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The ofticıal “magister1al“ reformatıon being ıtself dependent
tor Its shape an Its survıval particular relationshıp the civıl order,
naturally Its thinkers had understand MOvVvement. of dissent 2AN Protest
1n similar So Ff W as that Huldrych Zwinglı, SOON the wisdom
of hindsight could illumiınate the of EVENTS, interpreted the Ana-
baptısm that had SpIrung trom bıs OW.: ın of implicıt
anarchıism.}

'Thus it 15 NOLT SUrprisıng that Anabaptism has become, tar INOTE than
historical phenomenon tfor empirical description, “ideal type  < the
chessboard ot the history of 1deas. Over agalnst the maJorıty VIeW, charac-
terized bDy the aCCEDTLANCE otf civiıl responsibility, Anabaptiısm represents
PUIC outworking of the logıic of systematıc apolıticısm dualism ot
the civıl and rel1g10us orders. Thıiıs systematıc approach has born 1ts rıpe
fruit 1ın the dissertations of Hıllerbrand? an Bauman;® the latter
LNOTITC dogmatically oriented, the former 1in the mode of the history of ıdeas.

Then NOW, OTLIC of the evident 1SSUes for debate 1ın understandıng
Anabaptısm 1n 1ts relationshıp the ofticıal reformation 15 the influence
hıch prior assumpt10ns 1bout the AL of the cıvıl order have upOonNn the
WaYy 1ın hich the data ot the historian 111 be made meanıngful. The data
1n questi_on have NOT been VerYy debatable tor CENTLULY already: but wiıth

In ONeE testımonYy of April 15725 Zwingli combines three FeCDOFTS: a) second-
hand ACCOUNETL of unıdentifable non-Anabaptist named Martın, who sSa1! that
“<he Anabaptists ATre right, that there should be government” ; second-hand
ACCOUNT of Blaurock’s discussıng wıth Zollikon Anabaptist SOTINIC future tiıme when
they would be enough defend themselves agalnst small AIl Yy , C)
Zwingli’s OW: synthesis otf thıs ata 15 that they have undertaken increase
their numbers declare themselves free ot government“. Huldrych Zwinglıs
Sämtliche Werke I Leipzig LOZ7. Nr 54, TL Hıs IST COMMENT the theme
W as ı1n hıs Who g1ves Occasıon for Tumult of December 1524, OD CL. ITE Leipzıg
1914, Nr. 42, 404

Hans Hi erbrand, Die politische Ethik des Oberdeutschen Täufertums, Leiden/
Köln 1962 proleptically summarızed 1n “T'he Anabaptist Vıew of the State”,
MOQR C (April,

3 Clarence Bauman, Gewaltlosigkeit ım Täufertum, Leiden 1968
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the publicatiıon of the DCW panoramıc work of Stayer,“ the 15 perhaps
SCeLt tor fuller analysıs of the shape of the 1SSUe of interpretation, that
15 predisposed by the prior systematıc decisions of the histor1an.

It CAaNnnNOT be the zoal of thıs study catalog the immense body of
recently published materı1al dealing wiıth the broad theme, “R adical Refor-
matıon An the Civil Order“ systematically. Such discussıon W as always
full aın frequent 1n anı y treAtment of reformatıon ethics. It has become
stil] INOTE by WaYy of recent fashions hich attempt ınter-
pret the reformatıon 1n the ICa ot “theology ot revolution“, “Christianıty
and Marxısm“, “Church 1n the Thıird World“ eiC

The zoal of the present analysıs <hall rather be Ir y illuminate ONEC

issue 4 the heart of the atter when interpreted systematıc challenge,
doing especlally in conversatıon wiıth the three very worthy dissertatıons
ot Hillerbrand, Bauman, An Stayer. Our GOHNGST-H chall NOT be with the
remaınıng possible descrepancıes ot interpretation about biographical
chronological detaıil, but rather wiıth the WaYy 1in hich priıor theological
and world V1eEW commıtment enters INnto the capacıty ot the historian
make meanıngful unıty OUuUt of the data he reads.

'Thıs roundıng Out oft generation’s monographic eftorts Inay provide
base tor reviewıiıng the systematıc AX10MS hich these analysts exemplify.

Behind SroW1Ng CONSCHSUS regardıng the maın outlines of maJority Ana-
baptıst thought, an behind increasıng precisi1on 1n tracıng chıfts ıN dıt-
fterences in detail 3(8) added in the work of Stayer, the abiding polemic-
ecumenıiıcal challenge of the assumption Just deseribed remaıns: what for
OUuUr INAay be abeled “systematıc dualısm“. By “systematic“ 15

the tact that the dualism 15 brought by the histori1an the data he
interprets, when he PUtSs premıum those phenomena hich AaAre his
mınd iINOTe “consıstent“

The consıstent, 2AN! therefore MMOST representatıve Anabaptıst pOSs1-
t10n, described with only mınor difterences by both Bauman 2n Hıller-
brand, 15 that hıch Stayer calls “separatıst nonresistance“ and hich
Sanders® characterizes being “without compromise“. The INe4SUuUIre of
“consistency“ “compromıise“ 15 the CONCEDTL of “The State“ hich the
historian brings the question, an thıs CONCEDTE 15 itself defined in
compatible with the decisions of the official retormers.

The ConcepDt of the political order according zuhich the MOSE
separatıst Anabaptists Were MOSE cConsıstent

“The State  « 15 assumed be the ShaImne 1n esseINCE ın all tımes AN! cultures,
that the ethical 1ssue posed tor the Christian by partıcıpatiıon in 1ts

violence 15 the SaIiIne whether speak oft the aAsCc ot Josiah, of the early
church, of Constantıne, of Charlemagne, otf Charles Any pluralism
of historical interpretations, an y real development change from Oone agc

James Stayef; Anabaptıists an the Sword, Lawrence, Kansas 1972
5 Thomas Sanders, Protestant Concepts of Church and State, New ork 1964
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another, 15 excluded, NOLT the yrounds of observatıon but by definition.
So the question “chould the Christian be ot the State?“ always has
the same shape and, be consıstent, IMNUST always have the SAalillc ANSWEEI.

