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Introduction
In i when sending CODY of his »Disputation the Power AT Efficacy of
Indulgences CC O]_'/ 1in popular parlance the »Ninety-five Theses«, friend,
Martın Luther penned his amne „»Eleutherius«.! In subsequent y  J he
continued make Occassional us«e of this pCN-NaMe. TOM ON perspect1ıve
this self-reference shows the influence of the Humanıist practıce of us1ing sound
similarities transpOSse 1Nnto Greek an Latın hus the (:erman
„Luthera became the Greek »Fleutherius«. Yet 4S5S0ONA11Ce W3as NOtTt the sole fac
COT prompting Luther adopt this particular PCH-NAMCE. After alk iımportant
connection resides between this Greek term signifying rtreedom an Luther’s
understanding of himself 45 Christian liberated from bondage by the gospel of
God’s unmerited TOM this perspect1ıve particular CONZSIUCNCC aDDCATS
between Luther’s wıtness the liberating of God an his USsS«c of self.
reference that employs Greek signifying teedom 2B6% liıberation.

While Luther’s central theological wıtness the gracC10us character
and act1Vvıty of God embedded the edges of Man Yy of his theological CONsid-
eratıons aATC his understandings of the significance of gender 4S ell his
VIEeEWS about the Darticular identity of 10M these edges questi1ons arıse.
Do the WI1LtINgSs of Eleutherius COMNVCY VIEeEWS that could be significant for femii-
nıst theologians? 190 Luther’s V1IEWS SUDDOIT Christianity’s liberation from
»CaptıVity« gender hierarchies that assıgn greater value an authority
ell widerNof actıvıtles 18918 than women‘ In other words: Do
Luther’s V1IEeWS contaın T1ESOUTCECS for twenty-first CENTULY efforts formulate
theological anthropologies that endorse equality between ATı men

In remarks this mom1ing wWwant explore LW specific 16ESOUTCECS Luther
offers CONTEMDOALY COoNversation be they 1n Lutheran churches

1n the church catholic they work CoOounter beliefs aT) practices that
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endorse the inferiority an subordination of T He first 15 E
ther’s OW attentıveness the Woman Question the constellation of 1SSUEeSs
that ATC drawn together because, by asking about the NnNature an aCt1V1tYy that
15 DIODCI Jthey INQqUILY about the meanıng of womanhood.? Luther’s
cCYNt1IC1ISMS of ideas ABr pract1ices that devalue offer kind of kinship
the fundamental project of CONtEMDOFArLY feminism. his chared perspective
then provides vantage point fOr looking ar OLLC specific WaY Luther’s under-
standing of Eve offers theological posiıtion that predominant WayS of
describing keeping with this Congress’s attentıon the older Luther,
his Great Lectures (jenes1is provide the basis fOTr considerations. this
sect10on, 111 explore Luther’s distincetive emphasis the original equality
of Eve with dam

I7 Luther an +he Woman Question
The Woman Question often 15 regarded distinctly modern 1SsSue. In the
United States, frequently ate critical reflection the nature of
the so-called »first WAaVe of fem1inism« 1n the early ıoth CENTUrY at the
earliest the late Sth CENTUFY. Historical studies, however, demonstrate that
quest1ons about the identity an Status of WCIG6 atters of dis
pute during Luther’s lıfe.3 For example, uth Kelso 4aSSEeTrTts that took the
middle dSCS produce the phenomenon called the WAarTrT of the OXCS« which
W as » at 1ts height 1n the sixteenth CenturYy.«* Also, Conor Fahy’s work
Rena1issance treat1ses documents OVeCeT forty treatises the »equality SUDC-
Y1ON1tYy of wrıtten published 1n Italy during the fiftteenth an S1X-
teenth centurles.«5

