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Eight after he had published his „»Luther’s house of learning«,1 Gerald
Strauss published his »LaW, resistance, and the state«.* With this book the
author second maJor explanation of the CINECISCNCC of the early
modern territorijal 1ın („ermany, and analysis of the nNature and function-
ing of that S  J this 15 what he accomplishes, notwithstanding his modest
statement that his chie object has een g1ve 4S full and circumstantial
accounting of opposıtıon Roman law 1n early modern Germany could«
(1x) »Introduction Of, and opposıtion LO, Roman law« dIC for Strauss the 1C4S0ONS

for wrlting history of 6th CENTLUY Gierman sOCclety from the vlewpoint NOt Just
of the opposıtion Roman law but the Oopposıtion all for which he Can make
Roman law stand.

The book Creates the 1impress1ion that there W as CONSP1IraCYy between rulers
and Jurists* dismantle the traditional German system an! the law by

Gerald STRAUSS: Luther’s house of learning: indoctrination of the ın the German
Reformation. Baltimore, M'  } 1978 FOor revlews, O A Lu) 1983), 225 36I1 See Iso
Gerald STRAUSS: Reformation and pedagogy: educational thought and practice 1ın the Lutheran
Reformation. In The pursult of holiness 1ın late Medieval and Renaılissance religion/ ed by
Charles Trinkaus and Heiko Oberman. Leiden 974, 272-293 Lewiı1s SPITZ: Further lines
of INqUIirY for the study of »Reformation and pedagogy«. In ibid., 294-306
Gerald STRAUSS: Law, resistance, and the the Opposıtıon Roman law ın Reformation
(„ermany. Princeton, 1986 FoOor revl1eWws, SCC SC} IS 1987], 429{; ChH 65 1987), 399-40I1
Strauss speaks of the »imaginat1on« of the rulers and of their »plans for ‚well-ordered police
STAatEc« Bi 50), of their »Objectives« be met I} ot their »dynamic Strategy absorb
remaınıng enclaves of teudal independence« 140) Or »Good policy, order, an uniformity
served \»the ruling circles«| operational targetS« 197) Big »Concentration lof the legal
System and of power)| W as the STIategYy at the summıts of political OWCI« (96) On the OMNC hand,
there WCCIC »princely strateg1stS«, the other hand, there wWwWas »the intended victım of the
would-be sovere1gn prince the late feudal soclety« 543 Rulers an urlsts might have had
»S1IN1ısSter 1CASONMNS« when they demanded that those who submitted grl1evances be specific (by
g1Ving and specify offenses]), demand which »INUSt have inhibited effective identifica-
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which 1t functioned, Str1p people of the soc1ial classes below the rulers of their
time-sanctioned laws, COUTITS, and CUStOMS, and mold them into obedient sub
Jects. The reader SCCS soclety deeply divided 1Into tWO SIOUDS On the OT: side
W as the »1N-Zr0UD«, made of »the privileged, those avored by the Jlaw« 2 10),
the territorial rulers C1ty magıstrates, the bureaucrats, the Jur1sts, LE. the
OPDPPICSSOIS. On the other side WAas the »OUt-gr0o0upP«, »the people«, all those who
WeIC Oppressed, felt oppressed, by the Oppressors.“* In „Luther’s house of
learning« the culprit W as Lutheran catechetics. Now the culprit 15 Roman law
and the Jurısts: they replace the old Ssystem with the bureaucratic police of
the ruler.

But there also W 3as StIONg opposition Roman law and the rulers and their
henchmen. There was wide-spread hatred of the legal profession an 1ts
actıviıtlıes, Eevcn though those who hated the lawyers and opposed Roman law,
willy-nilly, made us«c of them when NECESSALV. Further, this opposiıtion W as

sometimes manitested 1n violence, sometimes 1n utoplan, sometimes 1ın realis-
tic for restructering SsOCIety. The normal manıiıtestation of this OppOSI-
t1ıon Was the publicly voiced grievance and the parliamentarian dialogue (quid
PIO qUO negotlations; by the Estates]). By the end of the 6th CENTULY this
opposition had een WOIN OWN this deteat 1S really explained Roman
law had WO:  o OuUC; the DCW had become reality.>

tiıon of abuses oft authority« 256) Jurists had »»rational« goal toward which« they labored,
namely, »a ruthless Jevelling PIrogram directed agalnst all the ‚irrational:, ‚outmoded: features
of their familiar soclal Jandscape« 164) See 36-164 8  00

Reading this book and remembering SOINC of those bumbling rulers who desperately tried
keep the wolf of bankruptcy aWaYy from the OOTr e 5y aS1M1r and eoOrg of Brandenburg-
Ansbach)], of SOINEC of the 88101 ın the civil judicial administration (e gl Lazarus Spengler,
ecorg Vogler, Johann VON Schwarzenberg, (regor Brück]), ON help but wonder whether
Strauss 0€es NOt occasionally get bit carried aWaYy
Strauss speaks of those who werTrec »disadvantaged« 191), of »the COINIMNON I1a 128 He
Iso identifies the Estates d »the heart of resistance« Roman law 1240-296). Strauss
g1Ves clear SOC10-€CONOMIIC, ven legal, profiles of the people ith whom he deals, L1LOT 0o0€es
he consider the PTrOVENANCEC of the grievances ithwhich he works: Rather, 1n broad strokes he
paınts pıcture of tWO SIOUDS, the CONservatıves and the InnOVvators, those who were agaınst
Roman law because they elt victimized by it, and those whi weIie for Roman law because they
supposedly profited from ıt.
Strauss underscores that the 1L1CW WwWas nNnOt yet the of Absolutism, and that there Was
difference between the political reality and the ambitions of the rulers (1 ®) iıt WwWas police

See Iso f 283

L



The Protestant Reformation aggravated the sS1tuation. Theologically, the
Retormation moved from anti-law posıtion, by which 1t raised the hopes of
the »OUt-gr0uUP« and thus guaranteed 1ts early SUCCCSS, pro-law position by
which 1t guaranteed 1ts establishment and future. Institutionally, the Reforma:-
tıon, regardless whether ruler supported opposed It provided the emerging
police with opportunitl1es control the church; thus the could
extend 1ts control OVecI_r the totality of people’s lives Dy regulating EVECR their faith
and religious practice. the Reformation, particularly Melanchthon,
provided »the ideological force of religious sSsanct1o0n« » CECSSCS long under-
WaY iın kuropean politics« 224).°

As far Caill SCcC, Strauss 0€s NOLt uUusc the OoOutcome of the Peasant’s War explanation
for the final defeat of the Opposiıtion Roman law understand him correctly, then he SCCS
ın the deteat of the instance of retreat, falling back of the opposıtiıon which stood
1ın the WaYy of the »forward march of the dominant tate« 271) He Creates the impression that
Roman Jaw, those urısts and rulers, simply WOI, anı the Opposıtıon simply taded aWAaYV.
Whatever he oe€es Sa y that could be considered explanation ot this defteat 15 LtOO thin
accomplish this; SCC, B 58 24  \O 265 291

There 1S, of COUTISC, always the church which 15 explain this defeat: »|The rulers’| plans for
‚well-ordered police StAate:« envisaged politically passıve role for their hard-working, disci-

plined, and submissive subjects. close coordination ith the eaders of the reorganized
Reformation and Counter-Reformation churches, they abored diligently centralize politics
and CO  ntr. inıtlatıve an control. |Strauss footnotes this with reterence his
„Luther’s house of learning«.| ın purely tormal Way they succeeded« 150{f) Once
»political resistance form was| defamed by calling ıt SIN agaiınst God«, and »»Christian
freedom: ame be defined condition exclusively spiritual 1n 1ts rightful eXpPreSS1ON « (as if
the inan who made the term »„Christian treedom« popular VTr had other definition of it
that it could be detined ın this way!) it WwW3as all VCT for the Opposiıtion 283) One wonders how
Strauss would explain this deteat of the opposiıtion Roman law and all for which he makes
Roman law stand if there had een Lutheran Reftormation. Is the reader aASSUume that
without the Retormation this Opposition would have won!
The reader will have decide whether Strauss has antı-Protestant, anti-Luther, 12as Yet
the fact that he qualifies his chapter »Law and Religion« with »The Reformation«, and then
only examınes the theology of the Lutheran Retormation for 1ts stand mMatters of law, makes
ONe wonder. Throughout the book, Strauss works heavily with materials drawn ftrom the
history of Bavarıa which, 15 known, strongly embraced Roman Catholicism. For balanced
pıcture of the impact of theology the sıtuation it would SCCI1NH NECCSSaILY that he have
examined Iso the theology of the Roman Catholic reformation for 1ts stand matters of law
As ıt 15 NO the book g1ves the clear 1mpress1ion that only the Lutheran Reformation had
anything at all Say about Roman law, the Jur1sts, and the rulers. Further, recent scholarship
(Peter Blickle, Guünter Vogler) has established the affinity which existed between Zwingli’s
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In the following chall deal with SOTILLC features i the ı of Luther which
Strauss develops (I), and with the WaYy which he works with particular
pasSSasc Luther’ Pretace the translation of the Old Testament (T}

The mage of Luther General Observations

Presupposıtion an Assumptıion
Much of what Strauss SayYS about Luther 15 based ideological PICSUPPOSL1-
t10N and assumpt1on regarding the people of early 6th CENTLULY GermanYy

Presupposıtion
Strauss disagrees with the »CONtentıon that religion 15 always the PI1IMAaLYy
of ECXPCI1LCNCC« In fact »1€ LO« him »that then 4s NOW, mundane lite
what atterSs« (210f 56)

On the OM hand this makes clear that for Strauss the religious
dimension iInan self understanding oes NOt what oes NnOt mMmMatter
oes nOt existentially (though, of COUISC 1t IMaYy be around somewhere
somehow| Strauss 0e€es nNnOt produce allıYy evidence that would establish the
validity of his regarding »then« regarding the people of 16th
CENTLULY Germany, whatever reality stand behind this term He 15 entitled

his personal CONV1ICt1ON regarding what atters him But when he SCS this
CONV1ICt10N key for understanding and DPOrtrayıng the people of 6th CENTLULY
Germany, he longer wTr1tes history but rather ideology historical CONTEXT

On the other hand this 15 ambivalent enough that Strauss Call talk
about the people of 16th CENTLUY GermanYy 45 if that religious dimension did

after all These people did ave »real religious and worldly needs« 20

thought and the revolutionaries In Passlııs, Strauss the »pronounNced Zwinglian
sympathies« of Michael (salsmaır 128); far SCC he quotes W: lines from Zwingli (54
197]), he uscsS5 twenty-four deal ith Luther!

Whatever the S1£UAat1ıon the present volume ON INOTEe contribution what appCars be
agenda the author part namely, demonstrate that the long the Lutheran

Reftormation WasSs ailure and disaster for (‚ermanYy SOCIETY; SCC Iso the author S TOSIAININA-
L1C article of Success and ailure the (jerman Reformation Past and Present 67 (Kendal
1974 May, 63; for CIL oft this article, SCC Wolfgang REINHARD Warum hatte Luther
Erfolg? Fragen Luther Vortragsreihe der UnıLiversıta: Augsburg ZU Luther Jahr 198 3/
hrsg VO  w} Wolfgang Reinhard 1983, 301 and 30,
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Strauss tells the reader what these religious needs WCIC, though he deals at
length with their worldly needs. Or he tells the reader that these people

experienced »exhilaration« about being elected Dy God be his people 5 10)
Ur, »the religious side of Ithe CONSCIOUSNESS« of these people W as »ILLOTC highly
developed, and much LLLOTIC pervasıve, than the political side« 199) Ur, »what
people wanted ear above all other things W as how the gospel related their
real world, 197} One wonders how Strauss arrıved 4at these Statements As
far SCC, he with what aPPCAIS be INCONSIStENCY 1n
his evaluation of the role religion played 1n the lives of the people with whomhe
deals Apparently when NECCECSSATY, he grants that the religious imension did
eX1St 1t only Was NOtTt always »the primary of exXxperienCE«.

