3)#)&/)00(*,

Nv KWE } C SZ N E)%SuE u

I"#$"%0"$&'($)*)#" ++& #$&-."&/,0)#1&(2&-."&!"#$" Y &34+-"5
Jv D €YV >uSZ E[*&VSZE}%}0}PC
6789:;78<:=

D/ [~"Zddl K

d  %u o] 0C Je puee U C p % EH]J}ORCI( & HOSC }(
§ 3Z hv]A E+]3C }(, o*]vl] Jv p ]3YE]pu y///U hv]A E+]3
(#&."&7> } u E Tiié § iT v}}vX

, oe]vI] Tii6






3)#)&/)00(*,

Nv KME } C SZ N E]%SUE u

I"#$"%"$&' ($)*)#" ++& #$&-."&/ ,0)#1&(2&-."&!" #$" Y &3&+-"5
]Jlv D €YV >usSZ E[*&VSZE}%}0}PC
6789:,78<:=

, oe]vI] Tii6



ISBN 978-951-51-3881-1 (Paperback)
ISBN 978-951-51-3882-8 (PDF)

Unigrala
Helsinki 2017



I"#$%! &$

Oln Our Body the Scripture Becomes FulllledO: Gendered Bodiliness and the
Making of the Gender System in Martin LutherOs Anthropology (152091530)

"is doctoral dissertation examines Martin LutherOs view of the human being du
ring a decade of ecclesiastical, social, and political turmoil. "e vital perspectives
in scrutinizing LutherOs anthropology are gender, bodiliness, sexuality, and power.
"e study !rst asks how gendered bodiliness was treated in LutherOs discussions on
femininity and masculinity, and, consequently, in what way he constructed proper
feminine and masculine ways of being and developed the gender system. Under
scrutiny are the ideals, norms, and expectations that he framed on the grounds of
the gendered body. "irdly, it is asked whether LutherOs views varied according to
historical and textual context, and especially if there are di#erences between his
views of female and male ways of being that are presented in theory, on the one
hand, and in practical situations, on the other.

"e most important contextual factors that set the background for analyzing
LutherOs viewpoints are, by and large, the debate on the proper kind of Christian
lifeNwhether it should be lived in the cloister or in matrimonyNand LutherOs
changing personal situation from Augustinian friar to husband and father. "e
time frame of the study is set from 1520 to 1530Na decade that is less studied in
modern research from the viewpoint of gender than, for example, the following
one. "e structure of the study is thematic, yet it follows a loose chronology. It is
thus easier to explore a possible chronological shi$ in LutherOs language-and thin
king, and especially whether changes in his personal life or in church and society
somehow a#ected his views concerning the body, gendered ways of being, and the
gender system.

Many of the key concepts of the studyNsuch as gender and the gender sys
tem, power, authority, and othernessNhave been adopted from gender studies.
Methodologically, the texts are examined through a close critical reading and con
tent analysis of the sources to discuss both the explicit and the implicit dimensi
ons of LutherOs discussion. Texts from the Weimarer Ausgabe (D. Martin LutherOs
Werke: Kritische Gesamtausgabe) are used as the source material. LutherOs texts
from the time period of 1520 to 1530 have been read and systematically searched
from the viewpoint of themes of bodiliness and gender. "e guiding principles in
choosing the texts under scrutiny have been: !rst, that they o#er a representative
and, second, that they provide a versatile sample of LutherOs views on the topic of
the dissertation within the chosen time period.



"e study shows that Luther formulated his views on gender and the gen
der system !rmly on the basis of human bodiliness. "e penetrable theoretical
idea that Luther deducted from gendered bodiliness was gender hierarchy: the
womanOs subordination and otherness, and the manOs normativity and dominion.
Luther participated in the reconstruction of femininity and masculinity in close
interaction with the past and the present: he was in several ways a#ected by and
bound to his medieval heritage and to the views of his contemporaries. Further
more, the study proves that overall, LutherOs thinking concerning the gender sys
tem did not undergo major changes during the 1520s, but instead involved smaller
adjustments.

"e analyses of real-life situations reveal that Luther could in practice be
%exible in his viewpoints concerning the limits that oneOs gender constitutedNhe
allowed di#erent rules especially for himself, for instance. However, in many ca
ses regarding his fellow men and women he applied his theoretical views in prac
tice in a very strict sense. "erefore, it is not the di#erence between theory and
practice per se that is pervasive in LutherOs texts. Whether there is continuity or
discontinuity between LutherOs overall theoretical views and his practical advice,
for example, is most profoundly dictated by the context and the overall situation.
"e study proves that the di#erence between LutherOs practical views and theory
Is chie%y dictated by subsidiarity. “e two core ideas are: (1) the closer to Luther,
the more special the case, and (2) the more strategically important for Luther, the
more special the case.
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Producing a doctoral thesis is much like giving birth to a baby. | have delivered two
of the latter, so | know what | am talking about. First, the dissertation, in the same
way as labor, demands very hard, even body-aching work. Second, you cannot
cope without the help of others.

| owe a great debt of gratitude to several people who have helped me along
the way. First of all, | want to thank my supervisors Professor Kaarlo Ar#man
and Adjunct Professor PSivi Salmesvuori from the Department of Chureh His
tory, University of Helsinki. "ey both have been extraordinary in their support
throughout the whole process. Kaarlo, you have been, in biblical terms, my rock
on which | have been able to count. Your extensive knowledge of the Reformation
era and of LutherOs writings has indeed been an invaluable source for me as your
student. "e critical yet at the same time polite and kind manner in which you
discuss my work has been a real delight. PSivi, you are my Church Mother. It was
you in the !rst place who introduced to me the idea of applying for the position of
PhD student. You have o#ered me constant inspiration and guidance: what comes
to research questions, methods, theories, or anything else one can think of, you
are endlessly resourceful. Academically, you have been the force who has always
pushed me forward. In this context, | also want to thank my other Church Mother,
University Lecturer Marjo-Riitta Antikainen a.k.a. Mallo, who, together with PSi
vi, worked with me and Luther when | was still an undergraduate student. It was
your MasterOs seminar, PSivi and Mallo, that made me think for the Irst time that |
could become a doctor of theology one ¥asamus in sgfor still a little while.

Professor Merry E. Wiesner-Hanks and Associate Professor Else Marie Wi
berg Pedersen have kindly served as the preliminary assessors of the dissertation. |
thank them both for giving detailed and well-considered remarks in their reports,
which helped me sharpen my arguments and consider both the content and the
structure of the work from new viewpoints during the last phase of revisions. | am
under a deep debt of gratitude specially to Associate Professor Wiberg Pedersen,
who has promised to act as my opponent in the public examination.

Several friends and colleagues at the University of Helsinki have shared
their time and thoughts with me during the years. | want to thank Adjunct Profes
sor PSivi RSisSnen-Schrider for sharing my passion for the Reformation era, and
particularly for the margins of the Reformation. Working with you, PSivi, has al
most felt like not working at all. We have had such a fantastic time doing research,
teaching, blogging, and planning new projects! Your brilliance and great sense of



humor are among the many things | admire in you. Code name: LutherOs poop.
You know what | mean.

Professor Risto Saarinen and University Lecturer Pekka KSrkkSinen | thank
sincerely for their willingness to consider aspects of LutherOs anthropology with
meNbe that in their o&ces, at the airport, or inBierstubein Wittenberg, for
example. "eir systematic theological approach has added to my historical view
point by giving invaluable ideas, and thus improved my thinking. "e exchange
of thoughts | have had the pleasure to engage in with them has made me wonder
whether there is, a$er all, a little systematic theologian inside me. Other Luther
scholars whom | wish to thank for discussions on LutherOs theology are, among
many, Bishop Jari Jolkkonen, Adjunct Professor Kari Kopperi, and Doctor Sasja
Emilie Mathiasen Stopa.

Professor Kirsi Stjerna | want to thank for arranging multidisciplinary se
minars and conference meetings together with Associate Professor Wiberg Peder
sen. "ese seminars have focused on analyzing Luther from multiple, gendered
perspectives. "e contribution of Professor Stjerna and Associate Professor Wiberg
Pedersen to the International Luther Congresses and especially to the arranging of
the series of international seminarsAdternative Luthehave truly given me fresh
scholarly input. In these wonderful gatherings of scholars doing gender-sensitive
research | have had the privilege to meet and exchange thoughts with several fas
cinating researchers. | wish to particularly mention Professors Marit Trelstad, Jone
Salomonsen, and Elisabeth Gerle, as well as Doctor Mary Streufert.

Further, | am indebted to the post-graduate seminar, led by Professors Arf
fman and Tuija Laine, which has allowed me to mature as a scholar. Doctoral stu
dents Leena Enqgvist and Olli Lampinen-Enqvist have been my closest colleagues,
whose feedback has been of utmost value. Doctor Rose-Marie Peake | want to
thank for interdisciplinary, ecumenical collaboration, as it were, that has o#ered
me new insights into Catholicism of the Early Modern period. | also remember
with joy the multiple academic discussions with colleagues at the co#ee room of
Aleksanterinkatu 7 when | was just beginning my work. Doctors Milla Bergstrsm,
Minna Ahokas, Aappo Laitinen, Antti Laine, Paavo Alaja, and Leena Isotalo intro
duced to me, in a way, the real life in Academia.

With regard to !nancial support, | would like to thank several foundations.

"e Finnish Cultural Foundation, "e "eology Fund (University of Helsinki),

"e Doctoral Programme in "eology (University of Helsinki), and "e Finnish
Church Research Institute have allowed me to work full-time with the thesis and
to participate in conferences at home and abroad. "ank you for deeming my
work as worthy of funding! For the !nal stylization of the text | thank Doctor of
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Philosophy Albion M. Butters. He has done a very careful work with my language.
"e remaining mistakes are, obviously, my own.

Eveliina Ojala. If Kaarlo has been my rock, you have truly been the Christ
for me in so many ways. You have shared with me the joys andNespeciallyNthe
agonies of writing a dissertation all the way from the very beginning to this point.
Besides Eve, | wish to thank Janica WikstZn and Essi YrjSIS, my sisters in sorrow
and bliss, in tears and laughter. You all three have taught me many valuable things
during these years | have had the blessing of having you as my friends. | could not
have managed especially during the last few months of writing of the thesis if |
would not have had your constant support in my life. "e two most importart les
sons | have learned from and with youNthose that | wish to express hereNare that
1) sharing your innermost thoughts with your loved ones does not make you weak
or pathetic but strengthens you in ways you could not have imagined, and that 2)
wine and beer are functional aids in almost any situation from deepest sorrow to
greatest joy, particularly if you are in the process of writing a dissertation. | think
Luther would be proud of us, at least concerning the latter OdiscoveryO.

My mother Tarja, father Jouko and stepmother Sirpa, | want to thank you all
for your support and practical help during these years. Many times, it has been you
who have in practice made it possible for me to work and to travel to conferences,
for instance. Kiitos kaikesta tuesta, kannustuksesta ja rakkaudesta, jota olette aina
antaneet auliisti. "e same goes for my siblings: Satu and Topi. Your sisterly and
brotherly love and support have been invaluable for me.

Jussi Junni, my soulmat&arba non facit doctricem. Eruditio fadiv you |
am under a deep debt of gratitude for many things. Your love, loyalty andwilling
ness to read my text through over and over again in the last stages of the work have
been of great importanceNnot to mention all the technical support | have received
from you. Your bright thinking and ability to understand what | mean from half
a sentence have truly helped me to clarify my thoughts in the 'nal version of the
dissertation.

Last but not least | would like to thank my sweet daughters Siiri and Elsa for
reminding me of the importance of focusing on the present in addition to the past.
Time and again, they have brought me back to reality and helped me put my work
with Luther in its proper context, so to speak. Rakastan teitS kovasti, muruset. It is
to you, my two little OMorning StarsO that | dedicate this book.
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In the summer of 1521, a long-bearded aristocrat named Junker JSrg was dwelling
in Wartburg Castle. From the centuries-old fortress built on a hill over 400 meters
high, he had a magni!cent view down to Eisenach, the town nearby, and beyond.
Eagerly he wrote letters to Wittenberg, about two hundred kilometers distant as
the crow %ies, and waited for the carriers to bring back news from his comrades.
On July 13, he lamented: OEmy untamed %esh burns in great !re, that is: | should
be in%amed by the spirit but | am in%amed by the %esh, lusts, laziness, free time,
[and] sleepinessEO

In reality, Junker JSrg was a !ctional character. He was Martin Luther
(1483D1546),an Augustinian friar in disguiseNwithout his tonsure and robe,
dressed as a knightVartburg Castle was not his estate, but a hideout ever since
he had been condemned as an outlaw in the Diet of Worms a couple of months
earlier* What was real, however, was LutherOs anxiety. He was deemed a heretic,
as he had been excommunicated by papal bull at the turn of the year 152001521,
and an outlaw whose life was worth nothing should someone want to put an end to
his days. He was safeNfor the time beingNthrough the favor of Elector Frederick
[11° (1463D1525) of Saxony, who had arranged for him to stay at Wartburg Castle.
When Luther could return to Wittenberg, and what was going to happen to him or
the evangelical movement, remained as yet unknown.

No wonder that LutherOs %esh was burning and he was seething with di#e
rent emotions. Indeed, LutherOs residence at Wartburg Castle, from May 1521 to

1 WA BR 2, no. 418, 356, 9D10. To Philipp Melanchthon (July 13, 1521). "is passage is ana
lyzed, among others, in Chapter 1V.2.
2 Of LutherOs biographies, the most thorough is Martin BrechtOs tripartite series-of mono

graphs in German: Brecht 1981; 1986; 1987. "e books are also available as Engtish trans
lations. "ere is a myriad of newer, yet less in-depth works. For a thematic approach, see,
e.g., Hendrix 2009; Shepherd 2016. For a chronological approach, in addition to BrechtOs
studies, see, e.g., Beutel 2003; Methuen 2014; Hendrix 2015; Mullett 2015; Leppin 2016a.
One of the newest biographiesNand of the most interesting onesNis Lyndal RdéaerOs
tin Luther: Renegade and Prop(216), whose psycho-historical approach has already
been disputed.

3 WA BR 2, no. 410, 228. To Georg Spalatin (May 14, 1521); WA BR 2, no. 413, 348. To Phi
lipp Melanchthon (May 26, 1521); Brecht 1986, 11.

4 Brecht 1983, 451; Methuen 2014, 14D17; Mullett 2015, 167D168.

5 Martin Brecht has pointed out that the whole question of dating LutherOs excommunication
is disputable. Brecht 1983, 406D407.

6 Also known as Frederick the Wideriédrich der Wei3e"e elector of Saxony from 1486
until his death in 1525, he is henceforth referred to as Frederick the Wise.

7 Rublack 2005, 23; Mullett 2015, 167D169. "e elector justiled his favor toward Luther at

least partly for political reasons. Brecht 1983, 448.



March 1522 presented several spiritual, mental, and bodily challérigigswhat
exactly was this burning and boiling of the %esh? Was it merely a depiction of his
spiritual struggles, as has been sugges®@deould it be that what Luther meant

by %eshly burning was something more than an abstraction, something more do
wn-to-earth? Does it in fact tell us something about LutherOs bodily reality as well?
And if not, how should one interpret, for instance, LutherOs greetings from Wart
burg to his colleagueOs O%esh aHdwésDing his wife?

34 $5,110/1 ! (-1#&5)+ | %+61&)($,7$1)81$5,1#$2-6

"is study is based on the premise that bodilinessNor %eshlinessNis an essential
part in understanding how Luther viewed the human being. "e aim of the thesis

is threefold: Irst, to deciphdrow gendered bodiliness was treated in LutherGs discus
sions on femininity and masculinitynder scrutiny are the meanings that the-con
cepts ObodyO and O%eshO acquired in LutherOs thinking, as well as gender-specilc
ways of constructing the signilcance of the human body in his writings. Second,
the study aims to analy#tee ideals, norms, and expectations vis-"-vis womanhood,
manhood, and the gender systkat Luther formulated. "irdly, this study inves
tigatesthe interrelation of theory and practice in LutherOs writings, which represent
di$erent genres and di$erent ye&lere his views concerning the body, gender,
and the gender system divergentNand if so, in what way in di#ering contexts?

"e Reformation scholars Susan Karant-Nunn and Merry Wiesner-Hanks
have maintained that Luther must always be seen Ofrom the dual perspective of
theory and practicéfXarant-Nunn continues in another context: OEeven the Re
formerOs most theoretical writings were interpenetrated by expressions of his perso
nal stances and frequently by accounts of his experiéhtesgnotions, as well
as the frequently advanced view of LutherOs contexttiaditye served as inspira

8 Luther thus stayed at Wartburg Castle for about ten months, although he visited Wittenberg
brie%y in the beginning of December in 1521. Mikkola 2014b, 95D96; Mullett 2015, 175.
9 Regarding bodily troubles, his constipation was probably the worst. On LutherOs-constipa

tion at Wartburg Castle, see, e.g., WA BR 2, no. 407, 333. To Philipp Melanchthon (May 12,
1521); WA BR 2, no. 417, 354. To Georg Spalatin (June 10, 1521); WA BR 2, no. 420, 364. To
Georg Spalatin (July 15, 1521). "e condition that troubled him time and again, especially
during his stay at Wartburg Castle, has not exactly been a target of scholarly interest. Rare
exceptions are Roper 2010, 291; Cortright 2011, 200D201.

10 In the American Edition of LutherOs Woithis passage is compared by the editor to other pas
sages that more clearly describe spiritual battles. See Krodel 1963, 28 (fn.10eQ354dP

11 WA BR 2, no. 409, 335. To Johann Agricola (May 12, 1521).

12 Karant-Nunn & Wiesner-Hanks 2003, 9. "e words OtheoryO or OtheoreticalO and Oprac
ticeO and OpracticalO are discussed in the following chapter.

13 Karant-Nunn 2012a, 3. | am grateful to Professor Karant-Nunn for granting access to this
article dra$.

14 Noted, for example, in Lull 2003, 39; Cortright 2011, 2, 180; Gerle 2015, 24.



tion for the third viewpoint of the study. As a whole, the thesis is concerned with
intersectionality® asking how di#erent factorsNsuch as the historical situation and
the genre of a particular text, or the societal position, age, and gender, among ot
hers, of Luther and contemporaries related to certain texts or eventsNhave an e#ect
on LutherOs views concerning the gendered body, womanhood, and manhood.

"us, the thesis discusses LutherQOs idea of the human beingNthat is; his an
thropologyNfrom the perspectives of bodiliness, gender, and sexuality. Especially
important aspects in the study are power relations, especially between the sexes,
and more broadly the contemporary norms regarding the gender system and the
societal system. "e power relations between Luther and his audience are taken
into account as well; namely, his way of building his authority as regards his liste
ners is fundamental in understanding the way in which he formulates his points
in di#erent contexts.

"e study takes into account the various social, religious, cultural, and po
litical factors behind LutherOs thinking, aiming to contextualize his views- as tho
roughly as possible. "e starting point is that LutherOs formulations of the body
and gender were a#ected by his interaction with other people and by his need to
react to di#erent issues or phenomena in changing historical situations. "e ove
rall approach of the study is chronologicalNLutherOs theoretical viewpoints during
the 1520s are compared with practical situations, as revealed by his corresponden
ce. Most of the cases are picked from the second half of the decade, mainly due to
the availability of the source material, but shorter cases from the Irst half of the
1520s are also included. "e sources and the structure of the study are discussed
more thoroughly in the following chapter.

Previous scholarship regarding LutherOs views on women and men has
emphasized the signilcance of LutherOs texts from the 1530s and the 1540s. In
particular, theLectures on Gené8&isom 1535 to 1545 have been deemed some
of the most valuable materials and thus extensively'tiSisdstudy focuses ins
tead on the 1520s, which until now has remained a less-studied decade from the
viewpoint of LutherOs gendered anthropology. Indeed, one reason for focusing on
this period of time is the need to survey a decade which has been the object of far

15 For the theory of intersectionality, see Nash 2008; Lykke Bedfing Intersectionality
2011. For notions of intersectionality at the beginning of the Early Modern Era, see Wun
der 1998, 205. Intersectionality is closely linked to modern discussions of postcolenial stu
dies. See, e.g., Kerner 2016.

16 "e text can be found in WA 42, 43, and 41 Genesin Enarrationum Reverendi Patris,
Domini Doctoris Martini Lutheri
17 For instance, the Finnish scholar Sirpa Aalto has explicated her con!dence in the supre

macy of thd_ectures on Genegisher licentiate thesis. See Aalto 1991, 40. Jussi Koivisto
justiles the choice of sources in his doctoral thesis on Luther and evil, for his part, by
noting that the lectures represent LutherOs mature theology. See Koivisto 2012, 17D18.
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less interest than the succeeding ones. Also, the time period in question o#ers two
important contextual factors that make it a decade well worth exploring: the !rstis
the religious and sociopolitical turmoil that began in Germany in the beginning of
the 1520s, and the second is LutherOs personal turmoil, including his marriage to
the former nun Katharina von Bora in 1525 and the change in his social position
and self-understanding from an Augustinian brother to a husband and father. |
shall de!ne in detail the characteristics of the time period in the next chapter when
discussing the structure of the study.

* k% %

On the whole, LutherOs anthropology is not an unexplored theme. It is discus
sed in some respect in every study concerning Luther and his thoughtNeven if
in most studies this is done implicitly. Several studies discussing LutherGs anthro
pology from the perspective of Othe point of contact between anthropology and
soteriology®are available. | have been most impressed by an old, yet fascinating
monograph from 1969 by Professor Steven Ozment, entitbeao Spiritualis: A
Comparative Study of the Anthropology of Johannes Tauler, Jean Gerson and Martin
Luther (1509D16) in the Context of !eir leological 'ought® Other contributions
have been made from the 1980s until the 2010s by various scholars of Luther, such
as Bishop and Professor Emeritus Eero Huovinen and Professor Notger Sfenczka.

Most of these studies discuss the human being as both a spiritual and a
%eshly creature, on the one hand, and the structure of the human being as spirit,
soul, and body, on the other. What these analyses o#er on the issue of human cor
porality as such is surprisingly modest, since they concentrate mainly on discus
sing soul and spirit and thus hardly touch the issue of bodiliness. llluminative of all
these studies and the dismissal of the bodily aspect is Professor Anna VindOs short
analysis of the body: O"e purpose of the third part of man, the body, is to be used
and trained by the knowledge of the soul and the wisdom of the Zpifih@Os
comment crystallizes the interest that theological research has had, particularly in
spirituality and theological ideas.

"e bodily aspect of LutherOs anthropology has been studied by only a few
scholarg? Professor Charles CortrightOs quite recent doctoral dissertation about

18 Janz 1983, 6.
19 Ozment 19609.
20 Huovinen 1981; Slenczka 2014. Other studies are, for example, Janz 1983; Asendorf 1988,

359D417; Blaumeiser 1995; zur MYhlen 1995; Raunio 2010; Vind 2015; Karimies 2016.
21 Vind 2015, 74.
22 "is subject is also discussed in Gerle 2015, 26.



the human body in LutherOs theology is one of the rare examples of this a3proach.
It discusses bodiliness from the perspectives of creation, sexuality, and sickness.
Perhaps due to this multiplicity of viewpoints, at times it lacks the type of in-depth
analysis that a reader might hope for. "e study is invaluable, however, as one of
the Irst proper discussions concerning LutherOs views on the body. Another recent
study concerning Luther and the body is Professor Elisabeth Ganteighetens
nSrvaro: Luther mellan kroppskult och kroppsf2®i5)* "e monograph exa

mines how the body has been viewed in the history of Christianity, especially in
LutherOs thinking. GerleOs eyes are !Irst and foremost on the present, however, as
her purpose is to reread the history of the body in order to provide tools for an
understanding of how the human body is viewed today and, above all, to o#er
inspiration to change the present discussion on the body. "e article on the-embo
died theology of Luther by the doctoral student Marion Deschamp deserves to be
mentioned as well. Her discussion focuses on the question of the extent to which
human bodies mattered to Luther in the act of belie¥ing.

LutherOs views on gender, especially womanhood, have been studied so
mewhat over the years, although this approach is still not a part of mainstream
research on Luther. It seems that in Reformation studies, gender has not in general
been taken as a category of analysis, even though it is valid when discussing not
only women (and menNin my opinion) and the family, but also history and-histo
rical changes as a whéi€rofessor Merry Wiesner-Hanks has aptly described the
manner of conducting gender research within historical studies as the Gadd wo
men and stirO method, if and when gender is regarded merely as a distinct category
at most having to do with women. According to Wiesner-Hanks, Olt is certainly
simpler to add new material to traditional courses, texts, and interpretations by
just tacking it onE® Due to Wiesner-HanksOs sensitivity toward gender and other
issues formerly regarded as minor, from the viewpoint of this thesis her work is
invaluable?® "e same can be said of the articles and monographs by Professor
Susan Karant-Nunn, another established scholar in the !eld of the Reformation
and gendet® Both of these scholars have not only contributed to gender-sensitive
Reformation scholarship with their research, but through various lenses they have
been able to look at Luther and the Reformation era. Furthermore, in 2003 they

23 Cortright 2011.

24 For Luther and the body, see also Roper 2012. However, Roper discusses especially the
portrayal and thus the reception of LutherOs bodly.

25 Deschamp 2015.

26 See Matheson 1996, 98; Rublack 2002, esp. 2b7; Wiesner-Hanks 2002, 602.

27 Wiesner 1987, 317; Wiesner-Hanks 2002, 601.

28 See, e.g., Wiesner 1986; 1987; 1991; Wiesner-Hanks 2002; 2008; 2010; 2011; 2012; 2016.

29 See, e.g., Karant-Nunn 1982; 1997; 2002; 2008; 2010; 2012a; 2012b.



collected, translated, and edited a sourcebagaker on Wome which has been
of great value for this study.

Overall, the past decades have seen an increasing amount of gender-sensi
tive scholarship, which has begun to provide more diverse readings of the Refor
mation and its various agents, including Luther. Dr. Kristen KvamOs dissertation
Luther, Eve, and !eological Anthropology: Reassessing the ReformerOs Response to
the OFrauenfragél®92) deserves to be mentioned as one of those rereadings of
Luther3! One of the most in%uential studies for this thesis has been the monograph
of Professor Mickey L. Mattox, entitiBe&fender of the Most Holy Matriarchs: Mar
tin LutherOs Interpretation of the Women of Genesis in the Enarrationes In Genesin,
1535D1548003)%2 which proves that LutherOs views in the 1520s certainly di#er
from those of the 1530s and the 1540s. Even though the general timeline of the
book goes beyond the scope of my study, the discussions in this study concer
ning Eve and Adam make use of the Irst chapter, which examines early LutherOs
comments in the 1520s on the Book of Genesis. Furthermore, there are numerous
meritorious articles that discuss LutherOs views on women in paffiaslarell as
those discussing women and gender in the Reformation era in géneral.

As becomes clear by looking at the studies presented above, in their gen
der-sensitive work scholars have focused especially on women. Scholarship that
focuses on both women and men, or particularly on men in LutherOs thought, is
still somewhat scarce. Of the studies concerning masculinity, one must especial
ly credit the article collectioMasculinity in the Reformation E(@2008), edited
by Professor Emeritus Scott Hendrix and Susan Karant-Nunn. From this studyOs
point of view, it contains many interesting !ndings, especially the two articles that
focus on LutherOs masculinfeyMasculinity of Martin Luther: leory, Practica-
lity, and Humorby Karant-Nunn andDLustful LutherO: Male Libido in the Writings
of the Reformeday Merry Wiesner-Hank¥.Another particularly useful collection
of articles from the perspective of masculinitgesoming Male in the Middle Ages
(2000), edited by Professor Je#rey Jerome Cohen and Dr. Bonnie Wheeler. Both

30 Karant-Nunn & Wiesner-Hanks 2003.

31 Kvam 1992.

32 Mattox 2003a.

33 See, e.g., Maron 1983; Roper 1983; Hinlicky 1988; Classen & Settle 1991; Mattox 2003b;

Kvam 2004; Stjerna 2004; Bell 2005; Lo 2008; Matheson 2008; Ghiselli 2010; Wibkerg Peder
sen 2010; Pak 2012; Methuen 2013; Strohl 2014. | have written about Luther and women in
Mikkola 2014a; 2015.

34 See, e.g., Bainton 1971; Roper 1B&&en mischen sich difi95; Matheson 1996; Rublack
1996; 1998; Roper 1997; Wunder 1%88uen in der Zeit der Reformatib899 (cited via
individual articles in the study); Allen 2002; Zitzlsperger 2003; Stjerna 2009; "ompson
2009; Crowther 2010; Methuen 2010; Scokir & Wiesner-Hanks 2010; Domrsse 2011; RSi
sSnen-Schrider 2013; Pak 2015.

35 Articles of particular interest are also, for example, Wunder 2002; Hendrix 2008.



of the abovementioned collections are cited in the study in relation to their indi
vidual articles. Yet another important contribution to menOs studtesnis Boys

to Men: Formations of Masculinity in Late Medieval Eu(@p83) by Professor

Ruth Mazo Karra%’"e work of Karras discusses a somewhat earlier period than
this study, as does the second article collection mentioned above. However, as the
scholarship about men is still quite limited, all of these studies on masculinity are
of utmost value for putting LutherOs ideas on menNas well as putting Luther him
selfNin a proper context.

If gender has hitherto not been taken universally as a category of analysis
in Reformation studies, one can pose the obvious counterquestion: has historical
context been taken seriously in gender studies concerning the Reformation era?
Dr. Jennifer C. Vaught, who has treated masculinity and emotion in Early Modern
literature, answers in the negative. According to her, OAlthough recent theories of
gender have focused on both men and women, they tend to underemphasize issues
of history and agenc§Ce historical context has not always been fully taken into
account in studies concerning Luther and gender either. As | noted above, many
of the gender-sensitive Luther studies have made usznifres on Geneig\c-
cordingly, his earlier views have, in many cases, been discussed merely among the
later views or even mixed in with those. "is way of examining LutherOs texts has
the danger of resulting in oversimplilcations concerning his thinking and-over
looking the signilcance of a certain time period and historical situation. "is-dan
ger obviously concerns all Luther studies, not just those interested in gender.

LutherOs mental and spiritual processes have been quite thoroughly discussed in
modern research by scholars representing the traditional line, as it were, of Luther
research. Yet a thorough examination of the body-related roots of LutherGs evalua
tion of the human being is still lackify'us, the portrait of the reformer painted

by the vast majority of Luther scholars hardly contains references to his body or his
ideas about the bodyNnot to mention their interrelation with the gender system.
LutherOs own bodily reality or his thoughts concerning bodily issues are not really
discussed in the gender-sensitive Luther research either. Bodiliness is something
that comes up in those discussions, but its role in LutherOs views on the human
being is not treated as seriously as it deserves.

36 Karras 2003. See also Karras 2008a.

37 Vaught 2008, 7.

38 For example, Bell 2005; Lo 2008.

39 Gerle has also pointed this out in her recent study. Gerle 2015, 26D27.



Connecting to the previous point, a proper discussion of gender and the
gender system in the writings of the younger Luther is lacking as well. In their
sourcebook, Wiesner-Hanks and Karant-Nunn note, OAlthough a book-length stu
dy remains to be written, we can o#er a summation of LutherOs conservation and
innovation [concerning womanhood{Qe situation has improved since 2003,
as the above presentation of recent scholarship showsNbut not enough from my
point of view. "is thesis contributes to the discussion on LutherOs anthropology
by o#ering new perspectives, thorough analyses of the meanings that the gendered
body acquired in his thinking, and an investigation of the deductions he made
regarding the gender system. Furthermore, gender is treated in this thesis not only
through womanhood and femininity, but also through manhood and masculinity.
"us, the study adds to gender-sensitive Luther research the important viewpoint
of masculinityNa perspective that until recently in most studies has been overloo
ked. "e examination also provides historical and textual context in order to o#er
as profound a picture as possible of LutherOs thinking.
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Weimarer AusgabgD. Martin LutherOs Werke: Kritische Gesamta)sdmenee

forth referred to as WA, is used as the primary source of this study. "is requires
further elaboration, however. "e source material consists of LutherOs collected
works from the whole of his lifetime, comprising over a hundred volumes and
approximately 80,000 pages of written material. As Timothy F. Lull has noted, the
total amount of material is itself enough to overwhelm even the most enthusiastic
researchett Such a sizable body of work poses a fundamental problem for-a scho
lar: How is one to 'nd and choose the most suitable material for a particular study?
And how can one be sure that crucial texts are not omitted?

Charles Cortright has maintained in his doctoral dissertation that there are
biblical texts concerning the body in LutherOs works, such as commentaries on the
history of creation in Genestindeed, it is self-evident that the account of the
events in the Garden of Eden is taken under scrutiny in this study also. Yet other
proper texts on the body are somewhat less obvious. By and large, the guiding
principles in choosing the texts to review have been, !rst, that they are representa
tive and, second, that they o#er a versatile sample of LutherOs views on the topic of
the dissertation within the chosen time period.

40 Karant-Nunn & Wiesner-Hanks 2003, 9.
41 Lull 2003, 39.
42 Cortright 2011, 7.



LutherOs texts from the period of 1520 to 1530 have been read and syste
matically searched in relation to what they o#er on the themes of bodiliness and
gender. In particular, Karant-Nunn and Wiesner-HanksOs sourceitioér on
Womenhas assisted me in this search by providing an overall view of LutherOs
writings concerning womenNand thereby also men. As part of the process of sur
veying the sources, | have made systematic searches with such keywords as ObodyO
O%esh,O Owoman,0 and Oman in the digitally edited form Bfinhaddifion,
| have been guided by my own existing knowledge of the sources, supported by
MasterOs thesis on a related théme.

Answers to the main questions of the study are deciphered through two
types of source material: roughly put, theoretical and practical material. In terms
of Luther®s theoretical writings, his sermons and treatises are of use. Equally im
portant, however, is his correspondence, which is brought to bear throughout the
study and makes it possible not only to examine LutherOs theoretical viewpoints,
but also to illuminate them in close connection with his everyday life. "e di#erent
types of sources are compared in order to determine whether LutherOs viewpoints
were somehow di#ering from his theoretical, overall thinking and in practical si
tuations? LutherOs table talks are le$ aside due to the time period under examina
tion, since the !rst recorded table talks are from 1531 onwéards.

Due to the scope of this study, and also due to historical, political and social
circumstances, many of LutherOs writings concern the question of matrimony ver
sus the cloister. "is raises various considerations of human bodiliness, sexuality,
and representations of manhood and womanhood, which are heavily loaded with
LutherOs emphases on the superiority and necessity of marital life. Arguably, these
opinions a#ected the way in which Luther formulated his views. | shall take the
foregoing carefully into account when estimating his statements. "e key sources
of the study are presented below.

"e year 1520 has been chosen as the starting point of the study due to its
signilcance from the viewpoint of both the source material and LutherOs-self-un
derstanding. During 1520, when the papal Buurge Domingareatening Luther
with excommunication was imminent, Luther continued to formulate his ideas and
he published his three major work@ the Christian Nobility was published in

43 "e material is located at http://luther.chadwyck.co.uk. "e access to the web page is limit
ed, however.

44 Mikkola 2007. "e thesis discussed LutherOs views on gender by comparing his thinking be
fore and a$er his marriage; for the main part, two of his writings were under close scrutiny.

45 | have brie%y discussed the tension between theory and practice in LutherOs thinking in
Mikkola 2015.

46 Drescher 1912, XXVI.

a7 WA 6, 404b46%Rn den christlichen Adel deutscher Nation von des christlichen Standes Bes

serungHenceforth referred to &hristian Nobility



June, before Luther knew of the b@h the Babylonian Captivity of the Chdfch
was published in October ar@h the Freedom of a Christiam November. "e
treatises show that LutherOs rhetoric quite swi$ly became more harsh as$er the bull
was published in Electoral Saxony in September or Octobef’132ahus kept
on formulating his theological views in the treatises, even when he was prohibited
from preaching, publishing, or defending his writings and commanded to abstain
from his errors, while his books were to be burned. His language began to alter
visibly as he stepped into the public eyeNa most exceptional act for a professor and
an Augustinian friar. As Kaarlo Ar#man has maintained, from 1520 onwarels Lut
her presented himself as infallible and ranged against the pope from this gésition.
One can ask, however, if this self-understanding of infallibility developed as a result
of historical events or if it could have been an inborn charactéfi®tethat as it
may, the year of LutherOs rapidly increasing public visibility begins the discussion.

"e Irst years of the 1520s were altogether crucial in LutherOs life. He not
only wrote and published a swi$ly growing amount of material, but was at the
very center of public turmoil concerning spiritual as well as societal and political
changes. Phenomena such as the growing demands around the debates of whether
cloistered life or matrimony was the supreme way of life, the abandoning of the ce
libate life of secular and regular clerics, and the assertion of clerical marriage were
at the center of many discussiéhall of these discourses began forcefully in the
beginning of the 1520s, and they will be introduced in the main body of this text
mainly through LutherOs views.

Das Magni%cat, verdeutscht und ausgélegich Luther began to write in
November 1520, is used as source material as well. An impetus for translating the
Magni%caihto German and commenting on the biblical text was young Duke John

48 WA 6, 497Db57Pe captivitate Babylonica ecclesiae praeludianceforth referred to as
Babylonian Captivity.
49 WA 7, 49D7Mar. Lutheri tractatus de libertate christiaméenceforth referred to &see

dom of a ChristianFor the German versiovon der Freiheit eines Christenmenschea
WA 7, 20D38. "e original treatise was in Latin, but Luther translated it into German, and
there are certain di#erences between the two texts. Schilling 2006, XVIII.
50 "e bull was published in Electoral Saxony, as legal formalities required, by John Eck, who
was not, however, present himself. Brecht 1985, 3900391, 394, 400; Hendrix 2009, IX.
51 Ar#man 1981, 239D240.

52 | thank Professor Kaarlo Ar#man for posing this interesting question, which as such would
require a study of its own.
53 For debates concerning clerical marriage especially from the 1520s onward, see, €.g., Plum

mer 2012. For a wider historical continuum regarding clerical marriage, see, e.g., Parish
2010. For the dawn of the Reformation as an era of crisis, see, e.g., Lindberg 1983, 22D25.
54 StA 1, 314D364. Henceforth referred tolagni%cat'e newer edition of Magni%cafrom
Studienausgabis exploited, thus following the example of Anja Ghiselli, ".D., whose spe
cialized leld is Mary in LutherOs theology. "e text can also be found in WA 7, 544D604.
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Frederick (1503D155%)to whom Luther dedicated the book in March 1521. "e
text was thus, as Else Marie Wiberg Pedersen has nB¥dtenspiegiat depict
ed Mary as the proper example for a Christian faleather wrote the !rst third
of theMagni%cain Wittenberg during November 1520. Due to the Diet of Worms,
Luther had to interrupt the writing process, but he continued working in Wartburg,
and the printers received the text in late August or early Septembex’ AS2Dr.
Anja Ghiselli has noted, thdagni%cait LutherOs only extensive work on the Virgin
Mary. It is also one of the texts that Luther wrote in its entirety hifiself.

While dwelling at Wartburg Castle, Luther also composed the tréatise
Monastic Vow®’ which is yet another important text for this study. "e !rst edi
tion of the treatise was printed in February 1522, and a second, revised edition
a$er June 1522 By March 1522, Luther had already conclusively le$ Wartburg.
Luther dedicated the treatise to his father by including a letter to him as a preface.
"e intention of the treatise was not a polemical oftdyut it rather was Oa guide
to those who had already le$ or were thinking of leaving their monasteries and
convents® Luther wanted to contribute by giving guidance to those who were
leaving, so that they might act with a good conscience. In practice, Luther treated
the issue of monastic vows from the viewpoint of their opposition to GodOs word,
faith, Christian freedom, the Irst commandments, common sense, and r&ason.
In the treatise, Luther denied the value of cloistered life, and he rejected binding
vows as well. Althougn Monastic Vowfias o$en been regarded in modern
research as one of the most important reasons for the general rejection of cloister
vows, Heiko Oberman has justly noted that it was published only a$er OescapesO
from monasteries and convents had already begun to take’place.

"e text not only served as guidance. It was also LutherOs !rst lengthy public
de!nition of policy directly in regard to the cloister and vows. "e intended target
audience of the treatise was primarily monks and nuns, as Luther himself explicat

55 John Frederick was the son and the heir apparent of Elector John (the elector from 1525
until his death in 1532), who was, for his part, the brother and heir presumptive of Fre
derick the Wise.

56 Wiberg Pedersen 2015, 228.

57 Delius 1979, 312; Korsch 2012, 365.

58 Ghiselli 2005, 21.

59 WA 8, 573b66®e votis monasticis Martini Lutheri iudicium

60 Kawerau 1889, 566; Atkinson 1966, 245D247.

61 Ar#fman 1985, 79; Hendrix 2015, 133. According to Ar#man, the elector approved of Lut

herOs return, although silently. It was, in fact, crucial from his point of viewNhe could best
gain control over the popular movement with the help of Luther. Ar#man 1985, 80.

62 Kawerau 1889, 564D565; Atkinson 1966, 247.

63 Atkinson 1966, 247.

64 Atkinson 1966, 247D249.

65 Oberman 2003, 60. | have also discussed the relationship between LutherOs texts and the

escapes in Mikkola 2014b.
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ed, although the content of the treatise suggests that he mainly thought of monks

when writing the text. In addition, Luther was certainly aware that ditkedti,

which as a concept refers to those competent in Latin, had access to the printed

treatise as well. | do not mean to suggest, however, that monks and nuns all were

literate. Nor do | argue that the Latin texts were only available to those competent

in that language. "e border betweenigeratus(a literate person) and dhteratus

(an illiterate person) is not a de!nite one, but nevertheless it has traditionally been

drawn by modern scholars as the capability or incapability to read and write in

Latin. "us, illiterati were those who could read and write only in their vernacular.

As Cheryl Glenn has noted, however, Othe uncalibrateditienati indicated the

se schooled in Latin, regardless of individual expertise or accomplisifrientO

guestion of literacy is, on a whole, a complex one. Brian Stock importantly notes:
What was essential for a textual community, whether large or small, was simply a text, an
interpreter, and a public. "e text did not have to be written; oral record, memory, and

reperformance su&ced. Nor did the public have to be fully lettered. O$en, in fact, only the
interpres had a direct contact with literate cultuf@e

Reading, an essential part of the question of literacy, was thus not a unidimensio
nal course of actioff.

Cloister vows were not the only issue that required LutherOs attention a$er
his return to Wittenberd® While he had been gone, in parallel with more modera
te measures to reform Wittenberg, extreme means of reform were also compelled
by university teachers and the town council, of which Andreas Bodenstein von
Karlstadt (1486D154%)was later made into the main culprit, along with Gabriel
Zwilling (c. 1487D1558)For a brief moment it looked as if leadership of the new
movement was slipping out of LutherOs h&ndsther did not disapprove of the
furthering of the reform as such, but the compulsive way in which some had done

66 Glenn 1993, 498.

67 Stock 1984, 18. For the connection between literacy, reading, and orality, see also Ong
1984; 2015.

68 See Rublack 2005, 45D46 for a short discussion of reading.

69 For a lively portrayal of Wittenberg, see Rublack 2005, 16D19.

70 Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt is in the current standard usage called Andreas Karlsta
dt, a$er his hometown. Henceforth he will be called Andreas Karlstadt.

71 One main reason for making Karlstadt the guilty party was probably the lack of electoral

con'dence in him, as Kaarlo Ar#man has suggested. Ar#man 1985, 77. Hans-JYrgen Goer
tz, for instance, has paid attention to KarlstadtOs measures as more daring than the electoral
court would have preferred. However, according to Goertz, Karlstadt acted in cooperation
with his colleagues from the university, as well as with members of the town council. His
reforms concerning the Mass occurred especially in Christmas 1521 in the Castle Church
(Schlo&kircheand on New YearOs Day in the Town ChuBthd¢skirche Goertz 2007,
61. For a thorough investigation of Karlstadt and the events during winter 1521/1522, see
Bubenheimer 1977.

72 Rublack 2005, 23D24. See also Lindberg 1996, 96.
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it. To encourage people and to prevent the reform from falling into violent -distur
bances and disorder in Wittenberg and the neighboring areas, and to restore his
position as the leader of the evangelical movement, Luther made, for example, a
short preaching tour beginning in Wittenberg and ending in Torgau in the spring

of 1522, preaching of patience and charity in relation to Christiafd life.

By and large, during the year 1522 the reformer, who thus far had been the
leading character in a relatively small opposition group, was becoming the autho
rity concerning both the ecclesiastical and communal life of the German evangeli
cal movement. Since spring 1522, Luther framed himself as the only proper leader
of the evangelical movement, a charismatic teacher sent by God. However, this
self-understanding had been developing at least from“15R€her was generally
held as an embodiment of the religious hopes of certain Germans since the Diet
of Worms, and his image approached that of a medieval saint both in popular and
literate discours®."is direction is also validated by LutherOs writings from 1522
onwards. "e predominant apologetic genre of LutherOs work, as it were, began to
give way to also include written guidelines concerning the rearrangement of the
societal and ecclesiastical sphéres.

