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117 the religious consciousneaso • b Did Luther hold the theory 

or a spiritual-world community? B0118 says that this was pa­

pal theor y for the Middl e Ages., and even there it remained 

in the realm of t heoryo But it is just this idea with which 

Luther br oke so st r onglyo Both Bergend.off and Bainton see 

Luther's excepti ons to Medieval political theory stemming from 

his concepti on of t he Church. "The Reformation changed men's 

ideas concerning t he Chu..~cho The change in their ideas about 

government f ollowed necessarily."9 Ba.1nton brings Luther's 

own words to bear on t his point: 11 
' .. • • Christians 11 ve 

far from one another; so it is impossible that a Christian 

regime should extend over t ile world or even over a country or 

a large groupo ' 1110 Luther's theory of the State began as did 

the Middle Ages with the Ol':'ig·1n of the State's power. In his 

treatise Q£_ Teme9J"al Power he writes: "In the first place w 

must firml y est abli sh th'!? temporal powe-r and sword., so that 

no one will doubt that it i s in the world through God's will 
\ 

and ordinance .. 1111 In 1530 the Reformer wrote to the elector\ 

7Boehmer !> .Q.2.o �~� .. ., p. 303. 
8 Holl .- E.E.• .£t.t• 11 p. 343. 

9conrad Bergend.orr· "Church and State in the Reformation 
Period., 11 Lutheran Church Quarterly., III (January., 1930)., 39 • 

1n... . 
-Holand. H. .Ba.1nton., "The Development and Consistency of 

Luther's Attitude to Religious Liberty.," Harvard Theolatical 
Revtew~ XXI I (Apri l $ l929J, 130. Quoted from Weimar Ed tlon., 
II, 251., 35f'fo 

11Quoted in Albert Hyma., Christianity!!!!, Politics (Bew 
Yorks Lippincott., 1938)., p. 99. 
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of Saxony tha t t he power of the emperor was derived from God. / 
The e l ect or was as much bound ·to obey the emperor as the mayor 

of Torgau was o12 Hence Luther had a very high opinion ot all 

secular government o Already i n his Address to the Christian ----- - - ............................ 
Nob1litl of 1520 he s t ruck at the theory that the emperor re­

ceived his authority as a grant from the pope. He specifi­

cally der~ e d t hat the pope was the heir of the Empire if the 

throne was vacant . 13 The temporal author~ty came directly 

f'rom Godo And f or this emphasis Luther himself' could boast: · 

No one had t a ught or heard anything about the tem­
poral power, and nobody knew anything about it • • 
The most lea1"'ned of t hem. • • regarded the tempor­
al a ut hority as something partly heathen and part­
ly huD19.n, with nothi ng divine in it • •• In short, 
the pri ncea and lorda, no matter how anxious they 
were to be pious , l ooked down upon their vocation 
as worth nothing ••• Consequently, the Pope and 
the hie r archy were all in all, above everybody and 
around everybody, like a god in the worldJ and the 
temporal Dower lay shrouded in darkness and op­
pressed.llf 

The function that Luther gave to the government was very 

1 
similar to the general theory of the Middle Ages. The secu­

\1ar power must suppress evil very strictly. Its primary tunc­

~tion 1s to guard internal and external peace.15 

12Ibi d., p. 121. wher e the reference is made to the Wei­
mar F.d.!tion, Briefwechsel, V, 259. 

13 6 Hyma, .21?.• .Q.!t. , p. 9 • 
14Ib1d~, p. 120, quoted from the Weimar Edition, XXX, 

11, 109-;--

15.eoe hmer, ~. .ill• • p. 301. 
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Luther divided all people into two groups - those 1n the 

