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			Introduction

			No idea—or doctrine—arises in a vacuum. There is always a context, and frequently that context is shaped by current events. Ideas, like people, have genealogies—intellectual ones. These intellectual genealogies can be traced through proponents and developers of the ideas, through events affecting the ideas, and through statements, declarations, and writings regarding the ideas. Such is certainly true of the subject of this book.

			Issues of war and peace during the era of the Reformation were considered, articulated, and experienced against the larger backdrop of doctrines of the church and political authority. For example, what were the beliefs regarding the role of government with respect to Christians, individually and collectively? Ideas about war and peace can be studied as a subset of either political theory or theology, and the overlapping of the two categories was quite prominent during the Reformation. No ideas were static, and there was as much development in the realm of political theory and legal theory as there was in theology. 

			This book is not comprehensive. Rather, the material presented in this volume should be viewed as a beginning rather than an ending. The work is the result of the collaboration of the three authors with the hope that the effort gives those interested in the subject a place to begin study on the subject. With some of the individuals studied, there are portions of their writings that relate to war and peace. These are not the totality of what these people wrote about the subject, but it does provide a starting point. The authors are grateful for the permissions given by the respective publishers and copyright holders to reprint material where applicable.

		

		
		
			Part 1

			Czech and German Reformers

		

	
		
			chapter 1

			Jan Hus (1369–1415)

			More than a century before Martin Luther’s rebellious and reforming acts against the prevailing religious dogmas and structures of his day, Jan Hus, Czech (Bohemian) priest and Master at Charles University in Prague, lit the theological fuse that would ignite and lead to a religious explosion with Luther’s act of defiance in 1517. The theological flames would then spread through the efforts of leaders such as Calvin, Zwingli, Knox, and others. Because of his efforts, Hus frequently is labeled as the first Protestant reformer.

			Jan Hus (also known in English as John Hus or John Huss) was a central figure in the Bohemian (Czech) Reformation who was martyred because of his beliefs. His martyrdom on July 6, 1415 fueled the later Hussite Wars of 1419–1436.

			Hus was born in 1369 in Husinec in southern Bohemia and at an early age traveled to Prague, where he supported himself by singing in churches. He earned the bachelor of arts degree (1393) and the master of arts degree (1396) from Charles University (University of Prague). Hus was ordained in 1400 and became a popular preacher at the non-parochial Bethlehem Chapel in Prague (preaching in Czech). He soon came under the influence of the Englishman John Wycliffe (also Wyclif, 1320–1384), who was deemed a heretic by the Roman church, and translated one of Wycliffe’s works into Czech. Hus also was influenced by native Czech reformers Jan Milič (d. 1374) and Matěj of Janov (d. 1393). Hus’s sermons were thoroughly orthodox and called for moral and spiritual reform, but he also denounced some popular religious superstitions.

			As a result of the Council of Pisa (1409) that elected Alexander V (1339–1410) as the third pontiff competing for legitimacy as pope in what is known as the Great Schism or the Western Schism, Hus supported King Václav IV. In turn, this king supported the Pisan Alexander V, and Hus became embroiled in the fallout of papal politics and divisions as they affected Bohemia. Dissent also was fueled by rising Czech nationalism, and Hus had a large popular following because his preaching spoke to the common person.

			In 1410, Alexander V died and was succeeded by antipope John XXIII (ca. 1370–1419). John XXIII proclaimed a crusade against King Ladislaus of Naples in 1411 and authorized the sale of indulgences to fund the war. Hus opposed the sale of indulgences and was especially vocal against them for the purposes of funding warfare. Hus believed that no bishop or pope had the right to make war. In 1412, Prague was placed under papal interdict and Hus, by then a very popular and prominent figure, went from Prague into voluntary exile in southern Bohemia for two years. During this period he wrote fifteen treatises on ecclesiastical reform and church practices and tied all of the writings to social concerns as well.

			In the fall of 1414, Hus was invited to appear at the Council of Constance, which had been called by emperor-elect Sigismund and Pope John XXIII to deal with the papal schism. Once there, Hus was arrested, imprisoned, and, in June 1415, tried for heresy. Found guilty and refusing to recant, Hus was executed by burning at the stake.