Assumption
Strauss 4SSUINES that the people of 16th CENLUrY Germany WOIC »unprepared
aCCEPDT the distinctions drawn 1n Luther’s| theology between their relig10us and
their soc1ial selves« 208]; they lived 1n :)age« which had »penchant for
merging and confounding the Ispiritual and secular realms|« 21%) Therefore
»Luther’s early adherents found 1ın ‚Jaw: cConvenilent bridge which
from the spiritual the worldly realm« 208].7

As far SCC, at tiıme 0€S Strauss dentify these early adherents. Strauss SayS VC. little
about these people. But he makes clear beyond doubt that these early tollowers WeIC

members of the »OUL-Z£r0UD«, people who WEIC dissatisfied with eX1sting laws and hated those
who entorced them (see further, below, IT} They supported Luther because they liked what he
sa1d about law (192. 08 210]). Consequently, Luther’s pos1ıtıion law and lawyers »Strauss never tells the reader what these religious needs were, though he deals at  great length with their worldly needs. Or, he tells the reader that these people  experienced an »exhilaration« about being elected by God to be his people (210]).  Or, »the religious side of [the] consciousness« of these people was »more highly  developed, and much more pervasive, than the political side« (199). Or, »what  people wanted to hear above all other things was how the gospel related to their  real world, ...« (197). One wonders how Strauss arrived at these statements. As  far as Isee, he never comes to terms with what appears to be an inconsistency in  his evaluation of the role religion played in the lives of the people with whom he  deals. Apparently when necessary, he grants that the religious dimension did  exist — it only was not always »the primary arena of experience«.  1.2 Assumption  Strauss assumes that the people of 16th century Germany were »unprepared to  accept the distinctions drawn in [Luther’s] theology between their religious and  their social selves« (208); they lived in an »age« which had a »penchant ... for  merging and confounding the [spiritual and secular realms]« (211). Therefore  »Luther’s early adherents found in »law« a convenient bridge on which to cross  from the spiritual to the worldly realm« (208).7  7 As far as I see, at no time does Strauss identify these early adherents. Strauss says very little  concrete about these people. But he makes clear beyond a doubt that these early followers were  members of the »out-group«, people who were dissatisfied with existing laws and hated those  who enforced them (see further, below, II). They supported Luther because they liked what he  said about law (192. 208. 210). Consequently, Luther’s position on law and lawyers »won ...  [him] the massive acclaim that lifted his movement off the ground« (210). Quod demonstran-  dum est — through evidence. Strauss works here with a myth: once Luther had become a public  figure, there was this »massive« (210) public support for him because people were dissatisfied  (only?) with existing legislation (208) — or in a wider sense, with existing social conditions — and  initially the Lutheran Reformation »promised« the people a »release from intrusive laws«  (239). Among historians of society this myth in many variations has become as popular as at  one time was the myth that Luther’s early support was exclusively governed by spiritual  considerations. It seems to me that one of the primary tasks of Reformation scholarship will be  to deal with Luther’s early success and popularity. What was the actual dimension of this early  popular support for Luther? Who were these early supporters? Why did these people support  Luther? Bernd Moeller has made a first step in dealing with this problem by examining the  popularity of the books which Luther published between 1517 and 1519/20; his carefully  drawn conclusions are more helpful for understanding Luther’s position in society and the  initia Reformationis than Strauss’s conjectures and broad generalizations without evidence.  17im]| the massıve acclaim that litted his off the ground« 210) uod demonstran-
dum est through evidence. Strauss works here with myth 1810 —- Luther had become public
figure, there WwWas this »MaSS1Ve« 210) public SUPDOIT for hiım because people WCIC dissatisfied
(‚only?) with ex1isting legislation 1208 1ın wider 38%  J with ex1isting social conditions an
initially the Lutheran Reformation »promised« the people »release from intrusive laws«
239 mong historians of soclety this myth in INany varlatiıons has become popular ET
ONeEe tiıme was the myth that Luther’s early SUPPOIT Was exclusively governed by spiritual
considerations. It sSeCMS that OLNC oft the prımary tasks of Reformation scholarship will be

deal with Luther’s early SUCCCSS5 and popularity. What wWas the actual dimension of this early
popular SUppOIT for Luther? Who WEIC these early supporters? Why did these people SUppOITt
Luther? Bernd Moeller has made first Step 1n dealing ıth this problem by examınıng the
popularity of the books which Luther published between I514 and 1519/20; his Care:
drawn conclusions ATı INOTE helpful for understanding Luther’s positıion 1n SOoclety and the
inıtla Reformationis than Strauss’s conjectures and broad generalizations without evidence.
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Strauss makes tOO much Out of this »penchant«. The »tendency link and
füse« the LW realms 3 1} W as nNOt specific eature of the early 6th CENTLUY as
OMNC has 4ASSULLLC when reading Strauss]).® More ımportant: how 0€s Strauss
PIODOSC substantiate that those people, whoever they WCIC, WCIC unprepared
for accepting distinction between their socıial and religious selves? As far as [
SCC, he evidence whatsoever that would g1ve anı y value his
assumption.” EG has be kept 1n mind, then, that from the VeIY OutfSset Strauss’s
approach the people, with whom he deals 1n connection with Luther, 15
determined by his OW. CONV1Ct1oON regarding the iımportance of religion, and DYy

assumption which hangs 1n the Alr regarding the ability of the people of 6th
CENLULY Germany

If this assumptıion about these people 1S be valid, how 0€es Strauss intend
explain the dynamics of late Medieval plety? 'hat DIELYy CannoOot be understood
unless OILC atfirms that what primarily mattered those people W as the reli-
Z10US dimension of their ex1istence. 'his affirmation o0€es not SUggEST that the
mundane did NOt mMatter But deny the importance of the religious dimension
of the human eX1Iistence the WaYy Strauss 0€Ss 15 ideological approach the
people of I5sth and 16th CENTLULY Germany Until such time that he
specific evidence, ONC I1a Yy maıintaıln, the basis of all that 15 known about the

See Bernd MOELLER: Das Berühmtwerden Luthers. Zeitschrift für historische Forschung
1988], 5792 in Die dänische Reformation VOT ihrem internationalen Hintergrund The

Danish Reformation agaiınst 1ts international background/ ed by Leif Girane und Kay Horby
CS 1990, 187-210 In general, SO Iso Reinhard: Op Cit
The materials which the author 192-197 do NOt establish this tendency
specific eature of the early 16th because they aATe NOt placed into an y historical
cContext.
dee; 08 „10{. The materials cited {rom secondary works (2I11, 58) deal with the
»penchant« the {WO realms an not ith the people’s inability ditferentiate
between ne’s social and ne’s spiritual self.
10M the overwhelming scholarship this ‚Op1C OTMLC need ıte only Bernd MOELLER: TOM-
migkeit 1n Deutschland 1500 ARG 56 1965), AA and Gunter /ZIMMERMANN: Spatmıt-
telalterliche Frömmigkeit ın Deutschland: ıne sozialgeschichtliche Nachbetrachtung.
Zeitschrift für historische Forschung (1 986 -8 NSee 1Iso Erik MIDELFORT: Toward
social history of ideas ın the (GGerman Reformation. In Pıetas et socletas: DNDCW trends ın
Reformation social history EsSsays 1n of Harold Grimm/ ed Dy Kyle Sess10ns and
Philip Bebb Kirksville, Mo. 19855, 12 J Natalie Zemon DAVISs: 10mM »popular religion«
religious cultures. In Retormation Europe: guide research/ ed by Steven Ozment StL
1982, 321-34I1
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people of late Medieval (Germany, that religion dominated their ex1istence.1! I:
indeed, religion should NOtTt ave mattered these people, Strauss/
why should they then at all CVECN ave een interested 1n making anı y differentia-
t1on between their social and religious selves? Why should they ave exper1-
enced »exhilaration« about their election? Why should they ave had
tendency fuse the LW realms? Their practice of DIETY, regardless how
thoroughly sincerely done, and their workaday lifes ftorced them CO1ILC

with both their religious and their social selves. They did NOLT eed
bridge 1n order from the soc1al the religious realm, from the secular
the spiritual; they had this bridge, NOtTt 1n law, 4as Strauss daISUCS 208], but 1n their
living within the church, within their plety 1f Strauss wishes sSuggeSt that
that DIEeTY, that living within the church, has something do with law, then he
has deal with late Medieval theology and DIıety He 0€s NOtTt do this.

The Point of Departure
In systematıc analysis of anyone’s thought, OMNC MUust begin with the PIESUD
pOS1t10NS, be they hermeneutics others. Strauss 1gnores this principle 1ın his
analysis of Luther’s thought. For him »the startıng pomint for all /of] Luther’s
thoughts about Taw 15 the partıtıon of the world 1into W realms, 262
emphasis mine). 'hus the significance of the law-gospel dialectic which shapes
Luther’s thought 15 ignored, and from the VAS beginning subtopic, the LtWO
kingdom theory, SEIS the agenda for all that Strauss has Luther SaYy about law
Inasmuch that theory 15 the application of Luther’s theology ethics,
particularly social ethics, Strauss approaches Luther’s theology from soc1ial
ethics and NOLTt from the theological presuppos1t1ons, and those 1ın PlLeLY, which

Luther’s thinking. He o€s this CMn though aSSUICS the reader that
„Luther’s pronouncements law and related atters did NOt evolve from

See already Adol{f VO.  Z ARNACK:!: Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte. Vol 4th, IC  < ed
— ICDTI. 1964 z 451{£.

the present discussion iıt 15 unımportant whether ONe SCCS Luther’s posiıtion the fW.
kingdoms theory, doctrine, »Denkfigur«, »Ortsbestimmung«; SCC NOW Andreas
PAWLAS: Zwel Reiche-Lehre und Lehre VO:  3 der Königsherrschaft Christi in der NeCUETEN

theologiegeschichtlichen Diskussion. Lu 1988], 89-105, CSD 91l Important 15 that Luther’s
pos1ıtıon 15 »eine Konsequenz der retormatorischen Sicht VON Gott, Mensch und Welt« ISO
Pawlas, ibid., emphasis mine], »das Verständnis des Christen ZUT Welt geSaMT-
theologisch bedenken« (SO Ebeling,
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Ser10USs reflection U. deep COMNCETN with, the managemen of temporal
affairs.23 Quite the opposite: his legal VIEeEWS always proceeded from theology,

(20T, emphasis mine]). Yet Strauss penetrates Luther’s theology; In
fact, the WaYy he works with Luther’s theology that he 1S NOTt much
interested 1n Er As 111 become clear, he 15 interested 1n the impact which
Luther supposedly had SOCIety. Therefore it 1S IMOST of the time impossible

Luther from this supposed impact.

The mage
3, Luther Law

Strauss that Luther’s pos1itıion law and related atters W as »highly
complex and tinged with ambivalence« 2531; »ds W as usual with |Luther], his
INCSSaSC Was far from unambiguous readers and hearers nNnOot qualified
the systematıc COIC of his thougth« 199] Strauss AdSSUTICS the reader that he 15
nOot Out »IO CONVICt Luther of inconsistency, demonstrate lack of clarity
forthrightness 1n |Luther’s| wrIlting and preaching« I SCC, however, also ON

5128) Nevertheless, according the author, Luther sent Out »Mixed signals«
atters of law 523% and there W as »„»double standard intrinsiıc Luther’s

religious thought« 214), tact which, 1n turn, shaped Luther’s posıtion
atters of law hıs adds anti-law and pro-law Luther.

