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CHAPTER I
THE STATE AND HERETICS IN THE MIDDLE AGES

The modern science of heredlty has made men conscious
of their ancestors., Wany of the reasons why an individual -
is what he i btoday may be found by studying his parents
and grandparents. In history it is equally important to
trace the background of any person, event, or movement.
The revelations of the scholarship devoted to the study of
the young Lubther are evidences of this., The problem of
this paper also has a background. That background is the
Middle Ages. Both Luther and Calvin were to some extent
products of the Middle Ages. They both lived in the cen-

‘ tury when the medleval world was becoming the modern world.
Much of their thinking had developed from the Middle Ages
Just as much as modern twentieth century man's thoughts
have developed from the Reformation, the Renalssance, the
Enlightenment, and the Industrial Revolution. To under-
stand Luther and Calvin, the historian must try to under-
stand the Middle Ages. To understand their views on the
State thé historian must study the medieval theories of the
State. To understand what role Luther and Calvin assigned
to the State in the punishment of heretics, the historian
must know what the medleval theologians and political theo-
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rists thought about the State and heretics.

By studying the medleval background of this problem
gseveral misconceptions are clarified from the outset. To
the average person of Today it 1s self-understood that the
concept "State" meant to the man of the Reformation period
exactly what the concept "State" means to most people to-
day. Nothing could be farther from the truth. For Luther
and Calvin, "State"” meant only the functions of government
viewed from one or more sides of communal 1iv1ng.l That
was a heritage of medieval political theory. As Schwlebert
points out, it is folly to think that Church and State gad
the same meaning in the Mliddle Ages as they have today.

In order %o understand the views of Luther and Calvin on
the State this introductory chapter will investigate medi-
eval thought and action on the State and its role in the
punishment of heretics,

Medieval theory concerning thé State was grouped around
two vital questions. What is the origin of the authority
of the State? What is the relation of the State to the
Church? During the Middle Ages there were many theories
that dealt with the origin of the power of the State. But

all of them could be grouped in two classes. One general -

lHans Hausherr., "Der Staat in Calvins Gedankenwelt,"
Verein fuer Reformétion Geschichte, CXXXVI (1923), 13.

S ———

2E. G. Schwiebert, "The Medieval Pattern in Lutheris
Views of the State,” Church History, XII (June, 1943), 98.
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theory was advanced by the Papacy and its supporters. Ac-
cording to this theory Charlemagne's coronation in the
year 800 was the grant of authority to the emperor by the
pope. By this act the pope was supposed to have trans-
ferred the lmperial authority from the East to the West.
Thus the power of The State, or the power of the emperox,
(since the power of government lay in the imperial office)
came from the hands of the pope. . The corollary to this pa-
pal theory was that he who could bestow such imperial au-
thority could alsc withdraw it.3 This theory, advanced by
the Papacy, persisted in the Holy Roman Empire. The idea
that the emperor's authority was only complete after he
had been crowned by the pope remained, at least in the pop-
ular nind, throughout the Middle Ages.u

This papal theory of the origin of the State's powers
was violently contested by the emperor and the princes of

the Middle Ages. They argued that their power was divine,
[
-

and that they were responsible to God alone. The Investi-

ture Controversy between pope and emperor brought these two '

theories into conflict, Of the champlons of the imperial

theory Dante can be considered the foremost spokesman. He

3. A. Dunning, A History of Political Theories:
Ancient and Medie\,ral Tﬁm%rk. Wacmillan, 1008), Pe 175«

“1bid., p. 143.
5-33?39_': Pe 177
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asserted that the power of the emperor was not derived
from the pope, but directly from God.6 Dante attacked the
papal party with the thrust that the pope had received no
power to bestow the imperial authority either from God, or
the emperor, cor from the majority of the human race.7 Thus
according %o this theory, the origin of the power of the
State was the bestowal of that authority by God without any
mediator such as the pope or the Church. Both the papal
and princely theories of the origin of the State's author-
ity had their advocates during the late Middle Ages. But
the rise of national stabtes like England and France and the
decline of the Papacy after 1300 gave increasing practical
welght to the princely theory.

During the medieval period theories were just as strong-
ly advanced concerning the relation of the State to the
'Church. These theories all centered around the dogma of
the two powers.a The one power was the Ecclesla which had

charge of men's souls., At the head of this organization

with his potestas clavium was the pope. The other power was

the Res publica which was to curb evil and protect God's
children in this world. The emperor with his potestas gladiil

6Albert Hyma, Christianity and Politics (New York:
Lippincott, 1938, p. 45

7Dunn1ng, op. eit., p. 233f.
81bia., p. 165.
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‘ . 9
was the visible head of this organization. This dogma of

the two powers has been traced back to Pope Gelasius who
counsels Emparor Anastasius as follows in the year 494

There are two systems under which chilefly this

world is governed, the sacred authority of the

priests and The royal power. Of these the great-

er welght is wlth the priests in so far as they

will answer %o Bhe Lord even for kings in the

last Judgment.

Theoretically thers was no cause for conflict between
the two powers., These were two separate systems, each hav-
ing 1%s own dubties to perform. The same Pope Gelasius
warns that ". . . he who has been involved in seeuiir busi-
ness should not be seen directing what is divine!" But,

12
as Dunning points out, there was no clear cut definition
as to what is secular and what is spiritual,

Later as the Church became more powerful, it asserted
the pre-eminence over the State which Gelasius had advanced
only in a general way. In this the respective functions
of the two powers became the deciding factors. Because the
Church was to save souls, it had a more important functlon

than the State whose purpose was the regulation of mere

9Schwiebert, op._cit., p. 100.
1%uaning, op. cit., p. 166.
1;;9;9., p. 168,
121pi4,
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13
physical life. The general superlority given to the
church had become more concrete. St, Bernard went a step
further. He claimed that the Church has two swords. The
spiritusl sword the Church draws herself. The temporal
sword she draws ". . . by the hand of the soldier, though
at the suggestion (ad nutum) of the priest and the command
of the e:nfxper'c’r."l,‘l For Bernard the purely secular was be-
neath the dignity of the Church. Those menlal dutles
necessary for the support and existence of the Church were
to be done by the State,

Hence Church and State were to exist side by gide but
were also to cooperate with each other in complementary
fashion. S%t. Bernard had called for the cooperation of the
State in drawing the secular sword in behalf of the Church.
The Church likewlse was to complement the State. Since the
State was composed of the sinful portion of the world, it
could be helped to share in the heavenly spheres of the
Godhead only by the Church..15 The Conciliar theologlans
point out this complementary cooperation between State and

Church very clearly. At the Council of Constance John
lerson even pointed out that the principles in government

13..;.‘2;9.-9 pP. 170.
V1p14., p. 184,

15Heinrich Hermelink, "Der Toleranzgedanke in Reform-
ationszeitalter,” Vereir'x fuer Reformation @eschichte, XCVIII
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in Church and State are identieal. At Basel Nicholas of

Cusa restated the old dogma of the two powers but added
that the relation of each to the whole is the same.17

The medleval theories regarding the relation of the
State to the Church did not develop overnight. There were
many changes and even many cbjections., Already in Augus-
tine thers was a tendency to depreclate political authority
and to exalt the spiritual.la Perhaps this was due to the
early Christian's attitude toward the State. Troeltsch;g
believes that it was,., According to him, the early Chris-
tians viewed the imperial power as coming directly from
@God. But as far az the Church was concerned, the imperial
authority was limited since (God Himself was incarnate in
the Church. Augustine's views developed from these earlier
traditions, Nevertheless the bishop of Hippo did view the
State 2s an independent body which was to assist the Church
in perfect harmony.20

The popes of the early Middle Ages built upon the views
of Augustine. Oregory the Great claimed that "T.ce.. the

16Duznlixlg& _O_Ru cj—tos pu 2690
171bi1d., p. 271.
181p1d., p. 156.

19grnest Troeltsch, The Social Teac of the Christian
Churches, translated b§‘5TIVe Wyon on: George Allen
and Unwin, c.19%9), I, 157.

20Ryma I

» -QR' .c..ji' s Po 14, .
. PRITZLATF MEMORIAL LIBRARY
CONEUREA SEMINARY

<7 LTS, MO,

oodle Suen WAy
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peace of g}ile state dependz on the peace of the universal
ehurch. " Pope Nicholas I followed Augustine's views al-
most exactly. Whlle the two powers wers independent, they
were to asslst each other to the greatest possible advan-
tage., A significant addltion made by Nicholas was that
the civil rulers ought to seek the guldance of the spirit-
ual Jc'ut.!.rer's..g2 In his Decretum Gratian held that the decrees
of princes do not take precedence but follow after the de-
erees of the Church,23 This modiflied Augustinian view of
the relation of the Stabe te the Church continued until ap-
proximately 1100, In this early perlod of the Middle Ages
State and Church existed side by side. Yet in interpreting
Gelasius' dogmz of the two powers, the Church had claimed
a complimentary primscy. As far as the Church was con-
cerned; the State, the product of man's fall into g%n, was
merely the executioner;, the agent of divine wrath.

The golden age of the Papacy in the twelfth and thir-
teenth centuries gave new slants to theories about Church
and State. During the Investiture Controversy Gregory VII

had claimed preeminence for the Church in spiritual matters.

alnunning, op. ¢it., p. 160.

22yyma, op. ¢it., p. 29.

23punning, op. cit.s p. 180.
in the

2%p  w. Bussell, Religious Thought and Heresy in
Maale Ages (London Robest Seotts I918), b. 836
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That was nothling new. But one hundred years later Pope
Innocent IIT boldly asserted that all kings were the vas-
sals of the pope. Since the pope was the Vicar of Christ
he ecould make or depose kings at will. Under Innécent the
Church had assumed some measure of political sovereignty.as
And even after the Babylonian Captivity had checked the pol-
itical ambitions of the Papacy, the papal party kept up its
claims that rulers are subjJect to the pope in temporal mat-
tersug6 The Church's widespread use of the Inferdict at
this time made the individual's Qbedience to the State theo-
retically dependent on whether the State lived in peace
with the Church and carried out 1ts commands.27

The critics of the Papacy during the Babylonian Capti=-
vity radically challenged the view that placed the Church
on top in its relationship to the State. The Defensor Pacis
of Marsilius of Padua is & good example of this criticism.
Here the two powers were sharply delimited. HMarsilius lim-
ited the Church's activity strictly to the spiritual sphere.
Compulsion was therefore beyond the sphere of the Church.
There only the State could operate. Marsillius' theory re-
garding the origin of the power of the State was also radi-

cal. The State rested on the sovereignty of the people.

25Dunn1ng,‘92, cit., p. 149.
261bid., p. 219.
aTHerme:.ink, _92- c:.to’ pt 43‘
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punning  holds that the Defensor Pacis upset the anclent

pattern and made the prlest the servant of the State. The
theories of Marsilius of Padua gave support to the view ad-
vanced by emperor and princes that thelr power came direct-
ly from Ged.

The actual relatlonshlp between State and Churech during
the Midale Ages paralleled but did not always agrec with
these theories. During the early centuries no exact rela-
tionﬁhip between State and Church was established by the
leading Christian writers. This is the opinion-of Hyma,
but he adds that ". . . 1n actual practice the State usual-

29
1y exercised powers claimed unsuccessfully by the Church.”

Troeltsch nubstantiages this but makezs 1t clear that des-
plte these privileges which the State elther assumed for
itself or gave to the Church, there was no idea of a Chris-
tlan Statea30 He glves two rezsons for this. One is the
detachment from the world that was a part of early Chris-
tlan philosophy. The other is the influence exerted by the
two parallel structures of the early centurles, the Church
and the Roman Empire.31 After the fall of Roman power in

the West, the situation changed somewhat. The Church was

28 unning, op. cit., pp. 242-~4.
291’13?1“&: op. cit.;, p. 16,
30poeitsch, op. glt., p. 157-
311b1a., p. 159.
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the only actual authority left in the West. From this
Bussell concludes that "Civil and churchly, secular and
splritual, were but different sides of the same.State.”
Troeltsch does not agree. In the early Middle Ages
e o » the relation between Church and State was
8till obscure, The relationship between them only
became clear when the Church was sufficiently able
really tc dominate and gulde the Empire, and when

she had a concrete idea of the way in which, with

the aid of Imperial authority, the secular life

ecould actually bhe woven in dng%il into the whole

scheme of eternal salvation,

Until well into the Middle Ages there was no exact relation-
ship established between the State and the Church.

In the early Mlddle Ages the rise of Landeskirche “-31;
fected the actual relations of the two powers. Troeltsch
points out that in Carolingian times the Landeskirche put
an end temporarily to the aspirations of a Universal
Church, At Charlemagne's time the Church in his terr:lggry
was actually governed by him. According to Schwiebert

the German Eigenkirche, where the churches were considered

the property of the nobles, antedate even Carolingian times.

These Eigenkirche remained a common feaggre in the Empire
5
even after the Investiture Controversy. In the fifteenth

323usse11, op. eit., p. 651.
33rroeltsch, op. eit.; p. 210,
3%1b1d., pp. 215-7.

358ehw1ebert, op. cit., pp. 101-T.
361bia., p. 103.
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century, landeskirche after the Carolinglan pattern were

again being formed In Austria; Brandenburg, and the Palati-
3T :
nate. In countries where the pecullarities of the Landes-

kirche or ths Bilzenkirche existed the Church was under the

control of the 5iate.

The question of the_acﬁual'relationship between the
State and the Church after the year 900 is much disputed.
Before thag time there iz little dlsagreement among the
scholars.3 But after the tenth century Troeltsch39 holds
that the conception cof & Universal Church arose once more
against the principles of the Territorial Church. That
there was such = rezlval after Gregory VII can hardly be
denied, Troeltasch, ? howaver, goes on foreibly to maintaln

that a corpus Christianum, a Christisn civilizaticn made

up of a temporal spiritual organism, £inally was achleved
in the Middle Ages. This was brought about through the
pressure of hisborical events - the established atate sup-
port for the Church, %he privileges achieved by the eccles-
iasticn, and state interference in spiritual matiers. Bus-~

L3l i
sell and Schwiebert agree with Troeltsch. However,

3Tibid., p. 105.

3Brrositsch, gp. git., p. 212,
391bid., p. 223.

%01p14,, pp. 206-10.
#;Buasell, OD. cits; Po T2Te
428chw1ebert, op. cit., p. 100
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Bussell does not go farther than to say that this "theory"

of mankind as an ovganism needing temporal and spiritual
ruleras was widely held during the Middle Ages. Schwiebert
goes farther along with Troeltsch. He says that Church
and State in the Middle Ages were not separate entities
within the Christlan commonwealth. They were merely separ-
ate Bremmunk!;e within the larger pattern.

5
Karl Holl is emphatic in rejecting Troeltsch's conclu-

slons, He has checked the Medieval sources and concludes

that the expressions societas christiana or corpus christi-

anum are only used as synonyms for corpus mysticum, the
Chureh, never Tor a temporalespiritual organism. From the
history of the Middle Ages Holl points out that even in

the bull Unam Sanctam the one power was subjected to the

other, And on the other extreme in the Defensor Pacls

Marsilius of Padua proceeds from the societas humana to the

State and from the communio fidelium to the Church., Surely
there 1= no Einheit here. Bergendoff agrees with Holl
as far as the lack of unity in the Empire was concerned. "7
Be calls such unity ". . . a fiction before Luther's tlme.

43Busse113 op. eit.; po T27.
Msohwiebert, op. eit., p. 100.

hslcarl Holl, Gesammelte Aufsaetze zur Kirche -
Schichte (Tuebingen: J. . B. Hohr, 1932), s 3T

e e——

461p14., p. 542.

l‘TGonrad Bergendoff, "Church and State in the Reforma-
gém Period,” @MM:" III (January,1930),
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The same author sums up the controversy between Troeltsch -
and Holl. There was an ldeal of one soclety that shone
through in the Middle Ages. But 1t was not a Christian
soclety. It was the one society of baptized Christians in
the t.”:hu:i-clfu!}8 Still the efforts of men to stem Rome's the-
ory that the spiritual was superlor to the temporal were
only high points. Bergendoff adds the following:
o o o 50 long as Burope conceded that the Bishop

of Rome had the keys of heaven and earth the power

B Pt e A

The actual relations that existed between the State and
the Church in the Middle Ages had very practical results
in determining the .role that the State should play in this

relationship. Charlemagne was the energetic ruler who set

the pace for succeeding generations. In his own territory

~Charlemagne put himself at the head of the Church. Conse-

quently there was much overlapping between Church and State.
The imperial laws contained many ecclesiastical measures,
and civil presecution followed violation of Church laws.
In return, failure to abide by the clvil law was followed
by ecclesiastical censure.50 Charlemagne looked upon him-

self as the defender of the Church and its humble assistant.

481n14,, p. 36£.
49Bergendore, op. eit., pe 47.
50Hyma, op. cit., p. 26f.
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As leader of tThe Utemporal power he would furnish the wea=-
i)ons for the defence of the Church. In a letter to Pope
Led III, Chariemagne stabes his view of the rocle of the
State over against the Church as follows: "'It 1s our joint
task to defend the Holy Church against the heathen and the

unbelievers with weapons and with the assistance of the di-

3
-

This Carclingian conception of the State was the view
adopted by the HMiddle Ages. Kings everywhere admitted that
they ought to pmteﬁs and promote the welfare of the Chwreh
and 1ts prﬁ.»'sr:;'t.}h-::@»ch.}L This view was enhanced by the prince-
1y theory of the origin of the Staf:e'a powers and by the
rise of the Landeskirche. On the other side, the Church

began to demand from the 3tate the protection and support
that Charlemagne had freely offered. The spokesmen of the
Church harked back to a dictum of Ambrose where he claims
that the Church is entitled to protection from the State.
But according to medieval political theozs'ly; the State played
an essentially negative role in society.  According to
William of Oceam its chief function was the punishment of

51
Ibidog Pe 26-

52Dunn1ng, op._cit., pp. 172 and 177.
5353“‘3 Op. eit., p. 22, refers to Ambrose‘'s treatise

2

Ad Constantium Augustum.

5“Schwiebert, op. eit., p. 100
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55
offenders.’ 3o alzo 1n protecting and defending the

Church, the State continued to play this negative role.
John of Salisbury stated:
The princes, thercfore, is indeed the servant -
(minister) of the priesthood, and performs the

-part of the sacred duties whleh seems unworthy
of the hands of the priesthood. For while every

duty of the divine laws i3 religious and holy;
neveggheleus that of punishing crimes is infer-
lor.~”

An incident from The history of the Middle Ages that shows
how emphatically the Church demanded such pi'otection ﬁ-om
the State cccurred in the year 1400, In that year Emperor
Wenceslas was deposed by the electors. The primary reason
given for that action by the Elector~-Archbishop of Mainz
was that ther cmpercr had neglected o maintain peace in
Sheidhemol. '

This role of the State as the protector and defender of
the Church was carried to still greater lengths. St. Augus-
tine had held "°, . ., that the highest agd greatest law in
the state was the commandment of God.*'" If this was S0,
(and both Church and State agreed that 1t was), then could
follow the positive assertion of Thomas . Aquinas o this
effect: The king is supreme in temporal affairs, but these

2IDunning, op. cib., p. 247,
501bid., p. 185.

>Toyma, op. cit., p. 88.
581bid., p. 1%.
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mist be directed to a higher end, the virtuous life that
attains the enjoyment of God.59 Tc do this, thé State had
to support the Church, since the Church alons was able to
direct and help man attaln the enjoyment 61‘ God. The State,
. in the last analysis, only justified 1ts existence if it
placed itself in the right relationship to the Church.so
Troeltsch amplifies this in the followlng manner:

In all secular matters both the laity and the

clergy must obey The Emperor, but in all spirit-

ual things . « . the law of God is paramount. In-

deed the secular Imperial power is only considered

as divinely Justified to the extent in which it is

Bbwtanton to her authorite bl R

If the State was to act as the protector and defender
of the Church, it would certainly play an important role
in the punisihment of hereties. The medieval State did have
much to do with heretics. Just what the State’s role was
in the punishment of heretics can be determined only against
the background of history. As soon as the Christian relli-
gion became the state religion of the Roman Empire, the
State began to deal with heretics. The early Church coun-
cils passed ui:on guestions of creed and organization, bub
the imperial authorities executed the decrees against the

62
recurring heresies. Constantine undertook this policy

% unning, op. eit., p. 205.
604erme11nk, op. eit.; P 43.
61Troe1tseh; op. eit., p. 157.
‘GEDunn:lng, op. cit., p. 133..
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already after Nicea. And affer the Second Ecumenical Coun-
cil the edicts of Theodosiua the Great against the Arian
heretics were enacted. These laws later passed into the
Justinlen Code and became the law of the Empire. The medi-
eval persecution of heretics by the State had bégun.6 Dur-
ing the Dark Ages Hu.aaellﬁupaints out: that there was no
trace of ceercive pcliey on the part of the Church. It was
always the State who punished the heretics, Even in the
Wesat where the Church had suc‘ceeded to the functions of
govermueent, 1t had no coercive policy with regard to here-
ties,

Begimming with the year 1000 the;'e was a chan%g in the
policy toward hereties. Yeht acecording to Bussell there
was no conzistaent poliey for the next two hundred years.
Theodosius, the bishop of Liege (c. 1050} was the only
blshop of his age who demanded that heretles be punished
severely, Most of the heretics were burned by the State or
by incensed mobs with many bishops risking their lives to
plead merey for the heretics, The bishops were not clear-
1y linked with the coercive policy of the State against
heretics wntil about the year 1200. No doubt the Crusades

63pni14n Schaff, History of the Christian Church (New e
York: Scribners, 1923), , 695-C,

6YBusse1l, op. cit., p. TH0.
651bid., p. 653.
861pid., p. THOL.
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had some influence here. If the Church could call upon the
State to rout the Infidels, it could also work with the
State in punishing the heretics within the Church's bor-
ders, ' | z

After the Council of Tours (1163) had suggested the de-
finite penalties of imprisonment and confiscation for l;xére-
tlcs, there was & more vigorous action against heretics on
the part of the Church. After 1167 the trials of heretics
were to follow canonic sanctions, The real formulation of
this policy came with Innocent III and his appeals to the
temporal powers for support in the Church's Crusade ggainst
the Albigenses., Between 1220 and 1230 Emperor Frederick II
enacted the death penalty, banishment, and confiscation of
property as penalties against heretics.67 Thomas .Aqulnas
exemplified the thinking of the Middle Ages on heresy and
ite punishment., The Church was to f£irst use excommunica-
tion against a heretic but “*If excommunication did not
prove sufficient, he was to be delivered to the aeculg:éi
powers with the recommendation that he be executed.'”

What were the theories of persecution in the Middle
Ages that put men to death for their beliefs? These theo-

671b14., p. THIL.

68&1@ | | is from
op. cit., p. 42. The quotation 18
Aquinas? @ ¥T, II, Quest. XI, Art. 3.
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ries began in the ancient Church with Jerome and Augustine.

At first Augustine had denied that force should be used

where the Churcih: ig concerned. Bubt in the Donatist Contro=-

versy he had frankly rejoiced that the heresy had been
stamped out by 1m§erial decree, " In Jjustifying secular in-
tervention to punish heretics Augustine laid the founda-
tion for all future apologetics for such action. '

If we were to see one of our enemies transported'

by a fever, and running toward a precipice in the

attempt of hurling himself down into the abyss be-

eoyiaand 1ot hin bo GessayedionaioTAE

s

Jerome had the same view, but added that "'. . . putrid
members of the body ought to be cut off, and scabby sheep
removed from the flock, lest the whole body or the whole
flock become contalninated..""r_o Thus heretics were to be
punished temporally for their own good and for the good
of the Church., On the one hand, the medieval mind was
thoroughly roused by a sincere desire to save souls eter-
nally by exacting punishments in time. On the other hand,
the Church as an institution and organization felt that it

had to protect itself from the gangrenous false doctrine

71

which invaded the ranks of the faithful from time to time.

691bid,, p. 18.

70.13’51-: pP. 42, This argument of Jerome is also quoted
by Aquinas.

713‘183&11, mo 2-1-';..’ p. 7“2 am po 752'
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A new element was added to this theory of persecution
in the thirteenth century when the death penalty for here-
tics was demandsd hy the Church. Then, as Bainton & shows,
a magnifying of the enormlty of heresy was necessary.
Heresy became worse fthan Greason since it offended the eter-
nal majesty of God., A Teudalization of ths concept of her-
esy had taken place in the days of Innc;eent IIT and Freder-
ick II. As disloyalty to a noble by a vassal was strictly
accountablie, so surely was disloyalty to God Almighty even
more ace:ountag?_n’m Hereay had become the worst form of trea-
S80I, Busaell’a maintains that this development was a re-
sult of panlc., The supreme duty was toward the church-state
that now was menaced by the polson of the Alblgensian here-
8y. Ignoring Bussell's implications of a united Christen-
domrm, there still remains the basic reason for the punish-
ment of heretics, Heretics must be punished for the sake
of the welfare of the Church.

