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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.
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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%.

R
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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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4o
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.




