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Zwingli, Calvin and the Origin of Religion 
J. SAMUEL PREUS 

INTRODUCTION 

In the contemporary intellectual and institutional world, a distinction 
between theology and the study of religion is taken for granted. Those labels 
designate two quite separate disciplines or perspectives, even though 
their data overlap. Obviously, this distinction did not always exist within 
Christendom. Until about the middle of the seventeenth century, 
discussion of religion was almost always in the context of theology. But 
then, a new field of inquiry began to appear, and one may trace the first 
outlines of the study of religion or, to use a slightly too-specialized label, 
the scientific study of religion. 

This was new: it concerned itself with a human phenomenon for its own 
sake-"religion," or "religiousness."' Unlike theology (whether "natural" 
or "revealed"), it did not take God either as given or as the object of 
inquiry, nor was it concerned to expound the relationship between 
human and divine reality. Moreover, it was not interested in making any 
constructive or regulative contribution to religious life. Its aim, rather, 
was simply to understand the bearing of human religiousness on 
individual and social life.2 

The history of the study of religion has yet to be written. The 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries abounded in theories of the 
origin, development and function of religion in human life, and would 
be crucial for such a history, but the sixteenth-century background is 
helpful, for already some divergent trends in the approach to religion 
had appeared, and new perspectives which belong, at least remotely, to 
the roots of the study of religion were present. I mean to trace some of 
those trends here. 

The emergence of the study of religion presupposes that something 
momentous happened in the religious consciousness of European intel- 
lectuals. It can be partly indicated by the term "objectification." That is, 
they began to make religion an object-something from which they had 
detached themselves, and which they now viewed from a distance. They 

1. See the interesting ruminations of W. C. Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion (New 
York, 1962), ch. 2: "'Religion' in the West." 

2. Albert Salomon makes a helpful distinction between sociology of religion and the 
religion of sociology in In Praise of Enlightenment: Essays in the History of Ideas (Cleveland, 
1962), pp. 390-393. 

Mr. Preus is associate professor of religious studies in Indiana University, 
Bloomington, Indiana. 
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did not view it "with objectivity," in our sense of the word,3 but they 
made it an object from which they stood apart in a new way. 

Or at least from parts of it. And this is my second suggestion: the study 
of religion, which presupposes objectification of religion, took its rise 
from the criticism of religion. What one criticizes, one objectifies. Thus, 
for example, the reformers engaged in sometimes savage criticism of 
cultic aspects of medieval religion. In doing so, they provided material 
for later, more thoroughgoing critiques and analyses of religion in 
general. The capacity to objectify religion seems to have increased as the 
criticism of, and disillusionment with, established Christianity mounted 
in the seventeenth century, especially in the wake of religious warfare 
and persecution. 

A third point: I suspect that objectification went hand in hand with the 
rise of subjectivity-the growing sense of personal, moral and religious 
autonomy that one can associate with both the Renaissance and the 
Reformation (and, one might add, with late medieval Nominalism as 
well.)4 The sola fides of the reformers entailed a weaning away from 
ecclesiastical institutions. As the core of religious life was centered 
emphatically on personal fides, or pietas, rather than in identification 
with, or participation in, the cultic life of the church, the external 
elements of religion tended to be downgraded as "mere externals"-to 
an extreme degree in some cases.5 The resulting detachment allowed for 
analysis, for anyone who might be interested, once the attack phase had 
passed. 

This is the general and tentative framework with which I have 
approached Zwingli and Calvin in the following essay. 

THEOLOGICAL CONTEXT AND INTENT OF THE REFORMERS 

Most of the reformers would have agreed-had they given it much 
thought-that religions in general are vain and futile (Calvin regarded 
them also as inevitable, but we shall come to that). By and large religion 
in general, and world religions, were of little interest to the reformers. 
Their horizon was mainly Europe, with only an occasional worried 
glance toward the impending Turks.6 The profoundly corrupted and 
disrupted state of Christendom, as they regarded it, and its renewal, 
provided the field of their inquiry.7 They had no academic interest in 

3. Ibid., p. 393, on Bernard Fontenelle and Pierre Bayle. 
4. The nominalists taught that universals are a creation of the human mind. 
5. I have studied conflict over this problem in my Carlstadt's 'Ordinaciones' and Luther's 

Liberty: a Study of the Wittenberg Movement 1521-1522 (Cambridge, 1974). 
6. Jacques Pannier, "Calvin et les Turcs," Revue Historique 180 (1937): 285. Calvin was 

more concerned about the invasion of Europe by Turkish armies than about Islam as a 
religion. 

7. Cf. Zwingli's reference in the Commentarius to "mundus iste immundus," Huldreich 
Zwinglis siimtliche Werke, 14 vols. (Corpus Reformatorum, vols. 88 ff.) (Leipzig and Berlin, 
1905 ff), 3.630.34 (hereafter Z); The Latin Works ofHuldreich Zwingli, eds. S. M. Jackson 
et al., 3 vols. (New York and Philadelphia, 1912, 1922, 1929), 3.47 (hereafter WZ). 
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religion as such, but sought rather to explicate and promote "true 
religion." 

Most sixteenth-century reformers would have agreed with Calvin that 
in a strict sense at least, "where there is no certain knowledge of God, 
there is no religion."8 Other men's religions were at best on the 
boundary between religion and "idolatry," or "superstition." And when 
the reformers mentioned such aberrations, they were more likely to be 
thinking of medieval Christendom than the religion of the Chinese or 
American Indians-peoples who would enter the European conscious- 
ness decisively only late in the seventeenth century.9 For the reformers, 
the false gods of Christendom were more absurd than anything the 
heathen had dreamed up.10 Zwingli related his terrible version of the 
late middle ages as follows: 

It has gradually come about that many of us have embraced only such a 
religion as the deceitfulness of human wisdom has ventured to invent and 
spread abroad; and this is so far from deserving to be called 'religion' that it 
ought more properly to be dubbed 'hypocrisy, impiety and supersti- 
tion.' 

For both Zwingli and Calvin then, religion tended to mean true 

religion, and true religion meant reformed Christianity. In other words, 
they did not observe the distinction whose roots I am seeking-that 
between theology and study of religion. Our authors were relentlessly, 
incorrigibly theological and normative in their intent. Nevertheless, the 
search for a normative theology led them to distinguish true from false, 
and the perception and indictment of "false religion"-a rival Christian 
community existing right in their immediate context-itself entailed a 
mental objectification. To drive home the critical distinction between true 
and false religion, our authors had to describe, in all their decisive 
aspects, the qualities of religion both true and false. 