			The death of Hus further inflamed the already growing Czech nationalism and opposition to papal authority, creating a national movement that many understand to be the forerunner of the sixteenth-century Protestant Reformation (although there are distinct theological differences between the two movements). Hus scholar Thomas A. Fudge notes:

			During the sixteenth century Hus was perceived as being in the vanguard of Protestantism. While Hus has frequently been regarded as a precursor or forerunner to the Protestant movements, this notion has also been called into question. Hus challenged the structure and authority of the medieval church, denounced abuses, and approved the practice of Utraquism but held the soteriological principle of fides caritate formata [faith formed by charity/good works], retained the Eucharistic dogma of transubstantiation, and delineated his paradigm of authority in terms of scripture, conscience, and tradition, not sola scriptura. He neither replaced the altar with the pulpit (Calvin, Zwingli) nor preached justification by faith (Luther).1

			Unquestionably, Hus was a martyr, and later generations in Bohemia and elsewhere rallied around him as such. However, as Fudge notes above, there is disagreement as to the extent of Hus’s ideas being identical to the ideas of those who came after him. “The reform movement and revolutionary outburst that took his name had little in common with Hus himself. After all, Hus approved of the lay chalice with considerable unease, though it later became the symbol of Hussite Bohemia.”2

			Unlike later reformers who spoke about and at times participated in war and conflict, Hus is remembered as a martyr, and it is in this regard that his life and work are best understood with respect to war and peace. The martyrdom of Hus became a rallying symbol for many Bohemians who had theological, political, and social complaints against religious and political authorities.

			Fighting eventually erupted in 1419, and, during the course of the next seventeen years, five crusades were called against the Hussites and factions among them. The wars finally came to an end in 1439 when royal Polish troops defeated the Hussites at the Battle of Lipany. Throughout the era, the memory and martyrdom of Jan Hus provided a motivation for fighting and created a legacy that other reformers would look back to in the sixteenth century.

			In 1537, Martin Luther wrote an extensive introduction to the letters of Hus and had it published. In that work, Luther stated that as a divinity student he read a volume of Hus’s sermons in the monastery library in Erfurt that had escaped destruction. Luther wrote: “If such a man is to be regarded as a heretic, no person under the sun can be looked on as a true Christian.”3

			Political Thought of Czech Reformers in the Era of Hus

			Hus and the Bohemian religious reformers of his era in the decades before his death were neither political thinkers nor political reformers. They were looking for spiritual reform rather than political reform or revolution. Although Hus is the most well-known, there were other like-minded reformers in Bohemia: Jan Milič (d. 1374), Matěj z Janova (ca. 1350–55–1393), Tomáš Štíitný ze Štíitnéeho (c. 1333–1401/09), Stanislov ze Znojma (ca. 1351–1414), Jeroným Pražský (Jerome of Prague, 1379–1416), Štěpán Páleč (c. 1370–1424), and Jacoubek ze Stříba (Jacob of Miles, 1372–1429).

			Unlike the reformers who would come after them in the sixteenth century, Hus and the writings of other Bohemians touch on political matters only incidentally.4 However, what few statements were made were used by the followers of Hus after his death. R. R. Betts has observed regarding the roots of later militant Hussites: “On the political philosophy of the early Czech reformers, occasional and unsystematic as it was, was built the first nation in Western Europe to proclaim and practice the doctrine of the supremacy of the State in all things, spiritual as well as temporal, or, perhaps one should say, the doctrine of the identity of the nation State and the national Church.”5 In many ways, this was a precursor of what would occur throughout Europe in later centuries.

			These Hus-era reformers were wide-ranging in the sources from which they drew their sparse statements, relying on the Bible, Church Fathers, Thomists, Scotists, popes, and others. However, their preference was for biblical authority, especially pronouncements as expressed in the Gospels and the Epistles of Paul and Peter. Thus, they contended that the Bible teaches that political authority is of divine origin and that civil obedience is a duty and obligation of all Christians.6 Biblical admonitions such as those of Matthew 22:21 and Romans 13:1 were upheld by the Czech reformers as remaining valid in fifteenth-century Bohemia. In addition to the biblical text, some of the Czech reformers followed the political (and theological) thought of Augustine. In following Augustine, they could see the state as the “Beast” of the Apocalypse but also believe that the state was part of God’s divine plan.

