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Abstract 

This dissertation explores the formation and evolution of religious identities in the latter half of 
the sixteenth century, particularly as they developed in the bi-confessional imperial free city of 
Augsburg. Taking as its primary focus the city’s evangelical ministers, it argues that the agency 
of these local clerics—in both promoting and resisting the social, political, and cultural effects of 
confessionalization—has been underappreciated. By exploring manuscript city chronicles, 
interrogation transcripts, contemporary public histories, and, above all, these clerics’ own written 
works, this dissertation will shed light on the systemic “adversarialism” of early modern 
confessional identities and ideologies, as well as on those local clergy who recognized the 
inherent danger of allowing their society to by riven by two competing identities. The proponents 
of “moderation” referenced in the title of this work were those clerics who tried to keep their 
religion nominally ambiguous, eschewing polarizing confessional identities. In contrast, the 
“militants” were those who reduced complex theological and liturgical systems to the level of 
identity-politics. They took tragedies like war, famine, and plague, and redirected blame for 
these tribulations on rhetorically-constructed enemies of the faith.  

Principally, I have elected to focus this analysis on a family of preachers whose service to the 
city over three generations spans a period of nearly six decades (1528-1586)—the Meckharts. 
Insofar as my sources allow, I use these three men—Johann, Georg, and Johann Baptist—to 
provide a narrative anchor for my analysis of developments within the city respecting religious 
culture, community, and identity. Within this one family, we see clearly the push and pull of 
conflict and concord as both communities and individuals struggled to reconcile the Reformation 
with the emergence of confessions.  

In short, I argue that the real drama of confessionalization was not simply that which played out 
between princes and theologians, or even, for that matter, between religions; rather, it lay in the 
daily struggle of clerics in the proverbial trenches of their ministry, who were increasingly 
pressured to choose for themselves and for their congregations between doctrinal purity and civil 
peace.  
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Introduction 

The year 1586 had been an uncommonly cold one, at least in the Swabian imperial free city of 

Augsburg. Severe winter storms had lingered late into the planting-season, and as a result the 

price of grain (already high) rose steeply over the course of the summer months. Plague had 

returned, as well. More than 3,000 would die of the disease before the year was out—mostly the 

young and the old. In times like this, many of Augsburg’s evangelical residents (who constituted 

more than 80% of the city’s population) were accustomed to seek comfort in their minsters and 

their sermons. They would stand shoulder to shoulder in the often cramped closeness of St. 

Ulrich and the old Franciscan church to hear that better things awaited them in the hereafter. At 

the Church of the Holy Cross, nestled against the city wall off in Augsburg’s northwestern 

quarter, Sunday congregants would spill out of the church onto a porch constructed to 

accommodate the overflow. In the more affluent Church of St. Anna—the birthplace of the city’s 

Reformation—some of the older burghers would reminisce about bygone days—days when the 

ancient guilds still ran the city, when the ‘City of God’ was more than an abstraction. Further 

south, amidst the buzzing flies and anguished cries of the hospital and plague house, the dying 

could hope at least for a patient ear and a few words of comfort, each of these modest institutions 

being staffed with its own minister. In the far-flung remoteness of the city’s northernmost 

reaches—far from the prying eyes of city officials—the Church of St. George had been one of 

the hotbeds of Reformation activism in Augsburg. For several generations now, this Church had 

served as a training ground for many of the city’s newest and most promising preachers, eager to 

make their mark in one of the great cities of the empire. Now, it—like many of the others—stood 

silent.  
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By city decree, and with the explicit authority and encouragement of the emperor, eleven of 

Augsburg’s evangelical ministers had been ordered to leave the city. This decision was the 

culmination of a three-year conflict over who had the authority to appoint and dismiss clergy in 

the city’s Protestant churches. The ministry—with the backing of the city’s Protestant elite, 

along with political support from Württemberg and Brandenburg—stood by their conviction that 

only they had the experience and expertise to examine and admit ministers into their convent. 

The city government, on the other hand—bolstered by an imperial decision in their favor—

argued that the independence of the ministry was a grave threat to civil order. They eagerly cited 

the uprising in 1584 as proof of what happened when spiritual leaders used their influence to 

pursue political ambitions. Moreover, they pointed to the ministers’ recent refusal to obey the 

final decision of a year-long adjudication by an imperial commission, arguing that the preachers 

held too much influence to be allowed to pick and choose which laws they obeyed.   

The ministry was expelled from the city on July 13, 1586. In their place, charged with the 

spiritual ministration to some 30,000 evangelical Augsburgers, were two men, Johann Baptist 

Meckhart and Elias Ehinger. Their positions had been saved by the fact that they had been 

contracted several years before by the city governors, rather than by the ministry itself. Neither 

preacher took great comfort in his continued employment, however. Both were keenly aware that 

their appointments had thrown fuel on an already simmering atmosphere of defiance. For 

decades, the ministry had struggled to assert its independence in the face of hostile political and 

confessional forces, both within and without the city. The government’s assertion of its rights 

over vocation, concurrent with its effort to implement the Gregorian Calendar in the city in 

1584—against which implementation several of the preachers were staunchly and loudly 

opposed—put enormous pressure on the fragile relationship between the ministry and the 
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council. The city governors’ ill-fated decision in the spring of 1584 to send a group of heavily-

armed guards to arrest the preacher Georg Müller (the leader of the opposition to its Calendar-

reform) in broad daylight resulted in a riot that very nearly saw the city tear itself apart.  

Perhaps ironically, not only had the council funded Müller’s education, but its church 

administrators had appointed him to the prestigious preaching post at St. Anna. They had also 

named him one of the two senioren of the ministry and, more recently, superintendent of the 

newly-erected Protestant college. He was their man; or at least, he was supposed to be. It was 

intended that by elevating Müller—with his rigid Lutheran orthodoxy and his influence in 

Wittenberg and Jena—the city might shed the specter of its confessionally-ambiguous past and 

better articulate and negotiate its position as a bi-confessional city in an empire increasingly 

riven by hardening religious borders. Rumors that many of Augsburg’s ministers still clung to 

parochial traditions that could—in the right light—be interpreted as heretical (or near enough as 

to cast suspicion), threatened Augsburg’s relationship with its Protestant allies to the north (on 

whose support the city relied in balancing its position in relation to Catholic Bavaria). In the 

Meckharts, the Ehingers, and the Bächlins, preaching dynasties  had begun to form within the 

ministry, through which—over the course of decades—Augsburg Protestantism had accumulated 

its own doctrinal and liturgical idiosyncrasies. The irenic Georg Meckhart, minister at St. Ulrich, 

stood at the center of this cohort of local preachers. Müller was only the latest in a series of 

missionaries called to correct their deviations and bring the city fully in accordance with the 

Lutheran concord movement. With Georg Meckhart in exile, the burden of holding back the tide 

of confessional animosities seemed now to fall on his young son.  

Thoughts of heresy, riots, and expulsions surely weighed heavily on the young Meckhart’s mind 

as he wandered the city streets, head bowed in thought. How had things gotten so bad? Were the 
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riot and the expulsion his fault? Presently, he had a decision to make: did he voluntarily follow 

his father and the other ministers into exile, or did he stay and minister to his flock? The thought 

of “his” flock may have earned a hearty head-shake. Since his return to the city in 1584, he had 

primarily been preaching beyond the city wall in the leper and plague hospices. Now, the entire 

city was to be “his flock,” his and Elias’.1 Both Elias’ father, Johannes Ehinger, and his own 

grandfather, Johann Meckhart, had been exiled in the last expulsion of 1551. They and their 

colleagues had stood defiantly before the imperial chancellor and the Bishop d’Arras and 

declared firmly that they could not in good conscience abide by the dictates of the Augsburg 

Interim. It was one thing to force the preachers to wear vestments and to hang images in their 

churches; it was another to reinstate the Catholic Mass, and to force communicants to give 

private confession. Their willingness to compromise in external matters did not extend to an 

abandonment of the fundamental articles of their religion. This stand they took for the sake of 

their faith was still recounted thirty years later. Several of the preachers exiled in 1586 had even 

gone into exile with their fathers in ’51 as young children. How would history compare the two 

events? How would it look if he stayed, when his father and grandfather had chosen exile? On 

his regular perambulations, Meckhart would frequently be joined by local evangelicals, eager to 

                                                           
1 For these perambulations, see SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, Augspurgische mehrentheils Religions Geschichten und 
Händel von anno 1517 bis 1628, 486-87: “Wie nun die rechtglaubig kirch gottes in Augspurg abermal ihrer getreue 
eifrig lehre und prediger beraubt ward. Welches geschehen den 13 Julii an einem mitwoch ward. M. Johann Baptist 
Meckhard durch die kirchenpfleger  aus bevelch der stadt pfleger bevelchen, bey St. Anna disen abend die kinder 
predig zu thun (welcher nun mehr 2 jahr lang seid er angenommen worden alhie verharret, doch sein besoldung 
einweg als den ander gehlalt) und Elias Ehinger die morgen predig, aber Meckhart dermassen bestuertz und betriebt 
ueber disen zustand, sonderlich weil sien leiblicher vatter auch undter den andern aus geschafften predigern waere, 
das er die kirch pfleger gebeth, man wolte ihn das predigern dissmal uberheben, dan er vor grossn leuth nit predigen 
konndt, und weil er sonderlich vermerkth das er und Ehinger die kirch allain alhie versehen solte, biss man andere 
zu stell braechte welches dan bald geschehen, als bat er gleichfalls die kirchenpfleger wan es sein konndte, so solte 
man ihm bey seinen armen leuth zu S. Servatio und in blatterhaus da er bishero gepredigt lassen, da woll er sein 
ampt forthin wie allemal trewlich verrichten, wofer man ihm weiter nichts neues wuerde ein binden, aber die kirchen 
pfleger , Stephan Endorffer und Michael Mair haben ihm kein ander antwort geben, dan das diss der herren bevelch 
seye.”  
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learn his intentions. He sought counsel with them and with old friends, but the reply was always 

the same: they wanted him to stay, but they would understand if his conscience dictated he leave.  

Chronology and Narrative 

The imperial free city of Augsburg first moved to adopt the Protestant Reformation in 1534, a 

process which seemed all but complete three years later when its Catholic churches and 

monasteries were closed, and its clergy forced to leave the city. While the city’s evangelical 

clergy and citizenry could never quite decide on what form of Protestantism to adopt, their 

shared aversion of Catholicism surpassed their need for evangelical uniformity. Reforming 

influences from the early centers of the Reformation—Wittenberg, Strasbourg, Zurich— all 

mixed freely in this city, with most disputes over religion being mild, and typically confined to 

the ministry. This arrangement lasted for about a decade, at which point Augsburg, like many of 

the Protestant cities and territories of the Holy Roman Empire, went to war against Emperor 

Charles V, in large part to protect the gains which the Reformation had made. This was the 

Schmalkaldic War, which lasted from July 1546 to May 1547. This ended up being a victory for 

Charles and his mostly Catholic and imperial allies.  

This war was a significant event for Augsburg, which was a very important city in the economy 

and politics of sixteenth-century Germany. It was a powerful center of banking and international 

trade, and before the war, in fact even during it, some of the city’s richest citizens were among 

the emperor’s chief financial backers. That Augsburg had adopted the Protestant religion, and 

worse, that it had joined the rebellion against the Emperor, was a grave insult to not only 

Charles, but also to the exiled Bishop of Augsburg, as well as to the Catholic Duke of Bavaria, 

whose territory literally surrounded the imperial city.  
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In the aftermath of the war, the city was treated harshly. It was occupied by the emperor’s 

armies, and it was forced to pay reparations. Next, its guild-government was dissolved, replaced 

instead by a patrician-led one that was dominated by Catholics. Then, to deal with the Protestant 

problem, which Charles had come to believe was the cause of his subjects’ rebelliousness, the 

Emperor decreed a transitional period in which evangelicals would be forced to convert back to 

Catholicism. This was called the Augsburg Interim, and it lasted from 1548 to 1555. For all 

intents and purposes, it was a full return to Catholicism, with a few minor concessions. However, 

in many places, the extent and degree to which the interim was implemented depended on a 

city’s complicity in the uprising. Nuremburg, for example, was very consciously a Lutheran city, 

but it had chosen to stay out of the war, a fact which largely spared it from having to implement 

the Interim. Augsburg, however, needed to be made an example of, and there, the Interim was 

implemented to the letter. After an initial round of departures and expulsions, what remained of 

the city’s evangelical ministry tried to negotiate this implementation with local politicians, 

hoping to soften these reprisals and hold on to certain key aspects of their religion. Ultimately, 

however, when imperial and papal agents in the city caught wind of these negotiations, they 

intervened, banishing the entire ministry, and leaving the entire city—a city of between 30-

40,000 people, at least 80% of whom were evangelical—without religious ministration.  

