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stresses that Luther invited the prince to act as a Christlan
brother ovt of love; and he zoes on %o explain:

The momentum of the political aecendancy of the princes

had carried them into the saddle even before Luther's

raforminz actlvities beman, Luther claorified the dils-~

tinction necessary between the chureh 2nd state snd wlshed

always to make this distinction effective in practic

That he falled was larmely bsyond hls control. . . . 7
Luther's principle 1s still Aimportant in America Ltoday: neil-
ther the church nor the state shall domlnate the other, Such
douination confuses law and =moepel, tyrannizee conaclence,
and 1s an attempt to enforce that which only the Holy Spirils
ean enforee, "Church and state muet be in conetant tension,

nelther subduing the othep,"48

Sanzer of State Deifleation

Fron the viewpoint of the chureh there is a dangerous
tendency in America today. This tendency is for the state to
begome deified, to become the center of faith and power for
people instead of God'e beins that center. EHoward Hongz quotes
a critical estimate of the sltuation made by Will Durant:
"Render unto Caesar the thinzgs tkhat are Casear's, and to Caeear
the thinze that ars 3ud'e."49 Durant's paraphrase of Eeripture

hinted that the natlonel state 1s tendinzg to become the god

4TLewis %. Spitz [Jr.), "Luther's Eccleelolozy and Eis
Concept of the Prince as Lotbisehof,' Church Eistory, XXII
(June, 1953), 134.

4Bxyee, op. elt., p. 62,

49Honz, op. oit., D. 85.
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of the masses and lay more and more cleimu upon the alleglance
of each individual,.?® Paépla bezin to“think that the Amerilcan
way of 1life and democracy are the bost'expraseian of the will
of Jod, and they tend to ascribe to these institutions & cer-
taln holiness. Being patriotic becomes.alxost the same as
belnz relislous in the minds of many, who do not realize that
the mospel ean be betraysd for the sake of patriotism. Thus
the tendency of the state to become deifled 1s auzmented.

The danzer within the church is that 1t tends to surren-

dexr someé allemlance to the stmte whiech properly belonze to

#od, 3, Zlson Fuff explains the wmanner in whichk this happene.sl

dan strummles to be autonomous, to revolt azainst God, to re-
nove nies worldly ai'fairs from God'se authority. This deesire
to keep God in the churches and put of worldly affalrs 1s secu-
larism. It talnts even the Christians. Sut the sscularists
nleo realize that people cannot live in any realm without a
zo0d and a faith of some surﬁ. Uemocracy is propossd as that
falthk vwhich should govern all the worldly affairs of the oltl-
zene =- including Christisns. The state and democracy become
divine. It would seew that the church surrenders God's divin-
ity to the state to the extent that 1t succuxmbs to secularism.
ihen the church allies itself with the world, it turns both

the world and itself over to Caesar.

501bid., p. 86.
slﬂuff, D_D_o _a_ung pp- 84-86.
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Iow potent 1s ths rellz=ious appeal of the state else-
vhera in a secularized world 1s evidsnt in the eese with
vhieh huge portlons of the Christisn citizenry le cap-
tured by prevalling national sentlment, with relizion
and patriotism merzing in the prnéess.é

"It ie ac important that the state strusmzle azainst its own

aspirations

or

o power as 1t is that 1t etruzzle in behalf of
order agalnet chaos.”>”

It ie not lmplied that Americs 1s becoaming totallitarian.
The ohurch, however, cannot afford to takke 8 neutral attltude
toward the tendency of the deificatlon of the state. The im-

partanee of this c2an be seen when one observes the claim of

modern totalitarianlem in sother countriee on the soule of wmen.

