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ChLARPTLR I
IRTRCLUCOTION

In 1947 sfter returninz frowm the Lutheran orld federa-
tion meetines in Lund, Sveden, Conrad Derzendoff etated:

The neceasity of internatlonal cooperation vetween

ptates of differing reliszions, or between states of no

relizione, prescnts 2 problem unknown to the centuries
of the Confessions. Lutheran theology has not caught

up with politleal developmcnts. . . « In thls fisld the

futheran Churoh needes bold, even orizinal thinkinsz.

The purpoese of this theois 1s to zive a summary report of

some of the thinkinz that Lutheran theolosians in Amserica have
been 42inz on church-state relations since Conrad Serzgendoff
ande that stateuwent. HRepresentntive writers from the varlous
lutheran kbodies have bsen consulted, althouzn the scape of
thies report is necasuearily not exhaustivs.

Lutherasne menerally saree in thelr conception of the
church and the state and in the difference that exlists bestween
them in thelr suthority and function., They llkewlse agree
that the church and the state muet remain baslcally separate,
To confound the authority and functiion of the two would bs
trazic for the =zospel. The dezree to vwhich they must remaln
sepernte, however, remains hnzy in Lutheran thouzht. OSone

aver that there should be absolute separntion of church and

state. Cthere, nowever, eay that it 1s desireble that the

l¢onrad Bergendoff, "Lutheran Theolozy Today," The
kationel Lutheran, AVI (Fall, 1¢47), 9.
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two ocooperate to o certaln extent. The exact nature of such
cooperation is not clenarly and consistently defined,

#ost Lutherans believe that the state should preserve
rella=lous freedom and provlde an atwosphere which is conducive
to the practice of relizion and morality. The 6hureh, it ie
clnined, has deflinite oblizetions to the state. Lspecially
throuzhh ite iIndividual members, the church should sunport the
stnte and strensthen 1t throuzn 1lts witness. '“hen the state
violates the law of God or tolerates injustice, the church
hae the oblimation to declare the 1law of God to the state.
“hat role the church plays as an orzanizatlon or denominstion
or body in carryinzs out its responsibllitilee to the state rs-
maine indefinite in Lutheran thouzht., Secularisa 1s a great
evil which 18 cowmpllcatlinz church-state rclatione in all areas
of Amerilecan life,

Thouzh the church-state protlem has not reached a final
golution suong Lutherans in the Unltsed States, thls survey
hae demaonetrated that Lutherans have been dolnz bold, orizl-
nnl thinkinz. They have besn aroused ts a3 greater soclal

coneciousnsses,



CHAPTER IX
Tj'.“- '5.‘7'.(} i Ili:}i.ﬁ.-i‘a‘s
Definition osf Church =2nd State

wdzar i, Gaplson nolinte out that Luther referred to the
two realme under 3od 25 the kinzdom of the right hand and the
Zinzxdom of the left hnnd.l The kinmdom of the right hand 1s
the spiritusl kingdom, the church; the Zinmdom of the left
tand 1le the secular kinsdom, especially the state. Eefore a
diecuesion of the relationenip of churoh and state in Amerios,
it is neceeogsary to know what Lutheran theolozians understand
these two realms to be. For example, 1s the church a sroup
of people, or 18 it an orzanization or a committee? OSimilar
nuestione mizit te asked concerninx the state.,

The church can be defined in various terms. It is a

"zathering of people” or "zroup of peospls who ore God's people

and who have been brouszht into communion and fellowship with

3oé through Christ."2? The church ig a tody of beliavers.3

According to tée Serlptures, says Helanchthon, the church
in the strioct sense 1s that assembly of the Splirit-filled
holy people and true believers in the Gospel of Christ in

1=ﬁmar i, Oarison, Ihe Chureh and the Public Conecience
(Philadelphia: Iluhlenberz Frese, ©.1956), P. 29.

2R4chard R. Caemmerer, The Church in the ¥orld (Saint
Loule: Concordia Fublishing House, ©0.1948), p. 1l.

3conrad Bersendoff, Ggr%at As Authority (Rock Island:
Augustana Book Concern, ©¢.1S47), pP. 95.
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whleh the Gomnel ie oorreot%y tRusht and the Sacraumsnts
nre corractly aduministered,

"The church existe wherever a church exists; the Catholie

Shurech 1s the sunm tohkal of all the Christian communiiies and

||L"

nothinz more. "The Common Confesaion,”

a doctrinal state-
ment drawn up oy The Lutheran Church--itissourl Synod and the
imaeriean Lutheran Church, deflnes the schurch as follows:

A1l bellevers in Christ conetitute the ons, holy, Apoe-
tolic . . . 2nd oatholio {(universal) Chureh. dJesus
Shriet is 1ts kEesd. Throuzh tho meane of zrace e calls
all ite members into fsllowshlp with Himself and also
unites the msmoers in fellowship wlth one ansther.

1)

in their "United Testimony on Falth and Life,” the American

Lutheran Confercnce states:
“e& believe that there i1s Cne, Isly, Universal, and
Apostolie Churech, consistinz of all thoss in every
are who hoave bsen unlted with Jesus Christ throuzh
falth in Hlm, have been rapt+3e6 into tiis name, and
live in fellowship with HKim,
The stete can be defined as the whole tody of people uni-

ted under one zovernment, the suvu total of the citizenry.e

Airthur Carl Fiepkorn, "Whet the Symbols Havs to Say

About the Churech,” Concordis Theolozieal Xonthly, AXVI
(Oetover, 1955}, 25.

51bid., p. 8.

6"Phe Common Confession,”" Proceedinze of the *ogtx-Segngd
Rezular Convention of The Lutheran Churocb--: Assourl synod
(Seint Louls: Concordia Publishinz Eouse, %f:)), P. 505,
[Hereafter referred to ss Erogeedin=s, 1953

T'United Testimony on Falth and Life," aporoved by the
American Lutheran Conference, February 13, 152, Ihe lLutheran
Outlook, XVII (Maren, 1952), T4.

8A, D. d¥attson, Christian Social Conscisusness (Rock
island: Augustana Book Concern, 0.1953), p. 232.
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fccording to CJeorsme W. Forell the state is ths authority which
the body politie represanta.g
Chureh and stats are further described by some Lutherans

10 Such a defini-

as cmplirical organizations or inestitutions,
tion 1s necsssary, they esay, in diecussin=z the practical
probless of church-state relationehips., The state, 2ccording
to thie vlew, is the political body, the institution of gov-
ernment. VWhereas the state is broadly defined as the group
of people who live under this inetitution and its authority,
it 1s narrowly deflined ns fthe institutlion throuszh which the
politienl funectiosn of the soclety is dischnrged.ll
Likewise the churech 1s an outward orsanization or com-
munlty of churches, and 1t 1s thle orzanlzed church in action
that the stats cani‘ronts.l2 Sinee the chureh and the state
confront esch other as eupiricenl arzanizatione, it is neces-
gary to defline them as such., This 1s furthermore expedlent
because the state often confronts all reliszious zroups, sven
non-Christian 2raup§.13 Such non-Chrlstlan reliszious zroups

are best deflned as outward organlzztions,

gﬁeorge W, Forell, "The State as Order of Creation,” an

essay delivered at Valparaleo University, Valparaiso, Indiana,
December 6-5, 1951, p. Te.

10359rge W, Forell, Herman A, Freus, and JﬁroalaY Je.
Pelikan, "Toward a Lutheran View of Churck snd State,” The
Lutheran Ruarterly, V (August, 1$53), 281.

1lyatteon, op. oit., p. 232.

12For311, Preue, and Pelikan, "Toward a Lutheran View of
Church and State,” 20. git., V (Auzmust, 1953), 281.

131p14a.
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Both ninzdoms Under God'e Authority

An importent princliple thet must be emphasized is that
both chureh and etats are subject to one authority, namely
-;.}od.l4 Siny authority that elther enjoyz is purely 2 gift of
dod. JUod has glven thie authority in sccordance with His di-
vine urdinqnce.ls if sither kingdou abuveeas the authority and
the pover which Jod hae ziven, 1t must ultlumately anewer %o
film for 4ts nctione. God 1e sgoverelesn. GBoth church and state

are under the dominion of God

:J

nd serve His eternal purpasea.15
“In the 1lnst instance 2nd in all conditions there 1s no Guzl-
ism, There is only Jod. 30d reizns supreme.®i?

Lutherens do not consilder the state 2 mere appendzge to
soclety oreated by man, "Christianity recoznizes the state
ag belng a dilvine institutlicn ané having i1ts basis in the
n 18

Givine wilil. Toe state, ne well as the church, stands

"under the suthority 2nd judrcent of Zod, 1s bound by bis will.

; G
.« . ."l’ The American Lutheren Conference made thls jJjoint

14, rneet 2. ioenker, "The Two Realms and the 'Separation
of Church and State' in Awmerican oocietv. Soncordla Theolos-
lecnl ionthly, XXVII (Japuary, 1958), 8.

15r0m. 13:1.

1535p180n, op. cit., . 64.

l7Howard Eons, Lhis sorld ard the Church (iinneapalis:
Augsburz Publishing House, c.1S5 p. 1CO.

18‘iatt80n, DD. al_t_n. D. 234-

191pi4g.




ptatement in 1952:

A1l men muet be made to recoznize the authorlity of God's
law to which they are responelble and by which they are
Juized., Those In suthority in all areas of 1ife must
zovern accordinm to 30d's 1nw which 1s orénined for the
orderingz of human society nnd the welfare of all. &So
zsverninz they are lnstrumente of 304 and servants of the
couman zood. Fallinz to do sn they obring Jod'e judzment
upnn thnensslves ond degtructisn 2and disncster to the goei-
ety which they sovern.®

Thus the state too ie part of God'e created order and as
such 18 cubject to the Creator. Secauese of the important sta-
tue which God has =iven to government, Forell, lrcus, ond
Felliken point out thnt luther could speak af it in zlowing
teraos:

Seeldese the Gospel and the offlec of the wminlstry thers

le no areater treasurs on aa2rth than sgovernsent. and

he who desnlises movernment and 1s disobedient oppocess

at the =ane tixe tgi true ond hixhest dod who spsaks and

Juderes throus=h 16,

Th2urh Jod is Lord of both churech nnd state, ile exerclses
Eis dominion differentiy in the two reslme. Iin the kZinzdon
af the world and movernment 3od rules tirouxh Eis law; in the
incdou of Christ ané the church He rules throuzh the word of

22

the moepel nand iils Spirit. in both kinmgdoms God acts thrauzh

human Instrumente. #Althourh unbelievere are not sutject to the

20"gnited Testimony on Faith ard Life,"” op. cit., XVII
(arch, 1952), T4.