In the year that followed, the winds of fortune changed, and Charles found himself on the 

defensive. There was a second rebellion, this time led by one of his former allies, Moritz of 

Saxony, now allied with the King of France. Realizing that the Reformation could not be turned 

back without ruinous bloodshed, Charles struck a treaty at the town of Passau, essentially 

recognizing the rights of rulers to set the religious worship of their territories. This Treaty of 

Passau was the foundation of the famous Peace of Augsburg of 1555. With respect to Augsburg 
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and a number of other imperial cities, what these documents did was provide a framework for 

religious, (or “confessional”) co-existence going forward. In free imperial cities with mixed-

confessional populations, both Catholicism and the Protestant Augsburg Confession were 

recognized as legally-protected religions. These became what are called bi-confessional cities, 

Augsburg being the largest and most important of these.  

By the 1580s, however—scarcely three decades later—that bi-confessional co-existence seemed 

to be on precarious footing. The Jesuit order had established a college right in the city 

evangelicals were loudly complaining that their voices were not being heard in council, and 

preachers were warning their citizens that the Jesuits were conspiring to murder them all—that 

Augsburg would be massacred, just like the Huguenots in Paris had been. Meanwhile, in the 

context of all this tension, there was also an effort by Pope Gregory XIII, in concert with the 

emperor, to update the antiquated Julian calendar. These reforms quickly become a locus of 

confessional conflict in Augsburg, and in the spring of 1584, they served as part of the catalyst 

for an armed uprising by the city’s Protestants. This is known as the Calendar Riot. Although it 

ends up being a rather restrained riot with likely only a few deaths, it was nevertheless a 

traumatic experience for the city, leading to some very harsh reprisals and social and religious 

reforms— and eventually, in 1586, resulting in a new expulsion of the evangelical ministry.  

Chronologically, these are the contours of my study. I begin with a period of crisis and chaos, in 

which the ministry was expelled and, a year later, forced to reform itself in the interest of 

religious and confessional co-existence. I then follow developments over the following three 

decades, up to this second period of pronounced crisis and upheaval, and to the next expulsion of 

the ministry in 1586.  
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Adversarialism 

Augsburg’s long, bi-confessional narrative makes for compelling history. After a period of 

acrimonious religious war and occupation in the middle of the sixteenth century, the city’s 

predominantly evangelical burghers were granted religious rights, permitted to live side-by-side 

with their Catholic neighbors. While stripped of much of their political authority, many of the 

evangelicals’ churches were restored, and their ministers were granted a degree of autonomy. 

While wars of religion raged in other parts of Europe, the separation of the German lands and 

cities into confessionally homogenous polities helped mitigate the accumulation of quotidian 

tensions which often manifested in violent outbursts. In many of the Swabian imperial free cities, 

which—characteristic of the region—had both significant Protestant and Catholic populations, 

both religions were granted concurrent legal status. Within these bi-confessional cities, 

opportunities for religious conflict were vigorously policed by centralizing city governments. 

The result of this vigilance was—with only a few “exceptions”—an ordered, peaceful society in 

which Augsburgers were religious within their churches, and civil outside of them.  

That, at least, is the narrative historians have increasingly come to accept. Behind the gloss of 

lofty legislation and nuanced teleologies, however, there was a rumbling. There was something 

stirring within the depths of the city, waiting for its opportunity to climb out of the gutter—a 

dark, foul, loathsome thing. Some named it Belial, others the Antichrist; some saw it as many 

beasts, calling them hell-hounds. Others, still, saw only the deep capacity for darkness that lay 

within humanity itself. Many Augsburgers surely went about their daily lives oblivious to what 

was coming, but for those with their ears to the ground, that rumbling would not go away. They 

could no more stop hearing it as they could listening for it, for it was born of their own good 

intentions, and they felt an abiding connection to it.  
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In choosing to name the beast, I have consciously opted for a less overtly menacing title: 

adversarialism. As I have conceived the term, it refers to the process through which early 

modern Christians were conditioned to hate, fear, and reject other Christians in nominally 

identifiable groups. This kind of exclusionary thinking had roots in the scholastic pedagogy of 

the late middle-ages. Students learned dogmatic theological and liturgical principles through not 

only their positive expressions, but also through their negation. In other words: “I believe X, not 

only insofar as I understand it to be true, but because to believe Z would be heresy.” In the post-

Reformation confessional age, something interesting happened. The “why” disappears, and the 

formula becomes “I believe X because those heretics believe Z.” As confessional identities and 

communities began to coalesce around the middle of the sixteenth century, adversarialism 

became a defining pillar of their religious rhetoric and, eventually, culture. 

In this study, I will focus on adversarialism’s gestation and emergence in the imperial free city of 

Augsburg in the sixteenth century, and at the many contests created by these intentionally 

polarized and excluding collective identities. Identity is a remarkably complex facet of human 

experience, but from time to time identities have emerged at certain moments in history which 

have sought to subsume their competitors. In the mid-sixteenth century, two of these were 

Protestant and Catholic. Certainly, early modern Europeans carrying either of these two labels 

have demonstrated time and again their ability to live peacefully beside one another. Indeed, 

within the field of early modern studies there is a whole sub-field of scholarship on co-existence 

and tolerance.2 However, where social and cultural complexity is reduced to two alternatives, 

                                                           
2 A few key works in this field will be described later on, but as an introductory list, consider the following. Ben 
Kaplan’s works over the years have explored religious co-existence and conflict in Germany, the Netherlands, 
Europe and, most recently, in a global context. His most well-known work to date remains Divided by Faith: 
Religious Conflict and the Practice of Toleration in Early Modern Europe (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 
2007), in which he examines the practical accomodations which societies developed in order to maintain stable co-
existence in multi-confessional contexts. Also noteworthy is Jesse Spohnholz’ The Tactics of Toleration: A Refugee 
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and where those alternatives are made to compete for political and economic rights and 

advantages—in some cases even for their collective survival—that struggle can take on 

cosmological significance, and through the act of struggling, contesting identities can become 

self-replicating. This is what happened in Augsburg.  

In the case of Augsburg, I propose that we also consider a second term: adversarial bi-

confessionalism. This was a highly contextual form of adversarialism that was intensified in the 

presence of legally protected religious co-existence. This notion is somewhat of a departure from 

the historiography, insofar as I examine the Peace of Augsburg not as a source of peace, but as a 

source of conflict.  I argue that by only legalizing two forms of religious identity, the Peace 

actually set these confessional communities up for conflict. Militant hard-liners within each 

camp exploited social, economic, and political anxieties—things like war, plague, inflation, 

                                                           
Community in the Age of Religious Wars (Newark: University of Delaware Press, 2011). Spohnholz specifically 
looks at the northern city of Wesel in the late-sixteenth century, a city which saw a sustained influx of religious 
refugees fleeing persecution in France and the Netherlands. These exiles—many of whom were Calvinists, with a 
not-insignificant number of Mennonites besides—had to negotiate short-term agreements with local Catholic and 
Lutheran authorities. The bases of the“tactics of toleration” which these groups devloped were, among other factors, 
political and economic prosperity. In the French context, Keith Luria describes a somewhat similar pattern. In his 
Sacred Boundaries: Religious Coexistence and Conflict in Early Modern France (Washington: Catholic University 
Press of America, 2005), Luria considers how French Calvinists and Catholics constructed and maintained their 
distinct confessional identities in the course and aftermath of the French Wars of Religion. Looking specifially at the 
French region of Poitou in the late-sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, he identifies a number of methods by which 
communities attempted to create, regulate, and de-escalate confessional boundaries. These included restricting or 
otherwise limiting and defining social, familial, and economic relationships within the community; delineating and 
regulating the use of public space (both formally or informally); and, in its most aggressive form, legally segragating 
or separating the two confessions altogether. Finally, in addition to these three seminal works, I highly recommend 
Alexandra Walsham’s thoughtful and expansive essay on the historiography of early-modern toleration: Alexandra 
Walsham, “Cultures of Coexistence in Early Modern England: History, Literature and Religious Toleration” The 
Seventeenth Century 28, no. 2 (2013): 115-137. Although the title indicates a focus on England, she reflects in 
considerable depth and detail on the study of toleration in a much broader European context. What’s more, in her 
examination of English toleration, she gives a good deal of attention to contemporary literary expressions of 
toleration, arguing that w hile these could be remarkably influential works in their day, these must not be used 
uncritically by historians looking to validate their own assumptions about liberal modernity. In her closing remarks, 
she writes: “In tackling this topic [toleration] we need to recognise the interconnections between the ideological and 
the aesthetic, together with the complex nexus that pertained between coercion and compassion, peace and 
persecution. And, alongside properly contextualised studies of ideas, political arrangements and social practices, we 
must place the imaginative world of literature at the centre of our investigations into the cultures of coexistence that 
emerged in early modern England.” Ibid. 128. Following her notes, Walsham includes an extensive bibliography of 
the historiography of toleration.  
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famine, crime—and they appropriated these into the rhetoric of their religious polemic. The 

Peace of Augsburg was supposed to provide a framework for two religions to peacefully co-exist 

within the empire; however, as I will demonstrate, within each of these religions remained a vast 

array of divergent beliefs, values, identities, expectations and commitments. The goal of 

adversarialism, and of the militant proponents and practitioners of adversarial bi-confessionalism 

in particular, was to cut through all that complexity and establish just two unified, internally 

homogenous religious communities squared-off against one another—defined as much by the 

gaze and threat of their opponent as they were by any confessional documents.  

In Augsburg, the process and conditioning by which Protestants were molded to fit a singular, 

cohesive Lutheran identity relied heavily on symbols of purity and pollution. Heretical ideas and 

practices had to be separated from the orthodox, and the reformers sent from places like 

Wittenberg to oversee this conversion to Lutheranism could often be very aggressive and heavy-

handed in this regard, as was the case in Augsburg in the Melhorn Controversy of the 1550s. The 

adversarialism which reformers like Georg Melhorn brought with them from Wittenberg was 

essentially a conditioned rejection of non-conformity, and it relied heavily on trained responses 

to explicit identifiers. In the rhetoric of the day, these triggers were most often and most readily 

confessional labels, like “Zwinglian” or “papist” or “Lutheran.” This clerical rhetoric is one of 

the central foci of this study, particularly with respect to how it helped create and promote 

religious identities. In the various controversies of the 1550s within Augsburg’s non-Catholic 

population, one of the things to which I draw attention was the propensity of adversarial writers 

to either de-humanize their opponents, or else at least to invalidate their Christianity. Melhorn, 

for example, regularly referred to the local preachers as dogs, snakes, cows, fish, and goats. For 

Melhorn, Johann Meckhart was the proverbial Fox of Aesop’s fables, a duplicitous, conniving, 
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self-serving trickster who would say or do just about anything to get what he wanted. Melhorn 

called him a heretic, and even wrote to the city council that, in fact, all Augsburgers were 

heretics, as long as they allowed themselves to be polluted by Meckhart’s “secret Zwinglianism.” 

What’s critical to understand here, however, is that the instincts honed by this conditioning were 

not confined to a single adversary. Once cultivated, they were hard to control. Each of the 

manufactured confessional dichotomies which I will describe in this work (e.g. Catholic-

Protestant, Lutheran-Zwinglian etc.) contained two key components. First, they all presented 

themselves as sacral communities—God’s chosen and favored people. In a neo-Augustinian 

sense, the confessional community became a City of God, outside of which there could be 

nothing but damnation. Because members of the same confession might be spread out over much 

of the continent, the contours of that metaphorical city could not simply be geographic. In the sea 

of religious and spiritual diversity characteristic of early modern Europe, Christians found their 

bearings through constellations made up of different markers of identity—doctrines, rituals, 

social customs, etc. Together, these formed the shape of a religion, but even when the picture 

was complete, one could not navigate by these constellations unless they were placed in relation 

to each other. Here follows the second component. These chosen people had to be convinced that 

their confession—their community—was directly threatened by an adversary. In short, the means 

by which evangelicals were converted to Lutheranism—by training them to fear, hate, and reject 

competing forms of Protestantism—severely undermined the potential for co-existence between 

Catholics and Lutherans. This was unity through division. Once we acknowledge this fact, it 

becomes much easier to see the connection between successive and overlapping conflicts and 

controversies in the city, of which there were a great many in the period I cover. 
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To survive, to make sense, a confession needed adversaries. These could be as fluid as the 

confessions themselves, and at times and in changing contexts, could even overlap. For Martin 

Luther, it was first (and ever) the pope (initially over indulgences), then also Andreas Carlstadt 

(over iconoclasm), later Huldrych Zwingli (because of the Real Presence), and so on. The 

publicization of these oppositions helped define and demarcate where one set of beliefs and 

values ended and another began. The conflict itself became a pedagogical tool. In effect, taken 

together, adversarial rhetoric and coding serialized the drama of confessional orthodoxy for lay 

Christians. Luther’s vitriolic and persistent rejection of Zwingli’s sacramental theology lent that 

theological discourse plot and character, rendering the dispute (if perhaps not the theological 

disagreement) comprehensible to a “simple” audience. Even Philipp Melanchthon, who typically 

gets portrayed as the more irenic father of Lutheranism, nevertheless wrote these same 

exclusionary markers of identity into the Augsburg Confession itself. In addition to trying to 

assuage the political blowback to the Reformation, Melanchthon employed exclusion as an 

expedient, heuristic device intended to disassociate Luther’s followers from some of the more 

socially disruptive movements and groups of the day.  

