Zurich and
      their oratory bore fruit.56 These two men made reformation
      possible through a shared realization that the local church was the true church, and by
      leading the people to find themselves in ancient biblical stories.
    


    
      Zwingli and Jud employed the Erasmian principle of imitation/emulation from the pulpit: Christ was the model, and
      the biblical accounts of the Israelites and first Christians were the stories of the people. The relationship
      between the faithful and the Bible existed in multiple ways. Naturally, the Israelites and apostolic Christians
      lived in the distant past and the Bible spoke of another time and place. Nevertheless, when explained from the
      pulpit, Scripture revealed God in history, recording stories that were instructive, telling of fidelity and
      idolatry, and providing models for faithful living and worship. Above all, the Bible revealed the nature of the
      Lord. In both preaching and liturgy the historical/moral and pedagogical were given meaning by imitatio.
      The people did not simply hear the Bible stories but were transformed to become the people about whom
      they heard. Rhetoric and hearing through preaching embraced the senses, mind and body; reason and emotion were
      united, leading to individual and communal response. The preacher was the orator in the classical sense, and the
      sermon was proscriptive speech by which he sought to persuade the audience of established truth.
    


    The Bible as Model


    
      The Zurich reformation began from the pulpit. Following the lead of Martin Luther, Zwingli proclaimed God’s
      saving grace and sola scriptura. His later claim that he came to these convictions apart from Wittenberg
      is of little consequence and most likely had its origins in the bitter polemic over the Lord’s Supper. Of greater
      significance was the effective manner in which the new doctrines rapidly spreading through German lands,
      following the printing of Luther’s works in nearby Basel, were intensively proclaimed in Zurich, creating a
      receptive, though by no means universal, audience.
    


    
      To claim the Bible was the centre of Zurich reform sounds rather pious and traditional, yet it was
      true.57 The case, however, is not straightforward, for the Bible
      had numerous roles. Alongside the liturgy, the symbol of the Zurich reformation, and indeed, one could argue, its
      embodiment, was the vernacular Bible that appeared in 1531 from the press of Froschauer.58 There are several dimensions to this story. The
      Zurich Bible was the first complete German translation of both Testaments, appearing in the Alemannic of the
      Upper Rhine and predating Luther’s edition by three years. When the reformation was introduced in Zurich in 1525
      the Swiss reformers were dependent on Luther’s translation, which they adapted to make his Saxon comprehensible
      to Swiss ears. At the same time, in the so-called Prophezei the leading scholars of the city (Zwingli, Jud,
      Ceporin, later Pellikan and Bibliander) worked their way through the books of the Old Testament, providing both
      interpretation and translations.59
    


    
      Successive editions of the Bible produced in Zurich during the 1520s, with their increasingly dense marginal
      notes, cross references and chapter summaries, reflected the distinctive theology of its churchmen as well as
      growing enmity with Wittenberg over the sacraments.60 Each new
      edition represented, in Zurich eyes, one further step in their emancipation from Luther. The German reformer’s
      influence was eroded by the removal of his prefaces, marginalia and chapter summaries. The 1531 Bible, with its
      anonymous preface – clearly by Zwingli – and its forest of notes, references and glossary, was a comprehensive
      confession declaring reformed Zurich’s place in the Catholic church, how the Bible should be read and
      interpreted, what the faithful should know and the nature of Christian history. The text, Froschauer’s finest
      work, was accompanied by stunning woodcuts by Hans Holbein. The printed page of the Bible, in which image and
      word were in harmony, was the same aesthetic employed in worship. In the churches, although the wall paintings
      and statues had been removed and naves whitewashed, one could not speak of an absence of visual imagery. The
      wooden cup and plate at the Lord’s Supper, for example, as well as the baptismal font placed where the altar once
      stood, were visual stimuli of memoria and emulatio, an intentional arrangement of sacred space
      in which the eye was drawn to the symbols of a changed, arguably new, understanding of divine presence.
    


    
      As Lavater commented, the model was the apostolic church, and the simplicity of the carefully chosen images was
      not intended to convey absence, but the presence of the Spirit and physical experience of the
      faithful coram deo. The eyes of the people were directed towards the pulpit and the table, uniting the
      visual and spoken in a manner that returns us to Zwingli’s definition of religio. The arrangement of
      space in the churches paralleled the printed Bibles. In worship, spoken words and symbols were in unison, as were
      woodcuts and text on Froschauer’s page.
    


    
      Printed Bibles and worship as expressions of word and image in Zurich revealed a sense of the sacred that defined
      reformation in the city. Zwingli’s preface to the 1531 Zurich Bible revealed how the reformers understood models
      as integral to the development of the church: biblical exegesis inseparable from humanist textual methods, forms
      of scholarship and historical understanding, as well as to traditional vernacular ideas of friendship. The
      founding of the collaborative school of biblical interpretation in the Grossmünster in 1525, which came to be
      known as the Prophezei, was a vision of this ideal unity of scholarship, pedagogy and preaching of the
      Word.61 Zwingli and his colleagues divided the tasks of
      interpreting the Old Testament, examining with care the language of the texts and extracting theological
      meaning.62 The purpose was humanist scholarship in the service of
      the church culminating in applicatio, the stirring and sustaining of the people in the Word of God.
      Exegesis of the text in Hebrew (Masoretic text), Greek (Septuagint) and Latin (Vulgate) was followed by a
      translation into German for a sermon to the people.
    


    
      The decision to hold the meetings of the Prophezei inside the Grossmünster was telling and rich in symbolism.
      Scholarship was carried out publicly in the sacred space of the sanctuary of the principal ecclesiastical
      building in Zurich, signifying the undiminished authority of the church. Without doubt, sola scriptura
      was professed, and humanist principles of philological study and imitatio declared the lifeblood of
      spiritual renewal and vitality. All this, however, took place within the walls of the church – literally. The
      Prophezei’s work of biblical exegesis and its dissemination through preaching in the Grossmünster gave eloquent
      testimony to the Zurich reformers’ adherence to traditional arguments. The church had been reformed, but it
      remained the arbiter of divine wisdom. Biblical interpretation, worship, proclamation and ecclesiastical
      authority found ritual expression in an ecclesial space differently imagined, yet no less authoritative. The
      redesigning and whitewashing of medieval churches formed part of a culture of rule that never
      intended diminution of ecclesiastical and clerical authority in mediating God’s Word. Stripped of its economic
      assets, legal privileges and hierarchical authority, the church of the reformation, like Nathan the prophet to
      whom it looked, declared God’s intentions.
    


    
      The inner circle of scholars and churchmen in Zurich formed in effect the new ‘priests’ responsible for
      interpreting the Bible, and saw themselves as equals bound together by an Erasmian understanding of friendship
      (amicitia) by which they could work collectively while preserving the freedom to correct and
      admonish.63 Established humanist understanding of friendship
      combined in Zurich with vernacular customs of ‘Freundschaft’ to form a theological model for the church. Drawing
      on traditional Swiss communalism, the Zurich reformers looked to find a way in which the new institutions of the
      church could embody principles of shared authority and cooperation. The binding principle of amicitia,
      or Freundlichkeit, that shaped church and scholarship had for the Zurich reformers its source in God’s
      salvific activity. Christ, in the language of Zwingli, Jud and later Bullinger, reconciled God and humanity
      through divine friendship, a free gift of a superior that invites a relationship of a certain equality. This
      friendship of Christ, the restoration of God and humanity, was the model of reciprocity for the church and its
      scholarship.
    


    
      Friendship was an essential characteristic of the small circle of influential figures but there were other
      aspects. Closely related was the figure of Jerome and his Hebraica veritas. Jerome’s importance to the
      Zurich church was immense.64 Whereas Erasmus was a difficult
      figure for the Zurichers on account of his break with Zwingli and rejection of the reformation, Jerome was
      regarded as the model scholar of the church, a figure to be emulated.65 Hebraica veritas was not only a return to the Hebrew original, but an attitude
      towards canonicity, rabbinic literature, the communal nature of scholarship and the contingency of translation –
      all positions adopted in Zurich. Although Jerome was hardly self-effacing about his
      achievements, he argued that biblical translation was an ongoing activity within the church in which successive
      generations would produce improved editions based on a wider base of manuscripts and better understanding of
      languages. This would be best achieved by scholars working in collaboration, an argument readily adopted in
      Zurich. Indeed, Jerome’s statement in his letter to Pope Damasus of how translation should be carried out was
      quoted in extenso in the preface to the Zurich Bible.
    


    
      Bullinger’s choice to open the 1543 Latin Bible with the same passage from Jerome indicated the importance in
      Zurich of the argument for multiple translations of the Bible within the church. Jerome’s words provided warrant
      for efforts to produce a new translation. The preface further revealed Jerome’s significance when Bullinger came
      to an account of the work of Leo Jud in preparing the translation. The portrait of Jud was unmistakably intended
      as an imitation of Jerome in which the Zurich churchman is described in terms of church Fathers’ ideals of piety
      and scholarship. The Zurich scholars, therefore, could lay claim to the inheritance, even patronage, of Jerome,
      whose vision of biblical scholarship in service of the faith they had fulfilled.
    


    
      Jerome, Augustine and Erasmus provided the Zurich church with a means for establishing authority, as well as to
      account for difference. The argument that justified work on the Bible in Zurich was employed to defend the
      legitimacy of different churches in community within a wider body. The Hebraica veritas, together with
      the model of humanist friendship advocated by Erasmus, were paths to how scholars could work together on biblical
      texts employing diverse expertise in languages. Both Jerome and Erasmus envisaged scholars working together under
      the guidance of the Holy Spirit, correcting and encouraging one another through the bonds of rigorous scholarship
      and friendship. Although unity and harmony were the goals, difference was not a threat, for shared commitment to
      the Word of God could sustain contesting readings and interpretations of text. As the scholarship of the church
      developed, the Zurich humanists believed such tensions would be resolved, but until such time translation and
      interpretation of ancient languages would remain fluid. This perspective was only enhanced by a growing
      familiarity with rabbinic writings and the Talmud, where multiple voices could coexist on the page.66
    


    
      Veneration of Jerome and the Vulgate accompanied reference to Augustine’s argument that there was no one fixed,
      authoritative translation of the Bible of the church. On the model of the fifth-century church there could be a
      multitude of texts used in disparate localities where they were known and loved by the
      faithful. The Word of God, the preface to the 1531 Bible argued, existed in many textual traditions, and
      collectively these translations with their particular qualities formed the Bible of the universal church.
      Augustine spoke of a community of Bibles, and this idea of plurality was adopted by Zurich to legitimate their
      work on Scripture within the wider church. Translation of Scripture was ever a work in progress, enhanced with
      growing knowledge of languages and text. Every contribution made under the guidance of the Spirit added to the
      collective wisdom and therefore had its place. Such a view, deeply Erasmian in inspiration, was a model for local
      churches within a larger community. The Bible, its translation and interpretation, authenticated church reform.
      The progressive nature of biblical scholarship belonged to a theology that emphasized the doctrine of
      sanctification. It was forward movement in the Spirit, just as the people sought the imitation of Christ.
    


    
      The Bible and its history of interpretation presented the Zurichers with a series of models that addressed
      different aspects of their nascent church. In Jerome and the Vulgate there was the example of the Christian
      scholar and of a Bible that was known and loved in the church. Jerome’s knowledge of Greek and Hebrew, together
      with his classical training, made him a model of Christian humanism, of learning in service of the church. His
      work gave the legitimacy of antiquity to the Erasmian project pursued in Zurich. He was both an individual
      scholar as well as an advocate of a sodality of the learned. Augustine, in turn, was the venerator of tradition.
      In his quarrel with Jerome he had defended the Septuagint as divinely inspired, a view shared by
      Zwingli.67 Further, Augustine was a bishop, and his desire to
      preserve the vetus latina arose from pastoral concerns. This too the Zurichers wished to claim. With
      their frequent references to both Fathers in their biblical prefaces they sought to unite in their work that
      which had divided the leading figures of the fifth century: the distinction between philological correctness and
      the inspired text of the church (Jerome’s translation and the Septuagint). Thus, in the view of the
      sixteenth-century reformers they were fulfilling the Erasmian understanding of imitation: the biblical culture of
      Zurich was founded on the principles of the church Fathers, but ultimately it surpassed the early church.
    


    Building a Church


    
      The structural foundations of the new church in Zurich were laid with the institutional reforms that brought to
      an end some traditional practices, such as the mass, while retaining others. Change on such a
      scale was unknown in early modern society, and the new reality, the Zurich reformers recognized, presented
      formidable challenges. We can discern how under Heinrich Bullinger, Zwingli’s successor, cultural formation
      became of central import to the Zurich reformation. This transformation was primarily the work of the generation
      after Zwingli’s death, and was ‘top down’, led by the church and council. The champions of this cause were a
      relatively small circle made up of town preachers and professors at the Academy (Lectorium). Among the most
      prominent were the chief minister Heinrich Bullinger, city preachers Leo Jud, Ludwig Lavater and Rudolf Gwalther,
      archdeacon Otto Werdmüller and professors Konrad Pellikan, Theodor Bibliander, Peter Martyr Vermigli, Josias
      Simler, Johannes Wolf and Conrad Gessner – all of whom appear in the chapters of this volume. These individuals
      were in close contact as colleagues and friends and in many cases bound by ties of marriage and family. Although
      their work revealed different talents as well as distinctive theological voices, all were committed to the
      shaping of a Christian society in Zurich through scholarship, teaching and preaching.
    


    
      Following the first celebration of the Lord’s Supper at Easter 1525 the reformation assumed institutional form
      through a series of mandates from the council issued in rapid succession. The establishment of the marriage court
      (Ehegericht) terminated the judicial authority of the bishop.68
      The Prophezei in the Grossmünster was soon followed by the opening of the Lectorium, where ministers were to be
      trained for the church.69 Fundamental changes were made to the
      organization of care of the poor, the principles behind which were laid out in the ‘Alms Ordinance’
      (Almosenordnung).70 In 1529 the synod was established in Zurich
      by which the clergy of the church would be supervised and disciplined by an executive that was controlled by the
      church. The influence of the late medieval church in these reforms was
      considerable.71 In other respects the familiar remained. Parish
      boundaries and structures were retained, so that although images and altars had been removed from the churches,
      the buildings remained intact. Another example of continuity was the rural dean, who performed supervisory duties
      over the clergy. This medieval office became part of the new Protestant order. The morals mandates and
      instructions for institutional restoration were largely taken from diocesan reform legislation in Constance from
      the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries.72
    


    
      The experiences of the early 1520s brought home to Zwingli that the success of the reformation in Zurich was
      dependent on the support of the magistrates, who were not prepared to replace one form of independent church
      authority with another. This coupling of spiritual and temporal proved successful but costly. This alliance made
      the changes of 1525 possible, but it also led to the devastating split with the radicals and required serious
      compromise on Zwingli’s part. His theology emphasized God as spirit and was markedly anti-material in character.
      How was such a vision to be maintained in the quotidian life of institutions? That tension, arguably, was never
      entirely resolved within the Zurich church.
    


    
      Nevertheless, without apology and in opposition to the radical opponents, Zwingli developed a clear model for the
      role of temporal authority in preserving church and community. The biblical model was the monarchy of ancient
      Israel, where prophet and king (Nathan and David) were in partnership with separate roles.73 The prophet declared God’s Word and the king wielded the sword and upheld
      the laws of the state. The problem with this model was Zwingli himself. In his prophetic role, and with his
      charismatic personality, he was not inclined to subordinate himself to the rulers, and his willingness to lead
      the city into war proved a damning indictment of a polity that had not resolved conflicting impulses. When
      Heinrich Bullinger became head of the Zurich church in 1531 a new order and relationship was established in which
      the prophetic office was brought within institutional authority.74 The tensions were never resolved and Bullinger himself, despite working closely with the
      magistrates, would come to harbour bitter feelings about the venality of the ‘godly princes’.75
    


    
      The removal of images from the churches is a particularly fascinating aspect of religious reform in Zurich. The
      walls were whitewashed, altars removed and organs dismantled, but such dramatic acts were more than an angry
      stripping of the old religion.76 Sacred space was where the
      battle had to be won. The orderly removal of images and the whitewashing were a clear statement about the nature
      of worship and a rejection of a certain form of material symbolism. But what happened to those images? Were they
      destroyed? No, patrons and other leading families were allowed to take the statues, liturgical implements and
      images to their homes. The material elements of the old faith were ‘secularized’, allowed to have a life in the
      domestic world separate from their previous symbolic or intercessory roles. Once out of the churches they were no
      longer seen as a threat. Indeed, years later Bullinger was happy to explain to an elderly patrician woman the
      meaning of the unicorn and the Virgin on a tapestry she had inherited.
    


    
      The church in the new reformed order remained a sacred space in which the wrong form of images was dangerous,
      even infectious. Yet, as we have argued, the new faith made extensive use of the symbolic. Domestic space,
      however, was distinct, for while the reformers believed that worship and learning should take place in the home,
      it was a different locus within the godly society. In the Zurich home not only could the former images of the
      church live, but music and singing, also driven from churches, were encouraged as worshipful
      activities.77 The physical world of religious reform in Zurich
      was complex, reflecting the coexistence of older and newer perspectives: worship had distinct
      ecclesial/domestic qualities, while the authoritative interpretation of the Bible took place within the walls of
      the medieval church (Grossmünster). The ritual urbanscape of the new order reflected the composite nature of its
      theology, putting the people in a changed order of sacred and secular in which much of the old remained palpable.
    


    Models in Action


    
      The chapters in Following Zwingli examine different approaches, interpretations and contexts for the
      application of models in Zurich during the sixteenth century. From a range of cases they underscore the
      complexity and elasticity involved in the way models could be formulated and employed. Such creative activity, as
      we have discussed, combined historical interpretation and imagination in claiming the past for the present. In
      their theology, biblical interpretation, worship, pedagogy and understanding of gender roles the Zurich reformers
      were forced to consider the authoritative claims of their own creations. They made significant decisions about
      the relative authority of particular moments and persons from the past in weaving a narrative. Yet, who were they
      as weavers? What was their place in divine history? Crudely, how could they justify their actions?
    


    
      We have remarked that in humanist thought the use of models was a reciprocal dynamic in which the person/s
      looking to the past engaged in self-discovery by continually examining his/her relationship to the exemplum.
      Imitation was revelatory. The adoption and creation of models demanded the community continually interrogate its
      own position. Such a relationship could not avoid the issue of change. To what extent did established models
      admit modification, and what did change say about the character and identity of the church?
    


    
      Mark Taplin and John Delmas Wood both examine the use of models in Zurich in relation to specific
      theological-ecclesiastical themes. Taplin uses the Scripta veterum, an anthology of patristic writings
      with Christological significance that was drawn up by Josias Simler (1530–76), to direct our attention to why
      reformed theologians in Zurich, like theologians elsewhere, devoted so much of their efforts to patristic
      sources. Taplin writes that Simler’s aim ‘is at once to demonstrate the unanimity of the Fathers, as witnesses to
      the Christological teaching of the early church, and to establish the reformed as their legitimate
      successors’.78 For Simler the controversy over Christology that
      flared up during his own lifetime was the last battle in a long war between truth and error
      that had begun in the early church. He insisted on the orthodoxy of the reformed and used the Scripta
      veterum to deliver proof that theirs was the true faith. Patristic sources that stood as witness to the
      orthodoxy of reformed theology because of their undeniable authority could also be mined for evidence to be used
      in theological controversies and for terms and material for the fight against heresy in the sixteenth century.
    


    
      Where for Simler it was the church Fathers who functioned as recognizable landmarks to help him determine his
      course, Wood’s examination of the little-known Sermones synodales by Bullinger suggests that it was
      primarily the Old Testament that provided the head of the Zurich church with his bearings. Woods draws our
      attention to an aspect of Zurich ecclesiology that has received little attention to date – the development of a
      ‘collective episcopacy’. With reference to the description of the priesthood contained in the Old Testament,
      Bullinger recognized ‘the positive potential of a re-formed priesthood as a special corps of mentality shapers,
      turning people of every parish from iniquity by word and example in their office of God’s messengers’.79 The Zurich pastors, as members of a collective episcopacy, were to serve
      as examples of how to lead a good life within both church and society, with their role as ‘priests’ described on
      the basis of texts drawn from the Old Testament. By drawing on models from the past, living models for the
      present could be created. The preachers of Zurich understood their own role in terms of the office of the priest
      contained in the Old Testament, which in turn made them into models for the broader population in both town and
      countryside.
    


    
      We find a more complex relationship with biblical models in the eulogy for Queen Elizabeth I of England composed
      by Peter Martyr Vermigli (1499–1562) and examined by Torrance Kirby. Vermigli, who was Professor of Old Testament
      at the Zurich Academy from 1556, compared the newly crowned queen of England with Old Testament male figures such
      as David and Josiah. For Vermigli Elizabeth became queen through the grace of God and was a ruler ‘anointed by
      God’. She was even comparable to Christ himself, for a king or queen was the intermediary between God and the
      people. Yet Vermigli employed the comparison of Elizabeth with David and Josiah as a means not just to extol the
      queen but also to remind her of her duties. The godly rulers of the Old Testament were not simply the equals of
      the queen in stature; more importantly they were also models of how pious rulers, fully aware of their duties,
      behave, with their greatest responsibility the maintenance of true religion. The political theology typical of
      Zurich held the secular authorities responsible for the cura religionis, and it was evidently with this
      division of duties in mind that Vermigli called on the new queen to recognize that only when
      she acted as a ‘contemporary Deborah’ who defended the true faith against the attacks of its opponents would she
      truly fulfil the call to be ruler of her people.
    


    
      The Old Testament was not just a source of model behaviour to be emulated by the preachers and political masters
      of Zurich. The deeds of Old Testament figures were also to inspire and guide the citizens of Zurich in leading
      virtuous lives. One example of this connection is found in the numerous commentaries on the Book of Ruth that
      appeared from the presses of Zurich in the period between 1530 and 1600. As Christian Moser explains, it was
      precisely because the protagonists in the Book of Ruth provided such useful models, that this text, relatively
      neglected elsewhere, was so frequently expounded in Zurich. Boas’ sobriety and loyalty, Ruth’s faithfulness and
      obedience, but also Naomi’s love for her daughter-in-law turned these figures into models for the readers of this
      text, providing examples of how they should behave in a variety of daily contexts, in their families, at school
      or in their relationship with those set over them.
    


    
      Both women and men could and should be inspired by the virtues of the characters they encountered in the story of
      Ruth. But there was also concern in Zurich that gender-specific models be developed. In her contribution to this
      volume, Rebecca Giselbrecht examines the novel interpretations of Mary by Zwingli and Bullinger by means of which
      the mother of Jesus became a model of behaviour for ‘Christian women’.80 In its relationship to Mary, the Reformation again evinces the recurrent tension between
      continuity and change, for although traditional Marian devotion was roundly condemned, both Zwingli and Bullinger
      retained the teaching of the Virgin birth and the designation of Mary as ‘the Mother of God’.81 In her unwavering faith Mary was certainly a model for all Christians,
      male and female, but her obedience, humility and modesty were deemed specifically female virtues. In this respect
      there was little difference from Luther’s view of the ‘holy household’. In Zurich, Mary’s intercessory powers
      were replaced by emphasis on her chastity, which was presented as the virtue of Christian women, who were to
      engage in sexual relations only within marriage and for procreation.
    


    
      Church, secular leadership, family and communal life – the Zurich reformers were concerned to
      ensure that the reformation of theology would leave its mark on behaviour and moral values in all these areas.
      This goal in itself was ambitious, but an additional sector of Zurich society also fell under the gaze of the
      reformers as they designed a programme of reform that would shape cultural formation – they turned their
      attention to the young people of the city. This concern is evident, as Kurt Rüetschi demonstrates, in the sermons
      on Luke 2:41–52 preached and published by Rudolf Gwalther (1519–86), who held that only if children were raised
      correctly would the Reformation take root. For Gwalther the model of correct child-rearing was to be found in the
      story of the childhood of Jesus, from which he drew a number of pedagogical principles. In particular he stressed
      the fundamental role of parents, for the course for subsequent school-based learning was drawn up initially
      within the context of the family. Both parents and teachers were to keep constantly in mind that their principal
      responsibility was as models for the children who had been entrusted to them. Only if they themselves feared God
      would they be able to generate in these children the fear of God that is the principal component of Christian
      child-rearing.
    


    
      It is easy for the modern reader to regard with rolling eyes such ‘back to basics’ views on gender and family
      relations, but the writing of figures such as Gwalther reminds us of the seriousness with which the reformers
      took the Bible as normative for Christian behaviour. The stories of the Old and New Testaments were understood to
      provide the moral exempla for contemporary society, complete with the threat of divine punishment upon
      transgressors. What the reformers saw in the Bible was a patriarchal society in which the Christian household was
      a model for larger society. The father was the ‘godly magistrate’ of the household and together with his wife he
      was responsible for educating and disciplining his children, raising them in the faith and preparing them to
      serve in their appointed roles. Council, church, school and household were the institutional bodies that moulded
      and, in turn, were served by the young boys of Zurich, while girls might be educated, but were to be taught the
      faith and proper conduct from within the household.
    


    
      Instruction in Latin was one of the central tasks of sixteenth-century schooling. Grammar was taught to students
      of Latin, but, additionally, the language of Cicero was to be acquired by extensive reading of classical texts,
      which were themselves models of the style that was to be adopted in both prose and poetry compositions. Yet, as
      Urs Leu explains, such ‘heathen’ literature also presented a problem in the form of double meanings or even
      obscenities. Was such Latin poetry really suitable material for the classroom? This question was tackled by
      Conrad Gessner (1516–65), an educated doctor and teacher at the Schola Tigurina, who in 1544 published a censored edition of Martial’s Epigrams. Not only did Gessner clean up
      Martial’s work to make it suitable as a teaching aid, but in a dialogue he attached to the edited text he tackled
      the issue of how to approach material that from a Christian viewpoint was of questionable respectability. He
      brought into his discussion as a point of reference a further model, Adelphoe, the comedy by Terence,
      which also addressed the issue of child-rearing. In this dialogue Gessner made the case for the inclusion of
      authors such as Martial as classroom material but insisted that their texts be purified of anything that could
      prove a bad influence on young people. This layered treatment of models drawn from the heathen ancient world
      would, as Urs Leu demonstrates in his chapter in this volume, itself become exemplary, and in later centuries
      Martial’s work would continue to be published in a highly censored form.
    


    
      The study of the liberal arts formed one element of the curriculum of the Schola Tigurina. Like students
      in other institutions of higher education in the early modern period, students in Zurich engaged with logic,
      ethics and natural philosophy through the medium of the writings of Aristotle, although more recent works such as
      those by Rudolf Agricola were not ignored.82 However, in light of
      the reformers’ harsh criticism of late medieval theology and its improper combination of revelation and human
      knowledge, it was essential that the relationship between theology and philosophy be addressed anew. To what
      extent could Aristotelian philosophy continue to function as a model for the study of the arts as its foundation?
      This question was tackled by Otto Werdmüller (1513–52) of Zurich in the work examined by Luca Baschera, De
      dignitate, usu et method philosophiae moralis, published in 1545.
    


    
      Werdmüller’s remarks were primarily intended to be apologetic, for his principal intent was to show that the
      harmonization of philosophy – in particular Aristotelian moral philosophy – with theology was not only possible
      but also desirable. While he agreed that the principles of Christian ethics could be drawn only from the Bible,
      he also believed that Aristotelian ethics had a role in helping these biblical principles be understood, for
      Aristotle was more precise and ‘scholarly’ in his definitions of virtues and vices. Additionally, for Werdmüller,
      Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics, his principal ethical work, was a highly suitable supplement to study in
      any field, from dialectics to medicine and law. Werdmüller hoped to use this treatise to
      prove that Aristotle could legitimately retain his role as a model for the study of the liberal arts at
      university level. To some extent he was indebted for his arguments to his teacher Melanchthon, but Werdmüller
      went further than had his former teacher. His lines of reasoning would become commonplace in reformed debates
      over the relationship between philosophy and theology.
    


    
      Matthew McLean and Bruce Gordon demonstrate how the Zurich churchmen understood themselves as models for their
      contemporaries, much as Erasmus had done. McLean considers the relationship between Konrad Pellikan and his
      student Sebastian Münster, master and pupil, who looked to develop the Erasmian model of scholarly fraternity
      through their work on Hebrew and the Old Testament. McLean examines the exchanges between Pellikan and Münster,
      how they wrote to and of one another, and the essential nature of their scholarly contributions. He considers the
      way in which Pellikan epitomized the ideal teacher: deeply learned, but entirely free with his erudition. This
      candour, free from pride, was something Münster was sensible to, and which he sought himself to emulate as a
      teacher, yet it must be considered whether this was a unique connection, or a captured aspect of the setting of
      their early relationship, within the Franciscan order. McLean argues for how the fraternal model of teaching and
      learning was affected by their conversion to the Reformation, and how much of it Pellikan brought with him to
      Zurich and the Prophezei.
    


    
      Conversely, the way in which Münster represented the epitome of a student further reveals the layers of this
      Christian humanist relationship. Pellikan wrote of his exceptional diligence, depth of contemplation and prodigal
      learning, however there was something more: Münster emulated Pellikan’s scholarly interests and methods closely –
      Hebrew, history, geography – took Pellikan’s lessons and notes and expanded them into syllabi and printed books.
      This is an intrinsic part of the teacher-student relationship within the Respublica Litterarum: the
      teacher expected his work to provide a foundation, and for the student to build upon it. As Münster wrote of his
      debt to Pellikan, so too he wrote, not without poignancy, that others would take up his writings, and take them
      further. In this sense, the teachers of the Renaissance and Reformation shaped both their institutional
      replacements, but also the instruments for the further perfection of their scholarly work.
    


    
      Biographical writings had long proved a preferred method for passing on ideals from one generation to the next.
      At the time of the Reformation it was not uncommon for funeral sermons for well-known and exemplary figures, both
      in Zurich and elsewhere, to be developed into such biographies and published, in order that the virtues of such
      defenders of the true faith could also inspire others.83 Such works were usually composed by friends or former pupils of the deceased.84 Bruce Gordon considers two texts that developed out of a less formal
      context: the Chronicon of Konrad Pellikan (1478–1556), an autobiographical work that the renowned
      humanist and teacher at the Schola Tigurina composed for his son and his nephew, and the Historische
      Beschreibung of the life of Leo Jud (1482–1542), written by Jud’s son Johannes.
    


    
      Both works were originally composed in Latin, but the latter survives only in a German translation, which tends
      to bring home the differences between the two texts. Pellikan’s goal was to rouse his son and his nephew to throw
      themselves more deeply into their humanist studies in the service of the church; Jud’s text reads as a memorial
      book that first and foremost gives testimony to his deep love of his father, whose great humanity and constant
      suffering made him a model of holy suffering and the way of the cross. Yet whatever their stylistic differences,
      thematically the two works are similar in their interweaving of scholarship and piety with kinship and memory.
      Both Pellikan and Jud emerge from their texts as exemplary figures who embodied the ideals of the Zurich church,
      but never as plaster saints. They appear in their humanity as we read of their studies, friends, families, joys
      and disappointments. Spiritual and intellectual virtues are enfleshed in anecdotes and memories, a very Zwinglian
      emphasis on the presence of the Spirit in human existence and the transformative power of faith and learning.
    


    Challenges


    
      Students of the Reformation face a tall order. How to explain an almost unimaginable rupture in the history of
      the church that rapidly led to religious change on a scale previously unknown? If that question was not difficult
      enough, we are confronted with the conundrum of why it happened in some places and not others. Why were some
      attracted to the new ideas of Luther, Zwingli, Karlstadt et al., and others horrified or indifferent? What made a
      reformation successful in Zurich and fail in Cologne? The field of Reformation studies
      continues to struggle with first principles, as it were, and scholarly consensus remains elusive. Ask a room full
      of historians and theologians why the Reformation happened, and the responses will bring to mind Brueghel’s Tower
      of Babel.
    


    
      It does not suffice to say that religious change was complex or that it was too complicated to be interpreted by
      single factors. These commonplaces are no doubt true, but they do not advance the debates about what took place
      in the Reformation or how we can explain the pluriform character of early modern religion. The chapters of this
      volume challenge us to say more, to test possible explanations that enable us to speak more confidently about
      what took place in the 1520s and subsequent decades.
    


    
      Our focus on Zurich underlines the need to think simultaneously about particular localities and the broader
      claims and necessities of the Reformation. Although this book largely focuses on humanist trained men, the larger
      point is how the character of reform was decisively shaped by the actions and beliefs of individuals at certain
      moments and places. The initial enthusiasm for Luther’s message was primarily among the literate and the urban
      dwelling; and his assault on papal authority, his affirmation of the Bible as the sole source of authority and
      his declaration that grace and faith alone save found enthusiastic reception among peasants, knights and
      humanists precisely because they gave expression, for a time, to diverse aspirations and grievances that
      ultimately proved irreconcilable.
    


    
      As the Peasants’ War demonstrated with sword and blood, however, hopes and illusions were quickly dispelled by
      the emergence of a new form of institutional church buttressed by law, proscriptive doctrine, catechisms and
      defined worship.85 The shift from opposition to implementation
      marked the Reformation’s turn to the formation of Christian communities that would come to be known as
      Protestantism. Like their Catholic opponents, these new churches used pulpits, instruction, discipline and the
      backing of temporal authorities to Christianize, which was to mould educated, professing and practising church
      members.86
    


    
      Within the story of the Reformation the role of models in imagining religious change and grounding new churches
      was crucial, though frustratingly elusive for historians striving to define it. The Reformation was about the
      realization of a new understanding of Christianity in localities: a church legitimated by claims to a right
      interpretation of the Bible and fidelity to a better age in the past. Embattled reformers found no single argument or means to articulate and defend their claims. The question of why reform
      movements found purchase in one place and not in others admits of no one answer, and nor would any historian
      expect as much. These chapters point to the roles played by individual characters and personalities in volatile,
      contingent and unique circumstances as crucial in success and failure. Such influential figures need not be
      valorized as heroes to recognize that their ideas and charismatic and canny actions proved influential. Figures
      like Zwingli and his colleagues were visionary, scholarly, combative, effective communicators, and relentless
      networkers fully aware that the quotidian demands of institutions could bring about change in communities where
      supporters were few in number, as in Zurich. The Reformation benefited from a power dynamic that was highly
      unfavourable for the old church, with its legal privileges and financial resources. Further, the passivity of
      most subjects allowed change to occur in the face of considerable, though surmountable, resistance.
    


    
      Yet, as the tumult following Zwingli’s sudden death in 1531 revealed, the relative ease with which the new order
      was established could not be mistaken for deep attachment to the new church. The creation and use of models as
      the foundation for the Reformation church in Zurich was integral to religious change, but with no guarantee of
      success. Certainly, it was a long game. Zwingli’s dramatic changes of 1525 and the following years proved to have
      a rather sandy foundation, and his successors were compelled to defend, revise and create in the rapidly changing
      world of the sixteenth century. No model proved to be an unassailable fortress, but the ways of thinking,
      appropriating and implementing that creatively looked to the past to transform the present remained a hallmark of
      the Reformation.
    


    
      The events in Zurich are a bracing reminder of the very human nature of the Reformation, and of what happens when
      eternal verities land in the world of contingency, compromise and conflict. The reformers made religious change
      possible by creating an audience and by making savvy alliances, but they did so in the full conviction that what
      they were undertaking in Zurich was a restoration of the true church. The use of models, and what they entailed
      in terms of understanding authority, belonged to the Janus-like nature of a movement that gazed upon the past and
      future. What linked history with the present were the ways in which one understood how humans were able to
      mediate truth. In this book we argue that the distinctive nature of the reformation in Zurich is only understood
      when one is able to explain the interaction of theological change, biblical interpretation and understanding of
      the Bible, veneration of church traditions, institutional and political forces, personalities and contingent
      events. Religious change was local and can only be explained as such. In this book we consider the emergence of
      the first church of the Reformation.
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    CHAPTER 2


    Patristics and Polemic: Josias Simler’s History of Early Church Christological Disputes


    
      Mark Taplin
    


    
      On 3 September 1571, the rector of the Chur Latin school, Johannes Pontisella, wrote to congratulate Josias
      Simler on the publication of his Scripta veterum latina, a collection of patristic texts generated by
      the Nestorian and Eutychian controversies.1 Pontisella placed
      Simler in a chain of anti-heretical writers raised up to defend ‘the pure and uncorrupted doctrine of the Son of
      God’ against Satan’s attempts to subvert it. The tradition was initiated, he claimed, by the apostle John, whose
      gospel provided the church with a ‘most reliable shield’ against the errors of ‘Ebion’ and Cerinthus. In
      subsequent generations, it was continued first by John’s disciples Ignatius and Polycarp, then by their student
      Irenaeus, and, finally, by the theologians whose works were assembled in the Scripta veterum. By
      publishing these texts in a single volume, Simler had forged a powerful weapon to ‘stop up the mouth’ of
      blasphemers – a true ‘hammer of heretics’.2
    


    
      Like most of Simler’s works, the Scripta veterum has received scant attention from historians, but it
      stands up well to comparison with other early modern patristic editions. The volume is ambitious in scope,
      bringing together Latin texts by nine fifth and sixth-century authors. All but one of these works is accompanied
      by Annotationes consisting of a bio-bibliographical introduction and textual commentary; in addition,
      the Scripta veterum incorporates a detailed history of early church Christological disputes, entitled
      Narratio veterum et recentium controversiarum de una persona et duabus naturis Iesu Christi Servatoris
      nostri. This section of the volume is of particular interest, as it demonstrates the interconnectedness
      of historiography and theological polemic in the late sixteenth century. For Simler and his
      reformed contemporaries, the history of the early church was not just a record of distant events, but an
      essential point of reference in the controversies of their own day.
    


    Background


    
      The Scripta veterum had its origins in several distinct but interlocking disputes, the best known of
      which pitted the Zurich church against the Württemberg reformer Johannes Brenz (1499–1570) and his followers.
      Although this controversy grew out of the long-running eucharistic schism, it quickly came to focus on Brenz’s
      distinctive Christology. Both sides insisted on their fidelity to the Chalcedonian definition of Christ as one
      hypostasis in two natures, human and divine, but they differed radically in their understanding of this formula.
      According to Zwingli and subsequent Zurich theologians, Christ’s two natures remain distinct ontologically both
      throughout his earthly mission and following his glorification. Although it is orthodox (and scriptural) to say
      that God suffered, was crucified and redeemed the world by his blood, such expressions are to be taken as a
      forma loquendi, the attribution to one nature of language that is properly applicable only to the
      other.3 For Brenz, by contrast, the unity of Christ’s person
      necessitates a real, as opposed to merely verbal, communicatio idiomatum between his divinity and
      humanity: specifically, the transmission of the attribute of ubiquity to Christ’s human nature by virtue of its
      union with the Word.4 From the reformed perspective, Brenz’s
      conception of the incarnation entailed an unacceptable blurring of the boundary between the creator and the
      creaturely that threatened to turn Christ into a tertium quid, neither fully human nor truly divine.
      Between 1561 and 1564, the Zurich antistes Heinrich Bullinger published no less than four major works
      against Brenz.5 The controversy also overshadowed the final
      months of Peter Martyr Vermigli, who at the time of his death in November 1562 was planning a second response to
      Brenz, to add to his Dialogus in utraque Christi natura of the previous year.
    


    
      As a member of Bullinger’s inner circle, with strong intellectual ties to Vermigli, Simler was inevitably drawn
      into the Zurich church’s campaign against the ‘ubiquitarians’. Among the many works by
      Bullinger that he translated into Latin was the Zurich church’s official response to Brenz’s theological
      testament, which appeared only a few months before the Scripta veterum.6 For the benefit of Theodore Beza, Simler also produced a Latin translation of the section
      of the testament dealing with the Lord’s Supper.7 The Scripta
      veterum was conceived of, in part, as a contribution to the on-going Christological exchange between
      Lutherans and reformed, which had already spawned numerous editions of patristic florilegia,8 and to which Simler was later to return in his work De vera
      praesentia, directed against the Württemberger Jakob Andreae (1528–90). The addition of a historical
      section, the Narratio, to Simler’s anthology reflects the terms of debate in the controversy, in which
      each side strove to associate its opponents with one or more ancient heresies. Thus while Brenz painted the
      reformed as latter-day Arians and Nestorians, who reduced Christ to the rank of a mere saint,9 he himself was charged with reviving the error of Eutyches and other
      monophysites. Bullinger alludes to these ancient debates frequently in his Christological writings. In the
      Fundamentum firmum (1563), he reviews the history of the Nestorian and Eutychian controversies, while
      the Repetitio et dilucidior explicatio (1564) includes a short account of disputes concerning the
      incarnation from Constantine to Heraclius.10 Much of the same
      material is recycled in the Narratio, although Simler’s work testifies to a much more intensive
      engagement with the ancient sources.
    


    
      The next significant challenge to reformed Christology came from the Italian exile Francesco Stancaro (1501–74),
      whose views on the mediatorial office of Christ had provoked heated debate in
      Poland.11 Like Zwingli and Bullinger, Stancaro was anxious to
      preserve the distinction of natures within Christ’s person, but from this doctrine he drew the unacceptably
      ‘Nestorian’ conclusion that Christ must have acted as mediator in his human nature alone. When the Zurich divines
      came down on the side of Stancaro’s opponents, he publicly lambasted them as Eutychians, monotheletes and Arians.
      In his Responsio ad maledicum Francisci Stancari Mantuani librum (1563), Simler endeavoured to rebut
      these charges. The dispute also provided him with an opportunity to clarify the Zurich church’s position on the
      unity of Christ’s person, which had at times been obscured by the need to assert the distinction of natures
      against Brenz. While continuing to resist any suggestion of a real communication of properties within the
      incarnate Christ, Simler insisted that the Logos was not a bystander in the atonement, but the guarantor of its
      efficacy, as only one who was both human and divine could have reconciled God with mankind.12 Like the ubiquitarian controversy, the conflict with Stancaro was fought
      out on the terrain of early church history; indeed, the Responsio provides early evidence of Simler’s
      interest in the ancient Christological debates that he was to explore more fully in the Scripta veterum.
      In the final part of the work, a range of Latin and Greek authors are invoked in support of the Zurich
      position.13 Simler is also at pains to demonstrate the
      compatibility of reformed teaching with the pronouncements of the Third Council of Constantinople (680–81), which
      Stancaro had cited against his opponents.14
    


    
      Simler’s intervention in the Stancarist controversy was motivated by a concern to preserve the unity of the
      Polish reformed church, but this was already under threat from another quarter. During the early 1560s, the
      ‘tritheist’ views of Giorgio Biandrata (c. 1515–88) were embraced by many Polish ministers, who formed a separate
      antitrinitarian synod.15 Simler quickly established himself as
      the leading reformed authority on antitrinitarianism. In his work De aeterno Dei filio (1568), he
      attempted the first systematic refutation of antitrinitarian arguments, in the process highlighting the emergence
      of a new and more subversive form of antitrinitarianism – labelled ‘Samosatenianism’, after the third-century
      heretic Paul of Samosata, by the orthodox – that denied not only the consubstantiality and
      co-equality of the three divine persons, but even the pre-existence of Christ.16 Although De aeterno was focused on the doctrine of God, Simler’s defence of
      trinitarian orthodoxy in the work necessarily involved some consideration of Christological issues.
      Significantly, he relied on the Chalcedonian definition to counter many ‘Arian’ objections to the full divinity
      of the Son, on the basis that it allowed those scriptural texts that appeared to suggest Christ’s inferiority to
      God to be referred, as was proper, to his human nature.17 The
      work also testifies to Simler’s increasing preoccupation with the Fathers – especially Hilary and the
      Cappadocians – who are cited at length in support of Nicene teaching. In this he was not alone, as the
      antitrinitarian controversy seems to have encouraged an intensification of reformed patristic scholarship across
      the board. The trend is exemplified by Beza’s response to the dispute, an anthology of ancient texts in defence
      of the Trinity published in August 1570.18
    


    
      Although Simler cut his polemical teeth in conflict with opponents based primarily in Eastern Europe, the
      publication of the Scripta veterum was hastened by events closer to home. Over decades, the Zurich
      church had built up a close relationship with the reformed communities of the Rhaetian Freestate (Graubünden).
      However, the area had long been a haven for religious dissidents, including both Anabaptists (in the northern,
      German-speaking communes) and antitrinitarians (in the Italian-speaking ‘subject lands’ of Chiavenna, the
      Valtellina and Bormio). Matters came to a head in early 1570, when the bookseller Georg Frell was expelled from
      Chur for disseminating Schwenckfeldian works.19 In June that year
      Tobias Egli, the senior minister in Chur, persuaded the Rhaetian Diet to issue an edict requiring all inhabitants
      to subscribe to one of the Freestate’s two recognized faiths, Catholicism and reformed
      Protestantism, as defined by the Rhaetic and Second Helvetic confessions. The edict was welcomed by orthodox
      reformed pastors in the subject lands, such as Scipione Lentolo of Chiavenna, who had lobbied for precisely such
      a measure,20 but it also encountered resistance. Egli’s colleague
      in Chur, Johannes Gantner, was dismissed after advocating religious toleration from the pulpit,21 while Bartolomeo Silvio, the minister in Monte di Sondrio, wrote to
      Bullinger condemning forced subscription as a return to the ‘tyrannical’ practices of the papacy.22 Through their correspondent Egli, the Zurich divines were already abreast
      of developments in Graubünden, but the reception of Silvio’s tract prompted them to intervene directly in support
      of the Rhaetian civil and religious authorities. In the preface to his Six Sermons on the Incarnation of the
      Son of God, published in early 1571 and dedicated to the Bündner magistrate Stefan Willy, Rudolf Gwalther
      argued that it was the magistrate’s duty to maintain ‘unity in doctrine and faith’, brushing aside arguments for
      toleration.23 With the Scripta veterum, Simler hoped to
      give a further boost to efforts to enforce the edict. In a letter dated 28 May 1571, Egli recalled discussing the
      projected work with Simler in Zurich and suggested that his correspondent dedicate it to the three Rhaetian
      Leagues, to encourage more rigorous implementation of the anti-heresy measures.24 The timing of the volume’s publication was calculated to be of maximum benefit to Egli and
      his supporters: it followed hard on the heels of the Rhaetian synod of June 1571, at which Silvio and two other
      dissident ministers were suspended, and thus served to give the Zurich church’s official imprimatur to these
      punishments.25
    


    
      In his main preface to the Scripta veterum – addressed, as Egli had suggested, to the Rhaetian Leagues –
      and in a second, shorter dedication to the Christian reader, Simler addresses directly the crisis facing the
      Bündner church.26 Like Gwalther, he justifies the edict of June
      1570 on the basis of the magistrate’s cura religionis, citing historical precedents
      for such measures from the reigns of the Israelite kings and early Christian emperors.27 If a ruler is obliged to protect his subjects from crimes against the
      body, he must be doubly vigilant against threats to the welfare of their immortal souls;28 toleration even of those who refrain from open profession of heresy is
      inadvisable, as such persons may continue to disseminate their errors in secret.29 The edict’s opponents (whom Simler terms ‘Academici’) claim to be defending liberty of
      conscience against the narrow dogmatism of the reformed establishment, but their real aim is to substitute a
      watered-down, ‘philosophical’ religion for the Gospel.30 Although
      Bartolomeo Silvio is not mentioned by name, Simler responds to the principal arguments set out in his
      treatise.31 For example, Silvio had asserted that the formulation
      of elaborate confessions of faith detracts from the authority of Scripture, elevating human teachings over
      revelation. Simler retorts that profession of the Apostles’ Creed, or even a general adherence to Scripture,
      would be sufficient ‘if cunning men did not seek by fraudulent means to twist the simplicity of the faith set out
      in them’.32 To illustrate how the Scripture principle may be
      abused, Simler cites the case of Servetus and his adherents, who, while claiming to accept the biblical teaching
      that Christ is the son of both God and man and himself truly divine, preach a Christ who is none of those
      things.33
    


    
      Simler finds patristic support for his position in Augustine, who in an analogous situation had advocated the use
      of force against the Donatists.34 He also appeals to Hilary, on
      the practice of subscription,35 and Irenaeus, to rebut Silvio’s
      view that less should be demanded of ‘infant’ than of ‘adult’ Christians.36 At the same time, he seeks to link the advocates of religious toleration
      in Graubünden with the heretics combated by the Fathers. He points out that arguments against creedal language
      have always been deployed by persons intent on sowing error in the church, notably the Arians, who opposed the
      introduction of the clarifying term homoousios to safeguard Christ’s divinity, and the Eutychians, who
      refused to countenance Chalcedon’s additions to the Nicene Creed.37 The doctrinal threats facing the Rhaetian church – Germanic Anabaptism and
      Schwenckfeldianism, as personified by Frell, and Italian antitrinitarianism – are described not as new phenomena,
      but as a recrudescence of two ancient heresies: Eutychianism, which calls into question Christ’s true humanity,
      and the teachings of Paul of Samosata, which rob him of his divinity.38 The comment helps explain Simler’s choice of a patristic edition as the vehicle for his
      intervention. By making the situation of the Rhaetian reformed analogous to that of the writers whose works
      feature in the Scripta veterum, Simler aimed to demonstrate the transferability of the Fathers’
      arguments to current theological debates, just as Beza had done in his volume on the Trinity. Although this
      approach wrenched the Fathers out of their historical and intellectual context, exposing them to anachronistic
      misreadings, it added a powerful polemical dimension to Simler’s scholarship. The establishment of a typological
      connection between ancient and contemporary controversies authorized users of the Scripta veterum to
      comb through its contents in search of material that, taken in isolation, could be made to validate the reformed
      position on a host of contested topics.
    


    Texts and Sources


    
      The works collected in the Scripta veterum are as follows:
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      All of these texts had been published previously. Editions of the complete works of Boethius, including De
      duabus naturis, had appeared in Venice (1492, 1499) and Basel (1546, 1570). Ad Trasimundum could be
      accessed either in the edition of Fulgentius’ writings prepared by Johannes Cochlaeus and Willibald Pirckheimer
      (1520, 1526) or in Basilius Heroldt’s Haeresiologia (1556).39 The works of Maxentius were appended to the Cochlaeus/Pirckheimer volume; they also
      featured in two Basel patristic anthologies, Heroldt’s Orthodoxographa (1555) and the Monumenta
      of Johann Jakob Grynaeus.40 For Cassian’s De
      incarnatione, Simler was dependent on the Basel edition prepared by Johannes Sichardus (1534).41 Stand-alone editions of Contra Eutychetem – in which its author
      was wrongly identified as Vigilius of Trent (c. 353–405) – had appeared in Tübingen (1528)
      and Zurich (1539); the work was also included in Georg Cassander’s volume of Opera of Vigilius
      (1555),42 and in the Haeresiologia.43 The two letters of Pope Leo were available in the Cologne editions of
      Leo’s Opera (1546, 1561, 1569), in the Monumenta and in Peter Crabbe’s edition of acta
      of church councils.44 The remaining texts in the Scripta
      veterum were drawn from Crabbe (Justinian), Sichardus’ Antidotum and Heroldt’s
      Haeresiologia (Gelasius, Rusticus).45
    


    
      Simler was not the first Zurich theologian to make use of these works. In their polemics against Brenz, Bullinger
      and Vermigli cite Fulgentius on the impassibility of the divine nature and as an authority for the view that
      Christ’s humanity continues to be circumscribed physically after his glorification.46 Vigilius was a particular favourite with the Zurichers: Bullinger prepared the Zurich
      edition of Contra Eutychetem,47 and both he and Vermigli
      refer to the work frequently when arguing against the doctrine of ubiquity.48 In the preface to his Vigilius edition, Bullinger commends several of the other texts
      published by Simler – Leo’s Tome, Gelasius’ Tractatus, Fulgentius’ Ad Trasimundum and
      the Dialogi duo of Maxentius – for their comprehensive refutation of the errors of Nestorius and
      Eutyches.49 The repeated publication of such works in reformed
      patristic anthologies suggests that they had begun to be viewed as constituting, loosely, a
      ‘canon’ in which the Christological teaching of the early church was summed up. The reality, of course, was more
      complex than this presentation suggests, for the texts published in the Scripta veterum were products of
      two distinct (and, in certain respects, incompatible) Christological traditions. The writings of Leo, Gelasius,
      Vigilius, Fulgentius and Rusticus exemplified the strongly dyophysite approach of the western church, derived
      ultimately from Augustine, but the ‘opuscula’ of Maxentius and Justinian’s Edictum were representative
      of the (predominantly eastern) theological tendency known as neo-Chalcedonianism, which looked back to Cyril of
      Alexandria (c. 378–444).50 Whereas Justinian led the campaign
      against the Antiochene Christology associated with the so-called Three Chapters – Theodore of Mopsuestia, the
      works of Theodoret of Cyrrhus against Cyril and the letter of Ibas of Edessa to Maris – Rusticus was exiled for
      opposing their anathematization at the Second Council of Constantinople (553). One of the principal challenges
      that Simler faced was to fashion from this diverse material a unified consensus patrum supportive of his
      own theological position.
    


    
      In the Annotationes that accompany his chosen texts and in the Narratio, which sets them in
      their historical context, Simler refers to a variety of sources. The work on which he drew most heavily was the
      Breviarium causae Nestorianorum et Eutychianorum, by Liberatus of Carthage. Liberatus wrote the
      Breviarium shortly after Constantinople II and, like his fellow-westerner Rusticus, was a defender of
      the Three Chapters. However, Simler also took much material from an eastern source, the Ecclesiastical
      History of Evagrius (c. 535–c. 594), which reflected the rival, neo-Chalcedonian perspective.51 In addition, he made use of the unfinished church history of Nicephorus
      Callistus Xanthopoulus (fourteenth century), from which he derived his categorization of the various monophysite
      sects,52 and two other Byzantine works, the
      Compendium historiarum of George Cedrenus (eleventh century) and the Epitome historiarum of
      John Zonaras (early twelfth century).53 He was able to supplement
      these second-hand accounts with some key primary documents, the acta of the early church councils,
      collections of which had been published by Jacques Merlin, Petrus Crabbe and Laurentius Surius.54 Simler deploys conciliar material at several points in the
      Narratio – for example, to support his view of monotheletism as merely a modified form of Eutychianism,
      rather than a synthesis of orthodox and anti-Chalcedonian christologies.55 The works published in the main body of the Scripta veterum are utilized again in
      the Narratio, as sources for the teachings of Nestorius (Vigilius, Cassian), later Nestorianism
      (Maxentius) and Eutyches (Leo, Vigilius). Other patristic texts cited include Proclus’ Tome to the
      Armenians, Basil’s Contra Eunomium, the dialogues of Ps. Athanasius, Theodoret’s Eranistes and
      John Damascene’s De haeresibus. In his account of the Nestorian controversy, Simler makes extensive use
      of the correspondence and writings of Cyril of Alexandria, especially Cyril’s apologies Against the
      Orientals and Against Theodoret;56 for the
      subsequent dispute with Eutyches, he is similarly reliant on the letters of Pope Leo. The Scripta
      veterum also includes references to the Corpus iuris civilis, the ecclesiastical histories of
      Sozomen and Rufinus, and works by Prosper of Aquitaine, Cassiodorus, Gennadius of Marseille, Gregory of Tours,
      Paul the Deacon, Ado of Vienne, Sigebert of Gembloux, Raffaele Maffei and John Bale. The most comprehensive
      Protestant church history, the Magdeburg Centuries, is mentioned only occasionally but, given the
      general reluctance of early modern writers to acknowledge contemporary sources, Simler’s dependence on the work
      may be greater than is apparent at first glance.
    


