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Introduction

			
“That Most Precious Jewel”

			Jennifer Powell McNutt and David Lauber

			In 1534 King Henry VIII declared himself to be Supreme Head of the Church of England according to his groundbreaking Act of Supremacy. The Erastian reform that transpired by all accounts made little effort to align with Protestantism in the truest sense of the term, and perhaps this dynamic is no better evident than in the treatment of the first authorized English translation of the Bible. In 1539 the Great Bible was published with royal patronage, a first for its lineage.1 The Holbein frontispiece, a section of which graces the cover of this volume and which greeted the reader of the Great Bible, strikingly illustrates the complexity of denoting the Bible as the people’s book during the Reformation era (see fig. 1).

			Much scholarly attention has been given to exploring the way in which Henry VIII refashioned the image of his reign in the wake of his Act of Supremacy and by the time of the emergence of the Great Bible. Known previously for his strict censorship policies against English books (i.e., Protestant literature), Henry began to make allowances for the licensing of the English Bible. Scholar Richard Rex explains:

			It was the patronage and encouragement of the Henrician regime after the break with Rome that gave the vernacular Bible its central place in the English church. . . . Once Henry had detached the Church of England from the jurisdiction of the pope . . . official attitudes rapidly swung round, largely thanks to the influence of Cranmer and Cromwell—an influence which was manifestly Protestant rather than Erasmian.2

			The 1535 Coverdale Bible was the first complete English translation of the Bible, and the title page border crafted by Hans Holbein the Younger has been described as the “definitive portrayal of Tudor protestant royalism.”3 Royal consent of the vernacular Bible is portrayed on this page, and the image became a template for Henrician hagiography from that point forward. With his injunctions of 1536, Thomas Cromwell empowered the publication of the Coverdale Bible with the requirements that every parish priest purchase an English Bible by August of the following year and that priests encourage the people to read the Bible. Injunctions from 1538 were confirmed in 1539, permitting the people the privilege of reading Scripture in private.4

			That same year, Holbein’s depiction of Henry for the Great Bible presented a Reformation king without equivocation as he handed the Bible down the ranks, reaching one station after the other. Normally, a dedication portrait depicts the patron as receiving a copy of the book from the author or translator, but in this depiction Henry is the one handing the Verbum Dei, or Word of God, to Thomas Cromwell (the king’s chief minister) and Thomas Cranmer (the archbishop of Canterbury). The middle section of the frontispiece shows Cromwell and Cranmer then handing the Bible to the clergy and laity as the commoners are instructed to obey their king with reference to 1 Timothy 2:2. In the bottom panel, the people are listening to the preached Word, and they repeat over and over, “Vivat rex,” or “Long live the king.” The image thus not only depicts Henry VIII’s royal sanction of the vernacular Bible but also reinforces his royal control over both church and state as he enables the Word of God to trickle down through the hierarchy of the orders to the advantage of his supremacy. In this way Henry’s rule during this period was particularly stylized as giving the Bible to the people. Yet this was not done apart from a heavy hand of mediation and control. Moreover, it was only a few years later that Henry took the Bible back from most people in an abrupt turn of events.

			As it turned out, the heyday of vernacular Bible production reached its zenith under the tutelage of Cromwell. With his fall in 1540, the rate of scriptural publications also began to plummet. After 1541 there was no printing of an English Bible during the remainder of Henry’s reign,5 and Henry’s Act for the Advancement of True Religion in 1543 went a step further by criminalizing the reading of the Bible by men and women below the rank of yeoman.6 Henry now insisted that it was unnecessary for the laity to study Scripture. During this period, Luther would describe Henry as no better than a new “pope” in England.7 Fear of Anabaptists and Sacramentarians further ushered in a wave of conservatism toward the reading of the English Bible. The Tyndale Bible was thereby banned in 1543, though the Great Bible was preserved thanks to the actions of Thomas Cranmer and ironically, as Rex points out, “despite its wholesale dependence on Tyndale.”8 In his speech to Parliament of December 1545, Henry explained:

			And although you be permitted to read holy Scripture, and to have the word of God in your mother tongue, you must understand that it is licensed you so to do, only to inform your own conscience, and to instruct your children and family; and not to dispute and make Scripture a railing and a taunting stock against priests and preachers, as many light persons do. I am very sorry to know and hear how unreverently that most precious jewel, the word of God, is disputed, rhymed, sung and jangled in every alehouse and tavern.9

			Exploring the Bible of the Reformation—“that most precious jewel”—as the people’s book is surely no simple story.

			In order to engage this theme further, the twenty-fifth annual Wheaton Theology Conference launched its commemoration of the five-hundredth anniversary of the Reformation by focusing on the most central facet of reform during the era—the Bible. The conference began with recognition of Desiderius Erasmus’s groundbreaking publication of the first Greek New Testament in Europe in 1516,10 since it was this particular humanist enterprise that would have a significant impact on the character and methods of the Protestant Reformation. Erasmus’s work and a growing attention to the original biblical languages would open the door for a proliferation of vernacular Bibles and new Latin translations that would shape Christianity—both elite and popular, Protestant and Catholic—in enduring ways.11 Following on the heels of Erasmus’s open door, Martin Luther’s Ninety-Five Theses caught Europe by storm and initiated a transformation of church and society that would alter the course of history with an impact that endures to this day. Out of all that Luther published, his German Bible was, by his own estimation and according to current scholarship, the crowning achievement of his work.12 The subsequent proliferation and diffusion of vernacular Bibles—grounded in the original languages, enabled by advancements in European printing, and particularly launched by theological principles of sola scriptura and the priesthood of all believers—contributed to an ever-widening circle of Bible readers and listeners. These developments ultimately proved instrumental in shaping Christianity in new directions; consequently, the centrality of the Bible to the emergence and diffusion of the Reformation is unquestionable. And yet, as the example of England’s Great Bible illustrates, there is a richness to the story of the Bible in the Reformation that requires further exploration, nuance, and clarification.

			This volume examines many of the facets of the Bible as the people’s book during the Reformation by reflecting on matters pertaining to access, readership, media, culture, diffusion, and authority as well as its place in the worship context, as the arbiter of theological interpretation, and as a contributor to unity and division within Christianity. Contributing authors were asked to represent the multiplicity of Reformation traditions in their particular study of the theme, while the two keynote papers sought to reflect on the impact of the people’s book on Christianity today. The results are illuminating and thought provoking in numerous regards.

			Broadening our perception from the outset, Bruce Gordon’s chapter enriches common understandings of Protestant biblical culture in the sixteenth century by highlighting the ongoing role of the Latin Bible among Protestant communities as the people’s book. Too often Protestant productions of the translations of the Old and New Testaments from the Hebrew and Greek into Latin are overlooked, and Gordon’s groundbreaking research highlights the way in which Protestants continued to be shaped by the Latin Bible.