It 15 true that »„»Luther law« 15 not top1Cc which Can be easily handled;
Johannes Heckel’s book has made that clear.14 But whether that position 15 4S
ambivalent 4S Strauss 111 ave be decided by the reader who 15

If OTMLC nks, D of Luther’s CONCETN for his un1versity, then ONEC mMuUusSt question the Validity of
this statement. Further, what Strauss SaVyS here about Luther o€s NOt at all correspond ith
Luther’s Occasional Statements about what »rechtschaffen selig mensch« and »geschickt
prediger« 15 supposed do; SCC, 32, 3I18, 37 319,20 Finally, it that
Strauss’s Statement contradicts much of hat he Says about Luther the tollowing
There he uSs«ecs quıte SOINC1'arguıng that Luther W Aas socıial agıtator of who, the
basıs of his rhetorical skill, WwWas able manipulate people. See further, elow, 88 1f Luther,
supposedly, had COMNCEIN for temporal affairs, then why would he bother agıtate the
people?

I ohannes HECKEL: Lex charitatis: iıne juristische Untersuchung über das Recht ın der
Theologie artın Luthers. 195 3; 2nd, ICV. ed 1973 For revl1eW, SCC Franz Lau Lu) 25
1958], 93-19 See Iso Paul LTHAUS: Luthers Lehre VO:  5 den beiden Reichen 1m Feuer der
Kritik Lu)J 1957), 40-68



familiar with Luther’s wr1ltings the subject. In alıYy CasSC, Heckel
different plcture. Although Strauss cıtes Heckel’s op1in10n e D 202, 28; 214,

8 I SCC also 228, 59], he does NOtTt discuss it, 11OI 0€s he deal with Heckel’s
documentation. And tinally, GVn for Strauss those signals which Luther sent
Out law and related atters AT NOTt quıite mixed OIl! might 4SSUINE at
first glance. He little material that deals with Luther’s pro-law pDOSI1-
t102. The bulk of his argumentatıon drawn from Luther 15 designed demon-
STrate Luther’s anti-law pos1t1on; ıt 15 from this posıtion that he VIEeWS Luther’s
significance for SOCI1etYy I And when 1t »Luther’s 1eW of
lawyers« there 15 »”»I10 ambiguity« at all; » he disliked them«, and » 1n this he
remained throughout his Ca 215 )15

3 Luther Roman Law
Strauss emphasizes change 1n Luther’s posıtıon Roman law wrıtten law
at OIlLC tıme, Luther opposed Roman law wriıtten law, later he attirmed it 16
Strauss works ere with the image of the and the old Luther. He deduces
his posıtion from tW: Statemen(ts, ONC 1n the address » To the Christian nobility
of the German nat1on«, and the other OINC 1n ))_A SCIMMON keeping children 1ın
school«. He also 4SSUICS the reader that such contradictory Statements could
be multiplied Aat will« (199-201).

Long dgO Heckel has pointed Out this shift 1n Luther’s attitude toward Roman
law and explained 1t n Therefore Strauss should NnOot make much of this
change unless he has something NC  = SaY, which he o0es noO  +

Further, 1ın clauses which Strauss 1gnores but which ATC part of the passSagc 1ın
the address » 1’0 the Christian nobility «x Luther po1ints Ouft that 1n COmparı-
SO  w with Canon Jaw, secular law 1s5 »viel besser, kunstlicher, redlicher«, though
ıt also has become »Wildnisz« and »„viel zuviel«. He also States that i1t
him that the »landrecht un land Sitten« aAic be pretered the Imperial law

10MmM the twenty-four 1C) Strauss deals with Luther, he uUscs5 eight tor dealing
with Luther and the laywers. Of COUTISC, Luther had nothing good SaYy about, LO, the
members of the legal proftession!
Whether it 15 permissable simply equate all) wrıtten law, with Roman law, the WaY Strauss
does, 15 atter for historians of law decide.
Heckel: Op C1t. N! ed., 123

I8 6, 459, 36-38 It 15 commonly accepted that the term »„kaiserlich Recht«, which Cal  ;
be found ın the 149 constıitution of the Reichskammergericht (QUELLEN ZU VERFASSUNGSOR-
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He o0€es NOT SaVvy that the Imperial law 15 be »sharply curtaijled« 45 Strauss
200), though he 0€s SaVvy that Imperial law be sed only whenever

NECCCSSaLY Luther Say>S however nothing that Strauss conclusion
» Far from making people peaceful agreeable and productive, Taws actually
contribute their baseness Soclety, Luther 111 be much better off
without them« 1200 emphasis mine Luther o0€es Sd Y

wolt Zot das WIC C111 yglich and art und gaben hat alszo uch M1

kurtzen rechten geregıert wurden WIC S1C gereglert SC111 ehe SOIC recht SC1MH

erftunden und noch S1C viel land regırt werden! Di1e weytleufftigen un! fern gesuchten recht
SC11 LLUI beschwerung der Ieut und mehr hyndernisz den forderung der sachen e

h1is Was said by the >VOUN1S« Luther the »old Luther affirmatively
quotes the Sayıng »|[Jas Recht 1STt allzeit C111 from 1111A11 Der Richter 1St offt Cc1nNn

Schalck e Obviously, the pPAaSSasc from the address » TO the Christian
nobility Luther 15 critical of the secular Imperial Roman law of his day But

his conclusion Strauss reads 1NTtO this passSasc something which NOTt there
He certainly 1891 OIC5S whatever quality and function Luther dSSlg11CS
that law inimal though such might be In Su. If ON! wishes make Out of
chifts and changes 4S much 4S Strauss 0€Ss then OM has deliver PICCISC
extual analyses of Luther biographical arrangemen and has
establish clear Aat which such change took place Strauss o0€es not do
this He prefers roamıng OVCI Luther works whole and picking OE
individual Statements he prefers talk generalities rather than

» by then« 1 38| Luther had changed his mind (201 SCC also 2121
Luther an his Audience

FEike Wolgast has argued that Luther did not address noblemen Burger
people who existed specific social StIUCLUCES; rather Luther

addressed individuals Christians and SINNEIS Luther himself defined the
DES HEILIGEN RÖMISCHEN EICHES DEUTSCHER NATION 1495 hrsg VO  . Hanns

Hubert Hofmann 1976 I $ 24|), refers Roman law One has be caretul
however NnOt the cContent of this term See Iso Strauss NnNote 38 Pasc 69

I WA 6 459,37{1
WA 6 459,3 4.60 Y emphases I1N1NC

WA sı 558 16{ 341(1541]
Fike WOo Luthers Beziehungen den Burgern. In Leben un! Werk artın Luthers VO  }

526 bis 546 Festgabe SC1INECIHN 500 Geburtstag/ ed Dy Helmar Junghans. Vol B; 1983
—_ nded 1905 — 601-612, CSpP 612



PCISON who 1ın the of God 15 lost, and the God who justifies that PCISONL,
4S the subject Matter of theology.?3 Harry Haile has convincingly
demonstrated that for Luther »the whole PUIDOSC of theology WAas comtort the
troubled 1ın heart«.2?24 In light of these materials, particularly Wolgast’s results,
0)81 INnaYy NOtT DOItraYy Luther 4S SOTITLLCOMNC who addressed people 1n particular
legal sıtuat1on, SECENtT OUuUt »mixed signals« atters of law, »cCould not possibly
ave fortitied people’s respect for law and persuaded them 4SSENT and submit

itu/ and »IMNUST ave exacerbated the already intense distate for law 3al
lawyers« 2231

Contrary the 1impress1ion which Strauss creates, Iaw W as for Luther
theological matter, and regarding law, Luther W as NOt social agıtator,
Strauss suggests.“> Luther Was theological professor and, above all, preacher
and pastor. Therefore he w as concerned with theological and spiritual atters
and NOt with social, legal ONCsSs hıs 0o€s nOt 11ecAan that Luther enclosedhimself
1n 1VYJ did NOt reflect the management of temporal affairs. But he
spoke about these temporal affairs pastor and theologian an NOT 4S social
sclıentist, J social agıtator. Strauss 1S NOT totally when he States
that Luther’s »Jegal VIEWS always proceeded from theology« (201 emphasis
mine].26 The problem 15 that Strauss 0€s NOt penetrate this theology. What
WCIC Luther’s »spiritual S18NPOStS«, which Strauss mentions being »vVastly
different« from the »pO1Nts of reference« of Luther’s audience 223} The rteader
finds much about these reference po1inNts but little about the S1gNpOsts. ı+

that CVECIMN historian of Ssoclety MUStT first COINC with Luther
himself before he INaYy speculate about how the people might, J MUSt

23 HI 327 328, A Hs text

Harry HAILE: Luther: experıment ın biography. 1980, 303
25 NOLT suggesting that Luther agitated soclety tamiliar, ıth Luther’s

„»Wider den tfalschnngeistlichen Stand des Papsts un! der Bischöfe« \WA IL, 105-
8), his IMNM! 1n his edition of the »Ep1toma respons10n1s ad Lutherum« of Silvester

Prierlas ‚WA 6l 3286-3468, CSP 347/7,2 348, 16) Luther dealt here not wiıth social issues those
pertainıng Roman law), but with theological ONCS, and he spoke apocalyptic ire-and-
brimstone preacher of OT‘ Therefore he W as direct and blunt and did NOot CNSANSC 1ın the kind
of subterfuge W.  1C. according Strauss, (fOor details, SCC below IT), he used iın order rally the
people his In general, SCC Iso Wolfgang WEBER: Bemerkungen Luthers prakti-
schem Beıtrag bei der Ausbreitung und Durchsetzung seiıner Lehre ZKC 97 1986|), 309-

26 Certainly the PasSSasc from the address » I0 the Christian nobility 4X 6M Strauss discusses
(see above, 2) has lıttle do ıth Luther’s theology; ON could produce similar materials.
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aV reacted Luther. Unless 0)8l has grasped what 1t for Luther
understand oneself 45 sınner, and believer, and be simul 1ustus et

CatOor, OTNC has NOtTt understood him
Throughout the book ONM finds effort understand Luther these three

top1Cs. In fact, Strauss aPPCals ave feeling at all for what ıt
understand oneself sinner.?/ How could he S1INCEe he 15 convinced that it 1S
the mundane what atters (210, 56)? 10 read Luther with secular under-
standing of I1a  m isread him 'T approach Luther’s audience
whole and affırm that 1t W as the mundane life what mattered each DECISON
and thus deny CVCI) the possibility that fOor SOILLC 1n that audience 1t W as religion
what mattered force that audience whole into ideological
straightjacket. finally: that Luther’s audience W as unprepared
aCCeDTt Luther’s distinction between their soc1ial and their religious selves, that
that audience sed law 4S bridge for CrOSSINZ from the spiritual the secular
realm, and therefore understood Luther’s theological pos1ition law (ambiva-
lent ıt supposedly WaS| 1ın socio-political WaY, namely, 4as »denunciation of
law« 208], and then COpP of i SCC 1n this supposed reception the PUIDOSC of
Luther’s MCSSASC and the 16€4S0ON for Luther’s SUCCESS,“S 1S which
hangs 1n the alr

NOtTt suggest1ing that PCISON who rtead heard Luther grasped the
depth of the Retormer’s understanding of 111all SINNer and saınt. Unless
Strauss produces evidence the CONLFATLY, however, and NOLT his personal COIl1-

viction, his conjectures about Luther’s audience, OLLC mMay maıntaın that
that audience there WCIC SOMMNC, INany, VeILY Man y people who WECIC still
deeply grounded 1n the Christian faith Therefore they clearly understood their
religious selves 4S ditferent from their soc1al selves and heard Luther address
them 4s SiINnNers and NOTt people of specific social class who suffered trom the
oppression of Roman law, WCIC dissatistied »with eX1IStinNg legislation« 208)
Of COUISC, there WCIC also others who heard Luther SaYy what they wanted
ear him Sa y but that W as NOt the result of those »Mixed signals« 22 3} which

27 As far SCcC, nowhere o0€es Strauss discuss Luther’s CONCEDL oft S1N, of I1a sınner, and of
the believer being simul 1ustus et What he presen' about the Op1C »S1N « e B,
E 2031 210), 1n WaYy 0€es ustice the biblical understanding of SIN Luther’s
pos1t1on.

