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Luther„—„_an Antinomian ?fi
By Gottfried LI/(rodel

That the gospel of God’s SIACC anı through Jesus Christ, that the freedom for
hich Christ has SECTt the believer CC an! that faith that gospel and ave
een distorted 1n antınomı1an WaYy fixed 1tems the history of the church
S1NCe the days of St Paul 4A5 CVECIY Lutheran confirmand, but especially
CVCIY Lutheran paStOr, knowSs, ought know, these 1tems ATC NOT mM1sSS1INg
the church of the Lutheran Reformation. Robert Jenson, the editor of
the Lutheran theological journal » D13_]_0g «, feels compelled write: »»Antınom-
1aN1SM ,K  >  0  r  Luther„—„_an Antinomian? -  By Gottfried G. LI/(rodel  That the gospel of God’s grace in and through Jesus Christ, that the freedom for  which Christ has set the believer free, and that faith in that gospel can and have  been distorted in an antinomian way are fixed items in the history of the church  since the days of St. Paul. And as every Lutheran confirmand, but especially  every Lutheran pastor, knows, or ought to know, these items are not missing in  the church of the Lutheran Reformation. And so Robert W. Jenson, the editor of  the Lutheran theological journal »Dialog«, feels compelled to write: »»Antinom-  ianism., ... this venerable error, in its protean forms, is the heresy of the contem-  porary American church.«! To this voice from within the church comes now  one from the outside, directed not at the contemporary church but at Luther.  Several years ago, Gerald Strauss, one of the leading American social histori-  ans of the German Reformation, published a book entitled »Law, resistance, and  the state: the opposition to Roman law in Reformation Germany«.? On the basis  of this book one would have to assume that the antinomianism creeping within  the Lutheran church is the result of Luther’s »doctrine« (209). Therefore Strauss’s  position has to be presented (I), and its basis in the sources and Strauss’s way of  COG  Martin Luther: Commentary on Galatians (In epistolam S. Pauli ad Galatas commentarius,  1535 (engl.))  Dietz  Philipp Dietz: Wörterbuch zu Dr. Martin Luthers deutschen Schriften. L 1870, 1872; repr.  Hildesheim 1961, 1973.  DWB  Deutsches Wörterbuch/ founded by Jacob and Wilhelm Grimm. L 1854-1971; repr. M 1984.  PGCOT  Martin Luther: Preface to the German translation of the Old Testament, 1523.  TA  Martin Luther: Temporal authority: to what extent it should be obeyed (Von weltlicher  Obrigkeit, wie weit man ihr Gehorsam schuldig sei, 1523 (engl.))  1ı Dialog 22 (St. Paul, MN 1983), 244, editorial page (emphasis by Jenson).  2 Gerald STRAUSss: Law, resistance, and the state: the opposition to Roman law in Reformation  Germany. Princeton, NJ, 1986. For reviews and some details, see Gottfried G. KRODEL: Luther  and the opposition to Roman law in Germany. LuJ 58 (1991), 13-16.  69this venerable CIIOL, 1n 1ts protean forms, 15 the heresy of the CONtEM-
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working with these SOUTCCS aVO be examıned (II) Was Luther the SOTT of
antınomıan that 15 presented thıs book? May OI1LC derive tfrom Luther’s pOSI1-
t1ıon »antınomıan Straın« and » bracingly libertarian allure«23

clariıfication advance: As sSOC1al historian, Strauss SCS5 »antınomı1aNn«
NOLT with theological but sSOC1ial meanıng, and his book makes clear that he
has little ınterest 1n aANt1INnOoM1ANıSM theological problem; fact, he 111C11-
t10NS Luther’s C  ywith the antınom1ans OnLy passıng ( E, 204, 4O;
205). FOor Strauss antınomıan 15 PECISON who opposed the introduction of
Roman law 1into the German legal SYStTEM, who W as dissatistied with the legal
conditions existing the Embite at the beginning of the 16nand tried
change them, if NECCSSALY CVCN with force. Luther has be considered the bridge
between this antınomı1anısm late dicta and the antınomı1anısm stricte theologice
dicta Luther NOTt create the antınom1anısm late dicta, but push 1t the
EXTTEMe through SOTLIC of his theological POS1t10NS and the force of his rhetorical
ability Therefore »11 1ts original impulse, the Reformation W 3as driven bDy
Strong aNnt1noM1aNıSM « 192).*

Luther’s [ JIse ofrT E 9, and New SOCIal Order
Introduction

On 08 Strauss discusses SOINC from He 4aSSUINEeS that
there aTre »am bivalent t1es JOo1INNg Christians the law« 208]), and heul that
„Luther spoke often and INallYy iıtferent WayS« about these ambivalent
t1es »that his audiences could NOtT aVe failed DaYy due heed this fateful
problem « 1ibid.) E, 96 15 »the fixed pomint of departure« Strauss 0€es NOT tell

Strauss: Law, resistance and the S  e C Strauss DULtS much weight Luther’s rhetorical
slzill an the »popular Ve1lN« of Luther’s speaking anı writing 210) Theretore tor demon-
stratıng Luther’s posiıtion effort has een made draw Luther’s SCITNONS, those that
were actually preached and those hich WEeIC destined only be read.
For details, e Gottftried KRODEL; »Evangelische Bewegung« Luther Anfänge der luthe-
rischen Landeskirche: die erstenreder Reformation1 Schnittpunkt VO  } Kirchengeschichte
un! Sozlalgeschichte. Luthers Wirkung Festschrift für Martin Brecht ZU 60 Geburtstag/
ed. by Wolt-Dieter Hauschildworking with these sources have to be examined (I). Was Luther the sort of  antinomian that is presented in this book? May one derive from Luther’s posi-  tion an »antinomian strain« and »a bracingly libertarian allure«?3  A clarification in advance: As a social historian, Strauss uses »antinomian«  not with a theological but a social meaning, and his book makes clear that he  has little interest in antinomianism as a theological problem; in fact, he men-  tions Luther’s controversy with the antinomians only in passing (e. g, 204, n. 40;  205). For Strauss an antinomian is a person who opposed the introduction of  Roman law into the German legal system, or who was dissatisfied with the legal  conditions existing in the Empire at the beginning of the 16* century and tried to  change them, if necessary even with force. Luther has to be considered the bridge  between this antinomianism late dicta and the antinomianism stricte theologice  dicta. Luther did not create the antinomianism late dicta, but did push it to the  extreme through some of his theological positions and the force of his rhetorical  ability. Therefore »in its original impulse, ... the Reformation was driven by a  strong antinomianism« (192).*  T Luthers USe6ft TT 9, and a NEW Social Order  1 Introduction  On pages 208 f Strauss discusses some passages from TA.° He assumes that  there are »ambivalent ties joining Christians to the law« (208), and he argues that  »Luther spoke so often and in so many different ways« about these ambivalent  ties »that his audiences could not have failed to pay due heed to this fateful  problem« (ibid.). ı T ı, 9° is »the fixed point of departure« — Strauss does not tell  3 Strauss: Law, resistance and the state, 210. Strauss puts much weight on Luther’s rhetorical  skill and on the »popular vein« of Luther’s speaking and writing (210). Therefore for demon-  strating Luther’s position an effort has been made to draw on Luther’s sermons, those that  were actually preached and those which were destined only to be read.  4 For details, see Gottfried G. KRODEL: »Evangelische Bewegung« - Luther - Anfänge der luthe-  rischen Landeskirche: die ersten Jahre der Reformation im Schnittpunkt von Kirchengeschichte  und Sozialgeschichte. In: Luthers Wirkung = Festschrift für Martin Brecht zum 60o. Geburtstag/  ed. by Wolf-Dieter Hauschild ... S 1992, 9-45; ID.: The opposition to Roman law and the Refor-  mation in Germany. The journal of law and religion 10 (1993-94), 221-266.  5 Strauss summarizes, paraphrases, refers to, or quotes from, WA I1, 249, 36 - 250, 2; 250, 6-9.  13-20; 251,12-15. 35-37;259, 25-36; 260, 2 £. 5 £.  6 Cited by Luther in WA ı1, 250, 9. 24. For Luther’s work with this passage, see also WA ı01 1,  360, 24 — 361, I4.  70092, O-. 113 The Oppositıion Roman law and the Reftfor-
matıon 1n Germany The journal of law and religion 11993-94|], 721-266
Strauss summarızes, paraphrases, refers e} quotes trom, L, 249, 36 250, 2; 250, 6-9
1:3+20; 251, DEr C a S 259, 25-36; 260, f
Cited by Luther 1ın 15 For Luther’s work with this pasSSagc, SCr Iso E
360, 361,
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the reader for whom what; SINCE he works with materials selected from
OTIC has AaSSUTMNC that f 15 the fixed pomint of departure ftor what Luther SaVYS
the hich he selects from this book

Strauss’s assumption 15 unfounded. In 1L, »ambivalent t1eS« Jo1N-
Ig the Christian law, and that »fateful problem« 0€es NOTt eX1St 1n thIs(
Therefore Strauss makes Luther deal with non-existent problem, an the
terials hich he selects from 4ATE placed frame of reference which 0es
NOt eX1St. Further, for Luther »the fixed point of departure« for what he

the section of hich he C1tes L, 15 the 1Vision of »Adams lzinder«
1Nto LW  '@) sect10ns: those who belong the rCgNUMN dei Christi, and those who
belong the TCSNUNN mundı.8 from this posıtıion Luther first in
section of this first of his book] 1Nto discussion of the of the
FrCSNUM Christi, of the conduct of 1tSs C1t1Zzens, and of the role of law this
conduct; and L, 15 cited 1n thıs CO

the following sect1on Ar Luther proceeds the SaIlllc WaY, but 1LOW his
subject 15 the FCSNUNN mundi He adds LWO 1CW toplcs: The relationship of the
»ZWCY regiment« each other and the conduct of the cC1ıt1zens of the
Christi the mundi (Wwhich includes the role of law) This second tOp1C
becomes the pomint of departure for what Luther SayS the remaınıng sect1ons of
the first part of this book Strauss 1gnores these remaınıng sect10ons, but picks OUuUt
SO1I11C of the statements which Luther makes the conclusion of his discussion
of that latter tODIG. Just because sect1on Luther qUOCTES S twıice 0€es
NOt permit OI1IC make that PASSasc »the tixed point of departure«; anı the
compositional Structure of the TeXt clearly prohibits this.

S68 eg4/M DDIBELIUS: The pastoral epistles (Die Pastoralbriete (eng]l.))/ transl]. trom the
4tb ed TEV. 1966, by Philip Buttolph and Adela Yarbro. Phil 1972, f; Heikki RÄISÄNEN:
Paul and the law. 1986 207 the author simply shows his COININOIMN CI1ISC«;
„überraschend einfache Formulierung«, tto BAUERNFEIND:! esetz Im Die eli
g10N 1n Geschichte und Gegenwart. Srd ed Vol 1958, 519; 1ın general, SCC Brice
MARTIN: Christ an the LAawWw 1n Paul Leiden 989

$ 249, f;in general, see WA2, 96, D 98, I8, 3809, 19-26; M, 554, 55/, 3I1;for
TEBINUIL Christi, S6 E 688, 20-29; S: 542, 543, 2 122, 12-28; 52, 268, 269, 31;
tor regNUM mundi, SC6 I 675, 676; 4.; 5I4, I®
See above,
WA ı1l, 2 -253, 16

L 259, 25-36; 260, „
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Strauss’s Posıtıon
Strauss’s posıtion Luther and law becomes clear when OTIIC Cons1ıders his work
with the PASSSascS hich he selects from On PascC 08 he wriıtes:

»The tixed point of departure 15 Timothy 1.9 the law 15 NOT aimed the Just anı: law:
abiding, but at the awless an the unruly. The tormer requiıre neither 1L10OT7T political
direction. all the world wWwere Christian, SdyS Luther in his 5223 treatıes On Secular Au-
thority),* there would be need tor kings, lords, authority, Jaw.«

Then Strauss qUOCTES from 1ARB good tree needs instruction wrıtten lLaw
6ar good fruit; DYy the pın and the taith Christians ave such

(»genaturt«)!4 that they do ILNOTE good and right than OC could force them do
with books of law ABgl instruct1ion. Therefore »fOr themselves, they need!s ne1-
ther StAatutes 1L1LOT code of laws«. he cCcContinues 209)

»But, alas, the world 15 far from such perfection. ‚Not 0)81> ın thousand 1S right Christian,
he Luther suspected.!% Instruction, law and compulsion A4ATE therefore indispensable. The
alternative these 15 chaos. The world anı the crowd AT and remaın unchristian, Luther
J though they ABg all baptized and call themselves Christians by name«.!/ Even 110
when the gospel has risen agaln, there Ba  - be talk oft abolishing laws, nOot the Old esta-
Ment anı NOLT anı of the other forms of law.ı8 EeSUSs NOT abrogate them;” what he-

eeI 249, 36 250,
I3 WA TI 200 I13-20O.
I J  O, I

Luther writes »dürffen«; e y 2 SCC below,
16 Strauss qUOLTES L, 251, f; Sl below, I
LF Strauss qUOLTES L: 251,

From here »Christians, then, AaATe released from the law, Strauss works with 0,
260 »LIDenn hie sihestu, das Christus nicht das gESELZ auffhebt, spricht:2 Strauss’s Position  Strauss’s position on Luther and law becomes clear when one considers his work  with the passsages which he selects from TA. On page 208 he writes:  »The fixed point of departure is I Timothy 1:9: the law is not aimed at the just and law-  abiding, but at the lawless and the unruly. The former require neither statutes nor political  direction. If all the world were Christian, says Luther (in his 1523 treaties On Secular Au-  thority),* there would be no need for kings, lords, authority, or law.«  Then Strauss quotes from TA'3: A good tree needs no instruction or written law  to bear good fruit; by the Spirit and the faith Christians have such a nature  (»genaturt«)'* that they do more good and right than one could force them to do  with books of law and instruction. Therefore »for themselves, they need!s nei-  ther statutes nor a code of laws«, And he continues (209):  »But, alas, the world is far from such perfection. »Not one in a thousandis a right Christian,«  he [Luther] suspected.*‘ Instruction, law, and compulsion are therefore indispensable. The  alternative to these is chaos. »The world and the crowd are and remain unchristian, Luther  wrote, >»though they are all baptized and call themselves Christians by name«.!7 Even now,  when the gospel has risen again, there can be no talk of abolishing laws, not the Old Testa-  ment and not any of the other forms of law.*® Jesus did not abrogate them;* what he accom-  13 See WA11,2409, 36 -250, 1.  13 WA TI 256,13-:20,  14 WA11,2506,19:  15 Luther writes »dürffen«; WA 11, 250, 20; see below, n. 21.  16 Strauss quotes WA 11,251, 12 f; see below, n. 51.  17 Strauss quotes WA 11, 251, 35-37.  18 From here to »Christians, then, are released from the law, ...« Strauss works with WA ı1, 259,  25 - 260, 6: »Denn hie sihestu, das Christus nicht das gesetz auffhebt, da er spricht: ... [Mt 5, 38  f], Sondern er legt den verstand des gesetzs auß, ..., Als sollt er sagen: yhr Juden meynet, es sey  für Gott recht unnd wol than, wenn yhr das ewr mit recht widder holet, und verlasset euch  drauff, das Moses gesagt hatt: eyn auge umb eyn auge etc. [31] Ich sage euch aber, das solch  gesetz Mose darumb geben hatt uber die bößen, die nicht zu Gottes reych gehören, das sie sich  selb nicht rechen odder ergers thun, sondern durch solch euserlich recht gezwungen werden,  böses zu lassen, das sie doch mit eym euserlichen recht und regiment verfasset werden unter  die gewalt; [note the semicolon for which in the first print stands a slash (StA 3, 49, 15); now  begins Strauss’s quotation.] [35] Yhr aber sollt euch ßo hallten, das yhr solchs rechts nicht  dürffet noch suchet. [The period is also in the first print. Strauss eliminates the following.] [36]  Denn ob wol die welltliche uberkeytt solch gesetz muß haben, darnach sie die unglewbigen  richte, und auch yhr selbs wol des [260, ı] brauchen mügt, andere darnach zu richten, ßo sollt  yrs doch fur euch unnd ynn ewr sachen nicht suchen nach brauchen, [Strauss quotes the  72|Mt \ y 38

{], Sondern legt en verstand des gESELZS aufß, Als sollt I1 yhr Juden meynet, SCY
für Gott recht unnd wol than, WEEC1111 yhr das C W mıit recht widder holet, un! verlasset uch
drauff, das Moses gesagt hatt CYIl aUBC umb CYIl auUge eiCcC. [37] Ich Sapc uch aber, das solch
gESELZ Mose darumb geben hatt uber die bößen, die nicht Ottes reych gehören, das s1e sich
selb nicht rechen odder CIgCIS thun, sondern durch solch euserlich recht d  ‚WU: werden,
böses lassen, das sS1e doch mıiıt CY. euserlichen recht un: regiment vertasset werden
die gewalt; Inote the semicolon tor which 1ın the first Prn stands slash (IStA 3, 49, 5); L1OW

begins Strauss’s quotation.| E Yhr ber sollt uch o hallten, das yhr solchs rechts nicht
dürffet noch suchet. |'The period 1S Iso 1n the first print Strauss eliminates the ollowing.] [26]
Denn ob wol die welltliche uberkeytt solch gesetZz MmMUu: haben, darnach s1e die unglewbigen
richte, un! uch yhr selbs wol des 1260, 1| brauchen mugt, andere darnach richten, o sollt
YIS doch tur uch unnd CW sachen nicht suchen nach brauchen, [Strauss quotes the



plished Was TEINOVEC his O W people trom 1ts gr1p. 20 ‚ You Christians, esus saıd his
followers, »IMMUST conduct yourselves that YOU neither make uSsSe 0f]n 1107 requıre such
law. You O W: the kingdom of heaven. Leave the kingdom of the earth those who
wWwant 1t.<23 Christians, then, AT released?4 from the law, lthough nothing about their ‚havior
1n the world reveals this STa of emancı1pat1on. ee| they ATE 1n everything they do the

tollowing 2] denn yhr habt das hymelreych, drum b sollt yhr das erdreych lassenn WCT uch
Mpt.« [|End of quotatıion. Strauss continues: Christians, then, AT released trom the law
and this could be 1IGe 1LLLOTC Isee elow, 20] paraphrase of 260,

E 'his 15 SUININaLYy of WA $ 259,
hiıs 15 SUIMNIMMNATY of L, 260, »|Christ zeucht die SECYNEN eraufß, das sS1e für sich selhb
der 1.e., law of Moses an of secular authority| nicht brauchen, sondern den unglewbigen
lassen sollen, wilchen S1e doch uch mit solchem yhrem recht dAienen mugen,

M Strauss qUOLTLES L, 259, Luther writes „dürffet«; L, 259, 36 According Dietz L,
470 f, Luther used »dürfen«, connected with the genitiıve of the pErSONMN thing he here

tor »bedürfen,Jnöthig haben: anı this 15 the first meanıng. (See Iso IL 74,
f; DW. 2, - [ 30, CSD. In [ RÜBNERS [IEUTSCHES WÖRTERBUCH. Vol Dl ed Altred Cötze

1940, 116 The construction of the verb (»solchs rechts nicht ürftfet demands the
translation: »3 conduct yourselves 1n such WaYy that yOUu neither need LLOT require literally
»search for«] such Jaw.« See Iso StA 3, 49, 1Ol (on 38) E translation 15 suggested Iso
by the WaYy ın which Luther phrased his ideas 1ın the tollowing L, 36 260, 2,
ignored by Strauss Luther that Christians » in the of »being able LO«,
»being authorized to«] make use of law« anı he used the verb „brauchen« 260, He Iso
used „brauchen« (1 L, 260, the quoted above, ın 2 which Strauss Iso ignored.,
Conversely, Luther used „dürtffen« (1 L, 250, 20] 1n the sente‘: quoted above,
here Strauss correctly translates »„»dürten« with »need«., Why does he 1ın the present SCI1-

change his translation from »nNeed« „»make use of«? Further, there 15 difference
between »CO make use of something« an! »TO need something«. Strauss makes Luther Sd y
something like the following: » You Christians aAic released trom the law; therefore do NOt uUuUsc

the law 1t doesn’t atter whether yOoUu might need 1t.« From here 1t 15 only ( Step the
argument that Christians aTe emancipated from law, and Strauss at TIGe takes this StED; SCC

above. ıt 15 only 0)81  D turther step the argume: that Christians who obey the law
anyhow do with condescending attiıtude Isee below, 96 f), Strauss 5SdyS 1n the nexXt

paragraph, Out of @Jı noblesse oblige; SCC the tollowing block quotatl1on.
Ellipses by Strauss

23 Strauss uOtes 260, Luther NOT Say that Christians ought »„leave the kingdom
of the earth those who WAanNnt it«. He said L, 260, ÖL emphasis mine): e darum b sollt yhr
das erdreych lassen WeTI uch NYINDL«. Luther’s Statemen! 0€es NOT deal with Christians
wh: wıithdraw trom the world 1n order tOo torm »A select small band« (see the tollowing block
quotation) of the emancipated 1165 (see the CeEXt above]). But 1it deals with the conduct of Chris
t1ans who AaTe confronted with torce. For the following, ST above, What Strauss selec-
tively quotes trom L, 259, 260, 155 1ın reality LW SCNIENCES, beginning 1n 259, 31,
ending 1n 260, 3 an separated by period (2 36) Both sentences aTe parallel constructions
and AL concessively connected (»Denn ob wol 259, 36) In the first
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INOSLT punctilious abiders by the law Once agaın, Luther permıits distinetion here be
religious anı secular laws.25 Neither Christians 1107 ‚non-Christians:« discriminate

between them 1n their workaday lives.?6 All law 15 0)81> 1ts overall PUIDOSC anı ın 1ts
objectives, 1t 15 indivisible.«

At this poinNt Strauss wonders „where this doctrine left the individual FOl-
lower of Luther| with reESDECL the INally external rules sSet for hım by his
SOCIetY. Is it likely aVe affected his attıtude and demeanor toward laws, and

how?« 209] Prior answernng this question, Strauss »PuZzZle«: As

(2 31-36| Luther has Christ make affırmation (»Ich Sapgc uch aber, and exhorta-
'@(0)8: hich stands ın CONTTra: the affirmation Yhrber sollt _____ ) 1n the second SCIHIH-