			Tackling questions of access and readership, Sujin Pak’s chapter deftly explores how the early 1520s vernacular publications of Luther and Zwingli advocated not only for lay access to the Bible but also for laypersons to take action on the basis of their readings of Scripture according to passages like 1 Corinthians 14. She highlights the way in which Protestant vernacular treatises from 1520 through 1524 overwhelmingly emphasized the priesthood of all believers and the call for all Christians to preach, interpret Scripture, and defend true Christian teaching. This chapter brings particular attention to the response of Reformation women and the radical reformers to the explicit encouragement to engage with the Bible. Subsequently, Randall Zachman’s chapter explores the varying rationales given by the key figures of Erasmus, Luther, and Calvin in their support of the lay readership of Scripture. While all three agree that the laity should enjoy access to Scripture, Zachman elucidates the ways they differ in how they communicate the benefit of these readings, thereby indicating that the effects of gaining access to the Bible were more multidimensional than is often assumed.

			Furthermore, delving into the stories of emerging vernacular Bibles themselves, Densil Morgan recounts the lesser-known history of the emergence of the Welsh Bible, its consolidation in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, and its significant impact within the country of Wales. Morgan particularly explores the successful way in which Richard Davies framed Welsh Protestantism in direct continuity with the ancient Celtic past, thereby effectively binding the very identity of the Welsh nation with the reformed, biblical faith. The entrance of the vernacular Bible in Wales thus provided more than an avenue for Protestant Reformation; it provided an opportunity to define the very heart of a nation.

			Shifting to a focus on the transmission and diffusion of the people’s book, media ecologist Read Schuchardt provocatively explores the Reformation as media event by focusing on the role of the printing press as the primary formal cause of the Reformation. Schuchardt argues that the printing press is responsible for the cause of the Reformation in the form of printed indulgences, as well as the cure of the Reformation in the form of the vernacular Bible and Luther’s writings. Under the conditions provided by the printing press, which stress reading rather than hearing, Schuchardt concludes that the Bible leads to a “private way of reading and interpreting Holy Scripture.”

			Transmission of the Bible was also promoted through the vehicles of catechism and vernacular liturgy in the context of Protestant worship. With that in mind, John Witvliet’s chapter invites the reader to consider the role of catechetical hymns in the Lutheran and Reformed traditions as a key promoter of a vibrant cultural interplay between liturgical participation and catechetical formation. Protestant worship was also the context for a renewed emphasis on the inextricable link between Word and sacrament in an effort to reshape the devotional life of the church and of the individual believer. Jennifer Powell McNutt’s chapter considers the way in which Protestant reformers hoped to restore a true understanding of the sacraments and their right administration, to revive the true purpose of their function in the life of the church and the heart of the believer, and thereby to ensure that God’s Word would first and foremost reign in all facets of Christian life and worship. McNutt’s archival research on the French Bible is featured here as a key example of how Reformed communities materially bound Word to sacrament through the people’s book for these key ends.

			The next section turns the reader’s attention to various matters pertaining to Protestant-Catholic dialogue during the Reformation and beyond. Michael Horton’s essay details key facets of John Calvin’s response to the unfolding Council of Trent in his work Antidote. Horton particularly highlights the discussion of Scripture and justification by faith according to Calvin’s evaluation of Tridentine Catholicism and the ongoing desire for ecumenical reconciliation and evangelical unity grounded in Scripture. Turning to the Italian peninsula, Christopher Castaldo’s chapter explores the lesser-known story of the Italian Reformation by detailing the role of the Protestant view of Scripture in shaping events leading to the emergence of the reforming body known as the Spirituali. Castaldo’s work shows how access to and subsequent knowledge of Scripture emboldened lay Christians to challenge the cultural hierarchy as well as the church’s interpretations of the biblical text. Finally, Carl Trueman’s chapter provocatively critiques contemporary Protestantism that seeks to detach from the history of the church in its effort to ground itself in the Bible. Trueman engages with the probing questions raised by John Henry Newman on this subject as an opportunity to evaluate the concept of “Scripture alone” within the Protestant tradition. In the end, Trueman challenges Protestants to revive the practices of the Reformers by reading Scripture in light of history, which he posits as not only a sounder approach to hermeneutics but also more reflective of the actual practices of the tradition from the start.

			The keynote essays of the conference sought to consider the Bible as an agent of unity and diversity for Christianity both in the past and today. To that end, Paul Lim’s essay explores the following question: “As the Bible became the people’s book in ways it simply hadn’t been before the Reformation, how did this doctrinal practice of sola scriptura unite the emerging group of non-Catholic Christians?” Lim continues by considering the claims that sola scriptura proved to be a divisive or a cohesive agent in shaping various camps within the Protestant Reformation. He evaluates the approaches of John Calvin, Thomas Hobbes, William Chillingworth, and John Locke, thereby revealing their differing approaches to the interpretation of Scripture. Nonetheless, Lim maintains that the passing of time does not erode the conviction of the sufficiency of Scripture across eras.

			Mark Labberton’s essay tackles the issue of the perspicuity of Scripture on the basis of the Reformers’ firm conviction that Scripture—as God’s self-revelation—seeks to reveal God in a saving and sufficient capacity. Labberton particularly features the perspective of John Calvin on this point while he also challenges his audience to consider the ways in which Calvin shows that perspicuity is not always perspicuous. In the end, Labberton stresses how the Protestant reformers believed that the dynamic revelation by Word and Spirit was entrusted to a diverse community of readers, and his essay seeks to encourage Christians to strive for a perspicuous community as the most effective manner of representing the gospel in today’s culture.

			As one can see, discussion of the Bible as an agent of reform provides a fruitful avenue for better understanding the significance of the Reformation as well as for reflecting on the Bible in the church today. In unprecedented ways, the Bible became the people’s book during the sixteenth century, but that did not happen uniformly or without complexity. However, its role in shaping the faith of the people has been—and remains—undeniable. It is thus the hope of these editors that the following volume will challenge and encourage readers to engage further not only with the church’s past during the five-hundredth anniversary of the Reformation and beyond but also with the words of Scripture itself with a faithful commitment to strengthen the church of the present—soli Deo gloria.
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					Figure 1. Holbein frontispiece for the Great Bible

			

			


		
			

			Part One

			
Access and Readership

		


			
Chapter One

			
Teaching the Church

			Protestant Latin Bibles and Their Readers

			Bruce Gordon

			In one of the most enduring biographies of a major religious figure, the distinguished historian of the Reformation Roland Bainton once observed: “The German Bible is [Martin] Luther’s noblest achievement, unfortunately untranslatable because every nation has its own direct version. . . . He leaped beyond the tradition of a thousand years.”1