The 15 SCCH extension of the x00d order ot Creatıion, analogous
(or extension of) the order of the famıly, and ot work Beruf).

Partially marred through Adam’s fall; partially restored through the esta-

blishment of the Davıdıc kingdom an further through Constantıne,
still perceive 1n government 1ts origınal created intent. It MaYy be spoken
otf “sword‘ but that 15 the WCapON of the benevolent patrıiarch, without
which there could be soCIletYy. The 15 1in Lts ESSCIHICE the sıne qua 11O:  a

of civilized sOCIetY, and only exceptionally the AagCNCY of CyrannYy, empire,
pillage 2hal destruction.

The CONTEXT ot ethical decısıon 15 assumed be ON in hich Christians
ATC numerically An soclally dominant, that theır ethical qcQhoices IMUST

be tested by the crıterion of generalızability. “What ıf did it Dn
15 the WaYy TEeSst ethical Convıction, SincCe practically 15
Christian. 1f Christians would NOT aAdminister the ZzovernmentT, there would
be NONC, it would fall Into the hands ot few brigands who would faıl

discharge Its cıvılızıng Miss10N.
Once the definitions ATC thus established, there 15 lıttle choice left the

Anabaptist who be “consıistent“. It he makes the teachings of
Jesus the sword AN! the oath normatıve, ıf he confesses 1n the New
Testament beyond the Old, ıf he consıders Christian identity

A4Lfer ot adult, persona|l dec1isıon hıich CANNOLT be imposed upon infant
by 1ts parents upoh soclety by 1ts sovereıgn, there 15 alternatıve
the withdrawal hıch the hıstorı1an calls “consıstent“. And since the 1SSUeSs
AL timeless, the SaImne Options 11 always apply. TIhus Sanders PUrSucSs 1Nto
the mid-twentieth CENTULCY the struggle of Mennonıites OVer whether
remaın consistently “apolitical“.

There 15 doubt that thıs “consıiıstent“ posıtıon existed ON} Ana-
baptists, that it W as expressed radıcally 2n thoroughly by maJor figures,
especially Sattler, Rıedemann, 2ın Walpot, 2AN! that wiıth the Passasc of
time under condiıtions otf persecution i€ AaIinle dominate numerically. Yet

LEeSt the adequacy of systematıc constructlon, it 15 NOT the *typical“
which AT IMNOST ımportant, but the eXcept10ns. And there ATC CXCCD-

t10NsS, c<hall sScC.,.

The limitations 0} the “systematıc" 2eW)
In the face of this sweep1ing CONSCI1SUS 1in the monographic works ot recent

generatıons, the present Y that 111 only Progress urther in
understandıng the sixteenth CENTULY 1f become INOTEe self-critical about
thıs dogmatic assumption. Why chould It be assumed, after all, that the
only respectable ANSWEIS ethical quest1on, especially Oone complex

“Should the Christian be ruler?“ IMUST be unqualified “  yes
unqualified no that intermediate VIeWS ATeC less worthy ot recognıtion?
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Thıs dogmatıc WaYy ot putting the question 15 itself representatıve ot
priıor commıtment the Volkskirche posıt1on. The moral claıms 1n tavor

of the violent defense of the eX1st1Ng socıal order Ca  } only demand yes/no
ANSWEIT ıf theır CONTIENT 15 unambıguo0us an theır bindingness self-evident.
Yet that 15 precisely what 15 being contested between the established chur-
ches ın the radical reformatıion, AN! in later centurlies between INOTE

authoritarıan aın MmMOTe covenantal/democratic ViIeWwSs of the civil order.
11} 'The systematıc WaYy of putting the question 15 overly concerned tor

finding 1ın the Reformatıion models applicable later debates,; thereby Ilu-
minatıng but also dıstorting the original Eevents through theır modern rele-
vance“. One observes this when modern Mennonıites appeal Anabaptist
“apolitism“ AaSs defined by John Horsch an Sanders 1ın order undercut
critic1ism of Ameriıcan militarısm. One observes it the other hand 1n arl
Holl’s rejection of the suggest10n of Troeltsch that the radicals of the
sixteenth CENTUFYy represented the future ot protestant political development
1LNOTE than Luther did One recogn1zes It when Stayer 1ın hıs introduction
identifies hıs personal bıas, hıch he calls „liberal“, being particularly
ostile the subtype ot Anabaptist pacifism hıch accordıng his OW:

later ACCOUNT W as the only OIl that could Survive 1n the sixteenth century.®
111 The systematıc WaYy of putting the question results 1n UuNrcprescN-

tatıve selectivity iın actual readıng ot the Reformatıon It calls
“typical“ ONe SsSet of Anabaptist phenomena, an thereby uses them
organıze aın somet1imes disqualify the others; yert thıs “type“ 15 logically
ONe end ot scale, NOT aVCrage developmental paradızm.

One ot the indıications of thıs bıas in favor of the categories of the ofti-
c1al tradition 15 the selectivity hich 15 usually exercised ON: the OP1N10NS
of the retformers prior making the comparıson with the radıicals. 'The
maJor reformatıion spokesmen expressed themselves often AN! in varıed
WaYys concerning overnment. When they had the tiıme be caretul and
objective they could be relatively eritical of oppression 2AN! arbitrary
violence, an could project picture of what Christian Oovernment ought

be hıch continues be appealıng. Under other Pressures, AN: specifi-
cally somet1imes under the of the dissent ot LLOTE radical p  S  n  9
their advice ıN their tacıt CONSECENT permitted theır rulers proceed 1n
tar less humane WaYy than the reformers’ best V1S10NS. Yet the position hich
the systematıc historians with the separatısm of the Anabaptists 15
often NOT the actual practice of the OVvernmMeNtTtSs ot 5Saxony Zurich but
rather the hıgher (usually earlıer) ideals of the reformers when they WEeTITC
INOTEe critical.