2lrarell, Freus, 2nd Felikan, "Toward a Lutheran View of
SChureh and State,” op. eit., V (Ausust, 1653), 289,

22cguald Hoffmann, "Churck nnd State,"” an addrees de-
livered at Concordis Sexlnary, January 2¢, 1857,
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goepel, they mAre subject to 5o0d'a dominion in the sscular
kinedom, Unristiane 2re, of course, subject to od in oboth

kingdome., Jod is suprems.
Funectlions of the Two iinsdoms

Lutheran theologisns adé clarity to the meaninz of church
and stmnte oy defining these instlituvtions according to their
functions. All scem to sgree that the function of the church
is to proelalm the living word of the gzospel and thereby bring
people into the fellowehip of Z0d; end that the function of
the egtoate is to malintaln law and order, justice and pence.
in carryinz out 1ts functicn of meintaining order and peacs,
the state provides an satmoephere which is conducive to the
functlion of the church. Azreelnz with Luther, Awmerican Luther-
ans coneider the churct ts be primarily an 2zency of the gospel
and the state an agency of the law of ch.23

"The areat Christiasn concern is tc teaoh people to know
Jod =0 they may live with Eim eternally."z4 In order to do
thie the church proclalms the gospel to és weny people as pos-
sicle. It does not preach the moepel t2 the state, thus
convertinzg the zosepel into & kind of law,., Ilowever, the church
oroclaims both law and gospel. 1t announcee the law first to

itself, for it too wmuet live by the forgiveness of sins. Then

237orell, Preus, snd Pelikan, "Toward a Lutheran View of
Church and State," op. cit., V (Ausust, 1653), 288.

243, E1psn Ruff, The Dilemma of Cburch snd State (Phila-
delphia: Huhlenbers fress, 0.1654), p._ao.
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the church proclalms the law to nll men, even to political
rulere. Ko one 1p exempt from the preachment of the 1éw.25
Kevertheless, the church is chliefly an agency of the zospel.

in carrylnz out 1ite functlon, the church runs into
opooeltion in the form of coemic sin, men's evil nature, 2nd
the dsvil. The devil 1e at work in the world tryinz to
thwart Jod'e redemptive will and kis creative activity. The
focal point of the conflict between Zod aud the devil is
man's eselfish er;;o.26 ¥an and man's heart are the real center
of resistance to the scverelenty of Jod. Trle is the oppo-
gitlon with whlch the church must contsnd as 1t tries to
brinz men into the fellowehip of the mospsl.

It 1s interesting €5 note that the "United Testimony on
Falth and Life," aoproved by the American Lutheran Conference

- r

in 1952, has nothinz to say abaut thke functionzs of the state.27

"The Coumon Confession,"

however, affirns:

The Churech rscosgnizes governmental authority aes ordained
of 3od, as subject to the willl of God, and as deeslzned
to seeir the zood of ite citizens. It ie the funetion
of such government as God's representative to punish
thoese who do wrong, to approveaéhase who 4o right, and
to protect 211 from injustics.

Zovernment 1s 3 servant of God for the zood of the penple.29

25p5pe11, Preus, end felikan, "Toward a Lutheran View of
Church and State," op. git., V (Auzust, 1953}, 28¢.

ascarls:n, 2p. git., D. 34.

27"United Testimony on Falth and Life," op. git., AVIi
(karch, 1952), 71-7S.

28"7he Comuon Confession,"

Progsedinzs, 1953, p. 514,

29%om. 13:4.
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Luthersn Witnses, L#XVI (February 26, 1957), 106. -

10
Ae puch movernment ie to punlsh the seviliocer but =ive pralse

to them that do gand.so Carl 5, keyer ascarts that the praise

vwhich ie given to them that do good 12 a synonym for to szatbon,

for the mood or wszlfare of citlizens. "Hence it is not doing
violence to Seripture to mnintain that zovernments are Iad’s
eervants for ths temporal welfsre, for ths scciaml and e<cnomic
zood of the cltlzeu."31 The rulers, therefors, are to pursue
the welfare of soclety. This function, howsver, is limlted
in ephere to the external, physlecal exlstence of peopls and
cannot extend ¢o thelr spiritual 11fe.32
One of ths most important ways in which the state pur-
sugs the welfare of socisty is by malntalninz external pcacs.
"The zovernment shiould wake peace the supreme mood for whieh
it strives. Tuhe church can carry osut her miesion best 1in
times of peace."””
It has besn advanced that the stats is an agency of Jod's
law, ©God addresces His law to wen throuzh many wediuuns,
throush the forces of nature, for example. But one of His
34

principal amencies of law is the stats. Georze W, Forsll

301 Pet. 2:14,

o~

3lgap1 o, seyer, "The Functions of the State,” Concordies

Theolozical Honthly, XXVII (lNovember, 1956), 843,

324. Richara Klann, "Luther on War and Revolution,”
Congordle Theological Monthly, XXV (kKay, 1954), 353.

33Carl 5. lieyer, "The Church Spenks to the State," The

34Fprell, Preus, and Pelikan, “Toward a Lutheran View of
Church and Stats," 2p. cit., V {Auzust, 1953), 2E8.

9
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maintalne that the atatc mcte as an arzency of Jod's law pri-
marily in three wnya.35 Flret, politlieal authority expressss
God's low in the form of positive lawe. These are based on
the Golden Rule or natural law ns it is wrlitten in the hearts
of men, decond, the stnte enforces these laws; and finally,
it 1= the protector of themn,

Edgar ¥. Carleson laye strese on the state ae an order of

ereation, whose duty it le to mct as an azency of God's law.-C
ile contends that 1n orestlon God established & certaln law or
order. All of creation and Zod'e crentive activity continues
in accordance wlth this law. The structures 2nd frameworks
of soclety, includine the state, are not asccldéental concomi-
tante of orestion. Hather, they are "s positive expression
of the Creator’s will, a conorete embodiment of tbs order
which 18 in the mind of J0d.">! The state, then, is an insti-
tution ordanined by God acaording to this law of creation.
God hag a dynamlc dosinion im snd throuzh the stats, and the
state is one of the amencies through which He expresces His
law, Forell, internretinzg Luther, confirms the 1dea of the
state as an order of creatiosn:

Lutheranism . . « has ereated a view of the state as a
divine order endowed by Jdod with certaln creative tasks

35Forall, "The State as Crder of Creation," op. cit.,

PPe 9"100 -
35
Carlson, op. git., p. 22.

3T1v1d., p. 96.
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and quite indepandan; from the church nas an cceclesi-
anticnl inetitution,JB

If ths state 18 an agency of God's law, then He employe
aleos the state in carrying osut Els eternal purposes. The
state is one of God's instruments.

The meaninz and slgnificance of our phyelcal and soclal

environment derives precisely from the fact that the

created orders are intended to ke an instirument in the
nand of God for the conquest of man, one of the regimes
throuzh which he sstablishes his domlinion. They are
related to the ultlmete purpose of 30d as the law 1s re-
lated to the ultimate purpose nf God, A1l the orders,
offices, and statisns are "meeks of Jod" (larvae Dsi)
throuzh which God appronches man whom he would Srlng into
the savinc fsllowship of submlssion and trust.”

“hen one confronte Judzes and rulers who arse fulfillinz thelr

true functions in society, he confronts Zod's law concrstely.
Ko Domination on the Part of Either flnzgdom

4 principle zoverning the two kinzdons is that neither
the church nor the etate should dominate the other, The
church shall not try to impose 1ts will on ths state, and the
state shall not endeavor to epread the mospel by lezlslative
means.4° To do 80 would be equivalent to wixinz the funotions

of law and =ospel.

This principle has often been violated. In the iiddle

3BGenrge W, Forell, Faitk Active in Love (New York: The
American Prese, c.1954), p. 24,

3908!‘189!1, op. 2—!‘-&-" PP. 64-65.

4QKosnker, "The Two Realumse snd the 'Separatisn of Church
and State' in Ameriear Saoclety,” g2. git., - XAV1I (January,
1956), 6. -
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Amee the papacy exercilsed p:litieal power over natlons. Pro-
testante have on occnslon violated this same principle, the
difference belns thet Protestants have tried to make the Blble
or their interpretation of Chrietlisn cthice bindinz on all

41 Thles 1s 2 more subtle dominntion of the state

citizene,
by the churchee, It is well for the church to remcmber that:
Cpportunistic power politicse ls self-defeatinz, 2 trea-
gon to the Christ who rejectaed the tempter's offer of
the kinsdome »f this world. From Roman Catholic history
frotestante must learn this bedrock principle of church-
etate relations: the church must not seek to dominate
the efate, or use it as an instrument of lte own advance-
ment 2
The woret consequence of church-rule over the state is the
turninz of the zoepsel into a law.
elther should the state &Gominate the church. The prin-
¢iple 1involved has been vioslated also on thle side of the
ledzer. This hae been true not only in totslitarlan countries
like Rueeia, but also in Christian countries. Recent contro-
verslee in Norway over the doctrine of hell indicats that the
Liorvezlan state has arrozated to itself more authority in
church matters than the Lutheran Church of korway desires to

cnnoede.43

There is a limit to secular authority. Howard
lionz writes of the early chureh:

For Christians there were limite to what ie Caesar's:
God oannot be swalloweé by the state; for, in fact, clvil

qunrall, Preus, and Fellken, "Towsrd a Lutheran View of
Church and State," op. ¢it., V (Auzust, 1953), 286.

42puer, op. sit., p. 30.

43Ivar Ivereon, "Church and State in Norwey," The Lu-
theran Quarterly, VII (February, 1955), 62-65.
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power ie of CGod, ordsined for a kind of psace, Aumustine

later deolared, altﬁaugh it i=s not the order and peace
of the city of God.

Secular suthority does not extend beyond the temporal
affalirs and the phyeleal sxistence of 1its aubjacts.45 hhen
the secular arm sssumes &piritusl avthorlty, 1t becomes a
tyranny. Only God can rule over the whole of man, and the
etate usurpe God'e authority when it tries to leszislate in
matters of falth. COareful exegcels of Romans 13 1s recuired
st thls point. CUns might argue that St, Paul in this chap-
ter seems to mlve quite extensive authority to zovernment.
Luther, however, drew 2 sharp line restrictinaz that authority
to sxternal thinzgs -~ the proger realm of the state, 3, elson
Ruff ouotes Luther's remaris on Romans 13.

St. Poul speaks of authority and power. You have Jjust

neard that no one tut God cen sive authorlity over souls,

%o Yauvl eannot be speakling of any obedlsnce excapt where

there can be correspondinz authority. From this it fol-

lowe that he dces not epealk of faith, and does not eay
tha¢ sscular authority should have the rizht to coumand
faith, but he 1s speaklinz of external things, and that
these things are to be set in order and controlled on
earth. . . . The soul is not in Caesar's power.%

Luther 1s often accused of havinz been inconsistent 1in
that he invited the princes ard municipal asuthorities to help
in the reformation of the churchee in Germany. Lutherans do

not hesitate to defond the Reformer., Lewls W, Spltz, Jr.,

4yonz, op. git., p. 90.
45ﬁlann, "Luthsr on Var and Ravolutian.“ op. cit., XXV
(May, 1954), 353. -

46Rurf, op. cit., p. 5.
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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.




T . T e

i
]
i
i

17

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.