			Like others of his age, Luther was inspired by the towering figure of the great humanist Desiderius Erasmus, in whose Paraclesis, the preface to his Novum Instrumentum of 1516, we find the Dutchman’s elegant account of Scripture.2 “For I do not wish anyone to be offended,” wrote Erasmus,

			but that I think, and rightly so, unless I am mistaken, that that pure and genuine philosophy of Christ is not to be drawn from any source more abundantly than from the evangelical books and from the Apostolic letters, about which, if anyone should devoutly philosophize, praying more than arguing and seeking to be transformed rather than armed for battle, he would without a doubt find that there is nothing pertaining to the happiness of man and the living of his life which is not taught, examined, and unraveled in these works.3

			Luther, we know, turned to the labor of translating Erasmus’s New Testament into German while hidden in the Wartburg following his dramatic appearance at the Diet of Worms. His call to work on the Bible found expression in his preface to the September Testament of 1522. “Thus Christ, before he died,” Luther wrote, “appointed and ordained that after his death his Gospel should be preached throughout the world, that all who believe might be heirs to the solid blessings which it imparts, namely: life, with which he has swallowed up death; righteousness, by which he has effaced sin; and salvation, by which he has overcome eternal condemnation.”4

			Our theme is the centrality of the Bible to the emergence and course of the Reformation. On this point, we find little disagreement. My purpose, however, is to broaden our understanding of Protestant biblical culture in the sixteenth century by posing a series of questions that will lead to the heart of what the Reformers sought in restoring the Word to the church. Their understanding of reform, I argue, is only to be grasped when we examine the different forms of Reformation engagement with the Bible. My focus falls on a collection of Bibles largely unknown to scholars and laypeople, Bibles that rarely find a place in the narratives of the Reformation. These great works were translations of the Old and New Testaments from the Hebrew and Greek into Latin, and they were undertaken and produced by Protestants. Why, we should ask, did the Reformers expend so much time and scholarly effort on a range of editions of the Bible that now seem curiosities of a lost age? In considering the Bible in the Reformation, there is no more enigmatic relic than the Protestant Latin Bible. There is also no text more important.

			Today, little known and regarded, and largely found in the domain of rare books rooms, these magnificent Protestant Latin Bibles embody the best of Reformation scholarship of the sixteenth century.5 They are truly a lost heritage rendered inaccessible by our loss of Latin, which was the language that educated Protestants spoke, wrote, and read in the sixteenth century. Beautifully printed by the houses of Oporinus, Froschauer, and Estienne, among others, these Bibles lead us to the most fundamental questions concerning the Reformation’s biblical, historical, ecclesiastical, and theological principles.6

			Protestant Latin Bibles, which emerged in the period from the 1520s to the end of the century, addressed a range of questions that troubled the Reformation: the nature of the biblical text, how to translate the ancient languages, the correct means of interpretation, and the historical lineage of the Protestant churches. The Bibles reflected the emerging identities of Protestants, largely those of the Reformed church, through the middle decades of the century as the Reformation moved from its early days of sola scriptura to the building of ecclesiastical and pedagogical institutions. The Bibles spoke to the need for stability in churches constructing institutions, consolidating doctrine, undergoing polemical wars, and seeking an educated clergy to propagate the gospel. The Latin Bibles formed the backbone of the emergent Protestant orders in the sixteenth century.

			Latin Bibles lack the panache and dramatic stories of translations into German, English, Dutch, and French, and therein lies part of the problem. In our textbooks, introductory courses, and the media, we tell one version of the Reformation story; we return again and again to the narrative of how Scripture was put in the language of the people, meaning how it entered the vernacular. We speak of Luther, Ulrich Zwingli, and William Tyndale, among others, as the great translators of the Bible. This is surely correct, if only part of the story. My intention is to push open the door to enable a fuller vision of the breadth of Protestant biblical activity. Only then will we appreciate how much was at stake and the degree to which the Protestant shapers of the Bible struggled with what seemed at times insurmountable challenges. The sixteenth-century debates on the most fundamental questions were not carried out through vernacular Bibles, which were indeed crucial for the faithful but were not the locus for doctrinal or ecclesiastical exchange. It was in the Latin Bibles that Reformers sought to address foundational questions relating to the nature and rendering of Scripture.7

			If we limit our purview of the Reformation to the vernacular Bible, we miss the texts with which the Reformers spent most of their time. We need to acknowledge that our understanding of the Reformation Bible needs revision. Old verities must vanish. For example, surely Protestants had the vernacular Bible, Catholics the Latin Vulgate. Such dichotomies, accompanied by the belief (dispelled by Eamon Duffy and others) that the medieval church lacked the Scriptures, make for good headlines but are not accurate.8 Indeed, limited perspectives on the extraordinarily diverse world of the Reformation Bible gravely hinder our understanding of the “people’s book.” Not only were there numerous medieval Catholic translations of Scripture into the language of the people, but traditions of vernacular Bibles—despite strictures in certain lands, such as England—continued among Catholics in the sixteenth century.

			Lest we think that Protestants focused on the vernacular exclusively, we need to understand how for the Reformers the key language for the sowing of biblical culture was Latin. The people of the people’s book, therefore, must include those scholars and churchmen for whom Latin remained the language of work, study, and prayer. Numerically, they formed a minority, even an elite, but their influence was disproportionately pervasive.

			For the educated persons involved in teaching, translating, and educating in the church, the undisputed language of daily commerce was Latin. The Reformers and their students spoke and wrote in the ancient language. Luther and Zwingli, when they came together at the momentous encounter at Marburg in 1529, addressed one another in Latin, otherwise they had no means of mutual understanding. There was no such language as German as we know it: Luther spoke Saxon and Zwingli Alemannic. Luther and Zwingli would only discuss the significant questions of theology in Latin. It was the tradition of the church, the grammar and vocabulary of theology.

			For Protestants, Latin remained the language of reading, studying, and teaching the Bible, and for several reasons. The beginning point of our investigation must be the Vulgate.9 By the thirteenth century, with the appearance of the Paris Bible, Scripture in the West had taken the form of a book that could be read from Genesis to Revelation. During the late Middle Ages, in order to make the Bible navigable there was the introduction of pandects, which were large codices, as well as running headers and blue letters to identify books and chapters. By the end of the Middle Ages, the chapter divisions were agreed on, making the Bible more accessible. The stabilizing of the Bible in the thirteenth century led to the development of critical apparati. These Bibles were in Latin and were hugely expensive. Great Bibles were copied at the rate of one page a day. As Peter Stallybrass has commented, the late-medieval world created the Bible we know.10

			But what do we find at the beginning of the sixteenth century? Following the textual work of Lorenzo Valla and others, there was a general recognition that the text of the Vulgate, closely associated with Jerome, was in a state of disarray.11 Despite the printing of the Paris Bible by Gutenberg, there was no one established text of the Latin Bible in the West. There were multiple textual traditions. Nevertheless, Jerome was venerated as the great translator of the Bible, and his preface was to be found at the beginning of each printed edition.12 Whether the Jerome Bible still bore any relation to the original work was a question that was beginning to trouble many. Nevertheless, the Vulgate, a term only begun to be used in the sixteenth century, was regarded as the Bible of the church, a lofty position that was continued among Protestants. A copy of it printed by Robert Estienne in Geneva lay open on the work desk of John Calvin.

