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'his semı1ınar W as iın ımportan direct 110115 Was described domina terrae, sharing
continuatıon of OIl  '6”) conducted 1ın Erturt 1ın 98 ruling role with dam.
under the SAa1llc title, although the membership The 1527 SCII1L1LOINS WCIC of special interest,
of the Semı1inar WAas NOT identical. The Erfurt being the first exposıitıion of enes1s following
SsSemM1INAT had surveyed the potential field of Luther’s ()W) marrlage, and the SIOUD looked for
study broadly an comprehensively and iden- S1gNS of the impact of this ven Luther’s
titied large ransce of quest1ons requırıng urther interpretatıon. Ironically OTIC He emphasis, ın
study (Lu) 1985|1, 294{f) In line ith this the NTtr.: the simple idealism of the
slo sSem1iNaAarTr chose CO:  te number marrlage, WAas sober recognıtıon of the ele:
of these precıise 1Ssues and explore them 1n TMEeNt of suffering ın the married The SCT-

CAater depth. 11L1O11S5 Iso TEW between Eve’s earlier
Among these quest1ons 1810)81° W as regarded teedom and 1ts loss yet Eve herself seemed

18810)8+ importan than study of the develop- dispensable, the tragedy of the Fall being NOLT
ment VCI tiıme of Luther’s OW.: VIEWS the that Eve 2fe but that she implicated dam
subject of 'his Was one VT the first The second SesSS10N W as wholly devoted
LW days through detailed analysis of Luther’s close study of the 1535 enes1s COMMENTATY.
ıinterpretatıon of enes1is ; Za trom the »Scholia The editorial problems surrounding the text
1n lıbrum eNESIS« of S I the »(‚enes1SVOr- identitied by eter Meinhold WeTIC noted but
lesung« ot WCIC NOt considered Ser10uUs enough COIN-

In Luther clearly assumed the ex1istence promıi1se 1ts STAatfus genu1iıne SOUTCE for
of hierarchical pattern ın paradise with Luther’s OW: ideas. As ıth earlier CXIS, the
InNnan subject inan and antagonısm between 1535 lectures consistently maintained Eve’s
the X  y though contrasting motifs could be dignity of God, but the FEXT. went
discerned relating the subordination of much urther than earlier 181°} in identifying

the ffects of the Fall dam and Eve equal in paradise, eXerC1ISINg
In the SCTINONS of 523/24 the re-Fall subor- Jo1ın dominion terrae, marıs et 4er1s.

dination of WwWas I1LLOIC explicit, and Eve’s At the S\aille tiıme en1gmas tremained. There
function seemed largely restricted that O{ W as puzzling ambiguity ın the Statement that
generatlıon, the role of companionship COININON dam and Eve WEeTIC equal cpt ın respect of
1n the medieval tradition being notably absent. A, while the uUsSsc of the ımage of building«
Adam!'s namıng of Eve signified his having DOW- describe Eve seemed identify her thorough-

Ver her and che WAas seen acking Adam!’s 1y with the CONTEXT of the home Many tradi-
level of understanding because unlike him she tional emphases persisted, including StrONg
had NOTt earned directly from God On the other emphasis the strength of lust for which I1aTl-
hand there W as of the of rage provided remedy and the use of the image
InNnan COIMNIMMON 1n humanist circles. Eve Was of SU  m} anı 1N00N \possibly derived from medi-
clearly identitied rTea2{LUTE of God, and NOt- val commentators] aSSsSert hierarchical
withstanding the general thrust of these SCT7- STrUCLUreE
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The thırd Sess10N W 4S devoted COUOMNCECIM- inevitable aspecCct of the married Nor
trated study of ONE of the 1SSuUes identified Aat did his love Or his wite mıtıgate his VIEWS
Erturt chronological analysis of the develop- the weaker character of M, their greater
ment of Luther’s ideas specifically women’s responsibility for the Fall an their subordina-
sexuality, distinct ftrom his VIEeEWS I1aT- t10n. Hıs OW] experıence clearly showed him
rage, and Susan arant-Nunn presented that marrıage did NOt dampen much quick-
working this theme desire, and after he W as readier retaın

While medieval Catholic learned Opınıon the notıon that SOTITNEC MHMACH have the ability
the female SCX Was LLNOTE varied than often real- remaın single yet PUIC On the other hand Ven

ised, and by uniformly M1S0OgYNISt, who could remaın vırgiıns had duty
wed and raıse children.there W as almost universal tendency attrı-

bute STrONg sexual drive and Notwithstanding Luther’s bald PIONOUNCE-
identify her intrinsically seductress. By GCGOMN- concern1ing the inferiority of and
Yast, Luther often appeared ascribe the RX their submission INCN, 1ın the CONTLEXT of the
drive predominantly INCN, and ın his COIr rampant M1S0gYyYNY of the day he Ca  - be sa1ıd
mMeNtary Corinthians argued for marrıage have promoted better anı 1LLOTC balanced 1M-

antidote SIN 1n masculine erms But dsC of the female by perce1ving that desire W as
while Luther’s proclivity for using male lan- characteristic of males of emales. OU:

anı illustrations continued throughout SCX VED within marrlage Was perceived 1N-
his CaIicel, closer analysis reveals that i{rom his volve S1IN, Luther’s 1eW Was that God exempted
earliest Wr1ltings he identitied lust with both it Out of and did not hold the faithful
dam and Eve, anı depicted it ragıng fire a4ccountable for S1IN. 'hus Luther’s tundamental
which MUStT be kept within bounds, ven within theological VIEeWS WEIC extended include the
the marriage-bed. whole $ } of sexuality and marrlage.