We shall have to keep in mind that we are putting to the reformers 
questions they did not always ask, and therefore we cannot hold them to 
the same rigorous consistency that we expect in their development of 
central theological issues. Since for both men, the word of God, as they 
understood it, was the primary criterion for arriving at the truth about 

8. "Nam ubi nulla est Dei cognitio certa, nulla est etiam religio, et pietas prorsus exstincta 
est, et fides abolita." Commentary on Hosea 6:6; loannis Calvini opera quae supersunt omnia, 
eds. G. Baum, E. Cunitz, E. Reuss, 59 vols. (CR vols. 29 ff.) (Brunsvigae, Schwetschke, 
1863-1900), 42.331 (hereafter CO). 

9. See Geoffroy Atkinson, Les Relations de voyages du VXIIe siecle et I'ivolution des idees 
(Paris, 1924); Margaret T. Hodgen, Early Anthropology in the Sixteenth and Seventeenth 
Centuries (Philadelphia, 1964); and Paul Hazard, The European Mind, tr. J. L. May 
(Cleveland, 1967), ch. 1. 

10. So Zwingli, De vera etfalsa religione commentarius (1525) (hereafter Comm.), in Z 3.603.4 
f.; WZ 3.46. 

11. Comm., Z 3.638.35-639.3; WZ 3.56. 
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their subject matter,12 disinterested observation of the human being 
acting and thinking religiously was a secondary concern. 

Two APPROACHES TO RELIGION 

The theological approaches of Zwingli and Calvin are in many ways 
compatible. One could point, for example, to the political setting of their 
reformations and to the corresponding social and civic vigor of their 
theologies. Related to those similarities is the dominance and social 
relevance of the sovereign rule of God in public life, with a correspond- 
ing emphasis on obedience and the ethical dimension of Christian life. 
One thinks also of their sharp distinction between the spiritual and 
material realms, and the tendency toward iconoclasm that derives from 
it. 

But when we approach them on the subject of religion, surprising and 
interesting differences appear. I would suggest, in fact, that they can be 
identified as representing two traditions, or types, of approach to 
religion. Without presupposing any direct influence upon later writers, I 
shall label the two traditions, or types, "historical" or empirical (attend- 
ing to concrete, particular manifestations of religion elicited by specific 
divine activity) and "natural" or essentialist (finding the roots of religion 
in a universal, innate human quality or attribute). This distinction (which 
proves fruitful also in study of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries) 
cannot be pushed too far here, but neither need it die a death of a 
thousand qualifications. I place Zwingli in the historical, and Calvin in 
the essentialist tradition. Each manifests elements of the other orienta- 
tion, but the dominant trend of each justifies this placement. 

The contrast between the empirical and essentialist approaches to 
religion can be seen by examining the authors' accounts of the origin and 
development of religion. Of course they shared the presupposition that 
the Christian tradition was founded on specific divine intervention in 
human affairs; hence, "true religion" was for them historical, taking its 
origin from a particular event, or series of events, seen as revelation. 

But they both knew that other religions existed, beyond the Judeo- 
Christian-Muslim traditions generated by the Old Testament revelation. 
Therefore they had to account for the fact that religion was everywhere. 
This is where differences appear. Zwingli would not even talk about 
religion without reference to divine activity; to do so would have violated 
a commitment made en route to his assault on Pelagianism. From its very 
beginnings, religion had to be a response to divine initiative, and not 

12. Zwingli writes, "Si ergo is cultus, ea pietas, aut religio vana est, quae ex humana 
inventione aut lege proficiscitur, solida nimirum e diverso veraque est religio, quae 
juxta solius dei verbum dirigitur, quae unum hoc spectat et audit." Comm., Z 
3.672.25-28; WZ 3.95. 
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something that man generated by himself. Hence, there could be no 
distinction between "natural" and "revealed" religion in the thought of 
Zwingli. Calvin differed: for him, religion was presupposed as a "natu- 
ral" human activity. No less than for Zwingli, of course, the word of God 
was supposed to establish authentic religiousness; nevertheless, Calvin 
saw man expressing his fundamental humanity in his religiousness, 
whereas for Zwingli religion to a greater degree seemed to presuppose 
sin.13 

ZWINGLI ON RELIGION 

The criterion of "the word of God"14 is the consistent thread that runs 
through Zwingli's entire treatise On True and False Religion (1525). The 
whole point of Zwingli's discussion of the origin of religion was to 
establish the word of God as the sole basis and regulative principle of any 
and all authentic religion, from its very inception; he had no other 
reason to raise the issue of the origin of religion. 

The first characteristic of religion, on Zwingli's account, was to be 
relational. He could not discuss it as a human quality in isolation, because 
he saw religion as irreducibly involving two poles, divine and human. 
Thus, Zwingli observed, religion could be viewed from two perspectives: 
one looking toward its object, the other at the believer.15 One is 
reminded of the medieval distinction between fides quae and fides qua 
creditur; here, it is religio quae and religio qua creditur, i.e., religion 
considered first in its creedal, cultic and other outward manifestations 
and traditions; second as an inner quality of the religious person.16 
Zwingli came to a full definition of religion only after giving an account 
of its temporal rise; however, in order to give some sense of direction, we 
begin with his shortest definition: religion is "adhesion to God," invari- 
ably dependent on God's self-disclosure.17 Zwingli formulated this 
definition not as an abstraction, but as the historical reality that followed 
upon the actual origin of religion. 

13. G. Ch. B. Piinjer, History of the Christian Philosophy of Religion from the Reformation to 
Kant, tr. W. Hastie (Edinburgh, 1887), p. 149; but, as we see below, the image of God 
creates at least a need in man that remains unfulfilled, presumably even had there 
been no fall. 

14. Comm., Z 3.639.18-20; WZ 3.57. 
15. Comm., Z 3.640.20-22; WZ 3.58: Under the heading "Inter quos constet religio," 

Zwingli explains: "religio fines duos complecitur, alterum: in quem tendit religio, 
alterum: qui religione tendit in alterum.... " 

16. Comm., Z 3.640.23 f.; WZ 3.58: "oportebit, ut de utroque extremo dicamus. Hoc est: 
Cum deus sit, in quem tendit religio, homo vero, qui religione tendit in eum." It 
appears that by concentrating on the reciprocity of knowledge (of self and God) rather 
than on the intrinsically reciprocal nature of religio, Calvin has opened the way for a 
more purely anthropological notion of religio than we find in Zwingli. 

