
Luther’s Cause

By Leift Grane

I0 ODCI discussion about Luther’s aT for Luther research 1S
NOt CasS y mattfer When almost everybody 1S present who 1n OUT time has made

attempt understand and interpret Luther, it like offering bread
the baker’s children. On the other hand, C VG1I 1n gathering of Luther 3al
Reformation scholars 15 1t NOT matter of COUISC that everybody has felt 1t his
task reflect the questlon: what W as it all about for Luther? What W as his
miıind? How did he interpret his OW. intentions‘ What did he, above all, want

say? Questions of this kind might be LLLOIC interesting for SOTLIC of than they
AT fOr others, but 1t 15 nNnOot likely that anybody who claims interest 1n the
Reformation of SOINC kind should consider them irrelevant for the study of
Luther. We AT assembly with V varied CONVI1ıCt1ONS an ideas, NOtTt only
about the Reformation, but also about the task of the historian. We ave
different ideas nNnOot only about history 4S WaYy of human knowledge, but also
about methodology. The emphasis which 4TC ready g1ve the topıc 1n
question 111 depend these ideas. In order COLILLC the pOo1Nt, however, 1t
111 be NECECSSALY desist from alnıYy attempt all kinds of departures an!
admit at ONCEC that this contribution the discussion has een made ith the
conviction of the eXtreme ıimportance of such quest1lons, NOtTt only 1n theologi-
cal CONLTLEXT, but also for an Yy historical 42CCOUNT of Luther’s litfe a! work worth
considering.

The impossibility of scholarly Luther study without clear cConceptıon of
his fundamental theological teaching 15 contirmed 1n the »Thesen ber Martın
Luther«, published by of historians 1ın the (‚erman Democratic Repub
e under the auspi1c1es of the Akademie der Wissenschatten. 'his interesting
document, be considered something like the official Statement along the
lines of the GDR an 1ts ruling theory, Marxısm-Lenin1ism, leaves douhbt
about the neCcess1ity of diligent study of Luther’s theology. In the second thesis

find 1t stated that Luther turned agaınst the trade of indulgences »
theologischen Gründen«. In his ninety-five theses, AT told, „»Luther verwart
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den gesellschaftlichen un! politischen Herrschaftsanspruch der Kirche un
verwles auft die Predigt des Evangeliums als auf ihre eigentliche Aufgabe«. He
rejected the papal 3al sacerdotal domination of the CONSCIENCE, wanted
liberate faith from clerical guardianship and t1e it the word of C266 1ın the
Bible alone whereas the Christian 1n all other atters should be submitted C
the »nNatural« 1C4SOIN an the secular authorities. It 15 urther sa1d that Luther Dy
this „schuf theologische Grundlagen für die Herausbildung einer refor-
matorischen Ideologie«.

It 15 NOtTt the intention analyse and discuss these utfterances here, only
make clear that the historians belonging the behind the » Thesen ber
Martın Luther« incontestably emphasize the ıimportance of Luther’s theology.
In order COINC the socijal effects of the Reformation which above al] interest
them they contirm the neCcESSItYy of prec1ise knowledge of Luther’s theology.
These Statements AaTCI remarkable, because they show clearly that arxıst
historiography has COININOIMN ground nNnOot only with estern scholars of soc1al
history 1n the Reformation period, but also with theological scholars of Luther’s
work his 0€Ss NOtTt INCAal, of COUISC, that alıy agreemen along broader lines 15
within sight, but 1t oOe€es 1L1CAal that the rather uninteresting exchange of e-

CAall be substituted by real debate INOTEC less equal With
offence intended the CONTtIArYy OINLC could be tempted COMDAIC ith the
later development 1ın the relationship between Roman-Catholic an evangelical
Luther scholars.

()ne WaYy OUT topı1c would be g1ve systematiıc ACCOUNT of Whatever
O! might find be the center of Luther’s work It has een one several times
by Man Yy different scholars, particularly 1n connection with ONEC another
Luther Reformation annıversarYy. It could, of COUISC, be one agaln, an
welcome the8) of such attempt by Martın Seils. It might be the INOTC

noble WAaY, but hardly the only 0)al Another WaY would be SCC the different
Stages 1n Luther’s public aAaDPPCAIANCC eXpos1t10ns of C:  J NOt at ONCE

sSummarized 1n single CONCEDL, but SCCI1 from different angles and maybe at last
expressed 1n SOTINC SOIt of conclusion. Such path 111 be ftollowed etTe

Luther’s first public act1ıvıty Was the antischolastic ampaıgn
T °he fascinating insight ın the genesI1s of Luther’s theology which Ca  e obtain
through the study of his early, but not published lectures, Call somet1ımes
almost make forget that his contemporarıes had opportunity get all this
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intormation. It Vmust be reasonable think it be of SOINC significance what
Luther aimed AT when he first left the lectureroom with the intention
influence his fellow HICS  D Until 16 his 41MS WEeIC bound the immediate
duties 1n the auditorium, 1n the mMONAStEIY an! 1n the pulpit. Since y L his
mMOst important task had een the interpretatıon of the Letter the Romans. He
did nOot A4ve allıy „»Lutheran« doectrine of justification the l1ke, an still less
did he dream of taking AallıYy specific part 1n the reform of the Church. In his
struggle understand the biblical text he Was amazed discover how remote

several traditional theological Op1N10NSs WEeIC from the teaching of St Paul and of
St Augustine, his MOST truthful interpreter. Accordingly, Luther CATHE forward,
NOt reformer of the Church, but retormer of theology, usıng the at

his immediate disposal: the disputation.

