L-8 History of Hermeneutics
From my Ph.D. Diss. Brevitas et Facilitas Chapter 2.
The Renaissance provided the cultural background for the Reformers to interpret Scripture by means of its original languages. Renaissance humanism especially had a great influence on the methods of biblical interpretation used by the Reformers who mainly expanded the hermeneutical method of the humanists. Desiderius Erasmus strongly influenced them. Under Erasmus' influence the Reformers stressed the one literal sense over against the fourfold sense of Scripture, and they insisted that Scripture be its own interpreter.
Laurentius Valla
*he used modern philological and historical criticism,
* he corrected ans developed the wrong interpretations of 

medieval theologians with the Vulgate through a few Greek manuscripts of NT

*he influenced Erasmus and Luther and Calvin.

Laurentius Valla was born in Rome in 1407(57 d.). Valla's father was a consistorial advocate in Rome, and an uncle supported Valla with a humanistic training before he turned to theology. Consecrated as priest in 1431, he received a chair of eloquence at Pavia, but he left the city in 1432 due to quarrels with the jurists of the university. In 1435 or 1436 he entered the service of King Alfonso V of Aragon, his protector for the next ten years, and under his patronage Valla proved, about 1440, the falsification of the Donation of Constantine in Declamatio de falso credita et ementita Constantini donatione.
 In 1444 he investigated a critical comparison between the Vulgate and the Greek New Testament in Collatio Novi Testamenti. As an Italian humanist, he attacked Scholasticism, the method he ridiculed in Dialecticae Disputationes contra Aristotelicos (1499). In De libero arbitrio (1493) Valla denied the possibility of understanding the harmony of God's omnipotence with human free will, and in De Professione Religiosorum criticized the ideals of the religious life. Although Valla's novel and audacious views caused him to be suspected of heresy, he had a great influence on Renaissance scholars and also on the Reformers. His writings were held in esteem by Martin Luther. K. Benrath comments on Valla as follows. "His didactic industry and literary productiveness, his perspicacious philological and historical criticism, his efforts to free science from the fetters of scholastic tradition are great and lasting merits." 

Valla was one of the first exponents of modern historical criticism because he used apparatus criticus in his Collatio Novi Testamenti. Concerning this work Parker says;

Applying to the New Testament the methods which were 
increasingly being used in the elucidation of secular 
literature, Valla subjected the text of the Vulgate to a 
comparison with the Greek. The results he made into a 
book of notes on the New Testament. This existed in two 
recessions which were circulated among his acquaintance. 
Erasmus came upon a copy of the revision made in the 
fourteen-fifties by Valla himself, borrowed it from the 
monastery near Brussels in the free and easy way of the 
sixteenth century, and published it in 1505. The book was 
well received in the early sixteenth century and provided 
a spur to New Testament scholarship. It was known under 
the title of Annotationes, Erasmus' name for it.

Calvin learned the new method of Valla through his legal training at Orléans and Bourges. Torrance says, "It must also be noted that Calvin's legal training under the new methods took him out of the kind of thinking so inveterate in scholastic philosophy and theology, in which thought is addressed to oneself, in which questions are asked and answers given within the single mind." Valla's influence upon Calvin's hermeneutics appeared in the De Clementia, the Institutes, and the commentaries.

Calvin quoted Valla's exposition to explicate the correct meaning of words like licentia. Calvin showed in the De Clementia that he followed Valla in the criticism of the Epicurean theology. In the commentaries on Acts 26:28 and Gal. 6:8, Calvin followed Valla while he rejected Erasmus and the Vulgate. Although he did not often mention Valla, Calvin  was able to develop his own hermeneutics through the new method influenced by Valla.  

Guillaume Budé

http://www.hts.org.za/index.php/HTS/article/viewFile/1552/2845
*the method of Budé: juridical interpretation, a sound method of historical criticism, and a literary criticism which was a comparative study of words.
Life- wiki
Budé was born in Paris. He went to the University of Orléans to study law, but for several years, being possessed of ample means, he led an idle and dissipated life. When about twenty-four years of age, he was seized with a sudden passion for study, and made rapid progress, particularly in Latin and Greek.[1]
The work which gained him greatest reputation was hisDe Asse et Partibus Eius (1514), a treatise on ancient coins and measures. He was held in high esteem byFrancis I, who was persuaded by him, and by Jean du Bellay, bishop of Narbonne, to found the Collegium Trilingue, afterwards the Collège de France, and the library at Fontainebleau, which was removed to Paris and was the origin of the Bibliothèque Nationale. He also induced Francis to refrain from prohibiting printing in France, which had been advised by theSorbonne in 1533. Earlier, he had been sent by Louis XII to Rome as ambassador to Leo X, and in 1522 was appointed maître des requêtes and was several times prévôt des marchands.[1]
When he died, in Paris, his request was that he should be buried at night, and his widow's open profession of Protestantism at Geneva (where she retired after his death), caused him to be suspected of leanings towards Calvinism.[1] Sections of his correspondence with Erasmus also suggest this religious inclination.[citation needed] At the time of the St. Bartholomew's Day Massacre, the members of his family were obliged to flee from France. Some took refuge in Switzerland, where they worthily upheld the traditions of their house, while others settled in Pomerania under the name Budde or Buddeus (seeJohann Franz Buddeus).[1]
Guillaume Budé, a French humanist, was born in Paris in 1467. He studied law at Orléans, and, after leading a fast life for several years, gave himself to study Greek, philosophy, theology, and science. On August 21 in 1522 Francis I nominated him librarian of the royal library at Fontainebleau and royal councillor, and it was owing to Budé's initiative that the king enlarged the Royal Library of Paris and also the Royal College. He felt the necessity of reforms in the Roman Catholic church, but, like many scholars and bishops of his day, he could not leave the Roman Catholic church for the Protestant church.

Budé directly had a great influence on the humanistic learning of Calvin. None exceeded Budé among many humanists in his influence upon the hermeneutical skills of Calvin. His influence upon Calvin clearly appeared in the De Clementia and his commentaries. For example, Calvin quoted many times from the books of Budé in the De Clementia: De asse et partibus eius libri quinque, Annotationes religuae in pandecas, Commentarii linguae graecae, Forensia, De studio literarum recte institutuendo, and Dictionarium graecolatinum. Calvin's Commentary on Seneca's De Clementia clearly showed that Budé was the starting point for Calvin's hermeneutical method. Calvin followed the method of Budé: juridical interpretation, a sound method of historical criticism, and a literary criticism which was a comparative study of words. T. F. Torrance also notes that Calvin could develop his own method in continuity with Budé, 

Calvin developed further the line taken by Budé in the

 
way in which he digs out and elucidates the meaning of

 
words by paying attention not only to the etymology,

 
grammar, syntax and style but also to the history of

 
ideas and the complex of meaning within which they were

 
originally used and acquired their distinctive

 
significance. Then it is in this classical sense that

 
Calvin himself employs them.