    
      Despite its polemical motivation, the Scripta veterum is a work of serious scholarship, in the
      traditions of upper Rhine humanism. Two texts, Justinian’s Edictum and Vigilius’ Contra
      Eutychetem, are presented in improved redactions, based on manuscripts that Simler had procured from the brothers Pierre and François Pithou.57
      Variant readings and emendations to earlier editions are listed in the Annotationes, which, in the case
      of Justinian’s work, also highlight textual parallels with the canons of Constantinople II and the religious
      edict of Justin II (571). Like Liberatus and the Greek church historians, Simler incorporates into his account
      the full text of important documents such as the Chalcedonian definition, the Henotikon of Zeno (482),
      and the conciliar decree of Constantinople III, as well as a previously unpublished anti-monothelete confession
      translated into Latin by ‘a certain friend of ours’.58 He also
      takes care to correct common errors such as the designation of the Constantinopolitan synod of 536 as the Fifth
      Ecumenical Council and Crabbe’s placing of the Lateran council of 649 in the reign of Constantine III, rather
      than his heretical son Constans II.59 Simler’s generally
      respectful attitude to tradition does not preclude him from acknowledging discrepancies in his sources and, where
      necessary, rejecting the judgments of previous writers. He is unconvinced, for example, by Evagrius’ claim that
      the contrasting theological positions of Justinian and his wife Theodora were part of a pragmatic strategy for
      managing religious tensions within the Empire, preferring to regard their differences as genuine.60 When Nicephorus suggests Arian or Eunomian influences as the source for
      the doctrine that Christ is ignorant of some things according to his human nature – an error associated with the
      monophysite group known as the Agnoetae – Simler is again sceptical, noting with characteristic doctrinal
      precision that the Arians denied the omniscience not of Christ’s humanity but of the divine Word
      himself.61
    


    
      In the Annotationes, Simler testifies to his interest in contemporary debates on the dating and
      authenticity of patristic works by rehearsing and, at times, challenging the accepted wisdom on these questions.
      Thus he rejects the suggestion by Giulio Marziano Rota of an early date for Boethius’ De duabus naturis,
      arguing the tract it is more likely to have been written towards the end of the pontificate
      of Symmachus (498–514) or during that of Hormisdas (514–23).62
      Sometimes, however, his conclusions betray the influence of confessional rather than purely scholarly
      considerations. For example, Simler follows another Zuricher, Theodor Bibliander, in rejecting as inauthentic the
      correspondence of Justinian with Pope John II on account of the impure doctrine that it contains.63 His summary dismissal of this material may be contrasted with his
      acceptance of previous editors’ attribution of Contra Eutychetem to Vigilius of Trent, despite the
      difficulty of crediting the latter – who, as he himself acknowledges, is reported to have lived during the reigns
      of Arcadius and Honorius (395–408/423) – with authorship of a text that clearly postdates the Council of
      Chalcedon (451).64 The question was of more than academic
      importance: Simler’s conservative conclusion allowed him to stress the particular relevance to his Rhaetian
      readers of Contra Eutychetem, as the work of a writer from an adjacent region.65
    


    
      The theological imperative that drives Simler’s work is frequently in tension with the humanist scholarly ideals
      to which he professes to adhere. Like other Zurich reformers, Simler did not regard the Fathers as beyond
      reproach. Maxentius is described as writing in a defective style, although his opinions are termed
      excellent.66 The same criticism is directed at Cassian, whom
      Simler also rebukes for setting too much store by ‘monastic study, human traditions and monkish
      exercises’,67 and relying on a faulty Latin translation of Mal
      3:8. However, Simler is keen to ensure that the Fathers’ occasional lapses are not allowed to detract from their
      authority; although Cassian’s ignorance of Hebrew may have led him to misinterpret the above-mentioned passage as
      a prophecy of Christ’s crucifixion, Simler observes, this error was motivated by a genuine zeal to defend the
      true faith.68 In the same way, he excuses the paucity of
      citations from the Bible and earlier Fathers in the Disputatio contra Acephalos on the grounds that
      Rusticus was dealing with opponents ‘who buried the simplicity and purity of Christian
      teaching beneath sharp and complex disputations, and, when they could not defend their opinions from Scripture,
      took refuge in the authority of human reason’.69
    


    
      Simler is at pains to iron out any apparent discrepancies between patristic and reformed teaching. This concern
      manifests itself with particular force in his remarks on Cassian, whose ‘semi-Pelagianism’ had made him suspect
      in the eyes of some Protestants.70 Simler is aware that Cassian
      had been attacked by other ancient authorities for his stance on the relationship between grace and works, but he
      insists that such criticisms apply to an earlier work, the Collationes, rather than De
      incarnatione. Even in the Collationes, where Cassian seems more sympathetic to the errors of the
      Pelagians, he does not sanction ‘all of their impious and crass opinions concerning the powers of the human
      will’;71 the most that Simler will concede was that he appears to
      attach too much importance to free will in one passage of De incarnatione.72
    


    
      Like other sixteenth-century patristic scholars, Simler is guided above all by the notion of consensus
      patrum. Although he acknowledges some variability in the patristic corpus, and the superiority of some
      writers to others on particular points, for the most part he depicts the Fathers as speaking with one voice: the
      works in the Scripta veterum are presented as witnesses to timeless doctrinal truths, rather than
      products of localized and evolving theological traditions. One of the functions of the Annotationes is
      to sustain this impression of continuity, by reconciling any seemingly aberrant statements by the Fathers with
      the settled Christological formulas of a later period. For example, when Fulgentius speaks of the Word assuming a
      man, instead of using the preferred term ‘a human nature’, by this he means ‘not a separately subsisting
      hypostasis of a man but a nature of human flesh and soul taken up by the Word’. Simler notes that the same
      language is to be found in other ancient writers, ‘especially those who lived before Nestorius’, the obvious
      implication being that it has become suspect only due to its subsequent misuse by the heresiarch.73 Although he is slightly embarrassed by one passage in
      Cassian’s De incarnatione that appears to anticipate Eutyches (and Kaspar Schwenckfeld) by preaching the
      transformation of Christ’s flesh into a ‘spiritual substance’, he is sure that the statement can interpreted on
      orthodox lines, as referring to the assumption of a human nature by the Word. Similarly, when Cassian attributes
      one power and substance to Christ, it is necessary to understand substantia as a synonym for
      persona, rather than natura, ‘as elsewhere among the ancients’, if Cassian is to be harmonized
      with other writers of the time and saved from condemnation by Chalcedon, Constantinople II and Constantinople III
      – for Simler, an unthinkable conclusion.74 This idea of a
      doctrinally uniform patristic corpus, set in clear and unequivocal opposition to those designated heretics in
      ecclesiastical tradition, is carried over from the Annotationes into the Narratio, where it
      underpins Simler’s account of the Nestorian and monophysite schisms.
    


    From Nestorius to Mohammed: Church History in the Scripta veterum


    
      The Narratio veterum et recentium controversiarum covers the period 428 to 681, beginning with the
      appointment of Nestorius as bishop of Constantinople and ending with the Third Council of Constantinople, which
      condemned monotheletism. In his preface to the work, Simler gives a brief account of the heresies that afflicted
      the church during the first four centuries of its existence, such as Ebionitism, Docetism, Patripassianism and
      Arianism.75 There follow seven chapters on the Nestorian
      controversy, from the outbreak of Nestorius’ quarrel with Cyril of Alexandria through to the late 440s. The focal
      points of this section are the condemnation of Nestorius at the Council of Ephesus (22 June 431); the subsequent
      schism between Cyril and the eastern bishops, led by John of Antioch, who contested the council’s decision; and
      the Formula of Reunion (433), which restored communion between Alexandria and Antioch. A whole chapter is devoted
      to exposition of Cyril’s Twelve Anathemas, which Simler views as pivotal to the controversy. The
      remainder of the Narratio deals with the history of Eutychianism and its offshoots, including
      monotheletism. This part of the work is much more diffuse, taking in three ecumenical councils (Chalcedon,
      Constantinople II and Constantinople III), the reigns of 17 emperors, and more than 230 years of church history.
      Simler rounds off his accounts of both Nestorianism and Eutychianism with chapters on the alleged revival of
      these heresies in more recent times, targeted at the Zurich church’s theological opponents.
    


    
      Nestorianism was something of a raw nerve for the Zurichers, who from Zwingli’s time had been
      charged with breathing new life into this ancient error. In De Conciliis, his history of church
      councils, and his works against Brenz, Bullinger rejected any suggestion of a link between the Zurich church and
      Nestorius, whom he condemned in the strongest possible terms. The antistes contrasted Nestorius’
      teaching that the Word is present in the man Christ by ‘partnership … or association’ with the orthodox doctrine
      of the hypostatic union. He argued that Nestorianism, like the teachings of the earlier heretics Paul of Samosata
      and Photinus, amounts to a denial of Christ’s true divinity, as it erases the distinction between Christ and
      other holy men in whom God’s presence was manifested.76 This view
      was shared by other reformed writers: thus Beza describes Nestorius as emerging from the same ‘pit of hell’ as
      Arius to deprive the incarnate Christ of his divinity and replace the man-God with a divinized man.77
    


    
      In the Narratio, Simler provides a much more detailed and multifaceted account of Nestorianism, which
      nonetheless serves to reinforce the traditional characterization of Nestorius as a ‘Samosatenian’. Following the
      Greek church historians, he denounces Nestorius as a ‘frivolous, arrogant and vainglorious man’, a populist
      preacher who curried favour with the multitude by feigning an ascetic lifestyle.78 However, he is concerned less about the heresiarch’s personal shortcomings than about the
      damaging effects of his doctrine. Simler is aware that ancient writers differ in their assessment of Nestorius’
      heresy. Although some (Liberatus, Cassian) condemn Nestorius as a Samosatenian or Ebionite, others (Socrates,
      Vigilius) reject this interpretation, attributing the Syrian’s errors to his lack of education.79 Simler does not dismiss the second view out of hand. As an authority on
      antitrinitarianism, he knew that the teachings of Nestorius, who confessed the Trinity and recognized the
      distinct personality of the Logos, could not simply be conflated with the adoptionist monarchianism of Paul of
      Samosata; he was even aware of a statement by Nestorius condemning Paul. Instead, he proposes a more subtle
      connection between the two heresies: namely, that both tend towards the same end, abolition of ‘the true
      knowledge of our Saviour Jesus Christ’. Even if Nestorius did not mean to call into question
      Christ’s divinity, that was undoubtedly Satan’s intention in allowing his error to take root.80
    


    
      As is well known, the initial focus of the dispute between Nestorius and Cyril was the term theotokos
      (‘God-bearer’), for which Nestorius proposed to substitute christotokos. Yet Simler insists that it
      would be wrong to dismiss the controversy as merely a ‘quarrel about words’. The fact that Nestorius was not
      received back into the church even after dropping his opposition to the theotokos title shows that far
      more important issues were at stake: whether Jesus Christ is truly God, or whether the Word is united to him only
      by association; how Christ is to be worshipped and invoked in prayer; in what way he acts as our high priest and
      mediator; and how we were saved by his passion and death.81
      Although in his surviving writings Nestorius appears to affirm that Christ is God and man in one person, it is
      clear that he postulated the existence of two individuals (alius et alius, rather than aliud et
      aliud) in Christ: the divine Word, and the man Jesus, in whom the Word dwells ‘as in a temple’.82 In Nestorius’ theology, there is no ‘special union of the Word with the
      flesh’; Jesus is not the true God but ‘a God-bearing man’, resembling the prophets. He is termed God and the Son
      of God only by association with the Word, just as Moses was designated God to Pharaoh, and his worship is
      comparable to the honour paid to a statue of the emperor, on account of the one whom it represents.83 Nestorius’ total rejection of ‘theopaschite’ language and the
      communicatio idiomatum confirms his departure from orthodoxy. If he had acknowledged the existence of a
      single subject in Christ truly, rather than ‘in words’, he would have had no difficulty accepting that birth,
      suffering and death can be predicated of the Word, by virtue of his assumption of a human nature.84 Instead, he reduced Christ’s humanity to the status of a ‘garment’ donned
      by the second person of the Trinity.85
    


    
      Simler’s harsh verdict on Nestorius may be contrasted with his treatment of the wider ‘Antiochene’ theological
      tradition, which he was anxious to reclaim for orthodoxy. Whereas Nestorius is judged (and found wanting) against
      the exacting Christological standards established at Chalcedon and subsequent councils, his
      predecessor Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350–428) is dealt with in much more lenient fashion. Many ancient writers
      had denounced Theodore as ‘Nestorius’ teacher’; in this connection, Simler points to the comments of Maxentius
      and Justinian and, especially, to the acta of Constantinople II, which cite Cyril, Proclus and Hesychius
      of Jerusalem in opposition to the Cilician bishop.86 However, the
      issue was rendered problematic by the existence of numerous contrasting testimonies to Theodore’s wisdom and
      piety, and by the fact that his orthodoxy was upheld at Chalcedon.87 Simler accepts that, if Theodore wrote the things attributed to him at Constantinople II,
      his theology is rightly to be condemned, but he is inclined to give credence to Liberatus’ report that statements
      in Theodore’s works were ‘exaggerated’, either by monophysites seeking to discredit him or by Nestorians who
      wished to enlist him among their supporters.88 In the end, Simler
      delivers a mixed verdict on Theodore, as ‘a man of great learning and wisdom who was at fault here and there in
      his writings and sowed the seeds for Nestorianism’. In combating the errors of those who failed to recognize the
      distinction of natures in Christ, Theodore ‘separated [the two natures], or at least appeared to separate them
      and to preach two Christs instead of one’; his status is comparable to that of another orthodox writer, Dionysius
      of Alexandria, whose pointed formulations against Sabellianism helped pave the way for Arius.89 Although Simler shies away from repudiating the Fifth Ecumenical
      Council’s condemnation of Theodore, he is clearly ill at ease with it. In his annotations to Justinian’s
      Edictum, which defends the practice of anathematizing individuals after their deaths, he observes that
      this opinion was not universal among the emperor’s contemporaries and commends the Council of Nicaea for
      condemning not Arius, but only his teachings.90 While
      acknowledging Theodore’s flaws, Simler goes to considerable lengths to retain him within the ranks of the
      Fathers, partly out of a genuine irenicism that he is keen to see imitated in his own day, and partly in order to
      minimize the points of difference between the Antiochene Christology championed by Theodore and the rival
      Alexandrian school of Cyril.
    


    
      Simler is even warmer in his praise for Theodoret of Cyrrhus (393–c. 460), the most
      influential Antiochene theologian at the time of the Council of Ephesus.91 Theodoret was an important authority for the Zurichers on account of his strongly
      dyophysite Christology; in the Decades, Bullinger cites the Eranistes against ubiquitarianism
      and on the proper understanding of the communicatio idiomatum, while the reformed protagonist in
      Vermigli’s Dialogus, Orothetes, makes repeated reference to the same work.92 However, Theodoret’s place within the patristic canon was precarious: not only had he
      opposed Cyril at Ephesus, but his refutation of the Alexandrian’s Twelve Anathemas had been condemned as
      heretical at Constantinople II. Simler’s task in the Narratio was to account for the rift between Cyril
      – traditionally regarded as the champion of the orthodox faith against Nestorianism – and the Antiochenes in a
      way that allowed him to vindicate both sides and, in so doing, to preserve intact the notion of a consensus
      patrum on Christological issues.
    


    
      In his works dealing with the subject, Bullinger puts the quarrel between Cyril and the Antiochenes down to a
      misunderstanding – Theodoret’s belief that, in the Twelve Anathemas, Cyril was seeking to blur the
      boundaries between the two natures of Christ.93 Because the
      dispute related to words, not substance, it was quickly resolved once Cyril had had the opportunity to explain
      the difference between his assertion that God suffered ‘in the flesh’ and the views of the fourth-century heretic
      Apollinaris of Laodicea, who made Christ’s divinity the direct subject of the passion.94 Because of his more extensive knowledge of the sources, Simler was unable
      to dismiss the conflict quite so easily. In the Narratio, he acknowledges that the church was split for
      three years and chronicles in detail the mutual anathemas and political manoeuvrings of the rival parties both at
      Ephesus and thereafter, as they strove to win imperial backing for their position.95 Yet ultimately his interpretation of the episode is identical to Bullinger’s. While
      accepting that the dispute had a doctrinal component, he argues that its main driver was personal animosity
      between the protagonists, which prevented them from dealing fairly with their
      opponents.96 Thus the Syrian bishops charged Cyril with
      Apollinarianism and Arianism, only to be accused in turn of preaching two Christs. While deploring the polemical
      tone of the controversy, Simler finds reasons to justify the stances adopted by both sides, on the basis of their
      respective theological concerns. The robust, even provocative, way in which Cyril asserts the unity of Christ’s
      person was understandable, given that he was opposing the grave errors of Nestorius. By the same token, Theodoret
      and the other eastern bishops could be excused for taking offence at some of the more ‘exaggerated’ formulations
      in the Twelve Anathemas, as ‘they were not yet clear about Cyril’s meaning’ and feared – rightly – that
      his phraseology was susceptible to abuse by followers of Apollinaris.97
    


    
      Simler argues that the specific criticisms directed by Theodoret and his fellow orientals against the
      Anathemas stemmed from a misreading of Cyril; essentially, they were tilting at windmills, attributing
      to their adversary views that he did not in fact hold. For example, they understood the statement in the first
      anathema that the Word was ‘born or made in the flesh’ to be equivalent to saying, with Apollinaris, that the
      Word was ‘converted’ into flesh, yet Cyril explicitly rules out this interpretation.98 Theodoret’s opposition to the term hypostatic union (ἕνωσις
      καθ’ὑπόστασιν), which Cyril uses to describe the bond between Christ’s divinity and humanity, is also
      misconceived: for Theodoret, the term signifies ‘something mixed or composite’, but Cyril’s intention is merely
      to underline the closeness of the union between the Word and the human nature that he has assumed, ‘without any
      conversion and confusion’, in the incarnation.99 Similarly, when
      in his third anathema Cyril speaks of a ‘natural union’ (ἕνωσις κατὰφύσιν) between the
      Word and flesh in Christ, he means only that they constitute a ‘true’ union, like the union of body and soul in
      man, in which each nature retains its distinct qualities, as opposed to the affective or associational union
      proposed by Nestorius.100 The two sides are also in agreement on
      the question of God’s impassibility. Cyril’s ‘theopaschitism’, as expressed in the twelfth anathema, differs
      profoundly from that of later monophysites, as he makes clear that the Word suffered ‘in the
      flesh’ and that the passion is attributed to him ‘by dispensational appropriation’.101
    


    
      In modern patristic scholarship, it is customary to assign Cyril and Theodoret to distinct and, in some respects,
      opposing Christological traditions: the ‘schools’ of Alexandria and Antioch. Both Theodoret and Nestorius were
      products of the Antiochene school, which originally posited ‘two subjects’ in Christ; although Theodoret modified
      his terminology after Ephesus to bring it more into line with Cyril’s language, it has been argued that he
      remained a crypto-Nestorian until the end of his life.102
      Similarly, Cyril owed more to Apollinaris – including the concept of ‘natural’ union and the formula ‘one
      incarnate nature of God the Word’ (μία φύσις τοῦ θεοῦ λόγου σεσαρκωμένη) – than he cared
      to admit.103 For Simler, however, there is no Alexandrian or
      Antiochene tradition, only the time-honoured orthodoxy of the church and heretical divergences from it. The
      Fathers may use different terms – conversio, coniunctio, commixtio or
      compositio – to describe the ability of God’s substance to assume an extraneous nature without itself
      being altered, but all relate to the same process.104 The quarrel
      between Alexandria and Antioch was a dispute about terminology, not substance, aggravated by personal rivalries.
      Once the channels of communication between Cyril and John of Antioch had been reopened, their schism was swiftly
      brought to an end, for both patriarchs realized that, fundamentally, they professed the same faith. The Formula
      of Reunion made clear that the true dividing line ran not between Antioch and Alexandria, but between the
      orthodox, both Syrian and Egyptian, and Nestorius, who asserted the unity of Christ’s person ‘in words’ but
      denied its reality.
    


    
      Over the next decade and a half, the unity established by the Formula came under increasing strain, especially in
      Syria, where the episcopate was split between Antiochenes and followers of Cyril. With the condemnation of the
      extreme Cyrillian Eutyches by the synod of Constantinople in 448, these tensions spilled over into renewed
      conflict. Traditionally, the heresies of Nestorius and Eutyches are regarded as polar opposites, but Simler
      perceives a deep structural similarity between the two: both positions, he argues, reflect a failure to
      distinguish properly between the concepts of ‘person’ and ‘nature’ as they relate to Christ, and are predicated
      on the mistaken assumption that there must be an equal number of natures and hypostases in
      Christ.105 Eutyches and his principal backer, Dioscorus of
      Alexandria, sought to portray themselves as the theological heirs of Cyril, but Simler charges them with imposing
      a monophysite interpretation on Cyril’s words.106 The true
      guardians of Cyril’s legacy, he insists, were the dyophysite opponents of Eutyches, led by Flavian of
      Constantinople and Pope Leo; indeed, Flavian was able to counter Eutyches’ appeals to Cyril with passages from
      the Alexandrian Father’s writings in which the existence of two natures in Christ was clearly
      affirmed.107
    


    
      In his account of the Eutychian controversy, Simler emphasizes the monophysites’ willingness to resort to
      violence and fraud, where necessary, to achieve their ends. Having persuaded the emperor, Theodosius II, to
      convene a second council at Ephesus to settle the dispute, Dioscorus conspired with the imperial chamberlain
      Chrysaphius to block prominent eastern bishops such as Theodoret and Ibas of Edessa from attending. At the
      council itself, Dioscorus muzzled the representatives of Pope Leo, who withdrew in protest, and prevented proper
      investigation of Eutyches’ views. Supported by imperial troops and vast numbers of monks, he was able to
      intimidate dissenting bishops into signing a blank piece of paper, on which the ‘decisions’ of the synod were
      subsequently inscribed. Most shockingly of all, he participated in a personal assault on Flavian that resulted in
      the patriarch’s death three days after the council.108 Although
      there are obvious similarities between the behaviour of Dioscorus at Ephesus II and that of Cyril at the First
      Council of Ephesus – both were prepared to make strategic use of the mob to secure the compliance of their fellow
      bishops – no such comparison is admissible within the theological framework of the Narratio. In spite of
      its partiality and the initial refusal of the Antiochenes to recognize its decisions, Simler affirms the
      traditional view of Ephesus I as an authentic ecumenical council; Ephesus II, by contrast, is
      characterized as a pseudo-council, presided over by an ‘anti-Cyril’ in the person of Dioscorus.
    


    
      The monophysite ascendancy was brought to an end at Chalcedon, which provides Simler with an opposing, positive
      model of conciliar decision-making. In the Narratio the council’s proceedings are presented as
      harmonious and well ordered – a far cry from the chaos of Ephesus II. While not excluding all references to
      conflict (which abounded in the council’s acta), generally Simler uses his account of events at
      Chalcedon to reinforce the notion of the consensus patrum; of particular interest in this connection is
      his recording of an incident during the second session, when Archdeacon Aetius of Constantinople and Theodoret
      intervened to demonstrate the orthodoxy of controverted formulations in Leo’s Tome by adducing
      equivalent passages from Cyril.109 Whereas Ephesus II offers a
      warning against the dangers of fanaticism and unbridled clerical power, Chalcedon illustrates for Simler how a
      Christian commonwealth should function under the guidance of a godly magistrate, in this case the Emperor Marcian
      (450–57). Like Bullinger,110 Simler gives Marcian much of the
      credit for the council’s successful outcome, noting his personal endorsement of the Chalcedonian definition and
      subsequent promulgation of an edict giving legal force to its decisions.111
    


    
      Simler’s verdict on other emperors of the period is less positive. Although Theodosius II is described as a
      ‘lover of religion’, he was also ‘superstitious’, lacking in judgment and, as a result, easily swayed by his
      officials.112 Later rulers are judged on their religious policy,
      which fluctuated between defence of Chalcedon, under Leo (457–74), attempts at reconciliation with the
      monophysites, under Zeno (474–5/476–91), and open Eutychianism, under the usurper Basiliscus (475–6) and,
      eventually, Anastasius (491–518).113 Although he discerns an
      element of logomachia in the dispute between supporters and opponents of Chalcedon, Simler is insistent
      that some members of the anti-Chalcedonian party objected to the doctrine of two natures ‘not
      in words but in substance’.114 For this reason, he does not share
      the enthusiasm of his colleague Bibliander for Zeno’s Henotikon, which sought to reunite the eastern
      patriarchates by sidelining Chalcedon in favour of the Nicene Creed.115 Far from resolving matters, Simler argues, the vague language of the Henotikon
      played into the hands of the monophysites, who interpreted it as supportive of their position.116 The restoration of communion between Constantinople and the
      monophysite-dominated see of Alexandria also had the effect of provoking a new split (the Acacian schism) between
      East and West, for the papacy refused to countenance any concessions to Eutychianism.117 Even in the East, the achievement of unity was shortlived, with the Henotikon
      failing to satisfy the demands of more extreme monophysites such as Severus (c. 465–c. 538) for an explicit
      repudiation of Chalcedon.118 For Simler, the fate of Zeno’s
      religious policy offers a general lesson with contemporary resonance: ‘ambiguous doctrinal formulas’ are a recipe
      not for unity but for ‘bigger conflicts’ in the future.119 When
      making this observation, it is likely that he had in mind the situation of the Rhaetian magistrates to whom his
      work is dedicated, who found themselves under similar pressure to accommodate religious dissidents.
    


    
      The most important sixth-century monarch, Justinian, is depicted by some reformed writers as a hero of orthodoxy,
      the Christian emperor par excellence.120 Simler follows this line
      in part, for instance by highlighting Justinian’s support for the condemnation of the Syrian monophysites
      Severus, Peter of Apamea and Zooras in 536.121 On the other hand,
      he finds himself unable to overlook entirely aspects of Justinian’s rule that conflicted with this orthodox
      image, notably the monophysite sympathies of his wife Theodora and Justinian’s own support for the
      aphthartodocetite heresy (which proclaimed the incorruptibility of Christ’s human nature)
      towards the end of his reign. Unlike Bibliander, who glosses over this episode,122 Simler follows the Greek church historians in chronicling Justinian’s attempts to impose
      aphthartodocetism on the Empire, including his persecution of the orthodox patriarchs Eutychius of Constantinople
      and Anastasius of Antioch.123 Even the central religious event of
      Justinian’s reign – the Fifth Ecumenical Council – poses some difficulties for the Zuricher. As has already been
      noted, Simler was uneasy about Constantinople II’s anathematization of the Three Chapters, which was difficult to
      square with his belief in the compatibility of the Antiochene and Cyrilline traditions. While accepting the
      council’s conclusions, as set out in its 14 articles of faith, he devotes remarkably little space to its
      deliberations on the Three Chapters, focusing instead on its pronouncements against Origenism. The sense that
      Simler’s endorsement of Constantinople II is lukewarm, at best, is reinforced by his account of the background to
      its convocation, which is taken almost verbatim from the hostile Liberatus.124 Like the Nestorian controversy, the sixth century confronts Simler with evidence of
      competing theological currents within orthodoxy – Justinian’s neo-Chalcedonianism and the more
      pronounced dyophysitism of western writers such as Liberatus – that sits awkwardly with the notion of a
      consensus patrum. He seems much more comfortable when dealing with the later monothelete controversy,
      which could be presented as a conflict between clearly defined doctrinal camps, culminating in a decisive victory
      for the ‘orthodox’ side at Constantinople III.125
    


    
      Recent studies of Christology in the period after Chalcedon tend to downplay the differences between mainstream
      monophysites and their Chalcedonian opponents. It has been pointed out that the influential monophysite bishop of
      Alexandria, Timothy Aelurus, affirmed the doctrine of the double consubstantiality of Christ and wrote against
      Eutyches;126 even Severus, who rejected both Chalcedon and the
      Henotikon, was prepared to speak of two natures in respect of Christ, if only ‘ἐν
      θεωρίᾳ’127 Both monophysites and non-Antiochene
      Chalcedonians took their inspiration from Cyril, disagreeing only on the extent to which his language could be
      reconciled with Chalcedon. In the Narratio, however, the differences between the two
      sides are presented in much starker terms. Lacking direct access to the works of monophysite theologians, Simler
      bases his assessment of their doctrines entirely on Chalcedonian sources, which focus on the more ‘extreme’
      aspects of monophysite teaching, associated with Eutyches himself and disavowed by many later anti-Chalcedonians,
      such as denial of the double consubstantiality of Christ and support for the doctrine of Christ’s ‘heavenly
      flesh’.128 This emphasis suits Simler’s polemical purpose, as it
      appears to substantiate his claims of a link between monophysitism and Reformation-era ‘heretics’ who professed
      similar doctrines.
    


    
      The monophysite movement is presented as not merely theologically deviant, but seditious and anarchic in
      character. Simler implicates Timothy Aelurus in two major crimes of violence, the burning alive of local
      magistrates and imperial troops by an anti-Chalcedonian mob in Alexandria, and the murder in 457 of the city’s
      orthodox patriarch, Proterius.129 Such disturbances were not
      confined to Egypt. In Antioch, Bishop Stephen was killed by supporters of his monophysite rival Peter the
      Fuller,130 while in Jerusalem monks opposed to Chalcedon
      installed as patriarch the Eutychian Theodosius, who unleashed a savage persecution of the orthodox.131 The failure of repeated imperial attempts to broker an agreement with
      the monophysites is blamed on the untrustworthiness of the movement’s leaders. Peter Mongus, who succeeded
      Timothy Aelurus as bishop of Alexandria, is described as a ‘slippery and inconstant man, blowing hot and cold
      from the same mouth’.132 In letters to Acacius of Constantinople
      and Pope Simplicius, he protested his loyalty to Chalcedon, but at home he condemned the council and Leo’s
      Tome, anathematizing all who refused to receive the writings of Dioscorus and Timothy.133 In the same way, Severus promised the Emperor Anastasius that he would
      not denounce Chalcedon if appointed bishop of Antioch, but went back on his word as soon as he was in
      post.134 The duplicity of the monophysites is highlighted again
      in Simler’s account of the origins of monotheletism; here a key role is assigned to the Jacobite patriarch, who
      is said to have feigned acceptance of Chalcedon in order to lead the orthodox church astray.135
    


    
      Another key feature of monophysitism, as portrayed in the Narratio, is its labile
      and polymorphous nature, which places it in direct opposition to the unchanging, univocal teaching of the
      Fathers. Simler terms Eutychianism a ‘Lernaean hydra’, producing new heads whenever one was cut off.136 The heresy is shown to have evolved over time: whereas Eutyches taught
      that the Word was literally converted into flesh at the incarnation, his later followers embraced a form of
      docetism, to counter the perception that they preached a passible God.137 United only by their belief in the single nature of the Word made flesh, the monophysites
      quickly began to fall out among themselves, splitting into numerous competing sects. Based on information from
      Nicephorus and, to a lesser extent, John Damascene, Simler identifies eight distinct monophysite factions: the
      Eutychians proper; the Acephali; the theopaschites (followers of Peter the Fuller); the Agnoetae; the
      Aphthartodocitae; the Tritheitae, who were themselves divided into two groups; the Theodosiani; and the
      monotheletes.138 This heresiological scheme is designed to
      illustrate a more fundamental point, applicable not just to the history of the early church but to theological
      disputes generally. Elsewhere Simler ascribes to heresy an in-built propensity to change, degenerate and spawn
      new errors,139 a thesis for which he finds ample support in the
      history of monophysitism after Chalcedon. Peter the Fuller may be best known for his addition of the phrase ‘who
      was crucified for us’ to the Trisagion, but he also introduced the practice of invoking the Virgin in prayer; in
      this manner, the Eutychian controversy fostered the emergence of ‘new forms of worship and prayers to the
      dead’.140 In the late sixth century, disputes between the various
      monophysite groupings spilled over into disagreements concerning the Trinity, with one group (the Theodosiani)
      being accused of Sabellianism or teaching a quaternity, while others, led by the grammarian
      John Philoponus, espoused forms of tritheism.141
    


    
      By the time of the Sixth Ecumenical Council, a large portion of Byzantine territory had been ceded to Islam,
      whose rise Simler considers the most important long-term consequence of the Eutychian controversy. Unlike the
      authors of the Magdeburg Centuries, who classify Islam as a ‘religio externa’, cobbled together from
      elements of paganism, Judaism and Christianity,142 Simler follows
      John Damascene and subsequent medieval tradition in viewing ‘the Mohammedan impiety’ as the last and most
      pernicious of the heresies of Christian antiquity.143 In the
      Narratio, the whirlwind Islamic conquest of Syria and Egypt is blamed on the presence within those
      provinces of significant numbers of Nestorians and monophysites, who accepted Muslim rule more easily because of
      the resemblance between their own errors and the ‘madness’ of the Qur’an.144 To substantiate the link that he posits between earlier heresies and Islam, Simler
      recounts the well-known legend of Sergius, which identified a fugitive Nestorian monk as the source for
      Mohammed’s errors.145 He explains Mohammed’s purely humanitarian
      Christology by adding a subtle twist to the traditional story: although Nestorius himself
      affirmed the divinity and personality of the Logos, later Nestorians such as Sergius may have radicalized the
      sect’s teachings – ‘as is usually the case’ with heretics – so that they conformed more closely to the doctrines
      of Paul of Samosata. Simler finds support for this claim in the writings of Maxentius, who, long before the time
      of Mohammed, encountered Nestorians who attributed to Christ a preeminence based solely on his virgin birth and
      possession of grace in full measure.146
    


    
      Simler’s discussion of the origins of Islam in the Narratio was motivated, in part, by apologetic
      concerns. In spring 1570, several leading reformed churchmen in the Palatinate had been exposed as
      antitrinitarians; two, Johannes Sylvan and Adam Neuser, had even been caught attempting to make contact with the
      Ottoman sultan.147 The episode was acutely embarrassing for the
      Zurichers, as Sylvan was associated with the antidisciplinarian, ‘Zwinglian’, party in Heidelberg;
      unsurprisingly, it was seized on by their theological opponents as evidence of an islamizing dimension to
      reformed teaching. In the Scripta veterum, Simler seeks not only to limit the fallout from the affair,
      but to turn it to the advantage of his orthodox reformed allies in Graubünden. In his main preface to the work,
      he condemns ‘the deceptions of the new Samosatenians, and their secret conspiracies with the Turks’, while
      elsewhere he cites the activities of the Heidelberg antitrinitarians to illustrate the dangers of allowing
      Christological heresy to flourish within a state.148 This point
      is developed in the Narratio, where he attributes Islam’s triumphant progress to the failure of the
      Byzantine authorities to eradicate monophysitism and its associated heresies, which left the eastern Empire
      divided and vulnerable to Saracen incursions.149 Simler feared a
      repetition of these events in his own day, given the spread of antitrinitarianism in Eastern Europe and the
      theological affinities that he perceived between its ‘Samosatenian’ variant, in particular,
      and Islam.150 In the Scripta veterum, the parallel is
      extended to critics of the Rhaetian anti-heresy edict, who, Simler claims, would leave the church with only ‘a
      certain general knowledge of Christ, shared with Mohammedanism’. Just as Mohammed extended freedom of worship to
      all monotheists, so the ‘Academici’ promise salvation to all Christians who acknowledge Christ as the Son of God
      and judge of the world, ‘regardless of what they think about the remaining doctrines of the faith’.151 By associating the dissidents in the Bündner reformed church with
      Christendom’s most implacable foe, Simler places them in opposition to legitimate magisterial authority and
      highlights the subversive consequences of the ‘liberty’ that they advocate. In the process, he is able to
      distance himself and his colleagues from the recent scandal in the Palatinate and to re-emphasize the
      compatibility of reformed Protestantism with established political and social structures.
    


    Old Wine in New Wineskins? The Scripta veterum as Polemic


    
      Simler’s comparison of the Rhaetian ‘Academici’ to Mohammed is a good example of the dual perspective that
      informs his work. Like other early modern controversialists, Simler sees the disputes generated by the
      Reformation not as unique products of the age, but as the latest episodes in an on-going struggle between truth
      and error, Christ and Satan, for ascendancy within the church. In this context, the history of ancient
      Christianity becomes a crucial resource, providing Simler and his contemporaries with a ready-made heresiological
      vocabulary and interpretative framework that can be applied to the errant teaching of their own day. This
      approach has the advantage of both delegitimizing opponents, by attaching them to sects and individuals condemned
      by the early church, and vindicating the position of the writer, who is automatically cast in the role of
      defender of the orthodox faith. Nor is it merely a rhetorical strategy, but rather the expression of a view of
      Christian history as ‘a static entity with substantially the same events being re-enacted by different
      characters’.152 Thus Beza, in the preface to his work
      Valentini Gentilis teterrimi haeretici … brevis explicatio, characterizes contemporary radicals as, in
      effect, reincarnations of earlier heretics.153 The point is
      reiterated in his edition of patristic works on the Trinity, which he commends to the churches ‘not just on
      account of their sound doctrine and erudition, but especially because of the antiquity and
      dignity of their authors, so that all may see that nothing propounded by these damned souls [sixteenth-century
      antitrinitarians] has not been refuted and condemned a thousand times by the whole pure and ancient
      church’.154
    


    
      For Simler, too, the ancient Christological controversies are important primarily for the light that they shed on
      contemporary disputes. Detailed consideration of these parallels is reserved for chapters 7 and 17 of the
      Narratio, but the interconnectedness of ancient and contemporary doctrinal disputes is highlighted even
      in the more strictly historical sections of the work. Simler’s use of the Henotikon episode as a warning
      against theological obfuscation, including in his own day, has been mentioned. In the same way, he detects a
      structural similarity between Nestorianism, Arianism and Eutychianism – all of which originated as responses to
      earlier heresies – and the more recent errors of ‘the Anabaptists, Servetians and new Samosatenians, who have
      changed many things, causing great offence to many, with no little harm to the church, solely on the basis that
      everything that is taught under the papacy is to be shunned and rejected’.155 Because of his involvement in contemporary Christological debates, Simler tends to view
      the disputes chronicled in the Scripta veterum through the prism of sixteenth-century theological
      concerns. Although the main point at issue in the Zurich church’s exchange with the Württembergers – the location
      of Christ’s glorified body – played a peripheral role in the Eutychian controversy, Simler portrays the questions
      at stake in the two disputes as substantially the same. In particular, he insists that Eutyches was condemned not
      merely for confusing the two natures of Christ on an ‘essential’ level but for eroding the distinction between
      the properties associated with those natures – precisely the error that the Zurichers attributed to
      Brenz.156
    


    
      In the Scripta veterum, Simler confronts opponents from across the confessional
      spectrum. Some targets were familiar from his earlier polemical writings. Although the arguments of the Eastern
      European antitrinitarians are not addressed in detail in the work, at several points he suggests Nestorianism as
      a source for contemporary ‘Samosatenian’ views. For example, the Samosatenians follow Nestorius in asserting that
      Christ, like Moses, is designated God in Scripture solely in respect of his office, while their insistence that
      they alone possess the true knowledge of God is foreshadowed in Nestorius’ criticism of his flock for their
      ignorance of apostolic doctrine.157 Simler detects even stronger
      echoes of Nestorianism in the Christology of Francesco Stancaro; indeed, from his emphasis on the soteriological
      implications of Nestorius’ views in the Narratio it would appear that his earlier exchange with Stancaro
      helped shape his understanding of the Nestorian controversy. Significantly, he argues that the principal bone of
      contention in the Stancarist controversy – the involvement of Christ’s divinity in his mediatorial office – was
      also central to the quarrel between Cyril and Nestorius, citing Cyril’s tenth anathema as evidence. According to
      Simler, the question put to Cyril by his critics was identical to that posed by Stancaro: if the Word acts as
      high priest on behalf of humanity, to which God does he minister? Cyril’s response, like that of the reformed,
      was that the Word is designated high priest not because he sacrifices to a greater God, but on account of the
      expiation that he performs to bring believers to faith in himself and the Father.158 Although Stancaro pays lip service to orthodox Christology and claims to repudiate
      Nestorius’ errors, by excluding Christ’s humanity from the office of mediator he, too, violates the unity of the
      saviour’s person.159 The intellectual kinship between Nestorius
      and Stancaro is confirmed by the fact that both see Christ’s work of mediation as comparable to that of
      Moses.160
    


    
      While denouncing Stancaro as a Nestorian, Simler associates other dissenting groups with the opposing heresy of
      Eutyches. The ‘fanatical’ north German Anabaptist Melchior Hoffman (d. 1543) is identified as the first to revive
      Eutychianism in modern times, on the basis of his claim that the divine Word did not ‘assume’ a human nature from
      Mary but was instead literally ‘made flesh’.161 Simler finds
      further proof of the connection between Anabaptism and Eutychianism in reports that some monophysite sects rejected infant baptism, which makes it ‘hardly surprising that their teachings have been
      renewed and defended in our day by the Anabaptists, in particular’.162 However, the Zuricher reserves his harshest criticisms for Kaspar Schwenckfeld, whose
      allegedly Eutychian Christology had been promoted by Georg Frell in Chur. In the Annotationes to
      Vigilius’ Contra Eutychetem, Simler accuses Schwenckfeld and his followers of misusing anti-Arian
      statements by the Fathers to support their own, heretical, denial of the creatureliness of Christ’s flesh, just
      as earlier monophysites had done.163 Schwenckfeld’s labelling of
      the reformed as Nestorians, on the basis that they attribute different properties to Christ’s two natures, is
      another familiar Eutychian refrain; in the early church, the same charge was levelled against the orthodox by the
      monophysites, who – like Schwenckfeld – appealed to Cyril’s fourth anathema.164 Again following the ancient monophysites, Schwenckfeld denies that Christ’s two natures
      may be considered ‘distincte’ and makes Christ’s whole person and both natures subject to the passion. He is able
      to exonerate himself of the charge of monotheletism only by (falsely) limiting the Sixth Ecumenical Council’s
      condemnation of this error to the preaching of a single will in Christ prior to his
      glorification.165
    


    
      In the past, Zurich reformed writers had often made use of church history to challenge the religious claims of
      the papacy, but the dedication of the Scripta veterum to the biconfessional Rhaetian Leagues restricted
      Simler’s ability to attack Catholic doctrine in the work. Tobias Egli, who saw Graubünden’s Catholic magnates as
      key allies in his anti-radical campaign, was keen that Simler should moderate his criticisms even of
      ubiquitarianism, lest Catholic opinion be offended,166 and Simler
      himself emphasizes the common interest of reformed and Catholic Rhaetians in opposing ‘heresy’.167 His stance was influenced by theological as well as political
      considerations. When writing against antitrinitarianism, the Zurich divines had sought to exempt the doctrines of
      the Trinity and the two natures of Christ from the general corruption of apostolic doctrine under the papacy. The
      inclusion of texts by two popes, Leo and Gelasius, in the Scripta veterum was
      consistent with this position, and had the beneficial side-effect of making the work more palatable to Rhaetian
      Catholics. Simler’s friendships with Catholic scholars and his favourable citation of Georg Cassander – a
      reformist Catholic – in the Scripta veterum itself provide further evidence of his relatively irenic
      attitude towards Catholicism. It is striking that Catholics are the only major non-reformed group not to be
      charged directly with either Nestorianism or Eutychianism in the work.
    


    
      Nonetheless, the Scripta veterum contains a significant amount of covert polemic against Catholicism. In
      the longer of his two prefaces, Simler describes Leo and Gelasius as representating ‘the ancient discipline of
      the church, which had not yet been corrupted to such a great extent’, thereby establishing a clear distinction
      between these theologically trustworthy popes and their contemporary successors.168 Specific Catholic doctrinal positions are also targeted in the volume. In the annotations
      to Ad Trasimundum, Simler casts doubt on the authority of the Vulgate, contrasting Fulgentius’ use of
      alternative Latin versions of Scripture with the ‘superstitious’ attachment of ‘some today’ to Jerome’s
      translation,169 while in the Narratio, the condemnation
      of Pope Honorius I (625–38) as a monothelete by the Sixth Ecumenical Council is adduced to show that ‘at that
      time popes were not yet exempt from all judgement and scrutiny by synods’.170 Other passages are suggestive of a link between Catholicism and Christological heresy.
      Catholics and Eutychians are said to resemble one another in their understanding of the Lord’s Supper, with the
      latter comparing the divinization of Christ’s humanity in the incarnation to the transubstantiation of the
      eucharistic elements into his body and blood. The reformed position on the sacrament, by contrast, is aligned
      with the uncorrupted doctrine of the primitive Roman church, as expounded by Pope Gelasius, who opposed any
      suggestion of a hypostatic union between the elements and Christ’s divinity.171
    


    
      Simler also hints at an indirect connection between Catholicism and Nestorianism. Cyril won Rome’s support for
      his campaign against Nestorius in part because the latter was perceived as sympathetic to
      Pelagianism; this association was reinforced by Cassian, whose De incarnatione includes the recantation
      of the former Pelagian Leporius.172 In his annotations on the
      text, Simler endorses Cassian’s position, despite the absence of corroborating testimony from
      Augustine.173 He returns to the issue in the Narratio,
      noting the condemnation at Ephesus of Pelagius and his follower Caelestius, who is said to have voiced support
      for Nestorius.174 Although the Pelagian and Nestorian heresies
      were superficially very different, one relating to Christ’s office, the other to his being, Simler perceives a
      natural affinity between the two: Nestorius’ doctrine of two Christs, God the Word and the divinized man Jesus,
      linked only ‘by partnership and dignity’, fits seamlessly with the Pelagian doctrine of the perfectibility of
      human nature. Given that ‘Pelagianism’ was the heresy most frequently associated with the papacy by reformed
      writers, the anti-Catholic significance of Simler’s comments is unmistakeable. He goes on to make the point that,
      whereas in the East Nestorianism was largely rooted out, in the western church its Pelagian sister heresy gained
      the upper hand to the extent that ‘for several centuries the memory of the benefits of Christ was completely
      extinguished’.175
    


    
      In his prefaces to the Scripta veterum, Simler emphasizes the threat posed by the Samosatenians and
      other radicals, but in the Narratio and Annotationes he expands the focus of his attacks to
      take in the ‘ubiquitarian’ Christology of the Württembergers. Simler drew a clear distinction between the
      Lutherans and those ‘heretics’ against whom his previous polemical works had been directed. He acknowledged that
      the German churches included many pious and orthodox Christians within their ranks and was optimistic that, with
      good will on both sides, the differences between Lutherans and reformed could be overcome or at least mitigated.
      However, this irenical attitude did not extend to Brenz or Andreae, whom Simler blamed for deepening the schism
      between the German and Swiss churches. When, in the Narratio, he warns against the danger of allowing
      theological disputes to become poisoned by personal antipathy, it is likely that he had the Württembergers in
      mind.176 In his later work De vera praesentia, he
      attempts to drive a wedge between the ‘Brentiani’ and ‘lovers of peace’ in Germany by demonstrating the
      conformity of reformed teaching with the doctrines of the ancient church and the Augsburg
      Confession (except with regard to the sacrament).177 This
      strategy is foreshadowed in the Scripta veterum, where he emphasizes the ‘Nestorian’ and ‘Eutychian’
      character of the ubiquitarian position. For Simler, at stake in the ubiquitarian controversy was not simply the
      mode of Christ’s presence in the eucharist – an issue on which it might be possible to agree to differ – but the
      fundamental ‘catholic’ doctrines of God and Christ, which he saw as fatally undermined by Brenz’s insistence on a
      real communication of attributes between the Christ’s two natures. For that reason, he tended to bracket the
      Württembergers not with the Protestant mainstream but with more clearly ‘heretical’ thinkers such as
      Schwenckfeld.
    


    
      Simler’s first task was to rebut the charge of Nestorianism traditionally levelled against the Zurichers by their
      opponents. Once again, he finds clear precedents for this scenario in the history of the early church, which
      furnishes numerous examples of orthodox churchmen who were denounced as Nestorians and persecuted for upholding
      the faith of Chalcedon.178 Simler denies that reformed
      Christology serves to undermine the hypostatic union. Although Christ’s glorified flesh is ‘locally’ present only
      in heaven, his divinity fills creation ‘not as the Word apart from the flesh but as the Word united to the
      flesh’. When the reformed deny that Christ’s body is substantially present in the elements of the Lord’s Supper,
      they ‘do not separate Christ’s divinity from his humanity, but the substance of his human nature from the bread’.
      On the other hand, it is impossible for Christ’s humanity to be omnipresent or infinitely extensible, as the
      ubiquitarians contend, since ‘a body that retains its nature cannot be present except locally and in a corporeal
      manner’.179 At the Colloquy of Maulbronn (1564), Andreae himself
      accepted that Christ’s humanity was restricted to one place during his earthly mission, so how can he now claim
      that reformed teaching entails a sundering of the two natures?180
      Although the location of Christ’s glorified flesh was a marginal issue for the Fathers, Simler is able to
      assemble patristic support for the Zurichers’ stance from Theodoret, Vigilius, Fulgentius and, crucially, Cyril,
      who teaches that Christ is present on earth following the ascension not carnally, but spiritually and through his
      divinity.181
    


    
      Like other Zurich writers, Simler is concerned to demonstrate Zwingli’s orthodoxy, a cause
      that had become bound up with the honour of the Zurich church. In particular, he defends his predecessor’s
      application of the term alloiosis to the hypostatic union, claiming that this is equivalent to what
      Cassian calls synecdoche and John Damascene antidosis.182 Not content with clearing Zwingli of the charge of Nestorianism, he seeks to turn this
      accusation back on the ubiquitarians themselves. Here Simler’s patristic knowledge comes into play, as he is able
      to redirect a key anti-monophysite argument of the Fathers against his own opponents. In their works, Justinian,
      Vigilius and others accuse those who speak of two natures before, though not after, the union of imitating
      Nestorius, on the basis that their position implies the existence of a separate human hypostasis of Christ prior
      to the incarnation. Taking his cue from these writers, Simler highlights Nestorian-sounding passages in Brenz’s
      works in which the latter speaks of the son of Mary as filled with the Son of God or of the Son of God as
      assuming the son of Mary.183 In the same way, Andreae is
      criticized for teaching that the man Jesus is called God ‘not because he is God in himself, but because in taking
      on his flesh [God] gave this man all power in heaven and on earth, and endowed him with all knowledge, and
      communicated to him every gift of the holy spirit’. In Simler’s view, this is to posit two persons in Christ,
      subject, as in Nestorius, to a twofold worship.184 Worse still,
      by asserting the deification of Christ’s humanity through its assumption of divine properties, the ubiquitarians
      give succour to the Samosatenians, who ascribe to Christ a derivative divinity on account of his miraculous
      conception and the power and spiritual gifts bestowed on him by God.185 Andreae’s attempts to make the hypostatic union dependent on the transfusion of divine
      attributes to the man Jesus threaten either to undermine the distinction of persons within the Trinity or to turn
      Christ into ‘a deified man, adorned with divine gifts, which comes close to the impiety of the
      Samosatenians’.186
    


    
      There is an element of polemical point-scoring in Simler’s claim to have detected a Nestorianizing strand in the
      Christology of the ubiquitarians, but he is on surer ground when seeking evidence of
      monophysitism in their works. In the final chapter of the Narratio, the doctrine of ubiquity is
      assimilated to the teachings of the ‘fanatic’ Schwenckfeld and his disciples, already identified as the prime
      representatives of contemporary Eutychianism. Simler is not blind to the differences between the two groups. He
      accepts that, unlike Schwenckfeld, Brenz and Andreae acknowledge the creatureliness of Christ’s flesh, and
      credits them with greater subtlety than the Silesian reformer. For example, they accept that the communicatio
      idiomatum is to be understood ‘personaliter’, rather than ‘essentialiter et naturaliter’, a position
      compatible with Chalcedon. Yet their central argument – that the divine attributes, especially ubiquity, are
      assumed by the man Jesus – can only lead to a ‘Eutychian’ confusion of Christ’s two natures. The Württembergers
      may pay lip service to orthodoxy but, like Schwenckfeld and Eutyches, who made similar claims, they must be
      judged on their writings. Simler highlights statements in which the ‘Brentiani’ appear to assert both the
      passibility of Christ’s divine nature and the incorporation of his humanity into the Godhead, opposing their
      teaching on Christ’s ascension, the location of his glorified body in heaven and his second coming to that of the
      Fathers. Moreover, in attempting to reconcile their peculiar dogmas with formal adherence to Chalcedonian
      orthodoxy, the Württembergers have arrived at a position that is hopelessly incoherent and self-contradictory.
      Thus they concede that Christ’s humanity must be circumscribed ‘in itself’, but seek to rescue the doctrine of
      ubiquity by claiming that the Saviour’s glorified body is made omnipresent in a hitherto unheard-of manner, the
      ‘modum maiestatis’.187 Simler’s trump card is the former Lutheran
      hero Philip Melanchthon, now posthumously appropriated for the reformed cause, ‘who states clearly that this
      physical communication of idioms is nothing other than a confusion of natures’.188
    


    
      In the Scripta veterum, the full range of Simler’s intellectual interests is on display, from theology
      and textual commentary through to history, biography and bibliography. The volume recapitulates themes from his
      earlier controversial writings, targeted primarily against the antitrinitarians, and anticipates his subsequent
      detailed refutation of ubiquitarianism, De vera praesentia, in which he makes considerable use of the
      texts anthologized in the Scripta veterum. The tension between scholarly and polemical concerns that
      manifests itself in the work is symptomatic of the hybrid nature of Simler’s role, as both a humanist-trained
      academic and a public representative of the Zurich church, tasked with defending Zwinglian
      doctrine against its enemies. Throughout his career, Simler’s scholarship was interwoven with polemic against the
      Catholic, Lutheran, antitrinitarian, Schwenckfeldian and Anabaptist alternatives to reformed Protestantism. In
      the Scripta veterum, his aim is at once to demonstrate the unanimity of the Fathers, as witnesses to the
      Christological teaching of the early church, and to establish the reformed as their legitimate successors.
      Evidence of discord within the patristic corpus – between Cyril and the Antiochenes, or between East and West –
      is marginalized or smoothed over, to preserve intact the illusion of a consensus patrum supportive of
      reformed orthodoxy. The volume testifies to the deep attachment of the Zurich reformers to what they regarded as
      authentic Christian tradition (as distinct from the subsequent ‘innovations’ of the papacy) and their rejection
      of the apostolic primitivism favoured by some radicals. Whereas the positions of the Zurich church’s opponents
      are discredited by association with the Nestorian and monophysite heresies, the reformed are placed in a clear
      line of descent from the Fathers, whose efforts in defence of the orthodox faith provide the inspiration for
      Simler’s own anti-heretical campaign.
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    Introduction


    Preface


    
      Recent scholarship on the topic of the Swiss Reformation has rightly broadened its scope beyond the comparatively
      brief career of Huldrych Zwingli. Collegiality, after all, came to characterize the Reformation in Zurich.
      Heinrich Bullinger, Leo Jud, Theodor Bibliander and many other important pastors and scholars consolidated new
      strategies alongside urban magistrates and political leaders in the territorial districts. In the interest of
      providing a survey of ‘models of Christian life’ in Reformation Zurich, it is important to note this deliberate
      effort to reinvigorate the collective identity of Zurich as such.
    


    
      Many of the different, burgeoning confessional churches of sixteenth-century Europe focused new energies at synod
      gatherings intended to reshape clerical mentality and thereby to help reform society at large. A distinctive
      aspect of the Zurich synod, however, lies in the innovative concept of collective episcopacy. The ‘censure’ of
      Zurich synod sessions involved mutual oversight with reference to dynamic teaching duties and lifestyle.
      Even Bullinger, Zwingli’s recognized successor as leader of the Zurich church, did not retain any privileges when
      the time came for mutual submission. Each and every parish pastor was to serve as a ‘bishop’, and this episcopacy
      only existed in the mutuality of a coordinated, collegial ministry.
    


    
      In the pages of Bullinger’s personal notes for the sessions of the Zurich synod, we may observe a definite and
      highly influential model of Christian life. This exemplar was never identified with Bullinger himself or with the
      Bürgermeister or with any other individual leader, and yet Bullinger always pointed
      to him as the standard-bearer of stewardship in Christ’s name. Each and every Zurich pastor would have known him
      intimately, although he remains practically unknown among historians today. His persistent role is germane to any
      discussion of Christian models. He helped to guide life in an urgent era. This exemplary ‘faithful and prudent
      servant’ emerged in the assembly of ministers themselves. He was what they should be in their very togetherness –
      the ideal model for Zurich’s collective episcopacy.1
    


    The Sermones Synodales as Source Material


    
      Collective identity has always been inseparable from church life. Corpus christianum has also always
      undergone vital periods of transformation. Bernd Moeller and many other scholars have observed the enmeshed
      elements of social, theological and ecclesial history in the transformations of late medieval and early modern
      Europe. Sacral community-consciousness of imperial free cities amounted to a tendency to view themselves each as
      a sort of corpus christianum writ small.2 Reformation
      then involved conflict over how best to define the community in a way that could assure its salvation in this
      world and the next.
    


    
      The Zurich territorial church illustrates another variant amidst late medieval and early modern changes regarding
      awareness of salvific community. A Zurich Landeskirche began to take shape as ties to distant
      ecclesiastical courts in Constance and Mainz diminished. During the Reformation, Zurich preserved its traditional
      system of chapters and parishes, but the magistracy consolidated the church exclusively within their own
      political borders.3 Such a transformation relied on reformation
      in religious mentality throughout the Zurich populace. In that, the Zurich synod played a crucial role. Zwingli
      himself had built on synodal traditions when the first ‘reformed’ synod of Zurich assembled in April
      1528,4 but when he fell in battle in late 1531, Zurich’s specific
      reformed characteristics – if not its general evangelical identity – fluttered in a state of volatility. As an
      illustration of this tension, the Zurich council felt compelled to warn their clergy against interfering
      henceforth in political matters.5 Any abiding
      significance of the emerging Zwinglian tradition depended on astute leaders who could strengthen the reformed
      synod, a body conceived to defend the integrity of a theological vision while also guaranteeing a remarkable
      degree of clerical involvement at the sociopolitical level. Heinrich Bullinger and Leo Jud sketched a draft of a
      clerical and synodal constitution that the Zurich council approved in November 1532. It was to remain a
      foundational document of the Zurich church for centuries to come.6
    


    
      As codified in this Prediger- und Synodalordnung, the entire Zurich clergy of city and countryside
      convened along with eight members of the Large Council and the city clerk twice a year on the Tuesdays after
      Mayday (1 May) and after St Gall (16 October). Sessions were held behind the closed doors of the town hall, while
      the chief representative of the clergy (from 1532 to 1575, Bullinger) and the Bürgermeister co-presided.
      Following a prayer of invocation and a roll call of expected attendees, newly elected clergy took their formal
      oaths of allegiance to the Zurich council. The magistrates present offered advice and reproof in their role as
      political guardians of communal salvation. The lengthiest portion of synod sessions then came when each member of
      Zurich’s clergy submitted to mutual, episcopal discipline (censura). The assembled clergy functioned as
      a collective bishop overseeing and, where necessary, correcting all ministers and teachers with respect to
      teaching and lifestyle (doctrina et vita).7 These
      closed-door sessions functioned as an accepted venue for coordinating Zurich’s existence as a Christian society.
    