52Honz, ope. git., p. 87

33carlson, pp. oit., p. 40.
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CHAPTER 1IIX

THE CONTROVLERSIAL WALL C

".J

bveparation of Church and Ctate

The separation of church snd state 1ls menerslly cgonsidered
to be onc of those =zreat realities that constitute the strong
Ameriocan tradition of freedom. The religious fresdom 1n the
United Stntes today 1is ample testimony to the valus of the
separation of church and state. Neverthelsse, there seems to
be eome confuslion 28 to what ls meant by separation. 18 1%
an absolute sepsration with an impenstrable wall beiwsen the.
two realme? If not, what 1s the naturzs of tﬁe geparation?
This chapter will endeavor to answer thess ouestions.

it must be meintained that the churech.and the state are
by their very nature diestinct and separate instituviions., 1If
the chursh 18 the amenecy of the mospsl and the stats is an
agzency of Jod's law, then the distinction bstween church and
etate is based on the distinetlon between law and gospel.
Ernest B. Kosnker quotes Luther as saying, “For this rsason
thess two kinzdoms must be sharply distingulshed, and both
muet be permitted to remsin.”l There have been persistent

efforts to amalgamate the two realms, but they are and must

1Ernast B. Koenker, "The Two Healms and the 'Separation
of Church and State' in American Society,” Concordis Theoloz-
ical Monthly, XXViI (January, 1956), 3.
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resain ﬂlatinct.e To zliminate the distinction between church
and state would lead to confusion and would weaken the purpose
and functlon of both,

=20 1t happoene thet the churech objecte when steps are
taken which iznore this separation. 4 famlllar sxanple of
this is the furor that resuvlted when the IFreslident of the Unit="
e@ Yitatco atteupted on ssveral occepions to sppoint an Anbag-
sador to the Vatican. "To American Protestants the recognition
of 2 chureh as A participant in international dliplomacy is =a
denial of the principle of separation of church and etate,">
Zecaune of this principls Lutherans vere nearly unanimous in
opooeins the appointment of the ambassador to the Vatlocan.

Throuzh the years the American government has conformed
aguite concsclentiously to the First Amendment of the Consti-
tution, which suarantsee the free exercise of religilon in the
United ﬁtatea.4 There have been some problema, howaver, with
those secte whose morsl codes and beliefs conflict sharply
with the standarde of the majority of Christiana, For example,
the lMormons have taumht and practiced polyszamy; Jewe and Sev=-
enth~day Adventiste have opposed oblimatory closing of business

on Sunday; consclenticus obj)ectors have refused to serve in

the military. In such cases the government has tried to

ibld.
36 Elson Ruff, The Dilsnaa § Chursh and State (FPhila-
delphia: Muhlenberg Presa. c.1S P. 25.

41b1d4., p. T1.
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protect the intereesis of the mnj:rlty.s Religious liberty

doee not zive one the "right to indulse in practices that

would be against public morals or the public welfare,”

slete J. A, Bell.6

in-

it can be snlid, then, that the Ausrican state has re-

spected the princlple of the separation of church and etate.
o Abesolute tall of Eeparation

Yioet Lutherans feel that this separation must not, how-
gever, be an abeslute wall of separation in an inflexibly ricsid
sense, "Separation of church and state in America does not
have the ‘absolute’ connotation that has sometimes been ettri-
buted to 1t," althoumb it 1s indeed a "separation of the
external eccleslaetical organization frou the guvernment."7
The Bill of Riguts promises that the United States sovernient
will not estsblish a religion or prohibit the frec exerclse
of any religion., 2ut 1t doee not in so0 many words prescribe
or prohiblt eeparstion of church and state in an abeolute
sense.® "Rather it studiously defines the manner, the spsclfie

ways in wﬁich there shall be no concert or unlon or dependency

51bid., DP. T2.

6[3. A. Dell]), "Limited Freedom," The Lutheran Gutlook,
AVII (dMay, 1952), 133.