			Some of what the Czech reformers articulated with respect to politics and the state was commonly accepted medieval political thought, and for these reformers the primary concerns were individual spiritual vitality and moral uprightness rather than political considerations. However, there were differences among the Czech reformers. Pre-fifteenth-century reformers such as Jan Milič did not view the king (state) as an instrument of reformation. In part, this was due to Milič’s eschatology wherein he saw the end of the world as imminent.7 The earliest of the Czech reformers to begin bringing political precision into their thought was Matěj z Janova (1350–1393). He viewed the state as the “Beast” of the Apocalypse and believed that the state was too corrupt or tyrannical to reform the Church.

			However, in the first decade of the fifteenth-century copies of John Wycliffe’s polemical writings came to Bohemia through the travels of men such as Jerome of Prague, Mikulás Faulfis, and Jiri z Knehnic.8 The political thought of early English reformers such as John Wycliffe (d. 1384) and the Irishman Richard FitzRalph, Archbishop of Armagh (d. 1360), created a linkage between the spiritual life and political life of an individual and came to be accepted. Betts writes:

			These writings . . . attracted the interest of the Czechs because the corner-stone . . . was the principle that moral rectitude is a condition of civil and ecclesiastical authority. This principle of dominion founded on grace, with its corollary that no priest or magistrate has either the power or right to exercise the functions of his office if he is in a state of mortal sin, was eagerly accepted by the Czech reformers because it provided a theoretical rationalization for their crusade against the immorality of office holders in Church and State.9

			A second political principle accepted by the Czechs and inherited from the English reformers such as Wycliffe was that it was the right and the duty of the state to reform the Church. If such reforming required force, that was acceptable, as was the confiscation of ecclesiastical property.10

			The Reformation did not occur in a social, cultural, or political vacuum. In every geographic region of the Reformation, local history affected political thought and actions of the reformers in those areas. Similar biblical interpretations played out differently in various regions based on the local and regional circumstances. For example, in Bohemia, many of the higher clergy were German by origin and speech, and this exacerbated Hussite nationalism and ecclesiastical antagonism.11

			Political differences between England and Bohemia also created hesitations on Hus’s part in completely following the political ideas of Wycliffe. Because of England’s long tradition of a strong monarchy, Wycliffe, as expressed in his work Tractatus de Officio Regis (Tractate on the Office of the King), was more willing to trust the state and hope for it to be a reforming power for the Church than was Hus, who did not put his trust in princes and political leaders. Betts observes: “All in all, the mechanism of the executive instruments of the Czech State was still far too inadequate and ineffective to be the instrument for the reformation and government of the Church before the revolution of 1419.”12 Yet, even though Hus favored the Church over the state, he was also wary of the power of the Church.

			The most important idea that Hus accepted from the writings and thought of Wycliffe was that of dominum ex gracia that Wycliffe articulated in Tractatus de Civili Domino (Tractate on Civil Dominion). Of the importance of this idea Betts observes:

			In modern terms, this means that the exercise of office or authority and the enjoyment of property should be conditional on a subjective qualification. If this principle were accepted, nobody, be he pope, bishop, priest, or friar, king, judge, landlord or merchant, has any right to exercise the functions of his office or trade in the virtue of any act of consecration, election, ordination, or by right of inheritance, purchase, conquest, gift or charter. It was a doctrine to unmake popes, trample the bishops underfoot, cripple monasticism, and provoke political and social revolution.13

			Such revolution would not come in Hus’s day or those of the later reformers (though the idea of Wycliffe, accepted by Hus, is linked to Luther’s doctrine of the priesthood of every Christian), but the ideological and theological seeds were being planted and would be harvested by other religious and political thinkers in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in the thinking of people such as John Locke.
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			chapter 2

			Martin Luther (1483–1546)

			Martin Luther, the Protestant reformer and the dominant figure of the sixteenth century, was born in Eisleben in eastern Germany in 1483. He grew up in Mansfeld, where his father Hans Luther was a prosperous copper miner. Luther earned a master’s degree at the University of Erfurt in 1505 and immediately began legal studies in preparation for a career as a lawyer. He abandoned law school after only a few weeks after he made a vow in the midst of a thunderstorm to become a monk. He soon joined the large monastery of the Observant Augustinian friars in Erfurt. After he was awarded the doctorate in theology at the University of Wittenberg in 1512, he became a professor in Bible at the same university. He then added to his professorial labors the responsibility of preaching in the town church in Wittenberg. For the rest of his life Luther served in Wittenberg as both professor and pastor, developing a theology that emphasized the authority of scripture, the priesthood of believers, the two kingdoms, law and gospel, and the theology of the cross. In his teaching on theological ethics, he espoused classical just war doctrine even as he dissented from holy war practices in the sixteenth century—wars initiated by popes and wars prosecuted without restraint by Turkish sultans.14