Luther arguably became aware of the troubles of his contemporariesNalso
concerning marital issuesNduring his preaching tour of spring 1522, which led
him to write on that subject as wélLuther probably began to write the treatise
On Married Lifé® in August 1522, and it came o# the press in Wittenberg presu
mably at the end of SeptembBelis text is highly important for this thesis and is
used especially in Chapter Ill. Luther himself referred to the text as a sermon, but
as Brandt has noted, Othe introductory remarks are appropriate only to a treatise
intended for the press, not to a sermBrHdwever, this does not tell much about
whether Luther did use one of his sermons as the basis of the treatise or not. Even
when himself putting his sermons into writing, Luther did not regard it essential to
hold to the formNor contents, for that matterNof the spoken sermon, but to make
oneself more comprehensibah Oweyter zu vorcl@ep@riting® However, the
possibility also exists of the treatise being an expanded version of a spoken sermon,
even though there is no such sermon on the subject known from this freriod.

73 Brandt 1962, 13D15; Ar#man 1985, 84; Mullett 2015, 182, 184.

74 Ar#tman 1981, 240; Ar#man 1985, 92D93; Rublack 2005, 36; Hendrix 2009, 8.

75 Scribner 1981, 19D22. See also Boehmer 1951, 298.

76 See, for instanc8chri#tenn WA 12.

77 Mullett 2015, 184. See also Cortright 2011, 144.

78 WA 10', 275D304/0m Ehelichen Leben.

79 Drescher 1907, 267; Brandt 1962, 14D15.

80 Brandt 1962, 15.

81 Pietsch 1895a, VIIIBDIX.

82 Drescher 1907, 268; Brandt 1962, 13D15; Brecht 1986, 95; Hendrix 2000, 338D339.
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"e de!nite reasons for publishing the treatise cannot be traced in detalil, as
Brandt has remarked.LutherOs own forewords describe that canon lawNaccor
ding to which marriage was one of the sacramentsNand the lack of both proper
spiritual and secular supervision had led to a series of pragmatic problems concer
ning marriageé®* "e contents of the treatise, dealing with marital relations through
very practical examples and counsel, also imply that LutherOs primary intention
could well have been to o#er advice for real-life situations. It is thus possible that
the text was intended, for instance, as guidelines for secular clergy to deal with
di#erent kinds of problems regarding matrimony. Similarly, it is justiled to-assu
me that the treatise was not meant primarily for academic discourse, since it was
written in the vernacular. LutherOs choice of German as the language of the treatise
also supports, by and large, the idea of a quite wide audience.

A text which is particularly interesting from the viewpoint of masculinityN
and thus especially used in Chapter IVNis LuthExbsrtatiori® to the members
of the Teutonic Order@eutscher Ordgn"e representatives of the Teutonic ©r
der approached Luther twice during 1523. "e need to reform the Order primarily
due to the political situationNnamely, the Polish-Teutonic War in 151991521 and
its aermath with a search for alliesNdrove the OrderOs Grand Master Albert of
Brandenburg (1490D1568) to consult Luther. Albert visited Luther himself4in Wit
tenberg in November 1523, asking him to make suggestions for the improvement
of the OrderOs Rule. LutherOs response, which he presumably put into writing in
December 1523, was to insist on the abandonment of the Rule and preference of
matrimony instead®

"e year 1522 had been a starting point for quite an organized tradition
of LutherOs sermons, as it contains the greatest number of single printed sermons
from any period. Respectively, the manuscript traditionNthat is, the production of
manuscripts written by LutherOs audienceNbegan iné132@ajor collection of
Luther®s recorded sermons are his sermorRethenpredigt&hon Genesis, held
from March 22, 1523 to September 18, 1524; of these, | have chosen to exploit mere
ly the account of the events in the Garden of Eden, due to the need to limit material.

83 Brandt 1962, 14.

84 WA 10', 275.

85 WA 12, 232b244#n die herrn Deutschs Ordens, das sie falsche keuscheyt meyden und zur
rechten ehlichen keuscheyt grey$en Ermanung.

86 Lambert & Brandt 1962, 134D138; Hendrix 2009, 8. For dating as well as the signi'cance of
the treatise, see Lambert & Brandt 1962, 138D139.

87 Pietsch 1895a, VIIDVIII. For source criticism concerning the written sermons, see espe
cially pp. VIIIDXV.

88 Reihenpredigterefers to Othe series of expository sermons Luther preached during his ca

reer using continuous readingsdtio continupE in the manner of a verse—by—versNe exposi
tion.O Cortright 2011, 56, 230. Gerhard Ebeling has noted that most of LutherOs sermons were
not Reihenpredigtetut rather sermons on individual biblical texts. See Ebeling 1991, 16.
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"e sermon manuscripts titledPredigten Yber das erste Buch Mose gehalten 1523
und 1524can be found in WA 14, 97ab450d. To what extent these manuscripts are
consistent with LutherOs spoken sermons remains an unsolvable d@estion.

In this study, | use the printed German editibiber das erst buch Mose; pre
digete Mart. Luth. Sampt einer unterricht wie Moses zu leféaridtthe sermon
manuscripts in tandem. Also available is a Latin editioiGGenesin Mosi librum
sanctissimum D. Martini Lutheri Declamatiofié'® reason for using the German
edition is that Luther himself approved it more readily than the Latin ed#ion.
Some scholars, such as Susan Karant-Nunn and Johannes Schwanke, have treated
WA 24 as a distinct series®trmons on Genesether than explicating that they
are the 1527 printed version of sermons given in 1523 and?1624ourse, the
di#erences between the sermon manuscripts and the printed texts are &bvious.
However, in this study | make a serious e#ort to ensure that the printed version of
the passages that are cited correlates with what Luther may have said in 1523D1524.
"erefore, every citation ofSermons on Genemsaccompanied by a reference to
both WA 14 and 24. When the wording is perfectly the same in both of the texts,
the passage of WA 24 is put Irst in the footnote and the one from WA 14 is put next
in parentheses. If the wordings are somewhat similar, the passage of WA 24 is again
put Irst, but WA 14 is noted as OSimilarlyeO

"e audience of the original, spoken sermons cannot be straightforwardly
regarded as the same as the public reading the text. It is probable that the public
from di#erent social classes had access to the German text in particular, at least
in Wittenberg, where only the German edition, not the Latin one, was pfinted.
"us, the audience of the German edition likely consisted of various groups of
people in terms of literacy, class, and gender.

"e year 1525 was in many ways a turning point for Luther and the evan
gelical movement. Albrecht Beutel, for instance, has even maintained that 1525
was Oa deep caesuraO for Luther persriaidysupporter Frederick the Wise
died on May 5, 1525, and his brother John (1468P°FIN82)o was also favorable
toward LutherNsucceeded him as the Elector of Sa¥dbyring the summerti

89 For this question, see Pietsch 1895a, VIIIDXV; and the introduction to the sermons in Pietsch
1895h, 92D95. For the reason why Luther preached on Genesis, see Cortright 2011, 95D96.

90 WA 24, 1bb710b. Henceforth referred to as the Sermons on Genesis.

91 WA 24, 1ab710a.

92 Pietsch 1900, xiv.

93 See Karant-Nunn 2008, 171, fn.15; Schwanke 2004, 78, fn.2.

94 See, e.g., Cortright 2011, 112, fn.67.

95 Pietsch 1900, XVI.

96 Beutel 2003, 14.

97 Also known as John the Steadfalsth@nn der BestSndigele was the elector of Saxony
from 1525 until his death in 1532.

98 NDB 1961, 568; NDB 1974, 524; Hendrix 2015, 155; Mullett 2015, 212.
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me of 1524, the PeasantsO RevoltNwhich saw the participation of citizens as well
as peasarf@lwas suppressed by force in 1525. "e Revolt did not really touch
Luther until the spring of 1525, and he aligned himself with the upper class as he
began to stress more and more explicitly the vital role of rulers in establishing the
evangelical faith in German territori#8 As Charlotte Methuen has aptly pointed

out, OLutherOs reading of the gospel might be radical in its rejection of distinctions
between the spiritual and the temporal, but it did not imply the entire reordering

of society® "e notion of tension between LutherOs interpretations of Christian

life in theory and in practice is of great importance for this thesis, and it will be
scrutinized along the way.

One of the key texts of the study from the end part of the 1520s is a sermon
calledMarital Estate’®2which was given by Luther in the beginning of 1525Nar
guably on January 15, 1525, as the epistle text was about the wedding at Cana
(John 2):%"e second Sunday of January was traditionally the day to preach in
favor of marriage, and Luther followed this tradition throughout his life. "e pe
ricope mentioned above was in his use most commonly on these SundaysNand
it was in fact maintained later in the liturgical calendar of his followers a$‘well.

LutherOs owSitz im Leberhanged greatly during the summer months of
1525 when he married Katharina von Bora (1499D1552) on J{R@©18he six
children that the Luthers had, three were born during the time frame that this thesis
covers. LutherOs Irst-born son Johannes, or Hans as he was o$en called, was born in
June 1526. LutherOs daughter Elisabeth was born a year and a half later in December
1527, but died in infancy when only eight months old in August 1528. Magdalena,
their third child, was born the following spritf§.LutherOs letters concerning the
marriage, von Bora herself, and their children are of great value for this study.

Since LutherOs correspondence is closely examined throughout the study, a few
words must be said about letters as source material in general. In modern scholarship,
letters are commonly labeled and treated eith&elisstzeugnisse ego-documents.

"e notion of a Selbstzeugmishat is, a Oself-narrativeO or Otestimony to the self ONis
especially employed in German scholarship, and the concept dates back as far as the

99 Lindberg 1996, 158D160; Rublack 2005, 27. "e most active phase of the uprising was
between February and May 1525. Lindberg 1996, 159.

100 Methuen 2014, 18D19. See also Rublack 2005, 27D29. "e PeasantsO Revolt had been smol
dering for quite a long period of time; see Brecht 1986, 172.

101 Methuen 2014, 19. See also Beutel 2003, 14.

102 WA 171, 12b2%ine predigt vom Ehestand.

103 WA 171, 12; Drescher 1907, XIX.

104 Karant-Nunn 2012a, 5.

105 For biographies of von Bora, see, e.g., Bainton 1971, 23D44; Winter 1990; Markwald &
Markwald 2002; Stjerna 2009, 51b70. Jeanette C. Smith has evaluated the scholarship
around von Bora from the 60 20" centuries in her article; see Smith 1999.

106 Methuen 2014, 24.
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nineteenth centuri?”"e idea of an Oego-documentO was !rst used in the 1950s by the
Dutch historian Jacques Presser (1899D1970), who employed the concept to describe
texts wherein the writer explicated her/his thoughts, emotions, and aétions.

In the context of the Late Middle Ages and the Reformation era, letters were
rather strictly regulated. "e art of letter writingaf's dictaminis or ars dictar)diad
begun to develop particularly from the eleventh century onwards, and it was quite
commonly taught in cathedral and monastic schools and universities by the Late
Middle Ages?® "e form of letters was adopted from the rhetoric of the classical
period and, accordingly, they were divided into an opening seaiardiun),
narration (harratio), argumentation grgumentatiyp, and conclusiondonclusip
"e formality of letters was deemed as highly important not only in o&cial letters
used in political decision-making, but also in private correspondéhce.

It is rather complex, however, to de!ne the borderline between public and
private letters during the late medieval period and the Early Moderf'Hna.
general, both were usually quite tactical in natureNthe authors had a specilc aim
to a#ect other people and the course of events. Letters were written, for example,
to announce the specilc actions of the author before he or she had executed those
very actions!?Letters thus not only described reality, but also aimed to construct
it through discursive mean®& Furthermore, letters were usually directed at the
named recipient, but also others; indeed, they were o$en read aloud and-circulat
ed. Lyndal Roper has remarked that Luther assumed that his letters would be read
in wider circles than by the actual recipietits.

"e letter was a standardized form that, above all, Oreinforced notions of
social hierarchyO as Dr. Les Perelman Witts.ways in which the medieval

107 Fulbrook & Rublack 2010, 263.

108 Dekker 2002, 7B9. Memoirs, diaries, autobiographies, and chronicles are also regarded as
ego-documents. Jancke & Ulbrich 2005, 10. As Rudolf Dekker has noted, some scholars
also deem curriculum vitae to be ego-documents. Dekker 2002, 9. "e usage of the con
cept has been problematized for several reasons. See, e.g., Dekker 2002, 15D19; Fulbrook &
Rublack 2010, 264D265; von Greyerz 2010, 278.

109 Perelman 1991, 102; Chartier 1997, 21D22. Malcom Richardson maintains that the golden
era of European dictaminal works was the period from the beginning of the twel$h centu
ry all the way to the end of the fourteenth century. Richardson 2007, 52.

110 Boureau 1997, 36, 45, 51.

111 Koskinen 2005, 239. Or, for that matter, it is di&cult to draw a line between private and
public in general. Gerle 2015, 35, 52.

112 Roper 2010, 284.

113 "is is, by and large, the central idea of the linguistic turn. See, e.g., Canning 1994, 369D
370; Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 8.

114 Roper 2010a, 284D286. Roper has proved in this particular article that LutherOs personal
letters to Georg Spalatin were considerably a#ected by the current religious-politieal situa
tion, and they were aimed at in%uencingNif not even manipulatingNhim.

115 Perelman 1991, 102.
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manuals of letter writing depicted possible methods of in%uence were drawn, yet
again, from classical rhetoric. "e medieval art of letter writing presumed that
the writer should !rst and foremost be concerned with the rank of the person to
whom he/she was writing. Dictaminal works, which for the most part included
instructions for proper salutationsdlutatig, held that the recipient should be
%attered and, respectively, the sender should express his/her humbleness in order
to take social hierarchy into account and to win the recipientOs favor in regard to
the contents of the letter. Especially the salutations were expected to be formal and
respectful. "us, persuasion was employed in the letter from the very beginning all
the way to the signature at the éffd.
"e aim of the writer was o$en to lead the reader to interpret the text one

way or the other, according to the writerOs widhidence, there are various criti
cal issues concerning the studySeibstzeugn@ ego-documents such as letters:
the writer may have consciously or unconsciously le$ crucial details out of the
text, she may have altered her story, or she may have even rewritten the t&xt later.
Lyndal Roper emphasizes this aspect in relation to LutherOs letters:

If LutherOs letters are ego-documents, they are not transparent windows onto his soul,

still less unproblematic sources for a Reformation narrative. Always carefully cra$~ed and

mostly written with an eye to a public beyond the ostensible correspondent, LutherOs letters

were strategic masterpieces. We can learn almost as much from what Luther forgets and
omits, and from his silences, as we can from what hé'ays.

When using correspondence as source material, it is thus crucial to carefully take
the motives of the letter writer into account, for they can be quite complex. Letters
as texts should not be taken at face valueNthat is, as objective descriptionsNbut as
subjective experiences of reality. Accordingly, this study is not so much interested
in thewie es eigentlich gewe@@how it actually happenedO) formulation by Leo
pold von Ranke (1795D1886), which was later debated by histéYasjuch as
LutherOs discursive means of making his point on issues concerning womanhood
and manhood. Of course, this also applies to other types of texts used in this study.
From the end of the 1520s, LutherOs sermons are used as source material,
as well as hisarge Catechismnd Small CatechisAi! An important part of the
Small Catechispalbeit its being originally an individual text, is Baoklet of Ad

116 Perelman 1991, 102, 110D111; Koskinen 2005, 239D241.

117 Fulbrook & Rublack 2010, 267; Salmesvuori 2013, 45.

118 von Greyerz 2010, 278.

119 Roper 2010a, 294.

120 Sometimes scholars are still drawn to the idea of grasping at the past Oas it was{O as impos
sible as that is. For Leopold von RankeOs views, see, e.g., RYsen 1990; Kalela 2002, 50D51.
For a contribution that questions the caricature of Ranke, see, e.g., Pieters 2000, 24.

121 WA 30I, 125b238eudsch Catechism({Ber Gro8e KatechismudVA 301, 265ab345a.
Enchiridion. Der kleine Catechismus fuer die gemeine Pfarher und Prediger.
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vice for Simple Pastpmhich was composed in 1529'roughout the 1520s, it

had remained somewhat unclear for both pastors and the populace exactly which
parts of canon law and the earlier practices could be maintained. "e more the gap
between Catholics and evangelicals deepened, the more the latter had to consider
the basis for their practices, both ecclesiastical and?€ivil.

All'in all, the situation was di&cult. For one, the secular authorities were hesi
tant to o&cially assume marriage jurisdiction during the 1520s. As Joel Harrington
has pointed out, in multiple cities a#ected by the evangelical teaching the bishopOs
jurisdiction was in practice acknowledged until the 1530sNeven though their Oma
gisterial and pastoral authorityO was otherwise contested. Indeed, Harrington has
even described the situation in many evangelical areas as Omarité“‘¢eawsd
for new marital treatisesNas discussed above, Luther had conpndéarried Life
already in 1522Nwas due to the changed societal situation of the late 1520s.

"e Booklet of Advice#ers a marriage formula for evangelical pastorsO use
in a situation where there were hardly any common guidelines for the practice of
marrying. "e last key text of the study, the treati®©m Marriage Mattets® from
1530, was written for a very similar need. Luther had begun composing the text
already in September 1529 and he worked on it until January? 58the case of
this text, Luther was asked by two pastors, whose identity cannot be traced, to give
his advice particularly concerning the themes of secret engagement and divorce.
"us, when common people asked for advice from their pastors or whichever aut
hority they could think of?8it was merely logical that the pastors turned on their
behalf to authorities such as Luther himself.

In the treatise, Luther formulated principles of a practical nature on which
pastors could lean when faced with these questions, as Robert Schultz has main
tained; thus, his intention was Onot to assume the role of legidldtonever,
according to Paul HinlickyDn Marriage Matterss expressly a Olegal treatiseO and
Onothing but an extended and detailed plea for public recognition and legal protec
tion of marriageE®° Sieghard MYhlmann has also evaluated that LutherOs-self-un
derstanding in this particular text is that of an expert from whom people asked

122 WA 30I11, 74D80Ein TraubYchlein fYr die einfSltigen Pfarrherr.

123 Schultz 1967, 261. Cortright has maintained @matMarried Lifewvas written for a similar
need. Cortright 2011, 144D145.

124 Harrington 2005, 134D136. For a table of the period from the rejection of clerical celibacy
until the Irst complete marriage ordinance in di#erent evangelical and reformed areas, see
Harrington 2005, 138.

125 WA 30", 205D248/on Ehesachen.

126 Schultz 1967, 263; MYhlmann 1986, 260.

127 See WA 30, 205; MYhlmann 1986, 259.

128 Harrington 2005, 136D137.

129 Schultz 1967, 262D263.

130 Hinlicky 2010, 193.
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advice, and even more so that of an authority especially at home in the sphere of
legal specialisté! Given the chaotic situation around the jurisdiction of marital
issues, LutherOs appearance as somewhat of a legal expert seems understandable.

"e year 1530 is the end point of the time period under study. "e reason
for this particular choice is, !rst, that the cases examined in the last chapter reach
up to that year. "e second reason is related to the !rst one, as well as to the chro
nological approach of this study: it would not have been justilable to compare
the case studies with theoretical texts from later yearsNas that would have meant
potentially making teleological deductiofi&'e third reason is that other texts
would hardly alter or challenge the picture that the chosen texts up to 1530 o#er on
LutherOs views. "e next logical step would most obviously be to takethees
on Genesimto account, but as has been noted earlier, they cover the time phase
from 1535 onward and thus would excessively extend the time frame of the disser
tation. "e fourth and last reason is perhaps the least connected to the viewpoint
of this thesis as such, yet remains a valid one from my point of view. Namely, the
year 1530 can be regarded as the end point of the middle phaseNcontroversial but
not yet confessionalNof LutherOs fife.

"e structure of the study is thematic, yet it follows loose chronology.
In practice, the study is divided into !'ve main chapters. Chaptdrifd: in the
FleshNA Premise for Both Searalyzes the starting points of LutherOs discussion
of gender. "e shades of meaning of the central concepts, such as the body and
%esh, are studied in this chapter, which leads, in a sense, into the whole study.
"e common premises of the bodily lives of both men and women are depicted
as well. "e emphasis of this chapter is on inevitable bodily needs and on LutherOs
discussion regarding ways to control those needs. Chapt€oHhktruction of the
Female Body and Feminingyphasizes the signilcance of the feminine body as
the basis for LutherOs deciphering of the way of being of women and their proper
roles in society. Chapter I'Zonstruction of the Male Body and Masculidiscus
ses LutherOs ideals and norms concerning men. By and large, it takes into account
the norms that Luther tended to assign to men in general, but it also speci'cally
sheds light, for instance, on the way that Luther treated his own masculinity and
way of being. Chapters Il and IV examine not only LutherOs theoretical textsNal
though the main emphasis is on theseNbut also his contemporaries, both women
and men, via his correspondence.

Chapters V and VI concentrate even more on a comparison of LutherOs
theoretical and practical viewpoints, discussing his way of constructing gender

131 MYhlmann 1986, 259.
132 For the same reasoning, see Salmesvuori 2014, 22.
133 See, e.g., Hendrix 2009, 8; Methuen 2014, 18.
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and the gender system through real-life situations. "ese two chapters are built
around case studies, but LutherOs theoretical texts (especially from the late 1520s)
are also discussed vis-"-vis the practical cases. His earlier views, examined in pre
vious chapters, are taken into account as well. In this way, it is possible 10 deter
mine if and how his language and thought concerning the body, gendered ways of
being, and the gender system di#ered in theory and practice.

Chapter V:Bodiliness and the Reconstruction of Gender in the Luther Mar
riagedeciphers LutherOs masculinity, but also von BoraOs femininity. In addition to
LutherOs relationship with his wife, the impact of fatherhood on him is considered. It
is not o$en that Luther is examined through a scrutinizing of the meanings he gave
to fatherhood or by asking how his way of being a man was a#ected by this parti
cular role'**"e chapter seeks to contribute to this lacuna. ChapterBécause of
or Despite the Gendered body? Rules and Exceptions among LutherOs Contemporaries
continues with issues concerning the proper way of being for women as wives and
mothers and men as husbands and fathers. "e chapter studies three cases invol
ving LutherOs friends and colleagues; described and analyzed are his views on the
relations of Elisabeth and John Agricola, Katharina and Justus Jonas, and Ursula
and Stephan Roth. "e possibility to follow LutherOs reasoning about couples in
di#erent situations in life is particularly valuable from the viewpoint of the gender
system. Each chapter ends with a short summary of the most important !ndings.

All'in all, 35 sermons and treatises and about a hundred letters are used in
the study. Twenty-two sermons and treatises from the !rst half of the 1520s are
examined, compared to thirteen from the latter half of the decade. "e letters cover
the whole of the 1520s as well, although their analysis is accentuated in the last two,
chronologically sequential chapters. About thirty letters are used in the !Irst three
chapters, and approximately seventy in the next two. Of course, the use of-the sour
ce material di#ers according to the specilc themes of the respective chapters. "us,
for instance, the use of LutherOs correspondence plays a more signilcant role in
chapters concentrated on an analysis of if and how Luther applied his overall views
to the lives of his contemporaries. "e structure of the work and the sources that are
chosen allow a fruitful and balanced view to LutherOs gendered anthropology, and
they enable the making of proper comparisons between di#erent genres of texts.

134 Sari Katajala-Peltomaa has arrived at a largely similar notion of the scholarship concerning
medieval masculinity. "is lack is surprising in a sense, as fatherhood is Oone of the most
intimate aspects of masculine identity and an essential element in menOs social rolesEO
Katajala-Peltomaa 2013, 223. Susan Karant-Nunn has examined LutherOs fatherhood, but
within a later time frame than the one this study covers. In addition, she has mostly used
LutherOs Table Talks as source material; it is not exploited in this study, as noted formerly.
"us, there is hardly any overlap between her study and mine. See Karant-Nunn 2012b.
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"e study is interdisciplinary and combines the approaches of church history, his

tory of ideas, gender studies, and systematic theology. "e predominant approach

is a historical one, however, and it is applied by taking the historical context into
account throughout the analyses and by deciphering possible changes in LutherOs
views due to various situations. Methodologically, the texts are examined by a close
reading and content analysis to discuss both the explicit and the implicit levels of
LutherOs discussions. In practice, a close reading and content analysis mean, on the
one hand, that central concepts such as the body are analyzed from the viewpoint
of their contents in di#ering texts and contexts. On the other hand, LutherOs manner
of argumentation and the actual content of what he says are also closely scrutinized.

At times, LutherOs views on femininity, masculinity, and gendered bodiliness
are found only as implicit. Implicit refers, obviously, to those things that remain
between the lines in the texts. As Elisabeth Gerle has maintained: Olt is not rare
that it [LutherOs views on the human body, sexuality, and the erotic] is something
that comes in sight in between [i.e. between the lines], there where it is not said but
IS in present as a matter-of-course, or as something that comes up in the practical
lifeEOR5 "is study maintains a focus on the themes of bodiliness, gender, and the
gender system that 1) are openly discussed by Luther and deemed, for instance, as
natural, normative or praiseworthy, on the one hand, or as abnormal, shameful,
or punishable, on the other; and dimensions of gender and sexuality that 2) are
not explicated in the text but implicitly present in LutherOs way of discussing the
themes and creating boundaries between normal/abnormal, rule/exception, and
acceptable/forbiddet?® While keeping an eye on norms and transgressions, for
example, LutherOs context is taken into account at all times.

Many of the key concepts of the studyNsuch as the gender system, po
wer, authority, and othernessNhave been adopted especially from gender studi
es, which, as a 'eld of study, has greatly informed my thinking. "e tesems
andgendeNused frequently in this studyNhave featured prominently in feminist
scholarly discussions since the 1970s. "e cultural anthropologist Gayle Rubin
was amongst the !Irst feminist academics in 1975 to use the idea of sex/gender
system in her widely known essay O"e Tra&c in Women: Notes on the OPolitical
EconomyO of SéXCe philosopher Judith Butler has also been one of the most

135 Gerle 2015, 26, 45.

136 "is way of looking into the sources has its inspiration in the queer method. For queering,
see, e.g., Lochrie 1991; 2005; Burger & Kruger 2001; Hollywood 2001; Wilsbacher 2003;
Brady 2006; RydstrSm 2008.

137 Rubin 1997.
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in%uential feminist thinkers to work with the concepts, for instance, iBdukes
lat Matter: On the Discursive Limits of OSE%She strongly criticized OsexO as a
reference to biological sex and OgenderO as the term for socially constructed sex, as
these terms were most commonly viewed before her. She maintained that
Eif gender is the social signilcance that sex assumes within a given culture E then what,
if anything, is le$ of OsexO once it has assumed its social character as OgenderO? E When
the sex/gender distinction is joined with a notion of radical linguistic construction, the
problem becomes even worse, for the OsexO which is referred to as prior to gender will itself

be a postulation, a construction, o#ered within language, as that which is prior to language,
to constructionts®

Criticizing scholars that emphasize the idea of cultural construction of body and gen
der, Reformation scholar Lyndal Roper has, for her part, noted that bodies are not
merely cultural constructions but are factually and physically extant entities €3 well.
Summing up the feminist discussion in her classical S&etyder and the
Politics of History** Joan Wallach Scott sketches six basic questions posed by the
term OgenderO:
Ehow and under what conditions di#erent roles and functions had been de!ned for each
sex; how the very meanings of the categories OmanO and OwomanO varied according to time
and place; how regulatory norms of sexual deportment were created and enforced; how
issues of power and rights played into questions of masculinity and femininity; hew sym

bolic structures a#ected the lives and practices of ordinary people; how sexual identities
were forged within and against social prescriptidhs.

She herself has maintained a twofold characterization of gender: Ogender-is a cons
titutive element of social relationships based on perceived di#erences between
the sexes, and gender is a primary way of signifying relationships of Jd@&rO
course, interpretations of gender are always a#ected by the historical situation as
well 24 However, ScottOs notions bring the terms Osex,O OgenderO and OpowerO toget
her well, pointing out that they must be seen as di#erent sides of the same thing:
each term contributes to studying the human being as a bodily, sexual being who
Is always part of di#erent power structures, social relations, and linguistic nego
tiations. ScottOs formulations of the central questions concerning gender have been
fundamental for this thesis.

Instead of making primary use of concepts such as Ogender roleO and the
like, the study aims to use conceptuatiozation that takes into account the body-ba

138 Butler 1993. For classical texts concerning the subject, see also e.g. Scott 1999.

139 Ibid., 5.

140 Roper 2012, 7. See also GerleOs suggestion of Othe materialist turnO; Gerle 2015, 85.
141 Scott 1999. "is is a revised edition, as the original was published in 1988.

142 Ibid., xi.

143 Ibid., 42.

144 Rublack 2002, 1.

23



sed, gendered language of Luther but which, at the same time, brings forth the
intertwined nature of biological, social, cultural, and contextual dimensions of fe
mininity and masculinity in his language. "us, the study has been theoretically
inspired the most by the Finnish philosopher Sara HeinSmaa and her discussions
on gender from the viewpoint of body-phenomenol&§yAccordingly, | have

chosen to use the concept of gendevagl of beingn the study. From my point

of view, HeinSmaa has managed to theorize gender in a way that brings together
best the former discussions within gender studies and takes seriously both the
organic or anatomical side and the constructed side of gender. HeinSmaa thin

ks that gender itself is a philosophical problem, since the philosophical questions
concerning body, meaning, doing, and being are connected to it in such an integral
way. "erefore, as HeinSmaa puts it, O"e question of gender B the question of the
ditterence between women and men B does not end to the discussion on Osocial
relationsO, Oanatomical factsO, and Obiological processesO but only begitfs from here. O
From these remarks, which by the way are quite commonly cited in gender studies
today, she outlines a way to understand gender by examining the body-phenome
nology of Maurice Merleau-Ponty and the discussion of Simone de Beauvoir in her
treatisele Second Sex*’

HeinSmaaOs central conclusion is that it is not possible towle#tés a
woman or a man. Instead, it is possible to de!ne a gendered style or a way of being,
that is, to deciphenow to bea woman or a man. If considered as a style or a way
of being, gender can thus be understood as open and dynamic by nature. "is
particular way of rethinking gender includes the rethinking of di#erence. First, the
gender di#erence between women and men can more easily be seen as something
greater than a biological di#erence in terms of organs or bodily functions; indeed,
gender di#erence becomes realized also in language, thoughts, spaces, and objects,
for instance. Second, the idea of style or way of being allows us to see di#erences
among women or among men. Accordingly, as HeinSmaa maintains, it is possible
to allow for di#erences in anatomy, experience, and actions, for instance, between
di#erent representatives of the same!&ex.

"ird, styles or ways of being that cannot be easily de!ned as feminine or
masculine but are something in between can be examined without the need to
bring forward an idea of, for example, a third gender. Rather, these styles can be
taken as points of blending or disperstétindeed, as HeinSmaa aptly describes,

145 HeinSmaa 1996. See also, for instance, HeinSmaa 2000.
146 Ibid., 174.
147 HeinSmaa 1996, 9. "e two volumes of de BeauvoirOs treatise were originally published in

French in 1949 under the titlee deuxieme sexe
148 Ibid., 160D161.
149 Ibid., 161D162.
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OGender is not of essential nature or even a permanent norm, which is realized, or
o#ended against, by sexual actions. It [gender] is a development of a norm, and
singular actions are its adaptations or developments. "ey drive forward the style
of a binary gender [system] but are also able to disrupt it [the binary sy$tem].O

"us, the idea of a way of being o#ers a proli'c framework to study LutherOs
views on how to be a woman or a man, which qualities Luther excludes from proper
feminine and masculine ways of being, what kinds of variations and possible chan
ges di#erent contextual factors produce, and what the connection is between the
body, actions, emotions, and thoughts, for instance. "e idea of a gendered way
of being also allows one to take LutherOs historical context seriously: it does not
submit a theoretical or conceptual basis which would frame questions that are
ahistorical or otherwise problematic to the context of the sixteenth century.

In discussing gender, the concegpnder systema used as one of the most
central terms of the stud$. "e gender system is understood in this thesis as
a structure that recreates and maintains gendered dichotomies and hierarchies,
wherein male is deemed as normative. By using the term Ogender system-O it is pos
sible to examine, for instance, what kinds of distribution of work or hierarchical
relations between the sexes are prevailing in a certain time and place. Dichotomies
concern, for example, representations of femininity and masculinity as opposing
yet complementary. "e concept thus refers to a structure that creates power re
lations by creating gendered meanings for di#erent phenofela.gender
system is, however, not static by nature but always bound to a certain historical
situation, time and place, which makes it dynamic and pourous, as it were. "is
means that the reconstruction, or making the gender system, as in the headline of
the study, is continuously in progress by individuals and groups of people alike.

Furthermore, the concepthernesss an integral part of discussing thegen
der system. Simone de Beauvoir has notée 8econd Sexhat the relationship
between man and woman has been and is regarded as asymmetrical, with man
representing the positive as well as neutral characteristics of the humafbeing.
Within this discourse, advocated by male thinkers and writers, OHe [the man] is
the Subject, he is the Absolute P she [the woman] is the Btidtidugh de
Beauvoir, along with several modern feminist thinkers, has questioned the very
foundations of this understanding, the passage aptly re%ects both the explicit and

150 Ibid., 162.

151 "e equivalent for the gender system is gender order, applied by, for instance, Linda Wood
head in Woodhead 2007. 3
152 LiljestrSm 2004, 122. LiljestrSm is especially referring to Yvonne HirdmanQOs view of the

gender system.
153 de Beauvoir 1988, 15.
154 Ibid., 16.
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the implicit level of discourse among late medieval and early modern male thin
kers, including Luther. Retelling the view of de Beauvoir, this study refers by other
ness to a relation in which one (the man) holds the power to de!ne the other (the
woman). "is brings us to the next central concepts of the thesis.

Power authority, anddominancélterms frequently used in this studyNare
much discussed, de!ned, and rede!ned within various !elds of modern research.
"is study somewhat follows the viewpoints of one of the most in%uential thinkers
regarding structures of power, namely, Michel Foucault. Foucault has stated, O"e
exercise of power is not simply a relationship between partners, individual or col
lective; it is a way in which certain action modify others. E Power exists only when
it is put into actionE®® "us, power as a Omode of actionO is a way of responding
to acts by other$® In Foucauldian understanding, power can be interpreted as
an omnipresent part of all human interplay, which always requires liberty on the
part of the parties involved in power relations. Power itself refers to an Ounstable
and reversibleO structure of actions between free p&fBesver can thus be used
only over persons who have the possibility to make choices, and the aim of power
is thereby to a#ect those very choi€&klence, according to Foucault, power re
lationships are Ostrategic games between liberties D strategic games that result in
the fact that some people try to determine the conduct of oth&sEtdfessor
Amy Allen approaches a similar kind of understanding of power as distinct from
domination by pointing out that Oit is not clear that all relationships in which an
individual has power over another are necessarily oppre$8ivetis study, pe
wer and authority refer to a personOs capability to a#ect othersO conduct with her
actions or word$%! "us, it is assumed that the use of power is always linked to
discourses as well.

On the other hand, domination is a subspecies of power relationships, and
it is asymmetrical by nature. Domination is delned as a stable and hierarchical
relation, a subordination, in which the subordinated does not have much in the
way of real possibilities other than those dictated to her. However, Foucault insists
that even in the relation of domination, in which the possessor of power can claim
to have Oall power over the otherQ a certain amount of resistance remains possible.

155 Foucault 1982, 788.

156 Ibid., 789.

157 Foucault 1988, 12; Hindess 1996, 97, 100.

158 Hindess 1996, 100.

159 Foucault 1988, 19.

160 Allen 1996, 267. However, Allen does use the terms OpowerO and OdominationO as equi
valents in her essay by delning power as Oan oppressive power-over relationO In another
context, she nevertheless treats domination as one subspecies of power-over. See Allen
1998.

161 | thus have a similar starting point in this regard, compared to Salmesvuori 2014, 9.

26



Relations of power, even when they are dominating by nature, do not exist if there
is no freedom to act contrary to the one trying to exert in%uence or coétcion.

Not all central concepts of the thesis have to do with gender studies, howe
ver. To end this section, | shall bring forward a few of the most important ones.
“roughout the text, Germanyrefers to theHeiliges RSmisches Reich Deutscher
Nation (Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation), which at its greatest included
parts of modern Germany, Austria, Slovenia, Switzerland, Belgium, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, the Czech Republic, eastern France, northern Italy, Estenia, Lat
via, and western Poland. It included a complex set of di#erent languages, areas,
and administrative solutions; to borrow Ulinka RublackOs words, it was a Ostrange
political entityO It consisted of free imperial cities such as Strasbourg and Augs
burg, which were directly under the governance of the Emperor, and territories
ruled either by a prince or a bishBpBy the 1520s, Germany was Onothing more
than a scattered and constantly changing network of political prerogatives© as Pro
fessor Kaarlo Ar#man has noté&d.

To refer to the movement started by Luther and his co-workers, the term
evangelicahstead oprotestanwill be used. "e term OprotestantO gained ground
in 1529 a$er the Diet of Speyer. During the Diet, the evangelical side composed a
written, formal protest wherein they refused, for instance, to Otolerate the Roman
mass in its pre-reformation forr®However, the concept was not in use during
the 1520s, and thus it is not made use of in this study either. "e same policy is
applied in quite recent texts by Marjorie Plummer and Vincent Evéner.

During the 1520s, contemporaries could call LutherOs allies and followers
OMartinianerO or OLutherah@Giherisch, but these terms were heavily colored.

"ey could be used in the most pejorative sense by LutherOs opponents or to create
group-identity among LutherOs proponéfitée term Oevangelical@gangelisoh

was used by Luther himself, for instance, in various cori&ktsmy view, these
reasons make it the most suitable one to use in this ‘Stuktitimes, the concept
evangelical-leaninig also employed. Adopted from Marjorie PlummerOs studly, it

162 Foucault 1988, 12; Hindess 1996, 97, 102.

163 Rublack 2005, 6. See also Rublack 2002, 1.

164 Ar#man 1996, 22.

165 Hendrix 2015, 204. See also Beutel 2003, 17.

166 Plummer 2012; Evener 2015 (see esp. fn.2).

167 On the pejorative usage of the concepts, see, e.g., AG 2010 (1523D24), 121; Plummer 2012,
86. On their use to form a group-identity, see, e.g., Brecht 1993, 352; Moeller 2001, 83, 260;
Todd 2002, 57.

168 See, e.g., WA 7, 244, 646; WA 9, 286; 38et passim

169 "e term OLutheranO could justilably be used from 1525 onwards, as the internal con%icts
of the evangelical movement split its proponents into Lutherans and Zwinglians. Since the
division is not signilcant for this study, however, | will use term OevangelicalO throughout
the study for the sake of clarity.
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aptly describes a person who has become in%uenced by the evangelical interpreta
tion of the BibleNand, indeed, of faitff Consequently, the study does not speak

of the Reformation, but rather tlewangelical moveme(ar movements the plu

ral). Anthropologyandidea of the human beirge used as synonyms.

=4 110$,1)(1$% ! (#+! SQ#L ! (-1#<,++{.#

All of the translations are done by the author unless otherwise noted. To begin
with, however, the distinction between translations of the words man, woman, and
human being needs to be clariled. As a speaker of the Germanic languages, Luther
himself commonly used the masculine tektann (or Man), as well aMensch

in some contexts when speaking about human beligsn was, of course, used
when speaking of man specilcaNyeib (or weyh) was used both for women in
general and wives in particular. In Latin texts, Luther most commonly used the
word homofor human beings.

When human beings as both women and men are discussed in this study,
the term Ohuman beingO is always applied. LutherOs original expression is noted if
essential to the discussion. Accordingly, in this dissertation the word OmanO always
refers to men as representatives of the male sex, not human beings in general. It
goes without saying, then, that the word OwomanO likewise refers to women as
representatives of the female sex. Men are o$en referretitmsgStens well in
the study. | regard the German tekausvateras a comprehensive expression to
describe a father, husband, and the head of the household, and therefore | use it
as such in the body of the text. In LutherOs Haesvateiwas a commonly used
word in practical everyday parlance, especially when it related to religious issues,
whereasdausheriwas used more as a legal tétfrhuther himself used the former
term frequently in his writings. Several scholars have chosen to use the cerrespon
ding Latin expressiopater familiasin the case of individual persons or places, |
have used the current Standard English form of the names if available (e.g., Fre
derick instead of Friedrich) or alternatively made use of the established practice of
a certain name (e.g., Katharina von Bora instead of Catharina von Bora).

170 See, e.g., Plummer 2012, 89.

171 "e concepts are, however, o$en used as synonyms in modern research. See, e.g-, van DY
men 2005, 37D44 passim Hendrix 2008, 72, 83 (the English OhousefatherO is used ins
tead ofHausvate); JShnichen 2015, 231.
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"e analysis below will explore the meanings that the body and %esh gained in
LutherOs language during the !rst years of the 1520s. Rather than analyzing each
and every appearance of these concepts in the texts under review, representative
examples are used to show how di#erently Luther could and did use them. "e aim

of this chapter is to stress the vital role of concepts of the body in Luther®s discus
sion of the human being.

"e following sections decipher the relations between the concepts of spirit,
soul, the body, and %esh in LutherOs useNconcentrating on the body and %esh, in
particular. Soul and spirit are discussed only insofar as they need to be treated in
relation to the body and %esh. "e discussion begins with the dimensions of hu
man bodiliness, the main question being: how did Luther perceive the meaning
of the body? Was it valued by him and, if so, in what sense? Or did he see it, for
example, as a hindrance or even an obstacle? "e examination is extended then
to the concept of %esh. | ask how Luther used the term. Was it, as many modern
studies take for granted, merely the opposite of spirit? Or did it have otherconno
tations and meanings as well?

894 /,1)81 +2$5,%>#14&2##)(?1$5,1&)/<)# ©50(1)81$5,152/ ! (1
n’ q

Before getting into the core of LutherOs discussion of the body, however, one must
outline the frame of his discussion regarding the human being. IMalgeai%cat

Luther noted that by natureétur)Nthat is, ontologically or structurallyNthe hu

man being consists of three parts, namely, the spirit, the soul, and thegbfly (
seelandleip).! He called the spirit Othe highest, the deepest, the noblest part of the
human beingO due to its capability of faith. "e soul, on the other hand, was of the
same essence as the spirit, as far as human ontology was concerned, but created for
another purpose, that is, to Omake the body lidieg leyp lebendig machnd to

operate through itO "e body, for its part, could not live without the spiiétr (eyp

lebet nit on den geysivhereas the spirit could very well live without the Fody.

1 StA 1, 320Magni%catSee also Vind 2015, 73.
2 StA 1, 320Magni%cat
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In the Freedom of a Christiabuther seems to have advocated a di#erent kind
of approach: O"e human being consists of a twofold nature, spiritual and corporal
(homo enim duplici constat natura, spirituali et corp@@fi He noted that the hu
man corporal nature could be called %esh asqualin(carnem dicuptwhile spi
ritual nature was also called sogiidm dicunt, animam He described the duality
with concepts of spiritual, inner, and new human bespyrifualis, interior, novus
homg, as opposed to %eshy, outer, and old human bminuplis, exterior, vetus
homg, both being present in the same human being simultanealusiyhpmines in
eodem homing Hence, at !rst glance there seems to be a certain incoherence in the
se two texts. In thiglagni%cat_uther noted the tripartite division of human nature,
while in theFreedom of a Christidre maintained that human nature was dualistic.

"e Oancient division of the human beingO into three parts, which in part
relied on Aristotelian ontology, was advocated by contemporary Scholastics and
humanists, Erasmus of Rotterdam (c. 1466©1536) among otleersots for
the tripartite division were in fact already in PlatoOs philosophical anthropology. It
had been further developed by !rst-century Jewish and Jewish-Christian writers,
including PauP, and used by early Christian theologians such as Origen (184/5b
253/4) and Jerome (347b42@mong the biblical texts, this conceptualization is
found in its most explicit form in PaulOs First Letter to the "essalonians: OMay the
God of peace himself make you holy in every way. And may your whole being B
spirit, soul, and body D be kept blameless at the coming of our Lord Jesug ChristO

"e authors of LutherOs day in fact defended a dualist understanding of the
human being in terms of a trichotorfyereby, the spirit and the body became
opposing in their view, as spirit referred to the human beingOs inclination toward
God whereas the body signiled her being an animal-like creature. In the middle
of these two, as it were, was the soul, which could turn in either of these directions.
"iIs was not a position that Luther was willing to approve. Marion Deschamp
has maintained that still in 1519, Luther rejected the philosophical view of hu
man trichotomy due to his emphasis on the wholeness of the human toirsy (
homq: she was all %esbts carpand all spirit (otus spirituyat the same time.

