
istoteleskritik unterscheiden, W3as sich uch teles umgeht und seine Begriffe VOT dem orum
darin niederschlägt, da{fß Luthers scharfe Kritik der Theologie DECUu interpretiert, erorterten 1uo-
des scholastischen Aristotelismus und die Wıt Mannermaa und Theodor Dieter. Manner-
tenberger Universitätsreform 1ın ihrem konkre: 1149a erläutert der 8 These der „Heidelber.:
ten Verlauf durchaus unterscheiden sind. SCI Dısputation« VO  - IS die Gegenläufigkeit
Dieser rage widmete sich Heınz Scheible 1n des arıstotelischen Liebesbegriffes und des
seinem Beıtrag » Aristoteles und die Wittenber- christlichen Verständnisses VO  - Gottesliebe. Ist
SCI Universitätsreform: Z Quellenwer VON jene das Sichselbstrealisieren einer orm auf ıhr
Lutherbriefen«, dem eın vorschnelles In- geliebtes Objekt hin, chatfft die Liebe (‚ottes
einssetzen VO  - Luthers Aristoteleskritik und allererst ihr Objekt aus dem Nichts. S1e sucht
Wittenberger Universitätsretorm kritisiert. SO nicht den homo SaNCtUus, sondern den homo PEC
weist CcNe1ıble namentlich anhand der eset- Dieter erläutert Luthers mgang mıiıt
ZUNg der Wittenberger Lehrstühle SOWI1E VON de: den Begriffen Wirklichkeit und Möglichkeit das

Problem, W1e sich eın der Theologie aNnNSCINCSSC-FEn Lehraufträgen nach, da{fß bis 521 noch der
Aristotelismus scholastischer W1e humanisti- neT Seinsbegriff erarbeiten aßt.

Im Zusammenhang mit der »Heidelbergerscher Pragung namentlich die Lehrinhalte der
Artistischen Fakultät bestimmte. Erst 1522 Dısputation« WwI1es Konrad VOIN Rabenau auf e1-
kommt einem Zusammenbruch des alten nNnen neuaufgefundenen niederländischen Druck
Systems Ab 1523 baut VOT allem Melanchthon der theologischen Thesen der »Heidelberger
die 1NCUC reformatorische Unıiversita auf, deren Disputation« hin, der sich ursprünglich 1m Be-
Lehrinhalte uch einen retormatorisch LICUu sS1tZz des aus Hoxter stammenden, iın den 30CI
kommentierten Aristoteles einschlossen. Jahren des 16 Jahrhunderts ın Wittenberg STU-

Wıe Luther theologisch-kritisch mıiıt 1StO- dierenden Pfarrers ohannes Seifried betand

Luther and Humanısm
Seminar leader: Lew1s Spltz
eporter: ohn Tonkin

The seminar had een provided with STrUuCLUre philosophers. ome basic ditticulties were iden-
designed explore the mMan y sides of the rela- titied how much W as Luther’s knowledge first-
tionship of Luther and humanism 1n ystema- hand, how much picked hrougha-
t1C WAaY. Each day ma)Jor theme Was pursued 1n t1on with others, how much interpolated his
LW! aspects, with formal introducing dictated writings by original scribes, how much
general discussion. Was simply characteristic of the Middle ges

Day focussed Luther’s owledge of antı- additional roblem WwW3as that the VE COMr

quıty and his attitude towards it. The first SCS- Cept of „cClassical antıquity« W as modern
S10N ea with „Luthers Kenntnis der klassı- t1o0n which mean nothing Luther. Luther
schen Antike« introduced by from COU. be sa1ıd have had considerable, but nOot
Reinhard Schwarz He concentrated the profound, knowledge of the classical and

historians; his horizons remained largely thoseand historians rather than the
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of pre-humanistic instruction inherited from Germany had een subjected profound Italian
the medieval tradition. He W Aas critical ın the influences ftrom the welfth CENtLUrY hrough the
early years . of eP1C Iy for 1ts tendency large numbers of law students who had een
4TOUSC cruelty anı glorify Wäaäl, and considered actıve 1n the foundation of humanist circles iın
love IYy unsuitable fOr chools FEr 1n the (‚erman cıtles, Luther’s aX0onYy had DIC
intellectual milieu 1ın which „»classical studies« served intellectual tradition »almost
might ell have een under threat, Luther 1N- medieval« charaecter. On the other hand, the
sisted the humanities PIODCI background Unıiversiıty of Wittenberg Was trom the start

the study of theology, indeed the best kind of ODCI L1CW ideas and by INecans hostile
preparatıon. Poetry not only provided linguistic humanıist influences. 10M EL, Luther be
trainıng but added dimension of reality which aIine „Biblical humanist« without being
guarded agaınst abstraction. The classics, of It. though he acquired nN-

MOTCOVCI, provided und of moral instruction S1Ve owledge of Italian humanism. a]or
and practical wisdom: 1n this the historians humanists ike Marsılio Ficıno an 10Vvannı
WEIC of particular value. Pıco della Mirandola he knew VE little, and