ldngdom or Godj the believers in Christ, and those in the 

kingdom o.f t he worl d o The Cl'l.'t''iat1ans do not need a temporal 

sword., but God has divinely 01--da.ined it to check the evil na­

tures of those in the ki ngdom of the world.16 In this sphere 

of curbing evil doers t he government cannot be restricted in 

the least , not even i f' t he State must enter the realm or the 

Churcho For example 9 t he State had an innate right to puniah 

lawless prie s ts u And i n the Address 12,~ Christian Hob11-

1t:£ Luther had cnlled on the pr3.ncea to stop the flow of an­

nate e and pa111mn dues to Rorna., The Middle Ages had viewed 

the essentia lly negative functions of the State in a dispar-

1 aging manner•o Not so Luther.. He maintained that the State 

\served the Church alao when it punished eccles1ast1cs and sup­

pressed their th1every.17 

Luther nevertheless extended the duties of the State be-

1 yond the duties which the Middle Agee assigned to it. Boeh­

mer18 mentions some· of the additional duties which Luther as­

signed to the State. Luther urged the government to erect 

schools and libraries. A certain amount of education should 

be compulsory. The magistrates were to promote order and de­

cency by a strict use or the police against idleneas., drunken-

l611yma., .QI>.• cit., pp. 100-2. 
17Holl., ~· cit • ., pp. 328-31. 
18.eoehmer., .2£• .£.ll • ., p. 303. 
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ness, beggar s , and luxury in dress . Positively they were to 

intercede f or widows and orphans. Boehmer believes that in 

doing th1s 9 ~ut her fre ed. t he State from tutelage to the liter­

alistic Bibli cal pri nci ples of Wyclif and Hus, who attributed 

to the Bible l awmald.ng author1 t y for political l1fe. Yet dea­

pi te theae progress:tve views c o;ncerrdng the functions of the 

State., Luther a::, a ·theol ogi an would not enter upon all the 

duties of t he Stateo Ber gendoff quotes the following: 

I will not gi ve d ir.ect~om; how it (t he government) 
sha ll c onduct 1 i;self in a l l things. I will let 
that be lef ·t; to the r•eason., but I will say that 
in 1 t s aq"Ri ons · l ove tm·mrda neighbor must be ex­
hibi t ect .. """9 

[ When the peasants pr esented their articles to Luther for 

/
; an opinion~ he r efused to Judge them all, because he as a 
i 

Ii theologia n wa s not an aut hority on legal matters. 20 Luther 

J would not ac t as a l awgiver who would give minute details for 
•I 
,1 

the exerci se of' political 3ffairs. 

Luther's theories r 0gardi~.g the relation ot the State 

to the Church provide an 1ntcreat1ngredaat1on of the Medieval 

theory. Luther viewed both the State and the visible Church 

as belonging to the one order that spans everything, the 

Reich Oottes ., . This established order ot Qod 1s a unit, a 

Gesamtverband., State and Church are ordered spheres in this 
I .... 

1~ergendott$ QP. cit., p. 40, quoted from Holl, Oesam­
r91te Au.fsaetze., p 0 °T72 , note 1, where the quotation 1s from 

he We1J11ar Edition~ 10, 3.380. 
20 

Hyma, .Ql?.o .£.!!• > P• 115. 
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I higher unit, and because or this higher order they are bound 

l very closely together.. Luther can even call this unity a 

Gemeinschart .. 21 Hence on the one hand Bergendoff's .;;inion 

is entirely correct: 11 
o . .. the concept of separation or 

church and state is foreign to Luther's thought. "22 Xeverthe­

less Luther makes both Church and State coordinate in the 9!,­

eamtverb~.. Each has its own sphere or work in God's estab­

lished order; and~ as Ho1123 brings out. for Luther this order 

l was protected best ·when eaeh power stayed in its own sphere. 

/

, As a result, Luther was against active ~ontrol or the Church 

by the State. For although Luther saw State and Church in a 

close relationship» he nevertheless saw a decided distinction 

between the t wo powers .. This distinction between State and 

Church is quite apparent i n Luther. Ho1124 gives one example 

by quoting rrom a letter in which Luther sternly censures the 

people of To~gau for regulating the affairs of the Church 

through the City Counc11 8 thereby making civil servants of 

21Holl, .2£• .£!i., Po 347. 
22Bergendoi'f', "The Lutheran Christian 1n Church and State•" 

The Lutheran Quarterly, I (November, 1949), 415.6. 
23iioll, .21?.• ill_., p. 344. 
24Ib1d., p. 378. 11 •Es 1st mir leid, daaa euer Torgauer 

e1ch so uridank:bar gegen das Evangel1wa atellen, und a1oh un­
terstehen aus eigener Thurst euch Pfarrherr und Cappellan zu 
Knechten zu machen, aurs Rathaus zu todern 1hres Oef'allena • 
Wer hat sie gelebrt solcben Qevalt, der 1hn nicht gebuhrt, zu 
a1ch zu rauben?•" Erlangen Edition, 55, 108. 
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the pastors o Luther 1a amazed at such a perversion. Even 