17. Comm., Z 3.669. 17 f.; WZ 3.92: "Vera religio, vel pietas, haec est, quae uni solique deo 
haeret." A fuller rendition, embracing the historical moments that give rise to this 
embrace of God, appears in Comm., Z 3.668.23-33; WZ 3.91. 
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Origin of Religion. It was Zwingli's remarkable contention that, after the 
fall, there would not have been any religion at all unless God had gone 
out, pursued and recalled the errant people. Adam's hiding from God 

(Genesis 3:8) was, for Zwingli, a betrayal of the most telling characteristic 
of homo peccator: he is a fugitive, forever hiding himself from himself, 
and from God. He would never have turned to God at all-would never 
have become "religious"-had it not been for God's initiative.18 All that 
would have been left is a kind of self-worship-for who does not worship 
himself, Zwingli asks?19 But then, merciful God came down and called 
out, "Adam, where are you?" "Here," Zwingli writes "we see more clearly 
than day the origin of religion. It took its rise when God called runaway 
man back to Himself, when otherwise he would have been a deserter 
forever."20 There is no doubt that this was Zwingli's considered opinion: 
in his lectures on Genesis, when he came to this place in his text, Zwingli 
made the same point, in almost the same words, but in a slightly more 
elaborate form. True religion, piety, and the conversion of man to 
salvation depended on God's recalling the fugitive, who would have 
remained so, because of his guilt and despair of ever returning to God's 
favor.21 

Zwingli reinforced his point-insistence on divine initiative in religion 
from the very beginning-by his interpretation of the word "piety" itself. 
Informed by the humanistic and classical tradition, he thought of piety 
in terms of fidelity or loyalty, and that enabled him to make piety in the 

first instance an attribute of God. Zwingli argued that the very first act of 
piety in the religious history of human kind was not an act of man at all, 
but of God: it was his gentle but insistent pursuit of fallen Adam and 
Eve. Up to the present day, Zwingli concluded, piety originates from 
God for our benefit before it ever arises from us.22 

Zwingli's discussion, then, was aimed at showing as radically as possible 
the divine initiative behind every authentic religious expression. So 
strong was his anti-Pelagian intent that Zwingli offered no definition of 
religion as a purely human act; rather, he proceeded from his relational 
framework to the immediate telling of the Genesis story, with its lesson 
of primal divine initiative. This emphasis carried over into Zwingli's use 

18. Comm., Z 3.667.19-21; WZ 3.89: "Relinquat Deus Adamum! Nunquam redebit ad eum, 
a quo aufugit; relinquat hominem! Numquam eum quaeret, a quo creatus est." 

19. Comm., Z 3.667.21 f.; WZ 3.89. 
20. Comm., Z 3.667.30-32; WZ 3.89 f.: "Hic ergo religionem originem sumpsisse luce 

clarius videmus, ubi deus hominem fugitivum ad se revocavit, qui alioqui perpetuus 
desertor futurus erat." 

21. Commentary on Genesis 3:9, Z 13.25.13-18. Although the Genesis lectures of Zwingli 
were not published until 1527, they were delivered in 1525, the same year that the 
Commentarius was published, and make mention of the Comm., Z 13.26.37 f. 

22. Comm., Z 3.668.12-15; WZ 3.90: "Oritur ergo pietas a deo usque ad hodiernum diem, 
sed in nostrum usum." The same is said in Commentary on Genesis 3:9, Z 13.25.38-26.4. 
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of classical authors, especially Cicero, who was to be used more exten- 
sively and constructively by Calvin, as we shall see. 

Like Calvin,23 Zwingli accepted Cicero's etymology of religio-that it 
stems from relegere, "because," Zwingli says, "the religious carefully 
considered and, as it were, perused (relegerent) all the things that pertain 
to the worship of the gods."24 "This meaning will suit us too," Zwingli 
writes, "for I take 'religion' in the sense which embraces the whole piety 
of Christians: namely faith, life, law, worship, sacraments."25 Notice 
Zwingli's narrow intent: it was the piety of Christians only that concerned 
him,26 not the phenomenon of religion in general. Nevertheless, Cicero's 
meaning was useful for Zwingli because it fit his intent to include in his 
discussion the whole range of Christian expression, both inner and 
outer. The scope, then, of Zwingli's inquiry was not so broad as that of 
Cicero's dialogue on the nature of the gods; only the problems and 
norms for the Christian religion interested him. 

A consequence of Zwingli's rigorous anti-Pelagianism is that he made 
no distinction between "natural" and "revealed" religious knowledge. In 
his view, all useful or truthful religious insights, including those coming 
to us from pagan sources, were the result of specific divine disclosure, 
not human ingenuity or even natural human religiousness. Here Zwingli 
differed significantly from Calvin, and I believe the line of interpreta- 
tion represented by Rudolf Pfister, Arthur Rich, Gottfried Locher and 
others is more correct than the older, more "humanistic" interpretation 
offered by Punjer and most thoroughly by Wilhelm Dilthey.27 Whereas 
Dilthey saw Zwingli as something of a universalist, Pfister has argued 
that Zwingli's doctrine of election is primary. Zwingli's understanding of 
revelation appears to reinforce Pfister's view, because Zwingli believed 
that all authentic knowledge of God is revealed.28 For example, in the 
23. John Calvin, Institutio Christianae Religionis (1559 ed., unless otherwise indicated) 1.12.1 

(hereafter Inst.); CO 2.87; Library of Christian Classics 20.117 (hereafter LCC.) 
24. Comm., Z 3.639.12-14; WZ 3.56 f.: "Religionis vocabulum a relegendo Cicero de natura 

deorum lib. 2 [.28(72)] derivatum esse putat, quod qui religiosi essent solicite cuncta 
retractarent, ac velut relegerent, quae ad deorum cultum pertinerent." 