Thus by definition the temptatıon 15 COMDAar«C what CAannOtL be fairly
compared: On the Oone hand, careful, measured thought from the PENS of

Ö  Ö In earlier wrıiting, “'The FEarliest Anabaptists and the Separatist-Pacıifist
Dilemma“, Brethren Life and Thought, (Wınter, 1965 1 Stayer evidenced

iınterest much ıke that ot the present ‚Y Sınce hıs investment ın the
rıgidity ot the “dilemma“ ave increased, the Same tıme that his SyIn-
pathy tor the separatıists has waned.

Zischr.
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professional intellectuals, AanN! the other statements un: under Ortiure

trom fugıtıve preachers and recently converted Ideals the NC

hand (which have vVery specific meanıng when there eX1StSs self-conscı10us
theory about how dose the dilution of divine AN: human rıghteousness)
and immediate practical situational decisions the other. 'Thıs does NOT

iNe4n there Can be faır historiography taır dialogue, but It does
call tor A greater degree ot self-critical W Aareness of the dogmatıc COIN-

mıtments hich pre-structure the possible conversatıon.
The assumpt10ons underlyıng thiıs WE such Ca  z only be

meanıngful atter Constantıne An betore the development ot modern socıal
pluralism. It LE4SONS from the 2rure and the needs of the total soc1al order

the ethics ot the individual. The individual chould TEALASON Aan! decide in
such WdYy that it TC4SOMNS Ahal ecıdes he does, the sSOC12
order 111 be healthy. Sınce it 15 hıs duty thınk, hıs specific decisıons
should be gulded NOLT by christological crıt1que but by calculatıon ot
what kınd of actıvıty, ıf generalized, 111 make tor socı1al health. Thiıs
PIOCCSS 15 self-evident in s1tuatiıon where 1t 15 assumed that al of the
signıfcant PCLSONS 111 be reasonıng the basıs of the SAhaInNe ethical 45

sumpti0ns. It CE14SES represent reasonable Sset of assumpt1ions ıf sOCIety
has become genulnely tree an pluralistic. Nor Can it be reasonable Sset
ot assumpt10ns in soclety 1n whiıch Christians ATC m1ss10Nary miınorıity.

There 15 obvious moderıizatıon in the shape of the question when It
15 interpreted sample of timelessly consıstent attıtude hıch in order

be genuılne would need apply other OVErNMENETIS 1n other places,
especially AT the poıint ot partıcıpatıng in democratically structured socletlies
eiıther holders of oftice OTters.

These five complaınts AL NOT ultımately distinguishable. They ALC aSPECTS
of the single objection that thıs definitional dualism brings the data of
the sixteenth CENTULY prior systematıc bıas hich renders INOTe difticult

tull -  ‚D of the NUAaNCCS of the This 15 NOT the SlhaIne arguıng
that the predisposıition of the question 15 confessionally prejudiced. The
Mennoniıte Clarence Bauman, the Lutheran Hıllerbrand, the “profane
hıstori1an“ Stayer, an Sanders all usec the S4a|INe approach. The Mennoniıte
John Horsch, who considered the “separatıst nonresistant“ V1CeW the a-
tıve ONC, an Stayer who cshows how INany other Anabaptist VIeEWS there
WEIC, define it in these Same

The priorıty oft consistent logic Over actual CVECNTS, hıich 15 the metho-
dological assumption of the “history of ideas“ discıpline, constantiy
uns the risk ot ıimposing sımplicity CONsisteNCY hıch 15 INOTre the
product of the mınd of the analyst than it W 4s necessity iın the mınds otf
the historical PErsONAaSES.

“A. related weakness for the empirically minded reader 15 the author’s
method otf relyıng entirely uDON the inner logic of ideas the total

e’exclusion of the ‘logic of EeVENTS

Allen Dıirrim, reviewıng Hillerbrand PET in ARG (1964) 266
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This observatıon 15 exemplified At LW poıints where the 1NOTE systematıc
treatments tocus lıttle attention. Most weighty: there WEIC Man y 10O11-

resiıstant Anabaptists who did NOT draw systematic dualist conclusions, yet
who WEIC recognized by theır brothers wiıthin Anabaptiısm an by theır
oppONeNtS 4A5 fully part of the Maın STreaL1m of that They do
NOL represent distinct “tendency“ but A found within all the
varıous strands of peaceful Anabaptism. Whıle affırmıng the normatıveness
otf the teaching 2AN! example of Jesus for the entire ıte of the disciple,
rejecting the torms of reason1ing hich Stayer calls “internalısatıion“ ÄTY
“realpolitical“ grounds tor justifyıng the sword, AN! thereby commıittıng
themselves defenselessness,® they did NOL TeA4son back from that clarıty

the sweeping conclusıon that the disciple of Jesus 111 under A 1l CIrcum-
StEAaNCES reject all forms of civiıl responsibilıty. When asked whether
oberer could be Christian,
a) SOLILLC sa1d they would let God be the judge ot who 15 Christian,?®
b) SO1ILLC sa1d that takıng posıtion thıs question 15 NOLT constitutıve of

Anabaptıst identity; O1l  '4 IMNay elieve either WAyEr
C) INOTIEC of them answered situationally, 4S long they behave in