Luther’s antischolastic attitude W Aas of another kind than similar attiıtudes
his contemporarıes. his 1s testitied by LW!  e} things: a 1t W as him

mMatter of life an! death, and, there{fore, he had take act1on.
The interesting thing about Luther’s first attempt tight scholasticism outside
the classroom, the theses human 111 by Bartholomäus Bernhardi of Sep
tember 16, 15 nOot their rather clumsy adherence Luther’s eXxeges1s of the
Romans, considered elements of thought. It 15 the disputation actıon

before the unıversity, 4A5 result of the combination of Luther’s exeges1s and the
CON.  NC of it compulsion do something about the theological
teaching Af the unıversity. Whether Luther’s ideas this Matter WEeIC INOTC OT

less original than those DUut orward DYy others at the SaImnıec tiıme maybe CVCIl

be{fore, 15 nNOt 1n itself veC iımportant. The quest1ion 15 did such ideas Ar
CONSEQUENCCS, did they bring their keepers 2GT uponNn them? In Luther’s Casc

NOW the aNnSWCI, and this actıon W as nOt isolated 10M DNOW he
tried VEILY hard intensify his fight agalınst scholastic theology. ven if this
cContest W as scholarly ONC, the mMattiter 1n question W as far INOTIC Luther. i#
Was fight DTO theologica et salute fratrum? and, therefore, Matter of life
an death Hıs vocatıon friar made 1t impossible for him Just be scholar
0)8 Inan of culture. It could be that are often tOO interested 1n the »Kloster-
kampf« realize the general significance of Luther’s calling for his whole
attitude theqlogian.

Br 1, y 6 27
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The ninety-five theses of October AL 1517 WEeIC Ia Luther’s CYCS nNOot 1N-
tended lead AaWAVYVY from the general antischolastic cCampal1gn.

From Luther’s point of 1eW the famous theses indulgences brought about
nothing 1LICW compared with the cCampa1ıgn already started, but he W as ere
offered opportunity discuss Current question closely connected with this
Campalgn. He W as 1n far 4S the question of indulgences led far
INOTEC dangerous 1SSUES, but for the time being he upheld this understanding of
the mMatter The tollowing facts contirm 1t a) The »Heidelberg disputation« 15
theological TOSTIAININC, far INOTC along the lines of the disputation agaınst
scholastic theology than 1n CONSCYUCIICC of the quest1ons raised by the LIC

contest PCNANCC, contession and indulgences. The explanation of the
ninety-five theses 15 throughout scholarly book 1n which Luther 15 above all
concerned ith the question of theological PrOoOf, thus defending his O W: right
4S doctor of Holy Scrıpture. G) Durıiıng the CONTEST aN! while the trial against
him W Aas already versing Luther lessened his etftorts 1n working fOor the
retorm of the un1vers1ty whereas find 1n him of alıVy intention
influence the practical COUISC of church administration. T10M the beginning
of the conflict, OTILC of the maın apprehensions of Luther W as the effect it might
ave the reputatıon of the Wittenberg Universıity.

The chain of events from the disputation 1ın 16 the dispute with Johann
Fock 1n Le1pz1g leave 10011 for »rTeformatory discovery« of
decisive character during this period.

The pıcture of Luther the biblical aM antischolastic theologian 1S still valıd
beyond the last possible mMOoment of the sOo-called reformatory discoverYy, namely
the autumn of 1518 For thoöse who ATC 1n favour of early discovery I
difficulties ATC involved, because they 11 be able SCC Luther’s campaıgn
natural sequel. Those who prefer late date, 1n MOStT SOINC tiıme 1n E:
mMust interpret Luther’s early lectures somehow »prereformatory«. The prob-
lem 15 that description of the of the discovery change the
APPCATIaANCcEC of alıYy individual link 1n the unbreakable chain of CVECENTIS, act1ions
and WI1LtINgSs from the »„»Lecture the Romans« the meeting with cardinal
Thomas Cajetan 1n Oectober and urther the dispute with Eck 1n June

19 If the discovery, somewhere the WAaY, 15 decisive, it would be 1C24SOIl-
able 4ASSUT1LIC that 1t contributed considerably the explanation of the COUTSEC
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of Luther’s attitudes. It 1S, however, NOLT CasS Y SCC 1n hat WAdY this should be
the Casec

It 1S nNnOot the intention by these remarks denYy that Luther made discoveries.
It 15 certainly small merit have emphasized the significance of Luther’s
intensive analysis of the SACramMeNTS Ernst Bızer an number of scholars
ave one 1n Varı0us forms. The recognıtıon of this achievement 1S possible
without taking directly part 1n the discovery discussion, which 15 above all
concerned with the of the discovery: where do find the real »TefOr-
mat  CC theology? hat 15 NOtT the crucial point Pr where dIC concerned
ıth the logical an! real connection between Luther’s actıons an the events

they provoke SCCI1l unbroken chaın. The disagreement 15 question of
approach: 15 1t the essential thing emphasize specific Statemen 1n theologi-
calJ 15 1t TUAO716 important follow the coherence of Luther’s act1ons 1n
the context of events?® 'hıs 1S NOLT really alternative, of COUISC, aM ıt 1S still
possible learn from each other.

Luther’s understanding of his OW. responsibility theologian SaVC him
choice when the conftlict W 4s extended the question of ecclesiastical
authority.