    
      Bullinger jotted down preparatory synodal speeches, prayers, keywords and diagrams between 1535 and his death in
      1575.8 It is an indication of the relatively
      late flowering of Bullinger scholarship that these manuscripts are only now receiving more than passing
      attention. Related documents such as Bullinger’s officially sanctioned case-by-case arguments before the council
      (the Fürträge)9 and his minutes of the synod sessions
      themselves (the Synodalakten)10 have already received
      thorough attention. Such secondary works, however, have barely had occasion to do more than acknowledge the
      existence of this other source material. Besides my own transcription of the Sermones completed in
      Zurich during the year 2005–06, there exists no edited or otherwise printed version of the text.
    


    
      The Sermones Synodales are catalogued as Manuscript D 220 in the Handschriftenabteilung of the
      Zurich Zentralbibliothek. This bound collection contains Bullinger’s notes on almost all of the 81 semi-annual
      synod sessions from 1535 to his death. To be sure, the eighteenth-century title ‘Sermones Synodales’ is
      misleading. This volume consists not so much of sermons proper as of Bullinger’s personal, often fragmentary
      notes. What we do possess in the Sermones, however, are written thoughts not contained elsewhere. As
      prescribed by the Synodalordnung, Bullinger prepared exhortations in order to introduce and then to
      execute the clerical exercise of censura. He consistently reminded the assembled pastors of their duty
      to interpret Scripture in their capacity as a unified corps of clerical leaders with special reference to their
      contemporary circumstances. Great significance for the historiography of sixteenth-century Zurich derives from
      the way that Bullinger’s Sermones Synodales reveal the reformer ‘reading’ his contemporary context
      through an eschatological lens that focused on the perspective of a collective episcopacy. Through this lens,
      Bullinger hoped that he and all his colleagues would together envision themselves in the form of a ‘faithful and
      prudent servant’ ministering within the Zurich household of faith.
    


    Reclaiming Priesthood


    Early Evangelical Preference for the Term ‘Preacher’


    
      Bullinger devoted considerable energy to the semi-annual synod in a mission that, with less conviction on his
      part, could have easily degenerated into a tedious exercise in repetition. Twice every year, Bullinger prepared
      exhortations that positively shaped Christian Zurich by addressing the matter of ministerial identity in and for
      local society. Understated genius is evident in the ways that Bullinger picked up the threads that were left to
      him to weave together following 1531. The Sermones Synodales show his special aptitude for exploring new
      possibilities for scriptural patterns, often while leaving the reassuring impression of seamless
      continuity.11 He exhorted his colleagues to fulfill their office
      even while he was simultaneously outlining the changing terms of collective episcopacy.
    


    
      Zurichers had grown familiar with Catholic polemics that defended mass priests on the basis of Old Testament
      descriptions of the sacrificial duties of Levitical priesthood. Consonant with much of Peter Blickle’s thesis
      concerning communalization and the ways in which it led certain parishes into anticlericalism, Zurich
      evangelicals typically preferred terms like ‘pastor’ (Pfarrer).12 They had especially embraced the word-oriented ministry of the ‘preacher’
      (praedicant) as the reformed alternative to a sacramental ‘priesthood’ that they perceived as having
      failed them. Early evangelicals were deeply suspicious of ecclesiastical pretension to private dignities, legal
      immunities and the much-touted indelible character. The word ‘priest’ indicated in the minds of many at the time
      precisely the sort of churchly representative whose part in the papal monarchy stood opposed to the office of
      proclamation within a local Christian community. The very constitution of the Zurich synod had relied exclusively
      on the word ‘preacher’, and it had drawn mostly on New Testament passages when making positive assertions for
      clerical office, reserving the term ‘priest’ for the general identity of all believers (that
      is, not just ministers) participating in the life of Christ. Mention of Old Testament verses using the term
      ‘priest’ such as Jeremiah 2 and 23 and Ezekiel 13 served the strictly negative function of condemning priestly
      corruption.13
    


    
      Zurich reformers did not, of course, intend to dissolve specialized ministry altogether into the generalized
      priesthood of the baptized. Much of the earliest Reformation use of Old Testament precedents for evangelical
      ministry had centred on the office of ‘prophet’. Bullinger himself had succinctly repeated this position in a
      celebrated oration at the Grossmünsterstift in January 1532.14 The ‘prophet’ must be able to proclaim the word in an essentially unified office whether
      derived from the Old or the New Testaments.15 Bullinger’s oration
      of January 1532 had concluded with a defense of the recently deceased Zwingli as an exemplary ‘prophet’. Early
      evangelical precedent notwithstanding, Bullinger soon set about subtly yet significantly expanding the field of
      imagery. From the beginning of the Sermones Synodales, he isolated and developed a fragment of Zwinglian
      tradition involving the term ‘bishop’ that possibly braced his hearers for an even more striking new direction in
      constructive imagery.16
    


    Bullinger and the Re-Establishment of Priesthood


    
      Bullinger began in fact to highlight the Old Testament elevation of a more particularized ministerial
      corps.17 Seemingly simple repetitions of Old Testament prophetic
      words include marginalia indicating that the text should apply to the ‘priests’ of Zurich.18 Conceivably, the assembled ministers might have anticipated that Malachi
      in particular would serve to launch yet another, by then typical, denunciation of cultic fastidiousness that
      disregarded proclamation geared toward social righteousness. But such was not the case. Bullinger looked directly
      at his colleagues and announced, ‘And now, O priests, this command is for you!’19 This is a striking convention designed entirely for the closed-door
      sessions of the synod. Even very late in his career, Bullinger’s public writings consistently denounced the use
      of the term ‘priest’ for reformed ministers.20 Predictable
      admonishments had made way for the positive, if guarded, assertion that Zurich’s evangelical preachers/prophets
      were to be ‘priests’! It marks a significant elaboration in the reform agenda beyond the groundwork laid by
      Zwingli. Not only could the Old Testament continue to buttress the notion of a godly civil authority overseeing
      the people of God and of a prophetic ministry of proclamation, but it could also serve as a standard for
      institutional consolidation of a priestly class of civil-religious servants within that political framework.
    


    
      New emphasis on ordained ministers nevertheless maintained organic connection with the Reformation’s beginnings.
      Appreciation for the priesthood of all believers was fertile ground on which the particularized ministry emerged.
      Elaboration and development better characterize the path than any supposed rejection of earlier evangelical
      impulses. Bullinger vehemently opposed any return to a caste of self-referent sacramental guarantors. The Zurich
      ‘priesthood’ must be established for the protection and nurture of their parishioners through oversight of the
      moral attributes of humility, truth, equity and wisdom. Zwingli and other evangelical path-finders had already
      effectively consolidated Zurich opinion against the priesthood of old by insisting on the priesthood of all.
      Bullinger now saw the positive potential of a re-formed priesthood as a special corps of mentality-shapers,
      turning people of every parish from iniquity by word and example in their office as God’s messengers.
    


    
      Bullinger was to cite the prophetic conclusion of the Old Testament canon 12 times throughout
      his Sermones.21 One notices immediately that all synodal
      references to Malachi are drawn exclusively from the second chapter, and often they include verbatim quotation of
      all or part of verses one through nine. This passage begins with God’s direct address to the ‘priests’ and goes
      on to outline their duties with reference to the ideal example of Levi juxtaposed with the offenses of a
      priesthood that has corrupted its covenant responsibility. The appropriateness for Bullinger’s purposes in the
      synod is apparent. In Malachi, the divine command holds ceremonial rites in opprobrium. Levi, by contrast, is not
      presented as a sacramental guarantor, but as a model of upright conduct. The proper priest is commended for
      studying the Word of the Lord and for turning his people away from iniquity by example of life and instruction.
      This is a near perfect parallel with Bullinger’s frequently repeated outlines of ‘episcopal’ criteria for
      doctrina et vita.
    


    
      In some ways even more surprising were Bullinger’s synodal references to Hosea 6: ‘Wicked priests are a snare for
      the ruin of the people’.22 On closer inspection, one notices that
      this slight paraphrase is actually not from Hosea 6, as Bullinger consistently asserts in the Sermones,
      but rather from Hosea 9:8.23 Bullinger has also added the phrase
      ‘wicked priests’ (mali sacerdotes) to clarify the identity of the principal evildoers who persecute the
      prophet at the time of imminent Judgment. This is consistent with the message of Hosea and again serves the
      typical reformed polemic of pitting prophet against priest. The surprise consists in the fact that Bullinger
      nearly always deliberately links his references to Hosea with Malachi. Unwilling to give a simple negative
      condemnation of corruption, Bullinger adds positive alternatives, even for the priestly model.
    


    Reformed Priesthood as a Necessary Pillar of Zurich Civilization


    
      Bullinger takes a surprising cue from what one could call socio-religious history in order to ground his
      hortatory pairings of bad priest/good priest throughout the Sermones. At precisely
      the moment of first linking Hosea and Malachi, Bullinger constructs a remarkable excursus beginning with echoes
      of Acts 20. The apostle Paul, he says, gave a synodal admonition to the Ephesian elders assembled at Miletus
      whereupon he warned them to remain vigilant against destructive wolves to come. So far the point to Bullinger’s
      hearers would have appeared fairly standard/familiar: ‘beware the wolves [read, priests] who will have crept into
      the church fold after the apostolic age’. Bullinger went on, however, to explain that such vigilance over the
      church requires knowledge, learning and teaching in a way that even the pagan societies had
      embodied!24 This seems to be a case of Bullinger the humanist
      coming to the fore, and it is somewhat startling for a man who otherwise shepherded the pastoral office according
      to the direct rule of Scripture. In any event, this invocation of past, pagan civilizations involves significant
      ramifications for Bullinger’s vision for Christian society.
    


    
      The ‘nations’ (gentes) in question plainly saw the systematic need for a priesthood. There were Egyptian
      priests, Babylonian Chaldeans, Persian magi, Indian gymnosophists and Gallic druids. It bears repeating here that
      Bullinger is not speaking negatively. It is not a case of saying something like, ‘look at all these superstitious
      priesthoods and how Roman priesthood is just another version of that same evil’. On the contrary, Bullinger
      suggests that these pagan societies actually provided a social model that surpassed the Roman church in a
      positive way. At least the pagan ‘priests’ preserved diligent study of special knowledge in and for their people.
      Bullinger claims that Roman Catholic priests had long since ceased to fulfill this necessary office in Christian
      communities.
    


    
      Bullinger certainly does not in any way posit that the pagan priesthoods functioned with soteriological efficacy,
      but he does point to the social necessity of priesthood per se. This illustrates an important early modern trend
      of consolidating political groups through their particular religious social structures. Just as a Gallic druid
      would make no sense in the Persian civilization, so also the reformed ‘priesthood’ of Zurich must exercise their
      office among their own people as defined by the state of Zurich. The assembled parish preachers of the Zurich
      synod must function as stewards of the sacred knowledge that should shape the lives of every Zuricher. In a
      critical way, this defines the Zuricher as such. The collective priesthood not only operates within new political
      contexts, but in exercising the office of proclamation in various capacities within the parishes, such a
      priesthood ensures the self-awareness of Zurich as a distinctive Christian society.
    


    
      The evangelical re-formation and reclamation of ‘priesthood’ under Bullinger’s guidance was not, of course, a
      matter of mere political calculation. It was a theological model. We see this in another critical exegetical
      underpinning that becomes apparent in the Sermones Synodales after Bullinger has begun his sermon series
      on Jeremiah.25 At the synod in May 1559, Bullinger quotes
      Jeremiah 23:9–15.26 This passage serves as a concluding
      exhortation following yet another synodal explication of the proper clerical duties of doctrina et vita.
      In the passage one hears Bullinger’s condemnation of priest and prophet alike. It is a significant shift
      to focus excoriation on the prophets – the typical evangelical heroes and models from the Old
      Testament.27 Here Bullinger explicitly transcends the customary
      evangelical contrast between the terms priest and prophet: his marginal notes even single out verse 11, with his
      emphatic reminder that priest and prophet are ‘hypocrites’ when living in sinful ways. They have both failed to
      live in accord with an office that should provide a light of guidance for their people but which has become
      darkness.
    


    
      The pairing, even if negatively, helps to collapse the priest-prophet dichotomy. The prophet thus ceases to
      present a reformed alternative to the priest; rather, both terms can be viewed as positive or negative
      reflections of an essentially unified office. Bullinger continues for the remainder of the Sermones to
      link positively prophetic and priestly attributes. Bullinger’s exegetical foundation has melded Old Testament
      prophet and priest together in his exhortations regarding the ministers’ duty for life and teaching. Failure to
      serve uprightly in the office of prophet/priest would bring destruction upon the entire community. In such a case
      the ‘overseer’ would be guilty of not keeping watch. In his own summary to the passage, Bullinger highlights the
      divine threat of a ‘day of visitation’ (dies visitationis). Again, at the level of early modern social
      structure, we see Bullinger’s conscious zeal to form ministers whose roles make or break the common life of
      Zurichers.
    


    Priesthood and the Urgency of Salvation History


    
      In the 1560s Bullinger further highlighted the shift away from a model of prophet-vs-priest by turning to the
      dignity of Christian ministry in the light of salvation history.28 God himself was the first ‘preacher’ (concionator) – a term that both underscores
      the ministerial emphasis upon proclamation and gets at the root of every subsequent office, from Old Testament
      patriarchs, through ‘priests and prophets’, and ‘Christ and the apostles’. The list concludes with pastors and
      bishops (pastores et episcopi). As even a fairly cursory reading of the Sermones makes clear,
      Bullinger treats ministerial titles such as ‘pastor’ and ‘bishop’ as synonymous. The term ‘bishop’ can, however,
      also imply more specific connotations; the synonymous terms seem in this light to reflect differences of
      perspective. In October 1568, Bullinger linked pastores with the rubric of doctrina and
      episcopi with vita, or the cultic and moral oversight of eldership in the life of the
      community.29 Perhaps we may also perceive a structural parallel
      on either side of the mirror of Christ: priest is to bishop as prophet is to pastor. The fact that Bullinger’s
      exegetical legwork has helped him establish the impression of both priest and prophet as representatives of an
      essentially unified ministry seems to strengthen the hypothesis of the parallel within an office of
      bishop-pastor.
    


    
      A final structural parallel came to the fore also in the synod session of October 1568.30 The exegetical clarifications beginning with Malachi in 1536 and followed
      up with connections to Hosea and Jeremiah in the 1550s and 1560s, as well as the social historical turn of the
      mid- to late 1550s had already demonstrated positive appreciation for the office of priesthood in the structure
      of society in general.31 The people of God as exemplified in Old Testament precedents were locked in a conflict between the few good prophets and
      priests and the onslaught of corrupt ones. Bullinger was raising the stakes to the furthest degree when he said
      that these exemplars of wickedness – whether cultic devotees of Baal in the Old Testament or Pharisees in the New
      – were not simply sporadic agents of error; they were positively ‘priests of Satan’.32
    


    
      Bullinger summed up his synodal exhortations to say that Zurich must act through its religious establishment as
      an instantiation of the only true priesthood, that of Christ. Zurich clergy were to be priests for the priesthood
      of all believers. Bullinger seems to have settled his terminological progression from prophet-vs-priest, through
      the joint prophet-priest, to a final emphasis upon something we may view as most fundamentally a priesthood with
      prophetic qualities. This was not a quasi-Manichean perspective of eternal struggle between forces of good and
      forces of evil, but Bullinger clearly did believe – and fostered the mentality among his peers – that all of
      human history until final Judgment consisted in a colossal cosmic conflict with cultic dimensions. Bullinger
      tirelessly promoted the significance inherent in the social structure of right ministry because the End was near.
    


    The Eschatological Framework


    The Peculiar Significance of the Zurich School of Eschatology


    
      Zurich provided particularly fertile ground for the Reformation’s appropriation of eschatology. Leading Zurichers
      established a nexus among books such as Daniel, Revelation, Malachi and Matthew that gave profile to a
      discernible ‘Zurich school’. Irena Backus has focused scholarly attention upon Zurich’s significance for this
      aspect of exegetical history.33 One could go further. Thoughts of
      the imminent end of human history motivated a great deal of action. There appears to be a
      historical correlation between flourishing eschatology and the character of Zurich as an evangelical state
      distinct in outlook from Luther’s Saxony or Calvin’s Geneva.
    


    
      Luther’s paucity of commentary on Revelation is well known. Insofar as eschatology played a part in his thinking,
      it served the largely negative role of anti-papal antichristology. Melanchthon, for his part, did indeed edit a
      work of world history with eschatological ramifications in 1532, but the treatise served largely astrological
      purposes. Melanchthon and the related, flourishing Lutheran industry of practica (a sort of almanac)
      focused attention upon the dialectic of reading through faith the natural signs of imminent cosmic breakdown.
      This involved a sort of biding of time, rather than any positive, eschatologically motivated reworking of
      political life.34 Only in the build-up to the Schmalkaldic War
      did Lutherans begin to write with more reliance on a composite picture drawn from Daniel 7 and Revelation, but
      even then the political dimension had more to do with temporal conservatism rather than with any vision for a new
      society in the here and now.35
    


    
      If Lutherans came somewhat late to the eschatological discussion, the Genevan Calvinists were even later. Calvin,
      famously, never wrote or preached on Revelation.36 Even when he
      did write a commentary on Daniel in 1561, he steadfastly refused to advance any connection with Revelation or any
      eschatological significance whatsoever in Daniel’s vision of beasts. Calvin did not comment here upon papal
      and/or Islamic Antichrists and end times. He interpreted Daniel’s prophecies as reaching at most to the time of
      Julius Caesar, and thus not bearing on any discussion of signs of the times of world history after Christ’s first
      Advent.37 Not that Calvin spurned political ramifications, but
      these had more to do with humanistic appeals to ancient precedents (which Calvin marshalled in favour of a sort
      of tempered aristocracy) than with prophecies for a transformed Christendom.38
    


    
      Zurich occupied a quite different place on the Protestant map. Zwingli’s Erasmian tendencies
      notwithstanding, Zurich quickly became a known centre of intellectual and pastoral appreciation of the
      eschatological aspects of Scripture. This trend became most pronounced after Zwingli’s death – itself a nearly
      apocalyptic shock to many Swiss evangelicals. Already by 1542, for example, Leo Jud had prepared a paraphrase of
      Revelation. Its publication was widely influential, in part because in some cases Jud’s own paraphrase of
      Revelation was inserted into editions of Erasmus’ Paraphrases, even though the Dutch humanist himself
      had deliberately chosen not to render such a paraphrase.39 Jud
      did not make much of typical identifications of papacy as Antichrist and he avoided millennial speculation.
      Nevertheless, he cultivated the book’s pastoral potential for fostering a society noted for right worship opposed
      to idolatry. For Jud, this also entailed praise of the reformed magistracy of Zurich.
    


    
      The brilliant Zurich scholar Theodore Bibliander lectured on Revelation between 1543 and 1544 and collected his
      thoughts in a 1545 publication entitled Relatio fidelis. Bibliander’s concerns did not stand opposed to
      Jud’s pastoral emphasis on spiritual formation, but he focused principally upon what we may call more ‘academic’
      issues of canonicity, authorship and clarity. Bibliander also, quite significantly, read Revelation as a source
      of insight for categorizing world history. There are certain echoes of Franciscan tradition in terms of an
      explicit perception of Christendom standing in a pivotal, or even final, phase of human history. In a fairly
      striking interpretation, however, Bibliander identified the angel of Revelation 20 not in the tradition of
      Franciscan angel-popes, but as the establishment of a literal millennium by the ministry of Paul the
      apostle.40 The papal Antichrist first arose as a usurper in the
      Carolingian period 666 years after John the Evangelist wrote his Revelation; this Antichrist was unleashed most
      fully following the literal, post-Pauline millennium, in the era of Gregorian papacy and Crusades;41 and the papal Antichrist was rebound somewhat in 1429 by the resolution
      of the Great Schism 666 years after the outbreak of popes in the Carolingian period. Since
      1429, Bibliander concluded, humanity had entered its final, if indeterminate, phase before Judgment.
    


    Bullinger and the Cultivation of Zuricher Eschatology


    
      Bullinger received with much appreciation the contributions of his Zurich colleagues. These spiritual, pastoral,
      political, academic and historical elaborations appealed to him, no doubt, in light of his own longstanding
      proclivities to address Scripture’s end-times imagery.42
      Bullinger thanked Bibliander by name, but he also revealed the special eschatological hallmark that had stamped
      his own thought world from the beginning:
    


    
      I have verely loved this booke [i.e., Revelation] from my youth upward. I have gladly red in it, and bestowed
      much labour, there upon, observing what thinges it had out of the bookes, of the prophets, and how the prophesies
      hereof did agree with the other prophesies of the prophets, and doctrine of the Apostles. I have searched
      finally, after the capacity of my sklender wit, divers stories, which I thought to make for the opening of the
      sence of this prophecie. I have searched also the opinions of other expositours: And have diligently compared
      howse hold matters, which are done now in our tyme, with this narration of John: by all the which things, and
      chiefly being ayded by the helpe of God which I called for, I have gathered such things as I now do communicate
      to the godly readers.43
    


    
      Of the entire ‘Zurich school’, Bullinger was most adept at combining points of interest within a highly
      eschatological framework.44 History itself had reached a time
      when the entire nexus of Scripture, and thus the essential significance of human experience, lay open in a way
      that had never before been the case. Quite unlike Calvin’s belief that Daniel concerned prophecies of events long past, Bullinger viewed Daniel and Revelation as coordinated by Christ’s own
      prophecies in Matthew 24–5. The entire scriptural message came to light within a coherent eschatological
      framework in which Bullinger perceived a positive model for Zurich’s ministry.45
    


    
      Just as early evangelicals had pitted their notions of ministry against the negative alternative of (Romanist)
      priesthood, the eschatological profile of evangelical life often relied in contrast with that most antagonistic
      of models – the Antichrist. For Swiss evangelicals after 1531, however, antichristology had become fraught with
      political difficulty. The Zurich council was concerned that any publication unambiguously linking Antichrist and
      the papacy could be construed as a breach of the terms of the binding Peace of Kappel. Bullinger’s Hundred
      Sermons of 1557, for example, were shunted to Basel and printed in Latin.46 Bullinger was capable of political shrewdness in his treatises. The more direct forum of
      the synod, however, reveals an eschatological model of Christian life that was not restricted to canny
      theological publications. The Sermones Synodales are particularly helpful in demonstrating the way that
      an eschatological framework persistently influenced Bullinger’s agenda for reforming Zurich as a Christian
      society. Romanist priesthood challenged Bullinger to reclaim a model of reformed priesthood, just as a Romanist
      Antichrist (as priest to Satan) elicited development of the model of the ‘faithful and prudent servant’ (as
      priest to God in Christ).
    


    
      Aurelio A. Garcia Archilla has clearly presented Bullinger’s operative parallel between the period of degeneracy
      of religion just before Christ’s first Advent and the period of human history that would directly precede the second Advent.47 The New Testament itself was
      seen in this light as a sort of quasi- or proto-eschaton, a crystallization of truth following the momentous
      intercanonical pause between Malachi and Matthew. Bullinger’s critical reliance on those two books in his
      Sermones Synodales confirms such an observation. Bullinger found insight for the mission of shaping
      Zurich as a covenant community in the historical parallel of anticipatory interlude (that is, following the
      Pauline millennium and now at the verge of the definitive eschaton in which the church was to be fully
      realized).48 A second, related observation by Garcia Archilla
      also concerns the canonical in-between-time, specifically Daniel’s prediction of restoration. Bullinger held this
      prophecy to have been partially fulfilled when the Maccabees restored proper religious community despite the
      persecutions by Antiochus. Bullinger insisted that Daniel was to be finally vindicated in the period before
      Christ’s second Advent in the work of reforming society despite papal persecutions of the worshiping
      community.49
    


    Covenanted Priesthood and Praxis Pietatis


    
      One could well anticipate a significant role to be played by covenantal thinking in Bullinger’s synodal
      exhortations. The Sermones Synodales are, after all, his direct, unpublished and therefore uncensored
      reflections on topics typically associated with Christian life in the church-state complex. It is therefore all
      the more striking how relatively seldom Bullinger makes explicit covenant utterances throughout the
      Sermones. The term foedus appears only 11 times.50 Of those 11, seven are quotations of or references to Malachi 2:1–9 (the covenant with
      Levi).51 In the Sermones, Bullinger uses this term ‘covenant’ almost exclusively in the context of the higher standards for Zurich’s
      ‘priestly’ class. This is also surprising in light of the typical historiographical assumption that Bullinger’s
      covenant framework places pastors in functional parallel to the prophetic office of the Old Testament.
      Foedus throughout the Sermones helps delineate the ministers’ urgent and largely ‘priestly’
      duty to contribute to the consolidation of a particularized people.52
    


    
      Covenant is one aspect of the broader eschatological framework apparent throughout Bullinger’s synodal
      preparations. It is precisely in his conviction that world history had entered the final phase of end times that
      Bullinger found his most urgent hortatory impulse. One could perhaps enter here again into the scholarly dispute
      concerning Bullinger’s putative ‘central axis’. Mark Burrows has made an important contribution in highlighting
      the reformer’s link between soteriology and ethics. Burrows argues that Bullinger does not separate justification
      from sanctification; the former is a status while the latter is an experiential process. Bullinger’s reforming
      career revolves around praxis pietatis in terms of participation in Christ.53 Burrows thus helps to clarify the celebrated ethical focus of the Zurich
      Reformation.54 I would further suggest that soteriological ethics
      is not so much a systematic elaboration around the doctrine of sanctification as it is an expression of an
      eschatological model.
    


    
      The Sermones emphatically refute any assumption that visions of an imminent consummation of human
      history on the one hand and ethics in the here and now on the other hand were somehow mutually exclusive. An
      imminent End did not moot the mission of reforming Christian Zurich any more than justification mooted
      sanctification. On the contrary, it energized that mission. Bullinger’s treatment of the
      covenant with Levi in Malachi bears more than a hint of the language of those who are said to have been made
      ‘priests’ to govern in Christ’s authority in Revelation 1, 5, and especially 20. Bullinger did not, to be sure,
      make explicit references to Revelation in the Sermones Synodales. But scriptural images anchored to
      Malachi 2 suggested the eschatological nexus: abomination among God’s people, a heightened emphasis on renewed
      covenant mediated through priests for a priesthood of all believers and an understanding that the day of the Lord
      is at hand. Bullinger’s praxis pietatis was an eschatological mentality that directed the energies of a
      covenanted priesthood to reform Zurich as a Christian society.
    


    Ministry of Proclamation: the ‘Faithful and Prudent Servant’ as Model


    
      Evangelical proclamation was paced by the ticking of a cosmic clock. Bullinger used the very term tempus
      (time) and the related adverb tempestive 72 times in his Sermones Synodales, and at least once
      in nearly every entry from 1538 to 1574. The word functions consistently as a terminus technicus,
      indicating not just any times but always, specifically the biblical end times. Bullinger’s exhortations rely on a
      variety of scriptural passages oriented toward helping his fellow pastors interpret the ‘signs of the
      times’.55 He followed Matthew’s signpost to Daniel; the times at
      hand were especially evil because of the fulfilment of biblical prophecies of the Antichrist having culminated in
      the institution of papal monarchy.56 Wars, famines and other
      supposed prophecy fulfilments (generally revolving around a presumptuous and persecuting papacy and its
      extensions via the Council of Trent) all confirmed his conviction that he was living in the last days. The sense
      of eschatological persecution was only compounded by the Schmalkaldic War and the rolling back of reforms in many
      Southern German cities that had traditional ties to Zurich. It is hardly surprising that Bullinger preached on
      Daniel, Matthew and Revelation in the times unfolding from the mid-1540s into the mid-1550s.57
    


    
      The times called forth (excitant) vigilant action rather than any sort of
      other-worldly fixation that would neglect the nitty-gritty of institutional life together.58 Accommodating an evangelical proclamation entailed dynamic response.
      Building around words such as accommodare, Bullinger consistently underscored his conviction that
      proclamation of Christ must be fitted to the particular circumstances of contemporary Zurich. Given his
      eschatologically freighted term tempus, this exhortation was no mere rhetorical strategy, but a
      reckoning with the momentous stage of salvation history.59 The
      Zurich clergy were to ‘recall the times and therefore their duty as ministers. Such times [had] been predicted by
      the apostles and prophets, and there [was] no remedy except the Word. Action [was] to be
      prudent’.60 Zurich ministers could – must! – look around
      and see the predicted times and be all the more motivated to apply the Word to their society.61
    


    
      Even though the days are evil, wrote Bullinger in probable reference to Ephesians 5:16, nevertheless God’s
      ministers must work to redeem the time.62 The final overthrow of
      Antichrist’s reign will not occur until Christ’s return. Meanwhile, the proclamation of Christ already
      participates in such a victory.63 Bruce Gordon has rightly
      highlighted the ‘realized eschatology’ at work in Bullinger’s theology.64 Watchfulness was indeed a duty of every faithful Zuricher. Far from passive waiting, this
      watchfulness involved their Lord’s in-breaking into a transformed lifestyle. Gordon’s analysis must be
      complemented by recognition of the social dimension. Etymologically and exegetically, Bullinger characterized
      ‘watchfulness’ as a particular obligation of reformed ‘episcopacy’, and all that culminated in a reclaimed notion
      of priesthood. Bullinger knew full well that a disciplined corps of ministers was necessary to lead the
      consolidation of a new mentality regarding the nature of life together in a transformed corpus
      christianum. ‘Realized’ eschatology of the individual and of the society at large was all a foretaste
      deriving its flavour from the wafts of eschaton. Zurich itself was to be a proleptic instantiation of the
      universal reign of God, even as all of Christendom awaited the Second Coming.
    


    
      A crucial, operative dialectic emerges between evil signs of times on one hand and transformative reformational
      agenda on the other. Bullinger maintained the following perspective: as evils increase, there is more need to
      reform. As reform begins, evil steps up its assault, and thus conscientious coordination among institutions of
      Christian society is all the more important to safeguard that reform. Bullinger placed foundational emphasis upon
      the notion that the ‘archenemy of our salvation’ seeks to overwhelm ‘true worship’ by instigating social disorder
      not only ‘in our times’ but also whenever and wherever the world begins to repent, improve and seek God’s will.
      Ministers of the Christian parishes were urged to cooperate with civil authorities via the synod in order to
      increase Christian virtues. This could involve, for example, reinforcing parish structures to the exclusion of
      irregular field churches or chapels. Social disorder was a particular sign of times linked to the Evil One and as
      such indicated the need for upbuilding the full panoply of Christian society.65 In an era well-noted for threats of peasant rebellions and discords that could render a
      population vulnerable to all sorts of economic and/or military catastrophe, organizing the reformational struggle
      against fateful Satanic unordnungen (disarray) and uffruoren (tumults) concerned political
      elites as much as it did the clergy. Historians have long noted that every leader across early modern Europe
      evinced particular fear of mobs and disorder. Bullinger channelled that fear into an eschatological category that
      simultaneously fostered positive civic ramifications.
    


    
      Matthew 24 supplied Bullinger with the basis for his favourite model of Christian life in the context of the
      Zurich synod.66 This chapter features Jesus’ apocalyptic prophesy
      with explicit reference to Daniel, followed by a series of parabolic vignettes illustrating the sudden
      in-breaking of the End. Over and over again Bullinger recalled before his fellow clergy the fidelis servus et
      prudens whom the Lord has placed in oversight over His household so that such a minister may provide
      nourishment in tempore (in due time). It is this servant whom the Lord deems faithfully diligent in such
      provision when He quickly returns. Bullinger everywhere sees this text as confirmation for the particular,
      clerical role in social upbuilding. The cibum or alimentum that a pastor is to provide is
      nothing short of Christ himself, the bread of life.67 The
      ‘episcopal’ duties for doctrina et vita match perfectly with the two adjectives of the good servant of
      the end times.68 Doctrina involves ‘faithfulness’ far
      beyond mere propositional content, and vita reflects the ‘prudence’ of a lifestyle of vigilant
      administration in God’s household.
    


    Concluding Illustration: ‘Drunkenness’ vs the New Model for Zurich Reformation


    
      At the synod session of October 1540, Bullinger urged the chapter deans (praesides provinciarum) to
      stave off a worrying trend toward moral laxity. They were themselves in turn to urge on the
      parish ministers (episcopos). Like all synodal initiatives, this was not a self-referential act of
      clergy, but it was designed to provide great benefit (magnum fructum) to the laity through the
      leadership of a reformed ministry.69 In conjunction with the
      chapter deans, Bullinger formulated a special opinion-piece to present to the magistracy. ‘Drunkenness’ had
      become a taproot of iniquities such as fighting, blaspheming, evil speech, impurity, shameless breach of peace
      and miserable killing. People in leadership must ‘watch out’ (bewachten)!70 Magistrates knew as well as ministers that, if unchecked, the problem of drunkenness would
      incite dreadful divine punishment – and all the more so since Zurichers had already begun to hear the gospel
      proclaimed yet without appropriate improvement.71
    


    
      Since the synod featured the purpose of moral oversight, it would be easy to read in the synod records a fairly
      prosaic process of attempting to replace tavern-going with study and holy living among the Zurich ministers.
      Anyone familiar with the Acta Synodi is struck by the repetitiveness and naïveté of the following
      scenario: a minister stands accused of drunkenness and is told henceforth to avoid such evils by filling his time
      instead with books. Given the relative novelty of cracking down on (ab-) use of alcohol – even in ritually driven
      occasions – one may not be wrong to read some overtones of discontent on the part of the assembled ministers
      between the lines of Bullinger’s repeated elaborations concerning proper clerical sobriety. Bullinger remarked
      that the Apostle Paul did indeed encourage ministerial hospitality, but, the Zurich reformer dryly added, this
      does not legitimate the excessive ‘hospitality’ of those who settle into cozy taverns. ‘Quidam nimis hospitales.
      Kummend nit uß dem wirtzhuß’.72 Modern scholars have generally
      read such statements through the perspective of a dramatic reformation of society’s moral mentality. Through
      highlighting the significant ramifications for social transformation, they have mitigated the apparent prosaic
      quality. The Sermones Synodales provide much material for such analysis. Bullinger
      frequently combated abuse of alcohol with reference to transforming the traditional mentality of holy revelry
      surrounding feast days and special liturgical events such as baptisms, weddings and church consecrations.
    


    
      If, however, we look closer at the theme of drunkenness in the Sermones Synodales, we also find a
      persistent, systematic illustration of Bullinger’s thoroughly eschatological framework.73 This source material is useful far beyond the censorial protocols of the
      Acta Synodi. The Sermones testify to Bullinger’s personal perspective as he prepared
      exhortations meant to transform his colleagues. In the light of impending Judgment, we see that Bullinger’s model
      for the ‘good servant’ of Matthew 24:45–51 always had its foil in the ‘bad servant’, just as his reclaimed notion
      of priesthood stood out in opposition to what he took to be the patent corruption of Romanist priesthood. The
      fidelis servus et prudens provided the positive ideal for clerical stewardship, while the servus
      malus ‘drank with the drunkards’.
    


    
      From the outset of the Sermones Synodales, Bullinger tells his colleagues that the ministerial lifestyle
      is to be sana non ebria (holy, not drunk).74 Inculcating
      holiness involves specific contrast to a full gamut of spiritual associations with drunkenness. As one may
      imagine, Bullinger offers no shortage of explicit scriptural references to condemnation of abuse of alcohol – be
      they in terms of proper ‘priesthood’ (here relying largely on Leviticus 10), or in the related context of
      discussing Paul’s ‘episcopal’ hallmarks (especially in 1Timothy 3). Daniel, who always provides Bullinger with
      the example of the Old Testament’s eschatological prophet par excellence, is very pointedly said to have
      abstained from alcohol.75 Bullinger is not focusing on moral
      reform for its own sake, or even strictly for the sake of improving society in a general sense. He sees a
      condition of corrupt humanity on the cusp of Judgment. Drunkenness abounds precisely when love has grown cold,
      just as Christ said it would in the Last Days.76 Or again, ‘the
      ground itself is corrupt and drunk just as in the times of Noah and Lot’.77 Or with reference to Jeremiah 23, Bullinger argued that it is drunkenness that marks a
      time when prophet and priest alike are corrupt, and when society has become like Sodom and
      Gomorrah facing Judgment (Dies visitationis).78
    


    
      The synodal montage of eschatological images of drunkenness comes back again and again to the parable of servants
      from Matthew 24. The servus malus, Bullinger reiterates, is noted for his ‘drunkenness’ right when the
      Lord returns, finds him thus and cuts him to pieces. Bullinger exhorted the Zurich clergy to follow the model of
      the sober steward of heavenly bread for the sake of Zurich society as an instantiation of the divine economy. The
      fidelis servus et prudens was a special exemplar of the kind of dynamic ‘watchfulness’ that Bullinger
      everywhere associated with the collegial office of episcopacy. This kind of collective bishop watches
      over the Christian community, while also looking out ahead to the future reckoning of that office
      of stewardship. Bullinger does not sketch elaborate visions of apocalyptic cataclysm in his Sermones
      Synodales, but the eschatological colouring is unmistakable. ‘Drunkenness’ is, to be sure, a moral fault and
      even a concomitant of corrupt papal religion (as pinned to ‘superstitious’ revelries). Much more gravely, it is a
      reflection of spiritual forces that hasten toward Judgment along with Satan, Antichrist, and all iterations of
      the bad servant.79 Bullinger addressed the need for reformation
      by pointing to an eschatological model of collective episcopacy overseeing Zurich society. This model of
      Christian faith and lifestyle embodied the message of Zurich’s evangelical transformation. Zwingli’s successor
      modified the rhetoric of Zurich’s reformed office of ‘prophet’ as a prophetic priesthood, whose sober vigilance
      formed a collective espiscopacy and whose urgency in the here and now sprang from the imminence of the Second
      Coming.
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      Presbyteri’; and the legitimate Christian priesthood is perversely mirrored and persecuted by the ‘Sacerdos
      Baalitas’ in Satan’s sway.
    


    
      29 Episcopal headings for the entire diagram of doctrina et
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      redolent with thoughts of world history. It is in this span, for example, that he completed his gigantic
      manuscript sourcebooks on both the ‘reformation of the church from 1519 to 1532’ and ‘Swiss history from the
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      (Basel: Basler Buch- und Antiquariatshandlung, 1904), pp. 87 and 91.
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      Hab incidentally refers to the Zurich ministers as a ‘priesthood’ (priesterschafft). Granted, this
      occurs in the context of reprimand for quasi-illicit gatherings of chapter deans, and so there is some chance
      that Johannes Hab is still hoping to convey some lingering negative echoes. See ‘Abstellen der Prosynodorum’ in
      the Acta Synodi, Zurich Staatsarchiv, E.II.1.303–4.
    


    
      32 Reformational polemic frequently used the word ‘Pharisee’ as a
      reference not only to the religious opponents of Christ in the New Testament, but also as a code for the Roman
      Catholic clergy, with their supposed emphasis on cultic fastidiousness at the expense of the gospel message of
      repentance and faith.
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      Reformation and Renaissance Review 3 (2000), pp. 59–77; Irena Backus, Reformation Readings of the
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      eschatologically motivated. Cf. Robin B. Barnes, ‘Astrology and the Confessions in the Empire, c. 1550–1620’, in
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      connection to an eschatological millennium in the book of Revelation. Beza’s primary goal was not a constructive
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      40 Backus, Reformation Readings of the Apocalypse, p.
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      41 There is some irony in the fact that Bibliander and Bullinger
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      discernible sea-change in western Christendom. A modern historian might even use similar words – metaphorically,
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      22 October 1560 (p. 107), 8 May 1565 (p. 125), and 9 May 1570 (p. 149).
    


    
      74 Entry for May 1537 (p. 12). Underlined by Bullinger.
    


    
      75 See entry for 20 October 1556 (p. 90).
    


    
      76 See entry for 4 May 1557 (p. 94).
    


    
      77 See entry for 7 May 1560 (p. 106). Cf. 23 October 1571 (p.
      153). Note also the explicit references here to Daniel 11 and Matthew 24, along with the eschatological use of
      the term ‘times’ (temporibus).
    


    
      78 See entry for 9 May 1559 (p. 102).
    


    
      79 Cf. Bullinger, De fine seculi, pp. 60–61.
    

  


  
    CHAPTER 4


    Peter Martyr Vermigli’s Epistle to the Princess Elizabeth: Models of Redemptive
    Kingship


    
      Torrance Kirby
    


    
      Late in the year 1553, at the peak of his very distinguished academic career, Peter Martyr Vermigli departed
      hastily from England en route to Strasbourg and Zurich. The great Italian reformer had served for six
      years as Regius Professor of Divinity in the University of Oxford at the personal invitation of Thomas Cranmer,
      Archbishop of Canterbury. While at Oxford, Vermigli had participated in a critical disputation on the
      eucharist,1 assisted Cranmer in the revision of the Book of
      Common Prayer (1552)2 and served on a royal commission for
      the reform of the canon law.3 Following the death of Edward VI,
      however, the course of the Reformation in England suddenly reversed. During the ensuing
      persecution of Protestants under Queen Mary, numerous English scholars soon followed Vermigli to Strasbourg and
      thence to Zurich where they continued to hear his lectures and to promote with him the cause of religious reform
      throughout Europe. At the death of Edward, Vermigli was in an awkward position. Cranmer, Nicholas Ridley and Hugh
      Latimer were all soon to be executed, and there were certainly many old adversaries at Oxford who would doubtless
      have been happy to see the Florentine reformer consigned to the flames as well.4 Before receiving permission to depart the realm, Vermigli courageously consented to join
      Cranmer and other Protestant divines in a public disputation with representatives of the new Marian Catholic
      establishment in defence of the ‘doctrine and order of religion appointed’ by Edward VI.5 Cranmer, however, was imprisoned and nothing came of the proposed
      disputation. Vermigli was allowed a passport, and departed for Strasbourg where he was reinstated in his former
      chair.6
    


    
      Concerning Vermigli’s safe conduct from England Josias Simler observes: ‘His friendes scarcelie beleeued, that
      although he had had received the Queens Letters, that he could depart away safe. For his aduersaries said, that
      so great an enemie of the Popes Religion should not be suffered to scape out of their hands, but should be
      plucked euen out of the ship to prison and punishment’.7 After a
      short period at Strasbourg, Vermigli became embroiled in eucharistic controversy between the Lutheran
      establishment there and the minority of those who adhered to his own reformed position. Owing, however, to the
      recent death of Konrad Pellikan, biblical scholar and exegete of the Schola Tigurina, Vermigli was
      finally appointed to succeed in Pellikan’s place as Professor of Hebrew at Zurich in 1556.
    


    
      Vermigli was soon followed to the continent by his disciple and amanuensis, John
      Jewel. At the accession of Queen Mary, Jewel was charged not only with having preached heretical doctrine, but
      also with having been a diligent hearer of Vermigli’s lectures and of refusing to attend mass. He was expelled
      from Corpus Christi College, and after serving as notary to Cranmer and Ridley during their public disputation in
      1554, fled to Frankfurt where he joined Richard Cox, the exiled former Dean of Christ Church, Vermigli’s former
      College, and thence to Strasbourg at Vermigli’s invitation. Jewel assisted Vermigli as his secretary, and both he
      and Cox eventually accompanied Vermigli to Zurich. Several of Marian exiles in Zurich were to become prominent
      players in the Elizabethan Settlement; among them were no less than six future bishops, a clutch of Privy
      Councillors and some of the leading lights of humanist, classical scholarship in the universities of Oxford and
      Cambridge. Of 23 episcopal appointments made in the period 1559–62, 14 were returned exiles.8 Among Elizabeth’s newly appointed bishops, six had followed Vermigli to
      Zurich: John Jewel of Salisbury, Richard Cox of Ely, John Parkhurst of Norwich, Edwin Sandys of Worcester, James
      Pilkington of Durham and Robert Horne of Winchester.
    


    
      Some of the events in the final years of his career at Zurich before his death in 1562 indicate Vermigli’s
      considerable stature as a reformer. While Professor of Hebrew at Zurich he was invited by Calvin to take up an
      appointment at the Geneva Academy, and after the death of Queen Mary in November 1558 Vermigli was invited most
      cordially by Elizabeth to return to his Regius Chair at Oxford. In April of 1559 John Jewel, lately appointed
      Bishop of Salisbury, wrote to Vermigli in Zurich to convey that ‘the Queen both speaks and thinks most honourably
      of you: she lately told Lord [Francis] Russell that she was desirous of inviting you to England, a measure which
      is urged both by himself and others, as far as they are able’.9
      Vermigli was not formally invited to return to his post as Regius Professor of Divinity at Oxford until 1561,
      when he excused himself for reasons of health and his obligations to the Senate of Zurich. In a letter to the
      Earl of Bedford responding to this royal invitation, he replied: ‘Truelie if I might haue mine owne will I woulde
      no lesse serue the church of Englande than before time I haue doone: howbeit neither mine age nor the
      strength of my body wil any longer indure the same, being not able to indure a viage solong,
      so diuers and not altogether easie … it seemeth better for me that I remaine where I am [i.e. in
      Zurich]’.10
    


    
      In his Epistle to the Princess Elizabeth written at Zurich shortly after her accession to the throne of
      England on 17 November 1558, Vermigli addresses a panegyric to the young queen containing both fulsome praise and
      some fairly pointed advice.11 In an invocation of the Song of
      Zechariah from the Gospel of Luke, Vermigli evokes a striking comparison of Elizabeth’s accession to the
      scriptural trope of redemptive kingship. By means of an appeal to a host of Old Testament and early church
      examples of kingship he goes on to advise Elizabeth on her duty of religious reform in England. Vermigli extends
      the metaphor of anointed kingship to the point of identifying England as an ‘elect nation’. It is Elizabeth’s
      divinely appointed task to ‘redeem’ England through the restoration and establishment of her ‘godly rule’. As in
      the case of King David, successor of Saul and chief Old Testament exemplar of the anointed godly ruler, Vermigli
      counsels Elizabeth that the restoration of true religion in the realm of England will rest upon her royal
      shoulders. In the formulation of his advice, Vermigli maintains that Elizabeth’s life will involve a ‘double
      service’ to God as both servant and ruler. The godly prince owes a twofold service of God, both as a human and as
      a wearer of the divine mask of rulership. This distinction reveals a duality of nature that has significant
      theological implications. In effect Elizabeth has ‘two bodies’ – a natural and therefore mortal body as a human,
      and an immortal ‘politique’ body as sovereign.12 In this way
      Vermigli’s panegyric conveys a Messianic analogy. The prince as the anointed of God – as christus –
      unites two distinct natures in the identity of his person, that is to say ‘hypostatically’.
      This account of princely authority might be described not unreasonably as a kind of ‘political Chalcedonianism’.
      In his peroration he begs the queen ‘never to agree with those who pretend that having a care for reforming
      religion does not pertain to princes’.13 One possible
      constitutional paradigm for Vermigli’s recommendations concerning the authority of the civil magistrate to
      exercise the so-called cura religionis is Heinrich Bullinger’s Zurich whence Vermigli’s letter to
      Elizabeth is sent. The letter provides evidence of the importance of the ‘Zurich connection’ in shaping the
      institutions of the Elizabethan religion Settlement.
    


    Theodicy of the Marian Exile


    
      Vermigli opens his letter with an Augustinian theodicy of the Marian persecution of English evangelicals during
      the period 1553 to 1558: ‘The whole world is something of a school and training ground for our good God where he
      teaches and trains his people through their performing various labours, occasionally through afflictions, and
      sometimes through experiencing different sorts of perils’.14
      While the sun shines and the rain pours on both the elect and non-elect, God does not permit those whom he loves
      to ‘struggle with perpetual afflictions’, but rather his providence contrives their deliverance from these
      dangers ‘so that he may declare that it is he who leads them up to and brings them back from the gates of
      death’.15 Moreover, Vermigli continues, God ensures that the
      image of Christ shines in his ‘adopted children’. According to Vermigli’s interpretation of the doctrine of
      predestination, election is understood to be in Christum, and therefore his elect, consistent with the
      divine prototype, ‘are destined to be conformed to his example, to die before rising’.16 The typological pattern of Christ’s suffering followed by rising again is
      exemplified by some eminent examples from the biblical narrative of salvation history: the exodus of the
      Israelites from Egypt, their deliverance from the wilderness into the land of Canaan and
      their eventual return to Jerusalem out of the Babylonian captivity.17 In the person of Elizabeth herself, ‘most mighty Queen’, God’s ‘ancient custom’ is
      reconfirmed and made even more manifest. According to this conceit Elizabeth is to be likened to Moses, Aaron,
      Joshua and even to Christ himself for, as we shall see, the whole realm is understood by Vermigli as in some
      mystical sense embodied by or rather hypostasized in the person of the godly prince. Thus the nation’s election
      is to be interpreted as both a mystical insitio in Christum and an analogous political insitio in
      regem; for the prince, like the ancient kings of Israel, is also an ‘anointed one’. Thus in the salvation
      history of Vermigli’s panegyric, the typology of Christ works in both historical directions, that is to say, both
      as prefigured in Old Testament kings and as recapitulated in Elizabeth herself. Through her experience of the
      vicissitudes of the reign of her sister Mary, the princess Elizabeth was ‘preserved by divine power and not by
      human help … for the salvation of Christ’s Church and for the restoration of the English
      Commonwealth’.18
    


    
      According to a hermeneutic such as this, Vermigli is able to pull out all the stops in the development of his
      encomium. He quotes Psalm 118, a verse reputedly uttered by Elizabeth herself when she received the news of
      Mary’s death and her own accession to the throne: ‘This is the Lord’s doing; it is marvellous in our eyes; the
      stone which the builders rejected has become the head of the corner’.19 Vermigli follows the usual interpretation of this Messianic psalm by applying the verses
      to Christ and then adds: ‘But since godly persons are counted among his members I think these statements can be
      applied to them as well, for … other members of his body are honoured and enjoy the distinctions and dignity of
      their Head. This clearly should be taken as applying especially to those members in the Lord’s body whom he has
      at last wished to appear conspicuously among his people such as Your Majesty’.20 The mystical analogy of sacred kingship between Christ and the anointed queen is echoed by
      Shakespeare in the words of King Richard II:
    


    
      Not all the water in the rough rude sea
      

      Can wash the balm from an anointed king;
      

      The breath of worldly men cannot depose
      

      The deputy elected by the Lord.21
    


    Mystical Headship


    
      For Vermigli, just as the gift of the divine grace is communicated through the mediation of Christ for the
      benefit of his invisible, mystical body, so also the gift of God in the elevation of Elizabeth to her throne for
      the salvation of the visible, external church ‘is so great that it cannot be shut up in you [i.e. Elizabeth]
      alone but flows out through you to a great number of the faithful’.22 By analogy with the operation of the mystical headship of Christ in the life of his
      mystical body the church, Elizabeth herself is interpreted by Vermigli as a mediator of political benefits to her
      own body politic, both civil and ecclesiastical:
    


    
      And kings maie be called the heads of the Commonweale … For even as from the head is derived all the sense and
      motion into the bodie, so the senses by good lawes, and motions, by edictes and commandements are derived from
      the prince unto the people. And this strength exceedeth not the naturall power … For vertue springeth of
      frequented Actions. So when as princes by lawes and edictes drive their subiects unto actions, they also drive
      them unto vertues. But the spirit of God and regeneration are not attained by manie actions, but onelie by the
      blessings of God.23
    


    
      Elizabeth is ‘God’s substitute … anointed in his sight’.24 The
      benefits of Elizabeth’s accession flow from her to her subjects. And consequently ‘for all those in that
      kingdom [i.e. England] who are either born as citizens or wish it well [e.g. Vermigli himself and the Church of
      Zurich] and those who are seeking nothing except the glory of Christ seem to themselves to be raised from the
      dead along with you’.25 By her accession/resurrection Elizabeth
      has become by this interpretation ‘the first fruits of them that slept’, that is of those who had endured
      persecution, punishment and exile under the rule of Elizabeth’s sister Mary.26 This resurrection analogy is central to Vermigli’s conception of a
      Messianic kingship. Vermigli proposes that the accession of Elizabeth is nothing less than a resurrection of the
      entire corpus politicum. As the ‘body’ of the faithful are raised up by virtue of their participation in
      Christ their common mystical ‘head’, so also by analogy the ‘politique bodie’ that is the realm of England is
      raised through participation in Elizabeth who is their royal or political head. Thus Vermigli draws a parallel
      between the invisible, mystical and inward community of the heavenly kingdom and the visible, political and
      external body of the earthly realm. According to this analogy the queen is a political ‘type’ of Christ.
    


    
      Just when one might have thought that the panegyric had reached its zenith, Vermigli extends the metaphor of the
      prince as christus and outdoes himself with an invocation of the prophetical Song of Zechariah
      from the Gospel of Luke. Zechariah is described by Luke as being ‘filled with the Holy Spirit’ when he uttered a
      song of thanksgiving on the occasion of the birth of his son John, later called ‘the Baptist’, whose own
      prophetical task was to ‘go before the face of the Lord to prepare his ways’, viz. to announce the imminent
      coming of Christ. Known to the church as the Benedictus, so called from the first word of the Vulgate
      translation, this canticle is traditionally construed as being in ‘form’ an Old Testament prophecy and in
      ‘content’ a Christian thanksgiving for the realization of the Messianic hopes of the Jewish nation, a celebration
      of the advent of the Redeemer, and thus the fulfillment of God’s covenant with Abraham.27 In this sense the prophecy constitutes a bridge of
      sorts between the Old and New Testaments. Within the logic of the panegyric Vermigli casts himself in the
      prophetical role at the critical juncture between the old dispensation of Queen Mary and the new order under
      Elizabeth:
    


    
      Therefore the God and father of our Lord Jesus Christ should be praised for having visited his people who were
      almost dead and for having opened to the preaching of the Gospel of god’s Son a path which had too long been
      blocked [v.68]. See, the horn of salvation is again raised in the kingdom of England [v.69] so that the elect of
      God by the invincible power of our Saviour Jesus Christ might be delivered from the hand of their enemies [v.70]
      and so that they might worship the holy God in a holy way according to what is prescribed in the divine letters
      [v.73]. Now may there be glory in the highest, peace in the Church, and God’s good will toward the English people
      so that by the guidance and good government of this godly queen her subjects, adorned with justice and holiness,
      may always live innocently before him [v.74]. May he give them so much divine light that those who almost again
      fell into the darkness and shadow of death during the preceding night may walk his paths without any offense now
      that the day of peace has arisen [v.79].28
    


    
      The accession of Elizabeth ‘whose people were almost dead’ under the rule of her sister Mary is likened to the
      advent of the Redeemer. England under the ‘shadow’ of the papacy is in need of a restoration of the ‘evangelical
      Religion’. And consequently, the ‘horn of salvation is again raised in the kingdom of England’.29 In this passage Vermigli draws a correspondence between the realm of
      England and the house of David. Christ is the scion of David’s line while Elizabeth inherits the throne of her
      Tudor forbears. As through the mediation of Christ the hope of humanity is restored inwardly and mystically, so
      also through the mediation of Elizabeth the hope of England is restored politically and historically. That this
      horn is raised ‘again’ recalls the reign of Elizabeth’s ‘dear brother’, and Vermigli’s erstwhile patron, King
      Edward VI.30 The consequence of this ‘mighty salvation’ of
      Elizabeth’s accession is the prospect of the worship of God according to the authority of sacred scripture. The
      flow of Vermigli’s adaptation of the Benedictus is then briefly punctuated by an invocation of the hymn
      of the angels, Gloria in excelsis, nearly verging upon the ecstatic: ‘Now may there be glory in the
      highest, peace in the Church, and God’s good will toward the English people’.31 By her ‘guidance and good government’ her subjects, ‘adorned with justice
      and righteousness’, are to be brought to live ‘innocently’ before God. In a final eschatological flourish,
      Vermigli then prays for divine illumination ‘now that the day of peace has arisen’. It lies in Elizabeth’s hand,
      ‘after God’, to ensure that this gift of illumination will be brought to fulfillment.
    