Christian WaYy and accordıng the commands of God“ .11
d) SOINEC ot them spelled OUuUt the situational applicatiıon Dy being willıng

stand watch but NOL bear Tms
e) SOLILLC would a  y WCaPDONS ceremonically, avo1d betrayıng them-

selves Anabaptısts, but would NOT use them:*
{) SOINE would AaDPIOVC the aCCeptance of administratıve tunctions 1in the

cıvıl order the exclusıon of kılling**
The INOTE Current designatıon “non-resistant“ 15 NOL only less ıteral

rendering of “wehrlos“; especially it sufters tor OUuUr Purpose trom its havıng een
made code desıgnatıon tor the systematıc separatısm which thiıs y challenges,

Hıllerbrand PET 50; nNOTte K).1I:
Hans Nadler, Hıllerbrand PET and AVS 101 Or the WIıtness INa Yy other-

W1Se evade being drawn OUL; Valentin Gredig Jacob Gross in Stayer 1058
an D7

11 Hillerbrand PET d S7% 48 H 9 ‚ - 101 One K  - rule it he 15 faichful
Christian love  e Scharnschlager, 1n Stayer 184; Junghans Waldshuter, Stayer

AS I 1t rulers would “wralk the straıt and arrowWw WaYy and ear the C:  9 who
would WAant deny them theır oftice  D& Andreas Gut, Zürich Anabaptist in 1589
The cCıtatiıon by Bergmann, uDOIL whom Hillerbrand 15 dependent tor this quotatıon
1n PET 47, 15 incomplete, that ONe CAannOt evaluate whether thıs 15 AasSCc of
virtual negatıon by conditional aftirmation, ıke the Hutltterite Hans Schmid’s STAa-
tement otf 1558 then they asked hım, whether they die Obrigkeit) AICcC hri-
st1an, he answered, ı$ they deny themselves An violence An DOIN

Zieglschmid, ed Die älteste Chronıik der Hutterischen Brüder, Ithaca 1943
ACHB); 387

12 Stayer 107 and Hillerbrand PET 51 Jacob Gross of Waldshut early)
An deliberation of Strasbourg elders (1568)

Stayer 373 Mecklenburg Mennonites 1554
14 Hıllerbrand PET 48 (1536) Stayer 161 Ulrich Gässlı, 15358 tour prisoners

in Esslingen, 1544; 302 Conrad VO  3 Grünberg); 316 (Menno); 327 (Waterlander
elders, 15818 129 (actual Anabaptist officeholders 1n Switzerland in One
IMNay use physical torce but milıtary Servıce; 185 (Rothenfelder)
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o SOINE sa1d Christian could SLaYy in government but NOLT tor long ”®
ONEC would aCCCDL being called the colors but instead of fighting he
would plead wiıth the n  ME make peace.”*

These attıtudes an others less simple document interpret ”‘ demon-
STIrate sufficiently that, far trom seeking hard an tast doctrinaıre clarıty,
these Anabaptists WeIC of UanCce and flexibility 1n the shape otf the
question. They have 1in COMMON refusal let the of theır decision
be dictated by prior dogmatıc definition that the cıvıl order MUST always
an everywhere be seen that by definition the tollower of Jesus MUStT

be excluded from It.
Clarence Bauman, whose CONCEIN 15 of ll OUrLr SOUT’'CES IMOST systematıc,

reters the ex1istence of these VIEWS safeguardıng agalnst “principled
demoni1sıng of «15  government but does NOLT UursSuc theır significance urther.
Hans Hiıllerbrand reDOFrTS INOTIE fully, speaking ot them “rhe mınorıty
within the mınorıty“, treatıng them systematıc embarrassment, explain-
able the grounds that the wıtnesses in question wanted avo1d oftense.??

It 15 SE thıs point that the much INOIC empirically oriented interpretation
of James Stayer 15 very helpful. Stayer SseDarates his SOUICC5S5 carefully
accordıng tıme, place, aın tendency, wiıth the result that the dogmatıc
ualist position 15 found be much less domiınant, an the less r1gOrOuSs
attıtudes far INOTEC widespread. Stayer recogn1zes pos1t10ns thıch he SOI1NC-

times calls “moderately apolitical“ “undogmatıc“. Stayer intellectual
histori1an 15 still theoretically commıtted the systematıc dualist definition
of the question. Therefore he holds that these moderate AAal undogmatıc
pOos1ıt10Ns A ultimately 1inconsistent an NOT viable. Still, his empirical
approach leads hım analyze them far iNOTeEe fully than Bauman Hıiıller-
brand, AN! thereby he has opened DCW possibility for conversation. That
these figures existed, that they 1n all other Were representatıve ot
the maın STreCAM of evangelıcal Anabaptists, 15 NOT challenged by Aalıy of
the recent hıstorians. But what does theıir ex1istence mean” Can permit

15 Stayer 112 Jacob Treyer.
Stayer 186, Michael cker.
One Inay be Orn into oftice but NOT seek it; capıtal punıshment INAaYy be ad-

missıible whiıle WAar 15 NOL (see below nNnOTte 273 ct. Iso nNnOTtLe 30 the shadings of
the meanıng ot recogn1ızing sOMeONe ASs “Christian“.

GIT, 781
19 e S:  einbare Zugeständnisse, VO  3 dem Bestreben geleitet, .> den

stössıgen Eindruck verwischen.“ Hillerbrand PET Such 4al interpretation,
disqualifying Nne’s  C SOUTCCS the grounds of intent mislead, could of COUTSEC be
pushed 1n either direction. Granting that ruler May properly usec the sword might
Iso be such Zugeständnıs.

The value ot Hillerbrand’s recognıtion otf thıs 15 viıtiated by his statement
FE 48, AVS 101 . that Hubmaier 15 1ts foremost spokesman, hıch he clearly
18 NOtTL. Hubmaier W as tar CALCE Zwingli’s V1eW ot the sword 1n the Christian
commonwealtch than he W3Aas the undogmatic nonresistants Te an Gross wh
had leave Waldshut during his ascendancy (Stayer 107 f the täbler
he argued agalnst 1n Nıkolsburg.
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them be recognızed valıd historical data, INUuSt they be declared
unrepresentative the orounds of particular doctrine of what 15 properly
political?