8 For details, SCC below, IL
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supposedly Luther SCNT OUuU  * The image which Strauss develops of Luther’s
theology and of 1ts supposed impact soclety 4S whole demands that ONC

45SUM11C that Luther W as social agıtator, that his posıtıion atters of law Was

confusing, and that that amorphous entity called ))people((‚ about which Strauss
makes conjectures which dIC NOT based AllYy evidence, understood Luther
SOINCONC who violently opposed Roman law and all for which Strauss makes
Roman law stand.

Strauss contftronts the reader with Luther who W as social agıtator an! who
Sent Out »mMixed signals« law and related atters 523 On the OILLC hand,
Luther opposed Roman law, the Jur1ısts, and the bureaucrats. Ven INOIC,
through his »YOUuS1INg words«, his »eMOt1Ve« and PUIDOSC »CXtravagant« an
»PDIOVOCAt1VE« language (1 99 208 he conjured 1n the minds of the people
antınomıan position because for him Was LLLOIC ıimportant than law 22
hus he »Traised« the »eXpeCctations« of the oppressed and guaranteed his inıtial
UCCCSS On the other hand, Luther »dashed« the hopes of those who opposed
Roman law and expected reformation (214. 223 3301 Luther did thiıs Dy
providing theological rationale for the neCcess1ity of law and for obedience
law, and by supporting law and order ıthough throughout his ife he remained
hostile the jurists]). One eed NOLT PUISUC Strauss’s Zu  S fOor this pro-law
Luther image; that image 15 well-known, and Strauss 0€es NOt spend much

developing 1t anyhow.
In the following I shall examıne how Strauss works with pPasSsSasc 1n Luther’s

Bl 52 217 545) Preface the German translation of the Old Testament. hus it
111 become clear how Strauss arrıves Al his CONStruct

Consequently there W as »10Ss of fervor for Luther?], shown Dy INallıYy SIOUDS | 2} 1ın soclety
when they witnessed the Reformation’s later turn pOsture of law and order« 2 Or The
Outcome of the Lutheran Reformation » far CIV from what had heen 1ts promi1se ItS
first followers« 1239, emphasis mine) Just Strauss works ıth myth about Luther’s early
followers see above, vr he perpetuates here the myt. that at particular moment
(Luther’s posıtıon 1n the Peasants’ War?] the popularity of the Reformation dILC end Yet
he 1gnores the artıicle by YAanz LAU Der Bauernkrieg un! das angebliche Ende der lutherischen
Reformation als Sspontaner Volksbewegung, Lu) 7.6 1959J), 109-I 34, who has tried demolish
this myth Regardless how ON evaluates Lau’s contribution the 1SSUE, ON INnay NnOt procede

if ıt 0€es NOt ex1st. See NO Iso Ciunter /IMMERMANN: Dıie Einführung des landesherrlichen
Kirchenregiments. ARG 76 11985 146-168.

On the ONC hand, the ımage which Strauss 15 the run-of-mill ımage developed Dy the
ma)Jor1ıty oft historians of soclety. On the other hand, there AIC certaın features ın Strauss’s
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I7 The mage of Luther: the Soc1al Agı1itator
Strauss’s Position

In developing image of Luther, Strauss works heavily with Luther’s usc of
G 2, I7 1n the Preface the GGerman translation of the Old 1estament. He
wrıtes>9 1207

»J )ıstrust, SUSP1C1ON, fear oft human instincts WeTC the motives underpinning all political and
sOC1ial legislation 1n Luther’s day uo| demonstrandum est.| Laws threw restrainıng
walls, leaving little ‚D: possible for people’s natural inclinations assert themselves.
They WECIC DEeLLY, repet1t10us, admitted distinetion between public duties and prıvate
COINCCINS, and treated CVCLY deviation maJjor infraction. Luther’s pointed description of
Moses Amtmann |Amptmann der sünde, Ö, HCI 1} could NOtTt have een lost

public which the ubiquitous officijals bearing that title WEIC-— SAa W ın earlier chapters
feared and resented intruders pressing peremptory demands. Nor WdsS 1t accidental that

Luther chose this harged political word the (‚erman translation of Paul’s miıiniıister
(Galatians 7) The Mosaıc ode harsh, insıstent, hectoring WdsS the universal paradigm
ofpolitical legislation. uo demonstrandum est.| Its fearsome characteristics WCIC shared
by all forms of law Laws confine INeN and confront them with their weakness. They dIiIC

ırrıtant. Luther’s emotive terminology INAaY have served intensify COILNLLINON

SUSP1C10NS. On the other hand, he could COUN the ASSCNT of his contemporarılies his
theology of law, and he MNUST have powerfully reinforced prevalent attitudes when he COIMN-

cluded that ‚where there 15 law, there 15 loathing: |\WA V, No 309 Al emphases mine.|
Strauss SsSummMarızes his eXt paragraph 208) »Support for the evangelical
SICW 1n large part OUuUt of the period’s general dissatisfaction with ex1isting

argumentatıon which pOo1N' into the direction of L1CW image and need further exploration;
the »antınomı)1an straın and bracingly libertarian allure« 510) which the people SUuD-

posedly could and did derive from Luther’s pos1ıtı1on law, Luther’s interpretation of Christ
emancı1ıpator {rom the law 209) Clear 15 that Strauss replaces the traditional ımage of

Luther ithe revolutionaries misunderstood Luther,)| wiıth LCW( Luther ftueled the fires of
revolution, and did PUIDOSC

In this connectlion the suggestion made by Thomas Brady and Erik Midelfort merı1ts urther
consideration. They wrote „It W as Luther, NoOot the revolutionaries of 1525, who misunder-
stood.II _ The Image of Luther: the Social Agitator  I Strauss’s Position  In developing an image of Luther, Strauss works heavily with Luther’s use of  G2,17 in the Preface to the German translation of the Old Testament. He  writes® (207f):  »Distrust, suspicion, fear of human instincts were the motives underpinning all political and  social legislation in Luther’s day. [Quod demonstrandum est.] Laws threw up restraining  walls, leaving as little space as possible for people’s natural inclinations to assert themselves.  They were petty, repetitious, admitted no distinction between public duties and private  concerns, and treated every deviation as a major infraction. Luther’s pointed description of  Moses as an Amtmann (Amptmann der sünde, ... WA DB 8, 20-21) could not have been lost on  a public to which the ubiquitous officials bearing that title were— as we saw in earlier chapters  — feared and resented intruders pressing peremptory demands. Nor was it accidental that  Luther chose this charged political word as the German translation of Paul’s minister  (Galatians 2:17). The Mosaic code — harsh, insistent, hectoring — was the universal paradigm  of political legislation. [Quod demonstrandum est.] Its fearsome characteristics were shared  by all forms of law. Laws confine men and confront them with their weakness. They are a  constant irritant. Luther’s emotive terminology may have served to intensify common  suspicions. On the other hand, he could count on the assent of his contemporaries to his  theology of law, and he must have powerfully reinforced prevalent attitudes when he con-  cluded that »where there is law, there is loathing« (WA TR V, No. 5391).« [All emphases mine.]  Strauss summarizes his next paragraph (208): »Support for the evangelical cause  grew in large part out of the period’s general dissatisfaction with existing  argumentation which point into the direction of a new image and need further exploration;  e.g., the »antinomian strain and bracingly libertarian allure« (210) which the people sup-  posedly could and did derive from Luther’s position on law, or Luther’s interpretation of Christ  as an emancipator from the law (209). Clear is that Strauss replaces the traditional image of  Luther (the revolutionaries misunderstood Luther) with a new one: Luther fueled the fires of  revolution, and did so on purpose.  In this connection the suggestion made by Thomas Brady and Erik Midelfort merits further  consideration. They wrote: »It was Luther, not the revolutionaries of 1525, who misunder-  stood. ... He blithely exploited every possible item of grievance in his early reform tracts,  possible without even knowing with what social dynamite he played.« Peter BLICKLE: The  revolution of 1525: the German Peasants’ War from a new perspective (Die Revolution von  1525 (engl.))/ ed. by Thomas A. Brady and H. C. Erik Midelfort. Baltimore, Md. 1985, xxii  (Introduction), emphases mine.  30 In the following quotation, the author’s footnotes are given in parentheses, my comments in  brackets.  26He e1Iy exploited CVEIY possible i1ıtem of grievance 1n his early reform traCts,
pnossible wıithout Ven knowing wIith what soclial dynamite he played.« eter BLICKLE: The
revolution of 525 the (serman Peasants’ War from Hc perspect1ive (Die Revolution VO

1525 eng. ed by Thomas Brady and Erik Midelfort. Baltimore, 19855, XX11
Introduction], emphases mine.

3 In the following quotatlion, the author’s footnotes d1IiC gıven 1n parentheses, MM 1n
brackets.
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legislation. Luther rallied his followers ‚emphasis mine| Dy holding Out the
that the fall of the old order would bring LICW and better laws.« Strauss

finally wrıtes 210) »The triumph of the New OVCTI the Old Testament W as iın
this psychological, sociological| Context understood 1ın the
Victory of the emancıpator Jesus Christ| OVCI the Amtmann.« Christ 15 the
emanc1pator from the law, however, NOtTt only 1n »this CONTtEXL«, LE ımn the
miıinds of the people who rallied around Luther, being attracted him by his
pos1ıtion law which, supposedly, they understood 1n such WaYy that Christ
turned into the emanc1ıpator from the laws of the bureaucrats. Christ 15 this
emancıpator also according Luther himselt, Strauss interprets him;
pasc 209, Strauss, summarızıng Luther’s »doctrine« of law 4s set forth 1n the
»Temporal authority: what EXtent 1t should be obeyed«, arguCcS that Christ’s
work results for Christ’s people In »STat: of emancipation « from the law.31

Comments
Strauss CONStruUuCTt ere image OUut of what he considers hbe facts and

their CONSCQUCNCES: People hated the eX1ISt1INg laws and the »Amt-
manner« who entorced them. Luther Was dummkopf, he NEW of this
s1ıtuatıion. Therefore, when he discussed Moses and his law, he selected theword
»Amtmann« 45 description title for Moses. He NEW exactly that with this
word he could stimulate 1n people’s minds DPDTOCCSS 1n which the »Amtmann«
Moses and his law would be identified with those hated »Amtmaäanner« and the
laws which they entorced. 'hus Luther’s negatıve Statements about »Moses«

C., about law, presumably theological entity, though Strauss oes NOt Sa V this
WEeEeTIC automatically transterred those hated bureaucrats and their laws,

obviously sOCcio-political entity. Conversely, the society-wide hatred for those
bureaucrats and the laws which they entorced automatically predisposed the
people for loving the emanc1ıpator from law, C., Christ and the gospel, OI, and
this would be the Samnlc, for supporting Luther, who supposedly proclaimed this
emancıpator Christ. Consequently, bDy us1ıng the word »Amtmann«, Luther
»could the a4sSssent of his contemporarıes his theology of law«.
»E mancıpator Amtmann« WAaS, then, the battle CIY with which „»Luther
rallied his followers«, »holding Out |to them| the that the fall of the old

Theologically SCCIL, it would be investigate Strauss’s presentatıon of what Luther
supposedly SaysS about Christ’s work 1n relationship law
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order 1 C., the order of Moses and of the Old Jestament, an of the bureaucrats
and of Roman Jaw| would bring 1n LLCW and better laws Strauss o0€es NOtTt Sa Y
what laws| 208)

Strauss a4vo1ds making matter-of-fact statemen(tSsS; the meanıng of Luther’s
word could NOT ave een lost the public; the word INAY aAVe intensified
COMMON SUSDISCIONS; Luther MUST ave powerfully reinforced prevalent NCgA-
t1ve attitudes toward law But 1ın alıYy Casc, by usıng this word, Luther could
count« the public’s SUPPOIT of his pos1iti1on law In »emotıve terminaol-
Ogy« Luther contrasted the »Amtmann« Moses and the emanc1ıpator Christ and
his MCSSASC, namely, that true Christians freed from the of the law«
208) hus the emancıpator Christ frees from the »Amtmann« Moses and his
law, who 1ın the minds of the people has become the hated local »Amtmann«
and the laws which he entforced. Thereftfore 1n presenting the gospel INCSSasC,
Luther raised hopes for the deliverance from law people, incapable they
WeIC of differentiating between their soc1al and religious selves, and merg1ing
the spiritual and secular realms,?? understood what Luther proclaimed »4S

denunciation of law« 208) and 4S possibility for Victory 5.70]; nOot OVCI Moses
but OVCI the »Amtmann« and the laws which he enforced.