Nobody 111 probably Contest the ımportance of the meeting with Cajetan an
of the dispute 1n Le1pz1g decisive turnıng-poilints 1n Luther’s lite an 1n the
history of what CAalillc be the Reformation. The first of these events did not
change Luther’s understanding of his OQOW. task theologian, but f altered his
outlook. T10mM 110 he W a4as beginning understand that he might be 1n
conflict, NOt only with in his eyes| inferior, erratıc theology, but also with
the highest church authorities. Still, he did not ave d11Yy TOSTAININC of church
retorm. In the wınter of I S—I1 19 he studied ( anon law an church history,
NOt 1n order chake the Roman Church an eventually bring it tall. but 1n
order ÜV his scholarly gu ready for the dispute with Eck about
ecclesiastical authority question of truth. typical instance of Luther’s
1eW of his OW. sıtuatıon 1n this period find 1n his letter the elector
Friedrich of SaXonYy from January 18 after he had SCCH the papal decretal
indulgences of November I, 8 Luther discusses the possibility of submis-
S10N, but rejects the idea with reference the LCW conditions of heology
OUr t1imes«: Scripture an the Fathers ave een brought torward, an 1t 15 110
asked 1n the whole world, NOt hat 15 sald, but why something 15 sa1d. On these



conditions Luther MAaıntfaıns 1t would be utterly unbelieveable if he should
recant ACCOUNT of » INeTE word« by the Pope In other words qUESLIONS of
truth the responsibility of the doctorate 15 the obligations towards
ecclesiastical authorities The famous AaNSWeT Worms MUStTt be understood
along the Samınıec lines and mMUuUust Luther Le1ipz1ıg when Eck forced
him denYy the infallibility of the general councils

The extensıon of the contftlict the denijal of the traditional CONCEPL of
church authority implied the NECESSITLY intorm the people

When Luther if NOtTt welcomed then Ar least telt obliged be led from his
selfimposed contflict wiıth scholastic theology 1Nf0O the cContest church
thority, this Was him unavoidable CONSCYUCNC Hıs OppONECNTIS had de
monstrated the NECESSILY S this WAaY, if he wanted uphold CO  ns
from which he WAas longer able FetTeIt Considering the WaY he did
ave realize that he W as the INOVEC before he had clear CONCEPLLION of the
right understanding of authority the church He had turned agaınst the talse
theology (as he s \A W it) without qu€EStL10N1IN£Z the papal authority When he then
turned agaınst the Pope 1t W as him nNOot 1a1  < CENTLEFPKISE but JusSt truthtulness

the which he had already taken with his theology of the The
papal an counciliary authority Was sed agaınst him such WaVYV that he had

SCC 1t CONtrAarYy the truth Speculations what might ave Occurred it
the Cur1a had een less NCOMpeEtLENT the mMeEUNg ith Cajetan INOTE SUCCESS-
ful 111 NOT help us understand Luther As 1t Was he had realize
what he had hitherto een uUuNawaäare of the incompatibility of his OW: theology,
concerned 1T W as with »the salvation of the brethren« an the traditional
understanding of church authority As SOON this 11CW knowledge Was ob
tained however the brethren had share 1t It WAas Luther obligation
distribute his insight the people Precisely for this 1C4aSOIM the Stream of
popular begin after the dispute Le1ipz1g It true the inclination
intorm the people existed also before Le1ipzı1g. As preacher and conftessor the
COMNCETN for the teaching of the COILNLINON INan Was natural Luther, but 110 1t
became absolute necessity, because salvation depended ıt

WA Br ı 307/7, 37 308 O (136]
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Until the 1et of Worms Luther W as still actıng theologian, NOLT
reformer of the church.

The first after Le1pz1g intorm the people, for instance the SCTINONS
the SaAcCcraments from the autumn of 1519; WCIC SOOMN substituted by less

Cautilous wI1tings. Nevertheless they WeIC part of PIOSIAININC, partly COIl-
tinued In 2 partly interrupted by the resumption of the trial agaınst Luther
1n Rome. 10 Luther’s point of 1eW this W as merely extension of his
responsibility 45 doctor of Holy Scr1ıpture. At least until the 1et of Worms he
Was still actıng theologian, NOT reformer of the church. Nikola; Frederik
Severın Grundtvig 15 NOT completely when he calls the 1n Worms
»d ViCtOry of the School Ve: State 4an! Church«. Whereas the »VICtOIY« Can be

1SSuUe of debate, Grundtvig 15 1n harmony with Luther when he SCCS him
»Sschoolman« 1n contflict iıth the authorities of an! church. There 15 ILLOIC
than trivial truth 1n this, because 1t 15 contirmed by the of mind which
SaVC Luther the possibility eN]JOYy ast SUPPOIT 1n this period.

As 11141l of truth, »MOdern« scholar, he W as haijled 1n these by the
humanıists an other enlightened people. Until the dispute 1ın Le1ipzig

VC little Was known, from Luther’s antischolastic polemics. It Was NOt
before he began publish exegetical works (ithe interpretatıon of few Psalms
and the »Commentary Galatians« 1ın 1519) that the earned public could
begin form opınıon about the fundamentals of Luther’s theology
NOW them. It MUust certainly ave een difficult 1n these distinguish
between » Frasm1ans« anı »Martınlans«. Martın Bucer 8 hardly ave een
the only OTLC who Sa the MOStT obvious difference 1n the C1Ircumstance that
Luther sa1d openly what Desiderius Erasmus merely suggested.} his WAas, of
COUISC, SOINC EexXtent changed by Luther’s WI1LtINgS an actıons of 520

It be likely conclusion CONCceEMNg the 16—1 21 that the
whole complex of Luther’s act10ns an WwI1ltings has be considered if
want understand his »>Causc«

In ))D€ cCaptıvıtate Babylonica ecclesiae praeludium«, 520 Luther ironically
thanks his Opponents who AIC making him w1ser day He Invıtes the
readers urn his WIlLtINgs of the Prev10us 1n which he did NnOot tully
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understand the indülgences an the papal primacy.“* In 1520 the changes of
attitude happen with amazıng speed. In » Von dem Papsttum Rom wider den
hochberühmten Romanısten Le1pz1g« Luther had still declared his willing-
css aCCEePL everything which the Pope decides an does, provided he (Luther
15 allowed judge 1t DYy Holy Scrıpture, but he doesn’t think such permi1Ss-
S10N be VC likely he nevertheless appeals the secular DOWCIS. Besides this
reedom judge according Holy Scrıpture he tights for ONC other thing he
111 nNOot stand that 1LLLCIN form 1  s articles of faith > These Statements deserve
few