Luther has Christ make affırmation die welltliche uberkeytt solch gesetZz MU:
haben,most punctilious abiders by the law. Once again, Luther permits no distinction here be-  tween religious and secular laws.?s Neither Christians nor »non-Christians« discriminate  between them in their workaday lives.? All law is one. In its overall purpose and in its  objectives, it is indivisible.«  At this point Strauss wonders »where this doctrine left the individual fol-  lower [of Luther] with respect to the many external rules set for him by his  society. Is it likely to have affected his attitude and demeanor toward laws, and  if so how?« (209) Prior to answering this question, Strauss poses a »puzzle«: As  (259, 31-36) Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»Ich sage euch aber, ...«) and an exhorta-  tion which stands in contrast to the affirmation (» Yharaber sollt ...«). And in the second sen-  tence Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»... die welltliche uberkeytt solch gesetz muß  haben, ... und auch yr selbs wol des brauchen mügt, ...,«) and an exhoration which stands in  contrast to the affirmation (»ßo sollt yhrs doch ... nicht ... brauchenn, ...«). To the second  sentence Luther makes Christ add (260, 2) the basis for the exhortation (»denn ... darumb«),  which in connection with the prior affirmation provides the proper understanding of the ex-  hortation. Both sentences are also related to each other in gradation because in the second  sentence Luther picks up and develops further what he has said in the first sentence. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he speaks of not needing and searchingfor secular law; in the  exhortation of the second sentence he speaks of not searchingf£for secular law and also of not  usingit. In the second clause of the affirmation of the second sentence (»und auch yr selbs wol  des [Rechts] brauchen mügt«) and in the exhortation of this second sentence (»so sollt yrs  doch«) he develops the role which secular Iaw does and does not have for Christians. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he has spoken only of the role secular law does not have for  Christians, and in the affirmation of the first sentence he has only spoken of the role secular  Jaw has for the »bößen«. I£ one does not perform textual surgery, as Strauss does, if one adopts  the translation of »dürfen« mandated by Luther’s usuage (see above, n. 21), and if one follows  the structure of both sentences, then Luther has Christ say: »Laws have been given so that the  evil ones are »verfasset ... unter die Gewalt« (259, 31-35). But you Christians ought to behave  yourselves, as individuals and as a group (»fur euch unnd in ewr sachen«; 260, ı f; see also ı K6,  1-8), in such a way that you neither need secular law nor search for it nor use it (259, 35 f. 260,  2: >dürffet«, »‚suchet«, »suchen«, »brauchenn:«). I also affirm (a) that secular authority has to have  laws to judge the evil ones and the unbelievers (259, 34 £. 36 f), and (b) that in your dealings  with those others (260, 1) - but only with them - not withstanding my exhortations —- you can  [you are enabled, or you are authorized] to make use of the law (259, 37 - 260, 1); in fact, this  possibility is for you an obligation of service, as I have already demonstrated; see 11, 254, I1 -  255, 4. f someone tries to take away from you the regnum mundi and all that pertains to it (see  also WA 23, 514, 1-4), laßt fahren dahin, sie haben kein Gewinn, das Himmelreich belongs to  you; therefore you do not need the (regnum mundi and its) law.« Except for the last clause (of  which the translation lacks precision), Strauss eliminates the second sentence. As a result,  the connection of this last clause with all the preceding materials is missing, and Strauss’s  selective reading of this text creates a wrong impression of Luther’s position. According to  Luther’s text, Christ gives two clear instructions for the conduct of a Christian who is con-  74uUun:« uch yI selbs wol des brauchen mügt, /“) an exhoration which stands 1ın

the attirmation (»150 sollt yhrs 'ochmost punctilious abiders by the law. Once again, Luther permits no distinction here be-  tween religious and secular laws.?s Neither Christians nor »non-Christians« discriminate  between them in their workaday lives.? All law is one. In its overall purpose and in its  objectives, it is indivisible.«  At this point Strauss wonders »where this doctrine left the individual fol-  lower [of Luther] with respect to the many external rules set for him by his  society. Is it likely to have affected his attitude and demeanor toward laws, and  if so how?« (209) Prior to answering this question, Strauss poses a »puzzle«: As  (259, 31-36) Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»Ich sage euch aber, ...«) and an exhorta-  tion which stands in contrast to the affirmation (» Yharaber sollt ...«). And in the second sen-  tence Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»... die welltliche uberkeytt solch gesetz muß  haben, ... und auch yr selbs wol des brauchen mügt, ...,«) and an exhoration which stands in  contrast to the affirmation (»ßo sollt yhrs doch ... nicht ... brauchenn, ...«). To the second  sentence Luther makes Christ add (260, 2) the basis for the exhortation (»denn ... darumb«),  which in connection with the prior affirmation provides the proper understanding of the ex-  hortation. Both sentences are also related to each other in gradation because in the second  sentence Luther picks up and develops further what he has said in the first sentence. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he speaks of not needing and searchingfor secular law; in the  exhortation of the second sentence he speaks of not searchingf£for secular law and also of not  usingit. In the second clause of the affirmation of the second sentence (»und auch yr selbs wol  des [Rechts] brauchen mügt«) and in the exhortation of this second sentence (»so sollt yrs  doch«) he develops the role which secular Iaw does and does not have for Christians. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he has spoken only of the role secular law does not have for  Christians, and in the affirmation of the first sentence he has only spoken of the role secular  Jaw has for the »bößen«. I£ one does not perform textual surgery, as Strauss does, if one adopts  the translation of »dürfen« mandated by Luther’s usuage (see above, n. 21), and if one follows  the structure of both sentences, then Luther has Christ say: »Laws have been given so that the  evil ones are »verfasset ... unter die Gewalt« (259, 31-35). But you Christians ought to behave  yourselves, as individuals and as a group (»fur euch unnd in ewr sachen«; 260, ı f; see also ı K6,  1-8), in such a way that you neither need secular law nor search for it nor use it (259, 35 f. 260,  2: >dürffet«, »‚suchet«, »suchen«, »brauchenn:«). I also affirm (a) that secular authority has to have  laws to judge the evil ones and the unbelievers (259, 34 £. 36 f), and (b) that in your dealings  with those others (260, 1) - but only with them - not withstanding my exhortations —- you can  [you are enabled, or you are authorized] to make use of the law (259, 37 - 260, 1); in fact, this  possibility is for you an obligation of service, as I have already demonstrated; see 11, 254, I1 -  255, 4. f someone tries to take away from you the regnum mundi and all that pertains to it (see  also WA 23, 514, 1-4), laßt fahren dahin, sie haben kein Gewinn, das Himmelreich belongs to  you; therefore you do not need the (regnum mundi and its) law.« Except for the last clause (of  which the translation lacks precision), Strauss eliminates the second sentence. As a result,  the connection of this last clause with all the preceding materials is missing, and Strauss’s  selective reading of this text creates a wrong impression of Luther’s position. According to  Luther’s text, Christ gives two clear instructions for the conduct of a Christian who is con-  74nichtmost punctilious abiders by the law. Once again, Luther permits no distinction here be-  tween religious and secular laws.?s Neither Christians nor »non-Christians« discriminate  between them in their workaday lives.? All law is one. In its overall purpose and in its  objectives, it is indivisible.«  At this point Strauss wonders »where this doctrine left the individual fol-  lower [of Luther] with respect to the many external rules set for him by his  society. Is it likely to have affected his attitude and demeanor toward laws, and  if so how?« (209) Prior to answering this question, Strauss poses a »puzzle«: As  (259, 31-36) Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»Ich sage euch aber, ...«) and an exhorta-  tion which stands in contrast to the affirmation (» Yharaber sollt ...«). And in the second sen-  tence Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»... die welltliche uberkeytt solch gesetz muß  haben, ... und auch yr selbs wol des brauchen mügt, ...,«) and an exhoration which stands in  contrast to the affirmation (»ßo sollt yhrs doch ... nicht ... brauchenn, ...«). To the second  sentence Luther makes Christ add (260, 2) the basis for the exhortation (»denn ... darumb«),  which in connection with the prior affirmation provides the proper understanding of the ex-  hortation. Both sentences are also related to each other in gradation because in the second  sentence Luther picks up and develops further what he has said in the first sentence. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he speaks of not needing and searchingfor secular law; in the  exhortation of the second sentence he speaks of not searchingf£for secular law and also of not  usingit. In the second clause of the affirmation of the second sentence (»und auch yr selbs wol  des [Rechts] brauchen mügt«) and in the exhortation of this second sentence (»so sollt yrs  doch«) he develops the role which secular Iaw does and does not have for Christians. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he has spoken only of the role secular law does not have for  Christians, and in the affirmation of the first sentence he has only spoken of the role secular  Jaw has for the »bößen«. I£ one does not perform textual surgery, as Strauss does, if one adopts  the translation of »dürfen« mandated by Luther’s usuage (see above, n. 21), and if one follows  the structure of both sentences, then Luther has Christ say: »Laws have been given so that the  evil ones are »verfasset ... unter die Gewalt« (259, 31-35). But you Christians ought to behave  yourselves, as individuals and as a group (»fur euch unnd in ewr sachen«; 260, ı f; see also ı K6,  1-8), in such a way that you neither need secular law nor search for it nor use it (259, 35 f. 260,  2: >dürffet«, »‚suchet«, »suchen«, »brauchenn:«). I also affirm (a) that secular authority has to have  laws to judge the evil ones and the unbelievers (259, 34 £. 36 f), and (b) that in your dealings  with those others (260, 1) - but only with them - not withstanding my exhortations —- you can  [you are enabled, or you are authorized] to make use of the law (259, 37 - 260, 1); in fact, this  possibility is for you an obligation of service, as I have already demonstrated; see 11, 254, I1 -  255, 4. f someone tries to take away from you the regnum mundi and all that pertains to it (see  also WA 23, 514, 1-4), laßt fahren dahin, sie haben kein Gewinn, das Himmelreich belongs to  you; therefore you do not need the (regnum mundi and its) law.« Except for the last clause (of  which the translation lacks precision), Strauss eliminates the second sentence. As a result,  the connection of this last clause with all the preceding materials is missing, and Strauss’s  selective reading of this text creates a wrong impression of Luther’s position. According to  Luther’s text, Christ gives two clear instructions for the conduct of a Christian who is con-  74brauchenn, 10 the second
Luther makes Christ adı 1260, 2} the basis tOor the exhortation (»dennmost punctilious abiders by the law. Once again, Luther permits no distinction here be-  tween religious and secular laws.?s Neither Christians nor »non-Christians« discriminate  between them in their workaday lives.? All law is one. In its overall purpose and in its  objectives, it is indivisible.«  At this point Strauss wonders »where this doctrine left the individual fol-  lower [of Luther] with respect to the many external rules set for him by his  society. Is it likely to have affected his attitude and demeanor toward laws, and  if so how?« (209) Prior to answering this question, Strauss poses a »puzzle«: As  (259, 31-36) Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»Ich sage euch aber, ...«) and an exhorta-  tion which stands in contrast to the affirmation (» Yharaber sollt ...«). And in the second sen-  tence Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»... die welltliche uberkeytt solch gesetz muß  haben, ... und auch yr selbs wol des brauchen mügt, ...,«) and an exhoration which stands in  contrast to the affirmation (»ßo sollt yhrs doch ... nicht ... brauchenn, ...«). To the second  sentence Luther makes Christ add (260, 2) the basis for the exhortation (»denn ... darumb«),  which in connection with the prior affirmation provides the proper understanding of the ex-  hortation. Both sentences are also related to each other in gradation because in the second  sentence Luther picks up and develops further what he has said in the first sentence. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he speaks of not needing and searchingfor secular law; in the  exhortation of the second sentence he speaks of not searchingf£for secular law and also of not  usingit. In the second clause of the affirmation of the second sentence (»und auch yr selbs wol  des [Rechts] brauchen mügt«) and in the exhortation of this second sentence (»so sollt yrs  doch«) he develops the role which secular Iaw does and does not have for Christians. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he has spoken only of the role secular law does not have for  Christians, and in the affirmation of the first sentence he has only spoken of the role secular  Jaw has for the »bößen«. I£ one does not perform textual surgery, as Strauss does, if one adopts  the translation of »dürfen« mandated by Luther’s usuage (see above, n. 21), and if one follows  the structure of both sentences, then Luther has Christ say: »Laws have been given so that the  evil ones are »verfasset ... unter die Gewalt« (259, 31-35). But you Christians ought to behave  yourselves, as individuals and as a group (»fur euch unnd in ewr sachen«; 260, ı f; see also ı K6,  1-8), in such a way that you neither need secular law nor search for it nor use it (259, 35 f. 260,  2: >dürffet«, »‚suchet«, »suchen«, »brauchenn:«). I also affirm (a) that secular authority has to have  laws to judge the evil ones and the unbelievers (259, 34 £. 36 f), and (b) that in your dealings  with those others (260, 1) - but only with them - not withstanding my exhortations —- you can  [you are enabled, or you are authorized] to make use of the law (259, 37 - 260, 1); in fact, this  possibility is for you an obligation of service, as I have already demonstrated; see 11, 254, I1 -  255, 4. f someone tries to take away from you the regnum mundi and all that pertains to it (see  also WA 23, 514, 1-4), laßt fahren dahin, sie haben kein Gewinn, das Himmelreich belongs to  you; therefore you do not need the (regnum mundi and its) law.« Except for the last clause (of  which the translation lacks precision), Strauss eliminates the second sentence. As a result,  the connection of this last clause with all the preceding materials is missing, and Strauss’s  selective reading of this text creates a wrong impression of Luther’s position. According to  Luther’s text, Christ gives two clear instructions for the conduct of a Christian who is con-  74rumb«],

which 1n connection with the priıor affirmation provides the PITODECTI understanding of the
hortation. Both sentences are Iso related ach other 1ın gradation because 1n the second

Luther picks and develops tfurther what he has said 1n the first the
exhortation ofthe first he speaks of NOT needing and searching£tor secular law; 1n the
exhortation second he speaks of NO searchingf£for secular law and Iso of NOL

USINAZ1t. In the second clause ot the altiırmation of the secondsentence (»und uch yI_I selbs wol
des |Rechts brauchen mügt «] anı 1n the exhortation of ehi second (»SO sollt VYIS
doch«] he develops the - ole which secular law does an does NO have for Christians. the
exhortation of the first he has spoken only of the ole secularTIaw does NOL ha for
Christians, anı ın the alftırmation of the first he has only spoken of the ole secular
[a w has for the „bößen«. O1I16 0es NOT perform extual SUTgCIY, Strauss does, O11  CD adopts
the translation of „dürfen« mandated by Luther’s uUSUagec (see above, .1 ), and it 0)81° follows
the Structure of both SCNIENCES, then Luther has Christ Say. »Laws have been gıven that the
evil 1165 AB ‚verfassetmost punctilious abiders by the law. Once again, Luther permits no distinction here be-  tween religious and secular laws.?s Neither Christians nor »non-Christians« discriminate  between them in their workaday lives.? All law is one. In its overall purpose and in its  objectives, it is indivisible.«  At this point Strauss wonders »where this doctrine left the individual fol-  lower [of Luther] with respect to the many external rules set for him by his  society. Is it likely to have affected his attitude and demeanor toward laws, and  if so how?« (209) Prior to answering this question, Strauss poses a »puzzle«: As  (259, 31-36) Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»Ich sage euch aber, ...«) and an exhorta-  tion which stands in contrast to the affirmation (» Yharaber sollt ...«). And in the second sen-  tence Luther has Christ make an affirmation (»... die welltliche uberkeytt solch gesetz muß  haben, ... und auch yr selbs wol des brauchen mügt, ...,«) and an exhoration which stands in  contrast to the affirmation (»ßo sollt yhrs doch ... nicht ... brauchenn, ...«). To the second  sentence Luther makes Christ add (260, 2) the basis for the exhortation (»denn ... darumb«),  which in connection with the prior affirmation provides the proper understanding of the ex-  hortation. Both sentences are also related to each other in gradation because in the second  sentence Luther picks up and develops further what he has said in the first sentence. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he speaks of not needing and searchingfor secular law; in the  exhortation of the second sentence he speaks of not searchingf£for secular law and also of not  usingit. In the second clause of the affirmation of the second sentence (»und auch yr selbs wol  des [Rechts] brauchen mügt«) and in the exhortation of this second sentence (»so sollt yrs  doch«) he develops the role which secular Iaw does and does not have for Christians. In the  exhortation of the first sentence he has spoken only of the role secular law does not have for  Christians, and in the affirmation of the first sentence he has only spoken of the role secular  Jaw has for the »bößen«. I£ one does not perform textual surgery, as Strauss does, if one adopts  the translation of »dürfen« mandated by Luther’s usuage (see above, n. 21), and if one follows  the structure of both sentences, then Luther has Christ say: »Laws have been given so that the  evil ones are »verfasset ... unter die Gewalt« (259, 31-35). But you Christians ought to behave  yourselves, as individuals and as a group (»fur euch unnd in ewr sachen«; 260, ı f; see also ı K6,  1-8), in such a way that you neither need secular law nor search for it nor use it (259, 35 f. 260,  2: >dürffet«, »‚suchet«, »suchen«, »brauchenn:«). I also affirm (a) that secular authority has to have  laws to judge the evil ones and the unbelievers (259, 34 £. 36 f), and (b) that in your dealings  with those others (260, 1) - but only with them - not withstanding my exhortations —- you can  [you are enabled, or you are authorized] to make use of the law (259, 37 - 260, 1); in fact, this  possibility is for you an obligation of service, as I have already demonstrated; see 11, 254, I1 -  255, 4. f someone tries to take away from you the regnum mundi and all that pertains to it (see  also WA 23, 514, 1-4), laßt fahren dahin, sie haben kein Gewinn, das Himmelreich belongs to  you; therefore you do not need the (regnum mundi and its) law.« Except for the last clause (of  which the translation lacks precision), Strauss eliminates the second sentence. As a result,  the connection of this last clause with all the preceding materials is missing, and Strauss’s  selective reading of this text creates a wrong impression of Luther’s position. According to  Luther’s text, Christ gives two clear instructions for the conduct of a Christian who is con-  74die Gewalt:« (2 31-3 5) But you Christians ought behave
yourselves, individuals an (>Lur uch unnd ın CW sachen:; 260, f} SC Iso 6,
1-8]), 1n such WaYy that yOUu neither need secular law 1L1OT search tor iıt 1107 use 1t (2 260,

‚dürffet«, ‚suchet:, ‚suchen:, ‚brauchenn:). Lalso affirm (a) that secular authority has have
laws judge the evil 1165 and the unbelievers 1259, 36 and (b) that 1n YOUTr dealings
ith those others 1260, 1} but only ith them NOLTt withstanding exhortations yOou Ca  -

'you Adi®e enabled, yOUu aTe authorized| make use of the law b} 59, 27 260, ); ın faet, this
possibility 15 tor yOoOUu obligation of Service, have already demonstrated; SCcEC L

S, SOINECONE trıes take aWaY ftrom yOou the regNUMmM mundi an all that pertains ıt (see
Iso 3, d I'4)l laßt tahren dahin, s1e haben kein Gewinn, das Himmelreich belongs
VOU; theretfore yOoUu do nOot need the Iregnum mundi an! its) law.« Except for the last clause (of
which the translation lacks precision], Strauss eliminates the second As result,
the connection of this last clause with all the preceding materials 1Ss mMisSS1INg, an Strauss’s
selective reading of this LEXTt Creates 388 impression of Luther’s posit1on. According
Luther’s CLEXT, Christ g1ves LW clear instructions tor the conduct of Christian who 15 COIl-



people WeTIC listening Lüther, they »tend think of themselves 4S lost
saved? NOT 10181° thousand: W 39aS righ Christian, hat grounds W as

individual entitled that his mYyster10us WadYy had selected
her above the nıne hundred and nınety-nine£« then he CONtINuES 209

„»No deep psychological insight 15 needed doubt the supposition that dIlyOILLC 1ın fact
perform such tortured mental calculus. S50 15 the rhetorical force ot Luther’s words
particularly when he spoke an 1n the popular veın anı posit1ve and Optimist1Cc,
despite his disclaimers an qualifications, the he CONVECYS of God’s
solicitude for perplexed humanity, that few H16}  - and AdICc elIy toO have been DET:
suaded that they MUStT exclude themselves ftrom the ranks of the chosen. fact, the xhila-
ratıon of election 15 SUTC have contributed signally the enticement of the early Refor:
matıon. While accepting, with equanımıty resignat1ıon, the unregenerate of the

maJority of his tellow C1t1Zzens, the receptive individual MmMUST have been moved SC

himselt herself part of that special elite of whom Luther, speaking 1ın the Vo1cCe of
Christ, wrıtes affectingly.?7 This of partıcıpatıon placed Luther’s tollowers 1n
highly privileged pos1t1on V1S-A-V1S the law avored posıtion exactly opposiıte the su1b-
ordinate condition ın which the greatest number ot them actually ftound themselves ın the
world. Complying with the law OUt of of noblesse oblige Was far better thing than
obeying ıf because low birth anı menı1al rank eft CI choice. Minding commands
member of select small band W3as infinitely preferable heeding them because 1t Was

ne’s tatıon 1n lite submit these explicitly political and social J the Refor-
matıon’s original INCSSaEC would SCEI1 have contained deeply because psychologi-
cally based and concretely because socially understood antiınomı1an straın and bracingly
libertarian allure. The broadcasting of this appeal WO  - Luther the massıve acclaim that
litted his movemen oft the ground. The expectatıon of changing places ith the privileged

those :avored bDy the law could NOLT have een the least 381 the attractıons ot his

ronted with the quest1ons when an why make uUuse of secular law an when an why NOr
One wonders how 1n light of this texXt Strauss Ca  - arrıve at the idea that Christians AT joined

the law by ambivalent tIES, he 4sSUu11le5 1n the introduction this selection trom &.
2Ud emancipated trom the law, he 1n the following
See above, C: this verb ith what Luther SayS 1n 260 6-I1 ithe paragraph which
ollows Strauss’s quoted text], 1n 249, 36 The issue 15 NOt being »released trom the
law«, but nOot needing ıt and when usec . One Ca  . be released from the hospital but actually
still] need the hospital’s care!

25 It 15 NOLTL clear what Strauss by »religious Jaws«. See Iso 207 On pagc 206, he differen-
tlates between »politicalan theological laws«. One understands what he with »CiVil«,
»secular«, »political« laws, but 0)81° feels lost when he uses the adjectives »religio0us« an
»theological«.