Strauss 15 careful when he SayYS that »there CAa”dn he Hhittle doubt that Luther’s
inıtial appeal W as heard denunc1lation of law« 1208, emphasis mine). But
then OVCI this possibility he CONSITUCITIS the reality: „Luther rallied his followers
DYy holding OUut theT' that the fall of the old order would bring LICW and
better laws« 1208, emphasis mine]. hus EIMNCISCS ıimage of Luther the
successfully CONN1IVIN£Z agıtator who, the basıs of his insight into people’s
minds and his rhetorical skill, w as able manipulate the people with his
INCSSaSC, take advantage of their feelings regarding laws and bureaucrats, and
thus AaSSUIC his SUCCESS. $

Strauss sCS5 ere the COMMUNILCAtiIioN model The sender sends Out

MECSSAHC encoded 1n Janguage which has double Structure Superstructure
what the words SaVv and substructure what the words designate for those
who ill er read them 1n their particular locations. The recelver, 1n his
her soclally, legally, culturally determined location, decodes the INCSSASC
according the designation which the words ave 1ın that location. skillful

32 See above, L1.2
See Iso above,
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sender, determined manipulate the rTeECEIVeEL, * 111 encode his INCSSaSC 1ın
such WaYy that the substructure of the INCSSasCc and the location of the recelver
mesh It 1S, of COUISC, fascinating SCC this model applied Luther. Had he not

argued that 1n translating the Bible 1into German OM has watch the COILLILLOINL

man/’s »mouth« and ear how he she speaks, and then shape one’s translation
accordingly? CIr had he supposedly NOtT admonished his students accomodate
their preaching their audiences?°®°s In the present Context 1t 15 unımportant
that that SaIllıc Luther supposedly also sa1d: »When 1nto the pulpit, do nNnot
look at the people, but think that ave only Klötze 1n front of m and simply
tell the word of God.«36 But it 15 important that this model leaves tWO

problems unsolved. One 15 what Luther, the sender, supposedly did intention-
ally, namely, us«c the socially, politically charged word »Amtmann« the other
15 how the people, the rece1vers, MUST ave decoded Luther’s INCSSaAaLC, C.) IMUST
aV reacted Luther.

Gritique
preliminary observation: 1ın opınıon Strauss Overdraws the significance of

the Table alk which he quotes.*/ Luther tells of L[WO incidents which AdIC

illustrate &, 15 and the ditference between the operat1o legis an! the operat1o
gratlae; he closes Dy Sayıng » WO lex ist, da 1st vnlust; gratia lst, da 1St lust |to
do something].« May ON TYAW from this that al yONC of those present around
the table felt »powerfully reintorced« 1n his (OTr perhaps GVn her) attitude
toward law, whatever that attiıtude might ave been? They heard SOTINC good
StOTrT1eS with SOLILLC »theological wisdom« sprinkled In; and S1INCe OTNC incident
dealt with ON of the lecturers of the un1ıversity \who might CVCII ave een
present), CVEIVOLLC probably had g00d laugh

3, Luther’s [Ise of »Amtmann«
In the Vulgate, the phrase, »QUAOTLOG ÖLAUKOVOC« 2, 1738 15 translated 45

»peCcatı mıinister«. From the dictionaries it Call be demonstrated that the word

See Iso elow, 5I
35 IL, 637 16-22; 4, 447, LISEN 4719|)
36 4I 44 /, 23-2)5 4719)
37 ‚- I2 391]; SCC above, the last of the quoted (ext.

For this ditficult passSasc, SCcCC Wolfgang BEYER: ÖLÜKOVOC. Kittel’s Theological dictionary of
the New Testament/ transl|. by Bromiley. Vol Grand Rapids, Mich 964, 88
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family of »M1IN1ISter« CEXPDPICSSCS the idea of the religious, domestic, C1Vil, judicial,
military ServVICE. Long before Luther had translate »M1IN1ISter« 1nto (:erman

Was this word socially and politically charged word, and 1ts meanıng W as fixed
ın of Service 1n precisely determined posiıtion Iministerium, officium).

In the Preface, Luther this phrase from 2, H with Moses and
translates 1t 4S »Amtmann der Sunde«. He combines this phrase with other
Bible 1n effort demonstrate that 1n God’s ONC( be
saved through the works of the law According Strauss, Luther SCS »Amt-
1L11LAanlil« 4S translation for mınıster intentionally, and Strauss speculates the
1e64S0ON and CONSCYUCILICC of this intention. At this pOo1lnNt, Strauss 0€es NOLT agaın
tell®? the reader that Luther NOtTt only calls Moses »Amtmann der Sünde«, but
1n the SAalillc breath (coordinated with »vynd se1n Ampt«] designates the otfice of
Moses e1in »ampt des Tods«. then Luther discusses that such »Sun-
deamt« and »Todamt« has absolutely NECECSSALY function 1n the PDIOCCSS of
salvation.“°9 Luther’s uUus«ec of the phrase from 2, E and his use of »Amtmann«
ave be SCCIH 1n the CONTtTLEXT of the dialectic of law and gospel; Strauss wholly
1gnores this CONLEXT

the reader 1S aCcCcept Strauss’s 1eW of Luther’s supposed intentlon, Strauss
would ave had show that people, nt least SOTIILLC of them, actually had read
this TexXxt. One InNay AaSSUMMMEC that AB least SOTILLC people did this. Yet 1t 15 certaın
that AB though there W as German Bible rather, this Preface ıt the
market, this did NOLT automatically INCcAall that all people could afford buy 1t,
actually bought ıt, could read ıt, and actually read ıt Consequently there 15
limit the numbers of those » contemporaries « whose reading of this
passasc and, there{ore, whose »aSsSeCNT« Luther could 10 SOINC, this
observation INnay be Beckmesserian. Nevertheless 1n light of the certainty with
which Strauss his 1eW and makes it society-wide valid, ONC has
point Out that the s1ıtuatiıon 15 NOtTt 4S simple, certalin, and universal OIl might
4ASSUINC the hasıs of the author’s presentatıion.

Further, Strauss would ave had demonstrate that the people NOTt only
»feared and resented (as| intruders pressing peremptOory demands« those »„»ubhi-
qu1tous officials bearing« the title »Amtmann«, but that they considered those
who WT bearing that title actually to be executioners. For this 15 what Luther

39 He had quoted the following pagc 204
WA DB SE 16 25, I
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supposedly trıes geLt ACTOSS his readers, it OILC takes Luther’s phrase 4S

whole and NOT Just 0)al word, Strauss 0€es If the people WCCIC ave made
4SSOC1at10ns between Luther’s LEXT and daily realities, then the whole phrase 15
involved 1n such 4SS0OC1at1ıon the word which trıggeres the 4SS0OC1at1ıon and
the phrase which supplies the Content the word. his 15 ımportant because
the OIC who the office of death 15 the miıinıster Sangu1n1s. 'his 15 the
technical term for the executloner; Luther applies 1t Moses when he calls him
the ONC who the »Amt des Todes«. Moses 15 NOTt Just bureaucrat, but

executloner. Strauss Creates the impression that Luther borrows only this
0)81 word, »Amtmann«, from the language of the civil judicial administra-
t10n. But this 15 NOtT at all the Casec (as Werner Elert has demonstrated),“1 Just 4S
Luther heavily borrows from INanYy other of daily living. At this po1lnt,
Strauss 1S, then, confronted with Luther the writer. While he makes much OUuft of
Luther’s rhetorical skill, he deals with Luther’s rhetoric, Luther’s
understanding of language, of the wrıter’s task. It 15 foregone conclusion for
Strauss that Luther sed this word, »Amtmann«, because he NEW he could
influence people 1n such WaYy that they would SUpPpOIT his position law For
Strauss, Luther’s audience WAas capable of understanding what Luther sa1d only
1n socio-political Way.“* Since Luther NECEW this he took full advantage of this
sıtuatlion. Consequently he told the people something because he NECW that
they would understand it 1n WaYy which would guarantee that the peoplewould

with him, C VEn though that WaY WwWas CONLIALYy what he really wanted
S5Say 'his view“* 0€Ss NOLT do Justice Luther’s understanding of language an
the taks of the wriıter Orator

Finally, Strauss would ave had demonstrate that Luther DUTDOSE
translated »M1INISter« with the socially and politically »Charged word«
»Amtmann«. In this connect1on, Strauss would ave suggest translation for
»M1INISter« which would be free from anYy social political Overtones That, of
COUISC, 15 possible only it OMNC demonstrates that »M1IN1ISter« itself oes NOtTt ave

41 Werner ELERT: Deutschrechtliche Züge 1ın Luthers Rechtfertigungslehre. In Eın Lehrer der
Kirche: kirchlich-theologische Autsätze und orträge Von Werner Elert/ ed Dy Max Keller-
Hüschemenger. 1967,
See above, L11.2 and 3,3

43 It be shaped by the »philosophy« of SUOILLC people the advertising business, bDy
SOMe of those who wriıte political propaganda: »tell the people what they want hear and they
will buy what want them buy«, »VOTte for INC«, See Iso below, 5I

31



such Overtones Strauss 15 COTTeCTt when he StTates that ıt W as NOLT »accidental that
Luther chose this charged political word »Amtmann«| 4S the German transla-
tion of Paul’s mıinıster«. He 15Jhowever, when he aAaIgUCS that Luther did
this because »he could the 4SSENT of his contemporarıes his theology
of Jaw«, S because Luther had hidden agenda.

Luther’s uUus«c of »Amtmann« 15 dictated DYy the tradition, the dictionary, and
Dy Luther’s of the phrase 1ın 2, B nothing else

In the present CORHtTExXT technical details ithe developments 1n vowels an
CONSONANTS which finally resulted 1ın » Amt « and »Amtmann«, the EINETISCNCEC of

word family, atters of grammar| INnaYy be glossed OVCI, and the following has
suffice. » Amt « and »Amtmann« dIC SOINC of the oldest words of the (G‚erman

language. As early 1n pre-Christian days, the GGermanıic people apparently
adopted »Amtmann« from the Celtic language ‚amblilaktos, for which Latın
SOUTITCCS uUus«c ambactus]). The word Call be found 1n the maJor (Germanıc lan
d5C5S, and Was sed CXDICSS the idea of SOMCONE who 1n fixed
posit1on, regardless of what would call rank In (Germanıic days that Service

ave had only secular dimension; after the Christianization the
churchly dimension WwWas added By WaY of the (Giermanıiıc languages the word
entered the German language and played significant role 1n old high and
middle high German and, therefore, 1n the socletles 1n which both languages
WCIC spoken. Both the Germanic and Medieval German »anCceSTtTOrS« and
derivatives of » Amt « and »Amtmann« WeIcCc sed for translating »ÖOLAKOVOC«
»miNıSter«, »mM1INISterlLUumM«, and »officium«, and this from the earliest days
OWN the second half of the I5sth CENTLUY. In the Bible of the Goths, the
»ÖLAXKOVOC« of 2, TF 15 translated »andbahts« (Servant, officer). 1n the
first high German Bible, published 1n 1466 DYy Johann Mentel 1n Strasbourg, the
phrase 1n 2, 15 translated 4S »ambechter der süunden« In the high German
Bibles published between 147 (by Jodocus Pflanzmann and (by Sylvan
Otmar), and 1ın the low German Bibles published 1n 14758 1ın Cologne, and 1n 1494
1n Lübeck, the »M1INISteTr« »ÖLAKOVOC« of 2, L7 1s translated »diener (dener

dyener)| der süln|den«.
Were ONC the sıtuatlion, 0)31 could that Luther only adjusts the

spelling of the phrase 4S it Call be ftound 1n the Mentel Bible; that this argument