    More Practical Advice


    
      Following this extraordinary rhetorical flight, the tone of the Epistle now takes a more didactic,
      practical turn. In a manner comparable to Eusebius in his Oration to the Emperor Constantine, Vermigli
      takes pains to remind Elizabeth that she holds her station solely by divine gift.32 Just as to Eusebius the emperor is in some respect a power comparable to the divine Logos,
      yet not the divine Logos itself, so to Vermigli Elizabeth is a servant of Christ, though in her anointed office
      she functions as the head of her body politic. ‘It is necessary for a king to serve God twice’, Vermigli states,
      ‘once as a human being by believing and living with faith, once as a king by ruling over people’. In the former
      role she is herself a subject and servant; in the latter she is God’s own vice-gerent, one anointed to rule in
      God’s place. By way of instruction and illustration of her role, Vermigli counsels Elizabeth to model her rule on the ‘unique and noble example of David … illustrious for his royal power and
      famous for outstanding holiness’.33 David’s first and most
      important task on becoming king was to return the ark of the covenant to its former honours, and thus to restore
      true religion to Israel.34 The priests failed to perform the task
      properly until driven to do so by David. Continuing the analogy, Vermigli observes that ‘this same work, most
      illustrious Queen Elizabeth, God has handed over to your trust along with the kingdom. For it is your duty to
      restore to its own place the holy Gospel of Christ, which has lain neglected … by the injury of the times and
      importunity of our adversaries during the past years’.35
    


    
      Vermigli signals his strong approval of the institution of the Royal Supremacy.36 The priests are to take their direction from the godly prince. By pointing out that the
      priests in David’s time failed to fulfill their duty, Vermigli plainly indicates his view that the existing
      Marian bench of bishops, not yet reconstituted by Elizabeth, ‘may go astray in the work of restoring the Church’.
      Just as the priests once neglected to carry the ark upon their shoulders ‘as the divine law prescribed’, Vermigli
      advises the queen to ‘be on guard lest such things happen so that, while church leaders fall into error or seek
      to avoid work and a just discipline, they try to carry the ark of the Gospel not by the word of God or the
      example of a pure life but by the carts of useless ceremonies …’37 He exhorts her to follow David’s example who ‘corrected the error of the priests,
      distributed the Levites into certain ranks … these are the things that all godly men are expecting of you, most
      holy Queen’. By her exercise of the sovereign power of ecclesiastical jurisdiction as Supreme Governor of the
      Church of England, Elizabeth was to realize Vermigli’s hopes for the Settlement in the distribution of
      ecclesiastical offices.38 In a scholium titled ‘Whether
      there may be two heads of the Church, one visible, the other invisible’, Vermigli argues that while the exercise
      of spiritual headship belongs properly to Christ alone, terrestrial headship of the church is the office of the
      prince: ‘… this perhaps is it, why the king of England would be called head of his own Church next unto Christ.
      For he thought that that power which the Pope usurped to himselfe was his, and in his owne
      kingdome pertained to himselfe. The title indeed was unwonted and displeased manie godlie men: howbeit if we
      consider the thing it selfe, he meant nothing else but that which we have now said’.39
    


    
      Following the deprivation of the Marian bishops in 1559, new appointments to the bench of bishops were made by
      the queen’s authority.40 Several of Elizabeth’s new prelates had
      been close associates of Vermigli during his tenure of the Regius Chair of Divinity at Oxford during the reign of
      Edward VI and had subsequently fled along with him to the continent after the accession of Queen Mary. Vermigli
      had been treated rather better than most in that he had been allowed safe conduct.41 A number of them visited Zurich and enjoyed the hospitality of Heinrich Bullinger during
      their period of exile.42
    


    
      Testimony to the role of princes in establishing religion and worship is to be found in the examples of Hezekiah,
      Josiah, Jehoash and the king of the people of Nineveh who is mentioned in the Book of Jonah; Darius and
      Nebuchadnezzar are cited as well. Constantine, Theodosius, and Charlemagne as well as Elizabeth’s brother Edward
      are identified as further evidence of this royal office. By embracing the cura religionis Elizabeth will
      ‘restore Christ’s Church which has almost completely collapsed; [she] will win the satisfaction of those in your
      nation who are godly; and [she] will clearly show to foreign princes by [her] illustrious example a sound and
      godly pattern for ruling’.43 Scripture demonstrates, and both
      tradition and philosophy confirm, that it is the task of the godly magistrate to defend both tables of the law.
      For
    


    
      if the bishops and ministers of the churches have not performed their duty, if in handing down dogmas and
      administering the sacraments they forsake the just regulation of the divine letters, who will recall them to the
      right path unless it be the godly prince? Your Majesty should not expect in the current situation that they will
      be impelled to these things by themselves; unless royal spurs move them they will not rebuild the ruins of God’s
      temple.44
    


    
      Vermigli then invites Elizabeth to ‘play the role of holy Deborah for our times’ and bring
      her own elect nation, having been oppressed by the rule of her sister Mary, ‘into the sincere and pure liberty of
      the Gospel’. Jael and Esther both offer encouragement to the young queen. By way of continuing the balance
      between scriptural and non-scriptural authorities, Vermigli adds to these the examples of Artemesia who fought at
      the Battle of Salamis ‘with a manly heart’ and Zenobia, Queen of Palmyra, who ruled over the eastern Roman Empire
      and defeated the army of the Emperor Gallienus in the latter half of the third century.45 Vermigli’s recollection of Xerxes’ remark that ‘the men in that battle
      were women, and the women showed themselves the bravest men’ presages Elizabeth’s famous speech to her troops at
      Tilbury on the eve of the fight against the Spanish Armada in 1588.46 He concludes by urging the queen to gird herself ‘for the holy work’ before
      her.47 Vermigli ends the epistle by returning to his opening
      theme of salvation history: ‘The heavenly Father has the hearts of kings in his own hands, and kings reign
      through him. By his own decision he transfers empires to whomever he wishes’.48 He prays that ‘the English church and nation’ will be guided by God’s Spirit and that the
      queen herself will be kept ‘safe for a very long time by his saving grace’. Queen Elizabeth was to continue on
      the throne for 45 more years until her death in 1603.
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A Mirror of Virtue: Commentaries on the Book of Ruth in Sixteenth-century Zurich


    
      Christian Moser
    


    
      In the Middle Ages the Book of Ruth may not have been an absolute favourite of biblical commentators, but the
      text enjoyed a certain popularity, as the commentaries and sermons of that period attest.1 In the age of the Reformation, however, interest in Ruth amongst
      Protestant authors was on the whole very limited. Although individual translations and editions of the Old
      Testament book were published,2 a Hebrew grammar was based on its
      text3 and a collection of wedding sermons drew on its
      contents,4 in comparison to other books of the Bible, Ruth
      maintained a low profile. The story was not much different when it came to biblical commentaries. Among the
      Protestant commentaries on Ruth published in German-speaking lands in the sixteenth century were those by four
      Lutherans, Johannes Brenz (1499–1570),5
      Victorinus Strigel (1524–69),6 Lucas Osiander the Elder
      (1534–1604)7 and Aegidius Hunnius the Elder
      (1550–1603),8 and one by Martin Cellarius (Borrhaus)
      (1499–1564),9 whose confessional affiliations are hard to place.
      Brenz’s commentary met with particular success for it was republished three times10 and appeared in a number of German translations.11
    


    
      When we turn our focus on Zurich, however, the picture is very different. Ruth received a great deal of attention
      in this centre of the Reformation, an interest that in the period between 1530 and 1600 generated a whole range
      of commentaries by a variety of authors, a number of which were reprinted several times and also translated. As
      we will see, the Book of Ruth was especially well suited to help propagate a distinct Christian morality for the
      citizens of an early modern city, a cause championed by the reformers of Zurich.
    


    
      This chapter falls into three parts: the first section provides an account of the commentaries on the Book of
      Ruth composed in Reformation Zurich; the second investigates the identification of the Moabite Ruth as a ‘model
      Christian’; finally, the third section moves beyond the more narrow exegetical issues to examine the close
      relationship between exegesis and practical expressions of authority in the urban context.
    


    Zurich Commentaries on the Book of Ruth


    
      Konrad Pellikan (1478–1556) was the first of the Zurich reformers to publish explicitly on the Book of
      Ruth.12 In 1526 Pellikan had become Professor of Hebrew and Old
      Testament at the new school founded by Huldrych Zwingli. Five years later he published his ‘Short and simple
      explanation of the book of Ruth’, as its Latin title declared.13
      The publication of this small work – eight sheets published in quarto form – appears to have been intended to
      test the market for a far more monumental undertaking by Pellikan, a commentary on all the books of the
      Bible.14 This comprehensive commentary, the only one of its type
      to be produced by a Protestant at the time of the Reformation, began to appear in 1532 under the title
      Commentaria Bibliorum; when complete it comprised six large format folio volumes with a seventh volume
      containing the index.15 The second volume, which was first
      published in 1533, contained a reprint of the commentary on Ruth that had first been published separately two
      years earlier.16 This second volume was itself reprinted in 1538
      and again in 1582.17 Far less well known is that between 1538 and
      1543 Pellikan also undertook a German commentary on the Old Testament.18 As part of this task, in April 1543 he wrote a new commentary on Ruth,19 although this work would remain unpublished until 1555, shortly before
      his death.20
    


    
      Theodor Bibliander (1505–64), one of Pellikan’s colleagues at the Zurich Academy, also turned his attention to
      Ruth.21 In his position as a professor at
      the Academy, Bibliander completed three series of lectures on the Old Testament.22 Ruth was his subject twice, in 1537 and 1549, on each occasion at the conclusion of his
      treatment of Judges.23 Unfortunately Bibliander never published
      his exegetical observations, but his preparatory notes have survived24 and numerous handwritten records of the content of his 1537 lectures on Ruth also
      circulated, prepared by Heinrich Bullinger, Rudolf Gwalther, Heinrich Buchmann and Christoph Schappeler, who had
      been in his audience.25
    


    
      Unlike the other commentators on Ruth to appear in this chapter, Ludwig Lavater (1527–86) was never a professor
      at the Academy. From the mid-sixteenth century, however, Lavater belonged to the innermost circle of leaders of
      the Zurich church, and he was the third most productive author in his city, ranked after Heinrich Bullinger and
      Rudolf Gwalther. Lavater became archdeacon of the Grossmünster in 1550 and succeeded Rudolf Gwalther as head of
      the Zurich church in 1585. To subsequent generations he became known as ‘Ghost-Lavater’ (‘Gespenster-Lavater’), a
      testament to his remarkably successful work Von den Gespenstern.26 Lavater directed a great deal of attention to Old Testament texts, and in 1578 he
      published in Latin The Book of Ruth, an exposition in twenty-eight sermons.27 This commentary would be republished in 1601 in Heidelberg, again in Latin,28 but in 1586 it had also appeared in an English
      translation that, according to the title page of the work, had been carried out by an 11-year-old
      child.29
    


    
      The list of commentaries on Ruth composed in sixteenth-century Zurich is completed by the work of Johannes Wolf
      (1521–72), who had become Professor of Old Testament in Zurich in 1562. The majority of Wolf’s works appeared
      posthumously, including his commentary on Ruth, which was published in 1598 as an appendix to his commentary on
      Judges.30
    


    The Genealogy of David


    
      Let us turn now to the exegetical results of these commentaries, all addressing the same biblical text and all
      written within a short period of only 40 years. The story that they seek to expound appears at first glance
      simple: under the judges and at a time of famine Elimelech and his wife, Naomi, feel forced to emigrate to the
      land of Moab with their two sons. Their sons marry Moabite women, Orpa and Ruth, but soon die, as does their
      father, Elimelech. Naomi returns to her homeland accompanied by Ruth. Back in Bethlehem Ruth provides for herself
      and for Naomi by gleaning in the fields of Boaz, a relative of Elimelech. On the advice of Naomi, Ruth goes to
      Boaz in the night and begs him to act as a relative with responsibilities for them and to take her as his wife.
      Boaz declares himself ready to do so but must first arrange for a closer relative to step aside from his own
      claims. The union of Boaz and Ruth finally produces Obed, the grandfather of David.
    


    
      From the outset, Christian commentators on Ruth identified two distinct parts to the text: the narrative of
      events up to and including the account of the birth of Obed (Ruth 1–4:17) and the short genealogy that leads to
      David (Ruth 4:18–22). The Zurich commentators also adopted this traditional exegetical pattern, holding that the
      Book of Ruth, like the Bible as a whole, worked towards Christ. This interpretation, which understood the David
      genealogy as the climax of the Book of Ruth, was trailed to some extent by the fact that the New Testament made
      specific reference to this genealogy, at Matthew 1:5, but without any reference to the preceding story of Ruth.
      For Pellikan the Book of Ruth told of the origin of David,31 while for Lavater, ‘the goal and actual intention of this short account is show the
      ancestry of David and in particular of our lord and redeemer Jesus Christ’.32 The Book of Ruth was thus understood as a divinely inspired family tree of
      Christ.33 Heinrich Bullinger and Rudolf Gwalther entitled their
      contemporaneous record of Bibliander’s second Ruth-cycle simply ‘The short book of Ruth, which contains the
      ancestry of David’.34
    


    
      If we were to linger with these preliminary issues, we would observe that all our Zurich authors noted
      inconsistencies in the chronology of David’s ancestry, but none deemed these particularly problematic.35 Pellikan believed that the account might be ascribed to the time of the
      judge Jephtha,36 while Lavater and Wolf eschewed a decisive
      dating.37 Pellikan also addresses the issue of a possible source;
      he finds a candidate in the ‘Great Book of the kings of Judah’, to which reference is made in Kings and
      Chronicles. He notes that although this ‘Great Book’ is now lost, its essence has survived.38 Pellikan had heard these ideas voiced in Bibliander’s lectures and
      adopted them as part of his own interpretation of the text.39
      Lavater, however, was sceptical about the authorship thesis advanced by Bibliander and Pellikan and with some
      hesitation ascribed the work to either Samuel or Esra.40 For Lavater authorship was not of particular significance for it was enough to know, he
      believed, that the Book of Ruth was written by holy men through the work of the Holy Spirit and that its
      canonicity was therefore without question.41
    


    A Mirror of Virtue


    
      Although the Zurich commentators held the heart of the Book of Ruth to be the account of the genealogy of Christ,
      all four, and Pellikan, Lavater and Wolf in particular, dealt only briefly with the family tree of David, hardly
      surprising in light of its own brevity, while giving far more space to the story of Ruth. All the commentators
      approached the Book of Ruth with the same intent: for all four the hermeneutical key was to be found in the
      exemplary and virtuous quality of the protagonists. The medieval exegetical tradition, which understood Boaz and
      Ruth in light of Christ and the church,42 is nowhere to be
      found.43 In its place the main actors – Ruth, Naomi, and Boaz –
      are now Christian models and their actions are brought to the readers’ attention in order to instruct them in
      appropriate Christian conduct and attitude. The exegetical pen of the Zurich theologians is used to redraw the
      Book of Ruth as a mirror of virtue that despite temporal distance provides its readers with a model of the true
      Christian life and seeks in the most practical terms to lead them to virtuous behaviour.
    


    
      In keeping with the Zurich reformers’ intentions, the terms exemplum, virtus and imitatio serve
      as leitmotivs of their exposition. The character of their exegesis is well expressed in the title of Pellikan’s
      German commentary, according to which the Book of Ruth is a ‘holy short book, that contains much that is of use
      and many good lessons and that teaches many virtues that become every pious Christian’, additionally this book
      ‘is of great service and use to the head of every household and to all who love the Word of
      God’.44 Within the text itself Pellikan addresses the usefulness
      of the narrative of Ruth in greater detail: in this book the reader will learn of fear of God, of a holy and
      honest life and of true faith and true hope and will see how piety, faithfulness and willingness to serve receive
      their due reward.45 Listening to Bibliander’s first Ruth-cycle,
      Bullinger and Gwalther summarized his exposition under the title ‘Ruth, a memorable play, in which in a wondrous
      way faith, womanly modesty, virtue and blessing are described’.46
      According to Lavater the Book of Ruth provided outstanding examples and guidance on how to act for ‘married
      couples, parents-in-law, daughters-in-law, widows, fathers, servants and day labourers’.47 The various protagonists are thus also representative of various offices,
      roles and situations in which individuals might find themselves in the course of their lives, and these figures
      therefore model the ideal performance of these roles, or how their challenges are to be overcome. According to
      Wolf, the Holy Spirit, the author of this book, wants to spur the reader to contemplate the examples presented in
      the story;48 Bibliander stressed the rewards of a virtuous life
      such as that presented in the Book of Ruth.49
    


    
      How, according to the theologians of Zurich, could Ruth, Naomi and Boaz serve as practical role models for their
      readers? A synopsis of their commentaries generates a catalogue of virtues that is almost the epitome of a
      perfect, virtuous life.
    


    
      In her attitude towards her mother-in-law Ruth showed herself to be both loyal and responsible; she was obedient,
      very hard working and also deferential. For Pellikan these characteristics were more desirous in a woman than
      beauty and physical appeal.50 Ruth also demonstrated great
      persistence, even in difficult circumstances. She was grateful and patient, possessed great piety and placed all
      her trust in God. Additionally, in both speech and behaviour she was restrained. In Wolf’s summation, ‘She is a
      model for all women’.51
    


    
      Naomi also distinguished herself – in her love for Ruth, her modesty on her return and her piety, gratitude and
      intelligence.52 And finally, Boaz is the perfect head of the
      household53 and as such provides a model for the father in every
      family,54 his maintenance of his household is exemplary, he shows
      concern for his workers and he is friendly. He also helps the poor and those in need.55 The humility and discipline of Boaz are to be valued, unlike the carefree attitudes of
      youth.56 He did not drink to excess and was a man of honour. He
      kept his promise to marry Ruth, even though it was not made publically. He did not marry Ruth for his own sexual
      pleasure, but because it was the will of God that he do so.57
    


    
      From the interaction of these model figures, the Zurich theologians are repeatedly able to draw more general
      principles, such as the observation that children learn from their elders and should obey their
      parents,58 that it is necessary for children to be raised
      well,59 that parents have a role as models, that is it is the
      duty of parents to tend to their children and their children’s affairs.60 If one reads Ruth, one will also learn how to greet someone and respond in a way that is
      respectable and orderly,61 and how a betrothal should be formed –
      in particular, children should not marry without the permission of their parents.62 The readers will also be shown that restraint is necessary when eating, drinking or
      celebrating63 and that their words and behaviour should not cause
      offense, especially in relations with the opposite sex.64
    


    
      The exposition of the Zurich commentators makes clear, sometimes explicitly, that they believed that the
      accumulated virtues that could be found in the Book of Ruth were lacking in contemporary Zurich society. For this
      reason, the mirror metaphor that appears in the title of this chapter seems particularly apposite, for the Book
      of Ruth functions as a mirror of the virtues that allows society to identify the discrepancies between the ideal
      and the actual. A marginal note in Wolf’s commentary makes the point clearly: ‘Exemplum Ruthae omnibus imitandum’
      – the example of Ruth should be followed in everything.65
    


    
      ‘That no one should think anything scandalous here’: the Delicate Problem of Sexual
      Morals
    


    
      If the hermeneutical key to a commentary on the Book of Ruth is to be found in the ‘Christian model’, as the
      Zurich theologians believed, then an unavoidable and somewhat delicate problem raises its head and requires an
      exegetical solution. In chapter three Ruth follows the advice of Naomi and slips unrecognized in the night to
      Boaz as he sleeps, in order to ask him to spread his ‘wings’ over her. Her actions can be interpreted as a
      request for protection and support in the context of Boaz’s legal responsibilities as guardian, but this scene
      must have given the early modern commentators who sought to demonstrate Ruth’s model qualities something of a
      headache. Why did Ruth, following the advice of her mother-in-law, have to first bathe, oil her body and dress
      herself in her most beautiful clothes and then steal secretly in the night to where Boaz was sleeping, ‘uncover
      his legs’, lie at his feet and await his reaction? The Hebrew text allows room for a number of interpretations,
      but even an early modern commentator could not have been unaware of the clear sexual connotations of the scene.
      The Zurich lecturers and writers faced a problem – at this point in the text they could not simply represent Ruth
      and her mother-in-law to their audiences as models. Different Zurich theologians resolved the conundrum in
      different ways, but it is interesting to note that despite the disparities between their solutions, all the
      commentators retained the principle of the Christian example.
    


    
      For Pellikan there was absolutely nothing offensive to be found in this episode: he instructed his audience ‘that
      no one should think anything scandalous here’ and that ‘here the talk is not of the desires of the
      flesh’.66 For Pellikan Ruth’s appeal to Boaz is nothing other
      than the legitimate request for protection and support mentioned above;67 that her actions should take place secretly in the darkness of the night is explained by
      the fact that Naomi and Ruth did not know how Boaz would respond and wished not to cause any
      offence.68 Pellikan suggests that Boaz could have completely
      misinterpreted the scene – that is, as a blunt invitation to sexual relations – in particular if he had indulged
      in too much drinking beforehand. But because Boaz was always restrained in his consumption of alcohol, he did not
      misinterpret Ruth’s intentions.69 Pellikan had earlier attended
      Bibliander’s 1537 lectures on Ruth, in which his colleague had resolved the issue in similar form, declaring ‘Nil
      inhonesti egerunt’ – they did nothing that was dishonourable.70
    


    
      The episode is interpreted differently by Lavater. Naomi and Ruth’s intention was not in and of itself
      questionable; they only chose the wrong means to achieve it and other paths and possibilities had been open to
      them.71 The positive outcome of the affair is not to be
      attributed to the two women, but rather to the goodness and providence of God and to Boaz’s blameless
      behaviour.72 Lavater does not believe Ruth’s broader exemplary
      quality to be diminished, and indeed he relieves her of some responsibility when he points out that Ruth was not
      sufficiently acquainted with local customs.73 But he does limit
      her exemplary nature in that he acknowledges that in this particular case on three grounds Ruth’s behaviour
      cannot serve as in any way exemplary. First, the Bible tells of the behaviour of holy men that must be adjudged
      bad, such as Lot’s incest, David’s adultery and the disobedience of the prophet Jonah, in order to provide not
      models but, by contrast, examples of the sinful nature of humans.74 Secondly, a number of Old Testament practices have been made obsolete by the New
      Covenant.75 Thirdly, there are exceptional
      circumstances, such as the sacrifice of Isaac, that are so individual that they cannot be drawn upon for
      arguments in support of contemporary behaviour.76
    


    
      Lavater is concerned to protect the integrity of Ruth as a Christian model, but at the same time it is evident
      that he wants keep at bay any wrongful application of her behaviour in his own time. In other words, Lavater’s
      understanding retains Ruth’s exemplary role, but in this particular case it is as a negative example,
      brought to the readers’ attention in order to show how they should not act, as Lavater never tires of
      stressing: ‘Although Boaz subsequently will praise Ruth, one must not believe that he agrees with all aspects of
      her actions. And therefore no one may misuse these women as models and argue thus: “If it was permitted of them,
      then it is also permitted of me”. The errors of those who are holy should make us more cautious and not incite us
      to sin’.77
    


    
      Wolf is somewhat more reticent than Lavater. He notes that for a number of reasons the advice of Naomi must
      appear reprehensible to the reader, but suggests that this response is principally a result of the distance in
      time from the events recorded in the Book of Ruth and lack of knowledge of the customs of that time.78 Wolf avoids any criticism of Naomi and Ruth, allowing the events to
      appear in his commentary entirely virtuous and correct. This rendering does not appear to have sat entirely
      easily with him. Certainly an insertion entitled ‘Much that is recorded in Holy Scripture is not to be imitated’
      suggests that he did not interpret the behaviour of Naomi and Ruth as an ‘exemplum’: ‘Now it is however so, that
      much is reported in Holy Scripture that God in no way intends for us to imitate, or he himself indicts it and
      warns us by its example to be careful, or he leaves it to us so that we might consider it with attention to laws,
      morals and the times’.79
    


    The Pastorate and the Propagation of Christian Morals in the Context of Social
    Discipline


    
      Because the Zurich theologians understood the Book of Ruth in terms of exemplum and imitatio,
      their exegetical exposition took on a distinctly practical character directly applicable to its immediate
      context. The Book of Ruth provided a guide to correct behaviour in a variety of situations. It was indeed their
      intention that the practical relevance of their exegesis would reach far beyond a simply theological and
      exegetical context, for their elucidation of Scripture was closely bound up with the ambitions of the authorities
      for society more broadly.
    


    
      It must be noted that the primary purpose of the exegesis that emerged from the Zurich Academy was neither to
      contribute to scholarship nor to sustain the faithful; this theological work was intended for other pastors, who
      would allow it to feed into their sermons and thus magnify its impact and ensure it found a wide audience. The
      best-known of such works is Bullinger’s collection of sermons, the Decades, which had never been
      preached but rather served as exemplars for pastors working on their own exposition of scripture.80 A similar intention also lay behind the commentaries on Ruth. Today
      Pellikan’s Commentaria Bibliorum might be termed a handbook of exegesis, for it provided its reader with
      the essential exegetical material in concise form that could be rapidly assimilated; its German version was
      specifically intended for ‘the educated and the uneducated, that is for both pastors and laity’.81 Both Lavater and Wolf also appear to have had a wide audience in mind, as
      is made evident by their division of their commentaries not into books or parts or chapters but into sermons.
      These sermons were never given as printed – and certainly not in Latin – but their content could be adopted by
      pastors into their own sermons. In both content and form the Zurich theologians’ exegesis shared a common final
      goal: the shaping of society according to moral principles drawn from and exemplified by biblical models.
    


    
      The efforts of the pastorate to forge the moral character of society were supported by similarly aimed measures
      by the secular authorities that are often identified by the term ‘social discipline’.82 The latter processes, which were socio-politically motivated and must be understood within
      the context of attempts to consolidate political authority, did not always replicate the motives of the church
      precisely: in content, however, they were closely related to the concerns of the church. The intentions of the
      authorities can be read from the flood of regularly announced so-called morals mandates and parallel the views
      expressed in the sixteenth-century Zurich commentaries on the Book of Ruth. The morals mandates denounce idleness
      and a dissolute life; they criticize the consumption of alcohol, lavish wedding celebrations and luxury. Clothing
      mandates were intended to ensure the citizens were decently and suitably dressed; eating and drinking, gambling,
      dancing and overly exuberant activity at markets and fairs were regulated; and, finally, a close eye was kept to
      ensure the interaction of the sexes took place within correct boundaries.83
    


    
      The moral precepts and behaviour that we find in the exegetical commentaries drawn from the example of Ruth are
      nothing other than the ecclesiastical counterpart to the social disciplining conducted by the secular powers.
      Ecclesiastical and secular authorities, which in Zurich were particularly closely intertwined, had different
      motives and different means – preaching for the former, decrees for the latter – but they shared a common goal,
      to forge a society characterized by an ideal common morality. The proximity of the interests of the two bodies
      could hardly be better symbolized than by the fact that it was the parish clergy who proclaimed the secular
      mandates.84 From one pulpit the congregation received both the
      decrees of the secular authorities and their exegetical underpinnings. The secular and ecclesiastical powers came
      together in that pulpit as they worked towards the moral improvement of society.
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    Reforming a Model: Zwingli, Bullinger, and the Virgin Mary in Sixteenth-century Zurich
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      A virgin not sterile, but fertile; married to a man, but made fruitful by God; bearing a son, but knowing not a
      man; forever inviolate, yet not deprived of progeny. A virgin pregnant but incorrupt, and intact even in
      childbirth. A virgin before marriage and in marriage, a pregnant virgin, a virgin giving suck, a perpetual
      virgin. A virgin without concupiscence conceiving the saviour. A virgin bearing a child in the womb without
      hardship, giving birth to God without pain.1
    


    
      Prior to the Reformation, the Virgin Mary was more than mere proof of Christ’s humanity in reply to ecclesial
      dilemmas and recurring heretical discourse. Mary was the mater dei, and her words and deeds, including
      ‘magnificat anima mea Dominum’2 from the Gospel of Luke, were
      integral to defining the incarnation. Although traditionally a biblical figure, by the high Middle Ages, her
      presence reached far beyond the scriptural narrative, indeed, Mary had been elevated to the position of the
      greatest saint in the western church, the theotokos, the mediatrix, who was to be honoured with
      the Ave Maria, feasts, processions, and ecclesial celebrations.3 Mary was immaculate, without sin and a perpetual virgin; some also
      argued that her body had ascended into heaven.4
    


    
      As the Reformation gripped Zurich, the unrelenting theological arguments that had raged from the onset of the
      early church, concerning Mary’s role in the incarnation of God, were once again acutely relevant to theology and
      everyday church praxis, so much so that both Huldrych Zwingli and Heinrich Bullinger published extensive and
      noteworthy sermons seeking to define Mary’s place in the reformed church. The reformer’s emphasis on solus
      Christus and the Schriftprinzip5 denied Mary, or
      for that matter any other saint, the power or position to intercede or represent people before the heavenly
      Father, because, according to the reformer’s christology, there is only one mediator between God and people, that
      is Christ. Removing the saint’s privileges was a delicate matter, and the Zurich reformers chose to tread lightly
      as they gradually reduced the Virgin Mary’s status in the heavenly family.6 Thus, the Mary-model underwent transformation as an integral element in the process of
      redefining the spiritual practices and marital relations of sixteenth-century men and women in Zurich.7 Indeed, as will be argued here, it is evident that the reformers’ own
      traditions and veneration of God’s mother challenged them personally as they refashioned the Mary-model.
    


    
      The intent of this study is to investigate changes in the Mary-model during the first and second generations of
      the Zurich Reformation. Zwingli and Bullinger’s sermons will be assessed for a reply to the larger question: How
      and why was Mary shaped into a useful model for preferred female behaviour, including women’s submission to male
      leaders, particularly their own husbands? In addition, some of the cultural and social implications of the changed Mary-model in Zurich will be considered in order to ascertain whether or not the new
      model reveals anything about the social and ecclesial roles that reformed women played. Did the women lose
      privileges and power when they modelled their lives after a reformed Mary, who came to represent submissive faith
      and good behaviour, but especially chastity within marriage – and without? Were the people of Zurich aware of the
      new attitudes – and agendas – or were these too subtle for the average citizen to notice?
    


    
      Before proceeding to the reformer’s work itself, it seems appropriate to provide a brief sketch of Mary’s more
      than 1,500-year association with the historical power struggles of church politics and theology in order to
      realize the sweeping implications surrounding what the Zurich reformers aimed to change. Indubitably, the
      question of Mary’s virgin birth was controversial from the start because of the miraculous nature of the event.
      However, precisely the biblical narrative of her virgin birth was key to confirming Christ’s divinity, when the
      divinity of Christ was under attack by the Arian faction at the First Ecumenical Council of Nicaea in
      325.8 Indeed, Mary’s virginity provided essential evidence for
      defending the incarnation at Nicaea. By 431, in reply to the Nestorians who challenged Christ’s divinity, Mary
      was once again useful. At this time, she was officially designated theotokos – ‘the one who gave birth
      to the one who is God’.9 With the Edict of Milan in 431, Mary’s
      position as mater dei and theotokos became doctrine. In fact, the virgin birth served
      henceforth as a true cornerstone of christology.10 In 451, in the
      Confession of Chalcedon, Mary’s virgin birth was the proof for the Two-Nature Doctrine in Christ. The agreements
      at this council were meant to prove that Christ was both human and divine as well as to support Trinitarian
      doctrine. Later, her position as the virgin mother of God, the semper virgo, or perpetual virginity of
      Mary, was adopted into church doctrine at the Second Council of Constantinople in 553. At the Lateran Council of
      649, Mary was proclaimed an ever-immaculate virgin.11
    


    
      By c. 1210 at the Synod of Paris Mary had evolved into the highest model of sainthood; she was inseparable from
      both church doctrine proper and folk religion. Hilda Graef emphasizes Mary’s position and shows just how
      fundamental it had grown within Christendom. If not invocated in worship, she was at least adored:
    


    
      The Hail Mary was often accompanied by genuflexions or prostrations; a hermit,
      Aybert (d. ca. 1140) for example, said daily one hundred and fifty Hail Maries, with as many
      genuflexions; and in the canons of the Synod of Paris (ca.1210) the knowledge of the Hail Mary was
      enjoined upon all the faithful in addition to the Our Father and the Apostles’
      Creed.12
    


    
      The Ave Maria had not only become tradition in liturgical settings, but became doctrine – even a staple
      of Christian worship.
    


    
      The dawn of Renaissance Humanism was also the height of the Marian Cult. At the Council of Constance in 1416,
      Jean Gerson (1363–1429) Chancellor of the University of Paris, passionately defended the immaculate conception of
      Mary.13 Although the 36th session of the Council of Basel was
      eventually denied the status of an ecumenical council, and none of the issues addressed became church doctrine,
      Pelikan confirms the following:
    


    
      The Council of Basel, on 18 December 1439, decreed that the Immaculate Conception was ‘a pious doctrine, in
      conformity with the worship of the church, the Catholic faith, right reason, and Holy Scripture’. It prescribed
      that the doctrine ‘be approved, held, and progressed’ by all Catholics, and it forbade any preaching or teaching
      contrary to it.14
    


    
      As a consequence of the Reformation divided church, unified ecumenical councils became a thing of the past.
      Furthermore, one of the chief irreconcilable differences between the Roman church and Protestantism of today
      remains the contrasting liturgical appreciation of Mary. In 1854, Pope Pius IX proclaimed the dogma of the
      Immaculate Conception, and in 1950 the Roman church also dogmatically defined the Assumption of Mary.15 The exkurs above is a reminder of Mary’s centrality
      to the doctrine of the old church. Keeping this in mind, the following will examine how and why the Zurich
      reformers reduced Mary’s liturgical position to a female role model for chastity.
    


    Reforming Mary in Zurich


    
      After the Supplicatio ad Hugonem episcopum Constantiensem16 was presented to the Bishop of Constance on 2 July 1522 with 12 signatures, including that
      of Huldrych Zwingli, a series of events, sermons and publications began to fuel confusion that would eventually
      necessitate that Huldrych Zwingli clarify the Virgin Mary’s role in Zurich. The Supplicatio demanded the
      abrogation of celibacy among clerics and nuns as well as the abolition of mass, which was to be replaced by
      reformed worship services.17 A few months later on 6 September
      1522, Zwingli published Von Klarheit und Gewissheit des Wortes Gottes,18 which he had already preached to the nuns of the Dominican Order in Oetenbach in early
      August.19 Zwingli’s primary text on Mariology, Von der ewig
      reinen Magd Maria, which translates to On the Eternally Pure Maiden Mary,20 was published on 17 September 1522 as a reply to some of the concerns
      that people had in regard to amending their understanding of Mary.
    


    
      Not everyone was able to assimilate Zwingli’s ideas immediately. In summer 1522, François Lambert (1486/7–1530)
      took it upon himself to travel to Zurich in the middle of the ferment of the Reformation, and preached in the
      Fraumünster, on the subject of intercession by Mary and the saints.21 Lambert had been recommended to Zwingli by Haller of Bern to preach in
      Latin against the abuses of the Roman church. Notwithstanding, Lambert advocated the worship of saints in his
      ‘four mighty sermons’22 on the Virgin Mary held in Zurich.
      Zwingli interrupted one of these sermons when he shouted out, ‘You err’. Afterwards, he challenged Lambert to a
      disputation. They met on 17 July 1522, and Zwingli convinced Lambert of his error with the words: ‘All of Mary’s
      honor is her Son’.23 Zwingli was boldly insistent that the
      process, which was already in motion for redefining the Mary-model in Zurich, be continued.
    


    
      Roughly six months later, Zwingli presented his Sixty-Seven Articles24 to the Zurich council on 29 January 1523. As Ulrich Gäbler suggests, the Articles
      were put together more as a defense of Zwingli’s previous sermons than a well sorted out effort to transform both
      church and state.25 Regardless of Zwingli’s intentions, over 600
      people from Zurich showed up at the disputation. The common people turned up to witness the dispute in which the
      Papal representative, Johann Fabri (1478–1541),26 was unable to
      prove that celibacy is a scriptural principle.27
    


    
      Five of Zwingli’s Sixty-Seven Articles were of particular interest to the future of Mary in Zurich.
      Article XX and XXI concerned the intercession of the saints: that we need no mediator except for Christ, and that
      earthly prayer is to be spoken in faith that all things are given to us through Christ.28 In addition, Articles XXVIII and XXIX concerned the marriage of
      ecclesiasts: that what God allows or has not forbidden is righteous, including marriage, and
      that all clerics sin if they do not marry when they realize that they cannot remain chaste.29 And finally XXX: that a vow of chastity is foolish and childish, that is,
      too much for the pious being.30 With these demands, Zwingli
      widely influenced, changed, and reformed women’s roles in the church and at home.
    


    
      With his insistence on relinquishing the rules of celibacy, the mass, the mediation of saints and women’s roles
      in the church, Zwingli also altered Mary’s position in the collective conscience of Zurich. As William P.
      Stephens sees it, these changes were each a product of the authority that Zwingli found in scriptural
      interpretation:
    


    
      In its attack on celibacy it is a challenge to the authority of the church in light of scripture, and an appeal
      to the word of God against the ordinance of man. It is a demand for Christian liberty in the sense of scriptural
      liberty. Zwingli’s characteristic use of a range of scriptural testimonies is both an argument from scripture and
      an interpretation of scripture by scripture. The writing was concerned not only with marriage, but also with the
      preaching of the gospel, to which – as he pointed out – Christ had appointed the bishop as well.31
    


    
      As Stephen’s argues, Von Klarheit und Gewissheit des Wortes Gottes emphasizes ‘the authority and
      interpretation of Scripture, as well as the Holy Spirit, but also Zwingli’s humanism and Augustinism’.32 With Zwingli’s emphasis on solus Christus and Scripture’s own
      interpretation of Scripture, Christ alone, not Mary, could hold the highest position as absolute mediator between
      God and people.
    


    
      By 1523, Mary had been relinquished of official power to intercede for the people of the Zurich church. On the
      one hand, Zwingli perceived the necessity of keeping Mary’s virginitas in partu and even virginitas
      post partum as doctrine, while, on the other hand, adamantly proclaiming that marriage with all of its
      responsibilities is desirable and appropriate for both men and women from a social and
      spiritual perspective. Moreover, although many convents and monasteries in and around Zurich had been closed due
      to financial circumstances before the Reformation, those that were shut down in response to Zwingli’s efforts
      were the last traces of a public ascetic lifestyle in Zurich for quite some time to come.
    


    
      Changing the image of Mary could never lead to completely neglecting her. She is a prominent Bible character,
      whose role in the Gospel, the incarnation and as a witness to the resurrection cannot be ignored. Yet, the Virgin
      Mary’s scriptural and cultural identity necessitated redefinition in the Zurich Reformation. The following text
      analyses will serve to demonstrate how Zwingli and Bullinger transformed the culture of sixteenth-century Zurich
      and show how Mary the Mother of God was able to remain an eternal virgin in the early reformed tradition of
      Zurich.
    


    Zwingli’s Mary Sermon: On the Eternally Pure Maiden Mary


    
      Rather than present an exegesis of Zwingli’s text, the following elucidates Zwingli’s efforts to modify his
      culture’s reception of the iconic Virgin Mary.33 Zwingli’s work
      includes a cover letter to his own brothers,34 which discloses
      his own motivation for writing On the Eternally Pure Maiden Mary. The reformer’s brothers had gotten
      wind of the gossip that Konrad Hofmann (1454–1525)35 set in
      motion when he maintained that Zwingli had publically dishonoured Mary. The conflict was the reason for the first
      paragraphs of Zwingli’s reply to his own brothers. In the letter, Zwingli introduces the basic premise for his
      logic and argues towards a changed role model, which is, of course, Zwingli’s own interpretation of Mary.
    


    
      In this text, Zwingli’s personal and political intentions are difficult to overlook, especially when he adds a
      warning to his brothers in an effort to save them from joining the lucrative Söldnerwesen (mercenary
      armies) common to Switzerland in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries.36 Zwingli warns them that signing up for mercenary service would be their
      damnation.37 The letter continues with an explanation that
      Zwingli has only ‘pure intentions’ to preach scriptural truth in every case. The missive ends with a few
      statements about Mary: ‘I do not intend to confirm the lies that are told about her, nor to say more about her
      than Scripture and the Holy Gospels teach’.38 Zwingli concludes his letter with a list of ten helpful hints for his brother’s continued
      spiritual growth and sends it attached to a copy of On The Eternally Pure Maiden Mary.
    


    
      An overview of Zwingli’s Mary sermon itself demonstrates how skillfully Zwingli was able to alter common
      understandings of celibacy, marriage, chastity and the intercession of the saints to accommodate his own reformed
      mariology. At the onset of his sermon, just before he declares his stated purpose, which is to discuss ‘the
      praise of the eternally pure maiden Mary, who bore Christ the savior for us’, Zwingli declares his conviction
      that works do not earn righteousness.39 In the paragraphs that
      follow, he provides an exegesis of the incarnation and birth of Christ from Matthew 2 and Luke 1, but his focus
      is primarily on Joseph and God’s wisdom for providing Mary with a husband for her own protection. Zwingli
      emphasizes that having a husband to protect her was especially important to Mary and the Christ child, who faced
      exile in Egypt in order to escape Herod’s violence. In addition, according to Zwingli, Joseph’s life purpose was
      to protect Mary and the baby Jesus. In Zwingl’s eyes, Joseph remained a virgin husband, and marriage became a
      safe haven for Mary.40 The emphasis on marriage, which is
      highlighted in this section of Zwingli’s sermon, is one of the elements of the reform, which was in direct
      opposition to the old church’s religious practice of celibacy that Zwingli addressed in his Sixty-Seven
      Articles. The changed emphasis that Zwingli argued for became inherent to the preferred behaviour of
      reformed women.
    


    
      At the beginning of his narrative history of the biblical Mary, Zwingli upholds the highly
      contentious but imperative doctrine of Christ’s humanity: ‘And naturally, God with us, that he took on human
      nature from the pure Mary and became our brother, indeed a sacrifice, paying for us’.41 Christ’s humanity is not to be disputed. As proof, Zwingli underscores that Mary came from
      the line of David with an allegorical exegesis of Isaiah 11:1.42
      He is attentive to intricate details concerning the issue that obviously took up so much of Zwingli and the
      church Father’s thought, and which appears to be the concern of Zwingli’s brothers as well as that of the people
      of Zurich – Mary’s eternal virginity. Zwingli continues: ‘In addition, here it is to point out her absolute
      virginity, which was so great that the Gospel writers Luke and Matthew argue it to be so. It is so, that she was
      a pure and unconsumed43 virgin, during, throughout, and after the
      birth of Jesus, yes, remained so unto eternity’.44
    


    
      Zwingli defends his conviction vehemently and brings up the classic dispute between Helvidius and Jerome over
      Mary’s perpetual virginity.45 At this juncture of his sermon, the
      reformer does not seem to embrace the tenets of Helvidius’ defense and elevation of marriage to equality with
      celibacy. In order to secure his point about Mary’s purity, Zwingli praises Jerome, who taught the virtue of
      celibacy and that women are inferior to men. To buttress his argument, Zwingli reminds his readers of Joseph’s
      abstinence, which implies Mary’s chastity, in order to underscore Christ’s divinity.46 This particular defense is most pointed, and leaves no doubt that the old church
      understanding and emphasis on Mary’s virginity would remain unchallenged by this reformer.
      Finally, Zwingli reveals his central tenet and why he chose to defend Mary’s virginity so fiercely:
    


    
      I have interpreted the text from the Gospel of Matthew so deeply in order that those who speak falsely and
      dishonestly about me, saying that I preached that Mary was a stupid woman, that she was like some sort of tramp,
      and that I had blemished her purity and joked about her, might realize that they thought wrongly of
      me.47
    


    
      He then completes his initial defense by injecting that he never said anything to injure Mary.
    


    
      After assuring his audience that Mary retained her virginity forever, Zwingli continues to examine who Mary
      actually was and what her position should be among the faithful; his narrative and her virtues are woven together
      in his instructions on how to properly honour Christ’s mother. Zwingli preaches that Mary’s greatest honour was
      to give birth to Christ; Mary is to be praised above all people, and especially above all women. In this manner,
      Zwingli continuously and repeatedly points to Christ, who is to be the focus of worship, and away from Mary.
      Zwingli places Christ above Mary as the only mediator between God and people, yet, he also elevates Mary ‘above
      all women’.48 The Latin text from Luke 1:42: ‘Benedicta tu inter
      mulieribus et benedictus fructus ventris tui’,49 and a normal
      reading of the original Greek imply that the natural interpretation would be that Mary was among women.
      In most of Zwingli’s exegesis, he uses the expression that Mary is blessed among women, not above women as he
      does here. Perhaps the texts concerning Mary and those of Judith from the Apocrypha mingled in Zwingli’s
      memory.50 Although Zwingli definitely taught that Mary was not
      equal to Christ, for some reason he felt it necessary to elevate Mary above all women in the context of her
      virginity.
    


    
      Zwingli continues with a colloquial excursus by inserting a story to illustrate his point that Mary was not the
      mediator between God and the faithful. In his story, some people in a restaurant ask Zwingli how to pray to Mary;
      he tells them: ‘The Ave Maria is not a prayer, it is rather a greeting and praise. It is a mere greeting
      … the Ave Maria is a greeting and no prayer request’.51
      Moreover, after his aside that surely every common person understood, Zwingli begins to build his case for a new
      Mary-model, the model of faith for all. He alludes to Mary’s virginity with an interpretation of the Annunciation
      in which the Angel Gabriel appears to Mary, wherein the angel is a man. Zwingli focuses once again on Mary’s
      virginity and innocence and describes her reaction of surprise to suddenly seeing a man in her presence,
      although, and Zwingli wants to make this point very clear, she had never known any man in a carnal sense. For
      Zwingli, Mary’s virginity is to remain an essential element of his new model. However, one was to dissist from
      praying to or through Mary – prayer must be addressed to Christ. Although he places much emphasis on her
      integrity, Mary’s faith is the object of Zwingli’s praise.
    


    
      Having established Mary’s virginity, he approaches her faith from various angles. By faith she was willing to
      bear Christ and live her life according to that decision. He proceeds with excerpts from Luke 2 and the
      Annunciation to prove that Mary’s greatest strength was her faith – faith that believers were to emulate.
      According to Zwingli, she believed or placed her faith in the Angel’s announcement through the Holy
      Spirit.52 Mary replied to the Angel Gabriel confidently: ‘Ecce
      ancilla domini’.53
    


    
      Zwingli digresses, adding some practical instructions particularly for girls to be submissive and humble as they
      enter matrimony.54 Afterwards, the sermon
      dwells for several paragraphs on the idea of what a maiden is, but in a secondary sense on the role of a faithful
      and humble contemporary servant modelled after Mary. Mary is a picture of poverty and faith. Finally, Zwingli
      takes an excursion beyond the boundaries of Scripture and explores the traditional Roman Catholic ideal of the
      Virgin Mary’s stoic poise under the cross and her composure following Jesus’ crucifixion, an image that was
      commonly commemorated and glorified in the iconography and worship of the Middle Ages.55 Zwingli draws an image of Mary as a faithful woman doing God’s will.
    


    
      A notable exception to Zwingli’s complete treatment of Mary is that he bypasses the
      Magnificat56 in his otherwise comprehensive biblical
      study; although he continues to interpret the various New Testament texts that refer to Mary. In the section that
      follows, he does not shy from inserting expanded interpretations of her reactions to Christ on the
      cross,57 the 12-year-old Jesus in the temple58 and Mary’s ability to humbly accept Christ’s reply at the wedding in
      Canaan.59 Mary is ‘keeping all of the things concerning Jesus in
      her heart as another mark of her faith’, which for Zwingli strongly emphasizes her humility toward
      Christ.60 Zwingli builds his case for the selfless composure of
      all Christians with Mary as the model of faith and behaviour. Again Zwingli insists: ‘That I have never thought
      anything dishonorable, sinful, scandalous, or evil about the pure maiden Mary, the bearer of our salvation, much
      less publicly taught or spoken this’.61 His exegesis leaves no
      room for an interpretation of Mary who intercedes for other Christians before the throne of God, nor for his
      brother’s criticism of his attitude towards Mary.
    


    
      In conclusion, Zwingli restates his intentions for writing On the Eternally Pure Maiden Mary:
    


    
      I am satisfied that I have presented my clear opinion of the Mother of God to righteous and simple Christians,
      that is, according to Holy Scripture, I totally believe that she remained a pure virgin. I absolutely believe
      that God elevated her above all other creatures, the blessed, and the angels, into the eternal joy.62
    


    
      And to finalize his teaching, he restates that Mary should not receive the prayer of the people of Zurich, but
      rather should be honoured as a virgin and model of faith, he reiterates the text from Matthew 7:21:63
    


    
      Not everyone who says to me, ‘Lord, Lord’ will enter the kingdom of heaven, but only the one who does the will of
      the Father in heaven. It will also be so that everyone who merely repeats a hundred thousand times with their
      mouths and breath, Ave Maria, will not enter into the kingdom of heaven, but rather those who think
      about the content of the Ave Maria when they repeat it.64
    


    
      A few sentences later, Zwingli repeats himself again: ‘And in reality our salvation began here as the angel sent
      by God to the pure Virgin Mary was addressed and greeted in the following manner: you are favored above all
      women, and favored and blessed is the fruit of your womb, or something similar’.65
    


    
      Zwingli’s sermon ends by pointing out the theological reason that Mariology had to be
      changed in sixteenth-century Zurich:
    


    
      If it is falsely taught that merely blabbering a number of Ave Marias in order to receive this or that
      number of indulgences, I say, that this is a great and harmful mistake. Because the simple-minded have learned
      from this to trust their own prayers that are fulfilled in merely external words, and they have drifted away from
      true inner prayer, which is nothing other than an eternal alignment with God that purifies the person from day to
      day.66
    


    
      The summary of his sermon and encouragement for the people of Zurich who had worshipped Mary for so long with
      such vigor is: The more honour and love that a Christian bestows upon Christ, the higher the believer holds the
      Virgin Mary in her role as the Mother of Christ.67 Finally, the
      same idea is repeated yet again with a new comparison and challenge to his audience; Mary’s position is made
      relative among men by listing her along side, not above, other saints: ‘Mary, John, Peter, and Stephan were all
      the same witnesses of Christ pointing us to Christ’.68
    


    
      Limited scholarship on Zwingli’s sermon includes Hans Grass’ discussion of the contemporary divide between
      Catholic and Protestant Mariology. In his Traktat über Mariologie, he insists that the old and new
      church view of Mary will never merge.69 Grass emphasizes
      Zwingli’s desire to prove his point with Scripture, but notes that Zwingli – more consciously than unconsciously
      – certainly oversteps this on three points. First, Zwingli defended Mary’s semper virgo a bit too
      fervently and allowed some excesses in his narrative expression of Mary’s biblical presence. Emidio Campi concurs
      with Grass and reminds that female chastity was a key concern for Zwingli in his moral reform: Zwingli ‘suggested
      that the money spent on erecting towers and providing for the already rich should be invested in girls who could
      not retain their virginity due to their poverty’.70 Furthermore,
      Grass contends that Zwingli went beyond Scripture with these words: ‘I strongly believe that
      she (Mary) was raised by God into eternal joy above all creatures and living people or angels’.71 Grass finally makes the point that Zwingli went beyond his own principle
      by allowing the celebration of Mary’s assumption to continue being celebrated with a Feast Day in the church.
    


    
      Considering the context of Zurich in the fall of 1522, it is fair to say that Zwingli still upheld the core
      values of the Roman Catholic doctrine of Mary, while slowly limiting the various non-scriptural elements as his
      own hermeneutic advised, and that this was his considered tactic for transforming a role model. Ultimately,
      On the Eternal Pure Maiden Mary was one aspect of the transition from the old to a new model in the
      author’s own changing culture where he served as an ordained agent of change.
    


    Zurich Between 1531–58


    
      The landscape of faith and politics in Zurich changed drastically between Zwingli’s death in 1531 and the
      publication of Bullinger’s sermon on Mary in 1558; the Magisterial-reform, the Radical-reform and the
      Counter-reform were exchanging blows, and Mary was once again useful to all. Heiko Oberman nicely summarizes
      where Zwingli left off on his interpretation of the Mary-model:
    


    
      In 1529 Zwingli defends the use of the ‘Ave Maria’, not as a prayer but as praise ‘in order to salute and laud
      Mary’. He feels that the best way to honor the Mother of God is to imitate her virtues[;] resorting to the usual
      Medieval tendency he associates Mary and Christ to the point where he can say: ‘the more honor and love for
      Christ, the more also the esteem and honor for Mary, since she has borne us such a great and at the same time
      merciful Lord and Redeemer’.72
    


    
      Diarmaid MacCulloch is refering to Zwingli and Bullinger’s strategies when he comments that the ‘Zurich
      authorities were gradualists in their approach to Marian devotion; the Marian liturgical recitation of the
      scriptural portion of the Hail Mary remained in the Zurich preaching service right up to 1563, when Bullinger
      finally did away with it’.73 In the
      necrology of Bullinger by Josias Simler (1530–76), Simler refers to the Romans who accused the reformed of
      degrading Mary: ‘contumeliose nos loqui de beata virgine’ (‘that we speak dishonorably about the blessed
      Virgin’).74 Although Bullinger made extensive use of Marian
      language throughout his career, including ‘pure virgin’, ‘the blessed virgin’, ‘the holy virgin’, ‘the holiest
      and most pure virgin’, ‘the one who bore God’, ‘Mother of God’ and ‘the eternal blessed virgin’, his conception
      of the Virgin Mary was in some ways trapped between the Anabaptists and Romans.75 Therefore, it is not surprising that the Mary-model was once again at the centre of
      discourse in the debate with the Anabaptists at Munster in 1533. MacCulloch hands down a droll case in point:
    


    
      One Lutheran spokesman, Hermann Busche (1468–1534), innocently let the cat out of the bag when debating with
      Anabaptists at Munster, while debate was still possible in 1533. After admitting that infant baptism cannot be
      explicitly found in the Bible, he said that there are many things ‘not mentioned in the Bible, which are still
      perfectly acceptable. For example, the perpetual virginity of Mary or the Bible nowhere mentions the baptism of
      the apostles’.76
    


    
      As we will see, the fragile task of changing a role model continued to preoccupy Bullinger.
    


    Bullinger’s De beata virgine Maria matre Domini nostri Iesu Christi


    
      Christoph Froschauer in Zurich printed a compendium of Bullinger’s Feast Sermons77 in 1558 and a second edition followed in 1564. The sermon selection
      included De beata virgine Maria matre Domini nostri Iesu Christi, which is the fourth in a series.
      Walter Tappolet commented on and translated the Latin text into German in his comprehensive
      survey of reformed mariology in Das Marienlob der Reformatoren78 published in 1962, not too long after the Roman Catholic church confirmed the assumption
      of Mary.
    


    
      Tappolet introduces Bullinger’s sermon as a ‘text-less or a thematic sermon’,79 because it is not based on any particular Bible text. Bullinger published his sermon on
      Mary 35 years after Zwingli’s On the Eternally Pure Maiden Mary, yet, the circumstances surrounding
      Bullinger’s sermon are surprisingly similar to those of Zwingli. For one, Bullinger’s sermon is dedicated to his
      own brother Johannes Bullinger (1496–1570), who was a pastor in the church at Kappel-Zurich. Bullinger’s sermon
      addresses his brother’s ‘pressing request for a more detailed and exact explanation of what Holy Scripture and
      the Fathers tell us about the Blessed Virgin Mary’.80
    


    
      As we will see, the difficulties involved in transforming the Mary-model were not completely resolved when
      Bullinger wrote his sermon, and although Zwingli’s context was different, the fact remains that Bullinger also
      felt the need to argue and support his view on Mary in reply to his own brother. The old conflict and confusion
      over the identity of the Virgin Mary had not been completely resolved, and the people of Zurich were still
      looking for a satisfying reply or adequate model to explain tradition, Scripture and contemporary practice. Just
      like Zwingli, Bullinger’s sermon refuted false accusations that he had vituperated against the Holy Virgin, and
      he intended to defend his reputation against such slander.
    


    
      In reformed style, Bullinger’s epigraph is a reference to a Bible text, but with a peculiar twist: ‘I am what I
      was, I was not what I am, now I am called both (God and man)’.81
      At the onset of his sermon, Bullinger takes a strong position to cement his defense of both the incarnation and
      homoousios,82 which he insists are both essential
      components of Christian doctrine. Thereafter, he provides an orderly thesis for his sermon:
    


    
      I will show in particular that our Lord Jesus Christ truly took on a human body out of the flesh of his mother
      Mary and that she remained a virgin. I will add the following, not every detail, but the weightier and more
      mentionable things, at least that Scripture has to say about her, which certainly appears to enrich her praise as
      the most excellent and a creature highly favored by God.83
    


    
      Then Bullinger announces his intended purpose to disprove those who claim that he and his
      followers are Antidikomarianites84 and to set those
      straight who speak out against the Virgin Mary.85 Bullinger’s
      sermon has a similar design to Zwingli’s Mary sermon; beginning with the incarnation, both reformers signal that
      in accordance with the church Fathers, the Two-Nature Doctrine in Christ is not negotiable. Zwingli and Bullinger
      both provide extensive arguments confirming Mary’s eternal virginity in support of traditional incarnation
      theology as well as from a moral point of view. Bullinger, however, spends more time than Zwingli did defining
      the new Mary-model in terms of the biblical Mary and her virtues as his own didactic method for prescribing a new
      role model for women.
    


    
      In section one, Bullinger aspires to supply proof that to believe Christ was born in the flesh from a virgin
      mother is proper doctrine:
    


    
      Then what else can be born of the spirit except spirit, just as flesh comes from flesh? But the Holy Spirit of
      God did this or accomplished with godly strength that she herself conceived and gave the son of God flesh,
      exclusively from the substance of her pure and therefore sanctified body, without the addition of a man.
      Moreover, she remained an innocent virgin.86
    


    
      The reformer goes into great detail concerning the manner in which Mary conceived, telling his readers that the
      ‘strength of the most high came over her’ that is ‘overshadowed her’, which essentially means ‘protected her’,
      and in addition ‘impregnated her’, that is ‘made her fruitful’.87 With an allusion to fields that ‘become too hot and unable to produce, but when they have
      shade, do bring forth fruit’, Bullinger elegantly points out that Mary is the connection between the Abrahamic
      and Davidic promise of a ‘sprout’.88 Bullinger lays a solid
      foundation for his christology with his argument for Mary’s part in the incarnation as the virgin mother of
      Christ; he does not go beyond orthodoxy.
    