Fırst, Luther’s rejection of his Prev10us WrT1LtINgS be concerned with
indulgences an papal pr1ımacy alone. There 15 indication of COMNCEIN-

Ing the theology of the the antischolastic polemic. 'h1s 15 nNOt, of COUISC,
iın itself conclusive, but what could Luther 1ın the early SUININECI of possibly
think of when he maıintaıns that he 15 fighting agaınst DCW articles of faith,
eXcept his OW antischolastic campa1ıgn an 1ts sequels? Another PASSasc in
»Von dem Papsttum Romunderstand the indülgences and the papal primacy.* In 1520 the changes of  attitude happen with amazing speed. In »Von dem Papsttum zu Rom wider den  hochberühmten Romanisten zu Leipzig« Luther had still declared his willing-  ness to accept everything which the Pope decides and does, provided he (Luther)  is allowed to judge it by Holy Scripture, but as he doesn’t think such a permis-  sion to be very likely he nevertheless appeals to the secular powers. Besides this  freedom to judge according to Holy Scripture he fights for one other thing: he  will not stand that men form new articles of faith.” These statements deserve a  few comments.  First, Luther’s rejection of his previous writings seems to be concerned with  indulgences and papal primacy alone. There is no indication of regret concern-  ing the theology of the cross or the antischolastic polemic. This is not, ofcourse,  in itself conclusive, but what could Luther in the early summer of 1520 possibly  think of when he maintains that he is fighting against new articles of faith,  except his own antischolastic campaign and its sequels? Another passage in  »Von dem Papsttum zu Rom . . .« might support this suggestion. If the reader  wants to know why Luther is attacked so vehemently, his answer is this: he has  interfered with lofty things concerning faith and the word of God; they couldn’t  do anything about that, and instead of it they have attacked him on account of  indulgences and papal power.® I£f we look at a list of Luther’s published works  before the summer of 1520 — for only in connection with the published writings  does Luther’s remark make any sense — the basis will become very narrow, if  only such works may be taken into consideration in which those in favour of a  late »discovery« find the right kind of talk about faith and the word of God.  Should Luther maybe think that he is interfering with lofty things concerning  faith and the word of God, when he, for instance, maintains the impossibility of  good works outside grace? The alternative would be that his cause was really a  theological formula or, for that matter, a combination of formulae, and not the  whole trend of his Pauline theology. I would like to suggest that he himself was  unaware of such a conception of his cause. In order to avoid a lengthy discussion  of the 1545 preface it should be added that the seriousness of Luther’s difficul-  ties with Romans ı, 16 f is hereby not questioned.  Secondly, what does Luther mean by stating his unwillingness to allow new  articles of faith to be formed? If we look at the contest in sequel of the ninety-  4 WA 6, 497720  s WA 6, 322,2-5.  6 WA 6, 289, 15—20.  53might SUPpPOIT this suggestlon. 1t the reader
Wa NOW why Luther 15 attacked vehemently, his 15 this he has
interfered with lofty things CONcernıng taith and the word of God; they couldn’t
do anything about that, and instead of 1t they ave attacked hım ACCOUNT of
indulgences and papal power.® look at list of Luther’s published works
before the SUMNLIMECI of 520 for only 1n connection with the published wr1tings
0€Ss Luther’s remark make alıy the basıs 111 become VCIY NaIliO W, if
only such works IMaYy be taken into cOonsideration 1n which those 1n favour of
late »diSsCcOVery« find the right kind of talk about faith an the word of God
Should Luther maybe think that he 15 interfering with lofty things concernıing
faith and the word of God, when he, for instance, maılintaıns the impossibility of
good works outside grace? The alternative would be that his W as really
theological ormula OL, for that matter, combination of formulae, and NOt the
whole trend of his Pauline theology. L would like suggest that he himself W as
uUuNaware of such CONceptlon of his In order avo1d engthy discussion
of the 545 preface it should be added that the Ser10UsSNESS of Luther’s difficul-
t1es with Romans E 15 hereby NOt questioned.

Secondly, what (015 Luther 111CAall by statıng his unwillingness allow HCW

articles of faith be formed? If look at the contest 1n sequel of the nınety-

6, 497, FE 6, 322, D e 6, 2859, 1A20
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five theses, might find ADSWECT 1n the 1eEW of the history of theology
developed 1n his polemical wrIltings. According Luther the erratıc PIOCCSS
began with the scholastic theology, and, Was S()O1) added, the I!1se of the
papacy./’ What from concluding that Luther SCCS5 his whole CAalill-

paıgn agaınst scholastic theology fight agalnst the tendency Create 1
articles of faith? In that FA the whole complex of his act1ons an wr1itings — and
the UunNCOomMprom1sıng coherence of them 1n the 1516—I521I becomes
significant far his >CauUsSsCc« 15 concerned. After 52I 1t becomes consider-
ably LOAUOTE complicated discuss Luther’s 1n the WaY chosen ere It
would be NECESSaALY analyse how he TEACTS at the different Stages of the CONTEST
ith the Roman Church an! with evangelical SI0UDS an PCISONS; notify the
discoveries which he makes 1n sequel of the attacks uPpOLL him and of the COUISC

of the ReformationJ SOTT Out the Varıo0us WaVYS 1n which he
formulates his CasSC; be of the increasıng certitude an the slei11 In
extending his basıc CONVICt1ONS still wider an observe the S1tUa-
t10NS which he has real 4LSWCI Such invest1gations, and LLLOTIC still, should
all be undertaken 1n order TAaW reliable pıcture of his Here: however,

few suggest1ons 111 ave suffice.

