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Luther scholar an CannOt pretend ave begun the literature
whose overwhelming 114SS Causes Thomas Brady, with Just u  '} CIY fOr

'hus V pDoorly qualified the lists 1in possible opposıtion
ONC who has clearly read and thought intensively about these Aatters Such

claim INnaYy ave CONTEST Brady’s analysis an! conclusions rest ENUOUS

ground: Can recogn1ze mistakes 1n that perilous enterprise, the translating into
modern English of what Luther actually sa1d in sixteenth-century
German, and do NOW enough about the genuine doctrine of the three estates

questlion Brady’s interpretation of ıt 1n Luther.
Let first look ar doubts whether Luther 15 ere always translated

correctly and cited properly 1in CONTLEXT; 1t 111 be agreed that CITTOTS 1n these
Aatfters Cannot but invalidate much argument. several O0CCaS10Ns Brady

render Luther In WaYy>S that subtly alter the meanıng, such CITIOTIS

OCCUurring both 1ın Brady’s OW. translations and in those by others that he has
sed Take the definition of the LW  «3 kingdoms 200 »Seen with the CYCS«“ 15

somewhat imagınatıve 4an think] misleading version for »eusserlich« (seen
ftrom the outside]; INOTIC important, Luther 0O0€Ss NOt SaVyY that the spiritual
kingdom 15 ruled Dy an the forgiveness of S1INS, but SayS that thatkingdom
rules Dy those When the employed Dy SysStem of rule ATC made
dDDCAaI 4S the principles that SOVECIN within It: NOtTtT only 15 manıitest
committed but ATC led think 1n paralle]l and distinct about the LWO
kingdoms whereas Luther W as talking of the impact that OTNC had the other.
What ere mattered him W as the relationship of the spiritual kingdom
earthly ILL, NOt that kingdom’s internal STIrUuCLUre The poıint has real 1MpOr-

because Luther, far from putting both kingdoms ON level, Was
concerned ditferentiate the character of the spiritual \perfect, and nNnOt subject

rule but 1n 1ts turn eXerCISIN£g rule VCI the temporal| from that temporal
which 15 subject government both 1n 1ts OW: STIrucCcture an by subjection
the spiritual. SCCIH SCC Luther’s teaching the liberty of Christian iNnan
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Jurking there somewhere the background the mistranslation makes 1t
possible SCC this

Rather INOTEC damage OoOne by the CIIOTIS incorporated the quotatıon
203 which 4S Brady rightly SaVyS shows that Luther identitied his alleged

estates modes of soc1a|l relationships Luther detinition of what he W as ere
talking about should NOt ave een omitted should ave een told that he
Was 217e NOt presenting reasoned definition of the three orders but 388 them

UININAaTIls the PUIDOSC for which God had instituted anı y orders AT all
namely that 1111A1l with God and g00d COMNSCICNCEC« The effect of
the 15 compounded by the disappearance of the middle of
the PassSasc which reads »fOT God created 11a that people should live
together decency aM honour« this emphasizes the PUTIDOSC and NOt the
character of the orders Translating »INUSZe« »INUST« distinctlyY
term than the (‚erman original| then creates the 11INDICSS1ON that Luther those
three »STAateS« formed the Sl of all inescapable WaYS of life Inecessary COndi-

of existence], whereas he Was advocating their usc those who hoped
be 28 with God INCAaN1INs which would ave eecn clearer 1f »N USZTE« had
een rendered »ought LO «

On L[WO OCCA4S101S PassSasc tOrn from 1fSs CONtTEXT Atf least SUu$s-
different INCANINS from that implied the original hus when Luther

Was ascribing his orders what Brady calls universal an symmetrical
form 19)2 206) he 0€Ss NOtTt SCCIN ave intended what has een read 1Ntfo
the PasSsSasc He did Sa V that the orders existed throughout all kingdoms the
whole world and for the tiıme of the world’s EeX1IStenCeEe but he employed this
rhetoric the SCIVICC of PICSCIVINS g00d order from the threat of chaos nNnOot Dy
WaY of philosophical analysis Those three StTates had een made generally
avaıilable by God for Ianl TEeSOTT and CSCaPDCc the collapse of SOC1IELY
Furthermore he made distinction tW:  3 of them had permanent shape
Ihousehold and hurch], but the political order he agreed might change through
t1ime hus CannOt SC that the PasSsSasc declares true universality alıy SOTT of