at the end of his l i f e, af t er a state-church had been. estab­

lished in Saxony, Lutner compTua1ned about the efforts of Satan 

to mix the s ·cate i nto t he affairs of the Church. He would re­

sist any such Satanic scheme .25 Other historians, too. have 

noted Luther 's principle of no state controlled Church. Boeh-

mer comment s: "Throughout his life the Reformer clings firm- ( 

ly to this one pI>ino1ple : t he government has no right to de­

cide questions of. belief , 1126 

/ Luther ~as t wo clearly at~ ed reasons why the State must 

/ not interf er e with t he Churcho The first reason lies in the 

/ na tlU'e of t he fundamental difference between the two poiiers. 

I Luther describes th1e difference in hi.a tract .Qt Temporal 

Power. ,---=-
\ 
I 

I 

It is t her efore necessary to separate the two swords, \ · 
and to le·t both -r emain where they are. The one makes I 
certain persol'ls pious, the other h~lps maintain peace 
and orde.ro Neither is sufficient to itself in the 
world.2·, 

ror Luther t he Church had no other call than to preach Christ~ 

/It d.J.d not have t he r i ght or the duty to order physical 11.f"e 

/ or to ho+d manldnd in guardianship through laws. That was 

25Ibid., p .. 377 
0 

"'Sub papa (Satan) miscuit eccles1am
1 pol1t1ae, sub nostro tempore vult miscere pol1t1am eccles ae. 

Bed nos ree1stemus .• • 11 Letter to Daniel Oreiter. dated Octo­
ber 22, 1543, Enders-Kawerau, XV, 256, lOf't. 

26soehmer, .2£• .ill•• p. 305. 
27 · 

Byma, ~- ~., p. 102. 
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the work of the State;o28 For that reaaon Luther called on 

the pope 1n the ~<!~fil3S !2. ~ Christian lob111tz to relin­

quish his temporal rule over the papal states. By interfer­

ing 1n political a:f'fa:lra the pope sinned agalnat the command­

ment o.f Christ and of St. Paul~ who states that a soldier of 

heaven muat not entangle himself with the affairs of this 

11fev29 By the same token the State is not to interfere 1n 

spiritual matters. For Luther does not know of a Christian 

State as sueho The State's activity is a part of the Jtatur­

ordnung, not a part 0£ the Church. In tact the activity of 

the State oan be called Chriatian only in so far as the per-
. 30 

sons who take part 1n· governmental affairs are C~istiana • 
. 

Luther's second re~~on .~l!l __ ~!l~ _State_~~--~o~- !_~ter.feref 

in the Church devel~ps from the_oppoaing principles. in the / 

activity of Cht1;I'Cf!_atl,d __ State • . -~ one rules_by .to~!~. am \ 

the other rules by the Word alone. When the earthly govern1 

ment enters a congregation with its power of compulsion it 

robs the Church of the foundation of i~s existence. For 
· d 31 Luther that was faith 1n Christ which can never be r_orce • 

Surely Christi.ans ought to submit to the government 1n 

temporal matters out or love tor their unbelieving neighbors 

2~oehmer. 9R.• ill•., pp. 294·5• 
29 

Byma;. .!m• £ll. ~ p. 97. 
30 Holl., S?.• 9.11 • ., p. 347 •. 
31 Ib1d • ., p. 339. 
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who need such coercion. But that the State should rule the 

Church waa unthinkable for Luther.32 Dunru.ng'a33 charge that 

Luther waa merel y i ntei--ested in his own persecuted followers . 

ia beat r efuted b y Hyma 's comment in connection with Luther's 

refusal to ent er upon t he l egal question or the relation of 

th~ elect ors to the emperor: "Again Luther had remained 

fundamentally true t o hi.a first viewpoint as enunciated 1n the 

year 1523. H~ s·till bel ieved t hat the spher e ot religion was 

basically separate f rom t emporal things ••• "34 Luther's 

position of 1523 speaks f or i t self: 

God haa made pr inces mad, so that they are of the 
belief t hat t hey can command their subjects any­
thing they please ; and the subjects also believe 
that they are obliged to obey the prince in every­
thing he commands ~ hence the princes have begun to 
command their subjects to put away certain books. 
and to accept wha tever creed they prescribe. 'l'hey 
make bold to ai t 1.n God• s chair., and to control 
the conscience and r e ligious faith of their sub­
Jects o35 

Luther even counse l l ed disobedience in certain cases. 