Still another portion of the hıch MUST be dealt wıth 1in the SaIne

ONTEXT 15 the reedom wiıth hıch VAarlı0us maJor Anabaptist spokesmen
addressed themselves the c1ıvıl authorities concerning the exercıise otf theır
office, despite the tact that such right of address W as conceded them.
ften the subject Aatter W 4s the call for rel1g10us lıberty the FeEquUESL
tor OPCNH hearıng regardıng mMatiters ot theological difterence tor hıch
they Were being persecuted. But the pleas an the complaints W erTrTre NOLT
imıted this: they included appeals for righteousness in OVvernment in
roader (taxatıon, serfdom, reedom of movement). Generally they
assumed that despite the difterences ın particular CONvıctıon regardıng such
Matfifers baptısm, ven despite the tact that they WeIC being persecuted
by them, the Anabaptists stil] considered the STAatesmen being addressed
be in SOMMeE fellow Christians who could fıttingly be challenged
partıcıpate in binding conversatıon.“ Thiıs form ot address xr  ; hardly
have been only hypocritical rhetorical convention. MUST therefore
constitute pPart of the facts needing explanation.

The A4se being made tor toleratiıon (“toleration“ 15 probably better
word than “relig10us liberty“, since It seldom W as spoken of 1n of
disestablishment neutrality) constantly assumed that the ruler could be
spoken Christian.?! Christıan, granted, who W as NOT fully
of what It would INnNnecan be fully faıthftful the teachings of Christ, but
nonetheless ONeEe concerning whom the Anabaptists assumed that appeal

the of bıblical ethics 15 relevant. When asked „who 111 TU the
Z0vernmMent 1$ Christians do not?“ MOST Anabaptists answered “<hat 15
something the New Testament SayS Ca  a be done by the heathen.“ But seldom
ıf Ar does Anabaptist push consıstency the point ot telling zıven
Prıince, Judge jaıler that he 15 He rather 1iNnvıtes hım live

hıs claim be Christian by renouncıng pride, violence, and Ooppression.
It 111 NOT do ATSZU! that these calls tor relig10us lıberty ATe NO reDTE-
sentatıve of involvement 1in the political order. For all partıes the
debate, this W 4s political 1Ssue.

Yet another poıint of discriminatıng political involvement 15 represented
by the occasıonal refusal of Anabaptists Day Wr thorough
separatıst ualısm would exercıse discriımıinatıon ON} the kinds of
violence hıch it would be ready tolerate 1n the order.?*? The
Anabaptists the other hand distinguished between Jegıtimate an illeg1-
tiımate objects for Trevenue raısıng, refusıng comply wıth levies specı1-

20 Stayer 174 (Hutter, Aurbacher); 184 Marbeck); Menno dedicated hıs
Foundatıon ook “Pıi0us rulers“. 311

21 C+t below Ote
“ Was “draußen‘ in der Welrt geschieht, 1St für die Täufer unwichtig.“ Hiller-

brand PET 28
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fically identifiable wWwar FAa  « 23 As recent Amerıcan experience has agaın
made visible, War LA objection, far trom being stil] LNOTC thorough
abstention, 15 very threatenıng torm of political involvement.“

The other dimensıon of the “logıc of events“ which 15 needed, ıf ATC

read faırly the dissenters of the sixteenth cCenturYy, 1Ss the definıtion of
what actual models ot “Participation in Government“ MC avaılable tor
theır evaluatıon when they wWweI«c asked whether such partıcıpatıon 15
Christian callıng. The FeV1EW cited before continues,

“<he Anabaptıist attıtudes toward ex1isting secular Zz0overnments e treated
4A5 inherent attıtudes toward Zzover‘ nNment in general without considering
the polıcıes ot actual zovernments during the period the Anabaptist
ethıc W 4S formulated.“
When the tension between Anabaptıst separatıon and responsible invol-

vement 15 made modern paradıgzm tor systematıc ethics, “responsible
particıpation“ tends be defined 1n modern It 15 assumed that the
cıtızen has ACCE$SS$S free publıc discuss1on, that Man y cıtızens actually have
4a4CCc655S5 governmental ofkice, Ahal that those 1n oftice recogn1ıze
countability the constitution and popular CONSENT. Thıs leads
completely illegıtımate modernizatıon of the 16th CENTULY discussıon. The
Obrigkeit with hich Anabaptists concretely had deal W as closed
authority StEruCcCiure. It W as NOLT accountable vVen Man y of those who
technically enjoyed citizenshi1p. Before the Anabaptist AIinle 1into
being 1t had already ecided that the Obrigkeit W 4S the sovereıgn
decıde how the church W as be reformed, ın had declared polıtically
illegıtimate AIl relig10us dissent. Before the time of the o formal “sepa-
ratıst“ statementT, (Schleitheim, February thıs repression W 4S being
sanctioned by the death penalty. When then ask what the quest10n 15
hich Anabaptist 15 being asked, often under OTtUTS; MUSLT COIl-

textually let Obrigkeit be defined wıth that much realısm. “IS it the callıng
of the Christian exercıse unaccountable sovere1ıgnty, OPDTrEeSS the POOTL,

brake the Pace of the retormatıon of the church, AN: punish with
death those of another relig10us opınıon?“ Only it he 15 ready 1dmıt
that representatıve tormulatıon of the question C  3 the modern ad-
vocate of “responsible involvement“ fairly uUuse the Anabaptist negatıon
expressing systematıc separatısm.