Tdeorge W. Forell, Herman A, Preus, and Jaroslav J.
Pelikan, "Toward a Lutkeran View of Church and State," The

Lutheran Quarterly, V (August, 1$53), 282.
81pig.
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on&e sn the other," accordinz to the United Stotes Lupreums
Uuurt.g llor d1d Jeeus necessarily indiceate an a2bsolute mepo-
ration when He said, "Render therefsore unto Cassar the thinzs
which are Cassar’s; and unto 3od the thinzs that are God's."20
"The passaze doss imply the cxietsnce of two separate realus
but 1t has often been forced to carry more meaning than it
did on the lipe of Jeevs."!! These arc the oonvictions of
many Lutherans in Amerioca,

Ihere is @ wide continuum of opinion amonz Lutherans can-
cernins the exact nature of the separation of church and state.
On the one hand, the nscessaity of keepinz the two realms
rather strlctly separate is emphasized, as 1t was polnted out
at the beginning of this chapter. It is held that the strict
separation of church and state le clearly taumzht in the Scrip=-
tures.12 On the othsr hand, too strict a separation 1ls feared.

There 12 only one danger -- that we extend this prin-

eiple beyond what both Sceriptures and the Confessions

gay, that we condeun as “mixing Church and State" all

contacts, every relatlion-between the Churerr and civil

government, all co-operation between the two, by as-

suming an absolute separation of Churckh and Stete --
which is tausht nelther in the New Testament, nor in the

g“aecant Developmente in Church-Stnte Reletions in Edu-
cation,”" DProceedinze of the Forty-Second Rezular Convention
of The Luthernn Church--iissourl Synod (Saint Louls: Con-
cordla Publishing House, 1953), p. 329.

10:att. 22:21.
11y, b, Mattson, Christisn Social Consclousness (Roolk
) s 25.

Island: Augustana Book Conesrn, ¢.1853), P

124ghurch and State," Lutheran Cyclopedia, edited by
Erwin L, Luecker (Saint Louis: Concordia Publishing House,

G-lg'-:)‘l') » Do 231.
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Lutheran Zonfeesisns, nor, we muig add, in the funda-
mantal law of the United Ctates,

A. @, Huezli mentione that also "the legal nature of the sep-
aration implicd 1s only slowly emerzinzg in Supreme Court de-

eietons." 4% 1

then there 1s n wall of separation, fthers 1s
a differénee of opinion as to what the wall zeparates,

weveral considerations skould be kept in wind. God 1s
Lord of both church and stats. 'Both-are ordained of God and
ars therefore in ikle pervice carrying out His divine 1-:111.15
Both arse under one divine authority and are eubjsct ultimately
to %od alone. Christlans live in both kinzgdoms., Thuse, a&l=
thoush the twe reslus are (3 be separate, these considerations

cam Yo limit the degree of that separation.

It is significant that the totalltarian state has shown
favor tn Christian zroups which practlice and z2dvocate complete
separatisn of church and state. This was tfue of liazl Germany
and 1le partly true in Russia today. &. Eleon Huff goes so
far ne to say, "The common American saying, 'Heep the church
sut of palities,' is akin to the Communist command to Chris-

uwl6

tlan churches under tuneir control, A complete isclation

of the church from the state enablss ths latter to procesd

13ppesaore 3raebner, "The Separation of Church and
State,” The Lutheran hHitness, LiVII (June 15, 1948), 191.

145 @, Huezli, "Cur Church in the Ares of Politlcal
Activity," ZThe Lutheran Sgholar, XII {COctober, 1855), 420,

153, #. Bruce, "Luther and Church Government," Ihe

Lutheran Juartcrly, V (November, 1653), 377.

16zure, op. glb., D. 43.




23
without havinz to face the authority of Jod's law. "There
are two realms and church and state have separate functions

but these realms ars not »arallel lines which never maet."17
The Military Chaplainey

The prinelple of the separation of church and state has
caused some controversy ln the Lvangelical Lutheran Synodical
Conference of lorth Amaerica, particularly with refersnce to
the wllitary chaplainey queetion., The Lutheran Church--kis-
sourl Synod, as well as mwost other Lutheran bodles, spproves
of havinmz Lutheran cheplaine serve in state institutions and
the military services, as long s8 the state leaves the chap-
lain free to serve his church in promotins the spiritual
zrovwth of those with whom he is charg;ed.18 The Evangellcal
Lutheran Joint Synod of Wleconsin and Cther States, on the
other hand, feels that Lutheran chaplalne servinz in the mlii-
tary services 1 @ mixing of the functiosns of church and
state.>? kdward ¢, Fredrich of the Wisconein Synod says:

