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Abstract

Georg Calixtus (1586–1656) was a Lutheran theologian, prominent in the German
lands during the first half of the seventeenth century. Existing research focuses on
Calixtus‘ contributions to religious and theological debates, particularly in regard to
his role in the Syncretistic Controversy of the latter half of the seventeenth century,
and in regard to his unique position as a Lutheran who aspired to reunion between
the different Christian confessions. This thesis problematises this focus on Calixtus
by theologians and ecclesiastical historians, and argues that the genesis and
transmission of his ideas cannot be fully appreciated without considering his
relationship with the broader intellectual milieu of early modern Europe. It does this
by exploring Calixtus‘ interaction with the humanist tradition, in particular by
reconsidering his relationship with Isaac Casaubon (1559–1614), and by exploring
his work in light of intellectual movements that were taking place outside the
Christian church. In so doing, this thesis argues that Calixtus made contributions to
early modern thought that have been overlooked in the existing literature. It also
becomes apparent that much research remains to be done to gain a more accurate
picture of his place in the early modern intellectual landscape, and of his legacy to
later generations of scholars.
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1. Introduction
The last several decades have seen a growing interest in the early modern period of
European history, particularly in regard to the movement of Renaissance humanism
and its influence.1 The goal of this thesis is to contribute to this body of knowledge
by introducing a relatively little-known figure to anglophone historians. This study
will explore some of the work of Georg Calixtus (1586–1656), a Lutheran theologian
at the University of Helmstedt in Brunswick, Germany, and its relation to the
evolving tradition of Renaissance humanism.
The term ―humanism,‖ when applied to the early modern period, has, since
the 1960s, typically referred to a movement that originated in Italy with the work of
Petrarch (1304–1374), and which spread throughout Western and Central Europe via
university and court systems, through the correspondence of Italian humanists
(whether scholars, princes, popes, or courtiers) with friends and acquaintances in
other countries, and by the dissemination of printed books and pamphlets following
the invention of the printing press in the fifteenth century.2 Around that time Angelo
Poliziano (1454–1494) introduced new standards for both the presentation and
evaluation of philological material,3 and in the second half of the sixteenth century
scholars like Joseph Scaliger (1540–1609) refined the critical philological methods
that would persist until the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.4 The movement was
characterised by the rediscovery and reconsideration of ancient texts—Latin, Greek,
and Hebrew—within which was sought ―the answer to all social, political, artistic,
and ethical problems.‖5 Its proponents tended to view the medieval period as a dark
1

See, for example, The Cambridge Companion to Renaissance Humanism, ed. Jill Kraye (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996); Interpretations of Renaissance Humanism, ed. Angelo Mazzocco
(Leiden: Brill, 2006); S. Harris Thomson, Europe in Renaissance and Reformation (London: Rupert
Hart-Davis, 1963), chs 4, 12, 23; Charles Trinkaus, The Scope of Renaissance Humanism (Ann Arbor:
University of Michigan Press, 1983); Ronald G. Witt, In the Footsteps of the Ancients: The Origins of
Humanism from Lovato to Bruni (Boston: Brill, 2003); and the various publications of other scholars
such as Anthony Grafton, Paul Oskar Kristeller and Donald R. Kelley.
2
This is neatly reviewed in Paul Oskar Kristeller, Renaissance Thought and the Arts (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1980), ch. 3. See also Marc Fumaroli, ―The Republic of Letters,‖ trans. R.
Scott Walker, Diogenes 143 (1988): 129–52. On Kristeller‘s influence on humanist scholarship, see
Witt, In the Footsteps, 1–5. Cf. the collected essays in Interpretations.
3
Anthony Grafton, Joseph Scaliger: A Study in the History of Classical Scholarship, 2 vols (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1983–93), 1:21–44.
4
See Grafton, Joseph Scaliger.
5
Thomson, Europe, 328.
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age, and believed that the best way to address the difficulties of their own time was
to seek to restore the purity of antiquity. However, despite the work of the Polizianos
and Scaligers of the age, by the beginning of the seventeenth century, the humanist
movement was on the decline, and the lessons of the past were no longer seen as the
ultimate antidote for contemporary ills. These themes were generally accepted until
the 1990s.6 At that time, new research began to show that icons such as Joseph
Scaliger and Angelo Poliziano could no longer be seen as typical of all humanists,7
and that the humanist movement itself spanned a much greater time period than had
previously been considered. Ronald Witt, for example, sees its genesis in a conscious
assertion of Italian independence in the work of Lovato dei Lovati (1240/41–1309) in
response to a French cultural influence that had been growing in Italy around 1200.8
For Witt, Petrarch, previously seen as the ―father‖ of Renaissance humanism, was in
fact a third-generation humanist—a revolutionary within an already established
movement.
At the other end of the scale, a growing body of work makes it clear that
Renaissance humanism did not reach its end-date at the turn of the seventeenth
century. Scholars such as Paula Findlen, Ingrid Rowland, and Nicholas Wickenden,
among others, have shown us that the humanists of the seventeenth century were as
active as ever. They continued to use their vast stores of knowledge in an effort to
revitalise the wisdom of the ancients, to expose forgers, and to advise princes and
kings on matters of diplomacy and war. People like Isaac Casaubon (1559–1614),
6

See, for example, Fumaroli, ―Republic‖; Kristeller, Renaissance Thought, ch. 1; Charles G. Nauert,
Humanism and the Culture of Renaissance Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995);
Thomson, Europe, 673–702; Trinkaus, Scope, 11–25.
7
Grafton, Defenders of the Text: The Traditions of Scholarship in an Age of Science, 1450–1800
(Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1991), 27. For examples of such explorations, see also
Brian Curran and Grafton, ―A Fifteenth-Century Site Report on the Vatican Obelisk,‖ Journal of the
Warburg and Courtauld Institutes 58 (1995): 234–48; Grafton, Bring Out Your Dead: The Past as
Revelation (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001); What Was History? The Art of History
in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007); Worlds Made By Words:
Scholarship and Community in the Modern West (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2009),
chs 1–6, 8; Historia: Empiricism and Erudition in Early Modern Europe, ed. Gianna Pomata and
Nancy G. Siraisi (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2005); Gary Ianziti, ―Between Livy and Polybius:
Leonardo Bruni on the First Punic War,‖ Memoirs of the American Academy in Rome 51/52
(2006/07): 173–97; ―Bruni on Writing History,‖ Renaissance Quarterly 51, no. 2 (1998): 367–91;
Christopher R. Ligota, ―Annius of Viterbo and Historical Method,‖ Journal of the Warburg and
Courtauld Institutes 50 (1987): 44–56; Mark Milne, ―Two Humanistic Translations of Polybius,‖ Res
Publica Litterarum 12 (1989): 123–29; Nicholas Wickenden, G. J. Vossius and the Humanist Concept
of History (Assen: van Gorcum, 1993).
8
Witt, In the Footsteps.
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Curzio Inghirami (1614–1655), Athanasius Kircher (1602–1680), Gerhard Vossius
(1577–1649) and, as this thesis will argue, Georg Calixtus, continued to draw on the
humanist tradition and make their own contributions to the debates that it had
begun.9
Calixtus is an attractive subject for this study for two particular reasons. First,
although the debt he owed sixteenth-century humanists such as Philipp Melanchthon
(1497–1560) and Johannes Caselius (1533–1613) is widely acknowledged, his
interaction with later generations of humanists has received virtually no attention.
Second, the focus on his work by theologians and ecclesiastical scholars has resulted
in a rather narrow understanding of the contributions that he made to the intellectual
milieu of early modern Europe. So caught up have scholars been with the idea that
Calixtus was a theologian in the modern sense that evidence of his influence in
spheres such as historical criticism, chronology, and legal theory appear to have gone
unnoticed. Those that do acknowledge his place in the tradition of Renaissance
humanism tend to cast him as a consumer, rather than a producer, of humanist ideals,
thus limiting their consideration of how his work related to that of other early
modern scholars.10
One must remember that the epistemology of the seventeenth-century
European was very different to that which modern Western society enjoys. For an
early modern scholar, there existed no such thing as a discrete theological discipline,
or a discrete medical discipline; although universities certainly granted degrees in
different fields (law, medicine, philosophy, and theology), these fields were not
considered unrelated to each other.11 As such, to view Calixtus as a theologian in the

9

On Casaubon, Inghirami, Kircher, and Vossius see respectively, for example, Anthony David
Nuttall, Dead from the Waist Down: Scholars and Scholarship in Literature and the Popular
Imagination (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2003), ch. 3; Ingrid Rowland, The Scarith of
Scornello: A Tale of Renaissance Forgery (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004); Athanasius
Kircher: The Last Man Who Knew Everything, ed. Paula Findlen (New York: Routledge, 2004);
Wickenden, G. J. Vossius.
10
This dichotomy between consumption and production will be unpacked in our discussion of the
current body of research in chapter three.
11
See Michel Foucault, The Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences (New York:
Random House, Vintage Books, 1994), 17–30; Grafton, Worlds, 9–14; Jan C. Westerhoff, ―Polyhistor
and Poeta Doctus: Notes on the Baroque Conception of Signs and Signification,‖ Beiträge zur
Geschichte der Sprachwissenschaft 10 (2000): 91–130; ―A World of Signs: Baroque Pansemioticism,
the Polyhistor and the Early Modern Wunderkammer,‖ Journal of the History of Ideas 62, no. 4
(2001): 633–50. Cf. Adina Miriam Yoffie, ―Biblical Literalism and Scholarship in Protestant Northern
Europe, 1630–1700,‖ (PhD diss., Harvard University, 2009), 89–91.
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modern sense of the term is to anachronistically foist the limits of a modern
discipline onto a practitioner of early modern polymathy. Of course, we must not
discount the question of genre when considering Calixtus‘ works—he was after all a
professor of theology, and the vast majority of his works bear theological concerns—
however, if we are to fully understand the genesis and development of his ideas, we
must also be conscious of his relationship with the broader world of humanist
scholarship which was prevalent at the time.
In order to position Calixtus in relation to the humanist tradition, we must
first refine what is meant by the term ―humanist.‖ To this end, the present study will
borrow from the work of Anthony Grafton, who summarises the activities of the
humanists as follows:

[They] studied a vast range of texts, issues, and problems. They
forged many of the technical methods still applied by the supposedly
revolutionary German philology of the late eighteenth century. But
they also found practical lessons in the classics—lessons applicable to
warfare and administration as well as oratory and epic poetry. And
they continued to find formal Latin eloquence a supple and expressive
tool for both technical and literary purposes.12

Thus, one can expect to find in the work of a Renaissance humanist a concern with a
wide range of problems, whether philological, political, historical, or religious. One
can also expect to find criticism of sources, the practical application of knowledge
gained from these sources, and a strong command of the Latin language. Enveloping
all these hallmarks one can, of course, expect to find a concern and familiarity with
classical Greek and Latin texts.
This thesis will bear these points in mind as it considers Calixtus‘
engagement with the intellectual environment of seventeenth-century Europe.
Although existing literature certainly acknowledges the influence of Renaissance
humanism on Calixtus‘ work, Grafton‘s definition of a humanist will allow the
present study to adopt a more nuanced approach. It will be able to consider not only
what Calixtus drew from the humanist tradition, but also how he interacted with and

12

Grafton, Defenders, 4.
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contributed to it. With this in mind, the following discussion will introduce three
pieces of evidence that point to Calixtus‘ contributions to this erudite world, and will
define the research question and method underpinning the ensuing investigation.

1.1. Impetus / Research Question

There are several pieces of evidence to suggest that Calixtus warrants attention as an
active participant in the humanist tradition. Initial investigations revealed myriad
references to him in English literature concerning the period, yet these proved to be
little more than incidental remarks. While Calixtus has been described by leading
scholars as, for example, one of the two ―most important thinker[s] at Helmstedt in
the seventeenth century,‖13 or as ―perhaps the most remarkable Lutheran theologian
of the period,‖14 further investigation of his work is rarely undertaken.15 One cannot
help but wonder why so many talented, reputable scholars seem to hold Calixtus in
such high regard, yet pay so little attention to him. The ambit of English scholarship
seems simply not to have accommodated a deeper consideration of Calixtus‘
contributions to early modern thought. As we shall see in chapter three, the German
literature has also failed to consider Calixtus‘ work in relation to the broader
intellectual debates of the time in any real depth. As in the English literature, there
are suggestions that some greater contribution lurks beneath the surface of his works,
yet there is little further investigation. Michael Stolleis, for example, points out that

13

Constantin Fasolt, The Limits of History (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), 56.
Howard Hotson, ―Irenicism in the Confessional Age: The Holy Roman Empire, 1563–1648,‖ in
Conciliation and Confession: The Struggle for Unity in the Age of Reform, 1415–1648, ed. Howard P.
Louthan and Randall C. Zachman (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2004), 229.
15
Other plaudits include ―German Lutheranism‘s most important representative of the humanistic
tendency in Melanchthon‘s thought,‖ ―the most independent and influential representative of the
Melanchthonian school in the Lutheran Church of his times,‖ ―Helmstedt‘s famous Georg Calixtus,‖
―one of Helmstedt‘s greatest ornaments,‖ and ―the great Calixtus.‖ See, respectively, Robert Merrihew
Adams, ―Leibniz‘s Examination of the Christian Religion,‖ Faith and Philosophy 11, no. 4 (1994):
521; C. George Fry, ―Three Lutheran Fathers of the 17th Century: The Search for Identity,‖
Concordia Journal 5, no. 4 (1979): 135; Thomas Albert Howard, Protestant Theology and the Making
of the Modern German University (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006), 107; William Ashford
Kelly, The Theological Faculty at Helmstedt: An Outline of its Intellectual Development as Mirrored
in its Dissertations and Programmata (East Linton: Cat‘s Whiskers Press, 1996), 8 [= ―The
Theological Faculty at Helmstedt: An Outline of its Intellectual Development, as Mirrored in its
Dissertations, Together with a Chronological Catalogue‖ (PhD diss., University of Strathclyde, 1991),
107]; Samuel J. T. Miller, ―Molanus, Lutheran Irenicist (1633–1722),‖ Church History 22, no. 3
(1953): 199.
14
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Calixtus held that the ―Lotharian legend,‖ a myth popularised in the sixteenth century
that purported to explain the presence of Roman law in the Holy Roman Empire, was
false.16 For someone interested in the history of ideas, this is an important piece of
evidence that hints at Calixtus‘ interaction with the critical traditions of Renaissance
humanism. Unfortunately, this is not relevant to Stolleis‘ essay, and one is left
wondering how Calixtus‘ critique may fit into the intellectual landscape of the time.
The passage in question is treated more fully by Inge Mager, though the scope of her
discussion still means that Calixtus‘ application of historical criticism to the problem
of the Lotharian legend receives little attention.17 A closer look at Calixtus‘ Epitomes
theologiæ moralis (Summary of Moral Theology) of 1634 reveals an interesting
examination of the legend, entirely consistent with the techniques employed by
contemporary humanist scholars to question previously unchallenged authoritative
documents and intellectual mores.18
This oversight of Calixtus‘ critique of the Lotharian legend is a typical
example of the manner in which modern scholarship has avoided engagement with
Calixtus‘ work outside the confines of modern theological disciplines. By
considering Calixtus‘ work in relation to the intellectual environment of his age—
that of Renaissance humanism—this thesis will begin to fill the gap that this lack of
engagement has created.
The key here is to what extent Calixtus engaged with the humanist tradition.
Was he, as existing research suggests, merely a consumer of humanist ideals, using
the values and techniques put forth by earlier humanists to shape his own work? Or
did he make an active contribution to the humanist tradition, developing and refining
these techniques in order that those who followed might be able to engage more
effectively with the world they lived in? That is: What exactly was Calixtus’
16

Michael Stolleis, ―Hermann Conring und die Begründung der deutschen Rechtsgeschichte,‖ in
Hermann Conring, Der Ursprung des deutschen Rechts, ed. Stolleis, trans. Ilse HoffmannMeckenstock (Frankfurt: Insel, 1994), 260–61. I am grateful to Constantin Fasolt for this reference.
See also Stolleis, ―Zur Bedeutung der Juristischen Fakultät und inbesondere Hermann Conrings für
die Universität Helmstedt,‖ in Das Athen der Welfen: Die Reformuniversität Helmstedt 1576–1810,
ed. Jens Bruning and Ulrike Gleixner (Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 2010), 193; Erik Wolf, Grosse
Rechtsdenker der Deutschen Geistesgeschichte (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1963), 233.
17
Inge Mager, Georg Calixts theologische Ethik und ihre Nachwirkungen (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1969), 129–34.
18
See Georg Calixtus, ―Epitomes theologiae moralis pars prima: 1634,‖ in Werke, 3:116–42;
Epitomes theologiæ moralis pars prima, vna cvm digressione de Arte nova, ad omnes Germaniæ
academias Romano pontifici deditas et svbditas, inprimis Coloniensem: cujus digressionis ergo, hæc
epitomes par seorsim nunc editur (Helmstedt: Typographeo Calixtino, 1634), 99–122, 123–24.
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relationship to Renaissance humanism? While the abovementioned critique of the
Lotharian legend promises to provide fodder for a future study, this thesis will focus
on two more pieces of evidence for Calixtus‘ active engagement with the humanist
tradition.
The first of these pieces of evidence provides the basis for chapter four,
which will explore the relationship between Georg Calixtus and Isaac Casaubon. It is
the fact that Casaubon‘s model for an ideal Christian church, as described in William
Patterson‘s 1997 monograph on King James I of England, bears remarkable
similarities to Calixtus‘.19 This thesis will build on this evidence by exploring these
similarities in more depth, drawing on Calixtus‘ and Casaubon‘s published works,
testimony from contemporaries, and observations from modern scholars, to consider
not only the similarities in the theology of these two men, but also the connections
between them. The fact that Calixtus and Casaubon met in 1612 is well known in the
German literature, yet the remarks concerning their relationship, like the English
remarks regarding Calixtus in general, are by and large incidental.20 Chapter four
will argue that this meeting was much more important for Calixtus‘ intellectual
development than has previously been acknowledged, and in so doing will illuminate
a previously little-considered aspect of Calixtus‘ relationship with the intellectual
world of Renaissance humanism.
The second piece of evidence which prompted further investigation, and
which will be explored in chapter five, is Calixtus‘ fascination with history. As
Andreas Merkt and Hermann Schüssler have shown, Calixtus‘ concern with history

19

William Brown Patterson, King James VI and I and the Reunion of Christendom (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1997), 133–36. Cf. Patterson, ―Foreign Visitors to the Jacobean Church
of England‖ (paper presented at the 154th annual meeting of the American Society for Church
History, Williamsburg, VA, April 1–4, 1993), 4–5, 6–7.
20
See, for example, Christoph Böttigheimer, Zwischen Polemik und Irenik: Die Theologie der einen
Kirche bei Georg Calixt (Münster: Lit, 1996), 190n445, 217; Friedrich Wilhelm Kantzenbach, Das
Ringen um die Einheit der Kirche im Jahrhundert der Reformation: Vertreter, Quellen und Motive des
―ökumenischen‖ Gedankens von Erasmus von Rotterdam bis Georg Calixt (Stuttgart: Evangelisches
Verlagswerk, 1957), 235; Andreas Merkt, Das patristische Prinzip: Eine Studie zur theologischen
Bedeutung der Kirchenväter (Leiden: Brill, 2001), 22–23, 35–36, 68; Otto Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte
des Protestantismus, vol. 4, Das orthodoxe Luthertum im Gegensatz zu der reformierten Theologie
und in der Auseinandersetzung mit dem Synkretismus (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1927),
398n21; Hermann Schüssler, Georg Calixt, Theologie und Kirchenpolitik: Eine Studie zur
Ökumenizität des Luthertums (Wiesbaden: Franz Steiner, 1961), 67, 88, 199n76, 201n12; Erich
Seeberg, Gottfried Arnold: Die Wissenschaft und Mystik seiner Zeit (Meerane: 1923; reprinted
Darmstadt: Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1964), 475n1.
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was so strong that it had a significant impact on his theology. 21 In the context of
Anthony Grafton‘s 2007 monograph on the genre of the ars historica (art of history)
in early modern Europe,22 one wonders if, given Calixtus‘ high view of history, he
made any contributions to this genre himself. The speech he delivered upon the
conclusion of his first term as pro-rector of the University of Helmstedt in 1629
proves to be just such a contribution, and chapter five considers it in this light. It
argues that the ―De studio historiarum oratio‖ (Speech on the Study of Histories)
engaged with the same arguments that other artes historicae did, showing that
Calixtus was not only an inheritor of the Renaissance humanist tradition, but a
practitioner of it. He engaged in debates about history, about source criticism, and
about chronology; he drew on an enormous array of sources, both sacred and secular;
and he established connections between these sources and contemporary debates to
develop practical approaches to the problems that faced the world in which he lived.
This introduction has so far discussed four things: the tradition of
Renaissance humanism and the activities of Renaissance humanists; the anachronism
that has resulted in an unnecessarily narrow view of Calixtus‘ interaction with this
tradition; this thesis‘ research question; and the approach that will be taken to address
this question. The following section will clarify four pertinent matters before turning
to chapter two, which will serve to introduce Calixtus in greater depth. These four
matters concern the biographical sources that are available for Calixtus, the term
―catholicity,‖ the Apostles‘ Creed, and the Vincentian Canon. A note concerning
biographical sources is warranted because of the impact that these sources have had
on existing views of Calixtus‘ life and works, while catholicity, the Apostles‘ Creed,
and the Vincentian Canon have implications for later discussions of Calixtus‘
relationship with Isaac Casaubon.

1.2. A Note on Sources, Catholicity, and Creeds
There is really only one useful published source for Calixtus‘ biographical details,
which was written by Ernst Henke and published in two volumes between 1853 and

21
22

See below, § 3.2.1.
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1860.23 There is an English biography available, written by William Dowding and
published in 1863, but it is overtly biased and reliant almost solely on Henke‘s
work.24 While Henke also exhibits an ecumenical bias, his work nevertheless offers a
much more thorough treatment of Calixtus‘ life and works, and thus has been cited
by almost every author since.25 For example, Henke‘s stories of Calixtus being
taught by his father, a student of Philipp Melanchthon (1497–1560), and of Calixtus‘
two academic tours through Europe in the early 1600s, are widely related in order to
establish the origins of Calixtus‘ irenic disposition.26
Despite the widespread citation of Henke‘s work, it does have some
limitations. First, the facts that Calixtus‘ father was taught by Melanchthon, and that
Calixtus lived through the Thirty Years War, are not enough to explain the genesis of
his theology. Thousands of other people were also influenced by Melanchthon‘s
23

Ernst Ludwig Theodor Henke, Georg Calixtus und seine Zeit, 2 vols (Halle: Buchhandlung des
Waisenhauses, 1853–60).
24
William Charles Dowding, The Life and Correspondence of George Calixtus, Lutheran Abbot of
Königslutter, and Professor Primarius at the University of Helmstadt (Oxford: J. H. & J. Parker,
1863). Although this thesis will provide references to Dowding‘ biography where applicable, it will
do so only in order to provide a point of reference for readers without a knowledge of German.
25
See, for example, Peter Engel, Die eine Wahrheit in der gespaltenen Christenheit: Untersuchungen
zur Theologie Georg Calixts (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976), 156; Max Joseph Husung,
―Georg Calixtus zu Helmstedt, ein gelehrter Drucker des 17. Jahrhunderts.‖ Gutenberg-Jahrbuch 14
(1939): 283–90; Mager, Georg Calixts theologische Ethik, 12; ―Brüderlichkeit und Einheit: Georg
Calixt und das Thorner Religionsgespräch 1645,‖ in Thorn: Königin der Weichsel, 1231–1981, ed.
Bernart Jähnig and Peter Letkemann (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981), 212; Anselm
Schubert, ―Die Diskussion um die Calixtinische Anthropologie,‖ in Das Ende der Sünde:
Anthropologie und Erbsünde zwischen Reformation und Aufklärung (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2002), 59; Schüssler, Georg Calixt; Friedrich Uhlhorn, ―Die Bedeutung Georg Calixts für
die lutherische Kirche der welfischen Lande,‖ Zeitschrift der Gesellschaft für Niedersächsische
Kirchengeschichte 33 (1928): 209; Johannes Wallmann, ―Union, Reunion, Toleranz: Georg Calixts
Einigungsbestrebungen und ihre Rezeption in der katholischen und protestantischen Theologie des 17.
Jahrhunderts,‖ in Union, Konversion, Toleranz: Dimensionen der Annäherung zwischen christlichen
Konfessionen im 17. Und 18. Jahrhundert, ed. Heinz Durchhardt and Gerhard May (Mainz: Von
Zabern, 2000), 25; ―Zwischen Reformation und Humanismus: Eigenart und Wirkungen Helmstedter
Theologie unter besonderer Berücksichtigung Georg Calixts,‖ in Theologie und Frömmigkeit im
Zeitalter des Barock: Gesammelte Aufsätze (Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1995),‖ 64.
26
See, for example, Fry, ―Three Lutheran Fathers,‖ 134–35; Husung, ―Georg Calixtus,‖ 283–84;
Timothy R. Schmeling, ―Lutheran Orthodoxy Under Fire: An Exploratory Study of the Syncretistic
Controversy and the Consensus repetitus fidei vere Lutheranae,‖ Lutheran Synod Quarterly 47, no. 1
(2007): 319–20; Schüssler, Georg Calixt, 1–5. The details of these tours are also available in Johannes
Moller‘s earlier account, though Henke embellishes his version by including extra details about the
individuals involved, contemporary political intrigues, et cetera. See Johannes Moller, ―Georgius
Calixtus,‖ in Cimbria literata sive scriptorum ducatus utriusqve Slesvicensis et Holsatici qvibus et alii
vicini qvidam accensentur historia literaria tripartia, vol. 3, Qvadraginta sex insignium scriptorum,
partim indigenarum, partim adoptivorum historias longiores exhibens (Copenhagen: Typis
Orphanotrophii Regii, 1744), 122–23.