3 WA 7, 50Freedom of a Christian

4 Ibid.; Tripp 1998, 134; Saarinen 2011, 125P126. "e concepts of inner and outer human
being can be found in Paul epistles. Compare Il Cor. 4:16: O"atOs why we are notdiscoura
ged. No, even if our outer man is wearing out, our inner man is being renewed day by dayO

5 Deschamp 2015, 214; Karimies 2016, 2.

6 van Kooten 2008, 269.

7 zur MYhlen 1995, 203.

8 | "ess. 5:23. For spirit, soul, and body, see also Romans 12:1D2. For a short summation of
these concepts in the Bible and of their translation, see, e.g., Good 1997.

9 Deschamp 2015, 214. See also the discussion in Karimies 2016, esp. 3b15.

10 Deschamp 2015, 212, 214D215.



Karl-Heinz zur MYhlen is also of the opinion that instead of emphasizing the
division of the body, soul, and spirit, Luther wanted to stress the unity of the hu
man beingNunity which could be dominated either by the spirit or by the Yoesh.
According to Risto Saarinen, LutherOs emphasis on Othe unity of the individualO se
parated him in this regard from metaphysical theologtaRekka KSrkkSinen has
remarked in a quite similar vein that in the beginning of the 1520s, Luther rejected
the mixing of Christian doctrine with Aristotelian philosoghy.

It seems, however, that Luther acknowledgedNif not even advocatedNboth
the duality and the trichotomy of human nature, as his words irFteedom of
a Christianand in theMagni%catvould suggest. "e purpose of this thesis is ob
viously not to discuss the extent to which Luther held on to a philosophical, Aris
totle-in%uenced understanding of the human being when using these terminolo
gies. It is enough to say, therefore, that the contradiction between LutherOs use of
these terminologies, on the one hand, and the notion of several scholars regarding
his critique toward philosophy, on the other, can perhaps be summarized by Antti
RaunioOs remark that from LutherOs point of view, philosophical de!nitions con
cerning the human being were not wropgr sebut insu&cient: the viewpoint
of theology was needed as WeRrguably, even if Luther emphasized the unity
of the human beingNa theme | shall return to laterNhe nevertheless needed the
concepts, familiar to his readers, to discuss anthropological issues.

On the basis of LutherOs later works, Eero Huovinen has maintained that
Luther did use both tripartite (spirit-soul-body) and bipartite terminology-(spi
rit-%esh) when describing human life. He has summarized his view with‘a table:

| Vita spiritualis Vita animalis
Tripartite terminology spirit (spiritug soul @nima) + body €orpu$
Bipartite terminology spirit (spiritug or %eshoarg
soul @nima)

Table 1. LutherOs anthropological system according to Huovinen 1981, 43.

In the bipartite terminology, the soul and the spirit gained a similar meaning,
as they both alluded to the inner human being. Conversely, for Luther the %esh
meant the outer human being and her corporal life, as Huovinen has interpreted.
On the other hand, in LutherOs tripartite terminology the soul and the body toget
her represented the outer human beingiés animalis with the body re%ecting

11 zur MYhlen 1995, 203.

12 Saarinen 2011, 117.

13 KSrkkSinen 2006, 93. For LutherOs reception of Aristotelian philosophy, see, e.g-, Salatows
ky 2006, 35D132.

14 Raunio 2010, 33.

15 Form and italics mine.
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corporal life and the soul being the life-giving aspect, whereas the spirit referred to
the spiritual life or the inner human beitfy. shall return to LutherOs view of the
human beingOs dualistic structure in the section that discusses %esh in particular.
Meanwhile, it is essential to note that in the passage above Luther usezhfdesh (

not only in his dualistic approach to the human being, as Huovinen suggests, but
also as corporatfrporali3, that is, as derivative from the bodpipu3.

What is essential from the viewpoint of this study is the way in which Luther
pictured the role of the body as integral to the human being. Next | will discuss
Luther®Os method of connecting the concept of the body with the soul and spirit,
thus demonstrating the essentiality of reciprocity of these concepts from the view
point of LutherOs view of human bodiliness. In addition, | shall examine the posi
tion of the body in relation to the soul and spirit.

<)# B0 (1)81")-6

"e human body could not live without the spirit, as Luther noted in the passage
guoted above. "e dependent relationship between the body and the soul becomes
evident in LutherOs de!nition of the soul as that which makes the body-liifjng.
then, the soul was the life-giving aspect, as Luther maintained, what did it mean in
practice from a bodily point of view? In thagni%catLuther noted merely that

the Scriptures called soul Othe lifas(lebey©O He answered this question more
thoroughly, however, a couple of years later in3kemons on Genedisither

used PaulOs wording to the Corinthiéfusstress that human beings were created
for natural life yns natuerliche lebgand that they were given a living soeih(
lebendige sepld-urthermore, he contrasted human beings, who live a corporal
life, from Christ, whose life was spiritugke(stliche lebg&nHence, having a soul
signiled that one lived a bodily lifée(bliche leberi®

Corporal life is: that one hears and sees, smells, grabs, tastes, digests, ingests and empties
oneOs bowels, procreates children and whatever belongs to the natural being and working
of the body. "is is called OsoulO in the Hebrew lang&age.

"e human soul as the signi'er of the whole bodily life of a human being can also
be seen in LutherOs conclusion regarding matter: O"erefore one cannot translate

16 Huovinen 1981, 42D43; Raunio 2010, 35.

17 See also Huovinen 1981, 43; Raunio 2010, 32.

18 | Cor. 15:45: OSo it is written: O"e Irst man Adam became a living beingO; the last Adam, a
life-giving spiritO

19 WA 24, 67b. (WA 14, 119a, 11988rmons on Genedisither opposes Christ and Adam

also in WA 24, 50b, describing AdamOs bodiliness and his earthen nature with concepts
concerning his sinfulness.
20 WA 24, 67bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 119a.
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the word OsoulO in German any better than Ocorporal life® or Oa human being, who
lives a corporal life OO "e connection between soul and body was further empha
sized by his notion that the soul is not merely a human quality, but it could be
found in every creaturd.As Steven Ozment has remarked in his study, Othe life

of the soulita animagO was for Luther the same as Othe life of the whole human
being {ita totius hominigd already in the beginning of the 1520s.

Luther was by no means the Irst one to accentuate the dependent relation
ship between the body and the soul, or the body and the spirit. On the whole, the
discussion of the connection of the body and the soul had colored the-theolo
gical-anthropological discussions of Christian intellectuals for cenfirkesthe
passages cited above suggest, Luther related to the Aristotelian view of the soul and
its relationship with the body. "e Aristotelian conception separated three kinds
of soul; !rst, the nutritive soul, which is in all creatures, including plants; second,
the sensitive soul, which separates animals from plants; and third, the rational
soul, which separates human beings from animaésAristotelian view was es
teemed by intellectuals such as "omas Aquinas (122501274). Much like Luther,
Aquinas had de!ned that Othere is one being of soul and body, and this is the being
of a human®According to Aquinas, the reciprocal relationship between the body
and the soul meant that whatever happened to one happened to the other as a
result. Furthermore, the immortality of the soul required the bodily resurrection
as welk®

Caroline Walker Bunym has remarked on the tendency in theological wri
tings to tighten even more the relationship between soul and body from the thir
teenth century onwards. Among other scholars, she has paid attention to-the po
sitive connotations that corporality held in the late Middle Ages, and thus she has
challenged the modern view of the distinct separation of body and soul during
the medieval period. Although neither scholastics nor mystics disagreed with the
idea of a factual di#erence between body and soul, during the era of high-scholas
ticism the Platonic view of the human being as Osoul, making use of the bodyO was
challenged and adjusted. Instead, scholastic discourse took as premise the idea of
the human being as both soul and body, which Bynum calls (in modern terms) a
psychosomatic unity/.

21 WA 24, 67bb68ISermons on Genessmilarly WA 14, 119a-120a. "e question of & Oli
ving soulO is also brie%y described in Cortright 2011, 103D104.
22 Ozment 1969, 101.
23 See, e.g., Cortright 2011, 51; Lagerlund 2014.
24 Bynum 2012, 227; Shields 2016.
25 Stump 2007, 200D201.
26 Cortright 2011, 40; Bynum 2012, 234.
27 Bynum 1995a, 11, 319; 2012, 222D223; Heinonen 2007, 81D82. For "omas AquinasOs criti

cism, see Stump 2007, 193D194.
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"us, the premise of a strong interconnection between the soul and body
existed in LutherOs view, as in the tradition before him, and the corporal dimensi
ons of the soul were a given for him. As Charles Cortright has noted, in this sen
se LutherOs anthropology was in keeping with the medieval views on the human
being?® Furthermore, in this regard Luther tied human beings strictly to their bo
dies and thus to the world. His sharp distinction between the bodily life of human
beings and the spiritual life of Christ serves as proof of the importance of the body
in LutherOs anthropologyNhis view of the human being was not merely something
to do with spirituality, but it was down to earth, even in the context of justi!cation
and salvation. "e image of Christ as spirit and the human being as body eontra
dictory in a sense, but it can also be seen as a continuation of LutherOs wording in
the Magni%catthat the body cannot live without the spirit. "is is so not only in
the case of the human being herself, who consists of both body and spirit, but also
in her relationship with God. "us, the emphasis can be seen to be in the inter
relationship not only between body and soul, but also between body anéf spirit.

Given the close connection that Luther drew between the body, soul, and
spirit, it is consistent that he remarked in tdagni%cathat the human beingOs
spiritual and mental state a#ects that of the body:

When now such a spirit, which has the inheritance, is preserved, also soul and body are
able to remain without error and evil workau¢h die seele und der leip on yrthum vnd
bosze wreck bleiBenvhich is not possible if the spirit is without faith. In that case the
soul and the whole life can go nowhere but wrongdoing and madness, if it just turns good
intentions into darkness, and !nds there its own devotion and delight. "rough such error
and false goods of the soul darken also all the works of the body as evil and n8gspent (

sein darnach vmb solchs der seelen yrthumb vnd falscen gut dunckel auch alle werck des leibs
bosz vnd furwor$eg 2°

In his preface to Romans in 1522, Luther likewise maintained that Ounbelief alone
commits sin and brings forth the %eshly pleasure in bad outward &GS

diget alleyne der vnglawbe, vnd bringet das "eysch au$ vnd lust zu bo8en euserlichen
wercke)JEOQ® On the whole, the body is to function under the soul and spirit. In

the Magni%cat_uther noted that the main work of the body was to Ocarry out and
apply that which the soul knows and the spirit belie¥%¢s Qoodness or evilness

of the body, or the nature of its function, is thus dependent on the soul and spirit,

as these passages prove. "e same remark has been made, for instance, by Anna

28 Cortright 2011, 4.

29 "e notion of the interconnection between body and spirit in Luther can be found also in
Roper 2012, 10.

30 StA 1, 322Magni%cat

31 WA DB 7, 6D8. Preface to Romans. Translation adopted from LW 35, 369. "e passage is
also discussed, for instance, in Batka 2014, 244 from the viewpoint of original sin.

32 StA 1, 321Magni%catTranslation by A.T.W. SteinhSuser.

34



Vind and Steven Ozment. "e body for Luther was a home for the interior human
being, not merely an enemy or a burden to the soul, as they both can carry sins and
evils within them, as Ozment putdit'e human body was thus for Luther Othe
locus within which spiritual life is live& the passages quoted above, the origin

of evil is a lack of faith, which is the sign of a corrupted spirit. "e corruption of
spirit a#ects soul and body, which can not function properly but are !lled with bad
intentions and works. If the spirit had faith, on the other hand, the body and soul
could actualize the kind of life that was proper for a Christian.

Nonetheless, Luther was not consistent on this question. When pondering
in the Exhortationthe issue of who has authority over the lives of othersNthe
Church and its councils or GodNLuther drew both reciprocity and opposition
between the soul and body. If one married to fullll the expectations of others,
said Luther, his body became pure and virtuous but his soul became Owhore and
adultererO in the eyes of God, due to unbelief and othé? 'sissit is disputab-
le whether the notion that Luther made in the former passagesNthat due to the
spiritOs unbelief and the soulOs error the body is evil as well and works the wrong
wayNapplies also to thExhortation It seems that in this passage Luther regarded
the soul as evil and the body as pure at the same time. In other words, the body
could be virtuous despite the evilness of its life-giver, the soul.

As Ozment has proved, the human body, created from substance, was inevi
tably other than the soul in LutherOs anthropology, even though they coexisted in
the same human being. In this view, Luther joined the tradition of Westerndiscus
sion on both the soulOs origin and, in particular, the actual distinction between the
soul and bod§ However, LutherOs understanding of the body-soul relationship
cannot be understood in terms of both/and or either/or, but rather as simulta
neous $imu)). In LutherOs anthropology, the body and the soul, although di#ering
by nature, were simultaneously present in a human being and a#ected each other
in tandem?’ As J. Paul Rajashekar has maintained, the idsawfwas not to se
parate but to distinguisk."ese notions bear a resemblance to BynumOs remarks
on psychosomatic unity, according to which the body was not primarily seen Oas

33 Ozment 1969, 99D100; Bynum 2012, 223; Vind 2015, 74D75. However, Luther had earlier
placed the body and spirit in opposition in theholiato Ps. 118:122. See Ozment 1969,
133. Originally, WA 4, 364.

34 Cortright 2011, 86.

35 WA 12, 237Exhortation

36 Ozment 1969, 95D96. See OzmentOs discussion on the human soul in Luther: Ozment 1969,
94P98.

37 Ozment 1969, 131; Gerle 2015, 51. See also Rittgers 2012, 116 for notions of the whole
human self in Luther.

38 Rajashekar 2014, 442. Rajashekar has treated the csinmggh the context of using

LutherOs theology as a resource for Christian dialogue with other world religions.
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the enemy of soul, the container of soul, or the servant of soulO as a human being
was regarded as Oa psychosomatic unity, as body and soul tégetherO
"e analysis made thus far contradicts the claim made by Marion Deschamp

that for Luther the human body was unambiguously the sinful part of the whole
human beind? "e body seems not to have been merely a dependent victim, as
it were, of the human beingOs spiritual state. |Rrérelom of a Christiahuther
maintained:

Ein this mortal life on earth, where it is necessary that he [the human being] rules his own

body orpus suum proprium reg@nd lives with people. Here the works begin: there is

no leisure here; here certainly one will have to take care of fasting, vigils, works, and other

moderate discipline with which to exercise and subordinate [the body] to the spirit so that

it will obey and be similar to the inner human being and faith, nor to rebel [against] or
prevent [the spirit], as its nature is, if it is not repregsed.

In On Monastic Vowd.uther treated the topic akin to his discussion of good works:

N~ -

OE[a Christian] truly apprehends and declares [that] their good works are done free
ly and only for the good of oneQs neighbor, and to exercise thadesgrcendum
corpu3Ed* Quite similar wording also emerges in LutherOs imaginary discussion of
the proper reasons for choosing life in the cloister: Ol lay hold of this kind of life for
the sake of exercising my boexé€rcendi corporis grg&* Two features become
evident in the passages above: the body being of a lower status than the soul and
spirit, and the understanding of the body as a target of self-discipline and exercise.
In his remarks on exercising the body, Luther seems to have been somewhat
bound to a certain conception regarding bodiliness in late medieval Europe. In the
thought of numerous religious people in the late Middle Ages, it was regarded as
essential to remain abstinent from the pleasures of the body and to have the ability
to put oneOs reason over temptations. In practice, this aim was connected to virgi
nity as the ideal of human life. In particular, mystics such as Mechthild of Magde
burg and Henry Suso believed that the body was an obstacle for the soul. "e body
was to be controlled by means of fasting, staying awake, and even physical torture.
Eating, sleeping, speaking, and sexual relationsN among other thingsNwere con
sidered as delights of the %esh that one should be able to be abstinent from. "is
ideal is clearly revealed, for instance, inviteee of the saints. Control of the body
was thus one of the central points of the way of life of dedicated religious‘people.

39 Bynum 2012, 222. See also Bynum 1995a, 11, 319.
40 See Deschamp 2015, 217.

41 WA 7, 60 Freedom of a Christian

42 WA 8, 6070n Monastic Vows

43 WA 8, 6040n Monastic Vows

44 Heinonen 2007, 84D85.
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"e context and the way in which Luther wrote about exercising the body
should be noted, howevéreedom of a Christiamas published in November 1520,
while On Monastic Voww/as released a year later. In 1520, Luther regarded fasting
and vigils as proper ways, among other things, of keeping the body under control.
"us, he still held that monastic life was a proper way to live as a Christian. Yet a year
later, his tone had shi$ed, as can be seen when réaaiMignastic Vowas a whole.

| have discussed the gradual change in 1521 in LutherOs view concerning
monastic life in an article examining LutherOs narration of his role during his stay
at Wartburg Castle, as well as his self-authoriz&tibuoiring the summer of 1521,
Luther was still hesitant regarding the question of whether the habit could be aban
doned with good conscience. Gradually he took his stand on the subject, as | argue,
largely due to the need to react to the actions of other evangelicals in Wittenberg,
about whom he heard through correspondence with co-workef@nlivionastic
Vows then, he questioned the monastic way of life, and he pondered very critically
the terms under which choosing the cloister would be possible.

In addition, due to his usage of soul in the meaning of corporal life, discus
sed above, it seems evident that he dissociated himself in hispailyyo from
the idealization of spiritual, virginal life at least from 1521 onwards; this is rather
accentuated i®n Monastic Vowdor instance. However, aspects of exercising the
body through monastic discipline still remained in his thinking. In LutherOs texts,
therefore, the body as a target of self-discipline and exercise is clearly one dimen
sion of his reasoning concerning human bodiliness.

Luther nonetheless regarded that it was essential to understand to what
extent one could and should exercise the body. Even though he acknowledged
the bodyOs lust and desierporis lasciviam et concupiscenjiamFreedom of
a Christian Luther noted that one should instruct oneself on how much to use
disciplining methods in order to control desifégurthermore, he held control of
the body as positive by nature: OFor in this way the concern we have over the body
is Christian, and thereby through its health and aptness we work and are able to
help them [other people]E®In On Monastic Vowd uther maintained: OEyou do
not forget that God created the body, the soul, and their belongings, and He wants

45 Mikkola 2014b.

46 Mikkola 2014b, 89D95. "e same notion of LutherOs graduality in the matter is also found
in Roper 2016, 279. For the separation of secular and regular clerics and their morals in
medieval discourse, see, e.g., "ibodeaux 2015, 28b@assim

47 WA 7, 60Freedom of a Christian

48 WA 7, 64 Freedom of a Christian
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you to take care of thenm@n obliviscaris deum creasse corpus, animam et rem,
eorumaque te velle curam hapeg®

"us, the importance lay not in disciplining the body to the greatest extent
possible. "e key was to discipline the body in order to be able to act as a servant
for others in Christian faith and love, as the former quotation indicates. Regarding
control of the body, LutherOs focus was thereby on the benelt of the neighbor, not
oneself. In the second quotation, Luther brought forward the signi!cance of taking
care of oneOs body by emphasizing its importance to its possessor. Accordingly, the
aim of taking care of oneOs body was not only a means to bene!t oneOs neighbor,
but it was also a responsibility, commanded by God through creation. By treating
the body in this way, Luther gave it a signilcance of its own as a product-of god
ly creation. "e context in which Luther took this stance was in his criticism of
the practices of monastic life @n Monastic Vowand in encouraging readers to
use their common sense in restrictions concerning their bodies. In this respect,
LutherOs focus was similar in the passag@s bfonastic VowandFreedom of a
Christian "e body was to be treated and used in the way that God had intended:
by honoring the creation of the human being as a bodily creature.

However, LutherOs discussion of the fall inSenons on Genesises
the idea that God himself was also willing to discipline the human body. When
describing the punishments a$er the fall, Luther praised their nature as temporal
and physical instead of eternal: OEHe [God] wants to be favorable and help the
soul, but the body He wants to has¥l&gaim of physical punishments for both
woman and man was to create bodily pains and troubles: for woman, the pains
of childbearing and giving birth; for man, the hardships of work and making a
living. In theSermonsLuther presented matrimony as life that was in accordance
with GodOs will and, as the opposite, virginal life in a cloister. If people were to live
contrary to GodOs will, the threat of receiving an eternal punishment instead of a
temporal one was plausible. "e su#ering of the body was thus good for the soul
and vice versa, the principle being the same for both Sexes.

LutherOs aim in this text was to emphasize the life meant for human beings
already in the creation, that is, corporal life with the duties belonging to it.-Never
theless, the punishments that became a part of everyday human life a$er the fall
made living troublesome for both men and women, which had not been the case

49 WA 8, 662Pb66®n Monastic Vows
50 WA 24, 103bSermons on Genesssmilarly WA 14, 141a, 148a.
51 WA 24, 101b, 103b. (WA 14, 1133eymons on Genesis same emphasis on the reverse

good of the body and soul can be found also in WA 8,@634onastic Vowdn WA 12,
243.Exhortation Luther discussed the reverse good of the %esh and spirit. Mattox and
Maron have also paid attention to LutherOs emphasis on matrimony not as a secular but a
truly spiritual estate. Maron 1983, 277D279; Mattox 2003b, 458.
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a$er creation. "us, the su#erings of the body were a by-product of human life. In
this passage, Luther seems to be a&liated with a more dualistic view of the body
and soul than in the other previously quoted passages. In this context, the body for
him was a metaphor for temporal life and the soul for eternal life.

Luther appears to have shared a type of medieval understanding that Bynum
has presented: O"e idea of person E was a concept of self in which physicality was
integrally bound to sensation, emotion, reasoning, identity © and therefore !nally
to whatever one means by salvatf@ri®analysis made thus far proves that the
human body was an undeniable part of LutherOs discussion concerning the human
beingNincluding as a spiritual creature. "e body and the way it works are heavily
dependent on both the soul and spirit. In fact, the position of the body seems to be
somewhat lower than the soul and spirit. "e human body is something that needs
to be controlledN!I will discuss this idea more thoroughly in Chapter I.2Nbut at
the same time it is a good creation of God, having an e#ect on the human beingOs
mind and spirit as well. "e relationship between the spiritual and corporal, and
the bearing of the latter, is further clariled in the following section, which discus
ses the concept of the %esh.

d, &~,w ~dzZdE dh>

"e dualistic view of the human being was noted in the previous section: the ques
tion was one of opposition between the spiritual, on the one hand, and the cor
poral or %eshly on the other. In thkagni%catLuther indeed maintained that

the human being was divided into two parts: spirit and %ggsht Und "eisgh
However, this division was not ontological but had to do with the human beingOs
qualities éygenshad$® In On Monastic Vowd,uther discussed the two terms by
writing: OEif only we go about according to the spirit and not according to the
%eshniodo ambulemus secundum spiritum et non secundum &hésview

of the human being as an arena of struggle between the spirit and %esh was rooted
especially in Pauline theologyn Romans, for example, matter was discussed in
the following way: OFor those who live according to the %esh set their minds on
the things of the %esh, but those who live according to the Spirit set their minds on
the things of the Spirit©

52 Bynum 1995a, 11. See Cortright 2011, 169 for a similar notion. See also Bynum 1995a,
8D13; Bynum 2012, 222224,

53 StA 1, 320Magni%catvind 2015, 74.

54 WA 8, 6530n Monastic Vows

55 For the same notion, see Deschamp 2015, 214.

56 Romans 8:5. See also Romans 8:3D13; Galatians 3:3, 5:16D17, 6:8.
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Luther thus described the human being as a creature with spirit, soul, and
body (GerLeip Lat.corpu$, on the one hand, and as having spirit and %esh (Ger.
Fleisch Lat.carnigNor the bodyNon the other. To put it simply, one could say
that the human beingNconsisting of three parts: spirit, soul, and bodyNcould live

out either good (spirit) or evil (%eshlnderstood m this way, spirit and %esh

for Luther were allegories concerning the human way of being, compared to the
spirit-soul-body-division. Put theologically, spirit and %esh had to do especially
with theological anthropology, whereas spirit, soul, and body belonged more to
discussions of philosophical anthropologyNas has already becomé clear.

"e question of spirit and %esh was thus already that of a struggle between
two opposing qualities within the human being. "is seems to suggest that the
%esh was in these terms a negatively charged concept for Luther. Indeed, the %esh
as a symbol of evil is evident in several contexts in LutherOs texts in the beginning
of the 1520s. Luther discussed Othe wisdom of theprkn(ial carnig3® when
evaluating baptism iBabylonian Captivitythereby alluding to the false wisdom
of human beings. In this context, the opposition of %esh and spirit was particularly
crucial® Similarly, inOn Monastic Vowkuther judged the idea of Orighteousness
of the %eshustitias carni¥O to be impossibieln a letter to Frederick the Wise
in March 1522, Luther justi'ed his intent to return from Wartburg to Wittenberg
by remarking that ordinary people read the gospel in a %eshly siensehnenOs
"eischlich adf, knowing its veracity but not wanting to act according b it.

Risto Saarinen has pointed out that already during 15151516 Luther regar
ded the %esh, when understood as opposite of the spirit, as an inlrmity or a wound
of the whole human being. According to Saarinen, the di#erence (and actual dicho
tomy) between spirit and %esh was for Luther due to the fact that the spirit comes
to the human being from outsid&Anna Vind maintains that the meaning of spirit
(and hence of %esh as well, | would argue) is best understood as Oa question of faith

57 For a similar idea, see Vind 2015, 76.

58 | want to thank both Professor Pekka KSrkkSinen and Professor Risto Saarinen for cla
rifying these concepts. Luther discussed theological and philosophical anthropology the
most explicitly in his disputatioDe Hominein 1536. See WA 3475D177d{e thesen
177D180das disputationsfragmentor a discussion about the disputation, see, e.g:, Slen
czka 2014, 217D220.

59 WA 6, 527Babylonian Captivity

60 WA 6, 535Babylonian CaptivityOquod ad mortilcationem carnis et vivilcationem spiritusEOQ

61 WA 8, 6400n Monastic Vowsn theFreedom of a Christiahuther similarly used the %esh
as an abstract concept, referring to evilness. WA 7, 69.

62 WA BR 2, no. 456a, 461. To Frederick the Wise (March 7 or 8, 1522).

63 Saarinen 2011, 116, also n.40, 118.
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or lack of faith®Summarized by Notger Slenczka, OOSpiritO and O%eshO are thus not
primarily designations for parts or abilities of a human being [in LutherOs view] but
characterize Othe entire personO b all his aptitudes and capacities D in relationship to
God & If one wants to systematize LutherOs thinking, this division of %esh and spirit

can be called LutherOs bipartite anthropology, as Vind, for instance, h&sTdone.

put it simply, in these readings the spirit is something that comes from God as well

as something that pulls one toward God, while the %esh is something within a per

son that leads one into siftlis particular way of understanding the meaning of

the %esh was, as its Pauline basis suggests, widely adopted beféfe Luther.

In LutherOs use, however, the %esh gained other meanings as wellNand thus
did not merely represent opposition to spirit. In Babylonian CaptivityLuther
concluded: OFor as long as we are in the %esh, the desires of the %esh disturb and
are provokedNam donec in carne sumus, desyderia carnis movent et madntur
"e Irst use of the term O%eshO clearly implies bodily reality, as being in the %esh
signiles a human beingOs mortal life in a concrete way, whilst the second use of the
term perhaps refers more to an abstraction and thus is in opposition to the spirit.

Use of the %esh as an image of the human body can also be found, for ins
tance, in LutherOs July 1521 letter to Philipp Melanchthon, written from Wartburg
Castle; in this case, it lacks negative connotations as such. In the letter, Luther
wished that they would not be drawn to one another from wrong motives, which
was the case if Owe look for the presence of the %esh rather than thensagis (
praesentiam carnis quam spiritus quaergi®é similar kind of reference to the
%esh as a symbol of the corporal human being can be found in a letter from June
1523 to John Oecolampadius (1482D1531), wherein Luther reckoned that there
was a threat of being worn out in the %esh in comparison with beginning in the
spirit (carne me consummari, qui spiritu gegue to all the work he had with for
mer nuns and monk&."is was arguably a wording that Luther had adopted from

64 Vind 2015, 75.

65 Slenczka 2014, 216. According to Fuhrmann, the question is of hierarchical opposites.
Fuhrmann 2015, 96.
66 Vind 2015, 75. Karl-Heinz zur MYhlen, among others, has alluded to the duality simply as

LutherOs Obiblical understanding of inner and outer human being,O being a spiritual one and
a carnal one. zur MYhlen 1995, 203. See also Slenczka 2014, 215D216: Vind 2015, 77. Denis
Janz writes, in a similar fashion, about the new creation and the natural man. Janz 1983, 26.

67 For a discussion of the %esh and spirit, see esp. Saarinen 2011, 1179121; also BYhler 1981,
79D80; Dieter 2001, 314.

68 See, e.g., Cortright 2011, 18, 20 for the views on the %esh in the Early Church. For the me
dieval context, see, e.g., Bierno# 2002, 17D36.

69 WA 6, 534Babylonian Captivity

70 WA BR 2, no. 418, 359, 122D123. To Philipp Melanchthon (July 13, 1521). For a similar,
neutral use of the concept %esh, see WA Frégglom of a Christian
71 WA BR 3, no. 626, 97, 33b34. To Johann Oecolampadius (June 20, 1523).
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PaulOs Epistle to the Galatfaisdeed, Luther was at the time handling the fates of
several sisters and brothersNincluding Katharina von BoraNwho had abandoned
their cloisters? Even though Luther alluded to the spirit-%esh opposition in this
letter, he actually used the term O%eshO as a synonym for his own body.

A twofold use of the concept of the %esh can be found in theoretical texts
from 1522 and 1523 as well.dm Monastic Vowd. uther used the image of the
%esh in the following way:

When our %esh is healthy, it is in our domini@st(sane caro nostra in potestate npstoa

that we can put out its eyes, keep hands, feet, and tongue under control. [We can] strangle
it with a loop, or drown it in the water, which we could do with a tyrant who was -our in
ferior and in our dominion. E Besides, as far as celibacy is concerned, [is there] anyone
ignorant of this inner and intrinsic tyrant in our membetgrénnum illum domesticum et

intrinsecum in membris nostrisvho is no better in our dominion than the malicious will
of an external tyrant?

LutherOs idea of the %esh as the center of sin and evil appears in the analogy of a
malicious tyrant. What also becomes clear from this passage, however, is that the
%esh was somewhat of a synonym for the body in this context. Luther wrote about
the %esh in a very concrete way as members of the body, which one could try to
dominate by means of discipline. It is only somewhat of a synonym because Luther
seems to allude to it as somethimithin the human body, yet somethingt quite

of the human body. "e phrase Ointrinsic tyrant in our membersO seems to imply
that the %esh possesses the body, being in the body and causing its untoward beha
vior, but not coming originally of the body.

Even though Luther used the %esh as a synonym for the body in the passage,
he nevertheless accounted for his example of the tyrant by using a biblical passage
from Galatiang® O"e %esh wars against the spirit and the spirit against the %esh.
"ese things war against each other, so that you cannot do the things you want to
do® Contrary to the idea of the %esh as the body, the biblical reference ean be re
garded as an abstract image of the %esh, opposing spirit and thus symbolizing the
evilness of the human being.

In the Exhortation Luther referred to the second chapter of Genesis: Olt is
not good to be alon&®e observed that OgoodONin the meaning of marriageN
was good particularly for the spirit. For the %esh, it was troublesome to have a wife,
to rule her as well as the servants, to raise children, and by all means to support

72 Compare Gal. 3:3: OHaving started out with the Spirit, are you now ending up with the %esh?0
73 For the sisters, see Smith 1999, 747D748; RYttgardt 2007, 305.
74 WA 8, 6310n Monastic Vows
75 Gal. 5:17.
76 WA 8, 631D632n Monastic Vows'e idea of the opposition of the %esh and spirit is a
core idea of the tefreedom of a Christianee WA 7, 49D73.
77 Gen. 2:18
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oneself and the household. A man was thus in the hands of all the members of
his household, and thereby he had much sorrow and hard$iGesibacy, on the

other hand, might be good for the %esh, since one could focus on Opleasurable,
lazy living® instead of supporting a family. As far as the spirit was concerned, that
route was not GodOs intent and as such it could not lead to s&Matidwer here
opposed the spirit and O%esh and its de'@gessli und seyne lugstgyet at the

same time he alluded to the %esh as the body. "is becomes evident in his discus
sions of actual bodily hardships rooted in living in matrimony.

Furthermore, Olife in the %ekbé¢n im "eisd© was a concept that Luther
used to discuss the body and bodily life particularly in the context of marri&d life.
When explaining the second chapter of Gefésishe SermonsLuther remarked
that life in the %esh signiled the husband and wifeOs common life. By means of mar
riage, they became one %esh ‘(eischuna carg, not only physically but also in
terms of material and mental possessii§oman and man were created to have
their life in common andhare Oservants, children, money, corners, lelds, property,
fame or misery, shame, sickness, and hée&limis context, the words ObodilyO
and Othe %eshO were for Luther a metaphor for all the contents of practical life.

A similar conception of living in the %esh can be found in other texts as well.
Luther used the expression in a very pragmatic way in a letter from January 1522
to Nicholas von Amsdorf when discussing people who were still living, compared
to those who were de&dln the Freedom of a Christiahe used the wording to
describe this life compared to the future life: OEwhile we live in the #beamge
vivimug, we neither begin nor accomplish [that] which in the future iiféutura
vita) will be accomplishedEOIn On Monastic VowsLuther had an imaginary
discussion about whether to choose cloistered life: OEI do this since | must live in
the %eshr( carne vivendum gsnor can | be idl€®

78 WA 12, 241Exhortation

79 WA 12, 241Exhortation.

80 WA 12, 241Exhortation A similar discussion is found in WA 8, 668 Monastic Vows

81 WA 12, 241Exhortation

82 WA 24, 80bSermons on Genedis WA 14, it is expressed with Oalles was zcum %eisch
gehorttEQ WA 14, 127b.

83 Gen. 2:24: O"at is why a man leaves his father and mother and is united to his wife, and
they become one %esh.O

84 WA 24, 79a, 80Isermons on Genestimilarly WA 14, 127a. Luther discussed the issue of

becoming one %esh also in Babylonian Captivityalthough in terms of his de!nition of
policy to deny matrimonyOs sacramental character. WA 6, 551D552.

85 WA 24, 80bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 127a, 127bb128b.

86 WA BR 2, no. 449, 422, 41b42. To Nicholas von Amsdorf (January 13, 1522).
87 WA 7, 59 Freedom of a Christian

88 WA 8, 6040n Monastic Vows
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In all of these examples, living in the %esh had a meaning that referred to
factual bodily reality. "e wording was thus used in these passages neutrally: the
phrasditselfdid not, in other words, refer in LutherOs discussion either to approval
or disapproval of a certain way of life. It seems that living in the %esh, when used
as a pragmatic yet neutral concept, could ultimately allude to whatever form of life
one was aimed at by God.

Antti Raunio has aptly maintained that the Oreconstruction [of LutherOs
anthropology] is challenged by LutherOs terminology, which changes from text to
text, and by the conceptual distinctions that he o$en assumes without explanati
on® RaunioOs remark is indeed illuminative from the viewpoint of my analysis as
well. In the passages discussed above, Luther could use the term O%eshO in the very
same place in two di#erent senses: as an image of the body in a quite pragmatic
sense, and as an abstract image, as it were, of human sinfulness. "us, the %esh and
the body were interchangeable concepts for Luther when referring to the actual
body of the human being, or her bodily ftélowever, in its meaning as the body,
the term O%eshO o$en retained some of its negative connotations as well, such as
when Luther discussed the evils or hardships of the body.

$5,1")-61 ! (-18+,#51! #1&)($,7$2 ! +1&8)(&,<$#

Hubertus Blaumeiser has stated that LutherOs anthropdlemgdchenbildwas
both negative and positive: negative in terms of the human beingOs %eshliness and
positive in terms of spiritualit$. He has thus cited the view of a battle between
the %esh and spirit within the human being. In a quite similar fashion, Marion
Deschamp has suggestedNand this is the starting point of her whole discussionN
that the body represented for Luther Othe sinful part of man [i.e. human Being]O
On the contrary, Elisabeth Gerle is of the opinion that the body was not a problem
or hindrance for Luther in terms of the salvation of the human B&ing.

All the above-mentioned interpretations seem to be too narrow to explain
the nature of LutherOs view of the body and %esh. First, Luther based his discussions
concerning these on several traditions, which held di#erent kinds of attitudes to
ward human bodiliness or %eshliness. On the one hand, he discussed bodiliness in
the light of the tradition of Aristotelian thinking, for instance. On the other hand,
he made use of biblical tradition and the division of %esh and spirit employed, for

89 Raunio 2010, 27.

90 For a somewhat similar notion, see Cortright 2011, 218.
91 Blaumeiser 1995, 485.

92 Deschamp 2015, 212.

93 Gerle 2015, 63, 137.
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instance, by Paul and Augustine. In addition to the various traditions which can

be detected in LutherOs remarks, his personal use of the concepts was l¥st and fo
remost dependent on the context. As | have shown, in LutherOs writing O%eshO was
not merely a negative term referring to sin and wickedness, but it could also be
used in relation to the body in various ways in di#erent contexts. To simply brand

the %esh as something negative does not do justice to LutherOs multifaceted thin
king, nor is it free from anachronism.

Based on LutherOs texts from 150991516, Steven Ozment has claimed that
one !nds a variety of descriptions of the characteristics of the human being in Lut
herOs thinking, such as soul, conscience, heart, and spirit. According to Ozment,
Owe Ind a much more complex picture, lacking the terminological precision and
consistencyE® "e same argument as that of Ozment can be made on the ba
sis of an examination of the concepts body and %esh. In fact, these two concepts
were O%uidO already during the Middle Ages, as Suzannah Bieno# Ratnoted.
contextuality, even inconsistency, with which Luther treated the concepts body
and %esh can be detected in the examples | have cited above. One of the most
illuminating passages is fro@n Monastic Vowsvhere Luther discussed %esh as
a tyrant. "e dissimilarity in LutherOs language concerning the %esh and the body
points to the impossibility of making a systematic, watertight presentation of these
two concepts in LutherOs use. "us, the same complexity in LutherOs terminological
usage which Ozment has noted in his study regarding the soul and spirit applies to
the body and %esh as well.

One can indeed Ind examples in LutherOs texts of the body being a burden,
even an enemyNviews that do not support GerleOs remarkNbut also the container
of the soul. Similarly, one can 'nd a negatively charged but also quite neutral usage
of the concept of the %esh. When dealing with questions regarding the need to exer
cise the body, for instance, Luther also used the concept of the %esh as a concrete
image to refer to the factual body of the human being. In addition to the pragmatic
meaning that %esh can have, it can also be an abstract symbol of the wickedness of
the human being in LutherOs language. | argue that LutherOs views on bodily issues
come close to the discourse of late medieval thinkers, which Amy Hollywood has
described as a tension between the evilness and goodness of the body:

For many medieval thinkers the body was seen as the locus of both sinfulness and holiness;

it is, therefore, the site of both greater ambivalence and of higher valuation than many
modern commentators recognie.

94 Ozment 1969, 100.
95 Bieno# 2002, 12.
96 Hollywood 1995, 182. Heinonen has also noted in her study that quite a few, even opposite,

approaches to the body and corporality occurred in parallel in the late medieval Europe.
Heinonen 2007, 82D84. See also Gerle 2015, 87.
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One explanation for LutherOs inconsistency could be, as Robert Kolb has noted
when discussing LutherOs hermeneutics of distinctions, that OLuther did not know
that he was devising hermeneutical principles for generations to come, so he was
not always careful or consistent in his use of terminology that became critical for
his practice of theology/@s this chapter proves, the signilcance of the specilc
context in which Luther spoke or wrote, not to mention the importance of-a cer
tain genre, is obviol81 will give two example€©n Monastic Vowdor instance,
was written to monks and nuns who were reconsidering their vows. LutherOs aim
was to convince the monks of the rareness of true chastity, that is, the power of the
mind over the body. He seems to have presumed that the majority of the monks
not only had knowledge of the stances toward bodiliness in previous and con
temporary views, but also their very own experiences of the desires of oneOs body.
Accordingly, the emphasis on the urges of the %esh, which are likened to an evil
tyrant, or the bodyOs sinfulness, becomes understandable. Luther thus described
the harsh reality of his brothers, trying to convince them to channel their desire
properly if they could not control their lust in the cloister.

On the other hand, it seems that in ®&rmons on Genesig/as more cru
cial for Luther to emphasize the corporal life of a human being, and he did this in a
guite di#erent manner than in the abovementioned treatise. Although the empha
sis arose from his practical aim to criticize the cloister, as was the case with the for
mer treatise as well, the context of publicly given sermons was a favorable means of
promoting the ideal of matrimony as a God-given direction of life. "us, LutherOs
illumination of life in the %esh as something suitable for all people, for example,
included more positive connotations of bodiliness. In other words, LutherOs way of
giving pastoral guidanceNhis tone, so to speak, and thus his biblical interpretati
onNwas very much dependent on the audience that his words were intended for.

94  ")-61<)+ GBO&#?1")-0r61(,,-#1! (-1$5,10, ! +1)81#)&!+1
&)($%)+1

LutherOs interpretation of the meaning of Olife in the %esh,O discussed in the former
chapter, led him to discuss human sexu&lag well as the everyday life of women

and men. "is chapter thus aims to explore LutherOs body politics as being appli
cable to both women and men. Under scrutiny is the way he used various-rhetori

cal means to highlight the importance of human bodiliness, on the one hand, and

97 Kolb 2014, 169.
98 Kolb has made the same notion. See Kolb 2014, 170.
99 | acknowledge that OsexualityO or Osexual desireO are modern concepts and have not been

used before the eighteenth century, and perhaps even as late as 1800. See, e.g., Smith 2000,
318; Wiesner 2002, 154; Ar#man 2006, 173.
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the importance of other factors he attached to his body-talk, on the other. How,
then, did Luther build his rhetoric that began with the human body and ended with
the ideal of social control?

#,72 1 +56?1")- 0r6182(&$) (16,51, @O+ 1+2#$

GodOs word says in Genesis 1 [:27Da8) 2 [:18D25} that | am a man and you are a
woman, and that we shall and must come together to multiply; no one is to prevent us from
doing that, nor can anyone forbid us to do it; neither do we have it in our power to vow
otherwise. We dare to act upon the basis of that wéflE

Luther used these passages from Genesis to prove to the Teutonic Knights that
reproduction was a natural bodily need. "e same emphasis can be foudd in
Married Life

For it is not a matter of free choice or decision but an essential and natural thing, that

whatever is a man must have a woman and whatever is a woman must have a man. E [I]t
is not a command but more than a command, namely, a divine ordinance which is not our

business to hinder or ignot&.

In his treatisédgainst the Falsely Named Spiritual Estatech was also published

in 1522, Luther likewise maintained that God himself created Othe body [with]
its membersE [To prohibit reproduction is the same as making] nature not be
nature, !re not to burn, water not be wetfAccording to Luther, reproduction

is GodOs command, a divine wagtifich werck It is a natural part of human
nature, and at least as important as other bodily functions, such as eating, sleeping
and emptying oneOs bowels, as he pointed out in variou&stexts.

"e fact that makes reproduction natural is the outgrowth of GodOs ordi
nance: the human body produces seed, which makes the need to reproduce una
voidable in any circumstance, as Luther polemically ptftAis Charles Cortright
has remarked, intercourse was an essential part of being a human being in LutherOs

100 OGod blessed them and said to them, OBe fruitful and increase in number; !l the earth and
subdue it. Rule over the !sh in the sea and the birds in the sky and over every living crea
ture that moves on the ground OO

101 O"at is why a man leaves his father and mother and is united to his wife, and they become
one %eshO

102 WA 12, 238Exhortation

103 WA 10', 276.0n Married Life See also Charles CortrightOs analysis of LutherOs intention:
OEmore than being merely that which has been made, the creation is that which has been
commanded or willed into being by the sovereign will and love of God.O Cortright 2011, 59.

104 WA 10', 156 Against the Falsely Named Spiritual Estate of the Pope and.Bishops

105 WA 10', 156 Against the Spiritual Estaté/A 10, 276.0n Married Life WA 12, 238Ex-
hortation See also the discussions in Cortright 2011, 152D157; Gerle 2015, 147.