Readıng through less dualıist grid
In order disentangle from other 1SSuUes the key question A u  18a

ing, It 111 be helpful distinguish the varıety of logically possible DOSL-
23 CHB 514 (1579); 5236 s 553 575 (16 ct. Frantuse

Hruby, Dıie Wiedertäuter in Mähren ARG B  >< (1933) CSP 185
In the Samnlle paragraph (176 Stayer Says both that W ar D X efusal 15 1N-

consiıstent wiıth letting civıl Oovernment wield the sword unhındered, (1 C.9 that 1T
interferes wiıth the civiıl order) Ral that it reDreSCHNLS the MOST radical torm of
separatıon trom S1IN.
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t10NS hıch could be taken the quest1on of the sword 1in the CONTLEXT of
reformatıon debates.“

It 15 possible hold that there chould be government AT all;
theoretical anarchism.
It 15 possible hold that [038% Christians there chould be ZSOVEIN-
MENT, but that trom the voluntarıly established order in the
believing COommunıty, . Cıy OIl unbelievers, Satan has established hıs

order 1in hich the sword 15 present, An in fact properly
characterist1ic ot that realm.
It 15 possible hold that LW orders of preservatıon aın redemption
exX1St together under the sSaIine God In ON Ot them the sword has
place, due the normatıveness of the work of Jesus Christ, whereas
in the other the sword has imiıted legitimacy, hıch 15 tested precisely
: the point ot 1ts abilıty keep iıtself within limits. The classıc early
Anabaptist Statement of this posıtiıon 15 that of Schleitheim VI “The
Sword 15 ordering of God outsıde of the perfection ot Christ.“
It C  3 be held that the Christian, because of hıs loyalty Christ, 111
NOT wıeld the sword, but that H 15 NOT necessarıl y always the 4ase

that thıs 111 exclude hım trom partıcıpatıon in the civıl order. He
might SOVErIN without kıllıng, he might stand watch without bearıng
AarIns, he might aCCEDT oftice hiıch has omme hım by inheritance,

he might SLaYy in oftice hıch he held before his convers1i0n, but
he 311 probably NOT be able conscientiously STAaYy 1n it permanently.
How long he 111 STAaYy in it 111 be decided by the actual sıtuation,
NOT by theory.
It 15 possible hold that, while Christian cshould NOT (ıdeally, scr1ptu-
rally) be violent, Just Christian chould NOT be proud, SUICI,

gluttonous, It 15 quite possible tor the faithful church, teacher,
prophet admoniısh in the NAamMme of Christ those who AU - C stil] involved
1n such weaknesses. Thıs 15 the position hıch Zwinglı took wıth
regard 138  . In June 1523 Zwinglı had clarified with log1c
and detail why it 15 proper that “human Justice“ should fall short of
C divine righteousness“ by permitting moderate AMOUNT of Uury Yet

late April 1525 he continued hold that the individual who
lent At eXCESSIVE ınterest chould be excluded from the Lord’s Supper
Thıs combıinatıon of rejecting the SIn while continumng respecttully

25 Stayer 15 certainly COITecCTt 1n asking that STay by the sixteenth CENTLUCrY
9 “sword“, 1t wısh understand sixteenth CeENTLUrCY thought in Ifs OW.

CONTLEXT, rather than seeking (or before seeking) relate Lt later CONTEMPOFrAaArCY
understandings of “<he state“, Obrigkeit, the socıial ‚y the cıvil order 1n
creation, ET “ T°he sword“ repreSsenNts the capacıty of the ruler COI CcE an Eeven

kıll, hich 15 both the definitional CoOomMpONeEN and the Maın functional CONTLENT
of the definition of being ruler. “T'he sword“ 15 the SAaImne tiıme what ruler
does, the basıs of his claim have the dıyvyıne right do I and the basıs ot his
ability do 16

26 Op Car Nr. 5 9 25 and K 349; Roger Dey, Kirchenzucht bei Zwinglı,
Zürich 1948, 38
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admonish the sinner 15 probably the best description of how Menno
Marpeck looked the Christian sovere1gns whom they urged abstaın
from Wal, capıtal punıshment an the repression of relig10us dissent.
It 15 possible hold that suffering love including the rejection of the
sword 15 normatıve for ll ot the ıte ot the belıever, wıth the siıngle
exception otf such HA of the sword 15 legitimated by government.
That zovernment’'s Jegıtimacy 15 subject SOINC evaluatıon 2AN: chal-
Jenge, according the criter1a2 of z00d OvernmMenNt hıch INAaYy be
found in Scripture, 1n FCAaSONL, 1n the history of the laws, ın the
ecclesiastical doctrine of the Just WAar 1t 1n yıiven Case these bounds
AIC overstepped, the Christian cıtızen soldier 11l refuse
Thıs W as the posıtion of the early Luther an the early Zwinglı, aAM
ot the Anabaptist Balthasar Hubmaier.”
Others mMay hold the righteous sword iın the hands of the sa1nts 15 \9(0)8

completely subject the restraınts of rceasonN, due PFrOCCSS, the Just
WAar doctrine, Ssince it May be used for God’s OW. U,  9 hich 15 greater
than that of civıl order. This W as the posıtion of untzer 2AN: ot
ünster in theır respective later phases. It W 4s the V1eW otf the late
Zwingli. It May be settled cConviction, regardıng the STLATLUS of the

C‘theocracy“.regıme itself, iın hıch ase it 15 tradıtionally called
Or it INay be ep1isodic, spasmodic, specially revealed, in hıch Aasec

call It “fanatıc“ “apocalyptic“. The diference between
these LW lies in their epistemology. Wırth regard the ethics of the
sword, they ATe parallel. Or It INnay sımply iNecanl that Ssince the Prince
1s in oftice by Dıiıvine Right, what he does 15 eigengesetzlıch, subject

evaluatıon by an yOoN«C alıy NOTIMN beyond iımself
Another kınd of option MUST be identified hiıch CannOot be placed
simply wıthın the above categories because its relationshıip them 15
modified by additional varıable, that of time.

special subform of V1eW (F would be n that Christian ruler,
although he would NOT War FCDICSS the church, might enforce the death
penalty. Stayer that thıs W as the V1eW otf Menno unti! the 1550’s en he
clearly began condemn capital punishment) and of his predecessor Melchior Hof-
INann. It 15 true that Menno oes reter the “ordinary sword of Justice“ whose
continuing function he oes NOL intend question. Yet the “sword“ Aas symbol
ot civıl Justice tor Menno need NOL include capital punishment if Ca  3 eGe

(as Stayer oes that for the „undogmatic nonresistants“ it excludes W adl.