10
teachings, and millions lived through the Thirty Years War, but none of them
developed an irenic theology as controversial or as influential as Calixtus‘.27 Second,
although certainly interested in the personal details of Calixtus‘ life, Henke was more
motivated to promote Calixtus‘ theology, and his book included additional
information only to provide historical context around its discussion. Because of this,
Henke overlooks other aspects that might be of interest to his reader. For example, he
briefly discusses the witch hunts that were prevalent in the Holy Roman Empire
during Calixtus‘ lifetime, yet does not discuss Calixtus‘ attitude toward them, nor
whether or not Calixtus was affected by them.28 Someone interested in this naturally
has their appetite whetted by Henke‘s account, yet it remains unsated as he moves on
to a discussion of religious alliances in the Thirty Years War. Of course, Calixtus did
have an opinion on the witch hunts that were taking place around him, but one must
look elsewhere to find out what it was.29
This focus means that throughout Henke‘s work it is Calixtus‘ religious
concerns, as outlined in his various publications and exemplified in the controversies
that he was embroiled in, that receive the majority of Henke‘s attention. Henke‘s use
of sources also suggests that there may be other aspects of Calixtus‘ life that have not
been considered. Having spent many years in the archives at Herzog August
Bibliothek, Wolfenbüttel, Henke compiled and published three collections of
Calixtus‘ correspondence, and drew heavily on these when he wrote his biography of
Calixtus.30 Of course, as Henke himself acknowledged, for these collections he
27

My thanks are due an anonymous reviewer from the Journal of the History of Ideas for their
succinct expression of this point. I have taken the liberty of paraphrasing their words here.
28
Henke, Georg Calixtus, 2.1:6–8.
29
Calixtus does not appear to have written a treatise specifically on witchcraft; however, he did treat
the matter briefly in some of his discussions concerning angels and demons. Claudia Kauertz finds
that Calixtus held a rather mild view of witchcraft, arguing that the devil could only imitate the
miracles of God rather than creating miracles in his own right, that the devil often needed the help of
people to create these illusions, and that none of these things occurred without God‘s permission.
Calixtus also wrote against the use of trial by water to determine the guilt or innocence of witches, in
variance to other humanists such as Jean Bodin (1530–1596) or Calixtus‘ student Hermann Conring
(1606–1681). Claudia Kauertz, Wissenschaft und Hexenglaube: Die Diskussion des Zauber- und
Hexenwesens an der Universität Helmstedt (1576–1626) (Bielefeld: Verlag für Regionalgeschichte,
2001), 72, 78–80. Cf., Jonathan L. Pearl, ―Humanism and Satanism: Jean Bodin‘s Contribution to the
Witchcraft Crisis,‖ Canadian Review of Sociology and Anthropology 19, no. 4 (1982): 541–48;
Gerhild Scholz Williams, Ways of Knowing in Early Modern Germany: Johannes Praetorius as a
Witness to His Time (Hants: Ashgate, 2006), 93.
30
Calixtus, Georg Calixtus’ Briefwechsel, ed. Henke (Halle: Buchhandlung des Waisenhauses, 1833);
Calixtus, Ad Augustum ducem Brunsvicensem epistolae XII, ed. Henke (Jena: Typis Schlotteri, 1835);
Calixtus, ―Commercii literarii Calixtini fasciculus tertius,‖ in Henke, Viro summe venerabili
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selected that correspondence which seemed of greatest interest to Calixtus‘ story.31
Writing with a particular interest in ecclesiastical history and theology, it is quite
understandable that Henke may have overlooked aspects of Calixtus‘ work that
might have been of interest to scholars working in different areas.32
Calixtus‘ biography, then, is ripe for reconsideration. Although this is not an
undertaking that can be adequately contemplated by this thesis, the refinement of
some aspects of the narrative, such as Calixtus‘ relationship with Isaac Casaubon and
Calixtus‘ engagement with the intellectual debates of his time, at least begins this
project. To aid in this refinement, the term ―catholicity‖ must be clarified, as must
the nature of the Apostles‘ Creed and the Vincentian Canon, as they each play an
integral role in the analysis to be undertaken in chapter four. These three matters are
the focus of the final parts of this introduction.
In using the term ―catholic,‖ this thesis slightly refines Quentin Stewart‘s
definition, understanding ―[c]atholicity . . . as a sense of universality, continuity with
the past, and general agreement with the doctrinal and exegetical tradition of the
ancient . . . church expressed by its foremost interpreters and doctors.‖33 In its
unadulterated form, Stewart‘s definition also provides scope for the traditions of the
medieval church, but Calixtus‘ understanding of catholicity did not extend this far.
For him, it was the first five hundred years of Christianity that were representative of
the true catholic church. The church after this time had fallen into such a state of
corruption and superstition that it could not be recognised as that given to the
apostles by Christ.34 This thesis uses the term ―catholic‖ to refer to what may be

perillustri amplissimo Carolo Guilielmo Justi (Marburg: Typis Elwerti Academicis, 1840), 1–58.
Henke also drew on Moller, ―Georgius Calixtus,‖ for Calixtus‘ basic biographical details.
31
Calixtus, Georg Calixtus’ Briefwechsel, xv.
32
Henke was professor of theology at the Collegium Carolinum in Brunswick (now Technische
Universität Braunschweig), and later professor of church history at Marburg. He had a particular
interest in the pro-union aspect of Calixtine theology. See Friedrich Wiegand, ―Henke: Ernst Ludwig
Theodor,‖ in ADB, 50:185–87. Matthew Harrison, Benjamin Mayes, and Timothy Schmeling have all
noted an ecumenical bias in the nineteenth-century scholarship regarding Calixtus. Matthew C.
Harrison, ―Abraham Calov on Eastern Orthodoxy,‖ Logia 9, no. 4 (2000): 13n11; Benjamin T. G.
Mayes, e-mail message to author, August 25, 2008; Schmeling, ―Lutheran Orthodoxy,‖ 316. Cf.
Mager, ―Einführung,‖ in Werke, 1:9–28.
33
Quentin Stewart, ―Catholicity or Consensus? The Role of the Consensus Patrum and the Vincentian
Canon in Lutheran Orthodoxy: From Chemnitz to Quenstedt‖ (PhD diss., Concordia Seminary, 2006),
8.
34
This is discussed further in chapters two and four, below.
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understood as the ―pure‖ church of Christ, and ―Roman Catholic‖ when discussing
that branch of Christianity that functions under the auspices of the Pope.35
Chapter four discusses the origins of one of Calixtus‘ key theological
concepts—his understanding, and application of, the consensus antiquitatis
(consensus of antiquity), in light of existing opinions and of his relationship with
Isaac Casaubon. Key to this discussion are the Apostles‘ Creed and the Vincentian
Canon, as they formed the foundation for both these men‘s understanding of the
primitive church which, for Calixtus, was defined by the consensus antiquitatis. As
such, it is important to understand exactly what the Apostles‘ Creed and the
Vincentian Canon are, and what significance they have for Christian theology in
general.
Though the exact origins of the Apostles‘ Creed are unknown, it is generally
acknowledged that it does originate from the time of the apostles, even if it was not
composed by the apostles themselves.36 The current version has a direct connection
to the Old Roman Creed, which itself dates from the third or fourth century and has
philological links to the New Testament.37 As Wolfram Kinzig and Markus Vinzent
describe it, a creed is ―a formal pledge of allegiance to a set of doctrinal statements
concerning God and his relationship to his creation in general and to mankind in
particular.‖38 As such, it is seen as fundamental to the expression of one‘s belief, and
the Apostles‘ Creed is to this day a statement of Christian doctrine that is common to
both Protestant and Roman Catholic confessions. Where individual people and
confessions differ is in the relative weight they apply to the Creed as opposed to
other documents. Orthodox Lutheranism, for example, abides by the Creed, but only
in conjunction with various other creedal formations, and only insofar as these

35

Of course, the religious divisions in early modern Europe were not as simple as Protestant
(Lutheran and Reformed) and Roman Catholic; however, a more detaile discussion is beyond the
scope of the present study. Cf. Kenneth Austin and Wendy Anderson, ―Faith, Friendship and
Learning: Intercultural Communication in the Republic of Letters,‖ Language and Intercultural
Communication 10, no. 1 (2010): 23–24.
36
The Book of Concord, ed. Theodore G. Tappert (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1959), 17;
Wickenden, G. J. Vossius, 116.
37
A good summary of the history of the Apostles‘ Creed can be found in Wolfram Kinzig and Markus
Vinzent, ―Recent Research on the Origin of the Creed,‖ Journal of Theological Studies 50, no. 2
(1999): 535–59.
38
Kinzig and Vinzent, ―Recent Research,‖ 540.
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concur with Scripture.39 Roman Catholicism, on the other hand, sees the Creed as
defining particular criteria that define the true church, and lays claim to this church
through apostolic succession—a continuous link between the Pope and Saint Peter.40
This link is embodied in tradition, and through this doctrine can develop, or progress,
over time. The absolute emphasis in Lutheranism is on Scripture, in Roman
Catholicism on tradition.
The Vincentian Canon is embodied in Saint Vincent of Lérins‘
Commonitorium (A Reminder), written around 434. Vincent (d. ca. 445) was present
at the Council of Ephesus in 431 and, despite the controversies of the time, believed
that he could identify a continuity with the church that had gone before. He believed
that Christians had two resources to which they could turn to identify the true,
catholic church: Scripture and tradition. He believed that, in order to refute heretics,
Scripture must be interpreted through tradition, which he defined as ―that which has
been believed everywhere, always, and by all.‖41 These three criteria—universality,
antiquity, and consensus—have since become synonymous with claims for
inheritance of, or affinity with, the apostolic church, and the Canon was often
presented as a basis for dialogue between Protestants and Roman Catholics in the
early modern period.42 This theme of continuity is important: Howard Louthan and
Randall Zachman remind us that early reformers such as Melanchthon and, of
course, Martin Luther (1483–1546), did not see themselves as ―Protestant.‖ They
were rather continuing the true catholic tradition and rescuing the church from the
abuses of the papacy.43
However, the Vincentian Canon also includes a second principle, one that
permits doctrinal development (progress), albeit with certain restrictions:

39

The confessional statements of Lutheranism are the Apostles‘, Nicene, and Athanasian Creeds; the
Augsburg Confession; the Apology of the Augsburg Confession; the Schmalkaldic Articles; Philipp
Melanchthon‘s ―Treatise on the Power and Primacy of the Pope‖; Martin Luther‘s Small and Large
Catechisms; and the Formula of Concord. These are collectively known as the Book of Concord. See
also Yoffie, ―Biblical Literalism,‖ 98, and references there cited.
40
Vatican II Council, Lumen gentium, Dogmatic Constitution on the Church, (Vatican: The Holy See,
1965), 1.8.
41
Saint Vincent of Lérins Commonitorium 1.2, quoted in Calixtus, ―Prooemium ad Augustini ‗De
doctrina Christiana‘ et Vincentii Lerinensis ‗Commonitorium‘ (Auswahl): 1629,‖ in Werke, 1:382:
―Teneamus quod UBIQUE, quod SEMPER, quod AB OMNIBUS creditum fuit‖ (emphasis in
original). I follow the accepted translation as quoted in Stewart, ―Catholicity or Consensus?,‖ 22–23.
42
Stewart, ―Catholicity or Consensus?,‖ 25.
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Louthan and Zachman, ―Introduction,‖ in Conciliation and Confession, 3.

14
[I]t is characteristic of progress that a thing grows while remaining the
same thing. . . . Therefore intelligence, knowledge and wisdom grow
and increase considerably both of the individual as of all, of the single
man as well as of the entire church, according to ages and times. The
particular nature of each is to be respected, however; that is, it
remains exactly the same dogma, has the same meaning and expresses
the same thought.44

Two possible interpretations of this passage are reflected in standard Protestant and
Roman Catholic lore. From the Protestant point of view, ―it remains exactly the same
dogma‖ seems to hold sway, while for Roman Catholic, we find the emphasis on
―the same meaning and . . . the same thought.‖ As such, Roman Catholic tradition
allows for much more development of doctrine (or progress), while Protestantism
sees such development as novelty.45 It will be useful to keep these differences in
mind as one considers Calixtus‘ relationships with other religious figures in chapter
two, and as one considers his notion of the consensus antiquitatis in chapter four.

1.3. Summary—Introduction

Rather than impose the limits of a modern Western epistemology on the life and
work of a person that lived in an age with very different understandings of the world
and of knowledge, this thesis will explore Calixtus‘ relationship to Renaissance
humanism by reconsidering his work in light of the intellectual climate of his times.
By examining the importance of Calixtus‘ interaction with Isaac Casaubon for the
formation of one of Calixtus‘ key theological concepts, and Calixtus‘ contribution to
the genre of the ars historica, it will argue that we cannot fully understand his work
44

Vincent of Lérins Commonitorium ch. 23, quoted in Stewart, ―Catholicity or Consensus?,‖ 23.
See, for example, ―The Augsburg Confession,‖ in Book of Concord, 95: ―it is manifest and evident
. . . that we have diligently and with God‘s help prevented any new and godless teaching from
creeping into our churches.‖ Cf. The Canons and Decrees of the Sacred and Oecumenical Council of
Trent, ed. and trans. J. Waterworth (London: Dolman, 1848), wherein are decreed myriad ―new laws.‖
The Roman Catholic approach to doctrinal development can also be seen in early approaches to the
Reformation. For example, in some quarters it was argued that the Lutheran doctrine of justification
by faith might be accommodated within Roman Catholicism, as ―the medieval church . . . had not
[yet] undertaken any really rigid definition of doctrine [in this regard].‖ Stephen J. Lee, Aspects of
European History 1494–1789, 2nd edn (London: Methuen & Co., 1984; reprinted London: Routledge,
University Paperbacks, 1990), 43.
45
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without considering it in this manner. This study also provides the basis for future
considerations of Calixtus‘ life and work that are more refined, and prompts us to
think differently about the contributions of other figures of the period—people like
Abraham Calov (1612–1686) and Berthold Nihus (1590–1657), two of Calixtus‘
opponents who have traditionally been looked at as theologians, but who also
produced historical and legal commentaries.46
Given the dearth of knowledge concerning Calixtus in English-language
scholarship, the following chapter will serve to introduce him through a discussion of
his early life and university years. This will ensure that the reader has at least a
passing familiarity with Georg Calixtus and his historical significance before we
begin to re-evaluate it. Chapter three will explore the current body of knowledge
regarding Calixtus. In particular, it will describe existing viewpoints on the genesis
of his understanding of the consensus antiquitatis, and will explore to what extent the
literature considers Calixtus‘ work in relation to the tradition of Renaissance
humanism. Chapter four will comprise the first of the above-mentioned case studies,
which considers the relationship between Casaubon and Calixtus, and the genesis of
one of Calixtus‘ most important ideas. The second case study—a discussion of
Calixtus‘ ―De studio historiarum oratio‖ as an ars historica—will be addressed in
chapter five. These analyses will allow us to better consider the question of Calixtus‘
relationship to the humanist tradition. Although this thesis can only begin to answer
this question, in doing so it will offer a novel interpretation of some of Calixtus‘
works, and will provide a solid foundation upon which to base future research.

46

For example, Abraham Calov, Historia Syncretistica, das ist: Christliches wolgegrundetes
Bedencken uber den Lieben Kirchen-Frieden und Christliche Einigkeit In der heilsamen Lehre der
Himmlischen Wahrheit (1685); Berthold Nihus, Irnerius seu quaestiones de jurisconsulto illo
historicae a juris Bontificii et caesari collegiis Bononiensibus excussae 1641 (Cologne, 1642). It
appears that Nihus also had philological interests. See John E. Fletcher, ―A Brief Survey of the
Unpublished Correspondence of Athanasius Kircher, S.J. (1602–1680),‖ Manuscripta 13, no. 3
(1969): 158. Calixtus‘ relations with Calov and Nihus are considered further in § 2.4, below.
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2. Context—Background and Biography
This chapter serves two purposes. First, it introduces Georg Calixtus as the subject of
the subsequent analyses, outlining some of the key stages and figures in his
intellectual development, with particular regard to the tradition of Renaissance
humanism. Second, it introduces him as a little-known figure to anglophone
historians. As such, it will also explore other aspects of his life that are perhaps not
entirely germane to the argument of this thesis, but which have previously been
sparsely considered in English literature, and which suggest opportunities for further
research—some of the religious controversies that he was involved in, and his role in
the emergence of the early modern state in his local region. Before embarking on this
discussion, it is pertinent to explore the social context in which these events took
place. Calixtus was born in Medelby on 14 December 1586, at a time when the
German lands were relatively peaceful compared to the rest of Europe. Despite this,
the region of Schleswig-Holstein (in which Medelby is located) was affected by the
confessional movement as much as the rest of the Holy Roman Empire, and in
particular the struggles within the Lutheran church regarding the definition of
Lutheran orthodoxy.1 The Formula of Concord (to this day a key statement of
Lutheran confession) had been drafted in 1577, though regions such as SchleswigHolstein had failed to adopt it. Over time this led to the emergence of a ―postorthodox [Lutheran] theology,‖ and a split between its proponents and orthodox
Lutherans.2
This split was the result of a process that Heinz Schilling and Wolfgang
Reinhard have termed ―confessionalization.‖3 After Luther‘s instigation of the
Reformation in the first half of the sixteenth century, the Holy Roman Empire was
1

Schüssler, Georg Calixt, 1. On these struggles, see Theodore Tappert‘s helpful notes to the ―Preface
to the Book of Concord,‖ in Book of Concord, 3–16. See also Manfred Roensch, ―Die
Konkordienformel in der Geschichte des deutschen Luthertums,‖ Lutherische Theologie und Kirche
2/79 (1979): 37–52.
2
Heinz Schilling, ―Confessionalization in the Empire: Religious and Societal Change in Germany
between 1555 and 1620,‖ in Religion, Political Culture and the Emergence of Early Modern Society:
Essays in German and Dutch History (Leiden: Brill, 1992), 238.
3
There is a growing body of literature that makes this work available to an English-language
audience. See, for example, Confessionalization in Europe, 1555–1700: Essays in Honor and Memory
of Bodo Nischan, ed. John M. Headley, Hans J. Hillerbrand & Anthony J. Papalas (Hants: Ashgate,
2004); Ronnie Po-chia Hsia, Social Discipline in the Reformation: Central Europe 1550–1750
(London: Routledge, 1989).
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faced with a hitherto-unknown problem: how to ensure the peaceful coexistence of
two distinct and mutually-antagonistic branches of Christianity. The Peasants‘ War
of 1524–25 and the Schmalkaldic Wars of 1546–47 had shown that without an
appropriate solution, such peaceful coexistence would continue to remain elusive. A
resolution was sought in the Peace of Augsburg of 1555, which provided legal
recognition for both Lutheran and Roman Catholic churches, and which gave
territorial counts and princes (Landesherren) the authority to dictate religion in their
lands.4 This new-found episcopal authority was embodied in the maxim cuius regio,
eius religio (whose land, his religion), and resulted in a situation in which the church
could be seen not as a challenge to power, but as a tool with which a ruler could
reinforce their own dominance.5 The emergence of Calvinism in the Empire in 1559,
and post-Tridentine Catholicism after 1563, introduced new dimensions to the
political landscape and set the stage for a politics fuelled by ―religious fervor and
dynastic rivalries.‖6 Schilling argues that the resulting ―confessionalization‖ of the
Holy Roman Empire, and ultimately of Europe, facilitated a shift in societal structure
from the medieval system of political lordship and local autonomy to an early
modern state under absolute sovereignty.7 A discussion of this process will aid in
contextualising the events of Calixtus‘ life, and its features warrant consideration as
we navigate his experiences and those of his contemporaries.

2.1. The Confessionalization Thesis
As noted above, the ―confessionalization thesis‖ was born of the work of two
German scholars in the 1970s and 1980s. Schilling, in his analysis of the relationship
between the Calvinist Count of Lippe, Simon VI (1554–1613), and the Lutheran
populace of his subject town of Lemgo, saw a process of state building, religious
4

Ian Hunter, The Secularisation of the Confessional State: The Political Thought of Christian
Thomasius (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2007), 122–23; Benjamin Kaplan, Divided by
Faith: Religious Conflict and the Practice of Toleration in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge, MA:
The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 2007), 103–4.
5
Schilling, ―Between the Territorial State and Urban Liberty: Lutheranism and Calvinism in the
County of Lippe,‖ trans. Thomas A. Brady Jr, in The German People and the Reformation, ed. Hsia
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1988), 266. See also Hunter, Secularisation, 116–21.
6
Joel F. Harrington and Helmut Walser Smith, ―Confessionalization, Community, and State Building
in Germany, 1555–1870,‖ Journal of Modern History 69, no. 1 (1997): 85.
7
Schilling, ―Between the Territorial State and Urban Liberty,‖ 276. On the lead-up to, or ―first phase‖
of, confessionalization, see Schilling ―Confessionalization in the Empire,‖ 217–22.
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renewal (confessional formation, or konfessionsbildung8), and social disciplining that
enabled the integration of previously autonomous cities into a territorial state.9
Schilling‘s thesis was supported by the early modern maxim religio vinculum
societatis (religion is the bond of society). This meant that, although secular and
sacred existed separately, they were inextricably linked, both in the public eye and in
practice. Thus, religious change was, by necessity, social change.10
Wolfgang Reinhard took a slightly different approach to his study of
confessionalization, uncovering a ―confessionalization of the churches‖ as opposed
to Schilling‘s ―confessionalization of society.‖11 That is, he saw the process of
confessionalization as a consolidation of territories by churches rather than by
(though in many cases, with) the Landesherren.12 These processes of
confessionalization, though appearing on the surface to be exclusive, occurred
simultaneously and often conjunctively, and the results were the same: in both, the
three foci of state building, confessional formation, and social disciplining were
apparent, and the final outcome was the emergence of the early modern absolute
state. These parallels are evident in the seven conditions that Reinhard identified for
successful confessionalization:13

1. Embodiment of doctrine in a confession of faith (the Confession of Augsburg
[1530] and the Book of Concord [1580] for Lutheranism; the Helvetic
8

Schilling, ―Confessionalization in the Empire,‖ 207.
Brady Jr, ―Confessionalization: The Career of a Concept,‖ in Confessionalization in Europe, 4;
Schilling, ―Between the Territorial State and Urban Liberty,‖ 276. On Simon VI see August
Falkmann, ―Simon VI,‖ in ADB, 34:362–67.
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interdisciplinary paradigm,‖ in Confessionalization in Europe, 27–28; ―Confessionalization in the
Empire,‖ 208; Yoffie, ―Biblical Literalism,‖ 96–97.
11
Schilling, ―Die Konfessionalisierung von Kirche, Staat und Gesellschaft—Profil, Leistung, Defizite
und Perspektiven eines geschichtswissenschaftlichen Paradigmas,‖ in Die katholische
Konfessionalisierung: Akten eines von Corpus Catholicorum und Verein für Reformationsgeschichte
veranstalteten Symposions, Augsburg, 1993, eds. Schilling and Wolfgang Reinhard (Münster:
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Confessions [1536, 1566], Zurich Consensus [1549], and the canons of
Dordrecht [1619] for Calvinism; the Council of Trent‘s doctrinal canons and
certain papal statements for post-Tridentine Catholicism)14;
2. The enforcement of the confession via the prudent appointment and
monitoring of public officials;
3. Censorship of publications and control of propaganda;
4. Normalisation of the confession through education;
5. Disciplining of the populace via means such as visitations;
6. The establishment and enforcement of rites such as the practice of the
sacraments;
7. Regulation of language. For example, the use of saints‘ names for Roman
Catholic children and Old Testament names for Calvinist children.