25. Comm., Z 3.639.14-18; WZ 3.57. 
26. Cf. Comm., Z 3.638.18; WZ 3.55 f.: "Scripturo de vera falsaque religione Chris- 

tianorum...." ibid., 639.3 f.; WZ 3.56: "de vera falsaque Christianorum religione." 
27. Rudolf Pfister, Die Seligkeit erwiihlter Heiden bei Zwingli (Zurich, 1952); Arthur Rich, Die 

Anfange der Theologie Huldrych Zwinglis (Zurich, 1949); Gottfried W. Locher, 
"Grundziige der Theologie H. Zwinglis im Vergleich mit derjenigen M. Luthers und 
Johannes Calvins." Zwingliana 12/8 (1967): 470-509; 545-595; and idem, "Change in 
the Understanding of Zwingli in Recent Research," Church History 34 (1965): 3-24-an 
excellent beginning point for English readers; G. Piinjer, see above, n. 13; Wilhelm 
Dilthey, Weltanschauung und Analyse des Menschen seit Renaissance und Reformation 
(Gesammelte Schriften Bd. II, Leipzig und Berlin, 1923). Leohnard von Muralt, in his 
review of Pfister (Zwingliana 10/6 [1956]: 404-408) noted the trend to which I refer. 

28. Some of Pfister's documentation is unconvincing because the context of his quotations 
is not given. His best text for demonstrating that Zwingli's position is really predestina- 
rian rather than universalistic is given on p. 74, n. 30a: "Habet enim et habuit semper 
et in gentibus deus, quos antejacta fundamenta mundi in christo ad iustitiam et vitam 
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section on man in the Commentarius, Zwingli complimented Cicero for his 
insight that man does everything "from a desire for glory."29 Zwingli, 
informed by the doctrine of sin, put a different interpretation on that 
human quality, but noted that Cicero's judgment "agrees so completely 
with divine teachings that the words seem to be due to the direct 
influence of God."30 

Zwingli observes that some thinkers, pagan as well as contemporary, 
think that man is endowed with an independent knowledge of God 
based on "nature." But what is "natural," Zwingli asks-what is nature 
itself-other than "the constant and uninterrupted operation of God?"31 
Knowledge of God does not proceed from human reason-or from any 
universally-present human endowment-although the Gentiles thought 
it did.32 Again, Zwingli's manipulation of the classical material is reveal- 
ing. He could adopt the Stoic language of the "seeds" of religion 
implanted in human nature, but in doing so changed its meaning to 
refer to the active self-disclosure of God on specific occasions. For 
Zwingli, the "seeds" were not a universal or permanent human endow- 
ment or potentiality as they were for classical authors and for Calvin. 
Thus, Zwingli writes, 

All is futile and false religion that the theologians have adducted from 
philosophy as to what God is. If certain men have uttered certain truths on 
this subject, it has been from the mouth of God, who has scattered even 
among the heathen some seeds of the knowledge of Himself, though 
sparingly and obscurely; otherwise it would not be true.33 

For Zwingli, nothing could come from human nature or initiative in 
the relationship with God. Man does seem to have inscribed in his heart 

elegit" (cited from H. Zwinglis Werke, eds. M. Schuler and J. Schultess [Zurich, 
1828-1842], 6.1.242, to which I do not have access). Dilthey acknowledges that the 
human God-consciousness is the result of a continuing divine activity in the soul (pp. 
225 f.), but Pfister (p. 83 n. 16) objects to his referring to this as "universalism," since it 
entails God's special electing activity. Pending evidence that grace or religious truth, 
according to Zwingli, is universally available for the taking, Pfister's criticism stands. 

29. Comm., Z 3.662.5 f. and 21; WZ 3.83. 
30. Comm., Z 3.662.6-8; WZ 3.83. Contrast Calvin, below, n. 63. 
31. Comm., Z 3.641.14-17; WZ 3.59: "Videmus hic aperte, quod dei est ea, quam nos 

naturae nescio cui ferimus acceptam, de deo notitia. 'Deus enim,' inquit, 'manifestavit'. 
Et natura quid aliud est, quam continens perpetuaque dei operatio, rerumque 
omnium dispositio?" 

32. Comm., Z 3.641.20 f.; WZ3.59. Cf. 654.16-23 and 643.12-14, where Zwingli quotes 
Isaiah 45:15 ("Vere tu es Deus absconditus") and comments, "Constat, quod a solo deo 
discendum quid ipse sit." 

33. Comm., Z 3.643.20-24; WZ 3.62: "Fucus ergo est et falso religio, quicquid a theologis ex 
philosophia 'quid sit deus' allatum est. Quod si quidam de hoc quaedam vere dixerunt, 
ex ore dei fuit, qui cognitionis suae semina quaedam etiam in gentes sparsit, quamvis 
parcius et obscurius; alioqui verum non esset." Locher discusses this passage on pp. 
545 f. Because revelation is its source, true religion is everywhere the same. "For true 
piety has one and the same character among all men and is the same in all, because it 
originates by one and the same Spirit." Exposition of the Christian Faith, 1531; WZ 2.239; 
Zwingli Hauptschriften, eds. F. Blanke, O. Farner, and R. Pfister, 8 vols. (Zurich, 
1940-1952), 2.304 (hereafter ZH). 
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the "law of nature,"34 as the criterion for moral life, but this law would be 
of no effect among the Gentiles unless God actively manifested himself 
by "entering the heart" in a direct, specific, and apparently selective way. 
All revelation is "special."35 An additional example may be found in 
Zwingli's discussion of the "history of the gods." He noted that although 
the recognition of the existence of God, or gods, seemed universal in 
human history, monotheism had been very rare. It was a manifestation 
of God's grace, power and active instruction by the Spirit that anyone 
believed and trusted in one God.36 By nature, all were alike, whether 
Christian or superstitious heathen, but God favored some in a special 
way. One final example of divine selectivity was the faith of Seneca. 
After quoting him with admiration, Zwingli asked how anyone but God 
could have written this faith into his heart. It did not derogate from 
Christ, Zwingli decided, but rather enhanced his glory that men outside 
the visible bounds of Christendom could be numbered among spokes- 
men for religious truth, or even among the elect. Persons in both 

categories, Zwingli insisted, were objects of God's special grace.37 
This sharpens our perspective on "true and false religion." We see 

now that "true religion" could embrace people in a wider sphere than 
that of Christendom; at the same time, however, the way of salvation was 
always the same: election through Christ. On the negative side, a parallel 
34. Comm., Epilogue, Z 3.908.29-30; WZ 3.339. 
35. Comm., Epilogue, Z 3.908.4-13; WZ 3.338 f. Pfister cites the following from Commentary 

on Matthew 15:14 in support of the same idea: "Qui veritatem loquitur, ex deo loquitur, 
etiam ethnicus" (p. 28, n. 19). Such statements indicate that Zwingli does not make any 
distinction between "general" and "special" revelation, between the Christian's and the 
philosopher's knowledge of God (cf. George W. Richard, WZ 3.6, Introduction). I am 
not clear on how the knowledge of Christ might qualify such a statement for Zwingli, 
although he insists that even the elect heathen come to God through Christ (see above, 
n. 28). 

