
Luther’s Cause

Response by Robert Fischer

EVErYy generatı1on, Leit G:rane has remarked, has face the task of identifying
„»Luther’s duscCc« Fifty dSO, Luther speclalists WT warmly debating arl
Holl’s suggestion that Luther’s faith 1ın 1ts CSSCHNCE 15 »CONSCIENCE religion«. For
the jubilee of 1093 Rudaolf ermMaAann „Luthers theologisches
Grundanliegen«,1 an Heinrich Hermelink another »[Jas eigentlich-
sSte Anliegen Luthers«.2

(Jur AaBC less inclined make such magisterial pPronoOuNcCcEMECNTIS.
Nevertheless, the scholar who 1gnores the problem of identifyıng Luther’s
simply indulges unexamined assumption of what Luther Was about. 3 In
varyıng WaVYS, speaker aM vocal partıcıpant ın this present
11 CXDOSC his 0)8 her interpretatiıon of Luther’s Since seldom artıcu-
late such interpretations explicitly, however, even ourselves, the risk of
talking past ONC another 111 be

It 15 highly approprl1ate, therefore, that devote sSess10N NOt only discuss
hat Luther’s really WäSs, but also explore how about determin-
ing what his really Was

The FW  ®] DPaDCIS of Leif Girane an Martın Seils offer excellent launching
pad for putting such debate into orbit. The EW  &*} colleagues that the
interpretation an proclamation of the gospel of Jesus Christ lie at the heart of
Luther’s Where they diverge 1n their approaches, ıt remaıns tO be SCCH
whether 1t explains anything SaVy that the ONEC scholar wrıtes historian an:
the other theologian. would maıntaın that such distinction 1S tOO
ambiguous be VCILIY helpful. Let contribute four DO1INts the discussion of
OUT top1c.

especlally commend (G:rane’s insight that Luther’s doectrine aı his
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MUST be distinguished. Consider what »>CauUsSC« 15 It has Aat least three features:
body of definite thought, the aspecCct of personal cComMmMıtment CONViCt1ON,

and the uTZCht eed COoMMUNICaAte and ohare the first LW  «} elements. The first
tWO features by themselves d NOtT C  4 fOor they Caln remaın private.
15 CONVIcCt1ON which involves the PCISON existentially, an which has the drive

Step 1Into the public d  J challenging people decision. In doing, 1t has
contend and Compete with other CAauscs O identify Luther’s requiıres

discern what alternative Causcecs it contronted an still] confronts.
Already for this I1CaSON, although sincerely appreclate Seils’ een insights

an the fine Luther which he cıtes, avVe M1Sg1V1NgSs about his exXxposition
of Luther’s In the first nLAGcE, Tattier how astutely OBR6 selects uOota-
t10NS from Aa1ll1Yy and CVCIY Luther WOrk, and fits them into coherent whole, how
o0e€es Rißlw that OTIILC has found the single, ErLIe master-key which1 all
the doors of Luther’s theological edifice? Seils the CONCEPL of
oll suggested CONSCIeENCE. Then, 1n of method, how chall determine
which 15 the COrrect key, whether either scholar has discerned Luther’s
LNOTIC accurately than, SdYV, Albrecht Ritschl Hartmann (:rY1sar anı Y PFESCHTt*
day scholar? In the second place scholastics, humanists, Reformed and Eett-
Wıng Protestants all ave exalted God’s How 0€es OMNC that 15

INOTEC fundamental for Luther than for these contemporarıes of his?
Thirdly, Can Sa V that any »Interpretıve CategOrYy«, and »basıic idea« Grund
gedanke]), 1n itself 15 Luther’s cause? These dIC questi1ons which INnaYy invıte SOINEC
debate.

L_Lhave commended (s:rane’s search the historical phenomena
of Luther’s GAFe6T. remind myselli, also, that the term »Luther’s ausCcC« 0€s NOT

simply INCAanl „»what Luther intended« (ViZ., taking the word „»Luther’s«
subjective genitive]; it also what INCSSaSC ftrom Luther Zot
through people? In this 5  J Wilhelm Borth has shown, MUStTt the
word „Luther’s« objective geni1t1ve. Great decisionmakers and COININOIN-
CTIS alike had decide hat do about »the Luther CAasC« (cCausa Lutheri).3 hıs
insight implies, I think, that the theology of Luther’s needs be sought
primarily the wTI1LtiIngs and actıons where Luther undertook stand
forth teacher of the Christian ComMmunıIty at large, interpreter of the
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gospel an adviser 1n CUurrent atfairs. commend both authors, there{fore, for
g1VINg special attention Luther’s testament of 528 4N his catechisms.

We INaYy WAant discuss whether, what CXICNLT, (s:rane’s an! Seils’
papCIS help deal with tWO iımportant charges against Luther’s theology,
often pressed for example DYy Roman Catholic scholars: that Luther’s soteriolog-
ical pos1ıtion 15 INn the last analysis subjectivistic: his fides, 1t 15 alleged, 15 tinally
credulitas, lacking the objectivity of the Roman faith; ATY that Luther’s interest
15 onesidedly soteriological that it lacks broad and sound philosophical
foundation. In opınıon both charges E astıgmatıc. But the quest1ons ATC
indeed substantial, 58R believe that they requıre ANSWETS 1n the COBFEXT of
discerning Luther’s

call attention LW VCIY debatable points 1n (Grane’s The first 15
his agaınst late dating of Luther’s »COW.: insight«. ] agree ıthhim;
but SUTIC that others 111 wWwant discuss the point. The second 15 CGirane’s
contention that for Retormed Christians, »the doctrine of the church Was

always pr10r the doctrine of justification whereas 1t Was the other WaY round
Lutheran ground«., find such 1eW contirmed neither Dy the an

intent of Ulrich Zwingli’s » e cra et falsa religione ComMmentarıus« an his
»Fidei rat10«, 10OT by that of ohn Calvin’s »Inst1itutio christianae religionis« an
»(seneva Catechism«, 1OT by that of the »Heidelberg Catechism«. Unless
convinced otherwise Dy sound I1CasSONS, would be inclined file that hy
pothesis alongside the old misguided assert1on that while Calvin began his
theology from the glory SOvereignty of God, Luther started from (6d/s love

should like offer few suggest1ons for pursuing OUTr COININON task of
accurately and profoundly discerning Luther’s