    
      The second section of Bullinger’s sermon continues the apology for Mary’s eternal virginity by discussing Mary as
      a biblical type, in terms of the rhetoric of naming, using allegorical interpretation, with logical
      argumentation, and by appealing to the authority of the church Fathers. Again, Bullinger situates a thesis for
      his argument at the onset of the section:
    


    
      Therefore, we pass over this here and will demonstrate with godly and human authority that Mary was and remained
      an eternal virgin, and we will speak of the glory of the absolutely pure child from the holiest and the totally
      intact virgin, and from the honor and dignity of the pure woman who gave birth – the Virgin Mother.89
    


    
      Bullinger reviews the text from Genesis 3:15,90 which is missing
      from Zwingli’s sermon, and does so with great confidence in his exegesis. For Bullinger, the traditional
      interpretation of ‘the woman’ is clear in this text: ‘I will set enmity between you and the woman … between you
      and that woman, indeed the noble, unique and excellent woman’. Bullinger implies that the later virtues refer to
      the Virgin Mary here, whom he calls ‘woman’ in order to clearly denote her gender even explaining his addition of
      the word virgin to this biblical reference, because ‘her child was not the child of a man,
      but rather, the child of the one called a virgin’.91 Leaning on
      Irenaeus’ Eve-Mary typology, in which Mary is the last Eve without sin, a medieval view of the relationship
      between sin and sexuality surfaces.92 The reformer then reasons
      with a reference to the prophecy from Isaiah 7:14:93 ‘Look, the
      young woman is with child and shall bear a son’, and then makes it clear that the ‘young woman’ means ‘virgin’,
      and that she was ‘untouched as an eternal virgin’.94 Bullinger
      pursues the foundation of his argument with an excursus on rhetorical naming, to the effect that it can be argued
      that ‘nicknames’ are serious matters. He alleges that the reason Mary is called ‘the Virgin Mary’ is because
      ‘nicknames are glowing signs of virtue’.95 And he supports this
      in turn with a quote allegedly from Cyprian: ‘It was the special privilege of Mary, that no other woman either
      before or afterward was worthy to obtain, that she was a mother and virgin at the same time, nor was any other
      distinguished with this title’.96 Bullinger’s argumentative
      methods were not yet exhausted.
    


    
      Section two ends with questions and answers that function as propositions for the logic of his argument. First,
      he employs the traditional allegorical interpretation of Ezekiel 44:1–3 to underscore Mary’s
      virginity:97
    


    
      Who is the ‘Prince’? Who is the ‘God of Israel’? When not our Lord Jesus Christ, who
      according to the words of the blessed Zacharias ‘visited us from above’? And who is the ‘gate’, who ‘remained
      closed and was not opened’, if not the eternally Virgin Mary, the mother of our Lord Jesus Christ?98
    


    
      Both Zwingli and Bullinger employed this text in their arguments, and Bullinger used it as a proof text in his
      Apodixis,99 his apology for Mary’s virginity, as
      well.100 Bullinger takes on those who dare to question Mary’s
      eternal virginity with more hypothetical questions. He asks why Joseph would have stayed married to a pregnant
      Mary had she not indeed been a virgin. In addition, he poses a question that was certainly raised by those who
      read Scripture thoughtfully: why did Mary go to the temple eight days after Christ’s birth to sacrifice two
      doves, if she was in fact pure? Bullinger replies matter-of-factly: ‘rather, because she wanted to submit to the
      law’.101 Bullinger was aware that the entire discussion about
      Mary’s virginity could be questioned in light of Luke 2:22–4102
      and her participation in the purification ritual at the temple after the birth of Christ, yet his christology and
      Mary-model depended on her virginity. The discourse on the traditionally delicate and critical doctrine of Mary’s
      eternal virginity is assessed at the end of this section of De beata virgine Maria with a list of church
      Fathers and bishops103 who Bullinger claims believed that Mary
      conceived Christ through the Holy Spirit, and, therefore, she remained a virgin.104
    


    
      The first half of Bullinger’s sermon is remarkably similar to that of Zwingli; however, his
      third section goes beyond Zwingli as an exposition of the biblical Mary and her excellence, that is, her virtues,
      and why she deserves praise and emulation as a model of faith and behaviour. Just as in section one and two, at
      the onset of his defense, Bullinger shares his plan:
    


    
      Just how exceptional the piety, faith, innocence, holiness and virtue of the Virgin Mary were, so that she
      certainly cannot be compared to any of the other saints, that she must rightfully be preferred over all of the
      others, can be seen clearly in the first chapter of Matthew and Luke, especially taking her ‘Magnificat’ into
      consideration … then she spoke filled in abundance with the prophetic spirit.105
    


    
      He continues by chastising ‘the hypocritical Christians who rob Mary of their praise’, which was unthinkable
      according to Bullinger, because Mary was so full of the Holy Spirit, and therefore the theotokos, ‘she
      who bore God and the Mother of God’.106 Although Bullinger seems
      to address the entire congregation beforehand, he takes care to attach the typical sixteenth-century female
      attributes of obedience, humility, faith and purity to his next paragraphs.107
    


    
      Bullinger writes that when Mary said: ‘Here I am, the servant of the Lord’ in Luke 1:38, she
      set a standard for obedience for the Christians of his day, and he supports this by suggesting that all
      Christians should memorize the Magnificat, which he proceeds to outline.108 Humility is the second female virtue that Bullinger adheres to his Mary-model: ‘Although
      she was filled with all mysteries, and all the hidden treasures of our salvation, and she accepted them by faith,
      although angels appeared to her, and she rejoiced over her friendly conversation with them, she never elevated
      herself in any way because of them, but always remained humble’.109 Bullinger artfully juxtaposes Mary’s submissive faith with the claim that she looked only
      and alone to the Son and trusted him; she rejoiced in him, and exalted him in her spirit, she was obedient
      according to law and she was an example as she followed God’s law and the tablet of purity.110 He goes so far as to claim that Mary was obedient to Christ when she
      ‘believed and was obedient’ to ‘the reply of the Lord, that was really harsh enough’ when the boy Jesus went into
      the temple without telling his parents where he was off to.111
      Bullinger further develops his conclusions about Mary’s humility, applying the biblical Mary narrative at the
      wedding in Canaan from John 2:4. When Mary asked Jesus to turn water into wine, Christ replied: ‘Woman, what
      concern is that to you and to me? My hour has not yet come’.112
      Bullinger explains that Mary humbly said: ‘Do whatever he tells you’,113 then enlarges on Mary’s motivation and the ultimate point for his sermon as he declared
      it at the onset:
    


    
      Only this, so that we all worship him, call on him, and worship him. Since we have put all of our trust in him,
      we will certainly not say with a good conscience, nor according to the advice of the Virgin: ‘Mary, Mary of
      Grace, Mother of Mercy, protect us from our enemies, take us up in the hour of death!’ We are much more likely to
      call on the Son and say: ‘Son of the heavenly Father and the Virgin Mary, you who suffered for the sins of the
      world, and are our only salvation, have mercy on us, and take our spirits up!’114
    


    
      Having completed his depiction of what Scripture itself says about Mary, Bullinger reaches beyond biblical limits
      into the realm of conjecture. His description of Mary at the Crucifixion seems remarkably old church, as he
      points toward the Crucifixion rather than the Resurrection, by portraying Mary stoically facing her son’s
      sacrifice. While in her ‘totally pure heart’ the Holy Spirit comforted her, her faith did not falter in any way
      because ‘she understood that the world would be redeemed in this manner’.115 A few sentences later, Bullinger exclaims, despite this, ‘the disciples did not worship
      her’ and ‘ever since the resurrection and ascension of our Lord, she continued in faith, in humility, and
      modesty, while not hoping to make herself great because of her unusual or extraordinary gifts, she did not demand
      a teaching position in the church, and did not set herself apart as some kind of goddess’.116 Bullinger’s explication of Mary’s virtues, her purity, obedience,
      humility and faith are supported with exegesis that goes beyond the Gospels or Acts; thus, a transitional phase
      between pre-reform and post-reform mariology is apparent. The role model that Bullinger develops revisits
      traditional elements of the ideal and virtuous woman without advancing an ascetic alternative to marriage.
    


    
      At the end of section three, mostly based on Scripture, Bullinger defines Mary’s ascension
      to heaven: ‘It is certain and beyond doubt, that she herself is now living in heaven with her Son, because she
      has achieved eternal salvation’.117 Bullinger reveals a key
      patristic authority for his own doctrine of Mary’s assumption in Eusebius, the Bishop of Caesarea (c.
      263–339/40), an industrious researcher of antiquity who mentioned Mary in his chronicles from the year 48 after
      the birth of Christ. Bullinger leans on Eusebius, contending that the Virgin Mary, the mother of Jesus Christ,
      was taken up to her son in heaven, as many have written, and as has been revealed to them. Section three is then
      summarized:
    


    
      It should be enough for us to believe and to confess that the Virgin Mary, the beloved mother of our Lord Jesus
      Christ has been sanctified through the grace and blood of her own son and through the gift of the Holy Spirit has
      been richly gifted above all women, and finally as it is with angels, lives in heaven, who is declared truly
      blessed by all people, now lives happily with Christ in heaven; and that she is named the Eternal Virgin and also
      is and remains so, that is, the bearer of God, whose memorial should be celebrated in the church always and
      festively, that is piously and not superstitiously.118
    


    
      Concluding his first three sections, Bullinger returns to the original problem defined in his thesis and adds
      some more reasons for defending it, along with an overview of his logic, a list of reasons why his view is
      correct and, finally, a summary of the reformed doctrine and Mary-model. His original intentions were to disprove
      his opponents. In fact, by not arguing against them, Bullinger feared that the ‘enemies would count us among the
      Antidikomarianites. For as representatives we teach about the Virgin Mary soberly and in an orthodox
      manner what all of orthodox antiquity taught and believed in accordance with Holy Scripture’.119
    


    
      Bullinger continues with a list of what the enemies of the Reformation are accusing reformed
      Zurich of ignoring. They are being accused of acting against aspects of orthodoxy, denying ‘that the Virgin Mary
      is full of grace, that she is like the well and well water by which she is the mother of grace and mercy, and
      what Saint Bernhard believed of her: That she is our mediator’.120 Bullinger begins to reveal the true reason for his sermon with the words: ‘And they claim
      that she should be honored with worship services and other cults and because we do not do this, they call us
      Antidikomarianites, or enemies and despisers of the Blessed Virgin Mary who should be counted among the
      Jews or godless!’.121
    


    
      The reformer insists that Mary is, in fact, ‘full of grace’, but that Bernhard of Clairvaux ‘attributed more to
      her than any canonical writer can prove, or than the Virgin Mother herself would have liked’.122 He presents his audience with a contrary opinion and tells them to
      follow the apostles in this matter, as he assures them that Augustine did: ‘Even the holy Augustine wanted in the
      same manner, that people neither believed his writings nor the teachings of some Church Father, excepting they
      had tested their views against Scripture’.123 In support of this,
      Bullinger returns to an exegesis of Luke’s text in which the angel greets Mary. Indeed, the angel surprised Mary
      with: ‘Greetings to you who have received grace and are freely loved by God’.124 Bullinger underscores his initial remarks about Mary’s grace:
    


    
      She has special favor and grace with God and received the most and largest gift of grace from God, and that is
      why she is the most pleasing and beloved to God of all, but not in the sense that she is so ‘full of grace’ that
      she can steer and expend grace or the fullness of grace to others.125
    


    
      The reformer states without mincing words: ‘The Christian faith forbids seeking this by creatures, no matter how
      full of grace or the Holy Spirit they may be’.126 Indeed: ‘The
      angel was certainly not too shy to greet the Virgin Mary, but his greeting was neither a request nor prayer, nor
      an appellation to her, but rather the execution of a mandate from God’.127
    


    
      The strands of Bullinger’s thought are tied together in the denouement of his narrative when he cites Luke 2:42,
      ‘Blessed are you among women, and blessed is the fruit of your womb’.128 He completes his recapitulation of the reformed stance:
    


    
      We believe that God, who provides the only true salvation in the present and future, is the only one to be
      invoked. We believe, that Christ alone (because he alone is true God and human) is the true mediator between God
      and humans … While it is already certain, that the Virgin Mary was and is a member of the common church, and that
      is, its most distinguished, who would not understand, that she did not practice prayer any differently than
      people in the true church of God do?129
    


    
      Bullinger strongly counters his opponents who ‘claim that Mary should be honored with offerings, feasts, and
      other cults’.130 He makes his adamant argument against praying to Mary relevant to his contemporaries in his next idea: ‘We do not claim
      that Mary should not be venerated … as the true Mother of God, the Blessed Virgin among all women, the eternal
      virgin’.131 Then Bullinger summarizes his ideas again: ‘We
      maintain that the Virgin Mary is not to be prayed to, not to be called on as the Mother of God, nor the Mother of
      Grace. We will not place our trust in her, not bring offerings in her name, not celebrate any feasts for her, not
      set up any images, nor venerate her through any such cult!’132
      Bullinger makes one final point leaning on Epiphanius, who was angry with certain women who possessed pictures of
      Mary and made offerings to her. In conclusion, Bullinger argues: ‘Which of the prophets ordered people to worship
      people, much less, the woman? She is certainly a chosen vessel, but a woman, not changed in nature, honored in
      spirit and in mind, like the bodies of the saints’.133
    


    
      Bullinger’s agenda is perhaps most decisively revealed toward the end of his sermon, where he was able to
      redefine the Mary-model for his brother and the people of Zurich. But his intentions were actually that no one
      worship the Virgin Mary in an inappropriate manner, and as a result of his arguments, Bullinger took the
      transition of the Mary-model yet a step beyond Zwingli by redefining the church holidays and denouncing all feast
      days for Mary. A final statement provides the denouement of his feast-day sermon number four: ‘Therefore, on this
      day, I do not recognize, why we cannot do without this Feast Day in preservation of our entire faith and our true
      salvation. Much more, if we really want to be pious and also claim to purely serve the Virgin, we will only hold
      religious feasts for God and his Son Jesus Christ alone’.134
    


    Bullinger’s Mary-model


    
      Heinrich Bullinger continued what Zwingli began. Recitation of the Ave Maria and invoking the Virgin
      Mary in prayer were no longer acceptable public or private worship practices; it was forbidden to venerate images
      of Mary, and the Feast Days that celebrated Mary were canceled.135 Pelikan neatly formulates the change:
    


    
      For the Protestant reformers contended that just as their critique of what they regarded as Medieval sacramental
      magic had raised and restored the Lord’s supper to its divinely instituted place, so taking from Mary the false
      honors with which she had been burdened in the Middle Ages was in fact a liberation of her to be a supreme model
      of faith in the word of God.136
    


    
      In Bullinger’s own writing to his future bride Anna,137 his
      Volkommne underrichtung desz christenlichenn eestands (1527)138 and Der christlich eestand (1540),139 the same attributes that were assigned to Mary are brought to bear more generally on
      women. The role model for reformed women was the Virgin Mary, and reformed men had translated her according to
      their understanding of women and Scripture. With arguments remarkably similar to those in his Mary sermon,
      Bullinger wrote two handbooks for female behaviour for the women of sixteenth-century Zurich, and with them, he
      significantly shaped the identity of reformed women for centuries to come.140 The main difference between the women that Bullinger defined and the Virgin Mary was
      virginity; Bullinger encouraged women to marry, not to be nuns or ascetics, but simply mortal child-bearing
      women. He wrote to his future wife who was then a nun in the Convent at Oetenbach Zurich:
      ‘Yes, you are young, and God did not give you such a body, and did not create you so that you remain an eternal
      maiden and do nothing so that fruit comes from you’. He tells her not to stay ‘a virgin stuck between the walls
      of a convent’.141 The exact personal and theological challenge
      that the reformers faced, actually the same problem that the church Fathers wrestled with for centuries, was the
      association of sex and sin, chastity and motherhood, marriage and the ascetic existence, the relationship between
      the holy and profane and the temptation that single women were for men.
    


    
      Although Mary was still a polarizing force within the various Christian factions in and around Zurich, by 1568
      the official reformed teaching on the Virgin Mary in Zurich had become a transformed model of faith and female
      virtue. Mary’s core attributes and the concept of reformed feminine virtues were now aligned with the Zurich
      reformer’s biblical exegesis and resulted in conscious esteem for married women in Zurich.142
    


    Culture and Praxis


    
      Although the leaders and reformers in Zurich determined the formal doctrine of Mary, the cultural transformation
      and praxis of the people of Zurich did not always keep step with the church.143 Nothing changed overnight. For instance, the Angel Gabriel’s greeting remained a part of
      reformed liturgy for 32 years after Zwingli’s death, and the Ave Maria was recited in worship services
      until after 1563.144 Merry Wiesner informs that ‘the veneration
      of saints was in theory prohibited, though it is clear from local records that Protestant women continued to pray
      to female saints, especially during childbirth, for centuries after the Reformation’.145 The following provides an engaging example of the practical and personal implications
      that the changed Mary-model had on relationships in the Zurich reformer’s own families and circle of friends.
    


    
      Heidnischwerk is a form of picture tapestry ‘used in ecclesiastical furnishings or
      domestic decoration’.146 The tapestries ranged from the size of a
      cushion cover, to large bed spreads, and wall coverings that were usually woven by women. The motives of this art
      form were almost exclusively biblical figures and scenes, usually of a feminine nature, typically the figures of
      Judith, or the Virgin Mary at the Annunciation. Artistic techniques, forms, and themes are often visual
      representations of specific historical contexts and expressions of socio-political as well as theological
      transitions within any given culture. Verena Zoller’s Wirkteppich of 1545147 is just such a contextual and visual representation of Mary’s metamorphosis within the
      culture of Zurich; it is preserved at the Benedictine Convent in Sarnen, Switzerland. The following is based on
      the extensive research of Anna Rapp Buri and Monica Stucky-Schürer on Heidnischwerk in sixteenth-century
      Zurich.
    


    
      Buri and Stucky-Schürer examined two separate tapestries, the first dated 1480, and the second bearing the date
      1554. Both of the tapestries depict hortus conclusus, a traditional scene of Mary and the Angel Gabriel
      at the Annunciation, a rendering of the closed garden in the Song of Solomon148 and Physiologus.149 These
      tapestries epitomize the same transition from the Middle Ages to the reformed conception of Mary that Zwingli and
      Bullinger participated in; the tapestry from 1554 was an adaptation of the older motif that conformed to the
      Mary-model of 1480, but also contains contemporary ideas from 1554. The tapestry corroborates the thesis that
      worship, or at least veneration of Mary occured well into the Zurich Reformation.
    


    
      The tapestries offer numerous elements of a transition between pre- and post-Reformation conceptions of the
      Annunciation in Matthew 1 and Luke 2. Each features Old Testament figures such as Adam and Eve, Gideon and his
      sheepskin, the arc of the covenant and other symbolic figures. The complex landscape is portrayed using three
      methods: in the text band that lies on a fence at the bottom of the picture the words
      ortus conclusie [sic] (the closed garden) are woven. A child stands next to this with a golden monogram
      ‘IHS’ (Iesus hominum salvator). And the New Testament words in the first text band at the far left edge
      of the picture read: ‘Quia respexit d[omi]n[u]s humilitatem ancille sue’ (‘for he has looked with favour on the
      lowliness of his servant’, Luke 1:48). These are the words that Mary spoke when she met Elizabeth and realized
      God’s plan for salvation. Using typological representations and prefiguration, the content of the tapestry is
      displayed and a story told.150
    


    
      The similarities between the tapestry from 1480 and 1554 are astounding. However, a number of shapes and images
      have been modernized, especially clothing and buildings, as well as popular plant types. Three flower bouquets
      are woven into both the old and new tapestries symbolizing three Christian virtues: sword lilies for
      charitas or brotherly love, roses for ‘huminitas’151 or humility, and white lilies representing castitas or chastity.152 Some of the texts are rewritten in order to match contemporary
      sixteenth-century theological thought. Whereas the earlier version emphasized the sensual and mystical nature of
      the Song of Songs, the 1554 version emphasizes a dove that represents the Holy Spirit.153 Imagery for the Virgin Mary that associated her with the lily under the
      thorn bush of Cant 2:2154 and the lily that represented the
      Virgin Mary were left out of the later version, probably in order to distance it from the medieval interpretation
      of the Cant 2:2 text, which was associated with the nuns in convents, who were considered the virgin brides of
      Christ, sponsa Christi.155 Mary is portrayed grasping
      the horn of a unicorn in both tapestries, which is a symbolic act common in medieval mysticism and represents the
      idea of proclamation, while the face in the burning bush that appeared in the tapestry from 1480 is left out all
      together from the rendition of 1554.156 The redesigned aspects of
      the motif are particularly interesting in the context of Zwingli and Bullinger’s sermons, because, as we shall
      see, both reformers were involved with them on a personal and theological level.
    


    
      Verena Zoller’s Wirkteppich is an archeological example of art history and also relevant to this
      discussion from a social and cultural perspective. A coat of arms from the family Zoller and Schmid of Zurich,
      which denotes the tapestries’ origins and ownership, is weaved into the more recent tapestry
      from 1554. The coat of arms belonged to Hans Wilpert Zoller I (d. 1531) a close friend of Zwingli’s who was
      killed alongside Zwingli outside of Kappel on 11 October 1531. Zoller’s widow Agnesa Schmidin (1508–57) was the
      daughter of Felix Schmid (1454–1524), who was the mayor of Zurich from 1510–24. After the death of Zwingli and
      Zoller, Heinrich Bullinger took special interest in assisting the two widows, Agnesa Schmidin-Zoller and Anna
      Reinhart-Zwingli (1484–1538), who were both left alone with small children. Bullinger invested in these two
      families, even trying to secure a position for the young Hans Wilpert Zoller II (1528–77) with the Graf of
      Württemberg-Mömpelgard in 1543. The youngest daughter Agatha Zoller from Agnesa Schmidin and Felix Zoller ‘lifted
      the youngest Bullinger son out of the baptismal font on 31 January 1536’.157 Zoller’s other daughter, Verena Zoller (d. 1558), was the artist who wove the
      Wirkteppich. On 11 July 1552, she became the godmother of Bullinger’s granddaughter Verena from Anna
      Bullinger (1530–64) and Ulrich Zwingli Jr (1528–71).158
    


    
      Verena Zoller died in 1558, after only seven weeks of marriage to Hans Konrad Escher (1518–88); she left her
      tapestry to her sister Agatha.159 Heinrich Bullinger sent Agatha
      Zoller a letter on 6 July 1561 concerning the subject matter and imagery of the hortus conclusus
      tapestry. In fact, Agatha had requested a written confirmation of what Bullinger had verbally explained to her
      own mother Agnesa before she passed away concerning the picture’s content. In his reply, Bullinger interpreted
      the unicorn hunt that Adam and Eve were participating in as a symbol for the incarnation of Christ and the
      redemption of humanity through Christ’s sacrificial death. He also said that the old church content was no longer
      appropriate for public display in the church, but in private homes it could still help to form virtuous lives.
      And, thus, Agatha could hang the tapestry that she had inherited from her sister Verena in her own
      home.160
    


    
      The tapestry is a practical example of how late medieval themes and symbols that had been influenced and
      transformed by reformed thought were integrated into the ordinary culture of Zurich throughout the sixteenth
      century. Buri and Stuckey-Schürer’s conclusion is that the original worship tapestry became a picture of common
      Christian virtues, ‘while in the late Medieval Minneallegory161
      the taming of wild desires for love was in the foreground, at the beginning of modernity, the idealization of
      marital bonds required new representations’.162
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      Figure 6.1 Monastery tapestry Hortus conclusus, Zurich 1554. Wool, silk, gold and silver threads.
      Benedictine Convent, Sarnen, Switzerland. Picture D. Stuppan
    


    
      Bullinger understood the tradition of Heidnischwerk from his personal exposure to
      the art form as a child and adult. He wrote in his family history: ‘Anna Bullinger (die Küfferin) learned how to
      do Heidnischwerk from her mother, and did beautiful work, and she taught it to my own Anna Zwingli,
      these are the three or four who were able to do it, because one of each family taught it to the
      other’.163 Verena Zoller’s Wirkteppich took years to
      weave, and the process that the Bullingers, Zwinglis and the rest of Zurich were a part of also took time, not
      every reformed precept was adopted immediately after its conception. The transition of Heidnischwerk and
      the Mary motif illustrates the gradual nature of the evolution of the Mary-model. Reforming a church, culture and
      society were not isolated events, and both Zwingli and Bullinger were products of and participants in their own
      cultures. Both were also astute agents of theological and cultural change. The practical example of Verena
      Zoller’s Wirkteppich and traditional sixteenth-century women’s art depicting the Annunciation illustrates the
      personal relationships that influenced the Zurich reformers, which, it seems, affected their thoughts on the role
      model Mary.
    


    Reforming the Mary-model in Reformation Zurich


    
      Mary’s position in the power relations between men and women of the church has not been the emphasis of this
      chapter, but it has been mentioned that the church Fathers wrestled with Mary’s role at numerous councils, and
      that the questions concerning Mary were intricately linked to the incarnation and the degree of Mary’s affinity
      with the sacred. As early as 202 AD, Irenaeus considered Mary the last Eve, who gave birth without sexual relations as a reply to Eve’s sin. He wrote that by retaining her virtue, she
      participated with Christ in the salvation of humanity.164 By
      1554, the people of Zurich were coming to uneasy terms with a new Mary-model altered from that of the old church.
    


    
      Mary traditionally served as a powerful role model in the medieval church, and for at least 35 years this model
      was successively and systematically reshaped through the Zurich reformer’s sermons and writings. Zwingli and
      Bullinger qualified the doctrine of Mary according to their exegesis of Scripture and in the process reduced her
      value and position in reformed worship. Both reformers were defending their own honour against accusations,
      Mary’s honour, marriage as an honourable institution and the goodness of a virtuous woman. Zwingli and Bullinger
      abbreviated Mary’s role in the church and sculpted a new model of faith for everyone, thereby, also shaping a
      motif for female moral virtues.
    


    
      Zwingli and Bullinger amended the shared conception and interpretation of Mariology for the church and culture of
      Zurich using practical examples, biblical exegesis, stories, the church Fathers and both structured and informal
      polemic. Each centred his argument on the incarnation, moved to the doctrine of Two-Natures, and emphasized
      Mary’s virginity above all else. Both concluded that Christian prayer should be Christ centred, not Marian. In
      addition, the Mary-model, indeed, changed at the same time that marriage trumped celibacy, which especially
      influenced clergy and nuns, but also the average person’s conception of the relationship between holiness and
      sexuality. Although Mary finally served as a common model of faith for all believers, the importance of chastity,
      which was a key trait of the reformed Mary-model, was carefully constructed in the reformer’s writings and
      expressly applied to women. Mary became one among many saints who served as models of faith, but her
      particularity lay in the new Mary-model that was a reconstructed biblical type of Mary in which she retained
      eternal virginity and served as a role model for the virtuous behaviour of reformed women. Thus, women who
      embraced their roles as mothers and wives in the new system did not, for all that, gain a role model whom they could emulate, one who experienced natural childbirth, the frustrations of
      mothering and real married life. The correspondence between sin and sex that made Mary’s virginity so essential
      to christology remained intrinsic to sixteenth-century reformed mariology. Ian Maclean’s words describe the
      situation well:
    


    
      She is, in fact, exempt from all female vice and imperfection, and thus can accede directly to heaven by
      assumption unlike other human beings. Far from being the glory of her sex, she is not of her sex in its
      malediction, tribulation, and imperfection. She incarnates certain moral virtues, which are consistent with the
      social, and religious role of women but does not ever become a model of behavior, so remote is she from others of
      her sex.165
    


    
      When one of the values that a role model represents is changed, it has repercussions in other areas of culture,
      and this works as a catalyst for change in a system of roles. The Mary-model in Zurich had ramifications in the
      church, culture and gender relations. By the time Mary was finally reformed, only men of faith held positions in
      the church,166 and a good reformed woman was like her role model
      Mary – an honourable and chaste wife – a woman of the church.
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      When Zwingli took up office in the Grossmünster in Zurich on 1 January 1519 he inaugurated a new preaching
      practice. Unlike Luther, who retained the tradition of expounding specific texts drawn individually from the
      Bible (pericope), Zwingli preached through complete books of the Bible, from first chapter to last, a process he
      began with the Gospel of Matthew.1 Zwingli’s colleagues and
      successors also adopted this practice and lectio continua became characteristic of reformed sermons.
      Preaching on a specific theme was not outlawed entirely. At Christmas, on Good Friday/Easter Sunday, on Ascension
      Day and at Whitsun it was natural for the sermon to be based on a biblical text relevant to the day,2 although it was also possible that the next verses in the book currently
      being tackled by the preacher also met this criterion. Zwingli preached, without a script, almost every day.
      Heinrich Bullinger followed his predecessor’s practice until June 1542, when the city council requested that he
      be relieved of this pressure. The city’s pastors agreed that while they all would continue to preach on Sundays,
      only one of them would preach on other occasions through the week – morning and evening on Mondays to Thursdays,
      only in the morning on Fridays and three times on Saturdays.3
      While Bullinger therefore continued his progress through biblical books on Sundays, during
      the week he preached only on Fridays, until in the summer of 1546 when an additional Tuesday sermon series was
      added to his responsibilities. We can reconstruct the biblical material on which Bullinger preached in these two,
      and later three, parallel sermon series from the entries in his Diarium and from his drafts, but also
      from transcripts of the sermons themselves.4 Bullinger’s former
      pupil Rudolf Gwalther,5 who would succeed him as head of the
      Zurich church, was appointed pastor of St Peter’s on 2 July 1542: in addition to his Sunday preaching duties,
      Gwalther was responsible for the morning service on Mondays and Tuesdays, and we know that he stood in as
      necessary for other preachers, on which occasions he would preach on the Psalms. The remaining sermons to be
      given during the week were distributed amongst the pastor at the Fraumünster and the deacons.
    


    
      Gwalther’s Sunday series, which he recorded in the Greek New Testament he had acquired in 1536,6 is remarkable for its length. During his years at St Peter’s he preached
      as follows:
    


    
      Gospel of Matthew: 9 July 1542 to 24 April 1547
      

      Gospel of John: 1 May 1547 to 19 July 1551
      

      Epistles of John: 26 July 1551 to 24 April 1552
      

      Gospel of Luke: 1 May 1552 to 22 May 1558
      

      Gospel of Mark: 5 June 1558 to 25 May 1561
      

      Acts of the Apostles: 1 June 1561 – 4 (should read – 5) August 1565
      

      Book of Micah: 12 August 1565 to 21 July 1566
      

      Gospel of Luke: 28 July 1566 to 3 May 1573
      

      Acts of the Apostles: 17 May 1573 to 2 October 1575
    


    
      On 9 October 1575 Gwalther gave his inaugural sermon as pastor at the Grossmünster on 2 Corinthians 5. The
      following week he began a sermon series on the Gospel of John that would last until 9 July 1581; he was in the
      midst of a series on the Acts of the Apostles, begun on 16 July 1581, when a stroke suffered
      on 26 June 1584 left him unable to preach. Gwalther’s weekday sermon series, which ran in parallel to his Sunday
      preaching, can in part be reconstructed from his printed sermons. In 1572 this series was divided into two, a
      Monday series and a Tuesday series, and in October 1575 he took over Bullinger’s Friday series in the
      Grossmünster.
    


    
      In light of the central role of biblical exposition in the Zurich church, it seems remarkable that the sermons
      given by the city’s theologians initially appeared in print so infrequently. Only after 1550 was the content of
      their sermons often accessible in published form. Zwingli wrote down and published only a small number of his
      sermons and in the process he expanded their original content significantly.7 In the years before 1550 Bullinger was working on his Decades, his systematic
      theology, which took the form of five sets of ten sermons, and during this period he published both significant
      theological writings and biblical commentaries, but no sermons.8
      Gwalther’s reputation rested initially on his poetic work and he had been commissioned by the Zurich church to
      translate and edit the work of other scholars.9 The five sermons
      on Matt 24:23–6 that he published in 1546 are a special case. These Endtchrist or Antichristus
      sermons were designed to caution their audience and call them to repentance. Their antipapal polemic was composed
      of quotations drawn from medieval critics of the papacy and served Gwalther as historic grounds for his sharp
      warnings about the threats posed by the renewed papacy, the Council of Trent and the outbreak of the Schmalkaldic
      War. The translation of these sermons into Italian, English and Dutch brought Gwalther both
      a European-wide reputation and the protests of the Catholic Confederates.
    


    
      The first of the Zurich theologians to follow Zwingli’s example in making his sermons available in print was Otto
      Werdmüller (1513–52), archdeacon at the Grossmünster, who in 1548, 1549 and 1552 published his German-language
      sermons.10 In August 1551 Bullinger and Gwalther began a process
      whereby by mutual arrangement they too published their German-language sermons, initially with some frequency,
      but subsequently at a slower pace. In 10 small books containing a total of 17 sermons, Bullinger reflected on
      issues of faith and the end times;11 Gwalther’s 23 books, with a
      total of 68 sermons, tackled the life of Jesus, the Christian life, the Bible and prayer.12 In 1561 Johannes Wolf, minister at the Fraumünster, followed their lead
      when he published one of his sermons, as did also Ludwig Lavater, archdeacon at the Grossmünster, when in the
      course of 1571, 1577 and 1584 he published 15 sermons across four small books.13 These published sermons had not previously been read out in church. They originated in
      well-prepared sermons that had been given unscripted and in the German dialect spoken locally in Zurich.
      Subsequently these essentially oral sermons were reworked on the basis of their Latin outlines
      (Memorialia) and written down in the High German/Swiss characteristic of officialdom. The printed
      version does not therefore reproduce word for word a sermon given from the pulpit, and indeed the material in the
      first, oral version had been expanded for publication. The Zurich theologians had not searched through the Bible
      for passages that spoke to a specific theme; rather, they tackled topics that emerged as made their way through
      individual books of the Bible, topics that they wanted to bring to the attention of all elements of the
      multi-layered society who made up their audience. These small books found their readership in Southern Germany
      and Switzerland, amongst readers who shared a common linguistic base.
    


    
      In 1553 Gwalther provided his educated readership with two different forms of Latin
      exposition of complete biblical books: on one hand, 37 extensive homilies on the First Letter of John and, on the
      other hand, short Homiliarum sylvae, of which five were on the Second Letter of John and four on the
      Third Letter of John. Although the latter are closer in form to Gwalther’s sermon outlines, it was the former
      that met with the warmer reception, for they proved of more practical use to the parish clergy in preparing their
      sermons. Working from the notes from his sermon series, Gwalther therefore published, in large folio form, sermon
      series in the form of homilies on the Acts of the Apostles (1557), Mark (1561), the 12 minor prophets (1563;
      Hosea and Joel had already appeared in 1560), John (1565), the Letter to the Romans (1566), Luke (1570), the two
      letters to the Corinthians (1572), the Letter to the Galatians (1576), Matthew (1581/84) and Isaiah (1583,
      Homiliarum sylvae). In total he published 1,580 extensive homilies and 364 short Homiliarum
      sylvae, for as his strength declined around 1583/84, he published, as he had in 1553 for Second and Third
      John, the initial outline of his sermon without significant further reworking. The homilies, which have received
      little scholarly attention, make up his principal work. These volumes were repeatedly reprinted in Zurich up
      until 1596 and in Heidelberg between 1601 and 1619.14 Their very
      accessible Latin provided them with a market throughout Europe, and they continued to be used by pastors until
      into the eighteenth century. Only in 1557 did Bullinger follow suit, and over the next ten years he published 526
      Conciones on the Apocalypse, and on Jeremiah, Daniel and Isaiah.15 In the ten years before his death Ludwig Lavater (1527–86) published a total of 432
      homilies on other books of the Old Testament,16 and over 200
      sermons by Johannes Wolf appeared after Wolf’s death in 1572.17
    


    
      When Gwalther’s sermon outlines, published after his death with the title Archetypi homiliarum, are
      included in the total, 2,667 writings in the form of sermon prototypes (Urbilder) or models
      (Vorbilder) were printed in various combinations in Zurich and Heidelberg between 1587 and 1612, on
      Esther, Psalms 1 to 94, the four Gospels, the Acts of the Apostles and all the Letters; some include the date on
      which the original sermon was preached. Several drafts on Isaiah and Jonah appeared in Zurich in 1604 as an appendix to Vermigli’s Preces sacrae, under the title Sylva homiliarum …
      de vera precum ratione. Unfortunately Gwalther’s notes were not preserved after their publication; by
      contrast, many of Bullinger’s handwritten sermon outlines have been preserved and only a few have been
      published.18
    


    
      For any single biblical text, close ties between Latin sermon outline (Memoriale, Archetypus),
      German sermon and published Latin homily exist only when they all belonged to the same sermon series, which
      happens only rarely for all three forms of exposition.
    


    The Texts of Gwalther’s Pedagogical Sermons on Luke 2:41–52


    
      The story of 12-year-old Jesus in the Temple provided Gwalther with the opportunity to present his ideas on the
      raising of children, and his pedagogical principles are evident in his exposition of Luke 2:41–52. For this text
      there are particularly close ties between the three published versions of his exegesis:
    


    
      1. In Gwalther’s Sunday series on Luke that began on 1 May 1552, sermons 25, 26, and 27 – probably given on 16,
      23 and 30 October 1552 – considered Luke 2:41–52. Gwalther’s Latin outlines for this series were first edited by
      his nephew Rudolf Simler and were published under the title Archetypi homiliarum in quatuor Evangelia
      (henceforth cited as A 25–27).19
    


    
      2a. At the end of January and beginning of February 1553 Gwalther reworked A 25–26 in German as his first sermon
      on child raising (Erziehungspredigt), and A 27 as his second. Along with a preface dated 5 February 1553
      and addressed to the Christian reader, these two sermons were printed by Froschauer with the title Die
      Kindheit und Erziehung unseres Herren Jesus Christus. Zwei Predigten aus Lukas 2 über eine richtige und
      christliche Kindererziehung (henceforth cited as P 1–2).20
    


    
      2b. The two German sermons P1–2 were translated into Latin by Theodor Collinus and appeared
      in 1588 with the title De pueritia et educatione Iesu Christi domini nostri. Homiliae duae ex II. Cap. Lucae,
      in quibus verae et Christianae educationis liberorum ratio docetur (henceforth cited as T).21
    


    
      3. As Gwalther was undertaking his second sermon series on Luke, from 28 July 1566 to 3 May 1573, his D.
      Lucas Evangelista. Rodolphi Gualtheri Tigurini in Evangelium Iesu Christi secundum Lucam Homiliae 215 was
      published in Zurich, by Christoph Froschauer the Younger in 1570. Gwalther had used his Latin outlines of 1552–58
      as the basis for this work. He drew few novel ideas from his preaching series begun in 1566, but the two earlier
      German sermons had marked influence on homilies 24 and 25 in this 1570 work (henceforth cited as H
      24–5).22
    


    
      The translation of the biblical verses in P and H was Gwalther’s own. Only the publishers of T and A added
      enumeration, which was novel at that time. Marginalia were used to indicate the relevant biblical passages – by
      reference in A, in full in H and P – or to describe the content of the sections they accompany.
    


    
      In the short summary of P 1–2 that follows below, the headings of the material that appears alongside the text is
      given in italics; the footnotes record the relevant (and almost always identical) marginalia from A and H along
      with the numbering of the extract from A. This method both provides evidence of the close ties between P, A and H
      in these instances and makes a comparison of the three printed texts easier.
    


    The First Sermon


    
      Joseph and Mary travel to Jerusalem with twelve-year old Jesus for the Easter festival; when they seek to return
      home they find he is missing; they search for him for three days and find him in the Temple, where he is
      listening to the teachers and asking them questions. (Luke 2:41–7)
    


    
      There is a purpose to the description of the childhood of Jesus.23 Luke tells of the childhood of Jesus for our own consolation and in order that we learn
      that the Son of God ‘assumed true human ways and nature from the Virgin Mary and became the equal of us poor
      humans in all ways other than our sins’ (Heb 4:15). As our brother who himself knew human weakness, he is our
      true intermediary (Unterhändler)24 before God. Since he
      himself was a child, he is also the saviour of children and frees us from fear in our relations with them. –
      This story instructs us in the correct manner in which to raise children.25 In the story of Jesus in the Temple, Mary and Joseph provide a ‘magnificent example of
      correct, godly childrearing’, which we should examine in detail; our sinful nature makes necessary this scrutiny,
      which is at the same time pleasing to God.
    


    
      The practices of parents.26 Every year Mary and Joseph
      travelled to Jerusalem for the Easter festival, as God had commanded (Deut 16:16); as soon as Jesus had turned
      12, they took him also. – Mary and Joseph obey God. In so doing they provided an example of a
      ‘God-fearing and reverent life and of obedience before God’, for they could have argued against having to visit
      Jerusalem on the grounds that the costs were high for poor hand workers and that they would lose valuable time,
      or that Jesus, the son of God and the true Easter lamb, was living with them.
    


    
      The raising of children should begin with the parents.27
      Children follow the example set by their parents and become like those with whom they live, and therefore parents
      should follow an honest life and give no occasion for evil. – Parents are to be God-fearing. Someone who
      is God-fearing reads the Bible at home and with the community of the faithful hears the Word of God in church; in
      so doing that person will feel compelled to keep the commandments and pray. – Parents should be decorous and
      honest. Parents should be measured in their speech, gestures, morals, clothing, eating and drinking; they
      must never be immodest. – Parents should avoid whoring and adultery. Should they not remain faithful to
      one another, parents should at least spare their children. – Parents should work to preserve unity.
      Unity makes married life easier; disunity causes disrepute. If a father or mother speaks badly of the other,
      their children will play them off one against the other and will themselves become hostile; it is for this reason
      that faithfulness and unity are so necessary. – Housekeeping by parents. Parents should exercise
      restraint in what they eat and how they dress; at the same time they should also be generous, not miserly. –
      Parents should be respectful towards their superiors. They should speak of
      preachers and of those in authority with great respect in order that their children also learn to respect them.
      If parents talk of those in authority with contempt, their children will also show contempt for them, before they
      have judged for themselves. It is for this reason that today many young people are unwilling to follow the
      prohibitions of God and the authorities. If parents follow all these instructions, they will provide a good
      example, will not annoy their children and will not bring God’s anger on themselves (Matthew 18:6).
    


    
      Mary brings Jesus to the worship service.28 Mary brought
      Jesus with her to Jerusalem; unlike both Eli and many people today her piety was not limited to herself alone.
      From Jesus’ earliest childhood she did all that she could in order to bring him up well. – Children should be
      brought to God. Because children are given to us by God, it is fitting29 that they be brought to God; to do so is to honour God. It is only as a result of our
      efforts that the earth brings forth good fruit, and, similarly, in light of our sinful nature, from a young age
      the human heart must be instructed in the teachings of God,30 and
      also forewarned and punished. No message will be conveyed to children by our works and actions unless the seed of
      the fear of God has been planted within those children. As Solomon recognized (Proverbs 22:6), humans continue
      along the path to which they became accustomed in their youth; as adults they can only be redirected with great
      difficulty from the course they have adopted, whether it leads from depraved life to destruction or is the path
      to sanctity. The soul is the most refined part of man and therefore parents should seek to acquire for their
      children not just the accoutrements of life on earth but also the stuff of eternal life, for otherwise their
      children will behave just like animals. We should follow the examples of Abraham, Job, Tobias, Paul and Timothy
      and take to heart Christ’s command (Matthew 19:14) that the children should be brought to him, for to them
      belongs the kingdom of heaven.
    


    
      Children are capable of faith and of taking part in the church service.31 If we hold children to be too young and too incompetent to be able to honour God, then we
      are in effect accusing God of asking us to do something that has no purpose. We do not know children better than
      God knows them, God who ‘created them and gave them a soul that has reason’. It is true that our reason alone (as
      Paul taught, 1Corinthians 2:7–12) is not able to comprehend God, but God has ‘illuminated us with his Spirit’.
      And so just as children are able to learn foreign languages, counting and music, as sons can learn fencing and
      daughters spinning, sewing and singing, so too they have reason enough to learn faith and what is true worship,
      ‘in which nothing is crooked or confused, but rather all is simple and correct’. For this children would lack
      nothing, but many parents do not have enthusiasm for the honouring of God.
    


    
      Fear of God embraces aspects of child raising:32
    


    
      In this point or article of faith and of the church service, in which children should be raised from their
      earlier years, we possess everything else that serves to raise children both correctly and completely. For if
      they fear God, they will have his Word always in their sight and will follow it. His Word teaches them to honour
      their fathers and mothers, to obey them and to look after them kindly when they become old and weak. They learn
      to be obedient to authorities and to all others set over them, and to do for them all that God commands. It
      follows from this that they must learn to master their challenges while still young, to keep them within bounds,
      for to do so is the start of an honest, pious, guiltless and Christian life. From this then comes the blessing of
      God, which preserves them and provides them with honour and due prosperity according to their needs, and in the
      end ensures that you have pleasure in your children.33
    


    
      – The deficiencies and corruption of our time.34 Amongst
      the greatest errors of our time is that so few parents teach their children the fear of God promptly, and, as a
      result, as the saying goes, ‘from young angels old devils come’. It is not sufficient to be able to recite the
      Our Father or the articles of faith; parents must help their children to understand what they are learning. ‘All
      in all, if the right beginning is not made when children are being raised and if the foundations are not laid in
      the hearts of children in order that they learn of God, and to recognize, love, honour, and fear him, then
      nothing good can follow’, as we daily discover. And therefore we must diligently consider
      the example given by the Virgin Mary and Joseph in their raising of the child Jesus.
    


    
      Mary becomes anxious about her child.35 In the second
      part of the text that has been read out, Luke reports that Mary suffered fear and worry when she realized her
      child was gone, thinking that he was lost or even dead or abducted. She retraces a full-day’s journey and only
      three days later did she find Jesus. These words can bring comfort to parents and teach them, and, as we shall
      see in more detail, can give them patience as they carry out the hard work of raising children.
    


    
      Comfort for parents when they are raising their children.36 All our life is full of suffering, but the raising of children brings particular effort,
      work, worry and danger. God has so ordered it on account of our sins. To give birth to children and to raise them
      serves the salvation of women. Rather than become impatient, we should remember that children are given by God
      and formed in the image of God, that growing children bring growing worries. We can learn patience from Mary’s
      efforts with the child Jesus.
    


    
      In the raising of children no effort is too great.37
      Although Jesus was ‘born with an unspoiled nature’ and enjoyed the special protection of God, he was also a true
      human who made much work for his mother. No matter how much effort we invest in our children, who were received
      by us in sin, they will always cause us grief, as Adam found with Cain, Noah with his son Ham, Abraham with
      Ishmael, Isaac with Esau and Jacob with his children. We must be alert and fend off evil promptly. – Comfort
      when children are disobedient. When all efforts in teaching, reproaching and punishing have proved
      unfruitful, all that remains is to turn to God, who will reward parents and punish disobedient children.
    


    
      God’s providence orders everything well.38 At first we
      do not understand how God’s true and paternal providence works around us. Mary and Joseph thought their child was
      lost, but rather his godly wisdom was being tested in the Temple to the praise of God. From this example we learn
      to recognize God’s providence. In an extreme situation, when we lose a child or spouse, we often discover later
      that something good although unexpected grows for us from that event, and so we must lay all our burdens on God
      and trust in him.
    


    
      Christ is found in the Temple.39 On another occasion it
      will be explained how we should seek Jesus, namely nowhere but in his Temple, that is, in ‘his holy Christian church’. In this sermon, however, we are concerned only with what the passage
      teaches us about the raising of children.
    


    
      Children should serve God.40 That Jesus was found not at
      play or in bad company but rather in the Temple shows us that children are highly impressionable, their hearts
      being ‘like a wax writing tablet’ – they are not like adults who are hard as iron or diamond – and at a young age
      they should be made accustomed to worship. In response to those who hold that children would not understand the
      sermon, we have the testimony of John (1 John 2:14), who declares that gospel teaching does not serve adults
      alone, but is also for children, whom it teaches to recognize their ‘true father in heaven’. – Against
      neglectful parents. Only a few parents bring their children to church; many allow them to roam the streets
      during the sermon (which is thought to be too long for little ones) – during the cold of winter children sledge
      for hours without a care, slide on the ice and throw snowballs at people. When we consider that the honouring of
      God is of no concern to many people, both young and old, it is no wonder that moral standards fall.
    


    
      Christ hears the Word of God.41 Jesus listened to the
      Temple scholars and answered them. Jesus therefore listened to the Word of God although as the son of God he
      could learn nothing from humans that he did not already know; as a human, however, he wanted to show us by
      example that we should not deride sermons given by those who have been appointed to preach, for they have been
      appointed by God. – How one should hear the Word of God.42 Our dress should not be too fine when we go to church and we should not interrupt the
      preacher but rather listen to the Word of God in church with reverence and all seriousness, as though we were
      sitting before the face of God. And we should also ask God to illuminate our teachers through the Holy Spirit. –
      One should not believe just any teaching. It is wrong frivolously to believe any teaching we hear; one
      cannot place all responsibility on the preachers. As Paul and John enjoin, only healthy teachings are to be
      retained. Because Jesus debated with the Temple scholars when he was only 12 years old, people should be taught
      to differentiate between teachings while they are still young.
    


    
      Christ, the teacher of all.43 All marvelled at Jesus’
      wisdom. He is, as Moses had already called him, the teacher of all according to the will of God to whom we all
      should listen. – Christ puts to shame the wisdom of all the world. By means of the spirit of Christ the
      apostles preached the holy gospel in such a way that they prevailed over all the wisdom of
      the Jews and the heathen. This should comfort us when we must account for our faith under persecution. The
      ‘principal article’ (Hauptartikel) we must remember is that
    


    
      parents should know that their children were given to them by God, that from their very earliest years their
      children must be brought to him so that the sinful nature with which they are born does not rule them entirely.
      In order that parents’ efforts bear much fruit, their attendance at church can provide a good model. If, however,
      despite all their efforts they can achieve nothing more and their children bring only anxiety, they should not be
      alarmed, worried that their service has found no favour with God, but rather they must remember that the most
      pious servants of God also had this experience and bravely continue with the task of raising their children.
      Their children, however, should allow themselves to be taught; they should serve God from their early years, be
      diligent in their attention to his Word in order that their knowledge of God might increase and that they might
      grow up in goodness and in the end inherent the kingdom of heaven as the true children of God. Amen.44
    


    The Second Sermon


    
      Jesus responded harshly to Mary’s reproach: ‘Don’t you know that I must attend to the business of my
      father?’45 His parents did not understand him, but they bore his
      words in mind. Obediently he returned with them to Nazareth and grew in spirit and mercy. (Luke 2:48–52)
    


    
      Content of this sermon. As God’s son became for us not just human but also a child, it is appropriate
      that with the help of God we should examine thoroughly the consolatory teaching about child raising that this
      story contains.
    


    
      Mary reproaches Christ.46 Mary reproaches Jesus strongly
      for staying away, accusing him, in light of the fact that he is the son of God, of not showing himself to be a true son and of causing great worry to her, she who had to suffer so much
      on his account and had even to flee to Egypt.
    


    
      Parental rights over their children.47 The Holy Spirit
      teaches us through Mary that parents have the right and the power not only to teach and caution their children,
      but also, when necessary, to reproach them and punish them appropriately. Because man is born with a sinful
      nature, the thoughts of the human heart are from an early age evil and wicked (Genesis 8:21). Solomon spoke the
      truth (Proverbs 23:13–24; 29:15) when he said that he who spares the rod hates his son and he who loves him,
      disciplines him. Punishment brings wisdom. It is noteworthy that Solomon, the wisest and most magnificent of
      kings, talked so frequently of the raising of children. He knew that a people that did not bring up its children
      well could not survive for long. God himself gave parents power over their children. According to his law,
      parents of a stubborn, disobedient son should bring him before the court, which can condemn him to be stoned, and
      not just for adultery or murder but also for lesser misdemeanours such as feasting and drinking (Deuteronomy
      21:18–21). Although the high priest Eli was pious, he was also much too lenient towards his wicked sons and was
      punished by God, and so too will parents who neglect their duty to raise their children be punished by God. Many
      parents experience from their own children the malice that they themselves had shown towards others. Impudent and
      wicked boys do not turn out particularly upright when older, but rather turn against their fathers, accrue secret
      debts and like vultures wait upon their father’s imminent death. Mary provided an example of how to punish and
      how to discipline. Children should take to heart how to bear such discipline willingly because it is commanded by
      God.
    


    
      Christ justifies himself.48 Christ responds forcefully
      to his parents, for his guiltlessness must be rescued from Mary’s accusation that he is disobedient, for had he
      been disobedient then he would have incensed his mother and committed a grievous sin. ‘That Christ was without
      guilt is not the least of reasons for our own salvation (for he would not have been able to sacrifice himself for
      our sins, or to give himself in payment of them, if he had been burdened with his own sins and trespasses)’, and
      therefore it was necessary ‘for him to defend himself in such serious terms’. – To what extent should
      children obey their parents? Jesus made evident the necessary extent of children’s obedience to their
      parents when he had to decide between his mother’s demand that he return home with her and the contrary command
      and call of God that he should teach in the Temple and reveal his godly wisdom.
    


    
      Obedience to God is greater than obedience to humans.49 ‘This is to be taken as a general rule that means that we must learn to follow the call
      that we receive from God and that no human can be held in such great respect that we neglect our obedience to God
      in favour of obedience to that human’. It is true that there are no closer ties than those that bind us to our
      father and mother, but if our parents should ‘begin to require of us not just that which we are bound to give
      them’ but also that ‘on their account we do not fulfil our duties to God, then obedience to our parents has
      reached its limit and the answer given by the child Jesus guides us: Do you not know that we must follow God, who
      is the father of us all in heaven, and our obedience to God must be greater than our obedience to humans’. He who
      loves his father and his mother more than he loves Jesus is not worthy of Jesus (Luke 14:26). Children should
      know well that they may protect themselves from parents who try to force upon them false faith or worship,
      idolatry or vices. – On authority. The same is true of the authority that is second only to that of
      parents, for it is established by God. Obedience to such authority is not greater than obedience to God. When the
      Council of Jerusalem ordered the apostles to cease their preaching about Jesus, the apostles replied that man
      must obey God more than humans (Acts 5:29). No one who denies Christ and the true faith can justify himself by
      citing his duty of obedience to the authorities, for to do so would be to put human power above the honour of
      God.
    


    
      Mary fails to understand Christ.50 It is without doubt
      that Mary and Joseph did not understand Jesus’ reply because they did not have the true measure of the office of
      Christ, for they were caught up in the errors of the Jewish people, who held that he would become a secular
      prince who would set up his kingdom on earth and would free the people from the tyranny of Rome. The apostles
      made the same mistake when they bickered over who among them should be their leader. The child Jesus was not
      present in the Temple as a king, but as a teacher and preacher. We must not pass over the words of Jesus because
      of human reason that is blind to God, but rather we must hold them in our hearts, as Mary did.
    


    
      Christ obeys his parents.51 After Jesus had defended his
      stay in the Temple on the grounds of his call from God, he again became obedient to his
      parents and was subservient to them, and he remained so until he was in his thirtieth year. Like Joseph, he was a
      carpenter. (Mark 6:3).
    


    
      Obligations of children towards their parents.52 This
      part of the story of Jesus ‘teaches us to act according to the duties of children toward their parents’.
      According to Paul (Ephesians 6:1–6), the commandment to honour one’s father and mother (Exodus 20:12) was also to
      be followed by those who believed in Christ. Obedience. To obey the law means above all to obey one’s
      parents (Colossians 3:20), which meant unjustifiable opposition is not permitted. – Willing Obedience.
      If you hold someone in great respect then your heartfelt tendency will be to serve that person. – Food and
      sustenance. When our parents are old, out of gratitude we help them and ensure they have enough to eat; we
      do not allow them live in want. Even if God had not commanded us to behave in this way, nature itself would show
      us how to act, for by means of good actions even the animals can be brought to be submissive to humans; the ox
      knows his master, the donkey knows his stall, the horse even carries us into war against enemies, the falcon
      returns. If the earth is tended, it will bear good fruit. Humans who do not acknowledge the goodness shown
      towards them are worse than the animals. Most of all we thank our parents, especially our mothers, who carried us
      within their own bodies and gave birth to us in pain. Even if parents are too poor to be able to offer us
      anything, we are duty bound to be grateful to them. They have earned our help according to ‘the reckoning: feed
      those who have fed you, dress those who have dressed you, provide for those who have provided for you, stir
      yourself to effort and work for those who have in many ways made such efforts for you. It will not only come
      easily to you to act thus, but it will give you pleasure to have the opportunity to return the kindness shown to
      you’. God grants a long life to those who act thus; those who do not follow his commands will be punished, even,
      as according to his law (Deuteronomy 21:18–21), by stoning. – The punishment of ungrateful children. No
      one should think that God intends only to frighten by means of threats and will not act on these threats.
      Examples of God’s punishment of ungrateful children who do not respect their parents are provided by Ham (Genesis
      9:18–25), the sons of Eli (1Samuel 4:17–18), and David’s son Absalom (2Samuel 15:1–19:11). – Solon. It
      should cause us Christians shame that the Athenian lawmaker Solon did not make provision for the punishment of
      those who mistreat their parents. – Punishment by the Romans. The Romans punished unnatural vices
      severely and they are to be praised for their strict legal code. Nature itself should spur us into action; it is
      said that storks carry older storks on their backs and feed them as they themselves were once fed by the older
      storks. Heathen poets praised Aeneas and others who stood by their own parents even at risk to their own lives.
      Many heathens have lived according to God’s command, while Christians must complain about
      ungrateful youth.
    