     Budé's influence on the hermeneutical method of Calvin also appeared in his commentaries. For example, while Calvin pointed out many problems in the interpretation of Erasmus, he simply followed the interpretation of Budé and agreed with it. An example can be found in Calvin's Commentary on 2 Corinthians. On understanding the terms of this text, Calvin entirely agreed with Budé's view. "The Greek term being hupostasis, the old interpreter has rendered it substantiam (substance), Erasmus renders it argumentum (subject-matter), but neither is suitable. Budaeus, however, observes that this term is sometimes taken to mean boldness, or confidence, as it is used by Polybius." Calvin accepted his authority in the interpretation of the text. "Budaeus renders this passage thus: - `Setting foot upon, or entering on the possession of those things which he has not seen.' I have followed his authority, but have selected a more suitable term." Calvin's agreement with the interpretation of Budé illustrates his high regard for Budé. That Calvin firmly followed the interpretation of Budé illustrates that Budé's influence on the hermeneutical method of Calvin was great and strong. Budé's influence on Calvin's hermeneutical method certainly appeared in the fact that Calvin often used the expression "Budaeus also has observed." Calvin even followed Budé's computation of money. "Now, since Josephus says that the shekel of the sanctuary was worth four Attic drachmas, if he is speaking of these, we gather from the computation of Budaeus that the price of the field was about two hundred and fifty pounds of French money; if we understand the common shekel, it will be half that amount." On the denarius, Calvin also accepted Budé's computation. "As the denarius, according to the computation of Budaeus, is equal to four times the value of a carolus and two deniers of Tours, this sum amounts to thirty-five francs, or thereby." Calvin admitted the authoritative interpretation of Budé on  grammatical matters of the text. A passage in his Commentary on Philippians is a case in point: "But as the verb heuriskomai (find), while it has a passive termination, has an active signification, and means - to recover what you have voluntarily given up, (as Budaeus shows by various examples) I have not hesitated to differ from the opinion of others." 

The important fact in these references is that Calvin always showed deference to Budé. In his commentary on De Clementia Calvin showed respect for Budé. "Guielmus Budaeus, the first ornament and pillar of literature, thanks to whom our France has today claimed for herself the palm of learning, has carefully and fully explained the proper meaning of this expression." Calvin gave Budé a place all by himself, above Chrysostom, Erasmus, and all other interpreters. 


Erasmus

* The starting point for Erasmus' hermeneutics is the neo-Platonic conception of the contrast between flesh and spirit.

* Erasmus as a moralist also emphasized the tropological or moral sense of Scripture. 
* Little by little he used philological-historical -grammatical method
Desiderius Erasmus Roterodamus, Dutch humanist and theologian, was born in Rotterdam, the Netherlands, on October 27, probably 1466. Trained at Deventer by the Brethren of the Common Life (1475-84), Erasmus spent six years as a monk and then attended the Collège de Montaigu (1494). In 1499 he met John Colet. This meeting was a turning point in Erasmus' thought. Colet's influences on Erasmus were the ideals of Christian humanism and the importance of a return to the normal sense of the biblical text. Inspired by the chance discovery of an obscure copy by Valla who criticized the accuracy of the Latin Vulgate, Erasmus gave himself to the production of a new Latin New Testament based on a critical Greek New Testament. This edition was printed by Froben of Basel in 1516 and was the basis of most of the scientific study of Scripture during the Reformation period. Although Erasmus did not join the Reformation, his influence was enormous. Catholics and Protestants alike quoted and cited Erasmus freely on matters of biblical and theological interpretation. 

As Erasmus prepared a new Latin edition of the New Testament, Martin Luther was lecturing on Romans (1515-1516). In the Enchiridion (1503) Erasmus emphasized spiritual and allegorical interpretation, before he used the philological method of interpretation which he defended in his preface to Valla's Collatio Novi Testamenti (1505). Erasmus employed his hermeneutical method in publishing a new Latin New Testament based on a critical Greek New Testament in 1516. This Novum Instrumentum's influence was immense. 

Significant influences on Erasmus' hermeneutical studies were Florentine Neoplatonism to which Colet introduced him, and the work of the early church Fathers, especially that of Origen and Jerome. Erasmus detailed his new hermeneutical method in letters, apologiae, prefaces and dedications to further editions of the Novum Testamentum (1519, 1522, 1527, 1535) and in the Ratio verae theologiae (1518), De libero arbitrio (1524), Hyperaspistes (1526, 1527), and Ecclesiastes, sive de ratione concionandi (1523, pub. 1535).

The starting point for Erasmus' hermeneutics was "the neo-Platonic conception of the contrast between flesh and spirit, which was grounded in the nature of the world and of man." His approach can be derived from the flesh-spirit conception which determined his anthropology. J. B. Payne says;

He links flesh and spirit, or body and soul, in man with 
letter and spirit in the Bible. The flesh was identified 
with the letter or literal sense, or with the history or 
historical sense; the spirit, with hidden meaning or 
mystery or allegory. The one was outward and crass: the 
other inward and sublime.
In the Methodus prefixed to the Novum Instrumentum Erasmus stressed the necessity of understanding the text by means of grammar in the original languages and a knowledge of the contemporary historical, geographical, and social situation. Since he thought that the Vulgate translation of Jerome did not sufficiently give the original sense of the text, Erasmus suggested that the original words of the author be recovered as far as possible by the restoration of the text. Thus he emended the text of the New Testament.

Erasmus as a moralist also emphasized the tropological or moral sense of Scripture. For him the chief goal of interpretation was to discover the moral meaning. For example, he stressed a new lay piety in his Enchiridion(handbook). McGrath correctly points out that:

Erasmus conceived his work as a lay person's guide to 
Scripture, providing a simple yet learned exposition of 
the philosophy of Christ, This philosophy is really a 
form of morality: the New Testament concerns the 
knowledge of good and evil, in order that its readers may 
eschew the latter and love the former. The New Testament 
is the lex Christi, 'the law of Christ', which Christians 
are called to obey. Christ is the example whom Christians 
are called to imitate.

In the interpretation of the Psalms he also stressed the tropological reading of the text. Payne argues that for Erasmus the tropological sense was closely connected with the historical sense. He tried to interpret the obscure and hidden meaning of Scripture by means of the allegorical method. One of the features of his hermeneutics was that he did not abandon allegorical interpretation. But his allegorical method was not to be used to develop fantastic doctrine but rather to help his readers penetrate beneath common sense to a deeper meaning. On the purpose of allegory Payne states;

Erasmus names several purposes of allegory; (1) to veil

 
the mysteries from the impious; (2) to exercise the minds 
of the pious, since we are more avid for what is hidden 
and acquired with labor than for what comes to us easily; 
(3) to fix the divine truth in our memory through 
imagery; (4) to lead us by degrees to perfect 
knowledge.

His works had a great influence on the hermeneutical method of the Reformers. First, he posited new objectives for the interpretation of Scripture through the grammatical-historical method. His methods provided interpreters with solid principles of scriptural interpretation. Secondly, he was the first interpreter who broke with the medieval fourfold interpretation of Scripture: the literal, allegorical, tropological and anagogical. He did not use the scholastic method of interpretation.