Menno clearly writes otf anı rulers Christians. Yet he does NOT, in the tew
reported by Stayer, complete the logical ser1es Christian ruler sword

PE
killing, aftirm the propriety ot kılling by Christians the ground that they ATC

“The Sword“ iıncludes ılling tor Sattler 1n Schleitheim I; which 15 why the
Christian 15 excluded trom that oftice. For the less dogmatic Anabaptists, that “rhe
sword“ would have include killing, even ıf Lrue Christian WETC zovern1ıng,
remaıns be demonstrated. Is the originalıty of the “undogmatic“ Anabaptists
that they permit the Christian ruler kıll criminals (Stayer’s V1CW for the younger
Menno)? Or 15 it that they hold that xood OoVvVernNmMenNtTt does NOTt eed the death
penalty (clear for the later Menno an for the others cıted above)?
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Durıing the present tıme, the place of the believer 15 that of positi1on
above. The separatıon between urch bal world has NOL only

soziological but also eschatological dimensı0ns. But thıs rejection of
the sword in the hand of the believers, being conditioned by partı-
cular understandıng of the COUTSE of salyatıon history, 15 NOT tho-
roughly ethical rejection. It Ca  . therefore be suspended replaced in
another epoch. At the time of the ımmınent intervention of God, the
elect MaYy be called by specıial dispensatıon wield the righteous sword

Thıs probably have in Hut, 1n Hofmann, an (realized) 1n
üunster.

Our eftort qualify the presupposiıt1ons hich circumscribe the syntheses
of the hıstori1an 111 INOST simply be portrayed by contrasting the VAarı0us
WaysS in hich the differing pOS1t10NS thıs scale AT interpreted 1n
relationship ONEC another.

15 possible the basıs of prior dogmatıc commıtment SCC thıs
scale expressing polar alternatıves, 1in hıch the intermediate STages ATC

NOL really conceivable consıstent. Thus those who held hold them
ATE confused.?8 Then the ınterpreter 11 be predisposed tighten the
tension between the alternatıves by denyıngz the middle of the scale.

Once the polarıty has been thus defined, the partısan of the ofticıal
reformers 111 describe theır VIeEWS in the LNOTC moderate form (F) an 111
SCcC the Anabaptists characterized by the LNOTE exXxtireme bal Aafe pos1ıt10ns
(A an B) 29 The free urch hıstor1an 11 the actual practice of
the protestant StTates G/1 G/3) wiıth the LNOIC sober Anabaptist spokes-
LLLEIN or imited government and Perhaps there 15 sOoMmMme value 1n
that debate, but the present study claıms that LLOTIC would be earned by
NsSINS above the assumpt10ons hich predetermine 1ts torm. We therefore
ceek NOTte those aSspECCTIS of the pıcture hıch the polarızed V1CW tends
obscure.

The possibility oft abstention from Oovernment service 15 NOT imited
the Anabaptists. Luther calls the soldier disobey, AT the COSLT of

suffering, ıf he 15 called partıcıpate in what he knows 15 unJust Wa  $

Every posıtıon but the absolutist proviıdes for such possible SC

“Withdrawal“ 15 thus NOLT peculıar sectarıans.
It 15 possible logically condemn siven actıon in princıiple, an VEr
contıinue consıder those who persist in that actıon Christians, albeit

misgui1ded ONCS, and thereby contıinue conversing wiıth them. Thus
Sa y taithful Christian CAaNNOL consistently wield the sword“ 15 nOt the
54ame Sa Yy “Anyone who wiıelds the sword 15 NOT Christian“, Ven

28 Stayer 15 wiıth the attriıbution of confusion those whose of
Consistency 15 NOL systematıc. Rıngk 15 obscure enck 15 ambiguous aın Para-
doxical Jorıs equ1vocates Junghans Waldshuter probably spoke with
mental reservatıons Menno 15 CONIUSE: (314

29 When Stayer SCS his O W: words describe the separatıst posıtıon he SCS the
23 118, Z 148) Yetlanguage of posıt1on (B) “satanıc", “damnatıon” ,

when he sec5s5 theır O W, words 1t 15 posiıt1on (C) which the Anabaptists take
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though the CFHIt1CS oft the Anabaptıists have often refused that difte-
rence.“” It 15 difterence that lies AT the heart of binding ecumenical
dialogue. I May be expressed in OILC of the verb SC} sufter“ +
tolerate“, hıch designates the readıness submıit the continuation of
what really c<hould NOLT be Thıs 15 NOLT distinctively Anabaptist posit1on:
it ADPCAaLs ell in Zwinglı's attitude toward “human Justice“” in the
4atfftfer of tithes An interests, 21 iın Luther’s attıtude (before the CYIS1IS of
1525 toward the inJustices of which the complained.

There beg1ins surface AT thıs poıint something NECW in the hıstory of
ideas. Between the simple condemnatıon, _  1t MUST NOT be done  «  9 1SSUINS 1n
withdrawal;, an the siımple aAaCCCPTLANCEC, C  1t CAannot be helped“, hıch Just1-
f1es COompromı1se, there arıses the C  1t chould NOLT be« which refuses either
destroy the adversary wıithdraw from the struggle. The ethicıst would
call It “continumng ethical discourse 1n the face of value pluralısm“. The
politologist 11 recognıze It prerequisıte of viable democracy.