Insofar as nearly all Christian groups in this period claimed the label of “true” or “pure” 

Christianity for themselves, they created labels to distinguish themselves from false or fallen 

Christians. Those who rebelled against the “one true Apostolic and Catholic Church” were called 

Lutherans, after their perceived arch-heresiarch Martin Luther.3 Those who “defiled the 

sacrament of the Altar” were called Zwinglians, or sometimes Sacramentarians, and later 

                                                           
3 See generally HAB 193. 9 Th. (1). Johann Fabri, Der Rechte Weg (Augsburg, 1554); as well as SuStBA 2. LW 2. 
Einblattdrucke nach 1500-(9):Johannes Nass, ECCLESSIA MILITANS. Ein wunderbarlicher gegenwurff/der 
Evangelischen fürbildung/ was yetziger zeit/ die streitbar/ heilig/ Christlichkirchen/ von allerley ketzern ihren 
ertzfeinden grewlichsten widersachen/ dultig erleidt/ unnd durch Gottes Gnad ubersteht. ([Munich], 1569). 
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Calvinists.4 In the years after Luther’s death, his movement split over the question of 

conciliation. From the Saxon city of Magdeburg, a cohort of evangelical reformers formed under 

the leadership of Matthias Flacius Illyricus, and these reformers very publicly branded 

themselves Luther’s “true heirs,” calling themselves “Gnesio-Lutherans.” During the Augsburg 

Interim, they began to label those who entertained compromise and rapprochement with the 

Catholics as “Interimists,” “Adiaphorists,” and “Philippists” (after Philipp Melanchthon). In 

response, Melanchthon and his colleagues responded by denouncing their Lutheran opponents as 

peace-destroying “Flaccians.”5 These are just a smattering of the names used to brand and 

contain heresy in the early modern era. The point, though, again, is that these labels, in the 

contexts in which we typically find them employed, were intended to describe non-Christians—

the unelect, those whom God had not promised a place in paradise.  

The Meckhart Confession 

In contrast to the militant adversarialism which I have described above were those clerics who 

promoted what I call “moderate religion.” These were ministers who consciously resisted the 

cultivation of adversarialism, and who rejected confessional labels and their associated politics, 

focusing instead on promoting the social, spiritual, and pastoral dimensions of religion. My 

models here are principally two men, Johann Meckhart and his adopted son Georg, both of 

whom served as ministers in the city, together covering a period from 1535 to 1586. Johann was 

thrust into a leadership role after his mentor, Wolfgang Musculus, quit the city at the beginning 

of the Augsburg Interim. Following the restoration of the ministry in 1552, and the beginning of 

                                                           
4 StAA LS Ref. “Melhorn” No. 37, 1555.08.06: Georg Melhorn, Tantz der Augsburger Prediger (Ravensburg, 
1555), 5r-v. 
5 SuStBA 4 Th LtE 1010: Georg Müller, Disputatio von Abschaffung des Exorcismi/ bey der heyligen Tauffe (Jena: 
Tobias Steinman, 1591), D2v.  
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bi-confessional co-existence in the city, Meckhart was tapped by the city council to unite the 

city’s evangelicals, but without antagonizing the city’s Catholics. This mandate put him first at 

odds with Caspar Schwenckfeld, who had grown a significant following in the city; and a little 

later with a cohort of young Lutheran preachers sent to “Lutheranize” the city by Philipp 

Melanchthon. In both cases, Meckhart held off these challengers, in large part because he took 

the high-ground of civic morality, emphasizing social peace and Christian ethics above any kind 

of doctrinal or confessional conformity—a message which appealed to a number of influential 

city leaders. It was consequently through these controversies that Meckhart came to believe that 

Augsburg’s bi-confessionalism could not succeed if it was beholden to churches or religious 

identities beyond the city walls. In other words, they could not allow their religious policy to be 

set in places like Wittenberg, where there were no Catholics, much as they could not employ the 

aggressive rhetoric of purity through which these policies were promoted.  

For Augsburg’s evangelicals to be able to keep the peace with the Catholics, they had to remain 

independent of external confessional and confessionalizing ambitions. To that end, Meckhart re-

wrote the local church’s constitution—he gave it a new church order, a new catechism, 

commissioned a new hymnal, and wrote a number of pastoral and theological works to help 

position it vis-à-vis local Catholicism. This re-constitution of the Augsburg church—these 

works, together with the significant literary output of Georg Meckhart between the years 1563 

and 1577—is what I call the “Meckhart Confession.” The decision to construct a unique 

religious identity taken from a family of preachers about whom almost nothing substantive has 

been written, and then to take that identity and attribute it to a significant cohort within the 

ministry of one of the greatest and most studied cities of the empire, is meant only somewhat 

ironically. The term itself is actually derived from a pair of invectives against the preachers in 
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Augsburg, written more than twenty years apart.6 While neither Meckhart would have approved 

the use of this label to describe their religious beliefs or practices, it is my hope that they would 

forgive my using the term here, insofar as I intend the term in part as a commentary on the 

futility of trying to ascribe normative collective religious identities to mid-sixteenth-century 

Augsburg (and, to an extent, to nominally bi-confessional cities more generally).  

Moderate Religion in an Age of Militancy 

In the decades following Johann Meckhart’s death in 1559, Georg and a handful of other like-

minded, moderate colleagues tried to restrict opportunities for confrontation between Catholics 

and Protestants by directing their congregations and readers instead to moral reform and the 

cultivation of piety over confessional discipline. The problem they faced, though, was 

generational, and it was systemic. Many of the clerics whom I would describe as moderates were 

moderates precisely because they had experience of living through some terrible religious strife, 

particularly that of the late 1540s and 1550s: namely, the Schmalkaldic War and the Augsburg 

Interim, along with the internal controversies these engendered. Over the course of the 1560s, 

moreover, many of these moderate clerics either died or retired. In most instances, their 

replacements were young preachers fresh from the University of Wittenberg, or else for whom 

this was their first posting in a large city—and in every case, their first posting in a bi-

confessional city. This happens on the Catholic side, too.  

For this first generation of young men raised in the institutions of confessional religion—the 

university, the catechism, the consistory, the confessional— “definition-by-exclusion” was 

                                                           
6 The first was written in 1555 by the Saxon-Lutheran Georg Melhorn following his expulsion from the city, and 
took aim principally at Johann Meckhart, the president (or senior—both terms are used) of the ministerial convent in 
Augsburg. The second use of this term appears in 1578 in an especially descriptive and personal invective by the 
Ingolstadt theologian Johann Nass against Meckhart’s adopted son, Georg, preacher at St. Ulrich in Augsburg. 
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ubiquitous, and adversarialism was quickly becoming dogmatic— in many cases to the dismay 

of the grand theologians of these religions. As we will see, confessional leaders like Philipp 

Melanchthon, or the Jesuit’s Diego Laynez, earnestly believed that Christians should convert to 

their respective churches on the basis of their own merits, without coercion or manipulation. 

What I encountered in the sources, however, was that many of the young clerics sent to 

Augsburg in the 1560s, 70s and 80s did not share this principle with their religious superiors. 

Fundamentally, they did not see in Augsburg’s bi-confessional arrangement an opportunity for 

co-existence or civil religious discourse. What they saw was the front line of a larger 

confessional contest—the thing for which they had been training all their young lives. Growing 

up in evangelical towns, attending evangelical universities—it is possible that some of these 

young preachers may never even have met a Catholic before they came to Augsburg. And when 

they got there, they could not understand why their supposed co-religionists refused to take the 

fight to their adversaries. We see the same thing happening with Jesuits coming from places like 

Ingolstadt and Munich.  

Confessional universities and religious institutions simply were not training clerics to 

accommodate religious diversity and co-existence. The clerics they produced did not know how, 

nor did they desire, to reconcile the rhetoric of purity and conformity which the learned in 

Wittenberg with the reality of religious plurality they encountered in Augsburg. This was the 

reason that, ultimately, the Meckhart Confession’s ethic of moderation and toleration was 

supplanted by adversarial religion, the dramatic culmination of which we see in the Calendar 

Riot of 1584. The social and cultural pressures that lead to the riot, however, were not 

spontaneous; rather, they can be traced all the way back to the beginning of bi-confessionalism in 

1552, building ever since. In short, the circumstances that led to the uprising were not episodic—
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they were not simply a reaction to the calendar reforms. Rather, they were endemic to bi-

confessionalism. These were systematic problems. These were problems that Johann and Georg 

and their cohort recognized, but which, in the end, they were powerless to resolve. 

Source Material 

There has been some interesting and excellent scholarly work on the city’s social and political 

landscape in the transitional period between the Interim and the Calendar Riot. What’s missing, 

however, is a substantive treatment of Augsburg’s ministry—its clerics and their works, and how 

they factor into an understanding of religious conflict and peace. Councils and emperors could 

pass legislation telling the people what they ought to believe and how they ought to worship, but 

it was the ministers and clerics in the proverbial trenches of their ministry to whom the people 

looked for spiritual guidance. Historians of this “confessional age” sometimes forget that these 

men—these ministers of a middling sort—had real agency and influence. Though I will examine 

the city’s Catholic clergy at points in this narrative in order to demonstrate the inherent 

reciprocity of adversarial confessional culture, my primary concentration will be on their non-

Catholic counterparts. In the first half of the sixteenth century, these men mostly called 

themselves “evangelicals” or “disciples of Christ.” From the 1530s on, however, other titles 

began to emerge: Lutheran, Zwinglian, Protestant.  

The period covered by this study was supposed to be one of religious co-existence. Accordingly, 

what I looked for in these sources—particularly those written by these Meckharts—was the 

extent to which the city’s clerics promoted either co-existence or conflict. What I found was that 

time and again, Augsburg’s leading ministers were compelled to publish defenses of their faith 

and orthodoxy, appealing at times to both political authorities and to the literate public at large 
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for support. In doing so, they were appealing to a burgeoning public sphere, attempting to shape 

the tone and tenor of the city’s religious discourse against the adversarial designs of their 

confessional competitors, both within the city and beyond it.  

In the context of the many public debates and controversies which I will address in this work, I 

look closely at what the preachers and theologians brought to print for vernacular audiences. 

Day-to-day preaching likely ranged between rote, dry scriptural commentary on the one end, and 

bombastic, off-the-cuff pontificating on the other; in many cases, though, all we are left with are 

very general impressions of how a preacher behaved at the pulpit. Printed sermons and treatises, 

however, were very different creatures. For one, they were public and permanent statements of 

beliefs, which meant that they could be traded, interrogated, dissected, and even in some 

instances, prosecuted. Their authors could more easily be held accountable for them. More than 

that, though—more than what they said—we have to look at how those beliefs and values which 

they contained were articulated. We have to look at the tone of argumentation, which was often 

much less easy to police.7 It is at the level of tone, I argue, that adversarialism most easily 

infiltrated the pastoral duties of a preacher, infecting, in due course, their congregations as well. 

Thus, if we want to understand confessional relationships in the late sixteenth century, I argue 

that we have to consciously try to place their chief actors along this spectrum between 

moderation and militancy, for its here that we find one of the most compelling and significant 

                                                           
7 For example, according to Rehlinger, the magistrates only became interested in what was being said from the 
pulpit when the preachers attacked someone by name; otherwise, they tried not to unduly interfere. Whether this 
claim was true or not (and there is some cause for doubt), the reluctance of the magistrates to get involved 
demonstrates at least some sensitivity to the fact that council-overreach was a growing concern among Augsburg 
evangelicals. SuStBA 4 Aug 735 Nr. 24: Georg Tradel, [Anton Christoph Rehlinger], Der Herren Pfleger vnd 
Geheimen Räth des h. Reichsstatt Augspurg. . . gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel. . . (Augsburg: Valentin 
Schoenigk, 1587), C4r.  
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conflicts of the confessional age—not the disagreements between confessions, but how those 

disagreements were given meaning. 

In addition to these public, printed sources, we also have a considerable body of unprinted 

archival sources, authored by many of these same men. One of the best known of these is the file 

on the Melhorn Controversy (1554-1556) at the Augsburg city archive (StadtAA).8 The existence 

of some of the files related to this controversy—notably Georg Melhorn’s colorful Tantz der 

Augsburger Prediger—have been acknowledged by scholars, but to date they have not been 

deeply explored. Moreover, they have not been explored in reference to other ministerial works, 

nor has there been an effort to reconcile them with the broader context in which they were 

produced. While Melhorn’s work is cited from time to time, 9 for example, Johann Meckhart’s 

unpublished Antwort has not received any notice.  