S UAERLEY

o

. < K14l

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.
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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,
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Church and state mu2t be separate, but America must not be
separnted from Jod; esescularism must be opposed., The wall of
separation should not zet so hizh that 1t separates a peo-

ple'e l1life from God,
Ipnternction of Church and Otate

finally, m"n abeolute separation would forestall an in-
ternction between church and state. There 1e room for a
gertain cooperation betwesn church 2nd state accordinz to Cs-
wald Hoffuann, International Lutheran Hour speakar.33 Helther
is really complste in the world without the athar.34 The
atate performs a zreat service to the church in maintaining
orider and peage ~-- somethinz the church cannot do since 1t
does not hsve the power of the sword, It has nlso besn men-
tloned thet the state providses a leémal framevork within which
the chureh can funection., The churck, on the other hand,
strenszthans the state as its mewbars carry the mospsl -- "the
power of God for salvation" -- into all situstione of 11ré.35
Ag the Christian harnesses and uses thle power as a cltizen,
he =trenzthens the stats, A. I. MHattson makes this strong
statement:

Jesus never sa2id and never impllied that the church has
nothing to do with the social order or with the etate.

330ewald Hoffwmann, "Church and State," an address de-
liversd at Concordia Seuinary, January 25, 1957.

34 0enker, "The Two Healms and the 'Separation of Church
and State' in Amerionn Soclety,” op. eit., XXVII (January,
1956), 3.

35Rom. 1:16.
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Sual: an lmplle2tlion cannot be drawn from His words, in
the interest of a2 quletistlc type of piety.

Lutheran oplnion sseme to bs that church 2nd state should
exist not totally separate and in a state of complacency, but
shovld Interact and be in n state of tension., The Cahristian
livee in both realme. He must 1ive sut hiz 1li1fe And the im-
pllecations of his faith inm relation to boath. It 4s not that
e lives in one realm 2ccording to the splrit and in the other
Accordlng to the fleeh. "It 1e rather two relationships in

whick man strnde with rezard ts hie total 1life and activi-

ty."3’ aith and power muet indeed operate at different lev-

els, Yet, if they do not Interact, faith mzy become irrelevant
38

nnd power mAy become corrupted.
Theee worde by Lrnest E. ¥oenker reflect the thought of
sowe Lutherane:

e muat acknowledme with gratitude the opportunities
sranted by the 3111 of Rights for churches and the state
to interact constructively on osne anothsr., If they were
gegparnted in every respect one would heve reason to fear

a wenkeninz of the churches As well as of the state. At
preesnt the church enjoys a privilemged position. . . «

An abeolute separation would deny any pariticipation of

the Christian in political affalrs, This would opsn the
door to the completely secular state, which would incul-
cnte its own -- possibly anti-Christian -~ ideology in the
public schools; it would reauirs a relizicus devotlon to
jteelf, as 18 not entirely without evlidence even now _among
spokestien for the public schoola and for demoecracy.

353-3111:12!:‘-511, DB. Qu.’ De 255.

3Tsdgar H. Carleon, The Churgh and the Fublic Conselence
(Philadelphia: Huhlenbers Press, c¢.195€), p. 30.

38Ruff, np. oit., p. Gl.

5% oenker, "The Two Realus snd the 'Separation of Church
and State' in American Soclety," op. git., XAVII (January,
1656), 10.




CEAPTER IV
CHURCH-UTATE IKTERACTION
[

2iffioculty of the Problen

The real dlfficulty of the church-state problem begins
at that point at whlch the church begins to interset with the
eatate., 2Zach of the two inetltutlons and their pecullar func-
tlonz can be descrlbed with relative ease, But when the ques-
tion arises, "What shall the church do in this or that situa-

t

ntl
L
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on or, "How far shall the church zo?" then the problem
becomos mors complicated. In this chaptsr an attempt will be
mnde %o describe the church in motion -- the churck as it re-
lates to the stnte both ms a body of Christiazn bellevers and
ns individual memberse of that body who fulfill thelr role as
citizens,

Eerein lieg the dilemma of the church, Its very naturs
demande that 1t be an influence and a lsaven in soclety and
the state.l ¥et, trere is a constant danger of confusing the
divine mnd the sesculsr; the gospel of salvation and tha good
of society; tuat which is spirltuval and that which is polit-
icel. The church canuot solve 1ts dilemua once and for all
by working out a detalled policy of sotion for all time. The

Seriptural principles on which a polley is bassed remsin the

1George Wi, Forell, Herman 4. Preus, and Jaroslav“J.
Pellikan, "Toward a Lutheran View of Churck and State,” The

Lutheran Quarteriv, V (Auzust, 1953), 285,




31

same, but the pslltiecal and socinl 1ife in which theese prin-
clplee must be applled are fluld; they ars constantly changing.2
Thus the church may have to chanze its policy for action from
time to time in ard€r to defend fresdou of relizlous belief.3

I'he church could solve its dilenma very easlly if i%
vere entirely other-worldly or entirely this-worldly. This
is not the casa. "It 1s the embarrassment and power of Chrise

nd

tisnity that 1t 1s both. Church-state interactlon, therefore,

wlll always be a 4ifflicult problem fcr the church.
The Responelbllility of ths Church

Difficult thoush the problem be, the church has obligza-
ticne %o the state and ths soclety in which it finds itseself.
deorze VWi, Forell says:

Secnuse ths natural orders are divinely instltuted we

are not to desplse them but rather conslder our member-

ship in them an honor and decoration from Fod. Wwe are
not o cast this decoratlon aside lightly in order to

"run into a monsstery."2
The chureh nmuat be concerned also with political and soolal

probleme, because these tos are instruments thraouzh which Zod

2iagar 4. Carlson, The Church and the fubllc Conscience
(Philadelphin: Huhlenberz Press, c. 19556), p. ix,.

Soswald Hoffmann, "Chureh and State,” =n addrees dellv=-
ered at Concordia Seminary, January 2%, 1957.

4Garlson, op. cit., pP. x.

Szeorme V. Forell, Faith Active in Love (New York: The
Amerlcan Freess, 0.1954), pPpP. 123-2%,
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can brinz wen into fellowshlp with Hlmsalf.s If they vere
not, if they had nothlnz to do with Zo0d'e purposes and plan
of salvatian, then the chureh could 1znore these problems; for
ths church is responslble ultimntely to Jo9d alone., However,
the conception of the chureh 28 the body of Christ boldly as-
gerts the vnity of Christ and Iliis church and the rssponsibility
of tihe Ohristlan toward others in his calllng.7 The church
muet ask iteelfl whether or not it mizht accept a wore posltive
role in its relation to the state.

The church 1s in a poglition to help the state and socilety.
“in and eclf-sesking ara rampant in the world, and these are
eesentially the causee of evlil in the state 2nd elsewhere,
“Our Chrietien way of 11fe . . . 18 the answer to the many
soclal, economic, natiosnal and international problems. The
world 1s elek. It ie heart sictness whick only God can heal,"®
with thie perspective it oan be held that questions, politieal
onee oo, are ultimately thsoioglcnl nuestions. HNorman &,
Aindereon auotee the followinz statemznt, made in 1935 by a
coummittee of which Dr, I, iinubel was a member:

The Churecl atove all other forms of human soclety 1s 4l-

vinely equipped to contribute toward the sslutlon of

social problems, because the Church alone knowe the true

nature of man, whoes life and exietencs are involved in
thie problem. She alone knows the true nature of human

é'anrlson, op. elt., pp. 64-65.

719;&., p. 51. -
8%eorze H., Koehler, "The Christisn in the %orld," The

Lytheran Outlook, XVIII (November-lscember, 1953}, 332.
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goclety in which man, agomized by the influence of sin,
needs to be lnte=zrated,”

Althou=zl Lutherane have been aroused to a greater soclal
consciousnass, they warrant more of an influence on the soclal
and political sccne than they have been exerting. kartin H.
Scharlemann writes, "The influence of the Lutheran Church on
the American wey ol 1life has basen quite ne;ligibla."lo if the
Sarietian church does not met into the market place of life
with its l=aven, it wmay nctuaslly have 2 part in the secular-
lzin~ ol the world by defavlt. This is the concern of Howard
Eong, who says:

Insofar ag the Christian Church by faithless retreat

from iife or by accomodatlon to 1life denied the rele~

vanece of transcendent Chrietisn falth to men's thinking

and actinm, it has left the world Eithout the witness

the Church ouzht to brinz. » « o %

Cn the other hand, the church mwizht just 2s easily contribute
to the eecularizins of the world by unwittinz compromiss. It

is only with grent care that the church must discharze its

recooneibility to the state,
The Churech =28 the Conscience of the State

Several Lutherans believe that an important way in whiech

Rorman . Anderson, "Politics and the Lutherans," The

Luthernn Cutlook, XV1I (Cetober, 1952), 296.

10yartin K. Scharlemann, "The Lutheran Church snd Its

tnvironment,” Concordia Theolomieal Monthly, XAVI (August,
1955), 597,

llhoward Honz, This %Worid and the Church (Kinneapolis:
Augsburs Publishingz House, €.1955), p. 135.
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the churech interacte with the state is that it serves as the
public consclence., Ldsar ., Carleon is one of them.12 So
is 3, Elson Kuff.}? It eshould bs pointed sut that tne church
aotinz as the consclevece of the stats is not scriptural ter-
minolosy: neither is this a conslstent emphnsis among Luther-
ang. OCarleson does not say that the state hae 8 consclence;
he lnelnuates an abstraction which he calls "public con-
su'::l.tar:c:e.."1"1l He seeme to mesn 8 publlic consclousness of the
voice and autiuority of God and Jod's lsw. Ee explsins that
althouzh coneclence ie eesentially a capecity of an individual
pereon, the church contributese to the public conscience throuzh
the 1l1fe and wltness of individual bellievers. Christians
provide a persuasive wltnese, urging the good end criticizing
that whiech 1& contrary to Jod's law, Eepecially those Chris-
tlans holding pollitlcal offlce are in a position ¢to fizht
eelf-interset and to influence the public consclence. "The
consclentious man 1s the oreator of the public conscience,™13
Ae the Christlan hears toth the moespel and the dynemic law
of God, he gmains the insizht and power to be a part of the
public conscience. The church must make sure that he hears

this word of God.

lacarlson, op. eit., pp. 4, 18,

133. Elson Ruff, The Dilsmus of Churck and State (Fhila-
delphia: Huhlenbers Press, c.1954), »D. Eo.

143arlean. op. cit., p. 4.

151p14,
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The church as the body of believers may also contribute
to ths publiec consclence, It 1s the duty of the church to
ba fhe front line of defense agrinst Injustice to man and to
epeak out nzainet the state in bekalf of thosze whom 1t op-
preeces.lé Tyranny results when the church does not have such
a fresdom to hold the rulere accountable to a veice of author-
ity whieh is not of this worldé. The church loses this freedom
when it sepsrates liselfl completely from the world; when 1t
is satiefled and comfortable with its inner, splritual life;
when i1t is not the volice of ZFod to socisty and the stata.lT
Zut when the church has thils freedom it can speak as the ora-
cle of God and contribute tc the publice conscience,

The church must also speak ocut re=mardinz ths obligations

of the mzovernment to ite cltizens. This is not & mixing

of church and state. The church has been given the

functlon to teach, %When the church attempts to take

over the functione of zovernment, then she 1ls mixing

church snd state. When the church points out that the

estate hao the oblizatiosn to fostsr the common welfare,
she 1e cpsakling ss the oracles of Zod.