     Erasmus among the humanists had a great influence upon the Reformers, including Calvin. Erasmus' influence upon Calvin clearly appeared in the De Clementia. There Calvin mentioned the books of Erasmus: Adagia (35 times), Panegyric of Philip (3 times), Apophthegmata (7 times), and Education of a Christian Prince (8 times). The method which Calvin used in explicating the text of Seneca was borrowed from Erasmus' Paraphrases. Calvin's Institutes was more indebted to him than appeared on the surface. Thus Erasmus' influence upon Calvin was very great.

     Erasmus' influence on Calvin as critic and exegete was 
far reaching. The former's insistence upon the necessity 
of knowing the original languages of the Bible; his 
principle that the more obscure passages of the Bible 
should be interpreted with the help of those which are 
clear; his plea for understanding the Bible in its 
"natural, or historical and grammatical" sense, and 
spiritually, that is, for moral edification; his view of 
the Bible as having been written under the direction of 
the Holy Spirit (Ut enim Spiritus ille divinus, mentium 
apostoliarum moderatur) without a forced uniformity as to 
content.

In spite of Erasmus' influence, Calvin did not follow Erasmus entirely. Especially, Calvin criticized Erasmus' interpretation of Scripture. For example, in his Commentary on Romans in 1540 Calvin only once agreed with him, but rejected Erasmus' interpretation eighteen times.

Calvin criticized several aspects of Erasmus' hermeneutics. First, Calvin pointed out that Erasmus did not reveal the mind of the author properly. In the interpretation of Tit. 1:7 "For a bishop ought to be blameless, as a governor of the house of God", Calvin said, "The Latin word dispensator  (steward or manager) - employed in the old translation, and retained by Erasmus - does not at all express Paul's meaning; for, in order that greater care may be exercised in the election, he adorns the office of a bishop with this honorable eulogy, that it is a government of the house of God." He pointed out that Erasmus did not reveal Luke's mind because he translated a verb wrongly. Secondly, Calvin argued that Erasmus did not understand Scripture wholly so that he did not interpret the meaning of the text correctly. In the interpretation of Ac. 3:26 "He hath raised up his Son", Calvin said,

I like not Erasmus' translation; for he saith, when he 
had raised him up, as if he spake of a thing which was 
done long ago. But Peter meaneth rather, that Christ was 
raised up, when he was declared to be the author of the 
blessing; which thing, since it was done of late and

 
suddenly, it ought to move their minds the more. For the

 
Scripture useth to speak thus, as in the last place, of

 
Moses, whereunto Peter alludeth.

Thirdly, Calvin complained that Erasmus revised the original text too drastically. Consequently Erasmus' interpretation became unnatural. Fourthly, Calvin pointed out that Erasmus, for example, made a mistake in translating the words of the text of 1 Peter 4:1. "Erasmus has incorrectly, as I think, rendered the word `he who did suffer.' (patiebatur) applying it to Christ. For it is an indefinite sentence, which generally extends to all the godly, and has the same meaning with the words of Paul in Rom. 6:7, He who is dead is justified or freed from sin."

Calvin, after his conversion, developed the method taught by the humanists and applied his own method to interpret the text of Scripture. That included the ideal of brevitas et facilitas mentioned in the dedicatory epistle in his Commentary on Romans. Especially Calvin's training in rhetoric helped him develop this hermeneutical method. But Bouwsma's assertion that a central principle of humanist hermeneutics made the commentaries of Calvin rhetorical is a little exaggerated. Recently McGrath has argued that Calvin's studying law had a great influence upon his method of interpretation. According to McGrath, the origins of the method of hermeneutics which made Calvin the greatest biblical interpreter of his age lay in his study of law in the advanced atmosphere of Orleans and Bourges. 
CALVIN AND THE REFORMATION. CHAPTER 4,  (Brevitas et Facilitas, Ph.D. Diss)
Luther
*the influence which William of Ockham (1280-1349)

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/William_of_Ockham

1. Sola Scripture
For Luther Sola Scriptura is an important hermeneutical principle. The principle is "Scriptura sui ipsius interpres."
 

            
2. The Historical-Grammatical Method

3. The distinction between Law and Gospel   

  "on the other hand"---contrast, distinction
              LAW                             GOSPEL


God threatens to punish....   promises grace, blessing

We should fear his wrath      

   not disobey TC

love, trust, 

do what he has commanded

                  
4 Christological exegesis
              

5. Simplicity                        

For Luther, the simple interpretation is very important. The principle of simplicity means the natural, straightforward, clear, brief, and plain way. This method appeared in the dispute with Latomus
 and "The Bondage of the Will."
 Against Latomus and Erasmus, Luther claimed that Holy Scripture must necessarily be clearer, simpler, and more reliable that any other writings. 


Before dealing with the hermeneutical principles of Martin Luther, we need to understand what Luther's basic attitude toward Scripture was.


Luther's views on the sole authority of Scripture had its origin in the influence which William of Ockham (1280-1349) exercised on his thinking by his teachers Jodokus Trutfetter von Eisenach and Bartholomus Arnoldi von Usingen (1462-1532),
 and through the writings of Gabriel Biel
Bernhard Lohse, Martin Luther: An Introduction to His Life and Work, trans. Robert C. Schultz (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1986), p. 22. Here Lohse says, "Luther learned a form of Ockhamism that had been revised by Gabriel Biel (d. 1495), a moderate disciple of Ockham who had taught in Tbingen. . . . Luther's later studies in theology, beginning in 1507, also primarily exposed him to Biel's modified version of Ockhamist theology."  and Pierre d'Ailly.
 These Ockhamists were concerned chiefly with stressing the sole authority of Scripture. Ockham did not recognize the pope as the final judge of the question as to whether his understanding of Scripture was correct.
 But the pre-Reformation Scholastics' stress on the authority of Scripture did not satisfy Luther enough for him to use their method of interpretation. Although there was a certain continuity between their doctrine on the authority of Scripture and that of Luther,
 his views on the clarity of Scripture and the method of its interpretation differed from theirs. This discovery of Luther broke the exclusive authority of the Roman Catholic church. Luther's doctrine of the clarity of Scripture made him the pillar of the Reformation. 


Luther's hermeneutical method
 was influenced  by Augustine, Ockham, Lyra, Erasmus, Reuchlin, and the French humanist Lefvre d'Etaples, known as Faber Stapulensis.
 The latter's influence on Luther was exercised through his Quincuplex Psalterium which was intensively studied by Luther.
 Through this study Luther developed a critical attitude toward Lyra

The fact that in his Lectures on Romans Luther quoted Lyra's statements many times makes us realize the influence exerted by Lyra upon Luther's hermeneutical method. Especially Luther was influenced by Lyra's moral interpretation (Ibid., p. 127, p. 281). Luther, however, pointed out the problems of Lyra's interpretation from the perspectives of the grammatical method (Rom. 12:1, Ibid., p. 325), the context (Rom. 5:6), the analogy of Scripture (Rom. 6:6), the themes such as faith, sin, and the justification by faith (Rom. 1:3-4, 3:5, 5:1).  and his employment of the fourfold sense of Scripture.
d'Etaples (c. 1455-1536) Calvin's Forerunner in France," in  Africa Congress on Calvin Research, ed. A. D. Pont (Pretoria: University van Pretoria, 1980), pp. 1-21. Luther's dependence on Faber can be noticed in his Lectures on Romans
 and in his marginal notes to the Quincuplex Psalterium.