In the second SESS1ON, Cornelis Augustijn 1N- then only second hand More significant him
troduced the subject of „Luther’s knowledge of were the pOoet Baptista Mantuanus, anı Lauren-
Christian antıquıity« by case-study, employ- t1US Valla, who interested him primarily
ing close extual analysis ot Luther’s attitude theological grounds. Luther, therefore, could be

particular Church Father (Jerome 1ın »Je sa1ıd have used humanist tools without being
arbitrio«. Already ın the »Heidelberg dis humanıist such

putation« 18)] Luther had treated the Fathers In brief presentatıon Jan Lindhardt
derivative authorities be judged according proached the subject from different angle,
Scripture: here tOO the general CONtTEXT of drawing pOositıve connecti1ons between the

discussion W3asSs Biblical exeges1s, an Luther’s rhetorical tradition of the Renaissance and
attıtude Jerome W as wholly negatıve. He ad Luther’s doctrine of the Word of God, 1n particu-
dressed imsel{f NOtTt only particular pOo1lNts of lar his notıon that crıpture speaks Jearly and
1D1l1ca exXxeges1s (especlally God, Man an! directly. Luther’s rejectıon of symbolic 1N-
Law) but Iso the exegetical method itself terpretatıon an his CONCETN for ONtEXT anı
Jerome (and Origen| he SaW playing with the intention WeTiIC be understood the result of
Scriptures book of aphorisms of which alıy- rhetorical LtEeXTt theory.
thing could be made Luther’s COMCEIN W as the Wide rangıng discussion ot the 1Ssues raised
unıty of the Scriptures, expressing the ONEC (s0OS- 1n these LW PapCrs eft tiıme for formal
pel, and his criticısm of Jerome Was instrumen- presentatıon of ın the second SESSION, on
tal his cCr1ıti1icı1ısm of Erasmus, whom he found the theme of „Luther’s debt German human-
guilty of the SamIne CITOTIS of substance and 1SM«. Instead, Lewiı1s SpI1tz, whose extens1iıve
method. wr1ıtings (‚erman humanism WEIC already

Day WwW3as gıven IVr the exploration of well-known the participants, highlighted
Luther’s connections with the humanist tradi- few pOo1Nts of discussion raised by recent scho-
ti1ons of the Renaissance. Morimichi Watanabe arship Luther’s playıng with the notıon of 111a

presented „Luther’s knowledge of mid-point, his contrasts between dialectic
Italian humanism«, which highlighted the aN! rhetoric, the impossibility of simply at-
complex nature of Italian influences. Though ıng Erasmus and humanism. There W3as
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doubt that the ; humanistic exegetical method relationship with scholasticism. Egil Grislis
made all the difference ın the world Luther, spoke »The rejection of scholasticism and 1ts
and 1n particular dominated hıs SCTILLONS The vestigial remaılns« ith speclal reference
ICCOVCLY of the Hebrew Old Testament W as nominalism. GrisiÄis traced several sStages of
c1ial the explanation of the New JTestament, Luther’s development: his thoroughly nomiıina-
while the rhetorical tradition Was instrumental lıst upbringing, hıs CONSCIOUS departure from
1n his V1I1EW that the Gospel changed NOLt Just this earlier commıtment, and the persistence,
minds but feelings and dispositions. Other fac- despite this, of several key nominalist PCISD'

t1Vves iın his thought Aspects of the doctrines oftOrSs highlighted bDy recent scholarship included
ditferences between 01C and Epicurean VIEWS justification, of God, of predestination an the

eucharist, had een interpreted 1ın this lightof INall, and the tactor of patrıot1sm.
Most of the ground covered these first LW though NnOt without CONtIFOVEISY; ıle the

question of theological dependence Jearlydays could be described background, though
less essential that 2CCOUNL went much deeper than DOo1LN' by point COmparı-

SONS, an required z00d deal of urther study.Day brought the heart of the atffer
Luther’s theology. Helmar Junghans presented (:1ven the centrality of the themes of this

third day, ıt W as NOLT SUurprisıng that ıt witnessed»„IIIie Bedeutung des Humanısmus für
Luthers Theologie«. Rejecting forge Iso perhaps the MOst significant general dis

CUSS1ON, Cwhen far beyond the individualStrong DOs1t1ve lınks with the scholastic tradi-
t10n, he sa Luther’s thought essentially de po1lnNts made Dy the papCIS, anı raised wider
structive of scholastic method. When human- quest1ons. ome speakers elaborated the VOCX-