Not CVCI the final breach ıth PODC an CINDCIOI 1n I5 Q could cshake
Luther’s belief 1n the ex1istence of OLLC, true church.

When think of Luther’s actıvıtles during his STaYy AT Wartburg castle 1t 15
significant notice what he did 1n far he could decide that for himsel{f: he
translated the New l1estament anı SCTINONS the sunday He did
NOt make preparatıons establish „»Lutheran« church. (‚erman Bible Q13:
examples of Gospel preaching WCCIC him the MOStT urgent needs of the church.
par from that he did NOLT want build anything, only destruct institutions
and CONVIictlions CONTtrarYy the Gospel, such the m1suse of the INass an the
ota monastıca. It has justly een remarked (|Heiko Oberman)| that 1n the
Reformed Church, the tradition from Ulrich Zwingli an Johannes Calvin, but
also 1n certaın southern (erman cıtles, the doctrine of the church W as always
pr10r the doectrine of justification whereas it W as the other WaY round
Lutheran ground. his 15 NOtT only interesting polint, but essential ONC, for
the understanding of Luther’s poıint of departure 4S ell for the history of
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Lutheranism The doctor of Holy Scrıpture 4S ell »the ecclesiast Wıtten-
berg« had business build church When Luther pointed OUuUt that neıither
he 1OT anybody else should tetorm the church but the word of GCod alone
»ohne Hand« 1t W as nOot only clear CONSCYUCIICC of the apocalyptic
apparent his but also LtESTLMONY of his belief the unbroken
CONTINULTLY of the church Hıs ell known 4SsSertion of the eX1isSstence of the
church under the ope 15 another CONVINCINS Statement of this belief Ifnothing
else, then 208 least baptism guarantees the Ssurvival of the church, CVCIN if
periods 1t might ave consisted of babies alone.

Luther’ ideas of the church ı15 NOLT LLICW »doctrine«, intended form the
basıs of „»Lutheran« church but expos1ıt1ion of the New Testament teaching,
with immediate practical demands church Organısatıon involved The
proclamation of the laeta lıbertas of all Christians1°9 Luther CONCEPLLON
nothing but rediscovery of hat 15 already the church of the PaDaCYy
Considering Luther CONVICtiLL10N of the unbroken CONTUINULCY of the church
of the COMMUN1 of true believers 4S the bearer nNnOot only of tradition but of the
word of God should maybe NOtTt talk about Scripture the foundation of
the church the WaVY famıiliar the Lutheran tradition Luther the CONMN-

interpreter of Scrıpture did nNnOot think of the church of
readers but CONgregatıOonN, gathered ear the IMNCSSASC of Christ preached
and spoken the sacramental words It Was NOtT joke when he the
»Wartburgpostille« that the Gospel 15 NOT really Scriıpture but spoken word
Luther Bible an 1fs interpretatıon do NOt CONSI1LTLUTLE the church On the
CONLTIATY, the EeXIStENGCE of the church 15 precondition for the significance of
Bible study Luther reads 1t DECISON who already the church an! only
that background 1t ımportan Ie rightly Consequently, he SAa W

his OW. books 1n  nt order TIECEINOVEC obstacles the Gospel nOot
everlasting Statements hbe authorized the church

The 111A111 difficulty DINILNS OWN Luther merely by describing
his »doctrine« 15 due his WaY of dealing with theology

Since 52I Luther working conditions changed constantly for the rest of his
life The Reformation spiritualism, the Organısatıon of
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the education of the yOUNS$, the politics of empiıre and estates, 4N his INanYy
combats SAaVC hiım ONMNC opportunity after another rethink, an! 1n LICW

WaYyS Whereas the WaYy Worms had mainly een question of sticking the
theology of the and the denial of speculation, metaphysical theology,
an: of righteousness by works, moral theology, the WdY from Wartburg castle
onward WAas less straight an! much less famıiliar. The Ianı y problems raised by
CIrcumstances which he had influence involved lot of questions
which he had ready ADNSWEIS Experience did NOLT infrequently change his
outlook. In SOINC he W as led aStray, because his 1eW Was blurred by failing
knowledge, especlally in political matters, but CVCI) where he W as ell 1N-
formed he often had M beyond earlier Statements 1n such WadYy that NOLT only
Luther scholars, but also INalıy contemporaries found him be inconsıistent
and self-contradictory. As far the matter af 1Ssue 1S concerned, 1t 15 nNnOot
essential if such a4CCusatıon might be right 1n SUOTIIIC Why should Luther
aV een sheltered agaınst al mistakes? What ave observe, however, 15
the VC WadY of dealing with the Current problems.

There 1S, think, analogy between Luther’s 1n the 16
521I an the WaYy 1n which he after 521 handles the problems they CINCISC.,

The poıint of departure for Luther’s antischolastic cCampal1gn W as his eXeges1s,
centered SIN and justification, 1.e 111a Deo, an this remained the
basıis also when he Was challenged by his OppONeNtTtS widen the tield In spıte
of the 1r0NY it 15 true that he could thank them for AT an LLLOIC LCW insights.
Step bDy Step he went further, often after short hesitation, because his basic
VIEWS of the 1CS theologica SaVC him always ready point of departure. He did
NOt NOW what SaVvy when the question of papal prımacy W as raised, but he
could find Out 1n the light of Scrıpture. After I1521I things WT much LLNOIC