The Parable of the Tares (Matt. 13: 24-30) played a
very important part in the development of the medieval

TQConcerning Hereticss: Whether they are to be Persecu-
ed and how they are to be Treated, colTé-c'tT'n i:_f_"f_g
7@?{&%8 of learned | Men both Aneient anE Modern. An ous
Work attributed to Se aa an as eilio, translated o
- Bainton (Wew Yorks Columb: versity Press, 1935),

introduction, p. 29.

73Bussell, op. cit., p. T45.
Thsy ra, p. 13, for the views of Karl Holl.
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theories of persecution. Bainton75 has studied this ques-~
tion very carefully. In general there were two interpre~
tations of this parable of Jesus current in the Middle Ages.
The first view regarded the Tares as moral offenders with-
in the Church whe should not be expelled. The proponents
of this view, in Bainton's opinion, believed that the
Church was the ark of saifration outside of which there was
no salvation. Therefore heretics can and should be forced
to come within the Church. The State was to be the Church's
coercive arm in deoinge this., The second view regarded the
Tares as herctics outside the Church who should not be
compelled to come into the Church. The proponents of this
view regarded the Church as a community of saints who
should separate themselves from the world. According to
these men only moral offenders within the Church should be
expelled by the State, There were many in the anclent
Church who held that the Tares are heretics and therefore
should not be persecuted, Tertullian held this view. "'It
is not in the nature of religion to coerece geligion which
must be adopted freely and not by foree.'"  Chrysostom

thought along similar lines. He gave two reasons for not

"5Roland H. Bainton, "The Parable of the Tares as
the Prooftext for Religious Liberty to the End of the 16.
Century,” Church History, I (June, 1932), 67-=75.

76.'Ba1nton, op. ¢it., p. 71, quoted 'frm_'l'!.!‘;ﬁ_‘.‘.'i?._

Nicene Fathers, I1L, 598.
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putting a heretlc to death. Filrs%t, because a real Chris-
tian might be punished., Secondly, because the heretic will
be puniihed by God at the proper time. But he adds, Christ

.+ « » does not therefore forbid us to restrain

heretice, to stop their mouths, to take away

thelr freedom of speech, to break up thelr as-

ggmﬁ%ﬁsaigdaig;%%ies, He forbids us merely
During the Mlddle Ages there were at least two men who
agreed with Tertullian and Chrysostom. In the East Theo-
dore Studitz {(born in 759) stated: "'The rulers of bodles
may punish thoze who are convicted in the body but not
those who have offended in the soul, for this belongs to
the rulers of souls, . «'" C In the West Wazo, Prince-~
Bilshop of Lv_zec}:-_. voiced the position as late as 1048 that
ecclesiastics had no right to use the secular sword againat
schismaticz. They should be content with their powers of
excommunication, : .

The other view that the Tares were moral offenders

was championed by Callistus (biglsop of Rome from 217-222),

Cyprian, Jerome, and Augustine. A1l of them therefore

WIbid.., p- 72, quoted from Post Nicene Fathers, X,

781bid., p. 73, quoted from EP, Lib., II, CLV, Migne
P.a. 99, 1k82-6.

791bid., p. 75, quoted from Paul Frederico, coggus
Documentorum inuuisil’:ionis haereticae gravitatia Reerland-

icae (Gent and's Gravenhage, 1889) I,

BOIbid w o= pp - 68"'?1 ®
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left room for the persecution of hereties as not being con-

trary to Jesus injunction, "Let both grow together until
the harvest.” Thomas Aquinas records both Chrysostom's and
Augustine’s lnterpretation of the Parable of the Tares with-
out comment. But he adds Augustine's advice (which Bain-
ton81 claims Thomas tore from the context) that the tares
may be rooted out if the tares are easy to distinguiah and
the wheat firmly established. Augustine was talking about
moral delinquents,. bubt Aguinas refers his words to here-
tics. Bainton commente, "The theory of the Middle Ages
was completeu”ud

The State's role in the punishment of heretics
stemmed from the current theories and practices of the
Middle Ages. The reasoning was simple. Whoever separated
himself from the faith and organizétion of the Church was
a heretic. The Church punished such a man with excommuni-
cation sc that no one eould assoclate with him. But be-
cause the heretic was a potential threat to the Church, the
State as the protector and defender of the Church stepped
into the picture., The State must see to it that no one

could associate with the heretic. The death penalty was the

8i1pid., p. 76. The reference to Aquinas is from

3§n°t18§§gpme Doctoris Angelici Opera Omnia, (Rome, 1895),
I, -G,

824314,
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83 ' )
result. Thus the old maxim still stood. Eecclesia non

sitit sanguinem. The Church 4id not stain its hands with

the blood of heretics, It handed them over to the secular
power which exacted the death penalty.ea

But there was one specific reason why the State of
its own accord often intervened in persecuting heretics.
Heresy was commonly considered a crime agalnst the State.
Already in the fourth and fifth centuries offenses aga;nst
the Church were regarded as offenses against the State,
For that reason the early statutes against heresy were en-
acted., This atéitude remained in the Middle Ages. Strik-
ing at the Church was striking at the State. Buaae1185
believes that 1% Qaﬂ the old apprehensive policy of the
Roman Empire against any unrecognized faith or usage that
promphed the persecution of the Cathari in the Middle Ages.
Hereay as a social evil ﬁhat struck at the State is just
another side of this viewpoint. The Lollards in England
were persecubed under Richard II‘because it was thought
that they menaced the entire soecilal structure. Bussell
sounds this warning: "The social aspect of heresy or schism

must never be forgotten in dealing with medieval persecu-

B3Herme1ink, op. cit., p. 43f.
Sb’Sehaff, CPo _9_1_2.3 Pe 6950
BSBuasell, op. ¢it., p. T36.
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86
tion,"

The stage is now set for the discussion of the views
of Luther and Calvin on the State and i%s role in the pun-
ishment of heretics. The Middle Ages was by no means con-
gsistent in its theorles of the 3tate, of the State's rela-
tion toward the Church, of the State's duty toward here-
ties. But this 15 clear. The Church demanded, and for
the most part received, protection from the State. And the
State finally gave that protection by acting as the secu-

lar arm of the Chureh in the punishment and persecution of

heretics,

861b1d., p. 866.
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CHAPTER II
LUTHER ON THE STATE

Martin Luther had very definite ideas with regard to the
State. This chapter will endeavor to synthesize these ideas
as a backdrop for the role Luther assigned to the State in
the punishment of heretics. First; however, Luther's views
on the State will be related to those of the Middle Ages.
Some historians have held that Luther accepted the ecclesias-
tical-political heritage of the Middle Ages almost in toto.t
H0112 treats this Judgment rather extensively. According to
him, The German historians Sohm and Rieker believed that Luth-
er held the larger concept of a Christendom, a corpus chris-
Cianum, such as Troeltsch argues had emerged in the Middle
Ages., This Christendom has the two swords, temporal and spi-
ritual. Each rules Christendom in its own way with its own
power, Therefore these men would say that Luther held a re-
formed Medieval view of the State. Boehmer3 seems to hold
this same position. He emphasizes, however, that Luther lmew
nothing of the expressions' "State"” and "society". The State
in the modern sense simply did not exist in the Germany of

lE. G. Schwiebert, "The Medieval Pattern in Luther's
Views of the State," Church History, XII (June, 1943), 10l. ;

g hichte
Karl Holl, Gesammelte Aufsaetze zur Kirchengeschichbe
(Tuebingem Je é. B. Mohr, 1932), 1, 3%0.

3Henrich Boehmer. Luther in Light of Recent Research
translatea by Cari F. Huth, Jr. (New York: The christian
nerald’ 601916)’ p. 300.
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Luther's day. The political entities were merely statelike
federations.

No doubt Luther did £ix the duties of governments by be-
ginning with the Medleval concepts in vogue. But Luther's
views involved fundamental exceptions to the Medieval politi-
cal theories. First of all Luther did not belleve that the
close relationship between all order in the universe had to
be first brought about by the subjection of individual areas
of order to the law of the visible Church. The unity already

4 Luther consequently broke

lles in God's established order.,
with the Medleval view which made the secular power the bail-
iff of the Church.,5 In only one sense Luther placed the :
Church above the State, namely, in the duty of dispensingi
Word and Sacrament. Yet he dld not draw the conclusion of
the Middle Ages. In all temporal matters Luther held that
the Church is subject to the State.® Boehmer concludes: "Not

until the appearance of Luther, therefore, is the sovereign-

ty of the secular power established beyond a doubt also for

%8011, op. cit., p. 347.
5Bc.’ehmer', op. cit., p. 303.

6 n s
Holl, op. c¢it., p. 330, note 3. ". . . hoc sane verum:
in verbo et 'é'g'cramenéoptradendo (haec enim sunt spiritualla)
pontifices sunt super omnes: verum in temporalibus rebus. o .
pontifices et clerici sunt magistratibus sublctl lure div:l;zo
Nec exempti nisi beneficio huius humanae creaturae.” Resol.

de pot. papae, Weimar Edition, II, 221,20.
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the religious consciousness. . ."T pia Luther hold the theory
of a spiritual-world community? Holl8 says that this was pa-
pal theory for the Midd;e Ages, and even there i1t remained
in the realm of theory., But it is Just this idea with which
Luther broke sc strongly. Both Bergendoff and Balnton see
Luther's exceptions to Medieval political theory stemming from
his conception of the Church. "The Reformation changed men's
ldeas concerning the Church. The change in their ideas about
government followed necessarily."9 Bainton brings Luther's
own words to bear on this point: "' . . . Christians live
far from one another; so it 1s impossible that a Christian
regime should extend over the world or even over a counfry or
a large group,'"lo Luther's theory of the State began as did
the Middle Ages with the origin of the State's power. In his
treatise Of Temporal Power he writes: "In the first place w

must firmly establish the temporal power and sword, so that
no one will doubt that it 1s in the world through God's will

\
and ordinance."i! 1In 1530 the Reformer wrote to the elector |

TBoehmer, op. eit., p. 303.

83011; ER. E_;‘E.o’ po 3430

9onrad Bergendoff, "Church and State in the Reformation
Period,” Luthsran Church Quarterly, III (January, 1930)5 39

10g " e tency of
oland H. Bainton, "The Development and Conslstency
Luther's Attitude to Beii jous Liberty,” Harvard Theological
Review, XXII (April, 1929), 130. Quoted from We Wei—m_'ﬂ?%r tion,
11, 251, 35¢¢.

YNouoted 1n Albert Hyma, Christianity and Politics (New
York: Lippincott, 1938), p. 99.

EBAN
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of Saxony that the power of the emperor was derived from God.f
The elector was as much bound to obey the emperor as the mayor

i2

of Torgau was. Hence Luther had a very high opinion of ali

secular government. Already in his Address to the Christian

Nobility of 1520 he struck at the theory that the emperor re-
ceived his authority as a grant from the pope. He specifi-
cally denied that the pope was the heir of the Empire if the
throne was vacant.13 The temporal authority came directly
rrom God. And for this emphasis Luther himself could boasat:’

No one had taught or heard anything about the tem-
poral power, and nobody knew anything about it . .
The most learned of them. . . regarded the Tempor-
al authority as something partly heathen and part-
1y human, with nothing divine in 1t. . . In short,
the princes and lords, no matter how anxious they
were to be plous, looked down upon their vocatlon
as worth nothing. . . Consequently, the Pope and
the hierarchy were all in all, above everybody and
around everybody, 1like a god in the world; and the
Cemporal gower lay shrouded in darkness and op~
pressed.1

The function that Luther gave to the government was very

|
|
| similar to the general theory of the Middle Ages. The secu-

%lar power must suppress evil very strictly. Its primary func-

1tion is to guard internal and external peace.l5

127pid., p. 121. where the reference 1s made to the Wei-
mar EdiT¥Tor, Briefwechsel, V; 259.

13Hyma, op. cit.;, p. 96.

14Ibid.., DP. 120, quoted from the Welmar Edition, XXX,
11, 109,

lﬁBoehmer,'gg. eit., p. 301.
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Luther divided all people infto two groups - those in the
Idngdom of God, the bellevers in Christ, and those in the
 kingdom of the world., The Christlans do not need a temporal
iBWOI'd s but Cod has divinely ordained 1% to check the evil na-

I

| tures of those in the kingdom of the world.1® In this sphere
!of curbing evil doers the government cannot be restricted in
the least, not even if the State must enter the realm of the
Church. For example, the State had an innate right to punish

lawless priests. And in the Address to the Christian Nobil-

1ty Luther had called on the princes to stop the flow of an-
nates and pallium dues to Rome. The Middle Ages had vie_wed
the essentially negative functions of the State in a dispar-

‘aging manner, WNot so Luther. He maintained that the State

..iserved the Church alsc when it punished ecclesiastics and sup-
breased their thievery.‘w
Luthér nevertheless extended the duties of the State be-
yond the duties which the Middle Ages assigned to it. Boeh-

18 mentions some of the additional duties which Luther as-

mer
signed to the State., Luther urged the government to erect

schools and libraries. A certain amount of education should
be compulsory. The magistrates were to promote order and de-

. ceney by a strict use of the police against ldleneas, drunken-

1633"“&: _92- Sig_c f ] pp. 100"2 °
173011’ .O_EQ c:.tc 5] ppo 328—31'
18g0ehmer, op. cit., p. 303.
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ness, beggars, and luxury in dress. Positively they were to :
intercede for wldows and orphans. Boehmer believes that in
doing thls, Luther freed the State from tutelage to thelliter-
alistic Biblical principles of Wyclif and Hus, ﬁho attributea
to the Bible lawmsiking authorlty for political life. Yet des~
pite these progressive views concerming The functions of the
State, Luther as a Theologlan would not enter upon all the
dutles of the State. Rergendoff quotes the following:

I will not give directlons how it (the government)

shall conduct itself in all things. I will let

that be left to the reason, but I will say that

in its aqfioqs love towards neighbor mst be ex-
hibited.*

When the peasants presented thelr articles to Luther for

an opinion, he refused to jJudge them all, because he as a

Vtheoloaian was not an authority on legal matters.eo Luther

ﬁ would not act as a lawgiver who would give minute detaills for

' the exercise of political offalirs.

- the Welman Edition, 10, 3.380.

Luther's theorles regarding the relation of the State
to the Church provide an inteveating redaction of the Medieval
theory. Luther viewed both the State and the visible Church
as belonging to the one order that spans everything, the

‘Egggg,aottes, This established order of God is a unit, &
‘Gesamtverband. Stete and Church are ordered spherss in this

198 Holl, Gesam-
ergendoff, op. ¢it., p. 40, quoted from =
melte Aufsaetze, 5« M2 “hote 1, where the quotation 18 s from

aoﬁyma,lgg. eit., p. 115.




32
higher unit, and because of this higher order they are bound

very closely together. Lufther can even call this unity a

21

Gemeinschaft. Hence on the one hand Bergendoff's opinion

is entirely correct: "

o o « Ghe concept of separation of
church and state is foreign to Luther's thought."22 Neverthe-
less Luther makes both Church and S%ate coordinate in the Ge~

samtverband. Each has its own sphere of work in God's estab-

lished order; and, as 301123 brings out, for Luther this order
| was protected hest when each power stayed in its own sphere.
;As a result, Luther was agéinst active control of the Church
| by the State. For although Luther saw State and Church in a
close relationship, he nevertheless saw a declded distinctlon
between the two powers. This distinction between State and

5 glves one example

Church is quite apparent in Luther, H0112
by quoting from a letter in which Luther sternly censures the
people of Torgau for regulating the affairs of the Church

through the City Council, thereby making civil servants of

213011, EEQ Citog pe 31}7‘

223ergendoff, "he Lutheran Christian in Church and State,"

The Lutheran Quarterly, I (November, 1949), #15.6.

23H011, op. cit., p. 34k.

2% Torgauer
Ibid. . 8, "t'Eg ist mir leid, dass euer 1org
sich sd"ﬁﬁﬁhﬁkgar3;egen das Evangelium stellen, und sich un-
terstehen aus eigener Thurst euch Pfarrherr und Cappellan zu
Knechten zu machen, aufs Rathaus zu fodern ihres Gefallegs. 2
Wer hat sie gelehrt solchen Gewalt, der ihn nicht gebuhrt, z
8ich zu rauben?'" Erlangen Edition, 55, 108.
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the pastors. Luther is amazed at such a perversion. Even

at the end of his 1ife, after a state-church had been estab-
1ished in Saxony, Luther complained about the efforts of Satan
to mix the State into the affalrs of the Church. He would re-
sist any such Satanic scheme.25 Other historians, too, have
noted Luther's principle of no state controlled Church. Boeh-
mer comments: “Throughout his life the Reformer clings firm-

- 1y to thils one principle: the government has no right to de~
n26 :

clde questionz of belief, :
f Luther has two clearly Btaéed reasons why the State must
/not interfere with the Church. The first reason lies in the
; nature of the fundamental difference between the two poﬁers.

{ Luther describes this difference in his tract Of Temporal

¢ Power.,

\ It is therefore necessary to separate the two swords, \ |
{ and to let both remain where they are. The one makes |
| certain persons plous, the other helps maintaln peace |
| and order, HNelther is sufficient to itself in the

world

For Luther the Church had no other call than to preach Christ.
It did not have the right or the duty to order physical life

/or to hold mankind in guardianship through laws. That was

2522123» P; 377. "'Sub papa (Satan) miscuib ecclesiam

politiae, sub nostro tempore vult miscere politiam ecclesiae.
sed nos pesistemus.'' Letter to Daniel Greifer, dated Octo-

ber 22, 1543, Enders-~Kawerau, XV, 256, 10ff.

asBoehmer, op. cit., p. 305-
27Hym9-: op. cit., p" 102.
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23 For that reason Luther called on

the work of the State,
the pope in the Address to the Christian Nobility to relin-
quish his temporal rule over the papal states, By interfer-
ing in political affairzs the pope sinned against the command-
ment of Christ and of St. Paul, who states that a soldier of
heaven must not entangle himself with the affairs of this
11fe°29 By the same token the State 1s not to interfere in
spiritual matters. For Luther does not know of a Christian
State as such. The State's activity is a part of the Natur-
ordnung, not a parit of the Church. In fact the activity of
the State can be called Christian only in so far as the per-
song who take part in governmental affairs are Ghriétiana.3°
Luther's second reason why the State must not ;ngffem,
in the Church develbpzs from the opposing principles.in the |
activity of Church and State. The one rules by force, and “

the other rules by the Word alone. When the earthly govern

ment enters a--c_ongregatiou with its power of compulsion‘it
robs the Church of the foundation of its existence. For
Luther that was faith in Christ which can never be forced.>’
Surely Christians ought to submit to the government in

temporal matters out of love for their unbelieving neighbors

aeﬂoehmer, _92. Q@_e, pp! 294‘5“

anym; -229 _c__i_-&o, po 97‘

%011, op. cit., p. 347

31vi4., p. 339.
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who need such coercion. But that the State should rule the
Church was unthinkable for Luther,>~ Dumning's33 charge that
Luther was merely interested in his own persecuted followsrs
is best refuted by Hyma's comment in connection with Luther's
refusal to enter upon the legal question of the reiation of
the electors to the emperor: "Again Luther had remained
fundamentally true To his first viewpoint as enuncilated in the
year 1523, He still believed that the sphere of religion was
basically separate from temporal things . . ."34 Luther's
position of 1523 apeaks for itselfs

God hag made princes mad, so that they are of the
belief that they can command their subjects any-
thing they please; and the subjects also believe
that they are obliged to obey the prince in every-
thing he commands, hence the princes have begun to
command their subjects to put away certain books,
and to accept whatever ereed they preseribe. They
make bolid to sit in God's chair, and to control
the conscience and religious faith of thelir sub-
jects 35

Luther even counselled disocbedience in certain cases.

When your prince or temporal lord commands you %o
believe as the pope does, and orders you to remove
this or that book . . . you should say to him,
'Lucifer has no right to sit next tc God. Dear
lord, I owe you obedience in all civll matters

o » o Whatever you command me to do under this

321p1d., p. 346.
33 les (New
- A. Dunning, A.History of Political Theories
York: Macmillan, 1908); I, 12s

3uﬁyma,'gg. cit., p. 124,

35, 1 Power, in how
ibid., p. 98, quoted from Of Tempora p. 28 JUN
far one should obey i, Weimar Edition, XI, 245-80.
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authority of yours,; I willl do it. But when you

command me to belleve this or that, or to put

away certaln books, I will not obey you. For in

that you are a tyrant, and you reach too highly,

and you command things that are beyond your reaeh.36

Still there was no absolute separation between Church
and State in Luther's theory. His inslistence that the two
powere were distinct in thelr essence and in their activity

did not involve a clean cut separation between them. On the

eontrary., The rulers of the State were at the same time

Christians., While in thelr vocation they were responsible
directly to God, as Christians they were alsc amenable %o the
ministry of the Church,37 As such they were also responsible
to some extent for the conditions of the Church, as will be
shown later, 4%hat Luther did not separate Church and State

can be seen in his Exhortation to Peace of 1525 where he says

that no government has the right to refuse the Gospel to any-
one.38 <&hat Luther went much farther than this negative state-
ment will be zpparent when Luther's practice regarding State
and Church is discussed, Bergendoff's comment 1s valid:

The fundamental assumption of a distinctlon between

church and state is itself a modern divisiocn, 8o

modern indeed that the confines of each are even

now unfixed. We shall search through reformation
Europe in vain for a formula on which men could

3rp14., p. 107.

3TBergendoff, "The Lutheran Christian in Church and
State’" p’ l"lSn

38Hyma 2%, ¢it., p. 113, where the author refers to
i

the Weimar Edition, XVIII, 291-33%.
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agree, and nowhere will we find a government and

e e

Although Luther always held theoretlcally that the State
as such has no place ruling The Church, he d4id bring the
State into the work of the Reformation. He has been asevc.a'.':‘e-,"'r
ly condemned for this and has been named the father of the
state-church, Horsch® 1is one of Iuther's severest critics
on this score. He belleves that the state-church is a brain-
child of Lubther's stay at the Wartburg. There he decided
that the electoral government should introduce religious re-
forms in Saxony. Horseh offers no proof for his theory other
than Luther's unfavorable reaction to the hasty reforms of
Carlstadt., Hermelink'' also places the responsiblity for

state-churchism on Luther., Bubt he 1s less critical than

_Horsch. He maintains that Luther merely shared a principle

common to his age, namely, that the government had the right
to decide what the religious service and teaching within 1ts|
boundaries should be. Holl'Z holds that Luther called the

State into the work of veform already with his great reform

398ergendoff, "Church and State in the Reformation
Period," P. 36.

4070hn Horsch, "Luther's Attitude to Liberty of Con-
science," American Journal of Theology, XI (1907), 308.

41 " in Reforma=-
Heinrich Hermelink, "Der Toleranzgedanke ;
t‘Il'bl'mzei.tzal:i.t:e::?'_, "H%erein fuer Reformationsgeschichte XCVIII

(1908) 2 "‘90
42

H‘D].l, .920 01t-; po 3260
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writings of 152C. For Holl there 1s no great contradiection
between a Luther who would not have the State ruling the Church
and a Luther who called upon the State to aid the reform.
There is, however, the great distinction that Luther himself

_drew when he called upon the State to ald the Reform as

State, and when he called upon the State to aid the reform as

a Christian government. )
i For Luther the great function of government was to curb
evil and to protect 1ts citizens. The flow of annates, pal=-
lium dues, papal months to Rome was in his eyes a robbery of .

the German people. In his Address to the Christlan Nobility

Luther called on the nobles, the govermmental officers of
German territories, to put an end to this Roman robbery. This

the government was to do on its own right, since it was the

duty of the State to protect its citizens from robbers. Here |
the State certainly was performing a Hilfsdienst for the Church.
But it was aiding the reform on its own authority. In this
instance it was very simple for Luther to justify direct ac-
tion of the State in spiritual matters.'®S

Another function of the State according to Luther was
!the prevention of any disturbance of the peace. Consequently
‘When he saw the Anabaptists occasioning what to him were dis-~
turbances of the peace, he could write to the Elector John as

follows:

————

¥31p14., p. 329-35.
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« « o We reallze that it is not your province to
(120) intervene in spiritual affairs, but still
it is your solemn dubty as Temporal ruler to exer-~
cise caution and take care that no dispeace shall
gbefall the land. This was also the duty of Em-
iperor Constantine when Arlus had caused discord
and dissension. . « ' °

In calling on the government to put down disturbers of
the peace the State again was acting on its own right., Luther
lalso held that the Volkskirche was a public educational in-

fstitu’cion where morality was taught. So he wrofe on one I

occasion that the government had the right to drive the blas:
Ui

phemers of the Gospel into churches in order to teach them

morality.'> 1In a letter to the elector in 1526 Luther called
the elector the champion of the youth who, acting in that caf
pacity, could compel stubborn congregations to contribute to|

46

schools. In the common situation where monasfic or eplsco-
pal lands had reverted to the elector, Luther could ask the
prince to help supply teachers and even pastors, since by as-
suming the property the elector also assumed the responsibll-
that went with the property.w But in all these cases the
government still acted alone as government. The State was

*

Mﬂsrma, op. cit., pp. 119~20.