Can one ineist that "the movernment doee not make it the

duty of the chaplain to preach the Word" when the Manual

requires that opportunities for the public worship of

God be provided (ef. Manusl, p. 1), that explanation for

avcry omisslon of a Sunday service be made (ef. Hanual,

p. 4)% How valid is the statement that the government
doee not pay the chaplesin "for doinz what we call church

17Rattson, op. cit., DP. 257.

18gar1 8. Heyer, "Religion in the Public Schools," Con-
Theolomical kHonthly, XXVIII (February, 1957) 107.

19%7he Chaplaincy Question," a tract issued by the Con-
ference-of Presidents, The Lvanzelical Lutheran Joint Synod
of Wisconsin and Other S5tates, 1954, p. 2.
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work" when the Manual has definite stipulations regard-
ins coumunlon, baptisms, funsrals? . . . The conelualon
is inescapable thnt, no matter what distinction we might
wish exleted, when the movernwent commissions chaplains,
it 1is 1nvnﬂ1nv the field of the Church and vic lating the
princlple of separatisn of Chureh and State. . . . The
povernment makes the chaplsin "the relizious znd spirit-
uq1 lendor of the military comumunity" (ianual, p. 8},
"morally oclivatea tn provide for the relisious neads of
the entire command" {(Manual, pe 2)e . » « The zovern-
ment 1e establishinz a relationshlp kbetween chaplain and
men which lies in the relizious fileld,

The writsr was quotinz the Department of the Army Field Ken-

ual, F ¥ 16-5, The Chsplain, Januvary 1952,
Speaking in beshalf of The Lutheran Churech--iiissouri

vynod, Haprtin Scharlemann writes:
It hmae been sald that the military chaplaincy as an in-
stitution violates the principle of separatlon between
church and state. 7To say thils is to miarenreasgt the
principle as 1t has bsen practiced in America.2

The zame writer quctes the Alr Force manunl called The

Fores Chaplain as followe:
ko chaplain le required to conduct any service or rite
centrary to the regulations of his denouination. Nore-
oveér, no chaplaein 1s required to officiate jointly in a
relismioue service with a 5hnp1a1n or civilian clergyman
of another denomination,

The writer zoes on to contend that the governzént cechaplainey

manuals protect millitary chaplalne from the necessity of mixing

20:3ward C. fredrich, "The Military Chaeplaincy and Scout-
ing," Proceedinss of the Fortv-Third Cugvegg;onngg the d;a -t
zelienl lLutheran Synodical Conference of North Americs ain
iouie: Concordla Publishinz House, 1955), pp. 62-53.

alnartin H, ucharlemann, “The Boy Scouts of Amerlcs and

the Kilitary Chaplainey," Proceedinzs of the Fortv-Third Con-
vent;on of the Evanzelileal Luthsran Synodical Conference of
uoggg America (Saint Loule: Ooncordis Publishing House, 1955),

p. 86,
“221h14.
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chureh and state., lie feels that the wllitary chaplainey
affords the church unllmlted opportunities for bringing the
Gospel (o thooe who nesed it despsrately,

Uslvin &, Reacel, a mllltery chaplain of The Lutheran
Church--ilssourl Synod, lists four charges that the YWisconsin
Synod has made with referencs to the military chaplainey:

That the wilitary chaplalnoy is ann institutlion of the

Governuent and not of the Chureh. That reliziocus ser-

vieces iIn the wilitary chaplainecy ars ts bs carrlied out

under Zovernment direction., That relizious prozrans
and services 1n the milltary chaplainey are obviously