In Medieval German, »MINISter« 15 somet1mes Iso translated »hantraicher«, »diener«,
»dinstknecht«, »dinstman«.
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would raıse the problem of Luther’s relationship the pre-Luther German
Bibles eed NOT COMNCECIN 1n the present CONFTEXT But it 1S clear that Luther
stands 1ın old tradition when he translated »peCccatı miıinıister« »Amtmann
der Süunde« and 1n this tradition Paul’s »ÖLAXOVOGC« the Vulgate’s »mMINISter«,
had een translated with socially politically charged word ıt could NOtTt
ave een otherwise. Luther stands 1n this tradition, and there 1S 1CAaSOnNn for
Luther abandon ıt 45 because his of the original phrase 1n 2, H Ey4 also
dictates his UusS«cC of the word »Amtmann«. that has een fixed at least
SINCE 516 e quıte SOINC time before Luther supposedly trıes rally the
public around his bDy usıng this phrase and translating it the WaYy he does)
Strauss 1gnores this Just 4s he 1gNOres Luther’s theory of »Amt« 2881
»Stand«). Therefore he mM1sSses the point of Luther’s translation of »MINISter«
»Amtmann«. Strauss cContrasts OSes, the »Amtmann der Sünde«, Christ,
the emanc1ıpator from the law Luther Contrasts the mıinıster »Amtmann der
Sünde«, called Moses, who has the mi1inistratıio mın1ısteriıum » Amt « of SIN
and death the miıinıister Sangu1n1s the miıinıster called Christ, who has the
mıinıstratıo mınısterium of Just1ice and life, the »Amt der Gnade«.46 For
Luther, Christ, LOO, 15 mıiınıster, SOTLNLCOILILC who has mıinısteriıum offic1um,

»Amt«. Thereftore »Amtmann«, the title of those hated people who WeIC

around, applies NOtTt only Moses, but also Christ; ıt atters lıttle that
Luther 0o0€Ss NOLT UuUsSCc »Amtmann« 4S title for Christ he SCS »Amt« the tferm
for the office which Christ holds

In light of Luther’s of the phrase 1n 2 the hatred for those
»Amtmanner« which supposedly 1S predisponse the people aCCeptL Luther’s
INCSSasCc about Christ ın PIOCCSS of 4SS0OC1lat1ion which 15 be triggered by
Luther’s use of »Amtmann« for Moses| would also ave extend the
»Amtmann« Christ hus Luther would accomplish exactly the opposıte of
what he, according Strauss, supposedly SECEIS Out do when he applies
»Amtmann« Moses. In anıy CasC, 1n applying the phrase of 2, EF Moses,
and translating »M1IN1ISter« »Amtmann«, the weight of Luther’s 0€es
NOt TreSst the title »Amtmann«, but what the »Amtmann«, miınıster,
o0es e ıt the qualifications of the title; and Luther derives these
qualifications from the dialectic of law and gospel. In his interpretations of

45 FOr »Amtmann« etc ın the tradition and Luther, SCC ExCcursus
46 8, 25, 2'5/ SCC Iso Excursus IL
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Luther’s usc of »Amtmann«, Ca Shifte the weight of Luther’s of this
phrase from that which for Luther 15 the CCHTer ithe specific mıin1ısterium of
Moses and of Christ) what for Luther 15 marginal ithe title »Amtmann«).
Consequently, he makes Luther’s Christ 1nto the emanc1ıpator from the law,
while Luther SCCS 1n Christ the miıinıster gratiae, the 0)8i who the
»Amt der CGnade«

In SWl Luther did not choose »Amtmann« because 1t Was soclally and
politically charged word; he did NOT choose this word because he NEW that by
usıng it he would be able rıgger 1n people’s minds PIOCCSS of aSS0OC1atıon
which, 1n u would lead them affırm his posıtion since, obviously, his
readers had the socio-political meanıng of this word! Luther chose this
word because 1t W as sed In the tradition, because it Was philologicallyadequate
for the task AF hand, and because it sa1id exactly what he wanted SaVvy The
philological s1tuation and the theological CoONntext 1n which Luther sed the
word prohibits ONEC from suggesting that Luther had hidden agenda when he
sed »Amtmann« 4s translation for »M1NIisSter«. If Luther CVOT had hidden
agenda of using the socio-political CONTtTENT of »Amtmann«, then other
OCCaS10Ns the supposedly intended assoclatıon would ave worked the other
WdYy around; then the people would ave identified the »Amtmann« with God’s
SErVant earth, and his » Amt « with Service God In such CasScC, the
4SSOC1ation would ave produced SUppOITt for law and order and pro-law Luther
would CINCIEC. FoOor 1ın his book agaınst the Casants, Soy Luther called ruler
»Amtmann« of God and SErvant of God’s wrath, whom Was entrusted the
sword punish the eviıl ones.4+8 A4dSsSunmnle that Strauss would L detuse this
argument Dy proposing that this pPassSagc manitests Luther’s switch atters
of law But make such argument valid he would ave demonstrate that
prı0r this time Luther spoke differently about rulers. further, the PUrpOSC
of argument 15 NOtT deny alıy supposed switch Luther’s part, but
challenge the intentional uUs«c by Luther of ONe socio-political Content of this
word, which MUSLT ave triggered the ONC reactıon postulated by Strauss.*?

For Luther 2, (minister peccati], sSCC Excursus Il
48 360, 1-I See Iso below,

Sometimes Luther uses »Amtmann«, »Amtmänner«, »Amtleute« describe the evangelical
bishop pastor, the deacon head of the Common Chest, VvVen the Apostles (»Amtmann« of
God, of Christ, of all the believers, of, 1In, fOr, the gospel and the sacraments]; an! 1n SOINEC

he o0e€es this lready before he uscs »Amtmann« ın the Preface, supposedly execute his



5 Luther’s Audience
O return the COMMUNICaAt1ıon model the sender did NOtTt PUILDOSC encode
his MCSSAEC 1n such WdY that he could manipulate his audience. his result
SayS nothing about the recelivers of Luther’s INCSSasC. hat audience remaıns
aNONYINOUS entity, PACA though Strauss tells the reader the following: These
people WeIC »unprepared aCCeCDT the distinctions drawn 1n |Luther’s| theology
between their religious and their soc1ial selves«; they WCIC »„»dissatisfied with
existing Jaws« J they hoped for deliverance from oOppressive laws F they »feared
and resented« the »Amtmaäanner« who enforced the laws of the day - their
»  1C11CS5S5 had een sharpened by decades of reform agıtation« 1207 o)|
One INnay as$ume that this audience wWwWas made of all those who, though they
WCIC »NOt qualitfied the systematıc COIC of |Luther’s| thought« 199],
nevertheless WeIC enthusiastic about what Luther sa1id about law. >0 They WEeIC
dissatistied with the legal System and hated those who enforced 1t; Luther, 1n
CUurn, blasted the lawyers, opposed law, and extolled x  J hence Luther’s
SUCCeEess.>1 And OLLC has 4SSUINEC that these people actually had read this
pasSasc. that assumptıon the whole

In order aCCEeDL the author’s description of Luther’s audience, he has
produce SOTILMNC evidence and NOTt assumption, conjecture, and generalization.
Further, 1n order aCCeptL this description, 0)8l would also ave aCCEDL that

hidden agenda. Pa 6,408, 15-21 1520]; 7::627126=32; &n 8'IS 16-18; 634,23-25 1521);
LOLZ, 123,375 (1521/22); I2,309,1-3; LW Kn 387, 1-6; 692, 16; 94, 6-9 (1522/23); HATI
I (1 525). According Strauss’s argumentatıon, Luther, 1in usıng »Amtmann«, StC.; ın these
ywould (want to) accomplish that his audience who W as atuned the socio-policital
Overtones of these words and therefore associated them with their hatred for the »Amtman-
CC of the day would hate the evangelical preachers, and thus the gospel! For the references
1ın this note, indebted Professor Heınz Bluhm and his »„»Index verborum Lutheri« (see Lu)
5 I 1984., 96-98]).
See Iso above,

51 Strauss’s position be SCCI1 against the background of the work of eter WORSLEY: The trumpet
shall sound: study of »Cargo« cults Melanesia. 2nd, FÜ  < ed 1968, ough, of COUISC,
Strauss’s Oop1C has nothing do with that oft Worsley. Worsley has argued that the CONtitLENT ot
the INCSSasc of allıy eader, who hopes galn following, has be shaped by the expectatlıons
of the audience which he addresses, and that the SUCCECSS of leader 15 determined by the degree
ın which he articulates anı constructively deals ith the hopes an! dreams of his audience; SCC

CSD 1X-XXVI1. According Strauss, the »YOUN; Luther« 0e€es precisely this with his anti-law
MCSSaLC, but then the great ohift which caused the dissappointment; SCEC Iso above,
Nn.2
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the people, whenever they heard the word »Amtmann«, automatically weIrIc
filled with resentment, fear; and hatred for all the »Amtmaäanner« who WCIC then
around; CVECN INOILC, if ONC wishes do Justice Luther’s supposed intention,
then these people NOtT only WeTC ate these »Amtmänner«, but actually
consider them be executloners. uod demonstrandum est By the law of

there »INUSTt« aVe een to uscC the author’s WaYy of arguing| SOTMNC

people who did NOt ate all »Amtmanner« who WCIC not dissatisfied with all
the exX1sting Jaws; who WEIC capable of differentiating between their social an!
religious selves; and who WECIC capable of cCOomıng with the systematıc
COIC of Luther’s thought.

In SUL No ON 155 In position NOW how »the people« decoded Luther’s
INCSSasc 1LE, how CVECIVONC who actually had read this PAasSsSasc unterstood
Luther’s word »Amtmann«,) unless ONC has SOTINEC clear evidence which
Strauss o0€es NOot produce. It 1S, of COUISC, fascinating speculate about this
audience, 4S he o0€es On the basis of the WaYy ıIn which the revolutionaries

Luther’s audience sed Luther’s posıtion Christian ireedom, the
PIOCCSS of aSsOcC1lat1lon, which Strauss postulates, might ave taken place
provided, of COUTISC, that Strauss, somehow would document that the
revolutionaries actually read this pPASSagc; he 0o€es nOot do this Hıs certainty
about all those »CONtemporarıes« of Luther whose SUppOTrt the Reformer
supposedly could DYy us1ıng »Amtmann«, 1: the society-wide applicabil-
1ty of Strauss’s argument, 15 wishful thinking. It 1S without allıYy basis what-
SOCVECT when he States » These Can he Hhittle doubt that Luther’s inıtial appeal
the appeal that gained him the attention of millions whose 4AaWaTIienNeEes had een
sharpened Dy decades of reform agıtation WdS heard denunciation oflaw«
1208, emphases mine). I, C Gregor Brück, Lazarus Spengler, Johann VON

Schwarzenberg, who WEETC those millions whom Strauss ment10ns,
could read this SCENTLENCE, »there Can be doubt« that they would whirl 1ın their
SIaVCS. Does Strauss wish Ssuggest that they, the basis of their location,
decoded Luther’s INCSSALC 1n another WAaY, namely, pro-law, pro-establish-
ment way? 1f he does, he makes clear that Luther’s INCSSaSC Cal be and has een
decoded 1n other WaYyS than he postulates that ıf MUStTt ave een decoded; 1t
eed not be pursued what this would do the image of the s1ıtuation which he
develops.

Strauss’s image of Luther the COMMUNICaAtOr social agıtator 15 exclusively
determined by the revolutionary element 1n soclety; he Creates the impression
3



that only the revolutionaries supported Luther. further, this image has
basis 1ın philology. detaijled analysis of Strauss’s presentatıon of Luther’s
positıon law and the work of Christ 1ın connectiıon wiıth law could
demonstrate that this image also has basis 1n Luther’s theology.