Perhaps ILNOIC troublesome 15 the brief quotatıon 708 which
supposedly shows Luther convinced that ordinary tolk could NOLT SOVEIN their
OW: affairs CVCIMN though he knew that there existed Certaın kinds of democratic
rule that passasc sed underline the SIOW1NS authoritarianism of Luther.
BERE CONTExXT Luther WAas NOt concerned ıth the right est form of pOLity;
he WAas talking about the right of rTresistance which he doubted could be exercised
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by those small aM muddled unıts of Oovernment where »democracy« ruled In
actual tact, he W as there justifying resistance certaın forms of constituted
authority, namely the CIMNDCIOI InO true monarch like the kings of France
England because he shared his authority with the electoral princes| and
Charles particularly because he W as menacıng the Prfotestants 1n the pope’s

and thus lost his claims loyal obedience. The passSasc from the
Table Tälk which should A een warnıng enough NOtT seek systematıc
thought 1n 1t; altogether ONC MUSt forget the danger that lurks 1n
attempt turn Luther 1into Ser10us, let alone consistent, student of politicalthought.

It IMaYy be held that these ATC all quibbles an do not affect Brady’s
about the » [ wo kingdoms 2901 the three estates« 111 SaYy nothing about the
former which still find James Cargill-T’hompson’s discussion! both il
luminating and satisfactory; he shows, the CONCECEDLE problems only if
ONC trıes g1ve consistent prec1sıon Luther’s usec ofJ OT EXIraCct
genuılıne philosophical doctrine Out of his emotional an far LOO abundant
employment of catchwords ın the of theological strife pastoral edifica-
tiıon. But the »three estates« husiness 15 1n real 111655 4 rue; all past z
employ that threesome sServing fair varıety of PUIDOSCS ave
always produced mess1iness. Few if allıy of the medieval early-modern IC-
sentatıve assembhlies reflected recognizable by CeSstates, however
much they adopted the title; the term W as regularly bandied about at the t1mMe,

that (:;erman historians ave invented the word »Ständestaat« categor1-
cal description for multiplicity of arrangements hardly alnıy of which contaın
genuine estates definable bodies representing identifiable SECIOT of the
COoMMUNILtTY. It 15 sufficiently ell known that the LW  ®] Houses of the English
Parliament broke CVCIY rule underlying the CONCECDL of estates; nevertheless, the
theorists an! practıtioners of the sth I7th centurles cheerfully adopted the
term and made the trınıty by adding the king himself
estate The Parliament of king, Lords an Commons W as typically described
being cComposed of three estates, twiıst which has caused much trouble. In ıt
hid the fact that this supposedly MmMOst significant of Ständestaaten altogether
lacked the chief characteristic of the type the Juxtaposition of onarch an

ARGILL TITHOMPSON: The » |WO kingdoms« and the » [WO regıimentS«: SOTINC problems
of Luther’s Zwei-Reiche-Lehre. The journal of theological studies Oxford 1969], 164—I1
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estates Despite the talk of three estates fact England W Aas Ständestaat but
parliamentary monarchy, NOt polity divided between the ruler Ar the

representatiıves of the people (estates| but uniıtary realm with 1tsnvisible
the Parliament of which the king WAas member.
'his almost frivolous PCIVCIS1ON of the INCaNlNs of the word »ESTAtTES«