complicated far the challenges did NOtTt only COINC from his OppONeNtTs, but
WCIC often caused bDy demands of advice 1n practical matters, by hostile be
havıour within the evangelical CaInp by the necessity of interfering with
political atters ven 1n such Luther acted theologian, NOtTt offering
theories be carried into DPractice; but interpreting what he Sa W an listened
Just he interpreted each single PasSasc of Scrıpture 1n the light of the CONtEXT,
he interpreted political and soc1al atters 1n the light of Scr1ıpture, 1.e of law and
Gospel. In this he did precisely what he had previously one 1n quest1ons
ConNcern1ng the church: pointed Out an condemned what he considered be
pervers1ons a! talked the Christian consclence.
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On this background there 15 nothing Ssurpriısıng 1n the fact that Luther
lectured anything else than the Bible Neither 15 1t Strange that he made
anı y systematıc SUIMNINAaLY of his theology. Interpretation of Scripture an
polemic, that W as all There W Aas eed fOr anything INOIC, because everything
depended the of Christ becoming rear. 1.e€ happening us, such it
o0€s 1n the preaching of the Gospel an! 1ın the administration of the Sacrament

whenever God wills In this CONVvVIıction also ave the explanation of
Luther’s seem1ng hardness agaınst his OppOnNeNtsS. In all his big combats, for
instance agaiınst Jacobus Latomus, Andreas Bodenstein from Karlstadt, Yas-
MUS, Zwingli Johann Agricola, he 15 unable discuss the question at 1SSuUe 1n

qulet WAdY, because he Sa the conflict 1ın each of these fight about
everything. In all these combats he found the whole of theology at stake.
»Remove Christ from the Scriptures, what 111 yYOUu find?« he sa1d Erasmus,
but the question CEXDICSSCS ell what he had SaVy his other OppONeCNTS
ell

It 15 tru that the doctrinal elements 1ın Luther’s theology became LNLOTC an
LINOTIC expanded 1n later

'his 15 NOT VAS SUrpf1S1INg, because he had take 1IC quest1ons all the time.
Hıs »doctrine« 1ın later W Aas certainly nNnOot less depending 1ts CORLEXT
than 1n the early AA  J 1.e the events and CiIrcumstances which it wWwWas
react1on. As Luther’s theology WAas identical with his U:  J but merely
instrument SCIVC theJ 1t 15 wonder that he had change the ACEPNtE
according the demands of each s1ıtuation. Most of the damage which has een
one 1ın the church under Luther’s aliılec S1NCe the sixteenth CENLUY has een
accomplished by neglecting this point of 1eW Hıs SUCCESSOTS made dogmas of
his Op1In10Ns 4an CONVI1Ct1ONS, but by becoming „»Lutherans« and Bible-worship-
DCIS they repeated him 1n framework totally alien him They neglected the
only thing which could possibly be inherited directly: his WaYy of interpreting
the Gospel Dy removıng the Current obstacles 1ts understanding. nstead of
that they took his theology they understood 1t truth itself. In spıte of all
their COTTPCE formulae, easily be found nf different places 1ın Luther’s works,
they changed what had 1ın him een deeds 1n order defend the Gospel into
SOMEe kind of textbook ruling the preaching of later generat1ons. Nothing,
however, could be INOIC Luther’s VIEWS than »Lutheran« doectrine
if it Luther’s actual ideas reduced handy formulae.
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Luther’é faith 1n Christ the word of God 1ın DCISON 15 NOT only devastating
for alıy human speculation righteousness by works, but also denouncing
anı y secular Overnment interfering with spiritual reedom A4AS ungodly
CyrTannNYy

Luther’s apocalyptic V1leWS, typical for his tiıme, AT closely connected with
the conception of the pPapaCY Antichrist. There 15 doubt about the 1MpOT-

of these VICeWS Euther, but however interesting an significant for the
interpretatiıon of INanıy Luther they AIC, it would hardly be adviseable
SCC them the decisive factor. At time when these thoughts WeIC aqalmost
obsession ıth Luther during the StaYy AT Wartburg castle he admits his
adherence them, but he also explicitly 4SSUTCS that he doesn’t Want bind
others them.12 He Was convinced of the approaching last judgment an
interpreted INallıy facts 4S S1gNS of It thus g1VINg his contemporarles hat he
thought be the est possible advice, but a1so from this CONVviction
eschatological 1eW 1n broader W as already gıven with the faith 1n Christ
4S the word of God Not only the rejection of the church apparatus 4S part of the
revelation, but also the limitation of the secular earthly atters W as

clear CONSCYUCNCC of that faith
It 15 ell known how Luther’s 1eW of history (larva Dei) has often een

interpreted if he really wanted the LW kingdoms from each other.
The fatal CONSCYUCHNCCS of this interpretatıon 1S clearly SCCH 1n the famous land
notor10us) discussion of the „Zweireichelehre« 1n the thirties of this CENTUY.
Although the top1C „Luther an: sOcClety« 111 be discussed 1n later plenary
sSessI0N at this CONSICSS, it 15 NCCCSSalY, think, ın connectlion ith „»Luther’s
AaUuUSC« maılintaın that his political mistakes WCIC caused by failing intorma-
tion POOLI judgment, not by anı Y principle permitting princes an cıtiıes do
they liked The so-called theory of the LW kingdoms 15 NOT really theory, but
SCTITINON intending depict the rule of (566 It 15 certainly polemically turned
agalınst the interterence of the church 1n atters of civiıl law, but NOT 1n order
g1ve the secular unrestricted permi1ss1on rule regardless of the needs
an! demands of the immediate rule of Christ

The famous words from the second Stanza of »Eın feste Burg« AIC NOtTt Just
»religious« statement, but assertion of God’s rule

TÖ132 95, I
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„»Mıiıt uUunNnsTeI Macht ist nichts g  J WITFr Sind Sdi bald verloren;
6S streıit‘ für uns der rechte Mann, den (CZOtt hat selbst erkoren.
Fragst du, wWeI der ist‘ ET heißt Jesus Christ,
der Herr Zebaoth, un! 1St kein andrer Gott,
das Feld Mu wiß behalten.«