These indicators illustrate the visible (and physical) impact of social
disciplining and confessional formation in the period, consistent with the sweeping
social changes identified by Schilling. The Landesherren, in order to successfully
exercise their right to confessionalize under the Peace of Augsburg, were generally
left with little choice but to establish autocratic governments in order to do so. In
Schilling‘s example of the county of Lippe, this meant that those who supported the
model of an absolute state had few alternatives but to convert to Calvinism,
reinforcing Simon VI‘s attempts at state building and aiding the process of
confessional formation. In contrast, those who fought to preserve the late-medieval
status quo by retaining their local loyalties, feudal relationships, and urban autonomy
held onto their Lutheran confession.15 It must be noted here that this does not mean
that Calvinism was inherently progressive and Lutheranism inherently conservative.
Other examples of confessionalization in the Empire show that in certain instances
Lutheranism or Roman Catholicism were confessed by the Landesherr and enabled
the consolidation of an autocratic state.16 In the case of Helmstedt, as has been
14

Schilling, ―Confessional Europe,‖ trans. Brady Jr, in Handbook of European History 1400–1600:
Late Middle Ages, Renaissance, and Reformation, vol. 2, Visions, Programs, and Outcomes, ed.
Brady Jr, Heiko A. Oberman and James D. Tracy (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 641.
15
Schilling, ―Between the Territorial State and Urban Liberty,‖ 271–72.
16
See Marc Forster, ―Catholic Confessionalism in Germany after 1650,‖ in Confessionalization in
Europe, 227–42; Hsia, Social Discipline, ch. 5; Schilling, ―Calvinism and Civic Liberties: Political
and Theological Pamphlets of the ‗Patriots‘ in Emden and Groningen and the Political Culture of
Germany and the Netherlands,‖ in Civic Calvinism in Northwestern Germany and the Netherlands,

20
alluded to above, a ―post-orthodox‖ Lutheranism fulfilled this role in opposition to
orthodox Lutheranism.17
Of course alliance to one confession or another was not always motivated by
political concerns. The very nature of religious confessions provided scope for
individuals with genuine spiritual convictions to change confessions on that basis.
However, even in these instances, the ultimate effect was the consolidation of
political interests along confessional lines, as it was the ruler‘s confession that had
legal standing. These alliances did not follow the traditional split of ruler versus
ruled. Rather, the nature of confessions meant that they were ―vertically not
horizontally structured.‖18 This meant that a cross-section of society, from noble, to
preacher, baker, or carpenter could subscribe to a confession. This ensured that any
―popular‖ movement could be driven by nobles as well as burghers. It also meant
that, with appropriate financial backing, a city could compete on equal footing with
its Landesherr.19 Schilling also notes that this vertical structure of confessions
resulted in what he terms a ―differentiation of elites,‖ that is, a noble stratum that was
split (differentiated) along confessional lines.20 Therefore, rather than a conflict
between ruler and ruled, the process of confessionalization resulted in a conflict
between those vying for an early modern state, and those fighting to preserve urban
autonomy, regardless of one‘s social status. Over time, the legal status of the ruler,
established by the Peace of Augsburg and reinforced by the Peace of Westphalia in
1648,21 meant that the early modern absolute state eventually won.22 Through the
process of state building, confessionalization therefore served not only to strengthen
the governments of individual territories, but also to set them apart from, and hence
against, each other on religious grounds.23
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This consolidation of states under different religious confessions resulted in
religious and dynastic conflicts that ultimately culminated in the Thirty Years War
(1618–1648).24 This war eventually involved countries throughout Europe (including
Spain, France, Denmark, Sweden, and of course the Holy Roman Empire), and
reduced the Empire‘s population by up to a third.25 On a more local level, these
conflicts were reflected in the irenic exercises of some and, more commonly, the
polemic exercises of others. The key thing to take from this discussion is the physical
effect that confessionalization had on the populace. It not only had consequences for
how the Landesherren were to relate to their subjects, but also resulted in the
physical dislocation of many individuals, with subsequent repercussions for these
individuals‘ approaches to the conflicts they faced in their own lives. These social
dynamics are quite evident in the following section, which concerns itself with some
of the key biographical details of Calixtus‘ life, as well as five significant figures that
influenced him around the turn of the seventeenth century. Many of Calixtus‘
contemporaries were forced to move because of their religious beliefs, and Calixtus
also found himself embroiled in many controversies, particularly in his later years.

2.2. The Early Years / University
Georg‘s father, Johann Calixtus (Kallisøn/Callisen, 1539–1618), played a key role in
Georg‘s early academic formation. Johann was the son of a cobbler in Aabenraa
(Åbenrå, in modern Denmark), but early spurned his father‘s profession for a life of
piety and scholarship, studying under Philipp Melanchthon at the University of
Wittenberg, and under David Chyträus (1530–1600) at Rostock, ultimately turning to
the pulpit and spending the better part of his life as a priest in Medelby.26 Having
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studied under Melanchthon and proving himself an ardent admirer of both his
famous teacher and the latter‘s Dutch contemporary Desiderius Erasmus (ca. 1466–
1536),27 Johann provided for his young son a ―spiritual world . . . characterised by a
moderate melanchthonian Lutheranism.‖28 In this environment Georg Calixtus
learned to revere above all the moderate, humanist tendencies of Melanchthon, and
to reject those of ―ultraconservative ‗genuine Lutherans‘‖29 like Matthias Flacius
(Flacius Illyricus, 1520–1575).30 Georg was accepted into the Flensburg Grammar
School at the age of twelve, and it is quite clear why Johann Calixtus chose this
particular school for his son. The teachings of Melanchthon received pride of place,
just as they had in the private tutelage Georg had received at home. 31 The school‘s
library also contained a wide range of classical, patristic, and humanist texts,32
fostering the historical bent that would prove so prominent in Calixtus‘ later work.
The next step in Calixtus‘ intellectual development would take him to
university. The University of Helmstedt had been established in 1576 and had
quickly developed a reputation as one of the most progressive universities in the
Holy Roman Empire. Over the coming years it would come to be recognised as ―an
oasis of humanist sensibilities in a neoscholastic age.‖33 Calixtus was admitted to
Helmstedt as a student at the age of sixteen, and spent the rest of his life in its
service. As might be expected in the polymathic environment of early modern
scholarship, his interests were initially wide-ranging, and he studied philosophy,
ancient languages, mathematics, and medicine, before ultimately setting his heart on
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theology.34 His two most influential teachers were Johannes Caselius and Cornelius
Martini (1568–1621), each one a reputable scholar in his own right. 35 Caselius, like
Calixtus‘ father, had studied under Melanchthon,36 and has been described as ―the
last great humanist in Germany.‖37 Martini had studied under Caselius at Rostock
and they had moved to Helmstedt together in 1591. With the humanist predilection
instilled by his father and fostered under Caselius‘ tutelage, Calixtus found in
Martini‘s teachings a historical approach that appealed to his sensibilities. Martini
revered ancient philosophers over and above those more recent, and Calixtus utilised
this same approach in his study of theology.38 Calixtus also studied Aristotelian
metaphysics under Martini, and this too played a key part in the shaping of his
theology in later years, a fact that is widely recognised in the literature. For
Christoph Böttigheimer, Aristotelian philosophy provided Calixtus with the ―tools‖
to engage effectively with Scripture;39 for William Kelly, it provided the foundation
for Calixtus‘ understanding of the consensus antiquitatis, as it recognised that all
Christians were ―bound by one and the same intellectual inheritance‖; 40 and for
Johannes Wallmann and Peter Engel, Aristotelianism allowed the evolution of
theology into a scholarly form.41 After receiving his Master‘s degree in 1605, at the
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age of eighteen, Calixtus continued to pursue theology under Martini before
embarking on the first of two academic tours around Europe.
The first of these tours was limited to German universities. During 1609 and
1610, Calixtus travelled throughout the Holy Roman Empire, visiting many
prominent universities including those at Jena, Giessen, Tübingen, Mainz,
Heidelberg, and Frankfurt.42 At these universities he met with several eminent
scholars, including both Roman Catholic and Protestant theologians such as the ―mad
Jesuit‖43 Martin Becanus (1563–1624), the Reformed (German Calvinist) irenicist
David Pareus (1548–1622), and the Lutheran professor Balthasar Mentzer (1565–
1627).44 In Jena Calixtus chaired a disputation on the nature of logic and
philosophy,45 and in Mainz he debated the sacraments with Becanus, discussing how
they might be treated so as to mitigate dissension between the confessions.46 Henke
provides little additional information regarding this first tour, yet it is already
apparent that Calixtus was willing to converse with parties on all sides of the
confessional debate. Although considering himself a Lutheran, he was more than
happy to engage with adherents of other confessions in order to further his own
education.47
The second tour would prove extremely valuable for Calixtus‘ intellectual
development. From 1611 to 1613, he travelled across Western Europe, visiting
universities and libraries and engaging with some of the better-known scholars of the
42
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time. He used this tour to deepen his understanding of both Roman Catholic and
Protestant doctrines, visiting Cologne (―the German Rome‖48), Leiden, The Hague,
Amsterdam, Rotterdam, London, and Paris. Although Calixtus was willing to engage
in dialogue with Roman Catholics, he was never shy about his opinions regarding
church doctrine. He was in Cologne for several months and used the time to write an
attack on the Roman Catholic mass.49 It might be observed at this point that this tract
was less an attack on the Roman Catholic church, and more a historical critique of
the mass itself. Here one sees the historical inclination that began at the Flensburg
Grammar School and which developed under Caselius and Martini‘s tutelage: by
reference to the works of the church fathers, Calixtus could show that the mass was a
later introduction, a ―superstitious and absurd‖ rite that had not been practised in the
primitive church.50 From Cologne, Calixtus travelled to the Netherlands and, despite
visiting several major seats of learning, did not stay there long—his political
opinions seem to have clashed with the ideology of the emerging Dutch republic, and
he missed out on the opportunity to acquaint himself with the scholars he would have
liked to meet. Joseph Scaliger had died three years earlier, and Calixtus as yet had no
personal connections to others, such as Hugo Grotius (1583–1645) and Gerhard
Vossius.51
From the Netherlands, Calixtus travelled to London for the most significant
encounter of his early years. It was here that he met Isaac Casaubon, the famed
classical scholar and philologist, from whom he would gain one of the most
important concepts of his life: his understanding of what he saw as the pure form of
the Christian church, and its decline from the sixth century onwards. 52 Existing
scholarship would suggest that Calixtus found this inspiration in the works of other
theologians, such as Georg Cassander (1513–1566) and Marco Antonio de Dominis
(1566–1624);53 however, this thesis will show that Casaubon is a much more likely
source for this inspiration. This is significant because it demonstrates Calixtus‘
engagement with a wider intellectual world, and provides a genesis for one of his key
48
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theological ideas in the ideals of Renaissance humanism, rather than in the details of
doctrinal debate. From London, Calixtus went to Paris and there, on Casaubon‘s
recommendation, met the historian Jacques-August de Thou (1553–1617).54
Curiously, apart from the fact that Calixtus spent three months in Paris, and used his
time there to visit the local libraries and to attend disputations at the Sorbonne, it
seems little else is known about this part of his tour.55 It is possible that his meeting
with de Thou proved anti-climactic—de Thou was apparently an appalling Latin
speaker.56 From Paris, Calixtus returned home; Henke suggests that he would have
liked to have visited the Italian states as well, but was afraid that the tract he had
written on the Roman Catholic mass would attract the attention of the Inquisition.57
Calixtus was influenced by many people in his scholarship and on these tours.
He came into physical contact with many of his contemporaries, and through his
studies he was exposed to the work of great names such as Saint Vincent of Lérins,
Bonaventura (1221–1274), and Georg Witzel (1501–1573). Given the sheer number
of people that he met, and of scholars whose work he busied himself with, we cannot
hope to discuss them all in depth, even though it is important to consider the diverse
interests of those people with whom he was engaged. Instead, the following section
will focus on the lives and work of five individuals: Jan Gruter, Cornelius Martini,
Philipp Melanchthon, Balthasar Mentzer, and David Pareus. These men have been
chosen because of their close proximity to Calixtus (excepting Melanchthon, he met
all of them), and also because of their diverse areas of scholarship. It will show that,
despite different professions, backgrounds, and confessions, common threads link all
these people. They all possessed a yearning for confessional peace, reverence for
historical knowledge, conviction in the value of reason and logic, and love of
learning and education—values that find themselves expressed time and again in
Calixtus‘ work.
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2.3. The Scholars

2.3.1. Jan Gruter

Jan Gruter (1560–1627) was born in the Netherlands, though his family soon moved
to England because of the religious and political struggles in their homeland.58 Such
dislocation quickly became a theme in his life: he left England for similar reasons in
the late 1570s, returning to the Netherlands, where he received his doctorate in law;
and in 1584 Gruter again fled the Netherlands after Spain‘s besieging of Antwerp,
this time to the Holy Roman Empire. He spent the next few years travelling
throughout continental Western Europe, spending time in France, Switzerland, and
the Italian states, before returning to the German lands. He served as a professor of
history in Wittenberg in 1590, and later at the University of Heidelberg. In 1602 he
was appointed librarian of the Palatinate, and there built up his own library,
collecting editions of, and commentaries on, Cicero, Livy, Plautus, Pliny the
Younger, and Suetonius, among others, by scholars all over Europe. Among these
scholars were people such as Isaac Casaubon, Hugo Grotius, and Joseph Scaliger, all
three of whom Gruter was in correspondence with.
Gruter and Martini are peculiar in this selection of people that influenced
Calixtus, as they are the only two not remembered as theologians. When one surveys
a list of Gruter‘s works one sees collections of poetry, and commentaries on classical
texts, instead of biblical and theological commentaries. When Calixtus met him, he
was working on his commentary on Seneca.59 He also wrote a seven-volume ―Light,
or Flame of the Liberal Arts, that is, a Critical Thesaurus in which the Infinite
Matters of Theology, Jurisconsultancy, and Medicine . . . are Presented,‖ and a
massive compilation of Roman inscriptions which Calixtus would have come across
in the library at Helmstedt.60 This range of humanist and polymathic scholarship is
significant because it is illustrative of the fact that Calixtus was in dialogue with
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people from a wide range of intellectual backgrounds, and even in his early twenties
was fostering a broad and diverse scholarly network.

2.3.2. Cornelius Martini
We have already noted that Cornelius Martini (1568–1621) was one of Calixtus‘
most influential teachers during his time at Helmstedt, and that he had moved there
with Caselius in 1591.61 In 1592, Martini graduated Master of Arts and was
appointed professor of logic. His work on Aristotelian logic and metaphysics was to
prove his greatest legacy to Calixtus and to the Protestant universities of Germany.
During his time at Helmstedt he wrote, according to Charles Lohr, one of ―the most
important treatises on metaphysics composed in Germany in the seventeenth
century.‖62 Martini was also staunchly opposed to Petrus Ramus‘ (1515–1572)
approach to philosophy (otherwise very popular at the time), and was instrumental in
influencing the Duke of Brunswick-Wolfenbüttel to pass edicts restricting the use of
Ramist philosophy in local schools, and in the university. Thus began what Christoph
Böttigheimer refers to as an ―Aristotelian renaissance‖ at Helmstedt,63 a movement
which spread throughout the Holy Roman Empire. Through this work and with the
help of some of his students, Martini was able to play a key role in shaping the
teaching of philosophy in Protestant universities. He led the evolution of philosophy
from a philological, rhetorical discipline to a more realistic, logically argued
ontology, as it would be taught in German schools in the seventeenth century. 64 In
later years, Calixtus would emulate his esteemed teacher in this respect, engaging the
help of his students and of Duke August the Younger of Brunswick-Lüneberg (1579–
1666) to disseminate his teachings across the duchy.65
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2.3.3. Philipp Melanchthon

Philipp Melanchthon (1497–1560) was a key player in the Reformation and a
personal friend of Martin Luther.66 His early education was at the hands of his
relatives Johann Reuter and Johann Reuchlin (1455–1522), and the linguist Johann
Unger.67 He received his Bachelor of Arts from the University of Heidelberg in 1509,
and his Master of Arts from Tübingen in 1514. He taught at Wittenberg University
from 1518, and there earned a ―Bachelor of Bible‖68 and met Luther. Melanchthon
was a prolific writer and published dozens of works, including translations of texts
by Pythagoras, Plutarch, and Terence, among others, as well as many classical
essays, commentaries, textbooks, and theological works.69 He was also instrumental
in bringing to fruition Luther‘s German edition of the Bible, prompting Luther to
embark on the project in the first place, and spending more than twenty years of his
own life working on it.70
As well as his contribution to Renaissance humanism, Melanchthon had a
significant impact on the German education system, and on Lutheran theology. He
was named preceptor for his work in reforming schools throughout the German lands
and aided in the founding of at least three universities, and in the reorganisation of
several others.71 His Unterricht der Visitatoren (Instructions for Visitations) of 1528
became the foundation of the first public school system, and its primary school
syllabus was enacted in law in Saxony and widely copied in the rest of the Holy
Roman Empire. Melanchthon was the German author of the Augsburg Confession
and its apology, documents which, to this day, are key doctrinal statements of the
Lutheran church. He also authored the Loci communes rerum theologicarum
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(Commonplaces of Theological Matters),72 better known simply as Loci communes,
the first systematic treatment of Lutheran theology, which was emulated by many
later theologians.73 The Loci communes employed the loci method to treat its subject
under discrete heads, enabling the presentation of a complex array of information in
a ―simple and understandable‖ way.74
Although Melanchthon worked closely with Luther for many years, and three
of his works became symbols of the Lutheran faith (the aforementioned Augsburg
Confession and its apology, and his Treatise on the Power and Primacy of the Pope),
his stance differed from Luther‘s on several issues. Melanchthon always favoured
irenics to polemics, and his position on doctrinal issues such as the Lord‘s Supper,
and his acceptance of non-fundamental articles of faith as adiaphora (indifferent),
meant that there was often tension between him and Luther. For example, when a
controversy over the sacrament of the Lord‘s Supper reached a head in 1543, Luther
polemicised against his opponents, while Melanchthon worked actively to try and
alleviate tensions.75 As Luther is at times remembered for his ―customary
coarseness,‖76 or for having ―too much passion and far too little patience,‖77
Melanchthon is sometimes portrayed by orthodox Lutherans as compromising and
synergistic. That is, they believe that he was too eager to forsake crucial questions of
doctrine for ecclesiastical peace, and that he taught that human will and the grace of
God cooperated in the achievement of salvation.78 This accusation of synergism
seems to be rooted in Melanchthon‘s use of philosophy in theology.
In contrast to Luther‘s exhortation to ―despair of your own reason and
understanding‖79 in all matters concerning God, Melanchthon saw human reason as
integral to the study of theology. In this sense, he saw reason as the employment of
philosophical tools to understand Scripture, though he did not believe that these tools
could be used to interpret it. Logic, dialectics, and rhetoric were skills to aid in the
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physical act of reading, not the spiritual experience of revelation.80 In contrast,
Luther‘s aversion to the use of reason extended even to the act of reading. He
advocated a formula of prayer, meditation, and testing as the best approach to the
study of theology. After first placing one‘s faith in God in order that they might
receive divine revelation in their pursuit of erudition, a student of theology must
rigorously study the Scriptures, constantly reading and re-reading, before being
tested by the experience of spiritual adversity.81 We can see here the origins of an
accusation of synergism—while Melanchthon saw the acts of understanding and
interpreting the gospel as discrete, orthodox Lutherans saw them as one and the
same, acts which could only be engaged in by surrendering reason and placing one‘s
faith entirely in God.
All these features of Melanchthon‘s work—his broad classical as well as
patristic knowledge, his belief in education, his employment of philosophy in
theology, and his tendency toward irenicism—can be seen in Calixtus‘ work. The
discussion which follows later in this chapter, regarding the controversies that
Calixtus endured in his later life, draws on many of these themes. However, just as
the introduction pointed out that one must be conscious of historical anachronism
when considering the disciplinary boundaries of Calixtus‘ world, one must also be
conscious of the risk inherent in relying on an individual, or even a single group of
people, as a defining influence on his work. As the present discussion shows,
Calixtus interacted with many different people during his formative years, and they
all had an impact on the evolution of his thought.

2.3.4. Balthasar Mentzer

Balthasar Mentzer (1565–1627) went to school in Hersfeld (modern Bad Hersfeld)
from 1577 and in 1583 entered the University of Marburg.82 He received his
Bachelor‘s degree in the same year, and his Master‘s degree at the end of 1584. He
worked in Marburg as a scholar in the following years, and received his doctorate in
1600. Political developments played a key role in shaping his influence as a Lutheran
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theologian. As noted above, the Peace of Augsburg of 1555 had provided legal
recognition for Lutheran and Roman Catholic confessions, and stipulated that the
religion of a particular region would be determined by that of its ruler. When Prince
Moritz (1572–1632) took over as Landgrave of Hesse-Kassel in 1592, he
consequently attempted to impose his strict Reformed views on his subjects.83 In
1605 Moritz met with a group of Lutheran theologians in Marburg (Mentzer among
them) in an effort to prohibit discussion of contentious doctrinal issues between the
Reformed and Lutheran confessions. Citing legal rights and reasons of conscience,
the Lutheran theologians refused this meeting and were subsequently dismissed from
their posts.84 During the uprising that followed, they fled for their lives to Giessen.
Fortunately for Mentzer, the Lutheran Landgrave Ludwig V of Hesse-Darmstadt
(1577–1626) worked with the superintendents of Giessen and Darmstadt to found a
new Lutheran university in Giessen which could accommodate Mentzer and his
exiled colleagues. Mentzer was involved in the foundation of the university and,
when it opened in 1607, was appointed as a professor of theology. Theodor
Mahlmann suggests that as a result of Mentzer‘s ―intuition and skill‖ as a consultant
in the establishment of this new university, scholars from all disciplines were
attracted to Giessen.85 Mentzer‘s and his colleague Konrad Dieterich‘s (1575–1639)
textbooks became widely used throughout the Holy Roman Empire, and hundreds of
Lutherans ―from near and far‖ came to study with them.86 Mentzer‘s influence meant
that the University of Giessen quickly reached a reputation equal to or better than
many of the older Lutheran universities.
Apart from playing a key role in the founding of a university that would
thrive until 1879, Mentzer also made a significant contribution to Lutheran
theology.87 He engaged in many disputations on the subject, and was one of the
pioneers in developing doctrinal writings for the laiety. His biggest contribution to
the confessional debate was probably his work in the area of Christology. He had
specific ideas about the nature of Christ, particularly in regard to His three roles of
prophet, priest, and king. Mentzer‘s writings regarding the divine nature of Christ
provoked opposition from other German universities and in an effort to quell the
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controversy, he sought the assistance of Ludwig V, whom he had worked with in
establishing the University of Giessen. Despite Ludwig‘s intervention, the attacks
continued. Although respected in many quarters, Mentzer spent the last years of his
life defending his views. In his meetings with Mentzer, as with Gruter, Calixtus
would have come face-to-face with the realities of confessionalization: the physical
upheaval imposed on individuals and families, and the spiritual stresses of fighting
over religion. Coupled with his interaction with irenicists such as David Pareus, and
the later turmoil of the Thirty Years War, one can see why Calixtus would have
wanted to engineer a way to ease these tensions.