106 WA 8, 6320n Monastic VowsNA 1¢, 277.0n Married Life WA 24, 53b. (WA 14, 109b.)
Sermons on Genesis
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thinking.!°’"e organs inside a human being were the basis of the argument Lut
her used to prove his point: Olt [GodOs command to be fruitful and multiply] is an
implanted nature and a substance [in us] just as the organs which are involved
in it3%"e question was thus one of the natural functions and, accordingly, the
needs of the human body, whether a masculine or feminine one, as Luther noted,
for instance, in both thExhortationand the treatisAgainst the Spiritual Estatg
"e bodyOs mission thus became most visible through human genitals.
To further underline his views on the unavoidability of the act of sex, Luther
compared the relationship of woman and man to !re and stra®@nnMarried
Life. As !re and straw burn when combined, likewise man and woman inevitably
come together in sexual intercourse. It would be absurd to assume, Luther noted,
that nothing would happen if they were put together. For him, prohibiting them to
do so was as if to say: Obe neither man nor wathantBe Sermons on Genesis
Luther reverted to the allegory of the sun and moon by wondering whether the sun
could make a decision to not shine, that is, a decision that was against its nature.
Hence, he stated that oneQOs refusal to reproduce was the same as not wanting to be
a human being at altlg woellest kein mensch $&ih
"e view of sexuality as something implanted in the human being was not

a novel one. It can be found at least in the thought of the physician Galen (c. 129D
200) and thenceforth in discussions of Christian authors. Sexuality was present
in Paradise, said Augustine, though without lust. Jerome, for his part, maintained
that to reject sexual intercourse and procreation, the natural functions of the body,
was to act against human natéfeEven though Jerome favored virginity, unlike
Luther, his rationale was the same. Centuries later, "omas Aquinas noted in the
Summa !eologiag quite in the same vein as Augustine, that sexuality was-a natu
ral part of human life:

For what is natural to man [i.e. the human being] was neither acquired nor forfeited by sin.

Now it is clear that generation by coition is natural to man [i.e. the human being] by reason

of his animal life, which he possessed even before sin, as above explained, justas it is na

tural to other perfect animals, as the corporeal members make it clear. So we cannot allow
that these members would not have had a natural use, as other members had, B&fore sin.

107 Cortright 2011, 80.

108 WA 10', 276.0n Married Life

109 WA 10', 156 Against the Spiritual Estat&/A 12, 242Exhortation

110 WA 10', 276, 284D286n Married Life Quite similarly WA 12, 24Exhortation For !re
and straw, see also WA".®265. A sermon of August 10, 1522.

111 WA 24, 53bb54b. (WA 14, 112a8ermons on Genesis

112 Shaw 1998, 62, 84b85, 97D98; Cortright 2011, 26; Gerle 2015, 108.

113 Quoted in Cortright 2011, 42. "omas rejected AugustineOs view of sin transmitting
through sexual intercourse, however. Cortright 2011, 41D42.
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"e idea of unavoidable sexual force within the human being was commonly used

in the evangelical rhetoric as well. Marjorie Plummer has remarked that the Oappeal
to the universal natural impulse of sexuality forms the basis of many evangelical
statementsO that were directed at prohibitions of clerical maf¥i4gs. not only

Luther but also other evangelical actors presented sexual urge as an Ooverwhelming
practical obstacle to celiba&j@ usage of human bodiliness when justifying eve
ryoneOs need to have a spouseNin order to lead a proper Christian lifeNwas at use
already, and perhaps speci!cally, during the !rst years of the 1520s. "e evangelical
rhetoric aimed at creating a connection between clergy and laity with the intention
of proving that the needs of human body were the same for evéfy/aethus
proposed an anthropological frame of thought that included both clergy and laity.

"e idea of Natur"Yssenwhich Joel Harrington has translated as Gnatu
ral urgesO was such a central argument in the language of the evangelicals that
not only their contemporary opponents but also some modern historians have
suspected that personal struggle was a more important reason for its emphasis
than theological deductiof” | will discuss the possible in%uence of LutherOs own
struggles on his language in Chapter 1V.2. Meanwhile, it has to be noted that des
pite HarringtonOs excellent notions, his analysis does not do full justice to the se
paration of sexuality as a natural bodily function, on the one hand, and lustful
feelings, on the other. "e conceptatur"Ysser(lit. Onatural %0owsO), for instance,
can indeed be translated as Onatural urgesO but specilcally in the meaning of bo
dily functionsNas %ow obviously refers !rst and foremost to the %ow of semen
within the human body.

However, the idea of daring to act, which appears in the passage from the
Exhortationcited at the beginning of this section (OWe dare to act upon the basis of
that wordO), raises the question of whether human sexuality was indeed inevitable
by nature in LutherOs view. If a human being was ordered by God to reproduce in
such a way that it was essential to his nature, there should not have been a chance
to act otherwise. Nevertheless, Luther seems to have le$ open the possibility of
acting contrary to human bodily needs in spite of their unavoidability by noting
that, due to the biblical wording, one dares to act according to oneOs nature. "e
explanation can be found by looking closer at the text directed at the knights and
its rhetoric. LutherOs wish, as he put it, was to encourage the knights to establish an
example for brothers still struggling with their consciences, in order to increasing
ly produce Othe fruits of the gospélide estimated there to be a large number of

114 Plummer 2012, 110. See also Harrington 2005, 61.
115 Harrington 2005, 62.

116 Plummer 2012, 110.

117 Harrington 2005, 63.

118 WA 12, 232Exhortation
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noteworthy knights who would be glad of an opportunity to change their lives in a
decent directionNwere there only a courageous exatple.

Hence, his aim was to support the knights to act boldly, to abandon their
vow of chastity and marry. He noted the number of men wanting to make this kind
of decision. "e claim to be a role model for other men was LutherOs way of trying
to make the knights perform in a manner that was desirable from his point of view.
As his central justi!cation to try to convince his readers, he used the biblical word
of Genesis. However, Luther was unwilling to state that the knights were living
in sin, arguably for political reasons, for it served his best interests to keep them
as allies in the delicate religious-political situation of the !rst years of the 1520s.
"erefore, to the detriment of his views on the certainty of the needs of the human
body, he emphasized the idea of daring to act.

"us, per creation, the sexual act was for Luther speci!cally a physical aspe
ct belonging to natural bodily functions, as | have discussed in this section. When
referring to creation, Luther did not speak of sexual desire but only of the need of
human beings to multiplys{e sich mehrgnLutherOs emphasis on the body as the
basis of living for both sexes is thus evident from the viewpoint of reproduction.
Hence, the essential sexual nature of a human being, female or male, is implicit in
LutherOs thinking. His question of whether one was even a human being at all when
forbidden from or refused sexual intercourse was !rst and foremost an assertion
against the cloister and in favor of clerical marriage.

However, in addition to being an inherent bodily need created by God,
sexuality did contain the aspect of desire or lust:

[A$er eating the fruit, Adam and Eve] see and feel that they are naked. Now it was impos
sible to control all their bodily membewsdlén gliedmassgor to guide evil lustder boesen
lusf). "ey saw each other with evil lust and impure desiraakeuschen begirdef® E

[T]hey feel shameful desire in their %esh and cannot hélpl#rf die schendliche lust ynn
yhrem "eisch und kuennen yhnen nicht h§Ese!

From an Augustinian perspective, sexual desire is connected to original sin, the fall

of Adam and Eve, and the lustfulness they experienced as a consequence. Original

sin caused a deformation of GodOs good creations, a corruption of bot sexes.
However, as can be read in the passa@ewhons on Genesisove, lust

for Luther seems not to have been a premise but a consequence of the fall. "us,

the fall itself was a result of unbelief, which both men and women were capable

of. Unbelief, the rejection of listening to GodOs word, was the !rst and gravest of

119 WA 12, 232b23&xhortation

120 WA 24, 90bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 134a, 134b, 135b.

121 WA 24, 91bSermons on Genesis WA 14, the equivalent passage skge@irent inobe
dientiam in omnibus membris@ WA 14, 135b.

122 Karant-Nunn 2008, 171, 174; Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 77.
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sins, as Luther put it Only a$er committing the forbidden act, which fragmented
the image of God in human beings, did lust become a part of human life. To feel
lust was simultaneously a condition of lacking the word of ‘&ddkence, Luther
departed from the tradition in%uenced by Augustine, which stressed that lust was
the reason for the faf® In terms of separating intercourse and desire, but also
connecting them to the !rst sin and with each other, LutherOs thinking was closely
related to Augustinian thought, howevé&rLutherOs harsh statements on the state
of human beings a$er the fall were also in parallel with the Augustinian tradition.

Luther expressed lust as an opposition to jogt)( He referred to sexual
desire mostly with the words Oevil desireO lfeage lust, boesen 1)&sbr Osha
meful desireG¢hendliche IUste He used also the wokdetzel°that is, OticklingO
or Oprickling© to describe lust. Lust appeared in Adam and EveOs minds and bodies
when they noticed that they were naked. Luther understood sexual desire to be
transmitted across the generations, and he blamed his contemporaries te be pos
sessed by the same desire as that experienced by Adam &fathBeed, lust was
such an integral part of peopleQOs lives post lapsum that only faith could recognize its
horridness: OWhere spirit is, one !nds so much evil desire in thesthe® boese
lust ym "eischthat E he has to wish that the body was dedet (eib tod wey€¥!

"e citation above does not require desire to be understood only as sexual,
though that is the most obvious interpretation. "us, lust or desire represented sexual
desire for Luther in this context. One could say that in LutherOs thinking, sexual de
sire had become a central part of reproduction, while lust in a broader sense was
a guality of human nature that determined the whole of human life a$er the fall.
Charles Cortright has made a similar argument in his doctoral dissertation: ©"e in
born, powerful sex drive is now infected with sin that exhibits itself in both men and
women. Edenic sexuality has been turned into the padiioio) of the %eshE&

Risto Saarinen has used the opposition between harmful desires and inevi
table natural desires in his study on the weakness of thHé& Wwithm my point of

123 WA 24, 85bb86b. (WA 14, 132bb133e)mons on Geneddatka 2014, 247; Slenczka
2014, 216.

124 WA 24, 88bb89b. (WA 14, 133bb138brmons on Genesin Luther on faith and unbe
lief, see Mannermaa 2005; Bielfeldt & Mattox & Hinlicky 2008; Olli-Pekka Vainio 2010.

125 Bell 2005, 177; Batka 2014, 244. According to Batka, it was commonly held that the sin of
luxuria was the !rst sin.

126 Juntunen 2010, 201; Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 35D36.

127 E.g., WA 10Il, 381.ittle Prayer BogRWA 24, 89b, 90b. (WA 14, 134Bdrmons on Genesis

128 WA 24, 91h. (WA 14, 1355ermons on Genesis

129 WA 24, 94b. (WA 14, 136t8ermons on Genesis.

130 WA 24, 90bb91lsermons on Genesssmilarly WA 14, 135a.

131 WA 24, 112bB113Bermons on Genessmilar idea in WA 14, 149a, 149b.

132 Cortright 2011, 160D161. See also Gerle 2015, 137, 141D142 on the question.

133 Saarinen 2011, 125.

51



view, the concepts describe somewhat the same thing that is under discussion here.
Olnevitable natural desiresO could refer to sexual intercourse as GodOs command. On
the other hand, Oharmful desiresO seems to refer to lust as the consequence of the falll.
As the foregoing notionsNof reproduction as GodOs order per creation
and lust as a consequence of the fallNfurther illustrate, sexual intercourse and
sexual desire were two di#terent things, albeit connected to each other, in LutherOs
thought. "e di#erence between the natural functions of the body (per creation)
and the evil desires of the %esh (a$er the fall) is accentuated even more by LutherOs
choice of concepts, especially in the passage quoted last, where he opposed not
only spirit and %esh but also %esh and body. Hence, the body appears to be an in
nocent victim of the %esh, which carries sins and evils within it.

&/>hz |E IEE Z MWEdZKKZ Khd Z KEdZK

In November 1520, Luther presentedFreedom of a Christiamat monasteri
esNand, accordingly, brotherhoods of monksNshould be places where the idea
of people controlling their bodies reached a model exatidg.the end of 1521,
however, LutherOs tone had changed dramatical@n iklonastic Vowse clai

med that there were none in the cloister who were devout, without Osacrilege and
a blasphemous consciensadrilega et blasphema conscig@tiapart from a few
miracles caused by G&4.

During LutherOs residence at Wartburg Castle, there arose several practical
situations in Wittenberg, about which Luther was informed, and which required
action on the part of the leaders of the evangelical movement. Luther hae not gi
ven practical guidelines for his coworkers regarding, for instance, cloister vows or
marriage of clericsNthe Scriptures were, in his opinion, clear enough to be used as
guidelines in reforms. "e unclear ecclesiastical-political situation and the lack of
visible leadership within the evangelical movement led to various responses. Some,
such as John Eberlin von GYnzburg (c. 1470D1533), publicly demanded guidelines
from Luther, whereas others, like Andreas Karlstadt, made their own conclusions
based on LutherOs former writings and began to take their own courses éfaction.

"e marriages of three priests in the dioceses of Magdeburg and Meissen
provoked a lively debate on clerical celibacy, and both Karlstadt and Philipp Me
lanchthon (1497D1560) took part in it. Karlstadt did this, for example, by pub
lishing several theses, which were published later as a bookScgderdCoelibatu
Monarchatu et Viduitate Axiomata perpensa Wuittemberg&® published was

134 WA 7, 67 Freedom of a Christian
135 WA 8, 619D62@®n Monastic Vows
136 Ar#tman 1985, 15; Plummer 2012, 62D63.

52



a German translation of KarlstadtOs defense brief under thBaitldie Prees

ter Eeweyber nemen m3gen und s&id@uring LutherOs absence, Karlstadt and
Melanchthon had been pro!led not only as the leading !gures of the evangelical
movement but also as supporters of clerical marfiége.

Luther was kept informed of the situation via correspondence and he was not
content, especially with KarlstadtOs oufte activity by Karlstadt forced him,
however, to de!ne his own position regarding cloister vows. In mid-August,-he de
manded his colleagues to slow their pace, but already in September he was ready to
send higeses on Vows*to Melanchthon, in order to reject both MelanchthonOs and
KarlstadtOs reasoning with his df¥te treatise On Monastic Vows/as published
on the basis of the earlier theses.

In On Monastic Vowd.uther reminded that people whom he called the mi
racles caused by God were of an exceptional typeNthey were one in a thousand at
most, and always a unique wonder of GB&urthermore, Luther presented these
rare exceptions as continent due to a donated dgfu() from God** which
emphasized the role of God in chastity instead of oneOs free choice. In his open
letter to Leonard Koppe, a merchant from Torgau, Luther noted that it was-impos
sible that chastity would have been as common as the cltfiiteras rather GodOs
grace over human nature, as he maintainefigainst the Spiritual Estaté

An example of the exceptional type was a !Ictional virgin whom Luther
guoted inOn Monastic Vows

Although I could marry, | am content to remain unmarried, not because it is commanded,
not because it is advised, not because it is greater and more sacri!cial than all other virtues,
but because this seems to me to be the right way to live, just as marriage or farming may

seem right to somebody else. | do not want the responsibilities of married life, | want to be
free of responsibilities and have time for G#d.

137 Lindberg 1996, 98; Plummer 2012, 57, 63D65.

138 Plummer 2012, 57.

139 Plummer 2012, 63; Mikkola 2014b, 88D89. Luther(Os dissatisfaction is revealed in several of
his letters. See, for instance, WA BR 2, no. 425. To Philipp Melanchthon (August 3, 1521);
WA BR 2, no. 427. To Georg Spalatin (August 15, 1521); WA BR 2, no. 430. To Nikolaus von
Amsdorf (September 9, 1521).

140 WA 8, 323Db33%vdicivm Martini Lvtheri de votis

141 Mikkola 2014b, 92D93.

142 WA 8, 5840n Monastic Vowssee also WA 10ll, 277, 20 Married Life Harrington
2005, 62b63.

143 WA 8, 666. For the rareness of the God-given gi$ of the mind over the body, that is, true
chastity, see also WA BR 3, no. 766, 327. To three nuns (August 6, 1524); WA 11, 398. To
Leonard Koppe. See also Karant-Nunn 2012a, 11.

144 WA 11, 398. To Leonard Koppe.

145 WA 10', 156 Against the Spiritual Estate.

146 WA 8, 611b612n Monastic Vowslranslation by James Atkinson.
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In On Married Life Luther called these exceptions to the rule Oself-made eunuchs
for heavenOs sakéyho could be either women or men, and who had the ability to
conquer the needs of their body with their mind. He praised them as Oexalted, rich
spirits, bridled by GodOs grac¥E@ir bodies were physically capable and out!tt

ed for natural life in the %esh, but simultaneously their minds were strong enough
to control lust, due to GodOs gi$ of continéffda. practice, these eunuchs could
choose between married life and celibacy, and they o$en chose the latter because
of their desire to work on the gospel and produce spiritual children for &8el (
sprechen al§o: Olch mocht und kund wol ehlich werden, aber es gelust)dfith nichtO

Since chastity was a special gi$ from God, it could thus not be under the
control of the human being himself. A Ine example of LutherOs discussion is the
following: ONamely, how can a celibate vow to be chaste if the thing absolutely is
not or cannot be in his handsNwhen it [chastity] is only GodOs gi$, which a human
being can receive, not o#e¥?@owever, Luther seems to be somewhat inconsis
tent on the matter of promising chastity. @n Monastic Vowd. uther regarded,
per Scripture, that it was crucial for chastity to be the free choice of a human being.
"erefore, it seems that Luther held that a promise of chastity could be made if
God granted it, but it could not be claimed to be a compulsory vow for all who
were cloistered. He was, of course, referring to the few Oone-in-a-thousandO excep
tions, who could choose chastity due to a gi$ of continence front*%od.

In light of this notion and the previous discussions in this study on the ine
vitability of bodily needs in LutherOs rhetoric, it seems quite surprising that in the
case of exceptions he le$ open the possibility for certain persons to choose the
cloister. It seems to leave room for an individual evaluation of oneOs abilities to
remain in the cloister, and it also does not particularly highlight GodOs agency in
giving the human being the datum of continence.

However, as Luther put it elsewhergdn Married Life for most people the
cloister vows involved promising something that was not in oneGs control and thus
actually not oneOs own at3lle majority of monks and nuns tried to live against

147 "e name referred to Matt. 19:12: OFor there are eunuchs who were born that way,-and the
re are eunuchs who have been made eunuchs by othersNand there are those who choose to
live like eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. "e one who can accept this should
accept itO 1®n Monastic Vowkuther presented the self-made eunuchs as continent due
to a donated gi$datum) from God, which emphasizes the role of God instead of the hu
man beingOs free choice. WA 8, 666.

148 WA 10', 279.0n Married Life

149 "e rich spirits are mentioned also, for example, in WA 8, 632. Monastic Vows.

150 WA 10', 2790n Married Life

151 WA 8, 658. See also WA 8, 688.Monastic VowsNA 11, 398. To Leonard Koppe.

152 WA 8, 579, 610, 654D655.

153 WA 10', 277, 2840n Married Life
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their physical nature and, as far as Luther was concerned, did not stitadad.

man being was meant for bodily life, and the e#ect of the fall had even reinforced
that fact. "erefore, cloister vows could not be the means for controlling anyone
who did not possess GodOs speciatsgi$.

In addition to Luther, other Igures of the early sixteenth century also par
took in constructing the rhetoric about the extreme rarity of chastity. Erasmus of
Rotterdam, for instance, considered that the capability to maintain celibate life was
mainly a feature of the angels, as did John Calvin (1509B®®%hard Rem, a
member of one of the minor elite families in Augsburg whose daughter and two
sisters were living in a convéptyrote that cloistered life could not be that impor
tantNotherwise everyone would have had to become monks anduns.

LutherOs societal solution a$er the denial of celibacy was presented in a simp
listic way inOn Monastic VowsO"ere are women, there are men: marry, take a
wife O He justiled the exhortation with PaulOs éffistiat defended the right to
marry if one was not able to deal with the desires of one®¥ Bsdlane Strohl has
maintained, Luther deemed not only Paul but also Jesus as a supporter of marriage,
not celibate life, unless the question was genuinely of GodOs special calling to remain
unmarried® A model example of a married couple was, as Luther stabedNMo
nastic VowsAbraham and Saralf?

Steven Ozment has stated that the evangelicals were Ofaced with what they
considered to be a crisis in domestic relations... To correct the situation, they exalt
ed the patriarchal nuclear family as the liberation of men, women, and children
from religious, sexual, and vocational bondagjéfowever, as some scholars have
noted, it could well be argued that the emphasis on marriage by Luther and other

154 WA 10', 2770n Married Life WA 12, 233Exhortation See also the summative discussion
in Wiberg Pedersen 2007, 231D233.

155 | shall discuss these LutherOs views in connection with masculinity and the medieval idea
of clerical struggle in Chapter IV.

156 Harrington 2005, 63.

157 Chrisman 1996, 140, 148.

158 Harrington 2005, 62. RemQOs writings from 1523 are summarized in Chrisman 1996, 148D
151.

159 | Cor. 7:9: OHowever, if they cannot control themselves, they should get married, for it is
better to marry than to burn with passionO

160 WA 8, 6630n Monastic Vows

161 Strohl 2014, 372.

162 WA 8, 6370n Monastic Vows.

163 Ozment 1983, 6. Lyndal Roper, for her part, has been of the opinion that the most signi!
cant output of the evangelicalsO claim was in practice that it mainly Ogave voice 4o the inte
rests and perceptions of the married cra$smen who ruled over their wives and organized
the householdOs subordinate labour force of men and women O Roper 1989, 3. On the topic,
see also Wunder 1998, 204D207. "e di#erences of opinion between Ozment and Roper
have been noted, for example, by Merry Wiesner-Hanks. See Wiesner-Hanks 2002, 609.
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evangelical actors was the only possibility le$ a$er they had rejected the celibate
ideal®* As Joel Harrington has pointed out, this explanation is simplistic, yet it
captures the di&culties of the evangelicals: O"e inherent sexual drive of-all hu
mans provided a foundation for marriage as the most natural state but still on a
largely remedial basis. Very few reformers were able to absolve even marital sex of
all sinful aspectsE¢

Luther®s main aim in the beginning of the 1520s seems to have been to ins
tead convince people to act according to their bodily needs and marry, rather than
ponder the sinful aspects of marital sex. His rhetoric, aimed at convincing-his rea
ders of the supremacy of marriage, is clearly visible in the following passage of the
Exhortation

We were all created to do as our parents have done, to beget and rear children. "is is by

God laid out, commanded, and implanted in us, which is proved by our bodily members,
daily emotions, and the example of the whole wiFfid.

Harrington has noted that evangelical rhetoric denying celibacy was, on the whole,
based primarily on three sources, which he has regarded as Otypically ProtestantO:
biblical word, the doctrine of justilcation based solely on fasblg %de and
the writersO practical experiefé&imilar sources had been used even before the
sixteenth-century reforms, but in order to stress the value of marital life, as Har
rington has also remarkééfin 1494, for example, Nicolaus de Biétstated that
marriage was to be regarded as a holy order, as it was Orecommended [!rst] by
Nature, then by scripture, and !nally by the example of the saiftsO

Life in matrimony was for Luther the most natural for human betfgsd
as such the demand was deduced straightforwardly from bodiliness. GodOs order
and the human body, especially the genitals, in addition to both contemporary and
preceding generations, were fundamentals in LutherOs reasoning. Hence, his lan
guage was similar to, if not in some respect identical to, the notion of Nicolaus de
Blony, for instance. "at the need to marry was laid out and commanded by God
was a clear reference to the Scriptures in his rhetoric. Bodily members, daily emo
tions, and examples in the world that proved his point were part of how he used

164 Originally noted in Harrington 2005, 64.

165 Harrington 2005, 65.

166 WA 12, 242Exhortation

167 Harrington 2005, 61. For the reasoning among the reformers for choosing marital life ins
tead of the cloister, see also Karant-Nunn 2002, 436.

168 Harrington 2005, 59. See also Ozment 1983, 6D7.

169 De Blony was a Polish theologian, pastor, and canonist born possibly around 1438, and the
author ofTractatus sacerdotalis de sacrameAf3B 1886, 621.

170 Quoted in Harrington 2005, 59. Originally Nicolaus de Bl@grmones de tempore et de
sanctigStrasbourg 1494), XIX (sermon for !rst Sunday a%er octave of Epiphany).

171 Cortright 2011, 151. See also Gerle 2015, 34; Wiesner-Hanks 2016, 6.
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his practical experience as validation for his argument. "e two !rst mentioned
elements are similar to de BlonyOs statement of nature being one of the eornersto
nes in proving that marriage is the proper way of being a human. As my analysis in
this and the foregoing sections of the chapter seeks to show, LutherOs motivation to
stress the importance of marriage originated, by and large, from the sources that
Harrington has regarded to be typically evangelical.

52/ 1 (1")-61/ @#2#,-218)% (! $O(1 ! (-1#,&%,$14#

What precisely was the threat, then, that Luther explicated when he pondered if
one should choose a married life instead of a virginal one? He portrayed-the pro
bable risks of cloistered life @n Married Life
Eit is impossible for you to remain righteous, for the Word of God which created you and
said: OBe fruitful and multiplyO abides and rules within you. You can by no means ignore
it or you will be committing heinous sins without end. E [T]hey [monks and nuns] will

not remain pure and inevitably blemish themselves with secret sins or fornication. For they
cannot [resist] GodOs word and their own nafére.

In the treatise to the Teutonic Knights as well, Luther considered that spiritual life
in fact allows one to practice fornicatidmuerey.”

"e results of fornication were, as Luther put it, very grave. It Irst ruined the
human soul and, thereaser, oneOs body. "e body was consumed through the decay
of %esh and blood, which polluted oneOs nature and physical health overall. A$er
ruining both the soul and body, fornication destroyed oneOs possessions, honor, and
family. "e destruction of the human body, succeeded by the loss of one0s property,
honor, and family, was in most cases de!nitive, while one in a hundred at most
could regain them. God punished whole communities for immorality by means of
plagues, for instance. Drowning the world drowning in the Deluge or the destruc
tion of Sodom and Gomorrah were biblical examples for Luther of the results of
fornication. "ese consequences revealed GodOs attitude toward immBtality.

In addition to fornication, Luther also counted secret sstgnimen sund
among the most serious ways to misuse oneO5Hndygainst the Spiritual Esta
te, he put it bluntly:

172 WA 10', 277.0n Married Life

173 WA 12, 240Exhortation

174 WA 10', 299Db300n Married Life"e interconnection between human body, honor, and
belongings can be also found, for instance, in LutherOs letter to Frederick the Wise in 1521.
WA BR 2, no. 371, 254. Reference to Sodom and Gomorrah also in WA EXhp8@tion

175 WA 10', 276, 2870n Married Life For sexuality and sin in the late medieval and early
modern period, see, e.g., Ozment 1983; Brown 1986; RopeHa988pok of Medieval
Sexualityl996; Wiesner-Hanks 2010b.
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Nature goes its own ways. "en rises the %o0od and the secralagr'i€ssen unnd die
heymliche sundwhich Saint Paul calls impurity and limpness. And | say crudely of the
poor needOs way, if it does not %ow into the %esh, it %ows into thassEttes nicht ynn
das "eisch, 80 "eusset es yn§ hgffibt

His colleague, Justus Jonas (1493D1555), was of the same opinion: he regarded that
marriage was the only means to resist secret’silznas was, in fact, among the
Irst evangelical pastors to get marrigdl.

In order to decipher what fornication and secret sins actually meant for Lut
her, one must survey the common meaning of the concepts. Lyndal Roper has been
of the opinion that secret sin referred to masturbation, due to its private nature and
absence of a second party, a vidtthn the medieval penitential®, masturbati
on was o$en called Ofornicating by oneselfO and in terms of transgressions it was
rated as a lesser sin, along with seminal emissions and sexual intercourse between
two unmarried people. Although masturbation did not harm another person, it
was nevertheless considered as one of the most dreadful sins relative to the sinner
himself!8! According to Roper, OEit represented the epitome of sinfulness as a
hidden state of mind, which demanded continual self-examination and constant
confessionEd?

| am of the same opinion as Jane E. Strohl that, although never discussing
masturbation as such, Luther did make references to it when criticizing the mo
nastic way of lifé®3 It seems rather obvious that Luther referred especially to mas
turbation when discussing secret sin. His notion of the seminal %ood that went
into oneOs shirt if it did not go into the %esh points to seminal emissions in general
and masturbation in particular. Also noteworthy is that in the very same passage,
Luther used the concept of the %esh to describe the body of another person. "is
further supports the analysis made in the !Irst section of this chapter, where | noted
that the %esh as a concept was o$en for Luther something very practical and thus
alluded to the literal human body.

RoperOs notion of masturbation from the viewpoint of confessionNnamely,
its wickedness is due to its being a secreted state of mindNis of interest concerning
Luther and his continuous need to confess during his years as an Augustinian friar

176 WA 10', 156 Against the Spiritual Estate

177 Plummer 2012, 136.

178 Jonas married the noblewoman Katharina Falk in February 1522. Lehmann 1963, 43;
Plummer 2012, 136. "e Jonas couple will be discussed more thoroughly in Chapter VI.2.

179 Roper 1989, 65, 67.

180 Penitentials were manuals written for pastors as guidelines in private confessions. "ey
contained lists of sins as well as proper punishments for them. See, e.g., Wiesner-Hanks
2010b, 41.

181 Roper 1989, 65, 67; Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 41.

182 Roper 1989, 65.

183 See Strohl 2008, 136.
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in the monastery. Knowledge and experience of struggles with oneOs desires and
urges may be the basis of LutherOs colorful discussion of the manners of misusing
oneOs body. On the other hand, his rhetoric can be seen as part of the evangelical
polemics representing cloistered life as something despicable, rather than as a di
rect re%ection of his own struggles.

In the late medieval context, fornication seems to have been a more complex
and diversiled concept than secret sin, referring to various manifestations of hu
man sexuality. Most commonly it meant either sex between unmarried personsNa
particular threat for young peopleNor masturbation. In addition, it could refer
to prostitution, heterosexual intercourse in unnatural positions and/or during
restricted timesgoitus interruptusor, in some cases, female homosexu&lity.

According to Judith Brown, there indeed was a possibility for sexual rela
tions to develop in a convent (for instance, between a nun and a priest visiting on
o&cial matters). Same-sex relations could also occur. Brown has argued-that cer
tain rules and prohibitions were imposed particularly against same-sex relations,
such as restrictions concerning sleeping together or building special friendships,
or orders to leave the cell doors unlocked during the night. Brown has even clai
med that Oconvents were notorious for their loose moral standards and for their
sexual licensé®BrownOs statement seems to be somewhat exaggerated.-A signi!
cant part of the female population in Germany, for example, lived in conventsNin
several cities about !ve to ten percent of women were cloistéiets di&cult to
believe that widespread immorality would have been practiced among such a great
number of women and, further, that it would have been tolerated by the contem
poraries.

"e most commonly used context for the idea of fornication seems to have
been heterosexual, premarital intercoufsd?aul Hinlicky has noted that for
Luther, fornication was Othe violence to which repression and the denial of death
succumb, exploitative sexual activitf@linlickyOs statement targets the level of
principle. Although it does not illuminate fornication as a practical concept by any
means, it leaves room for pondering which forms of sexual misuse were exploita
tive, for instance. "erefore, HinlickyOs depiction remains more of a philosophical
argument.

On a very practical level, Luther alluded to fornication as premarital
sexual relations in general. When using the concept of fornication iMarried

184 Ozment 1983, 149D150; Brown 1986, 16D17; Roper 1989, 112.

185 Brown 1986, 4, 8.

186 Skocir & Wiesner-Hanks 2010, 12.

187 Ozment 1983, 149D150; Brundage 1987, 205; Wiesner-Hanks 2011, 64; Plummer 2012,
170.

188 Hinlicky 1988, 526.
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Life, Luther was discussing monks and nunsNparading examples of unmarried
peopleNwho could not control their lust. Despite the context, on the basis-of Lut
herOs discussions one cannot make a conclusion, however, that Luther primarily
thought of fornication in terms of same-sex sexual relations.

Furthermore, fornication was connected to both the body and soul but also
to salvation in LutherOs thoughts, as the te@ndflarried Lifeproves. It was an
element where mental, physical, and spiritual were interrelated. "us, the idea of a
reciprocal relationship between the spirit, soul, and body was applied by Luther in
this context also. "is interrelationship was partly based on the fall and its result,
lust. As | have pointed out, in LutherOs rhetoric, lust was a sensation linked to every
human being a$er the fall. Accordingly, lust dwelled in the human soul before one
committed the actual sin of fornication. Since fornication harmed the human soul
in the Irst place, and oneOs body only therea$er, it can be seen as !rst and foremost
a sin that originated in the human mind. | have noted before that, according to
Luther, there was an equal possibility of the body and soul being the source of evil
within a human being. On the basis of this section, it seems that the dwelling place
of evil was, at least in the cases discussed, particularly in the human soul. To put it
another way, evil originated not in oneOs body but in oneGs mind.

According to Meri Heinonen, in late medieval discourse human actions
were something that either sanctiled or polluted oneOs body. Heinonen has tied
these notions to a discussion of negative and positive corporality: the human body
could be a hindrance or alternatively a tool for spiritual progress. "us, it was not
inherently good or bad but was de!ned through its acti&hsor their part, these
actions were dependent on oneOs mental processes. "is understanding can also
be found in Luther®s work. "e bodily destruction that Luther referred to when
describing the results of fornication seems to allude to physical sicknesses, even
death. OneOs sinful mental state was thus what led to the misuse oneOs body, thereby
harming that body in a profound way. In this respect, LutherOs notions !t well into
late medieval discourse. Physical diseases were o$en seen as consequences of sin,
with spiritual and physical being in tandéfh.

"us, in LutherOs thinking as well as that of his predecessors, sin a#ected not
only oneQs salvation but also oneOs body and mundane life as a whole. "is notion
is similar to LutherOs examination of life in the %esh, for in both examples he con
nected the body with everything in a human beingOs life, interior and exterior. It
seems that Luther considered it a matter of choice whether one would ruin oneOs
soul, along with body, for perpetuity. "e question is similar to that of daring to
act in accordance with GodOs word, which was discussed in the !rst section of this

189 Heinonen 2007, 83D84.
190 Gilchrist 1996, 48. For the same topic, see also Shahar 1996, 164.
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chapter. Even though Luther explicitly stressed the impossibility of a human being
to make choicesNthat is, one is denied free will in matters of bodily functions and
urgesNhe was not as de!nite in regard to this question when the implicit level of
his rhetoric is examined.

'0+40.1$5,1")-61$5%)2.51 ! -2+$,%6

"is section shall decipher further LutherOs treatment on the misuse of the hu
man body. Several grave sins were connected to the human body and its misuse in
LutherOs thinking. Besides fornication and secret sin, discussed in the fermer se
ction, adultery ¢hebrucho#ers an interesting perspective on LutherOs discussion
of human bodiliness. In this section, | shall thus analyze how Luther considered
adultery from the viewpoint of the human body.

In his treatise to th€hristian Nobility Luther counted adultery among the
grave sins of blasphemy and murder, for instatidakewise, in Against the Spi
ritual Estate he paralleled adultery with idol&tfyt was a ground for divorcelié
ehe tzureyssgt® Joel Harrington has noted that the ecclesiastical authorities had
punished adulterers with separation already before the evangelicals began to int
roduce their views. Although the punishment was directed at the guilty person, in
practice it did not allow the injured party to remarry eittér.

Perhaps targeting his critique at this custom, inEkbortationLuther not
ed that even though adultery was a grave sin, it was not punished properly by the
authoritiesNrather it usually went unpunishé¥.In On Married Lifeand theBa-
bylonian Captivity he cited ChristOs words in Matth¥woncluding that Christ
allowed divorce in the case of adultéfyy thus interpreting Matthew 1:19, for
instance, Luther considered two options to be appropriate for the betrayed party,
namely, the husband. He could punish the deceitful spouse in secret and conti
nue the marriageseyn weyb heymlich und bruderlich stra$e und behalte 8o sie sich
bessern wit? Alternatively, he could do as Joseph had intended to do with Mary:
to send her away in secreey 6ie lasse, wie Joseph thun) f#bBetrayed wives
should act in the same manner with deceitful husbands, Luther neigergmb

191 WA 6, 467 Christian Nobility

192 WA 10', 146 Against the Spiritual Estate

193 WA 10', 287.0n Married Life

194 Harrington 2005, 88.

195 WA 12, 243Exhortation For the actual punishments, see, e.g., Rublack 1998, 220D224.
196 Compare Matthew 5:32; 19:3b12.

197 WA 6, 559Babylonian CaptiviyWA 1011, 287D28&state of Marriage

198 WA 10', 2880n Married Life

199 WA 10', 2880n Married Life
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das weyb auch alg8° In case of continuation of marriage, the adulterer should
repent by living as a proper Christian. If the adulterer was deserted and could not
live chastely, he should in LutherOs opinion be killed, as the Scriptures commanded
in Deuteronomy®! If the death penalty was not put into e#ect, the adulterer had at
least to leave not only his home but also his homeland. "ese courses of action app
lied to both sexes, that is, adulteresbfechgrand adulteresseshbrecherynit®2

Certain crimes were seen as gender-related in the Germany of LutherOs time.
Men were punished most o$en for !ghting or disorderly conduct, while womenOs
indictments were usually connected with sexuality. As regards adultery, women
were o$en considered its initiatdf81n fact, according to interpretations by both
secular and ecclesiastical authorities until the Late Middle Ages, adultery was re
garded merely as a female o#ense Ocommitted by a married woman with an out
sider@*"e traditional prerogative of the husband to kill his wife due to adultery
was supported by several criminal codes of the sixteenth céftarnAugsburg,
cases of sexual o#enses made up almost half of the crimes committed by women.
For example, a man accused of rape could defend himself by claiming seduction
rather than rape, mentioning that he did not see any signs of resistance. "e courtOs
attention was thereby directed to the sexual behavior of the woman. Reper re
marks that chastity and modesty belonged to the behavior increasingly expected
of women in the sixteenth centut¥As Susan Karant-Nunn has noted, in cases of
sexual o#enses Othere were no innocent partiesONeven if, for instance, the victim
of rape was a child’ Furthermore, if the victim became pregnant it could prove
the accusation of rape to be false, as it was o$en held female pleasure needed to
have taken place for conception to océ€tr.

Taking the gender-relatedness of crimes and the tendency to accuse women
of sexual o#enses into account, it is noteworthy that Luther did not sexualize the
crime of adultery by implying that women were the main culprits. Instead, he did
the opposite; while the Scriptures spoke in the feminine about an Oadulteress O Lut

200 WA 10', 2890n Married Life

201 Deut. 22:22: OIf a man is found sleeping with another manOs wife, both the man who slept
with her and the woman must die. You must purge the evil from IsraelO

202 WA 10', 289.0n Married Life

203 Roper 1989, 82D83; Rublack 1998, 220. See also the discussion in Karant-Nunn 1982, 31D32.

204 Harrington 2005, 126 (esp. fn. 90), 226; Lidman 2008, 325, esp. fn. 860. Adultery as speci
Ically a female o#ense was a long-standing view since the Early Middle Ages at the latest.
Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 39.

205 Such as th8ambergensid 507) andCarolina Constitutio Criminali§1532). Harrington
2005, 227; Karant-Nunn 2012a, 22. However, as Harrington points out, in some areas men
were accused of adultery even more o$en than women.

206 Roper 1989, 82b84.

207 Karant-Nunn 1982, 32.

208 Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 101; 2011, 65.
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her himself used the masculine counterpart, Oaduft&reuterOs language can
thus be seen as an example of how he disentangled himself from the view of the
Scriptures, the attitudes of society, and the interpretation of the law.

LutherOs argument for the death penalty as a punishment for adultery, for
its part, seems to have been related to the interconnection between sexes but also
to his perception of the human body. Luther considered that both wives and hus
bands reciprocally gave their bodies to each other when getting married. Conjugal
duty or debt® was binding for both spouses and related to a biblical understan
ding of giving oneOs body to the other. Citing?Pauthis, Luther stated: OEby the
marriage vow each submits his body to the other to conjugal gitywériobni8
gibt eyns dem andern seynen leyb tzum ehlicher) @#énst

"us, one did not own oneOs body a$er giving it to the other. Luther clariled
his point of view: OEhe has given himself to her and belongs no longer to himself
(er hatt sich yhr ergeben und ist nicht mehr seyrn)E8fbste idea of conjugal
debt, the reciprocal sexual obligation of wife and husband, was an integral part of
the medieval Christian concept of marridtfe'erefore, Luther was exploiting
imagery that was already commonly in use during his time. Conjugal debt was
such a binding duty in LutherOs rhetoric that giving oneself up to an extramarital
sexual relationship signiled giving up oneOs life altogether: Luther considered the
adulterer to be dead even before the possible death penalty. As he put it, Othe one
who breaks his marriage has already departed [from hfg] gich schon selbst
gescheydgand has the worth of a dead persdh.O

"e members of German society did support the death penalty for adulte
rers in the beginning of the sixteenth century. "eir position was based on legal
precedent that belonged to patriarchal moralism, which sustained the view of the
manOs right over the body of his wife and sometimes led to an adulterous wife being

209 See LutherOs discussion in WA 288D28%n Married Life

210 Luther uses at least three terms alternatetyrirMarried Lifewhen speaking of conjugal
duty: ehep"ichtehliche p"ichandehlichen dienst
211 | Cor. 7:4D5: O"e wife does not have authority over her own body but yields it to her hus

band. In the same way, the husband does not have authority over his own body but yields it
to his wife. Do not deprive each other except perhaps by mutual consent and for a time, so
that you may devote yourselves to prayer. "en come together again so that Satan will not
tempt you because of your lack of self-control.O

212 WA 10', 290.0n Married Life | have translatederlobni&as Omarital vowO since it was
o0%$en used in the meaning eheliche verlobungther than necessarily in the sense of
engagement that preceded the actual marriage vow. "e question of the proper translation
of the word is closely tied to the late medieval marital discussi@rlid de preserdand
verba de futuroFor the distinction, see, e.g., Harrington 2005, 30, 55b&7p&&sim

213 WA 10', 286.0n Married Life

214 Green 2011, 186D187.

215 WA 10', 289.0n Married Life "e German word scheydemeans both to dissolve a mar
riage and to depart from life, that is, to die.
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killed 2** However, the authorities o$en favored lighter measures as well, as Ulinka
Rublack has pointed out in relation to the latter half of the sixteenth céhtury.
LutherOs suggestion of a death penalty was only a step forward from the idea of
OdyingO in the conjugal relationship, as Jorma Laulaja has regarded. LutherOs justi
Ication was thus primarily communal: adultery was a threat to communal identity
based on the nature of conjugal relationships, and therefore the authorities were
obliged to kill the adulterer as a communal security medSure.

From the standpoint of the gender system, the case of adultery shows that
Luther held a more equal view of women and men in this context than many of his
contemporaries. "e shared life of a woman and a man was for Luther life in the
%esh which bound both of them. "is sharing included most importantly a physical
sphere, yet not only that, as | have noted in the previous chapter. LutherOs emphasis
on adultery as commensurate with other sins that were violations against God, such
as idolatry and blasphemy, becomes understandable speci!cally in the context of
his emphasis on GodOs will and order. "rough adultery, one not only broke o# the
natural companionship of man and woman but acted against one of GodOs primary
orders concerning human life. In addition, the adulterer claimed rights for the body
that was regarded as the possession of his spouse. Going one step further in this
reading, one can say that even though the human body was very concrete, being the
personal part of a human being for Luther, it was also something non-literal and, as
such, it was capable of being shared and possessedNeven by others.

Caroline Walker Bynum has been of the opinion regarding medieval thinkers
in general that they did not essentialize the body in the sense of understanding it
primarily as matter. Rather, Ophilosophically speaking, body as subsisting was always
form as well as matteétOn LutherOs rhetoric, therefore, the human body was some
thing factual, although at the same time it was discursively constructed. According,
amongst other things, it could belong to another person through a promise. In this
line of thought, Luther in fact came close to the idea of a cloister vow, which was
also based on verbal promise that bound the factual body in the service of God.
According to LutherOs reasoning, however, promising oneOs body for the sake of ce
libacy was impossible, while promising the body for sexual relations in matrimony
was not only unavoidable but also irrevocable. LutherOs sociopolitical motives were
signilcant behind his understanding. "e idea of body as factual, on the one hand,
and subordinate, being framed and constructed by words, on the other, reveals that
LutherOs view of the body was not merelyNor perhaps even primarilyNessentialist.

216 Roper 1989, 72.

217 Rublack 1998, 220Db224.
218 Laulaja 1981, 82D83.
219 Bynum 1995b, 17.
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In sum, Luther treated human bodiliness both from the viewpoint of natural bo
dily needs and functions and from the point of view of sin, whose origin was not
in the body itself but which nonetheless a#ected the body in a most profound way.
"e natural functions of the body were not a matter of denial, and neither was lust
within a human being. In LutherOs view, the impossibility of bodily control was the
given state of a human being in the post-lapsarian world. During this period, his
rhetoric concerning the human body was instead !lled with images that linked it
with sexual activity.