			The major figure in the story is Erasmus.13 From 1519 his edition of the Greek New Testament was paired with his own Latin translation, which replaced the Vulgate that had appeared alongside the Greek in 1516.14 The results were astonishing.15 By refusing the Johannine comma, a clause found in some Latin manuscripts, Erasmus had removed from the Bible explicit evidence for the Trinity.16 His Latin translation stripped the Vulgate of other theological certainties, such as purgatory. The consequence, as Erasmus’s opponents were fully aware, was dramatic, an uncoupling of the biblical text from key theological arguments. While a good deal of attention has been paid to Erasmus’s Annotations, his translation was revolutionary.17 By preparing a Latin translation, Erasmus set himself up as a rival to Jerome, although he was careful to portray himself as a modern incarnation of the church father.18 Erasmus intentionally invited comparison between his text and the Vulgate, although, again, he was adamant that his work was intended to improve the Bible of the church. But we should be in no doubt as to what had happened.

			Erasmus had created the possibility of both alternative readings and alternative texts of the Bible, and this is precisely the task that his Protestant disciples undertook to complete. During the 1520s, above all in the cities of Zurich and Basel, a circle of Erasmus’s former students and colleagues, men such as Konrad Pellikan, Johannes Oecolampadius, and Ulrich Zwingli, sought to do for the Old Testament what the Dutch humanist had done for the New. They endeavored to produce Latin translations of the original Hebrew as essential to their exegesis of the text.

			The humanist project of returning to the original languages of Hebrew and Greek raises the question of what place Latin occupied in the hierarchy of languages. Latin was not a sacred language on a par with Hebrew and Greek, but was, we might say, semi-sacred, for it was the language of the church. The difference is perhaps best illustrated by the Reformers’ attitudes toward two problematic authorities: the Septuagint and the Vulgate.19 Both were known to contain errors, but the Septuagint, on account of its origins, was an inspired text, while Jerome’s Latin Bible was not. Latin, nevertheless, was the language of Western theology and the language of learning. It was international and had a historical vocabulary of doctrine and ecclesiology, which the vernacular languages did not possess. It was the vernacular of the Western church.

			The legacy of Jerome was deeply troubled, and the Latin Bible of the Western church posed a particular problem for Protestants. Erasmus’s New Testament, with its Greek text and Latin translation, had convincingly demonstrated what was well known, that the Vulgate was a deeply corrupted text far from what Jerome had created. Despite the polemical bursts, Protestants could not and did not wish to separate themselves from the Vulgate, whatever its shortcomings, for it was essential to their claim to the tradition of the church. They were not prepared to part company with the Vulgate, and its influence in the Protestant culture, although seldom acknowledged, remained powerful. All the work of the Protestant translators of the Bible into Latin stood in the shadow of Jerome’s Bible, which they continued to consult and never claimed to replace.

			The emergence of the Protestant Bible was not a matter of stark alternatives. The Vulgate and its creator were for Protestants crucial markers of a tradition they sought to claim and to which they saw themselves tightly bound. The Reformers needed to demonstrate fidelity to Jerome and his ideals as the foundation of what was taking place in the sixteenth century. To claim Jerome was to demonstrate one’s lineage to the apostolic and patristic ages, to assert one’s claim to continuity and refute all accusations of innovation. This could only be done in the Latin Bible.

			Where then did authority lie in terms of the biblical text? A couple of answers emerged. First, following the work of Renaissance exegetes, the Protestants acknowledged that ad fontes (the phrase of Philipp Melanchthon) could not mean a return to original autographs. The originals simply did not exist. The best that could be hoped for was as good an approximation as possible. Second, the Protestants were brought into a troubled relationship with Jewish learning and scholarship. Much as they denounced the Jews themselves, they regarded them as the bearers of a tradition that they, in light of the troubled Western text, sought to embrace. But over the Masoretic Text, which was only known to Christians from about the year 1000, there was considerable debate.20

			Zwingli, for example, was an adherent of the sacred text and was deeply critical of the Masoretic pointing, as others had been before him, arguing that the pointing in the Hebrew was a Jewish deception to confuse Christians.21 In 1526 the Basel printer Andreas Cratander produced a Latin Vulgate that had been corrected according to the Septuagint. In the prefatorial material there was a long defense of the authority of the Septuagint.22 There was no immediate consensus on what constituted the authentic biblical text.

			Taught by Erasmus, the Protestants of the first generation realized that their connection to the tradition was through the Jews, who, according to the Reformers, although benighted, took the Reformation churches to the origins of the faith.23 Only through engagement with Jewish teachers and rites could Christian scholars hope to recover the legitimate text of the Bible. As mentioned, that growing realization did not mean Protestant scholars believed that there were originals to be found. They knew that the Bible had no autograph. They were engaging in the study of language and textual transmission, a labor that formed a radical break from the past. Tooled with Erasmus’s Greek New Testament and the Hebrew texts that were becoming increasingly available, they sought to forge a Bible that had never existed before: a Hebrew/Greek Bible that the Reformers attempted to make available to the church through translation into Latin. The purpose was to provide the emerging Protestant churches with a standard version of the Bible.

			Thus began in the 1520s a long journey by Protestant scholars to establish a Latin text of the Bible that would serve multiple purposes. It would provide the principal means by which the church had access to the original languages, and it would mediate between Hebrew and Greek and the vernacular. The translations would also stabilize the language of the Bible by giving it the syntax and vocabulary of Latin, which could be read by any educated person. In an age when the biblical languages were known by a mere handful, the Latin Bible was the essential translation of Scripture for the church, serving as the means by which the Reformation churches instructed pastors, conducted theological discussion, and engaged in biblical interpretation.

			So what were these Protestant Latin Bibles? How many were there, and where did they appear? How many translations are we speaking of in this study? During the sixteenth century, Protestant scholars produced vast numbers of translations of individual books of the Bible into Latin. In addition, in their biblical commentaries, men such as Martin Bucer, Heinrich Bullinger, and John Calvin provided their own Latin translations of the texts on which they were working. We know from their commentaries, however, that the texts of the Latin Bible translations lay open on their work desks and were frequently consulted as part of their interpretive work.