			Holy war advocates believed that the church had the authority to declare war. Pope Innocent IV had authorized prelates to declare and lead wars.15 The First Crusade had been proclaimed by Pope Urban II in 1095 to liberate Jerusalem from Muslim control and oppression. The crusade mentality continued into the sixteenth century, even though Thomas Aquinas had reasserted the classic just war doctrine of Augustine in the thirteenth century. A crusade league, which included the Papacy, defeated the Turks in the Battle of Lepanto on October 7, 1571.

			Luther spoke against the medieval holy war tradition in his treatise On War against the Turk (1529). He declared that it is not right for the pope to lead a church army. He insisted that the civil magistrate alone is authorized by God to make war. On this issue Luther stood in continuity with the position articulated by Augustine of Hippo in his Reply to Faustus the Manichaean.16

			Luther agreed with Augustine’s perspective that “the natural order which seeks the peace of mankind, ordains that the monarch should have the power of undertaking war if he thinks it advisable.”17 At the same time, he dissented from the Reformed view that parliamentary bodies may take up arms against tyrannical monarchs. The Reformed theologian Peter Martyr Vermigli, for example, approved of the deposition of King Christian II by the parliamentary body in Denmark. Luther in contrast repudiated the deposition. He based his position on his interpretation of Romans 13 and set forth this contention: “No one shall fight or make war against his overlord, for a man owes his overlord obedience, honor, fear.” He went on to say that he intended his remarks to apply to “peasants, citizens of the cities, nobles, counts, and princes as well.” In fact, he maintained, “A rebellious noble, count, or prince should have his head cut off the same as a rebellious peasant.”18

			It should be pointed out, however, that there was a point of overlap between Luther and Reformed theologians on the matter of who had the authority to resist tyranny. Theodore Beza, for example, asserted that the inferior magistrates had the right to engage in a defensive war against a tyrannical monarch. They were authorized to take up arms against the armies of the prince who would seek to exterminate them. This was the same position that Luther had articulated in his Warning to His Dear German People.19 Both Beza and Luther took the position that although the inferior magistrates did not have the authority to depose and execute a king, they could defend themselves against a king who moved against them.20

			The second constituent of classical just war doctrine related to the matter of just cause. A legitimate war assumes that wrongdoing has been committed. Luther embraced this perspective by raising the question: “What else is war but the punishment of wrong and evil?”21 Luther at this point reflected a long-standing position in the church. Augustine had maintained that “the real evils in war are love of violence, revengeful cruelty, fierce and implacable enmity, wild resistance, and the lust of power.” He then added that “it is generally to punish these things” that “good men undertake wars.”22

			Luther denounced Islam for its lack of a commitment to a just cause in its waging of war. Its commitment to jihad or military striving meant that countries were attacked that had committed no wrong. Their wars in the view of Luther were nothing more than “robbing and murdering, devouring more and more of those that are around them.”23

			Luther also believed that Israel had gone to war against the Canaanites without a just cause. He did not condemn them, however, for what they had done. He maintained that “God’s hands are not bound so that he cannot bid us make war against those who have not given us just cause, as he did when he commanded the children of Israel to go to war against the Canaanites.” He asserted, “In such cases God’s command is necessity enough.”24

			A just war according to Augustine had to have a third requirement, namely, a right intention. Soldiers in the view of Augustine “should perform their military duties in behalf of the peace and safety of the community.”25 Medieval teaching continued with the same perspective, which was embraced by Luther as well. “Why does anyone go to war,” he contended, “except he desires peace and obedience.”26

			Luther clearly maintained the traditional position that a just war has three constituents—the proper authority, a just cause, and a right intention. Although Luther did not offer an elaborate treatment of the subject, he also believed that war ought to be a last resort. He exhorted the European princes of his day not to think of themselves as if they were the Turkish sultan. He counseled, “Wait until the situation compels you to fight when you have no desire to do so.” He then added, “You will still have more than enough wars to fight.”27

			Luther stood in continuity with the medieval teaching on the justice of war, jus ad bellum. Medieval writers, though, were not oblivious to the distinction between the justice of war and justice in war. While the justice of war category focuses upon the preliminary issues that lead to war, the matter of justice in war concerns whether or not the war is being fought justly or unjustly.