With respect to the decades following the early period of the Augsburg Interim, there has been 

virtually no work done on Augsburg’s ministry. As a result, rich archival material has been left 

unexplored. I include here Meckhart’s correspondence from the 1557 Frankfurt Synod, Johann 

Willing’s autobiography, Christoph Jacobellus’ exorcism account, and many others. These 

voices—the stories they tell—need to be reintegrated into Augsburg’s history if we ever hope to 

get a better look at the whole picture. Much admirable work has been done on the sources left by 

the city government and its agents, but Augsburg was more than the sum of its government. 

These preachers, particularly the Meckharts and those gathered about them, saw into corners of 

                                                           
8 StadtAA LS Ref. Melhorn, 1555.01.27. This file contains more than a dozen individual letters and supplications, 
most of which were authored either by Johann Meckhart, Georg Melhorn, or Leonhart Bächlin between January and 
April, 1555.   
9 For more recent examples, see Thomas Max Safley, “Zentrum und Peripherie: Die Gemeinden Zu den Barfüßern 
und bei St. Georg,” in Rolf Kießling. Thomas Max Safley, and Lee Palmer Wandel, eds., Im Ringen um die 
Reformation: Kirchen und Prädicanten, Rat und Gemeinden in Augsburg (Epfendorf: Biblioteca Academica Verlag, 
2011), 80-82; and Dunwoody, 223. For the most substantive treatment of Melhorn, see Friedrich Roth, Augsburgs 
Reformationsgeschichte, 4:463-594. 
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Augsburg society where the councilors and governors feared to tread. They saw the social and 

cultural consequences of the council’s policies firsthand, and in many ways they ended up being 

the first line of defense against their confessional fallout.  

To fill in the context behind and between these ministerial sources, I have at times drawn 

extensively from contemporary and near-contemporary chronicles. Some of these are well-

known to Augsburg scholars, such as those of Paul Hector Mair, or the detail-rich chronicle 

begun by Marcus Welser and expanded by Achilles Pirmin Gasser. Others are less familiar, such 

as Augustin Bechler’s continuation of Burkard Zink’s fifteenth-century Augsburg chronicle 

through to the end of the vocation controversy in 1586.10 Still more obscure is the monumental 

(c. 5000 page) unpublished manuscript produced by Abraham Thelot (b. 1600). Thelot, whom I 

will cite often, drew from a large body of sources. He references frequently both Bechler and 

Gasser, occasionally quoting large passages (typically with accompanying attribution in the 

margins). But beyond this familiar material, he also appears to have had access to numerous 

other (presumably lost) sources, and he references at times his own research. His chronicle is 

divided into five volumes, each of which is held in a separate box at the Staats- und 

Stadtbibliothek Augsburg. In several of these boxes, for instance, we find stacks of original 

pamphlets, short books, and other ephemera from the corresponding period—some of his 

sources, evidently. 

About Thelot little is known, except that he composed this chronicle for his son’s civil and 

religious edification, and that he does not appear to have intended it for publication. He was 

evangelical, and he identifies his faith as “Lutheran”; nevertheless, he is deeply interested 

                                                           
10 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 32: Chronik der Stadt Augsburg von Burkard Zink, fortgesetzt bis 1586.  
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throughout in civic morality and public order. He is highly critical of the Jesuits, but his 

treatment of Catholicism more generally is rather mild. Similarly, he spares no criticism of 

evangelicals who use religion to stir up popular antagonism and resentment.  

Again, the preachers’ printed and archival sources are the foundation of this dissertation, but the 

chronicles provide important alternate perspectives on their disputes. They are a way of 

positioning these clerics within Augsburg society, rather than leaving them to remain apart. It is 

important to remember that these clerics were not writing to and against one another in a 

vacuum. Often, their agendas and disagreements became matters of public record. In chapter 

one, for example, I use the peripatetic English diplomat Roger Ascham as a witness to the 

struggles of the ministry during the Augsburg Interim. Scholars of English history know Ascham 

well, but I have yet to find any significant consideration of his observations with respect to the 

course of developments in the city itself. Caspar Schwenckfeld, moreover, was one of the most 

famous theologians of his day, and a veritable mountain of books and articles have been written 

on the man and his works. Yet Schwenckfeld harbored an intense dislike of Johann Meckhart, 

and he wrote about him often—a fact, again, which has been overlooked. Indeed, thanks to 

Schwenckfeld’s letters, I will argue in chapter two that we can actually locate the origins of the 

Melhorn controversy without having to rely on older historiographical interpretations of the 

conflict as an extension of that between Zwingli and Luther. 

These extra-clerical, sometimes extra-mural perspectives are critical for making sense of 

Augsburg’s clerical discourse. Without these alternate perspectives, and without an effort to 

locate these clerical writings within the context of post-Reformation Augsburg society, it 

becomes all too easy to lose these men in the footnotes of the city’s narrative. Further to the goal 

of reintegrating this discourse with Augsburg’s archivally-rich context, I will employ sources 
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like the city archive’s interrogation records (Urgichtensammlung) and punishment books 

(Strafbücher). The preachers could not have been oblivious to the stark increases in crime, 

violence, and social unrest which accompanied recurrences of plague, famine, war, and inflation 

during this so-called “confessional age” of the latter half of the sixteenth century. In fact, Georg 

Meckhart often explicitly acknowledges these context in his sermons, and I argue that context 

goes a long way to explaining content.  

Toleration 

In exploring my three principal thematic foci—confessional adversarialism, religious 

moderation, and the rhetoric of identity formation—a number of guiding historiographical and 

conceptual paradigms present themselves. One of the most studied of these is that of toleration. 

No study of early modern religious co-existence would be complete without consideration of 

Benjamin Kaplan’s contribution to the field, especially as regards his 2007 work Divided by 

Faith: Religious Conflict and the Practice of Toleration in Early Modern Europe. Toleration, as 

he frames the concept, referred to a state of sustained, controlled, non-violent coexistence 

between different faith groups.11 Against the whiggish, teleological assumption that toleration 

increased over time on its way to modernity, Kaplan presents the Reformation—and the 

confessional age in particular—as a dynamic, complex period in which the idea and practice of 

toleration was not only a hotly debated matter of public policy, but as a new ideology or social 

philosophy, it challenged early modern Christians to re-think the contours of collective and 

individual piety. “Early modern Europe,” he explains, “inherited a tradition of Christian thought 

that legitimized intolerance. Confessionalism then promoted intolerance to the status of an 

                                                           
11 Benjamin J. Kaplan, Divided by Faith: Religious Conflict and the Practice of Toleration in Early Modern Europe 
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essential attribute of piety.”12 For many, then, rejecting the notion of tolerance became a way of 

demonstrating one’s uncompromised commitment to their faith. At the level of structures and 

systems, confessional societies—the likes of which began to emerge around the mid-sixteenth 

century—conditioned their subjects in aggressively exclusionary modes of thinking. They 

promoted,  

A worldwide view that reduced all differences to binary oppositions and replaced all grey 
zones with sharp boundary lines. . . Those who maintained it portrayed other faiths not as 
inferior forms of Christianity but as Christianity's opposite, an antireligion embodying 
everything that true Christianity was against. Between the two there could be no 
neutrality and no sane choice.13  

But however prevalent this mode of thinking became, toleration—as Kaplan defines the term—

found opportunities to exist. In fact, intolerance, as we understand the term today, was a central 

feature of early modern toleration. He writes that “religious toleration required no ‘principle of 

mutual acceptance,’ much less an embrace of diversity for its own sake, as our modern concept 

of tolerance presumes.”14 Rather, where toleration occurred, it most often worked as a practical 

accommodation to exigent circumstances, where the absence of toleration would have 

undermined the collective good. In fact, Kaplan is much more interested in how toleration was 

acted out from day to day, rather than how it was conceived intellectually. To be sure, there were 

those who argued in favor of toleration on moral or spiritual grounds, but these thinkers—like 

the famed/infamous Reformed proponent of toleration, Sebastian Castellio, or Erasmus 

himself—found themselves frequently abused from multiple fronts at once, by those who feared 

toleration might pollute the orthodoxy of their faith group, or else by those who saw toleration as 

a slippery slope towards apostasy. Where toleration was practiced, it was usually not thanks to 
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13 Kaplan, Divided by Faith, 35. 
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high-mindedness, magnanimity, or piety, but rather to more pragmatic considerations. Kaplan, 

for example—like most other authors on toleration before and since—attributes a great deal of 

credit for the containment of confessional antagonisms to secular authorities. Describing 

eighteenth-century bi-confessional Augsburg, Kaplan writes that, “Catholic and Lutheran 

Augsburgers showed a ‘mania’ for differentiating themselves from one another, and a zest for 

certain forms of confrontation.” Quoting an anonymous eighteenth-century burgher, he writes,  

It is true, of all the cities I have ever seen, in none are the two religions so embittered 
toward one another as they are here. Yet this hurts no man. Our security comes from the 
letter of the law. The bitterness, though, is extreme; it influences everything....It rules in 
city hall, in the churches, in the marital bed; it pumps our blood. We are born 
antagonists—it is unbelievable, to what extent....In the morning, in city hall, the fathers of 
the state are the warmest patriots, work hand-in-hand for the state’s preservation, and are 
all cast in the same mould. After noon, however, after the council meeting has ended, 
they are enemies. You would not believe what enlightened men Augsburg has within its 
walls. In this respect, however, there is not a single one.15 

Here, in the midst of all this bitterness and animosity going back centuries, this pronounced 

culture of religious exclusion was mediated and mitigated by the “letter of the law.” In multi-

confessional cities, especially, laws and institutions were established which, he argues, were 

usually able to contain religious conflict and render it “relatively innocuous.” The hallmark of 

such a successful multi-confessional framework was its ability to provide assurances to its 

religious communities, “firm and reliable pledges to all the religious groups that their worship 

would not be suppressed and they themselves would not be persecuted.”  

This tendency to credit toleration to secular bodies and actors—here, expressed as “the letter of 

the law”—finds a similar expression in the most recent substantive treatment of Augsburg’s bi-

confessionalism, Sean Dunwoody’s 2012 dissertation, “Conflict, Confession, and Peaceful 

Coexistence in Augsburg, 1547-1600.” In it, he takes the argument further, proposing that 
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Augsburg’s bi-confessional peace owed primarily to the efforts of the city government, adding, 

moreover, that it accomplished this peace despite recurring controversies which threatened the 

unity of the ministerial convent. These conflicts were so disruptive, he argues, that the council 

was ultimately left with no choice but to extend its authority over Augsburg’s Protestant Church 

in order to maintain civil order, the result of which was, as he puts out, a period of “social 

peace.”16 

Viewing the development of toleration as primarily a social or institutional phenomenon, 

however, overlooks the agency of individual historical actors—in this case, the city’s own 

clerics. As long as religion is presented within discourses on peace and coexistence as something 

that needs to be managed and controlled, the implication remains that toleration has to come 

from “outside” of religion—namely, from those actors and structures which inevitably get 

characterized as “secular.” With this is mind, it would be instructive to take a lesson from 

Slavica Jakelić, an accomplished scholar of social and religious thought. Jakelić has made a 

career out of investigating the concepts of secularism and secularization within discourses of 

modern religious conflict, along with the kinds of identities these produce; as such, her thoughts 

on the state of modern scholarship deserve to be considered at some length:  

Many scholars in international affairs today are rediscovering the importance of religion, 
but the past and the present status they ascribe to it often reveal the same modernist bias. 
If religions used to be dismissed because of a belief in their unavoidable decline, they are 
now frequently perceived as a significant albeit irrational and divisive social force. The 
latter perspective is not without reason: religious elites and religious institutions have 
often provided justifications or served as an impetus for social conflicts. But as a number 
of scholars has recently argued, the root of distrust and neglect of religions in 
international affairs and, more generally, the social sciences, is not simply in the lessons 
of history but in secularism as a normative disposition. It is the “secularist paradigm” or 
“the politics of secularism,” scholars maintain, that direct social analysis toward the a 

                                                           
16 Sean Fitzgerald Dunwoody, “Conflict, Confession, and Peaceful Coexistence in Augsburg, 1547-1600” (Ph D 
diss., University of Chicago, 2012), 223-26. For Dunwoody’s characterization of the Augsburg ministry, see Ibid. 
29, 202, 222, 226, 249, 251.  
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priori evaluation of religions as either irrelevant or as a problem, for social life in general 
and conflict resolution in particular. Awareness of the dominance of secularist bias in the 
social sciences has at least two important repercussions for peace studies. Firstly, 
secularism emerges as a problem for the very practice of peacebuilding: it 
overemphasizes the role of secular nation-states and economics and neglects the positive 
role of religious symbols, elites, and institutions in the context of peacebuilding. The 
politics of secularism, in other words, does not allow us to acknowledge and explore what 
Scott Appleby aptly calls the “ambivalence of the sacred”: the simple but important fact 
that the fervor of religious commitments can be a foundation of conflict and exclusion but 
also the source of reconciliation and justice.  