The Responelbility of the Individual Christian

In speakin K of the churech's intcraction with the state,
Lutheran authors refer to the church sometlimes as individual
bellevers in Christ and sometlimes as local congrerations or

a body of consrcgations. It may be well, thereiore, to discuss

163uff. op. eit., pP. 90, -

171014., p. 33.

185ar1 &, Heyer, "The Church Spaaks to the State," The
Lutheran Witnese, LXVII (February 25, 1857), 106. .
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these two aspects of the church separately in considering
the chureh's interaction with the state. The most important
will be taken up first, namely the individusl Christian's
responsiblillty tec the state.
1t ie m recponsibility of the belliever to rsflect the
Spirit of Christ in being an exemplary citizen. The church
aduonishes 1ts members
to obey the laws, to pay taxes, snd to render personal
service in time of peace and war as the gzovernment may
requirs, grnvided only that "we ousmht to obey 3o0d rather
than men,” 4cte 5:29. The Church calls upon its msmbers
to pray and work for mood movernment.i9
Horuan &. Anderson outlines several thinzs a Christian can

20

do. lie says every Lutheran should develop a sensitivity

for the polltieal 1l1le of hils own community, and as a citizen

(0]}
$-4

€cl A respon2ibility for them: aid the sufferinsg and op-

s |

Y

resged; Join cther Chrilstiane in worikinz for a better political
order; recosnlze, Just 25 Faul dild, that he does not cease to

be a ecitizen in thls politieal world; opsn bhle church's facili-
ities for a dlscussion of the mreat iscsues of the day; counter
clase distinctions, unow his government officiale and express
hie convictlons to them,

Alfred ii. Rehwinkel similarly suszests this 1list of

things the Christian can do in bein=z an sxemplary citlzen:

19phe Coummon Confession,”" FProceedin=zs of the Fortv-

Second Rezular Convention of fthe Lutberan Shurch--Hlsso
Synod (Saint Loula: Concordia lublishinz Houss, 1553), p. 5l4.

20An@srson, "Politice and the Lutherans," op. git.,
XVII (October, 1952), 296-G8. -
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protest state absgolutism and omnipotenca; use ths franchise
wigely and in the fear of Jdod; hold politieal representatives
acaountable to the cauvae of good #government; hold public of-
fice 17 talents and clrcumstances psrmit; help form public
oplnion; oppose injustice and evil; oppose impsrislism; and

avold belnsz carrled away by hateful propazanda in times of

21

criels, Paul Simon urges that when Christians vote or take

2 stand on 1ssues and candildates, they should try to rise

above rellsious intolerance and too zZreat a consciousness of

thelir partioculsr ﬂenominatian.aa

Lutheran writers emphasize that more Lutherans should
aegsume politieal office and act as a leaven apgzinst sslf=-
interest and corruption in governuent.

Dy, Lenry . Schuh, president of the American Lutheran
Shurech, called upon Lutherans to reverse their past
tendency of shunninz political office and teke an active
part in sovernmental affairs. . . . A5 a cltlzen of
the world, he said, the Christimn h2s a responeibility
to gig fellow man, particularly 1In the area of govern=-
ment.

Arthur Carl Piepkorn affirms:

Cver every lezlelature, every bullding of zovernuent.

« « o« COUld be hunz the sign, "J04 at work." . . .
Politics is2 not too dirty for a Christian, elective and
gppointive office is not too tainted by the caorruption
of others who may have enriched theuselves at the pub=-
lic expenseé, + « o« The Christian nae the oblization to

2ly1fred i6. Rehwinkel, "The Christian and 3Jovernment,"
Consordlia Theolozical Honthly, XXI (July, 1950), 496-98.

gafaul Simon, "Your Post-Election Responsibilities,”
The Cresset, XX (January, 1957), 10-11l. -

23%grief Iteme From '"Relizloue News Service'," Con-

Theolowzigel Honthly, XXVIII (February, 1957), 136.
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to serve God where God calls him.2%
A, &, Ruezll refers to Artlele Sixteen of the Augsburg Con-
fesslon, which says that "4t is riztit for Christians to bear
eivil office, %o cit ae Judzes. . . ."°2 "3overnment is @
orenture of Jod, Whoever becomees a governor can serve his
iMaker me well as i he were a faruer."20

The Chriletilan individusl, then, 12 a most important lial-
son 1in cuurch-atate relaticne, He repreesents the church in
hies 1life =ituations. [iie importance ae a Christian cltizen
is pointed out by Rlchard R, Caemmersr, who says:

The workinz unit of Lutheranism iz not the mass but the

indlvildual and the local community congrezation both in

theory and 1ln practice. Thus, whatever Lutberanism is

to effect politlcally, sconomlcally, pr soclally it will

do by bezinnlng with the 1ndiv1aual.2%
4 church orzanizatlon cannot chaps the outcome in courts; but
public opinion can, and Christian individuale contribute to
public opinion., In so doing the bellever is sometimes forced
to choose between two evilse; decisione relatine to the state

are not alwayes black and whlte.28

24Apnthur Carl Piepkorn, "The Lutkeran Christien and His
Community," The Lutheran Chaplain, XVII (Februsry, 1956),
42, 45,

254, 3. Huegli, "Our Church in the Areca of Zolitiesal
Aotivity," The Lutheran Scholar, XIXI (Cetober, 1955), 422,

261p14., p. 421,

2TAnderson, "Politice and tke Lutherans,” co. cit., XVII
(Vetober, 1952), 296, quoted from an addrses, " Lutheran Soclal
setion," delivered by Richard K. Caeumerer in Chlcazo, Sep-
tember, - 1948,

28Hpfrmann, op. cit.
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Luthersns are to be more than Just good citizens., They
are to be a ealt nnd a leaven, actively applyinsz God's re-
deenmine gospel to thelir life situatione. Those who lead a
1life that reflecte the Christian faith are the most savory
ealt, An vprizitt, Christian 1life ies urzently necessary, as-
serte Georze H, Koehler:

The inactivity of many Christisne in publlc 1life 1ie the

weaknese of the Chureh. Instend of beinsg the leader in

the thougzht world, education and public moraslity, it
1ifts up its volece but only to protest, to pass resolu-
tiona., It cannot coumand. The epirit of the age does
not listen tc 1t. It moee its own way. . . . The
preaching of the Gospel must be backed up by the Chris-
tians in their deally llving. God wants frult and the
worldéd is looking for action.29

The Christinn shoulé pray for the state. ZSasing his statement

on 1 Tim. 2:1-6, Richerd R, Caeummerer wriltes, "Christians are

to be tremendously concerned foxr their civil mgovernment to

hie point of being fervent in thelr prayers to Cod about it

and zroteful for its activities."””

Christian citizenshlp 4ic exerciced "for conscience’ saks"
eand for the love of the neighbor.31 This love to ons's neigh-
ber and to hles movernment is climaxed by the witness of the
zoepel. Lutherans are concerned with the importance of 1lndi-

vidual Chriztians in the church-staiz relationship. If

29¢oshler, "The Christlan in the World," op. git., XVIII
{ Nlovember-lecember, 1953), 332.

3oﬁiehard R, Caemmerer, "Iralninz the FParish For Chris-
tian Cltizenehip," Copmcordia Theolomieal Monthly, XXIV
(Cctober, 1953), T43.

3lrop. 13:5.
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bellevers lackadaleleally leave the full responsibility to
the church orzenization, it would seem that the outcome would

not te satisfactory.
The indlividual Christian and Eis Voestion

The Christian's calling further elucidates his respon-
elbilitles, The concept of the Christian callinz or vosation
slireeses the responeibility of Christinne to theilr fellow men
and thus also to the state. Thie is a calling "to belong to
God, to be forgiven ond reborn. . . . It is & calling to the
zlory of God, that is, to the settins forth and display of
the 1ife of God."72 “The Christian callinz ie the bueinese
of puttingz this Sasic work and gift of the Epirit to work in
communicatinz the 11fe of 3od to other people."'>” The ba-
lisver oarries out the responsibility of this ocallinz through
hie earthly station in 1ife. '"The calling ie the place where
the Christlan can serve God."3%

Howard Honz explains Luther's view of the callina:
Vogation then to Luther means "calling" 1n a double ssnss
or in a single esense together with its corollary., A
wan's vocatlion begins with kie call from Jod to enter
fellovwishiip with Elm. Vocatlon is a personal relationship
between an individual and 3od, initiated by God. The

heart of thils relationehip is forgiveness of sins, Gog's
eall 1s 3od's gift to man., God does not call us to be

32Richard R. Caemmerer, Erenchinz to the Church (Saint
Louis: Concordis Seminary iiimeo Company, 1552), P. O

351pid., p. 59.

343eorze W. Forell, “Work and the Chrietian Calling,"”
The Lutheran Quapterly, VIII (May, 1956), 113. <
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acoountnnte, professors, horse tralners, or farm boys,
but he does call horse %ralners and prof'sesors, account-
ante and fers boys, to the %truly human life, = 1ife of
forgiveness and abldinz erace hidden in Him.D

Thue, the bellever 1s called to a dlvine fellowship where he
is in 1ife, 1in bis secular calling, and he is not thereby
trenslated out of this terrestriasl, temporal existence., As
Honz points out, Luther's laportant smphasis was that there
ig no dichotomy between faith and ethice.36
"The Common Confeseion" resolves:
Lvery earthly relationship 1s senctified throuzh fellow-
stilp with God, and for the Christian, whatever his vo-
cation may be, the whole of life 1s 2 sacred etewardship
from God, The Churech, therefore rscognizes and proclalims
the diznity of =1l labor that glorifles Jod and serves
the welfare of man.
Arthur Carl Flepkorn states:
The Christian has ths obligation to eserve God where God
calls him. Viorehip for the Christian 1s not something
done on Sundays and holy days and inelde of church ex-
cluaively; worshlp for the Christlan 1es falth and the

fruitse of rnéth in every relationship on a 168-hour a
week bneia.3

In suummary, the Christlian callinz implies a responeibllity
of service and love to God and neizhbor, and hence also to the
people who make up the state. The beslisver carriess out this

responsibility through the channsl of his secular vocatlon or

35”01’153, 5De. _5_15&-’ PP. 78‘790
361b;d., P. T6.

3Tupne Common Confeseion," Progeedinzs of the Forty-Sscond
Rezulapr-Convention of the Luthsran Church--iilsssuri Synod,
P. 512.

38Piepkorn “The Lutheran Christian and iis Golmunity,
op. git., AVII (February, 1956), 45.
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enlling In life., "Through the Christian individual, be he
peasant or prince, the inexhnoustible resources of the Gospel

begome avallable to the coaial order.">%
The Hesponsibillity of the Churoh as an Orzanization

Althoush Christian individuals play 2 primsry role in
church-state relastions, the loocal conzrezation and the organ-
1zed church play a2n luaportant role too. Of first imporiance
ie the church's training of its members to live in the fellow-
ehlp of God, %o apply the zospel ts thelr lives in socisety,
and to be uprlisght eitizens. The church triss to bring

eachh of ite wewbers to confront hie own place in com-

munity and soclety under zovernment and to {ind the

best resources of the Spirit of God . . . for partilei-

pating 1n_thgocommon labore of love which are Chrlstlan

cltizenship.
The church atteumpts to trsin its people to rise above ignor-
ance, resentments, and prejudice in 21l controverslal ques-~
tions,.