Any nicely arranged separatıon between the fields of church 4aN!J religion
and politics, 15 ere turned own D, und 1St kein ander Gott«, that
also allYy government Iyıng take decisions and usıng force 1n spiritual
atters 15 CYIaNNY. When Luther called the rulers of his day, he found them

be in MOST C  J fools and rascals« |Narren und Buben)], 1t W as NOT Just
emotional outburst of desperation, but CONCISeE description of what he Sa W

overnments interfering ith spiritual reedom 1n SOINC other way actıng
agaınst the law of (2ö6

It W as part of the theologia CITUCIS suffer the in]justice of the world without
becoming violently rebellious, but 1t W asSs still the duty preach an DIaY
agaınst such Lyrants Although Luther ouffered INanıy disappointments an
sometıimes acted i$ he had himself forgotten the SCIINON about the LW  ®]

kingdoms an! thus taken uDON himself SOINEC part of the responsibility for the
development of Lutheranism, 1t should be admitted that NOt this SCIINON, but
the neglect of it created the princely state-church, blindly obedient the
secular mMaster 21nl sticking the inner life of the so-called soul alone. Luther’s
»„»failure« deliver theology which church 1n the institutional of
the word could be organized became probably SUOTLIC extent fatal fOr the
„Lutheran« church, but it might at the SAaiilc time be important negative
test1ımonYy of his fundamental truthfulness his

In Luther’s contessions it MUSt be reasonable search for the MOST direct
eXpress1ons of his

The »Confession« of 15258 15 explicitly wrıtten »testament« 1n which
Luther confesses his faith, but also »The Schmalkaldian Articles« have this
charaecter. It 15 significant that he makes attempt Orward his OW. theolo-
SV, 1.€ his OW. specific WaY of formulating Christian doetrine. Both contessions
are CXDICSS the faith of all Christians, nOot explain anything prıvate.
The trinıtarıan composition of the 528 »Contftession« has the Samne dramatic-
eP1IC torm Luther’s hymns. He 15 Just retelling the works of God, the
Father, the Son, an the Holy Spirıt. The »Confession« 15 AT the SAamne timeV
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charaecteristic of Luther and still devoid of alıy „»Lutheran« theologoumena. The
S\diIL1le 1S the Case with the central article of Schmalkalden. We find there
»doctrine of justification«, ust COmpositıon of important christological pDas

of the Bible And this 15 the article which he would stand CVCI if heaven
and earth collapse. The second article Iın the (:reat Catechism 15 of the Samıne
SOTt Jesus became OUT Lord by freeing us from SIN, devil, an! death whereas
WCCIC until then prisoners under the of the devil The LYrants A VE 110
een expelled. Jesus has one all this by becoming INan, by suffering, dying 4N
MSINg from the dead, Just the ecclesiastical yCal relates. On the understanding
of this article, Luther adds, depends the whole Gospel which WC« AIC preach-
Ing, for the article itself, 1€e the reality ere reported, depends OUT
salvation. It 15 be interpreted 1n the SAaImne Spirıt when Luther could consider
the »Augsburg Confession« clear an glorious confession of faith 1n Christ an:
wholeheartedly call 1t »OUT« confession although he Was NOot particularly happy
about 1ts form He could do that because he did NOT SCr the Melanchthonian
work (0)888! be followed, but report the already existing preaching
an practice. » It Was neither his LLOT his riend’s business set L1CW articles
of faith

Is 1t that simple? Yes,; 1t 1S, but the defence of the simplicity of Christian faıth
15 far from simple. Although the of SIN, devil, anı death has een broken

AdIiIcC stil] living under the 'hat makes the fight NECCCSSALY, NOt
only the tight of CONSCIENCE In individual INan, but also the public tight agaınst
evil doectrine an evil deeds, In the church an outside 1t That’s hat theology 15
for It has often een assumed, NOot only 1ın the theological tradition of old, but
also 1n modern scholarship that polemical WItINgS CannOot be taken 26 full
value. It 15 hardly trecommendabhle interpret Luther according such PIINC1-
ples. It 15 NOt accidental. but VE significant that SOME of his theologi-
cal works ATC connected 7€ SOINC of his INOTE promiıinent combats. For the
SaIine 1C4SOIMN Luther Cannot wriıte contession without rejecting ftalse doectrine
and false practice al the sSaIne time. 10 tell the of Christ which 15 the
itself, demands permanent fight agalınst the enemı1les of the Gospel, NOt only
the enemı1es from outside, but also within oneself£. It Was nNnOot boast of clairvoy-
Ad11Ccec when Luther maintained NOW the satanıc forces actıve 1ın Erasmus, but
self-knowledge.1*

13 Br 8, 653, 34—36 3425) I Br 3, 2, 5345 26—29 499
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E Without clear understanding of Luther’s C3118é AallYy ACCOUNT of his theology
15 bound M1SS the poıint.

'his CONSsISts, roughly speaking, of thesis Ino 1—8) and hypothesis
Ino 90—J1 The thesis trıes cshow the coherence of Luther’s work the WaYy
Worms 1O follow the thesis for the rest of his life would eed INOTEC than the
few GE disposal ere choice of few, but important pOo1nNts, there{fore,
seemed adviseable. These pOo1INts WEeIC chosen 1n order indicate that Luther’s

Was directing his theology also after As the SU of the pOo1i1Nts chosen
lacks the firmness of the thesis 1n the first part of the PapClI, call tt hypothesis,
although NOLT OLNC, hope, without SUOINC substance SUPpPOIT iıt With
emphasis such po1ints Luther’s belief 1n the continuity of the church, his
restriction of the limits of secular OvernNmMeEeNT, and the expansıon of doectrinal
elements OVCI increasingly wider fields it Was maıintained that Luther’s theolo-

W as identical ith his C  A  J but instrument the
would like NOW Ssuggest that the hypothesis 15 supported by number of