2.3.5. David Pareus

David Pareus (1548–1622) was born in Frankenstein in Schlesien (modern
Ząbkowice Śląskie in Poland). He began training as a chemist and as a cobbler,
though turned from these disciplines to the Reformed church, and was ordained as a
priest in 1571.88 During the seventh, eighth, and ninth decades of the sixteenth
century, Pareus was forced to move several times. Cuius regio, eius religio officially
recognised only Lutheran and Roman Catholic confessions. As such, as a member of
the Reformed church, Pareus had no legal protection anywhere he went, and was
forced from Hirschberg (modern Jelenia Góra in Poland) in 1566 because of
Lutheran pressure, Bergzabern in 1571 because of Roman Catholic opposition, and
from Hemsbach in 1577, again forced out by Lutherans.89 He eventually settled in
Heidelberg in 1584, and there turned his attention to university life.
Pareus‘ experience of physical dislocation under the tenet cuius regio, eius
religio seems to have had a marked effect on him. After three decades of moving
from one city to another because of religious differences, he spent the rest of his life
attempting to effect peace between the Protestant (Lutheran and Reformed) churches
in the Holy Roman Empire. It is worth noting that, if his efforts had been successful,
the Reformed church (united with Lutheran) would have gained protection under the
Peace of Augsburg.90 Given his Reformed confession, this would no doubt have been
a favourable outcome for him. Pareus‘ plans for reunion were articulated in his most
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famous work—his Irenicum of 1614.91 In it he suggested that Lutheran and
Reformed confessions agreed on all fundamental articles of faith (that is, those things
that a Christian must believe in order to receive salvation), and that they disagreed
with the Roman Catholic confession on at least 39 articles. On that basis, he
proposed a reunion of the two Protestant churches in defence against the Roman
Catholics.92 Pareus‘ goal during the last years of his life was always the achievement
of such a syncretism of the Protestant churches. Despite these lofty aspirations, his
irenic overtures were continuously rebuffed by his Lutheran contemporaries. 93 His
other scholarly endeavours also came under attack. During 1587 and 1588, for
example, he published the first Reformed bible and, despite retaining the bulk of
Luther‘s translation, earned the ire of many Lutheran theologians.94 Although
Pareus‘ efforts failed to achieve a reunion of the Protestant churches during his
lifetime, Traudel Himmighöfer suggests that they did lay the foundation for a reunion
of the two confessions in the German Palatinate in 1818.95
In Pareus we see a grand irenicism that is still one step short of Calixtus‘ lofty
ideal. While Pareus‘ goal was the reunion of the Protestant confessions against the
Roman Catholic, Calixtus aimed to reunite all three. Although Jews and Muslims
could not be considered members of the true faith, Calixtus believed that all
Christians could, regardless of their differences of opinion. However, even
concerning Jews and Muslims, Calixtus was willing to keep an open mind, and spoke
to his students upon his first appointment to the pro-rectorship of the University of
Helmstedt about how the members of these ―false religions‖ might be brought back
to the Christian fold.96 Although Calixtus had already been exposed to the tolerant
ideas of Melanchthon and Georg Witzel, Pareus would have been one of Calixtus‘
first Protestant contacts with a practical project for ecclesiastical reunion.
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2.3.6. Summary—The Scholars
These people, and many others, played a part in informing Calixtus‘ thoughts during
his early education and his days at university. We have Gruter, a philologist and poet
who published mammoth multi-volume works of history, and was in contact with
some of the most erudite minds of the late sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries;
Martini, the leader of an ―Aristotelian renaissance‖ and an influential proponent for
reason in philosophy rather than rhetoric; Melanchthon, one of the most important
figures of the Reformation, a personal friend of Martin Luther, and an early Lutheran
proponent of moderation in matters of confessional discord; Mentzer, a key player in
the founding of the University of Giessen, and a discussant of many contemporary
questions of Lutheran theology; and Pareus, one of the most famous irenic figures of
the time, and of particular influence in his efforts to unite the Reformed and Lutheran
branches of Protestantism. As already noted, despite very different religious,
personal, and professional circumstances, common threads link all these people. The
desire for ecclesiastical peace, the practical value of philosophy and history, and the
importance of education are all echoed in their life experiences, in their work, and in
their influence on Calixtus.
The impact of the confessional movement on these individuals, and on
Calixtus himself, must not be underestimated. The principle of cuius regio, eius
religio meant that religious unity no longer existed between German states. As
already noted, the confessionalization of states and of universities resulted in much
confrontation between both political and religious rivals. In a time of such
intellectual discomfort, compounded by the stresses of the Thirty Years War, it is no
surprise that confessional peace was at the forefront of many scholars‘ minds.97 The
influence of this environment, and of these people, can be seen in Calixtus‘ early
work as well as in his later designs for confessional peace. For now, some of the
controversies that Calixtus was involved in will be considered, in order to illustrate
some of the competing values which found expression in the religious disputes of the
day.
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2.4. The Controversies

Given that so many individuals were concerned with the problem of religious
dissension in the first half of the seventeenth century, and that there were a number
of people actively trying to alleviate these tensions, one might wonder what made
Calixtus so unique. The answer can perhaps be found in his understanding of the
consensus antiquitatis.98 Of course, there were other aspects of Calixtus‘ work that
his opponents found objectionable—the role he afforded to philosophy in theology,
for example, was the butt of much criticism.99 However, Calixtus‘ understanding of
the consensus antiquitatis placed him squarely between the Lutheran and Roman
Catholic confessions, and he worked harder than almost any of his contemporaries to
bridge the gap between them.100 This made him an obvious target for attacks from
both sides.
Calixtus based this understanding of the consensus antiquitatis on his reading
of the works of Saints Augustine of Hippo (354–430) and Vincent of Lérins.
Augustine‘s De doctrina Christiana (On Christian Doctrine) was for Calixtus the
perfect guide to reading and understanding Scripture, and Vincent‘s Commonitorium
contained the perfect definition of tradition. Together, they could be effectively used
to define the true church and to refute heretics.101 For Calixtus, a definition of the
true church could also serve as the basis for a reunion of the Christian confessions.
As he put it, the ―the truth and legitimacy of tradition is universal,‖102 and Vincent
provided the most appropriate criteria for identifying this tradition—―that which has
been believed everywhere, always, and by all.‖103 For Calixtus, ―always‖ (the
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criterion of antiquity) referred to those things that were deemed necessary to believe
in the first age of the apostles and the subsequent generation.104 These he saw
practised in the first five hundred years of the church, after which time the church
fell into such disrepair that it no longer reflected the true church of Christ. For
example, Pope Boniface III (d. ca. 607) gained his seat through the parricidal and
tyrannical Emperor Phocas (d. 610).105 As Andreas Merkt notes, for Calixtus, this
event highlighted the ―secularisation‖ of the papacy.106
Calixtus‘ deference to the first five hundred years of the church as a kind of
normaliser positioned him directly between the Lutheran and Roman Catholic
confessions. Although he claimed never to forsake the Lutheran principle of sola
Scriptura—that Scripture should be the only theological authority—orthodox
Lutherans saw any regard for tradition as tending toward Roman Catholicism.
Roman Catholics were quite open to such interpretation, but were far from willing to
limit it to the first five hundred years of the church.107 In his efforts to find a common
ground for negotiation between the confessions, Calixtus rather found himself the
butt of attacks during much of his professional life. Throughout this time, in a
curious paradox, Calixtus stood by his consensus antiquitatis and used it to counter
the arguments of his opponents, while they used it to bolster their own arguments
against him.
This controversial career began in 1614 with a disputation between Calixtus
and the Jesuit August Turrianus. The disputation took place in an effort to prevent a
young Brunswick nobleman, Ludolph von Klenke, from converting to Roman
Catholicism.108 Though he failed to prevent von Klenke from converting, Calixtus‘
performance as a ―skilled and competent‖ debater meant that he was nevertheless
granted a professorial position at Helmstedt, where he worked for the rest of his
life.109 His forty-two-year career included appointment to the pro-rectorship of the
university on four occasions, investiture with the abbacy of Königslutter in 1635, and
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promotion to professor primarius in 1636.110 In these high-profile positions, his work
was especially visible and although he deplored the polemic of his day and sought to
distance himself from it when possible, in his irenic efforts Calixtus found himself
writing responses and apologies and participating in pamphlet wars for much of his
life. The most notable of these were probably those with Berthold Nihus and
Abraham Calov, the latter of whom has certainly caught the attention of
contemporary Lutheran theologians.111 There was also a brief controversy involving
Statius Büscher (d. 1641) in 1640, when he published his Cryptopapismus novae
theologiae Helmstadiensis (The crypto-Papism of the New Theology of Helmstedt),
accusing Calixtus of (among other things) harbouring secret Roman Catholic
tendencies and of abandoning the Corpus doctrinae Julium, which he was required to
subscribe to as a subject of the duchy of Brunswick-Wolfenbüttel.112 Calixtus denied
the allegations that Büscher had made and sought the assistance of Duke August the
Younger in denouncing the book. As Büscher was the subject of a neighbouring
duke, Georg of Brunswick-Lüneburg (1583–1641), August forwarded the request to
him, but Duke Georg was already aware of the contents of the book and had taken
measures to try and prevent its further dissemination. He called several times for
Büscher to appear before him and account for what he had written, yet Büscher never
did. Duke Georg subsequently made a public announcement denouncing Büscher‘s
claims and defending Calixtus and his fellow theologians at Helmstedt. Calixtus, for
his part, published an untitled response to Büscher‘s book in 1641. The controversy
then came to a sudden end: Büscher had no opportunity to engage in further debate
with Calixtus, as he died that same year.113
Berthold Nihus was a different case. He had been Calixtus‘ colleague and
friend at Helmstedt but during travels through Cologne, Leiden, and Antwerp in
1614 had begun to question some of the thinking behind the Reformation. The main
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question for Nihus was whether or not the entire Roman Catholic church could be in
error: could the church that Christ had promised to aid really be guilty of apostasy?
He came to the conclusion it could not, and converted to Roman Catholicism in
1622.114 His new confession, and his stances on the Reformation, on the doctrine of
the church, and the Lutheran ideal of sola Scriptura, meant that his friendship with
Calixtus came to an end. After his conversion Nihus wrote several works against
Calixtus and the rest of his former colleagues at Helmstedt. The best-known of these
is his Ars nova (New Method) of 1632.115 Although it was not the first anti-Protestant
work that Nihus had written, it was perhaps the most provocative. It was a
confessional tract directed at Lutheran theologians, alleging that their doctrinal
claims had no basis in Scripture.116 Furthermore, it asserted that it was the Lutherans
who were obliged to prove their position, as it was they who had broken from the
Roman Catholic church.
In response to the Ars nova, Calixtus published his ―Digressio de Arte nova‖
(Digression on the New Method) as an addendum to his Epitomes theologiæ moralis
of 1634. Calixtus directed this specifically at Nihus, naming him on the title page of
the ―Digressio,‖117 and imploring him to consider a conciliar approach to the
stalemate between the Lutheran and Roman Catholic churches. He argued that the
goal of all parties must be the reunion of Christendom, and he was convinced that
Roman Catholic theologians must have this same desire for peace and unity.118
Calixtus argued using his understanding of the consensus antiquitatis that both the
Lutheran and Roman Catholic sides had to substantiate their positions based on
Scripture and the traditions of the primitive church;119 it was not up to one or the
other to prove themselves worthy. If they could come together in an open dialogue
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on this basis, they could reconcile their differences and reunite as one church. 120 In
an effort to engage in this dialogue himself, Calixtus also answered Nihus‘ call for
proof of Lutheran doctrine, supporting his argument by reference to Scripture and to
the doctrine of the primitive church. For Calixtus, this doctrine was embodied in the
Apostles‘, Nicene-Constantinopolitan, and Athanasian creeds, and in the decisions of
the councils of Ephesus and Chalcedon.121 By constant reference to Scripture and to
the church of antiquity, Calixtus hoped to show conclusively that his understanding
of the consensus antiquitatis could be used to reveal the true nature of the original,
catholic church, and thus serve as a basis for reunion.122
The controversy that would take up the later years of Calixtus‘ life began
after the Colloquy of Toruń in 1645. The colloquy was convened by King
Władysław IV of Poland (1595–1648) and although undoubtedly a platform for
dialogue between the confessions, its ultimate goal was to bring the Polish
Protestants back to the Roman Catholic church.123 Calixtus saw this as a great
opportunity to unify the Lutheran, Reformed, and Roman Catholic confessions on the
basis of his consensus antiquitatis. As he had proposed in his response to Nihus
eleven years earlier, he believed that discussion on the basis of primitive Christianity
and Scripture would allow the confessions to find a common truth and solve the
outstanding issues between them.124 As it turned out, Calixtus had difficulty
obtaining his invitation to the colloquy, and once there was not permitted to represent
the Lutheran party. It was at the Colloquy of Toruń that Abraham Calov first met
Calixtus, and thereafter Calov became one of his most vocal critics. Johann
Hülsemann (1602–1661) was another of Calixtus‘ opponents that was present at the
colloquy. His and Calov‘s machinations meant that Calixtus was prevented from
representing the Lutherans. Instead, Calov and Hülsemann acted for the Lutheran
party, and Calixtus helped the Reformed to produce their declaration of faith.125
120
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At Calov‘s instigation, the polemics against Calixtus began in earnest
following the Colloquy of Toruń. What came to be termed the ―Syncretistic
Controversy‖ has been broken into three phases: from the Colloquy of Toruń until
Calixtus‘ death in 1656; from the colloquies of Hesse-Kassel and Berlin in 1661 until
the banning of polemics in 1669; and from 1675, when Abraham Calov renewed his
polemics against Calixtus (whose legacy was then being defended by his son,
Friedrich Ulrich Calixtus [1622–1701]), until Calov‘s death in 1686.126
Of Calov‘s works against Calixtus, one in particular is worth mentioning, as
it had widespread repercussions for contemporary Lutheran theologians.127 Intended
to reinvigorate the orthodox Lutheran position against the ―syncretists,‖ the
Consensus repetitus (Revisited Consensus) of 1655 specifically targeted the
teachings of Calixtus and his colleagues at Helmstedt in order to illustrate their
errors.128 The impact of Calixtus‘ notion of the consensus antiquitatis is evident in
the first preliminary article of the Consensus repetitus, which specifically condemned
the ideas that all that is necessary for salvation can be found in the Apostles‘ Creed,
and that all those who believe in the Creed are members of the true church. It also
rejected Calixtus‘ secondary principal of tradition.129 The Consensus repetitus then
went on to systematically refute each of the teachings of Calixtus and his adherents
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that were considered in conflict with the Book of Concord and the Augsburg
Confession.130
C. George Fry argues that Calov considered himself first and foremost a
Lutheran (as distinct from Christian), and as a Lutheran he felt it was his duty to
staunchly defend the true faith.131 Many of his writings were therefore overtly
polemical.132 As noted above, after the Colloquy of Toruń Calov became ―Calixtus‘
tireless opponent,‖133 and wrote several polemic tracts against him and his fellow
theologians at Helmstedt. Although Georg Calixtus died on 19 March 1656, Calov‘s
publications continued until his own death thirty years later, during which time the
Calixtine legacy was defended by Calixtus‘ son Friedrich and by Calixtus‘ former
students, including Hermann Conring (1606–1681) and Gerard Molanus (1633–
1722).134 Until his death, Calixtus‘ goal remained the reunification of Christendom,
while theologians of the Calovian school continued to see Calixtine theology as a
threat to orthodox Lutheranism.135
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These controversies revolved around a number of issues which plagued
Calixtus throughout his life and which he attempted to address in proposing the
consensus antiquitatis as a basis for ecclesiastical reunion. Despite this, because of
the precarious position he occupied between the Lutheran and Roman Catholic
confessions, he was never able to achieve his goal. His belief that the confessions
were members of the same church was in direct contradiction to both the Lutheran
Book of Concord, which specifically condemned ―false and seductive doctrines and
their stiff-necked proponents and blasphemers,‖136 and to the Tridentine decrees,
which held on the Roman Catholic side.137 He was accused of abandoning Lutheran
doctrine by Büscher, of the incorrect interpretation of Scripture by Nihus, and of
heresy by Calov. These concerns are worth bearing in mind when we consider the
relationship between Calixtus and Isaac Casaubon in chapter four.

2.5. The Calixtine Legacy to Lower Saxony
One final aspect of Calixtus‘ life that warrants attention here is his impact on the
relationship between church and state in Lower Saxony. There is a small body of
literature that explores this topic and, when viewed through the lens of the
confessionalization thesis outlined above, it shows that Calixtus played an important
role in the emergence of the early modern absolute state in this region. At the turn of
the seventeenth century, a distinct ―post-orthodox‖ Lutheran theology was emerging
at the University of Helmstedt, and Calixtus‘ appointment as professor of theology in
1614 saw this continue. Over the following decades, through his actions as professor
primarius of the university, his influence as abbot of Königslutter, and his close
personal relationship with Duke August the Younger, Calixtus made a lasting
impression on his local region.
Calixtus‘ ultimate goal was always the reunion of Christendom and he
believed that this could be achieved most effectively through the involvement of the
state.138 As such, as key positions became available in the local duchy, he used his
contacts to ensure that people favourable to his ideas (usually his students) were
appointed to these posts. Thus, Brandanus Daetrius (1607–1688), Justus Gesenius
136
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(1601–1673), and Gerard Molanus, among many others, came to occupy positions
such as Stadtsuperintendent of the city of Brunswick, generalissimus in Hannover,
and abbot of Loccum, while Calixtus‘ brother-in-law, Johann Schwartzkopff (1596–
1658), was chancellor of Wolfenbüttel. With many key positions occupied by people
sympathetic to his cause, Calixtus was able to work with August the Younger to
ensure that Calixtine ideals were spread throughout the local territories.139 The fact
that Helmstedt served as the only university for this area also meant that all priests
and scholars could be appropriately trained. We see here several key features of
confessionalization in action, and Calixtus‘ influence throughout the territories of
August the Younger and his brothers went hand-in-hand with the strengthening of
the state during this time.140
Calixtus‘ efforts for the reunion of Christendom were continued by others
throughout the seventeenth century and into the eighteenth. Gottfried Leibniz (1646–
1716) was an important supporter of Calixtus‘ work and, together with Cristobal de
Rojas y Spinoza (1626–1695) and Molanus, worked ardently to effect the reunion of
Christendom based on Calixtine principles.141 As we have noted, at Helmstedt
Calixtus‘ legacy was maintained by his son Friedrich, and by his students Conring
and Molanus. At the turn of the eighteenth century it was continued by Johann
Lorenz von Mosheim (1693–1755), ―the new Calixt[us].‖142 This meant that, as well
as helping to facilitate the rise of the absolute state through the process of
confessionalization, Calixtus‘ work maintained a continuous influence in Brunswick
and the surrounding territories for over a century.143
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2.6. Summary—Background and Biography

This chapter has taken the time to introduce Calixtus by outlining his early life, his
education, and some of the controversies that he was involved with in his later years.
He was educated in his earlier years in an explicitly humanist, melanchthonian
environment and early on gained an appreciation for classical knowledge. At
university he studied under Cornelius Martini, a master of Aristotelian philosophy,
and in two tours of universities and libraries throughout Europe he met many
eminent scholars, coming face-to-face with the realities of confessionalization, and
developing a deeper appreciation for historical reasoning. On these tours Calixtus
also interacted not only with Lutheran scholars but also Roman Catholic and
Reformed, recognising the skill and knowledge that these people brought to the
confessional debate. He was thus able to deepen his own understanding of different
doctrines, and gain a more tolerant disposition to the Reformed and Roman Catholic
parties than many of his Lutheran contemporaries.144 Calixtus‘ work brought him
under heavy fire from Lutherans, Roman Catholics, and members of the Reformed
confession, each charging him with particular errors in his theology. These attacks
were exacerbated after the Colloquy of Toruń, when he was embroiled in several
theological quarrels, beginning the Syncretistic Controversy, a ―grave crisis in
ecclesiological understanding within Lutheranism,‖145 which would continue after
his death in 1656. Calixtus spent his last days defending his views, and fervently
argued for confessional peace in all of these dialogues.
Having provided a broad overview of Calixtus‘ life and work, this thesis can
begin to look at particular aspects of this narrative more closely, and to question
some of the assumptions that have endured at least since Ernst Henke published his
biography of Calixtus in the nineteenth century. 146 The following chapter will
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explore existing opinions regarding the main objects of our critique in later chapters:
the origins of Calixtus‘ understanding of the consensus antiquitatis, and his
engagement with the intellectual world of Renaissance humanism.
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3. Calixtus and Humanism: A Partial View?
Scholarly interest in the life and works of Georg Calixtus has been at best sporadic
since his death in 1656. Few comprehensive treatments were published prior to the
twenty-first century, and even in the last fifty years, when interest seems to have
been greatest, the works which have been published have, by and large, limited
themselves to the concerns of the modern disciplines of theology and ecclesiastical
history. This chapter will consider this body of work in relation to the foci of
chapters four and five: the development of Calixtus‘ understanding of the consensus
antiquitatis, and his interaction with the wider world of humanist scholarship. For the
English reader, the treatments by William Kelly and Quentin Stewart provide the
best introductions to Calixtus‘ work, although Stewart‘s in particular contains little,
if anything, that cannot be gleaned from German sources.1 Kelly provides a little
more original information, offering his reader interesting synopses of two
dissertations for which Calixtus acted as praeses in 1643.2 However, errors in Kelly‘s
endnoting mean that it is unclear which sources he has used, and it is thus extremely
difficult to confirm several of the details of his narrative. 3 For the German reader at
least ten books, and many more journal articles and book chapters, are devoted either
in whole or in part to Calixtus‘ work;4 however, they again focus specifically on
those aspects which are of interest to a modern student of theology. This chapter will
contend that although the literature does consider Calixtus‘ engagement with the
wider world of humanist scholarship, a much deeper consideration is warranted.
1
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First, it will explore this literature in order to explicate existing views on the genesis
of Calixtus‘ understanding of the consensus antiquitatis. This will provide the
foundation for chapter four, which discusses Isaac Casaubon‘s role in the
development of this understanding. Second, this chapter shall explore to what extent
the current body of knowledge considers Calixtus‘ engagement with the humanist
tradition. This will provide a reference point for chapter five, which explores this
engagement in the context of the genre of the ars historica.