.6 How does Strauss kknow this?
27 For what Luther has Christ 5SdYy, i above,
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order evaluate Strauss’s pos1it1ion, it has be divided into C[WO
what he SaysS about Luther’s pos1ıtion law, and hat he SaysS about the public’s
understanding of, and reactiıon LO, Luther.

Evaluation
Luther Law

Strauss’s presentatıon of Luther’s pos1ıtion law there LWO problems: what
Strauss SaysS about Luther’s position the Un1ty of law 4S ESSCIICC and objec-
t1ves (1a ); and what he SayS about the »EMaNC1pationN « of the Christian from law
(1.2)

E Essence and Objectives
7 A Law Laws

Strauss 15 COTTECT. when he STATtES that for Luther ))3]]_ law 15 CC 209) 'his un1ty
15 of differentJhowever, than Strauss’s argumentatıon SUgBESTS Luther
0€Ss NOT work with 52 Jaw, differentiated only DY IES sundry ZUWISES divine,
Mosaıc, natural, Ccivil StTaCUtOLYy (1 C imperial regional) an Dy the sc5

made of 1t c< 1206; emphasis mine]). The DaASSasc from the Table Talks cited Dy
Strauss 1n SUPpOIT of this sSstatement oes NOt conftfirm this argument; Luther
differentiates between laws.28 For Luüther, the UMNIEV of Iaw the fact that

8 Strauss C1ites 3, 56, 22-31 304.7), available 1nz vers1ons, @101 by Cordatus, O1  D Dy
Aurifaber; Strauss does NOT tell the reader which version he cıtes. neither versıon 15 there
OIl  (D word about »the uses made Of c law laws Further, it OonNne follows the Aurifaber version
an considers the open1ing phrase ( »Mancherlei Gesetze«)J be the title added Dy the editor
(Aurifaber), then Luther started OUuUt by statıng: »„Ich wollt N die Gesetze Inote the plural|
unterscheiden, denn Inote the conjunction| ist .Ottes Gesetz hen Luther listed
Nos hrough natural law, Imperial law, anı the law of the land second ATC

recorded briet COMM!  ts ach of these laws the Cordatus version the LTEeXTt 15 1n Latın
(except for few words]), an the title, the openıing (»Ich wollt MN die Ciesetze
unterscheiden, enn ‚<z), an the numbers ATC m1ssS1Ng. The laws aAic listed, an the short
COMMENEIS, which Aurifaber records 1ın r aTeC HG added ach law
After the last law SOILNC additional intormation 15 recorded. of phrasing, the Cordatus
version provides ith the lectio itficilior. It 15 possible that Auritaber added the opening

an restructured the CeXt 1ın order arrıve at smooth reading. It 15 Iso possible
that Luther actually Sa y this open1ing sentenCce, something this effect, anı that Cordatus

nNnOot record 1t because he took the CONteENtT of the sentenc tor granted. Luther actually
Sd y this sCNLENCE, then he would NOT have spoken of »ONe law, difterentiated only Dy 1ts sundry
gulsesIn order to evaluate Strauss’s position, it has to be divided into two parts:  what he says about Luther’s position on law, and what he says about the public’s  understanding of, and reaction to, Luther.  II Evaluation  1ı Luther on Law  In Strauss’s presentation of Luther’s position on law there two problems: what  Strauss says about Luther’s position on the unity of law as to essence and objec-  tives (1.1); and what he says about the »emancipation« of the Christian from law  (1.2):  1.1 Law: Essence and Objectives  1.1.1 Law vs. Laws  Strauss is correct when he states that for Luther »all law is one« (209). This unity  is of a different nature, however, than Strauss’s argumentation suggests. Luther  does not work with »one law, differentiated only by its sundry guises — divine,  Mosaic, natural, civil or statutory (i. e., imperial or regional) - and by the uses  made of it« (206; emphasis mine). The passage from the Table Talks cited by  Strauss in support of this statement does not confirm this argument; Luther  differentiates between laws.? For Luther, the unity of Iaw rests on the fact that  28 Strauss cites WA TR 3, 156, 22-31 (3047), available in two versions, one by Cordatus, one by  Aurifaber; Strauss does not tell the reader which version he cites. In neither version is there  one word about »the uses made of« law or laws. Further, if one follows the Aurifaber version  and considers the opening phrase (»Mancherlei Gesetze«) to be the title added by the editor  (Aurifaber), then Luther started out by stating: »Ich wollt gerne die Gesetze [note the plural]  unterscheiden, denn [note the conjunction] es ist 1. Gottes Gesetz ...« Then Luther listed as  Nos. 2 through 4 natural law, Imperial law, and the law of the land. In a second sentence are  recorded brief comments on each of these laws. In the Cordatus version the text is in Latin  (except for a few words]), and the title, the opening sentence (»Ich wollt gerne die Gesetze  unterscheiden, denn ...«), and the numbers are missing. The laws are listed, and the short  comments, which Aurifaber records in a separate sentence, are at once added to each law.  After the last law some additional information is recorded. In terms of phrasing, the Cordatus  version provides us with the lectio difficilior. It is possible that Aurifaber added the opening  sentence and restructured the text in order to arrive at a smooth reading. It is also possible  that Luther actually did say this opening sentence, or something tothis effect, and that Cordatus  did not record it because he took the content of the sentence for granted. If Luther actually did  say this sentence, then he would not have spoken of »one law, differentiated only by its sundry  guises ... and by the uses made of it«, as Strauss argues; Luther would have wanted to make  76and bDy the uses made of it«, StraussJLuther would have wanted make
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LA  S manıftests God’s act1on of wrath OVCT sinful mankind that the ex1IisSstence
of mankind under LA  S 15 ex1istence under God’s judgment. LA  - 15 for Luther
NOT idea, SW of sentences and regulations, designed stiffle mMan s
vitality 207} but LA  Z 15 the ven reality of sinful mMan Man has choice but

live by LAW, NOT because of his her SOCio-political »Statıon ]ife«, 45

Strauss 2.10], but because of his her stat1ıon Deo LA  — CADICS-
SCS the religious reality of sınner, long before 1t fixes alıy »Stat1on
]_if6(cl 1S manifested 173} » Sundry SUNISES«, becomes legal-social reality Strauss
oversimplifies Luther’s pOS1t10N, GVE1L though he StTAates that for Luther »al1l laws!
AT God’s la 20 he overlooks Luther’s hermeneutical presuppos1t1ons and
lgnores almost of the literature hich could ave helped the depth
of Luther’s posıtion law.3°

Strauss mentıions that Luther speaks of »Spiritual Jaw, the law relating
faith and salvation«, and of »temporal law« 203) In thıs conNNnNecti1on he 1L1LEIN-
t10NS Luther’s Statement PGOT the effect that there three SETS of laws:
aWS pertamıng temporal matters, the worship of God, and faith and
love.3! S1ince Strauss’s interpretation of Luther’s FeXt 15 NOLT precıse,” his UsS«CcC of

clear that he ditterentiated tour laws. ‚V1 the Cordatus version does NOLT SUDDOTT Strauss’s
StateMeNT, because Cordatus has Luther simply list four laws See Iso below, For the
USe of the table talks, S{ un e ITNs KROKER: Luthers Tischreden als geschichtliche ue. Lu)jJ
(1 Ul 9), - I J Helmar UNGHANS: Nachwort the Le1pzi1g, 98 acsimile edition o the tirst
edition I 566) of „»Tischreden der colloqgvia oct Mart Luthers« by Johannes Auritaber.

20 See Ebeling’s Statemen! quoted below, 1n +
3 Strauss cıites (204, A0 y Gerhard EBELING: Zur Lehre VO triplex USUuS legis 1n der

retormatorischen Theologie. ALZ. (1 59], 23 5'2461 110 11 Wort un! Glaube. 960,
50-68 The wealth of materials anı insights presented Dy Ebeling e B y Ebeling’s Statemen!
»CGesetz 1StLAW manifests God’s action of wrath over a sinful mankind so that the existence  of mankind under LAW is an existence under God’s judgment. LAW is for Luther  not an idea, or a sum of sentences and regulations, designed to stiffle man’s  vitality (207), but LAW is the given reality of sinful man.?® Man has no choice but  to live by LAW, not because of his or her socio-political »station in life«, as  Strauss argues (210), but because of his or her station coram Deo. LAW expres-  ses the religious reality of man as a sinner, long before it fixes any »station in  life«, or is manifested in »sundry guises«, or becomes a legal-social reality. Strauss  oversimplifies Luther’s position, even though he states that for Luther »all [Llaws]  are God’s law« (206); he overlooks Luther’s hermeneutical presuppositions and  ignores almost all of the literature which could have helped him grasp the depth  of Luther’s position on law.?°  Strauss mentions that Luther speaks of »spiritual law, the law relating to  faith and salvation«, and of »temporal law« (203). In this connection he men-  tions Luther’s statement in PGOT to the effect that there are three sets of laws:  Laws pertaining to temporal matters, to the worship of God, and to faith and  love.? Since Strauss’s interpretation of Luther’s text is not precise,* his use of  clear that he differentiated four laws. And even the Cordatus version does not support Strauss’s  statement, because Cordatus has Luther simply list four laws. See also below, n. 32. For the  use of the table talks, see Ernst KRoxker: Luthers Tischreden als geschichtliche Quelle. LuJ ı  (1919), 81-131; Helmar JUNnGHANs: Nachwort to the Leipzig, 198 1, facsimile edition of the first  edition (1 566) of »Tischreden oder colloqvia Doct. Mart. Luthers« by Johannes Aurifaber.  29 See Ebeling’s statement quoted below, in n. 30.  30 Strauss cites (204, n. 41), e. g., Gerhard EBELING: Zur Lehre vom ttriplex usus legis in der  reformatorischen Theologie. ThLZ 75 (1959), 23 5-246; now in: ıD.: Wort und Glaube. TÜ 1960,  50-68. The wealth of materials and insights presented by Ebeling (e. g., Ebeling’s statement:  »Gesetz ist ... nicht eine Idee oder eine Summe von Sätzen, sondern die Wirklichkeit des  gefallenen Menschen«; ibid., 65) seems to have had little impact on Strauss’s interpretation of  Luther’s position on law. — For the remainder of the following argumentation, see for Luther  WA ıo12, 155, 8 - 159, 19; and for the New Testament materials, Günther BORNKAMM: Das  Ende des Gesetzes: Paulusstudien. M 1966; Otto BETz: Der fleischliche Mensch und das göttliche  Gesetz. In: 1D.: Jesus: der Herr der Kirche; Aufsätze zur biblischen Theologie. Vol. 2. TÜ 1990,  129-196.  31  WA DB8, 16, 33-36; 18, 1-7.  32  On page 203 f Strauss writes: »Three varieties /dreierley art) of law [note the singular] exists,  Luther explained in his preface to the German Old Testament of ı 523. »One sort deals only  with temporal goods, our imperial laws, for instance«« (WA DB 8, ı6, 33 f). He continues to  quote what Luther says about such secular laws and summarizes what Luther says about the  »two other kinds of law«, those pertaining to the worship of God and to faith and love (ibid.,  I6, 35-38; 18, 1-7). (And on page 206 Strauss writes: »Though Luther speaks of »varieties«  FEnicht 1ne Idee der 1ne Summe VO  } Sätzen, sondern die Wirklichkeit des
gefallenen Menschen« ibid., 5} have had little impact Strauss’s interpretatiıon ot
Luther’s pos1it1ion law For the remainder of the following argumentatıon, SC for Luther

2, y I an for the New LTestament materials, Günther BORNKAMM:: Das
FEnde des Cesetzes: Paulusstudien. 966; ttOo BETZ. Der fleischliche Mensch und das göttliche
CGesetz. esus der Herr der Kirche; Autsätze ZUT biblischen Theologie. Vol 990,
129-196

31 S, 16:; 33-36; S, 1
3 On pa 203 Strauss wriıtes: »„Three varıetles /(dreierley art) of law Inote the singular| eX1Sts,

Luther explained 1n his preface the CGCierman Old Testament of 523 ÖOne SOTrTt deals only
with temporal goods, OUTr imperial laws, for 1iNStanCeE«« \WA 8, I6, 33 He contıiınues
uwhat Luther SdayS about such secular laws anı sSsummMarızes what Luther SayS about the
»L WO other kinds of JawWw«, those pertaiınıng the worship of an taith and love (1bid.,
I6, I8, 1-7) (And pPazsc 706 Strauss wrıites: »Though Luther speaks of ‚Vvarletles:
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this DASSASC 06€es NOTt contribute adequate picture of Luther’s pos1t1ion. He
tinally »h] 1tSs E 6.) the law  /  S| overall PUTITDOSC and 1ts objectives, 1t 15
indivisible.«33 ))All law in the priıor Strauss has spoken of »the laws
declaring Nne’‘s  / duty God and the laws govern1ng people’s mutual obligations

SOCiEtY«| condemns, al law restraıns and thwart 207 »The Varlıo0ous forms
and functions hıich it law CAPICSSCS itself ATC identical their essentially
negatıve role and their restrictive «C He 41sS0 States that »all divine laws, Luther
SaVYS, a1m AT t[WO objectives: faith 1n and love of neighbo he then af 18101

that »before people Call aCcCept this lesson, they IMNUST be a1dmonished and
punished« 1206; emphases mine]. tOr Luther OILC objective of divine laws 15 the
creatiıon of faith 1ın COa and another objective 15 the creation of love of neighbor,
and people ave be admonished and punished Dy law before they Cal aCCEDTtE
this lesson, then law has four objectives, goals, PUIDOSCS, whatever. Theretore
1f O0€s NOT make anı y dISUC that »1N 1fs overall and 1tSs objec-
t1ves aw| 15 indivisıble«. Contrary Strauss, law has tor Luther NOtT 0)8i9; indi:
visible PUIDOSC play negat1ıve, reStrictive; destructive role, fact hich 15
manıtested sundry gU1SES, and Varıo0us functions and objectives. Faith

tor Strauss (1 of the objectives of law according Luther 15 different from
destroying, restricting, punishing, forestalling, impeding, an frustrating.

kinds:«, there 15 but 0)81> law differentiated only by 1ts sundry gulsesthis passage does not contribute to an adequate picture of Luther’s position. He  finally argues: »In its [i. e., the law’s] overall purpose and in its objectives, it is  indivisible.«3 »All law [in the prior sentence Strauss has spoken of »the laws  declaring one’s duty to God and the laws governing people’s mutual obligations  in society«] condemns, all law restrains and thwarts« (207). »The various forms  and functions in which it [law] expresses itself are identical in their essentially  negative role and their restrictive use«, He also states that »all divine laws, Luther  says, aim at two objectives: faith in God and love of neighbor«; he then at once  argues that »before people can accept this lesson, they must be admonished and  punished« (206; emphases mine]). If for Luther one objective of divine laws is the  creation of faith in God, and another objective is the creation of love of neighbor,  and if people have to be admonished and punished by law before they can accept  this lesson, then law has four objectives, goals, purposes, or whatever. Therefore  it does not make any sense to argue that »in its overall purpose and in its objec-  tives [law] is indivisible«. Contrary to Strauss, law has for Luther not one indi-  visible purpose - to play a negative, restrictive, destructive role, a fact which is  manifested in sundry guises, and various functions and objectives. Faith in God  — for Strauss one of the objectives of law according to Luther — is different from  destroying, restricting, punishing, forestalling, impeding, and frustrating.  or »kinds«, there is but one law differentiated only by its sundry guises ... and by the uses made  of it.«) In the PGOT passage Luther writes: »... ist zu mercken, das die Gesetz dreyerley art  sind, Ettlich die nur von zeytlichen guttern sagen, ...« (16, 33 f, emphases mine). I. e., » ... one  has to note that the laws are of a threefold Art, some [laws] speak only of temporal goods ...«  Luther does not speak of »law«, as Strauss translates, but of »laws«. Further, contrary to Strauss,  »Art« designates for Luther not »varieties« of one thing or different forms of the same thing, a  subspecies. Rather it designates the innate nature or quality or form of something, the spe-  cies. See Dietz ı, 117 f; DWB ı, 568-573; WA 1011, 360, 6; I1, 240, 14 (»art« which Strauss —  correctly — translates [209] as »nature«); 19, 224, 7; D. Martin LuTHER: Die gantze Heilige  Schrift Deudsch/ ed. by Hans Volz and Heinz Blanke. M 1972, Anhang 304* (Art). Based on  their innate »Art«, Luther divides the laws he knows into three groups, or into laws of three  different natures; and then he lists as the first group not »one sort« of law, but »some« laws  which deal with temporal goods. In the following sentences (18, 1-3) he qualifies these differ-  ent natures with the adjective »weltlich« and with the phrases »eusserlich Gottesdienst« and  »Glaube und Liebe«. Contrary to Strauss, Luther does not say that there is one /aw which  exists in three varieties, or in »sundry guises«, but that each of the laws which he is about to  consider has its own »Art«. He differentiates between the laws, and he does so on the basis of  their inborn nature, not only on the basis of their use. The textual situation is the opposite of  what Strauss says. He uses the singular, »1law«, Luther uses the plural, »laws«; he uses the  plural, »varieties«, Luther uses the singular, »Art«.  33 See above, 74.  78an Dy the uses made
of it.«) In the PGO|! PasSsSapc Luther writes: ‚> ist mercken, das die Gesetz dreyerley
sind, Ettlich die 62Ra VO  - zeytlichen guttern1, (1 6, 33 f, emphases mine).this passage does not contribute to an adequate picture of Luther’s position. He  finally argues: »In its [i. e., the law’s] overall purpose and in its objectives, it is  indivisible.«3 »All law [in the prior sentence Strauss has spoken of »the laws  declaring one’s duty to God and the laws governing people’s mutual obligations  in society«] condemns, all law restrains and thwarts« (207). »The various forms  and functions in which it [law] expresses itself are identical in their essentially  negative role and their restrictive use«, He also states that »all divine laws, Luther  says, aim at two objectives: faith in God and love of neighbor«; he then at once  argues that »before people can accept this lesson, they must be admonished and  punished« (206; emphases mine]). If for Luther one objective of divine laws is the  creation of faith in God, and another objective is the creation of love of neighbor,  and if people have to be admonished and punished by law before they can accept  this lesson, then law has four objectives, goals, purposes, or whatever. Therefore  it does not make any sense to argue that »in its overall purpose and in its objec-  tives [law] is indivisible«. Contrary to Strauss, law has for Luther not one indi-  visible purpose - to play a negative, restrictive, destructive role, a fact which is  manifested in sundry guises, and various functions and objectives. Faith in God  — for Strauss one of the objectives of law according to Luther — is different from  destroying, restricting, punishing, forestalling, impeding, and frustrating.  or »kinds«, there is but one law differentiated only by its sundry guises ... and by the uses made  of it.«) In the PGOT passage Luther writes: »... ist zu mercken, das die Gesetz dreyerley art  sind, Ettlich die nur von zeytlichen guttern sagen, ...« (16, 33 f, emphases mine). I. e., » ... one  has to note that the laws are of a threefold Art, some [laws] speak only of temporal goods ...«  Luther does not speak of »law«, as Strauss translates, but of »laws«. Further, contrary to Strauss,  »Art« designates for Luther not »varieties« of one thing or different forms of the same thing, a  subspecies. Rather it designates the innate nature or quality or form of something, the spe-  cies. See Dietz ı, 117 f; DWB ı, 568-573; WA 1011, 360, 6; I1, 240, 14 (»art« which Strauss —  correctly — translates [209] as »nature«); 19, 224, 7; D. Martin LuTHER: Die gantze Heilige  Schrift Deudsch/ ed. by Hans Volz and Heinz Blanke. M 1972, Anhang 304* (Art). Based on  their innate »Art«, Luther divides the laws he knows into three groups, or into laws of three  different natures; and then he lists as the first group not »one sort« of law, but »some« laws  which deal with temporal goods. In the following sentences (18, 1-3) he qualifies these differ-  ent natures with the adjective »weltlich« and with the phrases »eusserlich Gottesdienst« and  »Glaube und Liebe«. Contrary to Strauss, Luther does not say that there is one /aw which  exists in three varieties, or in »sundry guises«, but that each of the laws which he is about to  consider has its own »Art«. He differentiates between the laws, and he does so on the basis of  their inborn nature, not only on the basis of their use. The textual situation is the opposite of  what Strauss says. He uses the singular, »1law«, Luther uses the plural, »laws«; he uses the  plural, »varieties«, Luther uses the singular, »Art«.  33 See above, 74.  78(OTI16

has note that the laws ANd of threefold Art, SOINC laws] speak only of temporal goods
Luther oes NOT speak of »JawW«, Strauss translates, but of »IAWS«. Further, CONtrary Strauss,
»Art« designates for Luther NOtTt »VarletleSs« ot ONe thing itferent forms of the SsSarmne thing,
subspecies. Rather ıt designates the innate quality torm of something, the SPC-
1e5 See Dietz 14 DE f; DW &3 568-573; 10 1 L, 360, 6; x 240, x (»art« which Strauss —
correctly translates 2009| »Nature«); L 224, F Martın LUTHER: Die gantze Heilige
Schriftt euUdsC. ed by Hans olz an Heıinz Blanke 1972, Anhang 2304”* (Art) Based
their innate „A_rt«] Luther divides the laws he knows into three SIOUDS, 1nto laws of three
different natures; anı then he sts the first NOT »ONe SOTL« of law but »SOINC « laws
hich deal ith temporal go0ods. the following entence: (18, 1-3) he qualifies these ditter.
enNt Natures ith the adjective „weltlich« an with the phrases »eusserlich Gottesdienst« an
„Gilaube un Liebe«. Contrary Strauss, Luther 0es NOTt Say that there 15 ONE law which
eX1sts 1n three varlet1ies, 1n »sundry YU1SES«, but that ach of the laws which he 15 about
consider has 1ts O W He differentiates between the laws, an he o€es the basis of
their inborn Nature, NOt only the basis of their us:  @ The textual sıtuatıon 15 the opposıte of
hat Strauss SaysS He uses the singular, „law«, Luther uses the plural, »JaWS«; he use5s the
plural, »VarletleS«, Luther uUuSes the singular, »Art«