TEE Summary
The WaY 1n which Strauss works with this pPasSSasc and the Luther image based

1t ralses problems. In of extual interpretation, Strauss 1gnores details.
In of approach, he reads Luther backwards, C., from the viewpolnt of the
impact which Luther MUST ave had SOCIetY. Strauss be guided by
the principle that Text Cal ave history of 1ts OW. 1n which 1ts meanıng Can

turn OUut be CVECI CONLIALY the intentions of the author.>2 The problem 15
how Strauss establishes that history. hat history Luther’s supposed impact

his audience, how Luther’s audience whole supposedly understood
Luther 15 the result of generalizations and speculations, brillant In SOINC

instances, but without evidence nevertheless. Some features 1n the image
which Strauss clearly show that they 4dIC the result of the author’s
ideological presupposıition that 1t Was »mundane life« that mattered the
people of early 6th CENTLUY Germany, and NOtT religion; others clearly show that
they AL the result of the author’s assumptıion that the people of early 16th
CENTLULY ermanYy WCCIC incapable of differentiating between their soc1lal and
spiritual selves, assumptlon for which he produces evidence whatsoever

For details, SCC, Roland BARTHES: The death of the author. Roland Barthes: mage mMUusiCc
fext 197/77/, 142-148 (for evaluation of Barthes’ pos1t1on, SCC Edgar MOCKNIGHT:
eanıng ın the historical shaping of narratıve hermeneutics. Phil 1978, 1- 55 Jost
ERMAND: Synthetisches Interpretieren: ZUT Methodik der Literaturwissenschatt. sth ed
1977, 164-170]); Dominick LACAPRA: Rethinking intellectual history and reading
Modern European intellectual history/ reappraisals and NECEW perspect1ves. ed by Dominick
LaCapra and Steven Kaplan Ithaca, 1982, 47-55 general, SCC Erıic HIRSCH: The
validity of interpretation. New Haven, Conn. 967; JTEXTHERMENEUTIK, ÄKTUALITÄT, GESCHICH-
TE KRITIK/ ed by Ulrich Nassen. 1979
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which might g1ve anı y valıe ıt The reader 111 ave decide the validity of
the WaY 1n which Strauss works with this DASSascC, and of the image which he
develops.®®

53 After the manuscr1pt had een completed, became acquainted with Udo WOLTER: Amt und
Oftficium 1ın mittelalterlichen Quellen VO bis Jahrhundert: ıne begriffsgeschichtliche
Untersuchung. SRG 1988]), 246-280. rawıng wealth of material from Canon and
secular law, and from theological and other literature, the author provides broader basis
1C. the posıtıon presented above, 1n H312 could rest It 15 noteworthy that he
material according which »Handwerks- und Zunftgenossen« wWeIc designated »Amt-
leute« 270) One would have PDUTISUC the impact of this observation the WaYy which,
according Strauss, »Handwerker«, who certainly have be counted Je% Strauss’s »Out-
SI10UD«, supposedly had feel about Luther’s use of the word »Amtmann« tor Moses, and
about Luther himselft.
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EXCuUrsSus Amptmann, Miınıster an Amt IN the Tradition an IN Luther

For »Amtmann«, CtC:; SCC the appropriate man). 363 ambet); Laurent1ius IIEFENBACH:
trıes ın DEUTSCHES W ÖRTERBUCH/ ounded by Glossarium Latino-Germanıcum mediae et 1N-
aCcCo and Wilhelm (st1mMm. Vol IS 54, 2,80- fimae agetatıs 1857 ICDTI. 1968 362
82 (Amt, Amtmann]; I RÜBNERS DD)EUTSCHES (Minister).
WÖRTERBUCH. Vol 1/ ed Dy Altred .Otze For the pre-Luther German Bibles, SCC

Wilhelm KURRELMEYER: Die deutsche1934, 73 ( Amt|); Friedrich KLUGE: Etymologi-
sches Wörterbuch der deutschen Sprache. zoth Bibel ols an! 1B 1904, 1905 The Mentel
ed 1967, (Amt|); FRÜHNEUHOCHDEUTSCHES Bible, the 1478 Cologne anı the 1494 Lübeck
W ÖRTERBUCH/ ed by Robert Anderson, Ul Bible aTrec available the Newberry Library
rich Goebel, Oskar Reichmann. Vol B; Chicago. For Luther and the pre-Luther (‚erman
1989, 913 (ambächten, ambächter, ambäch- Bibles, SCC Iso Heınz BLUHM: Martın Luther
tung) 948-953 (amptmann). and the Pre-Lutheran LOW German Bibles. The

For »M1IN1ISter« 1n Medieval Latın, SCC the modern Janguage TeV1EeW 62 1967]), 42-65
proplate entries ın the (JLOSSARIUM MEDIAEFE For the us«ec of »Amtu‚ StE.. Dy Luther, and of
NFIMAE LATINITATIS/ ounded by Charles du „ambechter« iın the Mentel Bible, SCC also
Fresne S1eur du ange; last ed by Leopold Philipp DIETZ: Wörterbuch Dr artın
Favre. Vol 107 1885 ICDL. (Gsraz 1954 Luthers deutschen Schriften. Vol 1870
394{ (minister]; Eduard BRINCKMEIER: los- ICDL. Hildesheim 1961 un:! 1973 66-68 (Amt,
sarıum diplomaticum. Vol otha 1863 Amtleute, Amtmann)
ICDEI. Aalen 1961 296-299 (minister, M1N1S- The ollowing translations further illustrate
teriales, ministerium]; lan| Flrederik| NIER- the tradition. The English dIC cited aCccord-
YER: Mediae Latınıtatıs lexicon mınus/ ing the NEW ENGLISH BIBLE; italics iın the
finished by Va  - de Kiett Leiden 1976 ICDI English designates the key word Roman
1984 683-690 (minister, ministeriales, M1N1S- numbers designate the ollowing Greek
terıum, ministrare). texXt and Vulgate; IL Gothic Bible; 1808 Mentel

See rther, Wilhelm STREITBERG: Gotisch- Bible; High (jerman Bibles published atter
griechisch-deutsches Wörterbuch. I9I10 the Mentel and ggesteyn Bibles SI0UPD with
ICDT. oft the N! ed 1928], 1965 (this 15 part {{ of occasional exXception ca [3-1 8); Low
Streitberg’s edition of DIE BIBEL. German Bibles; VI Luther’s September esta-
1908 rCDTL. of the N! ed 1919], 1965]; men(t; VIL Final version of the Luther Bible
Wilhelm BRAUNE: Gotische Grammatik mı1t 1545}
Lesestücken und Wörterverzeichnis. i7th ed Mc 14,65 » the High Priıest’s INE:  w set

by Ernst Ebbinghaus. 1966, 66 18 95, upon him with blows.« ÜNNDETAL, miınıstr1; IL
Anm. andbakti) English expanded VOCI- andbahtos; 1808 ambechter; diener; dener,
S10N of the 4Ath ed has been published by dyener; VI echte; Knechte. E »The
Gerhard Balg; N! ed Milwaukee, Wıs 1895; gift of administration Imust be exercised| 1ın
Elisabeth KARG-GASTERSTÄDT; Theodor FRINGS: a1dministration. ÖLAKOVLOL, ministeri1um; LL
Althochdeutsches Wörterbuch. Vol 1968, not available ın Streitberg’s teXT; 11L ambech-
313-323 ambaht, etc.); Matthias LEXER: LUNg; dienst, dienung; dyenst, denst
Mittelhochdeutsches Taschenwörterbuch. ampt, Ampt In IL, I, 23 »When his period
z34th ed 1974, (ambahte, ambahten, a1lll- of duty w as completed 15 translated
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»andbahti« | AÄELTOUVOYLO, officium; VI ampt; CVCTL, would NOt have eliminated the sSOC10-polit-
VIL Ampt|, 16 (»T’he authorities ATIC 1n ical Overtones of the original word (minister)|
God’s SeErVICE »andbahts« AELTOUOYOL, be translated, though ıt would have ocused NOt
miınıstr1; V1 (,‚ott1s diener; VIL (:ottes Diener), the LOpP of the soc1lal adder, the »Amtmann«,
and Mc Y, 35 (»He MUsSst make himselft»andbahti« (I: \e&vtovoyia, officium; VI: ampt;  ever, would not have eliminated the socio-polit-  VII: Ampt), R 1ı3,6 (»The authorities are in  ical overtones of the original word (minister) to  God’s service ...«) as »andbahts« (I: A&ıtovoyol,  be translated, though it would have focused not  ministri; VI: Gottis diener; VII: Gottes Diener),  on the top of the social ladder, the »Amtmann«,  and Mc 9,35 (»He must make himself ... [a]  but on the bottom, the servant or serf. Thus the  servant of all«) as »andbahts« (I: Sıdxovoc,  process of association which, if one applies  minister; VI: knecht; VII: Knecht). Materials  Strauss’s argumentation, Luther supposedly  such as these could be multiplied.  would have wanted to trigger with this different  One has to ask why in the September Testa-  phrasing would no longer be »Moses = Amt-  ment Luther did not translate the phrase in G  mann«, but »Moses = servant, serf, gemeiner  2,17 as »Amtmann der Sünde«, He translated it  Mann«. The result of this process still would be  as: »so hetten wyr von Christo nicht mehr denn  the same. Now the »emancipator« Christ  sunde« (WA DB 7,178). Luther replaced this  would not free the people from those hated  very free translation with the more appropriate  bureaucrats and their laws; he would free the  one, »Sündendiener«. We find this new text for  people from all servanthood, i. e., from all that is  the first time in the 1527 edition, and Luther  the opposite of those things for which the  retained it to the final version he supervised;  »Amtmann« stands. Strauss seems to ignore  WA DB 7, 179. Apparently when Luther worked  that the original word, »minister«, is a socially,  on the September Testament, he felt that the  politically charged word which expresses ser-  difficult to understand original (see also above,  vice in a fixed position. A good translator, there-  n.38), in which äuaotias ÖLdxovoc (peccati  fore, may not use a word which does not some-  minister) is said of Christ, needed such a free  how do justice to this meaning. (See also  translation. Whatever the situation was, Luther  Luther’s translation of the Vulgate’s »princeps  felt it necessary to add a lengthy marginal gloss  carceris« as »Amptman vber das Gefengnis«  in which he developed the theological meaning  [Gn 39,21], »custos carceris« as »Kerckermei-  of this phrase, without actually paraphrasing  ster« [Act 16,23. 27], and of the various titles of  the text. With slight changes, he retained this  the officers appointed by Moses in Dt ı, 15, for  gloss throughout all the editions he supervised.  which Luther uses »Heubter« and »Amptleu-  Finally, I am not arguing that, in light of the  te«; WA DB 6,483; 8,159. 557. 559.) At one  tradition, Luther’s »Amtmann der Sünde« was  point, Luther paraphrases the »minister« of G  the only possible phrasing. In the Preface,  2,17 with »prediger« vel »largitor« (see below,  Luther could have written: »[St. Paul calls  excursus II). While this paraphrase might,  Moses] einen Dienstknecht der Sünde und seine  perhaps, have eliminated the political over-  Kechtschaft eine Knechtschaft des Todes« (See  tones of »minister«, it certainly did not elimi-  also above, n. 44). This different phrasing, how-  nate the social overtones.  40a| but the bottom, the SErVant serf 'hus the
SEerVaNT of all«) »andbahts« ÖLAKOVOG, PIOCCSS of 4SS0OC1at1ıon which, if OLC applies
minıster; knecht; VIL echt) Materials Strauss’s argumentatıon, Luther supposedly
such these could be multiplied. would have wanted trıgger ith this ditferent

()ne has ask why 1n the September esta- phrasing would longer be »Moses Amt-
ment Luther did nNOt translate the phrase 1n In  « but » Moses SCIVanNt, serf, gemeıner
2, »  mannn der Sünde« He translated it Mann«. The result oft this DIOCCSS stil] would be