			Context is crucial. The major Protestant Latin Bibles were produced by scholars from the Reformed tradition, and they appeared in the printing centers of Basel, Zurich, Geneva, and London. Lutherans who had need of Latin Bibles worked with the Vulgate, which they continued to revise in light of Hebrew and Greek. But the Reformed/Lutheran distinction is not as simple as we might think. The publishing houses of Basel and Zurich, centers of the Reformed faith, continued to print Vulgate Bibles in vast quantities.24 It was not an either-or but, as we shall see, a profound belief that the truth resided in a multiplicity of texts. It was also a matter of economics: Protestant printers could sell the Vulgate across Europe, while the local translations, which were expensive to produce, had a limited market.

			We begin with the Latin translation of the Old Testament by Sebastian Münster (1488–1552) in Basel, which appeared in 1534/35.25 Münster had already prepared translations from Hebrew of individual books in the 1520s. His 1534/35 edition was a diglot, with the Hebrew facing his Latin translation. Münster saw his Biblia Hebraica as a tool to teach the church to read Hebrew. It was accompanied by his earlier grammar. As a consequence of his intention to instruct in the reading of the Hebrew Testament, Münster’s Latin had a distinctive quality in that it closely followed the original language. The result was rather ugly Latin, but a translation invaluable to generations of scholars and students.

			Münster’s interest was not primarily theological, and for the most part he eschewed doctrinal issues in favor of an emphasis on philology. He made the brave and controversial choice to include rabbinic commentary with his Latin translation, exposing the reader to multiple interpretations of the text. His purpose was to enable the reader to learn from Jewish sources how to read the Hebrew while shielding them from anything contrary to Christian teaching. Münster’s use of rabbinic material, however, drew considerable fire, not least from Martin Luther, who believed that the Basel humanist was “Judaizing.”26

			Münster’s Biblia Hebraica of 1534/35 (revised in 1544) was a pedagogical tool for the education of the church, not a text for liturgical use. Its place was in the classroom and on the scholar’s desk. Nevertheless, its claims were significant. Münster sought to produce the best possible version of the Hebrew in Latin drawn from the best possible sources. He used the Bomberg Bible of 1523, from which he drew most of his rabbinic sources, but he also relied on contact with Jewish scholars and engagement with Jewish culture.27 Again, inspired by Erasmus, Münster believed his translation to be a standard for the church that would be surpassed in the future but at that point represented the highest possible scholarship. Together with contemporary scholars, he sought to provide a standard text that could serve the church as both a way of educating clergy to understand the original language and a tool for the creation of vernacular translations.

			Almost a decade later, in 1543 in the neighboring Swiss city of Zurich, a Latin translation of the whole Bible appeared, titled Biblia sacrosancta.28 Unlike Münster’s effort, which was the work of a solitary scholar, the Zurich Latin Bible was the product of sodality of churchmen including the noted Hebraists Konrad Pellikan, Theodor Bibliander, and Leo Jud. These men produced a fresh translation of the Old Testament, which they paired with the 1535 edition of Erasmus’s New Testament. Heinrich Bullinger provided two extensive prefaces that were apologetic, historical, and doctrinal in character. In appearance, style, and intention, the Zurich Bible departed from Münster’s work in crucial ways.

			Whereas Münster sought to teach the church Hebrew, the Zurichers prepared a confessionally theological reading of Scripture by presenting the biblical text framed by a carefully constructed apparatus of paratextual tools. For the book of Isaiah, which was one of the most heavily annotated parts of the Zurich Bible, the annotations were arranged such that the outer margin contained information on the meaning of Hebrew words, other translations (Münster and the Vulgate), and historical and geographical information. Essentially, the outer margin of the book was where the reader encountered the fruits of humanist learning. The inner margin, we know from Bullinger’s preface, was prepared by Konrad Pellikan, and it consisted of doctrinal loci, biblical cross-references, and notes intended to aid pastors in the preparation of sermons. The Erasmian/Zurich vision of the harmony of humanist and biblical learning was expressed on the biblical page.

			The Hebrew of the Zurich translation also departed from Münster. The Biblia sacrosancta was intended not to teach Hebrew, which was not printed in the volume, but to instruct the church in how to interpret the Bible. Fundamentally, the Zurich Latin Bible was intended to demonstrate how the doctrine of the church was grounded in Scripture. The language of the Bible was not therefore a literal rendering of the Hebrew as Münster had prepared but a translation that the Zurichers described in terms of the Latin complanare, “to render level or smooth.” The Hebrew translation was to be a balance of fidelity to the original language and an accessible, appealing Latin that was easy to read.

			A distinguishing feature of the Zurich Bible was its explicit association with Jerome. Bullinger’s preface to the Bible begins with a passage from Jerome’s letter to Pope Damasus, and the church father’s presence is felt throughout the text. The role of Jerome for the Zurich church was profound. Zwingli saw the church father as a model scholar of biblical exegesis; Pellikan had worked on Erasmus’s edition of Jerome; and for Bullinger, Jerome was the consummate scholar who provided a crucial exemplar for how the Zurich church should look.

			The Hebraica veritas of Jerome, which was an approach to the translation of the text that involved much more than philology, was a major inspiration for the Zurich scholars. It commended a communal approach to scholarship in which a group of scholars would mutually and amicably correct their work under the guidance of the Spirit. The emphasis, echoing the work on the Septuagint, was on the comradery of the scholars working together. They had arrived at an agreed translation, signifying harmony and unity within the church. This Jeromian model, as appropriated by the Zurich churchmen under the leadership of Bullinger, is given expression in the preface to the Biblia sacrosancta through a vita of Leo Jud, the lead translator of the Bible who died in 1542, a year before publication. In the vita, Leo Jud is given all the virtues attributed to Jerome.

			The engagement with Jerome was intended to demonstrate the Zurich church’s connection with the historical church and refute accusations of innovation. The Zurich brethren, it was implicitly claimed, were the true heirs of Jerome’s legacy as the preeminent scholar of the Bible. The argument for tradition, however, was not limited to Jerome. Augustine looms large in the preface to the Biblia sacrosancta, and the Zurich scholars sought to put the two fathers in dialogue. Whereas Jerome was the great scholar, Augustine appeared as the bishop of the church. Bullinger’s preface to the Bible dwelt on the debate between the fathers over the use of Hebrew and the Septuagint, and both Jerome and Augustine found favor—Jerome naturally for his advocacy of learning Hebrew and his criticism of the Septuagint, and Augustine for his attitude toward the use of different translations, which was embraced by the Zurich churchmen. The positions of the two fathers on the demands of translation and the needs of the church were, the Zurichers sought to demonstrate, reconciled in their Bible.