"e reason for this can be seen as largely due to the general atmosphere and
contemporary theological discussion in the beginning of the 1520s. In LutherOs
thinking, the urges of a human being in the post-lapsarian world were to be cha
nelled properly, or else they led to problems of the body, soul, and spirit but also
social relations. In a world of fallen humankind, sexual desire could lead one to
misuse the body in terrible ways. Fornication, masturbation, and adultery were,
according to Luther, a factual threat for every human being. At the same time, he
thought that the human beingOs duty to procreate had become more important
a$er the fall than before.

Cortright has aptly noted: OLuther seemingly never misses a chance to state
the importance of procreatior?®®'is emphasis is deeply connected with LutherOs
social-political conclusion of the proper way to be a member of society. In practice,
it meant stressing marriage as the only possible scenario for the lives of men and
women, and it also justiled LutherOs critiques toward the cloister. A similar policy
de!nition of marriage was current among other evangelicals as well. LutherOs way
of presenting the proper Christian life thus mirrored one of the main themes of
the evangelical critics.

Merry Wiesner-Hanks has noted that the evangelicals were constructing
their Omarriage patternsO on the basis of former views and, consequently, they did
not introduce anything particularly new aside from clerical marrigga. itself,
marriage was nonetheless an essential theological question for the evangelicals, as
Scott Hendrix has pointed out:

Just as the concept of universal priesthood elevated lay Christians to the spiritual status
that had been reserved for clergy, the designation of marriage as the truly religious order

elevates it to the spiritual status that had been reserved for the celibate members of the
priesthood and monastic orde¥s.

220 Cortright 2011, 171.
221 Wiesner-Hanks 2016, 1D2.
222 Hendrix 2000, 338. "e same passage is noted also in Wiesner-Hanks 2016, 8.
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To beyond HendrixOs statement, moving from theology to anthropology, clerical
marriage is actually a key theme from the viewpoint of LutherOs idea of the human
being.

As Luther put it, the means of bodily control in the cloister were fundamen
tally unsuccessful since the restrictions went against human nature. Hence, Lut
herOs demands of a new clerical way of life essentially concerned the human body
and the human beingOs proper way of being. Together with his coworkers, setting
aside the previous ideal and adopting a new one, Luther was developing anthro
pology. "e next chapters shall shed light on the obvious questions of how Luther
treated human bodiliness from a gendered viewpoint, and how he constructed
feminine and masculine ways of being and the gender system in di#erent historical
and textual contexts.
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In this part of the study, | will explore how the female body and way of being were
constructed in LutherOs texts. In what contexts and through which means did he
de!ne femininity and the female body? My point of departure is that even though
Luther was discussing real female bodies, the outcome of his discussion in e#ect
entailed a discursively constructed body. Furthermore, | assume that there was
not one but a host of constructed female bodies in LutherOs discourse. In this way,
| agree with several feminist historians who regard that the female body is not an
ahistorical entity but a construction produced by religious, social, and political
values and norms, and by the gender system.

"e chapter discusses the premises of delning femininity and the female
body in LutherOs texts in the period of the early 1520s. It poses the question of how
female bodiliness a#tected a womanOs proper way of being and her relation to man
in LutherOs thinking. My hypothesis is that fundamentally the female represented
otherness for Luther. To Ind out the basis of LutherOs views on the female and her
body, one has to look especially into his interpretation of the origins of woman as
presented in the text of Genesis. "us, the two !rst sections of the chapter focus
particularly on LutherOs Sermons on Genesis, although other texts are used as well
to broaden the picture. "e biblical women Eve and Mary are discussed from the
perspective of lived bodiliness. "e second section addresses the question of the
consequences that a woman must face should she refuse her proper, secondary
place in relation to man.

| also concentrate on the ideal that necessarily resulted from LutherOs dis
cussions on the womanQOs body, that is, motherhood. | discuss motherhood from
the viewpoint of norms of mothering that Luther deciphered, and in the second
section | consider the traditions on which he based his views. "ird section shall
discuss a disruption of the ideal womanhood.

"e third section extends the subject by bringing to the fore the practical
side of LutherOs discussion of, and speci!cally with, women. "rough various prac
tical situations, | look at how he reacted to female contemporaries. "e chapter
argues that in spite of LutherOs judgment of women as secondary in theory, in prac
tice he deemed them to be valuable contacts and serious partners of conversation.

1 For the relationship between Oreal bodiesO and constructed bodies, see for instance Lochrie
1991, 3, 1®t passimFor the criticism of taking only the constructed body seriously in
feminist research, see, e.g., Roper 2012, 6D7.
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According to LutherOs interpretation of Genesis 1 in the Sermons on Genesis, the
process of the creation of a human beieig (hensghbegan with the forming of
the male body. Man was created from earth: OFrom that kind of loose soil He [God]
took a roll and made the human beirdpg menschgrof it® "e other human
being, the womanefn weib, was created from the rib of the man, as the text of
Genesis describes. Luther noted that the creation of the woman was described by
use of the word Oto build@wer), the same word employed in contexts of building
houses. Luther interpreted the meaning of this passage according to Paul, that is, as
a reference to the union of man and Wifestead of using the verb Oto buildO for
the female, however, Luther himself used both Oto nrakefefi and Oto createO
(scha$e) that is, the very same verbs he used to describe the creation of the male.
By interpreting the second story of creation, which modern scholarship re
fers to as the Yahwist versionuther described the need for another, female body:
Now when everything that lives had been created, God brought them to Adam so that he
would name them. But among all of them he found no helper for himself. And this is as
much to say: God saw that Adam alone was an image of eeinangns bilde Now He
had created all the animals, both female and male, and brought all the animals, female and
male, to Adam, but he did not !Ind his her, or partner. Our text says Ohelp similar-to him

selfO but it should be called Oin the presence of himO that is, help in begetting. "ere was
no animal that would have done this to hirhE

"e same reasoning concerning gender hierarchy can be detected, for instance, in
a letter to three nuns from August 1524

God created her [a womanQs] body to be with a man, bear children and raise them,-as Scriptu
re makes clear in Genesis 1. Her bodily members, ordained by God for this, also demonstrate
this. "is is as natural as eating and drinking, sleeping and waking up. E "erefore one
should be contented and not be ashamed, for God created and made them [women] for this.

WA 24, 66bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 119a.

WA 24, 78b. (WA 14, 126&ermons on Genesis

WA 24, 78bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 126b.

Green 2009, 11.

ODa nu alles was da lebet gescha#en war, bracht sie Gott zu Adam, das er sie nennet, Aber
unter den allen fand er keinen gehuel#en umb yhn, Und ist soviel gesagt: Gott sahe Adam
an, das er allein ein mans bilde war, Nu hatte er alle thier gescha#en, beyde Sie und Er, Da
bracht er alle thier, Sie und Er, zu Adam, Aber seine Sie odder geferten fand er nicht. Unser
Text liesset OAdiutorium simile eiQ, Es solt aber heissen OCoram eoQ, id est: adiutorium ad
generationem, Es war kein thier das sich zu yhm gethan hetteEQ WA 28eifibns on
GenesisSimilarly WA 14, 125ab126a, 125bD126b.

7 WA BR 3, no. 766, 327. To three nuns (August 6, 1524). Translation by Susan Karant-Nunn
and Merry Wiesner-Hanks.
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LutherOs exegesis of the text of Genesis rested upon the insight that the creation of
the female began with the need of man. His work thus implies that penae

was a sué&cient representative of humankind and that the need for a companion
was merely for reproduction.

"is insight is especially revealed in LutherOs exegesis of the Latin words
adiutorium simile e{Ohelp similar to himselfO), which gained meaning for him
only in the reproductive sense: OWomen have been created for no other purpose
than to serve man and to be his help in concei¥ingQohn "ompson has main
tained, biblical words about the woman as the helper of the man signi'ed for the
sixteenth-century reformers, as it had to their predecessors, Oher secondary status.O
"ompson has further noted that the womanOs position as helper was most o$en
understood by both patristic and medieval thinkers mainly in the context ofrepro
duction? "us, Luther seems to have followed the common views on this nfétter.

In the same context, Luther stated: OAnd it is decided that a wesiBrhas
been created to be a helper for the human beegrfiensched@* In the manuscript
of the Sermons, the equivalent passage goes: OWoman has been created purposefully,
to be help to man, not in [the purpose of] pleasumalier creata est %naliter, ut sit
adiutorium viro, non ad delectationg®% "e manuscript thus speaks of woman and
man, whereas the printed version speaks of woman and human being.

LutherOs use of the word Ohuman bemeg@s¢hobviously referred in the
foregoing passages only to the male sex. "is can be explained by the order of crea
tion in the text of GenesisNman as the Irst human being was indeed the human
being. In the manuscripts of tf8=rmonsLuther explained that Adam in Hebrew
wasmenschin Germant A similar interpretation is evident in LutherOs sermon
concerning theMarital Estate wherein he talked about OChristians and Christian
women Christen und Christliche Weibh@¢ as two separate thingsNwith man
being the norm, woman the other. For Luther, OmanO signiled the same as Ohuman
being,O while OwomanO was something that was created in addition to the primary
human being. "is nuance is somewhat missing, however, in the manuscripts that
discussnulier as opposed tair, notmulier as opposed tooma

8 WA 24, 79bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 126ab127a: OEhomo utatur femina non
ad voluptatem tatem, sed ad generationem.() Calvin, for instance, made a similar statement
when commenting on | Cor. 11:10 and | Tim. 2:12 by noting that a woman was born to
succumb and to obey. See "ompson 1988, 140.

9 "ompson 2009, 514D515.

10 In his later years, the emphasis had somewhat changed as Luther began to count mutual a#e
ction, among others, as a factor in being a helper. See "ompson 2009, 515.

11 WA 24, 78bb79l%ermons on Genesis

12 WA 14, 126bSermons on Genesis

13 WA 14, 125a, 125Bermons on Genesis.

14 WA 17, 25.Marital Estate
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"e same lack of opposition and hierarchy is evident als@in Married
Life, wherein Luther brie%y discussed creation. He noted that the human being
was created and divided into two sexes: man and wogmihdie menschen ynn
die tzwey teyll geteylet hatt, das es man und weyb odder eyn He und Sig'seyn soll
"e di#erence in treating creation and in using concepts describing the human
being, as well as the juxtaposition of the sexes that appears in part of the sources,
is probably due to the di#erent genres of the texts.

"e second story of creation, the so-called Yahwist version, was in much
more regular use by both patristic and medieval commentators than the !rst story
of creation, the Priestly one, where the creation of both sexes is depicted as concur
rent!® In the Sermons of Genedisither put more weight on the Yahwist version,
where the man is created !rst. ®n Married Life on the contrary, Luther alluded
to creation only in terms of the Priestly version. Why may he have done so?

RYdiger Schnell has analyzed the signilcance of the context of the way in
which women were discussed, especially in the medieval era. According to Schnell,
it is important to note whether the question wasm@uendiskurer of Ehediskurs
By discourse on women, he means androcentric, scholarly discussion, which is
o$en colored by misogyny. By discourse on marriage, he is referring te pasto
ral texts, which focus not only the weak points of women but also those of men.
Accordingly, the norms that were created for both sexes and their relations were
not dependent solely on the current social reality, as Schnell points out, but also
and especially on contextual factsr®. H. Green has summarized SchnellOs view
by listing the most important examples: type of communication (oral or written),
audience (only men or both men and women; di#erent social groups), language
(Latin for clerics, vernacular for the laity), and function (academic or pragrifatic).

Luther wroteOn Married Lifefor pastors who faced marital problems in
their everyday work, but it can be seen that Luther directed the text at a lay audien
ce, particularly married couples, as well. It was thus written for pastoral purposes
in German, obviouslyNif we make use of SchnellOs dichotomyNas Fwtdis
kurs Consequently, he was not inclined to dismiss or revile womergeéemons
on Genesifhowever, o#er a slightly more complicated picture. "e manuscripts
collected by LutherOs hearers were written down both in Latin and in German, and
the later printed version also appeared in both languages, as | have noted in my
introduction. "e nature of the sermons as being !rst and foremost an exegetical
analysis of the BibleNthus having scholarly emphasisNexplains LutherOs decision

15 WA 10', 275.0n Married Life

16 Green 2009, 11.

17 Schnell 1998, esp. 282D283. See also Wiesner 2002, 154D155.
18 Green 2009, 7.

70



to highlight the Yahwist version in his exegesis. In this way, one could say that the
discourse wakrauendiskursather tharEhediskurén theSermonswhere LutherOs
approach was not pastoral but academic.

Can the di#erence between the emphases of the manuscripts, on the one hand,
and the printed sermons, on the other, be explained with SchnellOs formulation of va
rious contextual factors? "e manuscripts that lack the opposition between woman
and human being were based on oral sermons whose hearers could supposedly vary,
according to social standing and gender, for instance. "e printed version, which
entailed the opposition of woman and human being, could also have been used in
both academic and pragmatic contexts, by clerics and laity alike. "us, there is not
much di#erence in the sources in terms of their language, audience, or probable. |
believe that the only essential di#erence between the manuscripts and the printed
sermons was the type of original communication: oral in the Irst case, written in
the latter. "is does not su&ce to explain the di#erence in LutherOs way of discussing
womenNunless we suppose that the printed version was produced especially with a
male, scholarly audience in mind. Nor does it answer the question of LutherOs most
authentic voice. As this question cannot be properly solved, it must be le$ open and
noted that in terms of thBermonsLuther could treat women as opposed to men in
one context and as opposed to human beings in the other. "us, it seems that imp
licitly, depending on the context, he could count women among humanity or leave
them outside, as it were.

Some of LutherQOs letters also imply an understanding of the woman as me
rely a part of the man. In a letter to Philipp Melanchthon in May 1521, whieh Lut
her sent from Wartburg Castle, he paid his respects to MelanchthonOs wife: OEand
farewell to your %eshd vale cum carne U@ Similarly, in a letter to Nicholas
Gerbel (c. 1485D1560) from May 1524, LutherOs greetings were the following: OBe
continuously saved along with your ritun costa tugO? "ese metaphors were
reminders of the womanQOs origin, put in the context of everyday life. "ey may
have been used by Luther to highlight the gender hier&rtdhymply an aspect of
companionship in his colleaguesO marri#gesoth. To what extent this kind of
metaphor was in common use in the correspondence of LutherOs contemporaries,
| have not been able to determine.

At any rate, the viewpoint of gender hierarchy is more readily found in Lut
herOs texts than the idea of companionshipnliMonastic Vowdor instance, he

19 WA BR 2, no. 407, 333. To Philipp Melanchthon (May 12, 1521). Melanchtron had married
Katharina Krapp on November 27, 1520.

20 WA BR 3, no. 739, 284. To Nicholas Gerbel (May 24, 1524).

21 For the idea of the rib emphasizing the gender hierarchy in Christian tradition, see, e.g.,
Tuana 1993, 56, 157, 1&%assimBynum 1995, 17.

22 For the idea of companionship, see, e.g., "ompson 2009, 512.
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described the womanOs proper way of being in the fallen world in terms of hie
rarchy, noting that a corporal kind of obedienobddientia corporajisvas the

part equally of wives, children, servants, and captive®ther words, the proper
female way of being was to be subordinate to the man. It is worth noting, however,
that in the next sections Luther did not treat the obedience of wives but the obe
dience of spousesliedientia coniugiand marital obediencelfjedientia coniu

galig.?* It is possible that he regarded marital obedience as binding both sexes, as
suggested by my former analysis in Chapter 11.2 on giving oneOs body to the other.
Nevertheless, due to the speci!c notion of wives in the former section, it is likely
that Luther meant wives only with in the latter cases as well.

Luther also emphasized gender hierarchy and the substantial di#erence
between the sexes by using a metaphor of the sun and the moon: O"e sun cannot
say: | want to be the moon, and vice versa, the moon cannot make itself be the
sun@ In On Married Lifehe stressed quite similarly:

Eeach one of us must have the kind of body God has created figliosgn got seynen

leyb gescha$en hatcannot make myself a woman, nor can you make yourself a man; we
do not have that power. But we are exactly as He createéf usk

LutherOs colleague Justus Jonas, for instance, used somewhat similar wording in 1523
regarding the impossibility of reversing oneO¥ 8gxcomparing gender hierarchy,
which was imposed already in creation, to natural law or to the macrocosm itself,
Luther alluded to the impossibility of acting against proper gender#dtesas
indeed quite common to see the microcosm as a mirror of the macrocosm, as Heide
Wunder has maintained. "e emphasis was not always merely on the hierarchical re
lationship between woman and man, or moon and sun, but also on their relationship
as lovers and partners who were di#erent and yet complementary to eaéh other.

"e hierarchy of the sexes was emphasized by Luther not only through the
literal aspect of a certain sex, as seen in the passages above, but also by means of
cultural-religious justi!cation: the woman could not hear the words of God wi

23 WA 8, 6450n Monastic Vows
24 WA 8, 646D64Dn Monastic Vows
25 WA 24, 53b. (WA 14, 112tseprmons on Genedisther also used the image of the sun and

the moon in his latter productions, especially in the lectures of Genesis. Kristen E. Kvam
has regarded the metaphor as Operhaps most infamousO of LutherOs !gures of speech. Kvam

2004, 14.

26 WA 10', 276 0On Married Life Similar reasoning in WA 24, 53&ermons on Genesémi
larly WA 14, 115a.

27 Swanson 1999, 177.

28 WA 10', 275D276, 290n Married Life WA 24, 52bB53b, 53a. (WA 14, 111bD182b.)
mons on Genesis

29 Wunder 1998, 205D206. "e mirroring between micro- and macrocosms was also made via
the four elements and bodily humors. Kambaskovic 2017, 40.
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thout the man, as Luther put it in ti&ermong® Mickey Mattox has stated that
the idea of the man as the head of the woman was connected to PaulOs3¥easoning
in LutherOs exegesis concerning the original subordination of the woman. Luther
justi'ed female subordination with the notion thaiandatum divinumthe divine
command, was given only to the man in paraéfise.
Mattox has further proposed that in the beginning of the 1520s, Luther had
a Oremarkably traditional and socially conservative piétofefe womanOs subje
ction to the mar¥*"is subjection was veriled by her birth from the male substan
ce. According to both Mattox and "eo Bell, Luther already presented the woman
as subordinate to the man, per creation, inSkemons on Genegsigiich was still
in accord with theological traditioff.For example, "omas Aquinas (122501274),
like other medieval theologians, regarded both creation and the fall as the cause of
gender hierarchsf.
“Is notion is supported not only by the analyses made in this chapter thus
far, but also by a passage from$leemonshat discusses the issue:
Eshe does not live according to her own free will. [Without the fall] it would have been
such that they [Adam and Eve] might have gone their separate ways, one here, the other

somewhere else, though in moderation. But now the wife can undertake nothing without
the husband. Wherever he is, she has to be with him, and humble herself befdre him.

"e authority of a woman over her body and life had narrowed to non-existent
post lapsumwhile the control of the man over the woman was augmented. In the
post-lapsarian world, men were supposed to be the masters of women at home but
also in society. In contrast, a womanOs duty was to show her obedience not only

30 WA 24, 71bb725ermons on GenesBmilarly WA 14, 130b, 133b. Luther thereby ack
nowledged, according to theological tradition, priesthood and preaching only to the male
sex per creation. Mattox 2003a, 55; Mattox 2003b, 460D461. Gottfried Maron has treated
LutherOs views on common priesthood, suggesting that the exclusion of the female sex from
professional priesthood was a question more of retaining social order than of divine com
mand. Maron cites this in his article to Ernst WolfOs address: OEinen ausschluss der Frau
vom geistlichen Amt nach gsttlichem Recht kennt er [Luther] jedenfalls nicht© Maron
1983, 280D281. See MattoxOs criticism concerning this view in Mattox 2003b, 457D458. In
the context of Luther®s writings from the early 1520s, WolfOs claim, supported by Maron,
can be considered inaccurate, at any rate.

31 | Cor. 11.

32 Mattox 2003a, 53D54; Mattox 2003b, 459D462; LutherOs later productions, especially the
Lectures on Gene&s35D1545 o#er a more, although not fully, equal image of a man and a
woman in the initial state. See, e.g., Mattox 2003a; Mattox 2003b; Kvam 2004, Stjerna 2004;

Bell 2005.
33 Mattox 2003b, 459. Also in Mattox 2003a, 30.
34 See also Cortright 2011, 107D108.
35 Mattox 2003a, 31; Bell 2005, 165.
36 Wiesner-Hanks 2011, 22.
37 WA 24, 102bSermons on Genestmilarly WA 14, 141a, 141b. Translation by Susan Ka

rant-Nunn and Merry Wiesner-Hanks.

73



to God but also to her husband, as she was expected to give him obedience and
help3 However, LutherQs text suggests as well that, per creation, the woman would
have had authority of her own body and life up to a point, in spite of the premise
of representing otherness.

Even though a woman was to a man as the moon was to the sun, she had
been the master of the created woeth(herr uber alle/domina terpaalongsi
de the mari? "us, per creatunit would have been possible for women to head
households with their husbands, although the highest authority would have still
belonged to men in domestic mattétsutherOs view of womenOs share in power on
the basis of creation was thus a two-edged sword. On the one hand, he referred to a
womanQs dominion by calling her a master, making her even a part of the-masculi
ne image of power in the printed version of the Sermons, using the expeagsion
herr. It may well have been, though, that originally he used the feminine wording
domina terragas the manuscript would suggest. On the other hand, Luther denied
the womanOs fundamental sovereign power of decision by emphasizing her subor
dinance and overall dependency on the man, as this chapter suggests.

&)(#$ 52$0@,1)81%)/ ! (5))-21*%, |'(##1 | (-1#$2<0 B61

In his discussions of Genesis, Luther regarded Eve as a simpler representative of
humankind than Adam:
Eve was not as reasonable as Adam, as is said above, that God spoke with Adam himself
and gave him the order that Eve should learn from him. E Adam well knew and unders

tood, but she was simpler and too weak for the wily devil, and was not prepared. But Adam
was well prepared&

Eve and Adam thus became opposed in LutherOs view. Concerning the temptation
and fall, Eve did not even understand that she was being seduced by the serpent,
unlike Adam, who would have known to be cautious had the situation been rever
sed. In a sermon in 1524, Luther went so far as to claim:

He [Peter in | Peter 3] described women as weak; the female body is not strongE and the spirit

is even weaker. E A woman is a half-child. Whoever takes a wife, he [should] know that he is
a guardian of a child. E She is a wild animal; you recognize her weakmzssilijtaten).*2

38 WA 24, 52bb53b, 83Bermons on Genes&milarly WA 14, 127a, 141a. See also Ka
rant-Nunn & Wiesner-Hanks 2003, 15.

39 WA 24, 52bD53b, 83Bermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 129a: OEva illo tempore domi
na fuit terrae E domina super omnes creaturasEQ

40 Karant-Nunn & Wiesner-Hanks 2003, 15; Mattox 2003a, 60.

41 WA 24, 83bb84isermons on GenesBmilarly WA 14, 129ab130a, 129bb130b. For the
command of God to Adam, and of the female as deceiver, see also WA 14, 122ab123a.
42 WA 15, 420. Sermon on the second Sunday a$er Epiphany 1524.
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"e fundamental weakness of the woman, both bodily and mental, led Luther to
infer that women were universally weaker and simpler than men, and that the de
vilOs goal was to infect humankind Othere where he [the human being] is the worst
o#, namely, in the feminine persdduther thus participated in and reconstruct
ed the view of the gender hierarchy that stressed male strength and female weak
ness "e idea of EveOs weaknessNand thus the weakness of all her daughtersN
represented the traditional exegesis begun by Augustiisephrasing can also
be seen as a continuum of the theological formulations of the femaleOs fault behind
the fall. As Dyan Elliott has maintained, already Tertullian (ca. 160ba$er 220) re
garded women, EveOs daughters, as Othe devilOs'gagdatyO'ompson has
pointed out, however, there were variations in theologiansO views on whether Eve
or Adam was more to blame for the fall.

"e foregoing could be explained by the view discussed by Karma Lochrie
that women were representatives not of the body but rather of thé¥%seekers
a valuable rereading of Caroline Walker Bynum, for instance, according to whom
OwomanO and ObodyO were commonly regarded as an inseparable pair during the
late Middle Ages. According to Bynum, the di#erence in the sexes was connected
to several dichotomies that de!ned both women and men, and theologiansNboth
men and womenNregarded the woman as a representative of physfcabty.
several female theologians, physicality was o$en a positive element, enabling them
to join with Christ. Instead, male theologians o$en considered female physicality,
on the contrary, to be a threat, as Bynum has claif&ctording to Lochrie, the
opposition of woman and man as body and spirit does not o#er a correct image of
medieval views. She highlights instead that the woman was not identi'led with the
physical body but with the idea of the %&€Miis distinction makes a di#erence

43 OAu#s erste grei#et er den menschen an, da er am schwechsten ist, nemlich die weibliche
personEO WA 24, 8418ermons on Genesssmilarly WA 14, 130a, 130b.
44 General remarks on this structure are made in Wunder 2002, 21, 29.

45 Aalto 1991, 86D87; Mattox 2003b, 460, 462; Crowther 2010, 47; Wiberg Pedersen 2010, 192.
46 Elliott 2008, 17; Green 2009, 10.

47 See "ompson 2009, 518D521.
48 Lochrie 1991, 3.
49 Bynum 2012, 151, 171, 175. See also Lochrie 1991, 15. Amy Hollywood has, however, con

tested this view as a far simplistic one. According to Hollywood, it was indeed o$en, but
not always, male theologians who used femininity and corporality as an inseparable pair
in a very practical sense, while females regarded the images of the body also, and someti
mes mainly, as allegories of the spiritual relationship with God. Moreover, Hollywood has
noted that the genre of the text had a profound signilcance in the representation of female
bodiliness in the texts of both female and male theologians. Hollywood 1995, 27D38.

50 Bynum treats the topic, for instance, in Bynum 2012, 1519179.

51 Lochrie 1991, 3.
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in how the Middle Ages might have construed woman not as a passive, corruptible,
physical body, but as that principle of disruption in the human psyche, thé%esh.O

Mickey Mattox has, for his part, pointed out that in his younger years, Lut
her tended to Ofeminize sin or her&y@her thus generalized EveOs way of being
to all women, connecting them with a portrayal of pride and superstitidis
tendency to associate sin with women was in MattoxOs opinion based on-his inter
pretation of Eve. "e feminization of sin was also a common feature in theological
writings before Luther, and thus Luther acceded to the most common traditional
insights of male theologiafSAccording to Peter Abelard, for instance, female vir
tue was to be respected because of the greater weakness ofheitisesOs view
of women could well in this regard be interpreted as connecting them to the %esh
as an astract image of evil, not to the body or bodiliness as such.

"e creation and the fall were historical realities for Luthié&terefore, Lut -
her could make deductions from the Irst human beings, Adam and Eve, regarding
the following generations. "e woman was bad o#, and vulnerable, in such a way
that through her evil entered into humankind. "e same deduction is apparent in
LutherOs evaluation of women during PeterOs time and during his own: throughout
history, the woman could be labeled as a half-child. It is noteworthy, however, that
a human beinggin menschreferred in the former passage to both sexes. Female
and male were thus regarded as two persons of humanity. “is di#ers from Lut
herOs perception in the passages discussed above which implicitly made-a connec
tion between the human being and man.

LutherOs criticism of women as EveOs daughters, sharing her %aws, is a
straightforward continuum of his view of woman as created merely to meet the
need of man, discussed earlier. "e otherness that women represented, not least
because they were created second and for a very speci!c purpose, le$ Luther to
conclude about their weakness and stupidity. "ere was thus a very strong eonnec
tion between womanOs initial subjection and the fact that she was deceived, not the
man, who would have had the wits idigputatioto oppose the devil.

Luther emphasized EveOs mental weakness along with her inferioriyen the
mons on Genesk&rst, Eve wanted something she did not have and was not entitled to,
namely, cleverness. In this passage of the Sermons, there is a certain di#erence between
the manuscripts and the printed version. In the manuscripts, the desire to be clever

52 Lochrie 1991, 3b4.

53 Mattox 2003a, 64.

54 Mattox 2003b, 460.

55 Mattox 2003a, 64.

56 Karras 2008a, 63.

57 See, for instance, WA 24, 4b-Skbrmons on Genedis 2008, 139, fn.76.
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is connected to all human beings, regardless of their gémald¢ine printed version,
however, it is connected explicitly to Eve.

One could say that in LutherOs view the desire for cleverness may well have
been a feature connecting women and men. However, LutherOs predecessors and
contemporaries held that it was natural for the inferior to try to reach toward per
fectior?® (for example, for the female sex to orient toward manly abilities, such
as rationality). As probable as it is to suppose that the desire for cleverness was a
non-gendered issue for Luther, it is also worth noting that he tended to connect
women in particular with this particular desire. "is conclusion can be made on
the basis of the contemporary idea that the inferior sought the perfect, as well as
by taking seriously the di#erence between the versions of LutherOs text. LutherOs
view of the womanOs inferiority, compared to the man, and his a&liation with the
traditional interpretation would thus become visible in this context.

Furthermore, in the manuscripts of tBermong.uther described EveOs line
of thought in regard to the prohibition against eating from the tree of knowledge:
OHere the woman begins to ponder: Operhaps the word [of the devil] is true; who
knows whether it [the prohibition] is the word of God?®Che printed text,
AdamOs authority is questioned even more straightforwardly: OSo the woman ends
up thinking: Adam must not have understood it rigfitl® the manuscript, EveOs
doubts concerning AdamOs teaching is presented indirectly and thus the gendered
point of view is not emphasized, even though it is there.

Luther thereby connected EveOs thoughts to unbelief, which ruled in her af
ter speaking to the devil. Unbelief as such was not a feminine %aw for Luther, as |
have presented in Chapterftinor was it a question of mental abilities. Nonethe
less, the results of unbelief were gender-related, and they seem to have indicated
womanQs inferior abilities for Luther: as she was not as gi$ed as man, she did not
understand her proper place in relation to him. Even though she should have re
lied on God and Adam, her superiors, she disobediently and unwisely questioned
their authority. "us, Luther connected desire (to be clever) with the fall of wo
man, though only as@nsequencd unbelief.

What did the fall of woman, then, determine from the viewpoint of the
whole of humanity? Luther continued his analysis:

58 WA 14, 133aSermons on Genesis womanOs inferior cleverness, compared to manOs, is
explicated in WA 14, 129b.

59 WA 24, 89bSermons on Genesis

60 Brown 1986, 12.

61 WA 14, 131bSermons on Genesis

62 WA 24, 85bSermons on Genesi®Hic mulier incepit cogitare Oforte verum est verbum,
contra, quis scit, an verbum dei sit?00

63 See also Mattox 2003b, 461.
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If he [Adam] would not have eaten, and would have stayed constant, God could well have
created another wife for him. OAdam (says Paul) was not deceived but rather the woman O
E She was a fookine nerryl easy to lead astray, and did not know any better, but he had
GodOs word before him. He knew it well and should have punished herE

"e passage reveals two, very di#erent kinds of approaches to humanity. On the
one hand, Eve gained her importance through being a representative of-woman
kind; Adam, on the other hand, was an important human bpargseEve could
be replaced by another embodiment of her kind, while Adam could not. "e fall of
Adam, in other words, saved Eve from being disposed of and substituted.
For Luther, the womanOs position as instrumental was found in the context
of EveOs erroneous search for wisdom. She was replaceable in a way that the man
was not. Her determining quality was foolishness, and thus she could be easily led
astray, thereby deserving punishment. Was this the nature of all women, according
to Luther? On the basis of the analysis thus far, the case seems to be Oas with Eve,
as with her daughters.O
"e only woman who was neither physically or mentally under the curse

that began with Eve was the Virgin Mérieuther approved of her honorary title
OMother of GodQeptokos ) ¢ while rejecting the one OQueen of HeavenO and
the like. He nonetheless did use titles, such as Othe most blessed Mother of GodO
(der hochgebenedeyten mutter gott@sure virginQuchtigen Junckfrawgerand
Oblessed Virgin Mary@ig hochgelobte iunckfraw beata virgpto describe his
appreciation of Mary. "e basis on which he criticized devotion to Mary was to
emphasize devotion to Chriét:

Eit is right that she is honored correctly.' When people are deeply engaged in this hono

ring, they honor her more than is properkE priests and monks have expanded the honoring

of a woman and lised Mary so high that they have made a goditegsifin) (like those of
the pagans) out of a modest servdenfutigen dienern)ti®

In LutherOs view, a mediator was not needed between a human being and God, as
Else Marie Wiberg Pedersen and Lyndal Roper, for instance, havé®roteok

64 WA 24, 90bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 129a, 133ab134a.

65 WA 10:1, 67!e Christmas GospelFor the history of interpretations of Mary, see Wiberg
Pedersen 2005, 26D30.

66 leotokos is Greek and means literally Othe one who gives birth to GodO See, for instance,
Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 60.

67 StA 1, 315b31Magni%catWA 7, 66Freedom of a Christial similar notion is made in
Wiberg Pedersen 2005, 30D31.

68 Karant-Nunn 1982, 36D37; Karant-Nunn & Wiesner-Hanks 2003, 33D34; Wiberg Pedersen
2005, 30D31; Ghiselli 2010, 173.

69 WA 10", 313bD314b. Sermon on the birth of Mary. Translation by Karant-Nunn & Wies
ner-Hanks. Luther also gives the same emphasis, for instance, in'\®7Dittle Prayer
Book

70 Wiberg Pedersen 2005, 31; Roper 2016, 73. See also p. 58.
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temporary reformersO wordings, devotion to Christ was also used as the properN
and only possibleNsubstitute for the veneration of Saint Margaret, the patron saint
of pregnancy, or Saint Anne, MaryOs mother, for exdhiplé@nage that Luther
wanted his contemporaries to adopt regarding Mary was one of a low-born, poor
maiden, who did not recognize her own humbleness. In order to do this,-he pre
sented his contemporaries, men and women, as opposites of Mary by referring to
their weaknesses and %&ndary could also be paralleled to male !gures worth
imitating, such as PaulOs disciple Timotheus or even Christ himself, as Luther did
in theFreedom of a ChristidA"us, Luther did not treat MaryOs example in a-gen
der-specilc way, but instead saw her characteristics as worth of identi!cation for
both sexes. As such, this was not a new interpretation: even before Luther, Mary
had been regarded as an ideal that both women and men should ifnitate.

As an image of a mother and as representative of her sex, Mary was also
di#erentiated from all other women. For Luther, the di#erence between Mary and
all other mothers was !rst and foremost a question of physicality, connected to the
state of women due to original sin. He discussed this, for instance, in two sermons
from 1522 and 15283.As Mary was a sinless virgin when she became a mother
and not a'icted by original sin, she did not have to su#er from delivery pains,
which applied to other women, nor did she su#er shame or injuries. As Luther put
it, Christ did not damage MaryOs body in any way during childblighimage
that Luther o#ered of Mary to his contemporaries was one to be pursued, as he
himself believed. In terms of her characteristics as a subservient human being, the
ideal was indeed achievable. However, in relation to her status as a virgin mother
without sin, the ideal was only partly unattainable.

Luther explicitly noted the impossibility to be like Mary in his open letter to
Leonard Koppe, stating that it was as equally inconceivable to keep oneOs monastic
vow as it was to promise to be the mother of GadtherOs emphasis was certainly
on the unnaturality of the cloister vow: arguably his aim was not to stress any kind
of virginal position for a woman. Instead, he separated Mary from other womenOs
bodiliness and way of being by accentuating her bodily and spiritual di#erence,

71 Karant-Nunn 1982, 28.

72 StA 1, 324b33Magni%cat'e English translation in LW uses masculine terms of human
kind in several contexts as the counterpart for Mary@s humbleness. "is does not, however,
come from the original text. Compare, for instance, StA 1, 328 and LW 21, 312. Luther
also treated Elisabeth as an example of a true Christian for both women and men. See, for
instance, WA 12, 608bb617b. Sermon on the Visitation of Mary. See also Wiberg Pedersen

2005, 34b35.
73 WA 7, 66b67Freedom of a Christian
74 See Wiberg Pedersen 2005, 27.
75 WA 10:1, 58D98e Christmas GospelWA 12, 421D426. Sermon on the Purilcation.
76 WA 10:1, 67!e Christmas GospelWA 12, 422. Sermon on the Puri!cation.

77 WA 11, 399. To Leonard Koppe.
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compared to other women, and by highlighting her mental qualities, which were
desirable for any human being.

What is indeed essential is that even though Luther encouraged people to
imitate a particularly female ideal in Mary, the features of the idealNsuch as hu
mility ®Nlacked any gendered meaning. In that regard, women could not be any
closer to the ideal representation of the human being than men. Of course, the
genre of the Magnilcat, for example,Férstenspieg®iwritten with a male ruler
in mindNa#ected LutherOs language. However, LutherOs usage of Mary as an agen
dered example is interesting as it clearly was a part of the male-oriented mode of
speaking. Hence, as Eve was a model examptavadrkind at its worst, respeeti
vely Mary, despite of being a woman, o#ered a model examplauthatkind as
a whole should imitate.

) L (GH#1@+2,1 #1 )->#1&%! $0(

Even though the woman was for Luther the representative of otherness, even a
prototype of weakness and stupidity, he tended to regard that she had a value of
her own. He emphasized in at least two di#erent contexisiMarried Lifethat

both women and men should be honored, not least because of the fact that their
bodies were created by God. As the creation of both female and male was a result
of GodOs decision, both sexes were undoubtedly v&tugbtzeation of God

was thus not an issue of contempt but rather of respect. Neither of the sexes was
entitled to despise one another, but Oeach should honor the otherOs image and body
as a divine and good creation®Quther noted that his contemporaries deemed
women as Oa necessary eyih (noettigs ubgd yet this was not a judgment he was
willing to accept? He referred particularly to Genesis 2218 point out that the

woman was called a helper for the man, which indicated that she was pleasing in
GodOs sigfitin the Exhortationas well, Luther grounded his statements on the

very same passage from Genesis. He noted that it was Oagainst reason and nature
to understand that a wife is a helper to her husbandEO Faith instead could very
well understand it

78 For Luther on humility, see, e.g., Wiberg Pedersen 2007. For a short andgsjeidécat
see fn. 1.

79 Wiberg Pedersen 2015, 228.

80 WA 10', 293.0n Married Life

81 WA 10', 276.0n Married Life

82 WA 10', 293.0n Married Life See also Bell 2005, 167; Cortright 2011, 145D146; Wiberg
Pedersen 2017, 136.

83 O"e Lord God said, Olt is not good for the man to be alone. | will make a helper suitable for himOO

84 WA 10', 294.0n Married Life

85 WA 12, 233b23Exhortation For the understanding by faith, see also Cortright 2011, 100D101.
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"e contemporary opinion among humanist scholars in Wittenberg o$en
not only tended to regard women as inferior than men, but also deemed them to be
subjects of prejudice and ridicule, as Kristen Kvam has stidismisogynistic
stance had, in CortrightOs words, Osurvived in various quarters of malé¥societyO
"e grounds for this attitude were at least partially historical. Aristotle, whose in
%uence on the Catholic tradition was undeniable, considered that a woman was
nothing but an incomplete man in terms of her b&d§@n the other hand, Au
gustine presented that the female was created by God and thus her sex was not a
defect® Scholastics widely accepted this premise: for instance, "omas Aquinas
classi'ed the female sex as intended by God, rather than as an accident of nature
like Aristotle. However, the academics did not question the inferiority of women
in comparison with men, in terms of both intellect and physical structure. For this
reason, women were held to be dependent on male guidance in everything, as the
vast majority of Scholastics belieVetese views were passed on through theore
tical treatises, university lectures, and public serrfions.

Luther underlined the creation of both sexes as GodOs conscious decision,
much like Augustine and Aquinas, among others, had done. In this respect, Lut
her®s view can indeed be seen as in%uenced by Augustianism rather than by Aris
totelianism, for instanc®.His emphasis on the metaphor of sun and moon, dis
cussed previously, is closely related to this theme in my view. By stressing that the
bodily nature of the human being was immutable, he rejected the idea that men
were the most desired designs of godly creation. Despite their di#erent functions,
both female and male bodies were equally signi!®dig.interpretation is, from
my perspective, supported by Heide WunderOs analysis on the metaphor of sun and
moon: that the image was not only about hierarchy but also about a relationship
between two di#erent but complementary beings.

However, even though Luther may have not approved of ridiculing women,
he was tied to traditional insights of the gender hierarchy, wherein male represent
ed the normative and female was fundamentally connected with otherness, as my
discussion in the former sections have shown. In this way, LutherOs positien was ac
tually quite close to the views of the Scholastics, even though his motives to discuss

86 See Kvam 1992, 7P8; Kvam 2004, 8D9.

87 Cortright 2011, 145.

88 Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 30.

89 Mattox 2003a, 41. See also Gerle 2015, 104D105.

90 Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 52; 2011, 22, 144; Cortright 2011, 43D44.

91 Wiesner-Hanks 2011, 22.

92 See also Cortright 2011, 93 for this question. According to Gerle, these authors and, for

instance, Meister Eckhart (c. 1260Dc. 1327/8) as well thus held the idea of both the woman
and the man as GodOs images. Gerle 2015, 126.
93 See also Mattox 2003a, 52.
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the gender system were colored with the emphasis of favoring matrimony:- Conse
quently, the former notions do not lead to a conclusion of Oequality yet di#erenceO
of the sexes, which Kirsi Stjerna has presented on the basis of lLgitier®s on
Genesiswhich in 1535D1545 naturally had a profoundly di#erent cotitRsdther,

as Elisabeth Gerle among others has remarked, LutherOs idea of the equality of hu
man beings before God did not exclude a view of hierarchical relations in ffis life.

"e question of gender hierarchy, on the one hand, and the value of women,
on the other, is closely connected to LutherOs opinion concéragg Deiln
modern research, there have been several discussions regarding Luther®Os view re
garding the image of God, and many scholars have come to the conclusion that it
included both sexes, although not to the same degree. "is conclusion is mostly a
result of examining LutherOs ldtectures on Gene%is

LutherOs usage of words in the texts examined in this section raises-the ques
tion of whether the woman was createdntago Deior merely inimago viri.In
LutherOs treatises, the emphasis seems to be on the likeness of God concerning
both sexes, as indicated by the passages defending GodOs specilc decision to crea
te a woman. "e Sermonshowever, suggest that the creation of woman was !rst
and foremost understood by Luther to have been in the likeness of man.-'e dis
cussions concerning man as the primary representative of humanityNincluding
the metaphor of sun and moon, for instanceNsupport this view. In particular, the
notion that before the creation of woman, the man Oalone was an image of a man
(ein mans bild® leads one to ask whether a woman was created to be merely the
second image of a man. Nevertheless, LutherOs choice again of tmaciezbs
and scha$erwhen describing the creation of both woman and man could imply
some sort of equality between them.

"e duality in LutherOs thoughts concerning the image of God can be traced
back to his primary source, the Bible, and to Christian tradition. Even though in
Genesis man and woman were created in the image of God, the New Testament
also contains PaulOs insistence that only the rmaage De?” Already Augustine
had held that the gender hierarchy did not apply to the spiritual but only to the
physical: not to salvation but only to this life and the social &rd@fr.LutherOs
contemporaries, John Calvin believed the same. According to John L. "ompson,
Calvin understood woman to be fully an image of God in terms of salvation, but in
terms of the hierarchical gender system of this world, she was GodOs image only to

94 Stjerna 2004, 35.

95 Gerle 2015, 136.

96 See, for instance, Kvam 2004; Bell 2005; Lo 2008.

97 Compare | Cor. 11:7: OA man should not cover his own head, because he exists as GodOs
image and glory. But the woman is manOs gloryO

98 Mattox 2003a, 34; Parsons 2011, 81.
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a secondary degrédt is probable that Luther also considered both of the sexes as
images of God in relation to salvation, while in terms of the present life and gender
hierarchy the image of God was not mutually shared between men and women.
LutherOs discussion@m Monastic Vowsupports this view. In that treatise,
he noted,
It is not a virgin or a chaste which will be saved, but a Christian. Moreover, in Christ there

is no male or female, no virgin or wife, or similar [kind of distinctions], but one faith, one
baptism, one LoréR°

Else Marie Wiberg Pedersen seems to favor the interpretation that this passage
refers to gender equality in terms of present social relations in LutherOs thinking.
Several lay reformers, men but especially women, came to use the same referen
ce to Galatians as Luther, in addition to Joel 2228, validate their right to act
publicly in defending their belief& In other words, it was used by them in their
claims of social and gender equality. Luther did not have to justify his actions,
since his public agency was given due to his gender and social position. Instead, he
used the foregoing passage to argue that in the eyes of God, monks and nuns did
not have any special standing in comparison to all other people.