»SO hetten WYI Von Christo nicht mehr enn the Samne Now the »eManC1pator« Christ
sunde« |WA 7,178) Luther replaced this would NOT free the people trom those hated
VC. free translation with the LNOTC approprlate bureaucrats and their laws; he would free the
OLC, »Sündendiener«. We find this 1C  < text for people from all servanthood, C., trom all that 15
the first tiıme 1n the 1527 edition, and Luther the opposite of those things for which the
retained ıt the final versıion he supervised; »Amtmann« stands. Strauss 1gnore

73 E7S Apparently when Luther worked that the original word, »MINISter«, 15 socially,
the September lestament, he felt that the politically charged word which CADICSSCS SCI-

difficult understand original (see Iso above, vice ın fixed posıtıon. good translator, there-
n.38% ın which ÖÜUAQTLOAC ÖLAKOVOC (peccati fore, InNay NOTt UuUs«cC word which 0e€es not SOIMNEC-

minister| 15 sa1ıd of Christ, needed such free how do ustice this meanıng. (See Iso
translation. Whatever the sıtuation WaS, Luther Luther’s translation of the Vulgate’s »pPrMINcCePS
elt ıt 1Yy add lengthy marginal gloss CarcCer1Ss« »Amptman vber das Gefengnis«

which he developed the theological meanıng Gn 30311 »CUuStOS Carceris« »Kerckermei-
of this phrase, without actually paraphrasing STET« Act 16, 23 27 and of the Varıous titles of
the text With slight changes, he retained this the officers appointed by Moses 1ın DG L, 5y for
gloss throughout all the editions he supervised. which Luther uUuscs „Heubter« and »Amptleu-

Finally, NOt arguıng that, ın light of the LE «; 6,483; O, 150 S5F 559.) At OLLC

tradition, Luther’s »Amtmann der Süunde« Was pOo1nNt, Luther paraphrases the »M1INISter« of
the only possible phrasing. In the Preface, 2, with »prediger« vel »Jargitor« Isee below,
Luther could have wrıtten »|St. Paul calls IT} While this paraphrase might,
Moses| einen Dienstknecht der Süunde und se1ıne perhaps, have eliminated the political VT -
Kechtscha: eiıne Knechtschaft des Todes« (See ones of »mMinNısSter«, it certainly did not elimi-
Iso above, 44} his ditferent phrasing, how nate the social Overtones



EXxCcursus DE Luther »MINISteEr pDeCcCatı« SM 17)
As early 1n his Fırst Lecture Galatians un: des Todes« Christ 4N his »Amt der
(1516/17), Luther applies the phrase from Gnade«, that Christ 15 the mıinıster gratiae
24 1 Moses and CONTrasts the M1inN1Stry of (»Amtmann der Gnade«]J, Luther had de
Moses that of Christ: »3  n Moses, quı fuit scribed him ın his Fırst Lecture Galatians
mıinıster peccatı, quıla m PCI legem Ischolion 2/I7‘i and ın this connection
»mM1iniıistraviıt: BG NOfum fecit. Christus Luther 10 1 w LLLOIC refers 3, See
fuit miıinıster gratiıe in the g10ss he describes AA T, Q Iso 20,244,26 A

(‚erman texXtChrist with the title »mM1n1ster justitiae«|, ut
tolleret peCCatum, quod Moises attulerat PCI When 1ın his Lecture GCalatians and 1n
legem, gratiam daret, qUamn Moıi1ıses the COMMENLtALrY based it, Luther deals

with 2, I \WA L, 247, 261, 29], he repeatsquirebat« (WA 57 IL, V 10-13; I8, IS scholion
and g10Ss 2, I student’s notes]). Of COUISC, SOINC of these ideas. Agaın he discusses and
OMNC oes nNnOt know what word Luther would CONTrAaSts the LW mıinısterlia officia and their
have used for »M INISter« had he delivered this minıstr1; C 250, 10-24; 256, (reference
ecture 1n (German; OLLC Iso 0€es NOt know how 3,7)-— 261,29, SCC Iso 510,I P (on

351 make SUIC that the students geLthe student, who wrote OoOWN hat he heard
Luther SdYy, understood »MINISteEr«. But ın clear pıcture of the ditference between (what he

has called ın his 17S Lecture Galatians andCasC, early L6 OIl|  CD tinds this of the
phrase and 1ts meanıng. the I commentary|] the mınısterıum and the

In the 1519 »Commentary Galatians«, miıinıster peccatı et mortis an the mıinısteriıum
Luther makes Paul CONTrTrAa!: Moses Christ. and miıiniıister gratliae, he throws into his PIC-
Luther refers 3I and T 0-1 3, and iden- sentatıon that the phrase 1n S A peccatı
tifies »MiIN1IsSteriLumM Jegis« »MIN1IStratıio 1L11LOI1- mınıster, 1n 1ts application Christ »18 eın
t1S et peccat1«; 2,493, 35 494, 2 He COIl- wen1g vndeudsch«, and explains »MNINISteEr«
tinues: »Ideo Mosen mıinıstrum legis Paul| 1N- »prediger vel largitor«. (Perhaps ONC Inay COIN-

sider largitor be cho of the translation oftelligit mınıstrum peccatı mortis,Excursus II: Luther on »minister peccati« (G 2, 17)  As early as in his First Lecture on Galatians  und des Todes« to Christ and his »Amt der  (1516/17), Luther applies the phrase from G  Gnade«, so that Christ is the minister gratiae  2,17 to Moses and contrasts the ministry of  (»Amtmann der Gnade«)J, as Luther had de-  Moses to that of Christ: »... Moses, qui fuit  scribed him in his First Lecture on Galatians  minister peccati, quia peccatum ‚per legem  (scholion to 2,17); and in this connection  »ministravit« i.e. notum fecit. Christus autem  Luther once more refers to 2K 3,7. See WA DB  fuit minister gratie [in the gloss he describes  872114 - 27,2;0also WA 26,244,/26 - 253,18:  German text.  Christ with the title »minister iustitiae«], ut  tolleret peccatum, quod Moises attulerat per  When in his 1531 Lecture on Galatians and in  legem, et gratiam daret, quam Moises re-  the 1535 commentary based on it, Luther deals  with G 2, 17 (WA 401,247, ı - 261,29), he repeats  quirebat« (WA 57 IL 71, 10-13; 18, 18 — scholion  and gloss on 2,17, student’s notes). Of course,  some of these ideas. Again he discusses and  one does not know what word Luther would  contrasts the two ministeria or officia and their  have used for »minister« had he delivered this  ministri; e.g. 250, 10-24; 256, 17 (reference to 2  lecture in German; one also does not know how  K 3,7) — 261,29, see also 510,16 - 512,26 (on G  3,21). And to make sure that the students get a  the student, who wrote down what he heard  Luther say, understood »minister«. But in any  clear picture of the difference between (what he  has called in his First Lecture on Galatians and  case, as early as 1516 one finds this usage of the  phrase and its meaning.  the 1519 commentary) the ministerium and the  In the 1519 »Commentary on Galatians«,  minister peccati et mortis and the ministerium  Luther makes Paul contrast Moses to Christ.  and minister gratiae, he throws into his pre-  Luther refers to 2 K 3,7 and R 7,9-13, and iden-  sentation that the phrase in G 2,17, peccati  tifies »ministerium legis« as »ministratio mor-  minister, in its application to Christ »ist ein  tis et peccati«; WA 2,493, 38 - 494,2. He con-  wenig vndeudsch«, and explains »minister« as  tinues: »Ideo Mosen ministrum legis [Paul] in-  »prediger vel largitor«. (Perhaps one may con-  sider largitor to be an echo of the translation of  telligit ministrum peccati et mortis, ... Cui op-  ponit Christum ministrum iustitiae [see the  this phrase in the September Testament; see  gloss of 1516], qui hoc implevit, quod Moses per  above, excursus I.) He mentions 2 K 3, »ubi  legem exegit.« At this points Luther cites J 1, 17  [Paul] tractat diligenter ministerium vitae, mor-  (perhaps remembering that in the scholion of  tis; literae, spiritus; gratiae, legis«. Then he de-  1516 he has described Christ as minister  velops in what way, according to Paul, Moses is  gratiae); 494, 3-9-  a minister (i.e., according to the explanation of  If it is permissible to press the situation, then  this term which Luther had just given, a predi-  one could consider these passages in the lecture  ger vel largitor) legis and has the »ministerium  and the commentary on Galatians the Latin ver-  legis quod est peccati, mortis, irae minis-  sion which in the Preface Luther recasts in Ger-  terium«.  man. In the Preface, Moses is an »Amtmann«  And finally, he elaborates on the term »minis-  (or »minister«) der »Sünde« and his »Amt« (or  ter peccati«. He apparently did all this so quick-  »ministerium«) is a »Amt des Todes«. Luther  1y that the otherwise exact Georg Rörer, in tak-  again refers to 2 K 3, 7. And then he contrasts the  ing down what he heard Luther say, by mistake  »Amtmann« Moses and his »Amt der Sünde  made Luther quote 2 K 4, could not note two  41Cu1
pon1 Christum mMınNıstrum iust1iıtiae see the this phrase 1n the September JTestament; i
gloss of 15 16|, quı hoc implevit, quod Moses PCI above, He mentions 3, »ubi
legem exegit.« At this polinNts Luther cıtes L, Paul| TACTAt diligenter mınısterıum vıtae, INOT-

(perhaps remembering that ın the scholion of t1S; literae, SPIr1LtUS; gratliae, legis«. hen he de:
1516 he has described Christ miıinister velops 1n what WAaY, according Paul, Moses 15
gratiae); 494, 3 minıster (1 C., according the explanation of

1t ıt 15 permissible toO the situation, then this term which Luther had Just g1ven, predi-
ON could consider these in the ecture gCI ve]l largitor) legis and has the »M IN1ISterLLM
an! the COMMENTALY Galatians the atınVE legis quod est peccatıi, mortis, irae m1n1Ss-
S10N 5 F the Preface Luther reCcCasts 1n (zer- terıum«

the Preface, Moses 15 »Amtmann« inally, he elaborates the term »IN1N1S-
(Or »minister«|] der »Sünde« and his »Amt« (Or ter peccatı«. He apparently did all this quick-
»ministerium «] 15 »Amt des Todes«. Luther 1y that the otherwise eorg Röorer, tak.
agaın refers &. then he CONtrasts the ing OWN what he heard Luther SaYy, by mistake
»Amtmann« Moses and his »Amt der Sunde made Luther 4, could NOt note LW

x



chapter references Romans he added OILC For Christ’s .UNUS, officium, mınısteri1um,
between the lines and had use IHNanYy ab: and for the »WOTr k«I ulfill thıs of.
breviations; SCC I! 256, 257, 3y Hs LExXTt: fic1um, see also WA 57 III, 128, 130 1 133,9

It 1S clear, then, that, when working ıth the LTE LAISY Ischolion and gloss Z AA
phrase »peCccatı miınıster«, Luther 15 concerned student’s notes]; 2,26, 27/7,29; 152,23-
ıth the miniısteriıum officium of the LtWO 154,22; 39 ES34,12 539,2 'both versions];
»Jargitores«, »prediger«, »M1INIStI1«, »Amtmän- y 2077 295,I1  n 1L:8517,1 5I8, these
<c Christ and Moses. Contrary Strauss, Luther applies Christ titles such
the titles which Luther aSsS1gns Moses »dominus«, »TCX«, »VICtOT«, »KOn1g«, » Prıe-
Christ 1n their respect1ıve ministries dIC unım- Ster«. One wonders how Strauss would have
portant Strauss reads something into Luther’s shaped his Inhad he worked ıth these

of »MINISter Amtmann« which 18 NOt titles for Christ rather thanwith »eMaNC1patOr«,
there. the title suggested iın his argumentation.
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