In accordance with prevailing gynecological In the fourth sess10nN JÖrg Hausteıin led dis
Opınıon Luther regarded the strength of CUSS10N Luther’s attitude SOICCIY and
men/’s desires proportional their POSSCS- witches subject largely ignored 1n Luther-
S10N of »seed and blood«, and &w these desires biography. Based doctoral dissertation de:

inding relief hrough the aBENCY of hus tended In December 1987 at the Unı1versity of
band fulfilling od’s reproductive aSS1gnN- Kiel, »Martın Luthers Stellung Z Zauber
ment achieved and best chastity. und Hexenwesen«, this presentatıon ‚X ATl1-

Even withiın marrıage Luther —A W sexuality ined Luther’s SCILL1ON\NS the Decalogue
force always treatenıng geLt Out of control, (1516-1518] and Ex 22:18, his OmMMECNtAaArYy

and while he temoved arbitrary Catholic 6, his wr1ltıng agalınst Cardinal Albrecht
strictions the days and tiımes of permitted VO  - Brandenburg anı SUOTINC illustrative mate-
sexual act1VI1ty, he disapproved of anything such rial

nudity which W as likely increase arousal, Luther’s SECETMONS about the Decalogue
and stressed the need for couples sStr!1ve for (1 - 1 included wide-ranging discussion
moderation anı mutual consideration SUICCIY and witcheraft, based late medi-
which ıt Luther himself found it diftficult val and particularly nominalist SOUTCES

achieve. The reality of malign SOTCETIY Was accepted
While Luther’s OW.: experience of marfiage within the CONiLEXT of the perm1ss10 Del, but

Was Jearly VE pOsS1t1Vve, he SaW mistortune particular aspects of SOICEIY WEEIC rejected
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Haustein found that Luther distinguished be The sem1nar concluded 1ts work with
witcheraft, which W ads carrıed OUuUt ıth of having increased 1ts aWarenNnes:! of the COTMMN-

the a1id of the Devil, and magla naturalis, such plexity of Luther’s attitudes rather than having
aUgUuTrYy and stargazıng,. Practiıtioners of magıla reduced them straightforward pattern readi-
naturalis could presumably read nature, but 1y connected with his lıfe experlences. In CCHEs
Luther disapproved the grounds that God sidering future directions, there W as agreemen
0Oes NOt WAant people know the things they the need INOVC beyond extual analysis ot
learn Dy those As for popular attitudes Luther comprehensive attempt build
witchceraft, Luther doubted that witches had the CONtEXT, has een one for his theological

{ly change cCreatures into other CONCEPLIS, by enlarging scholarly understanding
forms, but accepted the popular opınıon that of CONLtEMPOFATY and antecedent SOUTCCS and
they could sicken people, make and aNnl- hereby helping distinguish original PEICCD-
mals abort, dry milk an other misfor- t1o0ns from traditional material.
un Such contextual work should include .NOT

though NOTt actually involved himself 1ın only the attitudes ot Renaılissance thinkers and
pursuing actıon agaınst witches, Luther of the other Retormers but especlally explo-
cepted such proceedings and did nothing StOpPp ratıon of the Nominalıist traditions of scho-
them, and he probably knew about the four lastic thought 1ın which Luther W as LLUT-
ecutlıons of witches ın Wittenberg 1n June 540 tured
Hıs Statements about witches from early Other mMatters which required attentıon 1N-

16 CXDICSS somewhat negatıve idea of cluded closer analysis of Luther’s relation-
INCH, their predominance 388 witches being ships with individual 11, the receptlion of
attributed female inferiority, oug. the his VIEeWS about 11, and the soc1ial
maın basis of SOTICEIY 15 identified disobedi- framework of marrlage laws \secular and
166 agaınst .od’s commandments. It W Aas S1g- clesiastical], divorce practices, an wills and 1N-
nıficant Iso that 1ın wr1ting about witches heritances. As with INanYy aSpeCLTS of Luther
Luther 4sSsoclated them with midwives studies, the ONgolng DIOCCSS of discovery an!
sexuality: tor him witcheraft W as essentially analysis yields INanıy 11C  = questions
intellectual roblem

Luther un:! das religiöse Bild
Seminarleiter: Robert Scribner
Berichterstatter: Harry Oelke

Das Seminar zielte auf die Wirkungen VO  3 FAa3- rag einer modernen Hermeneutik des Bildes
thers »bilderfreundlicher« Haltung 1mM Hinblick CrWOßCN werden. Die Arbeit 1 Seminar basier-
auf den religiösen Gebrauch VO.  > Bildern ın der auf Referaten, die den jeweiligen Forschungs-
protestantischen Tradition. Dabei sollte e1in interessen der Teilnehmer entsprachen und die
vertieftes Verständnis Von eiıner protestanti- zentralen Problemkomplexe des Themas
schen Bildersprache entwickelt und deren Be1- hand eines Beispiels aufgriffen.
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