
Luther’s Cause

Response by Gerhard Forde

The difference 1n the approach an the ens10n between the LW  € DAaDCIS DYy Leif
(srane and Martın Seils indicates, think, something of the difficulty 1n Aat-

empting at »Wwissenschaftlichen« of this SOTItTt define clearly
„Luther’s ausCc« The difficulty 4ar1ses because Euther's 0O0€es NOLT lend
itself readily the kind of description an logical delineation approprlate LO,
expected or 6C VD respected bDy »„»die Wissenschaften«. CGirane has recognized this
when he SayS At the end of his that he has attempted CXDICSS Luther’s

only »indirectly«, because that could only be handled justly » 1n
strıct PCNSC« if it W as taken directly by being preached. 1n complete
agreement. Luther’s 1S SCC the preaching of the gospel according
the scrıptures 1ın world of bound an threatened SINNers. TheJ CEXDECT, 15
the actual doing of ıt, nNnOot merely the talking wrlting about it We would be
grasped by Aat least apprized of Luther’s 1n the strict only if Luther
WCIC allowed could preach u if »die Sache« itself WCIC preached.

But Grane rightly observes, CAannOt be expected turn 1CSS for
Luther research into forum fOor listening SCTILLLONS hat would surely be
beneath 1ts dignity! C CXDICSS the Matter perhaps somewhat tOO sharply but
still underscore CGirane’s point: We ATC attempting discuss an do Justice
Luther’s 1ın forum which CannOt be expected CannOt really allow
that YCidale eXpress1on. Perhaps the cruc1ial questlon, there{fore, 15 the
OTILC put Dy (s:rane 1n this regard: How Can COINC ar 4S possible OUT

tOp1C without torsaking the task of research altogether? (:rane
might learn something from the study of literature. think that 15 also tru In
INanYy instances literary studies these days AT HA helpful an excıting for
theology than MOST systematıc and exegetial work! We eed paYy much INOTEC

careful attention this.
But until become retrained 1n such methods, IMUST ave something

do 1n the meantıme! SO 1t that here, for the time being, ar least,
might paY LLOTC attention the suggest1on throughout (‚rane’s that
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chould E COINC SOINEC clarity about Luther’s WdY of doing theology. his
appCals be the IMOST helpful aTlı creatıve WaY proceed. 1 believe (s;rane
15 right 1n Sayıng that theology for Luther 15 identical with his but
rather instrument for sServing the But the danger ere 15 that make
OMNCC agaın OO abstract an formal distincetion between the an tfhe
content the ONC handa the WaY of doing theology the other. The 15
reflected 1ın the WaY of doing theology an likewise, CXDCCT,; the WaY of doing
theology 15 understandable only 1n the light of the

It 1S this bhasıis that would like ralse SOINEC questions which might
discuss 1n reterence (‚:rane’s 1If Luther’s Cal COILLC expression
directly only 1n the preaching of ıt, mMUust NOt then g1ve INOTEC careful N-
ti1on both Just what exactly preaching 15 fOor Luther an how theology relates

preaching? Is 1t NOT the CAdsc that Luther himself Ar made
consistently clear distinction between teaching iıtheology) an preaching 337
that this 1n itself INnaYy be OILC rOOtTt of OUT problem? Furthermore, if the actual
preaching of the gospel of unconditional 1n world of bound an
threatened SINNers 15 the 1LLLALLLTILICI 1n which the IMOST direct
eXpress10n, then 15 NOtT the WaY of doing theology sSimply the ight maılintaın OI

make 100111 for such preaching 1n this world? Theology, that 15 SdY, 15 IOrpreaching.
would like ask therefore whether (G:rane’s thesis that Luther’s inıtial

campaı1gn Was simply the crusade agalınst scholastic theology 15 nNnOt somewhat
tOO formal an! abstract. We MUSLT aslk whether for Luther the kkind of theology
which scholasticism represents mMUust CO1ILLC under attack precisely because 1t
0€es NOtTt allow, tinally, for what Luther understood be the preaching of the
gospel unconditional an all-sufficient 1n 1ts direct givenness PIO
Scholasticism, that 1S, represents for Luther WaVY of doing theology which o0es
NOt take preaching the gospel (and although thıs could be LLLOIC disputed the
right administering of the sacraments| the real telos (both goal an! end| of
theology. When OLLC 5SaYy why this 1S, ON IMNUST did Luther take
into ACCOUNT the INannNeT 1in which the preaching of the gospel works 1n fallen
world One must INOVC, therefore, LLLOIC into the discussion of the actual »  ONn-

tent«. hus the VEIY first »Disputatio Contra scholasticam theologiam« 1n E7
immediately into the question of the of the human 4A1 Where it