33 See above,
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P E Usus Civilis an JSS Theologicus Leg21s
For his attfırmation of Luther’s pOos1t1on the Unıty of law, Strauss, addition

the tabhle tal mentioned above, also refers the reader (206, 46| the well-
known book Dy Edward Cranz.? On the DAaASC cited, (ranz Cautions the reader NOT

understand »the between the civil and the theological SC5 of law 4S
1T WeTC between ifferent kinds of lawe. But he also produces suffi-

Clent materijals trom Luther?) which demonstrate that CONTtrarYy Strauss 209),
tor Luther law »1tS overall and 1ts objectives« 15 divisible because
he differentiates 1n the objectives of Jaw, depending the Oofrum (coram
hominibus, COT an Deo)| hich law 15 being sed. Strauss O€s NOT SCC the
significance of this material tor Luther’s pos1it1on, CVO1 though he 205|
that for Luther law has „»double unction« (civil and theological), that »
law« 15 „differentiated1.7.2 Usus Civilis and Usus Theologicus Legis  For his affirmation of Luther’s position on the unity of law, Strauss, in addition  to the table talk mentioned above, also refers the reader (206, n. 46) to the well-  known book by Edward Cranz.?On the page cited, Cranz cautions the reader not  to understand »the contrast between the civil and the theological uses of law as  if it were a contrast between different kinds of law«. But he also produces suffi-  cient materials from Luther® which demonstrate that, contrary to Strauss (209),  for Luther law in »its overall purpose and in its objectives« is divisible because  he differentiates in the objectives of law, depending on the forum (coram  hominibus, coram Deo) in which law is being used. Strauss does not see the  significance of this material for Luther’s position, even though he argues (205)  that for Luther law has a »double function« (civil and theological), or that »one  law« is »differentiated ... by the uses made of it« — for him it is »only« differenti-  ated (206). But for Luther this differentiation is one in essence and objectives of  law. Luther’s iustitia civilis, the objective of law as being practiced in a secular  court, is fundamentally different from the iustitia spiritualis, the objective of  law as being practiced in God’s court.?® Law is not only a matter of iustitia civilis,  of preventing, forestalling, impeding, frustrating (206). It is this too. But prima-  rily law is a matter of something which happens in man’s relationship with God.  Therefore law is more than »restraining walls, leaving as little space as possible  for people’s natural inclinations to assert themselves« (207).  Strauss affirms that it is the mundane life which at Luther’s time mattered to  people, just as it does today (210, n. 56). He is unable, therefore, to grasp the  depth of Luther’s position on law in its usus theologicus,?7 though he does differ-  entiate between the usus civilis and the usus theologicus legis.® Since he devel-  ops a blurred picture of Luther’s three sets of laws,® he makes Luther speak of  34 Edward Cranz: An essay on the development of Luther’s thought on justice, law, and society.  Cambridge 1959; Strauss cites page 104.  35 See Cranz: Ibid., 99-105.  36 SeE, e:g: :WA 126751846764  37 See WA ı, 360, 37 - 361, 5: »... haec docemur, ideo Lex notum facit peccatum, ut cognito  peccato gratia quaeratur et impetretur. Sic sic humilibus dat gratiam, et qui humiliatur,  exaltatur. Lex humiliat, gratia exaltat. Lex timorem et iram, gratia spem et misericordiam  operatur. Per Legem enim cognitio peccati, per cognitionem autem peccati humilitas, per  humilitatem gratia acquiritur. Sic opus alienum Dei inducit tandem opus eius proprium, dum  facit peccatorem, ut iustum facıat« (emphasis mine); 1012, 155,27-158, 4; 18, 767, 4-18.  38 See, e. g., 204 £.  30 See aböve, n 32:  79Dy the SCS made of 1t « for ıf 15 ))OI]_]_'Y(( differenti-
ated 206) But for Luther this differentiation 15 ONC 1n 6ESSCIICE an objectives of
law Luther’s 1ust1itia C1vilis, the objective of law 4S being practiced secular
COUTT, 15 fundamentally itferent from the 1ustıit1a spiritualis, the objective of
law being practiced God’s COUurt.?° LAaW 15 NOtT only mMatter of 1ustitla C1Vilis,
of preventing, forestalling, impeding, frustrating 20 It 15 this tOO But prıma-
rily law 15 Maftter of something hich happens man’s relationship with (260
Thereftfore law 15 INOTEC than »restraınıng walls, leaving lıttle possible
for people’s natural inclinations 4SSeEeTrt themselves« 507

Strauss atfirms that 1t 15 the mundane life hich Luther’s time mattered
people, ust AdS 1t 06€Ss today (210, 56) He 15 unable, therefore, the
depth of Luther’s pos1ition law 1n 1tSs SUuS theologicus,37 though he 0€Ss ditfer.
entlate between the SUS civilis and the SUS theologicus Jegis.?® S1NCe he devel.
ODS blurred pıcture of Luther’s three SCS of laws,? he makes Luther speak of

Edward CCRANZ: Y the development ot Luther’s thought Justice, law, an SOCIletYy.
Cambridge 1959; Strauss Cıites page 104

35 See Cranz: Ibid., 9-10
36 Dee, I 675, 13 676,

See L 360, 37 361I, - haec docemur, ideo Lex facit ECCAaLUM, COgNItO
peCccato gratıa quaeratur ımpetretur. S1C S1C. humilibus dat gratiam, et quı1 humiliatur,
exaltatur. Lex humiliat, gratia exaltat. Lex tiımorem et 1ram, gratıa SPECIN et misericordiam
X: Per egem EMM COZIUt1I0 peccatı, PDPCT cogmitionem pecca humilitas, DECTr
humuilitatem grat]ia acquwuintur. SIC OPDUS alienum DeIL inducit tandem ODUS 1USproprium, dum
facıt peccatorem, ut 1ustum faciat« (emphasis mine); 2, 55 58, I8, 767, 4-18

38 See; B 204
See above,
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law 45 if 1t WEIC Uunıty CSSCIICE anı objectives, and both dominated by
sSOC1a|l categorIı1es. Luther, the ther hand, ditfferentiates between »geistliche«
and „weltliche GesetZze,« CII GE he has established the Unıty of law 4S theologi-
cal entatyır Luther also differentiates 1n the objectives ( » Amt« r »Ooffic1um«] of
law the Amt of the SUS theologicus aılmıng at being »frum für C(iOtt« 15 ifferent
from that of the SUS civilis a1mıng law and order.4'

the materials selected by Strauss from E  J Luther distinguishes between
law and law by differentiating between the TCSIUIN Christi (0)4 the kingdom of
faith)* anı the MUund1.43 In the TCSMNUMNN Christi the Holy Drı rules the
hearts of the believers who live by the law of the life Christ.44 that lex
SP1Ir1tUS 15 different from the law of the TCSI1LUNN mundi (»welltlich schwerd und
reCNHt<); hich 15 actıve 388 those who ATC »ungerecht«.*5

“Ehe 6SSCIICE of this religious| lex Sp1Ir1ıtus 15 different from that of secular law
The former 15 law of lLife Ö, 2), of hurting an yONC, of loving CVEIYONC, of
»eyttel recht tl1m‘l« . of being willing sutffer injustice and 6VERN death:; of DIO-
ducing naturally (1 C., without CoOerciEN) g00d frut.46 The latter 15 law of ( UAaT-
reling, of judges, COUTITS, judgments, COSTICION, punishment, the executioner's
SWOrd; 1t 15 law of death.47 Luther works ere with LWO, essentially different

WA DR Ö, I85, 31'38/ vn 173
41 Ö, 2 6-29; ct. I LA F tor law anı order, SCcC 16, 6-9 33-38; 18, Luther usecsSs »frum,

fromm« for »dikaios, 1UStUS«. FoOor Luther, be fromm be Just 1ın God’s sight; SCC

4etZ; L, ; Ernst MUÜLLER: Das mittelalterliche und das reformatorische ftromm«. eiträge
ZUr Geschichte der deutschen Sprache und Literatur 05 (I 97 ), - 73 Hugo MOSER: »Fromm«
bei Luther un Melanchthon: eın Beitrag ZUT Wortgeschichte ın der Reformationszeit.
Zeitschriftt für deutsche hilologie 86 1967)] Sonderheft, 161-182 How itferent Luther’s
pos1ıti1on 15 trom Strauss’s interpretation Ca  - be SCCI, D y 1n Luther’s explanation of 3, M
1n CC (WA I5 yIO, &: S13,18% work hich Strauss repeatedly cıtes. Here Luther
differentiates between the law of God and the law ot 1118  - | 510, E f; yl 1, anı
Coram deo L neither law 15 gıven »ad justificandum, viviticandum et salvandum, sed
simpliciter ad damnandum, occidendum et perdendum « 27-30]). Then, the basis of the
»proprium discrimen officiorum legis Evangelii«, he CIa CS ın SOI1L1LC a  mM  S with the
papısts an sectarıans (SII 41 y12, 16) and nds his explanation Dy developing the UISUS

theologicus legis: »„»Humiliat enım homines CaDaCllS 1ustıitiae Christi reddit« > I
For »reych des glaubens«, SCC 1, 296, 3-3  n

43 16 249,
E 250, 7-6

45 a 250, 6-9 (1 L, 9); SCC Iso 251, 4-
I 250, 2—5 LO—20 IMt T3 18) See Iso 4, 361, »LeX Christi est humilis

charitas omnibus SErv1iens, omni;ibus debitorem interiorem faciens« J 2 122,
1 250O, (contrariıwise phrase: f; 251, El M i 1Iso M 675, 13 676,
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Jaws, and NOT JUSt with OIlC law » Sundry SU1SCS« 206] ıth „double tunc:
C107 « 205) Strauss develops blurred PıctUre when he 1207 209} that
;Luther distinction between religious and secular laws« Luther

demands such distinction The difference the laws 15 ındamen-
tal that the secular law law hich restraıns »wil böße thier M1 zeten
und banden« 45 hiıle the lex SPIr1LCUS brings about 131  z the believer
who lives Dy TE Contrary Strauss, Luther works etfe with clear distinction

the ESSCIICE of laws because he differentiates the objectives of these LW!  ®]
laws The objective of the lex SPIr1CUS the building of the Christi
and 1fSs members the objective of secular law the22of the
civilis

avıng established this clear distincetion between law and law, Luther takes
the eXt Step » By nNnature 8)ale Christian p10uUs® 1 member of the
ICN U Christi]l, but al AaTec indeed (»altzumal«) and V 18019 «> He
ascribes » a]_1« tWO qualities religious spiritual ( (»sinner«)J, and soc1ial
OHC (»evil ONE «] hen he looks at SOC1ETLY Aat large and STAateEeSs Among thousand
there » har dly« @idlie Ral Christian,* GCVENn though the crowd has een baptized
and calls itself Christian y Therefore the TCSILUI mundi Isecular law and 1CS

objective] by/ the rule the law S1IVCI the unrighteous and Dy
all ATC unrighteous®? and CVECIYOLLC who Wants 1T otherwise will bring

about chaos
Following F and apparently 2 L and z4]55 Luther 110 endows law,

addition 1CSs SUuS C1Vilis, with the SUuS theologicus God SCS law lead
FECOSNIZC an deal wiıith hıs sOcial condition (man condition

48 WA ıl 251 8 f
Luther WTri1ıtes »frum« (WA 250 7,6 £); SCS above 41

y 5 .6 It ifficult render Luther »altzumal« ith 0)81> word 1T has both
qualitative an quantıtatıve IMNECAMNS; SSC FRÜHNEUHOCHDEUTSCHES WÖRTERBUCH/ ed bDy

Robert R Anderson; Ulrich Goebel Oskar Reichmann Vol 1989, 906
SI 251 Jl Iso 251 Luther does nOot Sd Y »NOT OI  CD A thousand right

Christian« Isee above, T3} but that1: thousand there hardly (»kaum«) O1l'|  (D right (Or
true) Christian. Contrary Luther, ı Strauss’ translation there ı chance that 388 the
thousand there mMay be O1l  (D Fru| Christian.
WA ılS3 45

x 250, (contrariwise phrased) 251, 35 252,
WA ıl 251 252
Luther WTr1tLes »Gal 301 identitfies this It would rTEQULIE LCOUT de
torce SCC this pasSSagc the basis tor Luther 72} Statemen! This be the ase Iso

8 1



hominibus]), his »Bosheite«. God SCS law lead recogniıze and deal
with his sinfulness and all that this (death A4dS God’s judgment VCT the
sinner), G.) man’'s condition COTamn Deo.>® Luther expands the objective of law
(its >)Amt«)57 1t 15 being sed the FC8MNUMN mundi by adding another objective

1t Law has restraınıng, punishing objective, the » Al‘nt« of the executioner,
and Strauss 15 COTTEeCT this point. But 4lso SCS law for tundamentally
different objective, namely, for prepamng people for SIACC and faith, C., for the
operatıon of the lex SP1IrLtUS (for longer being ))BÖSC(( and »Sünder«).

One INaYy NOLT SUgSEST that Luther thinks that law 1tSs SUS civilis 15 directed
toward the evil 1I6S (Ssocial misfits, tough criminals], and that law 1ts SUS

theologicus 15 directed toward sınners, people who NOot quiıte bad the EeV
OMNECS All SINNers and evi] OL1LCS, and God SCS law deal with 1n such
WaYy that he might accomplish tWO goals: restraıiınt of evil, preparatıon for salva-
t1O0Nn.5>® This latter Amt f the lLaw 15 for Luther NOtTt identical with the of the
lex SPIT1tUS; it 15 only preparatory for 139 Theretore PCHJ)} Moses 15 NOT
Amtmann of life but of death; Moses 15 unable g1ve the do what the
law demands of uS, and 4S result MUust leave us »StUCKk« 1n S1NS and COIl-
demmnation before God Through the law OIC Pnı become »frum füur Cott«.°°
Alone the Christi and 1ts lex Sp1Irıtus makes people »frum« 61 In S1E

with 3, ı& OI!  D of the proposed 1n StA 3, 30, 3, the other pasSSagc
proposed 1n StA, be closer what Luther SayS than amı other paSSage proposed.
Accepting this suggest1ion would require the assumpt1on that Luther W3as careless had slip
of light of the follwowing reterence Mit 5y 30 (250, 31-34), with which Luther
picks his line of Ng begun 1n the prev1o0us section (WA L 248, 32 and builds the
bridge tOo his section Isee Iso 2 22-3 ), L wonder whether Luther Was perhaps thinking of

2, For Luther’s ınterpretatıon of 3, SCC Erdmann Schott: »IeX paedagogus OSter
fü1it 1ın Christo Jesu« (Vulgata): Luthers Auslegung VO  } Gal 3, HEZ ( 970), 561-570

56 I 250,
For Luther the PTODECI use of law 1n 1ts abuses (Luther sts several, 381 which 15
antinomianism) 15 nOt identical with the USUuSs theologicus the uUuUSUus civilis legis. This PIODECI
use 15 the PFODCI ditferentiation between law an gospel. He differentiates, there{fore, between
uUuSus an officium legis anı that 1n the proprium officium legis law 15 being used legiti-
mately, C., law and NOT gospel. 10OmMm this proprium officium legis (sequitur| the
legitimate USUuS of this officium anı thus ot law (legitime utatur). See E $ 476,
1: ‚Bn 31 512, 26; 528, 21-34; y33, 8 534, 33; see also below, n.

58 See Iso Ebeling’s Statement quoted below, 1n 67
I X (emphases mine): addition the uUsSsus civilis, law has the Amt » daß die

sund erkennen Jeret, damit den menschen demütigt gnad unnd glawben Christi«.
60 8, 2 14-29; Nl Iso above, 41
61 WAÄII, 251; Isf

897,



Law Crea3tes recognıtıion of »Bosheit«, sSOC1jal entity, an! leads 111a deal ith
this problem DYy Organızıng law and order; and law Creates recognıtıon of SIN,
spiritual entity, and leads tO deal with this problem Dy driving Christ.®

Strauss 0€es point OuUtTt thıs preparatory role of law 1203-206|]. But he NOt
ave grasped the and 0ONZOINE functioning hich 1t has for Luther

when he wrıites: ))At t1mes Luther presented this goal i C., the ONC objective of
law, hich Strauss defines 45 »Jaw ‚VvCNTIS, forestalls, impedes, an frustrates«,
and which, CUurn, 15 the basis for the punishing and admonishing function of
law which 188021  z MUSt be exposed before he she SIASD the lesson that
5a11 divine lawsLaw creates recognition of »Bosheit«, a social entity, and leads man to deal with  this problem by organizing law and order; and law creates recognition of sin, a  spiritual entity, and leads man to deal with this problem by driving man to Christ.®  Strauss does point out this preparatory role of law (203-206). But he seems not  to have grasped the nature and ongoing functioning which it has for Luther  when he writes: »At times Luther presented this goal [i. e., the one objective of  law, which Strauss defines as »law prevents, forestalls, impedes, and frustrates«,  and which, in turn, is the basis for the punishing and admonishing function of  law to which man must be exposed before he or she can grasp the lesson that  »all divine laws ... aim at two objectives: faith in God and love of neighbor«] as a  great blessing for humankind« (206; emphasis mine). On the basis of some state-  ments selected from COG (on 3, 24), he writes (203; emphases mine]:  »Originating in the human being's fall from grace, law ... is preeminently a bulwark against  the evil tendencies rooted in the human heart. Law insists upon complete obedience and  subservience, but this is a posture man is neither willing nor able to assume: even the  reborn Christian, while on earth, remains as much a sinner as the unregenerate. Both as the  divine commandments given in the Bible, and as the natural law in man’s conscience, law  demands the impossible. Zncapable of understanding God’s purpose, man rebels ... and ex-  presses anger and resentment against the law and its author. In truth, the Iaw is a hard  taskmaster. But, as Luther writes in commenting on Galatians 3:24, It does not only flog  and frighten us. As paedagogus, law also leads us to Christ, and »for this reason the law is  good, holy, useful, and necessary, so long as we use it in an legitimate way«.%®  Thus Luther on the spiritual law, the law relating to faith and salvation.«  Strauss overlooks here the fact that Luther does not use two nouns, »taskmas-  ter« (exactor)% who flogs and frightens us, and »paedagogus« who does some-  thing else, namely, lead us to Christ. Luther uses one noun, paedagogus, and  describes the activities of this paedagogus, his motivations, and the results of his  work. It is precisely the hard task of the »Zuchtmeyster«,® called law, to drive  the sinner to Christ and to salvation. Writes Luther in the context of the passage  summarized by Strauss in his first reference:  »[Ludimagistri tyranni et carnifices] ... vapulabant pueri, multo labore et infatigabile  diligentia discebant, sed perpauci veniebant at aliquam frugem. Talis paedagogus non est  Lex, quia non tantum peterrefacit et vexat, ut indoctus et stolidus paedagog1{s tantum  62 WA DB 8, 20, 14-37; 22, 1-37; 24, 1-28; see also above, n. 59.  63 Strauss refers to Am 26, 346. 348 (quotation) = WA 401I, 532, 17 f; 534, 12£ (quotation).  64 So in WA 401I, 298, 19.  65 So in the September Testament for paedagogus in G 3, 24.  83at LWO objectives: taith and love of neighbor«|
great blessing fOor humankind« 1206; emphasis mine). On the basis of SOTILILC te-

selected from C€)  6 on Y 24), he wrıtes (203; emphases mine):
»ÖOriginating ın the human being’s fall tromJlawLaw creates recognition of »Bosheit«, a social entity, and leads man to deal with  this problem by organizing law and order; and law creates recognition of sin, a  spiritual entity, and leads man to deal with this problem by driving man to Christ.®  Strauss does point out this preparatory role of law (203-206). But he seems not  to have grasped the nature and ongoing functioning which it has for Luther  when he writes: »At times Luther presented this goal [i. e., the one objective of  law, which Strauss defines as »law prevents, forestalls, impedes, and frustrates«,  and which, in turn, is the basis for the punishing and admonishing function of  law to which man must be exposed before he or she can grasp the lesson that  »all divine laws ... aim at two objectives: faith in God and love of neighbor«] as a  great blessing for humankind« (206; emphasis mine). On the basis of some state-  ments selected from COG (on 3, 24), he writes (203; emphases mine]:  »Originating in the human being's fall from grace, law ... is preeminently a bulwark against  the evil tendencies rooted in the human heart. Law insists upon complete obedience and  subservience, but this is a posture man is neither willing nor able to assume: even the  reborn Christian, while on earth, remains as much a sinner as the unregenerate. Both as the  divine commandments given in the Bible, and as the natural law in man’s conscience, law  demands the impossible. Zncapable of understanding God’s purpose, man rebels ... and ex-  presses anger and resentment against the law and its author. In truth, the Iaw is a hard  taskmaster. But, as Luther writes in commenting on Galatians 3:24, It does not only flog  and frighten us. As paedagogus, law also leads us to Christ, and »for this reason the law is  good, holy, useful, and necessary, so long as we use it in an legitimate way«.%®  Thus Luther on the spiritual law, the law relating to faith and salvation.«  Strauss overlooks here the fact that Luther does not use two nouns, »taskmas-  ter« (exactor)% who flogs and frightens us, and »paedagogus« who does some-  thing else, namely, lead us to Christ. Luther uses one noun, paedagogus, and  describes the activities of this paedagogus, his motivations, and the results of his  work. It is precisely the hard task of the »Zuchtmeyster«,® called law, to drive  the sinner to Christ and to salvation. Writes Luther in the context of the passage  summarized by Strauss in his first reference:  »[Ludimagistri tyranni et carnifices] ... vapulabant pueri, multo labore et infatigabile  diligentia discebant, sed perpauci veniebant at aliquam frugem. Talis paedagogus non est  Lex, quia non tantum peterrefacit et vexat, ut indoctus et stolidus paedagog1{s tantum  62 WA DB 8, 20, 14-37; 22, 1-37; 24, 1-28; see also above, n. 59.  63 Strauss refers to Am 26, 346. 348 (quotation) = WA 401I, 532, 17 f; 534, 12£ (quotation).  64 So in WA 401I, 298, 19.  65 So in the September Testament for paedagogus in G 3, 24.  8315 preeminently a bulwark agaınst
the evil tendencies rooted 1ın the human heart Law 1Ns1ısts upDON complete obedience and
subservience, but thiıs 15 posture 118a  = 15 neither willing 1L1LOT able 4aSSU1116: Ve1Il the
reborn Christian, while earth, remaıns much S1INNer the unregenerate. Both the
divine commandments gıven ın the Bible, anı the natural law 1ın man’s CONSCIENCE, law
demands the impossible. Incapable of understanding God’s purpose, INnd.  > rebelsLaw creates recognition of »Bosheit«, a social entity, and leads man to deal with  this problem by organizing law and order; and law creates recognition of sin, a  spiritual entity, and leads man to deal with this problem by driving man to Christ.®  Strauss does point out this preparatory role of law (203-206). But he seems not  to have grasped the nature and ongoing functioning which it has for Luther  when he writes: »At times Luther presented this goal [i. e., the one objective of  law, which Strauss defines as »law prevents, forestalls, impedes, and frustrates«,  and which, in turn, is the basis for the punishing and admonishing function of  law to which man must be exposed before he or she can grasp the lesson that  »all divine laws ... aim at two objectives: faith in God and love of neighbor«] as a  great blessing for humankind« (206; emphasis mine). On the basis of some state-  ments selected from COG (on 3, 24), he writes (203; emphases mine]:  »Originating in the human being's fall from grace, law ... is preeminently a bulwark against  the evil tendencies rooted in the human heart. Law insists upon complete obedience and  subservience, but this is a posture man is neither willing nor able to assume: even the  reborn Christian, while on earth, remains as much a sinner as the unregenerate. Both as the  divine commandments given in the Bible, and as the natural law in man’s conscience, law  demands the impossible. Zncapable of understanding God’s purpose, man rebels ... and ex-  presses anger and resentment against the law and its author. In truth, the Iaw is a hard  taskmaster. But, as Luther writes in commenting on Galatians 3:24, It does not only flog  and frighten us. As paedagogus, law also leads us to Christ, and »for this reason the law is  good, holy, useful, and necessary, so long as we use it in an legitimate way«.%®  Thus Luther on the spiritual law, the law relating to faith and salvation.«  Strauss overlooks here the fact that Luther does not use two nouns, »taskmas-  ter« (exactor)% who flogs and frightens us, and »paedagogus« who does some-  thing else, namely, lead us to Christ. Luther uses one noun, paedagogus, and  describes the activities of this paedagogus, his motivations, and the results of his  work. It is precisely the hard task of the »Zuchtmeyster«,® called law, to drive  the sinner to Christ and to salvation. Writes Luther in the context of the passage  summarized by Strauss in his first reference:  »[Ludimagistri tyranni et carnifices] ... vapulabant pueri, multo labore et infatigabile  diligentia discebant, sed perpauci veniebant at aliquam frugem. Talis paedagogus non est  Lex, quia non tantum peterrefacit et vexat, ut indoctus et stolidus paedagog1{s tantum  62 WA DB 8, 20, 14-37; 22, 1-37; 24, 1-28; see also above, n. 59.  63 Strauss refers to Am 26, 346. 348 (quotation) = WA 401I, 532, 17 f; 534, 12£ (quotation).  64 So in WA 401I, 298, 19.  65 So in the September Testament for paedagogus in G 3, 24.  83aM
PTESSCS 388 an resentmen! against the law anı 1ts author. truth, -he Iaw 15 hard
taskmaster. But, Luther wriıites 17 cComment1ing Galatians 3.24, It does NOFt only flog
an frighten As paedagogus, law Iso leads Christ, an for this 16EA4SOI the law 15
g00d, holy, useful, an CCESSaIY, long use it 1n 2881 legitimate Wway«.°3

"Aus Luther the spiritual law, -he Iawrelating Laith and salvation.