When your prince or temporal lord commands you to 
believe a s t he pope does., and orders you to remove 
this or that book . ... you should say to him. 
'Luc1:rer has no right to sit next to God. Dear 
lord. I owe you obedience in all civil matters 
• • • Wha tev~r you ~onunand me to do under this 

32Ib1d., p. ·346 a 

33w. A. Dunning, A.Historz or Political Theories . (Kew 
York: Macmillan., 190ar; II., 12. - . 

34 
Jiyma., .Ql2. • C 1 t • ., p • 12 4 • 

35Ib1d. • p. 98 .- quoted from or Temporal Power•· 1!! .!!2!!. 
!q_ one. should ebey 1t., Weimar Edrfion. XI., 21f5:So. 
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author>i t y of yours, I will do it. But when you 
command me to believe th1a or that. or to put 
away cert ain books$ I will not obey you. For in 
that you are a tyrant, and you reach too highly• 
and you command things that are beyond your reach.36 

Still there was no absolute aepai'at1on between Church 

and State in Luther's theory. His insistence that the two 

powers were distinct in their essence and 1n their actiy1ty 
-did not involve a clean cut separation between them. On the 

.contrary.. The rulers of the State were at the same time 

Christians. Wlu.le in their. vocation they were responsible 

directly to God, as Christians they were also amenable to the 

ministry or the Church .. 37 As such they were also re-sponaible 

to aome extent :ror t;he conditiona of the Church, as will be 

shown latero 4hat Luther did not separate Church and State 

can be seen i n his Exhortation to Peace of 1525 where he says 

that no government has the right to refuse the Gospel to any­

one.38 ~at Luther went much farther than this negative state­

ment will be appru.~ent when Luther's pract1ce ·regard1ng State 

and Church is diseussed. Bergendoff's comment 1s valid: 

The fundamental assumption 0£ a distinction between 
church and state is itself a modern division, so 
modern indeed th~t the confines of each are even 
now unf'ixed. We shall search through reformation 
Europe in vain for a formula on which men could 

36 Ibid.• p .. 107. 

37Bergendoff. 11The Lutheran Christian in Church and 
Sta:te.'' p. 415. 

38H it 113 b r the author refers to yma., .2l2.• c ·~ p. , wee 
the Weimar Edition, XVIII, 291-334. 
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agree, and ~1m.;here will we find a government and 
an eccles:i.a.stical organization operating 1n har­
mony without detriment to either.j~ 

Although Luther always held theoretically that the State 

aa such has no place ruling the Church~ he did bring the 
I 

State into the work of the Reformation. He has been severe-/ 

ly condemned for this and has been named the father of the / 

atate-churcho Horsch40 ia one of Luther 's severest cr1t1cJ 

on this score a ? .He believes that the atate-churoh 1a a brain­

child or Luther's stay at the Wartburg. There he decided 

that the electoral government should introduce religious re­

forms in Saxony .. Horsch o:ffera no proof for his theory other 

than Luther 1 B u.nf'avorable reaction to the hasty reforms of 

Carlstadt.. Her:melink1~1 a lso pl.aces the responsiblity for 

etate-church1sm on Luther~ But he is leas critical than 

.Horsch. <'.J{e mainta ins that Luther merely shared a principle \ 

common to his age, namely, that the government had the right 

to decide what the religious service and teaching within its , 

boundaries should beo Ho1142 holds that Luther called the 

State in·to the work of :r·eform already with his great reform 

39J3crgendoff'., 11 Church and State in the Reformation 
Period, 11 p .. 36 .. 

40John Horsch, 0 Luther's Attitude to Liberti ot Con­
sc1ence, 11 Amerioan Journal or Theology, XI (1907)., 308. 

. 41He1nr1ch Hermelink., "Der Toleranzgedanke 1n Reforma-
t1onsze1talter " Ver~in fuer Rerormationsgeschichte, XCVIII 
(1908), 49. ' -

42 Holll' ,22_ .. ill_ • ., p. 326. 
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writings of 1520. For Holl there is no great contrad1et1on 

between a Luther who would not have the State ruling the Church 

and a Luther who oalled upon the State to aid the reform. 