Much closer Luther’s OW. geographic setting aATC Marıa (3rOossman‘s de
SCY1pt10Ns of discussions about womanhood 1n Wittenberg.‘ (GGrossman OCU-

the shown toward Dy leading humanist scholars Aat

While „womanhood« term 15 NOT commonly used 1ın CO:  Yary English, use it
because it directs attention the conditions an characteristics of particular
collective an NOT SIMpL1y discrete an un1ıque individuals.
See Joan KELLY: Early eminist theory and the »Querelle des femmes«. 1ZNSs (Chicago,
1982]), 4-28 Iso the brief discussion Roland BAINTON: Women of the Reformation 1n
GermanYy and Italy. 197/71,
uth KELSO: Doctrine for the ady of the Renaissance. Urbana, 1956),
(CCONOT FAHY Three Italian early Renalssance treatises Italian studies (Cam-
bridge 1956], 20-15



the University of Wittenberg around the tıme that Luther Cainece there teach.
In 508, Andreas Meinhardi ( published document that promoted the
Universıty of Wittenberg Center for humanism; his treat1ıse concluded
with discussion of the character of al warnıng neither

NOT make riends with them .7 Around the SAa11ı1le me Christoph
Scheurl (1481-1 542) SAaVC public Oratıon that similarly concluded with dis-
CUSS10N of According (G„rossman, Scheurl’s specech NOtT only !1di
culedJ1t also declared be worthless.8 In (srossman/’s est1ima-
HO2 „Wittenberg scholars thought + be 1n good humanistic show

for «>

Placing Luther 1Into this historical CONtTEXT highlights the WaYyS he contended
agaınst anthropologies that portrayed relationships with exceed-
ingly dangerous the well-being of INnen TOM this poıint of VIEW, Luther 15
SCCI1 intentionally offering alternative V1s1o0n the then-dominant
thropology. ()ver an agaiınst anthropologies that stressed opposition between
1LLCI1 an OI emphasized the negatıve traıts ofJLuther stressed
mutual respecCL key aspecCt of God’s intention fOor relationships between
1LE an his emphasis Caln be SCCI) 1n his treatıse » IT'he EST2IT{TE of
marr1age« when he contends:

God wills ave his excellent handiwork honored his divine creatıon,
2887 NOt despised. The IinNnan 15 NOLT despise scoff at the OT her body,
NOT the the 11A11l But each should honor the other’s image an body

divine al g00d creatıon that 15 well-pleasing Nto God himself.:°
Luther’s between »despising SCOIINZ« an »honoring divine

4T} z00d creat1ion« indicates his COHGETN tor emphasizing mutual honor an
respecCt God’s 111 tor how HC4 a7) should perce1ve an interact
with ( HE another.

Marıa (JROSSMANN: Humanısm Wittenberg: 1485-1517 Nieukoop 197/75,
(CGro0ssmann: Humanısm Wittenberg, 59; ITHE |)IALOGUS ÄNDREAS MEINHARDI: uUftfO-

pDlan description of Wittenberg and ist Un1versitYy, 1508/ ed an trans!]|. iInto nglish with
introduction Dy Edgar Reinke Arbor 1976 The »Dialogus illustrate augustissıme
urbis Albiorenae vulgo Vittenberg dicte W as written by Andreas Meinhardi who be-
Aa1ilıc I 508 Wittenberg’s C1ty scribe.
Girossmann: Humanısm 1ın Wittenberg,
(irossmann: Humanısm 1n Wittenberg, 59

II/ 276 1-8 459 A The estate of marrıage, 1522
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Dissatisfie: with then-current understandings of womanhood, Luther W as

unwilling repeat everything that Christian tradition and popular wisdom
sa1d about Rather, he frequently criticized negatıve 2S5S  Nfts and
countered them with 1NOTEC positıve theological appraisals. his intentıon
reform Christian understandings of womanhood 15 OC WaY Luther’s ideas
maın significant or Christian theologians. Hıs attention the importance
C VE the graVvity of gender relations 1S significant.

And yet contend that Luther STTOVE reframe Christian teachings about
the significance of gender an the nature of barely scratches the SUT-

face of the significance of his ideas for feminist theology. 10 INOVE deeper
level, 1t becomes important NOtTt Just discuss his intentions but observe
WaYyS that Luther accomplished his ıntenti1ons ell WaYyS 1n which he fell
short of his OW. x0al.