ASHermelink, op..cit 4 ted from a letter of
.. .5 Po 49, quoted
Luther's wribten on-August 26, 1529 found in Enders 7, 150.

461!011, op. cit., p. 364. The reference is to the Er-
langen Edition, 53, 387.

47_12&-: p. 354, and Bergendoff, "Church and State in
the Reformation Period;" p. 44.
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alding the Church, but as State, in its own right and in its
own sphere.

The matter is complicated, however; when Luther calls
upon the State to ald the Church in calling a Council, in es-
tablishing and supporting evangelical preachers, and in regu-~
lating disorders in the congregations. These were strictly
speaking the duties of the Church, not of the State. Already
in 1520 Luther had looked Yo the German nobility to help call
a Church Gouncil. Bubt 1t was not until after 1525 that Luth-
er called on the State to help in internal Church affairs.
Hol:l.'u8 points to the disillusioning effect of the Peasants
War on Luther's ideal of a freely developing Church. But this
historian writes that Luther's real reason for calling on the
princes after 1525 was the rapid spread of the Reformation.
More and more congregations, towns, and cities were adopting
the Evangelical faith. Since many of the parishes were with-
out a pastor, conditions in the outlying districts were d:la-

rupted. Many of the new pastors were not at all capable.

Nevertheless, at first Luther hesitated to ask the government
for help. But in 1525 he writes that he will ask the elector
to take a hand in the reform work.l’g

The Visitation Articles which set the stage for the State

%8Ro11, op. cit., p. 361-2.

49.1_9.!-_'1-, p. 362, note 5. "'scio reformatione parocgiar-
Ul opus esse et institutis uniformibus ceremoniis, . . et
Principem sollicitabo.’” Quoted from Enders, V, 245, 5ff.
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sponsored visitatlion of the Saxon churches in 1527 and 1528
tell why Lubther asked the State to step into the work of the
reform. There MNelanchthon, who composed the Articles, tells :
of the problems of new congregations, new pastors, and the
difficulities of supporting and protecting these men. These
pressing conditions had induced Luther to change his mind and
call the State into the field of the Church.50

But when Luther calls upon the State to act in matters
ispecifically belonging to the Church, he makes it clear that
%@ 18 speaking to a Chriastian government.sl In Luther's view
fhere wag nc essenbially Christian government. Bubt the rulers
of his time were Christlans, At least he saw them in the out-
ward association of the Church. As Christilans these rulers
shared in the privileges of the Church by virtue of the priest-
hood of all believers., When the Church carries out its duties,
the Christian prince has no more authority in the Church than
any other Christian. Bubt where the Church neglects her du- f
ties or cannct carry them cut, there the situation obtains

that the temporal power is more capable of ailding the Church

than any cther authority. Then the Christian prince has the

- duty to come to the aid of the Church since he is most able

of all Christians to do this.)> Bergendoff stresses these

5011}71:3&, op. ¢it.; p. 119,
5}

1H°11, 925 9_:_‘_._1_3_-, Pe 335‘
521bid., p. 349.

e
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same poin®ts In discussing Luther's appeal to the nobllity to
aid in the calling of a Council., Luther did not want the
State to reform the Church. Bub since the princes were Chris-
tians, ". . . As such they might act for the community, since
they were situated %o act most eaaily."s3 Even when Luther
calls on the State alter 1525 to help establish evangelical
preachers, the State is not to act here as the State and by
the power of its office, but oubt of love for the neighbor.s4
That the State is acting outeide its own cffice can be seen
from Luther's view that the State ". . . should not be merci-
ful, but hard, severe; and wrathful in i1ts office and work,
for its weapon is no rosary, nor a flower of love, but a plain
sword."55 It is not the calling but the person of the ruler
as a Christian that may involve the State in Church affairs.
Again in his introduction to the Visitation Articles Luther

stresses that the officlals who were appointed to carry out
the church visitation were not the elector's officials. The
elector had merely appolinted them, and then only as a member
of the Church and as a spokesman for the entire Church of the

56

land. Within the Church the State cannot act as State.

3 53Bergendoff, "Church and State in fhe Reformation Period,
p' 2-

54“011’ Op- _Qﬁoj Pe 356'

55Ba1nton, op. clt., po 144, Quoted from Welmar Edition
18’ 3980 27'—35,

50Ho11, op. eit., p. 369-

"
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But because of the Christian character of the leaders of the
State, it can and should offer Hilfsdienst to the Church.

That the Church needed such Hilfsdienst was a distress-

ing reality for Luther. He always stressed the Notfall of

the times. The Christlan nobility was to help call a Council
because of The critical emergency Luther believed existed.
Luther did not mean to imply that the nobles had more right
for that than any other Chrlistian. But since‘the Church

could not act, the help of the Christian nobility was indis-~
pensab1e°57 The necessity of the times, the disorders in the
congregations, the lack.of preachers, the lack of means to
provide for them and to protect them, demanded the ald of the
State for the Church. That is what Luther means when he says
that the government is an office that belongs to and is neces;
sary for the Christlian cong.regation.58 Luther made it clear
when the Visitation of 1527 was set in motion that the elec-
tor was only to appoint the officials. This was to be a tem-
porary arrangement as long as the perilous times 1asted.59

The elector was called Notbischof, and the visitors were

called episcopi and archiepiscopl. They were to discharge

57H0115 op. eit., pp. 327-33.

>S1b14 | e
«s DDPo 345-6. Luther calls the governme e
ein ampt, daé da gehore und nutzlich sey der Christlichen

gemeyne.'" Weimar Edition, VI, 408,10.

291bid., p. 366.
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these foreign duties until the disturbances were ended.6°
:' Luther took pains to safeguard his primary principle
&hat the State cannot rule the Church., Only under the limita-
ﬁions mentioned above could the State enter the sphere of the
bhurch. But the State as such cannot rule the Church. Ho11°!
believes that Luther's instructions to the electcral visitors
were in the nature of a protest against the misunderstanding
given in the electoral instructions themselves. There the
impression was given that the government undertook the Visi-
tation on its own authority. But in his instructions of 1528
Luther tried to protect the Independence of the Church over «
against the domination by the State. Bergendoff comments |
similarly. The elector " . . . 18 not to establish doctrine
nor to prescribe the contents of preaching - that the church
must decide.“62 Bochmer summarizes Luther's position very

well when he answers the question, "Does Luther give the State :

603p1d., pp. 375-5. The Latin names for the visitors
are found in the Weimar Edition XII, 194, 14ff, To prove the
temporary character of the situation Holl quotes from a let-~
ter written by Luther to the elector where he writes: "'. . .
S0 er doch nicht euer Knecht und ihr der Kirchen Herr nicht
seid, auch solches Ampt nicht so stehlen und rauben mugt eurs
Gefallen, wenn und wem ihr wollet, sondern’dem Landesfursten
gebuhrt, bis dle Sache mit den Bischofen geendet.'™ The Italics

are Holl's, FEnders, VIILI, 372.1i.
61 follows:
Ibid. s 374. Holl sums Luther's views up as 10
"Denn d""em__Kux"fgePSZen szu leren und geistlich zu regirn nicht
gggohlen 18t'", Ttaliecs are Holl's. Weimar Edition, XXVI,
» 19-

625crgendorf, "Church and State in the Reformation
PeriOdJ" p. "44

i
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{
the right to decide matters of falth?", with these words:
t
;’fNot at all, The government has over against religion only

63 Phe government may assist the Church,

Eutiesg no rights,
but it cannot rule 1%,

One point was descisive Tor Luther in the whole matter of
State and Church and their relationship in fhe work of the
Reform, The State cannot compel in spiritual matters. As the
State aids the Church, for example, in supplying evangelical
preachers, it cannot use compulsion. For 1t is not acting on
1ts own power or in 1ts own sphere., When the government places
a pastor over a congregation and supports him, there must be
agreement by the congregation. The State cannot force such
5’*&!’-"961'!16'!117-6‘i In a letter written to the elector on November
30, 1525 Luther makes his position clear. Where a visitation
showed that people wanted an evangelical pastor but could not
support him, in that case he should be supported by the 8tate.65

Despite Luther's limitations regarding the indirect ald

which he asked the State to render the Church, the fact re-

mains that the electoral government did take over the control
of the Church in Saxony. H01166 finds the beginnings of a

state~church in clectoral instructions for the church Visita-~

6350911!!!91‘, 22.0 E.jj_.’ po 313'
64H°11, Opo. _(_!é._t_.) De 356'

6512&2:: p. 364. Quoted from Erlangen Edition 53, 337.
66}-‘2‘&’: Po 3720
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tion of 1527-28. Contradicting Luther's views completely,
the visitors were looked on as servants of the electors, and
the whole Visitatlion was considered a governmental matter.
Perhaps this was due to what Schwiebert calls ". . . a common
practice in German lands to accept the sovereignty of the
territorial princes and %o look upon their estates as their
own private property. . 9"67 H01168 points out that Luther
was perfectly sincere in his views on State and Church. How-
ever, hs could have been more outspoken in opposing the elec-
toral conceptlons of the Visitation. Holl also believes that
Iuther’s distinction between a prince acting at one time as
2 prince, and at another time as a Christian brother, was toog
difficult to put inte practice. At any rate, once a state- ;
church had been put into fact (as 1t was when the State-con-
trolled consistory took over permanent control of the Church),
1% would always be believed that the State had power over
spiritual affairs,.

But the fault for the emergence of state-churchism can
not be laid at Luther's feet. "That the emerging state ab-
sorbed more of right than of corresponding duty was not the

fault of Luther, but of human nature and the course of events.

6TSchwiebert, op. cit., p. 106.

68}{011’ _9‘,2. ‘9_:1.3"03 Do 379'

GgBersendoff, "church and State in the Reformation
PeriOd’ 4 po 2“6.

w69
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Even Dunning,To who 1s not uncritical of Luther, sides with
Bergendoff. Luther sedulously held to the ideal that religious
life was to be regulated by purely spiritual means. But the
practical result was that the secular authorities took over
the influence in the Church. As H01171 shows, Luther was very
apprehensive lest the Consisbory would take over the control
of the Church. Not until 1541 was he convinced that the Con=-
sistory would deal only with marriage and with temporal af-
fairs. According to Boehmer, too, the state-church regime
"e o« o 18 in direct opposition to Luther's concept of reli-
gion.“72
< Luther had established the State as divinely ordalned in

its own right. He had enlarged upon the Medieval functions

——,

iand Church, but he did not separate between them absolutely.

AN

In fact, he called upon the State to aid in _the work of re-

g
| forming the Church, However, here he set sharp limitations

1

]

for the activity of the State. Yet these limitations were
sldestepped by the State, and a state-church emerged in Sax-

| ony.

7oDu.nnj.ng, op. cit., p. 10.
"Ho11, op. cit., p. 377
"®Boehmer, op. cit., p. 3l4.

of the State. In theory he sharply distinguished between State




CHAPTER IIIX
LUTHER ON THE STATE AND THE PUNISHMENT OF HERETICS

The Reformation pericd was not less intolerant than the
Middle Ages. HMen and women continued to be put to death for
their religious bellefs. This chapter will take up Luther’s
attitude toward heretics and the role he assigned to the State
- in the punishment of heretics. In a sense, however, this
will but continue the previous chapter; for what Luther
thought of the State and its relationship to the Church is
fundamental to the position he believed the State had in the
problem of heretics.

During Luther's lifetime the persecution of heretlcs cen-
tered arcund the Anabaptists. This splinter movement of the
Reformation began to be severely persecuted after the year
1527. 1In that year King Ferdinand, the brother of Charles V,
issued the first strict edict against the Anabaptists in Aus-
tria. Persecution followed, and the Anabaptists of Austria
scattered in all directions. The Emperor, Charles V, followed
sult with an imperial decree against the Anabaptists on Janu-
ary 4, 1528, Although Elector John of Saxony thought that the
death penalty was too severe, he too followed the Imperial
lead a year later with edicts aimed at the Anabaptists. These
edicts provided a very close supervision over all church func-=
tions and gatherings. Only Lutheran preaching and church acts
Were allowed within the borders of Saxony. Soon after the
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publication of these electoral edicts, the first punishment
of an Anabaptist in Saxony took place. Banishment was or-
dered for an Anabaptist of the city of Zwickau, but upon in-
vestigation of this case this order was rescinded.t

There were, however, several Anabaptists who were exe-
cuted in Saxony during Luther's lifetime, But tﬁém;}m
such executions puts the Saxon government in a favorable light
especially when compared with the wholesale slaughter of Ana-
baptists that occurred in Austria under Ferdinand.® The first
Anabaptist whe was execubted in Saxony was Peter Pestel. He
was condemned in 1536 in spite of the fact that he had not
spread his teachings nor had he practiced rebaptism.-” In 1543
Peter Erbe was execubted by c¢lectoral command because of his
staunch confession of Anabaptist ecnvictiona.u But banishment
or imprisonment appear to have been more common forms of pun-
ishment for Anabaptlsts in Saxony. The case of Hans Sturm is
typical of the procedure against Anabaptists taken by the
electoral authorities. Sturm was apprehended in the city of
Zwickau and examined under torture by the city council. The

1 Zwickau
Paul Wappler, Inquisition und Ketzerprozesse in
dar eatellt‘ingusgmﬁe’%]ﬁ'_m der En".w!ﬁc%[ggg _M'Inm ichten
Luﬁkr und ¥elanchtons ueger Glaupens und %ﬁfe_n_g__e___i_
(Leipzig: M. Heinsius Nachfolger, 1908), DPDs B

°Ibid., p. 22.

3Ibid., pp. 83~4.

l{m@_-, Pe 900
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local pastor, Hicolaus Hausmann, a good friend of Luther's,
was present when torture was applied. Sturm admitted certain
Anabaptist beliefls among which was his bellief that the mare
ried estate was sinful. Since Sturm refuaed to recant in
Zwickau he was sent to Wittenberg. There Luther and other
theologlans often visited Sturm in prison, but he remainéd ob-~
durate. PFPinally it was the common opinion of the theologlans
and jurists of the Wittenberg faculty that Sturm should be im-
prisoned for life 28 a blasphemous and seditiocus individual.
He dled in prison somewhere bebtween 1535 and 153705 Wappler
gignificantly adds that Sturm had neither preached nor bap-
tized while in Saxony. Later Melanchthon admitted that Sturm
had acknowledged his errors but that he nevertheless would
have to remzin in prison.7

Melanchthon played a direct role in the condemnation of
several Anabaptists. Horsch® refers to Henry Crouth, an Ana-
baptist minister, who was executed in Melanchthon's presence
on January 27, 1536. This desplte Crbuth's assurance that he

would obey the government in everything except religlon.

Slﬁéﬁy: pPp. 37-50, where & complete account of Sturm's
examinations are given.

61pid., p. k2.

7-;-9-1_4.‘8 Pe 51['-

8 e b the Liberty of Con-
John Horsch, "Luther's Atbtitude to 19d$33 §11v

s Pe 1001.

8clience," American Journal of Theology,
Where Horse Tefers Go the Corpus ﬁegormatorum, II
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Wapplerg relates that Melanchthon acted as inquisitor for
four Anahaptists who were brought to Jema in 1536. Three of
them were execubted. In this instance Melanchthon had written
the elector in favor of stern punishment for these Anabaptists

in order to root cubt this evil sect. In themselves the men

.had not ssemed dangerous to Melanchthon. Luther appeared to

- eoncur with Melanchthon's position on heretics. In 1531 Fred-~

erick Erbe had been imprisoned as an Anabaptist by the Saxon
authorities in Hausbreltenbach., This territory was under the
joint jurisdiction of Ssxzony and Hesse. The rulers of both
atates had to agree in a case of capital puniéahment. Because
of his opposition to the death penalty for heretlcs, Landgrave
Philip of Hesse refused to let the Saxon government put Erbe
to death. TLuther and Melaneht:hﬁn personally intervened in or-
der to try to change the Landgrave's mind., They were unsuc-
cessful, and Erbe’s punishment was limited to the rack and
1life imprisonment in Warthurg Castle. He died there 1n 1548.10
Wapplertd gives the case histories of several Anabaptists
and their "confessions”, and in that connection sternly con-

demns Iuther and Melanchthon for their intolerance. He holds

’
9Wﬂpl:ﬂle:.* oDo Clt., Po 655 "'« o o Obgleich etliche
sonst nicht mﬁt-ﬁg-illigepbeute seyn moechten, so muss man doch 2
der schaedlichen Secte wehren, darin so viel grausame:': schand

licher Irrthum stecken.'" Quoted from O. Clemen, Beltr. z.

Reformationsgeschichte (Berlin: n. p. 1900), I, 65.
mBorsch, op. cit., p. 312.
llwappler, op. ¢it., pp. 96~130.
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that the name Schwacrmer or Taeufer had become a red flag in

Saxony. In one case a2 school teacher was dismiassed because
of a btavern conversation in which he had questioned the Bib-
lical foundation for the exorcism formula.l? Wappler13 is
i)articularly horrified at a clerical regimé which after the
second church visitation in 1533 refused to give a Christian
burlal toc one who had despised Word and Sacrament. Accord-
ing to Wappler, Luther's approval of the persecution of the
Anabaptists in Saxony was a return to the Middle Ages.

A discussion of the Anabaptists and their opinions must
be injected at this point., One common denominator uniting
the various radical fringe elements of the Reformation that
g0 by the name Anabaptist was an insistence on a pure Church.
Men of such widely differing views as Thomas Muenzer, the
Zwickau Prophets, Carlstadt, and Melchior Hoffman all wanted
to build up a congregation that was sharply delineated from
the world, They atood for the rejection of all outward cere-
monies such as they believed infant baptism was. What they
insisted upon was adult baptism, the breaking of bread to
show the fellowship of the true bellevers, and strict disci~
pline for moral offenses among this pure brotherhood. Among
themselves the Schwaermer wanted to live a simple life that

would be characterized by communal help, Toward the world

127pid., pp. 122ff.
131pid., p. 64
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they emphasized The non-rsslstance of evil. There ought be
no taking of interest, no c¢ivll law suits, no keeping of ser-
vants. The crosses God lays on Christians should be patient-
1y box-ne.lll Muenzer's radical position was not 1n agreement

with other Schwaermer. Muenzer, the man who incited the tra-

glc Peasants® War, had previously appealed to the elector of
Saxony to use force in order to help the oppressed get Chelr

rights, C'ax'lstadt; the Zuerich Schwaermer, the south German

Taeufer, and Melchior Hoffwan, the famous Anabaptist apostle

to northern Eurape, wanted to walt in patience for the be-

ginning of the Xingdom of God. They were strictly pacifistic.’?
A social-communistic platform was common for most of

the Schwaermer and Anabaptisis. H01116 maintains that com-

minism was Muenzer's goal although he did not develop it but
left the details to speculation. Nevertheless, he did advo-
cate the departuve of his followers from the visible Church

14 ht
Karl Holl, Gesammelte Aulseebze zur Kirchengeschichte
(Tuebingen: J. C. B. Honr, 1932)s L, 450.

1bIbid., p. 457f., Muenzer's view of what the government
should do is expressed in these words: "'Solt yhr nu rechte
regenten sein, so muest yhr das regimenth bel der wortzeln
anheben, und wie Christus befolen ha®, treibt seyne feinde
von den ausserwelten. Dann yhr seyt die mitler dozu.
Quoted from Muenzer's Auslegungz von Daniel 2, D 1 V.

16 53, Note 4, Holl
Holl, op. cit, . 451-3., On Page 453, Note 1,
qQuotes the following to ggow Muenzer's communistic bent: "'Ist

Ir artiglel gewest, und habens uff dye wege richten wollen,
omnia sunt cgmuni; und sollten eynem Yedern naclqzugg::er not-

dorfft aussgeteylt werden, nach gelegenheyt.'"
Seldemann, Muenzer, p. 15%.
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in order to form their own pure congregation. Holl™! does

|

‘not conslder Muenzer a class-consclious revolutionary aince

{he preached tc all c¢lasses of the oppressed. Bubt Muenzer's

i

i
]

;
‘religlous reform. Later in the Anabaptist persecutions in

position was essentially soclal., Social reform must accompany

Saxony one of the most common charges agailnst them was their
communistic disavowal of marriage tles. Watpple.'t'18 reports
that at least onc Anabaptist, Hans Steindorf, had left his
wife and family when his spouse would not Join him in his new
faith.

The opinion of the Anabaptists that brought them the
most censurc outside of thelr rejection of infant baptism was

for the temporal government. Most

(4

their denlal of respec
significant was their refusal to give rulers the usual compli-
mentary titles. Muenzer had faulted Luther for addressing

the elector as "durchlautigste Fuersten' 29 Later Muenzer
gald that he was not concerned with titles. The power of the
princes was in itself tyranny, the root of all evil.zo Hans

1

2
Sturm, the Anzbaptist whose case has already been mentioned,

173011, op. cit., pp. 454=6.

18lo{app1e3:’, op. cit.; Do 98.

19 this very title
Holl, op. cit., p. 45%. Muenzer used thls
in addresiﬁg he slector in 1523 before his panishment.

201p1d., p. 455.
218321'& s DP=. 2L
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brought to light some of the Anabaptist convictions during
his interrogations. In his second hearing before the Zwickau
authorities he confessed falth in the Triune God, but outside
of Him, Sturm saild he believed in nofhing. He would hon;'ar
no creature whether 1t be bread or wine, or emperor or kil.ng.22
In his third hearing he reflerred to the elector as one of the
"fremde Goebter."Z3 |

5

Muenzer had rejected the princes' power completely. The

power of the prince was to him a hindrance to the Christian
religion. But Hollga!’ emphasizes that Muenzer i1s not reject-
ing the State. He merely wants to give the temporal power

/ back to the people where it belongs. Some of the later Ana-
baptiste affirmed vehemently that they were not against the
secular government. Hans Sturm, for example, sald that good
governmenf was from God. But that evil goqernmént was from
God and would have to be obeyed he would not admit.2> That
point seems to have been common grounds for all the Anabap-
tists Wappler mentions.

The persecuted Anabaptists, however, were no less in-

tolerant than their persecutors. As an illustration of this,

anappler, 220 Citog pc llO.

23Ibid., p. 43.
ahHOJ.l’ -92. Oit., p. )#55’
25Wapp1er, op. cit., p. 47. Sturm claimed: "‘'Gutte

gbu'ke’-t ist von Gott, bose aber nicht, denn nichts boeses
18t von gott, sondern erhebt sich selbs.’
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Hollas records Carlstadi’s attltude toward non-Christians.
Carlstadt did not believe that a man's neighbor was every liv-
ing man, but only that person who belonged to the same re=-
ligious fellowship. Hermeldnk® | regards the Anabaptists as
dangerously intolerant of the State and of the Christendom
that did not measure up to Anabaptlst ideals. Sebastian
Franck, a one-time Anabaptist who became disillusioned of ever
gathering the elect inte a visible fellowshlp, sald some hard
things about his spiritual brethren. 1!01128 claims that
Franck condemned the Peasants more severely than Luther did.
According to Franck, if & person did not belong to their sect,
an Anabaptist would hardly greet such a person.29

The Anabaptists, therefore, held opinlons which were not
only of religious significance, but which alsc had a distinct-~
1y social character. This is the opinion of Harold Schaff.

Although Anabaptism was thus on its face primarily

religious in its origins, its chief value and in-

terest lay in the protest which Anabaptist groups

made against the political order of the time,
rather than in the religious principles which

26Ho11, op. cit.. p. 158.

27Heimiela Hermelink, "Der Toleranzgedanke im Reforma-=

tionszeitalter," Verein fuer Reformationsgeschichte, XCVIIX
(1908), s52.

2830119 Gh. eit., Do 459f'

29 tists "'Erzeygten
Ibid. Franclk judged that the Anabap
8ich in viT1 leydens geduldig, demuetig . o hies:e: gi.!emnder
brueder, wer aber ihrer Sekt nit ware, den “988 e
kaum.'" Quoted from Franck's Chronica, P .
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they adop'i;edu30
From the viewpolnt of the Reformation period any movement
whose principles were a protest against political or social
order was considered radical. And in some cases the Anabap-
tists actually were radigal. Schaff admits that there were in-
surrectionary radicals among the Anabaptists.31 Certainly a
man like HMuenzer was an insurrectionist. S%11l it is common-
ly: aa’sgrtec‘i that the greater number of the Anabaptists were
peaceable people, nobt revolutlonaries. Boehmer agrees, but
he adds ", . . by far the greater number were not harmless by
any means, bthey were distinetly seditious in thelr opinions."32

Luther took no definite attitude toward the death penalty
for the Anabaptists until 1530. By that time the Anabaptists
had become more and more a danger also in Saxony, and the elec~
toral ediet of 1526 had been lssued against them. A year later

Luther conceded that the State had the right to execube Ana-
baptist preachez=z-s,33 Luther‘s part in the Erbe case has already

3ORaro1a Scharr, "Anabapbists, the Reformers, and the
Civil Governments," Church History, I (March, 1932), 29.