    
      Christ laboured.53 Christ was not ashamed to work a
      trade as did Joseph. From this we learn that children should be brought up not to be indolent or lazy, but rather
      to have an understanding of the importance of honest work. Such an upbringing ensures that many vices will be
      avoided, for young people tend more easily than adults to carelessness. It is wrong for those who are poor to
      make their children beg, or for the rich and the noble to believe that to practice a trade or learn a language is
      beneath them. They forget that God has commanded us to work and therefore there is no dishonour in work. He who
      has learnt nothing will be less content than those who are truly poor, for he can hold no position, but begins to
      cheat, steal and thieve, or, if he succeeds in joining a regiment, will lead the people into unnecessary war.
      Abraham and the other patriarchs are to be praised, for, despite their wealth, they raised their children to be
      able to plant the fields and tend the animals. Despite their royal roots and even their knowledge that Jesus was
      the son of God, Joseph and Mary still urged him to learn an honest trade. – The authorities should have their
      subjects work, for only then will the people remain prosperous and peaceful. Unfortunately the authorities
      today are more negligent than were the heathen as, for example, in Athens under Solon or the people of Marseille,
      who granted citizenship only to those who could sustain themselves by means of an honest trade. Paul worked and
      commanded (2Thess 3:10) that anyone who did not work should also not eat. – The ruin and deficiencies of
      youth. Children who have not been brought up correctly will shy away from work; they will laze away their
      days in indolence or boast that profiteering or military service will make them rich far sooner than would a
      trade. They are damned and they will fall into misfortune as many passages in the Bible teach (Genesis 3:17–19;
      Deuteronomy 27–8; Proverbs 22:16, 28:8; Isaiah 33:1; Matthew 7:2). To work manually is honourable, for it was
      commanded by God and sanctified by Jesus’ example. Military service, profiteering and whoring are scandalous.
    


    
      The fruits of raising children correctly.54 ‘And Jesus
      grew in wisdom, years, and mercy with God and the people’ – although only in his human nature, for his godliness
      was complete. Christ is wisdom itself and the son of God. But he is also truly human, with all the human
      characteristics and as such he grew in body and soul.
    


    
      With correct upbringing comes wisdom.55 It is a
      ‘delightful and comforting fruit’ of good upbringing that children grow not only in body and years, but also in
      wisdom and understanding. Discipline and just punishment drive out the foolishness with which they are born.
      Children who grow in wisdom, the ‘delightful treasure of humans’, will bring their parents joy; where wisdom is
      lacking, there is no order to life. He who is guided by wisdom is lord and master over his tribulations, is
      attentive to God’s commandments and discovers their purpose. – Discipline makes us agreeable to God and to
      the people. He who orders his life according to the Word of God will experience the mercy promised by God.
      All humans chase the favour of others, only a few follow seriously their calling from God. ‘If parents looked to
      God and served him, they would receive their reward from God’. He who serves the world receives worldly rewards,
      he harvests mainly ingratitude. – Why all estates are despised.56 If young people seek true friendship and honour, obedience to their parents is necessary.
      This is something all estates must consider when they complain that they do not receive due respect. Many
      preachers seek good livings, rather than the honour of God. This desire is so common amongst us evangelicals
      (uns Evangelischen), that there are few faithful preachers. Because so few rulers, authorities, parents,
      teachers and masters of trade look to the honour of God, God takes the respect for them. I will say more about
      this another time; this brief warning is sufficient here.
    


    
      The story of how Christ was raised must be ‘examined earnestly and taken to heart’, and the model it contains
      must be ‘followed with great enthusiasm’. Then are we Christians. The teaching of Christ should alone rule
      amongst us. But he teaches us not only with words but also with ‘a perfect example’. For this reason he wished to
      become a child and allow himself be raised as are other children. ‘All who rule and all those in authority must
      learn to direct their attention to young people and where parents are neglectful’, they must ensure that children
      are brought up ‘to fear God, to have faith, to honour God’ and to be ‘obedient from a young age’, for little can
      be achieved later. Schoolmasters carry ‘the hopes of a whole people’. If they are unmindful of their duty, they
      must ‘be punished for harming the common good, for ruining and leading astray a whole people’. Parents who do not
      bring their children to God, from whom they received their children, must know that they not only sin against God
      but also will never delight in their children, and all their efforts and work in external things ‘are without
      purpose and lead nowhere’ if they do not bring their children ‘the treasure that is true knowledge and fear of
      God’. ‘All those who proclaim the word of God must know that young people are their
      particular responsibility’. Children must know that God wishes them to be brought up correctly, and therefore
      they must ‘bear this upbringing patiently so that they will not be disciplined horribly by God, as were, we have
      heard told, Eli’s sons and Absalom’. All this is important. ‘If we can improve the situation in our own time,
      then we will have achieved a great start to Christian reformation and improvement. For this reason the raising of
      children must be deemed a serious matter for everyone. May God in his mercy let preachers, authorities,
      schoolmasters and guild masters, fathers and mothers look to their offices and carry them out.57 May God make children obedient that they become children of God, who grow
      each day in Christ and inherit with him in heaven. Amen’.58
    


    Concluding Remarks


    The Bible and the Raising of Children


    
      Although Gwalther’s sermons were structured around a verse-by-verse exposition of Luke 2:41–52, he was able to
      build the pedagogical principles he wished to draw from this material into a constructive sequence.
    


    
      Sermon One: parents must start with themselves so that they become models. Because children are given by God,
      they must be led to him. From an early age they are able to have faith and to take part in the church service.
      Fear of God is at the centre of Christian child-rearing. Raising children correctly requires patience and is hard
      work. And if all efforts are fruitless, parents can seek consolation in God. Negligence leads to moral decline.
      Children should be taught at an early age to distinguish between correct and false teachings. A model is
      important.
    


    
      Sermon Two: parents have the power to raise their children correctly; if they fail to exercise this power, God
      will punish them. The limits of earthly authority are determined by obedience before God. Children have the right
      to protect themselves from parents and other authorities who demand that they act falsely.
      Normally, however, they should obey willingly and also support their parents when they are old, for ungrateful
      children will be punished by God; indeed, they were already harshly punished according to the laws of the
      heathen. Work is sanctified by the model provided by Jesus and for this reason everyone should be encouraged to
      follow an honest trade. Laziness and arrogance teach nothing; they lead to misfortune. All those who are
      entrusted with young people have a great responsibility; their reputation will be harmed if out of self-interest
      they fail to honour God. When adults bring up children correctly and children allow themselves to be brought up
      correctly, these children become children of God, and a Christian reformation will have taken root.
    


    
      In these two sermons there is little evidence of how Gwalther’s exposition of Scripture grows out of grammatical
      analysis and illumination of the historical context; how he uses biblical passages to address the problems of his
      own time is, however, very evident. Men and women have equal status; so too do girls and boys. He often repeats
      what is important in order to drive his position home and to give even greater weight to his message.
    


    Expositions of Luke 2:41–52 in the Reformation


    
      As far as I am aware, in the sixteenth century Gwalther was the only author to interpret this passage, the only
      scriptural account of Jesus’ youth, so deliberately and extensively as a model for Christian child-rearing.
      Although a highly independent preacher, he was not staking a claim to great originality in so doing, but rather
      gave greater space to ideas that his teacher Konrad Pellikan and his greatly honoured mentor Heinrich Bullinger
      had already addressed briefly, but pointedly, in their commentaries on Luke 2:41–52.59 Their pedagogical enthusiasm appears to have been particularly characteristic of the
      Zurich theologians of that time.
    


    
      Gwalther believed it right that other preachers should draw a different message from the same biblical verses,
      tailoring their sermons to suit the particular situation in their own communities; no single individual could
      draw out all the riches of the Bible.60 Two examples of very
      different expositions of this passage must suffice here. Calvin stressed the importance of
      the Bible for defining true worship in contrast to the papist cult, for rescuing Mary from false ambition, and
      for emphasizing Jesus as mediator.61 On the first Sunday after
      Epiphany Luther always preached on the story of Jesus as boy in the Temple and his emphasis was on suffering and
      consolation, on Christ as the Word of God and on warning against parental ambition; on rare occasions he would
      touch on the sanctification of work through Jesus (a point on which he and Gwalther did overlap to some
      extent).62
    


    Motivation and Qualifications


    
      Why did Gwalther choose to preach so extensively on how children should be raised and how competent was he to
      speak on the practicalities of child-rearing? Gwalther was a keen observer of the world around him and it would
      have been evident to him that even though Zurich was a reformed city, many of the city’s inhabitants were largely
      indifferent on matters of faith and did not meet the responsibilities of Christian child-rearing. He called again
      and again for moral improvement and for continuous reformation. For Gwalther it was essential that the
      fundamental principles that lay behind the correct upbringing of children be driven home, and his arrival at this
      passage during his sermon series on Luke must have provided him with a welcome opportunity to reiterate these
      values.
    


    
      Gwalther’s own life had provided him the necessary experience and understanding to enable him to talk with
      authority on how children could be shaped by their upbringing. Fatherless since birth, Gwalther’s relationship
      with his stepfather had not been easy. On the death of his mother, the 13-year-old Gwalther had been taken into
      Bullinger’s family, where he had been blessed with a correct, but strict, upbringing. The behaviour of some of
      his fellow students in Basel, Strasbourg, Lausanne and Marburg had shown him where laziness and drunkenness could
      lead. Before becoming pastor at St Peter’s in Zurich in 1542, he had taught for one year at the Latin school that
      was part of the Grossmünster and during that period had also preached to the congregation in a small village near
      Zurich. By the time he preached these two sermons and arranged for their publication, he was one of the most
      respected and most eminent pastors in Zurich. And in 1552 he was also father to two
      daughters, aged ten and two, and to a son newly born that summer. Gwalther knew personally just how full of
      wonder and yet challenging the raising of children can be.63
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      Gwalther’s marriage to Regula Zwingli produced four more children, although not all would survive to adulthood,
      and his second marriage, to Anna Blarer, produced two more daughters.
    

  


  
    CHAPTER 8


    Moral Treatment of Immoral Texts from Classical Antiquity: Conrad Gessner’s Martial-Edition of
    1544


    
      Urs B. Leu
    


    
      Philosophically and morally, texts from classical antiquity often run contrary to Christian values. The question
      of how rightly to handle these texts arose already in late antiquity. Here one may recall, for example, the
      treatise composed on this subject by Basil the Great (c. 330–79). His Exhortation to the Young Concerning the
      Appropriate Use of Pagan Literature drew scholarly attention for centuries, not least among the European
      humanists and reformers. In sixteenth-century German-speaking lands it appeared in no fewer than nine Latin
      editions, including one produced by the St Gall humanist and later reformer, Joachim Vadian.1
    


    
      The discovery of aesthetic and stylistic ideals based on classical Greek and Roman literature and art formed the
      very foundation of the Renaissance, even though Christian medieval scholars’ encounter with pagan antiquity had
      all along led to episodes of tension, especially in relation to eroticism, nakedness and literary obscenity. The
      Alsatian humanist Jakob Wimpfeling was one of many humanists to condemn erotic lyric poetry. Erasmus of Rotterdam
      similarly distanced himself from obscene Roman poets from Catullus to Ovid.2 Martial, Catullus, and Tibullus were, in his view, not to be read until a young man’s
      character was already firmly developed. ‘I agree that Martial, Catullus, Tibullus, and suchlike, should not be
      read before the character has been formed; nevertheless the teacher ought to be well versed in them all for the
      elegance and grace of their language and the knowledge they can give of antiquity. The Book
      of Psalms may be more holy than the Odes of Horace, but for all that Horace is the better to learn Latin
      from’.3
    


    
      Unlike Martin Luther,4 Erasmus did not altogether reject the
      reading of such texts, but rather argued for the possibility of handling them responsibly. In some ways closer to
      the Wittenberger, the Zurich reformer Heinrich Bullinger composed a pedagogical introduction in 1527 that lacked
      any positive words for students’ use of Ovid’s love lyrics or of the shameless poetry of Tibullus, Catullus or
      Propertius. Bullinger’s remarks on Martial are merely marginal, presumably since he had not actually read the
      Epigrams.5 Furthermore, he suggested that students might
      sooner read Prudentius than Horace – a recommendation that also appeared in a 1569 Bavarian school
      ordinance.6 Bullinger continued in his later years to address
      questions of proper reading, as indicated by his personal copy of Juan Luis Vives’ 1531 publication, De
      disciplinis libri XX.7 In a section of this work on the
      topic De tradendis disciplinis, the Jewish Spanish humanist describes the reader of profane literature
      as a wanderer, ‘who traverses a field full of poisonous plants. Ovid promotes luxuria, Martial
      superbia, Lucretius impietas, Cicero diverts toward self-praise and boasting, etc. In light of
      such dangers, it is good to keep on hand the antidote of pietas’.8
    


    
      There were many other scholars besides Bullinger in the city on the Limmat who similarly strove to supply new
      generations with the best possible literary education. The concern bulked large in texts coming off the Zurich
      presses, where 13 per cent of sixteenth-century publications were pedagogical materials. The discussion focused
      on several related questions. Who are the important authors, and what is the essential reading material? Which ancient classics most efficiently help students to master the esteemed
      Latin and Greek languages? And how ought one to reckon with stylistically superb, if also morally ambiguous,
      authors? In 1544 Conrad Gessner, the Zurich physician, polymath and professor at the Schola Tigurina,
      published a censored edition of Martial’s Epigrams. Despite the fact that the Roman poet had a
      reputation for stylistic brilliance, the lascivious content of his writings excluded them from use in schools.
      Gessner did not, however, entirely condemn the use of Martial; he offered an Erasmian argument for handling such
      literature in a responsible manner. With a text now cleansed of all obscenities,9 he supplied a model edition of an erstwhile pedagogically problematic classic.10 In 1545 at age 29, Gessner published his Bibliotheca
      universalis,11 in which he characterized the Martial-edition
      as his second-most useful publication, trailing only his 1543 translation of Stobaeus.12
    


    The Context in Publication History


    
      In 1361/62, Giovanni Bocaccio was presumably the first humanist knowingly to utilize a manuscript of Martial’s
      Epigrams, thereby introducing him to the scholarly world. Despite the degree of humanistic opposition
      mentioned above, the Roman poet was well received among many humanists – a fact indicated by the 110 extant
      manuscripts of Martial dating from this period.13 The editio
      princeps was printed in Rome in 1470. Another 19 editions appeared during the age of incunabula, culminating
      with a total of 18 from the Italian peninsula and two from Leipzig.14 Printers maintained their interest in Martial also during the sixteenth century, when, in
      German-speaking lands alone, 42 editions were published. Martial’s Epigrams were
      better represented at book markets than were works of Catullus (10 printings), Propertius (23), Tibullus (24) or
      Cornelius Nepos (34). Impressive as it was, this series of publications nevertheless certainly never matched that
      of the great classics Cicero (982), Virgil (358), Ovid (252), Terence (216), Cato (205) or Horace
      (145).15
    


    
      Already by the end of the 1400s, concerns had arisen about exposing readers to all the lewdness within the
      complete works of Martial. For this reason, a first anthology appeared in 1488. In 1514 the Paris professor of
      rhetoric, François Dubois, announced an expurgated edition which, however, never actually appeared in print.
      Gessner was therefore the first to produce an unobjectionable edition for youth. Then in 1558 the Jesuits André
      Frusius und Edmond Auger produced their own purged edition of Martial,16 followed in 1599 by that of Matthäus Rader SJ, an edition that went through at least 22
      printings up to 1660.17
    


    Formal Aspects of Gessner’s Edition


    
      Of Martial’s more than 1,500 epigrams, Gessner outright deleted the most offensive ones, abbreviated certain
      others and removed all moral ambiguity throughout the entire collection. Moreover, he arranged these short poems
      into 85 thematic groups (loci communes) in an effort to make it easier for readers to look up specific
      passages.18 Dividing literary material into loci was
      already an established practice among Zurich scholars of the sixteenth century, reflecting the influence of
      Erasmus of Rotterdam.19 The letter following each epigram stands
      for the book from which the text was taken (a = Book 1; b = Book 2; and so on), and the number provides the
      specific enumeration of that epigram. Gessner’s approximately 350-page edition of Martial is followed by a brief
      philological commentary by the Heidelberg Greek professor, Jacob Micyllus. By way of conclusion to the overall
      publication, Gessner himself supplied a brief and often overlooked work entitled Dialogi tres,
      consisting of 72 octave pages.
    


    Terence as Model


    
      The names of characters appearing in Dialogi tres remind one of the drama Adelphoe by the Roman
      author Terence. The dramatis personae in Gessner’s work are, in alphabetical order:
    


    
      Aeschinus: young man
      

      Demea: father of Aeschinus
      

      Harpula: pretty slave girl
      

      Mitio: brother of Demea and foster father of Aeschinus
      

      Radamanthus: judge
      

      Syrus: teacher
      

      Teleboas: bailiff
    


    
      Five of these also appear in Terence, namely the three main characters – Aeschinus, Demea, and Mitio – along with
      Harpula and Syrus. Although the first three persons play much the same role in both works, for Terence Harpula is
      not only a slave girl, but specifically an escort of Bacchus who is characterized as a ‘psaltria’ (that is, a
      slave girl harpist), while Syrus is not a teacher but rather a slave of Mitio. The names Teleboas and Radamanthus
      also appear in Greek literature more generally. Gessner does not seem to draw his Teleboas from any one specific
      source, and his Radamanthus fits the profile of widespread ancient mythology of a righteous man who, after his
      death, was appointed by the gods to be one of the three judges of the underworld.
    


    
      Beyond the dramatis personae, there are also similarities of content. The main theme of
      Adelphoe involves the question of whether a strictly disciplined education is ideal for a young man, or
      whether instead the young man might flourish better when allowed ample freedom and autonomy. For Gessner, the
      main topic of discussion between Demea and Mitio is whether or not young men ought to be confronted with obscene
      literature. Demea is strictly opposed to the idea, whereas Mitio considers it unproblematic. In both dramas,
      Demea stands for the strict authoritarian perspective and Mitio for the liberal one. In Terence’s comedy, neither
      pedagogical method leads to the desired result; the reader is left to consider an ideal middle way between the
      two extremes. Similarly, Gessner concludes his Dialogi with the understanding that it would be equally
      improper both to ban Martial from schools altogether and to permit unrestrained access to his works; the needs of
      schools are best approached via the middle way, wherein students encounter a responsibly expurgated edition.
    


    
      Every sixteenth-century student and teacher who picked up Gessner’s Dialogi would have instantly
      recognized the similarity to Terence. This experience likely elicited some amused smiles, and it certainly would
      have aroused curiosity as to which of the potential conclusions Gessner himself was going to
      pursue. Terence’s comedies were entirely too familiar in early modern curricula for anyone to fail to grasp
      Gessner’s recourse to such classic material.20 The Zurich school
      ordinance of October 1532, for example, prescribed the reading of Terence for the third class of the Latin
      school.21 In order to meet this pedagogical demand, editions of
      his comedies appeared in Zurich in 1547, 1552, around 1555, 1561 and in 1570.
    


    Gessner’s Dialogi tres


    
      The first dialogue introduces the reader to an ancient pedagogical setting.22 A private tutor named Syrus instructs young Aeschinus in Latin literature at the house of
      Mitio, the boy’s foster father. Aeschinus is in the process of memorizing the first book of Martial’s
      Epigrams, because Mitio has promised to reward him for this. The boy’s actual father, Demea, appears on
      scene just as Aeschinus is telling Syrus how much he concentrates on Martial day and night in order to please him
      and his foster father. Aeschinus adds, however, that all this study has somehow infected him – to the extent that
      during the previous night he dreamed of the pretty slave girl, Harpula, who also lives in the same house.
      Aeschinus blathers dreamily on, weaving himself and Harpula into the events described in Martial’s indecent poem
      about the puppy, Issa (Epigrammata 1,109). Demea is incensed by the teacher and his teaching. He scolds
      Syrus and even threatens him with blows. Since, however, all have just been invited to a meal together with
      Mitio, the opportunity arises for Syrus and Aeschinus to evade Demea’s threatening gestures.
    


    
      In the second and shortest dialogue, Demea precedes dinner by unleashing fury at his brother for having arranged
      for such a curriculum, while Mitio for his part attempts to defend his choice of Martial.23 Demea can scarcely calm himself. He accuses his
      brother of breach of trust and threatens him with court proceedings.
    


    
      The third dialogue is the main section of the entire work.24
      Demea summons Mitio before the judge, Radamanthus, who patiently listens to both sides. Demea speaks at great
      length, recounting all his arguments against the reading of Martial and concluding that such literature ought to
      be banned. Mitio then gives a shorter speech defending Martial. Radamanthus, of course, has the last word. Using
      medical imagery, he orders the production of a purged edition of Martial.25
    


    
      Demea’s speech26 is approximately four times as long as
      Mitio’s.27 Gessner thereby gives comparatively more space to the
      development of arguments against, rather than in support of, the reading of Martial.
    


    
      The two antagonists support their positions with almost countless classical quotations and references. In the
      process, Gessner incidentally demonstrates his mastery of ancient classical literature. Demea’s arguments appear
      replete with ideas drawn from Plato’s Politeia III and IV, Nomoi I, II, and VII, as well as
      Aristotle’s Politica VII and VIII, Rhetoric, Poetics and Nicomachean Ethics.
      Demea additionally counters Mitio at two points with direct passages from the Bible, whereas Mitio prefers to
      support his arguments more strictly in reliance on Aristotle and Plato. In a broader sense, one may perceive in
      Mitio the profile of the humanist as an antiquity enthusiast and in Demea the profile of the well-educated
      Christian dedicated to community and state.
    


    
      The Martial controversy, in Demea’s view, is not a private matter, but rather a causa
      reipulicae;28 questions about youth and their upbringing
      pertain to parents but also to the state in its capacity as administrator of schools. Aristotle himself had
      emphasized the notion that it is an urgent, pressing business of any state to tend to the education of youth,
      since they are the foundation of future society.29
    


    
      At the outset of his speech, Demea reminds the reader that education is an almost sacred and very demanding task.
      It can be a source of good or of evil, in light of the fact that youthful dispositions are
      like wax tablets receiving the imprint of the writings with which they come into contact. Educators must
      therefore exercise extreme caution. Pedagogy requires equal measures of earnestness and prudence. Youths ought
      not to be exposed to anything shameful that could have a corrupting influence; they should be directed only to
      constructive and exemplary material. Demea supports this first thesis with appeals to the church Father Jerome as
      well as to the philosophers Zeno, Epicurus, Diogenes Laertius and Plato. He draws special attention to a passage
      from Book III of Plato’s Politeia, wherein Plato calls for the expurgation of Homer at those points
      where the ancient poet represents certain gods and heroes as depraved and weak and thus as unworthy of
      imitation.30 For that matter, the state should also exercise
      moral censorship over similar passages involving wine, women, song and greed. Demea opposes the assertion that
      words alone cannot harm the youth. He demonstrates his own plausible position that words always stand in service
      of some particular thing, and so words have as much harmful potential as the thing itself to which they are
      directly connected. He concludes with the rhetorical question: why would we punish liars if, indeed, words per se
      were not found to convey evil?
    


    
      The problem does not consist only in the capacity of words to convey evil, but also in the proclivity to such
      things on the part of the evil human heart. Contact between corrupt hearts and corrupt speech or reading provokes
      people – especially young people – to try out for themselves those things that they have just heard or read.
      Demea formulates a pithy anthropological statement for this context: satis superque natura nostra malorum nos
      docet.31 Even older and more experienced persons can
      scarcely be expected to be able to determine for themselves what is good and what is bad for them to hear or
      read. Demea concludes that censorship and oversight by the state are therefore practically compulsory for the
      moral wellbeing of that state. Plato developed this very idea in Book IV of his Politeia and in Book VII
      of Nomoi.
    


    
      Demea’s motto might be, ‘no shameful words for children’s ears, and no wicked readings in the schools’. To
      undergird his case, he has the bailiff Teleboas read from Book VII of Aristotle’s Politica, where the
      Stagirite warns against exposing boys to the influence of indecent speeches or of immoral actors and
      slaves.32 Demea continues in this Aristotelian vein by noting
      that inappropriate statues and pictures must be removed from the sight of youths. Moreover,
      since poetry amounts to spoken pictures, obscene lyric poetry must consequently be subject to the same
      warning.33
    


    
      Demea comes to a third thesis. Not only are the words of carmina potentially harmful, but so too are
      their beguiling, provocative or murmuring melodies. As evidence for the unaccountable power of melody, Demea
      points to David’s harp-playing that soothed the rage of King Saul, the singing of Circe that transformed the
      companions of Odysseus into animals and the song of Pythagorus that calmed the boisterousness of drunkards. At
      the centre of this argument is a passage from Book IV of Plato’s Politeia, featuring this sequence:
      music affects morals, morals affect thinking and thinking affects the state and law itself.34 Corrupt music (or, carmina) would therefore be responsible for
      hastening social destruction.
    


    
      Carrying his argument a step further, Demea makes use of certain images to illustrate his point. He begins by
      likening reading to eating.35 Just as food feeds the stomach and
      sustains the body, so too does reading nourish the understanding and influence thought. Although the stomach can,
      under certain circumstances, become accustomed to poor sustenance, the understanding can never do that. In the
      latter case, poor habits of consumption lead fatefully to one thing; evil deeds necessarily follow from corrupt
      thoughts in a way that cannot be said of a spoiled stomach. Demea points to so-called mental infectious diseases
      which are less well known than physical ones, but which unhealthy reading may similarly contribute to spreading.
    


    
      Demea’s subsequent exposition concerning the character and maturity or, rather, immaturity of young people draws
      entirely from Aristotle’s Rhetorica.36 Aristotle points
      to mutability, inconstancy and hot-headedness of the youthful disposition, adding that such attributes require
      the steadying influence of a strong hand. Demea picks up and emphasizes these ideas. In his view, the critical
      window in the life of a young man is between age 14 and 21, during which time internal and external factors
      especially contribute to definitive character formation. For this reason, all dissolute, morally ambiguous
      literature ought to be barred from pubescent youths. As he concludes this line of thinking, Demea spends a moment
      reflecting on how even adults in some respects resemble pubescent youths. Contact with sinful and suggestive
      material can inwardly inflame and corrupt many adults as much as it corrupts the youth. Demea further bemoans the
      fact that people today no longer seem to have any real shame in talking openly about
      shameful things. Even animals behave more decorously than people who often, openly and with audacious
      offensiveness talk and joke about sexual body parts and related acts. God has placed in animals and people alike
      a natural shame and timidity in revealing sexual body parts to others. In Demea’s estimation, Ovid37 and Martial blaspheme against God’s majesty. Here he proposes a question
      of conscience: would Mitio himself be able to read the complete works of Martial before the present court without
      becoming red-faced with shame?
    


    
      Demea draws supporting evidence against the reading of Martial from rational grounds and from classical
      citations, and at the middle and again at the conclusion of his remarks, he points to specific Bible passages.
      Demea recalls Jesus’ exhortation to be innocent like doves (Matthew 10:17) or like children (Matthew 18:3), and
      he also points to Paul’s appeal for people to be unskilled in matters of evil (Romans 16:19; 1Corinthians 14:20).
      On the topic of speech and speech-making, Demea reminds his audience that someday everyone will have to give
      account to God for every vain word they uttered. Many New Testament passages in this vein warn against rash
      words. Demea points to Jas 3:2, Ephesians 4:29, Philippians 4:8–9, Ephesians 5:3–4, Matthew 15:11, Matthew
      15:17–20, Colossians 3:17, and 2Timothy 1:13.38
    


    
      Demea also refers to the Old Testament story of the curse of Ham. Ham was the son of Noah who had spread shameful
      stories after having seen his father naked (Genesis 9:21ff.). Against the objection that the Old Testament itself
      occasionally includes offensive material, Demea replies that the Bible appropriately addresses sin because, on
      the one hand, the spiritual remedy is always also offered, and, on the other hand, exposing the wretchedness of
      the curse serves to clarify divine grace. Moreover, the Bible indicates just how much God hates sin, and how it
      can be avoided, and what recompense it deserves. Demea nevertheless insists that the Holy Scriptures nowhere
      contain obscenities per se. The Bible speaks frankly of sin in order to present the reality of redemption and of
      punishment; it never attempts to satisfy lascivious appetites. In view of the erotic passages of the Song of
      Solomon, Demea explains that this involves the mystery of the Bride of Christ, and that, in any event, Christians
      ought to follow Jewish tradition and the recommendation of ancient church Fathers in prohibiting boys under 20
      years old from reading this book. One must nevertheless admit that the Bible as a whole involves exceedingly
      respectable vocabulary and that it typically speaks with great modesty in matters of marriage and sexual
      relations. Martial’s manner of speaking and his vocabulary are entirely at odds with
      Biblical forms of expression. Demea compares the Roman poet to an open sewer that ought to be done away
      with.39
    


    
      Demea’s skillful use of classics, church Fathers and the Bible, and his well-structured and well-thought out
      speech create quite a convincing impression. It would appear initially difficult to marshal counter-arguments in
      defense of Martial. Nevertheless, the following, largely Aristotle-inspired speech of Mitio does not lack for its
      own quality and convincing power.40
    


    
      Mitio opens his defense of Martial with the argument that Demea’s assault against the joke and the wit of
      epigrams would further implicate the essence and legitimation of this entire genre. It is, after all, wit and
      satire that animate the epigram; they constitute scilicet epigrammata lex.41 Moreover, one should keep in mind that Martial writes with stylistic brilliance and that
      no other author provides such a wealth of sayings and subjects. Cicero, Pliny the Younger and even the church
      Father Jerome all avowed great pleasure in reading Martial.
    


    
      Mitio attempts to prove that Martial by no means only made suggestive material the subject of his
      Epigrams. In four such books there is nothing objectionable whatsoever, and he himself characterizes
      these epigrams as the best ones with which to encourage virtuous behaviour. Martial never wrote out of sheer
      delight in dissolution and lasciviousness. Rather, by means of obscene mockery aimed at real events, he sought to
      reveal vice and to hold it up to ridicule and to censure it. His purpose was not to praise and encourage
      individuals in their shamefulness, but rather to name names and to report misdeeds so as to prompt crisis of
      conscience and disrepute. As Demea himself has noted, poetry is a type of picture and the poet, according to
      Aristotle, is an imitator who does his job best when most closely imitating reality.42 The poet must therefore represent shameful things as shameful and admirable things as
      admirable, so that children may learn the art of imitatio, and so that they may recognize what is evil,
      naming and condemning it as such. Mitio is further of the opinion that a person who is capable of corruption by
      poetry is really corrupt already. There is, therefore, in Mitio’s estimation no known reason to censor the works
      of Martial. If Martial were banned on account of a few offensive passages, then most other ancient poets would
      also have to be subject to that same sentence. Censorship is no solution. Youths must be granted their own
      judicious and personally responsible encounter with poets and poetry. In conclusion, Mitio refers to Aristotle’s
      observation in Politica that poetry and music sweeten life, bring variety to the
      day-to-day and to the classroom, and they also permit certain things more easily to make impressions in the lives
      of youths. Mitio nevertheless parenthetically admits at the very end of his speech that there may be some
      passages of Martial that young boys really ought not to read.
    


    
      Demea appeals to the responsibility of the state, Mitio to that of the individual. Demea argues for censorship,
      Mitio for a reasonable, direct encounter with the text. Radamanthus – the judge who has meanwhile listened
      patiently to both sides – makes a ruling that seeks to do justice to both perspectives. Martial’s works should be
      ‘castrated’, with the effect of cutting away the harmful parts.43
      All that remains should be consolidated into a new body of literature. Anyone who would have the audacity to
      contradict this judgment should himself be castrated.44
    


    Outlook


    
      For unknown reasons, Gessner’s Martial-edition only went through one printing. Presumably this had something to
      do with his unusual, thematic arrangement of the Epigrams, which ultimately proved to be an unwieldy
      format. Nevertheless, subsequent centuries witnessed on-going concern for the presentation of a ‘castrated’
      Martial fit for students and sensitive readers. Even in the enlightened eighteenth century, Martial-editions
      appeared in which the offensive epigrams were given special treatment. The French lawyer Vincent Collesson, for
      example, collected and published the Epigrammata obscaena [sic] in a separate appendix at the end of the
      book, and this edition of Martial’s works was printed repeatedly from 1680 until the middle of the eighteenth
      century.
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    CHAPTER 9


    Shaping Reformed Aristotelianism: Otto Werdmüller’s Evaluation of the Nicomachean Ethics in De
    dignitate, usu et methodo philosophiae moralis (1545)


    
      Luca Baschera
    


    
      An old prejudice of Reformation scholarship concerns the supposed hostility of Protestant theologians to
      philosophy. The iterated attacks of the reformers against scholastic theology, which was accused of idolatrous
      confidence in the possibilities of human reason and was reproached for its undue mixing of revealed truth and
      pagan wisdom, seem to confirm this prejudice. Moreover, the open disqualification of Aristotelian ethics in
      Martin Luther’s Disputatio contra scholasticam theologiam (1517) has led some scholars to consider
      Aristotelian philosophy in general, and his ethics in particular, as simply irreconcilable with the central
      tenets of Protestant theology.1 It goes without saying that if
      this idea of a diametrical opposition of Reformation theology and Aristotelian philosophy is accepted, all the
      authors who later in the sixteenth and seventeenth century made active use of Aristotelian definitions and
      argumentation patterns in their theological works should be considered as going astray from the original path of
      the Reformation.2
    


    
      In the last decades an increasing number of scholars have challenged the validity of this thesis, questioning its
      very presuppositions.3 On the one hand, such
      concepts as ‘scholasticism’ and ‘Aristotelianism’ have been newly examined and redefined in view of their early
      modern meaning. On the other, it has been shown how the use of Aristotelian patterns of thought and the
      construction of a Protestant scholastic theology – that is, a theology organized in order to be taught in schools
      – did not necessarily bring with them a derogation from the original contents of Reformation theology. Rather,
      such means were employed to serve the cause of the Reformation, giving to its contents a form fitting the needs
      of students and defending it efficaciously against the attacks of both ‘Papists’ and Radicals.
    


    
      A further challenge for the advocates of the traditional view comes from the observation that the interest of
      Protestants in philosophy, which manifested itself increasingly from the 1560s on, was not a new phenomenon at
      all. Apart from Philipp Melanchthon’s well-known interest in philosophy and especially in ethics early in the
      1520s and 1530s – which was never opposed by Luther – there is evidence that philosophy was also held in high
      esteem at reformed academies. If we look at the Schola Tigurina, it is first of all Conrad Gessner
      (1516–65) who merits mention. Starting in 1541, he taught in Zurich physics, astronomy, mathematics and ethics
      for 26 years, basing his lectures on Aristotle’s works, as well as on compendia of Aristotelian philosophy and on
      commentaries of contemporary authors.4 Till 1546 he shared these
      incumbences with Otto Werdmüller (1513–52), a former student of Melanchthon who had taught in Basel and returned
      to Zurich in 1541. In contrast with Gessner, whose lectures on the Physics were printed only
      posthumously,5 Werdmüller published in his lifetime a work on
      philosophy, more precisely on ethics: De dignitate, usu et methodo philosophiae moralis, quam Aristoteles ad
      Nicomachum filium conscripsit.6
    


    
      In the remainder of this chapter we will focus on this work of Werdmüller’s in order to understand how he
      qualified the relationship between ethics and other disciplines, such as dialectic, jurisprudence, medicine and especially theology. Our study will show that Werdmüller’s De dignitate
      represents in fact one of the first fruits of the reception and elaboration of the Aristotelian heritage among
      the reformed. Werdmüller clearly viewed Aristotle’s philosophy as a model of argumentative cogency and regarded
      it as a reliable source in matters of scientific methodology and logic. Moreover, he specially commended
      Aristotle’s ethics as a complementary – but indispensable – reference towards the development of a systematic
      account of Christian ethics, a project which was to be pursued by later authors.
    


    
      Life and Works
    


    
      Otto Werdmüller, second son of Heinrich Werdmüller, a member of the Zurich city council who served afterwards as
      captain in the Protestant army during the second Kappel war, was born in 1513.7 He attended the Grossmünster school in Zurich with Oswald Myconius as teacher, whom
      Werdmüller referred to later as his ‘second father’. Because of his outstanding talents and zeal, in 1532 he was
      sent to Basel, where Myconius, who in the meantime had succeeded Oecolampadius as antistes (head
      minister) in that city, prepared him for university studies. After having studied from 1534 to 1536 in Strasbourg
      Werdmüller moved to the University of Wittenberg and in 1538 became a master of arts under Philipp Melanchthon.
      Between 1539 and 1540 he taught at the faculty of liberal arts at the University of Basel, interrupting his
      teaching in the first half of 1540 in order to spend some time in Paris and Orléans for further study.
    


    
      Werdmüller’s long studies and wide-ranging reading had made of him a competent scholar indebted, however, not
      only to his teachers, but also to the booksellers from whom he bought year after year the volumes which formed
      his large private library. It was because of financial problems that Werdmüller returned in 1541 to Zurich, where
      he immediately began to teach ethics and physics at the Schola Tigurina. The first work he completed in
      Zurich, an anthology of texts by classical authors on the similitudes between different species of animals, was
      printed posthumously.8 In 1545 Werdmüller published in Basel his
      major work on philosophy, De dignitate, usu et methodo philosophiae moralis. It must be noticed,
      however, that since his ordination as deacon in 1543 Werdmüller gradually abandoned his
      philosophical studies in order to dedicate himself thoroughly to theology and the preaching of the gospel. In
      1547 he was promoted to the office of archdeacon. In the remaining nine years of his life – Werdmüller died of
      the plague at the age of 39 in 1552 – he composed some theological and pastoral works, which were frequently
      reprinted and even translated in other languages.9
    


    
      Scope and Purpose of the Work
    


    
      If we now turn our attention to De dignitate, usu et methodo philosophiae moralis, it appears to us as a
      work in which the characteristics of a manual and a commentary are mixed together. Aristotle’s Nicomachean
      Ethics10 forms unmistakably the background to Werdmüller’s
      argumentation in the first part of this work, which is conceived of as an introduction to the study of
      Aristotle’s moral philosophy. In the second part, which is a kind of long appendix to the main text, Werdmüller
      offers a detailed summary of the content of each chapter in the NE in order to facilitate the understanding of
      Aristotle’s ethical theory. There is in fact a strong pedagogical concern underlying this whole work by
      Werdmüller, who in his dedicatory letter to Heinrich Bullinger underlines the necessity for the young to begin
      early with the study of sound philosophy.11 Moreover, the fact
      that Werdmüller often inserts long passages from the NE, quoted always first in Greek and then in his own Latin
      translation, suggests that he probably also conceived of his work as a kind of anthology of the NE, organized in
      a systematic manner and allowing a direct approach to Aristotle’s text.
    


    
      As the title of this book indicates, Werdmüller wanted to offer a form of apology for ethical studies and for
      Aristotelian ethics in particular. Actually Werdmüller tends to identify moral philosophy in general with the Aristotelian one, or even with the very text of the NE, something which can be considered as a
      sign of the normativity the latter text continued to have in the Renaissance and particularly at Protestant
      universities and seminars, in spite of Luther’s rather destructive criticism some decades before. Werdmüller’s
      purpose in his De dignitate, usu et methodo philosophiae moralis is to show how useful a thorough study
      of Aristotle’s moral philosophy can be, first, as a kind of complement to the study of the three main disciplines
      of theology, jurisprudence and medicine; and secondly, for a better understanding of the principles of dialectic,
      the instruments and rules of which were applied by Aristotle in the NE. According to Werdmüller, the students of
      today can therefore look at Aristotle’s text as a catalogue of examples for the practical application of
      dialectical and logical tools.12
    


    
      Werdmüller’s work – or, specifically, the first part of it – opens with a dedicatory letter to Heinrich Bullinger
      and contains 23 chapters and an epilogue. Chapters two to ten are dedicated to the question of the relationship
      between ethics and theology, whereas the connections between moral philosophy and jurisprudence as well as
      medicine are dealt with in a much more cursory way in the eleventh and twelfth chapters. After an excursus on the
      excellence of Aristotelian philosophy (ch. 15), Werdmüller analyses the positive interactions between the study
      of the NE and that of dialectic. According to the Ciceronian distinction between inventio and
      iudicium – revived in early modern times through its application in Rudolph Agricola’s De inventione
      dialectica13 – Werdmüller shows that in the NE examples are
      to be found not only for the use of not less than 22 ‘common places’, but also illuminating applications of
      apodictical and anapodictical (that is, non-demonstrative) arguments, such as syllogisms and enthimemes.
      Moreover, it is the very structure and style of the NE that, according to Werdmüller, offers an example of order
      and elegance to be followed: ‘Aristotle offers excellent examples of pure, elegant and sound
      eloquence’.14
    


    
      The Dignity of Philosophy
    


    
      In the second chapter of De dignitate Werdmüller defines philosophy as ‘knowledge of all things human
      and divine, sofar this can be attained by reason – which is God’s gift – through a sound
      method and apart from the regenerating action of the Holy Spirit’.15 This definition, which draws on a long tradition going back to Stoicism,16 pinpoints both the claim to universality and the limits of philosophical
      knowledge. On the one hand, the object of philosophical enquiry is the totality of being, which philosophy has to
      investigate according to the rules of scientific method, in order that the conclusions reached can be certain. On
      the other hand, the fact that philosophy develops apart from any divine influence points at its constitutive
      incapacity of grasping the essential doctrines of Chistianity, the knowledge of which is necessary for salvation,
      but which can be apprehended only by faith through God’s inspiration. We see, therefore, that from the very
      beginning of his enquiry Werdmüller wants to make clear which are the boundaries of philosophy, underlining at
      the same time its legitimity. For, if philosophy does not contribute as such to the attainment of salvation, it
      has nonetheless to be considered a gift of God, because the faculty of reason itself was imparted by Him to human
      beings. This is the reason why Werdmüller can affirm that philosophy, now conceived in a more restricted way as
      ‘explanation of the things created by God’, constitutes an ‘excellent ornament for Christians’.17
    


    
      However, before addressing the question about Werdmüller’s view of the relationship between philosophy and
      Christian faith, it is necessary to examine how he justifies the possibility of philosophy in general. Philosophy
      has been defined as a true knowledge of the totality of being, and at the same time it has been emphasized that
      philosophy develops apart from grace. The question is therefore: is it possible that human beings attain through
      their autonomous efforts any kind of true knowledge, given the corruption of the human faculties derived from
      original sin? According to Werdmüller, human nature was not destroyed, but only corrupted by Adam’s fall, so that
      there still remain ‘traces’ (vestigia) of the original perfection.18 Human beings still possess a ‘sound mind’ (sana mens) which can attain to a true knowledge of method (via docendi), of civil virtue and of the
      natural world without any special intervention of God.19 Although
      Werdmüller does not mention it explicitly, it is evident that he draws here on a traditional distinction between
      natural and supernatural gifts which God would have imparted to Adam: whereas the supernatural gifts, such as
      faith and righteousness, were taken away by the fall, the natural ones – the intellect and the will – were only
      partially corrupted, but not annihilated. This distinction, which had been typical for medieval theology and
      derives probably from Augustine, was borrowed also by reformed theologians, who used it both to affirm that human
      beings are able to act spontaneously and are therefore responsible for their actions, and to justify – as in the
      case of Werdmüller – the possibility of philosophy.20 It is
      interesting to notice, however, that the use of the distinction between natural and supernatural gifts urged
      Werdmüller also to modify his previous definition of philosophy, accommodating it to the peculiar needs of
      Christian theology. From a postlapsarian perspective philosophy is indeed possible, but it cannot aspire any more
      to a universal knowledge ‘of things human and divine’, and has to content itself with the investigation of logic
      (via docendi), ethics (civilis virtus) and physics (naturales res), that is, of those
      realms which the created and fallen intellect of men is still able to explore.
    


    
      Nonetheless, to affirm in creational perspective that philosophy is possible did not amount yet to a ratification
      of its legitimacy from a Christian point of view. Werdmüller was indeed conscious that such New Testament
      statements as Colossians 2:8 (‘See to it that no one takes you captive through philosophy and empty deceit’,
      NRSV) could be interpreted as a complete rejection of any kind of ‘human wisdom’ and required therefore further
      examination. Adopting also in this respect a point of view shared by most of his
      contemporaries, Werdmüller offers a conciliatory reading of Colossians 2:8, restricting the signification of the
      term ‘philosophy’ to that of ‘sophistry’. In this manner he can interpret Paul’s statement as being directed only
      against undue mixing of profane and sacred wisdom, but not against philosophy as such, which has rather
      to be considered as God’s gift.21 We can see, therefore, how this
      ratification of the legitimacy of philosophy entails also a reaffirmation of its limits and, at least implicitly,
      of its subordination to theology. Philosophy enjoys indeed a certain autonomy in the investigation of logic,
      civil ethics and nature, but as soon as the results of its enquiry come to clash with the contents of biblical
      revelation, these are to be rejected as a degeneration of ‘sound philosophy’ into sophistry. It is therefore
      hardly surprising that, recommending the study of Aristotelian philosophy to the students of the Schola
      Tigurina, he revitalized the traditional metaphor of philosophy as ‘maiden of theology’, in order to
      underline the subordination of human wisdom to the latter.22
    


    
      Werdmüller corroborates further his thesis about the legitimacy of philosophical enquiry from a Christian point
      of view by indicating its usefulness and even indispensableness for theology. First of all, theology – exactly as
      any other discipline which desires to present itself as a science – needs to be developed according to the rules
      of scientific method.23 These rules, which govern the
      construction of any coherent argumentation, must be observed by the theologian in order to clearly present the
      truth and defend it against the objections of heretics.24 In fact
      – Werdmüller notices – the rules of scientific argumentation are employed also in the Bible,
      but their application is not accompanied there by a detailed explanation. This is the reason why Christians need
      to apprehend those rules from philosophy, and especially from Aristotle, who remains according to Werdmüller the
      unsurpassed ‘master of method’.25 Although Werdmüller reserves
      for dialectic the label of ‘God’s most distinguished gift’,26 he
      expresses the conviction that also natural philosophy can turn out to be useful for the theologian. On the one
      hand Werdmüller thinks that the study of the created world in its different parts, as well as the appreciation of
      its harmony as a whole, leads almost necessarily to the acknowledgment of the existence of a divine ordaining
      mind. Even though the mysteries of Christian theology (the Trinity, the two natures in Christ, the remission of
      sin) cannot be grasped but by faith, Werdmüller does not exclude the possibility of natural theology, which,
      moving from a consideration of the series of causes, of the harmony between the different parts of the world and
      of the eternal conservation of the species, can demonstrate the existence of a wise, just and benevolent
      God.27 On the other hand he considers the knowledge of natural
      philosophy as a precondition for a proper exegesis of several biblical texts. Such sciences as astronomy or
      geography are in fact as fundamental for the explanation of God’s word as the mastery of Hebrew and
      Greek.28 Therefore, for these reasons philosophy should not be
      rejected, but rather praised by Christians. As Werdmüller pointedly expresses it, God’s deeds and prophecies
      cannot be properly investigated but with the aid of philosophy; thus, the contempt of the latter amounts to a
      contempt of the former.29
    


    
      Concluding this section on Werdmüller’s view of philosophy, it is important to notice that
      he does not only insist on the usefulness of philosophy in general, but states his decided commitment to
      Aristotle and the Peripatetic tradition. His appreciation of Aristotle can already be observed in what he said
      about the special merits of the Stagirite in the development of logic and scientific methodology. However, it is
      in chapter fifteen of De dignitate that Werdmüller addresses the issue of Aristotle’s excellence in a
      more direct and detailed way. On the one hand he emphasizes once more that Aristotle stands out against Socrates,
      Plato and the Pythagoric tradition for the perspicuity of his style and his straightforward application of the
      rules of scientific method.30 On the other, he declares
      Aristotle’s philosophy to be the one which most closely corresponds to nature, and hence to divine
      ordinances.31 Further, Aristotle’s moral philosophy is
      commendable because it avoids the excesses of other ethical systems like that of the Stoics, who condemned every
      passion and propounded a paradoxical ideal of apatheia as highest good.32
    


    
      Both in his recognition of the legitimacy of philosophy, under the condition that it deports as a maiden of
      theology, and in his preference for the Peripatetic tradition, Werdmüller shows plainly the continuity between
      his approach and that of his former master, Philipp Melanchthon. Melanchthon was deeply concerned with the
      foundation of an ‘erudite theology’, capable of expounding consistently the revealed truth and of answering
      efficaciously to the objections of adversaries. For him philosophy, considered in its broadest sense as orbis
      artium, had an indispensable part to play in the realization of this goal. And this was for exactly the same
      reasons which Werdmüller refers to in De dignitate (importance of logic for pedagogical and polemical
      purposes, and of natural philosophy for natural theology and exegesis).33 In addition, Melanchthon made no secret of his preference for
      Aristotle over against other philosophers. According to him Aristotle’s mastering of method and perspicuity make
      his philosophy more suitable for teaching purposes,34 whereas his
      ethics, holding to a moderate ideal of metriopatheia, avoids the excesses of Stoicism and proves
      therefore to be more compatible with Christian doctrine.35 These
      views of Melanchthon’s concerning the relationship of philosophy to theology and the excellence of Aristotle
      became part of a general consensus among Lutheran, as well as reformed divines. As far as the reformed were
      concerned, such positions were championed in the second half of the sixteenth century by Girolamo Zanchi, Peter
      Martyr Vermigli and Theodore Beza.36 In this regard, indeed,
      Werdmüller’s approach cannot be regarded as either revolutionary or exceedingly original. Nonetheless, if we
      consider the early date of publication of De dignitate (1545), it seems actually that the Zuricher
      Werdmüller was one of the first reformed authors – if not the first – who made Melanchthon’s viewpoint his own,
      thereby acting as intermediary between Wittenberg and the reformed world.
    


    
      The Study of the Nicomachean Ethics as a Complement to Dialectic, Jurisprudence and Medicine
    


    
      It has already been noted above that Werdmüller’s main purpose in writing De dignitate was to recommend
      a thorough study of the NE to students of all disciplines, of dialectic as well as of jurisprudence, medicine and
      theology. Werdmüller’s claim about the interdisciplinary relevance of Aristotelian ethics
      has to be now examined in greater detail. We will treat first the relationship between ethics and dialectic,
      jurisprudence and medicine; considering its particular importance, the relationship between ethics and theology
      will be discussed later.
    


    
      Although the NE cannot be, of course, considered as a manual of dialectic, Werdmüller insists nonetheless on its
      extreme usefulness as a complement to the study of this discipline. He considers that students will find in it
      clear examples of the application of those rules which in Aristotle’s logical works are presented just in
      abstract form. Hence, seeing how those rules can be applied in concrete situations, they will also be able to
      understand them better.37 Indeed, Werdmüller constantly refers to
      Aristotle as the sole authority in matters of logic, but in his presentation of this subject there is also
      discernable an influence of humanistic logic, with which he might have come in touch through his master, Philipp
      Melanchthon. Thus, Werdmüller divides dialectic in ‘invention of individual things’ and ‘argumentation’, which
      evidently correspond to inventio and iudicium, the two main parts of dialectic according to
      both Rudolph Agricola and Melanchthon.38 Moreover, Werdmüller
      defines inventio as the identification of those topics (sedes et domicilia), by means of which
      individual things can be known and explained,39 showing that for
      him – as well as for Agricola and Melanchthon – dialectic is at the core a topical discipline, concerned with
      fixing those loci which enable to argue conclusively on any given subject matter.40 As far as ‘invention’ is concerned, Werdmüller refers to 22 passages from
      the NE which contain examples for the use of just as many loci.41 If inventio has to do with individual things and concepts, ‘argumentation’
      consists in the connection of different concepts into a coherent discourse, aiming at the clarification of
      contentious questions.42 Werdmüller shows his dependence on
      humanist models also in the treatment of this second part of dialectic. For example, although he does not reject
      altogether the validity and usefulness of syllogistic argumentation, only a small portion of text is devoted to
      show how this kind of argumentation is used in the NE. Instead, the treatment of different kinds of topical
      argumentation, all to be found in the NE and each related to a specific locus, covers 13
      pages.43
    


    
      If students of logic may take advantage from the study of the NE, regarding it as a collection of different kinds
      of definitions and argumentations, an even deeper linkage has to be acknowledged between ethics and
      jurisprudence. In fact, the interest of logicians in the NE rests only on formal considerations. Lawyers should
      be concerned with ethics for the more substantial reason that jurisprudence and ethics share to a certain extent
      the same object, that is, virtue. Of course, there is also a fundamental difference in the way in which both
      disciplines deal with this common subject matter; ethics being concerned with the ‘universal doctrine of virtue’,
      whereas jurisprudence is rather a collection of ‘all the precepts leading to virtue’.44 So, for example, it is ethics which determines the conditions upon which an action can be
      considered voluntary or involuntary, while jurisprudence simply takes up from ethics such concepts as
      ‘voluntary’, ‘involuntary’ or ‘coercion’, and applies them to specific juridical cases in order to establish
      whether and how a crime has to be punished.45 Therefore, the
      difference existing between ethics and jurisprudence is analogous to that between a theory and its application:
      ‘The law applies to different cases those things which moral philosophy – which has to be regarded as the source of civil laws – generally and synthetically has established’.46 Against this background it becomes obvious that Werdmüller insists on the necessity of
      ethics as a complement to the study of law because only through the knowledge of ethics is it possible to
      understand, as it were, the general logic of specific laws.47 At
      the same time, it is quite evident that Werdmüller’s explanation of how jurisprudence and ethics are related to
      one another suggests a certain superiority of ethics as compared with jurisprudence, as the latter consists for
      him in a mere accumulation of cases, whereas the former is a ‘methodical inquiry’ of the very nature of virtue
      and vice.48
    


    
      Finally, also the complementarity of the study of ethics to that of medicine rests for Werdmüller on a certain
      overlapping of the two disciplines as to their object. Relying upon a long tradition going back to Hippocrates
      and Galenus, and still alive in the Renaissance, Werdmüller expresses the conviction that physical disease
      derives from an alteration of the natural equilibrium among the humours in the human body.49 Moreover, according to this theory there is a close relationship between
      alterations of the humours and affections of the soul,50 whereby
      an excess of certain humours can cause specific affections, and affections exercise in turn an influence on the
      blend of humours in the body.51 Since this theory admits the
      possibility of feedback from the affections of the soul to the blend of the body, and since physical health
      depends primarily on this same blend, it becomes evident in which sense there is for Werdmüller a deep linkage
      between ethics and medicine. On the one hand, ethics endeavours to moderate the emotions without regard to the state of the body; but in view of the fact that emotions exercise a
      retroaction on the blend of the body, ethics can also contribute to preserve the physical health of human
      beings.52 Therefore, this is the reason why Werdmüller recommends
      the study of the NE to physicians: although medicine as such is concerned only with the health of the body, it
      must be recognized that ethics, insofar it deals with the moderation of emotions, is relevant also from a medical
      point of view.53
    


    
      Ethics and Theology: Werdmüller’s Melanchthonian Approach
    


    
      Addressing the issue of the relationship between Aristotelian ethics and theology, Werdmüller offers first of all
      a definition of moral philosophy, which constitutes a sort of background for his further analysis. According to
      him, ‘pagan moral doctrine contains, on the one hand, an explanation of those virtues which human reason
      considers most necessary for the present life; on the other hand [it contains also an explanation] of those vices
      and misdeeds, against which that same reason advises us – sofar it can’.54 Evidently, the notion of ‘reason’ plays a central role in this definition, and actually
      constitutes the very ‘organ’ of ethics. It is reason that determines what virtue and vice are, laying in this way
      the foundation for the whole ethical discourse. However, Werdmüller’s definition would have remained quite
      generic, if he had contented himself with such a vague reference to reason as the ‘organ’ of ethics. He proceeds,
      therefore, to specify what reason means in ethical context, defining it as that law of nature or faculty of moral
      judgment, which God engraved in human souls and which still survives in us in spite of Adam’s fall.55 The presence of this law of nature in all human beings conveys a sort of
      innate capacity of distinguishing between good and evil apart from any special influence of the holy Spirit, as
      well as an immediate knowledge of such general ethical principle as: ‘The wicked should be punished’, or: ‘One
      should obey the magistrates’, or even: ‘The deity should be worshipped’.56
    


    
      It is easy to see how this identification of practical reason with the law of nature provides a creational
      foundation of philosophical ethics, which amounts at a legitimation of it from a Christian point of view. For,
      since Christians believe that all which God created is good, they must consider also ethics as something good,
      because it grounds on that faculty of moral judgment that God gave to human beings when he created them.
      Moreover, affirming that ethics develops itself in a natural way apart from any special divine influence,
      Werdmüller emphasizes its universal validity for Christians and pagans alike. It must be noticed, however, that
      precisely this universal validity of ethics beyond all religious boundaries hints also at the essential
      difference between ethics and theology: the former is in itself a mere philosophical discipline, which develops
      independently from divine revelation and grace, and is therefore devoid of any soteriological relevance.
    