ERE Luther and the Original Equality of Adam an Eve

Luther’s lectures the open1ing chapters of Genes1s provide significant point
of departure for discerning Luther’s distinctive the Woman Ques-
t10n. In Luther’s descriptions of EVe,; SCC Luther discuss such tOD1LCS 4S

60 PUTIDOSC creating AT designs Or the relationship be
an 112a  = Also, this text’s background 4S academic lectures

inecan that the length an depth of Luther’s discussions provide sharp COIMN-

the occasional character of his » Table talka remarks, which often Z58>

sed demonstrate Luther’s understandings of
MoreoOVver, Ve'Ss influence Christian thinking about womanhood far

ceeds the frequenCcy of her appCarance 1n Christian scrıpture. Indeed IN ally
Christians would be surprised realize that Ve’s alillec aDPDCAaIS only four
times 1n the Christian CAnON).* Eve EeXerts this powertful influence because 4S

the firstJ che 15 perceived NOT sSimply 4S individual but 4S

representing womanhood 1n general. Christians irequently posit analogies if
NOLT continultles between the character a! role of Eve 4B the character an
role of the who COTINC after her hus notlions of C20d’s i11 for Eve an
her relationship with dam often AT correlated with understandings of (S0d’s
intention for vVe's daughters an their relations the SOT1S of dam

Eve’s LAaIillec aDPDCAaiS first 1n (3 &. when dam g1ves this nNnaImIne the first
Additional using her NAanıle AI C 4, 1 CO I and 2, Other biblical
eXts speak of Eve without C1t1ing her 1aınle.
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We avVe observed that disparaging formed the predominant charac-
ter of IeSPONSCS the Woman Question 1n Luther’s historical CONtTLEXT Viıews
accenting the inferiority an danger of sSurround Luther both through
his colleagues 1n Wittenberg an through the dominant Christian 4SSESSMENT
of An anthropological paradigm that call »perpetual hierarchy«
undergirds these negatıve VIeWS. his phrase pDO1INtSs WayS that Christianity’s
dominant tradition hierarchy of HIC OVeCT God’s original

an perpetual design for relations between INne  . an men.** The PCI-
petual hierarchy paradigm 4SSeEeIts thatJ1n accord with God’s 311 an
intention from the beginning of her creation, 15 essentially inferior an inher-
ently subordinate 188828  -

Luther’s enes1s lectures indicate WaVYS he continues think of 1n
of this perpetual hierarchy. FOr example, his description of Eve ds$s »1I1110OT1«

1n the »50U111<« that 15 dam clearly J Luther him
self States, 4s »inferior the male SCX « *3 Further his assertion that if dam
had een approached first by the Serpent, dam would avVe een the V1iICtOr
also shows that Luther thinks of Eve originally created inferior dam

Luther’s (senes1s lectures, however, also present different plcture. They
indicate how frequently Luther transcends the traditional position of perpetual
hierarchy make astonishing and EVGCu radical claims for original equality
between Eve an dam He often emphasizes that God created Eve 4S equal
dam For example, atter contending that dam an Eve Were »outstanding
philosophers« while they WeTC free from S1N, Luther tells his students:

»Eve had these mental gifts 1ın the Saminle degree dam in Heua quU 1ın
mol], Kve’s utterance shows when she answered the serpent CONCcerN1INg the tree 1n
the middle of Paradise. There it becomes clear enough that che knew what enNn: she
had been created an! pointed the from which she had this knowledge; for che
said IGn z 3} The Lord said.« hus che nNnOt only heard this from Adam but her VE
ature Was DUTIC and full ipsa natura deo fuit PUIA et plena| of the knowledge of God
such degree that by herself ))p SC« she knew the Word of God an understood 1t.« 14

Examples of this tradition Can be ftound Kristen KVAM; Linda SCHEARING; Valarie
JEGLER: Eve an dam Jewish, Christian, and Muslim readings enesis an! gender.
Bloomington; Indianapolis, 1999

13 IL, 52, 18-7,1 I> &, 69
8 42, 5O, 6 f L; 66 f; Luther’s poıint here coheres with and expands UuDON the he

made about Eve’s owledge of God 1n his outline for the enes1s lectures; sSCcC«C 4' ' XX1,
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In this portrayal, there 15 ınt that Eve possessed weaker intellect 8i8