31Ibidoa o 300

32he10ra t of Recent Re-

inrich Boehmer, Luther in the &%ﬁﬂ_ T BRris-

search, translated by Carl ¥. Huth, Jr. (New Yorks a8
an Herald, ¢.1916), p. 308.

o 213Wappler, op. ¢it., g. 6g.t§pea§1rg%e oint
eaching of the Anabaptists, Luther
Predigen oder iehren, 50 beweise er den Beruf und Befehl, der

ihn dagu treibt und zwingt, oder schweige stille. Will er
Meht, so befehl die Obengkéit solchen Buben dem r:cgt:ils g:i:ﬁer-
der Meister Hans heisset (d. h. dem Henker), das 93 255
8ein Recht.'" Quobed from the Erlangen Edition, 39» Pe .

he irregular
1530: "fWill er
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been mentioned. In 1534 Luther again urged Philip of Hesse
to execube Anabaptist leaders. He calls it a "gemeine Regel”
that the Landgrave could execute these Anabaptists with a
clear conscilence since they had been disobedlent and had not
kept their caath.,?’g; .

Luther's chief reason for this hard attitude toward the
Anabaptistas was Tthat he belleved them to be seditious. As he
himself points out as late as 1544, the Anabaptists were not
G0 be punished for theilr opinions. But they had spread false
opinicns, blasphemed God’s Word, and turn=sd all order upside
down. They had brought in immorality, insurrection, rpbbery.

and murder.35 Wapplers® belleves that the atrocities at

TR i |
ppier, op. cit., p. 87. Lubther added the followlng
postseript in a 'ilg'tt'é'i?' to Philip of Hesse inm 1536: "' Und nach-
dem unser gnaediger Herr Landgral meldet, dass etliche Fuehrer
und Lehrer der Wiedertaeufer gefangen sind, . . mag E. f. G.
mlt gutem Gewissen dieselbige auch derhalben, dass sle unge-
horsam worden und ihre Zusage oder Eid nitgehalien, mit dem
Schwert strafen lassen. Diess ist die gemeine Regel.'" Quoted
from Enders, X, 354,

3Byappier ope Cife, Po 91, In 1544 Justus Menius had
Dublishegpvomsdé%st dergwgedertaeurer. Luther wrote this ap-
proving forwanrd. - Tind darf niemand dencken oder sagen, das
er ums glaubens willen gestraft werde. Denn wo jemand bey
8ich selbs in seinem Gewissen einen sonderlichen glauben hette,
damit kond er niemand ergern noch von einigem Menschen derhalb
gerichtet oder gestralt werden. Weil aber diese Secten nicht
allein fuer sich selbst unrechi gleubt, sondern dexn rechte?
glauben, Gottes Wort, Sacramenta und Goti selbst lestert, gt
eusserlichem leben alle Gottes ordnung verkeret, alle unguc Ve
auffruhr, reuberey und mord anrichéel.... derwegen so ist sle
fort mehr nicht mach yrem falschen heuchlerischen gehergen,w
Sondern vielmehe mach den of fenbarlichen wercken zurichten.

36Wappler s Op. cit., p. G4f.
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Muenster in 153% were an undeniable proof to Luther that the
rcharges agains®t the Anabaptists were true, Dunn:lng37 very

correctly polnts To Luther'’s views on the State as decisive

1in shaping his attibude toward the Anabaptists, No man who

held the temporal power in such high regard as Luther did

\would be content to see its authority undermined by any sub-
}versive group. Duzxni:zg3a also asserts that self-preservation
caused The moderate Relormers o disassoclate themselves from
the radieal sectaries., HermelinkSd writes that Luther never -
debated for a moment on which side to be in the war between
the authorities and the Schwaermer. According to Luther, the
State had to suppress elements that created unrest and dis-
turbance, Hermelink0 goes on to say that both Schwaermer
and Sacramentarians were slile in their inability fo separate
temporal from spiritual. MNot so Luther., The Anabaptists were
attempting to mix the Church in the State by trying to rule
the whole worid by the Gospel. Lubher would have none of this
confusing of the two powers..l‘1

Some historians believe that Luther was wrong in center-~

3Tw. A. Dunnin 15 1itical Theories (New
. A, 1%, A History of Political 2HSOTZSE
York: Macmillan, 1998). TT. 13-

381p14., p. 5.
39]1\‘-'_'1".:::@llh:“ml-:a op. cit.; po 53
401piq.

"1a3pers Hym, Christianity end Politics (New York: Lip=
pimOttJ 1938), pe 1 o
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ing his criticism of the Anabaptists in their seditious char-
acter, Newman, fov example, holds that the names Anabaptist,
Wiedertaeuler, Tagufcr, Widertaeufer "were applied indiscrim- E

Inately by Lutherans, Zwinglians, and Catholics to all radi-
cals who would own allegilance to none of these c:cmmtz;lm.oms...."l*2
Harold Schaffb'z; has developed this crit'iciém of the use of

the name "Anabepiist”. He declares that this name does not

do Justlice To the widely differing groups covered by it. Ac-
cording To Schafl, what The Anabapbists demanded was not the
abolition of 'gover;amex.rt s wub the freedom to worship as they

please, Although there were some radicals among the Anabap-

‘tists, ", . . the greal mass of the Anabaptists were moderates..
eeos™ ™ Schaff chides Lubher and the eivil authoritles of
his day for charging every person branded as an Anabaptist
i'iith organized resistance against the civil government. He
charges that the Reformers were too guick in seizing upon vague
reports about Anabaptizts or the radicalism of one group or
an individual. If Luther 1z gullty of this charge he is
gullty of a common error of his age.

Historians like Wappler, Voelker, Koehler, Burr, and

Paulkner have stressed the "great surrender” in Luther's atti-

a1y ~ch History (Phila~
ert MHenry Newman, A Manual of Churc ry
gﬁ%phia: American gaptist f’uFliea%ion Society, 1903)s I,

*33enare, op. cit., pp. 27-35
Mrta., p. 35.
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tude toward religious liberty which after 1530 found room for
the execubion of Anabaptists at the hands of the State.us
These men dc not find his earlier writings consistent with
this "surrender”. The fact is that Luther's earlier words do _
stand in apparent contradiction with this later development.
For example, oné of Luther's forty-one sentences condemned by
the papal bull of excommmication stated that the burning of
heretics was against the will of the Holy Spi::'.'..‘l'..‘l‘6 In his
treatise Of Temporal Power writiten in 1523 Luther had sald

that the temporal power had no right to punish heretics.

"'"This is the work of the bishops, for heresy cannot be checked
with temporal force. . . Heresy ig a spiritual thing, and

that cannot be cut off with iron, nor burned up with £ire....'™t
In the same treatise he had stressed that lenience should mod-
ify the action of princes, quoting the old proverb that he

who camnot rectify an injustice except by ereating a greater

one, breaks his own 10w, ¥ s late as 1524 Luther had writ-

ten the elector to let the sectarian spirits rage against each

45q ' %
oland H. Bainton, "The Development and Consistency
of Luther's Attitude to ﬁeligious Liberty," Harvard Theologi-

cal Review, XXII (April, 1929), 108.

46“ i ist gegen
appler, op. cit. . 1. ""Ketzerverbrennung
den Willen des k. Geisfeé.?" D. Martin Lutherl Latina varii

8rgumenti, v, 221.
Wﬂym, op. cit., p. 108.
48.119_1_@, p. 110.
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other, since 1% was neceassary for sects to exist.ug

In the case of heresy Luther wanted God's Word, not force,
to counteract against the evil of heresy..f‘o He wanted no re-
turn to the Ingquisition of the Middle Ages. Sarcastically he
said that if fire could conguer heresy, then the executioner
would be the most learned theologlan in the entire world.>1 :
Wappler52 takes these statements as an explicit condemmation
of Medieval punishment of hereties. Even as late as 1528 when
Anabaptist ervors had begun to enter Saxony, Luther still held
to his earlier cpinions. He was still very conscious of bthe
ease with which errer might deceive a person. Scripture and
the Word of God wers the only sure protection against error
and the only msans o overcome 1%, ‘The sbake would accomplish

little,”>

quappler,. op. ¢ites po %o "'Es F, G, 8011 nicht wehren
dem Ampt des Worts . . . es muessen Seckten sein . . . Man
ﬁssehdie Geister auf einander platzen und treffem.'” De Wette,
- 5 To

Oyappi S 3 kann man nimmermehr
ppler, op. cit., po 3. "'Ketzerel

mit Gewalt weh:éeﬁ% es ge!?xoex-t ein ander Griff darzu. . . Gottls
Wort so0ll hie streiten. « o'"

51 : " hriften
Ibid. . if. "'Man sollte die Ketzer mlt Sc 2
nicht mit Fouen usherwinden, wle die elten Vaeter gethan haben.
Wenn es Kunst waerve, mit Feuer Ketzer zu (2) ueberﬂndfg,":g_
waeren die Henler dile gelehrtesten Doctores auf Erdeni :

dress to the Christisn Nobility," Weimar Edition, 6y 455+

52Wappler3 op. elt., p. %.

53 Hermelink. op. G1t., p. 55« "TI, 11eBEr Gott, Wis
bald ist es geacﬁeﬁ% dass einer irre wird und dem Teufel in
Stricke faelit; mit der Schrift und Gottes Wort S0 = C WO .
. n wehren und widerstehen; mit Feurer wird man 2 256
Tichten.'" *“yon der Wiedertaufe,” Erlangen Edition, <0, °
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That Luther put these early principles into action can
be seen ‘in his attiftude toward his opponents in the early
years, It is True that Lubther does in one place appear to
call upon the government to persecute the Papists with the
sword. Bainbon quotes the following:

If we punish thieves with the yoke, highwaymen with

the sword, and heretics with fire, why do we not

rather assaul? these monsters of perdition . « «

the whole swarm of the Roman Sodom. . « why do we

O
not rather assault thggg with all arms and wash our
hands in thelr blood?-

v
LOe
2

But in many other instances Luther made it clear that the

Papists were not to be put to death. In 1526 he wrote:

e s ————

We do not kill, banish, and persecute anybody who
teaches other than we do. We fight with the Word
of God alone., If they don't want it; we let them
go and separate curselves from ghem and let them
stick to any belief they like.d

e e,

—

And in 1521 he had written to Spalating

v o «» I tried to get the German nobility to put

bounds to the Romanists not with the sword but

with counsels and ediets, . . for to make war on

this unarmed crowd gg clergy is like fighting

. Women ang children.

Here 1t is plain that Luther did not mean that the State was
Yo do nothing in curbing religious abuses. It is true that

the State was to make no revolution for God. To destroy the

o mcj' - p ° 109 o Quo —————

55331“01'1, op. eit., p. 1i7. Condensed from the Welmar
Edition, 19, 263.

*®Banton, op. cit., p. 109. Quoted from Enders, 3, 90.
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the Antichrist completely was God's affalr.

But because it is God's affair ia no reason why the
magistrate should not do his part and with the
sword anticipate 2 portion of God's anger . « «
Not that one should slay the papists, which is not
necessary, bubt that one should forbid them with
words and restrain them by forgce from what they

do against the gospel.

Hence the magistrates were merely to eliminate and curb the
abuses,; while the clergy, as stated in Chapter II, were to
8

s 2 n " o :
engage in the positive work of reformation,”

stadt, and Muenzer, Concerning Muenzer Luther wrote o the
elector in 152% not to resort to the sword to quell these
sectaries., "’ They are not Christians who besides the Word

-~

resort to fists, be they filled to overflowing with ten Holy

£3

Ghosts,?"? The reason Lubther zealously contended with these

: 60
| Schwaermer was their false emphasis on compulsion. Holl™™ sees

'in Luther's rebuen from the Wartburg in 1522 a willlngness ©o
‘Pight for the freedom and spirituality of his Gospel. Carl-
stadt and Zwilling had forced lnnovations on Wittenberg.

57Ba1nton » Op. ¢it., Quoted from Weimar Edition 8, 676~
80 passim, — S——

SBBainton, "9_2.‘ eit., p. 114,

& SQBaInton, op. glte, pe 115 Quoted fromwﬁl‘
lon, 53, 265-8,

601!011, Op. eit., pp. 358 and 422,
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fLuther » on the contrary, belleved that no one should be com-
;;pelled to faith. Luther was emphasizing freedom for person;-
%al cholce in religiom. To some extent Luther kept this same
tattitude to the end of hls life. To the Romanists he wrote
in 1541:

Who $0ld you to introduce such innovations that you

rule and make war with the c¢ivill sword . . « and

shed innocent blood? Haven't you seen, you sharp-

eyed moles, that the apostles and the anclent church
did not compel the wopld with the sword or increase

>

the church with war?ot
This early position of Luther had a decided effect om all
fighters for religious boleration. Hermelinkd2 writes that
all of them from Castellic through Frederick the Great ap-
pealed to Luther for their position. ' |

Although he had denied that heretics should be punished
with the sword, beginning with March, 1530, Luther did give
his gonsent to the death penalty for Anabaptists. The
groumnds were that they were not only blagphemous but also
highly seditious. Bainton remarks: "The 1mp11°“i“~°n is that
blasphemy alone would not call for the death pena].ty."63 Here

Bainton £inds the beglmmings of an intolerant spirit in Lu-
ther which would reach its climax in his 1545 tract Against

the Papists at Rome. There Luther had expressed the hope

®lgainton, op. cit., p. 143. Quoted from Weimr Edition,
51’ q'9,?025"'9.

62361‘1!!&11!]1:, SD. ciﬁ., Peo 1.

63Bainton, op. eit., p. 118.
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that the princes would destroy The papal state and execute
the pope and the cardinals. Bainton® mentions several old
Testament precedents which he says Luthsr used to justify the
death penalty for blasphemers. The Parable of the Tares
which played =such an important role in the theories of perse~
cution of the Middie Ages also came to light in Luther. But
since ILuther used this parable differently, Bainton sees no

chronological development of exegesis to £it the apparent

change of mind on the puni. hment of heretics. At times Luther

adduces this parable %o support toleration for heretics {even
found in a sermon of 1546), and then again there are state-
ments like this one of 1533:
Some think that this parable means that the magis-
trate should not destroy hereties. Augustine thought
80 once, bubt he changed his mind. The minister uses
the banG the magistrate the sword; both work to-
gether, 5
Luther, however, gave his approval to the death penalty
for the Anabaptists very hesitantly. He was afraid of fol-
lowing the example of the Papists and the Jews before Christ.

He saw well enough that the innocent might be put to death

64 : who commanded
Ibid., p. 139. Luther refers to Moses wao
blasphemers ana false teachers to be stoned (!".LL‘-EM%-"!

» I, 209.4f,), Hezekiah who destroyed the brazen serpen
Téﬂﬂﬂ Ed‘lti:m, 54, 254), pavid, gehe hunter of heresy
elmar ®Eaition, 18, 75.11f, and 358.33f.)

%5pag from Erlangen
nton, op. eit., p. 123. Quoted
Edition, 1, 185 a8 1957

B s T R g ey
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Wappler holds that Luther could

o~

instead of the guilty.”

6

well lament ©the execubtion of Anabaptists at this time, 1523,

since the Anabaptist danger seemed far off from 33::0103'.67

/f However, even after 1530 Luther did not give unqualified ap-

i
t
b

)
H
H
2
2
2

b

‘proval to the death penalbty. He never forgot that force alone

could not overcoms viclence, For this reason after the mass-
acre at Muensbter inm 1535, Lubher admitted that the princes had

to use the sword, bub they had to remember that hearts were

%
e AN et :
not won in this way.” - ILuther never wanted the maglstrates

to slaughter without mercy. Rather they should exercise mercy
and err on the side of mercy.o?
Historians have long been debating the consistency or

inconsistency of Luther's tolerance or intolerance. Most of

66
Hermelink, op. cit., pe 54, In a letter to Wenc.
Linck in 1528 Lu@h@% wrobe Lthe following: "'Ich bin langsamer
(55) zum Blutgericht, selbst wo der Fehler uebergross 1st. Es
erschreckt mich in dieser Sache die Nachfolge des Beispiels,
das wir bei den Poplsten sehen und bei den Juden vor Christo.

Als man naemlich de beschlozsen hatte, dle Luegenpropheten

und die Ketzer zu Goeten, izt es im Lauf des Zeiten geschehex,
dass, . ., die Engehuldigén getoetet werden, indem dig Obri%;
keiten jeden Missliebigen zum Luegenpropheten und Ke ger stem~
peten, . . es genuegt sie auszuweisen.’” Enders, 6s 299.

67ya %., p. 10, In 1528 in his tract "Von
der Widdesbaute ™ Puthes fas writtens "iDoch ists nicht recht
und mir warlich leid das men solche elende Leute 850 Je!l:g;t
lich ermordet, verbrennet und grewlich uzbbringt - gt er
Ja einen yglichen lassen gleuben, was er wolt. Gler der
unrecht, so hat er gnug straffen an dem ewigen it

Hellen.?" Erlangen Edition, 26, 281if.

68Ba:lm.‘.on, op. eit., p. 123.

691b14., p. 146. Bainton refers to the eimar EAIEion,
19, 631725 ana 51, 205.12f.
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them f£ind Luther quite inconsistent. Bainton, for example,
finds that there was a profound change in Luther's attitude
toward the peraecubtion of heretics but a measure of incon-~
sistency all alcng;m This author gives several reasons for
the change. One 1s the example of religious radicalism which
Luther saw in the Peasants’ War. With this was coupled the
accession of Elector John who was more ready to use stringent
measures {or the evamgelieals..?}' Another reason is what
Bainton calls TLuther's declining hospitality to mysticism and
huanism. © Hore specific are Bainton's explanations for Lu-
ther's apparvent inconsistencies. The conflicting statements
can be reconciled if they are viewed as blusf:ering for effect.’3
They also may be harmonized by the principle that severlty to
the few is merey to the mny.w} In general, Balnton blames
Luther's incomsistencies in regard to religious liberty on a
fatal dualism in Lubher's theology - the antagonism of wrath

and love in God., He pubs these words in Luther's mouth:

TOBainton, op. clt., p. 108,

imia., p. 116.

"21p1d., pp. 123-40.

L e

73.1."2-_&: p. 110. Bainton refers to Enders, 2, 463.
: iti
HBainton, op. ¢it., p. 147. Bainton quot:g v;c:erx%e =

of Luther's after the Peasant Revolt: "'If my

taken at first . . . and one or a hundred peasants };:gdbeen
beheaded, . , many thousands might have been mgmath <t
That would have been a great mercy with a 1ittle wrati.

Melmar Edition, 18, 393.26~32.
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"Lieber Gott! How prrrowly I am pressed! Do you expect me
to be more consistent than God?" T Horsch76 adds another ex-
planation for the change in Luther. He holds that the prin-
A ciple of the liberty of conscience was eliminated from Luth-
er's reform when he resclved on a union of Church and State.
Yet Horsch places such a decislon, if there was one, in 1522.
Wappler77 abttributes Luther's growing intolerance to his slck-
nesses and the cares which the state-church had brought about.
Hyma defemds Lubher's apparent contradictions.
The author (Luther) was not so vacillating as many
writers have intimated, and the apparent discre-
pancies in his thoughts “and opinio;?g should be
analyzed with exceptional caubtion.
That Luther's positlon did contain apparent contradictions
was exactly what the Reformer himeelf sald.
How can our doctrine seem anything else than mere
contradiction, when at the same time it demands and
condemns works, at the same time removes and re-
stores ceremonies, at the same time honors and chides
the m%gist:r:a‘s;e? at the same time asserts and denles
sin?’
The next section of this chapter will attempt to analyze Lu-
ther's position regarding the punishment of heretics. The
terms “heretic" and "heresy" will be studied. This is dis=

tinetly theological, bub unless Luther's concept of heresy 18

75Ba1nton, op. ¢it., p. 148.
76Horsch, op. cit., p. 314
Wwappler, op. ¢it., pe 93.
783;71!!&, op. cit., p. i22.

793& from a letter of
inton, op. e¢it., p. 140, Quoted Ir
Luther's %o Meiaﬁcghtm inp1530 found in Enders, 8, 137.

’-—’ —=
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understood, the role that he assigned the State in the punish-
ment of heretics will never be c¢lear. :
Luther was very careful in his use of the terms "heresy"

80 16 never called the Roe

and "heretic”. According to Holl
manists heretics. But he did call those heretics who preached
against the Trinibty or the Delty of Christ. If they did this
openly, such heretics were in Luther's opinions blasphemers

of God and as such Tthe disturbers of the worldly order. Herme-
1link quotes a brief definition of Luther's for a heretle:

"IDer ist ein Kebzer, der halsstarrig in einem Artikel des
Glaubens irret uad das bekennet.‘“al But Luther distinguishes
between heresy of two kinds. Ome type of heretic taught also
against the State. "‘Solche sind nicht bloss Ketzer, sondern
Aufruehrer und darum ohne allen Zweifel zu strafen,!"5% A
second type of heretic btaught against an article of faith

"'. . . die klaerlich in der Schrift gegruendeten und in aller
Welt von der ganzen Christenheit geglaublen Artikel.'“e?’ Such
people "', ., , sind auch nicht schlecht allein Ketzer, son=

dern offentliche Lae:sterer.'"sz‘ In Luther's eyes a heretic

80Ht:ll, op. cglt.., p. 369.

aluermelink, op. cit., p. 66, nobe 4, Quoted from Er-
dangen Edition, 31, 12%,

82 | Luther's "Ex-
Wappler, op. cit., p. 58. Quoted from »
Planation of Péa’i:% 83," ﬁrll)'g%en Edition, 39s 212:“ « The
r°11°"‘1n8 two quotations are om Ghis same WOI.
83Herme11nk, op. elfes Po 5%,

&wapplerp Op- ¢ltey Do 59.
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could be of one brand or both brands. The Anabaptists came
in for both barrsls of heres:f¢85 The Zwinglians were here-
tics according fo Luther because of their blasphemous rejec-

86

tion of the Real Presgsence.

When Luther sald thatl certain heretics were guilty of
blasphemy, he qualified tThat term 1n several ways. To sum
up what was given aboeve, blasphemous heresy was an openly pro-
clalmed teaching that conbradicted a commonly accepted, funda-
mental Christian doctrine. Stubbornness in that error was al-

80 essential to Luther's definition of a blasphemous heretic.

In Luther's day blasphemy was a recognized crime, and accord-
ing to the imperial laws of 1495, 1512, 1530, and 1532 blas-
phemy was to be punished by deab ;.87 Lubher would not go
quite that far in 1530. In his "Explanation of Psalm 82" of
that year he said that banishment would suffice for blasphe-

mous heretics,Ba Tor that reason Luther once wrote Albert of

857nat Luther considered the Anabaptists as seditlous

heretics will be shown below. Bainton, op. git., p. 142, re-
fers to Enders, 6, 263.1%, where Luther calls the Anabaptists

blasphemers.
BSBainton, op. eit.; Po 142, Bainton refers to Enders,

o T
5, 385. Wappler ~“eit., p. 93, has this quotatior from L 1
ther's unfinished traet "Wider die Esel in Paris und %:::a;haenﬂ-%

'Brnst ists bei uns, dass dle Zwingler und alle 52

ler, so da leugnen, éass im hochwuerdigen Sakrament m;;:'tnégiati
empfangen werde der wahrhaftige natuerliche Leib gmn

unsers Heilandes, gewlsslich Ketzer, und von der el
ghriatlichen Kirche abgesondert sind.'” Erlangen

5, 172,

BTBoehmer, op. eit., pe 306.
Seaem11nk’ mo 2_’_-_?_.3 p.' 5“

ol i i Rl i O s

i




T2
Prussia not to admlt the Zwinglians. He was thinking of
their blasphemous Christology..ag But Luther did want some
action taken against heretics who were blasphemous. "'Also
soll man hle auch nicht viel Disputirens machen, sondern auch
vnverhoert und unversntwortet verdammen solch offentliche
90

Laesterung.'”

{ In Luther's view the State had to act im the case of

i
r
{

iheresy that was blasphemy, not only because of exlsting laws,
';but because of the highest function of the State -~ the pro-
gteetion of its citizens. IFf blasphemers were not punished, :
%the innocent would share their guilt, and the entire land might
gsufi‘er.. The government was responsible for the punishment. of
open, defiant blasphemy against God.gl This was the position
‘Luther held over against the blasphemies of the HMass. Later
he took the same position in his tract against Che Jews.