The Spirlt of God workinz throuzh the word of the mospel
ie what accomplieshes all of this in man. Erinzing the mzospel
of God to men, therefore, 1s the azresatest work the church can
do in relation to the state. The mospel esnables Chrlestians

to be good cltizens.

The world beinz what 1t 1le, the life of falth involves
men in constant tensions and ambigulties. « . . The

38 Forell, Faith dctive in Love, p. 187.

4OCaemmerer, "Praining the Parish For Christian Citizen-
ship," op. cit., XXIV (October, 1953), T41l.
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zospzl tesches men to naet within the situations into
vhich Z0d hmes called them, snd to trust God for forgzive-
nese., The 1life of freedom and courage, of daring to work
in the midet of the gconercte world of parties and cam=-
paigne, csucusee and lobbles, As 1t proclaims the Word
of God, the church warne msn of the posszibilities for

ein cperative in that world and at the same time reminds
them of the poselbllities (or service osperative thers.

In this way the church renderz the state the hizhest pos-

eible service, prziuclna men who are realistic . . . and
principled., . . .

Thus the church enlizhtens the cocnscience of its wember-
siip to the snd that they willl carry out the 9111 of God in
the soeinl and political realm. In so doinz the church vio-
lntee ite function, 3. Zlson Ruff believes, 1f it declares
menlfestoss and tells 1te peopls what to dc concerning politi-
cal queetlonn and eltuations that ariss. For exauple, when
ZFeneral Kark Clark was nominated as ambassador to the Vatican
in 1652,

Some Yrotestant pastors violested thelr own church-state

principle by exhorting their {locks to protest to zoveran-

wment officinls on the embasey gquestiocn., Properly they
should have called attention to the question, =iving rea-
sons f{or thelr opposltion, and ursginz thelr conzregatlions
to make up thelr minds about the problem and act as they

thousht best. 7The difference 1ln stratezy is of filrst- 42

rate lamportsnce. Consclence must not be coerced. « « «
In secular affairs the church may inform but not command.

Lutheran authors do not seem to specify whether or not
the ormanized church should have an official oraan of expree-

sion throuzh which 1t cculd epeak directly to the state.

41For911, Pr-a-us,l and Pelikan, "Toward a Lutheren View
of Churech snd State,” op. zit., V (Auzust, 1953}, 2%0.

42nure, oo. git., p. 25.
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Fational and clty counclls end other comwmittees and orzani-
zations of the church do make afficial pronouncemsnts from
time to time =-- not without critlclsm., Walter Bausr, in a
discussion at Valparaieo University in 1949, hinted that an
orzen of exprsscion for the orzanized church mizht be in place.
e egld:

It hae been pointed out that the chureh does have a

responaibllity ts keap the =zovernment informed con=-

cerninz the will of God. . « . ©Ooculd the church, or

let'e say our Synod, once every three years issue a

kind of encyclical to tha American people without intsr-

ferinz in the affairs of the zovernment, saying "we are

terribly alarmed by certain tendencies because they are
contrary tp_what we understand to te the will of Jod,"

and B0 omn.%

There is a considerable difference of opinion among Lu-
therans as to how far the orwanizsed church should go in speak-
Inz to and dealing with the state. Foet insiet that the church
should not enter the fleld of politiecs nor identlfy itself
with any partlcular prozram or party. However, the application
of this principle tecomen somevhat unclear. Theodore Graebnsr,
for example, writee:

it i1e not mixinz Church and State when the Church as a

body of votinzs cltizens tringe 1ts influsnce tc bear

upgon popular elections, endorsin= certain candidates or

campaizn lssues, or castinz its influenca ameinst certailn

candidates or principles.

A. &, Huerli advances this more conservative positions

43h'alter Zauer, Tne Christian Ip iolitics, Frocesedings
of The Instlitute of PFolitice, edited by Alfred Looman and
Albert VWehlins (Valparaiso, lndiana: Valparaiso University,
0-1950). Pe 25.

44pneodore 3paebner, "The Separation of Church and State,"
The Lutheran iiitness, LXVII (July 13, 1948), 223,
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The Church hae no buslnesc promotinz members for public

office or snzasinz in partisan politics., Churches have

a rirht to be hesrd on controversinl issvee which affect

thes, Thelr polnts of visw ne=d to be known, But when

they compete with secular groups for a place in ths poli-

ticnl sun, thelr messame for souls ie lost in the strug-

mle for votes.t2
Carl Lawrenz is still morec conservative in stating what he be-
lieves the rcelation of the orsanlzed chiurch to the state is:

The Churci: has no enll to wield temooral power, to take

an active part in polities; 1%t is not bidden to ke the

zuardian of publie mar.alsﬂ ga function 28 the instructor

or civil asuthority. . . . 4

Frotestant laymen have objseted to the tendeney of their
clerzy and the National Councll of the Churches of Christ "to
tnkts eldees in politieal cnntrnverslea.“47 In view of this n
Lutheran layman sugmzests that Lutheran church bodise "confine
themselves to the splritual and ethical flelds in which they

w48 Upecinl probleume of the siate demand techni=-

are trained.
cnl political competence, and the churer has nelither the abll-
ity nor the duty to spell out the duties of the stnte in such
sltuatisne., MRichard X, Caemmerer stresses the central task

of the chiurch:

45Hueg:11, "Cur Church in the Area of Folitleal Activity,"
op. 2it., X1I (Cotober, 1955), 423.

460ar1 Lowrenz, “What is the Funetlon of the Church in
Promotinz Civie Richteousness?" Suartalschrift, L (April,

1953) 2 96‘.

47car1 7. Sweneon, "Lay Fartiocipation in the Coungils
of the churoh," an vnpublished essay presented to the "Study
Group" of Lutheran Hen in Amerilca, De Eoven Foundation for
Church Work, Racine, Wisconsin, March 29-30, 1957, p». 6.

481p14., p. 10.
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Hence tha Church has done nothinz by mersly passing

Judmment on politlieal theories or praisins or castiga-

tinz individuals who spealr on the Christian's task of

cltizenship. The Church ie ceaselessly occupiled with
brinzing the redeemlng wnzg and meesaze of Christ into
the hearts of its peonle,™”

Neverthelese, there may be oceasions when the church can
and should epeak Lo the state, The state is subject to the
authority =and sovereiznty af God, and the church should keep
the stnte aware of the divina law to which 1t i1s bound and on
thie basie of ubich it must function.se This law i3 a law of
love accordinz to which all the orders of society must func-
tlon., The church proclaims this law of love in meaningful
terme to all people., VWhen the state violates this law, the
chureh protests; when the state functions according to this
law, the churcin upholde the state.

Althoush the churceh should not apeak offiecially concern-
inz purely political questiozns, it should speak when a moral

51 jany denominations 41d this when t&la-

qucstlon ie involved.
vision station W3N-TV in Chicago cancelled the showing of the
£ilm, "Martin Luther," in December, 1956, after recelving "a
numbar of protests from individusnls whd claimed that it re;
flcaoted unfavorably upon the HKowan Catholiec Shurch."22 The

Lutheran Church--iiissouri Synod felt a baslc frecdom was bsing

4933émmerar, "Traininz the Parish For Christisn Citizen-
ship," pp. cit., #XIV (Oatober, 1953), T4l.

5°barlsun, op. 2it., D. 67.
5lgofrmann, op. git.

52"Tha Rizght to See,"” The Cresset, XX (March, 1557), 4.
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violated in thie instance, and this Lutheran body publicly
objeated to the actisn, >
Whenever the church does speak officislly, it must be
careful not to violatae the princliple that it is not to be a
polltieal pressure zroup. YWhen Sceripture hae something to
say to 2 =2ituation, then the chiuvrch has somethinz to say.
The strumgle for power is an unendinz siruzsle, The
church cr the churchss ought not to enter the contest
Tor politlicenl power., Yet there nmust be eternal vigl-
lance for the cause of political liberty as for the
cause of Christian libsrty. A "practical, outepoken
appliocation of Holy Scoriptures to the condition of a

plece and time" (to use a phrase applied to Luiher) is
entirely within the task of the church. . . .2

Zézar k. Carlson shows that Luther felt such speakinz to the
state wns not solely a responsibility of the individual Chris-
tian, but aleo of the office to wkhlch Z0d has commltted this
duty, namely the offlce of the publiely spoken we?d.ss

A. 3, Huemll hrs summarized what he belleves to be the
dutise of the ormenized church in relation to the stnta.56
Ee says that the church can be 2 gmortar which holds the foun-
dationse of the state together by preachinz ths word of God
and by offerinz prayers for thoee in suthorlty; it can serve

a8 a fencs marking off the boundaries beyond whicn the state

53,

Hoffnanm, op. cit.

54car1 5. Meyer, "The Role of the Church in the FPolitical
Order," Conecordis Theolozical Monthly, AXV1I (December, 1556},
935. .

35garison, op. git., p. Th.

55““5811. "Cur Churech in the Area of Folitical Activity,"”
op. git., %Il (Cetober, 1555), 423-425,
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cannot =o; it can serve as a gearch lizht pointing out error
and 1lluminatinz the darkness of ignorance witk 3od's truth;
and moet luwportant of all 1t aan serve as the gsacher of
Christian citizens. "It ie not up to the Church to advise on
epecliflc political problems, but 1t is up to the Churek to

-

teach the truths of God and stow now to apply them in eivie

notivity .27
The church cannot be o political party, but the Spirit
of Christ ean be a force in politics. Toward thls =oal the

or=anized church strives.
The Clerzy Spaskins Publicly

“inece Christian clersymen are spokesmen for the organ-
lzed churech, should they speak out puklicly concerning the
atate and politlical issves? A general rule is often pro-
posed: lkeep polities out of the pulpit. Althouszh Christian
citizenehlp mwlsht be a zoal in prsachinz, and bad ciltizensulp
and lovelessnass mlzht be symptoms of sin, yet the pulpit 1s
not the primary place for citizenshlp tralininsz, accordlnz o
filchard R, -’Jaemmerer.58 Even politienal informatlon, especlslly
if it 1s controversial, has little place in preachinz. A bst-
ter place for impartinz information concerninz political le-

sucs would be the discussion zroup. Here the clerzyman could

5T1b14., p. 425.

SBCaemmarar, "Praining the FParish For Chrietian Citizen-
ship," op. 2it., XAIV (October, 1953), T47-48.
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publicly, ae a cltizen, discuss churech-state relatlions with
his flock and others,

Howard FHons indicates that for Luther there aaé a time,
nevertheless, when the winlester of the zoepel must speak out
publicely amainst the sBtnte. He advised:

A1l who suffer injustice are on the Churek front. . . .