Strauss overlooksP the fact that Luther 0€es NOLT UsS«cC EW  ®]}/ »taskmas-
Ter« (EXaCctOr]® who flogs and frightens UuS, and »Paedagogus« who 0€s SOT111C-

thing else, namely, lead us Christ Luther SCS ONE NOUI, paedagogus, and
describes the actıvıties of this paedagogus, his mot1ivat1ions, and the results of his
work. It 15 precisely the hard task of the »Zuchtmeyster«,° called law, drive
the SINNer Christ and salvation. Writes Luther the CONtEXT of the PASSaSC
summarızed by Strauss his first reference:

»(Ludimagistri yrannı carnifices|Law creates recognition of »Bosheit«, a social entity, and leads man to deal with  this problem by organizing law and order; and law creates recognition of sin, a  spiritual entity, and leads man to deal with this problem by driving man to Christ.®  Strauss does point out this preparatory role of law (203-206). But he seems not  to have grasped the nature and ongoing functioning which it has for Luther  when he writes: »At times Luther presented this goal [i. e., the one objective of  law, which Strauss defines as »law prevents, forestalls, impedes, and frustrates«,  and which, in turn, is the basis for the punishing and admonishing function of  law to which man must be exposed before he or she can grasp the lesson that  »all divine laws ... aim at two objectives: faith in God and love of neighbor«] as a  great blessing for humankind« (206; emphasis mine). On the basis of some state-  ments selected from COG (on 3, 24), he writes (203; emphases mine]:  »Originating in the human being's fall from grace, law ... is preeminently a bulwark against  the evil tendencies rooted in the human heart. Law insists upon complete obedience and  subservience, but this is a posture man is neither willing nor able to assume: even the  reborn Christian, while on earth, remains as much a sinner as the unregenerate. Both as the  divine commandments given in the Bible, and as the natural law in man’s conscience, law  demands the impossible. Zncapable of understanding God’s purpose, man rebels ... and ex-  presses anger and resentment against the law and its author. In truth, the Iaw is a hard  taskmaster. But, as Luther writes in commenting on Galatians 3:24, It does not only flog  and frighten us. As paedagogus, law also leads us to Christ, and »for this reason the law is  good, holy, useful, and necessary, so long as we use it in an legitimate way«.%®  Thus Luther on the spiritual law, the law relating to faith and salvation.«  Strauss overlooks here the fact that Luther does not use two nouns, »taskmas-  ter« (exactor)% who flogs and frightens us, and »paedagogus« who does some-  thing else, namely, lead us to Christ. Luther uses one noun, paedagogus, and  describes the activities of this paedagogus, his motivations, and the results of his  work. It is precisely the hard task of the »Zuchtmeyster«,® called law, to drive  the sinner to Christ and to salvation. Writes Luther in the context of the passage  summarized by Strauss in his first reference:  »[Ludimagistri tyranni et carnifices] ... vapulabant pueri, multo labore et infatigabile  diligentia discebant, sed perpauci veniebant at aliquam frugem. Talis paedagogus non est  Lex, quia non tantum peterrefacit et vexat, ut indoctus et stolidus paedagog1{s tantum  62 WA DB 8, 20, 14-37; 22, 1-37; 24, 1-28; see also above, n. 59.  63 Strauss refers to Am 26, 346. 348 (quotation) = WA 401I, 532, 17 f; 534, 12£ (quotation).  64 So in WA 401I, 298, 19.  65 So in the September Testament for paedagogus in G 3, 24.  83vapulabant puer1l1, multo labore et infatigabile
diligentia discebant, sed perpaucı venijebant at aliquam frugem. Talis paedagogus 110  - est
Lex. qula 110  - Lantum peterrefacit X  J ut indoctus stolidus paedagogqjs tantum

62, 8, 2S2 1eAFSs 1-28; SC Iso above,
63 Strauss reters Am E, 346 348 (quotation] 532, f; 534, i2f (quotation).
64 SO 1n $ 298, I
65 So 1ın the September Testament for paedagogus 1ın 3,
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flagellat docet uCIOS, sed verberibus SU1S impellit ad Christum, Quemadmodum
bonus paedagogus verberat, instıitult EXEerCcEet legendo scribendo ueros 1n hunc tinem,
ut perven1lant ad cognıtionem bonarum literarum et aliarum honestarum LEIUIN hoc postea
GLE voluptate faciant, quod pr1us, Cu COgereENLUr paedagogo, 1NV1t1 tecerunt.«“6

The taslk of the paecdagogus 15 NOT itferent ONC, be connected with the
task of the taskmaster DYy ))3_150« that the taskmaster (finally, also| becomes
the paedagogus. »„»Non FEan eamflagellat et nihil docet pueros, sed verberibus suis impellit ad Christum, Quemadmodum  bonus paedagogus verberat, instituit et exercet legendo et scribendo pueros in hunc finem,  ut perveniant ad cognitionem bonarum literarum et aliarum honestarum rerum et hoc postea  cum voluptate faciant, quod prius, cum cogerentur a paedagogo, inviti fecerunt.«*  The task of the paedagogus is not a different one, to be connected with the  task of the taskmaster by »also« so that the taskmaster (finally, also) becomes  the paedagogus. »Non tantum ... sed« /s governed by one clause (describing one  and not two entities), »talis paedagogus non est lex«, and this results in the fact  that lex is the (one) bonus paedagogus (and not an exactor and also a paedagogus).  The law is the taskmaster, and as such it is the bonus paedagogus who is to lead  to Christ. Luther deals here with nothing other than the usus theologicus legis.  While that usus has to be differentiated from the usus civilis, it may not be  separated from it, as if at one point the one stops and the other begins, or simply  be identified with it by making out of law exclusively a »bulwark against the evil  tendencies rooted in the human heart« (203).”  And finally, Strauss overlooks the fact that the work of this Zuchtmeyster is  never finished. For, again quoting from COG, he writes (205; emphasis mine):  »The law was not even given with the purpose that it should justify, but that it  should disclose sin, frighten, accuse, and condemn.« For this reason, law must be  allowed to do its work before the possibility of grace is offered in the preaching of  the gospel.«® He makes a similar statement on page 206, when he says that  66 WA 401, 532, 15-23 < Am 26, 346.  67 Writes Ebeling: Zur Lehre vom triplex usus legis ..., 67: »Denn auch für Luther sind beide, der  usus civilis wie der usus theologicus, insofern in Gal. 3, 24 angelegt, als es dasselbe Gesetz ist,  das im coercere delicta und im ostendere delicta am Werke ist. »Nec politica aut naturalis lex  est quidquam, nisi sit damnans et terrens peccatores.« [WA 391I, 358, 28 f] Obwohl theologisch  scharf zu unterscheiden, liegen doch in der Predigt des Gesetzes der usus politicus und usus  theologicus insofern aufs engste ineinander, als die Predigt immer darauf abzielt, daß das  Gesetz zugleich im usus politicus und usus theologicus verstanden wird. Sind es doch die  gleichen Menschen, denen das Gesetz in beiden usus gilt, und nicht etwa eine Kategorie ganz  hartgesottener Sünder, für die allein der usus civilis, und eine andere Kategorie — ich weiß  nicht wie zu bezeichnender Sünder, für die der usus theologicus zuständig ist.«  68 Strauss quotes Am 27, 14 + WA 40I, ı6, 20f. Prior to the text quoted, Strauss summarizes (204  f) WA 40 IL, 14, 28 - 16, 20 and adds some quotations from Luther’s well-known statements  about his experiences in the monastery. In the next paragraph, relying on Mark U. EDWARDS:  Luther and the false brethren. Stanford, 1975, Strauss mentions briefly Luther’s second clash  with Agricola, and this leads him to speak of the »mutual interdepence« of law and gospel.  »This relationship assigns to the law a double function: the >civil« one ..., and the >»theological:  one of leading men to an acknowledgement of their sins. For Christians in whose hearts the  84sed« 15 governed by OC clause (describing (QiiE
and NOLT L[WO entities]), »talıs paedagogus 11O11 est JexX«, and this results the tact
that lex 15 the one] bonus paedagogus (and NOt EXAaCTtfOr and also paecdagogus]).
The Iaw ıs the taskmaster, and such 1# 15 the OoNUS paedagogzus who 15 Tead

Christ. Luther deals erTe with nothing other than the SUuSs theologicus legis.
While that SUuS has be differentiated from the SUuS CiVvilis, 1t INnaYy NOt be
separated from 1t, 4S al OIlC pomint the ONC and the other begins, Simply
be identified with 1: by making OUtT of law exclusively »bulwark agaınst the evil
tendencies rooted the human heart« DO31.7

finally, Strauss overlooks the fact that the work of this Zuchtmeyster 15
inished. FOFL, agaın quoting from COG, he wriıites (205; emphasis mine)

» 1Th6 law Was NOt CVCI) g1ven with the PUIDOSC that ıt should justify, but that 1t
should disclose S1N, frighten, ACCUSC, and condemn.: For this ICaSON, law MUSt be
allowed do 1ts work before the possibility of STaCC 15 offered the preaching of
the gospel. «® He makes similar Statement PAsC 206, when he SayS that

66 L, 532, 5-23 26; 346
67 Wrıtes Ebeling: Zur Lehre VO triplex USUuSs legis »DDenn uch tfür Luther sind beide, der

uUuUSus civilis W1e der USUuS theologicus, insotern 1n Gal 3, angelegt, als sselbe esetz 1st,
das 1mM delicta un!1 ostendere delicta Werke ist ‚Nec politica aut naturalis lex
est quidquam, N1S1 S1t damnans et terrens PECCALOFES.: L 58, 8 Obwohl theologisch
schart unterscheiden, liegen doch ın der Predigt des Gesetzes der USus politicus und uUSUuSs

theologicus insotern ufs eNgste ineinander, als die Predigt immer darauf abzielt, das
Gesetz zugleich 1 USUuS politicus und USUuSs theologicus verstanden wird. Sind doch die
gleichen Menschen, denen das (:;eset7z 1n beiden USUuSs gilt, und nicht twa ıne ategori1e SalızZ
hartgesottener Sünder, für die allein der USUuSs civilis, und 1ıne andere Kategorie ich wei(ß
nicht wWw1e bezeichnender Sünder, tür die der uUSus theologicus zuständig 1St.«
Strauss qUOtES I 1, 6, Priıor the LtEeXTt quoted, Strauss SUmMMaAarızes 1204

H, I „8 I6, an adds SOINE quotatiıons trom Luther’s well-known StTatem eNtSs
about his experiences 1n the m  IYy the nexXt paragraph, relying Mark EDWARDS:
Luther an the talse brethren. Stanford, 1075, Strauss ment1i1ons briefly Luther’s second clash
ith Agricola, and this leads him tO speak of the »mutual interdepence« of law and gospel.
» 'This relationship assıgns tO the law double function: the C1Vil: 0)81(  D an the ‚theological:
0)81> of leading 8 6E A  } acknowledgement of their S1NS. For Christians 1n whose hearts the
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hbefore people CX  . aCCCDL« the lesson that all divine laws AT £aıth God and
love of neighbor, they IMNUST be admonished and punished (emphasis mine] It
NOt clear why people should be unable aCCECDL the tact that they should ave
faith God and love tor their neighbor without havıng een punıished Arst
Further tor Luther the work of the paedagogus ONSONM18 OTIC because the
paedagogus reveals sinfulness and thus drives 111411l Christ 69 But S111CC
for Luther the believer 15 simul 1USFUS et the work of the paedagogus

Not ONLy he bring the hrist but he also keep
him her with Christ by preventung and the mortification
of the flesh Strauss ave understanding for this CONCEDL He SCS
the CategOrYy » before the possibility of STaCC offered« and identifies 1T with law
hıich after the gospel has Gcn offered longer tunctions, with the result that
for the believer lives »StTate of EMANCLIDATLON « trom law /1 For his inter-

of Luther Strauss apparently follows the sequential arfallsc-
mMent of salvatıon history, and thus of law and gospel which uUugus had
developed By itself there nothing with doing this Strauss CAasc

this leads, however the nullification of the dialectic of Iaw and 20s-
pel hıich for Luther determines the of being simul 1USTUS et

Consequently, Luther turns Out be NtENOM19: of Strauss INtErDrE:
tatıon also SUSBESTS that the gospel religi0us SYIUD hich ONC eagerly aCCCDtSs
because OILLC WAants avoid the bitter drink of the ON1801118 COgN1ıtLON of self
hıich the paedagogus forces OIlC take That this 1CW 0o€es NOT do USt1cCE
Luther eed NOt be pursued

Strauss 15 COTTECE when he that the 3, 2 Luther
speaks about »the law relating £aith and salvation« (USus theologicus?] 73 Yet

gospel has taken rOOot the law eINNSUuUres (to 1L@ the elaboration of this doctrine later the
Formula of Concord) ‚that the old Adam INnaYy NOT employ his OW: will but INa Yy be subdued
agaınst his will NOt only Dy the admonition and threatening of the law but Iso Dy punish

an blows«<« (205 At this Strauss could have SECEIN an claritied the OMNSOMNS
nction of law the being 1USTEUS et Rather than dealing with this 181  J he at yaldi>

the aftirmation that „Luther and his SUCCESSOTS made formal distinctions
between political an theological laws« (Whatever the LEeTI1 >‚;theological laws« suggest).

69 See Iso 2, 529, 1-

Notwithstanding what Strauss SayS above 68
F See above 73
72 Aurelius ÄUGUSTINUS Enchiridion ad Laurentium Orpus christianorum SCeT165S latina

46 (Tournhout 1969]), 1E 23 X3
See above, 823
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he misreads Luther when 1n the SAaTtiilc breath he identifies this role of law with
»the spiritual lawe. He oe€es NOLT define this »spiritual law«; therefore OC has
4ASSUTIIC that he the lex SPIrtUS. But for Luther the lex SpPIrıtus 15 NOtTt
identical with the law paedagogus. Strauss could aVe SCC1I1 how the tWO
related ONg0O1N£g WAaY, had he looked the 1n &5 S tollowing the 1819
from which he selects his first SECeTt f discussed above.74 The result of
this inability (FA terms with Luther’s understanding of the SUSs theologicus
Jegis and of 1ts relationship the lex SPIrT1LtUS 15 Strauss’s blurred pıcture of the
Christian’s reedom from the law. this 1SSUE OLIC has HC

»EINanCIpatIioN« Christian Freedom
Strauss argues’> that, according Luther, Christ removed his people from the
» gr]_p « of the law »released« them from the law. Christ’s people, tKherefore, live

»STAtfe of emancCc1patı1on«, »although nothing about their behavior 1n the
world reveals this« s1tuation. This emancıpatıon 15 the result of Luther’s 111C5S5-

SdısC about Christ, from hich the public derives »bracingly libertarian allure«
because 1t detects this INCSSasC »antınomıan straın«.7° This Luther, the
antınom1an who Oppos1ition law an order; 15 quıte novelty SINCE,

general, sSOC1al historians present pro-Law-and-order Luther. That Luther 15
NOT m1ss1ıng 1n Strauss’s 1e6W of the Reformation, but he 0€es NOT aDPDCAaI ntil
later 1n the Reformer’s Carcer (E02 E 239);77 eed NOTt be concerned with
him

Strauss tells the Teader, the (NAC hand, that for Luther »1aws ATC made for
the LTG  C this 15 E of the ‚theological: USsSC of lawshe misreads Luther when in the same breath he identifies this role of law with  »the spiritual law«. He does not define this »spiritual law«; therefore one has to  assume that he means the lex spiritus. But for Luther the lex spiritus is not  identical with the law as paedagogus. Strauss could have seen how the two are  related in an ongoing way, had he looked at the pages in COG following the ones  from which he selects his first set of passages discussed above.”* The result of  this inability to come to terms with Luther’s understanding of the usus theologicus  legis and of its relationship to the lex spiritus is Strauss’s blurred picture of the  Christian’s freedom from the law. And to this issue one has to turn now.  1.2 »Emancıipation« vs. Christian Freedom  Strauss argues’5 that, according to Luther, Christ removed his people from the  »grip« of the law or »released« them from the law. Christ’s people, therefore, live  in a »state of emancipation«, »although nothing about their behavior in the  world reveals this« situation. This emancipation is the result of Luther’s mes-  sage about Christ, from which the public derives a »bracingly libertarian allure«  because it detects in this message an »antinomian strain«.’° This Luther, the  antinomian who promotes opposition to law and order, is quite a novelty since,  in general, social historians present a pro-law-and-order Luther. That Luther is  not missing in Strauss’s view of the Reformation, but he does not appear until  later in the Reformer’s career (192. 211. 239);” we need not be concerned with  him.  Strauss tells the reader, on the one hand, that for Luther »laws are made for  the unregenerate: this is as true of the »theological« use of laws ... as of their  »political« use ...« (204; emphasis mine). One wonders how Strauss can make  this statement in light of the fifth set of theses against the antinomians.’® He is  familiar with them, at least he quotes one thesis on the säme page.” In these  theses Luther argues that the law, just as the gospel, has to be taught to both the  plis and the impiis (No. 42). Then he continues: by preaching the law, the impäi  74 WA 401T, 533, I4 - 539, 32; see also WA 2, 498, 22 - 503, 12.  75 See above, 72 .  76 For Strauss’s usuage of »antinomian«, see above, 70.  77 See also Krodel: The opposition to Roman law ..., 238-246; id.: Luther and the opposition to  Roman law..., 20-22.  78 WA 39T, 354, I5 - 357, 38.  79 On page 204, n. 41, Strauss cites thesis 7 (WA 391I, 354, 24) and the article by Ebeling: Zur  Lehre vom triplex usus legis ..., 65, in which this thesis also is mentioned.  86of their
‚political: Us«ec (204; emphasis mine). One wonders how Strauss make
this Statement light of the Hifth SEL of theses agaınst the aNntınom1ans.78® He 15
familiar ıth tHEM, least he qUOCLTES ( thesis the sSsame Dage. ” these
theses Luther argucsS that the law, Just the gospel, has be taught both the
D11S an the 1mMp11S INo 42) 'hen he CONtINUES: Dy preaching the law, the 1mpu

L, 533, I 539, 32; SCS Iso 2, 498, yO03,
FE See above, 72
76 For Strauss’s usuage ot »antinomian« . il above,
FF See Iso Krodel: The opposıt1ıon Roman law 238-246; id. Luther an the oOpposıtıon

Roman law 0-22

78 36 354, ıA 357, 38
79 On PasC 204, 41, Strauss cıtes thesis (WA 1: 354, 24) anı! the article by Ebeling Zur