3.1. The Genesis of a Calixtine consensus antiquitatis
Despite the several monographs and numerous articles devoted to Calixtus‘ theology,
only a handful deal in any significant detail with his understanding of the consensus
antiquitatis and, more specifically, how this understanding was formed. The most
fully articulated view places the focus squarely on the contribution that Georg
Cassander and Marco Antonio de Dominis‘ work made to the evolution of Calixtus‘
theology. It notes that Dominis‘ third volume of his Respublica ecclesiastica,
containing his model for church unity, was released in 1622,5 and that between this
time and 1634, Calixtus‘ irenic ideals were formed.6 The evidence most often cited to
support this is that the ―Prooemium‖ to Calixtus‘ 1629 edition of Augustine‘s De
doctrina Christiana and Vincent of Lérins‘ Commonitorium was the first work in
which he advocated the consensus antiquitatis as a basis for confessional reunion.7
That the 1620s were a watershed in Calixtus‘ work is also almost universally
acknowledged, and it is clear that during this period his ideas for church unity saw
ultimate fruition, at least in published form. The Thirty Years War reached
Helmstedt during this time as well, and there is little doubt that this played a key part
in Calixtus giving expression to his ideas for a reunion of the confessions: his speech
at the University‘s foundation day in 1626 makes it clear that he believed
ecclesiastical peace was vital to ending the war.8 At issue, however, is not the final
5

Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte, 4:398; Schüssler, Georg Calixt, 51.
Böttigheimer, Zwischen Polemik und Irenik, 173–74; Kantzenbach, Das Ringen, 238; Merkt, Das
patristische Prinzip, 97–98; Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte, 4:398–401; Schüssler, Georg Calixt, 53.
7
See, for example, Böttigheimer, ―Auf der Suche,‖ 230–31; Engel, Die eine Wahrheit, 130; Merkt,
Das patristische Prinzip, 102–5.
8
Calixtus, ―Oratio de cæsareæ maiestatis dignitate et auctoritate,‖ in Orationes selectæ, 17–27;
―Oratio de caesareae maiestatis dignitate et auctoritate: 1626,‖ in Werke, 3:180–90. See also Mager,
―Georg Calixts interkonfessionelle Kommunikation,‖ 54; Schüssler, Georg Calixt, 45–46.
6

49
evolution of Calixtus‘ model for church unity, but the beginnings of it: what
happened before the 1620s? Apart from his interaction with Dominis‘ Respublica
ecclesiastica and the terrors of the Thirty Years War, were there other factors that led
to Calixtus‘ irenical disposition? An important matter to consider when answering
these questions is Calixtus‘ relationship with Casaubon and here, unlike the
consensus surrounding the evolution of his thought in the 1620s, the literature is
divided.
As the bulk of literary interest in Calixtus has to date been from theologians
and ecclesiastical historians, the issue of his relationship with Casaubon has received
little attention. The majority of comments regarding Casaubon‘s interaction with
Calixtus appear to be made in passing during wider discussions of Calixtine
theology. In these allusions, we find two schools of thought: the first believes that
Calixtus‘ meetings with Casaubon were of great importance to him; the second
suggests that Casaubon had no (or at most, a minimal) effect on Calixtus‘ intellectual
development. Unfortunately, neither school explicates its stance for us. In the first we
have scholars such as Friedrich Kantzenbach, Andreas Merkt, and Ernst Henke,
whose opinion was that Calixtus‘ meeting with Casaubon had an ―overwhelming and
permanent‖ effect on the younger man.9 In the second school of thought stands
Hermann Schüssler, following the lead of Otto Ritschl‘s 1927 Dogmengeschichte
(History of Dogmas). Christoph Böttigheimer, in his more recent monograph,
concurs with their position. The lack of in-depth discussion regarding the matter
makes it difficult to find a basis for their assertion that Casaubon‘s influence cannot
be found in Calixtus‘ view of the church—Schüssler and Böttigheimer simply cite
Ritschl to support their stance,10 while Ritschl suggests that Calixtus‘
―traditionalism‖ was not articulated until the end of the 1620s, and thus Cassander
(through Dominis) was more important for the development of Calixtine theology
than Casaubon was.
Ritschl seems to feel that the only reason for emphasizing a connection
between Calixtus and Casaubon is to highlight the humanist influence on Calixtus‘
thought (which is, of course, the purpose of the present analysis). As Cassander was
also influenced by humanism, Ritschl regards this motivation as moot.11 The
9
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difficulty with this stance is that it ignores the implications associated with a
Casaubonian influence. Of course, Renaissance humanism was an inescapable aspect
of the European intellectual milieu throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, for Cassander as much as for anyone else; however, if the prime impetus
for Calixtus‘ understanding of the early church came from Casaubon—famous for
his classical and philological works, rather than patristic and theological—we are
prompted to reconsider Calixtus‘ interaction with the humanist tradition and his use
of classical as well as patristic sources in his work, as well as connections between
scholars that have previously been overlooked because of modern notions of
disciplinarity. The dismissal of his relationship with Casaubon as a factor of possible
relevance rejects the possibility that Calixtus involved himself in much wider circles
of contemporary thought than those relating only to matters of church and state, or to
doctrinal or theological concerns.
The most fully articulated argument for the origins of Calixtus‘ understanding
of the consensus antiquitatis comes from Hermann Schüssler, who contends that
Calixtus based his model on that of Marco Antonio de Dominis and Georg
Cassander. As the next chapter will show, there are obvious similarities between
Cassander‘s, Dominis‘, and Calixtus‘ understandings (and application) of the
consensus antiquitatis, and Schüssler is not the only scholar to have noticed this.
Indeed, many authors have acknowledged that Calixtine theology has a place in the
tradition of ―old catholic‖ irenicism. Christoph Böttigheimer, Friedrich Kantzenbach,
Andreas Merkt, Otto Ritschl, Rob van de Schoor, and Johannes Wallmann have all
emphasised the debt that Calixtus owes to irenicists such as Cassander and
Dominis.12 Calixtus‘ contemporaries, including Abraham Calov, also saw this
connection.13 However, while all these scholars agree that Calixtus fits within this
tradition, Schüssler takes this consideration a step further by attempting to illustrate
not only a direct connection with this tradition (epitomised by Cassander and
Dominis), but a fundamental reliance on it in Calixtine theology.
12

Böttigheimer, Zwischen Polemik und Irenik, 188–93; Kantzenbach, Das Ringen, 237–40; Merkt,
Das patristische Prinzip, 27–36; Ritschl, Dogmengeschichte, 4:398–99; Rob J. M. van de Schoor,
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Schüssler argues that Calixtus based his theology on that of Cassander and
Dominis by making reference to five of Calixtus‘ published works.14 He points to the
fact that in his 1658 publication De pontifice Romano orationes tres (Three Speeches
on the Bishop of Rome), Calixtus mentioned how important Dominis‘ work was to
him: ―[Calixtus] was already acquainted with the first part of [Dominis‘] Respublica
ecclesiastica in 1617, the same year that it was published.‖15 Schüssler also provides
examples of how Calixtus used this work in his own writings, pointing to places in
which Calixtus cited Dominis, and where Calixtus wrote of Dominis‘ erudition in
matters of the church of antiquity.16 Of course one must remember that it was not
uncommon at this time to praise other scholars as peritissimus (most expert),
doctissimus (most learned), or eximius (remarkable), even if one did not necessarily
agree with their opinion.17 As such, these statements alone cannot be relied on for
proof of influence. However, Schüssler does provide additional evidence, quoting
Calixtus‘ 1652 publication Positiones summam doctrinae Christianae complexae (A
Presentation of the Chief Points Concerning Christian Doctrine), wherein it was
acknowledged that Dominis ―prudently recommend[ed]‖ the Apostles‘ Creed as a
standard for articles of faith.18 Having already shown that Dominis‘ work was an
evolution of Cassander‘s, Schüssler thus contends that the views of these men were
the basis for Calixtus‘ model of the true, catholic church.19
It is almost certain that Calixtus had early exposure to the work of people like
Georg Cassander and Marco Antonio de Dominis. We already know that these men
lived in close intellectual, and temporal, proximity. Excluding Cassander, they were
all alive at the same time, and even he was involved in the beginnings of the
14
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confessional debates that followed the Reformation, and which intensified in the
seventeenth century. And no doubt Calixtus was exposed to Cassander‘s work in his
younger years: he was raised in a humanist, irenical environment, attended a school
that fostered similar values, and went to university at one of the most liberal
institutions in Germany. Although it does not appear that any of Cassander‘s books
were to be found in the library at the Flensburg Grammar School,20 the library at
Helmstedt did hold at least eight of his works, including the Traditionum veteris
ecclesiae et sanctorum patrum defensio (A Defence of the Tradition of the Ancient
Church and of the Sainted Fathers) of 1564 and the oft-cited De officio pii (On the
Obligation of the Pious).21 Despite this potential early exposure, it is difficult to
assert, as Schüssler does, that Calixtus‘ theology is based on that of Cassander and
Dominis. There is a gap here in that the influence of other people, such as Isaac
Casaubon, has been overlooked in the development of these ideas. Chapter four will
introduce Casaubon, and will show that his theology also bears remarkable
similarities to Calixtus‘. It will also introduce other evidence to suggest that
Casaubon‘s influence on the younger man was at least as great as that of Cassander
and Dominis. When considered in regards to Calixtus‘ relationship with the humanist
tradition, a Casaubonian influence in his younger years has important implications
for his later work.

3.2. Humanism, Calixtus, and History

Although it is generally acknowledged that history played a key part in the
development of Calixtus‘ theology, the details of his interpretation and use of
history—the focus of the second part of this study—have received relatively little
attention. This section will explore to what extent the literature does consider this
relationship, providing a space within which to position the analysis which follows in
20
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chapter five. What the literature agrees on is that Calixtus owed much to his
humanist upbringing although, as noted in the introduction, it tends to portray
Calixtus as a consumer, rather than a producer, of humanist ideals. Hermann
Schüssler, for example, discusses in some depth the ―humanist view of history,‖22
and how Calixtus shaped it to his own purposes in his theology, but he makes no note
of how Calixtus‘ contribution fits in with wider contemporary discussions regarding
the study and use of history. The focus is on how Calixtus adopted the classical
ideals of humanism, and how these ideals were reflected in ―the plethora of citations
of the [church] fathers‖ and the relative scarcity of Reformation citations in Calixtus‘
work.23 This humanist influence is generally acknowledged throughout the literature
as the basis for Calixtus‘ concern with the affairs of the ancients. 24 It is interestingly
not always explicitly named as ―humanist,‖ though Johannes Caselius, Cornelius
Martini, and Philipp Melanchthon, all now widely regarded as standing in the
humanist tradition, are almost ubiquitously named as key figures in relation to this
aspect of Calixtus‘ intellectual development.25 The discussion of their influence on
Calixtus‘ thought—whether through the application of Aristotelian logic in
systematic theology, or the desire to emphasise commonalities rather than differences
between the Christian confessions, for example—shows how he drew on this
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humanist upbringing to develop peculiar ways of addressing the doctrinal challenges
of the day.
Johannes Wallmann makes special note of the influence that humanism had
on Calixtus‘ theology. In particular, he suggests that, under the influence of Calixtus‘
teachers Caselius and Martini, and under Calixtus himself, the University of
Helmstedt broke free of the ―Orthodoxy—Pietism—Enlightenment‖ evolution that
bound other German universities, and instead progressed through ―Orthodoxy—
Early Enlightenment—Early Pietism,‖ with the break from orthodoxy coming at least
thirty years earlier, prior to the outbreak of the Thirty Years War in 1618.26 Here, one
sees a broader consideration of the impact that humanism, via Calixtus, had in the
local duchy. Hans-Walter Krumwiede also recognises the impact that Calixtus had
on the region, and both he and Wallmann identify this in three key areas: Calixtus‘
separation of faith from theology; his development of a moral theology; and his
projects for the reunion of Christendom.27 All three of these achievements stemmed
from his humanist education, in particular from the use of philosophy in theology,
and from the practical use of history.
Beyond his theological contributions, Calixtus‘ relationship with Renaissance
humanism tends to be viewed as one-sided. Mager, for example, makes a great deal
of Melanchthon‘s influence on Calixtus, and is a pioneering scholar in the field of
Calixtine moral theology. However, in discussing Calixtus‘ treatment of the
Lotharian legend, she mentions only his penchant for historical critique, a point that
is important to consider if one is to evaluate his relationship with the humanist
tradition.28 Beyond Calixtus‘ influence on his student Hermann Conring, now wellknown as the ―founder of German legal history,‖29 barely a mention is made of the
contribution that Calixtus‘ exercise made to contemporary legal debates, or the fact
that this exercise saw him participating in the same activities as humanist scholars
26
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elsewhere in Europe, such as Isaac Casaubon or François Baudouin (1520–1573).
Indeed, the term ―humanist‖ is mentioned nowhere in the discussion.30
In regards to Calixtus‘ relationship with the humanist view of history,
Andreas Merkt and Hermann Schüssler are the only scholars to have treated the
matter in any depth. The only other tacit acknowledgement that Calixtus may have
made a contribution to historical thought seems to be the mention of his ―De studio
historiae ecclesiasticae‖ (On the Study of Church History) in Astrid Witschi-Bernz‘s
survey of early modern historical literature.31 The following section will provide an
outline of Merkt and Schüssler‘s discussions and will suggest that, although they
acknowledge humanism‘s importance to Calixtus, much more research needs to be
done to evaluate Calixtus‘ importance to humanism.

3.2.1. Merkt and Schüssler

Schüssler notes that although Calixtus did not provide us with a complete history, he
did leave us with a ―thoroughly developed historical methodology,‖ albeit scattered
among several works.32 We have already noted the reverence that Calixtus held for
historical knowledge, and his legacy of a methodology rather than a history suggests
that, for him, as for other humanists, historical knowledge served above all a
practical purpose. Both Merkt and Schüssler concur with this, determining that for
Calixtus, history had two main applications.33 First, it could provide one with a
complete knowledge of all matters divine and human. Second, and most important,
history could teach one practical lessons to deal with contemporary problems. This
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meant that history could also be used as a means of argument to defend true doctrine
and disprove heretics.34
According to Merkt and Schüssler, the practical uses of history come not
from history itself, but from the truth which it represents. They both point to the
Tertullian adage ―that which is oldest is truest,‖ and to Calixtus‘ insistence that
anything new in philosophy is at least suspect, but anything new in theology is
downright false.35 Here, both Merkt and Schüssler credit Renaissance humanism
with providing Calixtus with a starting point for his view of history, and they both
ground this humanist ideal of history in a nostalgic yearning for better times: ―in the
origins lies truth; after the initial age of purity comes decay; this can be overcome
today by returning to the beginnings.‖36 Merkt sees this yearning as the trigger for a
paradigm shift that ultimately led to the Reformation. He views humanism as
characterised by an increased level of self-awareness, as opposed to the insular,
unquestioning acceptance of historical truth in late scholasticism.37 This selfawareness encouraged people to reflect on their own position in history. A product of
this reflection was the historical critique of the degeneration of the church during the
medieval period, and this provided the ―historical legitimation‖ for reform of the
church.38
Of course, as Schüssler points out, if one is to rely on history as a means of
accessing some long-lost truth, one must believe that an eternal, unchanging truth
actually exists, and he suggests that for Calixtus it did.39 Schüssler believes that the
discovery of this truth was Calixtus‘ ultimate goal (this is also the overriding theme
of Peter Engel‘s book, Die eine Wahrheit in der gespaltenen Christenheit [The One
Truth in a Divided Christendom], and is suggested by Böttigheimer‘s article ―Auf der
34
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Suche nach der ewig gültigen Lehre‖ [In Quest of the Eternally Valid Doctrine]40).
Schüssler suggests that Calixtus believed that ―the scholarship of history, by taking
us back to the time of pure truth, can help us to determine truth itself.‖41 Here, he is
again demonstrating the humanist influence on Calixtus‘ understanding of history by
emphasising a yearning for a purer age.
Merkt and Schüssler both contend that it was, at least partly, Calixtus‘ view
of history that set him apart from his orthodox Lutheran contemporaries. Although
the Reformation meant that all parties became obliged to prove their theological
positions historically,42 Calixtus elevated history above and beyond that which
orthodox Lutherans considered acceptable. For him, it became of prime importance
in any consideration of theology—in his ideal curriculum, a student would study
church history before anything else, while in the curriculum of a more orthodox
Lutheran such as Johann Gerhard (1582–1637), for example, it was undertaken ―at
the end of theological studies, and thereby [made] a mere appendix to the actual
teaching.‖43 Schüssler believes that this preoccupation with the history of the church
meant that, over time, Calixtus came to view the church of antiquity with an
uncritical attitude. While, in his earlier works, Calixtus had referred to the church of
antiquity to prove novelty in the contemporary church, in his later works the ancient
church became representative of a ―blissful‖ state which could be reclaimed.44
Both Merkt and Schüssler make some other interesting observations
regarding Calixtus‘ approach to history. In particular, they both point out his division
of history into three phases—prima, media, and ultima—and the similarity of this
division to our contemporary understanding of antiquity, medievalism, and
modernity.45 Schüssler suggests that Calixtus heralded the replacement of a
―chronological division‖ of history with a ―classification scheme . . . based on
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internal criteria.‖46 Merkt is not quite so generous, attributing the advent of such
periodisation instead to Heinrich Canisius (ca. 1557–1610).47 It seems, however, that
both Merkt and Schüssler have credited Calixtus with more originality than he
deserves—many of Calixtus‘ contemporaries employed similar techniques of
periodisation,48 and Leonardo Bruni (1370–1444), for one, employed a tripartite
division of history approximately two hundred years earlier.49 However, Calixtus‘
division stemmed from a different source. While Bruni saw the fall of the Roman
Empire in the west as the turning point for civilization, Calixtus‘ view of history was
shaped by the Reformation ―decay schema‖ (Verfallschema). That is, the
―depravation of the church was tied to the history of the papacy.‖ 50 Nevertheless,
both views were couched in the humanist belief in a purer age long past.
There are other pieces of evidence in Merkt and Schüssler‘s discussions that
suggest Calixtus‘ engagement with contemporary intellectual debates. They both, for
example, point out Calixtus‘ definition of inner and outer criteria for considering the
accuracy of historical sources. As Anthony Grafton has observed, this was an area of
vociferous debate amongst the humanists of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries.51 Merkt and Schüssler also note Calixtus‘ insistence that historical sources
were to be as complete as possible. As such, one ought to consult both ecclesiastical
and secular sources.52 Given his humanist education at the hands of his father and
under Johannes Caselius at Helmstedt, and his interaction with figures such as Jan
Gruter, Isaac Casaubon, and Jacques-August de Thou, it should be no surprise that
Calixtus placed as much emphasis on secular history as he did ecclesiastical. Despite
46
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this, the implications of this interaction are overlooked—the relationship of Calixtus‘
historical writings to those of other humanists, for example, is not considered. Merkt
and Schüssler only explore his writings insofar as they tell us about his work as an
independent scholar, not as a traveller in a much broader intellectual world. Chapter
five will look at Calixtus‘ ―De studio historiarum oratio‖ not as an independent work,
but in relation to other works in the same genre, and in consideration of the
intellectual debates that were flourishing at the time.

3.3. Summary—Calixtus and Humanism

This chapter has shown that the ambit of the extant literature concerning Calixtus has
not adequately considered his relationship with the humanist tradition. Although it
certainly acknowledges that Calixtus owed a debt to Renaissance humanism, and
thus recognises his role as a consumer of humanism, at no point does the literature
consider what contribution Calixtus made to this tradition, that is, his role as a
producer of humanist ideas and techniques. It is certainly well known that Calixtus
met Isaac Casaubon in 1612, but the importance of this meeting is overlooked in
favour of a thesis which grounds Calixtus‘ significance in the work of other
―theologians.‖53 This focus means that only ―theological‖ aspects and implications of
his work have been considered. As we have noted, this imposition of modern
specialisations on scholars that lived and worked in a polymathic society is
inherently problematic. If one approaches the existing literature under the premise
that Calixtus was a humanist operating in an intellectual environment where
disciplinary interdependence was the norm rather than the exception, one is struck by
the vast lacunae in this body of knowledge. Apart from acknowledging a strong
humanist presence in his early education, and the appropriation of humanist ideals in
the development of his theology, almost no consideration is given to Calixtus‘
relationship with the humanist tradition beyond his religious concerns. There is no
53
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acknowledgement of his participation in contemporary debates about historical
criticism or chronology, and there is barely any recognition of the profound influence
that protagonists on the stage of humanism, such as Isaac Casaubon, had on the
development of his ideas. The final part of this thesis aims to begin filling these gaps
by illustrating that Calixtus not only drew on the humanist tradition in shaping his
ideas about the church and about the interpretation of Christian doctrine, but he also
made an active contribution to this tradition. He did this by thinking about and
reformulating existing ideas and techniques, and by refining these ideas and
techniques for practical use by himself and others.
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4. Isaac Casaubon and the Consensus of Antiquity
This chapter aims to begin answering this thesis‘ research question—What exactly
was Calixtus’ relationship to Renaissance humanism?—by taking a closer look at
Calixtus‘ relationship with Isaac Casaubon, arguably one of the most famous
humanists alive at the beginning of the seventeenth century. Shedding more light on
Casaubon‘s importance for Calixtus‘ intellectual development will do two things.
First, it will highlight one aspect of Calixtus‘ biography that has, until now, received
less attention than it deserves, prompting us to rethink the implications of his
humanist education for his intellectual development. If one of Calixtus‘ most
important ideas came from Casaubon, rather than from Dominis‘ Respublica
ecclesiastica, it is likely that he was also exposed to other scholarly activities that
have not previously been considered in the literature, including the philological
methods forged by the humanists and the ―practical lessons [they found] in the
classics‖ mentioned in the introduction. Second, illuminating the relationship
between Casaubon and Calixtus will provide an example of the much broader
intellectual links that were forged in early modern Europe. With boundaries between
disciplines blurred, and a vast network of correspondence, the exchange of ideas
during this time may have been much more prevalent than has previously been
allowed for when considering people like Calixtus. This suggestion is borne out by
ongoing research regarding the early modern ―Republic of Letters,‖1 and prompts us
to revisit the work of scholars who have previously been considered only through the
anachronistic lenses of modern disciplines.
Chapter two intimated that the current view of the relationship between
Calixtus and Casaubon sees Casaubon only as one of many interesting people that
Calixtus met throughout his life. The literature devotes barely any time to discussing
the matter and Casaubon, for his part, regarded their meetings together as little more
1
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than a leech on his time.2 Chapter three showed us that existing scholarship suggests
the influence of Marco Antonio de Dominis and, through him, Georg Cassander was
more important for Calixtus‘ development. Otto Ritschl and Herman Schüssler go so
far as to suggest that Calixtus based his model for church unity on their theology,
and that it did not really develop until the 1620s.3 Without playing down the
importance of these two men to Calixtus‘ work, this chapter will contend that
Calixtus‘ theology owed as much to the influence of Isaac Casaubon as it did to
Dominis and Cassander.
We have already seen at least three pieces of evidence that suggest Calixtus
was involved in a broad array of intellectual debates during his career: he expressed
critical interest in the Lotharian legend; his model for church unity bore striking
resemblance to Casaubon‘s; and he developed a keen interest in history at a time
when it was the subject of rigorous discussion in other parts of Europe. This chapter
draws on the second of these pieces of evidence to argue that one of Calixtus‘ most
significant ideas came from someone traditionally associated with these broader
debates, rather than with religious controversies. As a first step to exploring the
genesis of Calixtus‘ understanding of the consensus antiquitatis in relation to the
wider world of Renaissance humanism, the following section will explore Cassander
and Dominis‘ theology. We will then be in a position to evaluate the argument that
the work of Cassander and Dominis was the decisive influence on Calixtus‘
understanding of the consensus antiquitatis, and to contrast this with the evidence for
a Casaubonian influence.