C1Ircumstances. The interdependence of biblical interpretation (exegesis an
sermoOns| and polemic makes 1t almost impossible isolate formulae phrases
in order their representative value »doctrine« argued by Luther. The
doectrinal elements which aATC certainly there Cannot be cons1idered COMN-
stiıtuents of anı VYy enduring »SyStem«. It 15 1Ssue of debate whether this 15 due
changing conditions alone whether 1t depends Luther’s basıic approach
theology. his 15 otfe for the latter possibility. It could be argued, Ithink,
that Luther’s WaY of disposing of his OppONeCNTtS conftirms this WaY of looking at
his theology. Whatever the tODIC, Luther tends expand the diseussion. Only
his exclusive focus the Gospel makes 1t understandable that, for instance,
the maılintaiınance of the free 111 an the denial of the real of Christ 1n
the eucharist AT both leading refusal of Christian COoMMUNITtY ith the
keepers of such doctrines. In the Saliıılec direction Z led by the fact that
Luther absolutely refused set himself authority. Hıs so-called
traditionalism CONCeEMINg ecclesiastical CUStOMS, difficult understand by
INanYy of his contemporarıes, also indicate that NOtTt Luther’s theology,
but the distincetion between neCcess1ity the preaching of the Gospel) and reedom
(matters of church order)| 15 the decisive factor.

Admitting the deplorable brevity of these considerations the hypothesis
/ it tenable 200 all, indicate the indispensability of clear 1eW of
Luther’s WAdY of doing theology for anı Yy ACCOUNT of the of this theology.
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It has een suggested ere that this WaVYV 15 depending the »Cause«, hat
that ECEVEEI 1f distinction between faıth an theology MUSt be maıln-

tained, this distinction Cal allow separatıon of theology from faıth,
because the CSSCIICE of theology 15 the detence of faith his being S Luther’s
theology 15 »„»historical« 1n the that ıt 15 fundamentally bound tiıme and
place. It Call, therefore, only be misunderstood SOOMN 1t 15 SCCIH 1n
framework independent of 1ts historical CONteEXT »Luther’s theology«, INCca

ing SULVCY of his »doctrine«, exposition of Luther’s doectrine of this
that, Call, there{fore, be 1n accordance with Luther unless 1t interprets
everything 1n connectiıon with the precise historical conditions. IO0 Sa Yy 1t
bluntly: the of Luther’s theology 15 inseparable from the WaY 258E the
form One could be tempted usc Soren Kierkegaard’s EXpreSsSsS1ON: the WaY 15
all

Luther’s ralse SOINC difficulties if COINDAIC it with the
of Luther research.

It has een attempted PTE CXDICSS Luther’s indirectly. In strict
his could only be handled justly if 1t W as taken directly, 1.€ put orward
Dy preaching. As all d  J however ditferent 1ın attitudes A 8SE CONVICt1ONS,
that preaching 15 NOT compatible with research, it tollows, VE ironically, that

interpretation of Luther’s which 15 totally 1n harmony with the top1c 15
forbidden by OUT OW standards of „Wissenschaft«. of humour 1Sn/’t
NECCCSSaLVYV 1n alıYy amount 1n order E the fun 'Those who mightA
lot of other gifts, but NOt this OLLC, ATC asked with their ıimportant work
without Jletting this unseemly remark disturb them.| What dIC do then?

As this 15 NOt trecommendation change the Congress for Luther Research
into ser1es of SCIINONS, Er MUStT be asked 1n what WaYy Cal COTILLC Cal

possible OUT topI1C, provided dIC still talking about research, 1.e€ EXDOSI1-
t10NSs which aic discussable an controllable. Some suggest1ons AVe een made
already. It that all of uS, historians SABNT systematıc theologians
well, could learn something from the study of litterature. To SCC Luther
author means consıder his WOrk, neither somewhat chaotic body of
doctrines which needs be sorted Out an! PUut into cons1istent ftorm of I1allıYy
paragraphs the temptatıon of the systematıc theologian], 1OT elements of
thought be traced back 1n history if they were thus tully explained Just
SOMMLC aCctors 1n broader CONTEXT of which the effect only 15 interesting, what-

62



CVCI their original intention might ave een |some WaVYS of historical d
proach], but 45 the result of the interdependence of certaın person’s EXxpeTENCGE
and the events ın which he became involved.. This search for the
driving forces of this person’s WaY of expressing himself, but also resSpeCL the
VvCIY form of the eXpress10n, because the evaluation of his work, ell of 1ts
eifect, becomes arbitrary unless the key the understanding of him has een
found 10 Uusc Luther’s works heap of OpPIN10NS CIr sSsome reflections of
historically conditioned soc1al ideological attitudes alone, 15 better than
interpreting POCIN regardless of 1ts form DOCIN Ca  » VCILIVY ell contaın
Op1IN10NS, an it Can, of COUISC, retlect certaın attitudes of importance for the
description of certaın perio0d, but it 1S NOot tully understood unless the neCcessSity
of 1ts form has become clear. The implication of these remarks would be
enterprise which involves level of reflection far INOTE complicated than the
usual prejudices of historians admıit.

As this 15 NOtT be discussion of the philosophy of history,
discussion certaın become endless 1n assembly multicoloured this
OLLC, 1t might be z00d idea StOpP ere If the thesis an hypothesis 1ın this

has alıy substance at all for ell that SOINEC of those present AF
the 111 probably think it be lot of these last remarks
aAM OUNT the suggestion that should C Just take Luther PCISON an
4S author almost 4S seriously 4S take ourselves. Are ready do that it
shouldn’t surprise if became able interpret his CauU:  / and, CONSECQqUENL-
ly, his theology, ın WaVYV NOt LtOO alien 1ts meanıng.
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