Never remaln silent and assent to injustice, whatever

the cost,__He who remalins silent maskes himself an ac-

complice.”?
Honz quotes Luther as speakinz these words to the olergy. In
canes where i1t 1s Juty -- when God'e authority and will are
flaunted -~ the Christian clarzgyman may object publicly. But
publlc proclamations conecerninz politics, especlally from the

pulpit, should be avolded.
The Soaeiesl wWslfere Tuestion

Socinl welfare hane become a2 concern of ths orzanized
church and ite clerzymen. The state has taken over much of
the welfare work in the United States, Whereas formerly the
church played the predominant role in thls area of activity,
nov the state does. The state hes done much irn such arecas as
social security, educatisn, and unemployment compensation, It
ies true that thnere are advantazes to turnlnz over social wel-
fare vori to the state., The stats has more ressurces to do
such work throust taxatiosn, and the state is better equlpped
to manage billion-doller enterprisss. 3Sut there are also

ﬁisaﬂvantages, The state's poliey 1n social welfsare work may

5%ionz, op. git., p. 100.
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be ndversely influenced by ite nan-Christian citlzenry. There
is also the danzer of the deifleation of the state., Edger M.
Cnrlson writes of the welfars state:

Whlle inclusivenass ie thereby secursd, it 1s achieved

by submittinz thie area of sur planninz to the compul=-
8ive authorlty of the state. =Zvery such service per-
formed by the zovernment for ite cltizens makee it easler
to pase over ints the reglmented stante. Tha wmwore each

ls dependeant upon the bernevolence of all actinz through
the instrumentallty of =zovernment, the greanter ls the
teuptation for the stnte to deify itself and the easler
le the transltion to o totalitarian rezime.

» Lutherans are wary sf the movernument's takinz over too

H
=3
o
(5]

much regponslibillty in the area of soclal welfare work,
Lutherane appreciste the efforte of the United States
zovernment to provide welfsre for all its citizenas, Yet, the
churaeh recornizes that Chrietians will always have a dsep re-
sponeivility Cfor the welfare of fellow human besinms, and 1t
belicves that the movernment should not interfere with indl-
vidual freadom.61
John A, lioezer wmokese some epecific sumsestions as to

62 Lepecially throush individual Chris-

vhat the church can do.
tlan citlzens the church can exert a Christian influence on
the civil movernment =o that 1t will fulfill its Suty to each
citizen, The churchk can xalntain model welfare inctitutions

as a pattern for the state. Furthermore, the church can supply

Goﬂnrlson, op. git., p. T6.

61lyonn 4. Hoewer, "Christian Welfare Work," The Lutheran
Cutlook, XV1il (June, 1953), 175-78.

627p44a,
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the temporal neecde of those whose needs the sovernment falls
to meet, and it can make the zovernzent aware of these needs,
Of utmost importance, the church can meet ths neede of the
eternal well-teinz of people. It can lead them %to Christ;
it ean provide a spiritual ministry for them not only in the

cliurel: and the world but also in stats institutions.
Resistance, Violence, and %war

Lutherans are not susrchists; they belleve in law and
order, When the state is fulfillinz ite divinely ordained

LI

funetions, Christiane =re required bty 3od to obey. i0d con=-

fronts all men in lilse Univerese and demnands from them obedience

w63 Christilans

to the orders that He has ordained for naturs.,
are not to takze the law into their own hands,
There sre limite however, to the obedisnce that a Chris-
tinn owee the state., If the mscular authority steps outside
its ea2llinx 2nd bounds and
agesumes spirltual and wmoral authority anéd functions, it
hae thereby in principle rsnounsed lts olalime to the
obedience and loyslty of 1ts subgicta. fcecording to
Luther, it has become 2 tyranny.
Honz points out that Luther stressed obsdience ts the astate,
but with certain definite qualifications. FHonz wmentions that

Luther said the ruler 1s bound by natural and divine law; the

83Foprel1l, Falth Aotive in Love, p. 187.

64H. Richard Klann, "Luther cn War and Revolution,"

Conaordin Theolozical Hontuly, XXV (kay, 1954), 353.
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thinze of faith are not in ths state's power; "some thingze
are Jod's and not Cacsar's at all."65 3. Zleon Ruff maintaine
that because of Luther's mrzat cmphasis 2n obedience to the
etate, ke has been accused of advoecating quietisz and abject
subserviance to the etats, such ae wss the caese in Nszi Gsr-

many.ss

But the other side of Luther's thousht -- the limi-
tation of secular authority 2nd the necsseity of obedience
to 304 rether tnan man -- is thereby cverlooked, mccordins
to Huff,

“iiould a Chrietinn ever dlsobey the state or resist secu-
lar authority? Lutheran writers appeal to the tenets of
Luther when dlscusseinz thls problewm. Ionz indicatss that
Luthsr belleved the stete umust be disobeyed and reslstsd when
it does anythinzg which threatene man's spiritusl life.

Luthor does not demand limltlees obedlence. In numerous

placee he unequivocally declares that the individual is

to resist attempts by the state to infrinwme on the Chris-
tian coneclence znd belief.O6T
Honz quotes Luther as =zayins, "If your worldly master is
wronz, 1f you know for certzin that he 18 wronm, then fear
3od more than wman and do not serve him."ﬁa Ruff mentlons

that in Luther's commentary 2n the eighty-sccond Fealm, Lu-

ther g2id that princes must be rebuked and criticized when

§5Ean5, 2p. git., p. %1.
56Ruff, o0. eit., pp. 49=50.
67Hon5. 0p. cit., P. ©6.

681b;d.. p. 101,
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they are in the wronz, Huff quotes Luther's words, "To rebuke
rulers in thls way 1s, on the contrary, a praisevworthy, noble,
nad rare virtue, and a particularly sreat service fto 30d."69

fcoording to Honm, Luther belleved that under no circum-
stances should Christians rise up in violent rebsllion against
the state. Thie only adde more evil to the sltuation. It 1s
better to suffer injustlice than to resort to force.

Nothinz i1s so satlisfactory to the Gevll as civil commo-

tlon and conflict., No goo2d can come of it; and in the
infernzl turmoil it is the innoecent, and not the sullty,

who suffer. The YWork of 3dod needs not man's weapons. . . «

If you have falth . . . you will quite esimply obey God's
Word kgawing that to use violence is but adding evil to
evil.”
If Christinns find themselves in an intolerable sltuatlon in
relation to the etate, this was Luther'=s advice accordins to
ituff:
First, the Chrietisn must sxaumins hlwmeelf to determine
how much 21 the wronsg is in himself. Second, he must
pray earncetly for Jod's deliverance from the evil situa-
tion, Third, he must witness publicly in spoken and
wriltten words to the truth as he underetands it, Luther
advised, ne a last resort, outrizht refusal_to obey the
st~te -= passive disobedlence at any coet, 7
Lewie %W, Spitz, S5r., pointe osut that Luther belleved the
only time the Christian wizht Justly uss force is in the ser=~
vice of a state which is enzazed in a jJust war. 1n this in-

etonece the government has the responsibllity for the use of

6%uer, op. elt., p. 52.
TOHDHE. DD, 0_'1_‘_}_-. .Pe 95.
Tlruer, op. cit.
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foree. 2 "Th: Commwon Confesaion” states a Lutheran conception

of warpr:

The Church recoznizes war as an ovil and emphasizes that
eine, both personal and natlonnl, ars the onuse of war,
and sarneetly stresses the need of repentance, If re-
pentance does not take place, ths Judvment of God may
become evident in war, In times of war as well as in
times of peace the Church proclaims the will of God for
all wmen, cowbats the passlaons of hatrsd and revenze, and
alwaye seaks to allevinte the suffsrinzg crused by war,
Ghristinns, whlle careful not to provoke war or reesort
to war, neverthelese in times of war have the responsi-
ailit; to defend their e7untry when in danzer or under
attock from ite enemics,

7?1 wils W. Spitz [ur.J "A Christian'es Attitude Towsrd
inr," Concopdia Theslozicnl ionthly, XXVI (February, 1955),
177-78.

{3"'“9 Common uanfessian, Zroceedinzs

aof h Fortv-
vecond Rezvlar Convention of the Lutheran Chure “;saaurg

Gynod, pp. 514-15.




CEAPTLR V
CHURZCH ALD STATE AED EDUCATION
Fublic and Non=Fublic Schosle

Lduvecation is an important scsment of the church-state
reélationshlp, It is so bacause teachling 1z an important actil-
vity and concsrn of both institutions. Furthermore, most
wembers of the church are sduc=zted in the putlic schools, and
many cltizene of the state are tausht by representatives of
the Caristian Church.

In Amerlica there are both public =schoosls, supported and
controlled by the state, and non-puclic schosls, owned and
operated in most casee by churches. In the early history of
the United Stntes the churches provided nearly all of the
education; but wken the churches could no lonszer provide free
echooling for all youns people, the state establlshed its own
gystem of educatian.l

In the United States, sducatlon 1s a funectlion of the

several States, and sach State may, therefors, control

the educatlon of ite own pesple by enacting 2and enfor-
cing compulsory attendance laws. Vhlle a State may com-
pel ite children to attend sehogl, 1t msy not compel
them to attend a puclic school,

lion-public schoole continue to be a part of the educa-

tional eyetem, and they are recoznized for the contributlon

13, E1son Ruff, The Dilemma g§ Shurch and State (Phila-
delphia: Muhlenberg Preas, c.1954), p. 79.

2)pthur L. Miller, "The Courts and Non-Public Schools,"
Lutheran Education, IXXXVI (February, 1$51), 278.
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they make,
The stnte recounizes the legally authorized, nonpublic
schoole . . . 28 sultable institutions for education. . .
The stete 1s concerned about the quality of instruction
received by children in such schopls and their safety
while attendinzg them., This is an application of the
police pover of the state, whlch is the powver to make
laws which are for the mood snd welfare of the people.
From this point of view sa%a regulation of nonpublie
echoole iz to be sxpectzd.
Repreeentatives of public educatlion in America also recoznlze
the st=stus of non-public schoole, Arthur Carl FPlepkorn
quotes a statewent to this effect wmade on Karch 1, 1950, by
the American Aseoclation of School Administratorz and Allled
Crzanizations:
“e respect the riznt of zroups, includinz religious
denominations, to maintain their own schools so long as
such echoosle meet the educational, health, and safety
standarde defined by the States in which they are located.
Lutherans who maintein non-public schools are most sazer
to emphasize thelr interest in public schools and thelr will-
ingness to support them. They do not conslder themselves
divorced from the responsibilities of malntaininz publie
schools in thelr communitlies. The Luthkeran Church--kissouri
Synod made this statement at its convention in 1953:
It 32 our civic and patriotic duty to support the pub-
14ie schools, 1f we recosmize that our public schools

are agents of the entire community, we will identify
ourselves with the purpasse and prozram of the public

Sarthur L. ¥iller, "The Relationship of Church and State
as it Affects Agencies of Formal Education,” Lutheran Educa-
tion, XC (November, 1954), 126.