36. Comm., Z 3.642.6-8; WZ 3.60: "... omnibus ferme Gentibus in hoc esse consensum, ut 
deus sit, quamvis ipsum alii plures faciebant, alii pauciores, paucissimi unum." Belief 
in the gods entailed recognition of an unknown power (ignota vis) surpassing that of 
men (ibid., 642.16). Zwingli defines "the faithful" as monotheists (ibid., 642.13 f.), and 
attributes their belief to divine agency (ibid., 642.34-37; WZ 3.61). Calvin, by contrast, 
believes monotheism is an innate possibility: Inst. 1.10.3. 

37. De peccato originali (1526), Z 5.379.22-26 (indicated by Pfister, p. 74, n. 29): "Quis, 
quaesco, hanc fidem in cor hominis scripsit? Neque quisquam putet ista in 
evacuationem Christi tendere, ut quidam nos insimulant; amplificant enim illius 
gloriam. Per Christum enim accedere opportet, quicumque ad deum veniunt." Those 
Gentiles referred to by Paul (Rom. 2:14-16) who do the law are elect, coming to God 
through Christ (ibid., 380.15-18): "Breviter, inconcussa est electio, et lex in hominum 
mentibus scripta, sic tamen, ut, qui electi sunt et qui legis opus faciunt ex lege in cor 
scripta, per solum Christum ad deum veniant." I have not found in Zwingli clear 
indication whether he considers all pagans who are (spirit-inspired) sources of 
authentic religious truths to be also among the elect. In some contexts, Zwingli marvels 
how God can use pagans as spokesmen for truth; in others, he points to manifestations 
of outstanding pagan virtue as signs of election to salvation. Certainly there is overlap, 
but a distinction between the two groups is not ruled out by any text I have found. 
Pfister (p. 74, n. 29) notes that Seneca is listed by Zwingli among the elect in at least one 
place, and Cicero is much admired; yet neither name appears on the famous list of 
elect heathen given in the Exposztio (see below, n. 40). 
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situation pertained: "false religion" embraced both errant Christianity 
and heathendom in general. Contemporary paganism exhibited itself to 
Zwingli mainly in the form of Catholicism.38 He showed no knowledge 
of and apparently no interest in the religions of the new world. For him, 
the essence of paganism consisted in deification of the creature, bestow- 
ing upon the creature that reverence due to the creator alone.39 

Here is another indication of the narrow theological focus of Zwingli's 
conception. His assertion that salvation existed outside the bounds of 
Christendom40 is no sign that Zwingli was the least interested in religion 
in any general or comparative sense. Seneca, Socrates and Hercules were 
not religious leaders; rather, their disposition of heart and their virtue 
indicated to Zwingli that they were among the (individual) elect heathen. 
Zwingli entertained no thought of alternative ways to God. The religion 
of the Turks, for example, struck him as sheer foolishness ("narren- 
wys").41 

One final question remains: did Zwingli not posit some innate en- 
dowment that makes man religious? Nothing we have seen so far 
suggests an affirmative answer on Zwingli's part. Certainly there was no 
hint of any innate knowledge of God. The "seeds" of religion seem to be 
selectively scattered-not a universal endowment as they were in some 
classical authors, and as we find them in Calvin. 

Rather, on this point, Zwingli seems almost chastely biblical rather 
than classical in his language: a hunger for God existed in virtue of the 
fact that man was created in God's image. That point was emphatically 
and repeatedly stated in Zwingli's 1522 sermon, On the Clarity and 
Certainty of God's Word. For example, the breath of life given at creation 
(Genesis 2:9) "undoubtedly imparted and implanted within him the 
longing not for a material but for an eternal life, so that he has always a 
yearning for that which first gave him life and breath."42 This "thirst 
after God" was a "universal experience" found everywhere, ineradicable, 

38. Pfister, p. 14. G. E. Mueller offers the following from Zwingli's Werke, Eine Auswahl 
(Zurich 1918), p. 789: "I prefer Socrates or Seneca, who acknowledged the one deity 
and who endeavored to please him, to the Roman pope who presents himself in God's 
stead" ("Zwingli as a Religious Philosopher," Hibbert Journal 58 [1960]: 169). 

39. Pfister, p. 14. 
40. Zwingli lists among those whom he expects to join in heaven Hercules, Theseus, 

Socrates, Aristides, Antigonus, Numa, Camillus, the Catos, the Scipios (Exposition of the 
Christian Faith, 1531, ZH 11.349: WZ 2.272). The ad hoc character of the list is evident, 
Pfister notes (p. 87), from the absence of such names as Plato and Pythagoras, Seneca 
and Cicero. Still, as stated above (n. 37), I see no reason in principle why a non-elect 
heathen might not be the source of some particular religious truth, given by the Spirit. 

41. Pfister, pp. 14 f. n. 3, containing numerous references by Zwingli to Islam. 
42. Z 1.347.33-348.2 LCC 24.64: ". .. Diser atem des lebens ... hat im on zwyfel die begird 

nit nun lypliches sunder ewigen lebens ingeben unnd anerboren, das er allweg nach 
dem suinfftze [seufze, sich nach dem sehne], der im zum ersten das leben and atem 
ingekuchet hat." 
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and "native to us."43 The purpose of the image, of course, was that we 

might enjoy the closest possible relationship with the Creator, for we are 
his offspring (Acts 17:28).44 The image is terribly weakened by sin, but 
persists, awaiting the one thing that can re-establish that broken 

relationship-the word of God.45 
Zwingli's exposition here might not seem compatible with his exegesis 

of the Genesis story, in which he said there would be no religion without 
God's re-call of fugitive Adam. Perhaps there is inconsistency here, but it 
is not important. One could harmonize the two places by suggesting that 
the "thirst" or longing for God would have persisted, even though 
fugitive, guilty man would never on his own have turned back to his 
creator with real piety-that sense of loving fidelity first shown by God. 