Secondly, the identification of the secularist paradigm in the consideration of religion 
means that one important task for scholars and practitioners of peace studies is to 
distinguish between those religious elites and institutions that legitimize conflicts and 
those that play the role of peacemakers.17 

With regards to the place of religion within peace-studies, Jakelić identifies a tendency of 

scholars to follow one of two extremes—either to dismiss religion wholesale as an impediment 

to peace, or else to go too far in the other direction and dismiss ostensibly non-religious actors as 

unhelpful or even unnecessary for our thinking about peacebuilding.18 The latter, whom early 

modernists would characterize as “temporal” authorities, certainly had a stake in promoting civil 

peace, but what my research has revealed is that their rhetoric of toleration could also hide 

ulterior motives and agendas, which agendas often ended up being counter-productive to the 

effective implementation and maintenance of religious co-existence. What we need, therefore, is 

a balanced and measured approach between these two extremes—one that takes into 

consideration the complexity of early modern societies and religious cultures. Governments are 

not machines—they have always been made up of individuals. In the early modern period, each 

and every one of these individuals was religious, however much their religiosity might have 

varied. In fact, few governments in the sixteenth century were as fractured by conflicting 

                                                           
17 Slavica Jakelić, “Secular-Religious Encounters as Peacebuilding”; in The Oxford Handbook of Religion, Conflict, 
and Peacebuilding, eds., R. Scott Appleby, Atalia Omer, and David Little (New York: Oxford University Press, 
2015), 124. 
18 See Jakelić, 125-27. 



37 
 

religious commitments as Augsburg’s. Thus, we have to be careful not to efface the diversity 

within these governing bodies with over-dependence on reductive labels like “the council.” 

While this term serves as a useful shorthand for the city government, its overuse runs the risk of 

idealizing the whole at the expense of the individual. By the same token, the same kind of 

reductive compartmentalization has been applied to early modern clerics. When historians talk 

about Augsburg’s “ministry,” they are again talking about a group of individuals. Just as civil 

servants in the government were religious, so too were clerics political. From the beginning of 

the Reformation, clerics could scarcely ignore the politics imposed on religion, not only directly 

by political agents, but also more broadly by social and cultural pressures. In the post-

Reformation context which this present study covers, these priests and pastors either actively 

participated in the politicization of their religious confessions, or else, as happened in Augsburg 

in the 1550s, they had to constantly defend their aversion to confessional politics to their own co-

religionists. The story of Augsburg’s bi-confessionalism, in short, is not about the give and take 

between the secular and the religious. At the same time, though, nor is this story simply about 

co-existence and conflict between Catholics and Protestants. In a rhetorical, though nevertheless 

powerfully motivating sense, the notion that these two religions constituted something like a 

dichotomy did, in fact, exist; however, that notion had to be manufactured and cultivated over 

generations, not only by state and clerical actors, but also by lay enthusiasts. What I am 

interested in is how that conflict was engineered, and how it was resisted.  
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Irenicism 

A second conceptual anchor for this work is Howard Hotson’s essay “Irenicism in the 

Confessional Age: The Holy Roman Empire, 1563-1648.”19 The subjects of Hotson’s study were 

the “irenic” theologians who tried to build bridges between and within the religious communities 

of the confessional age. He explains, 

The latter sixteenth century . . . sees a shift in the process from conciliation to 
reconciliation. At the same time, the goal of this process very often retreats from a full 
reunion to mere ecclesiastical pacification, from a harmonization of liturgy and doctrine 
to a mere cessation of theological hostilities. The most appropriate term to describe the 
conciliatory activity of this period is therefore "irenicism": a term which acknowledges 
the state of ongoing theological warfare and the basic goal of achieving a confessional 
cease-fire, whether as a first step toward full reconciliation, as a precondition of enduring 
political alliance, or even as an end in itself.20 

He critiques the relevant historiography for its tendency to lump these men, “into a small number 

of pre-established categories, to judge them primarily with reference to analogous movements at 

one or more removes from them, and to position them on a thin but important line of liberal 

thought linking the Renaissance with the Enlightenment.”21 These men, he insists, need to be 

examined within their own context, and not forced into an Erasmian or modernist mold. In the 

latter half of the sixteenth century, for example, the scope of their conciliatory activities was 

limited, and almost always one-sided. Rarely do we find any genuine overtures of conciliation 

between Catholics and evangelicals after the Peace of Augsburg. That ship had all but sailed. 

Rather, where these overtures are found, it is almost always within inter-Protestant discourse. 

Further, these were almost always authored by non-Lutherans, whom he calls Reformed. A great 

                                                           
19 Howard Hotson, “Irenicism in the Confessional Age: The Holy Roman Empire, 1563-1648,” in Conciliation and 
Confession: the struggle for unity in the Age of Reform, 1415-1648, eds., Howard Louthan and Randall C. Zachman 
(Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press, 2004): 228-285. 
20 Hotson, 232. 
21 Hotson, 231. 
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many of these conciliatory works were written, but as Hotson observes, “Lutheran responses to 

these advances were equally voluminous and widespread, but virtually unanimous in rejecting 

the irenical advances of the Reformed.”22 The context for this rejection, he argues, was the fact 

that Lutherans did not see any need to reconcile with their wayward Reformed cousins, not so 

long as they were protected by the Peace of Augsburg, and by their own princely patrons. With 

regards to the 1555 Peace, he writes that the cessation of open hostilities between Protestant 

princes and the Catholic emperor gave the confessional churches of the empire leave to turn their 

energies inward. The so-called “peace” between Protestants and Catholics, “inaugurated a period 

of incessant trench warfare between evangelical and Reformed theologians.”23 On the other side, 

although Reformed authors were unwilling to compromise their own beliefs, in their discourse 

with the Lutherans they consistently pointed to what they characterized as their shared 

vulnerability to the Catholic threat as the primary reason why they ought to set aside their 

differences. Tellingly, the only instances where Lutherans were not outright hostile to these 

overtures were during episodes when they themselves were insecure about their own position 

vis-à-vis their Catholic rivals. He writes, “It was only when their safety net of the Peace was 

compromised that Lutheran theologians became more receptive to irenic overtures,” referencing 

specifically the early years of the Thirty Years’ War.24 

The kind of conciliation Hotson is concerned with was not incompatible with adversarial modes 

of thinking and feeling. In fact, as he describes it, Reformed conciliatory efforts actually 

propagated adversarialism between Catholics and Protestants, using it to marginalize the 

theological gulf between Luther and Calvin. This was toleration through intolerance, recalling 

                                                           
22 Hotson, 233.  
23 Hotson, 240.  
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the conceptual complexity introduced by Kaplan. In short, Hotson’s use of the term “irenicism” 

ends up being heavily qualified.  

Howard Louthan and Randall Zachman, the editors of the collection in which we find Hotson’s 

essay, argue in the introduction to that work for a distinction between the concepts of toleration 

and conciliation. “Toleration,” they write, “was primarily a pragmatic and often less satisfactory 

political solution to pressing problems of confessional coexistence. We distinguish conciliation 

as a more positive and constructive search for religious unity and theological rapprochement 

within the Christian community.”25 It is in the spirit of that more positive search for unity on the 

basis of shared Christianity that I base my own understanding of the term irenicism. To be clear, 

unlike with Louthan and Zachman, none of the preachers whom I will be discussing in this work 

were interested in Protestant-Catholic doctrinal reconciliation, and only a few—including those 

adhering to this Meckhart Confession—were interested in renegotiating the bases of shared 

Christian unity. Rather, conciliarists like Meckhart were more interested in what I characterize as 

doctrinal latitudinarianism than actual theological reconciliation. To use Hotson’s phrase, they 

sought a “confessional cease-fire.” At least to some extent, this irenicism was always conscious 

of the potential threat of Catholicism, but what is significant, I argue, is that it was not solely 

motivated by that particularly threat.  

What I propose, then, is to consider adversarialism not only with respect to doctrines and 

confessional markers of identity, but also with respect to tone and attitude. We should expect that 

clerics of different faiths would disagree with one another, but the actual consequences of those 

disagreements could vary dramatically.  
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The Historiography of Augsburg’s Bi-confessionalism 

Most recently Augsburg’s particular bi-confessional paradigm was investigated by Sean 

Dunwoody, who characterized it as an extended process of “differentiation.” The key to civic 

peace, he maintains, was the separation of religion and religious identity from matters of public 

and political discourse. There was no place for politics and public policy within the confines of 

the church, just as there was no place for religion outside of it. Efforts to define and maintain this 

clear demarcation of religious and public space, he argues, were central to the establishment of a 

peaceful bi-confessional coexistence which anticipated enlightenment notions of toleration. He 

sees the period between 1548-1600 as one of "unusually successful religious coexistence" 

between Protestants and Catholics in Augsburg, claiming that, “following a learning curve more 

compressed and accelerated than elsewhere in Europe, Augsburgers learned to come to terms 

with the incommensurability of religious identity with political, cultural, and social life in a 

Europe now defined by religious difference and confessional divisions.”26 Put another way, he 

writes:  

Augsburg, this study contends, is perhaps the earliest modern example of how a 
European community was able to reduce—if not completely eliminate all traces of—the 
threat of religious violence between antagonistic communities of Christians. The 
arrangements made in Augsburg over the course of roughly fifty years in the second half 
of the sixteenth century in important ways anticipate the accommodations of 
Westphalia.27 

Prior to Dunwoody’s 2012 dissertation, one of the most comprehensive examinations of 

Augsburg in the second half of the sixteenth century was Paul Warmbrunn’s 1983 study of post-
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27 Dunwoody, 8. 
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Reformation bi-confessionalism in the Swabian imperial cities.28 In it, he explores the 

development of religious toleration typical of what he calls Enlightenment philosophy. He asks 

whether and how—in an age characterized by confessional strife and violence—it was possible 

that the circumscribed space of a civic commune could foster early notions of religious 

toleration, and even equality.29 Unsurprisingly, Warmbrunn establishes two landmark moments 

along this path: the 1555 Peace of Augsburg, and the 1648 Peace of Westphalia. The former 

ushered in a period of formal toleration, whereas the latter brought about legal and political 

parity.30  

The paradigm of the city council as an agent of order—in juxtaposition to the socially and 

politically disruptive feuding of the city’s clergy—has, to a large extent, dominated the 

historiography of this period. Warmbrunn and Dunwoody, for example, both take the “council” 

as their ambiguously-defined protagonist, and both characterize its efforts to pacify religion as 

ultimately successful. Sharing a similar focus, Allyson Creasman, in her study of censorship in 

sixteenth-century Augsburg, also engages with this paradigm of temporal, political authorities 

asserting their control over religion; however, she draws a very different conclusion from 

Warmbrunn and Dunwoody. For all the effort city government expended trying to police 

religious expression, and to promote in its place a “civic catechism,” it was never able to fully 

win the support of the majority of Augsburgers in this endeavor.31 Rather than casting this 

inability as a failure, however, she clarifies:  

                                                           
28 Paul Warmbrunn, Zwei Konfessionen in einer Stadt: Das Zusammenleben von Katholiken und Protestanten in den 
Paritätischen Reichstädten Augsburg, Biberach, Ravensburg und Dinkelsbühl von 1548 bis 1648 (Wiesbaden: Franz 
Steiner Verlag, 1983). 
29 Warmbrunn, 15. 
30 Warmbrunn, 4. 
31 For this idea of city disciplinary agents promoting a civic catechism, see Allyson F. Creasman, Censorship and 
Civic Order in Reformation Germany, 1517-1648 (Burlington: Ashgate, 2012), 122-24.  
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We cannot assume… that censorship was ineffectual because it did not suppress 
everything; nor can we assume that it was unrelentingly oppressive because it may have 
prevented access to certain ideas and information. Rather, we have seen that authors and 
speakers to some degree internalized and helped to enforce the very standards the 
authorities tried to legislate. Given the significant obstacles to policing a large and 
diverse community, official control was, by necessity, dependent upon citizens reporting 
and voluntary compliance.32  

To understand the efficacy and social impact of censorship legislation, therefore, Creasman 

examined Augsburg’s printers and authors not only as objects of censorship, but as active, self-

aware participants.  

Counter-intuitive as it should seem, for all the work done on the city council’s attempts to bring 

religion and its purveyors firmly under their authority in the second half of the sixteenth century, 

this same approach has not been applied to the study of Augsburg’s preachers. There has not 

been any dedicated study of the role Augsburg’s clergy played in the formation of religious 

identities in the city after 1555; nor has there been a great deal of consideration of the social 

influence these local preachers wielded, especially in a climate increasingly punctuated by 

hardship and collective trauma.  