Christlsess in charscter. That the Government aime to

take advaagnqe of spiritual valuee for nonspiritual

purpogses .=~
Chaplain tHessel i1es of the opinion that the frllacy of these
charges lies In the failure to separate movernoertal avthor-

2% e points out that the

1ty from ecoleslaetical authority.
chaplain 12 subject to the sovernment only in an adminlstra-
tive way. Iile believes the movernment has made every proviesion
to avoid "trespaesing upsn the scclesiastiecal riela."25
Phis-difrerenee of apinicn concerninz the military chap-
leincy and the principle of the sgparatisn of church and state
etill prevalls. amonz the adherents of these two Lutheran bodles

in Amerieca.

2%)elvin k. HRessel, "The Chureh's Cpportunitiss in the
#ilitary Chaplaincy," The Lutheran Chaplain, XVI (June, 1955}, 4.

243pid., p. 9.
251b14.
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Janser of Seculariem

lioet Lutherans fear that an absoluts wall of separation

vwould lead to sacularism.26

ecularisn is conslderinz truth
and life as 1f Fod did not sxiest, as il pesople ere sglf-suffi-
clent and can live in a world wilthout Cod. When such a situ-
atlon ocbtalne, the state and the cltizena usurp the whole
avttority over life, and the church becomes irrelsvant. Abso-
lute separation of church and state takes too much of 1life
away from 3od and surrenders it to the powsrs of darktness; "it
denles the function of the Chrlstian conmunity %o be the salt
of the earth and the light shining in darknezs."27 Ruff had
this to say of early American deists who believed that a man's
rizhts a8 a eltlzen have no relatlion to his falth in Zod:

I'he churchee mlzh% be separated from the state, 1t was

zenerally asreed. They could live as privats socletles

within ths nation. But to say that the Zod revealsd o

Jewe and Chrlestians kas no authority over the state,

that his law haes no relevance for the natlon's laws,

wae n frank declarstion of secularism. For Juoristians

to revere 2od'e law in thelr personal lives but not seek

to ensct 1t in thelr public affairs would make Christi-

anity inconsequential and mglke every sincere Christian

an incurable schizophreniec.

tecularism -~ barring Sod from a large share of human

1ifg -= tends %o reeult in the =zuvbordlnation of the chureh o

20ruff, op. gite., P. 68.

27Far311, Preus, and Pelikan, "Toward a Lutheran View
of Church and Stnte,” op. cit., V (Ausust, 1953), 285.

Eaﬂurf, op. c,i-_g.o’ Da 68,
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Sometimes those who rishtfully objcct to the

y*]

the stnte, g

use of politicel machinary by HRoman Catholiclsm overlook the
very serious danmer of.pazxzan seculariss, Srotestants and
Other Americans United for the Separaticn of Church and State,
for example, do reeist the Roman danzer. 2ut come believe
that thle zroup mose to the secularlist extreme of ruling ocut
relizion from hkaving any place in mevernment and edueatlon.3°
The secularist threat, hidden in the heart of man, must be
rcelsted,

Absolute separation of chtivrch and stste mizht abet sscu-
larisa by encouraging a double standard of worality. Thle
happened in Germany when Biesmarck and others

separated their relimgious activitles very neatly from

thelir notivities as benarere of politloal power., “Abso-

lute separation of church and state" sanctioned a-double
moral standard and the Christisn cthic was relezated to

Sundays, the famlly, and psrsonal relationships of the

individval., The state and its laws were consldered to

be complstely autoromous.ll

There have been advocates of a complete separation of
church and state throuzhout the histosry of the Chriatlan church.
Under some conditlons it was Justifiabls. At other times 1%
has been on the part of Christlans an expression of indiffer-
ence to the problems of polities and the socinl 1life, and a da-

sire to participate mas 1little as possible in political affairs, 2

291bid., Pe T9.

301pid., p. 88.

3lForell, Preus; and Pelikan, "Toward a Lutheran View
of Church 2nd State,” op. egit., V (August, 1953), 284,

5271p4d., p. 283,