CALVIN ON RELIGION 

Three points emerged in our study of Zwingli to which we find 

striking contrast in the thought of John Calvin. First, Zwingli located a 
specific moment in human history-God's recall of fugitive man-as the 

point at which religion took its rise. This happened after the fall, and in 
that sense the very phenomenon of religion, as Zwingli understands it, 
presupposes sin. Second, we found on Zwingli's part no dependence, in 
the sense of constructive borrowing, upon the thought of pagan authors 
in order to inform himself about the nature of religion; indeed, Zwingli 
insisted that anything true they had to say came by the inspiration of 
God, not by their own ingenuity. The clear implication was that no 

generally innate principles of the human heart or mind have construc- 
tive capability for the theologian. This impression is confirmed by our 
third finding, regarding the possibility of an innate religious sense. 

Zwingli seemed to confine it to the biblical notion of the "image of God," 
interpreted as a need, or desire, rather than appropriating the classic 
notion of a universal, innate sense of divinity, with its attendant 

knowledge. 
Turning to Calvin, we see differences on all three points: rather than 

tracing the origin of religion, Calvin discussed its basis in human nature, 
apart from the question of historical beginning; Calvin's systematic use 
of classical authors, especially Cicero, is scarcely debatable; and finally, an 
innate "sense of divinity" makes religion among men ineradicable, and 

provides some content for a natural theology as well. We shall develop 

43. Z 1.346.8-10, LCC 24.62: ". . . die begird nach got, die ein ieder mensch in im 
empfindt, uns anerborn ist, indem das wir nach der bildnuss gottes geschaffen und 
siner art unnd geschlects sind.... " 

44. Z 1.344.24-30, LCC 24.62. Another indication of Zwingli's narrow scope of interest is 
that elsewhere he uses this text as an occasion for instructing the Christian community 
that, since its head is Christ, nothing can come from us, his offspring, independent of 
him (Auslegen und Grund der Schlussreden [1523], Z 2.65.20-26). 

45. Z 1.352.33-354.3, LCC 24.68. 
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these three points of comparison first, before observing some further 

points of interest in Calvin. 
Turning to Calvin's Genesis commentary in hopes of finding material 

comparable to that of Zwingli, we are immediately disappointed. In his 
treatment of religion in a general way, Calvin did not resort to that place, 
nor did Genesis 3 provide him with any material relevant to his own 
understanding of religion. Rather, we are led to Calvin's discussion of 
religion in the opening sections of the Institutes, where the issue was not 
"when and how did religion begin?" but rather, "what is its source and its 
ultimate import for man?" In a large sense, Calvin's intent was the same 
as Zwingli's: to show that religion apart from the word of God was vain. 
But his route to that conclusion was much more complex, and left more 

ambiguities in its wake. 
The most remarkable difference from Zwingli is that Calvin discussed 

the source for religion in completely anthropological terms. Even 
though his Institutes was structured by the thesis that knowledge of God 
and of man are reciprocal matters which cannot be treated in isolation 
(see the first sentence of the Institutes), Calvin could locate and identify 
the basis of religion by referring to human nature alone-to the innate 
sensus divinitatis. 

The authority for this belief was not Scripture but classical antiquity, 
above all Stoicism as represented by Cicero.46 Here we see a marked 
difference from Zwingli: Calvin's "genuine dependence" on Cicero's 
natural theology.47 Closely following Cicero's discussion of the universal- 
ity of religion found in De natura deorum, especially Book 2 (dominated 
by the Stoic, Balbus), Calvin complimented the "eminent pagan" on his 

insight that no nation is so barbarous, "no people so savage, that they 
have not a deepseated conviction that there is a God."48 This conviction, 
Calvin contended, was not an accident, not the result of an actual 
consensus, nor the result of a special activity of God. Rather, it was due 
to a natural religious sense so ineradicable that even those people who 
seem most savage "still continue to retain some seed of religion" (semen 

46. See Edward A. Dowey, Jr., The Knowledge of God in Calvin's Theology (New York, 1952), 
pp. 50-56, on the sensus divinitatis. A detailed exposition of Calvin's use of Cicero in the 
opening section of the Institutes is provided by Egil Grislis, "Calvin's Use of Cicero in 
the Institutes 1:1-5-A Case Study in Theological Methods," Archiv fur Reformations- 
geschichte 62 (1971), 5-37. On the appeal of Stoicism in the sixteenth century see Quirinus 
Breen,John Calvin: a Study in French Humanism (2d ed. Grand Rapids, 1968), pp. 67 ff., 
laying the background of Calvin's Seneca commentary, and partially dependent upon 
Leontine Zanta, La Renaissance du Stoicisme au XVIe Siecle (Paris, 1914). Cf. Francois 
Wendel, Calvin. The Origins and Development of His Religious Thought, tr. Philip Mairet 
(New York, 1963), pp. 27 ff.; and Dilthey, pp. 153-161. 

47. Grislis, p. 14. One important respect in which Calvin differs from Cicero: Calvin 
rejects the idea "that errors disappear with the lapse of time, and that religion grows 
and becomes better each day" (Inst. 1.3.3, LCC 20.46). It is only the persistence of the 
sense of divinity in man that prevents religion from degenerating completely. 

48. Inst. 1.3.1, CO 2.36; LCC 20.44. 
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religionis),49 or sense of the divine "engraved" or "inscribed" on their 
hearts (sensus divinitatis inditus, or insculptus).50 Nowhere in the world at 

any time has there been even a household that could do without religion. 
In basing this conviction on the innate "sixth sense," Calvin was 

avoiding a pitfall of Seneca's argument, that the factual universality of 

religiousness proved the gods' existence.51 This was vulnerable to the 

sceptic's caustic observation (represented in Cicero's dialogue by Cotta) 
that majority opinion was a "false and frivolous argument" for the 
existence of God.52 Rather, Calvin chose to follow the logic of Epicurus 
on this point, for Epicurus "alone saw that gods must exist because 
nature herself has imprinted an idea of them in the minds of all 
mankind."53 

Calvin's intent in all this, of course, was nothing like that of his classical 
source. The Institutes was no dialogue, nor was it likely to be mistaken for 
an inquiry whose conclusions remained tentative. Rather, Calvin was 

leading up to a single point: all men everywhere and at every time are 
accountable before God's judgment seat. They are, in the language of 
Paul's Epistle to the Romans, "without excuse" (1:20). To make this an 

argument as well as proclamation, Calvin gave his elaborate Ciceronian 
proof: man by his very internal constitution is religious and, moreover, 
the evidences of the external world compel his recognition of God. 