For the study of Faber's influence on Luther's hermeneutics, see Gerhard Ebeling, "Die Anfnge von Luthers Hermeneutik," Zeitschrift fr Theologie und Kirche 48 (1951): 182-230. For the study of the relationship Luther to Faber, see Guy Bedouelle. "Lefvre d'Etaples et Luther: Une Recherche de frontieres (1517-1527)," Revue d'Histoire et de Philosophie Religieuses 63 (1983): 1-2, 17-31. Although they helped to some extent in the development of the method of Luther's interpretation of Scripture, he was to a large extent influenced by his personal study of Scripture and the exegetical insights he gained from it.
 In his Lectures on Romans and in his Commentary on the Psalms, Luther was still immersed in the exegetical tradition of the Middle Ages, to the extent that he employed the fourfold interpretation of Scripture along with glossa and scholia.
 But soon Luther broke with the traditional methods of interpretation and started applying his own principles of hermeneutics. Wilhem Pauck comments on Luther's own method: "The upshot of all this was that he developed a spiritual exegesis in which he essentially combined the quadriga with Faber's method in such a way that the literal-prophetic understanding of the Scripture became connected and interpenetrated with a reading of the text in terms of the tropological or moral sense."
 Thus Luther's method came from a combination of the philological-grammatical method of the humanists and the tropological interpretation of the Scholastics.
 


Generally Luther had five hermeneutical principles of Scripture. First, he used the principle scriptura sui ipsius interpres. This hermeneutical principle came from Luther's assertion that the sole authority and perspicuity of Scripture lies in itself. Luther employed the self-interpretation of Scripture against an interpretation through the teaching and  tradition of the Roman Catholic church.
 For him the true method of interpretation was to put Scripture alongside Scripture in a right and proper way.
 In chapter 6 I will deal with this first aspect of Luther's hermeneutical method, namely, "Scriptura sui ipsius interpres."


Secondly, Luther broke with the four-fold sense of scriptural interpretation of the Middle Ages which he used in an earlier period in his life. Instead, he stressed one meaning of the text: the literal meaning arrived at by the historical-grammatical method. Luther said:


The Christian reader should make it his first task to 




seek out the literal sense, as they call it. For it alone

 
is the whole substance of faith  and Christian theology; 





it alone holds its ground in trouble and trial.

Luther is the first of the Protestant interpreters to employ this method. Luther used this method in his two catechisms. In his interpretation of the Sabbath in the third commandment, for example, Luther uses a grammatical approach:


Our word 'holy day' or 'holiday' is so called from the 
Hebrew word 'Sabbath,' which properly means to rest, that 
is, to cease from labor; hence our common expression for 






`stopping work' literally means 'observing a holy day or 






holiday.'

In his explanation of the church in the third article Luther explains the meaning of the original word to his readers:


Thus the word 'church' (Kirche) really means nothing else 
than a common assembly; it is not of German but of Greek 






origin, like the ecclesia. In that language the word is 






kyria, and in Latin curia. In our mother tongue therefore


it ought to be called 'a Christian congregation or 





assembly,' or best and most clearly of all, 'a holy 





Christian people.
 


Luther fearlessly advanced the literal meaning in the face of his opponents. Nowhere is this method more apparent than in his controversy with Jerome Emser, Secretary to Duke George of Saxony and a Court Chaplain.
 In the interpretation of the Lord's Supper Luther regarded the literal aspect of the utmost importance. Against Zwingli, Luther, influenced by Augustine, gave the following explanation in this regard:


Now, what is the Sacrament of the Altar? Answer: It is 





the true body and blood of the Lord Christ in and under 





the bread and wine which we Christians are commanded by 





Christ's word to eat and drink. . . . It is bread by and 


wine comprehended in God's Word and connected with it.

According to Kolb, Luther showed the usage of a literal

interpretation on the Lord's Supper.

 
He [Luther] presumed that God actually works His saving 







will through elements of the created order which He has 







selected to do the task, including Jesus' human flesh and 
oral and written human language, as well as the water of 







baptism and the bread-body and wine-blood of the Lord's 
Supper. He presumed the words of institution should be 






interpreted literally even though he could not understand

 
how that could be.



On explaining the meaning of observing a holy day literally, Luther continued to say that even though in the Old Testament God set apart the seventh day and appointed it for rest, the commandment was given to the Jews concerning the outward observance
.


Thirdly, Luther stressed the distinction between Law and Gospel in order to understand the meaning of the text correctly. Recently, a number of scholars have emphasized the hermeneutical significance of the Law-Gospel distinction.
 In spite of recognizing the distinction between Law and Gospel as a hermeneutical principle in interpreting Scripture, they have not found out their own hermeneutical method. That makes it difficult to interpret the text in terms of this distinction. 
In the conclusion of the Ten Commandments in the Small Catechism, Luther showed the clear contrast of Law and Gospel.
 The expressions on Law were "God threatens to punish,"  "We should fear his wrath," and "do what he has commanded," "disobey". The expressions of Gospel were "He promises grace and every blessing to all," "love," and "trust." Therefore, Luther confirmed that an interpreter's starting point was to know the essence of the distinction between Law and Gospel. Luther said, "You see that the Creed is a very different teaching from the Ten Commandments. The latter teach us what we ought to do; the Creed tells what God does for us and gives to us."
 Therefore, in order to interpret Scripture correctly, Luther maintained that an interpreter needed to know the distinction between Law and Gospel from the text of Scripture. This principle did not require one to take a word in its literal sense in interpreting many texts of the Old Testament relating to Christ. Rather this principle was related to a Christological interpretation centering on Christ. The hermeneutical principle of Law and Gospel of Luther was connected to typology. In the explanation of the meaning of baptizing with water, Luther contrasted the old Adam (the Law) with the new man (the Gospel).
 Luther also used typology from the Old Testament in many places. For example, in the interpretation of Psalm 49:2 "All who are earth-born and sons of men" Luther showed a typological interpretation.


The Hebrew has "low-born and high-born." In Hebrew there

 
are three designations for man. The first is Adam. This,

 
strictly speaking, refers to the bodily nature of man and

 
the outside man, according to which he was shaped from

 
the clay of the earth. Adam properly denotes earth,

 
especially reddish earth. And so the apostle says very

 
aptly, Rom. 5:14, that Adam was a type of the One who was

 
to come, for the earthly and physical man is a type of

 
the heavenly (that is, spiritual).
 



Fourthly, one of the most significant principles was that of Christological interpretation. Johann Staupitz, who influenced Luther's "rediscovery" of Christ,
 told Luther, "One must keep one's eyes fixed on that man who is called Christ. In Christ all treasures are hidden: apart from Him they are closed to us."
 Luther followed the clue to its logical conclusion, so that his theology might be thoroughly Christocentric.
 From this perspective Luther developed his Christological hermeneutics.
 Bornkamn defines this method as follows:


The direct application of the Old Testament texts to 



Jesus Christ, his words and deeds, his death and

 
resurrection, his church and his work in the believer was

 
by far the strongest and most comprehensive theme in 


Luther's interpretation of the Old Testament.