15 assumed, take ıt Luther did, that the preaching an the SaAacraments AdIC

thgmselves the instance 1n which the unconditional CIeaAtes freedom,
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then theology buijlt the premi1se that humans already ave it 1n SOTINC ftorm
other Can only be rejected. theology, that 1S, which 4SSUINES the human 111
be free 1n SOILLC dimension other V1S-2-VIS God and his 111 NOt (at

least NOtTt self-consciously and consistently] 1Ssue 1n what Luther bDy
preaching. Such theology 111 CONSISt of appeals the human 111 and take
the form of instruction an ecture about God and things divine. The WaYy of
doing such theology would be that of positıve synthesis between „»Natural«
human religious inclination an! divine »>SIaCC«, Certainly the VCILIY first dispute
agaiınst scholastic theology 15 4aSS1ve attack agalınst all such assumpt1ions an
that WdYy of doing theology.

The belief, the other hand, 1n Luther, that the preaching itself Z1VES
reedom leads WaY of doing theology which makes and 1iNns1ısts real place
for the preaching an the Sacraments hus the assertion that outside of such
actual happening, the 111 15 bound itself. theology therefore which ins1ısts

an drives preaching the instance 1n which OUT problems with God ATC

»sSolved« 0O0€es nNOt seek posiıtıve synthesis between natural human DOWCIS an
divine 10 make LOOINL for preaching actual instance of 1t negates
all such hus the promiıinent place of polemics 1n Luther’s theology.
The polemics represents In part, AT least, the refusal allow theological
synthesis take the Dlace of the preaching; they make 100111 for the preaching.

()ne might ask then whether „»Luther’s dUSC« expression 1n
accessible research primarily 1n negatıve WaY hat 18, 1n the ftorm of
polemic, 1L praeparatıo evangelii (OT »preaching of the law!

'hus 1t that the cCampa1gn agaınst scholastic theology involves
LLLOIC than Just formal considerations. It 1S, certainly, campa1ıgn agalınst
certaın WaYy of doing theology and the presuppos1it1ons uDON which such theolo-

15 built T He point of the Campa1gn, think Can SaVY, 15 make 100111 for the
preaching of the gospel of God’s unconditional Now, there 15 indeed
much INOTC that ollows from such campa1ıgn which time oe€es nOot allow us

into. The basic question for conterence of this SOIT, SUDPPOSC, 15 that ofjust
what 1t for the world, for research, for »die Wissenschaften« that ONC like
Luther fights 1n this ashion for place for the preaching of the gospel of
unconditional Insofar the world tOO has entered into that posıtıve
synthesis typified by scholastic theology ONE degree another stil]
operates. on the Samne presupposIitions ATı Carrles the vestiglal remaılıns thereof,
1t tOO 111 find itself under attack and called the Ikkind of transtormation
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NECCSSaL Y make 10011 for the preaching. eEXDECT that 15 hat the working oOut
of the W:  e} WaYS of divine rule |»tWO authorities«] an such matters 4S „»Luther
and culture« dIiIC all about. Perhaps the fact that the world still finds 1t

detend itseltf against Luther call him before 1ts judgment SEATt 1S
indication of the dEeESTEE which 1t partiıcıpates 1ın rejection of the Ikıind of
preaching Luther advocated.