Despite the lack of scholarly attention paid to the city’s later ministry, studies of Reformation 

Augsburg abound (typically constructed as 1518-1547/55), and several notable studies have paid 

particular attention to the later end of this period. While still ultimately interested in the 

relationship between city governments, Christopher Close’s The Negotiated Reformation 

acknowledges Protestant clergy as active partners in city governments’ efforts to expand their 

city’s religious influence in Swabia and Franconia.33 He looks principally at three regional 

centers of influence: Ulm, Augsburg, and Nuremberg. Although his characterization of these 
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town as, respectively, South-German, Zwinglian, and Lutheran is somewhat problematic, his  

recognition of the interconnections between religious affiliation and economic and political 

relationships provides a useful reminder that preachers’ contributions to city-life extended 

beyond the pulpit.  

Perhaps the most comprehensive and convincing treatment of the role of the ministry in 

Augsburg’s Reformation (1518-1548) in modern historiography is James Thomas Ford’s 2000 

dissertation on Wolfgang Musculus’ almost two-decade struggle (1531-1548) to build doctrinal 

and liturgical consensus in Augsburg.34 Musculus was the city’s foremost minster in this period, 

and was esteemed not only by his congregation, but also by the council. While several of his 

colleagues lobbied aggressively on behalf of either Zwingli or Luther, Musculus occupied a 

middle-position close to Martin Bucer’s, counselling patience and moderation in most things.35 

Ford rightly recognizes that many of his ministerial competitors in this period were closely allied 

with the early centers of confessional expansion based outside the city, and he uses 

correspondence sent to these confessional centers to shed light on how ministers viewed one 

another within the city.36 The picture he presents through this correspondence is a core of civil-

minded oberdeutsch preachers caught between competing confessions. Towards the later end of 

his study, he explores the diversity of the ministry by examining the preachers’ varying protests 

against the 1548 Augsburg Interim. Especially instructive is his use of the diary kept by Graf 

                                                           
34 James Thomas Ford, “Wolfgang Musculus and the struggle for confessional hegemony in reformation Augsburg, 
1531-1548” (Ph D diss., University of Wisconsin-Madison, 2000). 
35 Musculus’ Bucer-inspired via media can be seen most clearly in his position in the Augsburg Eucharist debate. 
Musculus rejected both transubstantiation as well as the notion that the bread and wine used in the sacrament were 
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Wolrad II von Waldeck during his stay at the diet, who regularly visited evangelical services in 

St. Moritz and the Franciscan church and wrote on what he saw and heard.37  

With respect to the development of specific and unique forms of religiosity in Augsburg prior to 

the 1555 Peace of Augsburg, Ford’s work is accompanied by that of Lee Palmer Wandel (his 

dissertation advisor)—particularly her 2006 publication, The Eucharist in the Reformation: 

Incarnation and Liturgy.38 Wandel, like Ford, emphasizes the particularity of Augsburg 

Protestantism. With respect to the Eucharist, for example, Wandel argues that the local service 

itself did not conform to any of the typologies which emerged after the Marburg Colloquy: 

Roman, Lutheran, Zwinglian, Strasbourger, or Silesian. She makes the important point that for 

most Augsburg preachers, it was Scripture—not Luther or Zwingli—which was authoritative. 

These theologians wielded influence only insofar as they could be used to bolster individual 

preachers’ own scriptural interpretation of the Eucharist. She writes, “[Luther and Zwingli’s] 

works could guide, even shape local understandings, but they did not determine them.”39      

Both Wandel and Ford argue strenuously against applying confessional labels en masse to the 

preachers of Reformation Augsburg.40 While it was common practice for contemporary authors 

to employ these terms (e.g. Lutheran, Zwinglian etc.), Wandel explains that it was almost never 

                                                           
37 Ford, 155-82. See also Wolrad von Waldeck, Tagebuch während des Reichstages zu Augsburg, 1548 (Hildesheim: 
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self-referential, writing that, “In 1520, there were no Lutherans, no Zwinglians, no Calvinists, no 

Anabaptists, no Catholics. There were Christians.” 41  She then adds:  

Within [Augsburg’s] walls was to be found a multitude of conceptualizations of the 
Eucharist and of worship. Those conceptualizations  would come to be organized under 
labels—Lutherans, Zwinglians, Catholic, Schwenckfeldians, Anabaptists’—names 
chosen not by the people themselves, who called themselves simply Christian or 
“evangelical”, but by those who saw commonalities, shared positions, among others 
against whom they situated their own understanding of “true Christianity”. The plethora 
of conceptualizations, through a complex process of polemicization and politicization, 
would be reduced, in 1555, to two.42  

Michele Zelinsky Hanson further corroborates this theme of confessional non-conformity in 

Augsburg in her Religious Identity in an Early Reformation Community.43 In it, she argues that 

prior to the Interim, Augsburg religiosity was essentially non-confessional. Rather than focusing 

on the traditional standard-bearers of the Reformation—the magistrates and theologians—she 

undertakes a study of how a much broader cross-section of Augsburg society experienced and 

understood their relationship with religion. For the Reformation period she studies (1518-1555), 

she makes the case that there was almost no religious conflict between citizens of different faiths. 

Instead she argues that, where there was conflict, it took place between individuals and the 

magistracy. Relationships among burghers were regulated by civic, communal, familial, social, 

and honor-based considerations, which together mitigated opportunities for social conflict 

between citizens on the basis of differing religious practice. Her primary body of sources for this 

study was Augsburg’s Urgichtensammlung, and she is interested in when and under what 

circumstances citizens came into conflict with authorities in matters of religion. One of Hanson’s 

principal findings is that when these citizens were asked to describe their religion, they rarely 
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used labels like Lutheran, Zwinglian or even Catholic. The confessional forces that would later 

wed the city’s religious communities to these labels had yet to penetrate and supersede the more 

immediate identities and relationships characteristic of an early sixteenth-century burgher. When 

asked to describe their religions, these men and women would typically name the church or 

churches where they chose to worship, and they would describe which preachers they preferred 

to attend. This emphasis on individual choice is critical to her formulation of Augsburg as non-

confessional. Despite a nearly decade-long effort by the Swiss-inspired city government to 

promote a parochial Protestant religious liturgy and culture, the range of identities presented to 

the interrogators reflected the diversity within the ministry itself. While the ministry does not 

really feature in Hanson’s work, the diversity of the preachers helps explain and corroborate the 

absence of firm and concrete religious identities among her subjects. The preachers Caspar 

Huber and Johann Forster, for example, identified as followers of Luther; Jacob Dachser flirted 

with Anabaptism, and Bonifatius Wolfhart with Schwenckfeld’s spiritualism. Between 1545 and 

1547, there were no fewer than six self-identifying Zwinglian clergy in the city (albeit on 

relatively short-term assignments). Then, of course, there were Wolfgang Musculus, Michael 

Keller, Johann Heinrich Held, and the young Johann Meckhart, all of whom occupied a religious 

middle-space, admitting various degrees of influence from their colleagues.   

For Hanson, as for so many others, the 1548 Diet of Augsburg marks a point of rupture. Legally 

and politically, Emperor Charles V’s declaration of the Augsburg Interim divided the city into 

two broad religious communities (regardless of the range of beliefs within these two groups). 

Because of the novelty of bi-confessionalism and the history of religious competition within 

Augsburg, each group felt threatened by the other, and feared losing its tenuous rights in the city. 

The Protestants greatly outnumbered the Catholics, but the Catholics enjoyed disproportionate 
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control of the city’s highest political offices. “Reconciliation,” writes Hanson, “no longer seemed 

possible, and each side feared suppression of its beliefs, if the other dominated the government. 

Protestants could not know if the emperor would abolish evangelical reforms entirely, and 

Catholics must suspect that worship in the old faith would once again be banned, if the 

Protestants reclaimed the council.”44 The legal creation of religiously-identifiable political 

parties therefore helped cultivate parallel adversarial religious identities within the citizenry. It 

was fear, ultimately—fear of religious discrimination and oppression—that drove individuals to 

seek fellowship and strength in the religious poles of Protestantism and Catholicism. 

Another important resource for understanding Augsburg’s bi-confessionalism is a 2011 

collection of comparative studies of Augsburg’s churches and congregations, edited by Rolf 

Kießling, Thomas Max Safley, and Lee Palmer Wandel.45 As a whole, the book is weighted 

towards the earlier half of the sixteenth century, though several chapters pay extra attention to 

later periods. One of these is Kießling’s chapter on the Doppelgemeinde of the burgher churches 

of St. Moritz and St. Anna. What is fascinating here is his use of material religious culture to 

examine the ambiguous confessional character of services at St. Anna. Kießling is interested in 

the records of St. Anna’s custodians. Through these sources, we learn that into the late 1550s, St. 

Anna (where Johann Meckhart preached) continued to employ an austere, south-German service, 

with simple cups and table cloths and the like. However, for all the disdain for the trappings of 

Catholicism, we find in the Zechpflegers’ inventories candles, vestments, patens, a chalice and 

more: all of which were presumably used during the Interim, but never disposed of.46 Stephanie 

Armer’s chapter on St. Ulrich uses similar sources to show that in St. Anna, St. Ulrich, and Holy 

                                                           
44 Hanson, 142. 
45 Rolf Kießling, Thomas Max Safley, and Lee Palmer Wandel, eds.,  Im Ringen um die Reformation: Kirchen und 
Prädicanten , Rat und Gemeinden in Augsburg (Epfendorf: Biblioteca Academica Verlag, 2011).  
46 Rolf Kiesling, “Eine >Doppelgemeinde<: St. Moritz und St. Anna,” in Im Ringen um die Reformation, 161. 
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Cross, bowls (Brotschalen) were used in the 1550s in place of patens, and they contained bread 

cubes (Brotwürfel) rather than wafers, customs which she describes as Zwinglian. At the same 

time that the ministers were using bowls, however, they were also using the chalice; not only 

that, but both the chalice and the bowls were inscribed with scriptural references—a distinctly 

non-Zwinglian practice.47 Citing the Augsburg art Historian Jan Harasimovicz, she explains that 

this peculiar service was representative of the unique form of Augsburg Lutheranism.48  

Whereas these two chapters largely took the congregation and their custodians as subjects, 

Safley’s chapter on the Barfüsser (or Franciscan) Church and the church of St. George is perhaps 

the most detailed recent treatment of the ministers themselves, at least with respect to the inter-

Protestant ministerial conflicts of the Interim. His evidence for this period (1547-1555), 

however, is largely drawn from a single source—Friedrich Roth’s early twentieth-century 

Augsburgs Reformationsgeschichte. While this chapter is a useful summary of and commentary 

on Roth, it does not itself provide a great deal of new detail about these preachers or their 

activities. Some of his conclusions from Roth, however, are noteworthy. Whereas Roth 

frequently characterizes the local Augsburg preachers as Zwinglian, Safley recognizes that their 

religious practice and worship was deeply rooted in local traditions, something which the 

“uncompromising” Saxons failed to realize (not that it would have been any more acceptable to 

them).49 He also comments on the lasting influence of the inter-Protestant Interim controversies, 

arguing that the damage wrought by this controversy on these two parishes can hardly be 

                                                           
47 Stephanie Armer, “Eine Pfarrzeche wird zur Gemeinde: St. Ulrich,” in Im Ringen um die Reformation, 201.  
48 The service was a “völlig autonome Kreation des sich herausbildenden Augsburger Luthertums.”Jan 
Harasimovicz, “Altargerät des 16. und fruehen 17. Jahrhunderts im konfessionellen Vergleich,” in Carl A. Hoffman, 
ed., Als Frieden möglich war, 450 Jahre Augsburger Religionsfrieden. Begleitband zur Ausstellung im 
Maximilianmuseum Augsburg. (Regensburg: Schnell und Steiner 2005), 216; cited in Armer, 201.  
49 Safley, “Zentrum und Peripherie: Die Gemeinden Zu den Barfüßern und bei St. Georg,” in Im Ringen um die 
Reformation, 81. 
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overstated. 50 By the end of 1555, Augsburg Protestants had to come to terms with the diversity 

between (and sometimes within) each of their parishes.51  

Roth’s massive, four-volume history of Augsburg’s evangelical churches has long been lauded 

as the gold-standard in Augsburg Reformation studies, and deservedly so. That said, there are 

problems with using it uncritically. First, Roth—as mentioned above—seems to have 

internalized the polemical accusations of Zwinglianism levelled at the Augsburg ministry by the 

likes of Luther and Melhorn. During the 1530s and 40s, he describes the preachers, the 1537 

Church Order, and the liturgical form of the Eucharist together as “zwinglisch.”52 He is less sure 

what to make of Meckhart. To his credit, Roth recognizes that most of the accusations of heresy 

levelled against him by Melhorn were baseless invective. Still, Meckhart certainly was not 