    
      Werdmüller further develops this line of thought, addressing directly the question about the relationship between
      ethics and Christian doctrine as to their respective content. According to him ethics identifies first of all the
      goal of human life, proceeding afterwards to analyse the means to attain this goal. Therefore, ethics contains a
      doctrine of happiness (the final aim of human action) and a doctrine of virtue (the practice of which leads to
      happiness). As far as happiness is concerned, it is defined by Aristotle as an ‘activity of the soul in
      accordance with virtue’,57 or more simply – in Werdmüller’s
      rendering – as the ‘practice of virtue’ (usus virtutum).58 Further, according to Aristotle this chief good can be attained by human beings through a
      due moderation of the passions and through contemplation.59
    


    
      On the background of this sketchy exposition of Aristotle’s doctrine, Werdmüller emphasizes that such a
      definition of happiness can be accepted by Christians only upon one fundamental condition: that the realm of
      civil life be clearly distinguished from that of theology proper. In the realm of civil life Aristotle’s doctrine
      of happiness can be well applied, because in this sphere virtues are indeed acquired by habituation and human
      beings can attain through their own efforts some kind of mundane happiness. Instead, the situation changes
      completely if we address the issue of happiness from a theological point of view. In this case it must be
      recognized that happiness does not consist in the practice of virtue, but rather in
      ‘redemption through Christ’.60 Moreover, in contrast with civil
      happiness this specific Christian chief good cannot be attained by human beings, unless they are led to it by God
      himself.61 However, neither the Christian notion of happiness nor
      the necessity of God’s help in order to attain it could have been grasped by pagan philosophers, because they
      lacked any knowledge of the sinfulness of human nature, proclaimed in biblical revelation through the doctrine of
      Adam’s fall.62
    


    
      What distinguishes civil ethics from Christian doctrine is, therefore, their different anthropological starting
      point. Moving from a negative account of the faculties of the human soul, Christians cannot help considering the
      teachings of the philosophers in general and of Aristotle in particular, according to whom happiness may be
      attained through a mere moderation of the passions, as defective. Ethics indeed maintains its validity in the
      realm of civil life and in this sense does not contradict theology, but the only use it seems to have from a
      theological point of view is a negative one. Eventually, according to Werdmüller, the study of Aristotelian
      ethics must be recommended to theologians because it enables them to appreciate the utter incommensurability of
      pagan moral philosophy and Christian doctrine.63
    


    
      The way in which Werdmüller has developed his argumentation so far bears witness to the deep influence
      Melanchthon’s ethics exercised on him. Werdmüller seems to have been well aware of his debts to his former master
      and actually does not conceal this circumstance. Rather, he acknowledges it, referring explicitly to
      Melanchthon’s Epitome philosophiae moralis as an authoritative ethics handbook and as a source for his
      own investigations.64 Werdmüller’s dependence on Melanchthon
      comes to the fore first of all in his definition of ethics as an explanation of the law of nature, whereby the
      latter is identified with that moral faculty which God engraved in human souls at the moment of
      creation.65 Equally derived from Melanchthon appears the sharp
      distinction between theology proper and ethics, which is complementary to the creational foundation of the
      latter.66 Melanchthon had defined moral philosophy as ‘that part
      of God’s law which directs external action’67 and therefore
      pertains to the sphere of civil life in human societies. Hence, ethics is indeed fundamental for the preservation
      of order in a state, but it is at the same time completely irrelevant from a soteriological point of view,
      because eternal salvation is brought about only by the Gospel which announces the remission of sins through
      Christ. Whereas ethics is concerned with the control of external behaviour and is therefore associated with the
      category of ‘Law’, the Gospel – which is received by faith – proclaims the efficacy of God’s grace apart from any
      human deed.68 In this way, ethics enjoys indeed universal
      validity on account of its religious neutrality, but it is at the same time and precisely for this reason
      completely irrelevant from a theological – that is, soteriological – standpoint. Werdmüller shares therefore with
      Melanchthon also the fundamental conviction that ethics and theology are utterly incommensurable in view of their
      respective goals.
    


    
      Beyond Melanchthon: Christian Ethics and the Positive Use of Aristotle’s Doctrine of Virtue
    


    
      However, it would be erroneous to consider Werdmüller’s approach as a mere repetition of the views of his master
      Philipp Melanchthon. Especially in chapter 4 of De dignitate –
      which significantly bears the title: ‘The virtues described in ethics pertain to the theologian’ – Werdmüller
      tries to go beyond Melanchthon’s merely negative account of the relationship between theology and moral
      philosophy, pointing to a positive use of the second part of ethics (the doctrine of virtue)
      in theological context. As we saw, the philosophical and the Christian definition of happiness – of the goal of
      human life – differ essentially according to Werdmüller, so that no positive relationship between the two realms
      of moral philosophy and theology is possible in this respect. The situation changes, however, when we turn our
      attention to the philosophical account of virtue.
    


    
      First of all it must be recognized that the very concept of virtue is not alien to Christian doctrine, for even
      the Gospel contains several moral precepts. Nonetheless, as Werdmüller notices, this similarity of Christian
      doctrine with ethics turns out to be quite superficial, as it is confined to a material level: both ethics and
      theology teach virtue. As soon as the formal determination of ‘virtue’ in theology and ethics is considered,
      however, it becomes evident that the account of virtue is rather different in the two contexts. Whereas in pagan
      ethics virtue constitutes the path leading to happiness, Christian theology conceives the practice of virtue
      rather as a consequence of the attainment of happiness, whereby the latter coincides – as we saw earlier – with
      redemption through Christ.69 Moreover, according to pagan ethics
      human beings should be driven to the practice of virtue by the love of virtue itself, while Christians endeavour
      to be virtuous to the glory of God.70 The definition of virtuous
      behaviour as a consequence of redemption mirrors evidently the Protestant doctrine about the relationship of
      justification and sanctification. Moreover, the special emphasis Werdmüller lays on it can be considered as
      evidence of his peculiarly reformed stance. As is well known, other than the Lutherans the reformed gave
      particular weight to the necessity of good works as a result of the inner renovation which accompanies
      justification, and insisted that the only true faith is that which bears fruits of righteousness.71
    


    
      In view of this fundamental divergence in the definition of virtue and apart from the material connection
      mentioned above, it would seem that also with regard to the doctrine of virtue the differences between pagan
      ethics and Christian theology outweigh the similarities, impeding any positive relationship.
    


    
      However, it is precisely the recognition of another fundamental difference between theology
      and ethics which gives occasion to an important shift in Werdmüller’s discourse. The philosophical and the
      theological accounts of virtue differ not only formally, but also with regard to method. Holy Scripture contains
      indeed moral precepts, but does not offer a complete theory of virtue. Aristotle, instead, deals in the NE with
      the very nature and the causes of virtue, giving detailed definitions of important concepts, which Werdmüller
      considers very useful towards a better understanding of biblical morals. Therefore – writes Werdmüller – ‘we hold
      that the young should study Aristotle, because he does not deal scantily with vices and virtues, as holy
      scripture does, but treats every single virtue and vice in a structured and detailed way’.72
    


    
      It is at this point that Werdmüller seems most clearly to depart from Melanchthon’s model, in order to delineate
      an alternative understanding of the relationship of pagan ethics to theology. According to him, the philosophical
      doctrine of virtue, as it is contained in the NE, can and even should fulfil an ancillary function in view of the
      foundation and development of a system of Christian ethics. For example, Christians find in the Bible such
      precepts as: ‘Do not swerve to the right or to the left; turn your foot away from evil’ (Proverbs 4:27, NRSV).
      Werdmüller discerns a fundamental agreement between that precept and Aristotle’s definition of virtue as the
      golden mean between two vicious extremes and is therefore convinced that also the description of different
      virtues and vices the Stagirite offers may help the theologian developing a thorough system of Christian
      ethics.73 Equally helpful and ‘most true’ in philosophical as
      well as in theological context are Aristotle’s definitions of such concepts as ‘voluntary’, ‘involuntary’ and
      ‘choice’. Among others, they lead Christians to understand that what matters in moral action is, above all, the
      intention and not the action itself. This is the reason why Jesus regarded the alms of the poor widow as greater
      than those of the rich (Luke 21:1–4).74
    


    
      Indeed, there remains always a margin of difference between moral philosophy and Christian doctrine. As an
      example Werdmüller refers to the fact that, according to Aristotle’s doctrine, original sin could not be imputed
      to human beings after Adam and Eve, because nobody apart from them perpetrate it actually and ‘voluntarily’.
      This, of course, must not be considered as a proof of the non-imputability of original sin, but only as a
      demonstration that the Aristotelian concept of ‘voluntary’ is too narrow.75 The recognition of such discrepancies between Aristotle’s moral philosophy and Christian
      doctrine, however, should not induce to a total rejection of the former. Theologians can further on take profit
      from Aristotle’s ethics, although they must bear in mind that there is no perfect coincidence between revelation
      and philosophy.
    


    
      As we see, Werdmüller holds that the contents of Christian ethics – that is, the single precepts, as well as the
      definition of the goal of human life – must be derived exclusively from Holy Scripture. Nonetheless, the
      Aristotelian doctrine of virtue retains, on account of his ‘scientificity’, a fundamental role for a better
      understanding of the moral precepts contained in the Bible. In this sense the function of moral philosophy in
      relationship with Christian ethics is comparable with that which Werdmüller ascribed to it in relationship with
      jurisprudence. Just as the collections of Roman laws contain the rules for the administration of justice, but no
      explanation of them, Holy Scripture provides, as it were, the contents of Christian ethics, whereas it is the
      task of philosophy to convey those definitions and conceptual explanations which are necessary for a thorough
      understanding of them. It is important to notice, however, that contrary to his account of the relationship
      between ethics and jurisprudence Werdmüller does not conclude to any – not even relative – eminence of moral
      philosophy over Holy Scripture. Rather, he carefully emphasizes that, although philosophy is indeed very useful
      for the explanation of theological issues, it must always be considered inferior to theology, as a maiden is with
      respect to her mistress.76
    


    
      Conclusion
    


    
      Otto Werdmüller’s De dignitate, usu et methodo philosophiae moralis can be regarded as one of the first
      works, in which a reformed author reflected on the legitimacy of philosophical studies, in order to provide a
      directory for the pursuit of liberal arts at a Protestant educational institution. In order
      to illustrate the usefulness of philosophy, Werdmüller chose to focus on the Nicomachean Ethics,
      recommending its study to on-going jurists, physicians and theologians. In his evaluation of both philosophy in
      general and of ethics in particular, Werdmüller proves to be first of all a loyal disciple of Philipp
      Melanchthon. Especially in terms of his high estimation of philosophical studies, he took up the views of his
      former master, which were to become part of an extended consensus among both Lutheran and reformed
      theologians.77 Regarding the issue of the relationship between
      Aristotelian ethics and theology, instead, he moved even beyond the Melanchthonian position of a thorough
      separation of the two realms of moral philosophy and Christian soteriology.
    


    
      Although also Werdmüller emphasized – as any Protestant author did – the exclusivity of grace as the only ground
      for our salvation, he refused to confine ethics to the sphere of external action and civil life, but insisted on
      the close relationship between redemption and actual renewal, which must result in the practice of virtue.
      Moreover, Werdmüller regarded Aristotle’s doctrine of virtue as a very helpful model towards the development of a
      Christian ethics, because in the NE it can be found such detailed explanations and definitions of the causes and
      the nature of virtue, which constitute a sort of complement to the catalogues of moral precepts contained in the
      Scriptures. A similar approach can be found later in Peter Martyr Vermigli. In his own Commentary on the NE
      Vermigli admitted the possibility of a theological application of Aristotle’s doctrine of virtue, though
      restraining it to those virtues the believers develop as a consequence of their inner renewal through the Holy
      Spirit.78 Even Lambert Daneau, who in the Ethices christianae
      libri tres (Geneva: Eustache Vignon, 1577) tried to present his system of Christian ethics simply as a
      ‘concretion of God’s law as it is summarized in the decalogue’,79
      drew de facto to a great extent on the Aristotelian tradition, which he appropriated among others
      through the mediation of Melanchthon’s textbooks.80
    


    
      From this point of view, therefore, Werdmüller’s work as a Christian moral philosopher can be considered to stay
      at the beginning of a process which led during the remnant of the sixteenth century to the formation of a
      distinctively reformed ethics. Of course, the reformed recognized the existence of boundaries between ancient
      moral philosophy and Christian doctrine, but were at the same time open to the possibility of letting Aristotle,
      and philosophy in general, interact with the Bible towards the development of a systematic account of Christian
      ethics. That the development of such a system was for them a priority is clearly demonstrated by the emphasis
      reformed divines always laid on the essential nexus of Gospel and Law, an emphasis which cannot be found, on the
      contrary, either in Melanchthon nor in Lutheran theology in general.
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    Introduction


    
      In the year 1500, Konrad Pellikan, later a father of the Zurich church but then a young scholar of 22, learned
      that a bookseller in Tübingen had in his possession a complete Hebrew Bible, which had come to him from Pisa.
      This discovery seemed to Pellikan nothing less than an act of divine providence.1 That the discovery, and the opportunity for study it presented, should seem to be an act of
      divine beneficence and an occasion for exultation, might seem to be the overreaction of a schoolboy, and not that
      of a great Bible scholar and teacher of Hebrew. He was a man whose learning was so esteemed by Zwingli, that when
      the reformer brought Pellikan to Zurich as professor of the Old Testament, it was on terms
      which bespoke an extraordinary esteem and trust.2 Yet in these
      years the discipline of Christian Hebraica was still in its infancy, and for Pellikan the discovery of a new text
      was quite invaluable, the chance to interrogate a learned man on a point of grammar a great fortune: from such
      small strokes of luck Pellikan sought to lay the foundations of a field of learning, to make progress.3 Pellikan, the scholars who collaborated with him, the Guardian of his
      Franciscan house, all shared the sense that learning must pass freely between scholars – using, not owning – and
      must progress with the generations.4 Their expectation was sound:
      when Pellikan’s early student, Sebastian Münster, published his own complete Hebrew Bible in 1534/5 it arrived as
      the capstone of a body of Hebrew books – dictionaries, grammars, practice texts – which demonstrated that
      Christian Hebraica had reached a plateau of maturity. Not that work did not remain for the next generation of
      scholars – it surely did – but that it could now be widely taught and studied in the orderly and systematic
      manner of other disciplines; it was no longer the domain of pioneers like Pellikan, and subject to his chance
      meetings and discoveries.
    


    
      What follows is a consideration of Konrad Pellikan not just as a teacher, but as a model pedagogue, and how his
      students sought to learn by emulation, to follow not just his lessons but his example, and by so doing, to
      participate in an ideal of scholarship which bridged the Reformation, an ideal of learning, of exchange, of
      publication, of progress. Importantly, they did not seek to fashion themselves according to models vainly,
      imitatio was not meant to be replication, the ideal student was not a counterfeit of his teacher, but to
      move beyond conformity, to add to that which he had been given, and to pass it onwards, to the next generation of
      scholars and into the deepening pool of shared knowledge. Bound to the idea of the model scholar was the
      reciprocal ideal of the model student, and the abstract ideal of learning within which they
      both existed; however, these models frequently translated imperfectly from rarefied ideal to quotidian world, and
      a study of the intersecting careers of Pellikan and Münster, their works and correspondence, illustrates these
      ideals were vexed at times by conflicting loyalties and complicated by the challenges of negotiating a scholarly
      landscape which had been open in their memory, but was now crossed with the religious and political boundaries of
      the Reformation.5 The extent to which the scholarly ideals, the
      models of teacher and student, could transcend these new realities is a question upon which the relationship of
      these two learned men can shine some light: it takes in the structured world of the Franciscan order before the
      Reformation, a fraught personal transition to the fledgling churches of Zurich and Basel respectively, and
      finally settles in the increasingly confident scholarly culture of the reformed respublica litterarum.
      If the people which emerge are less perfect than the crafted ideals of the mannered biographies of Reformation
      leaders, it is clear that Pellikan and Münster still sought to serve the ideal of learning, deepening and
      refining their shared disciplines, through archetypes of teacher, student and scholar which had their roots in
      the Catholic world, but bore fruit in the separate academies, schools and printhouses of the reformed churches of
      Basel and Zurich.6
    


    Pellikan and Münster


    
      Returning from Basel to the Rufach Minorite house in 1509, Konrad Pellikan was introduced to several new
      students, or more junior brothers, among whom was Sebastian Münster.7 He records that his impression of this 18-year-old was of an
      exceptionally studious individual, unusually hard-working and virtuous: Pellikan taught him closely in more than
      one discipline, beginning a relationship which would endure into the 1550s, and would see the early intellectual
      formation patterned upon his own. Of the teaching fare in those years, Pellikan wrote,
    


    
      From the year 1508 through to the eleventh I was lecturing to the student brothers again on the entire Margarita
      Philosophica and on the Books of Sentences of Nicolas d’Orbellis and upon Aristotle. I communicated to the young
      Münster everything I had of Hebrew and astronomy, to which he added with his consideration and diligence, to the
      point that he became most learned in these matters. However, I was urging him to attend to his divine and human
      philosophy, so that one day he might also lecture to the other brothers.8
    


    
      The defining interests of Münster’s scholarly career, the pursuit of the Hebraica Veritas and the
      measurement of space (although terrestrial rather than celestial) were, it seems, crystallized from his earliest
      lessons with Pellikan; thereafter it is hard not to remark on the manners in which the younger scholars career,
      and, indeed, life appears to have been either fortunately in harmony with that of his teacher, or to have been
      consciously shaped in emulation of it.
    


    
      Pellikan, a native of Rufach in Upper Alsace, entered the Franciscan monastery there as a novice in 1493, and in
      1495 to the house in Tübingen, where he studied Greek, Latin and theology.9 Pellikan had been brought up by his uncle, who was a member of the humanist sodality which
      surrounded Johann von Dalberg, and humanist connections and pursuits are a constant through his early career as
      much as his late: he met and studied with Reuchlin, he was part of the circle of Christoph von Utenheim, and,
      from 1516, was closely associated with Erasmus.10 Further colour
      may be added to the intriguing mixture of a traditionally structured monastic education and
      involvement with humanist sodalities. His upbringing by his uncle Jodocus Gallus involved criticism of aspects of
      the Franciscan rule – the order of which he was also a member; Pellikan wrote of his uncle’s disapproval for and
      violation of the rule of celibacy, but considered a pious man, one who would have been sympathetic to the views
      of the reformers on this issue.11 Pellikan’s journey to the Rome
      of Leo X to represent his province in the general chapter of the Franciscans, an experience described in great
      detail in the Chronicon, also adds texture to his complex and wide-ranging intellectual
      formation.12
    


    
      Sebastian Münster was not born into similarly scholarly circles, but gradually made his way through the stages of
      education available until he was able to join them. Born in Neideringelheim in 1488, Münster’s father was the
      master of the Hospital of the Holy Ghost, and was able send his sons to the town’s single school.13 He seems then to have studied at Heidelberg, at either the university or
      with the Franciscan Generalstudium, learning cosmology, mathematics and the natural sciences alongside
      theology and logic.14 In this period he studied the traditional
      quadrivium and trivium, before entering the Franciscans in 1506, and making his profession the
      following year; brief periods of study in Freiburg and Louvain saw Münster begin the striking combination of
      Hebrew, theology and geography, which would take shape under the instruction of Pellikan in Rufach.15 Here, Pellikan was presented with a student who was grounded in the
      discipline he himself was working to advance, and who was precocious and industrious and passionate about
      scholarship: ‘a most studious and industrious man’, ‘the most studious of all my students’, ‘a young man of
      outstanding talent, tireless in his study of good letters and especially aflame with a love of Hebrew
      literature’.16
    


    
      At the same time, Münster encountered a teacher who could not only greatly expand his
      knowledge of Hebrew, but who also embodied an ideal of scholarship: the first Christian to publish a Hebrew
      grammar – a pioneer of the discipline, deeply learned and sought after.17
    


    
      Pellikan was made secretary to the Franciscan provincial Kaspar Schatzgeyer in 1514, and served as Guardian in
      Rufach before being made the Guardian of the Franciscans in Basel in 1519; he taught at the university there, and
      in 1523 was made professor of theology, at the same time as Johannes Oecolampadius. He was involved with the
      production of Adam Petri’s Luther editions of 1520, which was the root of his later rift – tragoedia –
      with Schatzgeyer who considered him a promoter of Luther’s works.18 The true nature of Pellikan’s transition to the Reformation was more gradual and ambiguous
      than Lavater later represented it.19 With the support of the
      magistrates, Pellikan was able to remain among the Franciscans and to continue teaching in Basel until 1526,
      although he ceased to be Guardian in 1524. As his situation became increasingly difficult he received letters
      from Zwingli, offering him a place and a position in Zurich; the first he received coolly, reluctant to abandon
      Basel and unsure what awaited him in Zurich. The second letter made it explicit that Pellikan would enjoy
      generous living conditions in Zurich, and would read and comment upon a certain amount of Hebrew each day in
      return.20 That Pellikan’s decision to accept was not indicative
      of having already undergone a decisive and immediate break with his order or with Catholicism is apparent in
      Zwingli’s advice on continuing to wear his Franciscan habit: he should continue to wear it for travel, even if it
      was now derided in Zurich.21
    


    
      Münster seems to have felt Pellikan’s departure keenly: he was settled in Basel from 1518 until 1521, and enjoyed
      working not just with his teacher, but a wider circle of humanists and erudite printers, producing his first
      original contribution, the Epitome Hebraicae Grammaticae in 1520.22 He was instructed by his superiors in the Franciscans to leave Basel for
      Heidelberg, where, by the end of 1521 he was teaching Hebrew and theology; from 1524–27 he occupied a
      professorship there. This move was most likely effected to separate Münster from Pellikan and the controversies
      abroad in Basel, and to focus his mind on more narrowly linguistic studies.23 He was able, with permission, to travel to Basel for brief visits, to oversee the printing
      of works, but Pellikan’s departure for Zurich – certainly inaccessible to Münster – marked the beginning of a
      period of scholarly silence from this most prolific of scholars. From 1527 to 1529, no new works were produced,
      and no biographical information survives from that time. This may imply a difficulty finding new printers, or
      increasing tensions between Münster and his university superiors in Heidelberg; it is likely, however, that he
      felt excluded from the scholarly world in which he felt he belonged, and increasingly impeded from his
      work.24 Münster felt the pull of Pellikan’s learned circle in
      Basel before 1527; afterwards he may have felt that the scholarly existence he wished for could only be obtained
      by again following his teacher’s example.25 When an opportunity
      was engineered in 1529 to allow Münster to take up a post in newly reformed Basel, he seized it, assuming the
      chair of Hebrew continuously through to his death in 1552.26
    


    A Model Teacher


    
      Konrad Pellikan embodied a range of admirable attributes in Münster’s eyes, as his extensive and rich
      correspondence attests. Pellikan was most often referred to as his ‘most revered teacher’, or ‘renowned’ or
      ‘honourable’.27 He appears as ‘teacher and encourager’ or as
      ‘father and teacher’, as ‘most watchful teacher’, and is addressed as ‘finest and most learned
      teacher’.28 He styles Pellikan as ‘of Rufach’ in late September
      1544, but, after that, simply as ‘of Zurich’ or more ornately as ‘doctori Tygurino’ or ‘professori
      Tygurino’.29 The refrain is Pellikan’s role as teacher, it is the
      unswerving reference point throughout the correspondence, but the words chosen to modify and accentuate the
      pedagogical role are intriguing, and capture the fuller range of the model Pellikan embodied and to which Münster
      was sensible. They show the extent to which teaching was more than a knowledge transaction, mechanically
      observed. There is renown and integrity on the teacher’s part, honour and reverence on that of his student. There
      is cultivation (both nurturing and doing honour), promotion, partisan support or patronage in both directions.
      There is recognition of office, of learning, and that both are of a place, either the comfortable humanist trait
      of warmly associating an individual with their patria, or their scholarship, respectfully, with a school
      or a church. The model expressed in these terms is representative of Münster’s view of the teacher as archetype,
      but is both too narrow and too cool to do justice to the full range of roles performed by Pellikan for his former
      student; it does not capture the productivity of their on-going interactions, or the warmth and openness of their
      exchanges.
    


    
      ‘Pellicanus was an open, honourable sincere man, deceit and ostentation were utterly alien to him’; Lavater’s
      preamble to the Vita is written in the spirit of encomium and follows the confessional
      self-representation of the Zurich church in the latter part of the sixteenth
      century.30 It does, however, articulate a key aspect of Pellikan
      as the model pedagogue, and, indeed, the ideal of learning which the two men shared: open-handedness with
      knowledge, a generosity with one’s current stock of information without reserve, deception or boastfulness. We
      meet this characteristic from Münster’s earliest studies with Pellikan, when he was allowed to take full copies
      of Pellikan’s manuscript Hebrew writings.31 This is what he meant
      when he wrote that he had shared everything that he had of Hebrew and astronomy with the young Münster, allowing
      him to become most learned in these matters.32 Openness, the free
      exchange of knowledge, continued to be a defining characteristic of their exchanges through the following
      decades: materials, unpublished manuscripts and rare documents flowed between them constantly, to the point where
      the mechanics of arranging the movement of parcels of paper could dominate their letters.33 Requests are made and answered, suggestions and recommendations sought
      and provided. It is striking the extent to which the student saw his teacher’s collections of sources and
      bookshelves as extensions of his own, to be accessed and apportioned as immediate needs dictated. To request
      Pellikan’s writings on Ezekiel seemed perfectly natural, to request things be sent for copying, to be returned,
      but for other materials to be sent back with the courier a normal matter.34 Writing to Pellikan on behalf of an associate in need of books for study, Münster is quite
      comfortable suggesting which texts his teacher should feel free to donate: ‘scraps from your
      abundance’.35
    


    
      This belief in the open exchange of learning was carried beyond Münster’s dealings with his teacher to his wider
      interactions with the republic of letters; it infused his sense of how scholars treated one another. And, perhaps
      surprisingly, his recorded experiences suggest that he had reason to believe this. He
      describes to Pellikan the books to which he was given access by a stranger, the antiquities he was permitted to
      view and the hospitality he was granted.36 He recounts often and
      at length the materials and information given to him by individual scholars, magistrates and artists for
      inclusion in his Cosmographiae Universalis – including contributions from the Archbishop of Uppsala,
      then based in Rome (this in 1544).37 If Münster expected at every
      turn that men of learning would to a greater or lesser extent follow the model of his teacher, his expectations
      seem frequently to have been generously rewarded.
    


    
      The ideal of openness, from teacher to student, finds expression in another overlapping area of Pellikan and
      Münster’s scholarly work. In glossing the Hebrew and Latin text of his 1534/5 Old Testament, Münster practiced
      this same generous approach: whatever he had, he gave to the reader, the distant student, and exercised the trust
      that they would exercise discrimination.
    


    
      Münster’s method was to present the reader with the unexpurgated rabbinic commentaries on the text, grammatical
      and interpretational material, usually in an unaltered form, with both Hebrew quotation and his Latin
      translation.38 Where the matter was difficult and an answer
      unclear, Münster presented multiple interpretations, refusing to pass judgment himself, but instead trusting the
      reader to reach their own conclusion; like the instruction he received from Pellikan and delivered in his
      lectures in Basel, he offered the range of interpretations known to him, gave guidance, but did not seek to
      narrow these down to a single dogma. Seeking to disseminate his learning and demystify the Hebrew text for
      Christian students, Münster was extending the research and classroom principles of his teacher through the press.
    


    
      This ingenuous attitude to learning and the texts upon which it was based may have played a part in leading
      Pellikan into ‘this business of Luther and Zwingli’, and drawn Münster in his wake.39 The Chronicon gives a sense that Pellikan believes he is working in a fortunate
      time because the number of texts and the quality of them is multiplying year by year, and scholars, men of
      learning like Erasmus, have shown that the doctrines of the Catholic church did not rest so
      surely on their proof texts as had been claimed.40 A deepening
      understanding of Christian texts and a growing disquiet at the wonted manner of their use helps explain scholarly
      activity of Pellikan in Basel which affronted his superiors; it certainly does not seem to be any disaffection
      with Franciscan culture, with the manner in which he was able to study and teach while a member of the order.
    


    
      How great an influence upon the models of teacher and of student did the experience of study and life within the
      Franciscan orders have upon Pellikan and Münster? The two were aged 48 and 41 respectively when they formally
      accepted the Reformation, although both had been involved with its texts, arguments and protagonists for some
      years before their official conversions. The fraternal model of instruction may have been profoundly influential,
      yet in many ways the scholarly world of the Minorites seems to have been in accord with the values of the
      respublica litterarum: there was no fundamental hostility between the Franciscan pursuit of knowledge
      and that of the reformed humanists of Zurich and Basel. Pellikan’s Chronicon offers an insight into the
      Franciscan order which, in the upper Rhine area, was caught between late scholasticism and humanism.41 Knowledge of demanding subjects such as Hebrew were transmitted within
      these houses, which served as schools or channels of learning, in the manners of the discretely functioning but
      interconnected humanist sodalities of the upper Rhine.42 The idea
      that learning is used but not owned, that one must approach learning in a spirit of humility, are characteristics
      of Franciscan education, and echo the openness apparent in Pellikan and Münster’s teaching of Hebrew.43 That within Pellikan’s house lectures were given on Ptolemy, the
      astrolabe, Euclid suggests something of the lively variety of learned interests pursued by the humanists of
      Münster’s circle.
    


    
      The shared experience of life within the Franciscans must have conditioned Pellikan’s understanding of what it
      was to teach, and Münster’s of what to learn. They experienced a system of learning which was disciplined day to
      day, but subject to sudden upheavals as personnel might be moved to another house for political reasons, to avoid
      the plague, to avoid the spread of heterodox ideas.44 They taught
      and studied in a world in which the communal life was never reduced to a mere ‘facilitative shell for students
      and teachers’.45 Their studies were intermingled with manual
      labour, care for the sick, the observances of Minorite life: they were to act as servants to one another.
    


    
      These mental habits as models of behaviour cannot have been easily dismissed – even long after Münster was
      settled in Basel he converted the garden of his house on the Sternengässlein to vines and crops to which he could
      tend.46 The conversations carried on between Pellikan and Münster
      through the 1530s and 1540s suggest that they retained a close interest in the fortunes of their former order and
      affection for its culture and members. They discuss often what their former brothers are doing, whether they
      still preach, how their numbers have declined – to four, to two – and in what conditions they now lived, how
      hungry they were, how the mortuary had filled up.47 Münster
      refers to ‘our’ Franciscans.48 His reports of monasteries he has
      visited, the use he has made of their libraries and the rare texts which he has handled are plentiful in the
      Cosmographia: they are in no way treated as corrupt and groundless institutions, rather he celebrates
      their antiquity (‘Certainly, to confess the truth, I have never in my life seen more ancient letters’) and value
      as treasuries of learning.49As places of learning, and of genuine
      antiquity, the orders and their houses retained Pellikan and Münster’s esteem, even after they had entered the
      reformed church; sharing the news of their hardships endured by their old order, Münster wrote that ‘what God
      does not raise up must fall’, but the tone of the letter is melancholy.50
    


    Ideal Student


    
      Pellikan’s brief direct descriptions of Münster speak to the young Franciscan student rather than the lifelong
      relationship which followed; although he owed his early progress to more than one scholar, it is clear that
      Pellikan provided more than lessons on a particular subject, but was a model to whom Münster turned for guidance
      throughout his career.51Pellikan remarked on Münster’s youth, but
      more particularly his industry, his intense emotional attraction to his particular field of study and his raw
      precocious ability: here he seems to be describing both a particular student and an ideal, a boy born to a
      particular task, given to the work by nature and ready to have his skills honed by training and toil, tireless
      and unjaded.52 This youthful calling was a sign of
      trustworthiness, that the student could be given access to books and resources, even the hard-won texts of the
      fledgling discipline of Christian Hebraica: mutual trusts with the fruits and course of the research of each
      seems to have been fundamental to the teacher-student relationship, especially as time passed.53
    


    
      Correspondence between the two scholars gives an unmistakable sense that, throughout their careers, their
      individual projects were communal projects, and that, sometimes literally sometimes only figuratively, their
      backs were bent over the same tasks. Münster details the progress, fortunate discoveries and testing setbacks
      which he was making in detail to Pellikan:
    


    
      … for we have printed again that cosmography of Ptolemy, as the first edition went within two years. We have also
      printed the consummatam Hebraicam grammaticam which collects in one place all the famous books of Elia
      [Levita] and certain other editions, and, for the reader’s practice, the Book of Tobit is added in the Hebrew
      tongue, which the Jews printed in Constantinople in recent years.54
    


    
      Münster sent such reports with almost every missive: it is entirely natural for him to
      report his activities and the progress being made on a shared discipline. He continues to seek advice on which
      books to read, where to spend his energies, which sources to seek out. He discusses material which Pellikan had
      sent to him to read, and sent back other texts in return for Pellikan’s thoughts.55 In 1544, he reports,
    


    
      I have not yet copied everything which you have collected on the minor prophets: in Jeremy I have written as far
      as I have reached in the lectures, I have now reached as far as the thirty second chapter, but your manuscript
      remains whole and safe.56
    


    
      Bound up in these letters is the need Münster has for Pellikan’s approval of his work, and for his assistance and
      judgment and, just he expects to receive advice when he asks, he also seems to expect to be asked on what is
      currently working.57
    


    
      The exchange of material and discussions of progress testifies to the sense of shared purpose, shared goals of
      the two scholars: theirs was an urgent, on-going enterprise.
    


    
      The harmony of purpose and approach of teacher and student extends beyond a collaboration upon and sharing of
      texts. Their shared experience as Christian scholars working with Hebrew texts and rabbinic commentaries to an
      extent moulded them in similar ways: they were pioneers of a discipline, and encountered and were forced to
      deflect suspicion because of that. In the front rank of the Christian Hebraist ‘community of the competent’, a
      little flock of ‘intimate character’, they experienced unmerited censure at times, and were forced to assume a
      defensive position, justifying their research.58 Münster
      addresses this in the preface to his Hebrew Bible, anticipating the attacks to come, and he,
      like Pellikan, wrote what were ostensibly ‘missionary’ texts directed towards Jewish readers in order to
      emphasize their credentials as emphatically partisan Christians.59 Yet both believed absolutely in the need to go to the source, and both sought out Jewish
      teachers, pored over medieval Jewish exegesis and attended synagogues in order to increase their understanding of
      unwritten traditions and teachings.60
    


    
      Teacher and student shared an interest in geography and history, and moreover shared a manner of writing and
      interpreting it. Pellikan’s contribution to Münster’s Cosmographia which described his native Rufach is
      in perfect step with Münster’s approach to chorographical description: avowedly simple in style, treating
      topography, urban setting, produce and fertility, human history and present-day government, customs,
      deeds.61 More strikingly, both understood geographical change to
      be linked to historical change, and that just as God raised and dashed nations according to his will and their
      virtue, so too the land became fertile or sterile at his desire, in response to conduct of the people inhabiting
      it.62 This understanding of divine Providence, read in the
      ceaselessly changing historical and environmental fortunes of peoples, is articulated by Pellikan:
    


    
      Since there is nothing in mortal affairs which lasts forever, and everything endures a
      condition of vicissitude, just as in an estuary things flow this way then another, it is scarcely possible to
      say, to what extent this city, after such felicities, and more than a thousand years after it was built, it was
      exposed to miseries and dangers.63
    


    
      The experience of working as a Christian Hebraist and, perhaps, this cosmographical reading of Providence was
      harmonious with another quality both scholars shared. Pellikan considered himself to be a philologist above all,
      and eschewed active participation in confessional polemics.64
      Münster similarly wished his works could be read everywhere, corresponded freely and warmly with Catholics long
      after his conversion and not only avoided polemic, but even regarded being made to teach theology, rather than
      just Hebrew, an irritating imposition.65 The avowed preference
      for philology over doctrine is shared by both, and is manifest in their writings and personal correspondence.
    


    
      It should not be assumed that the teacher-student relationship of Pellikan and Münster was entirely as harmonious
      as the above would suggest; models, imitatio, help self-fashioning and make the transmission of
      knowledge, culture and ultimately scholarly progress possible. Yet friction was inevitable in a community
      composed of people rather than abstract ideals: several such points of disagreement can be found in their works
      and correspondence. On a purely material level, Münster wrote several letters to his teacher which expressed
      disappointment that Pellikan was not active enough in helping bring to justice a former lodger and student of
      Münster’s who had defrauded him. This affair plays out across the letters of 1545, as Münster appeals to ‘me
      praeceptor’ to intercede energetically, seemingly to little avail. Perhaps the most interesting point in these
      exchanges is that the rogue in question seems to have been used to the company of scholars and to have known
      exactly how to exploit the model of student: claiming that he urgently needed the money for books: ‘thus may the vainest of men deceive the most ingenuous’.66 There were also points of competition between the interests of authors and printers in
      Zurich and Basel which saw Pellikan and Münster in opposing camps.67 The use of Münster’s Latin Old Testament translation in the 1539 Zurich Bible, the debate
      over whether Bibliander’s Koran (1543) was fit to print and the tension caused by the appearance of Johannes
      Stumpf’s Beschreybung (1548), a competitor for Münster’s 1544 Cosmographia, all caused him
      anxiety, and an acute sense of exclusion from the Zurich scholarly sodality of which Pellikan was a leading
      figure.68 Considering how stressful each episode seems to have
      been for Münster, how deeply it affected his interests in Basel, it is impressive how restrained were his
      reproaches, and how little disruption there was overall to his interaction and collaborations with his
      teacher.69
    


    
      These moments when the interests of teacher and student were at odds were infrequent, if uncomfortable to read.
      What is consistent through the surviving correspondence, and in their references to each other, is the warmth of
      their affection, and their solicitude for each other’s work, families and health. Mingling with scholarly matters
      are inquiries about (and greetings from) their wives, information about wider family members, discussions of food
      and wine, of folk treatments for illnesses, gossip about their respective cities and tales of travel
      abroad.70 It might not be possible to conform to an ideal model
      under every circumstance, but the departures need not always be occasioned by acrimony.
    


    Scholarly Ideals


    
      In acting according to the ideal of model teacher and model student, in seeking to fashion themselves and their
      interactions towards each other in accordance with an ideal, Konrad Pellikan and Sebastian Münster were deeply
      engaged with another abstract: that of learning, of the model scholar.
    


    
      From their letters and their books, it is possible to give some shape to this model scholar, as conceived by
      Pellikan and Münster. He would, it seems, pursue more than one field of study, contributing, for example, to
      Christian Hebraica, to geography or the writing of history – and often concurrently.71 They may be sensible to the connectedness of seemingly disparate disciplines. Similarly,
      he would be multi-lingual, publishing in more than one tongue, again in concurrent editions. Rather than
      favouring offices, even those of great dignity, he would immerse himself in his work, spurning mealtimes,
      suffering exhaustion in the name of spreading good letters.72
      Instances of individual model scholars appear throughout the Cosmographia, scattered across and
      decorating the landscape, like valuable natural assets.73 Erasmus
      is associated with humanitatem et benignitatem, with education and important writings; Stöffler’s books
      and instruments are the basis of immortality; Tschudi demonstrated many talents, as did Glareanus, who also
      produced excellent discipulos.74 Beatus Rhenanus wrote
      widely, engaged in many learned conversations, was garlanded with praise by Boniface Amerbach and rediscovered
      books thought to have been lost.75 The list of names is
      extraordinary for its exhaustiveness, a veritable early modern Who’s Who, and for the way it carefully
      gives men of letters their deserved praise, amidst the litany of nobles and princes of the church, ancient and
      contemporary. Model scholars were celebrated and dignified, and the model was one with a distinctly Swiss
      reformed, upper Rhine accent.
    


    
      This network of individual scholars operated as a network of the learned, a colourful, regional tapestry of
      erudition, in which each received his due recognition for his works, and all provided
      assistance to others. As an abstract, the republic of good letters could replicate the roles which teacher and
      student played for each other, but as peers and on a wider, diffuse basis. They collaborated on scholarly
      investigations and exchanged information, provided texts, materials, news and advice. They provided hospitality,
      vital given the difficulties and dangers of travel, helped seek and secure patronage even when it seemed that
      ‘princes no longer care for letters and arts’ and that their ‘purses are closed’.76 And, discreetly, the network of learned men was often able to ignore confessional hue in
      asking or granting assistance: when Münster wrote that his Cosmographia could not have been assembled
      without the freely given writings and honest support of many men, he included in that number many Catholic
      scholars to whom he had written, and from whom he received prompt help.77Neither Pellikan nor Münster had departed from the Catholic church in a fury, neither
      wished ill of their former order or confreres: Münster owed Catholic scholars for some insights into Hebrew as
      well as for contribution to his cosmography, and in Pellikan, too, one gets something of a sense that in the
      multiplication of the available texts and the refinement of biblical knowledge, learned men of the past, in
      contemporary Zurich and Basel, and in the wider scholarly world, were all in collaboration.78 This wider community of scholars, the respublica litterarum,
      shared the same sense of responsibility to promote and advance good letters; these models were not vain posture,
      they helped to drive progress.
    


    Learning and Progress: Adding to the Inheritance


    
      There was, first of all, a sense that learning was to be shared, not possessed for one’s secret satisfaction.
      This is apparent in the relationship between Pellikan and Münster, who shared their treasure of books and
      manuscripts not only with each other, but with a wider circle of students, friends, acquaintances and
      scholars-in-need.79 It is especially evident in the early part of
      the sixteenth century, when Christian Hebraica was not yet safely or rigorously established, in the way scholars
      passed valuable texts and lessons from one to the other, showing considerable faith: Paul of Pfedersheim entrusted Pellikan with a Hebrew manuscript of the Prophets, and he passed on what he
      learned to Münster; Münster took down texts by hand from Reuchlin’s library, and, in turn, passed this on to
      others.80When new Hebrew texts made their way from Constantinople
      to Oswald Schreckenfuchs, Münster was quick to make enquiries.81
    


    
      This ideal of learning, which is to be used and shared rather than owned, connects to the ideal notion that
      maintaining and expanding the stock of reliable knowledge is a collective responsibility: the learned were bound
      to the corporate task, guarding what was known against loss, while also adding to and refining that knowledge. As
      Münster wrote to Bullinger, ‘No-one can do everything: one person does this, and another that, according to what
      they receive from the Lord, who distributes and entrusts mysteries’: everyone must perform their part.82 In this age, not only had scholars each been given their part to play in
      the whole, but God had also given them printing, for the explicit purpose of expanding and saving
      knowledge.83 This twofold duty meant, on the one hand, seeking
      out new texts and new authors, and spurring them, encouraging them collectively, to bring their writings into the
      light though personal appeals and urgings and by personal examples. Münster performed this in the case of
      Aegidius Tschudi’s Rhaetia: he urges that this chorographical work be brought out of the darkness,
      citing in his support for many other scholars who were of the same opinion – Glareanus, Amerbach and
      Froben:84
    


    
      Do not be concerned: if master Glareanus (who read your book diligently and glossed it with notes) and I applaud
      your work, why not issue it publicly? We know that in this matter, much must come from
      conjectures, where sure authors are not to be had. What if we bring authors into the light by our conjectures,
      how great, I beg, is the gain? See what fragile conjectures Beatus Rhenanus ventured in his Germania.
      Was his book condemned to the shadows because of that? Certainly not!85
    


    
      The sense of obligation to pull new knowledge and authors into the light was underpinned by another, more
      melancholy reflection. Perhaps borne of witnessing valued scholars die in the outbreaks of the plague in Basel,
      or from a religious sense of the vanity of all worldly things, there is in Pellikan’s Chronicon and
      Münster’s Cosmographia an urgent sense of the need to ‘collect the fragments’ of the precious learning
      of the age, lest it be subject to catastrophic loss. For Münster, this meant the deeds and virtues of the age,
      the appearance of its lands and cities.86 For Pellikan, more
      narrowly, it was a golden age of many learned men in Zurich, which he felt should be recorded for the perpetual
      honour of the church and for the edification of posterity.87
    


    
      But the model scholar was more than a custodian: as teacher he must give fully and openly, as student he must
      transmit faithfully to the next generation, but also better the learning with which he has been entrusted as a
      consequence of his merit and work, natura et arte.
    


    
      It emerges from the Chronicon that Pellikan sees scholarly progress in the gradual multiplication of
      available books: as time passes, he increasingly had the raw materials he needed to learn, and then to teach and
      write.88Through his generation, thanks in part to his own
      efforts, bare shelves gradually filled themselves, suppositions became surer, dark and doubtful matters were
      exposed to light. The idea is more explicit in Münster: each scholarly accomplishment cooperates in its own
      surpassing; the summit of his ascent will be the point of departure for the next generation. Münster’s Hebrew
      education took a decisive step forward under Pellikan’s instruction, copying by hand his
      teacher’s copies of Hebrew works. Münster went on to produce a series of grammars, dictionaries and practice
      texts, and his diglot Hebrew Bible, with its rabbinic commentaries: a complete set of printed Hebrew learning
      tools, providing the needs of classroom and professorial study.89
      Yet his work could quickly be incorporated into the textbooks of other authors, as was the case with Bibliander,
      and was eclipsed decisively by the advent of Johannes Buxtorf’s grammars half a century later.90 While he enjoys the idea that his age has far surpassed the geographical
      knowledge of the ancients, he reflects upon the fact that the publication of his Cosmographia will
      inspire rivals, as was the case with Stumpf:91
    


    
      We know that a certain prize has been offered, to print a Swiss history, but my Cosmographia perhaps
      influences and teaches another, just as before my [Bible] edition with the Hebrew greatly helped Leo [Jud] and to
      the perfection of his; certainly they would never have observed so many things diligently, had I not come before
      them as teacher, which is something easily discovered from a comparison of the two editions.92
    


    
      Münster is surely right – he demonstrated a method, served as an example, and provided a stock of ready-collated
      material for others to use: in every way a model teacher.
    


    Conclusion


    
      These models – of teacher, of student, of a wider world of letters with shared assumptions and an innate
      understanding that modest acts of ingenuity and assistance could help the whole – were of their time and place.
      The respublica litterarum, the Schola Tigurina and the humanist sodality at Basel, the chaotic
      but enthusiastic network of scholarly assistance, were less well adapted to the age of professionalized,
      specialized learning, and learning though emulation was superseded by regulated confessional institutions of
      instruction. Yet those confessional academies owed a great part of their curricula to the previous world of
      letters, in which knowledge was to be used but could not be owned, those who taught gave freely of their
      erudition and their students sought to expand and refine that which they had been candidly given.
    


    
      In Konrad Pellikan and Sebastian Münster we have the perfect illustrations of the models of learned teacher and
      student as they were understood and lived by the generation of scholars immediately before and after the advent
      of the Reformation. Furthermore, these two extraordinary careers, productive and influential, offer a vivid
      illustration of the way in which embracing such ideals of scholarly life and work were not vain display,
      unimaginative conformity. In addition to transmitting a culture which provided for the preservation of learning
      through transmission, it also embedded the notion of forward movement, of progress: imitation meant not
      stagnation, but the opportunity for each successive generation to add more detail to the existing design, to
      refine rather than to overwrite.
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    CHAPTER 11


    Fathers and Sons: the Exemplary Lives of Konrad Pellikan and Leo Jud in Reformation Zurich


    
      Bruce Gordon
    


    
      The eighteenth-century Swiss weaver Ulrich Bräker has left us an extraordinary if little regarded biographical
      account of a life that took him from childhood destitution in the eastern Swiss valley of Toggenburg to the
      battlefields of the Seven Years’ War.1 Ultimately, he journeyed
      home to marriage, family and death.2 The life story of this
      self-described ‘bungler’, a name that belied his shrewd observations of human nature, was moulded by deep Pietist
      faith – a resolute belief that the providence of God had returned him to his beloved Toggenburg to settle with
      his wife and children, and run his small cotton enterprise.
    


    
      The autobiography was written with the intention that it should ‘prick’ the ears of the reader, above all those
      of his son, whom he hoped would inherit and continue the family concern. But it was more than that. Bräker wanted
      the story of his life to teach his son of God’s mercy, to impress on him the achievements and virtues of his
      ancestors and to instruct him in the ways of human nature. His own life he offered as exemplary but by no means perfect. Bräker made no attempt to conceal his faults, even revealing at one point
      that he had never really loved his wife, though he regarded her with affection. Bräker’s intense
      self-interrogation accorded with his faith, yet, as Bettina Volz-Tobler has observed, his account holds in uneasy
      balance the Enlightenment search for happiness with a Pietist sense of sinfulness.3
    


    
      Ancestors loom large in The Poor Man of Toggenburg. His forefathers and mothers, Bräker reflected, were
      neither criminals nor blasphemers. ‘On the contrary, I can honestly say I knew among them many an upright, pious
      man of sensitive conscience. That alone is what I pride myself on, and I wish that you too, my children will also
      take pride in not sullying the renown, but seeking to propagate it further. And this is the thing I would like
      constantly to impress upon you during the course of my life, my life story’.4
    


    
      Memory and virtue, the complex ways in which lives well lived inform the present and guide the future, and the
      claims of past generations on the living all shape the story Bräker tells his son. The presentation of self as
      model has a rich history in the early modern period, equally indebted to the humanist revival of Greek and Roman
      life writing and to vernacular and ecclesiastical traditions. This chapter opens with the eighteenth-century
      world of Ulrich Bräker but returns to an earlier generation to explore the significance of biography and
      autobiography in the Zurich reformation, to consider how life writing expressed emergent theological and
      historical identities and to explore the role of memory. The two accounts at the centre of our consideration are
      works of literature intended to instruct, edify and guide, but most powerful is the sheer force of their
      humanity, of the empathetic manner lives are recounted in which frailty, loss and failure form an economy of
      virtue.
    


    
      The writing of autobiography and biography in Zurich served several concurrent purposes, as Irena Backus has
      recently investigated.5 She has drawn our attention to how
      vitae were often prepared by friends as obituaries memorializing good lives that embodied the
      distinctive qualities of the Zurich church. My purpose is to investigate the character of exemplary writing in
      Zurich through the lens of two intimate portraits in which the author-reader relationship was familial: fathers
      and sons. Konrad Pellikan (1478–1556), the renowned Hebraist, wrote his Chronicon for his son Samuel and his nephew (also named Konrad),6 while Johannes (or Hans) Jud provided a portrait of his father Leo (1482–1542), Huldrych
      Zwingli’s close companion and fellow reformer. Konrad Pellikan and Leo Jud both lived to a good age, and their
      lives took them from the world of late medieval Christianity through the crucial decades of the Reformation –
      remarkably Pellikan lived to see the Peace of Augsburg. Konrad and Leo grew up in the intellectually rich Upper
      Rhineland, studied and worked in the Basle of Erasmus, and finally became senior churchmen in Zurich, where they
      were colleagues for almost 20 years. Their sons were best of friends, and following the death of Leo in 1542
      Johannes went to live with the Pellikan family, in accord with his father’s wishes.7
    


    
      At first glance the two works considered in this chapter appear to have little in common beyond time, place and
      characters. Pellikan’s Chronicon was written in Latin as a stylized, paternal exhortation to persevere
      in humanist studies, and was full of didactic admonition. Johannes Jud’s Historische Beschreibung was an
      affectionate portrait of his father inflected with hagiography and the language of piety, almost devotional in
      nature. The Historische Beschreibung was also originally in Latin and likely intended for the circle of
      scholars and friends in Zurich, but only the sixteenth-century Alemannic translation has survived.8 Once translated, this vernacular text had a different audience, one that
      would read the account of Leo Jud as a work of edification, as offering a very human example of Christian living.
      For in the Beschreibung the son portrays his father as a man who imitated Christ through a life of
      suffering and humility. In so doing, Johannes made a conscious connection with his father’s role in Zurich as the translator and editor of devotional works for the laity. Leo had produced an edition
      of Thomas à Kempis’ Imitatio Christi.9
    


    
      In Pellikan’s Chronicon we find an account of a life journey in which autobiography is combined with
      pedagogy and apology for the Zurich church.10 As a literary work
      it drew heavily on Erasmus’ use of exemplification in which the moral authority of history was emphasized.
      Indeed, for the Dutchman the force of examples and their ability to persuade trumped historical accuracy, and, as
      Peter Bietenholz has argued, Erasmus was not shy about providing rather creative accounts of the past when they
      served a higher purpose.11 That purpose was to persuade the
      reader of truth. In Zurich this approach was adopted in modified form. Pellikan departed from Erasmus’ view in
      part by attending in his Chronicon to factual accuracy, but he did follow the Basle humanist’s
      conviction that exempla do not have to be great figures, but can be less exalted and familial figures. In reading
      the Chronicon it is not difficult to see how the language and vision of Erasmus inflected Pellikan’s
      account of the past: the world is a beautiful place, the manifestation of God’s creation in which one can be
      optimistic about the spiritual transformation of the individual and society.
    


    
      There is no moral perfectionism in the Chronicon, nor is the tone polemical. As the aged Christian
      Hebraist reflected on the people he had encountered and known, he found the hand of a providential God in his
      life. He had witnessed first hand bitter confessional strife, but that was not how he chose to remember the
      Reformation or the Franciscan Order he had left. Conflict and vilification of opponents did not form the story of
      renewal of church and learning he wished Samuel and Konrad to read.
    


    
      Unlike Pellikan’s Chronicon, a humanist and Latinate autobiography, Johannes Jud’s Historische
      Beschreibung was assembled from personal memories, the testimonies of friends and witnesses and information
      directly from Heinrich Bullinger, who died in the year (1575) the biography is dated.12 Yet, as we shall see, the work is no mere inchoate bundle: the vita of Leo Jud has a distinctive character formed by its different parts and by its purpose. In some
      respects it follows an Erasmian model in which the life story is less concerned with factual narrative than
      personality and manner. Biography is combined with excurses on Jud’s children, the provenance of the name ‘Jud’
      and, finally, with the testimony of others to Jud’s character.13
      Certainly an element of hagiography is evident, perhaps no more than the genuine affection of a son for his
      father, but the holiness of Leo Jud is incarnated in a life that reflected the spiritual and intellectual ideals
      of the Zurich church. Written in the 1570s during the Catholic revival, the Historische Beschreibung
      offered its readers a reformed approximation of sainthood, of a man who embodied virtue and lived a godly life
      without either the miraculous or the intercessory. It was an understanding of spirituality with a sacramental
      quality; flesh and spirit were united in the Christian life properly lived. To tell this story, however, Johannes
      had to deal with those elements not congenial to the model he was creating. Leo Jud was purged of the
      undesirable: the name ‘Jud’ could not be Jewish, nor was the father’s foreignness in Zurich anything other than
      an accident. The model Zurich churchman was native and purely Christian.
    


    
      The Historische Beschreibung and the Chronicon drew on Erasmian themes of memory and spiritual
      renewal, but their purpose was only partially mimetic. Readers participated in the texts through a spiritual
      imitatio through which the divine was encountered in daily life. Every anecdote was transformational, a
      form of reading shaped by the signification embedded in these exemplary texts. As Jennifer Herdt has argued, the
      role of exempla is discursive. Examples were not simply pieces of reality that functioned to teach moral
      character, but read in light of God’s providence. They were moments in which the material and spiritual came
      together; moments that shaped the narratives.14 In Pellikan’s
      Chronicon the reader follows a journey in which notable characters, whether family, teachers or friends,
      together with adverse situations, mark transitional moments in the formation of a spiritual and intellectual
      model. That model was the author Pellikan. Johannes Jud, in turn, shared the conviction that
      through imitatio one became more Christ-like, a change described with his favoured image of a mirror.
    


    
      Both authors shared the intention of persuading their readers of the Christian life, and both used life stories
      as models. They focused on the humanity of the principal characters, thus making sin, error and frailty
      significant elements of the lives recounted. Konrad Pellikan and Leo Jud were not one-dimensional examples, but
      flesh and bone figures essential to the Chronicon and Historische Beschreibung precisely
      through their involvement in the world. The exemplary qualities of the two men were not limited to great
      achievement or virtue, but included weakness and fear, the domestic as well as the academic and ecclesiastical.
      The authors’ purposes were not simply homiletic or didactic, but to convey spiritual lessons through lives that
      were notable yet led within a world known to the readers. The endless details, whether concerning physical
      appearance, the shape of a house, a beard or not, or a musical instrument, are not incidental. For both Pellikan
      and Johannes Jud, God acts in the particular circumstances and localities in which the people live, and it is in
      those places that they must become ‘Christ like’. Such an ‘in the world’ understanding of the faith, not to be
      confused with the materialistic, was characteristic of Zurich.
    


    Konrad Pellikan


    
      The Chronicon opens with a classic humanist admonition to the acquisition of a reputation for ‘purity’
      ‘(vertutum) and ‘service’ (meritorum). Reputation is character, and consists in the bond between spiritual purity
      and action, a classic Zwinglian formulation. Through the narrative of his own life Pellikan provided his son
      Samuel and nephew Konrad with portraits of individuals who were models of this Christian ideal.15 Whether or not they had lived and died in the pre-Reformation church was
      of no consequence, for their lives revealed God’s providence in particular historical contexts.
    


    
      Pellikan betrayed little concern or anxiety regarding the ‘false church’, but rather focused on the fidelity of
      family and friends as Christians, whose blood flows in the veins of the living. His overarching message was
      clear: the young can learn much from the virtuous dead, and true piety is not hereditary but the family was the
      means by which it was inculcated. Emulation of model lives was neither self-glorification nor undue reverence
      towards ancestors, and therefore depended on the power to discern the divine in the human. God’s presence can be
      found in the quotidian lives of one’s ancestors, but only with spiritual discernment can
      divine purpose be detected in past lives that were at once illustrative and sinful. The bond between spirit and
      flesh, and the presence of the divine in the midst of human lives, was revealed in Pellikan’s evident delight in
      the details of action and character in the stories he recounted.
    