45 pthur Carl Piepkorn, "In Oonolusion,” Lutheran Educs-
$1on, LXXXV (June, 1950), 564.
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schnol nand help the public school In word and deed, . . .
Also those who malntaln Christisn schools ean and should
Join with thelr fellow cltlzene in advaneinz the cause
of the public school by pearticipating in discussions and

consultations leading toward the devslopgent and main-
tenance of a zood public school prozgran,

Secularism in Education

The factor in publiec eduvention that alarms Luthersns is
secularism,., The Constitution of the United Statee, of course,
forbids the teachlnz of any denominstional relision., But it
is not the mere omlssion of Jod that makes educmtlion defi-
nitely seculariet, accordinsg to Koward Hang.s He believes 1t
is partiocularly the substitution and worship of false zods ==
zode such as humanism, naturallsm, sclentism, nationalism,
tumenitarianism, democraey, or a naive belicf in prozress and
uan, Eerbert Gross quotee Hortimer Adler as sayinz in a dis-
cussion at the University of Chicazo, "In our universities
today sclentific hypotheses have the status of rellizious dog-
ma.“7 The Amerlecan Council of Education recognlizes the danger

of egecularism in public sducatlion. This Council has confessed

that politics, businees and industry, and the broad patterns

S5YRecent Developments in Church-State Relations in Edu-

cation," Proceedinze of the Forty-Second Rezuler Convention
of The Lutheran Church--iiissouri Synod (Saint Louils: Con-
cordia Publishing House, 1953), p. 332. Hereafter referred

to as Proceedins=s, 1953.]

sﬂoward lionz, This YWorld snd the Church (Minneapolis:
Augsburg Publiehing House, 6.,1955), p. 2. :

THerbert H. 3rose, "Darwin Debunked," Lutberan Educa-
tion, LAXXVII (November, 1951), S7.
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of zroup behavior a2are no lonzer responsive to definite re-.

&

1lizlous eanctlions., Theodore Sraebner stontes:

Kany earnent Christisane believe that the complete secu-
larization of the publlc school infrinzee upon the prin-
ciple of relizious_frccdom, Atheists alone can approve
of suci: & prozrau,

The Bt2te and educators cannot be indiffersnt to the

educatlional eltuation. DNeutrality, bssed on the convincing

*4

gl¢ would come close to indif-

<

san of a "wall of separation,’

10

ference to God, It was not the intentlon of the writers of

the Conetitution to introduce secularism and indifference to
J0d into the echools.

The zo2l souzht was not 2 secular education but univer-
aality of educational opportunity. Vhen the foundings
fathers enunciated the princlple of eeparation of church
and atate, educatlon wae one of the thlnss that was on
the side of the church. That prinelple, ltself, does
net,liherafore, reecribe that educatlon sksll be secu-
lar,

3, Elson Ruff relentes an lneident which is indlcatlve of an
indifferent attitude that seems to be shared by some publie
echool tenchere:

Cne day in late December, 1952, pupils in s lew York
City public school were 1lnvited by thair|teacher to men-
tion thinge that pertain to Christmss. "Santa Claus,

sa2id one, sand the teacher wrote that on the board.

8rure, op. oit., p. 81.

9Theodors Graebner, "The Separation of Church and State,"

The Luthersan Witnese, LXVII (July 13, 1948), 283.

1%:rnest B. Koenker, "The Two Realms and the 'Separa-
tion of Church and State' in Amerilcan Soclety, Soncordla

Theolomlcal konthly, XXVII (January, 1956), 10.

llEdgar }. Carleon, Ihe Church and the Ffublic Conscjence
(Fhiladelphia: Huhlenberzg Fress, 0.1956), p. T%.
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"Reindeers," . . . "Christmas trees," . . . "presents,"

the children sugzested. Then a 1littls gzirl eaid, "The

birthday of Jesus." "Oh no," the teggher replied

promptly, "that's not what we mean."

opeakling of hlgher education in America, iartin Nseb
mentione the aplendld accomplishments and ecntributions that
the colleges and unlversilties have made to the natlon. He
doe2 not feel that secular hiszher sducation has conductsd a
posltlive prosram amalnst rellimlon. But he feels it is a great
plty that there has been so 1little recoznition of that which
makes "the final contribution to ths 'well-rounded personal-~
1ty'," namely, "the spilritual aespect of every human 1ife and
the recoznition of the only valld analysis of the naturs and
the destiny of '_mn.‘il3

There ls a religlous vacuum, and hence sscularism must

enter. «. « « And God 1is nut. This, accordins to some,

ie a much more effective way of making unzodly people

than if our public schools would actively wage battle

amainst relizioue beliefs the student might hold. The

ehild can easily gmet the impreeslion -- and does -- that

his faith and religious loyalties don't amount to muoh,l4
because they are never mentloned elther for or azalnst.

Relizion In Public Schools

There is much difference of opinion among churchmen and
educatore allke concerninz the difficult question of religzlon

in public schools. Kost azree that somethinxz can be done to

12Euff, op. cit., p. 84.

lsﬁartln J. Neeb, "Distinotive Valuee in American Educa-

tion," Lutheran Education, LXXRVIII (June, 1953), 470.

14 ysene Beltz, "There Are Schosle and Schools," Lutheran
Education, LXXXVI1I (June, 1953), 485.
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ma%ze relislon more of a forae in public educations However,
thore ars striot limitations as to what cen be done, Obvi-
ovely publlic education as a functlon of zovernmsnt cannot
proclaim the =zospel, A, F, Schmledinz writes, "If osur public
schools recognlize the value of substantial homes and s2lid
cnurches and inform the puplls about these social and spiritual
institutlons, what more can we expeot of then?“15

Sarl S, leysr sumumarizes recent statsments by national
educational orzanizatlons in an article, "Relizlon in the
Public dohoosls." He polnts out that educators recoznize the
secularization of modern life and education, and they advoocate
"a feotual study of religlon throuzh social studless, Enzlish,
kistory, philosophy, music, and fine arts, not by way of in-

nl6 They feel that

doctrination but by way of information.
moral and spiritual valuss should be taught in public schools,
There is 2 need, they belleve, tn teach objectively about re=-
lizlon and the important role it has played without advocating
the epeciflc belizfe of any denomlnation. ©OSilence about re-
limsiu 1n publiec education would help meke religion insiznifi-
cant in the lives of Americans.

Carl 5, Heyer statees that the function of movernment, also

in education, 1s to be @od's ssrvant unto man for zood -- for

his economic, social, and civil welfare, but not for hils

15%. P, Schmieding, "Are Cur Fublic Schools Irreliglous
and Godlese?" Lutheran sdugation, XC (April, 1955), 371.

6¢ary 5. Heyer, "Relizion in the FPublic Schools," Con-
cordia Theolo=zieanl Konthly, XXVIII (February, 1957), 84.
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epiritunl welrmre.l7 The stete cannot produce the fruits of
the Spiri{ in people. Therefore

the churclhi dare not delezate to the stnte its duty or
functlon of te=chinz, . . « The children of the church
should bs tsught Chriet's rizhteousness in the schools
of the church, fashioned in the mind snd 1ife of Christ.
finy nttewpt on tke part of public =schoole and publie
education to foster the fellowship of believers and the
communlty of salnts would violate not only the principle
of separation of church nEg gtate but ales would bs un=-
dertaking the impossible.

But on the other hand the author writes:

Kay the state teach about relizion? It ecan hardly be
avoided. In history and sociolozy and literature and art
the teaching about relizion will occur. If the state

may teach ite clitizens these areas, then teachinz about
relimion will be lneluded. That such teachinz must be
objective, factunl, and informative -- insofar ae it can
be -- is the ldesl whick the servants of the stzte in the
tenchingz professlon must ever strive to attain.l

Advence mamazine has reported that more than sixty-five
per cent of the eleumentary school children and about ninety
per cent of the hizh school youth of The Lutheran Church--ils-

20 1t seems qulte natural,

sourli Zynod attend public schools.
therefore, that Lutherans coneider as important the "emphasis
on morsl and spiritual valuvee in the public school prngrnm,“

and that they consider it to thelr ndvantéze "that the public

echools make the largest possible provision for teachlnsz about

171psda., p. 102.
181p34d., ». 105.
191v34., p. 104.

204 5ot tinzs for the Board Meetinz," Advance, 11I (Febru-
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rellzlon and emphasize the valuss of relizion,"®1

At its conventlon at Houston, Texas, in 1953, The Luther-
an Church--itiscourl Synod wmade a rather sicnificant statement
concernins relizion in the publiec school:

It 1g clear that there ars some thinme that the publiec
schools ceannot do so far ae the teachinz of relizion is
conaerned. They cannot teach the coctrlne of a denomi-
ational relizion, They cannot teach = "common core™ of
reli*iaus and ethical 1deaa that Z0es beyond acknaﬁledg- l
ment of the exietence of God and man's oblization %o the ?
Moral Law, The public schosl can, however, take 2 posi- '
tlve attltude toward relizion And toward wmoral and spir-
1¢val valuee, . . . Seoond, the publlic =chool should
avoild oppoelinz and ridiculinJ relizlious beliefs. As
Christisna, we emphatlically assert that suchti opposition
ls as much a denial of relizioue libsrty as advocating a
relislous vellef In the oclassroom. Thlrd, the public
ecnonl can teach about relizion., It can point to the
role that relislon playe in the livee of many peopls. 1t
ean point to the lnfluence relizlon has exerted upon so-
ciety in maintalninz morality. 1t can very propsrly study
relisious art and relizlous mueslc and make use of such
materials in the school progzram. It ean provids for Blble
readins without comment in the rezular school proxram,
Sueh factual study of relision does not commit the publla
school to a partloulsar relisious belief. Fourth, the
public echool can evidence reepect for the asveral re-
lizious faithe nnd observances in the comamunity. Thia
reepect should also extend to the rishte of those who are
irrelisious to hkold their opinlionse. The publlc school
kas no risht, however, to subtly advocate athelsm by a
blanket of sllence around sverything that concerns re-
lizion or religious falth and 1life,

Released-Tius Instruction

Church-state relatione in the area of education have been

put %o the test concerning the question of relcased-time .

211144,

22“Reuent Developments in Church-State Relations in Edu-
catisn," Proceedinmze, 1953, pp. 330-31.
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instruetisn. In 1948 released-time lnatructisn recelved a
eetback when the Unlted Strtes Supreme Court in the HoCollum
casgse declared that the practice of holdinz released-time classes
in publiec school buildinme was unnonstitutinnn1.23

ifany felt that there hed been no violatlon of anyone's

relisious freedom. Martin Slumon, for example, belleved that
the “upreme Court rulinz contradicted the Constitution, which

bid

@
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interference with the free exerciss af relizion,

Fearinz that the rulins would contribute to sscularism, he

writes, "Ceculariem is to atheiem as the saplinz is to the

tree, . . . FBow will the separation of Church and State prof-

it if we cause America's schoale to become schools aof atheism?“24

A. F. Huegll reacted somewhat diffcrently. He concedsd that

the church had perbaps entered Caessr'’s domain, and now the

church knew where it stood -- precisely on its own feet. His

reaction was that the church should "sell the American people

on the Christian scheol."23
After the court ruling, relcased-tims classes werse held

on church premises, This too was contested, especinrlly in

the etate of lew York, but on three differcnt occaslons the

23" Rgcent Developuents in Relessed-Time Instruotion,"
Proceedinze of the Forty-Third Hezulsr Convention of the Lu-
theran Chureh--kiessuri Synod (Ssint Louis: Ooncordla Fub-
lishingz House, 1956), P. 325. [Eeraafter referred to as
Proceedinze, 1956.]

24yartin 7, Simon, "Shall Amerlca Establish Irrelizion?"
Lutheran Education, LXAXIV (September, 1543), 15-16.