Lutheran. Writing on the resolution of the Melhorn controversy in 1555 towards the end of his 

work, he describes Meckhart’s victory over Melhorn as a triumph for the “old, half-Zwinglian” 

preachers.53 

One of the consequences of the important place given to the council’s decision to favor Meckhart 

over Melhorn in the final chapter of Roth’s history is an assumption on the part of some 

historians that Augsburg remained Zwinglian into the latter half of the sixteenth century. Paul 

Warmbrunn, for example, writes that twenty years after the Wittenberg Concord, the Zwinglian 

groundswell (Grundströmung) in Augsburg was still so strong that the Lutherans could not 

displace it. Indeed, Roth writes that Meckhart’s legacy—through his catechisms and the church 

                                                           
50 “Der Schaden, den dieser Streit bei den betroffenen Kirchengemeinden hinterließ, kann wohl nicht überschätzt 
werden.” Safley, Im Ringen um die Reformation, 82.   
51 Although he adds that Meckhart’s church order later that year, together with the Peace of Augsburg, provided a 
veneer of uniformity. Safley, Im Ringen um die Reformation, 83.  
52 Examples of this attribution are ubiquitous in his work; for a sample, see Friedrich Roth, Augsburgs 
Reformationsgeschichte (Munich: Theodor Ackermann, 1901-1911), vol. 4, 63-65. See also Wandel’s commentary 
on this bias in The Eucharist in the Reformation, 70-71.  
53 Roth, 4:597. 
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order he composed—would be imprinted on Augsburg’s Protestant churches for generations.54 

Citing this and another article by Roth on the Meckhart catechism, Warmbrunn asserts that the 

continued use of this catechism was evidence of the persistence of Zwinglian teaching into the 

seventeenth century.55 Dunwoody refutes this interpretation by arguing that the survival of 

“Zwinglian tendencies” should not confuse the fact that Augsburg had been steadily moving 

towards Lutheran orthodoxy since the 1560s.56 This reference to Meckhart as Zwinglian, though, 

is still part of the legacy of Roth; at least, insofar as Roth wrote that there were Zwinglian 

elements within the catechism, and insofar as certain historians have since attributed that label 

wholesale to Meckhart.57 More convincing is Kießling’s characterization of Meckhart as a 

“bridge” between oberdeutsch and Lutheran Augsburg.58 

However much they might agree or disagree on the extent to which Augsburg was still 

“Zwinglian,” they are both engaged in answering questions regarding continuity between 

Augsburg before and after the Interim. In other words, they, like Georg Melhorn in 1555, both 

                                                           
54 Roth, 4:597.  
55 Here he cites both Roth’s history as well as his article on the catechism. Warmbrunn, 198-99.  
56 He bases this claim on the fact that increasingly more and more preachers hired in Augsburg over this period were 
trained in Wittenberg, which he takes as an indicator of “a clear predominance of the orthodox Lutheranism taught 
in Saxony.” Dunwoody, 319, fn. 3. 
57 One of the “Zwinglian elements” to which Roth refers is Meckhart’s use of Trinckgeschirr in place of Kelch in 
the first 1553 edition. Roth also calls his treatment of the commandments as two tablets a Zwinglian practice. 
Moreover—again in the first edition—Meckhart writes in his discussion of the commandments that it was a sin to 
venerate images (die Bilder mit göttlicher Ehre verehren). To clarify his position against the accusations of his 
detractors, Meckhart changes this in subsequent editions to read; “It is a sin to worship and pray to images.” (die 
Bilder anbeten und verehren). See Roth, “Zum Katechismus des Johann Meckart in Augsburg,” 28-30. For the 1553 
catechisms, see: VD 16 ZV 28298 Johannes Meckhart, CATECHISMVS. Ain kurtze Christliche Leer vnd 
vnderweysung für die Jugent/ durch Johann Meckhart zůsamen gelesen/ vnd von jme mit fleiß widerumb übersehen 
vnnd gemehrt….(Augsburg: Philipp Ulhart d. Ä., 1553). For the second edition, see: VD 16 M 1803 Johannes 
Meckhart, Catechismus. Ain kurtze Christliche Leer vnnd vnterweysung/ für die Jugent/ Durch Johann || Meckhart 
zůsamen gelesen/ vnd von jme mit fleyß übersehen vnnd Corrigiert (Augsburg, Hans Zimmerman, 1554).  
58 Rolf Kießling, “Gemeindebildung im Pluralismus der Reformation,” in Rolf Kießling, ed., St. Anna in Augsburg: 
Eine Kirche und ihre Gemeinde (Augsburg: Wissner, 2013), 216-17. While from a historical perspective this 
characterization makes sense, we should not assume that this was Meckhart’s intention—at least, not in any 
temporal sense. There is no indication that Meckhart intended to bring Augsburg any closer to Lutheran orthodoxy 
than he already had in the church order and in the revised catechism.  
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pre-suppose that prior to the Interim, Augsburg was Zwinglian.59 Hanson, Ford, and Wandel 

would strongly disagree with this claim. For Hanson, it was non-confessional; for Ford, it was 

something like “multi-confessional.” Wandel’s analysis is somewhat more nuanced. These 

preachers (Musculus, Wolfhart, Keller, and the like) sought to extricate themselves from the 

confessional antagonisms arising from the Eucharist controversy by advocating a simplified, 

open-ended conception of the Eucharist:  

At the center in their conceptualization was a notion of “gehaimnus (in mysterio),” a 
secret or mystery, which left to the intimacy of faith the experience of Christ's presence, 
and denied all efforts to define more precisely that presence in words, metaphors, or 
Scriptural analogies. They affirmed that Christ's presence was “real,”...but then explicitly 
rejected efforts to specify the character of the presence in the bread or to define, beyond 
“real,” the nature of Christ's presence.60  

Despite all of these different and nuanced interpretations of the religious nature and identity of 

the ministry during Augsburg’s Reformation, many of these other authors posit a definite rupture 

over the course of the Augsburg Interim. We have already seen how Ford and Hanson figured 

this rupture. For her part, referring to the 1555 Peace of Augsburg, Wandel declares that,  

The “true Christianity” that that the people of Augsburg had memorized in their 
catechism, spoken in their churches, and practiced in their worship was no more.61 

* * *  

Historians love conflict, and so it is perhaps not surprising that there is a good deal of scholarship 

on Augsburg’s experience of the Interim (1548-1555) and the later uproar occasioned by the 

Calendar and Vocation Controversies (1582-1591). Where these are treated, however, it is 

almost always either at the end of a Reformation narrative, or else as the beginning of a Peace of 

                                                           
59 However Dunwoody, following Kießling, typically qualifies this descriptor as “Zwinglian-Bucerian”: Dunwoody, 
97, 100. See also Rolf Kiessling, “Evangelisches Leben in Augsburg in der ersten Häfte des 16. Jahrhunderts: die 
Pfarrgemeinden als Träger der Reformation,” Zeitschrift für bayerische Kirchengeschichte (ZBKG) 76 (2007): 106-
125. 
60 The Eucharist in the Reformation, 89. 
61 The Eucharist in the Reformation, 93. 
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Westphalia narrative. There is very little consideration of these two socially and religiously 

calamitous events as related.62 Again, Ford is right to posit a rupture in Augsburg’s religious 

development beginning with the Interim; however, his reasons, I would suggest, are overly 

determined by the biographical nature of his work. For him, the onset of confessionalization is a 

missed opportunity. Referencing Waldeck in 1548, Ford writes, “He held Musculus to be the 

main defender of and most eloquent spokesman for the Protestant church in Augsburg, likening 

him to a chained bear surrounded by wolves and to the last pillar of truth in the city.”63 

Musculus, in his figuration, was the last champion of an independent, civic-minded and 

(ultimately) aborted oberdeutsch Reformation in the South-German cites. Conversely, for Sean 

Dunwoody, the same rupture was the beginning of an age of peace and order, which he claimed, 

“anticipated modernity.”64 However different their evaluations of this process might be, they 

(and others) each saw the latter half of the sixteenth-century as fundamentally a drama of 

confessionalization with roots in the Augsburg Interim.  

The confessionalization paradigm is still such a dominating presence in the study of Augsburg’s 

religious co-existence (e.g. bi-confessionalism) that any attempt to ignore it would certainly (and 

rightly) be challenged. Confessionalization has to be part of the story. But while 

confessionalization has to be part of the story, it does not need to be the whole story. The 

principal subjects of this present study—the Meckharts and their like-minded colleagues within 

                                                           
62 Safley makes an implicit connection here by focusing on these two events in his study of the parishes of St. Georg 
and the Barfüsser Church, but he does not dwell on the question of their relationship to any great extent. Alysson 
Creasman does make this connection; moreover, she observes that the memory of the 1551 expulsion hung heavy on 
the minds of Augsburg Protestantism all throughout the intervening decades. Creasman is exceptional in this regard, 
though. Creasman, 104.  
63 Ford, 155. 
64 Dunwoody, 8, 13. 
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the ministry of Augsburg—attempted to resist the cultivation of confessional cultures for almost 

forty years.  

Outline of Chapters 

The formation of Augsburg’s Meckhart Confession will be treated in detail in chapters two 

through four. First, though, in chapter one, I will examine the legacy of the city’s confessionally-

ambiguous Reformation, particularly as it developed between the 1530 Diet of Augsburg and the 

1551 expulsion of the ministry. In a number of important respects, the Schmalkaldic War, the 

Interim, and the city’s occupation did, indeed, cause ruptures. It would be premature, however, to 

call this a victory for confessionalization. In order to make this case, I will examine the 

dismantling and reconstitution of the ministry at the height of the Augsburg Interim (1551-1552). 

Not only was the membership and leadership of the ministry radically altered from the beginning 

of the Interim in 1548, but different, too, was its relationship with city government and the 

newly-restored Augsburg Catholicism. One of the goals of this work is to better understand the 

circumstances which led to the second expulsion of the ministry—an event characterized as the 

vocation controversy (1583-1586). This was the real triumph of confessionalization in Augsburg, 

though if we look for them, we can find its roots as early as these formative years during the 

transition to bi-confessionalism.  

In chapter two, I will then begin to explore how the ministers negotiated their place and function 

within Augsburg’s new civic and religious constitution. The most illustrative way to do this is by 

setting out the contours and context of the first serious challenge to the city’s religious identity 

and confessional culture—that presented by Caspar Schwenckfeld and his agents within the city 

in the early 1550s. By looking at how the ministers—particularly Meckhart and Melhorn—

responded to this challenge, I will demonstrate how this controversy occasioned two very 
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divergent responses—one characterized by open dialogue, the other by open hostility. Following 

closely on the heels of the Schwenckfeld controversy (in no small part a consequence of it), 

came a new campaign in the mid-1550s by self-identifying Lutheran missionaries of the Saxon 

persuasion. Their goal was to reform Augsburg’s Protestants and lift them out of their 

“Zwinglian” heresy. I am interested here in how the “old” ministers simultaneously resisted and 

accommodated these missionaries. This will be the focus of chapter three.  

Chapter four will examine the body of Johann Meckhart’s liturgical and catechetical works, his 

works as senior of the ministry, and his sermons and pastoral publications, many of which were 

published posthumously by his son in the years following Johann’s death in 1559. I mentioned 

that the Meckhart Confession was only partly ironic. Between the start of the Interim and the 

confessional strife of the late1570s, Johann and Georg Meckhart published far and away more 

works than any other ministers working in the city.65 This Meckhart corpus, while by no means 

representative of the full range of beliefs and practices within Augsburg Protestantism, 

demonstrates the lengths to which these ministers, at least, went to counter and blunt the 

formation of adversarial religious cultures and identities in their city. In this chapter, I will use 

Johann’s body of work to describe the predominantly pastoral nature of his religion, predicated 

as it was on eschewing both divisive theology and unpopular liturgical commitments. This was 

the Meckhart Confession—a fragile solution to the inherent, systemic problems within bi-

confessionalism.  

The Protestant preachers, however, were not the only clergy caught up in the pressures of 

confessional politics. The inter-Protestant controversies of the Interim are essential to 

                                                           
65 It is only in the years following Müller’s return from Tübingen in 1580 that he begins to out-publish Meckhart. 
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understanding the importance to local evangelicals of retaining their unique and autonomous 

religion. The Saxons and the Schwenckfelders are only part of the story, though. To understand 

the local ministry’s urgent need to negotiate with these other religious parties and resolve what 

differences they could, we need to set these disputes within the context of an early and 

aggressive Catholic counter-reform. Part two of this work, therefore, will begin to shift the focus 

increasingly towards the manufacture of the Catholic-Protestant adversarial relationship, though 

still seen primarily through the lens of the militant-moderate juxtaposition already established.  