There he set forth the proposition that open, unchecked blas-

89H°11, 9;@_« citog po 371° 2

gowappler, op. c¢it., pP. 59. Quoted from Eﬂaggen Edition,
39’ 250—2, e

2 the following:
; Holl, op. c¢it., p. 355. Holl quotes )
"'Denn weyl s':i'g (The Paplsts) mit uns yn eymer stad ﬁeﬁgym
wonen und aller eusserlicher gemeynschafft mit uns geniegson;
Wuerden wyr zuletzt yhre wissentliche leaterungelﬁucw :nar 3
uns tragen muessen, als die dreyn verwilllgeten. EEFi?Een
Edition, XVIII, 36, 26ff. Again: "tDarumb, ].J.ebel'!ynia wer-.
Tast uns fur solchen grewel fliehen, und der sach :t' e
den, das man kan durch ordentliche gewalt disse Gornehals
rung abthun, das wyr nicht frembde sunde auff un;g R
laden, Denn die osberkeyt schuldig ist, solcl'lﬁ obig e oh

ttes lesterung zu weren und straffen . . o' IbRides <
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phemy would earn God's wrath for an entire country.92

Luther's distinetion between punishing for heresy and
punishing for biasphemy has not been appreciated by all his-
torians. Bainton, in particular, is not willing to grant this
distinction. He admits that the Protestants of the Reforma-
tion period did not persecute mere errorists but 'only ob-
stinate errcrists. But he charges that Luther was hedging
when he called heresy blasphemy and concludes that both Pro-
testants and Catholics of that day ". . . persecuted heresy
as heresy."93 He states further: | .

Religious persecution in the Reformation period

was religicus and only inecidentally social and

political, The belief that outside of the Church

there was no salvation, that heresy damns souls -

this was the root of the matter. Protestants and

Catholics at this point were agreed, and the differ-

ences befween their theories of persecution are

glight,9%
According to this historian, Luther's call upon the State to
punish blasphemy was only a subterfuge to relieve him of any
Scruples in persecuting. Even this distinction between her-
esy and blasphemy, Bainton believes, dropped out in 1536 when

the Wittenberg theologlans called upon the maglstrates to sup-

P2ya 14111 das nicht helfen, 8o
ppler, op. cit., p. 93. "'W

muessen wir sie {the Jew;) wie die tollen Eunde ausgﬂse:éigfmt
wir nicht ihrer greulichen Laesterung und aller Laster

haftig, mit ihnen Gottes Zorn verdienen und verdamp

93Roland H. Bainton, "The Struggle for Religlous Liberty,®
Church History, X (June, 19%1), 98.

gl‘rbid"’ p. 97.

e —r——e
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press open false %teachlng, when Luther began treating absence
from church as blaspheny, and when Luther began to prefer
death and imprisonment as preferable punishments te banish-
ment:‘.95

Besldes blasphemous heretics Luther also spoke of sedi-
tious heretics, For him the Ansbaptists came under this cate-
gory. Together with their false heretical teachings, which
were blasphemous, were coupled tendencies that appeared sedi-

t1ous. 90

This Judgment is partially borne out by the edicts
of the second Diet of Spives in 1520 to which the Lutherans
also agreed, The edicts against the Anabaptists adopted by
that Diet directed that they should not be tried before eccle-
slastical judges, 28 heretics formerly had been. Evidently
the Anmabaptists were considered different from ordinary here=
tics.?7 Luther ewphasized inm his writings that the Anabaptists

who would not recognize or obey the secular government were

seditious and rebelliousogg Melanchthon went farther in his

953 n ther's
ainton, "The Development and Consistency of Luther
Attitude to Reiigious Liberty," op. ¢it., pp. 119f. Bainton
vefers to the Weimar Edition, 50, 11.32-12.2, to Enders, 9,
365, and to the Eriangen Laition, 55, 140,

96Wappler, op. eites Do 8.

97-—--.Ib1d°-v Do 56,
S8, from a let-
Ibid.;, p. 5. Wappler quotes the following
ter v fuenzer's adherentss
of Tuther's to L. Spengler concerning mllten sagheres

"o 8 t nicht wo
ie aber die weltliche Oberkel denn da 1st gewiss-
her Ober-

und gehorchen, da ist alles verwirkt. . .
lich Aufruhr und Mord im Herzen, da gebuhré weltlic

kelt einzusehen.'® De Wette, II, 622.
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opinion of 1531 where he stated that the Anabaptists were sedi-
tiously destroying the established eccleslastical order
through their condemnation of the ministry of the Word .92
Luther apparently agreed since he added his Placet to this
opinionoloo

Because of the seditious and rebellious beliefs which i
Luther saw in the Anabaptiste, he was convinced that the State
should punish these heretics, with the sword if necessary.
Dissension and dlsturbance must not arise and be left un=-
checked. For that reason, as 1'1011101 points out; Luther asked
the State Go suppress false teachers or such blasphemous abom-
inations as the Mass was for him. The State also had the duty
to suppress the dizsension caused by the Anabaptists. But

here more than dissension was involved. The Anabaptists were

%appler, op. cit 61. "tObschon etliche Anabapbtis-
ten niehtpgolcfyaeﬁ:r 'ﬂ?é'lpogffenlich sufruehrisch fuergeben
« o .80 ist doch das eine Blasphemia und seditio, dass ihre
Prinzipal Weizse dahin gericht ist, dass sie das oeffentlich
ministerium verbi verdammen. . . Darueber ist es ein Zer-
stoerung der Kirchen und ein Aufruhr conira ecclesiaaticmﬂ
ordinem, welche Zershoerung auch verhustet und gestraft we gR
8011 wie andve Aufruhren., . »'" Corpus Reformatorum, Iv, 737f%.

100y, oit.. . 62. Luther wrote "'Placet mihi
Luthero? "pgfﬁiz’- ¥ ia%%ﬂog:s opinion and added: 'Uiewoh:li::
¢rudele anzusehen, dass men sie mit dem Schwert straf:r;d s?ae o
doch erudelius, dass sie ministerium verbl damniren, e
gewisse Lehre treibenm, und rechte Lehr unterdruecken,

%ﬁgm mundi zerstoeren wollen.'" Corpus Reformatorum, IV,

10 2
1!1011, op. cit.; p. 368. Luther's ma:gnéﬁ;tten wurd

18t ja keiner Staa gut, das ym volck zwytrac
%“Nh offentliche agreéer und prediger.'' Quoted from the
Jdelmar Eaition, XXIII, 16, 1.
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challenging the very structure of civil govermment. Hence
the State had to act more severely. For this reason Luther >
could agree to the death penalty for seditious heretics 1ike |
the Anabaptists. But he always wanted to give the Word the

chance to convert such hereticaoloe

But if they were stubborn
then the 3State had to punlsh with the sword such stubborn
seditious heretics,

Thus in punishing both blasphemous and seditious heretics‘\
the State had an important role to play. But here, according
to Luther, the State acte as State. Just as the State acted
as State, 4in its own sphere and on its own power, in abolish-
ing the Mass for the earthly good of its subJects,1°3 so the
State also had the power to protect its citizens from seditlon
i:;nd rebellion.0% of course, as brought out in Chapter II,
Luther's conception of a Christlan ruler was unique. BHere too,
1n 8o far as he was a Christian, the prince would also exer-
cise his right as a Christian bellever in helping to remove
any antichristian abominations among his subjecﬁs.ms However,

in approving the death penalty for the Ansbaptists Luther did

102hermelink, op. glt.s po 54 :

103H°113 ‘_o_g,a Citog Po 355‘

3 "
muwappler, Op. gites Pe 5o In his "Admonition to Peace

gf' 1525 Luther Strcssed that the State had no right to order an

dass-
ndividualls faith, but he addeds "%. . . e8 18t gnug,
8le Aufruhe und Uafriede zu lehren wehret.'" Erlangen Edition

24, 276,
losliermelin}c, OPo. ‘9_?_»1:.0’ Pe u‘Tf'
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not use thls 1"93;‘3:')3’&1?@,.106

That The State was not stepping out of its own sphere
by punishing blasphemous and seditious heretics is evident
in the way in which Luther stressed that thé State was not %o
compel anyone %o falth. In a letter to the slector regarding
elergy who would nobt give up the Mass, Luther wrotes

If they object that they are forced to falth, thaf's

not the idea., Public offense is alone forbidden

them., They may sbtay in the land, and in the pri-
vacy of thelr rooms pray to as many gods as they

e

like,*v! :
Each man could believe what he pi!.eas»:-:ch.lc)8 But he could not

publicly blaspheme 109 Eialllm maintains that heretices in

e

R 1053&:’-.1;1*3::3‘19 "The Development amigonsistiilgy °§e f-'gtsh:ﬂf
itude to Religious Liberty,” op. eit., p. v =
ton quotes from a letter wrigéen"%y Luther to Spalatin in 15253
"'You ask whether the prince should suppress the abominatlons,
since no ons is o be forced to faith, and the power of princes
extendes only %o externals. Answer: Our princes do pot com=
pel faith, but merely suppress external abominations. Princes
should prohibit nublic crimes such as perjury, manifest blas—
phemy of the name of God, and the like, without considering
whether the culprits believe or not, or whether they curas
in private.'" Endews, 5, 271, condensed.

107 oy B e~ - tenc Of mtherla

Bainton, “The Development and Consis J

Attitude o Religlous Liberty,” op. it.s D. 117, Quoted from
the Erlangen Edition, 53, 367.

1083330500, "The Development and Consistency of Luther’s
Attitude to Religious Liberty," op. eib., p. 14l

ity " lan-
logﬁappler,, op. ¢it., p. 59, quotes from I‘utheru;en;;zd-

atlon of Paalm 8273 'Den hiemi® wird Niemand zum Gla 1-_
rTungen, denn er kann dennoch wohl glaeuben, wWas ::m:?:!" 31111
leln das Lehren und Laestern wird ihm verboten, i Erh e
Gobt und den Chpdsten ihr Lehre und Wort nmehmen.!” EEISTESZ
Edition, 39, o22user,

1
']"O.Ql:ij.li.9 Op. glt., ps 370
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Luther's view werce not punished for their faith, but for
thelr blasphewy. And that was the Statefs affair. Hermelink
gives some intereaslting examples of toleration for differing
bellefs on the part of some FProtestants of the Reromfion

period - as long as There was no propaganda for those be-

lefs, 12

! It was always Luther®s opinion that in countries where
‘ dlssension exizis hecause of two differing falths one group
ia}hould emigrate. That is the advice he gave to the Peaaants.m

1 . . ol 11

:That 1s alsc the advice he gave his own followers. 3 In the
imatter of the Anabaptist heresy Luther remained conslstent.
Such blasphemers should go where there were no Christians.

But if they wished to remein in Saxony, they would have fo obey

b - . the
Hermeiinik, op. ¢it., p. 51. In Wuerttemberg and
Palatinate up until"%sg"é"ﬁ'h;re were individual nuns and monks in

cloisters there. In Saxony Carlstadt was allowed to sbry
from 1525-1528 in spite of his differing views and without be-
ing forced to rebract them. :

ii2 ther's "Bx-
Hyma, op. clt., p. 114, Hyma quotes from Lu
hortatiorn ’co’P'c-?:g'ce'"‘"f'wit%en to the Peasants: "'It 1s tr;.w
that the rulers may prevent the preaching of the Gospel 1:
citles, village, or commmity. But you can leave that ¢ {
or village, and go to a place where you can hear the Gospe
Preached, " '

113 - "t gnd meine mmr-
Holl, op. ¢it., p. 368, note 1.
ischen solten E%czh Selbs gern abtreten und schweis:n, ':h:ie
merckten, das man sie nicht gern hovet.'" Quoted gg; 15
Exposition of Paalm 82," Weimar Edition, XXXI, 1, 209, 29
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1ts laws and not undermine them.,nu

If Anabaptists refused
and continued theilr open blasphemous and ‘8editious heresy,
then the role of the Stafe could be none other than to pun-
ish such hereties severaly,

These views of Luther are hls own. They do not necessar-
1ly agree with all his TLutheran contemporaries. Melanchthon,
for example, went much farther than Luther in the role he
assigned the Stabe in the punishment of heretics. Dunningrr>
gilves as a common expression of Melanchthon's that the duty
of a ruler is to care not only for the good of the belly but

¥

also for the good of the soul. By 1559 Melanchthon had

reached the conclusion that the government, as the protector
A 116

of the Church, muat watch over both tables of the Law.

Luther's reservations regarding State interference in the

Church had disappeared with the consolidation of the state-

2

A ' pe ol u hemer) gehe
Wappler, op. gil.; pe 60s "'Br (the blasp

dahin, da micht Cﬁ?ﬁ?is"fé"zi sigd, und thu deselbs. Denn wie ich
mehr gesagh, wer bel Buergern sich naehren will, der soll das
Stadtrecht halten, und dasselb nicht schaenden und schmaehen,

oder so0ll mich trolien.'' Eriangen Edition, 39, 251.
3 - =
"'lSDunning_-, 0D ¢ibe, Ds 20, Dunning vefers to the Cor
Rus Reformatorum, Xvi, 9i~2.
from Melanchthon's

L&y, _ e +
ppler, op. cit., p. 59, Qquoves

Loei of .1555 a8 £olloWSS ”g. 77 die Obrigkeit hat zu wachen
ueBe h

eérste. Die Regenten haben vor allem

en. Sie sind Schirmherrn der Kirche. Wer aber den Namen

es sterben. Denn

des Herrn gelaestert hat, der soll des Tod
n Strafen will
it zeitliche Eeen AfiH

nieht nur mit wwigen, auch schon m
Gott aie Laeatermg:ger’; pestralt sehem.'" Lools

1559, p. 171b.
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church, Luthardté holds that Melanchthon was responsible for
a complete perversion of the Lutheran distinction between

5o
17 Ag early as 1530 Melanchthon had writ-

1o

Church and State.

ten that even heretics who were not seditious but who were

1138

blasphemers should be execubed. In later years he based

hig theory of persecubion on the Naturgesetz which he found

E £
TTG

in Levibticus 24,  Hymz holds Ghat Melanchthon more close-

o

1y approached the Roman Catholie position on the punishment
of heresy by x.,, State than did Luther. As reasons, Hyma men-
tions the further growth of heresy among the Lubhexfans after
Luther's death and Melanchthon's interest in scholastic au-
thors and in Arvistotie. A furbher reason given was that

Melanchthon

117Hermmlizﬂc Op. 1t thardt as follows:
ackis o CR pe 57‘ cites m

Melanchthon'’s positﬁ”g“n on Fuerstenamt is "'. . .eine solche
Verkettung des Relipgloesen mit dem Staetlichen. . » dass da=
durch der ganze Gewinn der reformatorischen Erkenntnis vom
Unterschied des weltlichen und geistlichen Gebiets in B‘ra?e
gestellt wird.'" Quobed from C. E, Luthardt, Melanchthon's
Arbeiten im Gebiete der Moral, 1884, p. 56«

118, . tter to Myconius in
: Wappler, op. e¢it. . 58. In a lette
1530 Melanchthon weote Fhe Pollowings "'Deshalb, bin ebikel
Melnung, dass auch dle, welche keinme aut’ruehrerisehe;t et}
Verteldigen, aber doch offenbar gotteslaesternch?" (c_r S
haben, von der Obrigkeit getoelet werden muessen.’' Corpus

Reformatorum, II, p. 17f.
es from Melanch-

11 . 9. Wappler quot <
thon's ?gi";‘;i*:;‘j - olb-s 0 gghalten werden mit degi"’fggft““
fern' written 1n 1557: " ‘'Also ist geschrieben Lewinict
Wer Gotteslasesterung redet, der soll getoetet Werdsre oo -
dieses Gesetz binmdet nicht allein Israel, sondern
tuerlich Gesetz, das alle Obrigkeiten in ihrer
*+ o'" Found in N. Paulus, p. 48.




81

¢ o o quobed extenslvely from legal sources, show-

ing that he based his opinions only in part upon

the teachlings contained in the Bible. As a result

of this attitude, he willingly granted that the

civil government has the power %o puﬁgh heretics

with the death penalby i necessary.

Lubher's views on the role of the State in the punish-
ment of hevebtices must be talken as they stand, Twentieth cent-
ury historians must not read into them ths posltion taken by
obther reformers, Nor should they condemn Luther for nob
thinking as o twentieth cenbury men would about these problems.
Luther's position was based on firm religious convictions.

" Ag far as tolerance or intolerance is concernsd, Luther saw
no albernative when God's honor and command were involved. He
would mot be meek if meckness were against God's command. In {
defending his atititude in the Peasant War Luther wrote: “Don't

{
talk So me about love and friendship where one wishes to breakzg
-') §
with the Word or faith," 2} Balnton is certainly doing some |
t
wishful thinking s he comments: "God's homor! If only Luthen{
s it 122 4
could have forgobten thatl” That Luther was not lacking

- heen shown. But a toleration of heretics

o

in love has alread

‘who were blasphemous and seditious was unthinkable for

s ops ¢if., p. 141, Hym refers to the Corpus Re-=

b

formatorum, XIT, 655-8.

. 7 ther's
12:"Ba.:i.:{rt:on3 "The Development and Comiﬂtggg? ogucl;ged from

jéttl”’:-u.(le to Religious Liberty," op. cib.s Pe
he Erlangen Egition, 19, 269.

t
At lgeBainton,‘ "The Developmgnt and COmistgm{ of Lu
titude to Religious Liberty,” op. ¢ib.. Pe

her's
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him.123 Where heresy lnvolved open blasphemy or sedition,
the State had to act with the sword. As Koehler mentions, 2
the questlon of who is golng to decide which side is right
does not enter his thinking.,

Luther's positicn on the State and the punishment of here-~
tics was in agreement with the common convictions of his age.
According to Bussell in the Reformation period "To be of a
different faith {rom The ruler's was to be a traltor amenable

5 Lian
to laws of treason. . ."i“*" Bven some of the men who made

4

the loudest pleas for religlous toleration in this period were
in themselves intolevant. Reference has been made to the 1in-
tolerance of the Anabaptists. Herma:aMnkl26 gives other ex- '
amples, Thomas More, who champloned religious liberty in his
Utopia, himself invoked the death penalty against Lutherans

as the chancellor of Henry VIII. Other humanists, too, showed
indifference to individual forms of religien only as long as

these forms did not disrupt the social structure.

1231m1q 313 inton auotes as follows from a ser=
mon of Luthe: ez".?spsf igér_ gBa“'Not gn the prophets of Bulhgm-id
der Josiah believed their rites to be impious, but Josian bs
no attention to that. It is one thing to tolerate ;heu:fﬂ e
in non-essentials, but. to tolerate in matters clearly
is 1tself impicus,'" Condensed from Enders, 4, 211.

lahW. Kochler, Reformation und Ketzerprozess (Tuebingens:
J‘ c° B. Mohz.’ }-901); po @
resy in the

125 =
F. W. Bussell. Religious Thought 2
314%% Ages (London: RoSert gcott, RoOX urghe House, 1918),

lasﬁermelink, op. ecit., p. 5.
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Boehmrlﬁ'?’ believes that it was impossible during Luther's
1ifetime for anyone To allow unrestricted teaching and reli-
gion.

Historians llke Paulus and Troeltsch have called Luther's

128 re joins

position a return to The Middle Ages. Bubt Holl
that according to the view of Luther punishment of heretics
stemmed from the State directly. In the Middle Ages, on the
other hand, the State had been compelled to punish heretics
as the secular arm of ths Church. Holl denies that any evan-
gelical theologian ever thought of ccercing the government by
excommmication to insure the execublon of heretics. Boehmer
answers the guesition whebher Luther returned to the old medi-
eval laws on heresy with a definite

| No. He neither knows ner desives an Inquisition,

nor an ecclesizstical heresy trial, he lnows only

a secular punitive procedure exercised in disturb-

\ance of the peace of the Church through discordant
|teachings, in seditious agltation against the estab-
|1ished political order and in public blaspheﬂ:t:m
lhe regards the death penalty as proper only in those

{caBes where also the laws oieghe state demand 1%,
iin rebelliion and blasphemy.

12TBoehmer, gp. ¢it., p- 306

128
Holl, op. g¢it., p. 371

12980ehmer, op. eit., pe 310-




CHAPTER IV
CALVIN ON THE STATE

Calvin, %too, like Luther; has his roots in the Middle
Ages. His theories of the State and its relationship to the
Church developed from a medieval background. For that rea-
son Calvin's doctrine of the State bears some similarity to-
that of the Middle Ages. Some historians have even identified
Calvin's theories with those of the Middle Ages. Phillp Schaff
goes so far as to say "If he had lived in the Middle Ages, he

: 2
might have been Hildebrand or an Innocent III.']' Dunning

)

agrees but at the same time belleves that the similarity stems

'.D

from the conflict of the two powers which he sees occurr:lng

in Geneva exactly as 1t had occurred in the medieval Holy Ro-
man Empire. This conflict between State and Church in Geneva
wlll be investigated. Several historians agree with Troeltach3
who argues that Calvin, too, based his view of the State on
the theory of a corpus christianum Just as the Roman Catholics
and Lutherans had done. From this theory, says Troeltsch,

S
arose Calvin's theocratic union of Church and State. The que

e

h (New York:

S lrhilip Schaff, @lﬁ_&%!éx of the Christian Chure (
Cribner’'s, 1923), VII, ) MRS = —

1 Theories (New Yorks:

o tica
W. A. Dunning, A History of Polibicd-
Maemillan, 1908), TI, 33.
Christian

the
o cabnegt Troeltsch, ng .5_0.%-;'% Tea“'sz%%’?ﬁ Allen and
E'IHT ranslated by Olive
n, ¢.1 7

949), 1Ix, 617.
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tion of Calvin's theocracy alsc will be investigated in this
chapter. For in Calvin's case, as in Luther's, his theory of
the State and its relation to the Church will supply some of
the answers to the question, "What role did Calvin assign to
the State in the punishment of heretics?"
Calvin had definite views concerning the origin of the

power of the State, According to Wma,u the main source for

Calvin's teachings on the State is the French edition of the

Institutes {15%1), Book IV, Chapter 20. There Calvin evi-

for rulers. In Calvin's eyes rulers

e

denced his high regard
represented the person of God and were approved of God since

He Himself called them gods, Like Luther he saw in the tempor=
al government a divine agency established by God. But it was
divine provia'iém:{eg and not so much the evil of men, that had
caused supreme power on earth to be lodged in earthly rulers.
Bergendoff,> too, sees this difference between Calvin and
Luther. Calvin saw a more direct influence of God in govern= |
ment than Luther did. Government for Calvin was the will of
God in action., Hence he could call kings the hands of God.

He also could affirm that civil government was as necessary &3

bread, water s 1ife,

and air - and far more excellent. Kings

1 uAlbert Hyms, Christlanity and Politics (New Yorks Lip=

Pincott, 1938), pp. 1E2'-"'5."""M

Pe 509‘“'8(1 Bergendoff, "Church and
Tlod," Lutheran Church Quarterly, I

in the Reformation
g;a?g‘anuary, 1930), 57-

BT 1 W




and magistrates were the called and anointed of God and were
given a specilal mark of divine election,5

Because Calvin saw in rulers the vice-regents of God,
they had %o be obeyed., Although they might be oppressive,
Calvin held that such aﬁ;pz*ession was to test the bellever's
faith] Suchh a conclusion was very simpie for Calvin, as

Hausherr8 points out. The Staatsordnung was God's positive

declaration, and if God demanded a Zwaggsgewa].t, that was all
there was to be said. ?iar!messg hints that Calvin's strong
exhortation to obey the State came as a result of his sect
being in favor with the State. Yet this same author asgerts:

It would be unfalr to the memory of Luther and Cal-
vin to assert that either one preached submission
to the state against his own convictions merely

for the sake of political support. Both belleved
firmly that submission o rulers was commanded by .
God in the Scripbures, and that resistance 'oul‘]i_ono
only affront God but disrupt the soclal fabric.

Like Luther Calvim held that demands of rulers that were con-—

6 - nd his Ethics
Georgla Harkness, John Calvin, the Man 3 e
(New York: Hoit, c.1931). p. 226. Harkness refers to the

Corpus Reformatorum, XXV, 152; Calvin's Eﬁ'ﬁiﬂ%ﬁ’ v, X,
35 and again to the Corpus Reformatorum, XXIX, .

"Harimess, op. eit., p. 222f.

. nkenwelt,"
ns Hausherr, "Der Staat in Calvins Geda
Yerein fuer Reformation Geschichte, CXXXVI (1923)» 5-

9Harkness, Op. ¢it.s p. 2220
10m14., p. 205.
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trary to God'’s Word should not be obeyed.n

But unlike Luther
he gave a tacit consent to the political resistance of the
Huguenots, though as Philip Schaff12 maintains, he did not
encourage or advise the actlive resistance of the Huguenots.
In Calvin's opinion temporal rulers had to be obeyed except _
when thelr demands ran counter to the Word of God.

In the late Middle Ages a theory of Naturrecht had de-
veloped. The later scholastics believed that reason agreed
with the will of God in the realm of earthly matters such as

government and laws. Hausherr takes up the question whether

Luther and Calvin, in particular Calvin, derived their ldeas |
, 1

of the State from this late scholastic theory. Hausherr 3

concludes that Lubther and Calvin did take over the forms of a

Naturrecht concept of the State, but that they denled that

this theory was correct in all parts. Thelr basic belief
that government originated in God kept either of the reformers

from the radical side of a theory that leaves God out of the

Picture in the origin of the State's powers. Hausherr, how-

ever, points out differences between Calvin's and Luther's

modifications of the Naturrecht theory. Luther had built on |

the Augustinian theory that the State came because of the Fall

1lrhig., p. 223.