England Can alert the possibility that when Luther spoke of »ESTAaLES« he
INnaYy NOtT ave een thinking of the allegedly traditional INCAaNıNs either It
ere that Brady t1eSs himself 1Nto conftfusion He begins DYy reminding of the
old CMNICY of bellatores laboratores Lehrstand Wehrstand Nähr
stand an then following the Ialn Wilhelm Maurer alleges that this
»typical doctrine of soc1lal SITUCLUTE « reached Luther Dy WaYy of the Christian-
Aristotelian past Luther learn before about IS2I understood the three
estates »111 E traditional CMNSC« but later revised his order Meet
the threat of soc1ial upheaval There ere MONSITrOUS 110  = for which
Maurer 1{ offers justification As Brady himself shows Luther
three estates WEeIC from the first defined A4AS MatNıMONY, SOovernNmMeEeNtTt and church
where GVn SUPPOSUN: that »political« satisties translation for »ICSICICN-
der« CAall find MatrIımoNYy the prıvate household the three
that PIaY, fight labour? (In the CONTFALY, whatever Luther INaYy ave imbibed
of tradition his CONCEDL of three estates surely from the first WAasSs altogether
different from the INCANUINS that tradition had assigned LLOT Call SCC that he CVCI

changed his 1CW alıy fundamental WAaY, though Eevents possibly caused him
Vahis emphases the polemical use of NOtTION he entertained throughout
hat nNnotiıon differed drastically from the traditional three estates In tradition

Isuch 1T WasS| the members of commonwealth belonged OINC of three
estates 1Nto which the COMMUNILEY could be divided and these estates weIc
defined Dy the soc1al functions supposedly exercised spiritual welfare defence
supply 4an maintenance) Luther the other hand leaves doubt that his
1CW of commonwealth all members belonged simultaneously all three
estates orders these estates AT NOt mutually exclusive SECTIOTS of the popula-
t10N but definitions of three relationships 1Ntfo which all individuals when
they become members of SOCIELY Everybody relates others three modes
of eX1istence members of familial household \what Luther often called
»0€eCONOM1a«)J, members of political state]), an! members of
church 1f Brady had the full quotatıon from Luthers » Vom Abend
mahl Christi Bekenntnis«, part of which he agaınst footnote he would
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ave made the point for for there Luther SayS explicitly that each of the
three orders involves everybody. The Order of the family 15 NOt contined
parents and children but includes everybody present 1n the household, SeEervants

being specifically mentioned; the political order includes NOtTt only rulers 2181
magıstrates but also all who ruled Dy them; the church includes NOt only the
administrators of worship \priests and pastors| but also those who worship
under their guidance.

Luther’s so-called Doctrine of the Three Estates thus has absolutely nothing
do with the political organızatıon of COMMUNLITtY with the separatıon and

distribution of within 1t nstead it 15 concerned with the cCONvıction that
AT all members of OTILC another. Its only link ith traditional estates doectrine

lies 1n the fact that, moved DYy conventi1on, Luther found three modes 1n which
this fact of communal ex1istence might be expressed he SaYyS ın ONC place,
GCod’s »EStTALES« reflect the trINIıty, though perhaps wisely he makes effort
CONNECT alıy ON of his idiosyncratic estates ith alnıYy of the three DECISONS.
Unconcerned with politicalJ Luther 0e€es NOt SCCII ave
needed his 1e W of the soc1lal Structure help him towards LLLOIC authoritarian
StanCce he experienced threats of public disorder. 1f he wished ICDICSS rebels
he needed other WCaDONS and of COUISC he found them quıte simply 1n
apprehension which led appeals that the wielders of the sword might
themselves. But the wielders of the sword did NOLT COMLDOSC estate for Luther,;
they WCIC functionaries charged ıth punishing disruptive evil 1n COoMMUNItY
(his temporal kingdom] permeated with g00d Order through God’s appoıntment
of three kinds of cohesive soc1al relationship, OPCNH all an demanded of all ın
equal CasuIc if they wished remaın AT with (266

The conftusion which reads Luther’s Stände directly derived from medieval
estates doctrine, with which 1t disagrees 1n fundamentals aN! particulars, 1S
assıisted by the confusion that Luther himsel{f created 1n his uUusc of VCLY loose
terminology. As Maurer pointed OUCT, in his description of the God had
designed for the PIODCI soc1ial ordering of his creatıon Luthersed Stand« much
INOTEC rarely than other words »Stifte«, »Orden«, »Ämter«, »Regimente«, an
later 1ın life quıte commonly „Hierarchien«. 'This incidentally that
should NOT speak of Luther’s doctrine of the three estates, but of the doctrine of
the three estates invented by OmMMeEeNtATtOFTS for Luther). All those contaın