4.1. The consensus antiquitatis of Cassander, Dominis, and Calixtus
It has been acknowledged by several scholars that Dominis‘ irenical theology was
similar to (or even a development of) Cassander‘s.4 As such, we shall now treat the
two together, while acknowledging the points on which they differ. Cassander was a
Roman Catholic theologian who sought peace between the Roman Catholic and
2
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Protestant confessions in the middle of the sixteenth century. In this capacity, he is
sometimes recognised as a father of the irenical movement, standing in the company
of other famous irenicists such as Desiderius Erasmus and Georg Witzel. 5 Dominis
was also a Roman Catholic theologian. He was archbishop of Spalato, but moved to
England in 1616 after being embroiled with various controversies in the Roman
Catholic church. He eventually returned to Italy, where he was charged with heresy
and died in prison. His body and books were later burnt by the church.6
For both these men, the ―old catholic‖ church (that is, the universal church of
antiquity) provided the ideal model on which to base the reunion of a divided
Christendom, and the Apostles‘ Creed contained all that was necessary to believe in
order to receive salvation.7 As Merkt puts it, for Cassander, the Creed was the
―shibboleth‖ that would admit the faithful to the inner circle of the church.8 Given
that the Creed contained all the fundamental articles of faith, both Cassander and
Dominis believed that the various Christian confessions were already members of the
true, catholic church. The fact that they were divided by adherence to additional
creedal formulations and confessions did not change the fact that they agreed on the
fundamentals. As such, if agreement could not be gained on other points of doctrine,
their practice should be tolerated in the interests of ecclesiastical peace.9 However,
this did not mean that the different confessions were free of error. Dominis, for
example, argued that in the Roman Catholic church there were many nonfundamental (unnecessary) articles of faith, as well as the abuse of papal authority.10
The only way these errors could be exposed was by reference to the ―old catholic‖
church, that is, the consensus antiquitatis.
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Both Cassander and Dominis believed that a church, once reunited on a
model of that of antiquity, would be impregnable to heresies.11 For Cassander,
heresies were an inherent part of this model.12 He believed that the relationships
between the heretics of antiquity and the church fathers provided a tenable
foundation on which to base a contemporary church. Irena Backus has demonstrated
this effectively using a case study of Cassander‘s approach to the heretics Adam
Pastor (ca. 1510–1552) and Menno Simmons (ca. 1496–1561).13 The importance of
heresy to Cassander‘s model of consensus is evident in his assertion that all heresies
contain a grain of truth.14 This acknowledges that the heretics of antiquity shared
something in common with the church fathers. As such, Cassander‘s approach was to
emphasise these commonalities in an effort to bring heretics back to the fold of the
true, catholic church, rather than to chastise them for wrongdoing. In the cases of
Pastor and Simmons, he drew parallels between their positions and those of
Nestorius and Eutyches, two heretics who challenged the primitive church. He
asserted that particular aspects of their theology were valid and, if the correct aspects
of each were adopted, and the incorrect aspects discarded, their views could be
conflated to present the correct, catholic doctrine. Cassander closed his argument by
referring to the decision of the Council of Ephesus, which supported the ―true‖
doctrine that he had formulated from the ―false‖ doctrines of Pastor and Simmons.
When defining the scope that should be afforded to a consensus of antiquity,
and in defining tradition, both Cassander and Dominis relied heavily on the
Vincentian Canon. By applying Vincent‘s criteria of antiquity, universality, and
consensus, they were able to identify a period in which the church remained pure.
Though Cassander did not restrict his definition of the primitive church to a
particular period or set of events, Backus extracts from his writings an intention to
reflect on the ―first five or six centuries‖ in order to obtain a valid interpretation of
the Bible.15 Cassander believed that both the doctrines of the Protestant church and
apostolic tradition fulfilled the Vincentian criteria. Together they reflected the form
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of the true, catholic church of Christ.16 As such, they could serve as a basis for
mediation between the confessions; however, Cassander still believed in the
transmission of doctrine via unwritten as well as written tradition.17 Dominis also
identified the purity of the church in primitive tradition, though took his
interpretation a step further, specifically delineating the first five centuries as
representative of the church in its purest form.18 He saw this purity in the external
form of the church. Having experienced abuses of papal power in his position as an
archbishop, he advocated a reversion to a church comprised of independent sees,
bound by a common faith.19 As we will see, for Dominis this common faith was
embodied in Scripture and in the creeds issued by the early ecumenical councils.20 It
was this common, apostolic heritage that both Cassander and Dominis believed could
be reinvigorated to reunite Western Christendom after the Reformation. As with their
approach to heresies, their emphases on commonalities reflected genuine attempts to
encourage confessional peace.
The main point on which Cassander and Dominis differed was in the relative
import they each attributed to the authority of Scripture versus tradition. Cassander,
in this respect ―wholly [Roman] Catholic,‖21 believed that in the event of
disagreement, tradition should be the deciding factor.22 Conversely, Dominis argued
that no tradition could stand on equal footing with Scripture. While the writings of
the church fathers were useful as guides to interpreting Scripture, the resolution of
contemporary controversies must rest on the words of Scripture, rather than
tradition.23 Such resolution could be achieved through a general church council
involving representatives from all confessions. He believed that if such a council
could agree on the fundamentals required for salvation, then they could agree to
tolerate differences in non-fundamental articles of faith until the future resolution of
these differences at another council. These councils were not intended as a means for
reaching agreement on a new interpretation of Scripture. As Dominis saw the
decisions of the councils of the primitive church as the only infallible interpretation
16
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of Scripture,24 any new council could only serve to reach agreement on these existing
interpretations, rather than to develop a new argument. Here, Dominis was again
similar to Cassander: both of them believed that reference to the traditions of old, in
this case embodied in the decisions of the primitive church councils, could
effectively ward off contemporary heretics. This form of the Christian church is
perhaps best summarised by Dominis‘ analogy of the church as a ship. This ship,
impregnable to heresies, must be guided by ―the infallible Card [chart] of the holy
Scriptures, and the true compasse quartered out into the foure first generall councels,
and seconded with the under-windes of the holy Fathers.‖25 Interestingly, when
Dominis came to negotiate a union with the Greek Orthodox church in 1619, he
suggested that the ―true compasse‖ be not quartered, but divided into seven. This
point will be returned to shortly, in section 4.3
Calixtus‘ understanding of the consensus antiquitatis was remarkably similar
to that of Cassander and Dominis, and Schüssler‘s argument that it was based on
theirs is not without merit. Like Cassander and Dominis, in applying the Vincentian
criteria of tradition, Calixtus came to the conclusion that the Apostles‘ Creed
contained all the articles of faith required for salvation.26 He also believed that these
criteria could be used to identify the true form of the church. Scripture was to be
relied on as the first principle of theological knowledge, and tradition was to be
relied on only to resolve differences in its interpretation. In this sense, tradition acted
as a witness to Scripture.27 It is interesting to note here the tension between Calixtus‘
use of tradition and the Lutheran principle of sola Scriptura. As we saw in chapter
two, Calixtus was accused by various people of abandoning the fundamentals of
Lutheran doctrine. However, as Quentin Stewart points out, Calixtus was very
careful to emphasise the primary importance of Scripture in his theology—tradition
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was never intended to supplant it as a doctrinal authority.28 In elevating Scripture
over tradition, Calixtus could thus contend that he was upholding Lutheran
principles, whilst also providing another parallel with the work of Dominis, a failed
Roman Catholic archbishop.
In treating the articles of faith, Calixtus also followed the trend set by
Cassander and Dominis, taking as his starting point a differentiation between
fundamental and non-fundamental articles.29 He then took this a step further,
following Bonaventura‘s model and dividing them into antecedentia, constituentia,
and consequentia.30 Antecedent articles are accessible through human reason;
constituent articles constitute the articles of faith; and consequent articles are the
result of theological debate regarding the first two. As examples of antecedent
articles, Heinrich Schmid mentions the immortality of the soul, the infallibility of
Scripture, and its interpretation.31 That is, any person of reason can believe that the
soul is eternal, they can trust the accuracy of the Scriptures, and they can read and
understand the Bible. No faith is required for these things to be understood.
However, the constituent articles—the articles of faith (articuli fidei)—can only be
truly understood through divine revelation.32 These are the articles that must be
believed in order to receive salvation. The two classic examples here are the doctrine
of the trinity and that of the nature of Christ (the incarnation). As the constituent
articles are the only ones required to receive salvation, the others (antecedent and
consequent) should not be divisive of communion. Indeed, just as Cassander and
Dominis, Calixtus believed that the different Christian confessions were in fact in
communion as members of the true, catholic church, as they all believed in the
fundamental articles of faith.33 As such, they should be able to tolerate differences
involving ―unnecessary‖ articles in the interests of ecclesiastical peace. Also like
Dominis, Calixtus believed that the church fathers, through the early ecumenical
councils, were infallible in their interpretation of Scripture, and the decisions of those
28
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councils could thus be relied upon to settle any contemporary disputes.34 As such, he
was a firm believer in the convention of councils to effect unity between the different
confessions. We saw this in the confrontation between Calixtus and Berthold Nihus,
when Calixtus fervently advocated for discussion on contentious points of doctrine in
order to identify a common basis from which to negotiate as a prelude to an
ecumenical

council.

Like

Cassander,

Calixtus

believed

that

emphasising

commonalities between confessions, rather than lambasting dissenters, was a more
productive way of encouraging people back to the fold of the true, catholic church.35
We have already seen the argument that Schüssler makes for the
Cassander/Dominis influence on Calixtus, and it is clear from the above discussion
that the thinking of these three men on the nature of the primitive church was very
similar. But similarity and citation alone are not enough to prove that Calixtus relied
almost solely on the work of these two men in developing his own irenic theology.
The following section introduces Casaubon, and shows that his theology also bears
remarkable similarities to Calixtus‘. It will then introduce other evidence to suggest
that Calixtus‘ interaction with Casaubon was at least as important for the
development of the younger man‘s ideas as his exposure to the works of Cassander
and Dominis.

4.2. Isaac Casaubon

When Calixtus was born in 1586, Isaac Casaubon was twenty-seven years old and
had already been lecturing at the Academy of Geneva for four years.36 Like Calixtus,
Casaubon had been raised by a pastor, though they had quite different experiences as
children. While the young Calixtus had lived in a relatively peaceful part of Europe,
and had received regular tutoring from his father before attending school, Casaubon
was born of a Huguenot (French Calvinist) family during the Wars of Religion. His
father was often away, sometimes for years at a time, and Casaubon later wrote that
his education had not begun in earnest until the age of twenty.37 Despite these
34
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challenges, Casaubon proved himself a worthy scholar and was appointed professor
of Greek at the Academy of Geneva in 1582. During his time at Geneva, Casaubon
continued to lecture in Greek, as well as in Latin and Hebrew, and published editions
of classical works by authors including Aristotle, Polyaenus, and Strabo. Later in his
career he also published influential editions of Athenaeus, Suetonius, and Polybius,
among others, and lectured at different times in history, medicine, philosophy, law,
and philology. He worked in Montpellier, Paris, and London, and found favour in the
courts of Henry IV of France and James I of England and VI of Scotland.
Casaubon became one of the most famous figures of late sixteenth-century
humanism. His extraordinary depth of learning meant that he could critically analyse
and expose forgeries with ease, and he was well-placed to advise on both classical
and patristic texts.38 The greatest exercise Casaubon ever undertook was to begin
writing his Exercitationes contra the Annales ecclesiastici of Cardinal Cesare
Baronius (1538–1607).39 The Annales were a popular Roman Catholic history of the
church, first published in twelve volumes in the late sixteenth century, and were
themselves a refutation of the Protestant Magdeburg Centuries, which had been
published in thirteen volumes between 1559 and 1574.40 Casaubon was working on
his Exercitationes when Calixtus met him in London in 1612 and, despite the work
being over 800 pages in length by the time he died in 1614, he only ever completed a
fraction of what he had intended.41
Serving in the king‘s court in England, Casaubon was called to write to the
Cardinal Jacques Davy du Perron (1556–1618) in 1612 in order to express King
James‘ theological stance on various religious controversies of the time. This was not
the first time that Casaubon had corresponded with du Perron. In 1600, during his
time in Paris, Casaubon had served as a referee at the Conference of Fontainebleau
between Philippe de Mornay (1549–1623)—Seigneur du Plessis-Marly and a leading
Huguenot figure—and the cardinal.42 The conference had been held in response to a
book written by de Mornay, whose use of biblical and patristic citations was
38
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challenged by the Roman Catholic church. The conference was decided in favour of
the Roman Catholic party, and misinterpretations (or perhaps misappropriations) of
Casaubon‘s opinions at the conference meant that he was suspected of considering
conversion to Roman Catholicism. Following the conference, du Perron had taken
the opportunity to dun Casaubon to this end. After Casaubon moved to England
following the assassination of Henry IV in 1610, du Perron continued his
correspondence with him, and also began soliciting the conversion of King James.
Casaubon‘s letter of 1612, though written on behalf of the king, is often cited as
evidence of his own theological stance, not least of all by Georg Calixtus.43 The
following discussion is based on this letter,44 and provides the foundation upon
which we might begin to consider the influence that Casaubon had on Calixtus as a
young man.
Like Dominis, Casaubon found the consensus of antiquity in the form of the
ancient church. He compared the times of Saint Augustine of Hippo to his own, and
noted that the primitive church was ancient, universally present and universally
acknowledged.45 The apostolic world was one

whereby all the members of the Catholike Church were knit together
in the ioynture [union] of one bodie; which bodie was for that cause
very eminent, conspicuous, and in the faire view of all, which no man
could chuse but know.46

In this reflection on the antiquity, universality, and consensus of the primitive
church, Casaubon applied the Vincentian criteria of tradition, just as Cassander,
Dominis, and Calixtus did. In his own time, Casaubon believed that the various
Christian confessions were still in communion via a common belief in the
fundamental articles, even though they no longer presented a united front. In order to
reunite these confessions, and reinvigorate the true, catholic church, Casaubon
believed it necessary to reflect on Scripture and on the traditions of the church
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fathers, which together defined the nature of this church.47 He did not contend that
there were no controversies in the early church, but argued that the nature of that
church allowed such controversies to be quelled so easily that if someone erred, even
―a child [could] deprehend him.‖48 Thus he asserted that in the church of antiquity,
and in the traditions of the church fathers, an institution immune to heresy could be
found.
Casaubon‘s treatment of the articles of faith also had an irenic bent. Like
Cassander, Dominis, and Calixtus, he asserted that all confessions should be able
agree on the fundamental articles of faith. Those not necessary for salvation should
not be ignored, but tolerated in those who chose to use them.49 In determining which
articles were fundamental and which were not, he turned again to Scripture, and to
the tradition of the primitive church. He defined tradition as the practices ―which the
ancient Church by necessarie consequence, hath drawne out of the word of God.‖50
Casaubon distinguished these practices from those of later times, which were
introduced only as beneficial to salvation. In establishing what beliefs and
sacraments constituted the articles of faith, he turned to the decrees of the first four
ecumenical councils. However, only articles of faith that could be proven to have
originated with the apostles could be deemed fundamental.51 This determination
could be made by reference to Scripture. Only there could the fundamental articles of
faith be found. Like Calixtus, Casaubon believed that the church fathers had divine
authority to interpret Scripture, and thus their writings could be relied upon to settle
contemporary controversies.52 Casaubon, in the dedicatory epistle attached to his
letter, suggested that the form of any such discussion could take place via ―but one
Kings streete, as it were, . . . namely the free celebration of a Generall Councell.‖53
It is quite clear from the above (albeit brief) analyses that there are strong
similarities between the theology of all these men and their understanding of the
consensus of antiquity. Cassander, Dominis, and Calixtus all pointed explicitly to the
Apostles‘ Creed as containing the articles of faith fundamental to salvation. Even if
47
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confessions differed on other points, a common belief in these articles meant that the
different confessions were already members of the true catholic church. Similarly,
though he did not mention the Apostles‘ Creed in relation to the articles of faith,
Casaubon asserted that ―[t]he name of Catholike can be denied to none . . . which
beleeues all those things that were thought necessarie to be beleeued to salvation in
the first foure ages.‖54 Thus, he acknowledged, like Cassander, Dominis and
Calixtus, the communion between the different Christian confessions.55
There are also marked similarities between all four in how they differentiated
the articles of faith. As we have seen, they all argued that the different Christian
confessions were in agreement on the fundamental articles. That is, they all believed
in everything required to receive salvation. Where the confessions differed was in
beliefs not fundamental to salvation. Cassander, Dominis, Casaubon, and Calixtus all
suggested that these non-fundamental articles should be tolerated in the interests of
ecclesiastical peace. Calixtus took this a step further by refining the differences
between fundamental and non-fundamental articles of faith. The ones that were
fundamental to salvation, as drawn from Scripture and summarised in the Apostles‘
Creed, were accessible only through faith in God. As such, only true believers could
receive salvation. Other articles of faith—accessible through reason, or the result of
theological debate—could be safely left unknown without hindering one‘s chances
for salvation.
Cassander, Dominis, Casaubon, and Calixtus all adhered to the Vincentian
Canon. They revered Vincent of Lérins‘ definition of tradition, and used his criteria
to identify the true form of the Christian church. We can see each of them applying
Vincent‘s criteria of antiquity, universality, and consensus to their understanding of
the true church. They reflected on a time when they believed the church, despite its
challenges, presented a united front against heretics, and they believed they could
reinvigorate this model to ensure the Christian church would again be protected from
perversion. Dominis, Casaubon, and Calixtus also advocated general councils as the
best means to achieve this end. By engaging princes, bishops, and monarchs across
Europe, they felt they could achieve a contemporary consensus equal to that of
antiquity.
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This analysis shows that Casaubon‘s theology bore strong semblance to that
of irenicists such as Cassander, Dominis, and Calixtus. Not only was his model of the
church of antiquity consistent with theirs, his understanding of the very terms
consensus and antiquitas, and his application of them, also corresponded with theirs.
As Calixtus actually met Casaubon in 1612, and acknowledged in his own work that
Casaubon furnished him with an understanding of the church of antiquity that he
could include in his vision of the consensus antiquitatis,56 it is difficult to reconcile
oneself with the notion that Casaubon‘s ideas had little influence on him. We will
now treat this difficulty, with specific reference to the current literature available on
the topic, and testimony from some of Calixtus‘ writings.

4.3. Casaubon in Calixtus

In emphasising the impact that Dominis (and, through him, Cassander) had on
Calixtus, Schüssler, Böttigheimer, and Ritschl seem to gloss over the role that Isaac
Casaubon played in Calixtus‘ intellectual development. Though mentioning
Casaubon, they do not give the subject any significant treatment. For example, when
introducing Calixtus to their reader, both Böttigheimer and Schüssler mention the
meetings that he had with Casaubon in London in 1612.57 Schüssler also mentions
Calixtus‘ own observation that his ideas for ecclesiastical peace were forged during
this time,58 and how close in intellectual temperament Casaubon was to Johannes
Caselius, Calixtus‘ teacher at Helmstedt.59 In fact, Ernst Henke shows us that
Casaubon and Caselius were not only like-minded humanists; they had been in
contact with each other since at least 1602.60 In July of that year, Casaubon wrote to
Caselius, letting him know that it had been almost twenty years since he had first
become familiar with his work, and that, every day, his admiration for Caselius grew,
and of that admiration was born love (amor).61 He went on to explain why, despite
56
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this admiration, he had not previously written to him, and entreated Caselius to join
him in friendship in the Republic of Letters.62 Caselius‘ response is not published,
but five other letters between the two men are: three more from Casaubon to
Caselius, in 1605, 1606, and 1610;63 and two from Caselius to Casaubon in 1608.64
Though no mention is made of Calixtus in any of this correspondence, the two men
did send each other books, discussed their scholarly pursuits, and shared details of
their personal lives as though they were old friends. There also exists a 1607 edition
of a letter from Saint Gregory of Nyssa to Eustathia, Ambrosia, and Basilissa, which
was published in France by Casaubon and subsequently by Caselius in the Holy
Roman Empire.65 It seems highly likely that it was through Caselius that Calixtus
came to visit Casaubon in 1612, and that Calixtus would have been familiar with
Casaubon‘s work long before those meetings. Casaubon‘s editions of Polybius and
Aristotle were standard fare for scholars of the time and when one reads that
―Casaubon wiped the floor with Petrus Ramus‖ in the latter,66 and remembers that
Calixtus was educated in a distinctly anti-Ramist environment, one feels sure that
Calixtus must have felt that he had found a soul mate when he met Casaubon in
1612.67
Very little is known regarding the meetings themselves. The most detailed
contemporary information we have is a quote from Christoph Schrader‘s funeral
oration for Calixtus, which notes that Calixtus spoke with Casaubon ―about good
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literature, about our sacred religion and its corruptions and reformation, about the
zeal of the factions, and the necessity of Christian concord.‖68 Casaubon himself
mentioned nothing in his diary, and in his letter of recommendation to JacquesAugust de Thou mentioned only that, ―from one or two conversations,‖ he had found
Calixtus ―learned and of no common taste in letters.‖69 Despite this, it seems clear
that the meetings had a marked effect on Calixtus. Andreas Merkt notes that Calixtus
returned from his academic tours ―more than ever the humanist‖70 and Henke, apart
from the aforementioned ―overwhelming and permanent‖ effect of their meetings,
makes another point to illustrate the importance of Casaubon‘s work to Calixtus. As
has been noted above, when they met, Casaubon was working on his Exercitationes.
This work was never completed and Henke suggests that Calixtus may have
lamented this fact more than Casaubon himself.71 Calixtus echoed these sentiments
in his Apparatus theologicus, where he bemoaned the loss of both Casaubon and of
the great public benefit that Casaubon‘s work would undoubtedly have effected:

With inestimable loss to ourselves, and to all those who love the truth,
this great man [Casaubon] has ceased to exist amongst mortals before
he could bestow upon the public the remaining volumes that he had
planned. He now receives the glorious reward of that work, which he
built of gold, silver, and precious stones on a solid foundation, his
mind being most intent upon restoring—by right of return—harmony
to the Church of Christ, and being, for that reason, far removed from
partisanship (just as we observed it to be in the past when we engaged
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the man in private conversation), leaving those of us behind yearning
for that which he had hoped to leave us, but was prevented from
completing by his lamented death.72

Calixtus then went on to quote a lengthy passage from the beginning of the
Exercitationes. This passage summarises Casaubon‘s opinion of the Annales—a
work which set out to illuminate the history of the church throughout the ages, but in
which Casaubon could not see ―any trace of fairness.‖ It was not cohesive, often
strayed away from the narrative, and attacked Protestants throughout with
―reprimands, insults, and abominable accusations.‖73 Calixtus clearly learnt
something important from his meetings with Casaubon and agreed with Casaubon‘s
view on Baronius‘ work. It is also apparent that Calixtus esteemed Casaubon‘s
estimation of the Annales highly compared to others, as he quoted it to summarise his
own opinion of the work. Calixtus also quoted Marco Antonio de Dominis, but it is
Casaubon‘s opinion which received pride of place.74
When considering commonalities between Calixtine and Casaubonian
theology, Schüssler goes no further than to acknowledge their common interest in a
consensus antiquitatis. He also notes that Casaubon continued ―the tradition of
Cassander,‖ while at the same time contending that Casaubon did not have
aspirations for a reunion of the different confessions.75 The only other significant
references that Böttigheimer and Schüssler make to Casaubon‘s presence in Calixtus‘
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intellectual world are found obscured in general discussion of Calixtus‘ theology.76
The most telling example is that, in illustrating Calixtus‘ place in the irenical
tradition, they both mention Casaubon as one of several who saw the first five
hundred years of the church as representative of its purest form. 77 What is interesting
about this is that Calixtus actually reproduced a portion of Casaubon‘s abovementioned letter to Cardinal du Perron in his ―Digressio de Arte nova,‖ and it is this
reproduction that both Böttigheimer and Schüssler cite.
Calixtus reproduced these portions of Casaubon‘s letter to du Perron in order
to aid his refutation of the Roman Catholic stance on various issues. His special
focus in this instance was the definitions of antiquity and consensus in the primitive
church. Calixtus had already reflected on the importance of the Vincentian Canon for
his understanding of tradition, and used Casaubon as evidence for, and justification
of, his application of it. In the first passage (on the antiquity of the church),
Casaubon noted

how highly he [King James] esteemeth of the Fathers, which liued in
the fourth, and fifth age. . . . For his Maiestie heretofore hath
vnfainedly protested, that hee approoueth of those markes of truth
giuen by Vincentius Lirinensis: à principio, vbique & semper: that is,
from the beginning, euery where, and euer.78