			One of the customary restraints that medieval theologians insisted upon related to the extent of harm that could be done in battle. An example of this is seen in the Peace of God movement in the thirteenth century. Eight kinds of people enjoyed noncombatant immunity—the list included religious figures, travelers, merchants, and peasants.

			Luther fundamentally embraced the medieval tradition with its restraint upon the amount of harm to be administered. His humanitarian commitment is seen in his repudiation of Turkish warfare, which disregarded this aspect of the justice in war tradition. Ottoman disdain for the justice in war practice of restraint in battle was reflected at Mohacs in 1526. Suleyman’s policy of taking no prisoners resulted in the annihilation of some 30,000 soldiers. The captives that he temporarily held were put to death.

			Such conduct impelled Luther to identify the Turks as “the army of the devil.”28 The Turks, he said, were a “wild and barbarous people.”29 They were a people who regarded women as being “immeasurably cheap,” to be “bought and sold like cattle.”30 Their wars entailed murder and a lack of restraint.31 If and when they did take prisoners, there was no humanitarian impulse in their treatment of captives. “How cruelly the Turk treats those whom he takes captive,” Luther wrote. “He treats them like cattle, dragging, towing, driving those who can move, and killing on the spot those that cannot move, whether they are young or old.”32

			Luther broke with the teaching of faith plus works on the doctrine of salvation that was widely espoused in the late medieval church. He renounced semi-Pelagian theologians such as Gabriel Biel. His biblical exegesis led him to espouse what he regarded as the foundational doctrine of the Christian church, justification by grace through faith alone. In his moral theology on the subject of war he was less innovative, standing in continuity with the medieval tradition on just war doctrine. His opposition to holy war doctrine, however, was an important contribution in the period.33

			Martin Luther, “Whether Soldiers, Too, Can Be Saved.”

			From Luther’s Works, edited by Jaroslav Pelikan, et al., 94–98. Vol. 46. St Louis: Concordia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1967. Used by permission.

			In the first place, we must distinguish between an occupation and the man who holds it, between a work and the man who does it. An occupation or a work can be good and right in itself and yet be bad and wrong if the man who does the work is evil or wrong or does not do his work properly. The occupation of a judge is a valuable divine office. This is true both of the office of the trial judge who declares the verdict and the executioner who carries out the sentence. But when the office is assumed by one to whom it has not been committed or when one who holds it rightly uses it to gain riches or popularity, then it is no longer right or good. The married state is also precious and godly, but there are many rascals and scoundrels in it. It is the same with the profession or work of the soldier; in itself it is right and godly, but we must see to it that the persons who are in this profession and who do the work are the right kind of persons, that is, godly and upright, as we shall hear.

			In the second place, I want you to understand that here I am not speaking about the righteousness that makes men good in the sight of God. Only faith in Jesus Christ can do that; and it is granted and given us by the grace of God alone, without any works or merits of our own, as I have written and taught so often and so much in other places. Rather, I am speaking here about external righteousness which is to be sought in offices and works. In other words, to put it plainly, I am dealing here with such questions as these: whether the Christian faith, by which we are accounted righteous before God, is compatible with being a soldier, going to war, stabbing and killing, robbing and burning, as military law requires us to do to our enemies in wartime. Is this work sinful or unjust? Should it give us a bad conscience before God? Must a Christian only do good and love, and kill no one, nor do anyone any harm? I say that this office or work, even though it is godly and right, can nevertheless become evil and unjust if the person engaged in it is evil and unjust.

			In the third place, it is not my intention to explain here at length how the occupation and work of a soldier is in itself right and godly because I have written quite enough about that in my book Temporal Authority: To What Extent It Should be Obeyed. Indeed, I might boast here that not since the time of the apostles have the temporal sword and temporal government been so clearly described or so highly praised as by me. Even my enemies must admit this, but the reward, honor, and thanks that I have earned by it are to have my doctrine called seditious and condemned as resistance to rulers. God be praised for that! For the very fact that the sword has been instituted by God to punish the evil, protect the good, and preserve peace is powerful and sufficient proof that war and killing along with all the things that accompany wartime and martial law have been instituted by God. What else is war but the punishment of wrong and evil? Why does anyone go to war, except because he desires peace and obedience?