RSchaff, op. elt., p. 462.

1333“31‘191‘1", op. cit., pp. 5-10. Hausherr refers to the

Institutes, II, 2, 13f.
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into s8in. Calvin on the other hand developed that Aristote~
lian idea that GChere is a natural instinet in man which com-

pels him to bulld a state. Hence for Calvin Rechtsordnung be-

longed to the nabture of man that had been given by God even
before the Fall, When therefore a man used a court, Calvin
held that he did so as a man, not ag a Christian. Hausherr
concludes:

Gerade hier wird deutlich, dass Calvin in elner

ganz anderen Bildungsatmosphaere lebt als Luther. -

Humaniﬁmussr mq lﬂ'm‘i sprudenz machen das Besondere

an Calvin aus,

Calvin developed his theories concerning the functions
of the State quite extensively. The first and foremost func-
tion of the State was to icarry out God's will and His Law a-
gainst any of those who opposed 1t. The State was to subject
everything to God's will and thus in its own way help bring )
about the rule of God in the world.l? Calvin's main concern

with the State, therefore, was the service 1t performed for

the Gottesherrschaft and for the Church. Calvin's thinking

was oriented in his zeal to magnify God. The State, whose ori-

gin was in God, had the grand function to carry out God's will

to the greater glory of God.16 It is striking to recall that |

in Luther the primary function of the State had been oriented

:u‘llausherr, op. cit., pe 3

15.__Ib1d_ es Do 4, where Hausherr refers to the Institutes,
oL 1522: Boek IV, Chap. 20, paragraph 10.

16!‘Iau8herr, op. c¢it., p. 15.
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in the love of the neighbor, which though it often cast the
State in a negative role, nevertheless had as the ultimate ob-
Jeet of the State tThe service of man, |

Calvin alsc gave the State an essentially negativé role.
In his opinion the State was to restrdin anarchic and egotist-
ical tendencies in nabtural man caused by the introduction of
original sinal? But for Calvin the State also had positive
duties, The State was to secure a minimum of peace and con-
cord necessary for human socliety. ‘Hau.lsherr]'8 mentions the
fact that the most common word for State in the Institutes was
politia (Rechtsordnung). Although an ordering of moral living

18 only one side of the modern State, in Calvin this moral re-
gulation was central. If necessary, the State should use its
sword to enforce such moral living.lg The standard in all
such law enforcement was to be the Decalog. Cheneviereao re-
gards the Decalog as central in Calvin's political theory,
8ince the Decalog was the means by which the State could give
the world a little "taste of the celestial realm” and so ful=
£111 its real function. By the Decalog the State could teach

men to know the will of God and to obey Him. Still Calvin

1751. Cheneviere, "Did Calvin Advocate Theocracys Evan-
gelical Quarterly, IX (April, 1937), 164.
laﬂausherr, op. eit., p. 13.

1gna.rkness, op. eit., p. 21.

aocheneviere, op. g¢it., p. 166.
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realized that this compulsion %o obey the Decalog effected
only outward morality and did not effect an inner change. The
01d Testament was Calvin’s gulde in his insistence that the
State regulate moral. living by means of the Decalog. With the
examples of Moses, the Judges, David, and Josiah before him,
Calvin was ready to dictate a multitude of moral regulations
that the State should enforce in Geneva.21 Luther as a theo-
logian refused to enter upon a desecription of all the dutles
of the government, although he did suggest some moral regula-
tions.

For Calvin the State also had functions as far as reli-
gion was concerned. The object of civil government was

. « » to foster and maintain the external worship

of God, to defend sound doctrine and the condition

of the church, to adapt our conduct to society, %o

form our manners to civil justice, to conciliate Eg

to each other, to cherish peace and tranquillity.
Thus the maintainance of -external worship and the protection
of the Church were functions of the State. Dunning emphasizes
this,

There is no room in Calvin's system for the theory

that the magistrates should confine tbeue]'.veﬂigom ;

the administration of mere human Jjusticej n::e % P

he says, 'had appointed rulers in his own :

' s of
decide earthly controversies and omitted what was
far greater moment, his own pure worship as prescribed

#lschase, op. eit., p. 462.

n is from
aaBergendoff, op. eit., P 59. The quotatigv , Chapter

the Institutes, the Beverldge translation, Book

20, p. 531,
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by his laws .25
Bainton contrasts Luther's coercive society which sin has pro-
duced with the lmmediately divine character of Calvin's State.
The difference between the two, Bailnton says, accounts for
Calvin's bold statement: "'The task of the ruler is to sup-
presg not only murder, adultery, and the like, but also heresy,
idolatry, blasphemy, and sacrilege.'"au

While Luther was interested in the State only from a re-
ligious point of view, Calvin, as noerikofer25 states, was as
great a jurist as he was a theologian.  Luther called the
State's punishment an expression of love for its citizens whom
the State was thus protecting from a criminal. Calvin's magis=
trates were to decree puniéhment to punish., For the govern-
ment's wrath was God's wrath.2® Luther advised his prince to
mingle mercy with his justice. Calvin denled that this should

be 80.27 Luther limited the State to the second table of the

23Dunn1ng, op. cit.; p. 28, The quotation of Calvin's
i8 from the Institutes, IV, 20, 9.

o) to be persecuted
Concerning Heretics: Whether they are 29 2

and how they are to be treated. [y m%ﬁm a O:B-

of learned Men both Ancient and Modern. %% H. Bainton

buted To Sebastian Castellio, translated g
New York: Columbia Universit’:y Press, 1935)s mt;o;action, pe
T2. There Bainton quotes from the Opera, XXIX, 4

nlichen Leben der

ESJ . C. Moerikofer, Bilder aus dem kire
§_<,!_1’1,W__e1£ (Leipzig: S. Hirzel, 1 s Pe 273

26H8.u.'sxher:|:", op. cit., p. %
*T1b1d., p. 9.
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Decalog. OCalvin extended 1%s functions to include also regu-
lation of the first table.ea

According to David Schaff29 the relationship of State
and Church exercised Calvin’s constructive intellect. This
same historian heclds that in this Calvin differed from Luther,
for whom this matter was never a subject of serious reflection.
That Lubther did gilve Tthe relatlon of the State to the Church
serious consideration has been considered at length in Chap-
ter ITI. Calvin, like Luther, was firmly convinced that State
and Church were two different spheres which should remain dis-
tinct,3° Hyma quotes the following from the Institutes:

Some are led astray by not observing the distine-

tion and dissimilarity between ecclesiastical and

eivil power. For the Church does not have the right

of the sword to punish or restrain, has no power to

coerce, no prison nor other pugishments which the

magistrate is wont to inflict.
And again:

Neither does the Church assume anything to herself

which is proper to the magistrate, nor 18 the ?

magistrate ggmpeten’b to do that which is done by

the Church, =

The functions and powers of these two spheres are distinctively

281bid., pP. 15.

—r——

29David Schaff, "Martin Luther and John ggm::," Prince- -
ton Theological Review, XV (October, 1917), 5%0.

300heneviere, op. cit., p. 164.

31 tation is from the
Hyma, op. cit., p. 143. The quota
French editioﬁgof tﬁe’Igstitutes of 1541, IV, 11.

Rrpig,
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different. H.aushez‘r33 holds that Calvin's view of the call-~
ing of the individual played into his theory of the State.

No one must overstep the bounds set by his vocation.

~t

Theoretically Calvin carried out this distinction be-
tween State and Church. The Church was not to rule over the
State in temporal matters., It could only advise.g’u Calvin's
visible Church, the tobtallty of the parts of the Church Uni-
versal possessing material organization, was not to deal di-
rectly in temporal affairs. Rather 1t was to bear witness

to Christ and not to relgn over the world. The State, on the
other hand, was to see this migsion of the Church respected.
But if the State did not do this, the Church had no recourse
but to suffer,3§' Calvin therefore wrote to Admiral Coligny
when revolution on behalf of the Reform seemed imminent in
France: "'Better that we should all perish @ hundred times
than that the name and cause of ghr:lt:lanity and the Gospel
should be subject to such a reproach.'"36 Yet Preu8837 men=

tions that some yeave later Calvin himself worked on a plan

33Hausherr, op. cit., p. 12. Hausherr refers to the

Opera, Xv, 331.
3hl%.rlmess,. op. cit., p. 22.
350henev191"e; Op. CIto’ PPe 162.7‘

£ 36Gaste1110~Bainton, op. cit., P 76+

rom the Opera, XVIII, 426. - 7
" ¢

2 37&. Preuss, "Calvin und seine uesetzgeblms: _‘_j:_rc_h.li—-——

feltschrift, LX (June, 1936), 32%.

The quotation 18

E e
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of military strategy for the Huguenots.

Neither was the Stafe %o rule the Church, according to
Calvin. He stood for the autonomy of the Church. "'Christ
alone . . - ought to rule and reign in the Church,'" he had
written.BS While Calvin lmplled that the magistrates were:
above the clergy 1in the sacredness of their ofﬁ.ce,39 he did
not want the State to judge the Church's doctrine. As part
of its office the State could regulate external conditions in
the Church and purge the Church of acandals.luo But that Cal-
vin fought vehemently against a state-controlled Church will
be seen when his dispubes with the Council of Qeneva are dis- :
cussed., Another instance of Calvin's concern for the inde~-
pendence of the Church can be seen in his indignation when the
Bernese clergy acquiesced in a change in the communion formula
demanded by the Bern counc:ll.#l Calvin's insistence that

neither Church nor State should rule the other is very reminis=

cent of Luther.

Galvin, 1ike Luther, did not know of a separation of

38pni11p schatr, op. cit., p. 467. Opera, Vi, 459.

" 1yherefore no doubt ought

civil magistracy 18 a

3%Harkness, ¢it., p. 226.
put far the most sacred

op.

::1?3 entertained'%y any person th:t
ng not oniy hely and legitimate,

and honorable ig humgn 1ife.'" Institutes, IV, XX,

400
41

heneviere, op. glt., p. 167-
Ha'l.'mhel‘!’, P_E. Git., p. 27.
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" Although Church and State were absolute-

42

H

Church and State.
ly distinct, yet they were united by their common interests.
Since the two spheres were coordinate and complementary, in
their respective duties they were bound to assist each other.43
Normally, as Cheneviere brings out, neither Church nor State
would be required to inberveme in each other's sphere. "Their
duty of collaboration alone can cblige one of these two in-
situtions to intervene in the affairs of the oi:hex‘."'M Here
Calvin went farther than Luther. Philip Schaff states the de-
gree of cooperation that Calvin wanted in this way: "The Church
gives moral support to the State, while the State gives tem-
poral support to the Church. w45 Hyma quotes a summary of Cal-
vin's political views drawn from Reynolds.

Calvin's aim at Geneva was neither Erastian nor

theocratic, but the creation of a state and a

church in which the distinction between temporal

and spiritual should be clearly drawn, while att

the same time each should lend the other auPPOrt

in the executjon, but not the legislating, of 1ts

proper tasks,"

While the similarity between Calvin and Luther 13 here apparent,

uacheneviere s Op. c¢it., P- 167.

43Hyma’ _O_P.o ‘E_Lt_oy po 1#5’

MCh\cme\r:LeJ:‘.e1, op. eit., p. 167.

uSPhilip Schaff, op. e¢it., P 472,
45 ; .0p. cit., p. 151, quoted from B. Reynolds, Pro~

lyma, . op Prance:
onents of Limited Monarchy in Sixteenth Cent e
mamn D Ork ‘ p. ™
Irancis Hotman and Jean Bodin (New »
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yet Calvin’s accenl seems to 11e more forcefully on the co-
qperation between the two realms than Luther's did. In Luther
the accent lay more heavily on the distinction between State
and Church.

' Specifically, in Calvin's opinion, the Church was to help
the State by acting as the State's spiritual glﬂ.tle.“7 When
magistrates did not obey the Word of God, then the Church had
to intervene and reprove such a mszg:l.st:rai:e."8 Calvin did this
constantly. He demounced the deception, avarice, extravagance,
and corruption of the rulers of his day.ug In morals and re-
ligion Calvin held that rulers were subject to the Church.
Neither would the Christian magistrate wish anything else.
Calvin wrote:

For the magistrate, if he 1s pious, will have no

wish to exempt himself from the common subjection

of the children of God, not the leasgopart of which

i1s to subject himself to the Church.
Luther also chided erring rulers, but he never quite s0 posi-~
tively asserted that the Church's role in the Church-State re=
lationship was to be a spiritual guide o the State.

The State was to offer its cooperation by protecting the

1W(:henevj.en:'v:-: » Op. cit., po. 163.
48

Abid., p. 167, t
e the author refers vo
Harkness, op. eit., p. 227 where :
the C_o_z-{ﬂ Reformatorus, XXIX, 57k; OXVI, 168, 305 5733
mn{, s 230; "y R O | |
Institutes

v 1? Hyma, op. cit., p. 144 Quoted from the
2 L ___—.—-—‘
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peace and safely of The Church. This was Calvin's reasoning:

For, seeing the church has not, and ought not to

wish %o have, the power of compulsion (I speak of

civil coercion) it is the part of pious kings and

princes 't;oL_Tain’tairx religion by laws, ediets, and

sentences,”
The same reasoning occurs in Calvin's letter to the Queen of
Navarre in which he makes 1t the duty of a prince to reform
his country and cl'mt:-:*c}'z.g‘2 It was true, as Calvin sald at one
time, that Christ wants us to imitate His meekmess, "'. . »
but this is no reason why the magistrate should not protect
the safety and tranguillity of the Church. To neglect this
is the deepeat perfidy and cruelty.'“53 The same argmnent
occurs in Calvin's controversy with Castenio.sh Thus both
Church and State help each other. The minister helps the

State by seeing that not so many people sin., The State purges

5 1Bergenc‘iof‘f op. eit., p. 595 quoted from the Insti-
—-a____tutes’ IV, KI_) 241"0

*2Hausherr, op. cit., p. 16. The author refe
Corpus Reformatorum, 19, OG43EL.

53Harm9889 ob. cib., p. 112, quoted from Corpus Reforma
Yorum, XxIv, 357." =~ : -
54 here Castelllo
Castellio-Bainton, op. eit., p. 271, W
quotes Calyin's Dgfence 55 FolTows: ' !Now we “eﬂtnha:rg::
ministers of the Gospel must be prepared to bea{m Lord
and enmity and whatever pleases the world, and Nevertheless,
equipped them with no other arms than patience. CTU8 /Topoqn
]s‘f-lggﬂ :re:-:I commanded to protect the doctrine of plety
ort, "

rs to the
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the Church of offenses.”> As will be more fully developed
later, Calvin made no such distinction as Luther did between

reforms to be made by the State as State and those to be made

by the State only because of The necessity of the times in
view of the fact that The rulers were Christlans.

The question "Did Calvin advocate é theocracy?" has been
much debated, Cheneviere® maintains that Calvin never advo-
cated a theocracy in the usual sense. As proof he cites Cal-
vin's criticism of the Roman clergy for usurping authority
over the princes, Only on one score, his theory that all power
came from God, could Eaivin"s soclety be viewed ags a theocrat-
le society, Philip Schaff>! agrees that Calvin was theocratic
only by the fact that he united Church and State as closely

8 59
a8 their functions would permit. Both Hausherr5 and Dunning

contradict this position by saying simply that Calvin did ad=

vocate a theocracy. This question will be partially answered
tate
88 Calvin's practice in dealing with problems relating to S

madmod istra-
55Hausherr, op. clt., p. 24. "'At que 1 :?argffend-
Yus puniendo et manu Goercendo pugare debet €T BT oy stra~
leulis, ita verbi ministri vicissim suble'uebent esse Gperae,
um, ne tam multi peccent. Sic conjunctae det '* Institubes,
1113 &i{fera. sit adjumento alteri, non impedimentoe
? 3 30

BGCheneviere » Op. cit., P 160.

>TPhi11p schars, op. cites pe 471
58!!&uaherr, op. eit., pe 16.
59Dunn1ng, op. cit., p. 31




the relations between church and civil officers,
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and Church is next examined,

When Calvin arrived at Geneva in 1536, he entered a sit-.
uation where conditions were most favorable for -his theories
to be put into practice. Troeltsch®® stresses these ideal
conditions. The Genevan Church was the backbone of the young
state which had oaly recently won its independence. Calvin
did not alter the political structure of Geneva, but into 1t
he infused a Christian and disciplinary spirit. This he

could do because he was the guiding light of the Chweh. Cal-

vin's reforming work in Geneva, as Philip Schaff61 reports,

extended to the minutest details of city life. His big work,
however, was to aubthor the ecclesiastical ordinances of Gen-
eva, which he framed after returning from his Strassburg exile
in 1541, In these church regulations, which were a part of
eivil law, David Schaff says "His purpose was to make the two
spheres of church and state coordinate and complementary '"62
In these ecclesiastical ordinanceé Calvin's actual practice

in the State-Church relationship can be seen more clearly than
anywhere else, ‘

The Ordonnances of 1541 had two objects. They defined
and they es-

————

6

61
Philip Schaff, op. cit., P
made to the Opera, Xj ﬁ5’m

OTroeltach, op. cit.; p. ‘6261’-
464, where reference is

62Dav1d Schaff, op. cit., P- 546+
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tablished the C:mslz;tox*y.ﬁs The introduction to these eccles-
jastical regulabtions was significant. There the temporal au-
thorities of Geneva declared tThat they considered 1t their
urgent duty to preserve the Gospel and to protect the Church.
Since Calvin was the real author of these ordinances, thils
can be taken as his v.’x.ew.sl* Koehler65 makes one reservation.
Calvin held that the government was the protector of Church
affairs not on its own power but because of the wish and will
of the Church. The church order of 1541, according to Koeh-
ler, was merely an order to the State to earry out certain
duties which the Church could not. Moerikofer®® holds that

these Ordomnances of 1541 intended to compel submission by the

severity of the law when the Word of God was not able to be
effective. In the second place they intended to 1limit the
number of the godless and so protect the Church from worldli-

ness. In these church regulations Matthew 18 did not read

63Rarmeas, op. ¢it., p. 24.

GuPhilip Sehaff’ _O_E' -c—i‘g., Pe “76. “'In tmuwa ‘°€ ?Od
Almighty, we, the Syndics, small and Great Couts orthy of
have considered that the matter above all ot?e:ahe'holy gospe
Pecommendation is to preserve the doctrine ;rut:lan Church

°f our Lord in i%s purity, to protect the C the
* » «» For this re:tsgn weyl’iave deemed 1% uaeht:nrg"‘:;d in-
:Igiritual government, such as our Lord hﬁ’ :n:roduced and

1tuted by his Word, to a good form ;: o:dinanceﬂ of 1541,

8erved among us.'" Introduction to ©
Opera, X, 16,
ess ('l'uehinsﬂ“

3 5. Koehler, Reformation und Ketzerpros===
« C. B. Mohr, 1901}, p. 39-

66Hoerikofer, op. git., P 273.
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that a man who wlll no% hear the Church should be considered
a heathen and publican, but they read as follows: "'. . .
wenn man sich nich®t einigen kann, so rufe man die Obrigkeit,
wn Ordnung zu stiften,?® 67 Galvin's theory had been carried
into practice. The ecclesiastical ordinances of 1541 put
the State into the position of guardian to the Church.

The Genevan Consistory had thus been established. The
Consistory and its relation to the Council, as defined in the

Ordonnances, is a good example of Calvin's theories further at

work. According to Calvin's scheme of church government, the
elders were the twelve laymen who made up the Consistory.
These watchdogs of faith and morals ebuld admonish and reprove
sinners, bub excommunication was the limit of thelr authority.
Any additional punishment had to come from the Council. 8o
Harkness®® deserives the Consistory. Bergendoff69 gives more —
details., He points out that the elders of the consistory were

elected by the Swall Council, the real governing body of Gen=
of the

and six

eva. Two of these were elecbed from the membership
Small Council itself, four from the Council of Sixty,
ons had to be approved by
story met with the

from the Great Council. All electi

the Great Couneil. Each Thursday the Consi

L
o -

Sa——

GTKOehler, op. cit., pe 39 The quotation 18 from

Riehter, Ko 0., I, 3E3.
6858.rknesa, op. ¢if., p. 25
sgBergendoff, op. ¢it.; P 60.
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Venerable Company, the total number of pastors, to discuss
mtters of doctrine and practice. The Council placed an offi-
cer at the Conslisiory's disposal for the purpose of gathering
information on infractions of the ecclesiastical rules and for
summoning such offenders before the Comsistory. The findings
of the Consistory went to the Councll who then carried out
the fitting punishwment. Bergendoff concludes: "In this man~
ner the civil gevernment became the instrument of the church
« » » The Roman theory of the church had found an evangelical
counterpart;"'?c Calvin's theories regarding the relation of
the State tc the Church had been put into practice in the Con=
sistory. This body, a part of the church government, had only
spiritual authority, but it cooperated with the civil govern=
ment by trying to beLter moral standards in Geneva, and the
secular governmen’t in turn did its part by punishing the stub-
born sinners whom the Consistory turned over to it.

Philip Schafi"s71 agsertion that the Consistory was pure=
1y spiritual and had nothing to do with temporal punishments

8
18 at best a half-truth. Indeed, as Schaff shows, the mame

tor-
Of Gruet, Bolsec, and Servetus do nobt occur in the Consis

12l records. But those are the gross offenders in Genevan

——

70114,

alvin wrote
33;- :he mhﬁégegghigféu'g%ic%: "';gge °§$§3§°§§cm %o the
sdicti the ri or mmunication.
Worda of Godoz:’agzlxtigglge‘ferestgg“ﬂi’mnt inTsEy
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history whose cases the Council immediately took up. And even
in these cases the members of the Consistory played some part
gince they all were & pari of Geneva's c¢ivil magistracy. Fur-
thermore, the Consistory did recoﬁlmend spiritual offenders to
the Council for punﬁ;sshment.’(e This situation in which the
Consistory was chosen by the Council resulted because all 'cit-
izens of Genevz were regarded as members of the Ghurch.73
Therefore it was logically possible .for the Church to be regu-
lated through the elected civil officers. But Schaffﬂ' calls
this baslc asammption false. Lubher, of course, had asked
his elector as the foremost member of the Church to take charge
in the Church %o meet the emergency which he saw. But the
elector was to be only a Notbischof.

The results of bhe ecclesiastical ordinances were twofold.
There was 2 close supervision of faith and morals under the
direction of the Consistory, and there was a stringent legal
code adopted by the Council to enforce the morality sought by

the Consistory. Philip Schaff!” gives an extensive Survey of
in Geneva to protect morality and re-
ause he had said, upon hear-

the strict laws passed

ligion, One man was banished bec

A child was

#
ing an ass bray, "He prays a beautiful psalm.

"Pgausherr, op. eit., p. 22.

73Preuss, op. clb., Do 322.
Tpn111p Sehare, op. elt.. P 489

7Sllf'bic'i., pPp. 4001,
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whipped for calling her mother a thief and a she-devil. A
banker was execubted for adultery. David Schart76 records the
startling figures that in Geneva, a city with a population

of 12,000, thirty-four were executed for witcheraft during
three months of 1545, Between 1542 and 1546 a total of fifty-
eight were executed and seventy-six banished, Schaff adds:
"The same severity was shown far offenses coming strictly un-
der the supervision of the ecclesiastical authority."'n The
members of the Consistory were required to maintain relentless
visitations of homes to determine whether Calvin's ascetlc

e
[ 34
H

©  Ths moral offenses admonished by the

1§

rules were broksn.
Consistory and punished by the Council ranged all the way from
card playing to arguing against putting a man to death for re=
ligious opinions.’’ HarknessS® says that the height of intol-
erance was reached when the Council vofed to put a man on

bread mnd water for three daye because he had said that Calvin

did mot stick to his text inm a certain sermon. St1ll Harks

neas® peiieves that the punishments which the Council adopted
were less severe than Calvin had wished.

76David Schaff, op. ¢it., P 54T
"T1psq,
78Duxming‘, op. cit., pP. 32.

TQH&rlmesa;. op. eit., p. 27
8

8

0
M-a Pe 51.
bia., p. 103t.
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In prgctﬁ.ee there was not always the smooth cooperation
between State and Church that Calvin desired. Ministers and
magistrates freely criticized each other, and Church and
State meddled in each other's affalrs., Discipline became the
common territory of hoth.ag Part of th:lé lack of harmony was
doubtless due to the inereasing control which the civil au-
thorities endeavored tc exert over the Church. The Council,
according to Haus-herrsa-g became the final arbiter in choosing
a pastor and sebttling differences between pastors. Calvin
came into sharp conflict with the aspirations of the State to
control the Church., Although he himself had set the stage
for such a state-controlled Church, such an outcome was the
very opposite of his ideals, as can be seen from his fight
Wwith the Council of Geneva,

The Gouncil had at various times tried to exercise direct
rule over the Church. Actually the Council had assumed epis-

8h =
copal power in Geneva before Calvin's arrival.”  During Cal

vin's time it had tried to carry out this authority. In one

edict the Council had called the members of the Consistory

t-
"Commis ou deputez par la Seigneurie,” At one Consistory mee

ing a syndic, the highest civil offieer in Geneva, had at-

BaPhilip Sehaff, op. ¢it., P 473.

