o

@ CrossMark

REVIEWS 313

Zamagna’s Elegiarum Monobiblos (1768) reveals a modern adaptation of classical pic-
tures of Mary, and could be described as a new facet of dealing with Mary in the
Enlightenment.

A comprehensive index fills out the volume. Perhaps the Catholic perspective could
have been considered more in some places to complete the picture. Mary as a country’s
patron saint, for example as Patrona Bavariae, emerged in the early modern period—a
theme that would have offered a broader research spectrum, including state formation
and nation building. Marian sanctuaries, as researched by modern cultural studies and
ethnology, could also have been mentioned. Nevertheless, the volume contains a truly
great variety of contributions that together work well in questioning historiographic
narratives, opening new perspectives on a classical theme, and stimulating reflection

as well as further research.

Markus Christopher Miiller, Ludwig-Maximilians-Universitit Miinchen
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Cajetan’s Biblical Commentaries: Motive and Method. Michael O’Connor.
St. Andrews Studies in Reformation History. Leiden: Brill, 2017. xvi + 302 pp. $174.

Thomas de Vio (Cardinal Cajetan) is too often remembered only for his failure to con-
vince Martin Luther to remain in obedience to the established church. However, he was
more creative and intellectually engaged than that. His treatment of Thomism, which is
best found in his commentary on the Summa theologiae, was more than mere repetition
of the Angelic Doctor’s teachings. He felt free to disagree with the Thomistic orthodoxy
of his day. This very creativity drew the ire of Sylvester Prierias and other fellow
Dominicans, whose idea of Thomism was narrower. Similarly, Cajetan embarked in
the 1520s on a sustained engagement with biblical texts. His motivation, as
O’Connor rightly argues, went beyond the polemics exchanged between Luther and
his foes. His motivation included the renewal of Christianity, and he did not hesitate
to retranslate and comment on the biblical texts. Cardinal Cajetan treated most of the
New Testament and large parts of the Old. In this he drew creatively on the original
languages, which is exactly what he had done in interpreting Aristotle. When he died in
1534 he left behind the beginning of a treatment of the text of Isaiah. In between, he
wrote answers to the Lutherans and treated the marital problems of Henry VIIL
Cajetan’s exegesis led him to criticize the Latin Vulgate without abandoning it.
Moreover, his emphasis was on literal interpretation of scripture, rather than pursuing
the various spiritual senses past exegetes had expounded. This, in turn, put him outside
the mainstream of Catholic biblical scholarship that flourished in succeeding centuries.
That did not mean a divorce from papal authority, the ecclesial context, or a hard line of

emphasis on sola scriptura, typical of much Protestant scholarship in his time. Instead, as
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O’Connor notes, Cajetan paid proper respect to the patristic consensus when secking
meaning in the sacred texts and providing material for preachers and pastors. An inter-
esting aspect of the cardinal’s exegesis, as the author highlights it, was a willingness to
admit the limits of exegesis, not seeking clever ways to answer unanswerable questions.

O’Connor gives very useful attention to how broad and deep was Cajetan’s sense of
the letter. It was not a mere springboard to further speculation. Instead it involved lit-
erary tools, seeking understanding of the human contribution to the transmission of
revelation. Languages and literary devices like metaphor fell within the study of the lit-
eral sense. All other interpretations were to be based on that foundation. This wider
sense of the letter was, as the author notes, a very creative engagement. Polemic was
not excluded, but it too had to be based on the letter.

O’Connor’s book can be read with profit not only for its engagement with the sub-
ject’s biblical labors but for the wider reading of his writings. Cajetan brought his exe-
getical tools to the discussion of issues like the immortality of the soul, a hot topic in the
time of the Fifth Lateran Council and one that remains of interest for the history of
Renaissance philosophy.

Thomas M. Izbicki, Rutgers University
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The Theology of Heinrich Bullinger. William Peter Stephens.
Ed. Jim West and Joe Mock. Reformed Historical Theology 59. Géottingen:
Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, 2019. 484 pp. €120.

The distinguished historical theologian William Peter Stephens passed away in 2019.
The present volume, his final project, has been edited for publication by Jim West and
Joe Mock. A worthy companion to Stephens’s 7he Theology of Huldrych Zwingli (1986),
The Theology of Heinrich Bullinger guides the reader through the thought of an under-
appreciated titan of the Reformation. Bullinger is too often encountered either in the
shadow of Zwingli, his predecessor as the leader of the church in Ziirich, or else as a
kind of Continent-wide moderator for Protestant theology, forever reconciling disagree-
ments among better-known contemporaries. This clearly organized introduction to the
theology of the man himself, a vademecum for the daunting bulk of his oeuvre, should
prod scholars toward Bullinger on his own terms.

After a brief biographical sketch—ending in 1536, thirty-nine years before
Bullinger’s death—sixteen chapters provide overviews of sixteen key themes: “The
Bible,” “God,” “Christ,” “The Holy Spirit,” and so on, ending aptly but poignantly
with “The Last Things.” Some of the essays are basically chronological, others thematic,
but all emphasize the dynamic nature of Bullinger’s thought, shifting and growing with
time. Thus we learn how the prophet gradually receded as a concept in Bullinger’s
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