1sSm W Aas properly distinguished from particular ed problems ot the relationship of humanism
doctrines and anthropological ideas, there Was and scholasticism: apparently clear distinctions

difficulty 1n placing Luther the »„Biblical and OppOS1t10NSs did NnOt hold close INSPEC-
humanist« tradition. Humanısm W as diverse t10N, the reality being far 1NOTC complex. Leit
phenomenon an! Luther’s opposıt1on Eras- Girane initiated spirited discussion the need
MUS had loomed tOO large 1n the plcture Far tor historical rather than speculative a

important Was the intluence Luther of proach understanding Luther. Geoffrey El
the Erfurt humanists such Nikolaus Mar- ton enthusiastically endorsed this approach,
schalk, who mediated Luther NOt only professing historian’s willingness welcome
philologic method and CONCEIN for the Or1g1- all »repentan SINNETS« from 38% the ranks of
nal languages, but mistrust of scholastic CI1p- the theologians, whose obsession with 1INVeSs-
tural exeges1s. 1T10mM them Luther gained both tigatıng Luther’s insides seemed INOTIC A

the mpetus replace Aristotle with the CY1pP- sS1 the methods of the »Oulja-board« than
u:  J and theVtools fOor the LLCW theol historical analysis.

Luther earned from the humanıists that Day highlighted the central theme by
.heology must be grounded iın the philological sketching iın wider historical CONTtEXLT. the
study of Scripture, and he W as deeply influenced first SeESS10N Walter Sparn traced » IIIie Fortdauer
by the rhetorical traditions,Al Sa W humanı- des Humanısmus 1mM I5 Jahrhundert« within
e manitested 1n speech, an! God » Jeus (‚erman Protestantism while Heınz Bluhm
dicens«. analysed the ımpact of German classicism

The second C661n of the day took the this tradition.
other side of the pıcture, Luther’s continulng In the second SeSsSS10N Geoffrey Elton pIe-
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sented brief yer amazingly comprehensive Luther’s involvement his us«c of humanistic
COunt of „Luther, humanısm and Protestantısm tools aN! methods. Others weICc seeking IOI

1in sixteenth CENTLULY England«, emphasizing the lexible definition which recognized humanısm

coex1istence of humanısm and retorm and SS multi-faceted and theretore permitted Luther

gesting 1eE2SONS fOor the predominance of 11011- be INOIC positively identitied with humanist
Lutheran traditions in the English Reformation. goals. There seemed little sSympathy, however,

fOor detinition narrowl1y restricted methodThe proceedings of the sem1nar evidenced NO

only grow1ng interes iın the question of that ıt might have enrolled Luther 388 the
humanıists at the OST of sayıng anything S1g-Luther’s relationship humanısm but, CO111-

pared with older studies, encouragıng CXDal- nificant about him. In the end, MOST ot
seemed aANX10US PIESCIVC of ambiguityS10N of available SOUTICCES, 110 INOTC thoroughly

explored. It would be hard identify alıy chared about Luther’s role In the complex intellectual
nvıronment of the early sixteenth CENTUTY,conclusions, however, only because there 15

universally accepted definition of human- wherein humanısm and scholasticism WCCIC NO

1Sm FOTr SOINC scholars, humanism 15 still\ always deadly enemıi1es mutually exclusive

t1: defined by Erasmus, which limits opt1ons

Luther und der Anfang der Retormation 1n den Städten
Seminarleiter: Gottfried eebafßs
Berichterstatter: Gottf£fried Seebafß

Obwohl das Verhältnis Von Stadt und Reforma- hende umfassendere emeinsamkeiten heraus-
zuarbeiten. SO steht die Aufgabe, die Bedeutungtiıon ın den vergangenen Te1 Lustren 1m Mittel-

punkt des Interesses der Reformationshisto- Luthers für die Städte und deren Bedeutung für
rtiker stand, hat ıne Verbindung ZUI eigent- ihn und se1ine Entwicklung erfassen, weithin
lichen Lutherforschung kaum gegeben. Dafür noch VOI uns

ist einerseıts das hermeneutisch-theologische Angesichts fehlender Untersuchungen ber
Interesse der Entstehung und Entwicklung das jeweils unterschiedliche Verhältnis Luthers
der reformatorischen Theologie und das einzelnen Städten konnte das Seminar die

auft diesem Feld erwartenden Phasen — die derZurücktreten der rage nach der kulturge-
schichtlichen Bedeutung Luthers SsSowl1e A411l- reformatorischen ewegung, die der 1N-

stitutionellen Durchsetzung der Retormationdererseits die oft lokalhistorische Begrenzun:
der Arbeiten ZUT Reformation 1n den Städten und damit verbunden die des Abendmahls

streıtes, schließlich die einer zunehmendenverantwortlich, die den Zusammenhang städ-
tischer Reformation mi1t Luther wen1g£g be: Kritik den » evangelisi;hen« Stäiädten und de

1C11 Burgern nach 1530 nicht umtfassendrücksichtigt. Außerdem ber richtet sich der
Blick oft schnell auf die tatsächlich schon thematisieren. Vielmehr richtete sich der Blick
früh beobachtenden Unterschiede VO  a der VO  w} den Teilnehmern gemeldeten eıtrage
lutherischer und oberdeutsch-schweizerischer hauptsächlich auf den Begınn der „Jutheri-
Reformation, hne deren gerade anfangs beste- schen« Bewegung in den Städten.
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