Lehre VO triplex USUuSs legis Y 1n which this thesis Iso 1S mentioned.
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be led the acknowledgement of their sinfulness and of God’s wrath VCTLI

sS1N INo 43) The pL be led the CONtINUOUS mortification of the flesh
that they do NOtT fall 1Nto the trap of securıtas INo 44); this securıtas would
destroy faith and the fear of God, and thus STYTeAFEe s1ıtuatiıon hich ould be

than what existed before INo 45) [0)81 Strauss, law pertaıns for
Luther both the regenerate and the unregenerate 1809N) On the other hand,
Strauss tells the reader that »C6 VOIl the reborn Christian; while earth, remaı1ıns

much SINNer the unregenerate« and 15 therefore exposed the law 203}
At this pomnt law pertaıns NOt only the unregenerate ONCS, Strauss AI UuCS
the tollowing pPascC Yet Strauss 1NsS1sts that Christians do live 1n »StTate of CcINall-

c1pation« from law 209)
On the basis of the selected from Strauss 209| that hris-

t1ans »aTeC released from the law«.80 At this pomnt Strauss 0€es NOt deal with the
fact that »release« pertaıns the members ot theSChristi®: Those PCO-
ple »pulled OUt« from the law of Moses, whose SINSha een forgiven through
the work of Christ and who AT reborn DY the Holy SpPINE; therefore they belong

Christ;® earlier Luther called these people the »recht glewbigen«.®3
S  J Luther discusses the conduct of Christ’s people when they Ya

conftronted with un-Christian people.** He affırms that Christ 0€Ss NOtT null
the law for his peODIE,“ but rather that ”’hrist tells hAis pEODIE how ıınderstand
Iaw and therefore how USC and not 11ISC Iaw.® wider Luther discusses
the relationship of the »ZWCY regiment« each other.®7 the matenals he

70 See above,
8 I WA II, 259, I - 260, 15
89, »SEyNeEN« (WA 1, 260, has be understood 1n light of what Luther SayS 1n »On Christian

ftreedom« about the »royal marrlage« an „blessed exchange« between Christ anı the soul
(Maurer alls it „Christusgemeinschaft«)J; T. y .6 26, (German version); 31 \
36 (Latin version). See further, Wilhelm MAURER: Von der Freiheit eines Christenmenschen:
wel Untersuchungen Luthers Reformationsschriften 520/21. G 1949, 5-40. See Iso

I1a Yy be considered the classic passage] »Small Catechism«, 2, (explanation of the
second article of the Creed], 3 } 24.9, /—22; Luther’s explanation of 2, 1n COG,

&* 282, 16 100, (esp. 285 387 23); Reinhard SCHWARZ: »} mi1t Christus
zusammengesch weifßt«: VO: Finssein des Christen ML1t Christus beiTnLuther. eitwende
60 1989], 94-10

83 I11,249,
84 11, 259, 37 %  152
85 I 259, 25 37 260, 4 f
86 11,259) z£ 35 - 260, 245367
57 Beginning with E 251,
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develops, he 15 NOtT concerned with the 1SSUE »law nO-law«, but with the 1SSUE
»SIN forgiven SIN « and with the role that law 0€s and O€s NOT ave the
conduct of the forgiven SINNETL. When Strauss arguc$sS that, according Luther,
Christians live of emancı1ıpatıon from law, »although nothing about
their behavıor the world reveals this of emanc1patıon«, he draws SOI116-

thing from the FEXT hich 15 NO there; notwithstanding his Statement that )7IC-
SUS NO abrogate all »forms of law«]|« 209]; the SAaIllc time he overlooks
the fact that Luther deals ere with the conduct of the forgiven S1iNNer. He could
ave SC this, had he NOT talken the paSSagCc OUTt of 1ts CONTtTEXT. He could ave
SCCI1 this also 1n PGOL, the other TExt with which he works heavily.“ On
DAsSC 204 Strauss qUOCTES Irom thıs Dreface, and the last hich he quOtES
reads: » The and ability do it NOT do 1t 1 C., the requırements of
Moses’ Jaw| he Moses| Can nOot grant.« the texXt follows COIMINGA, and then
Luther AT 1BES= CONtINUES: »Vnd lest VI1S also der sunde sticken«.®° Now
Luther begins NDNEW

»Wenn WYI enn der sunde sticken, dringet der todt Iso bald auftt VIS, als CYIl rach
un! ostraff vber die sunde, Daher Paulus die sund des tods stachel, das der todt durch
die sunde alle SCYI) recht vnd macht V1I1S hat ber das gEeSELZE nicht WEIC, WEIC

uch keyne sunde, NOW Strauss picks Luther’s text| darumb 1Sts Nes Moses ampt schuld,
der vnd ruget die SUNd durchs gESELTZ, folget der todt auftf die sund mi1t gewalt, ‚end
of Strauss’s quotation; Luther continues:| das Mose ampt billich vnd recht Y ampt der
sunde VN: des tods VO  } Paul genennet Wirt, Denn bringet nichts au V1I1S5 durch se1ın
gEeSELZ geben denn sund VnN! todt. «9°

With Moses, 1111l 15 stuck 1n S11 and under the dominion of death God’s
verdict VCTI the S1NNer. Now Luther develops the role of Moses 45 Amtmann
of sS1N an death,* AT 1n this PTOCCSS introduces the SUuS theologicus legis.
Then he discuss the role of Christ

»Darumb Christus kompt, da horet das gEesSELZ auff, sonderlich das Levitische,develops, he is not concerned with the issue »law vs. no-law«, but with the issue  »sin vs. forgiven sin« and with the role that law does and does not have in the  conduct of the forgiven sinner. When Strauss argues that, according to Luther,  Christians live in a state of emancipation from law, »although nothing about  their behavior in the world reveals this state of emancipation«, he draws some-  thing from the text which is not there, notwithstanding his statement that »Je-  sus did not abrogate [all »forms of law«]« (209); at the same time he overlooks  the fact that Luther deals here with the conduct of the forgiven sinner. He could  have seen this, had he not taken the passage out of its context. He could have  seen this also in PGOT, the other text with which he works so heavily.® On  page 204 Strauss quotes from this preface, and the last sentence which he quotes  reads: »The power and ability to do it or not to do it [i. e., the requirements of  Moses’ law] he [Moses] cannot grant.« In the text follows a comma, and then  Luther at once continues: »vnd lest vns also ynn der sunde sticken«.® Now  Luther begins a new sentence:  »Wenn wyr denn ynn der sunde sticken, so dringet der todt also bald auff vns, als eyn rach  und straff vber die sunde, Daher nennet Paulus die sund des tods stachel, das der todt durch  die sunde alle seyn recht vnd macht an vns hat. Aber wo das gesetze nicht were, so were  auch keyne sunde, [now Strauss picks up Luther’s text] darumb ists alles Moses ampt schuld,  der reget vnd ruget die sund durchs gesetz, so folget der todt auff die sund mit gewalt, [end  of Strauss’s quotation; Luther continues:] das Mose ampt billich vnd recht eyn ampt der  sunde vnd des tods von S. Paul genennet wirt, Denn er bringet nichts auff vns durch sein  gesetz geben denn sund vnd todt.«°°  With Moses, man is stuck in sin and under the dominion of death as God’s  verdict over the sinner. Now Luther develops the role of Moses as an Amtmann  of sin and death,” and in this process introduces the usus theologicus legis.  Then he moves on to discuss the role of Christ:  »Darumb wo nu Christus kompt, da horet das gesetz auff, sonderlich das Levitische, .... SO  horen auch die zehen gepot auff, nicht also, das man sie nicht halten noch erfullen solt,”  sondern Moses ampt horet drynnen auff, das es nicht mehr durch die zehen gepot die sund  88 See also Krodel: Luther and the opposition to Roman law ..., 26 f.  89 WA DB 8, 20, 19-22 (emphasis mine); for the following, see also WA 20, 244, 26 - 252, 22.  9o WA DB 8, 20, 22-29.  91 WA DB 8 20, 30-37; 22; 24, 1-19.  92 This was written by the »young« Luther (or before the Peasants’ War), whose message, accord-  ing to Strauss (above, 75), supposedly had for the public »a bracingly libertarian allure« and in  whose message the public supposedly found an »antinomian strain«.  88SO
horen uch die zehen auff, nicht also, das 1119  > S1e nicht halten noch erfullen solt,°?
sondern Moses ampt horet drynnen auff, das nicht mehr UurCc. die zehen die sund

88 See 1Iso Krodel: Luther an the opposit1ıon Roman law .6
89 S, 2 190-22 (emphasis mine]; tor the following, SCcC Iso 2 244, 76 252,

8, 2 22-29
Ol S, 2 30-23/; 2
02 his Was wrıtten by the »YOUI1S« Luther (o)4 before the Peasants’ War), whose IMNESSALC, aCCOTd-

iIng Strauss (above, 760 supposedly had tor the pu »a bracingly libertarıan allure« an 1ın
whose INESSaEC the pu supposedly tound »antınomı1an Stra1n«.
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starck macht, VM die sund nıcht mehr des tods stachel 1St, Denn durch die gnade Christi
das ertz gut worden Vn dem ZgESELZ hold ISt, vnd yhın ENUS thut, das Moses amnpt
nicht mehr kan straffen Vn sunden machen, als hette die nicht gehalten vnd
wWeTtTeC des tods schuldig,° w1e thet für der gnad un! ehe denn Christus War.«?4

Luther CONtrasts ere the Amt of Muoses, the office of S1IN and death, with
Christ’s »Amt der CGnaden«.° He USC Strauss’s »release« ıimage that
through Christ’s fHice sSinners released from the office of Moses, ©r from
the place where they ave een stuck while Moses Was office; this 1S the place
COTAalll Deo where unforgiven SINNEKS condemned. Sınners, therefore, NOT

released from the law itself, and Christ 15 for Luther NOT the great emancıpator
irom law and thus the creator of LICW psycho-social sıtuation, Strauss SU$S-
gests.? ASs the Amtmann der Cnade; Christ O€es liberate trom the office of Mo-
SC5S, 1n ther words, from the terror of unforgiven S1N, hich 15 connected with
the law exercised Dy the Amtmann of S1N and death Even?7 the believer, the
Just O1L1LC whose S1N 15 forgiven an who has een released trom the office of
Moses, still 15 fultill the len Commandments and, above all else, has
choice but die Theretore 1t 15 self-deceiving arguc that law should could
be removed from the church USCcC Strauss’s phrasing, that Christians aTc

emancipated from the law because the believer 15 simul 1UStUS But
the believer 15 released from the {fice of Moses, C:, from the IT  J CU.  'J and
condemnation of the exX1istence uıunder law; he she 15 longer »Stuck« under
the office of Moses. Through faith the SinNnNner 15 crucified with Chrst, has died

03 See Iso 3 E 206, 208, With reterence 2, 499, ESECO: Schott: lex paedagogus
567, 15 the pOo1N! when he WTriıtes: »Ohne Abschaffung des Gesetzes keine

Gesetzeserfüllung.« general, SCcC Stephen REED: The Decalogue 1n Luther’s arge Car
echism. Dialog (1 98 Z 264-269; Thomas MCDONOUGH!: The law anı the gospel 1n Luther:
study ot Martın Luther’s contfessional writings. Oxford 963
WA DB 8, 0-28 (emphases mine); SCC Iso L3 155 159, K 524, 13 In W.

2, 206, 207/, Luther demonstrates first how the heart 15 made realize 1ts hostility
toward God’s Commandments 1206, 8), an then how i becomes „»holde the Lamb of God
an thus willing do God’s will [207, S.5} What Luther rather briefly describes 1n the<

quoted ftrom PGOTL, he, go1ng 1nto details, at SOI1L1C other time alls the SU1I111111a« and
»Ordo Christianae Vitae«:! E GöT, 682,

05 WA DB 8, 2 30); 2 30O; 3I'36/ SCC also 2 248, 35 252, 2 401, 256, 17 —261, AI
2, 26; Krodel: Luther an the opposition Roman law 26-37 41 For the following,

SC Iso L, 62 288,
96 See above, below, sect1on
0/ For the following, SCEC 30 &. 354, I5 357, 38 (itheses LF 3, S, E2°IUT, 19-24).
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with Christ, and lives Christ who has fulfilled the law and thus destroyed
death punishment for S11 Insotfar Christ ves the believer and the believer

Christ, the believer 15 without S1N and: therefore, eed from the and
of the law.°® Insofar the believer eX1StS still the flesh, he OT she 15 still]

subject S11 and, therefore, the law Luther’s Christian freedom places the
believer 1INto the eschatological eNns10N derived from the gospel;” therefore 1t has
nothing COTITN1INOIMN with Strauss’s emanc1ıpatıon from law, with antınom1anısm,

bracingly libertarıan allure.
the materı1als Strauss selects {irom PGOTL, the 1SsSue 15 NOt »J1aw law«

but »S1N forgiven SIN« and the conduct of the forgiven sınner, 1LLLOTE specifi-
cally, the fulfillment of the len Commandments. Therefore PGOT Luther
detines Christ’s work CWO WayS (a Through Christ’s office the Ten LZOT
mandments C  'J NOt such WaYy that they Al NOtTt be obeyed, but 1n such

WaYy that Moses’ office connected with the Commandments CCascs eX1St
office of S1IN, condemnation, and death Result the law has be preached

lead 1111l COognıtion of self and of what Christ has ONe for 1 ] Through
Christ’s office the eart of begins be »hold« the law because that office
of Moses has ceased eX1ist.!9] Result »release« from law 15 for the believer NOtTt

emanc1ıpatıon from Jaw; »release« being released from the of the
law and being endowed with (o)4 released having] IIC  s heart, 116  S ethos.!°

98 See Iso 2, 9/, 08, 2 ; 16, 417, 418, 37;40 E 283, 372 284,
99 See 39 L 54, .7ı 35 in addition the theses cited above, 1ın 07, Oal Iso theses .

37 AOH 4201 534, 31 538, 35
100 WA DB 29-36; 26, I4'36/ SCcC Iso 39 L 354, LA 357, 38 (theses 59, 61, 67); 5O, 473 6-

25 For the Cogniıtion of self, SCC also WA 1012, 155, ISS 4; 206, 90-2/; 5 258, 31 259, 25
See urther Gerhard EBELING: Sündenblindheit un Sündenerkenntnis als Schlüssel /REG

Rechtfertigungsverständnis: Z Aufbau der vierten Thesenreihe Luthers über Rm 3,28
id. Lutherstudien. Vol 1985, 258-310

1OL1 See above, See Iso TEr 654, 656, I L, 137, I8 138, »Denn CYINn Christlich
wefßen steht nıt eufßerlichem wandel, wandellt uch den menschen nıt nach dem
eufßerlichen stand, Bondernn nach dem ynnerlichen, das 1st, gibt CYIN ander hertz, CYyIl andernn
MuUtt, willen un SYIN, wilcher eben die werck thut, die CYM ander solchen INULT und willen
thutt; denn CYMN Christen weylis, das par glawben ligt; rumb geht, steht, ysset,with Christ, and lives in Christ who has fulfilled the law and thus destroyed  death as punishment for sin. Insofar Christ lives in the believer and the believer  in Christ, the believer is without sin and, therefore, freed from the curse and  terror of the law.® Insofar as the believer exists still in the flesh, he or she is still  subject to sin and, therefore, the law. Luther’s Christian freedom places the  believer into the eschatological tension derived from the gospel;” therefore it has  nothing in common with Strauss’s emancipation from law, with antinomianism,  or a bracingly libertarian allure.  In the materials Strauss selects from PGOT, the issue is not »law vs. no law«  but »sin vs. forgiven sin« and the conduct of the forgiven sinner, or more specifi-  cally, the fulfillment of the Ten Commandments. Therefore in PGOT Luther  defines Christ’s work in two ways: (a) Through Christ’s office the Ten Com-  mandments cease, not in such a way that they are not to be obeyed, but in such  a way that Moses’ office connected with the Commandments ceases to exist as  an office of sin, condemnation, and death. Result: the law has to be preached to  lead man to cognition of self and of what Christ has done for man.'® (b) Through  Christ’s office the heart of man begins to be »hold« to the law because that office  of Moses has ceased to exist.!” Result: »release« from law is for the believer not  an emancipation from law; »release« means being released from the curse of the  law and being endowed with (or released to having) a new heart, a new ethos.'°  98 See also WA 2, 97, 20 - 98, 2; 16,417, 29 - 418, 37; 40 I, 283, 33 - 284,22.  99 See WA 391, 354, 15 - 357, 38 (in addition to the theses cited above, in n. 97, see also theses 35-  37,401); 401, 534,31 - 538, 35-  100 WA DB 8, 24, 29-36; 26, 14-36; see also WA 391, 354, 15 - 357, 38 (theses 59, 61, 67); 50, 473, 6-  25. For the cognition of self, see also WA 1012, 155,8-158,4;206, 9-27;401, 258, 31 - 259,25.  See further Gerhard EBELING: Sündenblindheit und Sündenerkenntnis als Schlüssel zum  Rechtfertigungsverständnis: zum Aufbau der vierten Thesenreihe Luthers über Rm 3,28. In:  id.: Lutherstudien. Vol. 3. TÜ 1985, 258-310.  I0I  See above, 88. See also WA 7, 654, 3 - 656, 17; 1011, 137, 18 - 138, 3: »Denn eynn Christlich  weßen steht nit ynn eußerlichem wandel, es wandellt auch den menschen nit nach dem  eußerlichen stand, ßondernn nach dem ynnerlichen, das ist, es gibt eyn ander hertz, eyn andernn  mutt, willen und synn, wilcher eben die werck thut, die eyn ander on solchen mutt und willen  thutt; denn eyn Christen weyß, das es gar am glawben ligt; darumb geht, steht, ysset, ... er wie  ßonst eyn gemeyn man ynn seynem stand, das man nit gewar wirt seyniß Christenthumß,  [follows L 17, 20 f]«. Cf. this description of the existence of the believer with what Strauss  presents (above, 75) about that existence! For the image of the new, pure, or different heart and  the activity which it motivates, see also WA 32, 325,23 - 329, 18.  102 For an elaboration on what in PGOT Luther only briefly spells out about the bel/ever’s free-  dom from the law, see WA ıo1 ı, 360, 2 - 362, 8. For the argument that the believer is a new  90w1e
Ronst CYMN BEINECYI 1L1Aa11l yın SCYIICIN stand, das 1Nal nıt wirt seynifß Christenthum(ß,
follows I f]« C+t this description of the existence ot the believer with what Strauss

(above, 5} about that exıstence! For the ımage of the NCW, PUre, ditferent heart an
the aCt1V1ty which it mot1vates, SCC 1Iso 32, 1325, 27 129, 18

10  v For elaboration what 1n PGO'T Luther only briefly spells Out about the believer’s free-
dom trom the law, SCcC ‚758 L, 360, 362, For the argument that the believer 15 L11C W
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This 15 the ethos of the Spirit-generated Christian freedom resulting from the
of Christ the believer and the believer’s life Christ.!°3 This PASSaSC

trom PGO|!L contradicts Strauss’s argument that for Luther all law 15 OILC; eTre
Luther clearly speaks of »Yeligi0us law«, 'od lIen Commandments. It also
contradicts Strauss’s argument that Luther’s position emancıpatıon
from law . 1°4

What Luther CAPDICSSCS PGOL 1n the idea that through Christ’s office of
the heart of 111A1711 becomes »holde the law, he also CXDICSSCS 1n the

materijals hich Strauss selects from 1ts cContext. *° Here Luther arg ucs

DECISOINN 1n his her relationship God’s law, SS Iso 42, 52, /-27 Luther SuUummMarızes
his posit1on when, 1n the disputation Mit 2 LE he briefly States »„Ita tides tacit YSONAN,
PECISONa facit D'  J 110  } D' InDenn wirdt zeiner glauben, wirdt uch gute
Werck thun, widerumb wirdt keiner ein gudt werck thun, glaube denn ehr ‚UVOT « 39
„8 3, (B LEexXxt. »CX OTEThis is the ethos of the Spirit-generated Christian freedom resulting from the  presence of Christ in the believer and the believer’s life in Christ.'°? This passage  from PGOT contradicts Strauss’s argument that for Luther all law is one; here  Luther clearly speaks of »religious law«, God’s Ten Commandments. It also  contradicts Strauss’s argument that Luther’s position suggests an emancipation  from law.'°%  What Luther expresses in PGOT in the idea that through Christ’s office of  grace the heart of man becomes »hold« to the law, he also expresses in the  materials which Strauss selects from TA, or its context.'°® Here Luther argues  person in his or her relationship to God’s law, see also WA 42, 452, 17-27. Luther summarizes  his position when, in the disputation on Mt 22, 1-14, he briefly states: »Ita fides facit personam,  persona facit opera, non opera personam. Denn es wirdt keiner glauben, er wirdt auch gute  Werck thun, widerumb wirdt keiner ein gudt werck thun, er glaube denn ehr zuvor«; WA 391,  283, 29 f (B text: »ex ore ... Lutheri«). For early versions of, or elaborations on, this summary,  see WA Br 2, 586, 9-18 (529) and WA 7, 32,4 - 33,28;61,26 - 63, 7. See further, WA ı7 II, 69, 30  - 70,33;96, 28 - 97, 33; 21, 365, 12-37. In general, see Gerhard EBELING: Frei aus Glauben: das  Vermächtnis der Reformation. In: id.: Lutherstudien. Vol. ı. TÜ 1971, 308-329; Wilhelm  MAURER: Autorität in Freiheit: zu Marcuses Angriff auf Luthers Freiheitslehre. S 1970; Oswald  BAYEr: Aus Glauben leben: über Rechtfertigung und Heiligung. S 1984.  103 See 2 K 3,17;R 8,2;G2,20;see also above, n. 82.  104 See also »On Christian freedom«; WA 7, 52, 20 - 54, 30; 59, 24 - 61, 17; 63, 8-21; 68, 15-25 (Latin  version); 23,24 - 25,25;29, 34 - 30, 30; 33, 29 - 34,22; 37, 16 - 38, 5 (German version). — Strauss  does not see that at this point questions arise regarding Luther’s understanding of the role of  law, particularly of the Ten Commandments, in the life of the believer, the one who is iustus  et peccator. See also above, n. 68. While obviously the peccator is the target of the usus  theologicus in an ongoing way, what is the role of law for the iustus who does good works?  There is agreement that Luther did not maintain a tertius usus legis, as this term is generally  understood. Yet the situation is not quite as simple as one has to asume on the basis of Strauss’s  presentation. He argues: »Laws are made for the unregenerate«, and comments that this state-  ment applies both to the usus theologicus and the usus civilis, and that »the controversy  within Lutheranism over the >third use« of the law — for the sake of the regenerate, as a fixed  rule by which to direct their lives — did not erupt until after Luther’s death«. (204, and ibid., n.  40.) Had he more thoroughly penetrated Luther’s theology, particularly the »Fifth set of theses  against the antinomians«, from which he cites (ibid.) thesis 7, and the available literature, (the  article by Ebeling: Zur Lehre vom triplex usus legis ..., which he cites; ibid.), he would have  been confronted with this problem. See (pars pro toto) Wilfried JozsT: Gesetz und Freiheit: das  Problem des tertius usus legis bei Luther und die neutestamentliche Parainese. 4. ed. GÖ  1968; the materials in: GESETZ UND EVANGELIUM/ ed. by Ernst Kinder and Klaus Haendler. DA  1968; Klaus SCHWARZWÄLLER: Luthers Auffassung von Gesetz und Evangelium. EvTh 50 (1990),  196-206.  105 See above, 72 f.  91Lutheri«). For early versions of, elaborations O: thiıs SUMINATY,
see Br 2, 586, 9-18 5209] anı 7ı 32, 32 28; 6I1, .6 63, See further, WA k4 1L, 69,