While in some contexts Luther indeed defended womenQOs right to use their
voice, it only applied when men were not capable of using the®s the Misuse of
the Mas#n 1521, he noted not only that women should preach if men could not, but he
also presented biblical women such as Mifi#meborah?® and Huldah® as model
example$® In 1523, Luther noted in a sermon that one could !nd both women and
men who could preach as well as the o&cial preache¥8 Aiglhe further maintained,
however, women were not to speak in public or to hold pastoral positions since Osuch
order God allows to stay in forcen other words, even though Luther did not-per
mit women to preackx o'cio he credited them with the ability to interpret the Bible
and also to preach when necessary, although only in the private'&phere.

99 "ompson 1988; Parsons 2011, 302.

100 WA 8, 6520n Monastic VowsCompare Gal. 3:28: OA person is no longer a Jew or a Greek,
a slave or a free person, a male or a female, because all of you are one in Christ JesusO

101 Wiberg Pedersen 2007, 237.

102 OANd it shall come to pass a$erward, that | will pour out my Spirit upon all %esh; and your
sons and your daughters shall prophesy, your old men shall dream dreams, your young
men shall see visions O

103 RSisSnen-Schrsder 2013, 93. For the rhetoric on lay women, see, e.g., KSZ 1999 (1524), 23, 46.

104 See Exodus 15:20.

105 See Judges 4:4.

106 See Il Kings 22:14.

107 WA 8, 4980n the Misuse of the Md<s21.

108 WA 12, 389. Sermon on Saint PeterOs epistle 1523.

109 WA 12, 309.

110 Noted also in Methuen 2013, 91.
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Even though the passage quoted can be read as suggesting that Luther exclu
ded the idea of gender hierarchy, it is nonetheless best explained with the tension
between this life, on the one hand, and in terms of salvation, on the other. As
regards salvation, there may have been no woman or man in LutherOs view, but
regarding life in the %esh there certainly seemed to be a hierarchy between women
and men. LutherOs thinking on womenOs preaching supports this view as well.

"e proper gendered way of being in this lifeNor Oa gender destinyO as Pilg
rim Lo has described*#\was to respect the hierarchy between women and men
without making any attempts to go beyond oneOs gender, as the metaphor of sun
and moon aptly demonstrates. Neither women nor men were permitted to desire
to be anything else than as they were created. "is applied to their bodies, which
could not be altered, but | believe that with the sun and moon metaphor Luther
alluded especially to a gendered way of being which needed to be in accord with a
certain kind of body. In LutherOs view, both sexes were to be respected on the basis
of creation, as long as the gender hierarchy was not disturbed.

LutherOs emphasis on the unchangeable nature of a certain sex contained
guite a profound social-political statement, which was related to his criticism of
virginal life, as, for instance, the aforementioned passagedroMonastic Vows
shows. "roughout the Middle Ages, virginity had been considered as a means
of transcending the boundaries that oneOs gender created. As Meri Heinonen has
mentioned in her study on male and female mystics in later medieval Germany, fe
male virgins could gain a certain number of masculine characteristics, both in the
intellect and in the body. Bodily or spiritual virginity was thus a factor that could
break gender limits for womeéett

However, the approval of the representatives of the Church concerning the
gender reversal of women was not a given, and o$en quite the opjiésite.ut
her, every attempt to surpass the body by oneOs way of being was against creation,
since Owe are exactly as he created us.O For Luther, the human body was the decisive
element in being a woman or a man; that is, the body was the aspect by means of
which one was delned as female or male. Hence, the body was also the setting
in which oneOs gender was constructed. According to LutherOs view, no exceptions
existed, at least in theory.

111 Lo 2008, 139.

112 Heinonen 2007, 71D74. For virginity, see, e.g., ShanMg#i8yal Virginitie003; Schu
lenburg 2001. For the menOs part, there were also certain ways to reverse oneOs sex, as it
were. Especially mystical texts could describe men as women in their relation to God. As
Caroline Walker Bynum has noted, menOs usage of female terms for themselves or each
other was used as a symbolic reversal connected to the loss of masculine power and status.
See Bynum 1987, 284; 2012, 165D166. Nonetheless, LutherOs point was more on the bodily
dimension of de!ning gender.

113 Schulenburg 2001, 2, 163D166.
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Several scholars have connected LutherOs statements concerning the value
of women to thejuerelle des femmafsthe late Middle Agés’"is phenomenon
was explicated in the texts of medieval writers, both men and women, who debat
ed the value of women in various discourses. "e querelle was most characterized
by the polemical writings of upper-class, educated women, who usually reacted
to speci!c publications of male authors with writing that was aimed at the com
mon understanding of women as inferior beings. "e women writersO purpose was
to emphasize women as at least equal, but usually superior to men. Christine de
Pizan (c. 1364D1430) is o$en regarded as one of the !rst representatirere| e
and a model example of the movement. Modern scholarship !nds various reasons
for the emergence of the debate, including historical reasons such as misogynous
attitudes, secularization, and demographical changes. Nonetheless, as Friederike
Hassauer has appositely noted, the overall question was that of authority to de!ne
the sexes, especially wonign.

It is probable that Luther was familiar with the discussion of the value of wo
men. Arguably, from Luther®Os own viewpoint, his discussion was primarily based
on his reading of Genesis and his reactions to the more recent Oeblslienastic
Vowsin the Irst place. LutherOs emphasis on the value of the sexes per creation, but
also his statements concerning the proper place of woman, is thus best unders
tood through his criticisms of the cloister and virginity. However, it is logical to
interpret his statements as pargoierelleas Kristen Kvam and Else Marie Wiberg
Pedersen, for instance, have done. Even though Luther himself would probably not
have made that connection, from the point of view of historical research he is one
of the writers who did contribute to tlgpierelle des femmes

One of the primary aims of LutherOs aforementioned texts, esp@aially
Married Lifeand theExhortation was to convince both lay and clerical audiences
to assume marriage as the proper way of life. "is motive obviously in%uenced
the need both to stress the goodness of the creation of women and to emphasize
the corporal background of the womanOs proper mode of being. "e notion of the
unalterable bodiliness of both the sexes thereby was also a means to stress the
gender roles derived from bodiliness. Understood in this way, LutherOs focus was
not on the value of the woman, but on the way oneOs gender should be constructed
to meet the new social demands, partially being constructed by Luther himself,
which stressed matrimony as the proper choice.

114 See, for instance, Kvam 2004, 8; Wiberg Pedersen 2010, 191; Cortright 2011, 108. KvamOs
dissertation actually begins with the premise of LutherOs joiningdnetadle de femmes
See Kvam 1992.

115 Kelly 1984, 65D67; Hassauer 2008, 12b16; Mart'nez 2008, 120D129. See also Schnell 1998,
294D309.
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94 /0 #HO(1+! %.,%1$5 (1+38,?21/)$5,%5))-

In his May 1521 letter to John Agricola (1492?D15&&ither sent his greetings to-Ag
ricolaOs wife, who recently had become a mother. Luther and Agricola were friends and
coworkers: Agricola had moved to Wittenberg already in 1515 and became acquainted
with Luther quite soon therea$€f.He had followed Luther, for instance, to Leipzig,
where Luther and Andreas Karlstadt had a disputation with John Eck (1486E#1543).

Agricola and Elisabeth (Else), nZe Moshauer (?D1554), had celebrated their
wedding on September 10, 15320\t the time of LutherOs letter to John, the-Agri
cola couple lived in Wittenbef¢f. Luther himself was at Wartburg Castle, where
he had recently been transported a$er the Diet of Worms. A$er mainly discussing
his own situation and referring to the circumstances in Wittenberg, Luther sent
his farewell to Oyour %esh and cédrrlem tuam et costam tup@?* also noting
that God had granted that Othe burdenO had Ohappily le$ the wombO of the mother
(Dominus det, ut uteri onus feliciter expQrrat

In the post scriptunof the letter, Luther added that he was sending two gul
dendzwith the letter, one to the newborn and the other to the mother. "e motherOs
gulden should be used, he said, to buy her wine in order to support the production of
milk in her body (¢t vinum bibat, et lacte abundlét* It was commonly believed that
wine should be an integral part of womenQOs diet both before and a$er giving birth,
since it puri'ed the blood® As the letter in question is the !rst one from Luther to
John that has been preserved in WA, we cannot judge whether Luther referred to the
pregnancy otherwise during the term. Yet this particular letter does suggest anyhow
that Luther had knowledge of the practicalities of delivery and lying-in, as well as the
functions of the motherOs body, as the notion of buying wine proves.

What, then, was LutherOs position toward motherhood and motherOs bodi
es in general? On what did he base his discussion on women as mothers? In the
previous chapter, my analysis showed that women were considered by Luther as
valuable yet entirely secondary human beings. "eir subjection to men was a given
for him. In this chapter, | focus on analyzing how he discussed and justi'ed his

116 WA BR 2, no. 409, 335D336. To Johann Agricola (May 12, 1521). "is is the !rst preserved
letter in WA from Luther to Agricola.

117 Leder 1983, 421.

118 Kawerau 1977, 19D20.

119 Kawerau 1977, 27, 329.

120 Kawerau 1977, 31.

121 WA BR 2, no. 409, 335, 7.

122 WA BR 2, no. 409, 335, 7b8.

123 A gold coin used in the Holy Roman Empire. To compare in modern currency, two guldens
were worth the same as over a hundred euros in 2016.

124 WA BR 2, no. 409, 336, 19b21.

125 Rublack 1996, 89.
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claim that the only suitable role for women was to be a mother. In analyzing his
rhetoric, the most weight is put on the texsf Married Lifeand Sermons on Ge
nesissince they o#er the most information on the subject. Other sources are used
as supplementary evidence.

$5,1()%/1)81+ ! ")% Q.1%)/ ! (

When He [God] cursed Eve, He did not take her female body or her female sex organs
(den weyblichen leyb noch weybische ge)idAeslid not take back the blessing that He
had spoken to her that she would be fruitful, but He reinforced this and said: Ol will give
you much trouble when you become pregnantO "is misery was not just promised to one
or two women, but to all of them. "e words sound as if God knew that all women would
become pregnantfs

"is quotation reveals LutherOs overall stand on the most important component of
the female way of being: the female body and mothering, as well as the intimate
relationship between them. "e passage further supports the remark made already
in Chapter I1: in LutherOs rhetoric, the fall did not reduce the need to live according
to oneOs body but rather it strengthened the signilcance of bodiliness.

How exactly a woman should live her life through her body is found in
LutherOs guidance:

"e man must comfort and strengthen the wife in labor, not with Saint MargaretOs legends
and other, silly womenOs works, but by saying: "ink, dear Greta that you are a woman
and that this work of God has come to you. Trust yourself joyfully to His [GodOs] will and
let Him have His way with you. Do everything in your power to bring forth this child; if
you die in so doing, then you die in a noble deed and obedience to God. If you were not
a woman, then you would wish to be one because of this work alone that you might thus
gloriously su#er and die in GodOs work and [due to His] will. For here is the word of God,
which created you and implanted such a hardship in you. Tell me; is that not also-(as Salo
mon says) obtaining favor from God also in the middle of such a hart#ship?

LutherOs later sermdfarital Estatefrom January 1525 contains the exact same
words concerning labor, womenOs legends, and the husbandOs céfhféeting.
126 WA 11, 398. To Leonard Koppe. Translation by Susan Karant-Nunn and Merry Wiesner

Hanks.
127 WA 10', 296.0n Married Life
128 WA 17, 25.Marital Estate Compare: OAlso solt man auch ein Weib troesten unnd stercken

in kindes noeten, nit wie im Bapstumb geschehen, mit S. Margareten legende und andern
nerrischen Weiberwercken umbgehen, sonder also solt man zu jr sagen: liebe fraw, geden
cket, das jr ein Weib seit und dig werck Gott an euch gefellet, troestet euch seines willens
froelich und last jm sein recht an euch, gebt das kind her und thut darzu mit aller macht,
sterbet jr darueber, so farth hin in Gottes namen, wol euch, denn jr sterbet eigentlich im
edlen werck und gehorsam Gottes. Ja menn du, liebe fraw, nicht ein Weib werest, so sol
testu jetzt allein umb dieses wercks willen wuenschen, das du ein Weib werest unnd so
koestlich in Gottes werck und willen noth leiden und sterben, denn hie ist Gottes wort, das
dich also geschat#en, solche noth in dir gep%antzet hatO
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ce, Luther discussed lived bodiliness in @thMarried Lifeand Marital Estate
through a !ctional situation where a pregnant woman was in labor. "e husband
should, according to Luther, comfort her in her su#erings by reminding her of her
proper duty; childbearing and labor were the primary things God had created her
for. Luther continued this rhetorical path by concluding:

If they [mothers] become tired and eventually die, it does not matter, let them lose their

lives. "at is the purpose of their existence. It is better to live a brief life in good health than
a long life in ill healtA?°

In the Sermons on Genehbis exhorted: OEbear the pains of giving birth (perfer
dolores in partu)Nwhatever will befatt©Childbirth was actually, as Luther put

it by following PaulOs wordsan act through which women could be saved. He
speciled this claim by noting that it was not enough to bring forth childrenNas
otherwise non-Christian women would have deserved salvation as well. One had
to be a Christian and bear children in Christian faithius, as Risto Saarinen

has remarked, OOnly when the act of childbearing and the education of the next
generation are embedded in the transmission of faith and love can they have salvi
Ic meaningsEA® It is possible that with these remarks LutherOs aim was to oppose
a commonly held contemporary view that a laboring woman Owas under the sway
of the devil® although his aim was arguably also to stress the biblical unders
tanding of mothering. In bodily terms, a woman was meant to truly live her belief
through her body, according to Luther.

Holding on to the tradition of the need to bring to church a mother a$er chil
dbirth, Luther reminded that when needing puri!cation, a mother should always
remember that she was OAdamOs daughter who wanders in thme %égsth(wan
del) 3 She was sinful, as the concept of the %esh reveals, largely due to original
sin, as the notion of OAdamOs daughterO shows. However, as the readings explained
already in Chapter Il have proved, in LutherOs opinion motherhood was a calling gi
ven to women by God himself despite the corruption that human sinfulness caused.

Another viewpoint emerges from these statements as well, namely, the ideal
of motherly self-sacrilce. Motherly love had been held by various medieval theo

129 WA 10', 3010n Married Life

130 WA 14, 142aSermons on Genesis

131 1. Tim. 2:15: OHowever, women [lit. she] will be saved by having children, if they continue
to have faith, love, and holiness, along with good judgment [or modesty] O

132 WA 17, 25b26Marital Estate

133 Saarinen 2008, 59. Saarinen has made the conclusion on the basis of LutherOs discussion of
| Timothy 2:15 in 1528, but the notion holds true in the beginning of the decade as well.
134 Accordingly, as was believed, she could not be laid to rest in the churchyard should she die

before going to church. Roper 2016, 282. See also Roper 1997, 209D210 for a short discus
sion of the lying-in time in relation to evil.
135 WA 12, 423. Sermon on the Purilcation of the Virgin.
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logians as one of the purest and deepest forms of love, as Brian Patrick McGuire
has pointed out by means of several examfjlemwever, the emphasis on mot
herhood varied across time and historical context: spiritual, virginal motherhood
was stressed especially before the twel$h century by monastic-oriented sources.
"e increasing deference toward marital life, starting in the twel$h century, do
wnplayed virginal motherhood in favor of emphasis on the su#erings and, indeed,
the humanity of motherhoo#’ In LutherOs thought, the meaning of su#ering was
emphasized as a whole: he encouraged his fellow Christians to regard su#ering as
GodOs gi$, as Ronald Rittgers has A#ted.

During the later Middle Ages, the desire to be a mother was held-as nor
mative, especially for young laywomenNa perspective that can be regarded as
grounded in norms based on the female body in medieval discourse. Medieval
books written for women on conduct, for instance, described being a wife and
motherhood as natural roles for the female sex. Especially the Virgin Mary was
a role model for women when (men were) validating this view. "erefore, even
before the reforms of the evangelical movements in the sixteenth century, most
women got married and had childréfiwhich, generally speaking, were the two
most important events in a womanOs4if@verall, both evangelical women and
men seem to have regarded childbearing and motherhood as components of Owhat
womenQs life was OreallyO likeO as Ulinka Rublack h¥$"jerewatare of the
child was prioritized to an increasing extent, however, and thus self-sacri!ce of the
mother became a more and more important factor in discussing mothettood.

"is is mirrored also in LutherOs remarks, quoted above.

I think Rublack is on target with her notion that to refuse going through the
pain of delivery, and the threat of death closely connected to it, actually threatened
the contemporary view of the proper way of being a worfias Luther put it,
giving birth to new life was for a woman the purpose of her existence, which he
justiled by comparing it to noble martyrdom: the highest obedience to God and
the proper calling of a Christian woman. Lived bodiliness in the sense of becoming
a mother meant the glori!cation of a woman but, conversely, also the irrelevancy
of her life or death, as it were. Hence, wearing herself out was natural and appro
vable for a woman in the duties of labor and nurturing.

136 McGuire 2011, 88D94. McGuire has remarked, however, that the importance of the mother
bond is also missing in many hagiographies of medieval clerics. See McGuire 2011, 94D95.
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140 Karant-Nunn 1982, 26.

141 Rublack 1996, esp. 87.

142 Ibid., 90. Rublack has in fact taken Luther as one of her examples of this.
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89



Dying in labor was a real risk that mothers faced in the sixteenth century.
Not only delivery itself but the whole of pregnancy was an unpredictable process,
fraught with danger: the capability to produce new life went hand in hand with
possible deatk* LutherOs rhetoric concerning the readiness to happily aceept de
ath seems harshNgiven that his aim was to encourage people to enter mariage, es
pecially inOn Married Life His words nevertheless become understandable when
the actual risks of childbearing and delivery are taken into account. Narnely, re
gardless of how frequent deaths during childbirth were de facto, the threat of dying
was present in every labor. Luther thus had to put his words in a way such that he
took the experiences of real life seriously as well. In his point of view, the image of
a woman in labor as a Christian martyr was suitable. It stressed the vitality of the
right kind of faith in everyday life and the particular mission of the woman. At the
same time, it underlined the laboring motherOs state as one under the guidance of
God, not the devil.

In fact, Luther even implied that he had very personal knowledge of the
seriousness of the su#ering of mothers a$er giving birth. He did this in his letter
to Georg Spalatin (1484D1545) in September15&hjch was written a$er re
siding about three months at Wartburg Castle. Georg Spalatin was one of LutherOs
closest associates, especially during his stay there. Spalatin was the link between
Luther and Frederick the Wise, as well as the person to whom Luther sent his wri
tings from Wartburg Castle to pass on for printiffgluther apparently su#ered
from uroliths while staying at the castle. A$er one particularly painful experience,
he wrote to Spalatin: ONow | am hurting just like a woman in labor: [| am} mang
led, wounded, and pleadingunc sedeo dolens sicut puerpera lacer et saucius et
cruentu3@’ As the woman martyrs of his day experienced the su#ering of their
bodies, so did Luther himself.

Atkinson has maintained that in the sixteenth century, Omotherhood be
came a necessary component of a womanOs virtue and an essential element in the
good order and prosperity of the household@&®uth Mazo Karras, for her part,
has described the Late Middle Ages in particular as a period when motherhood

144 Ibid., 109. Rublack has noted in the very same text in a somewhat contradictory sense that
deaths in the childbed were actually rather scarce in Germany until the eighteenth century.
She has regarded that protection and care o#ered by families and whole communities, as
well as long lying-in times, were the key reasons for this phenomenon. See Rublack 1996,
97. "ese two rather opposing views of hers are perhaps explained by two di#erent view
points: dying in the childbed was a real risk, compared, for instance, to the risks of today,
but compared to other regions of that time these deaths were scarcer in Germany.
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began to be represented as the content of womanhoodNrhetoric that continued to
be embodied in the sixteenth centuryOs evangelical pot@icshe basis of the
passages quoted above, it is possible to say that for Luther, motherhood was not
only a component of female virtue but also an element that de!ned the womanQOs
life as a whole. It was more than a virtue: it was an essential part of female bodili
ness and her way of being. For Luther, the idea of childbirth as giving signilcance
to a womanOs life and consummating it was so noteworthy that it gloriled woman
hood as a whole. As long as a woman was producing o#spring, she was fulllling
her reproductive duty, which was GodOs order. "erefore, even a motherOs death
was not an issue as such.

One must ask, however, whether Luther had even an implicit idea of-the sig
nilcance of women mainly as productive units of the society. LutherOs disinterest
seems to have concerned women as individuals, while the glori!cation of mother
hood focused on womanhood as a whole. "is supports the idea of a woman as a
productive unit, in which case not the individual woman but the host of women,
with any one of them performing the duty required, was of importance. In other
words, the importance lay not in the person but in the performance. "is view co
mes close to the one presented in the context of LutherOs emphasis on the stubborn
wife. As wifehood as such was a more signilcant question for Luther than were
individual wives, so also was motherhood more primary than individual mothers.

My analysis thus suggests quite a di#erent conclusion than the one Cortright
has made in his dissertation. He criticizes the viewpoint that in LutherOs thought
the female body was merely a tool for the man in reproduction, and he suggests
that love between the spouses and obedience toward GodOs order should be taken
into account® | think the question of love did have an e#ect on LutherOs language,
but regarding what was just discussed it is reasonable to argue that it a#ected him
more clearly during later periods. Especially Chapters V and VI of this study will
shed light on that question. In addition, ideas of love or obedience to God do not
obviate the somewhat instrumental role that Luther accorded women in the con
texts discussed above.

"e way Luther deciphered manQOs role in relation to labor mirrors somewhat
the discussion above. In addition to the reality of motherhood that Luther had to
integrate into his rhetoric, his patriarchal premise is also in clear in view. In the
Irst passage quoted in this section, he noted that it was the manOs duty to comfort
the woman in the midst of her su#ering, and, conversely, the woman should listen
to the comforting words of her husband instead of old wivesO tales. As an example

149 Karras 1999, 170.
150 Cortright 2011, 173D174.
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of womenOQs tales, Luther took the legend of Saint Margaret, who was considered a
patron saint of pregnancy.

"e same tendency to disapprove of the saintOs role in labor can be found
also, for instance, in a sermon of Luther®s contemporary Caspat*Qutétie
writings of late medieval thinkers, it was rather common to dismiss the signilcan
ce of motherhood or to connect the discussion with the burdens of being a hus
band and fatherhood for a méa¥i LutherOs presentation of the role of the husband
next to his wife in labor also directs the attention to the male viewpoint, quite simi
lar to his discussions about the creation of women, for instance. Stressing the manOs
role in delivery turned the woman, her experience, and the nexus of women into
otherness. In this way, Luther regarded the mutual relationship between women
as secondary compared to male-female relations, as he dismissed not only the role
of contemporary women but also the role of retelling the legends of female patron
saints, which likely strengthened and supported the relations of women.

Another passage where it is possible to detect male normativity on-the ba
sis of LutherOs discussion of motherhood can be foubd Married Life When
describing the burdens of married life, Luther found familial tasks to be insigni!
cant and lowly for a man, but he stressed nonetheless that Othey please God who
has ordained them and thus cares for us like a kind and loving mttherO

"e portrayal of God as maternal was not unprecedented, for several theolo
gians, both women and men, had used similar expressions before and during Lut
herOs time. Prudence Allen has highlighted several medieval womenRNfor example,
Mechthild of Hackeborn (c. 1240bc. 1298), Julian of Norwich (1342bc. 1420), and
Catherine of Siena (1347D1380)Nwho used familial, especially maternal, analo
gies of GodOs solicitude in their t&%tslowever, maternal analogies were most
commonly used for Jesus, whereas God was primarily seen as the Father. Accor
ding to Sheingorn, OGod the FatherOs nurturing and caring behaviorO came up in
the medieval context through his relationship with Mary, his SonOs Aibther.

Luther did not discuss GodOs nurturing in relation to Mary, since he had
the tendency to downplay her role, as has been discussed, but by comparing it to
temporal motherhood. He thus compared GodOs care for his children to the care
provided by contemporary mothers. By comparing GodOs and womanOs mother
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hood as like with like, Luther apparently wanted to present an ideal of motherly
love toward her children and also legitimize the role of a mother as the mest prai
seworthy action for a woman. If God himself expressed motherly love, how could
a woman refuse to fullll her duty as a caretaker of o#spring? "e comparison thus
served as a justilcation for LutherOs insights into womenOs appropriate role.

Elisabeth Gerle has also noted that Luther used maternal analogies of God,
and she maintains that in this way Luther tied God and His love to the world to
come and its body-related phenomértd'e interpretation is accurate from my
point of view. | would like to add, however, that LutherOs emphasis on men at the
expense of women seems to have played a role in seeing God as mother. Similar to
his discussion on the fatherOs role in labor as being more important than a womenOs
network, with this imagery he stressed the role of God as nurturer at the expense
of MaryOsNtraditionally signi'cantNrole.

LutherOs validation of motherhood as the proper path for a Christian woman
was related on the whole to his rhetoric of the primacy of marriage compared to
celibacy and cloistered life. Luther discussed the proper way of life for women in
the following manner in his treatig@ainst the Spiritual Estaite 1522:

Now see part of the misery. "e greater part of the gidgrier) in the convents are fresh

and healthy, created by God to be married wives and carry children, and are not able to
stay in that estate willingl¥/

"ere can be found hardly any other passages in the text in question that address
women in such depthNmost of the references to women appear in contexts where
Luther treated, for example, the proper male way of life, which included a wife and
a family**® Most of the references to women thus treated them speci!cally as wives
and mothers.

Indeed, an attempt to use the female body for other missions than mother
hood, such as virginity, was a womanOs undertaking to Omake herself to be better
than God has made havgsser machen denn ers gemach{Mais Luther put it in
his open letter to Leonard Kopflnstead of pursuing the impossible, Oa woman
should remain a woman, and bear children, for God has created her fasdhat (
ein weybs bild ein weyb bleyben, frucht tragen, datzu es gott gesch@®duinat
suing things that did not correlate with female corporality, like virginity, signiled
that one did not actually remain a woman at all.

156 Gerle 2015, 149.
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An example of LutherOs polemics against cloister vows is nevertheless his
juxtaposition between a nun or monk and a mothe®mMarried Life He stres
sed:

"erefore | say that all the nuns and monks, who lack faith and trust in their own chastity
and in their order, are not worthy to rock a baptized baby or prepare its pap, even if it was
a child of a whoreh{rkind). Reason: their order and life does not have GodOs word on its
side. Neither can they boast that what they do has come to them from God, as a woman can
do, even if she carried an illegitimate chégir( unehlich kind'6!

A mother with faith was the ideal of a woman for Luther since there were, as he
noted, mothers and fathers who lived in unbelief and thus were not any better than
their contemporaries in cloistets.

Hence, there could be no comparison between a nun living in unbelief and
a mother living in faith, as Luther put it. He seems to have presupposed that nuns
did not usually have faith but were cloistered for other reasonsNthis emphasis
was, of course, largely due to his motive to downplay the cloistered way of life. In
this context, LutherOs validation was based not only on female bodiliness and GodOs
order, but also on oneQs faith. It was important that both oneOs body and spirit were
on the right track to ful!ll GodOs order and divine will.

LutherOs example is striking, however, since at the same time he argued that
children born out of fornication and their mothers, the fornicators, were more
worthy than nuns and monks. As Rublack has pointed out, unmarried parents
were in fact treated with decency in the societies of the sixteenth century, since
childbearing and mothering were considered so valuable and indeed honorable
tasksNeven though the woman herself would have been perceived as dishono
rablel®®In the case of Luther, | consider the juxtaposition to be mainly a matter of
rhetoric. In this context, the priority to underline the signilcance of motherhood
overruled the liability of coming to be understood as a defender of fornication.

"e theme of mothering versus virginity can be regarded as interconnecting
LutherOs view of gender hierarchy as well. Merry Wiesner-Hanks has maintained
that sexual relationships are always power relationships. "is argument closely re
lates to Michel FoucaultOs views on sexuality and ¥bRemaining a woman in
the sense of being a wife and a mother was, in essence, tied to the idea of a hus
bandOs guardianship and power-overNeven though Luther did not quite explicate
it. "us, his criticism of female virginity and his emphasis on motherhood can be
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seen as supporting the gender hierarchy as well as male authority. In this sense he
turned the eyes, yet again, to the male point of view, even if implicitly.

Living in the historical context of !erce evangelical polemics against vir
ginal life, Luther for his part participated in the normative discussion through
his examination on motherhood. He justiledNand even gloriledNmotherhood
in various ways, although he did it very theoretically. LutherOs detached attitude,
which probably arose due to his position in life as a man and especially as a monk,
is clearly revealed in his insights of motherhood. By and large, his male perspective
and his tendency to mainly take the male point of view into account penetrated
several of his discussions, as Susan Karant-Nunn and my analyses thus far have
shown!® All in all, his justi!cations derived from a soteriological perspective: the
proper way of being for women was rooted in GodOs order and thus in female bo
diliness, which had to be used correctly and in the right faith.
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By 1530, under the guidance of Philipp Melanchthon, the University of Witten
berg was becoming a center of novel considerations and scholarship concerning
human anatomy; he made the Flemish anatomist and physician Andreas Vesalius
(1514D1564) especially known at the univel$iwesalius presented an inneva

tive approach to the human body in the sense of favoring empirical evidence over
canonized texts and theories of thinkers from Antiquity, such as &alen.

LutherOs contemporariesO views of the body and its functions were, however,
primarily rooted in Greco-Roman medical theories. Sexual desire, iliness,-and fer
tility among others were thought to be dependent on bodily humors and qualities.
"e four main humors of the human body were considered to be blood, black bile,
yellow bile, and phlegm, while the four qualities were warm, cold, dry, and moist.
According to the ancient principle, the male body was believed to be hotter than
the female body, hot being a more positive quality than cold. "e instability of
humors and qualities could lead to various disoréférs.

As for sexual desire and reproduction, there were two main theories about
the roles of male and female semen in the sixteenth century. According-to Hip
pocratic or Galenic understanding, which has been called Otwo-seed theoryO both

165 Karant-Nunn 2012a, 7.

166 Cortright 2011, 108, fn.55.

167 "e prohibition to make dissections had resulted in physicians taking texts and theories as
a given. For a modern biography of Vesalius, see, e.g., Delavault 1999.
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female and male bodies were supposed to produce semen as an end product of the
combination of blood and spirit. According to this view, the semen of both sexes
was needed for successful conception. "erefore, the womanOs orgasm was consi
dered as necessary as that of the ¥fan.

"e physician Galen, the representative of the two-seed theory, whese in
sights were still widely adopted among LutherOs contemporaries, believed that the
combining of blood and spirit occurred in spermatic and ovarian vessels. "e
humor was therea$er transferred to male and female testicles for further Ocon
cocting.O "e circuit was the same for both sexes, since their genitals were alike
yet reverse: the manOs hotter body temperature had caused his genitals to emerge
from the body, while the woman colder temperature meant that she did not have
the heat within her required for the full growth of her genitals. For Galen, sexual
desire was a consequence of the buildup of semen, and in the case of retention of
semenNthat is, a blockage of some kind in its proper out%owNoneOs health was
endangered. Probable causes for retention could be, for instance, undernourish
ment, fever, nosebleeds, or vomiting. For women especially, melancholy or hys
teria could result if the retention of the menses took place without preghiancy.

In contrast, Aristotle (384D322 BC), whose in%uence in the beginning of the
sixteenth century was at least as considerable as GalenOs, had regarded the female
as incapable of producing seed fully, due to her coldness. WomanOs semen was thus
de!cient. Since her body lacked the ability to fully concoct blood and spirit, she had
within her more blood than a man, which bled from her regularly during menses.
"us, female menstrual blood and milk were of the same material as semen, but
un'nished as suchNand incapable of turning into authentic semen. According to
the Aristotelian understanding, also called the Oone-seed theoryO conceiving was
accomplished by male semen only, as it was Othe key:toNlE@&semen was the
proper source from which the new person was built up. On the basis of this insight,
woman was merely the receiving party. Her menstrual blood, which was unformed
matter, needed outer heat and powerNthat of manNto transform liquids into a
human body of a baby. Hence, the signilcance of the male sex, on the one hand,
and the secondary position of the female sex, on the other, was speci!cally proved
in reproduction in Aristotelian theory?

Luther was in several ways bound to his cultural heritage in matters of bo
dily functions. WomanGQs fertility became for him one of the key issues in validating
the linkage between the female body, its proper functions, and a proper feminine
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way of being. In his opinion, a fertile woman was altogether physically 't, clean,
and happy die aber fruchtbar sind, sind gesunder, reynlicher und Iystigdre
explained inOn Married Lifé”® One of the most serious de!ciencies of woman
hood from LutherOs point of view was indeed the womanOs incapability to have
children, which Luther explained by corruption of the human bddy.

According to Luther, barren womerur{fruchtbar weybgrwere model
examples of corrupt bodies, for they were in his opinion unhealthy and feeble. "e
prevention of bodily functions caused the body to strike back at itself. "at which
had been created by the body to be used in procreation was forced to be digested
by the same body. "is usually did not succeed, and hence the body became Oun
healthy, enervated, sweaty, and stinkimggésunde, schwache unnd schwenstige,
stinckende leybe werdi@nPutting it bluntly, Luther noted that womanOs %esh and
blood became nothing less than poisofiéd.

Luther was of the opinion that the maintenance of the health of the woman
was guaranteed via intercoutdelutherOs view re%ects the way people already in
the medieval period had illuminated the bodyNit was a scene of fertility and decay
rather than sexuality as such, as Caroline Walker Bynum has ‘stéitdertility
was commonly understood as a defect of women in the late Middle Ages, and it
was considered a punishment or a cdféEor their part, medical texts noted that
infertility was known in both women and men, yet in practice they directed most
of their attention to wome®? Regular menstruation, for instance, was deemed to
be crucial for a womanOs healthNand, consequently, her fertilityNby both physi
cians and common peopl®.

Luther did not directly discuss the question of the role of female semen in rep
roductionNhe instead treated the topic tacitly. As Susan Karant-Nunn has maintain
ed, OLuther thought that the more seed and blood a woman had, the more fertile she
would be, which is to say, the better able she would be to ful'll God reproductive assig
nment@* Moreover, LutherOs depiction of the distorted process of reproduction seems
somewhat similar to the Galenic one: the reproductive liquids produced in the body
were, for some reason or another, prevented from %owing and transforming. Because
of this, the woman became illNin LutherOs words, anemic, sweaty, and smelling.

173 WA 10', 301.0n Married Life Kirsi Stjerna has also paid attention to the connection
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However, as Susan Karant-Nunn has pointed out, Luther does not seem to
have been particularly a#ected by the progress of the anatomical views of the pre
sent day, but rather by common opinigfsyhich nevertheless can be regarded as
based on old yet widely repeated views about the body and its functions. It is only
reasonable to assume that Luther was to some extent familiar with the medical
theories concerning male and female semen, reproduction, and its troubles.

In his reading of th&ermonsCortright has come to the conclusion that
Luther was a representative of the one-seed theory. He suggests this on the basis
of LutherOs notions of woman as a domestic creature built by God for man. "is
suggests, according to Cortright, that Oa woman was a passive recipientO in the
reproductive act® Given LutherOs overall evaluation of the womanOs position in
relation to the manGOs, the interpretation seems plausible. "e understanding of the
inevitable production of semen, for its part, validated LutherOs view of the female
body as an apparatus of reproduction, and thus of childbirth and mothering as
natural functions of womanhood. If one seeks a religious-political motive behind
his viewpoints, irOn Married Lifethe question was undoubtedly one of Luther
using female bodiliness to validate his claim for matrimony being the basic unit
of society.

Whereas Luther discussed womanQOs seed in a very practical m&mer in
Married Life he applied the term in a soteriological sense iSérmons* OWe
manQOs seed E a natural chilte{bs samen E ein natuerlich kyaf® was able to
correct the damage the woman had done by causing the fall. Even if God had the
highest authority in terms of choosing the woman, the time, and the place for the
redemptive performance, as Luther maintaitfédhe did not present the woman
as a thoroughly passive party either. "e child was to have his substance from
the mother éin kind das "eisch und blut von der mutter brindait the most
important dimension was that both the mother and the child could acknowledge
one anothet®” Although LutherOs emphasis with the latter notion was plausibly to
stress the humanity of Christ, it similarly underlined the importance of a specilc
woman as his mother, as well as the bonding between a child and a mother, an
iIssue that Luther did not bring forward in other contexts in the early 1520s.

Mickey Mattox has analyzed LutherOs discussion of the womanOs seed and
made the conclusion that
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Eve and her husband passed on this faith to their children, he [Luther] insisted, and it set
the terms of self-understanding in the patriarchal households. E "e daughters of Eve
desired to bear the posterity of their race not because they were sexually unrestrained, but
because they hoped to bear the promised O&ed O

Mattox thus states that Luther defended motherhood as the role for all womenN
not simply because it was rooted in their bodies but especially since it had to do
with their salvation, and the salvation of all humankind.

"e topic that Luther discussedNa motherly mission of enabling the salvati
on of humankind through believing in GodOs promise and delivering the promised
seedNhas, in my opinion, at least three dimensions. First, it seems that in LutherOs
view the discussion about the promised seed strengthened the principle of the
woman as a procreative unit. As in LutherOs anthropology concerning both sexes,
also in the case of women particularly the fall seems to stress the way of being,
the duties, and the relations based already on creationNan idea discussed in the
previous chapter as well. Second, motherhood became a reversal of unbelief and
the act of eating the fruit, which caused the fall of humankind. Similar to how a
woman had been the instrument in the fall, another woman was to be the instru
ment in redemption; that is, Mary compensated for the misbehavior of her sister,
Eve. In the case of other women than Mary, the discussions seemed to stress the
importance of faith in the role of the mother, which was covered in the previous
chapter in the context of labor as female martyrdom.

My third point relates to the former two notions, as well as to LutherOs mo
tives. | suggest that LutherOs discussion concerning women who could not wait to
become selected as the mother of Christ, which Mattox has treated as well, was
related to his mission of justifying matrimony as GodOs order. He explicated this in
the manuscripts of thBermonshe regarded the marriages in the Old Testament as
model examples for contemporary Christid#iserefore, the whole topic of we
manQOs seed in the Sermons was connected to the female body, to the proper way of
beingNnot only for women but also for menNand, ultimately, to the salvation of
humankind. "is further supports the analysis made in the previous chapters that
LutherOs views on human bodilinessNin this case the bodiliness of womenNwere,
to borrow BynumOs words, Ointegrally bound to E identity B and therefore Inally
to whatever one means by salvatiéh O
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Luther emphasized the ideal of a submissive and humble wife and mother. Her
body was in GodOs and her husbandOs use and she bore her burdens-like a mar
tyrNbeing joyous in faith although troubled in body. But what if she refused this
role? In this section | will treat the case of a stubborn effe lalstarrig weyb

which Luther presented i@n Married Life In spite of the brevity of the case, it

o#ers an illustrative view not only on LutherOs way of connecting the female with
bodiliness, but also and especially on his way of standardizing the female way of
being, as well as judging improper behavior. LutherOs discussion further highlights
the viewpoints of authority and hierarchy between the sexes.

"e case is discussed in the second section of the treatise, wherein Luther
explained the grounds for divorce. LutherOs !rst ground was impéteand,the
second adulter¥??which | have treated in Chapter 11.2. "e third reason for divor
ce was that one Odoes not pay the marital debt and does not want to be with him
[her husband] die ehliche p“icht nicht tzalen, noch bey yhm seyn @t uther
was one of very few evangelicals who regarded that refusal of sexual intercourse in
marriage was a suitable reason for divorce. As a matter of fact, Joel Harrington has
even concluded that only John Brenz (1499D1570), a theologian and evangelical
activist who worked in the Duchy of WYrttemberg, shared LutherOs view concer
ning this particular issu€? Harrington has pointed out, however, that in practice
both Luther and Brenz were hesitant to admit that divorce was justi!lable on the
ground of neglecting oneOs marital éty.

Luther began his discussion on the subject strongly:

One can !nd such a stubborn wifeyr halstarrig weytwho has the authorityseynen
kop$ au$ setziit. who sits above the husbandOs head) and even if the husband fell into

unchastity ten times, she does not care a whit. Here is the time for the husband to say: Oif
you donOt want, someone else will; if the wife will not, the maid will'€dme.O

As can be read in the passage, Luther did not treat refusal of sex as a biological
problem, that is, frigidity. He discussed impotent women brie%y in connection
with male impotency, and he regarded female impotence to be rarer thati that.
Hence, he did not regard sexual coldness as a result of unbalanced bodily humors

191 WA 10', 287 0n Married Life Impotents will be discussed in chapter V.2.
192 WA 10', 287D29@®n Married Life

193 WA 10', 2900n Married Life

194 Harrington 2005, 89.

195 Ibid., 89D90.

196 WA 10', 290.0n Married Life

197 WA 10', 278 0n Married Life
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or qualities. "e classical understanding of the signi!cance of bodily humors and
qualities de!ning human temperature, action, health, and sickness was commonly
applied!*®® and Luther was familiar with those, but his explanation instead noted
that such wives were !rst and foremost stubborn: they deliberately chose to reject
their husbandsO sexual needs.

A womanQOs social status as either unmarried or married dictated the proper
sexual behavior expected from her. Of course, social norms did not only specify
whether a woman was entitled to sexual relations (as a wife) or not (as unmarried):
the question of proper sexual behavior within marriage was complex, and it had
been the worry of pastors well before Luther, as the medieval penitentials prove,
for instancé?® Furthermore, during the late Middle Ages, one of the most common
accusations for wives who refused marital sex was that they rejected moth&rhood.

Instead, the main theme that arises from this case concerns power-and hie
rarchy between men and women, not o#spring as such. Luther used the German
expressionseynen kop$ au$ sédzto describe the position held by the wife in a
marriage that was sexually unsatisfactory for the husband. Literally, the phrase
can be translated as Ositting above the husbandOs headO and thus holding authority
above him. What Luther implied was that the power relations of the spouses had
been reversed. On the basis of LutherOs text, it seems that for him the avoidance of
marital sex was a feminine %aw. Spouses were entitled to demand intercourse from
each other, due to the conjugal duty promised in marriage vows, as has been noted
previously. "us, the problem involved socially undesired behavior and, because it
was not a biological defect, had the potential to be corrected.

"e seriousness with which Luther treated the topic is revealed by the pu
nishment he considered suitable for the stubborn wife. If other measures, such as
two or three warnings by the husband or public knowledge of her stubbornness
(hallstarrickey), were insu&cient to get the wife to adopt the correct behavior, the
civil government had the right to enforce the death penalty:

Where now the other refuses and does not want [to fullll the conjugal duty], he robs his
body fiympt und raubet es seynen Jewhich he had given to the other, and that is in fact

contrary to marriage and dissolves it. "erefore the civil government must compel the wife
or put her to deathwjeyb tzwingen oder umb brinj&t

198 For bodily humors and qualities, see Lemay 1981, 166; MacLehose 1996, 4b5; Shaw 1998,
27D28, 53b54, 65b66, 70D72.

199 James Brundage, for instance, has distilled the amount of regulations in medieval penitentials
humorously yet truthfully in his table O"e sexual decision-making process according to the
penitentials O Brundage 1987, 162. See also Wiesner-Hanks 2011, 61; Karant-Nunn 2012a, 13.

200 Karras 1999, 170.

201 WA 10', 2900n Married Life
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"e husband was entitled to search for a new wife, similar to the biblical example
of King Ahasuerus, who took Esther in place of V&%hti.

Dealing with disobedient wives was diverse in the sixteenth century-but ne
vertheless always re%ective of husbandly power, as Merry Wiesner-Hanks has not
ed: the power of husbands over their wives was a given fact. In France, men could
insist on imprisoning their disobedient wives, whereas in Italy or Spain wives
could be conveyed to convents or houses Oof refuge for repentant prostitutes.O "e
courts usually accepted the physical disciplining of wives in certain cases, although
this was held to certain standards. "ese included, for example, the prohibition to
use violence that resulted in bloodshed or the allowance to use a stick of a speci
led size for beatin@® Generally speaking, violence was a means for husbands to
maintain their status gsater familiasand, generally speaking, an extreme way to
uphold their male honot®*

In his texts from 151601517, Luther still advised husbands to discipline
their stubborn wives physicallyNan advice which was in line with the contempo
rary customs and law®.However, by 1522 he did not give this guidance anymore.
As a matter of fact, he kept reformulating the question of marital violence in the
1520s, and in the beginning of 1525 in his seriantal Estate Luther noted
explicitly that it was improper to represent oneOs masculinity through vi$fence.