This should suffice to show that Calvin quite deliberately constructed 
a natural theology that included some valid and real knowledge of God 

apart from the Christian revelation. To deny that, as some later 
Protestants have done, is to give sinful man precisely the "excuse" that 
Calvin's whole argument proposes to deprive him of. (On the other side, 
of course, Calvin insisted that this knowledge was not sufficient for 
salvation-which makes natural theology something like the human 
49. Ibid. 
50. Other references: Inst. 1.3.2 and 3; 1.4.1 and 4; 1.5.1 and 15. Cf. Commentary on John 

1:5, where Calvin distinguishes the seed of religion from the moral sense. Both are 
innate, but they are distinct capabilities (Ed. note to Inst. 1.3.1, LCC 20.43 n. 2). I find 
no references in this context to the imago dei, nor does Calvin, in his Genesis 
commentary on 1:26 f., make any reference to the sense of divinity being discussed 
here. Classical and biblical language are combined in Calvin's comment on the first 
chapters of Romans, esp. Commentary on Romans 2:14 and 15, CO 49.37 f. 

51. Seneca Ep. 117.6, quoted by Maryanne Cline Horowitz, "The Stoic Synthesis of the 
Idea of Natural Law in Man: Four Themes,"Journal of the History ofIdeas 35 (1974): 7 f. 
Horowitz has applied her study of Stoicism to the work of Pierre Charron in "Pierre 
Charron's View of the Source of Wisdom,"Journal of the History of Philosophy 9 (1971): 
443-457, and in "Natural Law as the Foundation for an Autonomous Ethic: Pierre 
Charron's De la Sagesse," Studies in the Renaissance 21 (1974): 204-227. 

52. Cicero De natura deorum 1.62 (Stutgart, Teubner, 1964), p. 24 lines 28 f.: The Nature of 
the Gods, tr. H.C.P. McGregor [Penguin Books, 1972], p. 94). 

53. Ibid. 1.43, Teubner 18.10 f.: "Solus enim vidit primum esse deos, quod in omnium 
animis eorum notionem inpressisset ipsa natura." The Stoic Balbus repeats this view in 
2.12 (Teubner 54.5 f.): "Itaque inter omnis omnium gentium summa constat; omnibus 
enim innatum est et in animo quasi insculptum esse deos." Horowitz clarifies the 
precise meaning of innate ideas in Stoic philosophy, and in Cicero, pp. 8 ff. 
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appendix: a vestigial organ that might have had some good use before, 
but can now not help you, but kill you.)54 The seed of religion, Calvin 
assured his readers, is worthless without Scripture.55 It has been choked 
off by the "seed of sin" (semen peccati).56 

Several consequences issue from Calvin's rooting of religiousness in 
human nature. The first is that religion is a given, and does not require 
historical explanation. Calvin's conviction that people are naturally 
religious led him to scoff at those theories of religion that claimed it 

originated with "priestcraft" (to use a later term). Religion could not 
have been invented ex nihilo. Even though nefarious stratagems were at 
times used by religious leaders, such tricks would never have succeeded 
"if men's minds had not already been imbued with a firm conviction 
about God, from which the inclination toward religion springs as from a 
seed."57 Elsewhere Calvin rejected several theories of religion current in 
his day (e.g. that religion springs from men's fantasies, that the gods 
exist because it is convenient to believe it, that hope of a future life was 
invented to cajole the unlearned, that the notion of final judgment is a 

puerile device to terrorize the simple).58 He called their sponsors 
Epicureans, Lucianists or atheists, noting that such theories undermined 
the principles of true religion. 

On the basis of these considerations, I suspect that such theories of the 

origin of religion would be likely to arise on the basis of a Zwinglian 
rather than Calvinist anthropology. In the former case, once the story of 
a direct divine revelation of the Genesis 3 sort was no longer considered 
a convincing historical explanation, the appearance of positive religions 
needed to be accounted for in some other way. Various alternative 

historical-psychological theories could then take the place of the Zwing- 
lian Bible story.59 Calvin's anthropology, on the other hand, led more 

logically to the universalist religious theories of Deism (see below), a 
persuasion that was not merely uninterested in historical religion, but 
positively hostile to it. 

Another consequence of Calvin's natural theory of religion was that it 
allowed him to make more constructive use of classical sources than 

Zwingli did. For example, Calvin borrowed from Plato the doctrine "that 

54. Inst. 1.5.15, CO 2.52. The thought is most clearly stated in Commentary on Acts 14:17, CO 
48.327: "... genus hoc testimonii ... tale fuisse, quod homines excusationee privaret, 
non autem sufficeret in salutem." 

55. Inst. 1.6.2, CO 2.54; LCC 20.72. 
56. Inst. 2.1.8, CO 2.183. Cf. Inst. 1.4.4. 
57. Inst. 1.3.2, CO 2.37 ". . . ex quo velut semine emergit ad religionem propensio." 
58. De scandalis (1550), Calvini opera selecta, eds. P. Barth and G. Niesel (Monachii, 1926-), 

2.202.10-14. 
59. Three later writers who bear formal similarity to Zwingli, i.e. who (1) do not treat 

religion as having its basis in an innate endowment of human nature, and (2) leave 
room-theoretically if not in fact-for a divine revelation, are Pierre Charron, 
Bernard Fontenelle and David Hume. I intend to deal with these authors elsewhere. 

199 



CHURCH HISTORY 

the highest good of the soul is likeness to God, where, when the soul has 

grasped the knowledge of God, it is wholly transformed into his 
likeness."60 And from Plutarch Calvin drew the notion that if religion is 
absent (absit religio) from human life, men are worse than beasts, since "it 
is worship of God alone that renders men higher than the brutes."61 

Zwingli could allude to the same idea, but instead of referring it to man's 
nature, he linked it to God's specific action: in order that man might not 
fall into a bestial condition, God kept calling him back when he lapsed 
into forgetfulness of his Creator.62 This difference in emphasis rein- 
forces the idea that for Calvin, the positive phenomena of religion did 
not presuppose sin to the extent that they did for Zwingli; rather, religion 
even in its corruption, was an' essential and peculiar ingredient of the 
human as such. 