There is, however :> t he great distinction that Luther himself" 

drew when he called upon the State to aid the Reform as 

State, and when he called upon the State to aid the reform as 

a Christian gover~~nt :) 

r. ·· For Luther the great :function of government was to ·c~b 

evil and .to protect its citizens. The flow of annates, pal­

lium dues, papal months to Rome was in his eyes a robbery of 

the German people. In his .... Ad_d_. r ..... e..;;.s ... s !Q. !Jl!. Christian Kob111 tz 
Luther called on the nobles, the governmental officers ot 

German territories, to put an end to this Roman robbery. 

the government was to do on its own right, since 1t was 

duty of the State to protect its citize~ from robbers. 

This 
l 

the \ 

Here \ 

the State certainly was performing a B1ltsd1enst tor the Church. 

But it was aiding the reform on its own authority. In this 

instance it was very simple for Luther to Justi.fy direct ac­

tion or the State in spiritual mattera.43 

Another function of the State according to Luther was 

prevention or any disturbance of the peace. Consequently 

when he saw the Anabaptists occasioning what to b1a were dia­

turba~ces of the peace I he could write to the Elector John as 

follows, 

JJ3 Ibid •• P• 329-35• 
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•• o We realize that it is not your province to 
(120) intervene in spiritual a1'fa1rs. but still 
it 1s your solemn duty as temporal ruler to exer­
cise caution and take care that no dispeace shall 
[bef'all the land o This was also the duty ot Bm­
~eror Constantine wnnn Ar1ue had caused discord 
~nd diasensiono O e ,r 

In calling on the government to put down disturbers ot 

the peace the State again was acting on its own right. Luther 

\also he~d that the Volkskirche waa a public educational 1n­

:st1tut1on where morality was taught. So he wrote on one { 

occasion that the government had the right to drive the blast, 

pbemers of the Gospel into churches in order to teach them tj 
morality.45 In a l etter to the elector 1n 1526 Luther calle 

/ 1 

the electoT the champion of the youth who~ acting 1n that ca . 

pac1ty8 could compel stubborn congregations to contribute to 

schools. 46 In the common situati~n where monastic or episco­

pal lands had reverted to the elector, Luther could ask the 

prince to help aupply teachers and even pastors, since by as­

awning the property the elector also assumed the respons1b11-

that went with the property.47 But 1n all these cases the 

government still acted alone as government. The State was 

44 
Hyma., .2R• .£!1. • pp. 119-20. 

45Hermel1nk., .21?.••c1t., p. 49., quoted from a letter of 
Luther's written on August 26., 1529 found· 1n End.era 7, 150. 

46Holl., .2£• cit • ., p. 364. The· reference is to the Br­
langen Edition, 53, 387. 

': 47Ibid., p. 354., and Bergend.ott, "Church am State 1n 
the Retor.mation Period/' p. 44. 
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aiding the Church, but aa State, 1n its own right and in its 

own sphereu 

The matter is complicated, however, when Luther calls 

upon the Stato to aid the Church in calling a Council, in es­

tablishing and supporting evangelical preachers, and 1n regu­

lating disorders in the congregations. These were strictly 

speaking tpe duties of the Church, not of the State. Already 

in 1520 Luther had l ookad to the German nobility to help call 

a Church Councila But it was not until after 1525 that Luth­

er called on the State to help in internal Church affairs. 

Ho1148 points to the d1s1llua1on1ng effect of the Peasants 

War on Luther 's ideal of a freely developing Church. But this 

historian writes that Luther's real reason tor calling on the· 

princes after 1525 was the rapid spread of the Reformation. 

More and more congregations, towns, and cities were adopting 

the Evangelical f'aith. S1noe many or the parishes were with­

out a pastor~ conditions in the outiy1ng districts were d1s-

·rupted. Many or the new pastors were not at all capable. 

Keverthelees, at first Luther hesitated to ask the government 

tor help. But in 1525 he writes that he will ask the elector 

to take a hand in the reform work.49 

!!!!_ Visitation Articles which set the stage tor the State 

48ao11. .21?.. .Q.!! • ., p. 361-2. 
49Ibid. • p. 362. note 5. "•scio rerormat1one parocbiar­

ua opus ease· et institutis uniformibus oeremon11s. • • et 
PI-1nc1pem sollicitabo. t 11 Quoted troa Enders. V • 2JJ5. 5ft • 
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sponsored visi tation of' the Saxon churches 1n 1527 am 1528 