Let then reftfurn OUrLr scale of options iın the lıght ot this observatıon.
Instead of representing logical impossibilıty, posıtion (E) Just inter-
preted INnaYy be secn represent normal WaYy tor Christian minorıty
partıcıpate 1in ethical discussıon wıthin civıl soCIety whenever Christians
do NOT dominate the s1tuation numerically politically. It 15 the normal
posiıtion ecclesiological grounds, quıte from the particular ethical
1ssue ot the sword.

When the 1SSue of the sword arıses, then the choice IMUST be made between
pos1t1ons (D) an (F Both AaATe consistent sub-torms of CE,) applied 1n
the particular CONLEXT. They AI y OIl another than they AIC

the either siıde. The latter (F) 15 NOL ONe of uncondiıtional
involvement, S1INCEe it 11 refuse unjust WAarTs (Luther) aın 111 prefer exıle

letting overnment prescribe one’s taıth (Hubmaıier). 'The tormer (D) 15
NOLT ONEC of withdrawal princıple, long the partıcıpant 1ın Oovernment
does NOT have deprive hıs neighbor of either hıs ıfe hıs relig10us

30 Here touch only the edge ot urther question worthy otf tar INOTEC en-
t1o0n. “Chhristian“ 15 NOL univocal term. Stayer’s thorough use of e E Christian
be 1n government?“ prısm spread OUuUt the otf possible answers
tends 4SSUINE that It 15. For SOINC, “Christian“ sımply Al non- Jewish
European. hus “rthere should be authority sword all N Christians“
(position talsely ascribe: Hans Fiut: Stayer 158 and 164) could inNnean anarchısm.
At the other EeXiIreme “Christian“ might LNeAaN “ INeE of voluntary visible,
persecuted minority communıty“; definition which INalnı y Anabaptists presupposed
and something hıch INany Christian rulers would NOL have Between
these 15 the optıon “SOomeone whom difter wıth yert whom still address in the
lıght otf hıs claim Christian taıth.“ hıs He alternative destroys the univocality
ot the prısm quest1on by separatıng addressability trom obedience. i would Iso
be important Justification from obedience. Stayer classıfies Luther
“moderately apolitical“, NneaAar Hofmann, the Menno, AN: Marbeck, thus
confusing LW diımens1ions. For the early Luther OVErNMENT W ds NOT very important
an NOT very righteous, an non-Christian might Iso be decent ruler, but hıs
LC4SONS tor this distance from the Sword WEeIC difterent, relating the priority of
the question of Justification.
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lıberty. In the ECrSON of Marpeck it W 4s compatible with noncombatant
duties exercised under the civil Zzovernment. In INOIC hospitable climate
(Penn) thıs posit1on 15 compatible wiıth the exercC1ıse ot maJor governmental
responsıbilities.

In less hospitable CONTLEXT, however, the only (070)882! left 15 for separatıon
S, hıch however MUStT be secnı1 consıstent sub-form ot D), applied
1n the particular s1ituation. In situatıion where the realıty of Zzovernment
W 4S OlNlC whose Cenfers ot decisıon they had ACCCdI, hich recognized
accountabilıty them subjects, which denied them freedom of assembly,
mOovem! an worship, the maJjority of free churchmen in the sixteenth
CENTULY nontheless rejected the temptations of both radical ualısm

above) ıN: the polar alternatıve of righteous counter-theocracy
and continued confess (C) that ALCH the persecuting ZOovernmeNtT, iıke
that of ancıent Rome, W 4s NOLT wiıthout place 1n the divıne “ordering“,
ven though “outside the perfection of Christ“. The strikıng fact 15 NOT

that they then became separatısts, tor separatıon W 4s imposed upON them
agaınst theır 111 aM VTr theiır protest;” the ıimportant fact 15 that they
nonetheless iın the face otf persecution continued aftirm the Jleg1timacy
of the civıl order ın testif y it they could

Iwo paradıgmata from the sixteenth CENTLULYV, both ot them radical, INa y
be constructively provocatıve 1n OULr tiıme. Those who esteem it desirable

transter divine sanctıon from conservatıve revolutionary coercıon
111 find the Peasant upr1isıngs instructiıve. Those who SCC the CONLtEMPOFAarY
challenge Christians being rather ONe of findıng Way> tor the Christian
Church in diaspora be constructively critical 1n world che CANnNOL

control MaYy be heartened by the example of the free churchmen who refused
let the relevance of theır wıtness be cramped by the categor1es of the

ofticıal theologians, refused let theır D  criticısm of Cyranny be blunted by
orantıng the ultımate ot “T’he Sword“ princıple of order,
thereby prefiguring democratızıng, pluralizıng, disabsolutizıng thrust in
soc1al thought tor which the language of theır CENTULY W as NOT yet ready.

nstead ot remaınıng boxed in by conceptual polarızatıon hıch W as

created defend the only realıstic option position of privilege hıch
churches today Ca  an 1n an Y NC NOT retaın, mMaYy learn from them how

combine the defenselessness of the urch under the wiıth the DCI-
sistence of prophetic criıt1que hich refuses be stilled by the claimed
moralY of the political realm.

31 Stayer, whose general reliance the adequacy of the realpolitik/separatıon
scale have ha object T' occasionally OSrants thıs poıint: “Whatever 15 AD-
pealing in hıs [Sattlers] spirıt ot alienatıon ought 1n Justice be attrıbuted Grst

those who had an sed it 1n devilısh C6  Way (AS 124) C a5 ell the
conclusion ot his earlier article (note above) ..  1t W as the world, then, that
muftfled the dialogue that sixteenth-century Anabaptists had begun wiıth Lt
CoOerc1ı0n, love, an peace.“


