
Luther and Calvıin
Semi1inar leader: Daviıd Steinmetz
Reporter: Davıd Steinmetz

The sem1nar Luther and Calvin had LWO prin- birth of their LWO SO1NS, Perez and Zerah
cipal foci set of COINIMMNMOIN drawn from the While Calvin showed lively interest 1n the
wrT1tings of Luther and Calvin and serl1es of moral of the SCTOTYV, Luther W as 1LNOTEC 1M-
four pPapCIs touching 1SSUES of ımportance pressed with the failings of the principal charac-
both The enNsulng discussions WCIC stimulated ters, whose weaknesses threw 1into greater relief
by the papCIS and readings but frequently ranged the SIACE of God Because Judah and 1 amar WECIC

beyond them well TreMOte ancCceStOrs of Christ, both Luther and
The COININOIMN consisted of S1X docu- Calvin emphasized christological themes 1n

MmMeEeNTS their interpretatıons. Calvin stressed the keno-
letter dated December, 1539, 1n which S1S of Christ laid asıde divine prerogatıves

Calvin inftormed Farel of greeting from Luther and acTt of humiliation W as born into the
Bucer and Calvın and repOoIt from Melan- dysfunctional family of Judah Luther CONCEN-

chthon of Luther’s generally tavorable attitude trated the birth narratıves anı the line that
toward Calvin. links Bethlehem, where Christ W as born, the

second letter dated November, 544, 1n hut the road Timnath, where Zerah and
which Calvin expressed tO Bullinger his OW.: Perez WEeIC conceived. FOor him, Judah and a
high regard for Luther extraordinary SC1- 11aT WEIC S1gn that Christ assumed sinful hu:
vant of God INa  a flesh.

selection from the 1536 »Christianae Robert GUYy Erwın spoke „Luther and Cal
religionis inst1ıtut10« ın which Calvin critized V1n the theology of the 1055 « Erwin argued
Luther’s doctrine of the eucharist. that how believers comprehend God 1n the

selection from » [ Je la CeNcu 1541 1n 15 the heart of Luther’s theology oft the anı
which Calvin BAaVC his assessmen of the eucha- W as tor him primarily epistemological PIO-
ristic CONTLIOVEISY 388 Luther, Zwingli, and blem Calvin, the other hand, did nOot detine
Oecolampadius. E knowledge of God by the of Christ.

The exeges1s of 4, } - 1n Luther’s lectures Although he agreed ıth Luther the soter10-
Romans (IS 5/ and Calvin’s COMMENTALY logical aspect of the theologia CIUCIS, he disa-
the SAaine texXt (1539/40]). greed the epistemological.

The exeges1s of 8I 19-21L from the same Miıika Ruokanen imited his » Predesti-
commentarıes. natıon 1n erm: ot the theologia CTUCIS 1ın ‚De

SCIVO arbitri0««, Luther and invited the sem1-
Each sem1nar sSess10N began ith the PIC- 11a1 discuss the aSspeCts of alvin’s thought

sentatıon of that wWeTe relevant his theme Ruokanen Al-

David Steinmetz lectured „Luther and gued that Luther intended make salvation
Calvin interpreters of enNnes1s 38«, enes1is assured the grounds that it Was by 1NeAaNS

38 15 the STOTY of the sexual encounter of Tamar dependent human aBCNCY. The doctrine of
ith her father-in-law, Judah, and the subse- election made certaın precisely because it
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NOT the SAadillLlc Luther’s pıcture of Mary Magdale-W as NOt dependent human recept1VIty. The
sem1nar In 1ts discussion of the doctrine of DIC- ocused the anomlnting; Calvin’s her

wıtness A the resurrection. In spite of their dif:destination emphasized the simıilarities betwe-
Luther and Calvin, while conceding that L11= ferent foci, both drew IManYy of the Samlle lessons

ther dittered with Calvin OE the advisability of from her StOrYy
preaching it

Walter Moore lectured „»Luther and Cal- The sem1nar discussions dealt with five the
V1INn Mary Magdalene«. Moore surveyed the iINnes exeges1s and hermeneutics, the theology
CONtrOVeErSY VCTI Mary Magdalene 1ın the early of the F eucharistic theology, predestina-
sixteenth CENTLUTY, which centered the qUC- t10N, aN! the socjal setting of their thought.
St10N whether Mary Magdalene W as identical While the sem1nar tried distinguish carefully
with Mary of Bethany anı the unnamed between Luther and Calvin wide 388 of
who anointed the feet of esus Luther maıinta1ı- 1SSUES, it Iso attempted understand their
ned the traditional V1CW that all three Marys large of ementT, VCn in eucharistic
WEeIC Mary Magdalene; Calvin W as convinced theology, and 4asscs55 the judgment of arl
that Mary Magdalene an Mary ot Bethany weIec oll that Calvin W as Luther’s best disciple.

Lutherrezeption der Philosophen (Kant un Hegel)
Seminarleiter: Dietrich Korsch
Berichterstatter: Dietrich Korsch und 1St0O Saarınen

Da VO  5 einer Lutherrezeption ants und Hegels Luther und Immanuel ant
11UT7 sehr eingeschränkt geredet werden kann,
lie{fß sich das Semi1inar nicht VO:  - der Rekonstruk- Zum egınn skizzierte Dietrich Korsch die
tıon historischer Zusammenhänge eiten, SO11- Grundzüge der äalteren Luther-Kant-Debatte
ern versuchte, zwischen den Positionen D (1900-1930]. Se1it Albrecht Ritschl wird die » all:

thers, Hegels und ants 1ne isynchrone) Dehbat- timetaphysische« und »praktische« Bestim-
te inszenıeren un der Vermutung, da{fß VO  - INUN| der Religion bei Luther als Vorbereitung
Luthers Auffassung e1in Beitrag uch philo- der neuzeitlichen Philosophie ants betrachtet.
sophischen Problemen erwarten se1n könne Nach Ritschl hat VOTI allem der Philosoph Fried-
Solche Synchronie verlangt freilich danach, die rich Paulsen ZUT begrifflichen Bestimmung der
historischen Zuordnungen zwischen Luther, Verbindungslinie Luther-Kant beigetragen.
ant und Hegel uch ın ihrem systematischen Paulsen betonte den » Voluntarismus« bzw den
Ertrag ZUT Kenntnis nehmen. Daher Zing 1m » Primat der praktischen Vernunft« bei Luther
Seminar der Interpretation VO:  > Luthertexten als neuzeitliche Denkkategorien.
der Blick auf die Luther-Kant-Debatte 1900 Korsch hohbh TEe1 Posiıtionen als idealtypisch
OTIaus für die altere Debatte hervor.

Bruno Bauch vertrı die These, Luthers
Anschauungen selen der Keım der Philosophie
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