Luther thought of the Old and New Testaments as a unit, whose oneness was to be found in Christ crucified.
 Thus he considered Christ as the heart or the center of the Bible. Luther said,


He who would read the Bible must simply take heed he does

 
not err, for the Scripture may permit itself to be 





stretched and lead, but let no one lead it according to 




his affects, but let him lead it to the source, i.e., the


cross of Christ. Then he will surely strike the center.


 Although Luther did not often use this method in his Catechisms, his Christological interpretation played an important role in giving a clear exposition. In the explanation of the Ten Commandments in his Instructions for the Visitors of Parish Pastors in Electoral Saxony (1528), Luther used the strongly Christological interpretation of Scripture. This method appears clearly in his interpretation of the third commandment "You shall sanctify the holy day." Luther first pointed out the wrong literal interpretation which the Jews gave to this commandment and stressed a Christological interpretation. Luther detailed,


Therefore, according to its literal, outward sense, this



commandment does not concern us Christians. It is an 




entirely external matter, like the other ordinances of 




the Old Testament connected with particular customs, 




persons, times, and places, from all of which we are now 




set free through Christ.
 

Here Luther used the distinction between Law and Gospel to give one Christological interpretation to this commandment. He thought that this method could criticize and correct the wrong interpretation of the Jews. 


Fifthly, Luther employed the simple interpretation of Scripture. The principle of simplicity means the natural, straightforward, clear, brief, and plain way. A good example of this method can be found in the dispute with Latomus
 and "The Bondage of the Will."
 Against Latomus and Erasmus, Luther insisted that Holy Scripture is necessarily clearer, simpler, and more reliable than any other writings.
 John Goldingay states on this method: "The insistence on interpreting Scripture in the natural, straightforward way depends upon the prior claim that the Scriptures are, in fact, fundamentally of clear and unambiguous meaning."


Luther regarded the Holy Spirit as the most plain writer and speaker in heaven. Therefore, he said: "His words cannot have more than one sense, the very simplest sense, which we call the literal, ordinary, natural sense."
 



In the preface to his Small Catechism, Luther said that the deplorable conditions which he encountered constrained him to prepare this brief and simple catechism (catechismum simplicissime et brevissime).
 This expression includes the fact that he would employ brief and simple interpretation. In his Person Prayer Book(1522), Luther told that the Ten Commandments, the Creed, and the Lord's Prayer summarized everything with such brevity and clarity that no one could complain or make any excuse that the things necessary for his salvation were too complicated or difficult for him to remember.
 The reason why Luther used this simple principle is the following: "This I must explain a little more plainly, so that it may be understood and remembered."
 Thus he wanted the common people to understand the meaning easily. "This much, however, should be said to ordinary people so that they may mark well and remember the meaning of this commandment."


Luther showed the characteristic elements of the method of simplicity. Luther showed that the distinction between Law and Gospel helped in finding this simple meaning. After Luther explained the observance of the holy day with the principle of  Law and Gospel, he said," This, then, is the plain meaning of this commandment.
 He maintained that this method should be used with the proper language. Luther stated: "This I say plainly for the sake of the young, so that it may sink into their minds for when we preach to children, we must also speak their language."
 Here he spoke of accommodation which has been used by many interpreters since the Early Church Ages. Luther showed that interpreting the text's meaning with the context connected it to the method of simplicity. Luther presented that the commandment following was easily understood from the preceding one (Sequentia praecepta intellectu jam sunt facilia ex interpretatione prioris).
 Luther's method related closely to the literal exposition of the words. The principle did not twist the meaning of the word, but rather made it natural. On the explanation of the eighth commandment, "You shall not bear false witness against your neighbor." Luther said:


In its first and simplest meaning, as the words stand

 
("You shall not bear false witness"), this commandment 
pertains to public courts of justice, where a poor, 
innocent man is accused and maligned by false witnesses

 
and consequently punished in his body, property, or

 
honor.

Luther thought that the simple interpretation of Scripture appeared clearly through the use of the language like the verb and the noun. In the exposition of the first petition of the Lord's Prayer, "Hallowed be thy name," Luther argued the following: "This petition, then, is simple and clear as soon as we understand the language, namely, that 'to hallow' means the same as in our idiom 'to praise, extol, and honor' in word and deed."


Although in the epistle dedicatory in his Commentary on Romans Calvin did not mention the hermeneutical method of Luther, Luther's influence upon Calvin was proved by the fact that Calvin cited Luther's writings.
 The only letter that Calvin wrote to Luther, although Melanchthon did not hand it over, expressed a deep sense of respect of Calvin for Luther.
 Calvin showed his endeavor to read the text of Scripture in Luther (legerem apud Lutherum).
 In spite of this influence, Calvin was not satisfied to imitate Luther, but rather advanced his own method. Fullerton points out the difference between Luther and Calvin:


The most astonishing difference between Luther and Calvin 
is that, whereas Luther's religious canon of 



interpretation, the Christocentric theory of Scripture, 



dominated his exegetical method at every turn, Calvin's 



dogmatic theories of Scripture controlled his exegesis 



only to a limited extent. In the case of no great 



commentator is it more necessary to distinguish between

 
the theologian and the exegete than in the case of

 
Calvin.


Calvin did not follow Luther's interpretation when his view was frivolous and not solid. For example, with regard to interpreting the age of Abraham in his commentary on Gen. 11:27 Calvin rejected Luther's interpretation. "The conjecture of Luther, that God buried that time in oblivion, in order to hid from us the end of the world, in the first place is frivolous, and in the next, may be refuted by solid and convincing arguments. . . . A firm valid argument is also deduced from the age of Sarai"
 In the interpretation of Gen 13:14 "And the Lord said unto Abram", Calvin refused Luther's speculation because he did not explain the text from the perspective of the promise and fulfillment in Christ.
 Calvin's theological aspect was a covenantal approach in interpreting this text. While Luther distinguished the difference between the Old Testament and the New Testament, Calvin emphasized the continuity of both Testaments.
  

 
Calvin did not entirely reject Luther's interpretation, but did not accept his view in so far as Luther did not interpret the words simply. In the interpretation of Gen. 6:3 "My Spirit shall not always strive." Calvin expressed his attitude toward Luther. "However, I do not entirely reject the opinion of Luther, that God having seen the deplorable wickedness of men, would not allow his prophets to spend their labour in vain. But the general declaration is not to be restricted to that particular case."
 In the interpretation of Gen. 11:10 "These are the generations of Shem", Calvin agreed with Luther: "Luther very properly compares the incredible torments, by which they were necessarily afflicted, to many martyrdoms."
 


Calvin followed Luther when Luther interpreted the text of Scripture correctly. But he refused Luther's interpretation when Luther's argument did not have a historical- grammatical approach and the interpretation without the unity of the Old and New Testament.





Zwingli
* The starting point of Zwingli's hermeneutics was the distinction between the natural and non-literal senses of Scripture
* t illumination of the Holy Spirit he necessity of the Holy Spirit
* the analogy of faith
* Zwingli like Erasmus stressed the moral dimension of the text.