LutherOs way of illustrating the punishmen®mnMarried Lifederived, as
can be read in the text, from the idea of the marital relationship dying when the
wife refused to give her body to her spouse. Interestingly, the husband®s autho
rity over his wife was depicted by Luther as stages of punishments. "e ¥st de
monstration of power relations concerning the coupleOs private life was a-nonpub
lic correction of the wife in the form of warnings. "e second stage of punishment
was public shaming, which appears to have forti'ed the underdog position of the
woman. "e last stage, that is, the one given by civil government, was the apex of
punishments and thereby represented most fully the disparity in power relations
between the sexes. In LutherOs language, the judiciary became an image-of masculi
ne power over women. One aspect of the power relations also involved the parallel
between GodOs will and the husbandOs rights. In LutherOs text, the %ip side of GodOs

202 WA 10', 2900n Married Life
203 Wiesner-Hanks 2011, 284. Courts generally held as appropriate that the diameter of the
stick should not exceed that of the husbandOs thumb.

204 For violence and male honor, see Karras 2003, 60. For marital violence in the sixteenth and
seventheenth centuries, see Lidman 2008.
205 Mattox 2003a, 56. Regarding the advice on disciplining wives in LutherOs sermons concer

ning the Ten Commandments 151601517, see WA 1, 398D521.
206 WA 17, 24 Marital Estate
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word in the Scriptures to give oneself to the other in marriage was the husband
having rights to his wifeOs body.

Female sexuality, which was at the core of the matter together with issues
of power and authority, was somewhat muddled in LutherOs discussion of the
stubborn wifeNcompared to his overall evaluation of sexuality. It was common
among LutherOs ancestors and contemporaries to regard that men could maintain
self-control over their desire while women could not suppress their lust. “is in
sight connected the female with irrationality, lust, and disorder on the one hand,
and the male with rationality, self-control, and order, on the éth&cholastics,
for instance, regarded that women had greater sexual desire than men and a lesser
ability to control themselves with reas8hlLuther presented this view himself in
many of his texts as wé.

However, what Luther was signaling in his wordings in this context, albeit
implicitly, was that a stubborn wife could resist the temptation of sexual desire, and
that the refusal to ful!ll the conjugal debt was merely a female feature. In other words,
she had self-control over her lust since the question was not of a physical defect but a
conscious choice. "is opposes LutherOs overall view of sexuality as an uncontrollable
force: as | have noted in Chapter I, in other contexts Luther did not regard the cont
rol of desire as possible for any normal human being, whether female or male. If both
of the spouses were physically healthy, there apparently was no situation where the
husband should refuse intercourse. "e more important thing, however, is that the
manOs refusal would not have posed a threat to the power relations.

It seems that the case served Luther as a warning for his contemporaries
of reversed gender roles. It is possible that Luther brought up the issue of women
rebu&ng marital sex i©On Married Lifesince it was a real-life problem, which he
perhaps had been told about in pastoral situations. Yet a more important factor
than the possible origin of the discussion is, from my point of view, the educatio
nal aspect of the case. In this case he did not concentrate on the nature of human
sexualityper sBland ponder, for instance, why a stubborn wife was not compelled
by her innate burning desire. Even though LutherOs rhetoric concerning human
sexuality was otherwise !erce, it was just that way in contexts where he needed it
to be. In this discussion, he concentrated only on the question of the proper way of
being that the woman should accept in regard to her husband. He treated this kind
of a case as an exception to the common rule, the common rule being, of course,
womanQs obedience and willingness to succumb to marital duty. Because refusing
marital sex was in this case !rst and foremost an expression of a womanOs own will,

207 Bynum 2002, 151D179; Karant-Nunn 2012a, 6.
208 Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 52.
209 Karant-Nunn & Wiesner-Hanks 2003, 137.
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even a manifestation of independence as her placement above the husbandOs aut
hority, it threatened to lead to problems that could unbalance the gender system,
that is, male dominance not only in a relationship but in the whole of society. "is

is also why Luther judged it harshly.

41 * UBA.1$)18,/ | +,1*%0B, %#2R$5,%1", 0.1<%! &B! +1

"is chapter aims to explore whether the picture Luther painted of womanhood in

his theoretical texts, as well as his personal letters to male recipients, deciphered
thus far, was also maintained by him in practical contexts regarding women in real
life. In order to do this, | have chosen to examine LutherOs letters, the very practical
genre of his texts, to his female contemporaries. "ere are, however, only a few
letters to female recipients from Luther, preserved in WA, from this particular time
period. In fact, the letters used in this chapter are the only extant ones addressed to
women during the period from 1520 to 1524. "us, it is not possible to make a suf
Iciently extensive analysis to draw a thorough comparison of theory and practice.

"is chapter nonetheless presupposes that even the paltry number of Lut
herOs letters to women creates a de!nite counterpart for his discussions on women
and their capabilities in the theoretical genre, such as treatises and sermons. In
addition to remarks concerning his three letters to upper-class women, the main
attention will be paid to the cases of Katharina SchYtz Zell (149891562)-and Flo
rentina von Oberweimar (c. 1509D7?), two women whom Luther contacted through
written correspondenc&?

As has become evident, Luther did not walk on eggshells in his theoretical
texts when his female contemporaries were under consideration. Quite the reverse,
he could judge them to be talkative, complaining, and unable to resign themselves
to the ruling of men. IOn Married Life for instance, Luther drew a picture of
women not capable of literary but only oral OskiftsO:

If women would write books, they would write exactly the same things about men [by this
Luther did not mean complimentary insights, rather quite the opposite]. But what they

have not written, they express surely by complairkifagén and yappingKla$en) when
they get togethét?

Luther here implicitly presented at least three features that he thought were cha
racteristic of womanhood. First, he supposed that women thought the same way
about men as men did of them, speaking mainly of menOs vices and their dissatis
faction with them. Interesting to note is that, other than in this context when spea

210 | have also discussed LutherOs relations with both of these women in an article focused on
SchYtz zellOs and von OberweimarOs self-authorization. See Mikkola 2014a.
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king of mutual dissatisfaction, Luther did not parallel womenOs and menOs thoughts
this directly in any other place in the texts examined.

My second notion relates to expressions that Luther used to describe wo
menQOs talk, namely, complainiktpgen and yapping Kla$er),22 both of which
are negatively charged wordslagen expresses dissatisfaction by lamenting,
grumbling, and bemoanindla$en on the other hand, refers to a dogOs barking
and yapping. "us, in terms of oral skills Luther described femininity with harsh,
even pejorative images. "irdly, Luther seems to think that gathering together to
thrash things out was a characteristic of women since they did not have the oppor
tunity or ability to write things down. "us, writing, a cultivated way of expressing
oneself, became a characteristic of men, while everyday conversation, which did
not require training or more sophisticated expression, characterized women.

WritingNthat is, acting as an authorNhad gained several meanings throug
hout the Middle Ages. Laurel Amtower has explained that authorship had four
connotations in medieval languagectorwas presumed to be connected with the
Latin verbsagergto act or perform)augergto grow) andauieo(to tie), as well as
to the Greek noumuthentia (authority). "rough performing the act of writing
and thus OtyingO verses together, an author brought a text into being by making it
grow. He was an authority, for Oan auctor was one whose words formed both font
and origin of all ethical or universal truths for the thoughtful individual who fol
lowed him&*In both the temporal and spiritual world, an author was supposed
to be closer to the word of Christ, the Logié8ue to the foregoing, it is not sur
prising that Luther considered only men as the sources of texts. How did he react,
then, to the texts written by real-life women and to the women themselves?

BI&$D1 (-15)+-16)2%18%Q (-#1$)1 GB1 #1*,++4G1$$,%#1$)12<S
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"e letters that will be analyzed in this section were targeted at upper-class women
who had approached Luther with the intention of getting his advice on certain
problems. "e Irst of the letters is addressed to three court ladies, Hanna von

Draschwitz, Milia von ...Isnitz, and Ursula von FeilitZ8ttite second to a nun,

213 In modern German, the forrklS$enis used to refer to complainingla$enin modern
German means Oto gape O

214 Amtower 2000, 82. Amtower follows the demonstration of A. J. Minnis in her text. Briggs
de'nes writing as both composition and inscription. He also remarks on the overlapping
and interdependent character of writing, reading, and literacy. See Briggs 2000, 398D399.

215 Amtower 2000, 82.

216 WA BR 3, no. 625, 93D94. To three court ladies (June 18, 1523).
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possibly called Hanna von Spiejéiind the third to three nuns, whose names are
not mentioned in the lettet?
"e aim of the letter to the three court ladies is revealed at the beginning of
LutherOs text:
Mr. Nicholas von Amsdorf has reported your request to me and the abuse that you have

experienced on account of my books from the court at Freiberg; and in addition he re
quested me to write you a letter of consolatEyn(trostbrief?®

"e motive to write to these women arose, as Luther mentioned, out of the request
of the women themselves through LutherOs friend Nicholas von Amsdorf (1483D
1565). "e letter was printed in Wittenberg on the initiative of Hieronymus Schurf
(1481D1554), a jurist and supporter of Luther, and Nickel Schirlenz, a printer from
Wittenberg??°

Freiberg was located in Albertine Saxony, and the court was in ruling by
Henry IV of Saxony (1473D154%)the cousin of Frederick the Wise. Henry was
also the younger brother of George (1471D1539), the duke of Albertine Saxony,
who opposed evangelical claims for clerical marriage, for ex&hjrlel512,
Henry had married Katharina of Mecklenburg (1487D1561), who developed an
evangelical leaning toward the end of 1523, mainly through LutherOs #itings.
"e court ladies that Luther was writing to were those of Katharina, whom Henry
had dismissedNbeing three of his wifeOs six ladiesNfor reading and possessing
LutherOs book.

Luther addressed the women as Omy special friends in @faystgn besen
dern freundynn ynn Chrig@?® and Omy dear sisteradyn lieben schwestgs#f
despite the fact that he did not know them, as is revealed from the text. "is was not
exceptional, since Luther seems merely to have been following the widely adopted
art of letter-writing, the ars dictaminis or ars dictandi, with this salutation. He used
similar idioms in the letter to Hanna von Spiegel, whom he called OHonorable, dear
maiden HannaEhrbare, liebe Jungfrau Haf®’ In the letter to the three nuns,

217 WA BR 3, no. 695, 204. To a nun, possibly Hanna von Spiegel (December 14, 1523). For
analysis of the recipient, see Bebermeyer 1933, 203.

218 WA BR 3, no. 766, 327b328. To three nuns (August 6, 1524).

219 WA BR 3,n0 625, 93, 4D6. Translation by Susan Karant-Nunn and Merry Wiesner-Hanks.

220 Bebermeyer 1933, 93.

221 For the location, see the map in Plummer 2012, 66. Henry IV was also known as Henry the
Pious Heinrich der Fromnje

222 Plummer 2012, 68, 78D79, adsimFor an analysis of the di#erences between Ernestine
and Albertine Saxony, see also p. 85, for instance.

223 NDB 1977, 325.

224 Bebermeyer 1933, 92.

225 WA BR 3, no. 625, 93. To three court ladies (June 18, 1523).

226 WA BR 3, no. 625, 94.

227 See WA BR 3, no. 695, 204, 1.
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not in the salutation but the post scriptum, he wrote: OTo the hands of three cloiste
red virgins, my dear sisters in Christ, written in friendsfgjz(t handen den dreyen
kloster Junckfrawen, meynen lyeben Schwestern Jn Christo, gschribenn Ji&&nthlich

Luther compared the court women to oppressed Christians, about whom
Pauf?® and Christ himself° spoke in the New Testament. He credited the women
for being in GodOs favor, noting: OEyou are enlightened by GodOghyrace (
Gottis gnaden erleughtaind they [opponents of evangelical views] are blind and
obdurateEG?! Furthermore, he encouraged them to OactE and hold your friends
to it as well¥ Luther thus presented the three women as model examples of
Christian faith: they had maintained their belief in the midst of hardships. In this
way, the publication of the letter also becomes understandableNthe reason was
both political and pastoral: LutherOs words were obviously regarded as important
in strengthening evangelical identity. "e fact that the examples were female was
thus not an issue when the identity of a proper Christian was built by Luther and
other evangelical males, in this case the jurist Schurf and the printer Schirlenz.

"e letter to Hanna von Spiegel, which Luther wrote approximately six
months a$er the one to the court ladies, can be somewhat similarly deemed as
LutherOs e#ort to strengthen von SpiegelOs evangelical identity in particular and to
enhance the evangelical way of life in general. Von Spiegel, an ordained nun, had
written to Luther about her wish to get married, possibly to receive his support, as
can be judged from LutherOs wéfélalthough Luther supported the idea, he was
hesitant to use his authority in the ma@#&rApparently, as Gustav Bebermeyer
writes, von Spiegel had promised herself to a man below her social3ratosr
ding to Marjorie Plummer, the engagement to a non-noble was such a scandal for
her family that they sought LutherOs help in preventing the two lovers from being
united. "eir reaction was quite common, for noble families o$en disapproved of
their daughtersO marriages to lower esttes.

Instead of supporting her family, in his letter to von Spiegel Luther-main
tained that it was of no importance whatsoever whether one was noble or non-nob
leNfor what mattered was Ojoy and lolkast und Lieb® between the marrying

228 WA BR 3, no. 766, 328, 48D49.

229 Compare | Cor. 4:12: OWe wear ourselves out from working with our own hands. When
insulted, we bless. When persecuted, we endureO

230 Compare Matt. 5:44 OBut | say to you, love your enemies, and pray for those who persecute
YyouEO

231 WA BR 3, no. 625, 93, 15D16. Translation by Susan Karant-Nunn and Merry Wiesner-Hanks.
232 WA BR 3, no. 625, 94, 34b35. Translation by Susan Karant-Nunn and Merry Wiesner-Hanks.
233 WA BR 3, no. 695, 204, 1D3. To a nun, possibly Hanna von Spiegel (December 14, 1523).
234 WA BR 3, no. 695, 204, 5b8.

235 Bebermeyer 1933, 203.

236 Plummer 2012, 239D240. See also pp. 234D235.
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parties. "ese building blocks of marital life made one well worth the other, des
pite possible di#erences in their social standing. However, he simultaneeusly re
minded von Spiegel to pursue marriage not for the reason of the Ovain heat of love
(nicht eitel Liebesbrungd but to search for GodOs blessing and?YractherOs
presentation to von Spiegel that marriage was not about social rank but about love
may not just have been a display of romantic idealism on his part, however, but
rather the prevailing practice of necessity.

When the evangelical teachingNincluding that concerning the cloister
vowsNbegan to gain ground, many nuns and monks preferred life outside their
convents and monasteries as a result. However, beginning a new life outside the
walls posed serious problems, especially for religious women. "e number-of sui
table spouses was rather limited: Plummer maintains that before clerical-marria
ge was locally accepted, several laymen showed reluctance in marrying a former
nun.2® Family interferences and the lack of a proper dowry imposed further obst
acles to womenOs laicization, not to mention their age being possibly too advanced
for the marriage markeét? While it was possible for former monks to work as
school teachers or preachers, similar options were not open for religious #bmen.
Due to these reasons, among others, and following the pattern of other noble or
elite women, former nuns were likely to marry men of a lower estate tharttheirs.
Indeed, even marriage to an evangelical pastor signiled a de!nite decline in a
noble womanOs stafffs.

Luther also discussed the possibilities for religious women in his letter to three
nuns whom he wrote in August 1524. "e nuns had written to Luther due to their
pondering of whether to leave the convent and the reasons for which it could be
done?*"eir letter to Luther came during the period when leaving the cloister was
an act executed by the individual herself. Already during the mid-1520s, the evan
gelical-leaning city councils began to close cloisters in several areas, and thus their
inhabitants lost their opportunity to choose, as they were o$en forced téfeave.

As Luther put it, two reasons were su&cient for abandoning the cloister vows:
Irst, if nuns were not allowed to decide about their lifestyle but were coerced to stay

237 WA BR 3, no. 695, 204, 10b12, 1920.

238 Plummer 2012, 230.

239 Chrisman 1996, 153; Plummer 2012, 230, 234D235.

240 Chrisman 1996, 153.

241 Plummer 2012, 234.

242 Skocir & Wiesner-Hanks 2010, 17.

243 WA BR 3, no. 766, 327D328. To three nuns (August 6, 1524). "is can be judged on the basis
of p. 327, 2, 5B6.

244 Plummer 2012, 241. However, as Joan Scokir and Merry Wiesner-Hanks have pointed out,
several convents were permitted to remain open even in the evangelical areas. See Scokir &
Wiesner-Hanks 2010, 17.
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in the convent® and second, if they could not be content but were teased by their
%esk® Luther noted that women in generalgibervolckwere hesitant to admit that
they indeed su#ered desires of the %esh but, as he defended his position,-having de
sires was a fact proven by both Scripture and experiseiog (nnd erfarungg?+
Quite on the contrary to his theoretical writings, Luther did not univocally

exhort the women to leave the cloister but le$ his position open. He ruminated on
the issue and concluded that the women could stay in the co8eemtuget yr wol
drynnen bleibexif they were allowed to Obe freeO and at least read and hear the Word
of God?*¢thereby referring probably not only to Scripture but also to the Word o#e
red by evangelical preachers. His stance is clearly revealed in the following:

| anticipate that you will leave the convent for these two reasons, or only one is enough,

and you already mention the Irst. If it happens that in the future convents become matters

of free choice, then you can certainly move back in again, if you have the grace and desire
to do s@*

"is advice certainly seems to be in contradiction with LutherOs public, polemical
writings, where he had underlined human sexual desire and the necessity to act
accordingly, that is, to get married as quickly as possible. Why did he treat these
religious women with toleration toward their cloistered life? A$er all, Luther had
already been involved in, for instance, the escape of twelve nuns from their cloister
in Marienthorn, Nimbschen, in April 1523. "is escape is perhaps one of the lar
gest that Luther partook in. At least it has remained one of the widest known, since
his future wife Katharina von Bora was among the nuns. Luther took responsibility
for the nunsO future well-being and thus played a signilcant role in Inding them
husbands>®

One possible explanation for the advice to stay in the convent is rather
practical. Since the letter to the nuns was written in August 1524, it is more than
probable that the evangelicals, including Luther, had already become aware of the
complexity of incorporating former religious women into sociétjus, pragma-
tic concerns, such as those described in this section, which were related to women
religiousO laicization, and especially the personal commitment demanded by that
process, may indeed have a#ected LutherOs willingness to let the women stay in the
convent if possible.

245 WA BR 3, no. 766, 327, 6D8.

246 WA BR 3, no. 766, 327, 21.

247 WA BR 3, no. 766, 327, 21D22.

248 WA BR 3, no. 766, 327, 16D20.

249 WA BR 3, no. 766, 327D328, 38b42. Translation by Susan Karant-Nunn and Merry Wies

ner-Hanks.
250 For the escape, see, e.g., Smith 1999, 747D749.
251 For the laicization of nuns and monks, see Plummer 2012, 131D166.
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In all the letters analyzed in this section, Luther spoke formally and respe
ctfully to the women he was dealing with, despite the recipient or the issue of the
letter. Certainly the codes of letter-writing a#ected LutherOs way of treating these
women. However, one must note the societal standing of the recipients as well:
they all were women of noble origin. LutherOs tone is understandable, therefore, on
the basis of the womenQOs position in the corporative system, and perhaps also due
to the favor that Luther had already gained in their eyes, favor which he may have
regarded as rather valuabteé.

Luther was by no means the only evangelical preacher who clearly regarded
women, not only men, as possible allies. For instance, John Calvin also cerrespon
ded with upper-class women, and in the letters he could treat them as equals to
men in spiritual matter$® Anne Conrad has noted that throughout history, it has
been common in uprising movements for women to constitute a large number of
the people. However, in the process of the movement being institutionalized and
stabilized, women tend to be forced into the background. In her opinion, the six
teenth century was no exception to this sociological phenont&Harthe delicate
situation of forming and spreading the evangelical movement, it was crucial that
every possible favorable contact was used, particularly those among the upper clas
ses™5 Hence, more than oneOs gender it was oneOs social status that seems to have
been important.
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"e case of Florentina von Oberweimar (c. 1509D?) appositely continues the dis
cussion about religious women, their fate a$er leaving the convent, and, especially,
LutherOs way of responding to women in real life. Von Oberweimar escaped from
her nunnery in the beginning of 1524, or perhaps already in the end of 1523, at
the age of !$een. Her apolodimterricht der erbarn und tugentsamen Jungfrawen
Florentina von obern weymar, wie sie aus dem kloster durch Gottis hul$ komen ist
(OTeaching of the honorable and pious maiden Florentina von Oberweimar, how

252 Luther®s dependency on the aristocracy had become evident already, for instance, in his
three-sermon series dedicated to Duchess Margaret of Brunswick in 1519. "e Irst sermon
(Ein Sermon von dem Sakrament der Bu8eluding the dedication, is also marked as
letter no. 210 in WA BR, although the text itself cannot be found there. "e timing of the
Irst sermon is, however, dependent on LutherOs correspondence. See WA BR 1, 537. For the
three sermons, see the introduction in WA 2, 709D712.

253 "ompson 1988, 136-138; especially fn. 44.

254 Conrad 1999, 10, 15.

255 For networks between men in spreading the evagelical understanding of faith, see, e.g.,
Rublack 2005, 42b44.
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she le$ the cloister with GodOs helpO) was published together with LutherOs cover
letter, marginal notes, and an epilogue during March or April of 3B XEence,
the text in which Luther took a stand on von OberweimarOs case is quite di#erent
from a personal letter. His ideas were targeted at a wider audience instead of just
von Oberweimar alone. "us, this section will not only decipher von Oberwei
marQs text and LutherOs response to it, but also compare his words in von Oberwei
marQOs case with what he said to and about women in the private letters discussed
in the previous section.

Not much is known about von Oberweimar or the di#erent phases of her
life. "e most evidence about her is o#ered in her writibgterricht der erbarn
und tugentsamen®’ Von Oberweimar was a noble daughter who had been sent
to the Cistercian nunnery of Neu-HePB8&at the age of six, probably around 1515.
"e abbess of the nunnery was von OberweimarQs relative, Katharina von Watzdorf
(abbess 1493D153#)Von Oberweimar read LutherOs writings probably from the
beginning of the 1520s onward and, inspired by them, wrote him &%dtiat has
not, however, been preserved.

Von Oberweimar was hardly the !Irst nun to escape from her convent: Twel
ve nuns had escaped in the spring of 1523 from their cloister in Nimbschen, in
cluding Katharina von Bora, as has been discussed formerly. And sixteen nuns
had escaped from their convent in Wederstett in June 1523. It is possible that von
Oberweimar was aware of these escapes before planning &t own.

Antje RYttgardt has deemed von OberweimarOs writing as autobiographical
but also as a model example of public propaganda against the &tiR¥atgardt
thinks that von OberweimarOs address sought to justify her actions (genre being
Rechtfertigunsschreil)@ff and as such it can be regarded as an integral part of the
ecclesiastical and societal discussion of the early 1520s. It was written to validate
her reasons for leaving the cloister, which was a central theme when the proper
Christian way of life or the right of nuns and monks to leave their cloisters was
under discussion.

256 Pietsch 1899, 79D80; RYittgardt 2007, 256D259. For the printed edition of von-Oberwei
mars text, see WA 15, 89D94. Henceforth, von OberweimarQOs text is referred to as FO 1899
(1524), whereas LutherOs prologue and epilogue are referred to as WA 15. In this way it is
possible to do justice to von OberweimarQOs voice instead of referring to it as part of LutherOs
writings.

257 RYttgardt 2007, 258.

258 For the history of the nunnery, see RYttgardt 2007, 264D272.

259 FO 1899 (1524), 89.

260 FO 1899 (1524), 91.

261 RYttgardt 2007, 305.

262 Ibid., 258, 273. For the authenticity of the writing, see RYttgardt 2007, 257. For the auto
biographical sources, see, e.g., Jancke & Ulbrich 2005; Fulbrook & Rublack 2010.

263 RYttgardt 2007, 256.
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According to von OberweimarOs own words, she wrotintberichtto honor

God but also to defend her own honor and good nameye ehre und gueten na
men).2%4"e question of honor was essential for every woman, as Karras has stated,
and it particularly had to do with proper sexual behavior. In the late Middle Ages,
female chastity and honor were ideal features, especially for virgins anéfwives.
Accordingly, nuns (but also monks) who escaped from their cloisters were easily
suspected of immorality, especially if the escape was executed during nighttime and
without the approval of oneOs abbess or &Bute to this reason, von Oberweimar
presented herself as passive and humble, and GodOs agency was emphasized:

But God, for whom all things are possible, arranged in his godly wisdom, against which the

wisdom of this world is foolishne¥$that one day a$er the meal when | went to my cell,

the person who should have locked me up le$ the cell open. And | was able to escape with
GodOs apparent heff?..

She further described herself as an orphan who entrusted herself to Goglsicare (
alleyne verlassen weyséhand as Oa languished, hungry sheeps¢hmachtem
hungrigem scha®" Stressing oneOs own humbleness was a typical rhetorical mo
tif in the writings of women speci'cally, but also in those of men. For instance,
Argula von Grumbach (c. 1492bc. 1554/7), a Bavarian lay reformer, called herself
Oa stupid womanO when validating her wriifis.purpose of this kind oftopos

of humility was to assure the readersO favorable attitude toward the writer. By using
thistopos the writer expressed the limits that her sex or social status, for instance,
created. Using humility as a rhetorical tool was intended to emphasize oneOs signi
Icance as a writer, but also the signilcance of the writing itself.

However, von Oberweimar did not hesitate to stress her own agency eit
her. She noted: OSo | have adopted spiritual [life] against my will. | let every pious
Christian and lover of evangelical truth to evaluate what kind of weight to my
conscience [it] has caused d&iyShe thus consciously connected her writing and
her own stand with the evangelical polemics against the cloister. She counted her
self among pious Christians, that is, among the evangelicals, Othe lovers of truth.O

264 FO 1899 (1524), 89, 13b15. See also 93, 25D27. For the gendered reasons for leaving the
cloister, see Plummer 2012, 142, 231.

265 Karras 2003, 60.

266 Plummer 2012, 142.

267 Compare | Cor. 1:21: OFor since in the wisdom of God the world through its wisdom did
not know God, God decided through the nonsense of our preaching to save those who
believe O

268 FO 1899 (1524), 93, 9b12. See also 89, 7D8.

269 FO 1899 (1524), 91, 1b2.

270 FO 1899 (1524), 91 5b6.

271 AG 1995, 141. | have discussed LutherOs view of von Grumbach in Mikkola 2016.

272 FO 1899 (1524), 90, 29b31.
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Although she was merely !$een when writing her text, von Oberweimar evaluated
that she was able to gauge her abilities, the demands of cloistered life, and the evan
gelical writings that encouraged one to leave that life béHKind.

LutherOs prologue, epilogue, and marginal notes tell a slightly di#erent story
of von OberweimarQOs agency than her own text. While she herself highlighted her
right to make decisions concerning her own life, according to Luther her case was
merely one example of the godlessness of the cloister. In his marginal notes, Luther
judged that the Order of Neu-Hel$a was actually disoreier fnordens weys&*
and the abbess was Jezebel herself from the Old Testament, an idolater and a tyrant
in her rule?sLuther®s and von OberweimarOs di#erent points of view are clear even
in their headlines. Whereas von Oberweimar Ole$ the cloister with Godéie help (
aus dem kloster durch Gottis hul$ kome¥ét_uther saw the episode in terms
of Ohow God rescued an honorable e Got eyner Erbarn kloster Jungfrawen
ausgehol$en Ne®” In LutherOs heading, von Oberweimar was presented as an ob
ject, while in her own she construed herself as a sdBjéstsuch, LutherOs view
of von Oberweimar seems to have been in line with his statements concerning
womanhood as a whole, with the emphasis being that the female was always other
and, as such, the object of male agency.

"e context and aim of LutherOs text have to be taken into account, however,
and these indeed di#er greatly here from those in his personal letters to nroblewo
men discussed in the previous section. His epilogue was directed at !ve counts
(Grafen) of Mansfeld, GYnther IV, Ernst I, Hoyer VI, Gebhard VII, and Albert
VII,2"° and it aimed at religious-political persuasion. Richard Cole has assessed
that the text was written with Oa respectful and thoughtful tone, intended to foster
good will&°In Luther®s opinion, the counts had to allow every nun and monk to
decide for themselves whether they would stay in their convents and monasteries
or whether they were happy to leave ti#mMluns and monks were presented by
Luther as Opoor prisoners@ren gefang®f?"is portrayal included an idea of
their dependency on aristocrats, which probably was LutherOs rhetorical means of
persuading the counts to adopt his viewpéint.

273 See more analysis of the writing in Mikkola 2014a, 327D329.

274 WA 15, 90, 25b26.

275 WA 15, 92, 15; 93, 6D8.

276 FO 1899 (1524), 89, 2b3.

277 WA 15, 85, 1b2.

278 Mikkola 2014a, 329.

279 Pietsch 1899, 80.

280 Cole 2013, 316, fn.28.

281 WA 15, 86, 4D6; 88, 18D20. For the attitude of the counts as regards the evangelical move
ment, see RYttgardt 2007, 261D262.

282 WA 15, 88, 30b31.

283 Mikkola 2014a, 330.
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"e matter that Luther was talking about was of the utmost gravity: if the
counts did not listen to Luther and take von OberweimarOs example into account,
they would allow sinful burning of the %esh to happen right under their noses.
Luther noted that

Enothing can be done with the disdainful, shameful desire of the %esls¢hnoeden
schendlichen lust willen des "eygolkich does not cease in cloisters. For the one who

does not want to be pious, it [a sexual act] happens also by oneself or with another [per
son]2&

"is statement was connected in LutherOs rhetoric to one premise of his anthropo
logy, namely, human beingsO nature to come together and multiply, as he explicated
in the prologué?® In addition, it can be seen as part of evangelical rhetoric, which
claimed that women had to be rescued from the demoralizing impact of their con
vent2® An essential part of this discussion is that women were presented by Luther
not as active agents but as passive olfécts.

Luther informed that he published the story dier Florentin&® as an
example of the overall reprehensibility of cloistered lifeNa$er all, the story was
only one of many® However, the case of a noble-born nun can be regarded as an
ideal example for him to have given the counts and other nobility, as it probably
appealed to them due to similar social origins. Hence, the core of the matter was
not von OberweimarOs stargr sebut the way in which her story could be used
by Luther to justify the evangelical viewpoint of the harmfulness of cloistered life.
LutherOs principle was thus of primary importance, not von Oberweimar as a per
son.

"is notion is further supported by Luther®s way of highlighting his own
authority and legitimizing his action: OEif they [the counts and possibly other
rulers as well] knew what | know, they would perhaps not know how they could
praise and respect me enough, or do anything more thaft 'le Gentral theme
in LutherOs text was male agencyNthat of God, the counts, and his own. His rheto
ric in this case was in line with the hierarchies of his time, a fact that may have led
the counts to take LutherOs point of diéw.

However, despite the strategy of emphasizing male agency, LutherOs epilogue
and remarks to von OberweimarOs text do in fact signal his apprbleatlid not

284 WA 15, 88, 21D23.

285 WA 15, 88, 23D26.

286 For the rhetoric, see Plummer 2012, 231.
287 Mikkola 2014a, 330.

288 WA 15, 88, 13.

289 WA 15, 87, 29D32.

290 WA 15, 88, 27D29.

291 Mikkola 2014a, 330.

292 Ibid.
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judge her action but published the apologia, thereby lending his own authority to
her deed. What Luther might have counseled von Oberweimar to do, had-he writ
ten her a personal letter before the escape, remains a mystery. Perhaps he would
have advised her similarly as the three nuns discussed previously, to remain in
the cloister if it could be done freely and gladly. Possibly, however, he would have
advised her to leave in any case, given her descriptions of her treatment it the con
vent?* Be that as it may, one can say that in his writing, Luther encouraged von
Oberweimar as an active agent and a writer, just like he did in his letters to other
noblewomen, although for strategic reasons in this public text he stressed the role
of men and male agen€.

1(1,7 ! /<+,1)81. )->#18 @)%?1$5,1&,1)81! $5! % ! H&SF$GE++1
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One particularly interesting case still remains to be discussed in this chapter: that
of Katharina Sch¥Ytz Zell (1498D1562), a lay reformer from Strasbourg. I this se
ction | shall determine whether LutherOs letter to her at the end of 1524 continues
the rhetoric he had adopted in relation to other contemporary women discussed
in this chapter: the language of approval toward their agency that, by and large,
di#tered signilcantly from the ideaNand indeed idealNof women which Luther
had presented in theory. As in the case of Florentina von Oberweimar, | will !rst
explicate who Sch¥tz Zell actually was and what particular writing Luther reacted
to in 1524. "erea$er, | will discuss and analyze LutherOs response.

Katharina SchY#® a member of a well-o# artisan family, was born pro
bably in the beginning of 1498 in the free imperial city of Strasbourg. She was
well-educated, albeit only in German, and thus she could both write and read well
in the vernacular. According to scholars who have studied SchYtz Zell, -her pie
ty was widely known, appreciated, and imitated in Strasbourg, especially among
young womeri?® Sch¥Ytz had learned the skill of tapestry weaving and intended to
stay unmarried, providing for herself by means of a tapestry business. In her own
words, she had esteemed herself as a church m&ihgrghmutte) since she was
a ten-year-old gif%’

However, from the late 1510s onward, a$er reading LutherOs writings and
hearing evangelical pastors in Strasbourg, SchYtz began to favor the evangelical

293 For von OberweimarOs discussion of her treatment, see FO 1899 (1524), esp. 89D91; 93, 2.

294 "e last conclusive remark is made also in Mikkola 2014a, 330.

295 For biographies of Katharina SchYtz Zell, see esp. McKee 1999a, 3D229. See also Stjerna
2009, 109D131; DomrSse 2011, 45D57.

296 McKee 1999a, 4D9, 12D28, Stjerna 2009, 112; DomrSse 2011, 45.

297 McKee 1999a, 10D12, 14; Stjerna 2009, 111D112.
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interpretation of faith. She married Matthew Zell, one of the pastors and preachers
of Strasbourg, in December 153%3According to Kirsi Stjerna, Sch¥Ytz Zell Ocame

to understand herself as a reformer, as a main player, so to speak, not only a reci
pient of the reforms preached by othésiOwas possible for SchYtz Zell to take

on this role, for her husband was, unlike many of the husbands of active women
in the evangelical movement, a supportive $h&e noblewoman Argula von
Grumbach, for example, was acting against her husband®s will in her evangelical
faith that led her to publish several writirfs.

SchYtz Zell started active, lengthy writing soon a$er marrying, usually
about current issues such as the evangelical priestsO right to marry. She kept pub
lishing until 1558, that is, for 34 years, which was an exceptionally long period for a
lay, middle-class person to write publicly. “e duration of her active publishing can
be regarded as remarkable, since most of the writing laywomen and laymen were
able to get their texts published only for a few years, mostly during the*®520s.
An excellent example of these is the aforementioned von Grumbach, whe publis
hed eight pamphlets during 152301524, but therea$er3ffonetherOs letter to
SchYtz Zell in 1524 was a response to her second tEatsbuldigung Kathari
na SchYtzinn/ fYr Matthes Zellen/ jren Eegemahel/ der ein Pfarrher und dyener ist
im wort Gottes z) Stra&burffon wegen grosser 1Ygen u$ jn erdi@tkatharina
SchYtzOs apologia for her husband Matthias Zell, who is a pastor and a servant of
GodOs word in Strasbourg. On account of great, feignedies O).

"e evangelical movement was formally made known in Strasbourg through
Otedious, almost scholastic disputations,O as Steven Ozment has d&seribed.
city was indeed a scene for various doctrinal debates, and although the evangelical
movement was supported by the authorities, in 1524 the clergy was still punished
for their marriage&® "at year, before Sch¥tz ZellOs apologia, the catholic bishop
of Strasbourg Wilhelm von Honstein (c. 1470D1541) had denied the privileges
(benelcium) of six married clericals, including Sch¥Ytz ZellOs husband, and later
excommunicated all of them, which was the primary reason why SchYtz Zell wrote

298 McKee 1999a, 29D31, 40D41, 48D49; Stjerna 2009, 112P113. For discussion concerning
clerical marriage in Strasbourg, see McKee 1999a, 42D49. For womenQs reasons to marry
clerics, see Plummer 2012, 2119243. Plummer discusses Sch¥Ytz ZellOs motive shortly on p.
228 and concludes that it was a matter of genuine religious conviction.

299 Stjerna 2009, 112.

300 Stjerna 2009, 109D113.

301 Halbach 1999, 55.

302 Roper 1989, 2b3; McKee 1999a, xii; Zitzlsperger 2003, 379D380.

303 See, e.g., Matheson 1995.

304 KSZ 1999 (1524), 21b47.

305 Ozment 1975, 13.

306 Stjerna 2009, 114, 118.
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the treatisé® "e city was a religious-political arena of con%icts between eatho
lic priests such as "omas Murner (1475bc. 1537) and Conrad Treger (1480/83D
1543) and evangelical pastors such as Martin Bucer (149181 b&ithermore,
disputes between evangelicals such as Luther and Andreas Karlstadt began to arise
concerning topics like communion and bapti&ttElsie McKee has evaluated that
the question of religious authority, reservations about clerical marriage, and the
ambiguity of right doctrine were among the most important reasons for SchYtz
Zell to write her apologif®
SchYtz Zell did not have any doubts whatsoever about her importance as a
public agent, as the following quotation from her apologia, written in September
1524, indicates:
El see how many souls already belong to the devil and continue so, which was also a
reason that | have helped to raise up clerical marriage. With GodOs help | was also the !rst
woman in Strasbourg who opened the way for clerical marriage, when | was then still not
consenting or wishing to marry any man. However, since | saw the great fear and furious
opposition to clerical marriage, and also the great harlotry of the clergy, | myself married
a priest with the intention of encouraging and making a way for all ChristiansNas | hope

has also happened. "erefore, | also made a little book in which | showed the foundation
of my faith and the reason for my marriagéE

SchYtz Zell wrote of herself not as a woman !rst, but as a Christian whose duty it
was to act on behalf of other ChristidfisShe wanted to save the precious time of
evangelical clerics by dealing with the issue of their marriage herself. Her inability
to answer theological treatises written in Latin was not an obstacle either, as she put
it.33SchYtz Zell was, however, aware of the arguments that male theologians would
use against her agency. For this reason, she sought to prove her public actions and
writing by basing her arguments on biblical passages. She compared herself to po
werful biblical and apocryphal women such as Juditbsthe’™ and the Queen of
Sheb&?® "rough these examples, she demanded her right to act when men failed

to do s3” She also used a comparison with BalaamOs d8nkeigh spoke when

its master was blind to the angelNit justiled the need to speak up when necessary.

307 McKee 1999a, 51; DomrSse 2011, 46.

308 McKee 1999a, 59D60.

309 Drescher 1908, 37D61, esp. 41D42; Brecht 1986, 163D165; Ar#man 1994, 30D31.
310 McKee 1999a, 60D62.

311 KSZ 1999 (1524), 39b40. Translation by Elsie McKee.
312 KSZ 1999 (1524), 23; Mikkola 2014a, 331.

313 KSZ 1999 (1524), 30.

314 Compare Judith 13:6D8.

315 Compare Esther 7:10.

316 Compare | Kings 10:1.

317 KSZ 1999 (1524), 30, 33.
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Furthermore, she reminded that, according to Paul, there was neither man-nor wo
man in Christ fn Christo ist weder man nach wglb

All of these were metaphors and arguments that several laywomen used du
ring the sixteenth century when arguing for their public role. "ey took PaulOs in
sistence on womenQs silence in the congregation into account, but they also argued
against itNusing PaulOs other texts as well as other biblical passages to prove their
point, as Ulrike Zitzlspreger has nof@SchYtz ZellOs main argument concerning
her agency was that she had the right and the obligation to act to defend her faith
in public, when needed, despite her 8&Whether she extended this claim te ot
her women besides herself seems improlf&dter strategy of self-authorization
was not unique in its form, though. Generally speaking, the practice of female
self-authorization in writing had become increasingly extensive during the late
medieval period?? It was rather common for women to argue that they were spe
cial cases, most o$en by alluding to the grace of&od.

Luther sent his letter to SchYtz Zell soon a$er her apologia had been publis
hed. In the letter (dated December 17, 1524), Luther rejoiced that SchYtz Zell Osaw
and knewO the kingdom of God, which was hidden from many &thbraaddi
tion, Luther expressed his pleasure about SchYtz ZellOs marriage. He was delighted
that she had found a suitable husband, Othrough whom you daily and unceasingly
are better able to learn and hear this [of GodOs kingdéhllather sent his gree
tings to Sch¥tz ZellGs husband, calling him Oyour lord, Mr. Matthede#elh (

Herrn, Herr Matthias Z&ll3” LutherOs method of paying his respects was not only
the correct style of letter-writing but also, and especially, an acknowledgement of
the fact that he was writing to a married woman, which could be considered as an
improper act.

As | have noted in an article concerning SchYtz Zell and Luther, his €ongra
tulations regarding SchYtz ZellOs marriage indicate that correspondence between
the two was not intensiveNSchYtz Zell had, a$er all, been married almost a year by
December 1524. It is probable that this was the !rst letter Luther wrote to SchYtz

319 KSZ 1999 (1524), 46.

320 Zitzlsperger 2003, 81.

321 Mikkola 2014a, 325. McKee has advanced a similar notion concerning the whole of SchYtz
ZellOs production; see McKee 1999a, 390.

322 McKee 1999a, 55 (fn. 18), 396. See also Methuen 2010, 718.

323 "e latter notion can be found, for example, in Chance 1999; Erler & Kowaleski 2003, 7.

324 See, e.g., Wiesner 1986, 9D10.

325 WA BR 3, no. 808, 406, 4. To Katharina Sch¥Ytz Zell (December 17, 1524).

326 WA BR 3, no. 808, 406, 5B7. Translation by Susan Karant-Nunn and Merry Wiesner-Han
ks.

327 WA BR 3, no. 808, 406, 10Db11.
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Zell38|t may have been, as Elsie McKee has suggested, LutherOs response to Sch¥tz
Zell a$er she had sent her apologia to him as a self-introddétion.

It is possible that LutherOs main aim in his letter was to emphasize the hie
rarchical power relations between wife and husband, as the notion of husband as
the teacher and wife as the hearer would suggest. It would also be in line with Lut
herOs ideas of womanhood, described above. However, the focus of LutherOs letter
was not the Zell marriage as such but the apologia itself; otherwise it is safe to assu
me that he would have written his letter already ed@ffieutherOs notion of SchYtz
Zell as one who knows GodOs kingdom strongly implies encouragement o#ered by
Luther to SchYtz Zell regarding both the publishing of her evangelical faith and her
actions to aid the evangelical movement. As such, the emphasis on being illumi
nated by God was similar to LutherOs statement to the three court ladies, where he
had deemed the women to be enlightened by GodOs grace.

On the basis of these aspects, as well as the timing and the tone of the letter,
| tend to regard Luther as a supporter of SchYtz ZellOs public agency. Furthermore,
the lack of disapproval concerning her public writing and the lack of prohibitions
from writing in the future support LutherOs recognition. Also noteworthy is that
Luther seems not to have written a single letter to SchYtz ZellGs husband, Matthew
Zell, who was, a%$er all, an enthusiastic evangelical along with his wife.

"e encouragement of a woman to play an active role was not unique: |
have formerly referred to John CalvinOs strategies in comparison with LutherOs. In
fact, throughout the Middle Ages, several letters to women who were, one way
or another, in Oo&cial positionsO had been written in order to call the women to
use their in%uence in societal, political, or ecclesiastical matters. As Ferrante has
noted, not only empresses but also other learned women were considered worth
approaching?! If LutherOs letter to Sch¥Ytz Zell is interpreted as a letter of support,
as | would from my point of view, it can be said that Luther employed a similar
practice with Sch¥tz Zell as his predecessors and contemporaries had done. Lyndal
Roper, for instance, has proved that Luther could very well have taken advantage
of strategically useful relationshifislt is obvious that such persons were not only
men but also women.

As Kirsi Stjerna has noted, SchYtz Zell was Oparticularly devoted to LutherOs
theologyO in spite of being in%uenced by a variety of evangelical ctatasters.

328 Mikkola 2014a, 326. McKee has been of the same opinion. See McKee 1999a, 65. "e letter
is one of the two letters existing in WA which are addressed to Katharina Zell.

329 McKee 1999a, 65D66.
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331 Ferrante 2001, 881D882.

332 Roper 2010.

333 Stjerna 2009, 113. For KSZOs view of Luther, see McKee 2012.
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she was in dialogue with several evangelicals who had a di#erence in opinion, it
is possible that Luther sought to strengthen SchYtz ZellOs loyalty toward him. "is
interpretation is supported by the historical situation in Strasbourg, where debates
concerning clerical marriage, on the one hand, and internal disputes within the
evangelical movement, on the other, created tensions. LutherOs possible intent to
gain Sch¥tz ZellOs loyalty, as well as the lack of letters to Matthew Zell, con!rms
that he regarded her as a signilcant public agiitis safe to assume that LutherOs
message to SchYtz Zell was similar to that which he had explicated to the other
ladies: OActE and hold your friends to it as well O In this respect, this could be con
sidered as LutherOs message to all of the women discussed in this chapter.