A further consequence of Calvin's position was that the insights of the 

pagan authors were interpreted as coming from nature and common 
reason. Their contribution to human religious insight, Calvin argued, 
was proof that knowledge of God was naturally engraved (notitia indita, 
insculpta), and that there was a real sensus dei from which vera principia 
could be deduced. This despite the radical degeneration and corruption 
of the "pure seed" of knowledge of God.63 Although Dowey would 

designate this as God's "revelation in creation," it would clarify matters 
simply to speak of such knowledge in Calvin's own language-as 
natural.64 

60. Inst. 1.3.3, CO 2.38; LCC 20.46 f. Roy W. Battenhouse is quite right, I think, that 
Calvin's anthropology is more Platonic than Hebrew; however, this does not mean that 
Calvin's view tends to Pelagianism, or that one can fully understand Calvin's view of 
human existence in abstraction from its ecclesiastical context, as Battenhouse tends to 
do ("The Doctrine of Man in Calvin and in Renaissance Platonism," Journal of the 
History of Ideas 9 [1948]: 447-471). Charles Partee shows essential differences between 
the Platonic and Calvinist doctrines of the soul in "The Soul in Plato, Platonism, and 
Calvin," Scottish Journal of Theology 22 (1969): 278-295. 

61. Inst. 1.3.3, CO 2.38; LCC 20.47. 
62. Comm., Z 3.907.16-29. Because it is genuinely paradigmatic for Zwingli, the pattern of 

Gen. 3:9 persists throughout man's religious history. Cf. note 22 above. 
63. Commentary on Acts 17:28, CO 48.417: Where Paul quotes the poet Aratus, Calvin says: 

"tales enim poetarum sententiae non ex alio fonte, quam a natura et communi ratione 
fluxerunt." And further on, ".. . in quo [poetae testimonium] exstabat eius notitiae 
confessio, quae naturaliter humanis mentibus indita est ac insculpta . . . quia 
naturaliter aliquo Dei sensu imbuti sunt homines, ex illo fonte vera principia 
hauriunt." Even though the purum semen degenerates, "prima tamen generalis Dei 
notitia interim in ipsis manet." 

64. Dowey, p. 57. Cf. the language used by Calvin in Commentary on Romans, chapters 1 and 
2. Some might at this juncture wish to introduce from later Calvinist theology the 
notion of "common grace"-a term that does not occur precisely in Calvin, although 
"general grace" is found in Inst. 2.2.17. I do not find this language helpful in the 
present context, because it does not clarify so much as confuse what Calvin is saying. It 
is, he says, a manifestation of God's peculiar grace-i.e., his unselective, overall 
generosity and mercy and care for man-that despite the fall, he has left human 
nature intact to the extent that it still has certain capacities, among them the capacity 
for religion-more specifically, the desire to worship God and the ability to make 
certain intelligent judgments about what is pleasing to him (e.g., sincerity is more 
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One final observation: the only thing that decisively separates Calvin's 
view of religion from that of later Deism is his doctrine of sin. On this 
score, Deism is Calvin without tears. To be sure, that is no small 
consideration, but it seems clear that the Deists did not really need to add 
new ingredients in order to construct their full-blown natural religion. 
They merely had to subtract something-the catastrophe of sin which 
overwhelmed nature and required everything after chapter five of the 
Institutes. Thus Dowey recognizes arguments in Calvin that "would do 
credit to Herbert of Cherbury," the father of English Deism, and that in 
Calvin's view, natural theology would have sufficed had there been no 
fall.65 

Paul's sermon at Athens (Acts 17) provides a clue to the decisive 
difference between the reformer and the early deist. Herbert would 
have agreed fully with Calvin that, if one wishes to treat of religion in 

general, the first heading will be that there is some sort of God who 

ought to be worshiped. This was also the foundation of Herbert's 
so-called "common notions" on which he sought to construct a universal 

religious system.66 But on the next point Calvin went a different way. 
The true God, he insisted, must be distinguished from vain human 
inventions. Herbert would not have disagreed, but not acknowledging the 
fall, he proceeds confidently on the basis of the innate religious 
sense-seeking, as Calvin would say, a house in a ruin. Calvin, of course, 
turned to the Scriptures; his natural theology was no springboard to 
grace, but functioned with the same strict negativity as did the accusing 
law in the theology of Luther.67 

CONCLUSION 

Calvin saw no development or evolution in human spiritual history, 
and no relief from man's incorrigible perversion of everything spiritual. 
Both novelty and authenticity were introduced into the human story 

important than sacrifice, Inst. 2.2.24); see especially whole section of Inst. 2.2.12-24. I 
am not concerned here with the theological debate over whether, according to Calvin, 
naturally-originating theological ideas or religious sentiments are of any positive value 
in relation to God; I only wish to determine the extent to which Calvin thinks that 
religious expression or phenomena (whatever their value or degree of depravity) 
derive from human nature. Here, my conclusion is that accurate religious expression 
does derive from human nature (as fallen but graciously spared by the Creator) to a 
greater extent than one finds it in Zwingli. 

65. Dowey, pp. 73 and 81 f. On the sufficiency of nature before the fall, see Commentary on 
1 Corinthians 1:21. 

66. Calvin, Commentary on Acts 17:24, CO 48.410: "Si quis de religione in genere tractare 
velit, hoc erit primum caput: esse aliquod numen, cui debetur cultus ab hominibus." 
Herbert of Cherbury's first two "common notions" are: "1. Esse supremum aliquod 
Numen. 2. Supremum istud Numen debere coli." They appear repeatedly in De 
veritate, De religione laici, and De religione gentilium, here given as they appear in C. 
Guttler, Eduard, Lord Herbert von Cherbury (Miinchen, 1897), p. 64. Common notions 
have rootage in classical philosophy similar to that of innate ideas; cf. Horowitz, p. 8. 

67. Cf. Dowey, p. 85: natural theology is a "battering ram" not a bridge. 
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only by the activity of God. Here, Zwingli and Calvin agreed. Nothing 
new of positive spiritual significance could occur apart from the action of 
the divine word; on this point, both authors show their decisive theologi- 
cal orientation. No systematic, fully-developed view of human religious- 
ness could be derived from either of their writings, for the regulative 
principles of those writings derive not from the history or laws of human 

spiritual experience, but from the primary object of their thought, which 
was (as they supposed) God and God's word. 

Despite their agreement in theological approach and intent, however, 
we have seen how the requirements of particular theological argument 
led them to present strikingly different accounts of the origins and roots 
of human religiousness itself. Zwingli's account was occasional, Calvin's 
essentialistic. While Zwingli's view was tied to particular events, Calvin's 
was based on human nature and its recurring patterns of self- 
expression. 

These findings may help to illuminate the rise and development of the 
study of religion in the West through the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries and beyond. It appears that one may identify and trace two 
basic approaches that persist still, side by side; the one, represented by 
Zwingli, oriented more toward empirical and historical data, and the 
other, seen in Calvin, devoted more to the formulation of universal 
definitions, theories and laws. 
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