			Augustine was crucial to the Zurich argument, for he had advocated the necessity of multiple translations of the Bible within the church against one official version. This argument for the benefit to the church of multiple translations is to be found in Zwingli’s preface to the 1531 vernacular translation of the Bible produced in Zurich. Following Augustine, at least the Augustine they presented, the Zurich writers argued that the church had always had diverse translations of the Bible that were used to correct one another. Their argument, a position crucial to our understanding of what the Protestant Latin Bibles were intended to be, was that the Bible was not one fixed text but a community of texts closely related to one another. They were to be read together for mutual edification but also critically, so that that an ever-better version might emerge.

			The third and fourth Protestant Latin Bibles are very different yet bound together in controversy. Sebastian Castellio arrived in Basel destitute, having been driven from his position as rector of the Collège de Genève and from the city after a public falling-out with his erstwhile friend and colleague John Calvin.29 In the most wretched of circumstances, Castellio determined to produce a new translation of the entire Bible in Latin by himself, an extraordinary undertaking even for those with sponsors and assistants. The first edition was printed in 1551, in folio, and contained the books of the Old and New Testaments and Apocrypha, save 1 and 2 Esdras; an appendix contained around one hundred pages of annotations, and the work was dedicated to Edward VI, in whose England Castellio hoped perhaps to escape poverty and Calvin’s malediction. Yet the character of this translation was so striking, so bold, that it hardly seems an apt tool to secure ease and preferment. Castellio possessed a singular talent as a linguist and as a Latin stylist: his Bible flouted literal translation of Scripture. He chose to emulate the styles of the greatest writers of antiquity—the books of Moses were Ciceronian, the Song of Songs imitated Ovid—and established Christian terms were cast aside for what Castellio deemed their classical equivalents: angelus became genius, ecclesia became respublica, and so on, throughout. When one compares all the sixteenth-century Latin translations side by side, one finds meaningful correspondences and echoes as often as departures and disagreements, except with Castellio. Castellio’s rendering of Scripture is intentionally at odds with the other texts we have discussed.

			Castellio’s Bible preface, his 1546 Moses Latinus, and his 1562 Defensio explain his approach. He argues passionately that the Bible ought to be made for fully educated Latinate ears and that he had wished for such a translation as a child so that he could learn correct and stylish Latin, imbibing spiritual benefit as he studied. He wanted to remove the errors, ugly Hebraisms, and inappropriate word selections. Yet, in addition to his concern for philological instruction, he also wanted to give the world a Latinate Moses, a Moses who was not merely a prophet but also a rhetorician. He argued that the books of the Pentateuch were of literary as well as spiritual importance, and he sought to make Moses the stirring orator in Latin that he believed him to be in the Hebrew from which he worked. Castellio believed that his departure from established terms, his thorough classicization of Scripture, his adoption of profane styles and pagan words were entirely fine. The language of God, he argued, is not German or French, nor Latin, Greek, or Hebrew—these are unimportant human accents added to the true language of God, which is that of the Spirit. Scripture is dictated by the Spirit and recorded by human hands; it is correctly understood, whatever human tongue it happens to be in, when faith is present and is animated by the Spirit.

			Castellio was accused of blasphemy and desecration for his translation; the loudest voices came from Geneva, with Theodore Beza the most articulate and implacable critic. Beza’s 1563 Defensiones et Reprehensiones gathered and cemented his many previously published criticisms of Castellio’s Bible: so harmful was it that corrections were out of the question—it needed “wiping clean.” He railed against Castellio’s “intolerable audacity,” with which he had “poisoned” what was “bare and simple . . . full of vigorous majesty and purity” and had changed “consecrated theological words . . . and Hebrew formulas for the sake of novelty.” This was a translation that opened the door to innumerable superstitions, would corrupt the young, and was impious and wholly at odds with the Spirit. It contained dangerous errors concerning the establishment of divine decrees, freedom of the will, the origin of sin, the nature of the Spirit, and justification: a semi-Pelagian translation penned by a subversive “new academician.” The ill-tempered, controversial exchange of 1562 and 1563 was not the first between the two scholars, however. Castellio’s Bible translation and the Genevan response to it were conditioned by the bitter tolerance debate of the 1550s occasioned by the burning of Michael Servetus.

			Thus, when Beza published his Latin New Testament, bettering that of Castellio was front and center among his purposes.30 In his mind, his first true edition was published in 1556, a pairing of the Vulgate and his own Latin translation. Posterity views his 1565 edition as the first proper Beza New Testament: it contained the Greek text, both Beza’s Latin and the Vulgate, and, dominating every page, Beza’s prolific and exhaustive and prescriptive annotations of the text.31 Beza intended to better the translations of Erasmus and Castellio; his text would follow not only the proper rules for the translation of Scripture but also the correct interpretation of it. Where Erasmus followed the Philosophia Christi and Castellio trusted his translation to the Spirit, Beza meant to build a translation that embodied Calvinist teachings; it was unashamedly partisan. The major editions are packed with exegesis, textual criticism, and notes on the translation, and even the minor octavo editions find space for doctrinal summaries. The fierce exchanges that had followed the De haereticis had convinced Beza that the church was assailed at home and abroad by many and insidious foes; his Bible was part of a comprehensive defense of the polity and the doctrines of Geneva.

			And, strikingly, Beza included the Vulgate. To be sure, the Latin of the Vulgate stands next to that of Beza as a foil, to show what has been corrected from the Greek; it is being chastised implicitly, just as the corrections of Erasmus are castigated explicitly in the annotations. Yet Beza also expressed respect for the Vulgate: although he argued that it was internally corrupt, deviated from the Greek, and was stylistically lackluster, he still described his working method as one that aimed for fidelity to the Greek and to the Vulgate, the received Latin, an approach he considered “prudent.”

			The Testamenti Veteris Biblia Sacra of Immanuel Tremellius and Franciscus Junius appeared as a complete volume in 1579 from the press of Andreas Wechel in Frankfurt, although it had already been printed in five parts from 1575.32 Tremellius was a figure of considerable renown, having held the Regius chair of Hebrew at Oxford during the short reign of Edward VI.33 Calvin had sought to bring him to Geneva, but Elector Frederick of the Palatinate succeeded in luring the eminent scholar to a chair at the newly Reformed University of Heidelberg. Tremellius was widely regarded as a leading Hebraist. Born in Ferrara, Italy, he was a Jewish convert associated with the household of Cardinal Reginald Pole before fleeing north on account of his growing Protestant sympathies, fostered through contact with Peter Martyr Vermigli. Tremellius’s knowledge of biblical Hebrew and training in the rabbinic tradition placed him above contemporary Christian Hebraists, making him invaluable to the Reformed churches. Junius, a Huguenot jurist and theologian, was himself an excellent linguist whose scholarly reputation precipitated an invitation to Heidelberg in 1573 from the Elector Palatine Frederick III to work with Tremellius on a Latin translation of the Old Testament.34 Indeed, a distinguishing quality of Junius’s revisions to the Testamenti Veteris was the elegance of his Latin.