tell why Luther a.slted the St ate to step into the work of the 

reformo There :,1e lanchth<>n~ who composed the Articles. tells 

of the probleiru; of new congregations~ new pastors, and the 

difficulties of supporting and protecting these men. These 

pressing colldit ions had induced Luther to change his mind and 

call the State into the field of the Church.so 

t 
But when Luther calls upon the State to act 1n matters 

pec1f'ica1ly be l ong:tng to the ChurchR he makes it olear that 

1 
e is spea!di,g ·to a Ch1•istian government.51 In Luther's view 

there was no esscn!;ially Christian government. But the rulers 

of h1s time were Christiana. At least he saw them 1n the out­

ward asoociation or tha Church. Aa Christians these rulers 

ahax·ed in the privileges of the Church by virtu~ of the priest­

hood of' all believe:rs. When the Church carries out its duties~ 

the Christian prince has no more a1ithority 1n the Church than 

any other Christian. But where the Church neglects her du­

ties or cannot carry them out~ there the situation obtains 

that the temporal power is more capable of aiding the Church 

than any other authority. Then the Christian prince has the 

· duty to come to the aid of the Church since he is most able 

of all Chr1s-tians to do this. 52 Be~ndoft' stresses these 

50 . Byma., .QI?_ .. cit • ., p. 119. 

51ifo11~ ,22 .. cit • ., p. 335. 
52 4 Ibid .. ~ p .. 3 9. 
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same points in discussing Luther's appeal to the nobility to 

aid in the calling of a Council. Luther did not want the 

State to · reform the Church. But s1nce ·the princes were Chris-

ti 
.,, ans, • a ~ As such they rtlight act for the oommun1ty# -s1nce 

they were situated to act most eaaily. 1153 Even when Luther 

calla on the State after 1525 to help establish evangelical 

preachers~ the State 15 not to act here as the State and by 

the power or i ts ofricc 9 but out or love for the neighbor.54 

That the State is ac t ing outside its own office can be seen· 

from Luth.er • s view that the State " ••• ahould not be merci­

ful, but harci.3 severe$ and wrathful in 1ta office and work# 

for its weapon is no rosary, n01" a flower of love# but a plain 

sword .. " 55 It i o not the calling but the person of the ruler 

as a Christian that mav involve too State in Church affairs • .. 
Again in h,is introduction to the Visitation Artie.lea Luther 

stresses that the officials who were appointed to carry out 

the churoh visita t i on were not · the elector's officials. The 

elector had merely appointed them., and then only .as a member 

of the Church and as a spokesman for the entire Church o£ the 

land. 56 Within t he Chm'"ch the State cannot act· as state. 

53Bergendof'f., "Church and State 1n the Reformation Period, I ! 
p. 42. 

54Holl, .Ql!.• cit., p. 356. 
55sa1nton, OJ?• cit • ., Po 14-4. Quoted trom Weimar Edition 

18, 398. 27-35., -

56Holl,. ~· ill_., p. 369. 
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But because of ·the Christian character or the leaders of the 

State, it can and should offer H1lfadienst to the Church. 

That the Chu:i."'ch needed such Hilfsdienst was a distress­

ing reality for Luther o lie always stressed the Notfall of 

the times. The Christian nobility was to help call a Council 

because of the critical emergency Luther believed existed. 

Luther did no't _mean to imply .that the nobles had more right 

for that than any other Christiano But since the Chureh 

could not act , the help or the Christian nobility was 1ndie­

pensable o57 The necessity or the times, the d1~ordera in the 

congregations, the lack of preachers, the lack of means to 

provide for them and to protect them, demanded the aid of the 

State for the Church. That is what Luther means when he says 

that the government i~ an office that belongo to and .is neces­

aary for the Chri~tian congregation.58 Luther made it clear 

when the Visitation of 1527 was set in motion that the elec­

tor was only to appoint the officials. This was to be a tem-

por r t 1 th 11 S times lasted. 59 _a y arrangemen · as ong as e per ou 

The elector was called Notbischof, and the visitors were 

called ep1scop1 and arch1ep1scop1. They were to discharge 

57Holl 3 .2.1?.• S!lio, PPe 327-33. 
8 . 

5 Ibid., PPo 345-60 Luther calls the government"'···· 
e1n ampt. das da gehore und nutzlich sey der Chr1stl1chen . 
gemeyne.•" Weimar Edition. VI. 408,10. 

59 6 lbidog P• 3 6. 