Ssﬁausherr, op. eit., p. 21.

auPll‘l.lip Schaff, op. glt., Do 463
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tended with his mace of 0ff‘ice.85 The greatest clash between
State and Church had occurred over the Consistory's right to
bar from communion. Galvin fought to retain this right in
the hands of the Chucrch. The Council wanted this right trans-
ferred to itself, After 1543 the Council succeeded for a
time, but when Calvin had gained the ascendansy in 1555, the
Council finally voted to lodge the right to bar from the Lord's
Table with the ﬁons;istoryn% Calvin fought against these at-
tempts of the State to exercise direct control over the
Church just as vigorously as Luther had protested any possible
usurpation of the Saxon government in the Consistory that had
been established against his will. _

But it was Calvin's verjs'ystem of church government -~ |
that brought about the clash between State and Church. Baus-)
herr87 affirms that the only way in which the ordonnances

ecclesiastiques could function was under the condition that
government had the good intention of caring for the Church.

If the sacred company (the preachers) and the gouncil could

not agree on & ministerial candidate or if the Council would

' n
not lend its authority to a decision of the Conslstery:ss the
the
2 vacuum existed for which Calvin had not provided. For

ve
8ystem to function either Church or state would have to gl

85Hau8herr, op. cit., pe 37~
asﬂarlmeas, op. cit., p. 46.
87Hausherr, op. gifi., po 23
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way. Hausherr concludes: "Calvin war zu gross, um gefuehrt

zu werden. »88

Luther’s call upon the State to act in spiritual matters
also had grave results. Bubt although in both Lutheran and
Calvinistic countries state-churches finally resulted, Calvin

. —

had made no distinctions as Luther did between reforms which

the Church was %o mave rmﬂ those which the State was to make.
For example Calvin wrote to Protector Somerset of England
that the State had to provide in its own capacity as govern-
ment for correct teaching, removal of popish abuses, and the
prohibition of blasphemy.o? Calvin had also advised the king
of Poland to carry out a stable church government. on the ba-
8is of his royal aui;hority.gc Koehlergl holds that Luther's
separation of the government as government from the protection
and help needed by the Church was the basic principle that se=
parated Luther from Calvin.-

Calvin not only made no qualifications in the reform

work of the State, but he exerted all the influence he had to

have the State aid the Church. On one instance the Council at

s must be
entemeo

Calvin's insistence voted that rebelllous culpril

92

handed over to the Consistory after serving & civil 8

Ibid,

%91b14., p. 17.

901p14., p. 18. Hausherr refers to Ce Res 15, 329ff.
Roenier, op. git., p. 37.

92Harkness, op. cit., p. 35
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At another time the Council was moved to declare that no one
should speak againat the Institutes because they presented

the "holy doctrine of ﬁsﬁo”% In 1543 Calvin prevailed on

the Council to reject Castellio's candidacy as a minister on
the grounds that he had questioned the inspiration of the Song
of Solomon and Calvin’s interpretai:ion of the phrase of the
creed, "He descended inbto helle”gb' In Hausherr's opinion Cal-

vin played politics t¢ achieve his ends,

<

Das Mittel der Demagagle war der Predigtstuhl. Die
Predipgten hehandelben alle Tagesfragen, selbstver-
staendlich im Sinne der ggrchenpolitik, wenn es not

$m o3 nth croocran dean Rad
“G{if?'., -‘1:.1‘:_..\_'-. ,'.Ji_t“-‘-:_:;".“,l ‘.].‘."-'ri Ra‘)n

In this respect Luther is a decided contrast to Calvin., The

- " -

German reformer consistently refused to play politics and

would not let himself get drawn into the various leagues which

the evangelical princes of fGermany tried to set in motlon &-

gainst the cmperor.

Because of his leadership in the Church and the influence

” 2 ad
he exerted upon the State, Calvin had become hhe moral he

of the Genevan state. Although he was not made a citizen un-

consulted in all 1m_portant af-
f96 declares that it 1s &

51l 1559, from 1541 on he was
fairs of state., But Philip Schaf

93&3:.@_-3 Ps 39
91‘%‘3 P. 32,
gsﬁaush'err, op. cites Do #3s

96Phi-11p Schaff, op. cit., P hok.

s
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mistake to call Calvin the head of the state except in an
intellectuzl or moral sense. (:hene'v';!.e:ﬁe97 also holds that

Calvin's authority was purely spiritual, and even in this

sphere Calvin did not galn the ascendancy over the magistrates

until after -1555. Hevertheless Harkness claims that "Before
his death Calvin bécame virtually the civil as well as the
ecclesiastical dictator of (?:eneva.."g8

Calvin never saw hlis theories carried to completion be-

cause of the opposition of the Council. Philip Schatfgg sees

in this a parallel to the development of state-churchism in
Saxony against Lubher's wishes., But Schaff claims that in

theory at least Calvin always maintained the independence of

the Church in spiritual matters. Harkness 0 says that Calvin

did not want the Consistory to be appointed by the Council.

At any rate Calvin aid not agree with a method of choosing '{be

lay elders that omitted seeking the elergy's advice. Lindsay

Sums up the results of Calvin's theory and practice on State

‘and Church as follows:

the
(The Council . » o deferred in m"“'d’ to
teachings of)Calvin about the dist g:alc:e:;:;n y}
the civil and spiritual Po}'ef_:iebgf, éinsc P
retained the whole power O nt to see in the disei-

their own hands; and we oug

QTCheneviere, op. eit., P 168.

98Harlmess, op. ¢it., p. 22.

99Philip Schaffg 220 21-5_?-" Pe h67f'

loo&rkness, op. gites P 25¢

3R 1118 ER!
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D Geneve, not an exhibition of the yeskin T

gﬁgrggdgggi;ji;;i im the principles o;ogg;‘in?rb:t

I A ey city.«"‘ﬁum?e of the Town Council of a

Before taking up a concluding comparison between Calvin
and ILuther, a comparison hetween Calvin and the Middle Ages
should be made. This chapter began by mentiorﬁ.ng those who 1-
dentify Calvin’s political theory with that of the Middle Ages.
But there are some very decided differences. I)unnil.nslo2 holds
that the fourth book of the Institutes completely rejects any
Roman~Zwinglian church-state. Hyma1°3 sees in the same book a
rejection of a Church that wields a temporal sword or exercises
temporal dominion, liax*lmeaslm holds that while Calvin's po-
litical theory approximabtes that of Hildebrand, the substitu=
tion of the Bible for the power of the papacy was the great gulf

bety . ppl05
veen them. Scharf+%? sums up the resemblances and differ-

en 1
ces of Galvin's Christian soclety to the Middle Ages. Both,

But while the one drew arguments
Calvin

Schaff says, were legalistice

fr "
om the canon law, Galvin drew his from the Bible.

of the Reformation (New

101
Thomas M. Linds:
Yor\ ° n’o-l-e et !1_33?' & Eistor

k3 Charles Scribner's éons, Ig?ﬁi, 11, 129.

102
Dunning, op. c¢it., p. 27
103
Institutes
v, 11, 144, Hyma refers bo the ZZ2======

104

Hyma, op. cib.s Do

Harkness, op. ¢it.s; p. 21l.
10
SPhilip Schaff, op. eibes p- ¥72f
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recognized only Christ as the head of the Church. He had a
much higher view of the State than Hildebrand or Boniface VIII.
And while the theocracy of the Middle Ages was based on the |
priesthood, Calvin'’s was based on the sovereignty of the
people.

Similarities and differences between Calvin and Luther
in their views of the State and its relationship to the Church
have been mentioned. H‘:usheIT106 argues that there are defi-
nite similarities between the reformers in thelr views o_f -the
State. But the same aubhor sees differences toc, and these
lay in differing accent and deductions. David Schaff glves
a general comparison in the following words:

SR gt gy = L

system., Lubther had no taste for administration.

No civitas dei lay in his mind as an ideal tolB?

realized in an outward organized institutlon.

Hausherr108 soes at the rundamental difference between Calvin
He interprets that

N

and Luther in the problem of the State.
govern-

Ser-

88 lying in their divergent answers to the problem of
rasted with Jesus' teachings in the
{ding factor in any pro-

mental compulsion cont

- mon on the Mount. For Luther the dec

involved was the love
/

blem where Christians in the world were

————

106Haushe1=r, op. ¢it., p. 2o

10TDav1g Schaff, op. eit., p. 54
loaﬂausherr, op. ¢it.s ps 3o
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of the melghbor. Hence Jesus' Injunctions applied to every \
Christian. Thereby Luther did not forbid Christian attitudes
toward the world, nor dild he overthrow the government, For
Calvin there was no problem here, The Sermon on the Mount
was also Bible. Here Christ was merely reatatmg the 0l1d
Testament. Thusz governmental compulsion was easily squared
with Jesus® teachings, God had established the State. That

settled any problems as far as Galvin was concerned. In the

relationship of State and Church, Luther and Calvin often

talked the same 1 u'u..&m Yot in practice Calvin tried to
It is true, he

make ‘l‘he .‘"t'xr,'\ .;L-"*qrﬂn\'te %o the Church.

dild not succe a Bu it it was this very subordination of state

SR

- = \’_—/4—-_—“
to Church againﬁt which Luther had spoken so vigorously. o/

109Troe1tseh, op. git., P- 627+




CHAPTER V
CALVIN ON THE STATE AND THE PUNISHMENT OF HERETICS

The role that Calvin assigned to the State in the punish-
ment of herebtlcs has often been determined from the cause
gelebre of Genevan history, the trial and execution of Michael
Servetus. Yet there were others who were punished for heresy
during Calvin's years in Geneva, As for the Anabaptists, they
presented no great problem for Calvin. The height of that
religious movement had been reached while Calvin was still in
France. Calvin, however, did take the same definite stand a=-
gainst the Anabapbists that Luther did. In fact his Institutes
Were written to demonstrate that the reformed elements in

France were not Anabaptists. In his book, Contre les Anabap=

to condemn the public use of
is blas~-

tistes, Calvin wrote: "' . o o

the sword, which God has ordained for our protection,

phemy against God himself.!"} In the Institutes Calvin called

the Anabaptists "ranatics.”> In this Calvin agreed with the

Policy of the earlier Swiss reformer, Zwingli. In Zuerich

under Zwingli's influence the Anabaptists had been persecuted

C—

his Ethics

. : and
Georgla Harkness, John Calvin, the Man =2omd in
(New Yori: “Holt, o.1931); ps 235, e quotation 18

the Copr us Reformatorum, VIiI, Tif. 7
2 New York:
politics {
L1 Albert Hyma, Christianity %ferl 5 Institutes,

Ivfpég‘f“ts 1938}, p, i35. Hyma
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with fire and swor ﬁ"l., Harold Schaffa goes to great lengths

to show that the Swiss Anabaptists were not radicals. He
quotes from several of Thelr leaders to prove that these
people were not opposed to government but only to the evil
acts of government which Christians could not obey. Neverthe-
less, in Switzerland, as in Germany, Anabapfiats were put to
death, :

. If Calvin had relatively less trouble with Anabaptists,
he had suffiecient 'izy?cszl.zble with other heretics beside Servetus
to determine what action was taken by the Genevan State a-
galnst heretics., The Libertines were an active political par-
ty in Geneva when Gal{fin arrived. In large part they were
responsible for Calvin's withdrawal from Geneva in 1538. Ac-
cording to Philip Schaff> the Libertines were a political-
religious group who included (or at least Calvin thought they
included) anti-nomians and pantheists- who advocated unbridled
license and deniea the Scriptures as a dead letter. In 1547
Jacques Gruet, a Libertine opponent of Calvin's, was driven

by the dictatorial methods of the Consistery to affix an in-

8ulting placard to Calvin's pulpit. After Gruet's arrest cer-

3. a, t1cal Theories (New

: Dunning, A History of Politlcal Z—=——=—

York: Macmillan, 1908')',"1'1":, x.
the Raformera:

y
Harold H. Schaff, "Anabaptists,
Civiy Governments," cm,irch History, I (March, 1
urch (New
hristian Churcn

5
Philip Schaff, History of the C
York: Scribners, 19é3 Vii, Irgs_f -

and the
35"#6 L]
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tain papers of his were dlscovered in which he had charged
that Moses had s2id much and proved little, that all laws
were made by caprice, and that the immortality of the soul was
nonsense. Gruet was tortured, found guilty of treason and

Harliness comments: "To have spared

blasphemy, and beheaded.”
Gruet, in the opinicn of Calvin and most of his contemporaries,
would have been to be party to a heinous aacrilege."T Bain~
ton® holds that while Gruet was charged with conspiracy, the
primary charge against him was that his heretical utterances
had rendered the land accursed. Plerre Ameaux was another
Libertine opponent of GCaivin's. While drunk, he had said that
Calvin was a bad man who was preaching false doctrine and who
was getting more powerful than a bishop. Calvin went before

all three councils %o charge Ameaux with blasphemy. The ver=

as a penitent.’

dict was guilty, and Ameaux had to tour the city
In 1551 Jercme Bolsec, a Cormer priest, began to argue

t-
against Calvin's double predestimation, Calvin laid the m2

de.
ter before the civil authorities, and Bolsec Was arreste

: to C. R.
GHarmeSB, ODe ﬁit., po 36. wmeﬂﬂ Nfera

XII, 563-8; XXI, 409.
THarkness, op. glte., p. 37 .

8 the
Concerning Heretics: Whether
?;m1h"‘"o;;-,'?ﬁe—.—“q’ﬂ ~Jey are to be Eeaf:nda'. H%d e:n

earned Men both Ancien W
B@IM “astslilo, transiaved ,
°¥ York: Columbia University Press:

gﬁarkness, op. ¢it., p. 33
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when 1t looked as if The Counell would do nothing, Calvin
appealed to the congregatlon. Under pressure the Council acted.
Bolsec was 1)321:151‘1:=3clo:§“3 Stern action was also taken by the Gen-
evan authorities against the Itallan Antltrinitarians who had
entered the Ibtalian congregation at Geneva after Servetus®
death. Glovanne (entile, for example, was sentenced to death.
But his life was spared when he recanted and then fled Gene-
va.'l In a1l these cases where the State took action against L~
heretics, Calvin ook a leading part in the proceedings.
Luther, on the contrary, had not had much to do with any ac-
tion against heretics except to render an opinion now and then.
It must be remembered, however, that Calvin's position in Gen=
eva was quite different from Luther's. As an example of Cal-
vin's tolerance Philip Sehaff+? polnts to Socinus' visit to
Geneva in 1554 at which time this heretic was ummolested. But
Sehaff also mentions the fact that at this time Scinus had
not yet passed beyond skeptical doubts.

But 1t is the arrest, trial, and execution of Servetus

: te and
that provides a test case for Calvin's views on the Sta
s Spaniard who had

other of his op=

heretics. mMichael Servetus was a precociou

8tirred Calvin's religlous ire more than any

gervetus had

Ponents. At the age of twenty in the year 1531

———

10
ibid., p. 39.

1 .
I‘Philip Schaff, op. cit., PP+ 652-8

12
Mo 2 pa 635 -
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published De Trinitatis Erroribus in which he had denied or-

thodox trinitarian views s in particular the pre-exlstence of
the Logos apart from the Man Jesus., In a 1535 edition of
Ptolemy's Geography Servetus had denied that Paiestine was a
land flowing with milk and honey. Since every Christian of
that time held that Moses wrote by inspiration of the Holy
Spirit, this assertion of Servetus' was viewed as blasphemy
against the Holy Spirit. In 1540 Servetus produced his second
theological work, The Restitution of Christisnity. This was

& refubation of Nicene Christology, predestination, infant

baptism, and the 0ld Testament prophecies that were commonly
interpreted as referring to Christ. Servetus was daring
enough to send this manuscript to Calvin who never returned

it. Instead he sent back a copy of his own Inﬂtitut_es, hoping

in this way to convert the young heretic. Thls Servetus re-

turned after he had annotated it in the most uncomplimentary
fashion, After this unpleasant exchange, Calvin was convinced
that Servetus was a most dangerous heretic.>> On Pebruary 13,
1546 Calvin wrote to Farel that if Servetus should ever come

to Geneva, he would not leave the city if he (Calvin) could

help it,%*

Servetus did come to Geneva. In 1553, while fleeing from

135 rkness, op. cites Pp- 40-3.
lulbig_, s P» 41, Here Harkness refers to C.R., X1I, 283.

L O et
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an inquisitorial prison in France, Servetus passed through
Geneva, He was recognized, imprisoned, tried as a heretic,
and burned at the stake. His condemnation, Harimess’> holds,
centered around his deniai of the Trinity and his rejection
of infant baptism. The death penalty seemed the only course
for both Calvin and the Council. However, this was no arbl-
trary decision. The testimony of the Swiss churches was un-
animous that Servetus was a dangerous individual who had to
be exterminated because he was spreading the contagion of

heresy. Melanchthon too concurred in Servetus' execution.
Schatel® says:

The Council had no doubt of its jurisdiction in
the case; it had to respect The unanimous Jmig:i‘nt
of the Churches, the public horror of hergaryld :m
blasphemy, and the imperial laws of Chris ngral 5
which were appealed to by the attorney-ge »
The decision wag unanimouS.

Bainton™! reporbs that during the course of the trial Servetus

had appealed to Roman law which he gsaid had specified banish-

; tantine.
ment as the capital punishment in the days of Constan

tances in
The Procurator, denying the appeal, pointed fo 1ns

i
which the death penalty had been exacted all the way
and consclence, all

rom Con=-

stantine to Justinian. Reasom, tradition,

1BEl 7

15Harkness, op. clbes P- k3.

16 - Q ff - -c-!.;b_o’ p! 781.
Philip Schaff, 9P and Consistency

17 nppe Development .
Roland H. Bainton, rigas |
of Luther's Attitude to aeﬁg;c)n:alg;?er b, e e to CR.,

lcal Review, XXII (April,
ﬁTTIIZ, 762 and TT71.
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told Calvin and The (Gemevan Council that Servetus had to die.
But what was the actual charge on which Servetus was
condenned and executed? Historians differ in their answers
to this question, but in the answer lies more than a glimpse
into Calvin's views on the action of the State with regard to

18 1aintains that Servetus was tried and

heretics. Bainton
burned for heresy. The complaint against Servetus had been
that he had overturned the primary} heads of religion. In
other words, says Bainton,lg the charges against Servetus

were based on his denial of the Trinity and not, as in the
case of the Anabaptists, on political grounds such as the den-
ial of the State. Calvin was smart enough to see that a den-
ial of the Trinity was not parallel with the Anabaptists' den-
1al of the State. Bainton's claim is furthered by the criti-
cisms that Bullinger and Musculus had of Servetus' trial.

These friends of Calvin thought that Servetus should have been

20
tried for blasphemy rather than for heresy.

Other historians maintain that Servetus was tried and

1 L 2
condemned for heresy and blasphemy. Luck2 holds this view

He poimts to the friendly relations between Calvin and Socinus

18cgstel1i0-Bainton, ope Cites Pe T3-
191p1d., p. 69

EOHa-rkn.eaa __2. cit.’ Pe 102. ;
liotheca
210 COIeman Luck, "Calvin and Servetus,” Bibliotheca

Sacra, CIV (January-March, 1947), 237
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as proof that heresy alone would not have brought about Ser-
vetus' death. Philip Schaff22 also connects blasphemy with
the charges brought against the Spaniard. The same author
further states that it was from the injunctions of the Mosaic
Law that Calvin drew his chlef arguments against Servetus.®>
I.f"th;}_s 1s True, then Calvin stands very close to Luther whose
approval of the death penalty for the Anabaptists was based
in part on their blasphemy. S6t111 the main charg«_a that Luther
railsed against the Anabaptists was sedition, and he was very
hesitant to approve the death penalty for blasphemous heretics
who were not also seditious.

Haven®t ¢laims that is was the manner in which Servetus
defended his opinions and not so much the oplnions themselves
that brought about his condemmation. It was Servetus' bitter-

ness, want of reverence, and deliberate insult that made him

an outlaw even before he came to Geneva. Haven quotes the

following from an unnamed author of the last century:
S

If Servetus had only attacked the doctrine of the
Trinity by arguments . . « he would have been
answered by arguments; and without danger of per-
secubion by the Protestants, he might have gc:onel’1
on defending it. . . Argument was not that whic :
Calvin and his contemporaries opposed by the c%vi
tribunal. It was lnsult and ribaldry, and tha

22Ph111p Schaff, _qp.c 9_1_t'¢’ PPe 769f-

231b1do, p' 691r0

24 : " tus and Calvin," Household Read-
Joseph Haven, Serve %Ef_"i. .
dng: Selectlj?ons from the Congre tionalist ( ons: 3_
Greene and Co., 1869)s Pe *
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too againat the Most High . . .25
Moerikofer26 mentions another reason why -Servetus was con-
demned. 1In the course of the trial Servetus had placed him-
self on the side of the Libertines and had sought their aid
in bringing about Calvin's downfall. Hence Moerikofer con-
cludes that Servetus' trial was not only ecclesiastical but
.also politiecal.

Nevertheless; no matter on what grounds Servetus was
condemned, Calvin did play an important role in the Servetus
case., Calvin's involvement began already with Servetus' im-
prisonment at Lyons by the Inguisition. For it was through
the copy of the Institutes which Servetus had defaced with
heretical marginal notes and several of Servetus' letters to
Calvin that had brought about Servetus' arrest in I.yona.27
Just what part Calvin played in placing these documents in
the hands of the authorities of the Inquisition is a matter
of dispute, But Harkness concludes that ". . . the fact re-
mains that it was through evidence supplied by Calvin that
Servetus was arrested, imprisoned, and condemned by the
French Inquisition to death by slow fire.“28 When the fugi-
tive then escaped and was passing through Geneva, it was at

251p44., p. 122, The quotation is from Bibliotheca
Sacra (February, 1846).

265. C. Moerikofer, Bilder aus dem kirchlichen Leben
der Schweiz (Leipzig: S. Hirzel, S Do -

QTHarkness, op. cit., p-. 41,

281p14.
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Calvin's instigation that he was arrested. Happily Calvin
wrote to Farel on August 20, 1553, seven days after Servetus'’
capture: "'I hope the judgment will be capital in any event,
but I desire cruelty of punishment withheld."‘2_9 Luck3° too
writes that it was Calvin who had informed the Council of Ser-
vetus' presence in Geneva and who also then drew up the ar-
ticles of accusation. Hence it was the Genevan reformer him-
self who was ;‘Lnétrumentai in causlng Servetus' arrest both
in Lyons and in Geneva. . :

Calvin also played a singular role in the trial of Ser-
vetus. Havendl maintains that he did this as any good citi-
zen would. He had lodged an accusation against a man who was
threatening the civil institutions, and therefore he had to
substantiate this accusation since the laws demanded such
action by an accuser. Koehler32 however explodes the idea
that Calvin was here acting as an ordinary citizen. It was
true that Calvin was no more than a preacher, but as such he
undertook the accusation and prosecution against Servetus.

Koehler concludes:

Calvin hat als einfacher Prediger - mehr war er
nichtdie Denunzierung Servets eingeleitet, den

291bid., p. 42. The quotation is from C. R., XIV, 590.

BOLUCk, 0D« 9_1_-}_0, Pe 239'

315&‘)‘6!1, 9_20 _C_Li_;_o’ p- 123f'

32W. Koehler, Reformation und Ketzerprozess (Tuebingen:
J. C' B. MOhI', 1901 ’_p. *
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Prozess lnszenlert und ueberwacht, sich der Unter-
stuetzung der schweizerischen Kirchen versichert,
und seine Autoritaet in die Wagschale geworfen, um
die Verurtellung durchzudruecken. Der mittelalter-
liche Ketzerprozess mit seinem Instanzengang ist
1=es§;i*§:;11e:pt 3 die Kirche inquiriert, die Obrigkeit
exekutiert,

David Schaff% too sees C':‘alvin the Churchman at work in the

trial of Servetus as the prosecutor. This was nothing unusual

as it had been customnry to place lists of offenders in Cal-.

vin's hands for scrufiny and judicial decision.

Cries have been raised against seeing any of Calvin's in-

fluence at all in the trial of Servetus. According to Haven

35

neither Calvin nor his associates in the ministry were present

when the two councils met to decide Servetus' fate. Here,

Haven says, was clearly a civil tribunal. Harlmess36 also holds

that Calvin had little to do with the trial except to take the

ponsibility for Servetus® death as unofficial.

But whether of-

i

j ' |

action that caused it. Therefore Harkness sees Calvin's res- |
|

|

fieilally or unofficially, Calvin was involved in Servetus'

demnation. And he was involved as a minister of the Church,
This, as

in fact, as the head pastor of the city of Geneva.