The hermeneutical method of Zwingli came originally from his humanistic education, his reformed understanding of Scripture, and the Christian faith.
 He, according to McGrath, insisted "that the best possible exegetical aids (such as a knowledge of the Hebrew and Greek languages, and of the various figures of speech employed in scripture) should be employed in an effort to establish the natural sense of Scripture."
 Especially the influence of Erasmus on Zwingli through the whole of his life might have exercised an effect not only on the methodological and scientific-theoretical elements but rather also on the shape and content of Zwingli's theology.
 His approach to the hermeneutics of Scripture in the period 1515-20 was basically Erasmian. Erasmus' influence upon Zwingli can already be seen in his early hermeneutical works, such as his marginal comments of 1516-17 to Erasmus' Novum Instrumentum.
 In many places Zwingli followed Erasmus: his translation of the text, his textual criticism, his illustrations and his patristic references.
 


The starting point of Zwingli's hermeneutics was the distinction between the natural and non-literal senses of Scripture. McGrath explains this fact correctly: "In common with the medieval tradition, he (Zwingli) insists that nothing should be believed which is established on the basis of a non-literal sense of Scripture, unless it can first be demonstrated on the basis of the letter of Scripture. The spiritual senses should be regarded as the embellishment of an exegetical argument rather than its foundation."
 First, Zwingli stressed the necessity of the Holy Spirit in the interpretation of Scripture. He suggested as follows;


Before I say anything or listen to the teaching of man, I 
will first consult the mind of the Spirit of God (Ps. 84


(A.V. 85): "I will hear what God the Lord will speak."


Then you should reverently ask God for his grace, that he 
may give you his mind and Spirit, so that you will not 
lay hold of your own opinion but of his. And have a firm 
trust that he will teach you a right understanding, for

 
all wisdom is of God the Lord. And then go to the written


word of the Gospel. . . . You must be theodidacti, that 
is, taught of God, not of men: that is what the Truth 



itself said (John 6), and it cannot lie.

Zwingli believed that the Holy Spirit was indispensable for the interpretation of Scripture, and that we should receive the illumination of the Holy Spirit before we turned to it.
 Secondly, Zwingli argued that attention to the immediate context was a prerequisite in interpreting the text.
 In the eucharistic controversy with Luther, according to Stephens, Zwingli emphasized "that `This is my body' must be seen in the light of the words that immediately follow, such as `Do this in remembrance of me' or `which is given for you'."
 Thirdly, he maintained that faith, or the analogy of faith was necessary for interpreting Scripture. He argued that our reason could not accept God's command unless faith enlightened an interpreter with God's Word.


And that was all of God, who so enlightened him (Abraham

 
with the Word that he knew it to be the Word of God, even

 
though he was commanded to do something quite contrary to

 
God's former promise. The nerves and bones and muscles of

 
faith all braced themselves. His reason could not accept 
the command, but faith withstood reason (Rom. 4), saying:


The one who promised and gave thy son at the first can

 
raise him up again from the dead, or he can use some  


 
other means to give the world the Saviour promised

 
through him. . . . And faith gained the victory; note

 
well that it did so by the light which the Word of God

 
had itself brought with it.

Fourthly, Zwingli like Erasmus stressed the moral dimension of the text. His "development of the Erasmian concept of the tropological sense of Scripture" clearly showed his moralist concerns, and set him apart from the young Luther in this crucial respect.
 


The fact that in his Institutes and commentaries Calvin hardly mentioned the interpretation of Zwingli makes it difficult for us to understand Calvin's attitude toward Zwingli.
 

C. Melanchthon
* he employed the method of loci as his hermeneutical method. The loci method of Melanchthon mainly existed in interpreting a text relating it to the important doctrines of the Reformation
the principle that theology may be

 
organized around a single, saving doctrine, which

 
effectively provides the key to Scripture

Melanchthon's hermeneutics was closely related to Aristotle's method which he learned from Heinrich Bebel.
 He developed his scholarship on Aristotle.


Melanchthon had studied Aristotle with Franz Stadian 
while a student, and Stadian presented the traditional

 
line of interpreting the Posterior Analytics as dealing

 
with a branch of metaphysics. We consider it logic now. . 
. . Not only that, but Stadian suggested that Melanchthon

 
begin a project for editing Aristotle in Greek and

 
thereby replacing the barbarous Latin translations that

 
had distorted the philosopher for centuries. Despite

 
offers of assistance from Stadian, his old schoolmaster

 
Georg Simler, Reuchlin and Oecolampadius, the venture did

 
not get off the ground. But a seed was planted that the

 
most important and necessary work on Aristotle required

 
complete fidelity to his text. What he had learned as a

 
corrector of books was expanded to faithfulness to the


text.



After studying Aristotle, Melanchthon lectured on the ethical and political writings of Aristotle.
 He, therefore, was a specialist on Aristotle. But his Loci Communes of 1521 showed that he rejected the philosophy of Aristotle and followed Luther's theology. There he clearly betrayed the influence of the rhetorical tradition, especially in terms of the organization of its material. For example, in the argument on the knowledge of the laws of nature he did not agree with the philosophy of Aristotle and the opinion of Cicero.
 He also departed from Erasmus by basing his thought on Scripture alone and by rejecting a moral universalism. 


His commentaries on Scripture broke new ground. They gave up the four senses of the Middle Ages, treated the New Testament like the classics, and stressed the need of history and archaeology for the interpretation of Scripture. But his commentaries were not grammatical-historical, but were full of theological and practical material, confirming the doctrines of the Reformation, and edifying believers. In his Commentary on Romans (1522) he employed the method of loci as his hermeneutical method. The loci method of Melanchthon mainly existed in interpreting a text relating it to the important doctrines of the Reformation. McGrath comments on the method of Melanchthon's Loci as follows:


Melanchthon adopts the principle that theology may be

 
organized around a single, saving doctrine, which

 
effectively provides the key to Scripture, That key,

 
according to Melanchthon, is not the Erasmian imitatio

 
Christi, but Luther's doctrine of justification sola

 
fide. The rhetorical origins of Melanchthon's loci are

 
evident in his 1519 treatise on rhetoric, in which he

 
makes reference to the principle of the locus

 
didacticus.


Calvin always praised Melanchthon's learning, genius, and industry. "Philip Melanchthon, who by his singular learning and industry, and by that readiness in all kinds of knowledge, in which he excels, has introduced more light than those who had preceded him."
 Calvin recognized Melanchthon as an excellent interpreter. "Philip Melanchthon, who excels in genius and learning and is happily versed in the studies of history, makes a double computation."
 But Calvin did not agree with Melanchthon's hermeneutical method. Calvin commented on the method of loci. "But as it (the commentary on Romans of Melanchthon) seems to have been his object to examine only those things which are mainly worthy of attention, he dwelt at large on these, and designedly passed by many things which common minds find to be difficult."
 Calvin did not criticize the interpretation of Scripture of Melanchthon. But he pointed out that Melanchthon did not interpret every passage one by one.
 The direct reason why Melanchthon did so was that he wanted to interpret the passage from the perspective of the important theological themes. In his Commentary on Romans Melanchthon stressed the passages relating to the doctrinal themes such as the justification by faith, grace, the distinction between Law and Gospel, sin, faith, and good works. Therefore Melanchthon's interpretation of Scripture was doctrinal rather than straightforwardly exegetical.