DIETLY than dam Rather Luther underscores Ve'Ss perfect knowledge of C6d
He thereby exegetical tradition that endorsed Adam!'s super10r1ty
by stressS1ing Eve earned about (56d’s 514 only because dam instructed her
CoONcernıng 1t Luther’s STreSsSSs that Eve >>by herself NEW the Word of (2ö5d and
understood it < offers remarkable depiction of equality between Eve and dam

It would be inapproprate overlook WaYyS that Luther WAaVeOITIS between
VIEWS of woman’s inherent inferiority and positıve aSsert10ons of her original
equality. Ironically, these wavernngs help 1ın viewıing the contradictions 4S ONg1-
nating with Luther rather than later editor.! Some might WOILILIY that the CX
of the (Genes1s lectures avajlable us has ePen tOO heavily redacted be of
much uUs«c 1n arrıviıng AT what Luther himseltf thought sa1id. ANY appeal
later redactor explain Luther’s contradictions woman’s original inferio0r-
Lty equality, however, would eed explain what prompted editor ad
ON of them without erasıng 4SSert1Ons the CONLTIATY. It AdDDCAaIs LLLOTC prob-
able locate the SOUTCE of waver1ıng 1n Luther himself.

Conclusion
While 1t 15 inapproprlate deny Luther’s wWwaver1ng, it also 15 discard
his legacy the Woman Question simply because of 1ts internal ambiva-
lence. Indeed his vacillations strengthen rather than negate his contributions

theological anthropologies that promote equality (D 8i for male an
female relations. Although ONC side of the contradietion Luther PITESCIVES
dominant assumpt1ons about woman’s inferlority, the other side of the COIN-

tradiction, he assails not1ons of perpetual hierarchy by insisting that Eve W as

created by (550 be fully equal Adamı.!®
Of COUTISC, the creatlion of dam an Fve 1S only the first 1n the hu

112  w STtOTY. Their tale and OUTS takes significant turn with their tempta-
t1on al fall an their subsequent expulsion from Eden Luther’s lectures

Here ıng about the research of eter EINHOLD Die Genesisvorlesung Luthers
un! ihre Herausgeber. 1936; SCC Iso Jaroslav PELIKAN’S discussion 1n his „»Introduction«

Am E ‚E ß
16 Moreover, because this egalitarian side, Luther contends for the fullness of Eve’s equal-

1ty both terms of her being well her doing, he makes considerable advance Vr

anthropologies that would restrict woman’s equality particular facet of her being.
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these episodes 1n the primordial narratıve also present ambivalent IeSACY.
He clearly reJO1ns hands with hierarchy by insısting that God intends for I11CI1

rule OVECTI after the Fall yer, Luther’s portrayals of bve outside of
Fden ATC striking. Fhey present her 4S saınt justified SINNer rather than
AS temptress. Maintainıng that Eve interprets all of her litfe He light of God’s
prom1ses, Luther her 4S model of evangelical insight ATY COUTALC.

Luther’s ideas and Luther research Call offer significant 1ESOUTICCS

churches 1n the twenty-first CENTLULY 4AS Christians respond the WaVYyS the
Woman Question 15 asked 1 their OW. hıis question cContınues
be disputed within OQUT sOcC1Jletles an cultures 4S ell within OUT churches.
At tiımes the focus 15 woman’s roles 1n household OT sOCl1etYy. At other tımes,
the debates Center ordaining the public minıstry of Word an
Sacrament. And Christians from local study Z10UDS denominational offices

worldwide COMMUN1ONS AT eXamınıng what scrıpture an tradition Sa y
about Luther’s attention the Woman Question and his 4ssert10ns fo
the original equality of an 11141l AT rich 411 ruitful aSDECTS of his
legacy. Through these remarkable assert1ons, he refutes central of the
dominant tradition of Christian anthropology, namely, 1ts CONV1Iction that
perpetual hierarchy of 1LLCI} being above an VT Was God’s original
and abiding intention for gender relations. Luther thereby makes ımportant
contributions the work of constructing anthropologies that present mutual-
Lty an equality paradigmatic tor what 1t be created human, male
and ftemale.
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