‘will be shown, demonstrates t

vin assigned to the State in the punishment of heretics.

331p1d.

3%avia S. Schaff,
Princeton Theological Review,

¢ Luther and John Calvin,
larti:v (october, 1917), 548.

35Haven, op. ¢it., P 125.

363&1““‘888, 220 9_:_-.&0) pp' 43.9‘

o some extent the role that Cal-

con=-
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1s interesting to recall that Luther was personally involved
in no heresy trial, and although he tried to use his influence
with Philip of Hesse in favor of the death penalty, Luther
did so with seditious heretics in mind.

As much as Calvin's course in Servetus' death hzs been
condemned by modern writers ,37 it was fully approved by the
best minds of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries.38 Even
the religious liberals who condemned Calvin so vehemently in
his own age were in no way tolerant in the modern sense.39
Servetus himself was "intolerant". He had approved the degth
penzlty for blasphemy that was similar to that of Ananias and
Sapi}hil"aeim In the course of his trial he had called Calvin
a heretic who should "'. . . be not merely condemmed but ex-
terminated.!"¥l TIn approving the death penalty for heretics
Calvin was building on a common theory of his age. In thinile

did not rise above his age as Luther did.

37°hi11p Schaff, op. cit., p. 686. In pp. 681-6 Schaff

glves a fine summary of 211 the Servetus Literature, origi-

nal and modern works.

381pig., p. 689.

3%castel1110-Bainton, op- cit itf-’ péegezéucgggeﬂig gggges
from David Joris who in his plea for
the Spaniard should not be harmed but at the most banished

from the city.
In his twenty-seventh

39 ff O« Clt.’ p' 90'
letter ggiéilvig!?n éhéﬂhe EotuZ::? of Chrizgiﬁtasiemggs
wrote of this blasphemy as s.1"
8implioiter dignum, et apud Deum et apud homine

!m » 01"' -
41Luc.k, _2. g&;, p’ 240. VIII’ 5 3
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Calvin also stood on common ground in assigning to the

State The task of carrying out this penalty. Lindsayka points

to the fact tThat the Council had legal right to act in an ec-
cleslastical matter since 1ts authority came from the old bis-
hopric. Titi.esi too the old heresy laws remalned on the books
in Geneva. They had been there since the days of Frederick
11."3  Harimess* mentions the fact that the Council ook
action against a critic of the Reformation during Calvin's ab-
sence in Strassburg. This certalnly would prove that religious
intolerance was not an attitude that came only with the person
of John Calvin. It could be mentioned here that Luther trod
on the same medieval heritage that made the State responsible

for the punishment of heretics. Luther's rise above his medi-

eval background was noted in Chapter III. Commenting on the

explatory monument to Servetus erected in Geneva which excused

Calvin for an error of his times, Preuss writes: “Aber ein

i
Reformator hat ueber den Irrtuemern seiner 7eit zu stehen.” 5

Calvin developed the views on the State and heretics

which he found when he came to Geneva. He incorporated the

idea that the State was responsible for the punishment of here-

2}eThomass M. Lindsay, A History of the Reformation (New
York: Scribners, 1922)' II, 30¢

43H&V3n, 22- cit', p" 123.

uh}mrlmess, op. ¢it.; p. 18.

LPSH.. Preuss, 'calvin und seine Geletzgeung:
Zeitschrift, LX (June, 1936), 323.

Kirchliche
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tics inlo his views on the relation of the State to the Church.
Or rather, his views on the relation of State and Church made
necessary the deduction that the State was responsible for the

suppression of heresy, :iaa.im:oz'xh6

clalms that Calvin's empha-
sis on the visible side of the Church made him resérd heresy

as a sin against Christian society. Thus any

W

Offences against the Church are offences against
the State; and vice versa, and deserve punlishment
by fines, imprisonment, exile, and 1f necessary;

by death. On this ground the execution of Servetus
and other heretics wag Justified by all who held
the same theory « o « 7

48 Calvin®s

Heresy in (enecva was a8 punishable as any crime.
thecry regarding the close cooperation between State and Church

wmd determined this. Philip Schaff writes:

Pagd

Calvin's plea for the right and duty of the Chris-
tian magistrate to punish heresy by death, stands
or falls with his theocratic the0£§ and the bind-
ing authority of the Nosaic code.

Just as Luther's insistence on the distinction between the -
two spheres kept him from ever approving of the State's pun-
ishing heresy as heresy, so Calvin's insistence on the cooper-
ation between State and Church led him to insist that the State
could punish heresy.

Like Luther, Caivin was very careful in his use of the

4'6Castellio—3ainton, op. eit., p. 70.
¥Tpni11p Schaff, op. elb.s p. 463.
48Preuss, ope elbes Po 322.

49pp111p Schaff, op. git., P. 792.




127

terms "heresy” and "heretic." Who was a heretic? Heresy,
according %o Calvin, was anything that contradicted Seripture.
But a heretic was not merely a false teacher. A heretic was
also gullty of a lapse from the truth. Therefore Jews and
Turks were not heretics in the strict sense., Even Roman Cath-
olics were not heretics since they still clung to the funda-
mentals., But false teachers like the Ansbaptists and Serve-
tus who had fzllen away from the truth were real heretics .0
In his Reply to Calvin, Castellio quotes the Genevan as fol-
lows: |

God does not command that the sword be used pro-

mlscuously against all; only upon apostates who

impiously alienate themselves from The true wor-

§§ig gnﬁ try tcgaeﬁhce others to a %1ke defection

iz just punishment %o be inflicted.
Thers was then a deelded difference in Luther's and Calvin's
use of the word "heretic.' Luther had emphasized that a here-
tic denled a fundamental doctrine of the Christian religion,
or at least one that was commonly accepted, such as infant
baptism. Calvin, on the other hand, emphasized that a heretic
wags a lapsed false teacher.

But Calvin did not want every heretic put to death. Only

the most serious error merited death. According to Calvin

there were three grades of error. Ome could be pardoned with

only a reprimand. Another could be mildly punished. A third

2Oxarimess; ope. cit.s; Pe 108f .
5lgastellio-Bainton, op. gib., Pe

282.
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had to be punished with death., A slight superstition could
be corrected with patience, but when religion ﬁas shaken to
the foundations (as in the case of Servetus), then death was
the only alternative .2® Bainton53 too does not believe that
Calvin was a bloodthirsty fanatic. Rather the Reformer dis-
tinguished between essentials and non-essentials. Fundamental
articles for Calvin were the Trinity, the deity of Christ,
and salvation by failth. Error could be condoned if it did not
touch these primary points, Bubt Genevan history does not bear
this out.o% Hausherp-2 says that Calvin included predestina-
Cion and the canonicity of Seripture under fundamental articles.
Brrors in such fundamental articles brought about banishment,
but a denial of the Trinity, the Zoundation of Ghristianity,
had to be punished with death. Calvin, then, did not demand
the death penalty for every heretic. Far from it. A heretic
first of all was a lapsed Christian who was spreading false
doctrine. Such a person, if he obstinately denled a doctrine

undermining the foundation of Christian faith, should be exe-

In his Refutatio Errorum

S2Har 7 ety Py A T0N
Harkness, oOp. ¢it., P SoxTorum,

Michaelis Serveti, C.R., VIII, 477 and 498, Calvin
pains to show that Servetus was stubborn. :

53gaatellio-Bainton, op. oib., ps 75. Bainton refers to
the QOpera, VIII, 477. ‘
Shsger illet were banished for false
Men like Bolsec and Tro
views aon predestination, and Castellio was banished for blas-
pheming certain canonical books of the Bible.
‘ k1]
55gans Hausherr, "Der Staat in Calvins Gedankenwelt,
Vereim fuer Reformation Geschichte, CXXXVI (1923), 19.
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cuted. Bainton56 Sees in Calvin's distinction between funda-
mentals and adlaphora a parallel to all reformers. Even
Castellio drew the line somewhere. "'Had Servetus declared
that God was a devil, that would have been real blasphemy
and I should have rejoiced im his death,’"?T It is rather in-
teresting that although Calvin defended the death penalty for
blasphemy among the Jews, he did not recommend it for his own
age.o® In this Calvin parallels Luther, who had advised ban-
ishment as the punishment for blasphemous heretics. Evident-~
ly, then, in demanding the death penalty for Servetus, Calvin
believed that Servetus was gullty of even a worse crime than
blazphemy.

Because of these views on heresy and its punishment, Cal-
vin never held that the Papists should be put %o death. It
is true that he wrote concerning idolaters "'. . . 1f an
idolater is found in the midst of the people, whether man or
woman, that ought to be a mortal and capital erims.'"sg. He

had called the Catholics idolaters, and yet he never advised
the death penalty for any Catholic. In his eyes apostasy was

565&1nton, "Phe Development and Consistency of Luther's
Attitude to Religious Liberty,” op. ¢it., p. 141,

57T1pigq. The quotation is from Castellio's Contra Libel-
lum Calvini, p. 18if.

58Harknass, OP.
Calvin's Sermon on D

59Harknesa OD. Cib.s Pe 9o
in the C.R., xxw'nf §33F.

¢it., p. 102, where Harlmess refers to
euteronomy 22: 25-30, C.R.» XXVIII, 57.

The quotation 1s found
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worse than popery.f0 Harimess6l explains this tendency among
Protestants to be more severe toward Protestant heretics than
toward anyone else. One reason was that the Calvinistic con-
Sclence was sterner toward those within the fold than toward
those without. Another reason, at least in Calvin's case,
was that he had 1ittle contact with any Catholics, Jews, or
Turks.

Calvin was convinced that the State could exact the su-
preme penalty in the case of certain obstinate heretics, but
he was opposed to any unnecessary cruelty. That he protested
the type of death decreed for Servetus is well known. That
was consistent with what he had written Farel before the
trial: "f. . . I desire cruelty of punishment withheld,'"6?
Haugherr®3 glves as the gist of Calvin's attitude toward per-~
secution: Do not let the Catholics shame you, but do not be
as fierce as they. David Schafr64 reports that torture was
applied in Geneva with Calvin's consent; but that he complained

50 arimess, op. eib.s p« 97

6lrp14., p. 109.
623p14., p. 42. The quotation is from the C.R., XIV, 590.

"fQuum tam acres gint et

63 cit L d L 1 o
animosiﬂgggggggito 'eﬁrﬁhﬁrgm vfhdicea papistae, ut atrociter
saeviant ad fundendum innoxium sanguinem, pudeat Christianos

macistratus in tuenda certa veritate nihil prorsus habere
an%mi. Fateor equidem nihil minus esse consentaneum, quam ut'
furiosam eorum intemperiem imitemur.'" These words of Calvin's

are found in the C.Ra.; XIv, 615.
G%David Sehaff, op. ¢it., P» 547.
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of 1ts severity. Thus Calvin showed some of the same scruples
that Luther did when he reluctantly gave his approval to the
death penalty for the Anabaptists. However, Luther had
scruples in approving the death penalty. Calvin's lay only
t;e manner of the execution.

In punishing heretlics the State was carrying out its duty
of working, in cooperation with the Church, for the greater
glory of God. In his dispute with Castellio after Servetus®
exscutlion Calvin had sald that the magistrate would be more
guillty if he neglected to check a violation of piety than a
private citizen would be if he would permit his home to be
poliuted by sacrilege. According to Calvin the magistrate
could use The sword o coerce perfidious apostates just as Je-
gus drove the money changers out of the Te:nple.G5 Calvin had :
called the elect "' . . . vindicators of God against the im- :
1ous.'"%% o negléct punishing heretics would then be shirke

ing the duties of the elect. That is also what Calvin wrote

N%)

to Protector Somerset of England:

There are two kinds of rebels who have risen
against the King and the Estates of the Kingdom.
The one is a fanatical sort of people; who, under
color of the Gospel, would put everything into
confusion. The others are persons who persist in
the superstitions of the Roman Antichrist. Both
alike deserve to be repressed by the sword which

or

65¢astel1io-Bainton, op: €it.s Do 272.

66 tation is fr
Harkness, op. cit.; p. 111l. The quota : om
Calvin's First éf;ggpf on'Deuteronony 13:12 found in the

C.R., VIII, 362, ;
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1s commitbed to you, since they attack not only
the king but strive with dod .. 61~ "o¢ ©

Hermelink®® hoids that Calvin by these views shows that he is
in a class with Zwingli and Melanchthon, These three reform-
ers; Hermslink argues, proceeded from the Renalssance concept
of the State. To that they added huhaniaﬁic conceptions of
the power of the State to regulate worship and a theocratic
ideal derived from the 0ld Testament. Accordingly, all three
went farther than Luther did in the role they assigned to the
State in the punishment of heretics,

Calvin stated none of the limitatlions such as Luther had
made when he held that blasphemy or sedition were The crimes
of heretics which the State could punish as State. Bainton69
holds that Calvin brought persecution to a head, pégigning
where Luther had left off. According to Bainton. Calvin used
no euphemisms as Luther did when that reformer pretended that
persecubion was no restraint of comnscience. Calvin

. « » did not pretend that heresy is punishable

only when associated with blasphemy and sedition

» o o Calvin ealled a spade a spade, and devoted

a long section of his apology to demgystrating that
Christian judges may punish hereties.

GTHarkness, op. ¢it., p. 96

68gsinrich Hermelink, "Der Toleranzgedanke im Reforma-
ticnszeitalter,” varein'fﬁer Reformation Geschichte, XCVIII

(1908), 56,

690&81:91110"3&1111;0“3 220 cito’ po -68-

70gp14., p. 69. Bainton refers to Calvini Opera, VIII,
zl'61“‘810
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For Calvin the State acted as State in punishing heretics.

The State had to punish heretics for very good reasons;
Calvin held. For heresy was the worst of all crimes. "'What-
ever crimes can be thought of do not come up to this; that is,
when God himself is involved in such dishonor as to be made
an asbettor of falsehood.’“71 Heresy was an insidious disease
more dangerous than Jew or Turk. And because heretlcs brought
souls to ruin, in Calvin'’s eyes they were worse than murder-
ers;72 Then, too, Calvin belleved that heresy would bring
1oose morals. In connection with the Anabaptists, the Liber-
tines, and even in connection with Servetus, attempts were
made ﬁo iink these heretics with moral laxity.73 A heretic
was such a criminal that Calvin could write against Castellios:
“"tanyone who objects to the ﬁunishment of heretics and blas-
phemers subjects himself knowingly and willingly to Ehe o
] "7‘*

condemnation of blasphemy.
But an even greater reason why the State had to punish

p. 107. The quotation is from

Tl mensopsuo Lo:
Barkness, B Sl ¢ Brian 13:3, found in C.R., XLIV

Calvin's Commentary on Zec
348,

TEEarknessi op. eit.s p. 1ll,; where the author refers to
5o

C. R., XXVII, 2

T3Haruness, op. cib.s Po 111. _
¢ he Libertines in his Co la
gg?i%ﬁsa gfngf,tV1I, 153-248zcand against the Anabaptists in

his Lontre .ies Anabagtiates

is from Cal-
4 88, ops cib.s De 112. The quotation i
vin's Rgggggio's'r‘%o?m_ﬂiehaeug Serveti found in the C. R.,

VIII, 476.
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' is quoted in Castellio's anonymous
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heresy lay in the fact that God's -honor was involved. Bainton!”
says that Calvin's reasons for the persecution of heretics
were famlliar; but they were all subordinated to oﬁe chief
reason -~ the vindication of God's honor. This rather than the
care of souls (as in Luther) was the big argument for the
State's use of the death penalty against heretics. When Zur-
kinden, a magistrate of Bern, had sounded out Calvin as to
whether Castellio; Servetus! defender, would be acceptable in
Lausanne, Zurkinden had described the cbntroversy vetween Cal-
vin and Castellio as "squabbles”. In righteous indignation
Calvin replied: "'This word does not so much hurt me as it
viclates the sacred name of God and vilifies all truth and re-
ligion,’"Ts But Calvin does also appeal to the harm heresy
does to souls and the distortion it brings to true doctrine as
reasons why the State should punish heretics. In the contro-
versy with Castellio over the death penalty for heretics that
was stirred up by the death of Servetus, Calvin had asked these

questions:

What preposterous humanity is it, I ask you, %o
cover with silence the crime of one man and pro--77
stitute a thousand souls to the snares of Satan?

?5CastellioéBainton, op. ¢it., p. 71l. Bainton refers to

the QOpera, XXVII, 244f.; s 347-
760aste111043a1nton, op. Cit.s, po T7. The guotation is

from the Opera, XVII, 465-07.
p. 266, Calvin's gquestion

77 = & it -
Castellio-Balnton, op S enly to Calvin's Book

which he Endeavors to Show that Heretics Should be coerced by

the Right of the sword.
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hs tras Gisron be diserianny Tl

gigsiifsggpégsg? 8§octr1ne of plety is uncertain

The 0ld Testament provided Calvin with many examples of
ruthlessness in stamping out the enemies of God.79 Rarknessao
sees Calvin's coolly reasoned arguments for persecution as
stemming from his emphasis on the sovereignty of God, man's
corresponding littleness, and a literalistic Biblibal inter-
pretation that had produced & Hebraic system of ethics. Look-
ing upon 01d Testament examples of the slaughter of God's ene-
mies as an obligation to do the same, calvih's whole life,
Harkness affirms, was more tinted with the spirit of Moses than
the spirit of Christ. In interpreting the Sermon on the Mount
with its injunctions not to resist evil, Baintou81 holds that
Calvin d4id not relegate these teachings of Jesus to private
ethics as Luther did. For Calvin everyone can resist evil al-
though with weapons appropriate to his calling. A person can
even kill if he does it with the right intention. Hon-resis-
tance, Calvin held, 18 inward. Bainton believes That this rea-

soning of Calvin's is a result of interpreting the New Testa-
R = I e e e T

781bid., P 267. Castelilo quotes these questions of Cal-

vin's from his Defense of the Orthodox faith concernifg the
Holﬁ Trinity, against the manifold errors of paniard

Michael Servetus.

79Harkness,‘gg. ¢it., p. 109.

801p14., p. 113.
SlcastelliO'BamtOn, Ops Qit-’ Pe 72.
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ment by the Old. In Luther's case the procedure was certain-

g et e

ly reversed,

Calvin's reasons why the State should punish heretics
were entirely consistent with his views on the State and the
relabtlon of the State and the Church. The State's task was
%o carry out the Will of God in this world. This it did also
by assisting the Church in the outward performance of its du-
ties, Harknessae develops Calvin's consistency as follows:
Man's %ask 1s o glorify God. There is a clear revelation of
truth in the Scriptures. The Holy Spirit has enlightened the
mind of the elect to understand the Bible. If Calvin is among
the enlightened elect, then the Institutes is divine truth,
Then also the elect must enforce the purity of this faith by
any disciplinary'means whatever. What better means to do this
than the one God Himself has ordained - the State. No matter
what the price, God's honor must not be sacrificed. Calvin
wrotes

We ought to trample under foot every affection of

nature when it is a guestion of his (God's) honor.

The father should not spare his son, the brother

the brother, nor the husband his own wife. If he

hag some friend who 1s as dear §° him as his own
1ife, let him be put to death.S

The role Calvin assigned to the State 1is suspiciously
like that of the Middle Ages. The Church was not %o punish

82yariness, op. ¢it.; p. 83.

831p1g . auotation is from the Sermon on
'Ibid., p. 107. The quo on is fr
Deuteronony 13:6-11 found in the C.R.; XXVII, 251.
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heresy. But since the State had the power of coercion, it
should cooperate with the Church by ridding the world of dan-
gerous heretics. Hyma writes:

Calvin adopted the Catholic standpoint as far as

the power of the civil ruler was concerned, allow-

peace in oase reLigtaus Ciisesaiet eest AT
Tet Calvin never called the State the Church's secular arm.
He 8¢ill held to the conviction that the two realms were and
should be distinct. But he was clearly much closer to the |
position of the Middle Ages than was Luther. In his interpre-
tatlon of the Parable of the Tares Calvin at first interpreted
the Tares as heretics, and not as moral delingquents. Later
hie reversed himself, permitting the parable to give tacit con-
sent to the use of compulsion in the case of heretics. Calvin
wrote as follows: "'Christ did not command that all rigor
should cease, but merely that those evils should be endured
which cannot be corrected without danger.'"™5 Bainton then
asks: "Is not this the position of Agquinas and the lngquisi-
tors?“85 The same aubhor makes this strong assertion: "If =

Calvin ever wrote anything in favor of religious liberty, it

Su}m, Op. 9_1._1_;_-;- Pe 151.

85Roland H. Bainton, "The Parable of the Tares as the
Prooftext for Religlous Liberty to the End of the 16. Ge:E
tury,” Church History, I (June, 1932), 78. Quoted from the
Opera, VIIL, W.»—'l’

BGBainton, nphe Parable of the Tares,” op. git., p. 78.

e i
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was a typographical eprrop."S( But although 1t is true that
Calvin did adopt a modified version of the medieval positicn
on the State and heretics, i1t cannot be denied that this was
a common falling of his day. Luck's statement is probably
true.

AT The time of the great awakening of the sixteenth

cenvury, the Roman Catholic theory that it is Justi-

fiable To kill the body to save the soul, or to exe~

cute a heretic to preserve peace and opger in the

Church, was generally accepted by all.

Luther and Calvin differed considerably on the role they
zave to the State in the punishment of heretics. As KoehlerS?
points oubt, Luther always kept in mind the tension between
the freedom of faith and any compulsion to faith. For that
reason Luther denied that the State could compél in matters
of faith, although it may regulate the outward expression of
error. Luther gave approval to the death penalty only in the
case of seditious heretics. Blasphemous heretics too could
be punished, but banishment was the punishment he recommbnﬁed.
In both cases the State punished as State because 1t was oper-

ating in its own sphere. And while the State in punishing

870aste1110esainton, op. ¢it., p. T4. Yet Castelllo in-

cluded two passages from Calvin in his plea for religious 1i-
verty (pp. 202-3), but these are rather irrelevant. In one

Ca. € t to go to war without consulting God. In
e other be ot 8 %he use of too much rigor in excommuni-

the other he protest : .
cation and crgticizes the coercion of the Jews and Turks.

881luck, _02-6 citcg pa 237"
ngoehler, op. ¢it.. P. 40.
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such heretics was helping the Church, it was doing so only
indirectly. But, Koehler Bays, thls problem of a free faith
as opposed to punishment by the State for heresy remained com-
pletely foreign to Calvin's thinking. For Calvin it was self-
evident that the State should punish heresy - with death if
such heresy struck at the fundamentals. That was the State's
duty, in its own right and certainly imn its duty to help the
Ghurph. @God'’s honor demanded that the State punish heretics.
But 1t must be added that Luther had a somewhat easier time
in this problem than Calvin or Melanchthon. As Hausherr puts
it,

Dle Parocle Luthers: 'die widderteufer nur gekopft,

den sie sind aufruhrisch,! war gegen die Antitrini-

tarier und die Leugner der Prggdeatinationslehre

nicht so leicht zu verwenden.
It was the following generation that had made the fatal step
%o ask the State to punish heretics for the sake of thelr false
teaching alone. What Luther would have done had he lived ten
years longer, whether he too with Melanchthon would have ap~
proved Calvin's action in Servetus® death, is only a matter
for conjecture. |

Luther and Calvin were both men of their age. They were

both children of the Middle Ages, and tc some extent borrowed
from the Middle Ages in their theories and practice on the

State and heretics. What Philip Schaff has written about Cal-

%susherr, op. git., p. 18f.
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vin could also be applied to Luther.

(Calvin) . . . must be judged by the standard of
his.own age, and not of our age. The most cruel

of those laws - against witcheraft, heresy, and
blasphemy - were inherited from the Catholic Middle
Ages, and continued in force in all countries of
Europe, (49%4) Protestant as well as Roman Catholic,
down to the end of the sSXenteenth century. Toler-
ance is a modern virtue. )

Just how far tolerance is a virtue is another question. This
paper has tried to present the views of Luther and Calvin on
the State and heretics; seen against the background of the
Middle Ages and against their own views on the State and its
relationship to the Church. If there was any lack, especial-
iy in the comparisons drawn between these two great reformers
of the sixteenth century, the author can only plead hls cause

in the words of Cotton Mather:

The author hath done as well and as much as he could,
that whatever was worthy of a mention might have it

. o » and now he hath done, he hath not pull‘'d the
Ladder after him; others m@g go on as they please
with complealer Composure.

Roland H. Bainton,

9lpniiip Schaff, op. cit.s p. 493.
"The Struggle for neiiﬁous"ﬂiberty,g Church History, X
{June, 13% is an overview of the theories and

2 ~13%
1)s Pps Sactle jon and toleration in the four hun-

factors affecting persecut
dred years since the Reformation. It gives a good picture
of how modern views on toleration developed.

92 . eit., p. 259. This quotation is from
g o’Dgcennium Luctuosum, found in

Cotton Mather, Preface © .
Original Narrz;tives of Early American History, XIv, 182.
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