Now, the other hand, do want also Sd Y SOINC things about the fine
by Seils beftore StOPp | want SaVyY at the Outset that lıke the an ave
earned good deal from iE It establishes ell the claim that Luther’s CA  -

be desecribed the insıstence that the gospel be understood »Gebegesche-
hen« that MUSt be practically untranslateable], g1ving-event. The
succeeds ell 1n establishing the centrality and decisiveness of the CategOry of
gift an S1VINg 1n Luther’s theology. (One might, SUDDOSC, want quibble with
theological details ere an: there (for instance: 15 »heilsgeschichtlicher ProzeiSs«
the mMOost fortunate WaYy speak of the Irınıtarıan self-giving?] but such quib-
bling would nNOt, ıt In geLt at the question might est discuss. The
basic quest1on ar1ses Out of the ension between CGirane’s an Seil’s. If 1t 15
tru: that Luther’s theology 1S identical ıth his 1(Grane, 57} then

MUST aslk whether that Can really be captured 1n theological descrip-
tion however »COTTeCt« and instructiıve 1t might be It that the
problem ere SOCS back the SAamııec basic question about the relationship
between theology an preaching. If 1t 1S Iru that Luther’s direct
eXpress1on 1n the actual preaching of the gospel then the problem 15 that the
theological description of the C  A  J however COITECT; 111 always stand 1ın
danger of certaın degree of talsıfication, especially 1f it mistakes itself for the

itself. Theology, an research, that 1S, 111 ave recognıze that it 15 nNnot
itselt the Cau  J 110OI Can 1t pretend NCOIMNDASS the The preaching 15
where the 15 actually enacted, where the »Gebegeschehen« actually
OCCUIS It that this might be where ave had difficulty 1n the past 1ın
Luther research. We AA had endless debates about whether an where and
when Luther theologically considered taught somethings different OT LLICW that
could NOT be found ere there 1n the tradition. The debate ZFOCS back at least
the discussion started by Heinrich SuUuso Denitle about the 1ust1itia dei But it 15
often difficult that Luther taught something different. But perhaps
the point 15 that he did NOT want teach anything different such, but only
make the IMNOVE actual preaching, actual g1VINg. The crucial instances 1n
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which he 15 regarded ave taught something ditferent ATC then VCIY often
simply overlooked regarded »polemical eXxaggerations« (fOr instance, the
bondage of the will, divine necessity, the end of the law, efcC But such »polemi-
cal eXxaggerations« only force the LHNOVC the actual g1VInNg of the gift 1n
preaching an Sacrament hat LNOVC itsel{f makes all the ditterence. But the
trick then 15 NOLT StOpP with talking about but learn do 16 g1ve the gift
that 1t Creates faith

Thus the question A 15 OMNLC which 15 for also so-called »SYStema-
t1C« theologian rather puzzling. SM what degree 1t 1S possible g1ve adequate
systematıc expressıion C „»Luther’s Cause«?® Seils succeeds creatively an em1-
nently, think, 1n the systematıc task. But the VCIY SUCCCSS Can be dangerous.
For surely if God 15 systematically described 4S self-giving that 15 all 1n aın 1f
that oe€es NOLT drive the preaching aNn! the Ssacrament which actually g1ves
God Theology, that 1S, Call actually succeed LOO ell 1ın making itself sound like
preaching the degree that 1t make preaching superfluous. FOor then
varıety of things Canl happen. The SCIMON then Just becomes repetiıtion of the
theological lecture, with, perhaps homiletical adaptations an embellishments.
But theology, 1n tryıng sound ike SCIINOLL, tends falsıfy oversimplify
the pıcture of Cad 4an the predicament of endangered humanity. In Iyıng
establish the theological claim that God 15 self-giving tend forget the God
of wrath, the deep-seated fear AaVe that God 1S ( who Can also take
everything aWAY from Uus, indeed, lite itself. The negatıve, the polemic, 15
excluded. The law 15 NOLT preached 1n the I9 CeENtUry Certainly it W as
Luther’s recognıtıion AT thus his realize that NOT theology, but the
preaching an the SAcCcraments alone Can TOSCUHC from OUT plight Does this NOt
1L1CAall that ONC effect of that would be recognı1ıze that theology an
research has 1ts limitations an that it MUST NnOt obviate the place of
the preaching? Could that NOT also be what the campa1gn agaınst scholastic
theology really means?® And that ATC all, 1n ONC WaYy another still »Scholas-
t1CS«%