    D. Bucer
* das antithetische schema externa/spiritualia" as a hermeneutical principle to find the moral application of the text from its historical sense
* stressed the role of the Holy Spirit.


Bucer intensively studied the writings of Erasmus, so that the hermeneutical method of Erasmus had a great influence on that of Bucer. Bucer used "das antithetische schema externa/spiritualia" as a hermeneutical principle to find the moral application of the text from its historical sense.
 Thus he turned the historical meaning of the passage into the spiritual.
 But he rejected the allegorical interpretation of Scripture, and stressed the literal meaning. Following Erasmus, Bucer emphasized the tropological meaning of Scripture - the moral application of the text of Scripture to the specific historical situation of his readers.
 The tropological interpretation of the text was especially important for Bucer's Old Testament approach. 


Scholars have already recognized the central role of pneumatology for Bucer's theology.
 Bucer clearly stressed the role of the Holy Spirit in the interpretation of Scripture.
 Bucer said,


This Spirit, both through the Scriptures and through

 
hidden inspirations, leads his own unto every truth and 
instructs them in every good work. For he is the Spirit 



of wisdom, i.e., the one who gives a firm cognition of 
God and of his works and judgments. He is the Spirit of 



understanding, imparting a true and salutary 




understanding of the works and judgments of God.

Bucer used the principle Scriptura sui ipius interpres for no prophecy in Scripture was a matter of our own interpretation.
 He interpreted the Old Testament from the New Testament.
 His important method of hermeneutics was that all Scriptures applied to Christ. This method was closely related to Bucer's use of d and his opposition to allegory.


Calvin praised Bucer's scholarship of the interpretation of Scripture. In his epistle to Grynaeus in the Commentary on Romans, Calvin expressed his respect as follows;


In the last place comes Bucer, who, by publishing his

 
works, has given as it were the finishing stroke. For in 
addition to his recondite learning and enlarged knowledge 
of things, and to the clearness of his mind, and much 




reading and many other excellencies, in which he is

 
hardly surpassed by any at this day equalled by few and 



excelled by still fewer - he possesses, as you know, this

 
praise as his own - that no one in our age has been 



with so much labour engaged in the work of expounding 
Scripture.

Calvin agreed with Bucer's correct interpretation.
 In the interpretation of Rom. 1:7 "Grace to you and Peace", for example, Calvin followed Bucer's suitable interpretation. "There are those who prefer to regard the word peace as signifying quietness of conscience; and that this meaning belongs to it sometimes, I do not deny: but since it is certain that the Apostle wished to give us here a summary of God's blessings, the former meaning, which is adduced by Bucer, is much the most suitable."
 Calvin followed Bucer's interpretation which agreed with the context.
 "I agree with Bucer, who proves that the argument is not made to depend on one expression, but on the whole passage."
 Calvin stated that Bucer appropriately quoted the text of the Old Testament in order to interpret the meaning of the text of the New Testament.
     


Although Bucer did not use the loci method of Aristotle, Calvin pointed out that Bucer's interpretation was prolix. 

Calvin argued that it was very diffuse for busy men to read his commentary and too academic for simple men to understand

it.




Bullinger
* emphasized the centrality of Scripture
* the necessity of an interpreter's spirituality
* Scriptura sui ipsius interpres
* the grammatical-historical method.

* stressed "brevity,

When Heinrich Bullinger studied the Fathers like Chrysostom, Ambrose, Origen, and Augustine, he felt the impact of Erasmus, Luther, Melanchthon, and Zwingli. After Zwingli's death at Kappel in 1531, the defeat at Kappel forced Bullinger into refuge at Zurich, and here he succeeded Zwingli as virtual leader of church life in both city and canton.


Bullinger emphasized the centrality of Scripture, and insisted that the interpretation of Scripture was to be sought from itself alone, so that it might itself be the interpreter.
 Bullinger used the analogy of Scripture like Luther employed the hermeneutical principle Scriptura sui ipsius interpres. He also suggested the necessity of an interpreter's spirituality because Scripture could not "be understood by one who is opposed to God or careless of him, but only by one whose heart is devoted to God."
 He recognized the significance of the grammatical-historical interpretation of Scripture. He maintained that an interpreter should consider the general rules of rhetoric and the circumstances of the text of Scripture.
 In order to interpret Scripture correctly, Bullinger stressed "brevity, literalness, faithfulness to the original, attention to the context, making the ancient Scriptures relevant to a new age, and the correction of error."
 Bullinger had sought brevity in his works, and did not write at greater length, but aimed at an active brevity in order for the reader not to be burdened by his expositions.
 In spite of the fact that Bullinger used brevity, Bullinger did not develop its use as his hermeneutical method.
 


In his Epistle to Grynaeus Calvin considered Bullinger's Commentary on Romans as positive. "Then follow Bullinger, who has connected plainness, for which he has been highly 

commended."
 Calvin did not criticize Bullinger's hermeneutical method because of this fact.
 

The Anabaptists

* the hermeneutics of obedience- the Word of God was the voice of God speaking through the Holy Spirit. Inner light of the Holy Spirit.


In the hermeneutics of Scripture the Anabaptists had much in common with the Reformers. They stressed one of the Reformers' hermeneutical principles of Scripture, Scriptura sui ipsius interpres. For example, Balthasar Hubmaier, one of the founders of the Anabaptists, said: 


Searching the Scriptures does not take place with 
unspiritual chatter about innovations, nor with wordy 
warfare fighting until one is hoarse, but rather by 
illuminating the darker texts of Scripture with the 
clearer. This is just what Christ taught us when he 
explained the Scripture of Moses concerning Levirate

 
marriage by reference to the Scripture on 
resurrection.

But there were some basic differences on the relationship of the Old Testament to the New Testament, the degree to which Scripture was the unique authority, and the extent to which the interpretation of Scripture was dependent on obedience to Christ. These differences between the Reformers and the Anabaptists derived from their own views of Scripture and the Holy Spirit.
 The most serious problem of the Anabaptists was that they rejected the simple identification of the Word of God with Scripture. They thought that the Word of God was the voice of God speaking through the Holy Spirit. We see this figure from Hans Denck's Recantation (1528). In the first article of his Recantation he confessed his view on Scripture.


I hold the Scriptures dear above all of man's treasures,


but not as high as the Word of God which is living, 
strong, (Heb. 4:12) eternal and free of all elements of

 
this world; for inasmuch as it is God Himself, it is

 
spirit and not letter, written without pen or paper so 
that it can never be erased. Consequently, salvation is 
not bound to Scripture even though Scripture may be 
conducive to salvation (2 Tim. 3:16). The reason is this:


Scripture cannot possibly change an evil heart even 
though it may make it more learned. A pious heart, on 
the other hand, i.e., one which has a spark of divine 
zeal, can be improved by all things. Thus Scripture 
serves believers unto salvation and toward the good. To 


unbelievers it is unto damnation as are all other 
things.
   