			The precise nature of the working relationship between Tremellius and Junius is difficult to determine, though we possess a few suggestive tidbits. Tremellius had begun the project some years before Junius’s arrival in Heidelberg, and from a later account, written after the Italian’s death in 1580, the Frenchman appears in some respects to have been the junior partner. Junius wrote in his preface to the Apocrypha that when Tremellius was forced to leave Heidelberg in 1577 after the death of Frederick, it was extremely difficult to continue with the translation.35 Such lamentation may have in part been rhetorical, intended to affirm authorial authority, but Junius’s devotion to his elder partner was real, and his loyalty to Tremellius’s memory deep.

			As originally conceived and printed in 1579, the Tremellius/Junius Bible divided the prefaces and annotations to serve distinct though related purposes. The prefaces provided the theological, historical, and methodological material, while the annotations were primarily intended to enable the reader to understand the Hebrew. Philology and interpretation were physically separated in the book, with only a few exceptions when some doctrinal points were briefly mentioned in the notes. Where did this structure place the Heidelberg Bible on the map of Protestant scholarship? The sparing references to theology in the annotations and the focus on rendering the Hebrew accessible take us back to Sebastian Münsters Biblia Hebraica of 1534/1535, but only superficially. Münster’s reluctance to engage in theological debate arose from an Erasmian concern not to conflate philological explanation with confessional argument. Münster had sought to present in his notes a broad range of linguistic interpretations in order to allow the reader to make informed choices.36 The Zurich Bible of 1543 made a clear move away from this sense of open text toward a more framed reading of Scripture, with the marginal notes providing unambiguous theological guidance. Theological explanation in the Zurich Bible was carefully worked out with a detailed system of commonplaces that linked the text with the prefatory material.

			Theodore Beza’s 1556 New Testament, with its Latin translation, was laden with theological commentary more extensive than that done in Zurich. The Tremellius/Junius Bible of 1579/1580, however, worked with a different model. The reader came to the translation already well instructed in the literary genre of the text, its historical development, and the crucial doctrinal arguments. The prefaces, with their treatment of Scripture and doctrine, served as texts akin to Calvin’s Institutes or the Heidelberg Catechism. They instructed the reader on the nature of Scripture and how it was to be read, and provided summaries of doctrine in order that one might understand the Bible. The marginalia and annotations focused on facilitating reading of the text, although some theological commentary is to be found, often relating to the triune nature of God.

			To understand what takes place in the prefaces, we need to attend to Junius’s other writings. For example, in his Oratio de linguae Hebraeae antiquitate praestantiaque the Frenchman wrote on the theological importance of biblical languages.37 There could be no serious theological discussion, he argued, without recourse to Hebrew and Greek. And in a statement revealing of his attitude toward Latin as a sacred language, Junius declared translation helpful and necessary but ancillary, not to be confused with original languages. A Latin Bible is like a hesitant captain on a stormy sea, for it is unable to provide the certainty of Hebrew and Greek. In the Oratio Junius is clear that doctrinal debate cannot be separated from biblical exegesis, and the 1590 revisions bear out this position. The annotations, illuminating as they do the original languages, he regarded as the proper place for doctrinal instruction.

			The Protestant Latin Bibles of the Reformation were neither mere curiosities nor ephemera. Whether prepared by individuals (Münster, Castellio), a pair (Tremellius and Junius), or a team (Zurich 1543), they took years to prepare and months to print. Their cost was enormous, for they tended not to be sold until the whole book was ready. The Latin Bibles required major financial investment, reflecting their place within the Reformation biblical culture of the sixteenth century. They were works of enormous prestige for the churches and persons that produced them, examples of the highest standards of scholarship and piety.

			They circulated throughout Europe: when King James VI of Scotland presented the royal library to the University of St. Andrews, among the books was the Zurich Biblia sacrosancta. The Tremellius/Junius Latin Bible was repeatedly printed in the Low Countries and England during the seventeenth century. My recent work on reception of the Tremellius/Junius Bible in England during the seventeenth century demonstrates the level of its use among churchmen of various ecclesiastical persuasions. The Castellio Bible, with its arguments for toleration, continued to be printed into the nineteenth century and enjoyed a robust life in the Dutch Republic. The Beza New Testament has exerted an enduring influence.

			Print lives, however, only tell part of the story. The Latin Bibles produced by the Protestants in the sixteenth century provide a narrative for the Reformation itself. They were a revolutionary creation in which the Hebrew and Greek texts formed the basis for the Bible that shaped the churches of the Reformation. They were products of the confluence of humanist learning and the search for an authoritative text of Scripture that could serve the church doctrinally, ecclesiastically, and pastorally. They mediated the emergent knowledge of the biblical languages into the church, serving as the source for vernacular editions and forming the theological basis for the teachings of the Reformers.

			Perhaps most fascinating is the way in which the Latin Bibles embodied the Protestant attempts to establish their historical and doctrinal lineage—to place themselves in the tradition of the church, but on a new foundation. They represent the balance between innovation and appropriation that characterized the diverse development of the Reformation churches. The investment in the languages of ancient Israel and the apostolic church, the claiming of Jerome and Augustine as models, and the close relationship with the Vulgate remind us that there are no easy solutions in understanding how Protestants engaged with the past in order to frame the present. Perhaps Konrad Pellikan, the distinguished Hebraist of Zurich, put it most poignantly: “With the vernacular Bible we teach the people. With the Latin we defend the Church.”38 


			
Chapter Two

			
Scripture, the Priesthood of All Believers, and Applications of 1 Corinthians 14


			G. Sujin Pak

			The question of how the Protestant reformations in the sixteenth century impacted lay access to Scripture is a more complicated question than it might first appear. If we take many of Martin Luther’s statements at face value, it would seem that the Roman Catholic Church had withheld the Bible from the people. Luther often exclaimed, “The Bible was unknown to the people under the papacy.”1 His treatises in the early 1520s highlighted what Luther saw as the wrongful Roman Catholic claim that only the pope and priests may interpret Scripture for the church.2 In response, Luther—and Zwingli as well—powerfully preached that all Christians by virtue of their baptism are called to interpret Scripture, proclaim the Word of God, and refute any teaching contrary to God’s Word.3 Yet several historians convincingly demonstrate that late-medieval laity had significant access to Scripture, particularly in the forms of vernacular translations of summaries of the Bible, historiated Bibles, Gospel harmonies, and individual biblical books.4 For example, Andrew Gow argues that the momentous response to Luther’s reforming message was not so much that Luther opened the door to lay access to Scripture but that he capitalized on an already existing foundation of lay interest in the Bible.5