7O, 33; 96, 8 97/, 33; 2 365, TE In general, ila Gerhard EBELING: Freı AUS Glauben: das
Vermächtnis der Reformation. id. Lutherstudien. Vol I107I1, 308-329); Wilhelm
MAURER: Autoritat 1n Freiheit: Marcuses Angriff auf Luthers Freiheitslehre. 907/70Ö); Oswald
BAYER: Aus Glauben leben: über Rechtfertigung und Heiligung. 9854

103 See 3, 18 8, 2; 2, 2 CS Iso above, 8 ,
104 See Iso »On Christian freedom«; WA 7 5 54, 3 59, 6I, fn 63, 8-21; 68, 5-25 (Latin

version); 23, 25, 25j 30, 30; 33, 2 „WA L6 38, (German version). — Strauss
0es nOot s6c that at this DO1N! quest1ons arıse regarding Luther’s understanding of the role of
law, particularly of the len Commandments, 1n the lite of the believer, the 0)81> who 15 1Uustus
et See Iso above, While obviously the 15 the target of the USUuSs

theologicus 1n ONg0O1Ng WaYy, what 15 the role of law tor the 1UStus who does good works?
There 15 agreemen! that Luther NOT maıntaın tertiıus uUSUus legis, this term 15 generally
understood. VYet the S1tuation 15 nNnOot quite simple e)81> has CO the basis of Strauss’s
presentatıon. He »Laws AIC made for the unregenerate«, anı: COMM! that this e-
ImMment applies both the USUuSs theologicus an the USUuSs CiVilis, an that »the CONTLFOVEISY
within Lutheranism OT: the ‚third UuSE«< of the law tor the sake of the regenerate, fixed
rule by which direct their lives not erupt until atter Luther’s death«. (204, anı ibid.,
40.) he LLLOTE thoroughly penetrated Luther’s theology, particularly the Fitth set ot theses
against the antınom1ans«, trom which he cıtes ibid.) thesis 73 an the available literature, ithe
article by Ebeling: Zur Lehre VO triplex USUuSs legis which he C1ites; 1L he would have
been contronted with this problem. See \pars pro toto) Wilfried OEST: Ciesetz un Freiheit: das
Problem des tertiıus uUSUuSs legis bei Luther un! die neutestamentliche Paraınese. ed. CO

968; the materials 1: (JESETZ UN. EVANGELIUM/ ed. by Ernst Kinder anı Klaus Haendler.
968 J Klaus SCHWARZWÄLLER: Luthers Auffassung VO  - set7z und Evangelium. EvyTh (1 990],

196-206
105 See above, F
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that the leutt«, the »recht glewbigen Christo unnd unter CHristo«?®
ATC »gSCeNaACUKL« bDy their Spirit-generated £aith that they, of themselves and
without external force instruction,!° do 1HOTIE than anYy laws ATC able
teach them requıre of them; hence the quotation of S He introduces Mit
FS Ö, the image of the g0o0d tree hıich produces g0o0d fruit without being taught

do DYy thick book of laws;!°® 1t 15 awkward, of C'  '] bring this thick
boolk of laws 1nto the image, but 1t 15 precisely this tOo  l de force hıich under-
SCOTECS Luther’s point As 15 the CAasc 1n the PaASSasc 1n PGOT, this PasSSasc

the 1SSUeEe 15 NOT »l1aw nO-law«, but the conduct of the members of the
ICSNUM Christi and the role which law 0€es and 0€es NOtTt ave this conduct.
Those who live and Dy the lex SPIN1LtUS for themselves and themselves
do NOT need, search IOr, uUus«ec the law 1t functions the mundi. S1NCe
they simul 1UStus etJ they subject law and uUus«c law their
dealings with those »Others«.1°9 on Strauss, they ATC NOtTt emancipated
from law As Strauss correctly] they ATC »the MOST punctilious abiders Dy
the law«. 110 They AdTC this ot ın SpItE of being supposedly released from law and
placed 1n of emancıpatıon from law, and NOT because they motivated
by feeling of noblesse attitude of elitism.1!! According Lüuther: within
the PrOV1SO of Act Yı 12 Christians AdTiIC »the MOSt punctilious abiders by the
law« OT least they C be because their living 1n, Out of, an Dy the lex
SpIr1tUs, makes them 113 obey the law 4as obedient SerV1ICEe and love for
the neighbor,!!4 elements hich Strauss 1gnores.

106 L 24.9, .6
107 I 250, 18-20; see Iso I0 1 L, 360, 361I, I8
108 L y 250, 7:20
109 See WA 11,259, 35 260, IX

See above, 73
‚58 See above, T

See Luther’s argumentatıon the basis of Act S, 2 ın the second part of SE beginning with
266, 32; SCcC Iso Dietrich BRAUN: Luther über die Grenzen des Staates 523 ahrbuc.

für Berlin-Brandenburgische Kirchengeschichte 5 / 1989), 27-64
OIl  D would use Luther’s phrasing (»genaturt«: 19) O1  D would have Say »114-

ures them«, E: g1ves them such nature, »Art« (WA L, O, er Iso above, 32) that
they obey. PGOTF Luther expressed this idea 1n the ıimage of the heart which has become
»hold the law; SCC Iso above,

8 L, 256, 8-26; 260, 261, See Iso the references »On Christian freedom« gıven
above, 1n 104
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What Strauss the basis his selective reading of 2381 PGOT
Luther’s »doctrine« Creates blurred pıcture of Luther’s position. Just Luther
Was NOtTt sOC1io-political agıtator, Strauss suggests, > he W as NOLT
antınomı1an of SOTFS One with individual Statemen(ts, but the total PIC-
ture hich Strauss develops 0€es NOT do Justice Luther’s pos1ition law And
with this pıcture mind, OTIC has E1} Strauss’s 1e6W of the peoples’ under-
standing of, and LO, Luther.

Luther’s Audience
Havıng inished the discussion of the hichhe selected from JB  J Strauss
continues! 16 by asking what reactiıon the part of Luther’s »individual ollower«
MUST ave een triggered by Luther’s doctrine? HOow must »this doctrine« ave
»affected« the people their »attıtude« toward »the INallı external rules« of
SOC1etYy hich they found themselves exposed? Strauss feels that (I1I1C CARNOTt
ALISWCTI these quest1ons unless OTMIC has first solved »pPuzZZle«,

The PDPuzzle and Its Solution
This 15 the puzzle: Did the people who listened Luther’s Statement about the
OMNC Christian aINnON$s thousand »tortured mental calculus«

whether and why they WEeTIC the ONC belonged the INe hundred aD
nınety-nine?® Did the individual who listened Luther C figure OUTt whether
and why he she Was saved OT lost? For solving this puzzle, Strauss 0€es NOLT
consult the people, the only ONECS who could solve the Duzzle: He solves the
DuzZzie first Dy taking Luther’s rhetorical skill, and then Dy speculat-
1ng about how people MUST ave E influenced bDy Luther.

Stimulated by the »Thetorical force« with hich Luther proclaimed his
INCSSAHC about »Cod’s solicitude for perplexed humanity«, few people »
likely ave een persuaded that they MUust exclude themselves from the ranks
of the chosen«. Strauss ohifts his argumentatıon from the puzzle 1t really Oe€es
NOt MAaAatter whether people actually performed this torturedmental calculus about
their StAatfus of salvation Luther’s rhetorical olzill But people actually had
engaged this mental calculus, then, because of Luther’s rhetorical olzill wiıth
hich he pounded God’s solicitude for perplexed humanity 1INnto their heads, few

See Krodel: Luther an the opposıt1ion Roman law 26-34
16 For the following, SCC above,
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people would ave arrıved AT the conclusion that they should COUNT themselves
those whom God has NOLT chosen be saved. Why? Strauss develops the

tollowing
Peopie WETIC highly dissatisfied with their »Statıon life« and with the legal

SYyStem of their day hich avored the rich and powerful the CXDCNSC of the
DOOI and those without clout 57 43 IA 208) Exposed Luther’s rhetorical
skill, people heard the Reformer’s INCSSASC about God’s solicitude tor perplexed
humanıty 4S INCSSasC which produced personal worth because LLOW they could
understand t*hemselves God’s chosen people. Theretore the people experienced

»exhıilaration of election« which, coupled with the miserable statiıon I life
which they existed, caused them O3r Luther’s doctrine of law 45 proclama-
t1on of emancıpatıon irom the old order an 1ts laws and promi1se of 1L1ECW order
with better laws by hich they would LNLOVC 1into better stat1ıon lite SUI

People understood Luther’s INCSSASC psychological and socio-political WaY,
namely, INCSSASC hich produced personal worth and hich promised
LICW soc1ial order.

On the basıs of the following Statements about ZgrOupD elitism 2381 the feeling
of noblesse the part of the elect, 1t 15 clear that the mınımum of psychology
required make Strauss’s argumentatıon plausible has do with self-image
an self-worth.1!7 »God’s solicitude for perplexed humanity« BAaVC the PCO-
ple whose »Statıon 1n lLife« had assigned them »mMen1al rank« of
worth, of noblesse. And the m1inımum of SOC10logy required make
Strauss’s argument plausible 1S the fact that these people belonged the OUT-

SIOUD of SOC1IeEtY; they WeTIC those whom law NOtT favor and who theretfore
WETIC dissatisfied with the legal conditions of the day and yearned for » and
better laws« 208)

Strauss produces evidence tor this society-wide ‚exhilaration« about elec-
t10n2. ntil he does, his well-sounding words ATC of lLittle help tor reconstructing
and understanding what happened. Further, he CONNECTS that »tortured mental

Writes Strauss [2106, ın continuatıon of the quotation 75, above) »UOne Ca  - only gBuUCSS, of
COUISC, at the contribution made by this outlook 1 C what Strauss has presented 1n the texXt

quoted above, F CONCEININK the „exhilaration of election«, the feeling of belonging
elite, which generated noblesse oblige attitude toward law, an the expectatlons ot sOClety’s

change places with those otf the ingroup| the individual Lutheran’s of
personal worth. But surely ıt BaVe significant psychological an emotional boost the Ret:
Oormatıon INOVEINEN CC 5706) It would help know what SOUTCCS Strauss bases this ZUuUESS-
work



calculus« regarding election with Luther’s Statement about the ONC Eru Chris-
t1an thousand.!!8 But this and 1ts CONtEXTt,“ Luther SdyS oth-
Ing about election. It could be demonstrated that whenever Luther SsSCS5 this
STAtEMENT,; similar OILCS, he dealt either with the conduct of the Christian
with the depth of the individual’s faith, with both, but NOt with alıy psycho-
logical condition of the Christian with reflection the Christian’s elec-
tıon STAatus In the present pPaSSasc Luther speaks of the mundı an! 1ts
E anNn! of the conduct of the believer and the evi]l people. Therefore, be
speculative Strauss somet1mes 1S, the only line of which Luther’s
Statement could ave triggered SOTIIC of his audience ould ave een
the question: » DO behave like fru Christian like ONC of those ‚wild böfße
thier: of whom Luther speaks? «12° Some 248810)88<4 Luther’s audience would prob-
ably ave answered: >)I OB behave like ITE Christian, but CLY; Lord, forgive
and ave when fail.«”‘ Others ould probably different
WaYyS Among Luther’s audience could ave een SOMIMEC people who ONC tiıme

the other became COoNvıinced that they WeTC God’s chosen people. But Strauss
0€s NOLT do Justice this SfAatement and makes unfounded generalizations about
1ts audience when he that possibility with this COXT; that his transla-
tıon and quotation of Luther’s Statement 15 NOtTt precise 15 perhaps HMMM DOrtaLt.

The People
For Strauss!?3 the people listened Luther; influenced Dy Luther’s rhetorical
skill, they WEIC receptive his INCSSasc because of their OW. psychological and
sOCio-political eeds One has that these people WeICc identical with

See above, E
II9 J  J T
ir A  O I 251,
ı O A Therefore Luther SayS (WA 38, 568, 569, 5} A quı CoeDLt SSC Christianus, hoc restat, ut

cogitet nondum SSC Christianum, sed qUETETIE, tiat Christianus, Ut CU Paulo possıiıt
gloriari [Ph 3, 12|calculus« regarding election with Luther’s statement about the one true Chris-  tian in a thousand.'® But in this statement and its context,‘!? Luther says noth-  ing about election. It could be demonstrated that whenever Luther uses this  statement, or similar ones, he dealt either with the conduct of the Christian or  with the depth of the individual’s faith, or with both, but not with any psycho-  logical condition of the Christian or with any reflection on the Christian’s elec-  tion status. In the present passage Luther speaks of the regnum mundi and its  nature, and of the conduct of the believer and the evil people. Therefore, to be as  speculative as Strauss sometimes is, the only line of thinking which Luther’s  statement could have triggered among some of his audience would have been  the question: »Do I behave like a true Christian or like one of those »wild böße  thier« of whom Luther speaks?«*?®° Some among Luther’s audience would prob-  ably have answered: »I don’t behave like a true Christian, but I try; Lord, forgive  and have mercy on me when I fail.«*?*! Others would probably react in different  ways. Among Luther’s audience could have been some people who at one time  or the other became convinced that they were God’s chosen people. But Strauss  does not do justice to £h7s statement and makes unfounded generalizations about  its audience when he connects that possibility with this text; that his transla-  tion and quotation of Luther’s statement is not precise is perhaps unimportant.'??  2.2/The Peaple  For Strauss'? the people listened to Luther; influenced by Luther’s rhetorical  skill, they were receptive to his message because of their own psychological and  socio-political needs. One has to assume that these people were identical with  118 See above, 75  119 WA11;251, 127.  120 WA 11/251,8:  121 Therefore Luther says (WA 38, 568, 34 - 569, 5): »... qui coepit esse Christianus, hoc restat, ut  cogitet se nondum esse Christianum, sed querere, ut fiat Christianus, Ut cum Paulo possit  gloriari [Ph 3, 12] ... Et quotquot perfecti sumus, in hac regula maneamus. Christianus enim  non est in facto, sed in fieri, Dicitur enim ad eum: Petite, quaerite, pulsate, Non dicitur:  Habetis, invenistis, intrastis, sed petite, quaerite, etc. Igitur, qui Christianus est, non est Chris-  tianus, hoc est, qui se putat factum Christianum, cum sit tantum fiendus Christianus, ille  nihil est. Tendimus enim in coelum, nondum sumus in coelo. ... Summa, Proficiendum est,  non standum et secure stertendum. Homo noster vetus debet de die in diem ... renovari.« See  also WA 7, 336, 26 - 337, 13; 17 1,295, 13 - 300, 22; 30 T, 190, 23 - 191, 16; 34 1, 275, 19 - 276, 6.  122 See above, n. 51.  123 For the following, see above 75.  95Et perfecti 195  U:  r 1n hac regula Christianus enNnım
110  = est 1ın facto, sed 1n fierl, Dicitur enım ad CU Petite. quaerite, pulsate, Non dicitur:
Habetis, invenist1s, intrastıs, sed petite, quaerite, etcC gıtUur, qu1 Christianus est, non est 'hris
t1anus, hoc eSL, quı u factum Christianum, 58 S1t tantum ijendus Christianus, ille

est Tendimus enım 1n coelum, nondum 1n coelo.calculus« regarding election with Luther’s statement about the one true Chris-  tian in a thousand.'® But in this statement and its context,‘!? Luther says noth-  ing about election. It could be demonstrated that whenever Luther uses this  statement, or similar ones, he dealt either with the conduct of the Christian or  with the depth of the individual’s faith, or with both, but not with any psycho-  logical condition of the Christian or with any reflection on the Christian’s elec-  tion status. In the present passage Luther speaks of the regnum mundi and its  nature, and of the conduct of the believer and the evil people. Therefore, to be as  speculative as Strauss sometimes is, the only line of thinking which Luther’s  statement could have triggered among some of his audience would have been  the question: »Do I behave like a true Christian or like one of those »wild böße  thier« of whom Luther speaks?«*?®° Some among Luther’s audience would prob-  ably have answered: »I don’t behave like a true Christian, but I try; Lord, forgive  and have mercy on me when I fail.«*?*! Others would probably react in different  ways. Among Luther’s audience could have been some people who at one time  or the other became convinced that they were God’s chosen people. But Strauss  does not do justice to £h7s statement and makes unfounded generalizations about  its audience when he connects that possibility with this text; that his transla-  tion and quotation of Luther’s statement is not precise is perhaps unimportant.'??  2.2/The Peaple  For Strauss'? the people listened to Luther; influenced by Luther’s rhetorical  skill, they were receptive to his message because of their own psychological and  socio-political needs. One has to assume that these people were identical with  118 See above, 75  119 WA11;251, 127.  120 WA 11/251,8:  121 Therefore Luther says (WA 38, 568, 34 - 569, 5): »... qui coepit esse Christianus, hoc restat, ut  cogitet se nondum esse Christianum, sed querere, ut fiat Christianus, Ut cum Paulo possit  gloriari [Ph 3, 12] ... Et quotquot perfecti sumus, in hac regula maneamus. Christianus enim  non est in facto, sed in fieri, Dicitur enim ad eum: Petite, quaerite, pulsate, Non dicitur:  Habetis, invenistis, intrastis, sed petite, quaerite, etc. Igitur, qui Christianus est, non est Chris-  tianus, hoc est, qui se putat factum Christianum, cum sit tantum fiendus Christianus, ille  nihil est. Tendimus enim in coelum, nondum sumus in coelo. ... Summa, Proficiendum est,  non standum et secure stertendum. Homo noster vetus debet de die in diem ... renovari.« See  also WA 7, 336, 26 - 337, 13; 17 1,295, 13 - 300, 22; 30 T, 190, 23 - 191, 16; 34 1, 275, 19 - 276, 6.  122 See above, n. 51.  123 For the following, see above 75.  95>umma, Proticiendum eSL,
110  a standum BeUUuTeEe stertendum. Homo Oster debet de die 1n diemcalculus« regarding election with Luther’s statement about the one true Chris-  tian in a thousand.'® But in this statement and its context,‘!? Luther says noth-  ing about election. It could be demonstrated that whenever Luther uses this  statement, or similar ones, he dealt either with the conduct of the Christian or  with the depth of the individual’s faith, or with both, but not with any psycho-  logical condition of the Christian or with any reflection on the Christian’s elec-  tion status. In the present passage Luther speaks of the regnum mundi and its  nature, and of the conduct of the believer and the evil people. Therefore, to be as  speculative as Strauss sometimes is, the only line of thinking which Luther’s  statement could have triggered among some of his audience would have been  the question: »Do I behave like a true Christian or like one of those »wild böße  thier« of whom Luther speaks?«*?®° Some among Luther’s audience would prob-  ably have answered: »I don’t behave like a true Christian, but I try; Lord, forgive  and have mercy on me when I fail.«*?*! Others would probably react in different  ways. Among Luther’s audience could have been some people who at one time  or the other became convinced that they were God’s chosen people. But Strauss  does not do justice to £h7s statement and makes unfounded generalizations about  its audience when he connects that possibility with this text; that his transla-  tion and quotation of Luther’s statement is not precise is perhaps unimportant.'??  2.2/The Peaple  For Strauss'? the people listened to Luther; influenced by Luther’s rhetorical  skill, they were receptive to his message because of their own psychological and  socio-political needs. One has to assume that these people were identical with  118 See above, 75  119 WA11;251, 127.  120 WA 11/251,8:  121 Therefore Luther says (WA 38, 568, 34 - 569, 5): »... qui coepit esse Christianus, hoc restat, ut  cogitet se nondum esse Christianum, sed querere, ut fiat Christianus, Ut cum Paulo possit  gloriari [Ph 3, 12] ... Et quotquot perfecti sumus, in hac regula maneamus. Christianus enim  non est in facto, sed in fieri, Dicitur enim ad eum: Petite, quaerite, pulsate, Non dicitur:  Habetis, invenistis, intrastis, sed petite, quaerite, etc. Igitur, qui Christianus est, non est Chris-  tianus, hoc est, qui se putat factum Christianum, cum sit tantum fiendus Christianus, ille  nihil est. Tendimus enim in coelum, nondum sumus in coelo. ... Summa, Proficiendum est,  non standum et secure stertendum. Homo noster vetus debet de die in diem ... renovari.« See  also WA 7, 336, 26 - 337, 13; 17 1,295, 13 - 300, 22; 30 T, 190, 23 - 191, 16; 34 1, 275, 19 - 276, 6.  122 See above, n. 51.  123 For the following, see above 75.  95renOVarl.« See
Iso f3 336, 76 337/, 13; } 205, 13 300, 2 301 I190, 273 191, 16; L, 27 S, I9 %70

Br A  v See above, SI
123 For the following, K above
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those of whom Strauss 15 coNvınced that 1t 15 the mundane lite that ATtfers
them D1O, 56) this W as the CasSC, why should these people ave een at al]
concerned about their election status® If only the mundane life matters, then
preacher Can make people CNSASC tortured thinking about relig10us
subject, regardless how much rhetorical he expends.

One also has that these people WEeTC identical with those of whom
Strauss AaSSUINECS that they WEIC unable raSp Luther’s distinction between
their sOcjal anı religious selyves.124 Yet indeed these people experienced
exhilaration of election, they had be able ditferentiate between those [WO
selves fOor the tollowing 1C64S0O11L: It those who belonged the OUTt-SrOUpP CVCT thought
about their election STAatUS, they had do 1n purely religious terms Their
sOC1al selves itheir »Stat1ıon ]_ife « ) NOT permit them understand them-
selves being avored pos1ıtion other than relig1i0us 0)8{  q On
the OT1IC hand, Strauss tells the reader that people WeIC unable differentiate
between their sOC1al and religious selves. On the other hand, his argumentatıon
depends peoples’ ability experlence the difference between their sOC1ial and
their relig1i0us selves. How 15 ONC understand this?