?54. a. Huezli, "Court Rules on Religlous Zducation,"
Lutheran Edueation, LWXXII1 (iay, 1548), 514-15.
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United States Lupreums Gourt has upheld thée lezality of re-
leased-time instructisn when the classes are held on shurch

26 Thisz reversal

preuisez and not in publie school bulldinga.
of the trend heaa heartened Lutherans, and they feel that it
ls Justifisbie.
#e find no constitutionsl requirement which makes 1t
necsseary for governmsnt to be hoetlls to relizion and
to throw ite welzht azgainst eff:rts to widen the effec-
%ivae escope of relizious influcnce.
Yartin Simon writes:
The Conetitution does not emy, and surely did not mean,
that Conzrese ie prevented from mskinz relisious educa-
tion aes convenient ae passibla for tke chlldren who
desire 1t. OCertalnly uonrraes vwae not dirscted to mske
1t wmore difficult for megéca e children to learn rsligion
than to learn arithmetio.
J. fi, Dall ralses the question whether or not it 1is
unconstitutional to uee tax supported property for religlous

22 He does not helleve that 1t le necessarily con-

purpoeces,
trary to American practice, since tax supported property is
in fact used in many lnstances for relizious purposass, Ex=-
amples that he ciltes are the speakinz of prayers in the Zenates
relizious services held by chaplains sn battleships and at

army oRaps; the ftemporary use of school buildinzs by small

as“ﬁeaent Developments in Released-Time Instruction,"

Procesdines, 1556, p. 326.

27"Realnt Developnents in Church-5tate Relatlions in
Lducation," P:oeegQ;g*a, 1953, p. 32%.

2854mon, "Shall Amerioa Hetablisk Irrellzioni" pp. git.,
ORIV (ueptember, 1848}, 12.

agﬁJ A. Dell,] "Sacoalaureate Service,” Ihe Lutheran
Cutlock, XVII (Deeenbar, 1952), 357-58.
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church mroups; and relizious baccalaureate services held in ;
publliec achool bulldings, |
Lutherane are happy to have the conestlitutional rizht to
hold rolesnmsed-time celasses, even 1f only on church premises,
and they encouraze thie type of relimious training. |
Ons of the mesne throuzh whiech the children attendin~ the
publiec schoosl ean be reached for relizious instruction
1= released-time instruetinsn. Thl=s type of instruction

neede to be developed becauss, Sr a2ll proposed solutions,
it is lesst spen to eriticiem.’

Lutheran Llementary Schools

Althoush Lutherans appreciste the contribution of the
public =schools, many fecl that there are some thinzs that
the public school cannot accomplish on the spiritual realm.
It can tench about relizlion, but it caunot teach spirituality;
it connot give an adequate motivation to 4o the =ood and shun
the evil; and therefore it cannot clalm the whole man within
its Juriediation.31 Thue, many Lutheran churches have eatab-
liehed thelr own schoole in an effort to resch the whols person,
aleo on a spiritual plane,

It is iwmportant to stress that Lutherans do not thereby

indicate a 4Gisloyalty to the public echools.

The iutheran Church--ilssouri Synod has continuously
commended and supported the public school system. . .

301 Recent Developuente in Relensed-Time Instruction,™
Proceedinze, 1956, p. 325.

5lVernon Boriack, "Horal snd Spiritusl Values in Fublie
Sehoole,” Lutheran Education, XCII (January, 1957), 214-16.
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The Lutheran Church recozrizes that Ameriecan Egolety
couvld hardly functlion without public schools,’

Arthur Carl Piepkorn writes:
It is essentlal that everyone concsrned understand that
the Christian school system of sur Church 1s not inten-

tionally 2 rival or a competitor of the public echaol
asyeten

Kot all Lutherane are convincsd that the Lutheran non-

public school snould be encouramed.
Delesntes to the 39th annual meetins of the Latinnsl
Lutheran Councll here voiced 'zrave concern” over what
they called a trend towsrd the development of parochial
educnatlion as a substitute for public aohoola. They .
gaid in a reeolution that while there 1e a "lezitimate
place for oarochlal achoole” 4in U. S. education, inter-
eet in them "has led to indifference and even opposition
to ndenuate ?rovision for public eschool nesds of sa
coumunity.’

It muet be admitted that there ie a poesibility of indiffer-
ence to the needs of the public schools in a predominantly
Lutheran community where there are several Lutheran elementary
schools.

Arthur L. Jlller contends that Lutheran elementary schools
are not 2 threat to public ecducatlon and democrncy.35 He says
that the number of children attendinz Lutheran schools ies very

small compared to the larze number sattendinz the public schoole

321p46., p. 214.

- 33p1epkorn, "In Conclusion,” op. eit., LXXXV (June, 1950),
564.

'34"Keligioua llews Service," quoted from an unputlished
galley proof of the Concordia Theolozigal fonthly.

Sarthur L. #1ller, "Are Frotestant Phrochial Schools
a Threat to Fublic Educstion and Democracy?” Lutheran Edu-
eation, LXXXIV (April, 1949), 453-55.
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or the Foman Cathollc schools., Also, it 1s the dsmoeratic
way to recomnlze the righte of the individunl parents to pro-
vlide an asqulvalent edueation in private or religzlous echools,
Mon-public schoole are recognized and respected by the
setrte. Arthur L. Killer observes that in 1925 the United
States OSuprewme Court ruled that the parent has ths rizht "to
eontrol the education of hie children, provided that the ex-
erclee of this rirht does not endanzer the state.“36 These
questions arise: "What eupervielon, if any, 1s there to be?
Can the church schoole expect any bensfite from the state?"
Arthur L, ¢iller advencee some snswere to these questians=-
Cur  study of the relationship of church and state as it
affects agencies of formal education hae indlented that
church echoole have a le=zal rizht to exliest and haes also
indlcated that the courte will protect such echoonls.
Tkhe police power of the state includes the rizht to
rezulate and supervisc such schools to be sure that
egulvalent education 1s offered, OCtherwlise sectarlan
or nonpublic schoole are not under the control of the
ctate, At the present time 1t seeme that nonpublile
schools are supervised by the state in a reasonsble man=-
ner. « « « 1t Peems reasonable that nonpublic schools
should eseek to comply w%th the rezulations of the state
for nonpublic schools,”
The avthor wae referrins to rezulations concerninz sueh thinzs
as health, safety, and fire drills.
The problsm of federal aid to iLutheran elsmentary schools

is a vexinz one, At least two queetione are involved: ¥ould

- 364111er, "The Relationship of Church and State as 1t
Affecte Azencles of Formal Education,” op. git., XC (November,
1954), 119. '

3T1v1d., pp. 133-37.




| B L R R

68

such federal ald vlolate the principle of the ssparation of
church and statef And would thers be & denger of government
control of the chuprch schoolaf Since 1944 The Luthsran
Church==iisgourl 3ynod has dlstingulshesd between the social
services (o schools and the teaching program, stating that
soclal services can be accepted from ths state by church
scnools.-—"8 The 1ldees waas that social services =-- like the
lunch progrom == chould be avallable to all, just as library
gervices aye,

'he Church can accept the soclal service aspscts of

the Ptate's school program and may even bs within 1ts

righta in demandling such servicese., The use of tex

moneys Tor the support of tha tesaching progrem in Church

schools should be opposed, hnowsver, bsczuss such support

is comtgary to the First Amendment of the Consti-

tution, -2

Mot all Luthsprans agree, Home hold that church schools
should accopt no federal ald of any kind, Eugens wWengert
belleves that fsderal zid to ehwrch schools will inevitably
lead to government control.4° The Lutheran Church=-lilssourl
Synoid is Po concerned about this very darnger thzat it has
glven its Board for Parlsh Zducatlon an assignmsnt to "watch

for all movements and tendsncles that mlght endanger the pro-

gram of parlsh sducatlon and marshel all avallabls resources

38irthur L. Miller, "Federal Ald for zducatlon," Lutheran

Educatlon, LXIXXIII (February, 1948), 343.

1p14a.

4oEugana Wengert, “Federsl Ald and Christian zducation,"

Conventlon Essays (River Forest, Illinois: Lutheran Educa-

tion Associatlon, 1946), p. 22,
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to counteract such tendencies and movements, "41
Finally, Lutheran schools cannot afrord'to be self-
centered and aloof from community responsibllity. ™"Our
Christlan schools should certainly graduate boys and girls
who feel it to be thelr moral duty to be active in civie

and political affairs,"42

41":‘-hlloaophy on the Relationshlp of Church 2nd Stats,"
Readlngs in the Lutheran Phllosophy of Zducation, edlted by
L. G, 3lckel @nd Raymond F, Surburg (River roreat, Illinols:
Lutheran Edueatiion Assoclation, ¢.19%58)}, p. 30.

42ﬁartin L. Koehneke, "God and Governmsnt," Luthsran
Edueatlon, XGII (February, 1957), 257.
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CHAPTER VI
SUMEARY AND CCNOLUSIOK

The church and the state are institutlons ordained by
God. They differ from each other in authority and function.
The Churech 1s the conzrezation of eainte who are enzaged in
proclaimninz the zospel and among whouw the sagraments are belng
sduinistered accordinz to God's institution. The state iz
mrde up of all of its citizens. The church's function is to
proclelm the mospsl and the will of Jod, to oppose injustice.
The =tate’'se funet;an thircush its government is &0 malntain
peacc and order, to punish evildosrs and praise them that do
=03d, tz protect all citlzens, Both chureh and state ars
under 3od's auvthority. Nelther should dominate or interfere
with the proper functlon of the other.

The separatlon of chureh and stats is an lmportant
principle; the two shoul3d never be confounded. There is a
wide varlety of opinion among Lutherans as to how thls sepa-
ratisn is to be lnterpreted., Iilost azree that thers should
not be an absolute wall of separation bstween church and state,
They should interact and cooperate with eachk other where this
dose not interfere with the Cod-given authority and funetion
of either. A complete isolation of the church from the state
tasnds tu.reault in secularization and im the delfication of
the state and the weakeninz of the church's witness.

The church-state problem 1s most difficult in the area of
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cshurch-gtnte interaction. The church haes the responeiblility
of ﬁitneselng the law and the will of God to the state, and
supporting the state in 1te divinely ordained functions,
Sows Lutherane believe the churoh to be ths consecisnce of the
gtate. The church fulfills its responcibllity t- ths atnte

primarily throuzh individual bellevers who conecicntlouely

]

vork for the welfare of the state in ths fear of iod and are
true to their divine calllng, Lutherans are not fully agreed
on what the legitimate nctlvity of the orsanized chureh 1les in
1tes relatlon to the state, If the etate defles and flaunts
the law of (od, the churech umay resist.

Fublic and non-public schosls are lemally rscoznized by
the state. because of ths gecularizatlon prsvalent in
publiec education, many Lutherans advoeate both teachinz
about relisgion and stressing the importancs of relizicn and
moral and epirltual values in the public schools. They
recoumend released-tlime instruction a3s a means of providing
more Chriatisn education to Lutheran younsr people. ILutheran
echools are advooated by soms for more thoroush teaching of
Christian knowledme and values, Others fear that such
schoole will lead to indifference to the public schosle.
Lutherans are not of one opiniosn concerninz the question of

federal aid to chureh: schools.
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