As noted above, although Casaubon was writing on behalf of the king, his own
theological stance is reflected in these comments. For him, it was the criteria of the
Vincentian Canon which played the strongest part in defining the true form of the
church, and which ought to be used to recognise the fundamental articles of faith,
those things ―which may be cleerely proued to haue been continually obserued from
the first originall of the Church vntill [the fourth and fifth ages].‖79
The second portion of Casaubon‘s letter that Calixtus quoted concerns what
constituted ―consensus‖ amongst the fathers. This passage points out two items of
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consideration. The first is that ―the consent of Fathers should then be thought to be
sufficiently proued, when the worthiest of euery nation do consent in the auerring of
any thing and that no man accounted orthodoxall doth oppose them.‖80 The second is
that the authority of the Fathers is to be limited to their witness of the practices of the
ancient church, rather than their teachings as doctors of the church.81 Here, we see
some of the key elements in play regarding Calixtus and Casaubon‘s understanding
of tradition: it was to be limited to the practices of the ancient church, as
implemented in the time of the apostles and confirmed by the decrees of the first four
councils. Individually, the fathers of the church had no authority to pronounce on
church doctrine; they were only to serve as reliable witnesses of how faith was
practised.
In referencing Calixtus‘ reproduction of these passages, Böttigheimer and
Schüssler point to a superb example of Calixtus‘ debt to Casaubon. Schüssler even
goes so far as to acknowledge that Calixtus‘ application of the Reformation
Verfallschema to the decline of the papacy was similar to Casaubon‘s.82 Both
Böttigheimer and Schüssler also quote Erich Seeberg, who states that Calixtus
―received the crucial idea of his life from Casaubon.‖83 However, they then note that,
contrary to this viewpoint, we cannot see Casaubon‘s ―direct influence‖ in Calixtus‘
vision of the church, and cite Ritschl as support for their assertion. As Merkt has
pointed out,84 against the assertion that Casaubon had no direct influence on him,
Calixtus cited Casaubon to support his view of the early church and, as we have seen,
even reproduced sections of Casaubon‘s letter to du Perron to illustrate this. Friedrich
Kantzenbach also makes specific mention of this detail in order to emphasise the
impact that Casaubon had on the younger man.85 It is peculiar that both Böttigheimer
and Schüssler should contend that Casaubon had no direct influence on Calixtus‘
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view of the church considering their common recognition of Casaubon‘s place in the
―old catholic‖ tradition, their use of sources such as Ernst Henke‘s biography of
Calixtus, which speaks very favourably of the impact the older man had on him, and
their citing of Calixtus‘ reproduction of Casaubon‘s letter to du Perron. Schüssler‘s
reference to Casaubon‘s letter also prompts another question: why, if he was familiar
with its contents, would Schüssler suggest that Casaubon had no practical ideas for
confessional reunion? As we have seen, in this letter Casaubon clearly presented a
basis for church reunion, and went so far as to suggest ways in which such a union
might be achieved.86 We can only speculate that perhaps Schüssler was only familiar
with those sections that Calixtus reproduced which, as already noted, were limited to
outlining Casaubon‘s definitions for consensus and antiquity in the ancient church.
There is also evidence to challenge the commonly-asserted view that
Calixtus‘ ideas for confessional union did not develop until the 1620s. Though
perhaps these ideas were not fully formed, Henke quotes Calixtus as writing later
that during his academic tours he had already been ―thinking of ways to mitigate
Christian hostility and discord.‖87 As noted above, Calixtus undertook his academic
tours between 1609 and 1613, long before the 1620s. Inge Mager also notes that the
roots of Calixtus‘ ―union theology‖ can be found in these years,88 and it is clear that
Calixtus‘ aforementioned ―Prooemium‖ of 1629 was not the first work in which he
discussed his understanding of tradition. Peter Engel and William Kelly both point
out that it was first published in Calixtus‘ Epitome theologiae of 1619,89 rendering
tenuous at best Ritschl‘s reliance on the 1620s as the genesis of Calixtine
traditionalism in order to discount Casaubon‘s influence. This is not to imply that at
this stage Calixtus proposed a reunion of confessions on the basis of such a tradition
(Mager confirms this explicitly),90 yet he certainly saw it as a mediating principle in
combating heresies.
One final point must be made before concluding this discussion. First, though
Dominis, Casaubon, and Calixtus all believed that the decrees of the first four church
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councils were correct in their interpretation and explication of doctrine, only
Casaubon and Calixtus limited the basis of their proposals for ecclesiastical reunion
to the decisions of these four councils (as well as, of course, Scripture and the
Apostles‘, Nicene-Constantinopolitan, and Athanasian creeds).91 Dominis believed
that the decisions of the first five councils, as well as parts of the decrees of the sixth
and seventh, ought to form the basis of such a reunion.92 As such, it appears Dominis
was aligned more closely with the Roman Catholic stance, which would allow the
decisions of all church councils, than with the orthodox Lutheran, which would
allow only those of the first and second councils (embodied in the NiceneConstantinopolitan creed). This is a significant difference in the theologies of these
men, particularly considering the emphasis that the consensus antiquitatis receives in
each of their visions of the true church, and their articulation of this consensus in the
first five hundred years of Christendom. The emphasis on the first five hundred
years, however, is diluted in Dominis‘ practical application of the consensus
antiquitatis: The fifth, sixth, and seventh councils of the church were held in the
sixth, seventh, and eighth centuries respectively, suggesting that Calixtus‘ translation
of the consensus antiquitatis to his ―union theology‖ in fact drew more heavily on
Casaubon‘s work, with its emphasis on the first four councils, than Dominis‘.
Chapter two painted an image of a young Georg Calixtus, still in his early
university years, engaging with Reformed, Lutheran, and Roman Catholic scholars,
and postulating ways to effect peace between these different confessions. During this
time, he met Isaac Casaubon in England, a renowned classical scholar and advocate
for confessional peace, who was known for his ―unusual and vast knowledge of the
church of antiquity.‖93 Gerhard Titius (1620–1681), one of Calixtus‘ students, even
noted that ―in London, Calixtus entered [Casaubon‘s] friendship, and at just the right
time,‖ for it had a great effect on him, and it seems that it was the beginning of a
lasting relationship: Casaubon ―was always willing to provide [ornare]‖ for Calixtus‘
intellectual development.94 Though this statement was made in a funeral oration, and
must therefore be treated with some scepticism, it does reinforce for us the impact
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that these meetings had on Calixtus. Another piece of evidence can be found in a
compilation of letters published by Henke in 1840. Here, we find a reference to the
fact that Calixtus‘ familiarity with the work of people like Casaubon allowed him to
effectively challenge the Roman Catholic church on points of doctrine.95 Merkt
specifically points out that Casaubon (and Hugo Grotius, for that matter) had as big a
part to play in introducing Calixtus to Cassander‘s work as Dominis did.96 In
addition, he suggests that Calixtus later took Casaubon‘s theories of the early church
and made them practical.97 Perhaps it is this idea that Casaubon‘s ideas were
theoretical, rather than practical, that Schüssler is considering when he suggests that
Casaubon had no plans for a reunion of the different confessions.

4.4. Summary—Isaac Casaubon and the Consensus of Antiquity

In addition to the image of a young Georg Calixtus engaging with scholars from all
confessions, this chapter has given us a certainty that Casaubon had a significant
impact on Calixtus‘ thought, as well as an interesting timeline to explore. In 1598
Calixtus began attending the Flensburg Latin School, and in 1603 he commenced
studying at the University of Helmstedt with Johannes Caselius, a humanist scholar
in contact with other like-minded intellectuals, including Isaac Casaubon, with whom
he was on quite close terms. Calixtus actually met Casaubon in 1612, and by all
accounts this meeting had a lasting effect on him. In 1617 he read the first volume of
Marco Antonio de Dominis‘ Respublica ecclesiastica, and in 1619 his Epitome
theologiae was published, in which he outlined his doctrine of tradition. In 1622 the
third volume of Dominis‘ work was released, containing his plans for a reunion of
the Christian church, and in 1629 Calixtus published his ―Prooemium,‖ in which he
expanded the ideas outlined in previous works. On this basis the argument can be
made that, although Marco Antonio de Dominis‘ Respublica ecclesiastica (and
through it, the ideas of Georg Cassander) certainly had an effect on Georg Calixtus,
Isaac Casaubon deserves as much attention.
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Although, as noted in chapter two, one must be conscious of giving too much
credit to a single person for shaping another‘s ideas, it is clear that through his
meetings with Casaubon, Calixtus‘ vision of the ancient church was realised. He
believed that it was in the traditions and creeds of the ancient church, the institution
bequeathed to the apostles by Christ, that the ―true Christian, apostolic, and catholic
church‖ could be found.98 For Calixtus, this understanding of tradition became a
secondary theological principle, behind that of sola Scriptura, which could serve as a
normaliser in combating heresies. He used this understanding to shape his conception
of the consensus antiquitatis, which he used in his later years to counter accusations
of crypto-Papism, of anti-Lutheranism, and of heresy. Certainly, after his meetings
with Casaubon, Calixtus was exposed to the work of Marco Antonio de Dominis, and
the latter‘s ideas for confessional reconciliation; however, this exposure served to
strengthen and solidify Calixtus‘ model for church unity, rather than to provide a
basis for it. It was from his father, his schooling, university and, ultimately, his
travels and his meetings with Casaubon that the ideas originally came. This prompts
us to think differently about how Calixtus‘ theology was shaped in his early years,
and to reconsider his position in the early modern intellectual landscape. The fact
that some of his most important ideas found their genesis in his interactions with a
humanist famous for his classical and philological works, rather than his theological,
has significant implications for Calixtus‘ later work. Though in the example of the
consensus antiquitatis Calixtus used his interaction with the humanist tradition to
develop and refine his theology, one must not discount the possibility that he also
applied the critical techniques of Renaissance humanism in other fields of endeavour.
The next chapter will explore this possibility further by considering a speech that
Calixtus delivered in 1629, his ―De studio historiarum oratio,‖ in relation to the genre
of the ars historica.
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5. On the Study of History
The previous chapter argued that Calixtus‘ meetings with Isaac Casaubon, a famous
practitioner of late Renaissance humanism, were of great consequence for the
development of some of his most important ideas. In so doing, it suggested that
Calixtus was potentially exposed to currents of early modern thought that have been
insufficiently taken into account in Calixtine scholarship. This chapter intends to
explore in more depth the manner in which Calixtus drew on these currents of
thought in his own work by exploring a particular genre of text in the early modern
period, that of the ars historica, and Calixtus‘ place within it. This is important for
considering Calixtus‘ relationship with the humanist tradition because this genre
emerged in the work of sixteenth-century humanists and was used as a vehicle for the
critique and dissemination of ideas concerning topics such as source criticism and the
pedagogic value of history. As such, it allows us to consider Calixtus‘ work in
relation to the wider intellectual debates of his age, and to begin to consider what
contributions he made to the humanist tradition, rather than simply what he took
from it. The following section will first introduce the ars historica by considering
some of the existing literature concerning it. This will allow us to identify some of
the key concerns and features of the genre, providing a basis upon which to evaluate
Calixtus‘ participation within it.

5.1. The ars historica

Two broad strains of historical scholarship emerged in Europe from the fifteenth to
the eighteenth centuries: a pedagogical variety that aimed to teach by examples, and
a critical body of work that debated issues of epistemology, logic, and critique.1 The
former found its epitome in the ars historica, that genre of manuals that provided
guidance on the reading, writing, and study of history, made famous by Jean Bodin‘s
Method for the Easy Comprehension of History of 1566, which was afforded pride of
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Nadel, ―Philosophy of History,‖ 304–5; Witschi-Bernz, ―Main Trends,‖ 51. Anthony Grafton has
identified similar trends in the general use of ancient texts in early modern Europe. See Grafton,
Defenders, ch. 1.
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place in Johannes Wolf‘s two-volume compilation later that century.2 The latter
(critical) body of work is generally acknowledged as emerging after the ars historica
although, as Astrid Witschi-Bernz points out, the dichotomy between the two was
often blurred.3 What is most important for this discussion is the fact that, despite
confusion between genres in individual texts, these works had specific, recognisable
features that allow one to position an example of such a work in a wider body of
literature. Whether presented as speeches, individual treatises, or as parts of larger
works, the artes historicae all explored similar themes and drew on similar ideas in
their exploration of the art of history.
Both the pedagogic, ―exemplar,‖ historical texts, and those more critical,
were born of the Renaissance humanist fascination with antiquity, and it should come
as no surprise that it was from the classical authors that the humanists found their
inspiration. George Nadel suggests that it was the Roman rather than the Greek
tradition which shaped the humanist understanding of history; however, his
discussion repeatedly provides examples of Greek influence on the Romans, a point
also made by Beatrice Reynolds.4 When one considers that an early humanist like
Leonardo Bruni drew on both Greek and Latin influences to construct his work, or
that the library of a later humanist such as Isaac Casaubon contained forty-seven
Greek but only five Latin manuscripts, one must question Nadel‘s insistence on the
―Roman‖ influence on these individuals, rather than simply the ―classical.‖ 5
Nevertheless, the influence of the classics (both Roman and Greek) is evident
throughout historical works in the early modern period. Cicero‘s definition of history
as ―the witness of time, the light of truth, the life of memory, the mistress of life, and
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Jean Bodin, Methodus ad Facilem Historiarum Cognitionem (Paris: Martinus Iuvenis, 1566);
Method for the Easy Comprehension of History, trans. Beatrice Reynolds (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1945); Johannes Wolf, Artis Historicae Penus, 2 vols (Basle: Perna, 1579). See
Grafton, What Was History?, 166, 167; Nadel, ―Philosophy of History,‖ 305–6; Reynolds, ―Shifting
Currents in Historical Criticism,‖ Journal of the History of Ideas 14, no. 4 (1953): 489–90.
3
Witschi-Bernz, ―Main Trends,‖ 51. George Nadel also notes that the latter were ―sometimes written
by the same people who wrote the former type of book.‖ Nadel, ―Philosophy of History,‖ 305.
4
Nadel, ―Philosophy of History,‖ 292–93, 296, 297, 302, 306; Reynolds, ―Shifting Currents,‖ 472.
5
See Ianziti, ―Between Livy and Polybius‖; T. A. Birrell, ―The Reconstruction of the Library of Isaac
Casaubon,‖ in Hellinga Festschrift / Feestbundel / Mélanges: Forty-three studies in bibliography
presented to Prof. Dr. Wytze Hellinga on the occasion of his retirement from the chair of neophilology
at the University of Amsterdam at the end of the year 1978, ed. Anthony R. A. Croiset van Uchelen
(Amsterdam: Nico Israël, 1980), 59. Cf. Peter Burke, ―A Survey of the Popularity of Ancient
Historians, 1450–1700,‖ History and Theory 5, no. 2 (1966): 136.
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the messenger of antiquity‖;6 pseudo-Dionysius‘ assertion that ―history is philosophy
teaching by examples‖;7 and Tacitus‘ exhortation to write history ―sine ira et studio,
without anger and without preconception,‖8 find expression in almost every historical
piece written during the period.9 These ―tired assertion[s]‖10 were repeated so often
that Donald Kelley suggests it is more appropriate to speak of historical texts of this
period as ―a complex of rhetorical topoi,‖ that is, collections of commonplaces, than
as comprising a discrete literary genre.11
Both Anthony Grafton and Beatrice Reynolds have shown that, despite the
almost monotonous repetition of commonplaces in these works, authors of the ars
historica formed their own complex arguments around the standard formulae.12
Within their publications, they debated issues such as the role of speeches, truth, and
rhetoric in history, and the merits of ancient versus modern historians. The
relationships between law, geography, chronology, and history were all considered,
and the implications of these relationships argued and contested. And all these
arguments were framed by the rhetorical topoi which derived from the classical
authors. Polybius‘ precepts that ―the soundest education and training for a life of
active politics is the study of history, and that the surest and indeed the only method
of learning how to bear the vicissitudes of fortune is to recall the calamities of
others‖13 provided the groundwork for the majority of artes historicae in the early
modern period, and the following implication that history must be true was echoed
by both classical and early modern authors.14 The debates concerning truth in history
did not concern the requirement for truth per se, but rather how much truth could
6

Cicero De oratore 2.9.36, quoted in ―De historia,‖ 423: ―testis temporum, lux veritatis, vita
memoriae, magistra vitae, nuntia vetustatis.‖ I borrow my translation from Donald R. Kelley,
―Historia integra: François Baudouin and his Conception of History,‖ Journal of the History of Ideas
25, no. 1 (1964): 44.
7
Nadel, ―Philosophy of History,‖ 301; Witschi-Bernz, ―Main Trends,‖ 53. See also, for example,
Wickenden, G. J. Vossius, 77.
8
Nadel, ―Philosophy of History,‖ 302.
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Grafton, What Was History?, 31–33, 72; Kelley, ―Historia integra,‖ 38–39, 43–44; Nadel,
―Philosophy of History,‖ 299, 301; Witschi-Bernz, ―Main Trends,‖ 53; D. R. Woolf, ―Erudition and
the Idea of History in Renaissance England,‖ Renaissance Quarterly 40, no. 1 (1987): 20.
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Polybius Histories 1.1.2, quoted in Nadel, ―Philosophy of History,‖ 295.
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Grafton, What Was History?, 9–10, 39; Kelley, ―Historia integra,‖ 47–48; Nadel, ―Philosophy of
History,‖ 299, 300, 303, 306; Reynolds, ―Shifting Currents,‖ 474, 477, 481, 490–91; Witschi-Bernz,
―Main Trends,‖ 53, 63–65.
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reasonably be expected, and what ―truth‖ itself actually was. As such, debates
concerning the role of invented speeches in history concerned not only stylistic
preferences, but also the interpretation of truth in history. For example, if one drafted
a speech that took into account the customs and language of one‘s subject, and
contained the substance that could be reasonably expected of such a speech, made by
such a person, in such circumstances, and at such a time, did that speech then not
constitute a true narration of events? Different authors had widely different opinions
on the matter, and thus constructed their own arguments around the classical notion
that for history to be practical, it must be true.15
The various classical precepts that found expression in the ars historica
provide some criteria that can be used to identify a participant in the genre. They also
provide a framework around which one can compare the arguments of individual
authors to those prevalent within the broader debates of the time, and thus allow one
to gauge the originality of their contribution. It is on this basis that the following
section will explore Calixtus‘ ―De studio historiarum oratio.‖ It will navigate the
content of the text itself, identifying some of the various topoi common to the genre
of the ars historica, and will relate Calixtus‘ interpretation of these commonplaces to
better-known authors such as Jean Bodin (1530–1596) and Gerhard Vossius. This
pair has been selected for two reasons. First, their works include two of the most
famous examples of the ars historica. Bodin and Vossius were therefore both
extremely influential and the content of their treatises may be considered
representative of the most prominent arguments of the genre. Second, Calixtus had
access to Bodin‘s book via the library at Helmstedt,16 and likely had access to
Vossius‘ work as well, as the two men were in personal contact during this time.17
By considering this speech in relation to the genre of the ars historica, this chapter
will argue that, in addition to interacting with these people and their work, Calixtus
played an active role in the intellectual debates that the humanist tradition provoked.
15

See Grafton, What Was History?, 34–49.
See, at HAB, shelf-marks H: T 1.12° Helmst., H: T 2.4° Helmst., H: T 2.12° Helmst., H: Yv
1087.8° Helmst.
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Schubert, ―Kommunikation und Konkurrenz: Gelehrtenrepublik und Konfession im 17. Jahrhundert,‖
in Interkonfessionalität—Transkonfessionalität—binnenkonfessionelle Pluralität: Neue Forschungen
zur Konfessionalisierungsthese, ed. Kaspar von Greyerz, Manfred Jakubowski-Tiessen, Thomas
Kaufmann, and Hartmut Lehmann (Gütersloh: Gütersloher Verlag, 2003), 101–31. I am grateful to
Dirk van Miert for bringing this piece to my attention.
16

87
5.2. “De studio historiarum oratio”
Calixtus‘ contribution to the genre of the ars historica is in the form of a speech,18
generally accepted to have been delivered to the students of the University of
Helmstedt at the conclusion of his first appointment as pro-rector of the university in
1629.19 The speech began by responding to requests from Calixtus‘ students for him
to write a universal history, from the creation of the world to the birth of Christ.
Calixtus noted that because such a work would require an enormous amount of time
and effort—luxuries that he could not afford—he was unable to do so. When
prompted to write an epitome instead, he noted that this would in fact be an even
greater work, as it would require a much more nuanced exercise of judgement, lest
important facts be omitted from the narrative. He suggested that it was an easier task
to compile a universal history, because one could be less selective with one‘s
material for such a project. For an epitome, one needed to draw on the same broad
array of sources, but from those had to select what information would be included
and what would be left out. In his speech, Calixtus seemed hesitant to do this and
proposed instead to offer his students a method rather than a history. That is, he
would provide them with a way by which they might remember key events in history
of their own accord, rather than handing them this content on a platter.20
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This has been printed in at least four editions: ―De historia‖; ―De studio historiarum, inprimis vero
de seculis ante & post natum Christum inter se conferendis oratio,‖ in Orationes selectæ, 111–24;
Oratio panegyrica, quam habuit anno MDCXXIIX. mense Martio, cum fasces magistratus academici
deponeret: De studio historiarum, & inprimis de seculi ante & post natum Christum inter se
conferendis ([Helmstedt?], [1628/29?]); Oratio panegyrica, quam habuit anno MDCXXXIIX. mense
Martio, cum fasces magistratus academici deponeret: De studio historiarum, & inprimis de seculi
ante & post natum Christum inter se conferendis ([Helmstedt?], [1638?]). Subsequent references will
be to the modern edition, ―De historia.‖
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that the speech was delivered on 29 December 1629. This date corresponds with Calixtus‘ first term as
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speech which has 1628 in the title (see previous note), this does not appear to be authorised by
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―De historia,‖ 421n1; Henke, Georg Calixtus, 456n2.
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This hesitation to cull the content of history may go some way to explaining why Calixtus never
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In proposing to his students a method for the easy recollection of history,
Calixtus was actively contributing to the genre of the ars historica. He did so by
thinking about and engaging with the issues with which this genre concerned itself.
In his opening comments, he had already expressed a hesitation to cull the content of
history. Just like Jean Bodin and Gerhard Vossius, Calixtus believed that one must
draw on a vast range of sources in the study of history, and that the ideal history was
a universal one. As Bodin‘s definition of history embodied a knowledge of all things
(human, natural, and divine),21 and as Vossius believed that a history of all times was
far more satisfactory than simply ―a scrap of ancient history,‖22 Calixtus suggested in
his ―De studio historiarum oratio‖ that writing a universal history was ―to lay nothing
other than the foundations of universal knowledge, both divine and human, and to
expose the origins of truth, both sacred and exotic.‖23 He then went on to
demonstrate this through a brief discussion of the uses of history.
Schüssler and Merkt have identified two uses of history in Calixtus‘ work,24
though in his ―De studio historiarum oratio,‖ he in fact discussed three. These were
to provide knowledge of events and wisdom from all the ages, and an understanding
of how this wisdom has endured to the present time; to teach one prudent knowledge
(prudentia) that might be of practical use in public and private life; and to enable one
to defend the church against idolatry and false gods.25 For Calixtus, knowledge of the
past allowed one to grow intellectually and to draw connections between times past
and one‘s own. It is clear that he stood in that school of thought that believed in the
pedagogical value of ancient sources, and their relevance for contemporary
problems. He also followed the accepted modus operandi of other authors of artes
historicae when he introduced his discussion of these uses with a quote from
Dionysius of Halicarnassus who, according to Calixtus, judged history to be ―the
source of prudent knowledge and wisdom,‖26 and with the Ciceronian topos of
history as magistra vitae.27
21