Election Psychology andLuther’s SIICCESS
On the basis of the assumptıon that »feWw 1IHE  > and aTc likely ave
een persuaded that they MUsSst exclude themselves from the ranks of the cho
S!  «C Strauss argues:. The feeling of being ONC of God’s chosen people created

»the receptive individual« of belonging »speclal elite«, »

select small band« of people; election SdVC the receptive individuals 1C6-

c55 of personal worth and elitism.!?® FOor the members of this small banı the
emancıpator Christ has replaced the enslavement, hich the individual Dy
WaYy of his her »Statıon 1n 1_]_fe «< has een held by the laws hich the Amtmann
enforced, with »a highly privileged s1ıtuation V1S-AÄ-VI1S the law avored pOSI1-
t1on exactly Opposıite the subordinate condition hich the greatest number
of them actually found themselves the world«.

As STOUD, then, those Christians understood themselves people who SOI11C-

how lived NCW SOC1a|l order. heir statıon life longer forced them
obey all those laws anı regulations hıch the Amtmann entorced. Quite the

124 For details, SCC Krodel: Luther and the Oopposition Roman law I9
125 See above, TE
19: See Iso above,
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Ir they could CXDECL change places with those whom until L1LOW law
has avored. But this eXpectatıon could be turned 1INnto sOcC1ial realıities ONLy through

Victory of the 11a who taught them about the emancıpator Christ and who
taught them understand themselves God’s elect. Therefore let us fight
who OPDOSC prophet Martın, particularly those hated Amtmanner an their
laws SLL „ The Reformation’s original INCSSASC ould SC} ave COIl-

tained aln|contrary: they could expect to change places with those whom until now law  has favored. But this expectation could be turned into social realities only through  a victory of the man who taught them about the emancipator Christ and who  taught them to understand themselves as God’s elect. Therefore let us fight all  who oppose prophet Martin, particularly all those hated Amtmänner and their  laws. In sum: »The Reformation’s original message would seem to have con-  tained aln] ... antinomian strain and a bracingly libertarian allure.«'?7 (Strauss  should have added, »a call to revolution«.) This fact, in turn, »won Luther the  massive acclaim that lifted his movement off the ground« (210). But In spite of  this, our noblesse, we obey the laws of those hated Amtmänner. This noblesse-  motivated obedience is preferable, however, to the forced obedience of those  who, due to their »station in life«, do not feel that they are God’s chosen people  and know nothing of the emancipator Christ. It is clear, then, that the ethos of  these enthusiatic Martin’s Christians is motivated by a combination of three  attitudes: (a) Group elitism (»we are the ones whom God has chosen; therefore  we are the perfect ones and our conduct demonstrates this«); (b) condescension  (»since we are emancipated from law, we do not have to obey the laws, but we  obey them anyhow because you, who do not have our noblesse, need these laws«;  (c) a »wart-and-see« position (»wait and see, we, under prophet Martin’s guid-  ance, will accomplish what is right«).  2.4 Comments  I. Strauss’s argumentation is the result of the social historian’s concern to write  the Rezeptionsgeschichte of Luther’s ideas. Since it is not to be expected that  people were qualified to penetrate »the systematic core of [Luther’s] thought«  (199), one has to assume that people understood Luther’s message in their own  terms. There is nothing wrong with this line of thinking, except that Strauss  does not work with the possibility that, by the law of averages, there must have  been some people who were able to grasp this systematic core.  The problem arises when Strauss defines these terms in which the people  must have understood Luther’s message. He takes them exclusively from peo-  ples’ social and legal conditions. He suggests, therefore, that the people must  127 See above, 75. As far as I am able to see, Strauss at no time defines this original message by  itself. He deals with it only in those terms in which he thinks society must have understood  what he constructs to have been this message. For details, see Krodel: Opposition to Roman  law ..., 244-254; id.: Luther and the opposition to Roman law ..., 20-37.  97antınomı1an straın and bracingly libertarian aqllure. «127 (Strauss
should RZE added, »A call revolution«.) This fact, Cu. » Luther the
assıve acclaim that lifted his off the ground« 210) But SpItE of
this, noblesse, obey the laws of those hated Amtmanner. This noblesse-
motivated obedience 15 preferable, however, the forced obedience of those
who, due their »Stat1on ]_j_fe« S do NOT feel that they God’s chosen people
anı know nothing of the emanc1ıpator Christ It 15 clear, then, that the ethos of
these enthusı1atic Martın’s Christians 15 motivated Dy combination of three
attitudes: (a) -TOUD elitism (»we the 116585 whom God has chosen; therefore

the perfect 1809 anı OUT conduct demonstrates this«)J; (b) CcondescenSiION
(»SiNCE emancipated from law, do NOtTt ave obey the laws, but
obey them anyhow because VOU, who do NOL ave noblesse, eed these laws«
(C) »Wairt-and-se posıtıion (»wait an! SCC, W under prophet Martın’s ouid
a1L1CcC, aDE accomplish what 15 right«)

Comments
i Strauss’s argumentatıon 15 the result of the sSOC1al historian’s CONCETIN wrıte
the Rezeptionsgeschichte of Luther’s ideas. S1INnce 1t 15 NOTt be expected that
people WeTIC qualified »the systematıc EOTIT of Luther’s| thought«
199), ( has 4SSUTNEC that people understood Luther’s INCSSasC their

There 15 nothing 38R with this line of thinking, CXCEDL that Strauss
0€es NOT work with the possibility tHat Dy the law of aVCIaASCS, there IMUSt aVe
een SOT1I1C people who WEeIC able SrasSp this systematıc GOTE.

The problem arıses when Strauss defines these ferms which the people
MUStTt NS understood Luther’s INCSSAEC. He takes them exclusively from PCO-
ples sOC1al and legal conditions. He SUgEECSTS, therefore, that the people IN USTt

E See above, E As far able SCC, Strauss at tiıme defines this original MESSAHC by
itself. He deals with ıt only 1n those 1n which he thinks SOC1lety INUSE have understood
what he CONStruCts have been this INECSSAEC. For details, SCC Krodel: Opposition Roman
law 244-2 id. Luther an the oOpposition Koman law



aV understood Luther’s INCSSASC 4S buil their teeling of personal worth
the worthlessness anı powerlessness they experienced result

of their statıon life And they IM UST aV understood Luther’s INCSSaSC
promıise (208 239} of emancıpatıon from that stat1ıon and, therefore: call
2108853 S1NCEe Strauss 15 convinced that 1t 15 the mundane life that mattered
these people (210, 56], religi0us needs QVe be excluded trom these/
an Strauss’s carefully phrased qualifiers do NOLT remedy this situation.!?® Yet the
validity of the argumentatıon whole the fact that exclusively
religious quest1lon, CONVI1Ct1ON, feeling (»am OR of God: chosen people? Yes

am «) 15 the ımportant 1SSUeE for the people. How 15 Bi2le undertstand this?
Regardless of what supposedly went the minds of the people, there 15

law that automatıcally leads PCISON from the CONVICt1ON of being OI1lC of
Cod’s chosen people feeling of belonging psychologically and sociologi-
cally understood elite. It 15 beside the point that this CONvVıction &2881 lead such

eeling and the history of religions actually has OoNne this OCCAaS10NsSs with
terrible results, and stil] O€es this By making this OIlC possibility the NOTIN Dy
which the people 4S whole MUStT ave functioned, Strauss forces life 1nto
straightjacket. He proceeds the SAalillıc WaYy COoNNection ith the idea that
Christians ATC emancipated from law He adopts the WaYy 1n hich SOTI11EG of the
people understood Luther’s position the ftreedom of the Christian, 2681 makes
this understanding the (0)888| by which all the people IMUust ave understood
Luther’s pOS1t10N.

Apparently OTI1LC detected whatever Luther sa1id about the conduct of the
members of the ICN UIM Christi the TCRNUM mundi, but all WeTC attracted
the Ssupposed antınomı1an straın Luther’s pos1t10nN. Notwithstanding his CaTrc-
fi1l phrasing!? Strauss O€s NOLT establish that he 15 speaking about OMNIC possibil-
1ty hich could ave contributed Luther’s SUCCE”SS Nowhere 0€es he ser1-
ously CONsider the possibility that there might ave een other equaliy 1MDOT-
EAanNTt 16E4SO11S fOr this SUCCCSS, such purely religious 18(9NJ There WETIC 1LLLOIC

WaYyS of understanding Luther’s pOos1t1on and the 1CASONS for his SUCCECSS than the

.8 Writes Strauss (emphases mine): » There CAall be Iittle doubt that Luther’s initial appealhave understood Luther’s message as building up their feeling of personal worth  in contrast to the worthlessness and powerlessness they experienced as a result  of their station in life. And they must have understood Luther’s message as a  promise (208. 239) of emancipation from that station and, therefore, as a call to  arms. Since Strauss is convinced that it is the mundane life that mattered to  these people (210, n. 56), religious needs have to be excluded from these terms,  and Strauss’s carefully phrased qualifiers do not remedy this situation.'® Yet the  validity of the argumentation as a whole rests on the fact that an exclusively  religious question, conviction, or feeling (»am I one of God’ chosen people? Yes  I am«J is the important issue for the people. How is one to undertstand this?  2. Regardless of what supposedly went on in the minds of the people, there is  no law that automatically leads a person from the conviction of being one of  God’s chosen people to a feeling of belonging to a psychologically and sociologi-  cally understood elite. It is beside the point that this conviction can lead to such  a feeling and in the history of religions actually has done this on occasions with  terrible results, and still does this. By making this one possibility the norm by  which the people as a whole must have functioned, Strauss forces life into a  straightjacket. He proceeds in the same way in connection with the idea that  Christians are emancipated from law. He adopts the way in which some of the  people understood Luther’s position on the freedom of the Christian, and makes  this understanding the norm by which all the people must have understood  Luther’s position.  Apparently no one detected whatever Luther said about the conduct of the  members of the regnum Christi in the regnum mundi, but all were attracted to  the supposed antinomian strain in Luther’s position. Notwithstanding his care-  ful phrasing‘ Strauss does not establish that he is speaking about one possibil-  ity which could have contributed to Luther’s success. Nowhere does he seri-  ously consider the possibility that there might have been other equally impor-  tant reasons for this success, such as purely religious ones. There were more  ways of understanding Luther’s position and the reasons for his success than the  128 Writes Strauss (emphases mine): » Zhere can be Little doubt that Luther’s initial appeal ... was  heard as a denunciation of law. ... Support for the evangelical cause grew in large part out of  the period’s general dissatisfaction with existing legislation« (208). »The expectation of changing  places with the privileged - those favored by the law —- could not have been the least among  the attractions of [Luther’s] cause« (210). See also above, n. 117.  129 See above, n 128.  98Was

heard denunciation of lawhave understood Luther’s message as building up their feeling of personal worth  in contrast to the worthlessness and powerlessness they experienced as a result  of their station in life. And they must have understood Luther’s message as a  promise (208. 239) of emancipation from that station and, therefore, as a call to  arms. Since Strauss is convinced that it is the mundane life that mattered to  these people (210, n. 56), religious needs have to be excluded from these terms,  and Strauss’s carefully phrased qualifiers do not remedy this situation.'® Yet the  validity of the argumentation as a whole rests on the fact that an exclusively  religious question, conviction, or feeling (»am I one of God’ chosen people? Yes  I am«J is the important issue for the people. How is one to undertstand this?  2. Regardless of what supposedly went on in the minds of the people, there is  no law that automatically leads a person from the conviction of being one of  God’s chosen people to a feeling of belonging to a psychologically and sociologi-  cally understood elite. It is beside the point that this conviction can lead to such  a feeling and in the history of religions actually has done this on occasions with  terrible results, and still does this. By making this one possibility the norm by  which the people as a whole must have functioned, Strauss forces life into a  straightjacket. He proceeds in the same way in connection with the idea that  Christians are emancipated from law. He adopts the way in which some of the  people understood Luther’s position on the freedom of the Christian, and makes  this understanding the norm by which all the people must have understood  Luther’s position.  Apparently no one detected whatever Luther said about the conduct of the  members of the regnum Christi in the regnum mundi, but all were attracted to  the supposed antinomian strain in Luther’s position. Notwithstanding his care-  ful phrasing‘ Strauss does not establish that he is speaking about one possibil-  ity which could have contributed to Luther’s success. Nowhere does he seri-  ously consider the possibility that there might have been other equally impor-  tant reasons for this success, such as purely religious ones. There were more  ways of understanding Luther’s position and the reasons for his success than the  128 Writes Strauss (emphases mine): » Zhere can be Little doubt that Luther’s initial appeal ... was  heard as a denunciation of law. ... Support for the evangelical cause grew in large part out of  the period’s general dissatisfaction with existing legislation« (208). »The expectation of changing  places with the privileged - those favored by the law —- could not have been the least among  the attractions of [Luther’s] cause« (210). See also above, n. 117.  129 See above, n 128.  98Support tor the evangelical £rew ın large OUT of
the period’s general dissatistaction with ex1ist1ing legislation« 208) T he expectation otf changing
places with the privileged those avored by the law ould not have been the Teast20
the attractıons of |Luther’s| ausSe« 210) See 1Iso above,

129 See above, 128
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OI1C hich Strauss develops effort CONVINCE the reader that 1t W as the
only WAaY. Hıs monochromatic picture of soclety‘s Luther 15 of lıttle
help reconstructing an understanding what actually happened.

Strauss’s argumentatıon Lturns the faith of the Christian 1nto ÄACt of self:
deception. He apparently thinks that the belief of being God’s elect WAas SOTT of
op1um hich supplied people with ))higl'1« (a of personal worth, ability

CODC with nNne’s  / stat1on ] which projected them 1nto wonderland of
NDNCW sOocial order. Regardless how concretely the people might aV understood
Luther’s supposed doctrine the basıis of their psychological eed for personal
worth and their desire for sOCial change, 1n the en absolutely nothing W as

changed whether COHtE believed 1n Nne’s  / OW: election NOCT, OINC stil] W as forced
obey those hated laws and rules, and the Amtmann still SAa W 1t that OTNC did.

These tacts of life ould quickly ave dispelled all illusions CI m. Z2Ve had
about ne’‘s  / privileged pos1ition V1S-A-VIS the law after OHE had read (Or listened to)
Luther and understood him terms of ne’‘s  / OW. eeds dreams. Of}
OTIC migh pull off revolution the aIinle of the emancıpator Christ, whose
INCESSASC prophet pounded ne.s  / head But ntil this happened abso-
lutely nothing Was changed. the PEISON who Dy emperamen W 3asSs NOT inclined

violence could NOtTt EVOoNn hang this that revolution might
change the situatıion. do NOt deny that Luther’s days SOI1L1LC people might ave
sed their vers1ion of the Christian faith such op1um of S  J that
Luther’s days SOINC people sed their vers1on of the Christian faith for
revolution. But where 15 Strauss’s substantiation fOr his suggestion that all of
Luther’s early followers actually firmed such Carıcature of the Christian faith?

SUMMAaIYV
One appreclates Strauss’s effort make contribution the Rezeptionsge-
schichte of Luther’s ideas the frame of psycho-social history It 15 fascinating

read how people MUSt ave ınderstood Luther’s doctrine but this fascına-
t10n O€es NOT C[WO problems.

d As soc1ial historian, Strauss obviously would NOtTt wish be counted =49810)88<
those (old-fashioned) historians who still working with what Bob Scribner
has called »methodological nalvete«; C:, »Tead Luther’s works intensively, and
thus equipped with close knowledge of the originalf search diligently
for traces of the words an ideas of the great Reforme “ and then the basis of
the »9r0W1Ng density of Luther quotatıions, acknowledged and unacknowledged«,
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AIsUC for Luther’s »pervasıve influence« 1 30 Strauss’s selective reading of the Luther
0€6Ss NOT Gre216e the 1mpress10n of »close knowledge of the original LEXTS«;

the CONCTFAaTrY, 1t ralses quest1ons of extual interpretation. And, ough he
SEL tor what Scribner calls the Reformer’s »pervasıve influence« people,
he 0€es NOLT produce that »density of Luther quotat1ons, acknowledged and 1NAaCc-

knowledged«, of hich Scribner speaks. He CNSASCS guesswork and u_
lates hat Was g01Ng peoples’ minds

Few will doubt that V history of their OW. hich be 18g
the intentions of the author.!?! But pr10r establishing that history, OTIC first has

establish what the TexXt itself SayS One has do this NOLT because the audi:
CNCC, hich generates the history of the LCXT, 15 »a DassSıve object hichLuther’s
thought merely ‚impressed: itself like seal S1VINg shape and form featureless
WdAÄ«, Scribner arzues: One has do thıs because f 15 the only WaYy do
Justice the texXt itself. Goethe W as COTTEGCT when he sa1d »Im Auslegen seid
frisch und munter! Legt ihrs nıicht aus, legt Was unter. «*°) Only CONCENTFraAat-
ng the text OTIC avo1d that the featureless Strauss’s
presentatıion, that aNONYINOUS entity called » pe Ople « determines the meanıng
of the TeXtT. %o Say 1t differently: What W as Luther’s doctrine of law regardless
of the impact that doctrine might ave had soc1lety‘ Luther W as NnOt the SO  m} of
antınomı1an Strauss depicts, an! whatever antınom1anısm there Was SOC1etYy
then, 15 ın Lutheran church NOW, INnaYy NOT claim 4S SpIrLtus FEC{OT:

Strauss’s blurred piıcture of Luther’s doctrine 15 NOtT ONLy the result of the
WaYy he reads Luther, but also of reading these »backwards« by WaYy of
speculation hich 15 governed Dy ideology. He reads Luther, NOT from the 1eW-
pomnt of the reconstructed and documented influence hich Luther actually had

people, but from the viewpoilnt of the influence hich he feels Luther must
S had people; and he VIEWS the people exclusively mundane frame,
their SOC1al »Stat1ıon 1_]_fe « He reads Luther from the viewpomINt of what he
postulates be society-wide dissatisfaction with eX1isting laws, antınomı1a-

Bob SCRIBNER: Luther’s antı-Roman polemics an popular beliet Lu) I 990],
I3I What 15 commonly expressed ın the phrase »„author’s intent1ioOnN« (see Iso Scribner: Luther’s

antı-Roman polemics e 03, Krodel: Luther an the opposıtion Koman law 5y
317, 52), Strauss ECXDPIESSCS 2.23] 1n Luther’s .ase ith the phrase »„»the retormer’s OW.: SP1r-
itual S1gN-POStS«; while he grants that the peoples’ »DO1NtS of referenCe« WeTiIC »Vastly ditter.
EeNt« from these S1gN-DOSts, he oes NOt establish those S1gN-DOStS by themselves.

3 Scribner: Luther’s antı-Roman polemicsargue for Luther’s »pervasive influence«.!® Strauss’s selective reading of the Luther  texts does not create the impression of a »close knowledge of the original texts«;  to the contrary, it raises questions of textual interpretation. And, though he  argues for what Scribner calls the Reformer’s »pervasive influence« on people,  he does not produce that »density of Luther quotations, acknowledged and unac-  knowledged«, of which Scribner speaks. He engages in guesswork and postu-  lates what was going on in peoples’ minds.  Few will doubt that texts have a history of their own which can be contrary to  the intentions of the author.'* But prior to establishing that history, one first has  to establish what the text itself says. One has to do this not because the audi-  ence, which generates the history of the text, is »a passive object on which Luther’s  thought merely >impressed: itself like a seal giving shape and form to featureless  wax«, as Scribner argues.'* One has to do this because it is the only way to do  justice to the text itself. Goethe was correct when he said: »Im Auslegen seid  frisch und munter! Legt ihrs nicht aus, so legt was unter.«*3 Only in concentrat-  ing on the text can one avoid that the featureless wax — or to return to Strauss’s  presentation, that anonymous entity called »people« — determines the meaning  of the text. To say it differently: What was Luther’s doctrine of law - regardless  of the impact that doctrine might have had on society? Luther was not the sort of  antinomian Strauss depicts, and whatever antinomianism there was in society  then, or is in our Lutheran church now, may not claim him as spiritus rector.  2. Strauss’s blurred picture of Luther’s doctrine is not only the result of the  way he reads Luther, but also of reading these texts »backwards« by way of  speculation which is governed by ideology. He reads Luther, not from the view-  point of the zeconstructed and documented influence which Luther actually had  on people, but from the viewpoint of the influence which he feels Luther must  have had on people; and he views the people exclusively in a mundane frame,  their social »station in life«. He reads Luther from the viewpoint of what he  postulates to be a society-wide dissatisfaction with existing laws, an antinomia-  130 Bob ScrIBNER: Luther’s anti-Roman polemics and popular belief. LuJ 57 (1990), 93.  131 What is commonly expressed in the phrase »author’s intention« (see also Scribner: Luther’s  anti-Roman polemics ..., 93, n.1; Krodel: Luther and the opposition to Roman law...., 35,N. 51;  37,n. 52), Strauss expresses (223) in Luther’s case with the phrase »the reformer’s own spir-  itual sign-posts«; while he grants that the peoples’ »points of reference« were »vastly differ-  ent« from these sign-posts, he does not establish those sign-posts by themselves.  132 Scribner: Luther’s anti-Roman polemics ..., 93 and 93, n. 2.  133 Book 2 of »Zahme Xenien«.  10093 anı 03,
33 Book of „Zahme Xenlen«.
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N1sSmMm of On the basıis of Luther’s undeniable SUCCCSS, Strauss CNSHASCS 1n
histoire regresS1Ve, and oes Dy WaYy of speculating about PITOCCSSCS hıich
MUST ave taken place 1n the psyche f the people who WeIC exposed Luther.

this psyche there aDPCAIS A een FOG only for secular, mater1alis-
tic CONCETNS ne’s  &i »Statıon life« and dissatistaction with existing legal COIl-

ditions. If there W as allıYy 10011 for religion at all 15 the Casec of the exhilara-
t10n of election hich the people supposedly experienced then 1t 15 derived
from, shaped DY, an! subordinated O; these CONCETIINNS The history of the fexXt 15
NOtTt history but speculation, based ideology, brilliant 1n SOINC C  F but SUCSS-
work without foundation SOUTCCS nevertheless.
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