"e di#erence between LutherOs overall formulations of the womanOs proper way
of being and his opinions in practical contexts has become quite evident in this
chapter. On an overall level, the starting point of LutherOs discussion of women in
the !Irst half of the 1520s rested on the insight that the woman and the female body
were signilcant. However, she or her body did not exist independently but merely
in relation to the man and the male body. His main source in deciphering his views
was the Old Testament, to which he Owas always inclined to turn,O as Lyndal Roper
has maintaine@s Luther saw the female body and the womanOs proper way of
being as a continuum, with the latter derived directly from the former.

On a general level, LutherOs view of proper womanhood can be interpreted
as an emphasis on lived bodiliness. For Luther, physical factors set the ideal of the
way a woman should live her life; it was !Irst and foremost based on her body as an
apparatus of procreation, bottmteandpost lapsumAccording to LutherOs general
remarks, a woman in the post-lapsarian world lived primarily within her body,
which gained its meaningNand was sanctiled, in a senseNthrough the Christian
mission of motherhood. In other words, the female body dictated the gendered
way of being®

"e emphasis of a womanOs life as fully based on her body being an appa
ratus of procreation was social-political and in line with contemporary views in
that regard. It was largely due to LutherOs motivation to reject the cloister and to

334 Mikkola 2014a, 326.

335 Roper 2016, 282.

336 For example, Lyndal Roper has come to a similar conclusion in her rather short survey of
LutherOs writings that represent di#erent decades. By using the word OdestinyO to describe
the gendered lives that were due to OnaturalO di#erences between the sexes, she has stat
ed: OIn Luther, [E] biology [i.e., sex di#erence] itself dictated di#erent destiniesEOQ Roper
1983, 38.
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defend matrimony as the desired state for human beings in the context of social
turmoil around the cloister vows. In this understanding, Luther joined in the on
going discourse, which began forcefully in the beginning of the 1520s, dealing
with questions concerning, for instance, the right to leave the cloister, the-new so
cial positions of monks, nuns, and priests, and the challenges posed by traditional
social norms?’

| am not suggesting that LutherOs view rose merely from the ecclesiastical
and social-political situation, but it is clear that his interpretation of womenOs gen
dered way of being was greatly in%uenced by the historical context, both prevailing
and preceding® In his views concerning women, Luther was by no means a uni
gue thinker, as | have proved above; similar viewpoints were presented by a host of
his predecessors and contemporaries. LutherOs similarity to other male thinkers in
this question has not o$en been highlighted or even taken into account in studies
of his views on women.

Essential for LutherOs views on womanhood and the womanOs way of being
was the idea of gender hierarchy. In his writing, Luther exhibited an undeniab
ly normative way of discussing women. Naturally, he was not just describing the
power relations of the sexes or the otherness of women but also participating in
strengthening these norms. Both his readings of the Scriptures and the practical
deductions he made on the basis of them highlight that in his thinking, the manOs
power to delne the woman was a given. In particular, LutherOs discussion of the
sexual relationship between female and male as a sphere of dominance-and sub
mission emphasized the idea of the otherness of the woman in a most profound
way.

Nonetheless, the contradiction between LutherOs theoretical ruminations,
on the one hand, and his advice, as well as de!nitions of policy in practical si
tuations, on the other, suggests a more %uid understanding of the limits that the
womanOs sex constituted. His views on female subordination were perhaps most
visibly questioned by his approval of Katharina SchYtz ZellOs public agency. In the
cases of Florentina von Oberweimar and the three nuns, he juxtaposed the un
derstanding of the womanOs mandatory commitment to the man and her inability
to make decisions concerning her life. On the basis of LutherOs letters to and about
women in this time period, it seems that he valued them as representatives of the
evangelical movement, and possible coworkers as such.

337 Charles Cortright has also noted the signilcance of this context for Luther. Cortright
2011, 98D99. Marjorie Plummer has described the contemporary situation well ir her stu
dy From PriestOs Whore to PastorOsPiifiemer 2012. See also Brecht 1986, 30D34.

338 I am by no means the !rst one to make such a statement. See the notion, for example, in
Karant-Nunn 2008, 167.
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In previous research, it has been presented that real-life women were not
necessarily, or even primarily, de!'ned through theoretical stereotypes, especially
when they were Oacting for the common g&8dowever, the male leaders of
the Reformation had a tendency to treat women as examples of faith, not-as theo
logians of equal value, for instarit®eMy examination has shown that LutherOs
evaluation of these women was very much in line with these general viewpoints.
Of course, the common good, in LutherOs case, was the good of himself and of the
evangelical movement. | have noted formerly that it was common for medieval
men, as well as those living in the beginning of the Early Modern Era, to use their
relations with women to their own advantageNthat is, the networks between men
and women were as useful to them as those between men. LutherOs willing replies
to women can thereby be understood as building and strengthening his networks
with themNfor his own advantage, of course.

For Luther, in the situation of trying to justify his and his coworkers® inter
pretation of proper Christian living, it was natural as well as essential to make use
of all people, regardless of their sex. Even though in principal the proper way of
being for women was bound to their biology and thus to the strict power relations
between women and men, in practice real-life womenNnot quite !tting the female
idealNwere well worth LutherOs attention and appreciation.

339 See Rublack 2002, 3.
340 For a discussion of women as examples of faith, see, e.g., RSisSnen-Schrider 2014, 377D
378, also fn. 82; Mikkola 2016, 60.
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"e analyses of this study have thus far merely touched on the issue of masculinity,
although it has been essential to refer to men already in connection with-the dis
cussions concerning women. "is part of the study will thus concentrate on what
Luther deemed, along with his contemporaries and predecessors, to be the more
perfect sex. | will ask whether in LutherOs view there was as a profound connection
with the male body and proper male way of being as there was in the case of wo
men. Furthermore, what did it mean for men to be men in his rhetoric? How did
Luther de!ne the proper way of being for men?

"ese are questions that have been somewhat neglected in gender studies
until recently. Male experience has, perhaps surprisingly, been overlooked in the
scholarship of the Reformation period as well. One could assume otherwise, since
Reformation studies has, a$er all, traditionally focused especially on male !gures.
“Is lack can be explained, however, by understanding that male experience has
been regarded as universal experience of humankindNand as a result it has not
been deemed essential for scholars to regard menOs experience or thinking as par
ticularly that of men. In 2002, Merry Wiesner-Hanks aptly maintained that gender
studies to date had failed to take seriously menOs Oexperiences as thossodf menO
as representatives of humankind, a point that nowadays is increasingly taken into
account. "e analysis in this part of the study is intended to be a contribution to
the situation underlined by Wiesner-Hanks.

However, the lack of Oprescriptive writing about men as menQ a notion of
Ruth Mazo Karras concerning the medieval sources, is a feature of LutherOs writin
gs as well. Accordingly, this chapter will discuss the norms and ideals concerning
masculinity in LutherOs thinking. If he deemed women to be valuable, yet seconda
ry human beings, as has become clear already, how did he de!ne men as primary?
What part did male bodiliness play in his rhetoric? | will argue that on the basis
of male bodiliness, Luther drew a picture of manOs superiority but also sketched
one desired way of being for all men. Accordingly, the chapter will discuss LutherOs
construction of being a husband and fatherhood as the proper model of the male
way of being. | will extend the discussion by treating di#erent models of men,
both actual and imaginary. | will Irst discuss two real-life examples of masculini
ty advanced by Luther in his texts: that of Luther himself and that of Bernard of
Clairvaux. Accordingly, | will review two groups of males, imaginary yet based on
reality, namely, impotents and castrates. "e chapter will argue that the very male

1 Wiesner-Hanks 2002, 601.
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bodies that justiled the primacy of male gender could actually be unstable and
fragile, even in LutherOs theoretical discussions.

34 /1 (1! #1$5,1k% .)(1)81$5,152/ ! (1% &,
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First of all, how great are the gi$s of the body! Form, strength, health, and the alertness of
the senses, which in the male reach [their peak as he is] the more noblenszsc(lo
accedit nobilissimus sexu$s enables him to carry out many things, both in public and
private life, and many distinguished and proper deeds to which woman is a stenger (
quibus mulier aliena gst

Luther described the male body in this manner inRbarteen Consolations

1520 Fourteen Consolatiomgas written with one specilc man in mind: Frederick

the Wise. Luther composed the treatise a$er the elector fell gravely ill on a journey
from Frankfurt to Torgad. Hence, the treatise was aimed at o#ering Frederick
encouragement in the midst of his illness.

"e human body wasNas LutherQOs idealizedNstrong, healthy and beautiful,
and these qualities applied to both women and men alike. However, the male body
was superior to the female body, as it allowed man to perform various duties both
in public and private life. "e word nobilis that Luther used in this context descri
bed the hierarchy of the sexes, and it credited man as the one with greater value
and dignity. "e man as the paragon of humankind is thus obvious in the passage.
Even though there was indeed a bit of glorilcation in LutherOs words, especial
ly concerning the male body, his understanding resonates well with what Merry
Wiesner-Hanks has concluded concerning the di#erent societal expectations of
women and men: OMotherhood was also womenQOs only vocation, while fatherhood
was not a vocation, but simply one of many tasks expected of godly men.O

LutherOs bodily point of view becomes visib@nirMonastic Vowas well.

He compared the sexes and concluded: O[Men] have a Irmer and more vigorous
body than women and [they] die latetOtherOs notion was connected to his eva

luation of the age at which men and women would need to be supported by the
resources of churches. According to Luther, women could need support at sixty

2 WA 6, 119Tessaradecas consolatoria pro laborantibus et onératislation by Martin H.
Bertram. Henceforth referred to Beurteen Consolations

3 Knaake 1888, 99.

4 Wiesner-Hanks 2010b, 78. "e same notion is found in Wiesner-Hanks 2016, 9.

5 WA 8, 6610n Monastic Vows
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years of age, while this was not the case for men until they were seventy ér eighty.
Modern scholars have made evaluations on the life expectancy in the Middle Ages.
"ey vary from 50 to 69 years for men, depending on various factors, such as so

cial statug.For women, the suggested mean age is orfiyt48 thus reasonable

to assume that LutherOs description of men living signilcantly longer than women
was correct in principle, rather than being a mere rhetorical means to emphasize
menOs vitality. However, his statement may also refer to an understanding of the
capability of men to take care of themselves better than women. "is idea would
have been based on LutherOs view regarding the di#erences of the female and male
bodies, especially the Irmness of the male body.

Hence, men were superior to women from a bodily point of view. Luther
thus reconstructed a gender hierarchy which fundamentally held that the man was
strong and the woman weakNa structure that Heide Wunder calls Othe dominant
Christian anthropologyO presented particularly by the humanists of the sixteenth
century? As has been noted in the previous chapter, not only the body but also the
order of creation had a lot to do with the power relations between women and men
in LutherOs rhetoric. Indeed, it seems that Luther considered the fact that the man
had been created !rst as the reason for the initial hierarchy:

See here, why God gave the order to Adam before He created EveE "e woman must not

hear GodOs word without an intermediate, but to learn from Adam. So also before the fall
the male person had the rule and authofity.

Luther thus justiled the leading position of the man at home as well as in communal
life by describing manOs leadership alrpadgreatunin the Sermons on Genesis
As Luther put it, OGod has ordered the male person to rule, teach, and*preachO
However, the manOs duty to teach the woman emphasized not only his status as an
authority, but also his responsibility to take care of the lesser being. LutherOs demand
for men to carry out their duty is explicated in the context of the fall: OGod himself
had spoken with Adam and given him the order that he should teacK Eve O

In the patristic and medieval exegesis, the line between the order of creation
and superiority had not been so clear-cut, howgv@ame of LutherOs predeces

6 WA 8, 6610n Monastic Vows

7 Jonker 2003, 113; Gri&n 2008, 577.

8 Gri&n 2008, 577.

9 Wunder 2002, 21, 29.

10 WA 24, 71bb72I8ermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 121bD122b.

11 Also Mattox has interpreted Luther in a similar way regarding this question. See Mattox
2003a, 53.

12 WA 24, 107bSermons on Genes&milarly WA 14, 144a. Similar idea also in WA 14,
158bH159b.

13 WA 24, 83bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 144a.

14 "ompson 2009, 512.
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sors had indeed deemed the order of creation as revealing the gender hierarchy,
but several theological thinkers, from the early church to the late medieval world,
such as Aurelius Ambrosius (c. 340D397) and Denis the Carthusian (1402D1471),
considered the interpretation to be problematic. "e creation of woman in a better
placeNnamely, paradiseNcould in fact allude to her superiority, as they put it.
Ambrosius and Denis, among other theologians, instead based their reading of the
superiority of the male on the superiority of his virttkes.

Regardless of the original reason for male superiority for Luther, it seems
that in his understanding the fall strengthened the position of the man as the
ruling one. ManOs power over woman was explicated, for instance, in the act of
naming the woman EveHévg, which Luther described in th8ermong® To
emphasize the normative position of man, Luther used both Hebrew and German
wordplay to describe the male and female. "e madschhad the prerogative to
name the womardschaAccording to LutherOs exegelshreferred to Oa man
among human beings,© whikchaor Menninin German, alluded to the fact that
the woman had been taken from the male substdnagher did not hesitate to
draw a parallel between the situation of the !rst human beings and the practice of
his own days, when wives still got their names from their husB&Bdsn though
woman was a master over the created wodi\herr uber allper creation in
LutherOs reading of Genesis, as has been discussed in Chapter I11.1Nthe man had
the greatest authority over her.

LutherOs stance regarding male superiority and gender hierarchy was illuminat
ed through a very traditional allegory of the sexes as well: OAdam is the image of Christ,
the woman of his bride, the Christian church, which is named a$efHien€ame
kind of nuptial imagery was also used by Luther ifFteedom of a Christiawhere
bride and groom appear as an allegory for the union of the human soul andChrist;
in On Monastic Vowsyhere he treated Christ as a groom and a human beingOs cons
cience as a bridéand, for instance, in a marriage sermon in 1525 that noted straight
forwardly that the man represented Christ and the woman the Church in méfriage.

15 Mattox 2003a, 41D42.

16 WA 24, 113b, 116b. (WA 14, 150ermons on Genesis

17 WA 24, 79bb80Isermons on Genessmilarly WA 14, 127a, 127b, 150a.

18 WA 24, 113b. (WA 14, 150&grmons on Genesis

19 WA 24, 116bSermons on Genesgomewhat similarly WA 14, 152a. Aside ffqm Adam
and Eve, Luther used the same imagery for Abraham and Sarah as well: OEthe Christian
church is the real Sarah, really free, having no one above her but,h,er master Christ, who is
her husband, has the right to her, that she has that which he hasEO WA 2&e32Rins

on GenesisSimilarly WA 14, 267a. For the allegory see, for instance, Elliott 2008, 16D33;
Bynum 2012, 151.

20 WA 7, 54b5%reedom of a ChristiaBee also Wiberg Pedersen 2017, 136D137.
21 WA 8, 608, 610Dn Monastic Vows
22 WA 17, 24 Marital Estate For nuptial imagery, see also p. 13.
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"e nuptial imagery was present in biblical texts, both in the Old and the
New Testaments, and used as an image by a myriad of Christian thinkers from the
Irst centuries onward, especially by female and male mystics during the Middle
Ages? Luther adopted it to describe both the ecclesiastical and societal spheres, as
well as gender relations, as his predecessors and contemporaries had &so done.
Luther hence employed here the implicit interconnection of male-spirit-Christ
and female-%esh-Church, which highlighted the normative position of the man
in relation to the woman of lower stattisAlthough in the two latter contexts the
Image was not particularly connected to the power relations of women and men,
the above-described interconnections with femininity and masculinity can indeed
be seen as an implicit part of the discussion.

When it comes to the question of naming as an act of power-over, Mattox
has maintained that the parallel of naming was not only an expression of manOs
superiority but also LutherOs critique toward his male contemporaries who ignored
their duty to work to provide for their families. "ese menNor Ohousehusbands O as
Mattox calls themNwere not capable of a#ording OnamesO for theiféWikigke
it is indeed possible that Luther aimed to strengthen the masculine self-awareness
of his male contemporaries, it is equally possible that he merely noted how the
example of the Irst human beings was still applied in his days. | also !Ind the con
cept of househusband slightly confusing. Although it possibly is merely atransla
tion of the German equivalehtausvatey it seems to contain other, unexplicated
meanings as wellNand, at any rate, Mattox does not clarify the concept.

If, then, the man was superior in body and in the gender hierarchy, as has
been discussed, how did Luther explain and illuminate his role as regards the fall?
As | have presented in Chapter 1.1, in LutherOs view there would have been the
possibility to replace the woman, if it had only been her who fell into unbelief.
Adam, on the other hand, could not be replaced, as he was the representative of
humankind. Luther pondered in th8ermons on GenesidEthe fall that Adam
committed @en Adam gethan Hatmust we all bemoan, complain and speak like
him..& "e fall of Adam had profound consequences for human bodiliness, as he
put it: OIf Adam had not fallen, no man or woman would have been unfriitful O
On Married Life he explicated somewhat similarly: OE| say that %esh and blood,

23 Elliott 2008, 17D18; Kleinhans 2010, 128.
24 Mattox 2003a, 35, 37D39. See also e.g. Leppin 2014a, 53b54.
25 "e same notion is made on a general level in "ompson 2009, 513: OEto the extent that

the relationship of man and woman mirrors Christ and the church, the subordinate role of
woman can scarcely be questioned.O

26 Mattox 2003a, 53.
27 WA 24, 117bSermons on Genes®oot of this statement in WA 14, 153b.
28 WA 24, 54bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 113b.
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corrupted through Adam, is conceived and born in sitf&dlamOs fall, by the same
token, de!ned the relationship of women and men in the post-lapsarian world: OE
there is no greater union than that of a man and a woman, and it would have re
mained that way if Adam had remained innocent. Now it is spoil®dEO

"e view of man as the normative human being was, of course, in many
ways built in in the Christian discourses from the !rst centuries to the Middle
Ages, but it becomes particularly evident in the concept of the OAdamic fallO "e
view of woman as an inferior creature had made it possible for some thinkersNfor
instance, AugustineNto deem EveOs fall as unconscious and AdamOs as®onscious.
LutherOs contemporaries commonly spoke of Othe sin of Adachfbis was also
the basis of LutherOs discussion. None of LutherOs references concerning the fall in
terms of its e#ect on the state of the humankiast lapsunsuggested the woman
having a leading role. "us, it is quite evident that for Luther, as for his predeces
sors and contemporaries, AdamOs fall sealed the downfall of all huniankind.

On the basis of her work on LutherOs sermonsectdres on Genedis-
wever, Susan Karant-Nunn has argued that Luther regarded Eve as the main cul
prit behind the fall, and that OAdamOs allegedly more acute intellectual powers do
not move the Reformer to assign greater blame toHinuther indeed presented
the man as the more intelligent person in 8&mons on Genesshould the ser
pent have asked him the same questions it asked woman, Ohe would have given it a
whole other answetidam would have been better prepared forAh&echtung
that is, the agonizing struggfthan Eve, since God had given His orders directly

29 WA 10', 3040n Married Life

30 WA 24, 78bSermons on Genessmilarly WA 14, 126a. For AdamOs fall, see also WA 24,
18b, 70b. Indirectly, also in p. 51b.

31 Mattox 2003a, 38, 46.

32 Jean Calvin, for instance. See "ompson 1988, 142. "e patriarchal premise of treating

the fall is unfortunately taken as a given also in some of the recent Luther scholarship. For
instance, in his doctoral thesis on AugustineOs and LutherOs concepts of original sin and
the justilcation of the sinner, Jairzinho Lopes Pereira uses the concept and its derivatives
without questioning. See Pereira 2012, for instance, 264D279. "e same lack can be seen in
Raunio 2010, 32b33. Furthermore, despite the distinguished analysis that Mickey Mattox
has made not only of LutherOs but also of patristic and medieval interpretations of the male
and female in Genesis 1D3, he has not treated the question of AdamOs fall explicitly. Mattox
2003a, 32b65.

33 "is is explicit in WA 14, 133b.Sermons on Genesis

34 Karant-Nunn 2008, 171. Concerning LutherOs views on the female and male in Paradise,
Karant-Nunn has studied WA 14, 24, 42, and 45 in her article. As Kathleen M. Crowther
has maintained, the tendency to blame Eve was not only in accordance with the theological
tradition but it was cherished by other evangelicals as well. Crowther 2010, 47.

35 WA 24, 84bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 130a.

36 Anfechtungwas a commonly used term not only by Luther, but by his contemporaries as
well. It referred to spiritual temptation, as opposed to %eshly temptations. Either God or the
devil could cause Anfechtung that resulted in a human beingOs hopelessness of oneQs life and
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to him. According to Luther, the woman did not know any better and was a fool to
believe the devil. On the other hand, Luther also spoke of manQs fall by presenting
him as no wiser than the woman: OEso he stands there, watches, and eats as well,
willing to the malice of the devilOs adwda@utherOs view, the man allowed the
woman to persuade him beyond any dotibt.

Although in LutherOs view Eve was clearly the initiator in terms of the fall, the
examinations made above point particularly to AdamOs guilt. Although Luther did
not use explicit language to blame the man, the conclusions he made regarding the
manOs fall do allude strongly to his responsibility. "is is especially true since the man
should have had, in LutherOs opinion, GodOs word before him and both the ability and
duty as EveQs superior to refrain from falfitwg, Luther did not give an admiring
assessment of manOs mental abilities in this context but claimed he should have been
wiser, as he had been granted greater intelligence. One can ask, of course, how much
LutherOs aim to stress man and womanOs equal tendency to unbeliefNa theme that
has been discussed already in Chapters I1.2 and Ill.1Na#ected his rhetoric.

In spite of the womanOs being the initiator, Luther ultimately considered the
manOs role as more crucial from the point of view of the whole of humankind, as
the passages above suggest. Hence, Luther indeed recognized AdamOs responsibili
ty. "e concept of the Adamic fall thus most probably derived from the idea of the
male sex as the paragon of the human race, and deeming AdamOs fall as the dicta
ting one was only logical. "is emphasizes well LutherOs idea of the gender system:
in the initial state, as a$erwards, it was manOs prerogative and responsibility to
make decisions concerning the lives of both sexes.

Consequently, the man should have taught the womanNeven before the
fallNin order to have her understand the orders of God. Instead, Adam failed to
take care of his responsibility, which had catastrophic consequences for-human
kind. "e manOs responsibility was thus closely tied with maintaining the gender
order, and especially with maintaining public order. "is accorded with the pers
pective of LutherOs contemporaries as well. LutherOs message to his male readers
seems to have been that, as a rule, they needed to represent 'rmness and authority
in relation to women. "e parallel of the initial state and LutherOs time explicates
LutherOs view of the power relations between women and men as a histerical con
tinuum, beginning in the initial state, and con!rmed as a consequence of the Fall.

salvation. See, for instance, Schneider 2010, 25b30; Koivisto 2012, 153; Rittgers 2012, esp.
122. Koivisto uses a longer teRredestinationsanfechtufay this kind of despair. Transla
tion according to Rittgers 2014, 463.

37 WA 24, 90bSermons on Genestsmilar idea in WA 14, 133b.
38 WA 24, 72bb73Isermons on Genestmilarly WA 14, 122b: Osed [Adam] seductus est a
muliere O

39 WA 24, 90bSermons on Genessémilarly WA 14, 134b.
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"is section aims to decipher the connection between the male body, the proper
masculine way of being, and LutherOs religious-political rhetoric. It is assumed that
the current historical situation had a similar impact on LutherOs way of treating
masculinity as it did on femininity: stressing the natural functions of the body and
deriving the demands of a certain way of life from male bodiliness. "e textual con
text in LutherOs discussions is, once again, that of the monastery versus marriage.

In On Monastic Vowd.uther evaluated men in a rather polemical way:

Ea young man or a man unto sixty years of d@geenis aut vir usque ad sexagesimum an

num) can be equally weak, or even weaker, to remain continent, and more gravely burned
with lust (@ravius uratur libidingthan an adolescenaqolesceg’

He made this evaluation while discussing the impossibility of cloistered men to keep their

sexual desire in control. Indeed, men could not prevent the inevitable from happening:
El argue of the one who wants to fullll the vow of celibacy and due to in!rmity of the %esh
(per in%rmitatem carnisannot, and who frequently has tried, and nevertheless neither by
fasting nor other devotions can [fullll the vow], and is !nally unwillingly compelled to,

being conquered by %ame of desire, experience dirty and impure seminal erfiisgisns (
immundo$ either when awake or in sleep, otherwise [leading a] blameléss life.

"e masculinity of cloistered men was scrutinized by Luther in several contexts. In
the Exhortationin 1523, Luther pondered if the vow of celibacy was actually-a ques
tion of Owhether a man can and should be a man, and whether the vow is valid by
which he vows to be a marnb(eyn man solle und moege eyn man seyn, und ob das
geluebd gellte, da er verlobet eyn znaseyp® He brought the same theme up in

On Matrried Lifan the context of the prohibition of marriages of members of hely or
ders. "erein Luther wondered if tonsuring and sacred oil were so powerful that they
made Oa man not a ma§ eym man keyn man magft Similar wording can also

be found in the Sermons on Genesis from the same period: Luther considered the
cloister vow as entailing a promise not to be a human beamga( nolo eskat all*

"e theme of not being able to be a man comes up in yet another seise in
Married Lifé\namely, in the context of gendered behavior within marriage. Lut
her described female and male sexuality when evaluating the de!nition of policy
of canon law on marriage matters and, more precisely, the eighteen impediments

40 WA 8, 6610n Monastic Vows
41 WA 8, 630D63Dn Monastic Vows
42 WA 12, 243Exhortation In the treatise to the knights, the issue of the right kind of chastity

became one of the key elements in LutherOs discussion. See WA 12, 232, 234, 242. For ins
tance, Gottfried Maron has analyzed LutherOs idea of Oright cleasitityReuschhgitom
the viewpoint of LutherOs new approach to human sexuality. See Maron 1983, 277D278.

43 WA 10', 285.0n Married Life

44 WA 14, 112aSermons on Genesis
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to marriage’®> According to the canonists, if a man engaged in sexual intercourse
with his wifeOs sister or mother, his punishment was to stay married without any
entitlement to demand marital sex from his wife. Hence, only the husband had
the conjugal duty, which the wife could demand of him when she wishether
insisted that this was a command to be Oneither man nor waegakéyn man

noch weyp® "ere was something unnatural for Luther in this situation, where

the conjugal duty was fulllled solely on the womanOs initiative while the manOs right
to demand marital sex was prohibited.

Similar to the case of the stubborn wife discussed in the previous chapter,
here also Luther dealt with reversed gender roles. Sexual desire belonged to the
manOs natural way of being while the womanOs way of expressing her sexuality by
being an initiator was not socially approvableNit did not belong to her proper way
of being. Masculinity involved sexual desire and thus made man a man, whereas
proper femininity lacked the same kind of desire for sexual intercourse. If a man
was not allowed to be a man, that is, to ful!ll his urges, a woman could not act like
a woman either, that is, to be a passive object for the manOs desire. A woman who
llled the manOs role in matters of sexuality could not be delned as a woman and
vice versa. According to Luther, the man proved his manliness through activity in
sexual intercourse, whereas the womanQOs proper way of being was to be obedient,
assenting to act as a channel for the realization of male sexuality.

In the Exhortation Luther explicated the societal consequences of the male
sexual drive:

"en one cannot trust very much those living unmarriédeven married [men] have all they

can do to keep from falling, although among them there is more justilcation for hope and con
Idence. "ere [among single men] there is neither hope nor conldence, but only constaft fear.

As Luther pointed out, the lack of self-control of single men produced suspicion and
dislike toward them, and fear by other men regarding their wives and dau§hters.

Male sexual desire was certainly a factor in the societies of the late medie
val period. Bernd-Ulrich HergemSller has maintained that sexual-ethical norms
and values were key in medieval concepts of masculinity, and both ecclesiastical
and secular authorities supervised the possible transgressions &f Sulesn Ka

45 WA 10', 280D2870n Married Life "e list was accepted into canon law from Summa
Angelica by Angelo Carletti di Chivasso (1411D1495). "e impediments are discussed also
in WA 6, 553b55&abylonian Captivity

46 WA 10', 284.0n Married Life

47 WA 10', 2840n Matrried Life

48 "e American edition uses term Osingle menO of LutherOs expressam ébe lebénSee
LW 45, 142.

49 WA 12, 233Exhortation

50 WA 12, 233Exhortation

51 HergemSller 1998, 100D101.
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rant-Nunn has further noted that single men were well known for their Osexual
appetites O Consequently, they were permitted to use women working in eity brot
hels. By keeping an eye on the most suspicious men, the cities reduced the threat
of respectable young women being raped or seddced.

According to Luther as well, men were driven by their bodies, which drove
them to engage in sexual relations, as can be read in the passages above. OConstant
fearO was the suitable attitude toward single men, for they did not have a suitable
channel to release the pressure of their sexual desire. Although one could make
further gendered deductions about the fact that Luther spoke merely of men in the
context of fornicators, it seems more probable that due to the audience of the text,
the Teutonic Knights, he had no need to include a female point of view.

Luther emphasized his interpretation of young menQOs raging sexuality by
playing on the wordBubeand its derivativeS.According to Luther, it was a cem
mon idea that as a youngster, a man was entitled to express himself sexually out
side of marriage. He validated this by quoting a few proverbs of his time, such as
Oangel as a youngster, devil as an oldsterO In terms of contemporary thinking, as
Luther presented it, it was assumed that one did not reach morality before adul
thood5 In its primary meaningBubereferred to OboyO without negative cenno
tations as such. In the context ©h Married Life Luther used it to describe a
young, reckless, and unstable man, a base féNag neither settled down nor
took responsibility for his actiori8In the discussion on the socially dangerous
sexual behavior of young men, Luther joined in the late medieval discourses on
adolescens, one of the phases of a manOs life, which was characterized by sexual
activity and rowdiness. "is particular age was de!ned somewhat di#erently in
di#erent medieval contexts, depending on the number of phases of life described,
which could range from four to seven.

If one was &8ube said Luther, he also practidegbereyand wadubisct®
"e usage of derivatives of the worBBubewas somewhat common: for instance,

John Bugenhagen (1485D1558) used the lbebareywhen citing immoral be
havior>® Bubenas a verb or dsibereywere connected tourerey or fornication,

52 Karant-Nunn 1982, 24; Lindberg 1996, 365. For a discussion concerning the elementary
features during adolescence in medieval views, see also Karras 2003, 14D16.
53 WA 10', 3000n Married Life

54 WA 10', 3000n Matrried Life

55 Lambert & Brandt have translated buben as Obase fellows.O Lambert & Brandt 1962, 149.

56 WA 10', 300.0n Married Life Similar use of the word in WA 14, 15%kermons on Gene
sis OHodie videmus quoque hoc, es wirt mancher bube ernehret, der widder §orget noch
borgettEO

57 Karras 2003, 12b14.

58 WA 10', 300.0n Married Life

59 Ozment 1983, 92.
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in On Married Life° In the Exhortationas well, Luther connected the concepts of
base fellow and whore by talking abbuten und bubeft Apparently OwhoresO
did not belong to a category of professional prostitution but indicated, as a general
term or as a nickname, a group of morally suspicious women. As Ruth Mazo Kar
ras has stated, in the Late Middle Ages a prostitute, or Othe !gure of a whore O had
become an image of the universal lustful wofdda.word was also used as an
insult?®"e di#erence in how the sexes were treated is clear in these terms. When
describing the stage of life of a mBapeincludes an aspect of maturing from
boyhood to manhood, as well as the possibility of reforming oneOs behavior; both
of these aspects are not included in the term Owhore O
Luther was not the Irst to link adolescents and women together. For example,

Jean Gerson (1363D1429) did likewise in his trda@sgrobatione spirituurm
1415%* Other philosophers and theologians, such as "omas Aquinas, Henry of
Ghent (c. 1217D1293), and Duns Scotus (1266D1308), had also noted the di#eren
ce between Oa boyOs age and a womanOs sexO For these male writers, women were
delned by their sex despite their age or other factors, whereas menOs potential for
growth was a given fact. Men were not hindered by their bodies in the same fashion
as women® A. J. Minnis maintains that according to their male perspective:

Eboys are able to leave their delciencies behind; with age,and maturity their reasoning

powers increase and their emotional instabilities decreaseE Women, on the other hand,

never grow out of their frailties. Trapped in bodies which are at once weak, impure and
highly provocative sexually, hindered by weak minds and unstable emotfonsE

One can ask, however, whether Luther regarded that a man was capable of matu
ring from his bubisch nature. To this end, one has to look at other connotations
of Bubein his writings. A very harsh usage of the word can be found, for instance,
in LutherOs answer to Jerome Emser (1477/8D1527) in 1521, Amgitted to the
Hyperchristian, Hyperspiritual, and Hyperlearned Book by Goat Emser in Leipzig N
Including some !ought Regarding his Companion, the Fool Mifiienser was a
theologian from Leipzig and a !erce opponent of LutherOs writings and the-evange

60 WA 10', 300.0n Married Life

61 WA 12, 237Exhortation

62 Karras 1999, 167, 170.

63 Rublack 2002, 3. As Marjorie Plummer has estimated, Dirne was an equivalent to the word
Hure in the evangelical rhetoric. Plummer 2012, 176.

64 For Gerson, see Lochrie 1991, 1.

65 Minnis 1997, 125.

66 Ibid., 125.

67 WA 7, 621D68&wu$ das ubirchristlich, ubirgeystlich und ubirkunstlich Buch Bocks Emszers

zu Leypczick Antwortt D. M. L. Darynn auch Murnarrs seing8 gesellin gedachiewirt.
ceforth referred to adnswer to EmsefFor a short introduction to Luther®s way to use
language in this particular writing, see Cole 2013, 312D313. For EmserQOs criticism toward
Luther, see Edwards 1994, 118D123, 150D154, 160.
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lical movement? In the text, Luther called Emser Oan untruthful base fedlovef
lugenhat#igen bub®@® and he also criticized the pope as Oa heretic and base fellow
(ein ketzer und bup@® He thus used the terBubepejoratively for his male ep
ponents’! whom he judged to be liars, heretics, and déu#lshird kind of usage

of the word is evident in a sermon from August 15scussing the relationship
between faith and works, Luther noted: OWhen | realize that | am a sinner, the result
of it is that | say: Oh God | am a base fellow3t ich bin ein bub€” In the last
example, he used the concept neither pejoratively nor as a reference to adolescence,
but as a term describing human nature as fallen and sinful in general. "e concept
does not, of course, lose its gendered tone in the third use either.

"e di#terence between the uses of the word in LutherOs language implies
that in terms of raging sexual expression, immaturity was tied to young men, yet
not only to them. As far as Luther was concerned, young menOs bodies dictated
primarily their way of acting, o$en in an undesired direction. However, his various
uses of the worBubewould suggest that one could be a base fellow for oneOs whole
life. "e demands of the male body were not dependent on oneQsreggEas Lut
her clearly pointed out i®@n Monastic Vowsjuoted right at the beginning of this
section. "e quotation from theExhortation where Luther noted that those men
who lived unmarriedgo on ehe lebewere in constant threat of giving in to their
sexual lust, does not include any age-speci!c expression either. "us, it was a great
struggle for all men, regardless of their marital status, age, or other factors, not to
be ruled by their bodily urges. To put it more broadly, the simultaneity of lust and
the need to struggle with oneself was present in the male way of being.

However, LutherOs texts also imply that the male body worked according to
its nature despite the e#orts of the man to act otherwise. Since struggle was of no
use, only one conclusion could be made. "is becomes evident in LutherOs letter to
Nicholas Gerbel, written during the same perio@asvionastic Vowsvhere Lut
her congratulated him for his recent entry into matrimony: OYou lucky [man], who
hast conquered that impure celibacy, continuous burning sensations and damnab
le dirty %ows'¢xibus), through honorable marriagé*@ theExhortation Luther
wondered which was closer to GodOs mercyNthe one who kept a condabine (
eyn huerlin hgtor the one who got married.

68 Edwards 1994, 36; Cole 2013, 312.

69 WA 7, 625Answer to Emser

70 WA 7, 645Answer to Emser

71 "is can clearly be seen in LutherQOs reference to his opponents in WA Zné&@r to Emser.
72 For the latter, see WA 7, 648swer to Emser.

73 WA 10", 293D303. Sermon on 11th Sunday A$er Trinity Sunday (August 31, 1522).

74 WA 10", 296. Sermon on 11th Sunday A$er Trinity Sunday.
75 WA BR 2, no. 435, 397, 52b53. To Nicholas Gerbel (November 1, 1521).
76 WA 12, 238Exhortation
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As Ruth Mazo Karras has noted, struggle was tied to medieval conceptions
of masculinity.’” Sexual activity and even sexual aggressiveness were understood
as masculine features, but in parallel, the ability to control oneOs sexual desire was
equally expected of méhin terms of sexuality, therefore, the medieval idea of
masculinity consisted of both virility and self-control. Struggle, as Karras con
tinues, was especially important in the case of both regular and secular clergy.
Monks were no di#erent from other men, as they felt sexual desire as well, yet the
distinction from other men was made by emphasizing the struggle in which the
monks were driven. "e Oclerical model of masculinityO contained not only the
ideal of the struggle of the individual, but it also required support from God: divi
ne assistance, as Karras put$ it.

Despite the theoretical idea of struggle, late medieval practices involving se
cular clergy admitted their needs. "us, a pastor was allowed to have a concubine,
a spouse with whom he lived in a marriage-like relationship that usually produced
o#spring as well. Concubin&fevas a common way of life among secular clergy
during the !$eenth and sixteenth centuries, as the need for the practice had increa
sed over time. "e culmination of the issue had been the Second Lateran Council of
1139, which declared that ordination absolutely prevented marriage. "erea$er, the
wives of priests were spoken of as concubines or prostitutes, whilst the relationships
were judged to involve fornicatidhln spite of the prohibition of the councils,-ho
wever, concubinage was in fact a stable part of the ecclesiastical system wih prescri
bed !'nes and annual penitential feésienzinss which clergy needed to pay to
the bisho#? Nor was concubinage was merely a feature of the ecclesiastical system.
As late as 1514, the Fi$h Lateran Council disallowed concubinage among the laity.
Both ecclesiastical and secular courts systematically convicted people found guilty
of concubinage, giving Ines or punishments of public penitential acts. Such syste
matic measures only reduced concubinage gradually, hoftever.

77 Karras 2008a, 53D56.

78 Roper 1989, 145; Karras 2008a, 56; Bynum 2012, 151, 156.

79 Karras 2008a, 57, 64, 66D67.

80 Concubinage is a translation of the Latin woahcubinatuswhich derives fronconcu

bitus (sexual intercourse). Legal concubinage has ancient origins in the Roman world and
Roman law. In the Early Middle Ages it was practiot=t aliaamong Germanic peoples.
See Wertheimer 2006, 385D391.

81 Ozment 1983, 5; Brundage 1987, 297. For in-depth discussions of concubinage in Germany,
see Plummer 2012, 11D50; 167D209. Clerical concubines are also discussed in "ibodeaux
2015 passimWertheimer has explicitly pointed out the continuum of the hardening-injuc
tions of clerical marriage, which shows that in spite of being a culmination point, the state
ment of the Second Lateran Council was not the !rst of its kind. Wertheimer 2006, 392D393.

82 Ozment 1983, 5; Stjerna 2009, 35; Plummer 2012, 23D24,171D172.

83 Brundage 1987, 514D516; Roper 1989, 106. As Harrington has noted, concubinage was pu
nished in a similar vein as adultery and prostitution. Harrington 2005, 123.
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Marjorie Plummer has noted that evangelical authors were generally per
suading the uncertain to marry and targeting their rhetoric to convince cemmu
nities to accept the marriages of monks and priests. “"e aim of the polemicists
was increasingly to stress the needs of the human body by appealing to sexual
desire, which was, according to them, an unavoidable part of every humatf being.
For instance, LutherOs contemporary Urban Rhegius (1489D1541), who had been
an evangelical preacher in Augsburg since 1520, claimed that Oevery monk is a
whorer, either in secret of in publf& poet Hans Sachs (1494D1576) likewise
maintained that Oif you abstain from natural works, you must sully yourselves in
other ways®'"us, as can be seen also from LutherQOs texts, the argument led to
an insight that Omoral and social expectations were to be the same for clergy and
laity® Heinrich Boehmer already brought the same ideal forward in his biography
of Luther in 1951, but he viewed it as gender-inclusive: there was no di#erence
between the morals of ordinary people and that of monks. Instead, he argued, Othe
ideal is the same for all peopfe.O

By analyzingHausvSterliterature and pamphlets on the marriage of
Protestant preachers, Scott Hendrix has observed that among advocates of the
evangelical movement there was an increasing tendency to consider priests and
monks, who lived under the vow of celibacy without the gi$ of chastity; as re
jecting their maleness. "ey were Othe men who refused to betiNariBeme
Luther that also discussed, as has been noted in the beginning of this section.
For example, LutherOs contemporary "omas St3r concluded in 1524: OA priest
is as much a man, a work and creation of GodE If one forbids marriage for the
priests, then a man is not a m&hErthermore, many of LutherOs contempora
ries used biblical examples of Abraham and Jacob, both being married priests,
as justilcation for the Ouniversal natural impulse of sexu#lBiggle was no
longer regarded as a virtue for clerics.

84 Plummer 2012, 92, 110. Luther expressed this explicitly, for insta@eMonastic Vows
OAt sine concupiscentia neque virgo neque coelebs est in hac vitaO WA 8, 585.

85 Cited in Roper 1989, 105. Originally from the tredfisestliche erbietung der Euangelische
Predigel(1524).

86 Cited in Plummer 2012, 138D139. Originally from the treBfiseggesprech von den Schein
wercken der Gaystliché€tb24).

87 Plummer 2012, 119. See also Karant-Nunn 2012a, 4.

88 Boehmer 1951, 254. However, as Boehmer speaks not of the morals of the cloistered in

general but the morals of monks particularly, it seems probable that Oall peopleO-in his lan
guage rather refers mostly to men and does not take the question of gender into account.

89 Hendrix 2008, 77.

90 Der Ehelich standt524. Cited in Plummer 2012, 110.

91 Plummer 2012, 110. "e idea of Abraham as a married priest can be found in Luther, alt
hough indirectly, in WA 24, esp. 321bDB330b. (WA 14, 113a.) For a discussion of Abraham
as a model example of faith in LutherOs view, see Asendorf 1988, 373D376.
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"e diterence between LutherOs view and the medieval views on ‘mascu
linity concerning the struggle against lust lay especially in the agency of God. In
the Exhortation for instance, Luther pointed out that God could assist a man to
keep his chastitykeuscheytwithout swearing any oath whatsoever, that is, if he
was among those who had received GodOs special grace of beinéf ot
case, however, it seems that in LutherOs rhetoric chastity was rather a state of sexual
anesthesia, not a state of strugude se.

Yet chastity could be a state of struggle as well, as LutherOs notion; cited for
merly, seems to suggest: he noted that even married men Ohave all they can do to
keep from falling®In LutherOs view, the struggle of clerics in particular was not
assisted by God, as has become clear already in my previous discussions, since the
struggle of the unmarried man was against Him and His commands. "is becomes
evident, for instance, i@n Monastic Vowsjuoted at the beginning of this sec
tion, which explicated the impossibility for the great majority of people to struggle
against sexual desire.

Luther thus participated in the contemporary rhetoric that drew the- mas
culinity of laypeople and the clergy closer to each other, even presenting it as
similar. "e rhetorical motivation of theExhortationandOn Monastic Vows
particular had a clear in%uence on LutherOs language in that regard. "e aim of
the text addressed to the Knights, as Luther explicated it, was to support them
to make the decision to martySimilarly, the aim o®n Monastic Vowsas to
convince those who were looking to leave the cloister about the validity of that
decision. Luther insisted that especially the Knights be role models for other
men in a historical situation full of debate about clerical celibacy and marriage.
Furthermore, the understanding of a universal representation of masculinity be
came a means to justify the social reforms. "e universal premise to be a man,
lacking the gi$ of true chastity, was thus to express oneself sexually; this was to
happen in the proper environment for sexual expression, namely, in matrimony.
"e similar masculinity of all groups of malesNas Luther and his colleagues pre
sented it in relation to sexuality and sexual expressionNrequired the same kind
of societal arrangements.

92 WA 12, 242Exhortation

93 "e usage of a twofold meaning of chastityNas sexual anesthesia and as struggleNhad
been common throughout the Middle Ages. See Karras 2008a, 63.

94 WA 12, 232D23EXxhortation
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