Bodin, Method, 15.
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Dionysius of Halicarnassus Roman Antiquities 1.1, quoted in ―De historia,‖ 423: ―άϱχή θϱονήζεωϛ
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For the second use of history—the practical application of prudent
knowledge—Calixtus noted that there were three types of history that one might
draw from. There were universal histories; those of the ―middle age‖; and those
concerned with particular details or events. In each of these categories, Calixtus
recommended various authors that might serve his audience well. In the first,
Diodorus Siculus and Pompeius Trogus; in the second, Johannes Zonaras, Georg
Cedrinus, and Paulus Orosius; and in the third Thucydides, Xenophon, Polybius,
Livy, Sallust, and Tacitus. Finally, Calixtus suggested that for those who would
venture into ―public affairs and civil business, or military affairs,‖ the writings of
Julius Caesar would prove invaluable.28 In dividing history in this manner, Calixtus
differed slightly from Bodin and Vossius. While they divided history according to its
nature (natural, divine, or human), Calixtus divided it according to its subject
(concerning all matters, those of a particular age, or only specific events and deeds).
However, there are similarities here as well. Bodin, for example, used one of the first
chapters of his Method to describe ―the choice of historians,‖ suggesting, like
Calixtus, whose work one might turn to for advice on various topics. ―In civil
training,‖ for example, ―the following are pre-eminent: Dionysius of Halicarnassus,
Plutarch, Livy, Zonaras, Dio, and Appian; in military training, Caesar, Paterculus,
Ammianus, Froissart, Hirtius, Du Bellay.‖29 Both Bodin and Calixtus felt it
capture some of the additional implications inherent in the Greek word θϱονήζεωϛ (phroneseōs),
which is more akin to the Latin virtus or prudentia, as a quality which infers a kind of qualitative
knowledge, than the English ―prudence,‖ which might simply refer to judgement. My thanks are due
Gavin Kendall for his assistance with the Greek. Cf. the translations by Earnest Cary (Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1937–50); Edward Spelman (London, 1758); Friedrich Sylburg
(Frankfurt: Apud heredes Andreæ Wecheli, 1586). Consider also Aristotle‘s understanding of
θϱονήζεωϛ, which explicitly entails a knowledge of earthly affairs and the practical application of this
knowledge for the public good. Jacob Soll, ―Empirical History and the Transformation of Political
Criticism in France from Bodin to Bayle,‖ Journal of the History of Ideas, 64, no. 2 (2003): 302. I
note also that Calixtus‘ translation is taken slightly out of context, as Dionysius actually notes that
truth is the source of prudent knowledge and wisdom, and that history contains truth. Calixtus also
excluded the word ―ηε‖ which follows θϱονήζεωϛ in the original. Gary Ianziti has suggested in
conversation that these facts are a likely indication that Calixtus was quoting this passage from
memory, rather than with the source in front of him. This is supported by the fact that the original
publications of the speech do not provide the details of the source for the Dionysian quote, while at
least one of them does for the Ciceronian. Cf. Calixtus, ―De studio historiarum . . . oratio,‖ 113;
Oratio panegyrica . . . MDCXXIIX, 4; Oratio panegyrica . . . MDCXXXIIX, 4.
27
―De historia,‖ 423. See above, pp. 84–85.
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civilium facem praeferat, partim quoque militaris, qualem praecipue suppeditant Julii Caesaris
scripta.‖
29
Bodin, Method, 54.
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important to foreground the import of selecting one‘s sources prudently, and were
quick to point out that certain authors were better suited to the study of certain topics.
After introducing why one might study history, and suggesting some suitable
historians from which to draw, Calixtus turned his attention to ancillary disciplines.
He noted that ―geography, chronology, and genealogy produce history,‖ a fact which
was widely recognised by other authors of the ars historica.30 As one continues to
read through the speech, it becomes quite clear why Calixtus felt it necessary to
mention these ancillary disciplines: the crux of his method centred on chronology. At
this point, rather than suggesting several sources for the timing of events, as he did
for the description of events, Calixtus deferred to one authority: Joseph Scaliger. He
was aware of the contemporary debates raging around the reconciliation of various
dating systems and of myriad historical events, and evidently judged Scaliger to have
addressed these issues most effectively, declining to consider the works of any others
in this matter.31 Despite using Scaliger‘s work to judge the timing of particular
events, Calixtus did not use Scaliger‘s Julian period in his speech. Instead, he
constructed his own schema for interpreting relative historical events, based on the
Dionysian era (centred on anno Domini),32 and the contemporary practice of dividing
time into centuries.33
Calixtus‘ method for the easy recollection of historical facts hinged on his
chronological schema, which he based on the chronologies of Varro and Dionysius
Exiguus. Varro‘s work has survived only in fragments, but Censorinus, in his De die
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natali (Concerning the Natal Day), noted that Varro divided history into three
periods: before the flood (which he called ―uncertain,‖ as no one could know exactly
how long it was); from the flood to the first Olympiad (―fabulous,‖ because of the
great number of myths and legends concerning it); and from the first Olympiad to
Varro‘s own times (―historical,‖ because reputable historians kept records of it).34
Dionysian chronology reckoned two thousand years between the births of Abraham
and of Christ. Despite his use of Varro and Dionysius Exiguus, one also finds here an
example of Calixtus‘ deference to Scaliger, who also calculated this period as
―exactly two thousand years‖ long.35
Having introduced Varro‘s periodisation, and having referred to Dionysius
Exiguus and Scaliger to confirm a period of two thousand years from Abraham to
Christ, Calixtus proceeded to outline the framework for his method in more detail.
He did this by first outlining an initial period (equivalent to Varro‘s ―uncertain‖ age)
in which the forebears of Abraham lived. Apart from mentioning twenty generations
between Adam and Abraham, this period received no further attention in this speech,
presumably because all the pertinent details could be found in the Bible (a text which
Calixtus‘ students would have known intimately). Calixtus then noted that the period
between Abraham and Christ could be conveniently divided into periods of one
hundred years each. Here, it seems that he felt he was offering his students a novel
way of thinking about the past: ―I mean to say that, just as we distinguish the time
from Christ‘s birth (the church of the New Testament) by centuries—and that to the
great aid of our memory—likewise we can divide the time before Christ‘s birth (the
church of the Old Testament).‖36 Thus, he outlined two more ages: a second, from
the birth of Abraham to the birth of Christ; and a third, from the birth of Christ
onwards.
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Censorinus De die natali 21.1, quoted in ―De historia,‖ 425–26: ―Varro . . . tria discrimina
temporum esse tradit. Primum ab hominum principio ad cataclysmum priorem, quod propter
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By dividing history into centuries ante and post Christum (before and after
Christ), this speech shows us that Calixtus was a product of his times. Although the
AD/BC dating system was not in widespread use in Europe until the eighteenth
century, a number of writers around Calixtus‘ time were beginning to utilise it. The
most well-known of these, sometimes regarded as the ―inventor‖ of the AD/BC
timeline, was Denis Petau (Dionysius/Domenicus Petavius, 1583–1652), who
proposed the schema in his Opus de doctrina temporum (Work on the Science of
Time) of 1627.37 It had also been utilised in some form or other by various other
writers since the Venerable Bede in the eighth century.38 Despite this, it was not yet a
wide-spread practice in the first half of the seventeenth century, and the way Calixtus
approached it in his speech suggests that he felt he was offering something original
to his students. Although it is not certain whether Calixtus was familiar with Petau‘s
publication, it seems likely that he was not. The facts that he did not mention Petau,
and that he felt the need to clarify to his students exactly what he meant by his
ante/post Christum schema, suggest that Calixtus felt he had developed this way of
thinking about dates himself.39 He also noted in this speech that the method that he
was sharing with his students was something that he held dear, and he hoped that his
students would pay due attention to it. It is apparent that he was sharing an idea that
he had come up with, something that was particularly special to him.40 Masayuki
Sato notes that ―the invention of ‗B.C.‘‖ allowed ―the Christian era system [to
transform] itself into a chronological system capable of locating every historical
event on a single time line.‖41 It is clear that this is what Calixtus saw himself
doing—he was providing his students not only with an aid to memory, but with a
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practical tool that would allow them to position any historical event in relation to
others. He was giving them a new way of thinking.42
Having described how one could divide time into centuries both before and
after Christ, Calixtus turned to a discussion of the practical advantages for doing so.
In trying to devise a method by which one might easily recall historical facts,
Calixtus noted in his speech that he had spent time thinking about whether or not
there might be events in the centuries before Christ that corresponded with later
occurrences in the centuries after Christ. For example, if such-and-such a person did
such-and-such a thing in the fifth century BC, was there an equivalent occurrence in
the fifth century AD? Calixtus felt that if he could identify such a pattern, it would
make it easy to remember historical events, and this turns out to be the core of his
method. Having looked for these parallels, he managed to find them, and presented
these to his students. Starting with his own age, Calixtus recounted parallels in each
century that might aid his students‘ memory. In the twelfth century before Christ, for
example, Calixtus noted that the Greeks captured and sacked Troy, just as Godfrey of
Bouillon captured Jerusalem in the twelfth century after Christ.43 In the tenth
century,

the impious kings of Israel, Jeroboam and his successors, and Ahab,
are represented by the Christian popes of that same tenth century, who
were ―unnatural men, who led shameful lives, and who were utterly
repugnant in every conceivable way,‖ according to Cardinal
Baronius.44
Especially interesting is Calixtus‘ treatment of the sixth, fifth, and fourth
centuries. Here, as well as providing his students with easy-to-remember events, he
pointed out that the major writers during each period also had their equivalents. For
42
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example, ―the ancient Greek philosophers Pythagoras, Solon, Aesop, and
Anaximenes correspond with the Christians Fulgentius, Boethius, Cassiodorus, and
Procopius of Gaza,‖ and ―the Greeks have their historians Herodotus and
Thucydides, just as the Christians have their own Paulus Orosius, Sulpicius Severus,
Socrates [Scholasticus] and Sozomen.‖45 Thus Calixtus offered his students not only
a method by which to recall key events in history, but also a means by which they
might remember when each of the most important writers lived.46
Calixtus‘ schema is interesting for another reason as well: it is entirely
adaptable to the needs of its user. The way he presented it in his speech, it strikes the
reader as entirely reliant on imagination. In a time when the standard technique for
remembering something was to take notes—whether in the form of marginalia,
according to loci communes, or otherwise—in his ―De studio historiarum oratio‖
Calixtus offered a mental, rather than a physical, mnemonic.47 This is exemplified in
his concluding remarks: ―Suppose I want to know in which age before Christ
Alexander the Great lived. I wonder which one corresponds, and Constantine the
Great comes to mind. I know that Constantine was four ages after Christ, therefore
Alexander ruled four ages before Christ.‖48 Using his schema he was able to quickly
identify and match pertinent details in order to recall others. However, although
presented as imaginary, Calixtus‘ schema might also be compiled as a table. In fact,
printed as an addendum to editions of the speech dated 1628 and 1638 one finds a
―Tabula complectens collationem seculorum ante et post natum Christum‖ (A Table
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Including a Collation of the Centuries Before and After the Birth of Christ).49 This
table neatly sets out the twenty centuries before and after Christ side-by-side, so that
one might at a glance see the parallels between the various people and events that
Calixtus described in his speech. The versatility of Calixtus‘ schema extends to how
one chooses to employ it. One might remember corresponding facts by similarity in
time, manner, purpose, or other detail. Alexander the Great might correspond with
Constantine the Great, for example, because of their ruling in the fourth centuries
before and after Christ respectively, because of similarities in their style of rule,
because they were both rulers, or because they shared the same cognomen.
In emphasising the recollection of similarities as an aid to memory, Calixtus‘
model appears akin to classical precedents that had been popularly revived as part of
the humanist movement. In the Rhetorica ad Herennium, for example (written ca.
86–82 BC), the author imagined a columnar space, in which were arranged images
and words that were intended to remind him or her of particular events, people, or
places.50 Similarly, in Calixtus‘ schema one might imagine a central marker (the
birth of Christ), with a series of boxes either side, each containing one or more
pertinent figures or events. Alternatively, one might simply remember key features of
each age—opposition to God, for example (in the case of Saul in the eleventh
century BC, and Pope Hildebrand in the eleventh century AD), or the destruction of a
city (in the case of Babylon in the sixth century BC, and Rome in the sixth century
AD).51 If one does not trust their memory and imagination to recall pertinent facts,52
one may presumably refer to the ―Tabula.‖ The ―Tabula,‖ for its part, seems a pareddown implementation of a method suggested by Bodin, who wrote that the first step
in reading history was to
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place before [oneself] a general chart for all periods, not too detailed
and therefore easy to study, in which are contained the origins of the
world, the floods, the earliest beginnings of states and of the religions
which have been more famous, and their ends, if indeed they have
come to an end.53
While Calixtus‘ ―Tabula‖ did not describe all these things, its focus does suggest a
similar concern with the rise and fall of nations. As can be seen from the examples
already quoted in this chapter, the vast majority of matters broached by Calixtus in
his ―De studio historiarum oratio,‖ and summarised in the ―Tabula,‖ were wars
which marked recognised turning points in the progress of empires, or reigns which
did the same.
Though the imaginative aspects of Calixtus‘ schema remind one of generic
classical techniques of memory, the associative aspect of it appears specifically
Aristotelian in nature. Aristotle recognised that association was the key to an active
mind and fundamental to accurate memory.54 By drawing connections between key
events in history, and by encouraging his reader to associate one or more events with
another as an aid to memory, Calixtus provides us with yet another example of the
Aristotelian influence on his thought. This also demonstrates Calixtus‘ ability to
draw together ideas from different intellectual traditions—he was able to combine
contemporary and medieval chronology with an Aristotelian understanding of the
nature of the mind to present to his audience a new, functional way of thinking.
Calixtus‘ ―De studio historiarum oratio‖ also provides some evidence for his
use of criticism in interpreting historical sources. He made it clear in the speech that
he had no time for falsified histories, describing the well-known forger Annius of
Viterbo (Giovanni Nanni, ca. 1432–1502) as ―not worth remembering.‖55 This is a
point worth noting, particularly when one considers that other humanists such as Jean
Bodin relied on at least parts of Annius‘ work almost without considering his
reputation as a falsifier of facts, and that Annius had a significant impact on the
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critical techniques of subsequent generations of scholars.56 Future research may shed
light on how aware Calixtus was of this influence, and how influential these
techniques were on his work. One gets at least a hint of this when one reads Calixtus‘
suggestion that careful reading of histories by different authors would allow one to
compare them, and to judge ―the quality and genius of the writing.‖57 Of course, as
Merkt and Schüssler observe, in other works Calixtus also identified specific internal
and external criteria against which one ought to evaluate one‘s sources. Coupled with
his condemnation of Annius, it is clear that Calixtus felt strongly about the need for
rigour in historical research. Despite this, he was not immune from the pressures of
his religious convictions, nor from popular polemic. When he came to the ninth
century, for example, Calixtus mentioned the legendary Pope Joan, whose existence
had well and truly been rendered at least questionable, if not disproven entirely, by
the time he was writing.58 We also know that Calixtus was familiar with at least one
work that was critical of this legend: Cardinal Baronius‘ Annales ecclesiastici, which
Calixtus quoted in dealing with the tenth century, ―lavished fulsome praise‖ on a
major French book that had effectively brought the legend into disrepute.59 This
brings us to another aspect of Calixtus‘ critical use of sources. Even if he did not
always hold the authors of sources like the Annales, or the tenor of their arguments,
in high regard, he was willing to draw on these works when necessary and
appropriate (or when they supported his position, as in the example quoted above).
Like Bodin and Vossius, though resolute concerning the authenticity and integrity of
sources, Calixtus did not always apply his own critical techniques and allowed his
personal beliefs to interfere with their application.60

5.3. Summary—On the Study of History
This chapter has shown that, in his ―De studio historiarum oratio,‖ Calixtus thought
about, criticised, and developed ideas that were the subject of contemporary debate.
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Although he did not specifically mention any artes historicae in his speech, the
manner in which he considered matters such as chronology, historical criticism, the
pedagogic value of history, and the best methods for remembering history suggests
that he was familiar with this genre of writing. Like Jean Bodin and Gerhard
Vossius, he believed that a universal history—one that encompassed all events since
the creation—could provide the basis of all knowledge. He also recognised that
history could not stand as a discipline in its own right—it must be supported by
ancillary studies such as chronology, genealogy, and geography—and that it must be
drawn from as wide a range of sources as possible. In this speech we see too the
continued influence of those figures that we discussed in chapter two: Calixtus
continued to emphasise the practical applications of history, including addressing
dissension in the Christian church; he believed that one must apply reason and
critique when considering one‘s sources; and he recognised that a diverse and
rigorous education was necessary in order to harness truly useful historical
knowledge. Though Calixtus did not go to the lengths of drawing on non-literary
sources such as inscriptions or physical artefacts, as Vossius suggested one ought,61
his ―De studio historiarum oratio‖ attests to his broad learning and the practical
application of his own advice: in a speech of less than 3,000 words, he managed to
mention more than 80 different authors, both secular and ecclesiastical, pagan and
pious.
Calixtus‘ use of sources may also be another indicator of his familiarity with
texts such as Vossius‘ Ars historica of 1623. Both Calixtus and Vossius chose to use
Varro‘s chronology in their work and, apart from some of the aforementioned
similarities between Vossius‘ work and Calixtus‘ brief discussion of history in the
―De studio historiarum oratio,‖ there are other reasons to believe that Calixtus was
familiar with Vossius‘ book.62 We know that the two men were in contact during this
time because one of Calixtus‘ former students, Christoph Schrader (1601–1680), had
written to him from Hamburg in 1627, and in his letter included salutations from
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Vossius.63 We also know that Vossius lent various books to Calixtus, and it is
possible that the Ars historica was one of those loans.64 Just as Calixtus used Varro
and Dionysius Exiguus as a basic structure for his own chronological schema,
Vossius combined elements of Varro‘s periodisation with those of other writers when
devising his own ―ideal‖ periodisation of history.65 Joseph Scaliger also cited
Censorinus‘ De die natali extensively in his Thesaurus temporum, a work that
Calixtus clearly had access to.66 Of course, Calixtus may also have obtained his
quote directly from its source (an edition of De die natali had been published in
Hamburg in 1614, and several others in the sixteenth century). Although we cannot
be sure of where Calixtus obtained the motive to utilise Varro‘s chronology, the fact
that both Scaliger and Vossius also used it in their work suggests that Calixtus was
supportive of at least this aspect of their judgement. Of course as evinced above, at
least in the case of the ―wise‖ Joseph Scaliger, this was not the only aspect of their
work that he approved of.
In addition to the likelihood that he was familiar with Vossius‘ work, and his
access to three editions of Bodin‘s Method at the library at Helmstedt, we know that
Calixtus also had access to other examples of the ars historica. Through the
University of Helmstedt, he had links to at least two major contributors to the genre:
Reiner Reineck (1541–1595) and David Chyträus.67 Reineck was a professor of
history at the University of Helmstedt, and his work was continued and developed by
Heinrich Meibom (1555–1625) and Henning Arnisäus (1575–1636), the former one
of Calixtus‘ teachers, the latter a colleague.68 Chyträus, of course, was one of Johann
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Calixtus‘ teachers, and was a founder of the University of Helmstedt. 69 Both their
works were available on the shelves of Helmstedt‘s library.70
One of the most significant features of Calixtus‘ contribution to the ars
historica is his construction of a schema around centuries pre- and post-Christ.
Although the use of ante Christum was not unique, it was quite novel in the early
seventeenth century, and shows that Calixtus was engaged with, not just aware of,
the intellectual debates surrounding him. He was willing and able to draw from his
various sources a framework which he could adapt to his own purposes, and which
he could present to his students as a practical tool. Not only did thinking of historical
dates in terms of pre- and post-Christ allow one to easily calculate when different
events occurred in relation to each other, it also provided one—at least as far as
Calixtus was concerned—with an easy way to remember these events, without the
need to resort to complicated note-taking systems or endless compilations of loci
communes.
We can now conclude that, in addition to the myriad religious debates and
theological controversies that surrounded him, Calixtus also engaged with, and
contributed to, debates in other fields of knowledge. The subject of history was an
important one for his theology, but he also recognised its practical application to
other fields of endeavour, including politics, military affairs, and personal
relationships. In a brief speech, we find evidence of a much broader relationship with
the humanist tradition than has previously been considered. Calixtus not only drew
on this tradition for his own purposes, but also made active contributions to the
debates and discussions that it engendered.
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6. Conclusion
This thesis has sought to explore and to clarify Georg Calixtus‘ relationship with the
tradition of Renaissance humanism. The working definition of a Renaissance
humanist that we have used comes from Anthony Grafton,1 and it implies
engagement with a broad array of intellectual concerns as well as a critical eye, an
erudite mind, a reverence for the work of the ancients, and a keen appreciation for
practical knowledge. By exploring Calixtus‘ work in light of this understanding of
humanism, this study has paved the way for more nuanced considerations of his
contributions to early modern thought, arguing that his interaction with the humanist
tradition had greater implications for the genesis and transmission of his ideas than
has previously been recognised. Apart from providing him with the tools by which
he might forge a plan for universal Christian reunion, and thereby act as a
―forerunner of ecumenism,‖2 Calixtus‘ interaction with the humanist tradition
provided him with the critical techniques that he needed to make an active
contribution to many other contemporary debates. These were not only religious
discussions, but also philological, historical, and legal—dealing with matters of
primary concern to famous early modern scholars like Jean Bodin, Isaac Casaubon,
and Joseph Scaliger. Hence, this thesis also contributes to ongoing discussion about
the vitality of the humanist tradition post-1600. It has shown that the ―technical
methods‖ forged by and the ―practical lessons‖ learnt and taught by the humanists of
the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries were still being practised, developed, and refined
well into the seventeenth. Calixtus is but one example of a figure whose
contributions to this movement have been largely overlooked.
We have seen that the current body of knowledge surrounding Calixtus‘ life
and works has been written for the most part by theologians and ecclesiastical
historians and therefore focuses on matters of religious or theological interest.
Although acknowledging the impact that humanism had on Calixtus, this scholarship
pays little heed to the impact that Calixtus may have had on humanism. The literature
positions itself in relation to religious concerns—interpretation of doctrine, practice
of the sacraments, exegesis of Scripture—and overlooks evidence which suggests
that Calixtus engaged in other intellectual debates such as historical and legal
1
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criticism and chronology. His use of history, for example, is only considered so far as
it relates to his religious concerns, as is his criticism of the use of Roman law in the
Holy Roman Empire. The present study has begun to fill this gap not by discussing
the appropriation of humanist ideals in Calixtus‘ theology, as previous studies have,
but rather by considering his interaction with the humanist tradition. When viewed
from this perspective, it becomes clear that Georg Calixtus has much more to offer
modern intellectual historians than his legacy as a controversial and influential
theologian: he is worthy of attention as an exemplar of interdisciplinary collaboration
and the dissemination of ideas in early modern Europe, and as an active contributor
to the humanist tradition. Calixtus was a scholar who developed, fostered, and
maintained a rich reciprocal relationship with Renaissance humanism, and his work
deserves to be considered in this light. The two case studies presented in this thesis
reinforce this assertion, and have also begun this project: the first by reconsidering
Calixtus‘ relationship with Isaac Casaubon, and the second by exploring Calixtus‘
―De studio historiarum oratio‖ as an example of the ars historica.
The first case study, and the background discussion in chapter two,
emphasised that Calixtus was exposed not only to humanist ideals as propounded in
religious works by people such as Philipp Melanchthon and Marco Antonio de
Dominis, but also to these ideals as explored in other genres such as philology and
history. In his first academic tour he had already met Jan Gruter, and on his second
tour, after meeting Casaubon in London, he had made the acquaintance of JacquesAugust de Thou, a noted historian. Calixtus‘ meetings with Isaac Casaubon, for their
part, must be considered one of the turning points in Calixtus‘ intellectual
development. These meetings were the culmination of years of education—as a child
under the supervision of his father, during his early teens at the Flensburg Latin
School, his late teens at the University of Helmstedt, and in his early twenties
through his first academic tour. Through his conversations with Casaubon, Calixtus
was able to crystallise the knowledge developed throughout these years in his
understanding of the consensus antiquitatis, which he employed as a cornerstone of
his theology and in his later years as a practical tool to counter accusations of cryptoPapism, of anti-Lutheranism, and of heresy. In considering exactly what Calixtus‘
relationship was to the humanist tradition (epitomised in this case by Casaubon), this
case study also showed that he had at least been exposed to different fields of
scholarly endeavour such as philology and history, and thus also to the critical
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techniques of Renaissance humanists, something that has previously been largely
overlooked in the literature. With a new awareness of Calixtus‘ exposure to these
aspects of the humanist tradition, it follows that a re-evaluation of his work is in
order. Just such a re-evaluation was the focus of the second case study in this thesis,
which looked at Calixtus‘ 1629 ―De studio historiarum oratio‖ as a participant in the
genre of the ars historica.
Calixtus‘ speech on the study of histories provides ample evidence of his
interaction with a wide variety of early modern intellectual debates. In it, he drew on
myriad sources to articulate ideas about history, about chronology, and about source
criticism. He also discussed the importance of what would today be termed
―interdisciplinarity,‖ making sure that his students understood that the study of
history could not stand alone, and that it must be supported by ancillary disciplines
such as chronology, genealogy, and geography. Again drawing on the humanist
tradition, Calixtus also recognised that each of these subjects, like history, was
fundamentally practical. With this functional understanding of history and its
propaedeutic disciplines, Calixtus was able to offer his students a concrete example
of how these disciplines might be used in everyday life. He drew on classical and
medieval works of chronology and philosophy, as well as contemporary
chronological debates, to develop a means by which one might consider any
historical event in temporal relation to any other. By presenting this method to his
students, Calixtus offered them not only an aid to memory, but a new lens through
which they might consider the past. In the manner of the greatest practitioners of
Renaissance humanism, he combined ideas from different intellectual traditions to
present to his audience a new, functional way of thinking.
In light of Grafton‘s observations, and of the analyses undertaken in this
thesis, it is clear that Calixtus was a practitioner of Renaissance humanism: he was
aware of the philological methods that the humanists developed (including internal
and external criticism of sources) and utilised them in his own work; he drew lessons
from both classical and patristic sources for use in every-day life; and he had a firm
grasp of Latin, quoting contemporary, medieval, and classical sources and eloquently
rendering his own opinions in the language. It is also apparent that much more work
needs to be done to fully appreciate Calixtus‘ involvement with the humanist
tradition. This thesis has only been able to consider two examples of his interaction
with Renaissance humanism, and many more opportunities exist for future research
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regarding Calixtus and his intellectual contributions to early modern Europe. As well
as analysis of his critique of the Lotharian legend, mentioned in the introduction,
Calixtus‘ contributions to the history of historiography warrant further attention, and
this thesis offers a solid foundation from which to start such research. Further
consideration of Calixtus‘ arguments regarding source criticism, periodisation,
chronology, philology, and the pedagogy of history promises to provide valuable
insight

into

Enlightenment.

German
It

historiographical

will

also

thought

contribute

to

between
ongoing

Reformation
research

and

regarding

interdisciplinarity in the Republic of Letters. While existing research has tended to
view early modern theologians as operating in a discrete intellectual milieu, this
thesis encourages us to consider them in relation to the broader humanist scholarship
of the time. As noted in the introductory remarks to chapter four, ―with boundaries
between disciplines blurred, and a vast network of correspondence, the exchange of
ideas during this time may have been much more prevalent than has previously been
allowed for when considering people like Calixtus.‖3 Only by considering Calixtus‘
work, and that of his contemporaries, in relation to this exchange of ideas, can we
truly appreciate the contributions they made to the scholarly life of early modern
Europe.

3

See above, p. 61.
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