			Did Martin Luther and Ulrich Zwingli, then, only build on a growing development rather than contribute anything new? Gow suggests that Luther disapproved of the kind of biblical materials available to laypersons, since they were often accompanied by extrabiblical literature. Hence, Luther—and Zwingli should be added—sought better vernacular translations unadorned by extrabiblical materials in order to bring the people the “pure” Word of God.6 I suggest there are at least two significant contributions of sixteenth-century Protestant reformers to this issue of laity and Scripture. First, the early 1520s vernacular publications of Luther and Zwingli advocated for more than merely lay access to the Bible; they exhorted laypersons to take action on the basis of their readings of Scripture. Second, Luther and Zwingli armed the laity with biblical rhetoric and authorization directly from Scripture to empower such active public engagement, in which 1 Corinthians 14 played a significant role.

			Luther and Zwingli appealed to scriptural texts such as John 6:45 (“they shall all be taught by God”) and Joel 2:28 (“I will pour out my Spirit on all flesh”),7 the contrast of God’s wisdom from that of the world (1 Cor 1:18-25; 2:6-7; 3:19), and the story of God speaking through Balaam’s donkey (Num 22:21-41) to argue that all Christians, regardless of office or education, are empowered by the Holy Spirit to interpret Scripture for the edification of the church.8 Capitalizing on a deepening climate of anticlericalism, Luther and Zwingli employed 1 Peter 2:9 (“you are a royal priesthood”) to reconfigure conceptions of the priesthood, in which all believers have priestly duties.9 Their rhetoric of the “priesthood of all believers” powerfully urged every Christian actively to interpret and preach Scripture and to judge the validity of others’ teachings on the basis of Scripture.10 Such exhortations were rooted not only in their conviction of the importance of lay participation in the church but also in their insistence that the church is defined by its proper relationship to God’s Word. Luther asserted in 1521, “It is not God’s Word just because the church speaks it; rather, the church comes into being because God’s Word is spoken. The church does not constitute the Word, but is constituted by the Word.”11 Similarly, Zwingli wrote in 1524, “Those who hear are God’s sheep, are the church of God, and cannot err; for they follow the word only of God.”12 For both Luther and Zwingli, the church and her members are defined precisely by active engagement with God’s Word as revealed in Scripture.13

			Notably central to Luther and Zwingli’s early arguments for the priesthood of all believers is the text of 1 Corinthians 14. After asserting the priesthood of all believers on the basis of 1 Peter 2:9 and Christian baptism in his 1520 appeal to the German nobility, Luther directly refuted the claim that only the pope and ordained priests could interpret Scripture for the church by turning to 1 Corinthians 14, a text on the gift of prophecy: “St. Paul says in I Corinthians 14, ‘If something better is revealed to anyone, though he is already sitting and listening to another in God’s Word, then the one who is speaking shall hold his peace and give place.’ What would be the point of this commandment if we were compelled to believe only the man who does the talking or the man who is at the top?”14 Hence, Luther maintained that even an obscure person may interpret Scripture, have a better reading than the pope, and correct wrong teaching. In his 1521 Misuse of the Mass, Luther again turned to 1 Corinthians 14 to argue that all Christians may preach and interpret God’s Word.15 Turning upside down the use of 1 Corinthians 14:40 (“all things should be done decently and in order”) to dismiss lay preaching for its disorderliness, Luther pointed out that such calls for order are only needed because lay preaching is commanded. Moreover, Luther added, the text gives “to everyone the right and power to weigh and decide” about proper interpretations of Scripture.16 In his 1523 Concerning the Ministry, Luther again appealed to 1 Corinthians 14:31 (“You can all prophesy one by one”) to emphasize that the “all” calls all Christians to interpret Scripture and rebuke wrong teaching.17

			Zwingli employed the text of 1 Corinthians 14 in very similar ways. For example, in his 1522 reply to the bishop of Constance, Zwingli rejected the claim that only the priests may interpret Scripture authoritatively, for Paul counseled in 1 Corinthians 14 that any may prophesy in order “that all may learn the truth of the Scriptures.”18 Indeed, added Zwingli, the more unskilled the person, the clearer it is that the Holy Spirit is at work.19 Again appealing to 1 Corinthians 14, Zwingli wrote in his 1522 sermon on the clarity and certainty of God’s Word that the apostle Paul “admits that even the lowliest can speak on Scripture when the leading prophets—that is, teachers—have missed the truth, so long as he is inspired by God.”20 Likewise, in his 1524 “Reply to Emser,” Zwingli argued on the basis of 1 Corinthians 14:29-32 that it belongs to all, including the laity, to discern right doctrine: “For not only those who belonged to the order of prophets, but also the people generally, those sitting on the benches, were permitted to speak in the church concerning the Word.”21 The Strasbourg reformers Martin Bucer and Matthew Zell also appealed to 1 Corinthians 14 to affirm the duty of laypersons to test and judge what they hear on the basis of Scripture.22 Bucer outlined a process for lay participation directly modeled on 1 Corinthians 14:29-32.23 Matthew Zell clearly had 1 Corinthians 14 in mind when he identified those who interpret God’s Word as “prophets” and argued for the important role of lay prophets in rebuking corrupt doctrine.24 Such uses of 1 Corinthians 14 not only demonstrate the ways in which Luther, Zwingli, Bucer, and Zell employed this text as a biblically authorized framework for lay participation; they also tie prophecy to the interpretation of Scripture and the rebuke of wrong teaching, giving the laity a central role.25

			Lay Responses to the Call of the Priesthood of All Believers

			Hence, the vernacular treatises of Luther, Zwingli, Bucer, and Zell in the years 1520 to 1524 overwhelmingly emphasized the priesthood of all believers and the call for all Christians to preach, interpret Scripture, and defend true Christian teaching. It is no coincidence that in Germany, as scholars Paul Russell and Miriam Chrisman have demonstrated, there was an explosion of lay pamphleteers who took up their pens to do exactly that from 1520 to 1525.26 Chrisman points to a notable shift in the content of lay-authored pamphlets at this time away from a focus on the clergy’s immorality to criticisms that Catholic leaders’ false doctrines mislead the people.27 Both Chrisman and Russell underscore the lay use of Scripture to support their call to interpret Scripture and correct false teachings, such as the contrast of the wisdom of the world from the wisdom of God and God’s practice of choosing the lowly and weak of the world to shame the strong.28
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