			Now slaying and robbing do not seem to be works of love. A simple man therefore does not think it is a Christian thing to do. In truth, however, even this is a work of love. For example, a good doctor sometimes finds so serious and terrible a sickness that he must amputate or destroy a hand, foot, ear, eye, to save the body. Looking at it from the point of view of the body, which the doctor wants to save, he is a fine and true man and does a good and Christian work, as far as the work itself is concerned. In the same way, when I think of a soldier fulfilling his office by punishing the wicked, killing the wicked, and creating so much misery, it seems an un-Christian work completely contrary to Christian love. But when I think of how it protects the good and keeps and preserves wife and child, house and farm, property, and honor and peace, then I see how precious and godly the work is; and I observe that it amputates a leg or a hand, so that the whole body may not perish. For if the sword were not on guard to preserve peace, everything in the world would be ruined because of lack of peace. Therefore, such a war is only a very brief lack of peace that prevents an everlasting and immeasurable lack of peace, a small misfortune that prevents a great misfortune.

			What men write about war, saying that it is a great plague, is all true. But they should also consider how great the plague is that war prevents. If people were good and wanted to keep peace, war would be the greatest plague on earth. But what are you going to do about the fact that people will not keep the peace, but rob, steal, kill, outrage women and children, and take away property and honor? The small lack of peace called war or the sword must set a limit to this universal, world-wide lack of peace which would destroy everyone.

			This is why God honors the sword so highly that he says that he himself has instituted it and does not want men to say or think that they have invented it or instituted it. For the hand that wields this sword and kills with it is not man’s hand, but God’s; and it is not man, but God, who hangs, tortures, beheads, kills, and fights. All these are God’s works and judgments.

			To sum it up, we must, in thinking about a soldier’s office, not concentrate on the killing, burning, striking, hitting, seizing, etc. This is what children with their limited and restricted vision see when they regard a doctor as a sawbones who amputates, but do not see that he does this only to save the whole body. So, too, we must look at the office of the soldier, or the sword, with the eyes of an adult and see why this office slays and acts so cruelly. Then it will prove itself to be an office which, in itself, is godly and as needful and useful to the world as eating and drinking or any other work.

			There are some who abuse this office, and strike and kill people needlessly simply because they want to. But that is the fault of the persons, not of the office, for where is there an office or a work or anything else so good that self-willed, wicked people do not abuse it? They are like mad physicians who would needlessly amputate a healthy hand just because they wanted to. Indeed, they themselves are a part of that universal lack of peace which must be prevented by just wars and the sword and be forced into peace. It always happens and always has happened that those who begin a war unnecessarily are beaten. Ultimately, they cannot escape God’s judgment and sword. In the end God’s justice finds them and strikes, as happened to the peasants in the revolt.

			As proof, I quote John the Baptist, who, except for Christ, was the greatest teacher and preacher of all. When soldiers came to him and asked him what they should do, he did not condemn their office or advise them to stop doing their work; rather, according to Luke 3, he approved it by saying, “Rob no one by violence or by false accusation, and be content with your wages.” Thus he praised the military profession, but at the same time forbade its abuse. Now the abuse does not affect the office. When Christ stood before Pilate he admitted that war was not wrong when he said, “If my kingship were of this world, then my servants would fight that I might not be handed over to the Jews.” Here, too, belong all the stories of war in the Old Testament, the stories of Abraham, Moses, Joshua, the Judges, Samuel, David, and the kings of Israel. If the waging of war and the military profession were in themselves wrong and displeasing to God, we should have to condemn Abraham, Moses, Joshua, David, and all the rest of the holy fathers, kings, and princes, who served God as soldiers and are highly praised in Scripture because of this service, as all of us who have read even a little in Holy Scripture know well, and there is no need to offer further proof of it here.

			The Peasants’ War

			Peasants in Germany occupied the lowest stratum in society. In 1524 and 1525, they rebelled in the largest uprising in the history of Germany involving as many as 300,000 common people.34 A contributing factor was the Lutheran revolt against Rome, which had social and political implications.35 Anti-authoritarian ideas, articulated by Luther and his supporters in the ecclesiastical realm, spread widely. In addition, Luther’s teaching on the priesthood of all believers could be applied to the issues of social equality and economic justice.36

			The rebellion began on June 24, 1524 in the Black Forest region of Germany in the county of Stühlingen near the Swiss border. It would spread to the central and eastern parts of Germany. Initially it was merely a public demonstration. The peasants felt crushed by the dues and services that had been imposed upon them by their manorial lords.
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