Luther’s volcanıc emperamen and lack of restraıiınt ave often een head
lined It should enormously instruct1ve, however, also study COH1-

prehensively the maJor instances when Luther exercised deliberate self
restraint for the sake of his Cannot recall CO having SCCH this task
addressed systematically. Let suggest few instances; yOu all Can easily
extend the list Ulrich VOL Hutten an: Franz Von Sickingen volunteered
defend Luther’s by revolutionary AIILlS; Luther retused the offer Land-

Philip of Hesse wished HSE the Turkish threat leverage wrrmng
political CONCESSIONS for the Evangelical C  J Luther answered 8% for the
welfare of the empıre. galn, 1n the eucharistic controvers1ıies within the
Evangelical CaINnD, what o0€es 1t really 1LL1CAall for Luther’s that he could NOtTt
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apPpPIOVC of Cornelisz Hendricxs Hoen  %  s simple solution for the eXegesIS of the
Verba, that he rejected Martın Bucer’s plea that theological ditferences OVCI the
eucharist WCIC NOtTt important enough divide the Evangelicals, and that at the
end of the Marburg Colloquy 1t W Aas Luther who proposed ormula of unıty-1ın-
diversity?

The place of mMmYySterYy an! AW ! 1n Luther’s theology and actıon needs be
LLLOIC sensitively explored than 1t commonly 15 Luther 188 theolo-
g1aNs who speak if they ave sneaked into Go0d’s heavenly StIroNg-100M
while God W Aas asleep, if they ave swallowed the Holy Spiırıt feathers an
all yet Luther somet1imes g1VeEs the impression that he LOO belongs 1n that
COMDANY. 10 what extent Can Luther’s be identiftfied with his claims
NOW GCod’s cause‘ Luther 1iNns1ısts that DCISON MUST be certaın that God 15
graC10uSs him her; but oe€es this insıstence 1L1CAall that Luther longer
suffers »Anfechtung«, and longer tisks and gropes? What 0€s it really INncan

for Luther’s that he charges Jacobus Latomus the scholastic with »dimin-
ishing the knowledge of the ySterYy of Christ«, with being unable deal
honestly with »the MYySterYy of and SIN « 24 Here; think, 1t 15 NOt enough
work Out Luther’s »theology of the CIOSS« 1n DNaTITOoOW theological {trame;
MUSt also explore how that theology relates the actual practice of worship,
the actual administration of authority within the church, and the church’s
actual guidance of moral behavior.

Such exploration INnay force rev1ıise (JUI ConNception of the nature of
theology. We who ATC partıcıpants 1n this 4A1IC presumably engaged 1n
the for theological and historical sophistication. The path 15 booby
trapped, nOot least by OUT OW.: human pride an OUT intellectual pretension.
What 0€s ıt INCcCAan for the definition of theologian, when Luther declares
against Latomus and others, that St gnes 21 the dSC of fourteen, St LuCcy
St Anastasıa, WeIC better theologians than the academic professionals?®

Finally, ought investigate 1n what and 1n hat spırıt Luther
himself sed the term »C4aıusc« So, about 16 February 1520O, when he Was

approaching the climax of his first CY1S1S: »Good heavens, Spalatin, how
excited VOU are! | wrote yYOUu before NOTt 4SSUIINEC that this affair rem!| W as

begun 1s being carried Dy YOUI judgment mıne that of AalıYy INa  5 If i$ 15
of God, it 111 be accomplished quite CONTIALY t J outside, above and below VOUI
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understanding.«® galn, Spalatin, November 520 „See whether
those who ANE offended DYy hitterness INaYy NOT be PCISONS who hold the
of the Word cheaply. «/ galn, Melanchthon, 2 June 1530 from the
Coburg, when Luther had nNOt yetL earned that the »Augsburg Contession« had
SCn publicly read: „»Christ knows whether it from stupidity C()1: the
Spirıt, but fOor part nOTt VECILY much troubled about the Indeed,
1INOIC hopetul thanıI expected be God who 15 able ralse the dead, 1Ss also able

uphold his when it 15 falling, ralıse 1t agaın when 1t has fallen,
MOVC 1t Oorward when it 15 standing still 1f 4dIC NOt worthy instruments

accomplish his purpose], 1t 11 be accomplished through others.«8
The W as NOT proprietarily „»Luther’s« it W as which princes

and free C1Ity governments 4an COINIMNOMN people also WCIC staking their lives. Nor
W as the Just »theirs« collectively; it Was, they wWeTIc convinced, the
of God, who could a1so maıintaın it without them. Because it W as God’s So
Luther encouraged Elector John], » PIayCI 15 right arl the 15 Just«.”
Thus, God’s involved call responsible act1ıon. Luther’s
included bold, posiıtıve ecumenical proposal: If the gospel 15 left free us,
Can live under the Roman bishops’ jurisdiction.*!°

All these dimensions belong „Luther’s ausc« 10 1t he devoted himself ith
such CHNCISY and contidence that he could declare publiclhy: „»Whether fall
DPICY Turks T artars, DPODC OT devil, matter, OUT stands SCCUTIC CC
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