For the Anabaptists a great part of interpreting Scripture was imitating it. For example, one of the Anabaptist leaders, Melchior Hofmann who was opposed to the Reformed doctrine of justification, stressed "sanctification, the imitation of the life of Christ."
Coronado Press, 1976), p. 211, says: "Melchior Hoffman, a Swabian furrier, began his ministry in 1523 when he preached the gospel of Martin Luther in the Baltic lands. In 1523 he was clearly on the side of Luther and the princes against Thomas Mntzer and the peasants. Frequently involved in jealous disputes with the learned in his own religious camp and always preoccupied with the apocalyptic and prophetic parts of the Bible, he eventually alienated Luther, who would have no part of his "fanatical speculations". In 1529 he disputed in Holstein for a more or less Zwinglian interpretation of the communion and for this reason was at first received in Strassburg as a welcome ally. It was not long, however, before he was advised by the Reformed pastors to return to his furrier's trade. Instead, in 1529 and 1530 in Strassburg, then the Reformation's open city for the exchange of radical Protestant ideas, Hoffman became a Melchiorite, that is, the leader of his own sect." Irena Backus says, "The Anabaptist tended to find in scripture a direct and historical model, so that scriptural passages constitute an intrinsic part of their writings."
 Their method, therefore, became the hermeneutics of obedience.
 In his writing Restitution (1534) the Anabaptist Bernhard Rothmann developed his own hermeneutical method of Scripture. He argued that one did not need a written interpretation by men in glosses or postils, but rather to this he added that God and his Spirit should be the master. 


It may well be that sometimes I will consider the


interpretation of man and grasp the understanding of the

 
interpreter and then be able to speak about it in flowing

 
words. However, since God's kingdom, does not consist in 
words but in power. I will never achieve the power of the

 
knowledge of God unless God's Spirit drives me with

 
power, teaches me, and leads me into the Scriptures.
 

Rothmann suggested that in order to understand Scripture correctly, an interpreter should honor and fear God the almighty in Christ his Son. This can be called the hermeneutics of obedience. He says:


But if you wish to understand the Scriptures correctly, 
very well, for this we will give you good advice. The 



content of the whole Scriptures is briefly summarized in 



this: Honor and fear God the almighty in Christ his Son.

 
This is the beginning of all wisdom. And in the same 



breath, that as Christ was obedient to the Father and 



fulfilled his will, we too should fulfill his will with 



trembling and quaking. Whoever understands this and 



proves it by his deeds is not blind but has understood 



the whole Scriptures.

They made many mistakes when they interpreted the Old Testament and its apocrypha with typology and allegory. On the hermeneutical problems of Melchior Hofmann, Williams and Mergal say:


Hofmann interpreted the Old Testament, including its

 
apocrypha, as containing the types of the institutions of

 
the New Covenantal Church of the Spirit. But when his

 
thinking was applied in Mnster, his allegorization of

 
the law thickened once again into the law of a

 
regenerated and regulated remnant engaged in the

 
rebuilding of a Jerusalem in Westphalia.

Hofmann thought that the Revelation of John (interpreted in the light of the Old Testament apocalypse) was the key to the history of the World "from the beginning of the New Testament until the end of the Second Coming."
 His wrong doctrine of eschatology made his hermeneutics radical.


Calvin emphasized the hermeneutical problems of the Anabaptists. In reacting to the Anabaptist position, Calvin in the first place pointed out that the most serious problem of their hermeneutics was that it rejected the relationship between the Old and the New Testaments. Calvin criticized their view by advancing the concept of the covenant. 


Indeed, that wonderful rascal Servetus and certain madmen 
of the Anabaptist sect, who regard the Israelites as 



nothing but a herd of swine, make necessary what would in

 
any case have been very profitable for us. . . . So, then

 
to keep this pestilential error away from godly minds, 
and at the same time to remove all the difficulties that 



usually rise up immediately when mention is made of the 



difference between the Old and the New Testament, let us 



look in passing at the similarities and differences 


between the covenant that the Lord made of old with the 



Israelites before Christ's advent, and that which God has 
now made with us after his manifestation.
 

Here Calvin recognized both the similarities and the differences. He maintained that the differences between two Testaments did not remove the basic unity of Scripture.
 He stated that the two were actually one and the same. "Both can be explained in one word. The covenant made with all the patriarchs is so much like ours in substance and reality that the two are actually one and the same."
 Calvin freely admitted the differences in Scriptures. "I say that all these pertain to the manner of dispensation rather than to the substance."
 In the interpretation of Ac. 2:17 "I will pour out my Spirit," Calvin attacked the Anabaptists' view that the Old Testament was inferior because God's people did not have the Holy Spirit. Here Calvin argued that this text intended "to prove that the Church can be repaired by no other means, saving only by the giving of the Holy Spirit."
 By emphasizing the context in the interpretation of a passage, Calvin pointed out the problem of the hermeneutics of the Anabaptists.


Secondly, Calvin stated that the Anabaptists exhibited an extreme dependence on the guidance of the Holy Spirit. "Certain Anabaptists of our day conjure up some sort of frenzied excess instead of spiritual regeneration. The children of God, they assert, restored to the state of innocence, now need not take care to bridle the lust of the flesh, but should rather follow the Spirit as their guide, under whose impulsion they can never go astray."
 They insisted that the Holy Spirit commanded us to follow Him.
 


Thirdly, Calvin noted that the hermeneutics of the Anabaptists disregarded the context of Scripture.
French Polemical Treatises, p. 33, also points out that the Libertines did not use context and parallel texts correctly. An example of this is found in his discussion of the Anabaptists' teaching on oaths in Mt. 5:34 "Swear not at all". Here Calvin showed the problem of their hermeneutics.


The Anabaptists, too, have blustered a great deal, on the

 
ground, that Christ appears to give no liberty to swear 



on any occasion, because he commands, Swear not at all. 



But we need not go beyond the immediate context to obtain

 
the exposition: for he immediately adds, neither by 



heaven, nor by the earth. Who does not see that those 



kinds of swearing were added by way of exposition, to 



explain the former clause more fully by specifying a 



number of cases?

In his Against the Anabaptists Calvin added to this by saying "Nevertheless, it is necessary to expound the words of our Lord Jesus, because it does seem at first that He intends to prohibit all swearing. Now, in order to understand it correctly, it is necessary to understand the occasion which prompted Him to speak as He did."
 Here Calvin correctly pointed out that the interpretation of the text of Scripture of the Anabaptists did not consider the context of a passage.


Fourthly, Calvin criticized the fact that by interweaving different points, they cited only fragments of Scripture. Therefore they were "so pleased with this (approach) that they make themselves believe that there is far more majesty in speaking this grossly than there is in developing their case in an orderly manner."
 Calvin responded to this approach by emphasizing the method of brevitas et facilitas. "No better way exists than to expound and contradict the issues clearly and to restate in an orderly manner one point after the other. Indeed, examine and consider closely the sentences of Scripture in order to discover their true and natural sense, using simple and clear words that are familiar to common language."
 They forced the text, and rejected its simple interpretation.
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