Stand, ave SCCHL, draws the mind inexorably towards totally
different kind of estate, though Brady might ave een saved from if he had
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een familiar ith the English Book of Common Prayer. All who get AieC by
that exemplary rıte 111 recall the description of »holy matrımony, which 15
honourable PEStTAatfe« J but OLLC arriıed CVeT supposed himself assigned
estate of the realm. (Nor do (:;erman couples entering into the Ehestand recall
notions of Ständestaaten.| What Luther by »Stand« 15 better expressed 1n
modern (‚erman by »Zustand«, condition 1n lite »Orden« ‚orders| 1S another
of those medieval which CaiIlYy splendidly Varıo0us Overtones 21a8l almost

precıse CONTtENT; Luther, think, understood Dy it COomMMUnNItYy of belonging,
an! „Stift« (foundation)| carrıed much the SaInec meanıng for him As fOor »Amt«

»Regiment«, these words Maurer rightly SdaYyS about the first describe
the estate Order iın aCt10N: »Amt 1sSt der Stand 1ın Funktion«. Stand Stift
becomes Amt when 1ts potential for Serving 1ts sOc1a| role (solicitude
instruction rule indeed love) 1S activated. As for those hierarchies, that
erm can be really dangerous the modern mind which immediately Jumps
the conclusion that they MUStTt represent specific ranking SYySteEMS of super1or1ty
and subordination, at the VE least ditferential scale of values. nNOot 1n
position SaVvy categorically that Luther employed the term 1n WaVYS that
might suggest varied degrees of virtue and of VCT INCN, but teel fairly
safe ın Sayıng that rule he sed 1t 1n the strıct etymological suggested
by the Greek wOord. hierarchy 1 scheme of priestly holy SOVEINANCE
order, that 15 SdV, organized 1n ashion pleasing to God like »holy Mat-
rimonYy«)J. Although the idea of higher and lower »hierarchies« Caln arıse readily
enough, the hierarchy enshrines NnOot CONCEDL of people rankedhigher

lower but CONCECPDT of collectives into which people, 0)8 indeed angels, Can be
gathered. 'hat 15 5SdYy, for Luther hierarchy has the Samne meanıng d estate,
order, foundation an all the reSst; and only disaster awalts him who would wish

make Luther assıgn subtly differing he employed with
reckless 280l thoughtless free 111 all signifying ONC an! the SdadIiI1lc thing

1Io Su Luther’s doectrine of estates it nNnOot concerned ıth political
scheme capable of being turned repress1on, with the COEerCLVve preservatıon
through authority of gıven soclal SyStem. What really underlay his thinking
the soc1lal order W as distinctly »medieval« CONvıction that Inan alone 15 lost 1n
solitude and helplessness. He held that both 1n heaven aM earth God had
built his creation NOot individuals but social group1ıngs. The angels 1n
heaven existed 1n their hierarchies. For Inan earth, much LNOIC 1ın eed of
mutual assıstance, God had decreed simultaneous membership of the house-
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hold, the polity, and the éhurch. Refusal aCCeDtL anı y of these three CO-exıistent
relationships Was rebellion agaiınst God No doubt, resistance authority could
1n CONSCYUCIHICC be interpreted 4S inadmissible rebellion, but hat mattered W as

NOLTt the refusal acCcept subordination but the refusal belong. God wished
INCI1L and work Out their problems within an NOt outside the orders
he had decreed. The real offence lay NOT 1n disobedience such but 1n the
elevatıon of the individual OVCT the soc1ial order, the self-chosen withdrawal
from the COMMUNItTY. 'his offence stemmed from the S1N of pride. After all; the
classic Casec had Occurred NOot earth but 1n the hierarchies of the angels:
Luther, theypof such sinner Was nNOL, perhaps, Thomas untzer but
Luciter.
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