    
      The interplay of ancestry and Christian living weighed on Pellikan’s mind, and doubtless with particular persons
      in mind he reflected on the impossibility of a spiritual legacy where fathers had not lived honourable lives and
      wrongly confined inheritance to money and material matters, not virtue. True legacy of family was spiritual; that
      was what he had received in his youth and regarded as his duty as an old man to pass to his son and nephew. At
      age 66 he wrote the Chronicon for Samuel not from sentiment, but as something ‘useful’, a view shared by
      Ulrich Bräker. Pellikan saw his own life, in its achievements and failings, as a model for the young men to
      become Christian scholars, to live lives of rigorous study shaped by piety and service to the church. This was
      not, in his view, pride, but the self-discovery of imitation. What he had become was what his past had made him.
      He was a model because he has been transformed by God’s actions in those people he had known. As they had formed
      him, so too would he instruct the youths.
    


    
      Sensing death at his shoulder, Pellikan wrote without bitterness. The painful years of the Reformation had left
      intact a belief in the transformational power of scholarship and true religion. Indeed, he seemed rather
      astonished by his life, in which he had committed 50 years to scholarly labours and along the way had been
      entranced by innumerable objects of wonder and new subjects, such as astronomy and geography. All learning, he
      believed, was the manifestation of God’s Word, and they lived in special times. Rather than offer his young
      readers fixed conclusions, Pellikan sought to convey the possibilities for discovery offered by scholarship.
      Every thought, every text, every translation will one day be overtaken by the work of a new generation, but this
      was God’s continuous revelation of knowledge. Providence, Pellikan was certain, shaped his world of learning:
      ‘Never did God abandon me, for the numerous wonders of his words sustain and protect against the many dangers of
      this world’.16 There are in the Chronicon moments of
      self-reproach when Pellikan lamented how little he had made of the opportunities God had given him. Nevertheless,
      rather than dwell on failure he presented his shortcomings in the expectation that his memories would enable
      Samuel to surpass his achievements. That, in the end, is what emulatio should bring: the model should be
      improved upon.
    


    
      Pellikan was full of optimism, expressing to Samuel his hope of a better age for
      scholarship, a time in which his son should lead a blameless life and enjoy the peace given by God. It was to
      help realize this hope that a series of figures, all dead, were summoned to reveal their exemplarity. Pellikan
      drew from experience, for his Chronicon was modelled on a diary kept by his uncle Jodocus Gallus
      (1459–1517) that had come into his hands.17 To Pellikan’s great
      disappointment, only a fragment of the diary survived, but it was enough to learn the method his uncle
      employed.18 Gallus himself played a central role in the
      Chronicon: his life and scholarship were the embodiment of virtue.19 Pellikan poured forth laudatory adjectives: Gallus was benevolent, generous without being
      wasteful, and tireless in friendship. In his diary Gallus had recorded everything about his friends, detailing
      their background, future lives and fates; he took an especial interest in the lives of the nobility and their
      worldly achievements, the events of the imperial diets and when and where he preached. Indeed, the anecdotal
      quality of Gallus’ diary seems to have influenced Pellikan’s approach to the Chronicon.
    


    
      Pellikan offers a rare glimpse into the late medieval educational world, and in particular how it was experienced
      by a young man from a humble background. Books were difficult to obtain and generally copied by hand, including
      the Latin grammars or ‘donats’ of Aelius Donatus. Instruction was largely oral and lessons were written down by
      students to be learned by rote. His account of his school days and entrance into the Franciscan Order in 1493
      marked the beginning of a spiritual journey that took him from the house of his parents, who struggled with too
      many mouths to feed. Pellikan recalled the love of both his parents and of the Franciscans who took care of him.
      The warmth with which the brethren received him remained an abiding memory, and long after he left the Order
      Pellikan refused to traduce his former colleagues.20 He
      attributed to the Franciscans the rigorous spiritual training and scholarly habits that became his life-long
      discipline: their emphasis on humility and fraternal love remained, for him, essential qualities of the Christian
      life. Humility is a principal mark of those who appear in Pellikan’s account as men of virtue. As a boy he had
      loved the Order, and once when his uncle Gallus suggested that Pellikan should leave the
      Franciscans the young novice responded that he would serve God in the place he had been sent, and that was as a
      mendicant. We know from later in the Chronicon that even after he broke with the Order he continued to
      wear the habit.21
    


    
      Pellikan was grateful for his teachers in the Order, among whom were Paul Scriptoris (c. 1460–1505) and Kaspar
      Waler (d. 1527) from Strasbourg, who, it was noted in the Chronicon, preached for six years on the book
      of Job.22 Scriptoris and Gallus became spiritual and intellectual
      mentors, the first exemplary figures to emerge in the Chronicon after Pellikan’s parents. Scriptoris was
      an excellent scholar and preacher, and it was in working through his Romans commentary that Pellikan began both
      to acquire the skills of textual editing and to learn the ways of the printing business.23 His master, however, was a controversial figure, and in 1498 Pellikan
      accompanied Scriptoris to Alsace to attend a disciplinary process undertaken by the General Vicar of the Order.
    


    
      On the journey to Strasbourg, providence showed its hand when Pellikan met a Jewish convert seeking to join the
      Franciscans. It was through this encounter, Pellikan writes, that he came to the study of Hebrew. The convert
      spoke of how in Mainz he possessed many Hebrew texts inherited from his father, and that he would give them to
      Pellikan if the young man promised to learn the language.24
      Konrad emoted: ‘Never in my life did I ever experience such joy as when I gazed upon this new codex’. Written on
      pergament in beautiful lettering with the Masora (the textual criticism), the Bible was so large that the
      binding, Pellikan reckoned, must have required half a calf. On each page there were three columns – not the usual
      two – and the text was Isaiah, Ezekiel and the Minor Prophets.25
    


    
      The codex was so heavy that Pellikan could hardly carry it, so Scriptoris shared the load as they travelled to
      Tübingen, all the while engaging in learned conversation. For the young Franciscan, such generosity confirmed his
      master’s modesty and virtue (‘vir ille piissimus et sanctissimus’). In these scenes from his youth Konrad
      compared his own undisciplined energy and exuberance with the humility, gentleness and nobility of a man who had
      recently faced accusations of false doctrine from within his own Order. Pellikan did not name the theological
      controversy, though Scriptoris emerged as a critic of Transubstantiation and would
      subsequently pay dearly by losing his teaching position at Tübingen. Later in the Chronicon, Pellikan
      tells of Scriptoris’ unhappy death while exiled in Basle, where, cut off from his Swabian friends by the
      opprobrium of the Franciscans, he was banned from preaching and lecturing. Although Scriptoris’ misery in his
      final years continued to haunt Pellikan, even as an old man he refused to accept the rumour that it was the
      Franciscans who had driven him to the grave.26
    


    
      Pellikan’s zeal in learning Hebrew brought him to the attention of the great Johannes Reuchlin, who was
      astonished by the young man’s industry in preparing a lexicon.27
      Reuchlin interviewed the Franciscan, testing him with philological questions, and was, apparently, well satisfied
      with what he heard.28 The success of his meeting with Reuchlin
      led to a collaboration, and the renowned Hebraist loaned Pellikan a manuscript of David Kimchi (1160–1235) with a
      request for aid in the preparation of his dictionary. This was a singular honour, and Pellikan’s admiration for
      Reuchlin became boundless, leading to a declaration that he knew of no greater scholar of Latin, Hebrew and
      Greek.29 Such praise fit a pattern. In the Chronicon
      Pellikan repeatedly extolled particular virtues: Reuchlin was generous as a teacher and patron, and in his
      willingness to seek the aid of a young scholar demonstrated the humility of a true Christian scholar.30
    


    
      The Chronicon overflows with Pellikan’s fascination with the intellectual ingenuity of his age, and he
      recalled with relish the ways in which his curiosity was aroused. At Basle he studied, among other texts, the
      Breviloquium of Bonaventure and the Margarita philosophica of Gregor Reisch (c.
      1467–1525);31 while in the city he read a historical text by the
      monk Friedrich Krafft, whose brother was the renowned Nuremberg sculptor Adam Krafft. What astonished him most
      about Friedrich was his astrolabium, which, according to Pellikan, was so accurate that it
      confirmed the movement of the three planets, the teaching of Georg von Peuerbach (c. 1423–61) and the wisdom of
      the Margarita.32 With one’s eyes, he marvelled, the
      movements of the heavens could be explained and understood by the astrolabium, though in Basle he had only seen a
      wooden replica of the original. What would it be like if he could, like Gregor Reisch, see the originals, of
      which there were only two?
    


    
      Pellikan’s time in Basle occasioned his entry into the world of printing through an encounter with Johannes
      Amerbach (1444–1514), who had arrived in the city 40 years earlier from Reutlingen.33 Their meeting came at a propitious moment as Amerbach was engaged in his edition of
      Augustine and was in need of accomplished Latinists to correct the text, though Pellikan claimed that he had to
      be persuaded by the printer to take on the task. In the end, he carefully edited more than 150 works of the North
      African Bishop, above all providing summaries of the texts and critical notes for the reader. It was painstaking
      work, but the relationship was good, and Pellikan admired his employer.
    


    
      Joining the ranks of Gallus, Scriptoris and Reuchlin, Amerbach was described by Pellikan as a man of great
      virtue, though of slightly different hue. He possessed the qualities of a humanist printer, which differed
      somewhat from the religious and academic figures; Amerbach was an educated man of enormous energy who spared
      neither effort nor cost in the production of his books. Such was his concern for accuracy that should he find a
      print error he was prepared to have the passage redone, an expensive remedy not readily undertaken by other
      printers. Pellikan remarked that he and Amerbach quickly became friends, as he did with the other significant
      Basle printer, Johann Froben, who worked with Erasmus. Among the fruits of this relationship, which Pellikan
      attributed to his own talent as corrector and scholar, were good relations between the Franciscans and the
      printer, which led to a constant supply of valuable books.34
      Virtue in this case extended to the world of commerce, which Pellikan understood as essential to the renewal of
      learning. Amerbach’s mixture of prudence with a canny sense of marketing was praised in the Chronicon,
      and the relational dynamics between scholar and publisher/printer were impressed on Samuel. A scholar must
      understand the workings of the print shop.
    


    
      These early years illustrated Pellikan’s purpose and method in instructing his son through autobiography. The
      established qualities of true religion found expression in the distinctive characteristics of individual human
      lives. Gallus and Scriptoris embodied the late medieval (perhaps more specifically
      Franciscan) ideals of humility and learning, and were both scholars and churchmen, though in different senses. In
      Gallus, familiar piety and model scholarship flourished, while Scriptoris was the visionary theologian. In
      Reuchlin we find humility and charity linked to the humanist skills of language and textual scholarship, while
      Amerbach, in turn, was a skilful printer who demonstrated the unity of learning and trade. Pellikan delighted in
      the peculiarities of personality and the contingency of particular moments in which God’s providence was
      revealed. The human dimension of the stories is never collapsed into the divine by the erstwhile Franciscan, who
      with age lost neither the spiritual ideals of his Order nor the gift of the mendicant preacher to be engaging.
    


    
      Pellikan’s reputation rose quickly, and he combined preferment within the Franciscan Order with developing his
      expertise in editing humanist editions of patristic and philosophical works. He did not see these two directions
      as divergent; the new humanist learning emanating from Basle was encouraged within the Franciscan houses of the
      German southwest. After an aborted trip to Italy during which he fell desperately ill, he returned to Basle to
      work on Lefèvre d’Étaples’ edition of Aristotle, and Erasmus’ Jerome edition.35 As a leading member of the Franciscans, he was asked by his bishop to write an
      introductory work (summam brevem) of theology for the clergy. This commission, however, proved
      problematic. The bishop was pleased with Pellikan’s effort, but it was not accepted by the synod, and the
      talented Franciscan experienced first hand the venal politics of reform.
    


    
      The years 1508/9 brought change. No longer the youthful apprentice, Pellikan increasingly assumed positions of
      leadership both as scholar and within his Order. He returned to his native Rufach to a Franciscan house, where he
      taught the entire Margarita philosophica as well as the work of the Frenchman Nicolas d’Orbellis, a
      Scotist.36 This return home brought him into contact with a young
      man who would become his most significant disciple and close friend, Sebastian Münster (1488–1552).37
    


    
      Pellikan interrupted the narrative flow of the Chronicon at this point in his life to recall an earlier
      visit to Rufach when he had been required to preach in Latin in front of the provincial chapter of the Franciscan
      Order, the prospect of which caused him to be overcome with anxiety.38 Nevertheless, the event signalled a transition from novice to teacher,
      and within the text of the Chronicon it marked his emergence as an exemplary figure, possessing the
      virtues previously enumerated. Pellikan’s autobiography was a spiritual journey of discovery, an intensely
      personal examination of his spiritual and intellectual growth in the true Renaissance sense of imitation, in
      which he mapped an increasing awareness of how he had internalized that which he had learned from others. His
      sermon was a form of inaugural address as well as a confession of faith from a man now assuming a position of
      authority, and it dwelt on learning, church reform and the Christian life. Pellikan argued for the unity of
      Franciscan spirituality and humanist scholarship, employing a tripartite structure with three themes of love,
      humility and discipline that mirrored the division of his audience into monks, friars and Observant.
    


    
      There was no attempt in the Chronicon to conceal the abrading influences of Pellikan’s life, and nowhere
      was this more evident than in his conversion to the Reformation, which he described as a prolonged and painful
      separation from the Franciscan Order that began before he had heard of Luther – a chronology intended, perhaps,
      to reinforce the Zurich position that Zwingli had come to his views independent of Wittenberg. In 1511 he
      encountered Wolfgang Capito in Speyer, and the two men fell into a discussion of the sacraments, in particular
      concerning the Body of Christ.39 Pellikan offered an
      interpretation he believed to be in line with the teaching of Scotus, while Capito probed with unsettling
      questions. Pellikan told Samuel and his nephew Konrad that they should understand that he underwent a protracted
      crisis of conscience brought on by study. In turning to the church Fathers he could not find warrant for many of
      the practices of the Roman church and became increasingly doubtful of such doctrines as auricular confession. In
      Augustine and Chrysostom there was no comfort. They were pillars of the church, yet he could locate in their
      writings no defence of Rome’s sacramental theology.40
    


    
      After a journey in France, where he met Lefèvre, Pellikan resumed his scholarly and ecclesiastical activities in
      Basle, working with Erasmus’ printer Froben on a trilingual edition of the Psalms (the Greek of the Septuagint,
      Hebrew and Latin).41 Pellikan compared the Latin carefully
      against the Greek and Hebrew, producing a text unique in German lands. In order to protect his work, Froben asked
      the Franciscans to permit Pellikan to remain with him for several months to correct the
      Hebrew, while responsibility for the Greek was given to Basilius Amerbach.
    


    
      It was at this moment that the Basle circle became aware of the Complutensian Polyglot being prepared in Spain
      under the leadership of Cardinal Jiménez de Cisneros (1436–1517). As Erasmus would later make clear with his
      Novum Instrumentum, commerical interests were wholly compatible with a providential view of scholarly
      advances. Of the work in Basle, Pellikan writes, ‘So prepared the Lord through such admirable books, which in the
      area of theology were appearing particularly in German lands, the progress of the church to the reformation of
      errors in scholarship, faith, and morals that was in those days extraordinarily widespread’.42
    


    
      Six years later Pellikan read Luther.43 On a journey he passed
      through Mühlhausen and at the table of a noted commander of his Order met a priest who gave him a copy of the
      Ninety-Five Theses. His initial response caught the ambivalent feelings of many. Concerning the first 25 theses
      on purgatory he was in full agreement, for he had found nothing in Scripture or Augustine to support the
      doctrine, but on indulgences and papal authority he was less certain, arguing that Luther would have to express
      himself with greater precision. Until such clarification appeared Pellikan had no intention other than to remain
      as Guardian of the Franciscan house in Rufach.
    


    
      When Pellikan’s uncle Gallus died he was charged with settling the estate.44 It was a good medieval death of a good man and fine scholar, who at his end made a full
      confession of sin. Gallus left his affairs in order, with enough money for the construction of a church and
      provision for Pellikan’s mother and sister. Beyond any other figure in the Chronicon, including Reuchlin
      and Erasmus, it was Gallus whom Pellikan held as the model of Christian learning.45 He explained to Samuel and Konrad how Gallus worked, including his method of taking notes
      and manner of teaching. ‘At the commencement of each lecture Gallus would question those present about the
      contents of his previous talk; all sat in suspense as no one knew who would be called upon. When he encountered
      indolence he was relentless, and against impudence and absentmindedness he was firm. In such a way he made great
      progress with his students’.46 Without doubt, in a text directed
      to his son and nephew it was Gallus’ status as family member that made him particularly exemplary.
    


    
      Gallus was no plaster saint, but like all the characters of Pellikan’s story, a person of
      his age and fallible. As a friar he had fathered a child and held more than one benefice, all common enough even
      among the most faithful clergy. He was, however, generous as a host, good to the Franciscans and severe towards
      the dishonourable. Loved by bishops, whom he frequently counselled, Gallus was actively engaged in the reform of
      worship. Above all, according to Pellikan, he feared God.47 When
      he died he did not adopt the clerical custom of being buried in priestly garments, but chose those of a simple
      layman. He was laid beside a friend and hoped to rise at the Last Judgment not as a priest or doctor, but as a
      Christian. The witness of family members still alive, Pellikan assured his son and nephew, would corroborate all
      of this.
    


    
      Pellikan’s growing sympathy for the Reformation movement led, inevitably, to conflict with the Franciscans. The
      story is provided in detail, but of particular note was his letter of 1523 to his superior in Mainz describing
      both his conversion to the evangelical cause and the state of his conscience.48 Whether the letter was ever received or read, we have no idea, but Pellikan included the
      text in the Chronicon. He complained of the malicious gossip and slander suffered from fellow
      Franciscans, who had branded him a ‘Lutheran’. The pejorative tag was not without warrant, he admitted, as he had
      diligently read Luther’s works with a mixture of astonishment and spiritual benefit. Luther had written much that
      was good and deservedly praised by leading figures, yet, Pellikan hesitated, certain aspects left him uneasy. He
      was not able to defend all of what he read from the Wittenberg professor, yet as there had been no official
      process against Luther there was no reason why he should not be printed. As for his own position, he claimed to
      stand by those doctrines and teaching firmly rooted in Scripture, and, with regard to disputed points, he awaited
      the judgment of those guided by Scripture and true religion, not by self-interest or sense of personal gain.
      Pellikan described the effect of Luther’s works being printed in Basle, commenting that such had been the impact
      that it would not be possible to wind back the clock.
    


    
      Pellikan recognized how the sheer number of Luther’s works printed in Basle created both controversy and a
      readership, and that the harder opponents tried to staunch the wound the greater the interest. As for his own
      position, it was precarious, but as he explained to Samuel and Konrad his principles were clear and he saw no
      inevitable break with the church: the reading of Scripture was fully in accord with the teaching and rules of the
      Franciscan Order. He refused the name ‘Lutheran’, finding it limiting as his reading covered writings by others
      and, above all, the Bible in the ancient languages. In the end, however, he could not avoid
      the conclusion that Luther deviated from the church Fathers less than the scholastics, and his letter to his
      superior in Mainz concluded with an appeal for understanding. It failed. He was replaced by another brother and
      continued, in his words, to suffer attacks from others. Despite these depredations, however, he was not minded to
      leave the Order and asserted that his letter was proof enough that his deliberations were neither levis
      nor perfida.49
    


    
      There is no sudden conversion moment to be found in the Chronicon. Pellikan had no interest in
      identifying a particular moment when the heavens opened. Whatever may have happened, to Samuel and Konrad he
      explained his turn to the evangelical faith as a protracted experience in which faith and intellectual endeavour
      were never uncoupled. Spiritual enlightenment and rigorous study of Scripture and the theological tradition drove
      Pellikan to separate himself from his beloved Franciscans and ultimately embrace the reformation. He emphasized
      the time this change took, that he did not act rashly and that he had preserved from his past all that was not
      offensive to God. His repeated remarks that he only gradually came to be persuaded by Luther were certainly to
      underscore his broader purpose of teaching the boys how God’s free gift of wisdom demanded the tough graft of
      faithful scholarship that cannot be hurried.
    


    
      Pellikan’s ultimate and inevitable expulsion from the Franciscans formed a key moment in the spiritual
      development chronicled in the text. The rhetorical contours of the account are unmistakable: Pellikan presented a
      Leidensgeschichte, a form of imitatio Christi, in which he suffered for adherence to the
      biblical faith. With its emphasis on suffering as a mark of the Christian life, the Chronicon, written
      in the 1550s, fit within a body of religious writing in Zurich, Latin and vernacular.50 We have already noted that Leo Jud edited a German translation of Thomas a Kempis’
      Imitatio Christi, which appeared in Zurich.
    


    
      Although formally estranged from his Order, Pellikan decided to remain in Basle, and continued to live in the
      Franciscan house: His position had clearly changed. Fully identified with the evangelicals, he chose to live by
      what he called the rule of Christ (Christi regulam), a life of rigorous study and worship according to
      his conscience.51 It was a liminal state, experienced by many
      others in the chaos of the years after 1517, for a man who had not yet left the church of
      his birth and family but was increasingly aware of the implications of the new faith.
    


    
      Basle was not to remain his home. Huldrych Zwingli invited the distinguished Hebraist to Zurich, and Pellikan’s
      departure from the Rhine city marked his break with the Roman church. It is at the point of his arrival in newly
      reformed Zurich that the Chronicon changed focus. The largely chronological account gave way to a focus
      on his scholarly work, although here and there we catch glimpses of his household, the desire of his new
      colleagues that he marry and sundry moments of daily life.
    


    
      The change is intentional and reflects the two parts of the work. The first follows his spiritual and
      intellectual journey from youth to the Reformation: it is the conversion story. The second part is the life of
      the Christian scholar, more like a literary version of Holbein’s portrait of Erasmus. It was the work to which
      his journey, guided by exemplary figures, had brought him.
    


    
      Pellikan did get married, and the happy marriage was frequently celebrated in the Chronicon. He and Anna
      had one child, Samuel, named for the prophet. His small family was a source of spiritual joy, and one of the most
      moving passages in the text was his prayer for his son that the prophet for whom he was named would be a
      life-long example: ‘May he [his son] through the grace of God possess a holy character like the prophet Samuel!
      That is today and always my greatest wish, as I had always implored the Lord. Only God should he serve in piety
      whether in a long life or one that ends in youth in holiness. I shall never cease to call upon the Lord to grant
      a pious inheritance to God’s honour! Amen’.52
    


    
      Pellikan saw the biblical work flourishing in Zurich as the spiritual and intellectual vocation for which his
      Franciscan and humanist mentors had prepared him. Although loyal to his friend Zwingli and stunned by the
      reformer’s sudden death in 1531, Pellikan understood the dead reformer’s teaching as part of an on-going reform
      of the church, and was not prepared to valorize him excessively or be uncritical of what was unfolding in Zurich.
      Pellikan was not entirely satisfied with the emphasis on philology, and in the 1532 preface to his commentary on
      the Old and New Testaments claimed a different form of exegesis was required.53 The concentration on grammar characteristic of the Bible scholars in Zurich was, Pellikan
      argued, insufficient for the theological and pastoral needs of the church. It fell to him, he realized, to
      provide a Bible commentary that served the urgent need to instruct both ministers of the Word and the laity
      in the essentials of the faith.54 This
      concern was shared by Leo Jud, whose 1529 commentary on Revelation had focused on such pastoral
      questions.55 Nevertheless, Pellikan’s commentary was no rehash of
      established themes, but an astonishing achievement unlike anything in early Protestantism. It was a multi-volume,
      extraordinarily detailed commentary, and in the Chronicon he provided an extensive account of his
      working methods. In preparation he had summarized each chapter of the Bible on small pieces of paper, a laborious
      task that he struggled not to allow to interfere with his other duties, such as lecturing on Hebrew. Having begun
      in April, by June he had made his way through the Pentateuch, and completing the Old Testament took well over a
      year.
    


    
      Once the summaries were completed, Pellikan wrote notes to accompany the texts and explain difficult passages,
      making use of Jerome, Oecolampadius and Rabbinic sources. By the end of 1531 he had a text he could share with
      the inner circle of scholars in Zurich before it went to the printer Christoph Froschauer. Nevertheless, troubled
      by ambivalent feelings about the project, he discussed with Froschauer the possibility of having the commentary
      printed posthumously. His reluctance, unexplained in the Chronicon, was overcome in 1531 when his
      commentary on the book of Ruth was printed in 800 copies to considerable acclaim.56 Pellikan intended his commentary for those beginning studies in theology (studiosis
      theologiae iunioribus), and believed it should form his testamentum to the church. His Latin is
      clear and accessible, as, he argued, is the language of the Holy Spirit, and his commentary was to serve
      ‘communem piorum et simplicium devotionem’.57
    


    
      This enormous undertaking taxed Pellikan’s scholarly skills to the limit. In one case, when he came to the
      notoriously difficult passage in Ezekiel (chs 40–48) concerning the vision of the temple, he had to turn to
      Theodor Bibliander for help. The Hebrew proved impenetrable for even one of the most prominent Christian teachers
      of the language, and he handed the work over to his colleague, who later turned it into a separate
      publication.58 The Commentaria bibliorum, despite
      Pellikan’s reticence, proved another scholarly success and remained in print for much of the
      sixteenth century.59
    


    
      Humility, the quality so admired in his teachers, was regarded by Pellikan as essential to Christian scholarship.
      Yet, in reflecting on his life, he did not see humility and scholarly success as irreconcilable. For all his
      praise of communal scholarship in Zurich and the achievements of others, Pellikan never lost sight of his own
      pre-eminence as biblical scholar in the city. Not only the dead were models of Christian learning, and Pellikan
      was highly aware of his status, alongside his admired colleagues Heinrich Bullinger and Theodor Bibliander.
    


    
      The emergence of Pellikan as a model scholar takes place in the Chronicon in a subtle way, partially
      through what was left unwritten. In his detailed account of his own biblical work, Pellikan offers little on his
      relationship with Jerome, whom he not only praised in the preface to his Commentaria, but whose Latin
      text he used. As with Erasmus, who appears only indirectly as a model, Jerome’s absence points to something
      significant about Pellikan’s purpose. The model scholars most prominent in the Chronicon are people with
      whom he had a close personal relationship. Pellikan was writing for his son, and as a father he offered himself
      as a model. Central to that relationship was the intimacy of family and friendship. It was this closeness that he
      stressed throughout the Chronicon, and even Reuchlin was treated as a paternal figure in a manner not
      granted Erasmus. Jerome did not belong to a life story about those whom Pellikan had known during his journey.
    


    
      The 1530s were a fruitful time for biblical commentaries in Zurich as Froschauer’s press worked at capacity to
      satisfy supply and demand. Pellikan listed in the Chronicon the works that appeared in rapid succession,
      not to impress ‘dead examples’ on the boys, but to encourage them to enter the scholarly sodality in the city.
      This guild of Christian humanists was based on Erasmus’ understanding of emulatio, a relationship
      between imitator and imitated that connected past, present and future. Pellikan was adamant that the boys were to
      embrace the learning and piety of those who had gone before them – to acquire their manner of reading texts,
      their language and style of writing. Imitation, however, did not mean the youth should become their teachers.
      Masters, ancient and contemporary, were examples, but they belonged to their time and could only be appropriated
      to the present. Above all, what was to be emulated was their virtue, and that was achieved through godly lives
      and ceaseless study. Ultimately, the present generation would surpass its teachers, and
      Pellikan was adamant that it fell to the boys to improve on the work of exemplary figures, to plumb Scripture
      more deeply, to find better ways to reveal the perspicuity of the Bible and to ensure the conformity of the
      church with the will of Christ.60 Samuel and Konrad would journey
      on their own paths as he had done, but, as the father reflected, they would win little praise if they failed to
      overtake him.61
    


    
      Pellikan did not limit his labours to the Bible. He took pride in his translations of Aristotle, Cicero’s
      Tusculanae quaestiones (which Erasmus had edited in 1523 and used as the model for his De libero
      arbitrio), and Nicholas Cusanus’ Theologica concordantia, among others. The Cusanus text he claimed
      to have completed in ten days.62 Sensitive to any objection that
      translating philosophical works was unnecessary, and unchristian, Pellikan’s defence reflected his wider view of
      the curriculum. Students needed not read works of philosophy in Greek and Latin when satisfactory German
      translations existed; study in original languages was better directed to the Bible, Roman law, Pliny’s natural
      history and the classical historians, all of which he valued more highly. As to the place of classical literature
      in the building of a Christian society, the textbooks of Aristotle in German were, according to Pellikan,
      integral as long as one offended neither God nor church. Pellikan argued that Rome was a model for Zurich in the
      prudent use of vernacular translations. When the wisdom of the Greeks was not available to the people of Rome, it
      was decided that ignorance was best dispelled by Latin translations of moral philosophy and natural law. German
      was the modern Latin: far from barbaric, it was the noblest of languages, conveying the style and learning of
      classical languages.63
    


    
      In the closing part of the Chronicon Pellikan increasingly punctuated his account of the Reformation and
      his own life with admonitions to Samuel and Konrad to pursue the life of a Christian scholar. The model they
      should emulate was none other than Heinrich Bullinger (1504–75), chief minister of the Zurich church and for
      Pellikan the embodiment of Christian learning, preaching and pastoral care. Bullinger was no less than Moses,
      ‘who speaks clearly to our people’, illuminating for the faithful the darkest passages of Scripture.64 Bullinger stood among the church Fathers, a great preacher in the
      tradition of Chrysostom, Augustine and Gregory, able to proclaim true doctrine in the language of the people. He
      had preached all the books of the Bible, and although he held no university position, he far
      surpassed the doctors of the Sorbonne. It was Bullinger above all, including Zwingli and himself, who for
      Pellikan represented the ideal of the Zurich church.
    


    Leo Jud


    
      Although Johannes Jud’s Historische Beschreibung was primarily about his father Leo, the surviving text
      contains multiple lives. Johannes provided a life of his half-brother Johannes Fabritius, while a later,
      unidentified, author added a biography of Johannes himself. The final version of the text presents three lives as
      exemplary and underscores the symbiotic relationship between the author and his subjects.65 Johannes, having acquired the virtues of his father and Fabritius, was a
      model Zurich pastor of the second generation, of an established church: he was learned and pious, and a
      successful minister in various rural parishes. His life, however, was a Leidensgeschichte marked by
      numerous tragedies, not least of which was a terrible accident in a parish house that left him badly burnt. His
      wife and many of his children predeceased him and he lost most of his possessions. At various times in his old
      age he was forced to seek the charity of others. The preface tells us that the author possessed many of the
      qualities of his father. Whereas the bond between Pellikan and Samuel was learning, with Leo and Johannes it was
      suffering.
    


    
      The title page of the Beschreibung quotes Revelation 5:5: ‘the Lion of the tribe of Judah, the Root of
      David, has conquered’. The ‘Lion’ and ‘Judah’ referred to the names ‘Jud’ and ‘Leu’ or ‘Louew’, signalling
      Johannes’ dual purpose to provide an account of his family as well as their eschatological role.66 The reference was not accidental: his father had prepared a commentary on
      Revelation in 1529, beginning a tradition in Zurich of work on the visions of John of Patmos.
    


    
      Like Pellikan, Johannes began with his ancestors. Leo Jud’s father was an educated priest in Alsace with a master
      of arts, and lived in a common-law relationship with a woman who bore him several children. She was Elsa Hochsang
      from Solothurn, and Johannes presented her as a spiritual model. In addition to Leo, he adds, there was at least
      one other son and daughter, and perhaps more children. Leo’s sister Clara married a butcher and had a son named
      Johannes Fabritius, later called Montanus, whose life becomes central to the
      Beschreibung.67 Fabritius was from the same village as
      Konrad Pellikan, Rufach, while Leo had been born in 1482 in nearby Guémar – reminding us that the creation of
      model Zurich reformers required the domestication of foreigners.
    


    
      Johannes offers a rather breathless account of his father’s youth and education, pausing only to mention how when
      he became a priest in St Pilt (Alsace) he was beloved for his learning and manner (Kunst). Otherwise
      there was little remarkable about him until he went to study at university in Basle, where he read the works of
      Reuchlin, Erasmus and Luther.
    


    
      The role of Leo’s mother in the story was, we have noted, crucial. Elsam was literate and frequently wrote to
      Leo, seeking to protect him from the evils of the world (spil, weibeeren and boeser
      gesellschaft). According to her grandson, she ‘experienced the time of Luther and the change of religion’,
      and Leo sent her books, including Luther’s explanation of the Lord’s Prayer.68 She lived until 1520, the year her son became ‘Leutpriester’ at the Benedictine house at
      Einsiedeln. Her exemplary role in the text was most striking in her death, which Johannes described at some
      length: she lay in bed for ten weeks and passed away with her wits about her (grosser vernunft) and with
      patience (gedult). It was a good death, full of prayer and related to Leo by his sister Clara, who
      informed her brother of their mother’s wish that he should fulfil God’s purpose as a priest and pray for her
      without cessation.69 Pellikan and Jud were close to their
      mothers, and in the Chronicon and the Beschreibung maternal influence was crucial to the
      formation of piety. Although Jud’s mother was the better educated, both women were remembered as devout and wise
      figures who from piety instructed their children in the interiority of the faith.
    


    
      The Beschreibung dwells at length on members of the Jud family, and no detail is incidental: places of
      birth, occupation, studies and marriages are carefully recorded to establish exact lineage. Seemingly random
      stories reveal the author’s purpose. Clara’s son Jacob found himself in trouble with a local nobleman and was
      forced to flee execution, only to die together with his wife and children in Bingen, on the Rhine, where they
      were buried. Jud’s nephew Fabritius, in whom he took a special interest, was sent to Strasbourg to study under
      Bucer, but after the falling out between Zurich and Strasbourg over the Lord’s Supper was brought home, where Jud
      cared for him ‘as his own son’.70 Such incidents are neither
      chronological nor form a chronicle, but they tell of the fates of ordinary men and women, of people with whom
      readers could identify. The anecdotes emphasize human responsibility and the consequences of
      sin, as well as God’s providence. Even the humblest of folk are cast in roles as models.
    


    
      The interweaving of biography and anecdote reveals the rather loose connection to historical chronology in the
      Beschreibung. Johannes attends to individual lives, often leaping from one decade to another depending
      on the subject. The two young cousins Johannes and Fabritius were close, having grown up together in the Jud
      household. Leo did not send them to school, but taught them Latin, Greek and Hebrew at home, an exemplary
      relationship in which paternalism and pedagogy were closely linked.71 When Leo died in 1542 the boys in the family were separated: Johannes went to the school
      in the Fraumünster in Zurich, his brother Dietrich to Kappel and Fabritius was kept at home by Jud’s wife. The
      mother seems to have had a decisive say in this arrangement, for she determined that the young Fabritius ‘had no
      one’ and possessed a remarkable ‘ingenium’ (‘character’) and ‘Gmut’ (‘soul’), and hence would stay with
      her.72 Johannes pairs his father and half-brother by attributing
      to both the quality of ‘ingenium’.
    


    
      In time, Fabritius was provided with a stipendium to supplement the meagre inheritance left by his
      parents, but the scars of being an orphan were unhealed. He ultimately left Zurich to study at the University of
      Marburg, where he claimed to having felt embarrassed by his lack of sophistication in comparison to the learned
      students, masters and doctors of the German university. The issue was not ignorance, as his learning was
      prodigious, rather a sense of social inferiority.73 Of Fabritius
      Johannes wrote that he was serious and gallant, a person who kept few companions. He was quiet and calm,
      characteristics often mistaken for haughtiness, and his manner, according to Johannes, owed much to being
      ‘foreign’ and having few friends and patrons. Foreignness is repeatedly presented as a condition to be overcome,
      an impediment to Christian living in Zurich, and Johannes was determined to purge his family of any sense of
      being outsiders. Those closest to Fabritius were the sons of reformers: Huldrych Zwingli (the younger), Samuel
      Pellikan, Johannes Jud and Sebastian Guldibeck.
    


    
      Fabritius returned to Chur to serve as a preacher, and was much admired for his learning and rectitude. Johannes
      celebrates him as an ideal pastor whose ministry was marked by spiritual care for common people and nobility, and
      the treatment of all as Christians. He repudiated the mercenary service and gifts were returned with consummate
      politeness. Fabritius hated warfare and resisted the French agents who travelled through
      Swiss lands seeking willing young men. Good relations with the evangelically minded bishop of Chur were
      preserved, though he was forceful in his dealings with heretics, such as Anabaptists, whom he referred to as
      ‘Arians’. Fabritius’ living was poor, forcing him to petition the authorities in Chur, who improved his lot,
      largely, it seems, through the beneficence of a widow. However, she died shortly thereafter, returning him to
      near penury. His condition was partially alleviated by his prolific literary output: he wrote poetry, theology
      and pastoral works to comfort the sick and dying. Johannes writes that his half-brother never fled plague nor
      feared illness, and his reputation as a pastor was widespread. Yet, the wages of virtue were grim, and Fabritius
      fit Johannes’ model of the loyal servant suffering for his faith. Fabritius, he writes, was a brave man who
      performed his office with constancy (Treue), but who ultimately paid a high price. Plague took his wife,
      several of his children and, finally, him in 1566.
    


    
      Johannes’ account of Fabritius was the personal recollection of a beloved cousin and friend, but one with flesh
      and blood, not merely sentiment, and it did not end well. Fabritius was survived by two sons, one of whom was
      described by Johannes Jud as a ‘Stockfisch’, or blockhead, who tried various trades without success. Ultimately
      he disappeared to war and never returned. The story of Fabritius’ wayward son illustrated that models could fail.
      Fear that the next generation would depart from the teaching and example of their elders runs through both the
      Chronicon and Beschreibung, not without cause. There was no guarantee that sons would emulate
      virtuous fathers.
    


    
      The sad stories of Fabritius’ children were reminders that the Christian life required constant attention and
      cultivation, and of the fragility of even the most faithful lives. Piety was both a gift from God and a habitus
      formed by discipline; imitation was a skill, and ancestry would not save the indolent. Both the
      Chronicon and Beschreibung present the family as the natural channel for the transmission of
      piety because love binds generations. The connection between family and true religion made by Pellikan and
      Johannes Jud was, however, tempered by the actions of those individuals in their stories who through their lives
      served as counter-models and reminders that no human institution or relationship could be the source of virtuous
      living. Familial relations, together with church, school and friendship were the media through which God worked.
    


    
      Johannes presents his father’s years at Einsiedeln (1519–22) as a turning point. After extensive study of
      patristic sources, Erasmus and Luther, and close contact with Huldrych Zwingli, Leo emerged as an exponent of
      evangelical ideas. As a preacher to pilgrims at Einsiedeln, his father held office at Einsiedeln with the
      ‘highest dignity’; he proclaimed the Word and disputed at table with the monks. Such was his influence that the
      Benedictine abbot embraced the faith, and at his death rejected the last rites, the
      sacraments and all other ‘papal ceremonies’. Johannes claims to have heard in 1571 from the elderly Heinrich
      Bullinger that the abbot ‘died most devoutly’.74 Johannes
      resolutely defended his father against any accusation that he had been negligent as a priest. His conversion to
      the Reformation cause had not revealed bad character but a man of such conviction that he transformed the lives
      of others.
    


    
      In 1522 Jud arrived in Zurich at Zwingli’s invitation, and the following years are briskly treated in a brief
      account of the Reformation. Johannes’ primary interest was to focus readers’ attention on the friendship between
      Zwingli and Jud and their commitment to the gospel. The danger in which they lived, risking ‘life and limb’ for
      their convictions, was emphasized, as was their suffering. It was not uncommon, the Beschreibung
      relates, for the two men to have their windows broken at night by stones thrown in anger.75 This bond in adversity, Johannes left the reader in no doubt, established
      his father as Zwingli’s true successor. That he did not choose to take up the position of chief minister after
      Zwingli died in 1531 was a sign of Leo’s modesty and concern for the welfare of the church. It was during this
      torrid time that Leo married Katharina, who had come from the convent at Einsiedeln and was the daughter of a
      weaver from St Gall. Johannes gives considerable attention to the marriage of his parents, which publically took
      place on 19 September 1523, though, in an aside, Johannes suggests that it may have been 9 November.76
    


    
      Central to the narrative was the litany of accusations faced by Zwingli and Jud, who were denounced for opposing
      the mercenary trade, as well as for being heretics, false prophets, forerunners of the end times, scholastics and
      general miscreants (boswicht). They were ridiculed in song and verse, and Johannes quoted one example:
      ‘Zwingli and Leuw have a common paramour (Buhlschaft) who eats oats (haber) and hay
      (heuw)’, doubtless a reference to Zwingli’s known sexual past. Supporters, however, used Leo’s name more
      favourably, rhyming ‘Leuw’ with the ‘freuw’ (joy) brought by gospel preaching.77 According to Johannes, the worst slanderer was the former Franciscan Thomas Murner
      (1475–1537).
    


    
      Johannes wrote that his father proved himself Zwingli’s closest friend not only by standing shoulder to shoulder,
      but also by faithfully preserving the teaching of the reformer after his death. Leo was the authentic voice of
      Zwingli because he had known him best:
    


    
      He [Leo] was greatly attentive to Zwingli’s teaching, preaching, and orations, whether they
      were in German or Latin. He attended all of Zwingli’s sermons, and was not ashamed to write them down and make
      excerpts. This took place with wariness (Fürsichtigkeit). Then shortly after Zwingli’s death Jud
      prepared his ‘collectanea’ and ‘Farragines’. For the lectures on Genesis and Exodus he had the help of Kaspar
      Megander.78
    


    
      Johannes never attempted to present Leo as the theological mind of the Zurich reformation; that role belonged to
      Zwingli, whose status was never questioned in the Beschreibung. Following the defeat of Zurich in 1531
      Leo Jud was devastated:
    


    
      Leo, along with other brethren, cried and bewailed the loss of Zwingli. They prayed that God would send another
      teacher and shepherd (hirten) for his sheep and church.79
    


    
      With Zwingli gone, the Zurich church was forced into an impossible situation defending, on the one hand, the name
      and legacy of the dead reformer against numerous Catholic and Lutheran detractors, while, on the other, finding a
      new model to re-establish the reformed church. Leo Jud occupied a difficult position in this period of
      humiliation, disorder and recrimination. He was closely associated with the man widely blamed for Zurich’s
      disaster, having been involved in the reformation from the beginning. Yet, Jud also offered the Zurich church a
      way forward. Because he was one of the original proponents of reform, he represented the true aspirations of the
      reform movement, and, although no one was closer to Zwingli, Jud could be remembered more positively than his
      comrade. Jud represented the return to the gospel without the disastrous bellicosity. Jud, therefore, became
      crucial in the formation of a new model for the post-Zwingli church in Zurich.
    


    
      The first appearance of this refashioned ideal is found in Heinrich Bullinger’s preface to the Zurich Latin Bible
      of 1543.80 Johannes’ Beschreibung followed in this vein,
      and his father appeared as the paragon of Zurich scholarship and piety. In his Latin preface, Bullinger cast Jud
      as a modern Jerome, a translator of Scripture who combined deep learning and humanist scholarship with piety and
      rectitude. Unlike the prophetic figure of Zwingli, a biblical model rendered too
      controversial by the First Kappel War and the ensuing anticlericalism, Jud is praised for his collaboration with
      other Zurich churchmen. He attended Theodor Bibliander’s lectures on the whole of the Old Testament and made
      extensive notes, a bound copy of which had found its way into Johannes’ hands, a physical testament of that
      community of scholarship. Jud consulted with Pellikan and Bibliander in his translations, acknowledging their
      superior gifts, and accepted correction with gratitude and humility. In sum, Jud became the model of the
      Christian scholar who served the church through translation, preaching and pastoral care, and who made no claims
      for himself, submitted to the wisdom of the community and combined humility, devotion and scholarly rigor.
    


    
      Jud’s distinctive contribution lay in the cultivation of reformed spirituality through the appropriation of
      ancient and medieval texts and literary genres.81 During the
      1530s he prepared translations of texts such as Augustine’s De spiritu et litera, Thomas a Kempis’
      Imitation of Christ and Zwingli’s work on the providence of God.82 In addition to translation, Jud appropriated a form of late medieval piety into the
      reformed tradition by producing a Leidensgeschichte Christi based on a harmony of the
      Gospels.83 This reformed passional was strikingly distinctive in
      form, but it was part of the broader endeavour to create a vernacular piety drawn from Scripture and tradition.
      Translation for the Zurich scholars was a devotional activity, a transformation of the purely spiritual into the
      realm of flesh and community.84 It formed the link between
      scholarship and holy living, and Jud emerged as its principal model.
    


    
      This was the portrait painted by Bullinger and copied by Johannes in the
      Beschreibung. In the 1543 Latin Bible preface the account of Jud was intended to represent the Zurich
      church abroad in the wider community of Protestant churches. Johannes’ work was, as we have already noted in
      other cases, intended for devotional purposes. Leo Jud was the model for Christian living to be imitated by the
      people. Both works, however, draw upon particular events and virtues. Bullinger writes of the great cost to Jud
      of his work on the Bible, arguing that it brought on the final illness that took his life.85 Jud’s doctors told him that his impending death was only in part due to
      age: it had been his ceaseless work on the Bible that broke his body, and they could offer little hope of
      recovery. A few days before his end Jud summoned the teachers and ministers of Zurich for his last words. He
      spoke of his 20 years of work in Zurich and of the inauspicious beginning he and Zwingli had endured with their
      preaching. He then made a confession of faith before his brethren:
    


    
      That Jesus Christ (he who is of one essence with the Father and the Holy Spirit) is essentially God, but also
      true man, from God the Father, following his many promises, sent into the world, from the Holy Spirit in the body
      and in the womb of the pure Virgin Mary received and born. He is the true and expected Messiah, the one king, the
      great high priest, and redeemer of the world, who though guiltless and without sin suffered for our sins, with
      his precious blood washed us from our sins, and reconciled us with his Father, with his living, powerful
      resurrection brought us damned men to life again in our nature and through our service. Similarly he made through
      grace eternal life open to those who believe and not through works.86
    


    
      He then added a prayer:
    


    
      I commit myself entirely with body and soul in life and death to Jesus Christ, my Lord and Saviour, on whose
      grace and mercy I depend alone and whose eternal truth I trust entirely, and I die peacefully having surrendered
      all hope in myself, hoping firmly and strongly that I shall be one of his chosen and that which I have preached
      to others I shall soon enjoy, that is the greatest joy and complete felicity.87
    


    
      This was a good death in the tradition of the late medieval ars moriendi, which had been appropriated by
      the Zurich reformer. Jud had lived and died well, and his exemplary virtues were given literary form in the
      Zurich Latin Bible and his son’s Historische Beschreibung. With his dying breath Jud had confessed the faith of the church in the distinctive language of Zurich, surrounded by
      scholars/pastors who represented the communal ideal of unity of learning and piety of which he became the patron
      saint. In his last address to his colleagues Jud provided the Zurich church with a spiritual vocabulary:
      Nuchterkeit, Wachtbarkeit, Einigkeit and Friedfertigkeit formed the
      vernacular, pastoral message of Zurich theology. Whether he said these words or not, they came from his mouth in
      the texts. His colleagues were to serve one another with ‘pure’ (rein) heart, and tend the body of the
      church that Christ had purchased with his blood. He besought them to look after his wife and children. Finally,
      he prayed for the city of Zurich, the council, the people, the whole land, the church and its ministers, his wife
      and children. With this blessing he departed. Many of his words and concerns were those of Zwingli, but as the
      dead reformer was too controversial to mention, his virtues were in part attributed to his friend. Nevertheless,
      Johannes declared that although still a young boy, he had witnessed his father’s death and could attest to these
      words.
    


    
      Jud was the essential bond between the origins of the Zurich reformation and its place among the established
      Protestant churches of the sixteenth century. He provided historical and personal continuity, but also sanction
      for a new model of church, Erastian in construct, theologically defined, ecclesiologically ordered and grounded
      in the preaching of the Word. The prophetic, reforming friendship of Jud and Zwingli became the church-building
      friendship of Jud and Bullinger:
    


    
      Leo and Bullinger were very fond of one another; they were natural brothers who served the church together most
      truly for eleven years with great unity and peace. With their teaching and conduct they achieved much good in the
      city and land.88
    


    
      Leo Jud allowed the Zurich church to claim the legacy of Zwingli, but also to survive it.
    


    
      The latter part of the Beschreibung shifts from Jud’s life to his person – physical appearance, habits
      and temperament. Leo was not tall, but of middle stature with healthy colouration, although he suffered from a
      bad stomach and ‘doctoriert mehr dann im gut was’.89 He went
      beardless and retained the appearance of a priest, continuing to wear a clerical cap (Spitzhut), as
      Zwingli had done – Pellikan continued to wear the Franciscan habit. His father’s appearance, Johannes remarks,
      was no longer the fashion as reformers were generally bearded. Leo’s gown was torn, though clean, and he was a
      friendly, gentle and kindly man who loved music and played various instruments, including
      the hammered dulcimer (Hackbrett) and the lute a little. He had a good voice for descant and he would
      frequently get together with other ministers to sing. He composed settings for the psalms.
    


    
      The quotidian of Jud’s life was of great interest to his son in demonstrating his father’s virtue in all things.
      His living at the church of St Peter in Zurich was meager and Jud was poor, though he avoided debts. He shared
      what he had with the poor of his parish, in particular mothers with children. He never complained and feared
      causing complaint by his conduct. His wife contributed to the household income by weaving day and night. She
      seems to have made more money than Leo, and her pay purchased goods for the home (Husplunder). Johannes
      saw the simplicity of his father’s life as condemnation of the waste and venality of his own time: the bedding
      (Bettgewand) was good quality, but not luxurious, as was often the case in Johannes’ day, and there were
      never more than one silver goblet and a dozen spoons. The modesty with which Leo lived was the reason the city
      council improved his benefice, while the leading reformers of Basle were eager to lure him to their
      city.90
    


    
      Leo was a fine preacher because he was well read and a good theologian. He possessed character (scharff
      ingenium – the term used by Pellikan to describe Fabritius) and sound judgement (iudicium); his
      voice was clear and comprehensible, and he could preach for an hour or two from the pulpit without notes.
      Johannes claimed that he had not found amongst his father’s possessions any notes or copies of sermons. He had
      heard from others that he would preach well if he could have to hand a supply of his father’s sermons:
    


    
      His sermons were mollifying (geschmaltzen) and soft. Indeed he complained when he had with great zeal to
      condemn a great blasphemy and severe sin, which he would rather have not done. The reason for this was that by
      nature he was a good, mild, and friendly man. I have heard from many honourable burghers that there was no hate
      in his sermons because he preached from Christian love.91
    


    
      Leo’s virtues were those of a model scholar and churchman: tireless in study, he worked late into the night and
      rose early in the morning, always in the service of ‘Christenheit’.92 He was also a diligent correspondent, and Johannes provides a long list of letters found
      in his father’s papers. In these letters Jud was frequently asked for pastoral advice on difficult matters such as marriage, infant baptism, excommunication, the church and Christian freedom. His
      answers were always marked by admonitions to constancy (Standhaffte) and courage
      (Dapfferkeit).93
    


    
      Johannes concluded the Historische Beschreibung with an account of Leo’s children. He married Katharina
      at 40 and she was ten years younger and already pregnant, giving birth to a daughter in 1525. The following year
      brought twins, a boy and a girl. The boy lived eight days and the girl about a year. In 1527 a daughter,
      Elisabeth, was born and outlived her father, though only to the age of 21. Her end was tragic. On a Sunday in
      1548, while her mother lay ill Elisabeth rose from her bed and somehow fell to her death from an upstairs window.
      Her body was found in front of the house the next morning.94
      Johannes wrote that he was not home at the time of this terrible event, but away preaching in Hirtzel. There were
      several other children born to Leo and Katharina: a son, Leo, in 1528 and a daughter, Susanna, in 1530. Konrad
      Pellikan was Susanna’s godfather. Another son and daughter followed in 1533 and 1535.
    


    
      The final part of the Historische Beschreibung is an extended discussion of the name ‘Judae’ and whether
      it denoted a Jewish background. Many people, Johannes writes, took the name to indicate that the family stemmed
      from baptized Jews; an assumption, he added, especially prevalent among Catholics.95 Johannes admits that it was entirely possible, as the family came from Alsace, where there
      are many Jews. Johannes made no apologies:
    


    
      However we do not take shame in either the name or lineage, rather joyful and honourable it is to come from the
      line of Abraham, and even more honourable and useful to be a spiritual child of Abraham. Most wonderful
      (Allerherzlichist) and admirable it is to be from the spiritual and fleshly lineage of Abraham; and thus
      are we, whose parents left Judaism and believed in Christ as Abraham did (John 8).96
    


    
      Because Jews have no Geschlechtsnamen, it was possible they might have retained ‘Jud’, but why, Johannes
      asked, keep a name universally hated by Christians? It was, Johannes admitted, akin to allowing yourself to be
      called godless and non-believers – hardly desirable. Leo himself had not wished to use the name, preferring to be
      called ‘Keller’, although everyone in Zurich knew him as ‘meister louw’ (or ‘Leu’). No one referred to him as Leo
      Jud, the name he used for his publications. Growing up in Zurich, in the street, at school and in church the
      children of the family were referred to as ‘Louwen’. Perhaps less proud of an association
      with Abraham than first indicated, and mindful of the unwanted association, when he became a preacher Johannes
      took the name ‘Leu’, not Jud:
    


    
      Simply on account of the ignorant peasants, so as not to suffer their mockery, saying, ‘we must learn the Gospel
      from a Jew’, or ‘the Jew preached’, or that they took me for a baptized Jew.97
    


    
      Some, Johannes remarked, claimed his reluctance to use the name Jud was an insult to his father’s memory and an
      unwillingness to be associated with him. Quite the contrary, he insisted. He did not refer to himself as Hans Jud
      because no one knew that name. ‘Leu’ is a Zurich Geschlecht with a proud tradition with which he wished
      to be associated and which fit his purpose of domesticating the family as burghers. Although proud of his
      Alsatian roots, Johannes strove to remove from his father such qualities that impugned his exemplary role in
      Zurich: his foreignness and possible Jewishness.
    


    
      The complexity of Johannes Jud’s attempt to uncouple the memory of his venerable father from unwanted
      associations makes us sensible of the difficulties in speaking of models in an embattled church buffeted by
      internal and external pressures. The magnitude of the task facing Bullinger and the Zurich council in reforming
      the church in a sprawling hinterland with few trained ministers, a population on the edge of destitution and
      hostile neighbours was extraordinary. The 1530s and 1540s saw unremitting enmity from Lutherans and the growing
      religious and political isolation of Zurich following the rejection of its sacramental theology in the Wittenberg
      Accord of 1536 and later exclusion from the Confession of Augsburg.98 Konrad Pellikan and Johannes Jud, separated by a generation, belonged to a period of
      definition for the new Zurich church in which the reformers who succeeded Zwingli sought to come to terms with
      unresolved theological and historical issues of the 1520s. In the years before the firm establishment of the
      educational and ecclesiastical institutions that took place in the later decades of the sixteenth century, the
      place of exemplary figures was crucial to the humanist formation of models for Zurich.
    


    
      Zwingli’s sudden and disastrous death and the hostility of his opponents greatly burdened Zurich, freezing its
      theological arguments, such as the Lord’s Supper and worship, which became identity markers not to be betrayed
      through negotiation and compromise. Yet, under Bullinger and his circle there was at least tacit recognition that
      Zwingli’s incomplete reformation was not an adequate foundation for a church. Charismatic prophecy and even
      personality cult needed replaced by collaborative models that emphasized historical continuity, theological
      consensus and institutional stability. This vision was realized in the Zurich Latin Bible of 1543, which was the
      fullest expression of Zurich polity. It is no coincidence that the two names most closely associated with that
      Bible were Leo Jud and Konrad Pellikan – on his deathbed Jud charged Pellikan with the final editing of the whole
      text, and it was Pellikan who provided the crucial theological marginal notes. In his preface to the Bible,
      Bullinger presented the life and death of Leo Jud as the model of the reconstructed Zurich church. In a brilliant
      move, Bullinger’s appropriation of Leo Jud enabled him to claim the original goals of the reformation in Zurich
      while discretely reconfiguring it away from Zwingli. Models not only allowed one access to the past, they could
      correct it.
    


    
      The Chronicon and Historische Beschreibung provide in their anecdotes incarnational lives in
      which divine providence was manifested in human events, encounters and personal traits. They served multiple
      complementary purposes: they were apologies for Zurich reform, chronicles of events, exempla of Christian
      scholarship, pedagogical aids, testaments of familial piety and the bonds between generations, claims to
      historical memory and cautionary tales.
    


    
      Konrad Pellikan and Leo Jud lived through the tumult of the Reformation; they belonged to that generation that
      did the unthinkable – they left the church to join something new. Their stories remain compelling accounts of the
      transition from the late Middle Ages to the early modern world, but to those who knew them or who lived in the
      fledgling Zurich church, they were much more. Pellikan wrote for his son and nephew, while Leo Jud was remembered
      by his son. The dialogues in the Chronicon and Historische Beschreibung between generations
      were those of a church and society grappling with what they were and what they believed. More than mere identity
      construction, these texts are about the search for meaning in a changed world.
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