The Counter Reformation in Augsburg began rather earlier than the historiography tends to 

suggest. The Dominican cathedral preacher Johann Fabri (1551-1558), along with Simon 

Scheibenhart (1552- c.1570), the Catholic preacher at the burgher church of St. Moritz, were 

railing against the Protestant ministers from their pulpits and in print long before the Jesuits 

arrived. Between the years 1537 and 1547, public Catholic worship in the city had been 

prohibited by city ordinance, and Augsburg’s priests, nuns, and monks had been forced to go into 

exile, with many of them making their way to Dillingen. The indignity of exile and the changed 

fortunes of Augsburg Catholicism emboldened these two men, who were only too willing to take 

advantage of controversy among the Protestants to make the case that there could be no peace—

no unity—outside the Catholic Church. Only months after Charles V’s 1555 Peace of Augsburg 

was ratified by the city council, Scheibenhart actually composed an open confession, declaring 

that he could not abide by the dictates of the Peace– not while Protestants continued to defile and 

denigrate the Mass. Scheibenhart cited his duty to faith, office, and homeland in his explanation 

of why he was compelled to defy the imperial edict. It was into this climate of charged religious 

animosity that Peter Canisius and the Jesuits eventually entered in 1559. In short order, they 

began re-establishing processions and other public testaments to the Church’s intercessory 
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power. In the midst of economic, social and even environmental upheaval in the late 1550s and 

1560s, this campaign began to see some impressive returns. Especially among the confessionally 

non-committal, Canisius began to record large numbers of conversions to the Roman Church. 

One of the most sensational and polarizing aspects of this counter-reform was the practice of 

exorcism, which will form the focus of chapter five. With respect to exorcism, it is important to 

note that the Jesuit leadership of the 1560s was largely averse to this ritual. Explaining how the 

Jesuits who were sent to the city came to adopt the practice requires examining their relationship 

with the local clergy and counter-reformers. Just as the local Protestant clergy butted heads with 

the “foreign” Saxons early on, so too did the local Catholic clergy with the Jesuits. In fact, with 

respect to the rhetoric of this confrontation, there are surprising parallels with the Protestant 

disputes. Like Melhorn against Meckhart, for example, Canisius accused the cathedral chapter of 

the “damnable heresy” of only hearing “half-confessions.”66 For both Protestants and Catholics, 

therefore, the pressures of bi-confessionalism in this cosmopolitan, urban environment elicited 

an array of responses which were incomprehensible to confessional reformers operating in 

mono-confessional contexts intent on promoting confessional purity.  

Following from this, chapter seven will then explore two divergent responses to counter-reform 

within the Protestant ministry between the early 1560s and 1570s. As the cohort of ministers who 

had lived through the exile began to age, new leaders emerged. One of these was Meckhart’s 

son, Georg, who had been preaching in Augsburg since 1555. Georg Meckhart was made to 

juggle a number of responsibilities—from preserving his father’s legacy and negotiating concord 

with the Lutherans, to blunting the gains of counter-reform. His writings are largely pastoral and 

                                                           
66 Otto Braunsberger, ed., Beati Petri Canisii, Societatis Iesu, Epistulae et acta. 8 vols. (Freiburg im Breisgau: 
Herder, 1896-1923), vol. 2, 853 (Hereafter PCE, e.g. PCE vol. 2, 853).  
 



58 
 

didactic, displaying a quick wit and a strong aversion to polemic. His diplomatic character likely 

served him well in his post at St. Ulrich, where the modest preaching house literally abutted the 

soaring Benedictine basilica of Sts. Ulrich and Afra, the area around which saw some of the most 

violent moments in Augsburg’s bi-confessional history. In contrast to Meckhart was Christoph 

Neuberger, who—after a stint as preacher in St. George—took over the preaching office in the 

Franciscan Church. Few works by Neuberger are extant, but his name comes up time and again 

in relation to conflicts with both Catholic and Protestant clergy in the city. At the heart of this 

chapter is the struggle to define the character of the bi-confessional relationship—would it be 

based in concord or conflict? Significantly, this was the period in which the first generation of 

preachers to be educated and trained after the Peace of Augsburg began to receive their pulpits. 

How this younger generation of preachers approached this question of bi-confessionalism in 

relation to their elder colleagues will therefore be a major focus here, as well. Although the 

ministry would ultimately embrace the concord movement, what we see is nevertheless a marked 

turn towards confessional adversarialism. In fact, the circumstances by which the ministry came 

to adopt concord were rather acrimonious, resulting in unusually high turnover.  

By the 1570s, the city was at a crossroads. Plague, famine, inflation, and a surge of migrants and 

refugees had left Augsburg in dire straits, with a disproportionate burden falling on the city’s 

large community of poorer craftsmen, especially on the almost entirely evangelical weavers and 

butchers. The arrival of the preacher Georg Müller focused and energized this latent populist 

anger towards his own confessional rivals, the Jesuits and the “papist” government, which, he 

argued, supported them in their effort to stamp out the Lutheran religion. It was under the 

influence of Müller and Neuberger that the young Johann Baptist Meckhart—whom we met at 

the start of this work—inadvertently initiated a period of intense, public confessional strife by 
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“opening his mouth too wide.” In the younger Meckhart, we see the battle for Augsburg 

Protestantism’s soul play out, caught as he was between his father and his newest mentors. In 

chapter seven, I will contrast these two distinct camps within Augsburg Protestantism, especially 

with regards to the formulation of collective religious identity within the evangelical community, 

and to their treatment and articulation of confessional opponents. Of special interest will be 

Meckhart’s dispute with Johann Nass in the late-1570s, which I will contrast to George Müller 

and Christoph Neuberger’s conflicts with their Catholic counterparts within Augsburg in the 

same period.  

After demonstrating the creeping intensification of the power of religious identities to define and 

divide the Augsburg ministry in chapter seven, chapter eight will illustrate the process by which 

these constructed religious identities manifested more broadly across Augsburg’s social and 

political landscape, and how this adversarial bi-confessionalism was able to develop out of a 

climate of confessional ambiguity into one of acrimonious and unyielding confrontation. The 

center-piece of this chapter will be the upheaval occasioned by the Calendar and Vocation 

Controversies of the mid-1580s. My interest here, specifically, will be on the broader pattern of 

clerical antagonisms precipitating these events, and the hand city council had in exacerbating 

these conflicts, by which efforts they also managed to alienate large segments of the Protestant 

population. Finally, in chapter nine, I will analyze the after-math of the riot—the Vocation 

Controversy and the expulsion first of the evangelical councilors, and later the ministry. In 

particular, I will explore the entrenchment of both sides of this controversy, historicizing it and 

placing it firmly within the paradigm of adversarialism 
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Chapter One:  
That Forgotten Place between Heaven and Hell: Resistance and 
Compromise during the Augsburg Interim 
 
The Augsburg City-Reformation (1530-1547) 

Although the Reformation in Augsburg has roots dating back to Martin Luther’s visit in 1518, it 

is really only in the wake of the 1530 Diet of Augsburg that the city began to move towards 

formal adoption of evangelical reform. At the outset of the diet, Charles had banished the city’s 

Protestant ministry, and for the sake of order, he prohibited all public preaching.1 At the 

resolution of the diet, Charles ordered the full restoration of Catholic rites, and prohibited all 

Protestant preaching. Scarce had he left the city, however, when Augsburg’s large council voted 

to reinstate evangelical preaching.2 By 1533 and 1534, political support for a common 

Reformation-order was growing steadily, perhaps as a consequence of Charles’ attempts to 

oppose such a movement,3 propelling a number of Protestant elites into high office. The election 

of Wolfgang Rehlinger (a member of one of oldest and most respected patrician families in the 

city) to the office of mayor in 1534 is of special import. In cooperation with the ministry, he 

proposed legislation abolishing the Mass throughout the city, save in those churches under the 

direct authority of the bishop of Augsburg. The Large Council voted 231 to 175 in favor of this 

proposal.4  

Whereas in the 1520s Augsburg’s first Protestant preachers were often clearly allied with either 

Martin Luther of Huldrych Zwingli, the preachers hired by the council in the early 1530s were—

                                                           
1 Stetten, 2:314.  
2 Stetten, 2:322; Warmbrunn, 51.  
3 This interpretation has been put forward by Emily Fisher Gray in “Good Neighbors: Architecture and Confession 
in Augsburg’s Lutheran Church of Holy Cross, 1525-1661” (Ph D diss., University of Pennsylvania, 2004), 35.  
4 Warmbrunn, 51.  
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to use Paul Warmbrunn’s figuration—moderates (Gemäßigte) of the upper-German persuasion. 

Many of them had in fact been sent to Augsburg from Strasbourg by Martin Bucer who himself 

would remain closely associated with the city’s Reformation for much of the 1530s. Surrounded 

as it was by Catholic Bavaria, early into this process of adopting Reformation the city courted 

the Schmalkaldic League, seeking membership.5 With Bucer’s help, Augsburg was eventually 

able to negotiate its way into the alliance in the beginning of 1536, attending and adopting the 

Wittenberg Concord later that spring. With the backing of this alliance, and under the guidance 

of Bucer, Augsburg formally adopted a city-wide Reformation in 1537. All celebration of the 

Mass was prohibited (replaced instead by the Nachtmahl); the remaining Catholic properties in 

the city were confiscated and repurposed for Protestant worship and education; a formal church 

order was declared for evangelical worship, and all preachers who wished to stay in the city had 

to be confirmed by the council, and had to become full citizens.6  

As Paul Warmbrunn tells us, although the council was to a great degree inspired by the city-

Reformations of the Swiss Commonwealth, the Augsburg city government guarded its authority 

jealousy, ceding little to the newly-formed Protestant institution. It appointed, for example, a 

disciplinary court to oversee socially-sensitive matters such as marriage. Unlike in other cities—

especially those of the Swiss/Reformed tradition—this disciplinary order, and the court set up to 

enforce it, was entirely independent of the ministry. While the church parishes and preachers 

retained a degree of control over internal discipline within their congregations, the authority of 

the disciplinary judges (Straff- und Zuchtherren) ultimately superseded religious authority in 

matters of both public and private morality. Moreover, even with respect to the internal workings 

                                                           
5 The League had actually offered admission to the city as early as 1531, but the council voted against it. It was only 
in the wake of the Catholic Three Cities’ League in 1533 that Augsburg began to petition for entry into the 
Schmalkaldic alliance. Close, 73.  
6 Warmbrunn, 52.  
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of Augsburg’s churches, the ministers and their deacons (Helfer) were answerable to a council-

appointed superintendent (Kirchenprobst). This was, explains Warmbrunn, very much a 

magisterial (obrigkeitlichen) Reformation.7  

Over the course of the next ten years, the guild-dominated city council moved to consolidate its 

political support by renegotiating its relationships with Augsburg’s merchant and patrician elites, 

on whom it relied for mitigating the damage its adoption of Reformation may have caused to 

relationships outside the city. Membership in the patriciate, for example, was opened up to 

Augsburg’s wealthiest merchant families, most notably the Fuggers. A further example of the 

guild-council’s effort to curry favor with the Fuggers can be seen in the fact that the rather 

extravagant Fugger endowments in St. Anna (the chapel, the organ) were spared from the 

measured iconoclasm that transformed much of the rest of the city’s sacred space.  

This ten-year peace was built on shaky foundations. Many of Augsburg’s allies in the 

Schmalkaldic League looked warily on the Swabian city, whose apparent lack of commitment to 

theological and liturgical orthodoxy posed a threat to the religious identity of the alliance.8  For 

their part, the patrician clans within the city likewise looked warily on the formation of alliances 

in opposition to the emperor. The Fuggers and Welsers, especially, had vast and diverse 

commercial and banking networks set up throughout the empire, and—quite understandably—

feared the disruption of these networks should war break out. Moreover, as would become more 

evident as the decade wore on, these bankers lent outrageous sums of money to the emperor and 

                                                           
7 Warmbrunn, 52-55.  
8 Among the chief opponents of Augsburg’s membership was the Saxon elector John-Frederick, who was troubled 
by what he saw as Zwinglian tendencies in the city’s celebration and understanding of the Eucharist. For years he 
blocked all efforts to include the city, to the point that other members—namely Ulm—began to question Saxony’s 
motives. It was only when the Augsburg ministry moved towards reconciliation with Luther in 1535 that he relented. 
Close, 73-75. At the same time Augsburg struggled to enter the Schmalkaldic League, similar concerns began 
increasingly to undermine the Swabian League—a regional alliance between Ulm, Augsburg, and Nuremberg, the 
latter of whom was stridently opposed to the spread of what it saw as the Zwinglian heresy. Ibid. 62-65. 
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to the king, and therefore feared incurring the displeasure of these magnates, lest repayment 

should be delayed, or worse—denied.9  When war eventually broke out between the 

Schmalkaldic League and Charles V in 1546, the Fuggers sought to distance themselves from 

rebellion by promptly fleeing to the countryside, returning only on the occasion of the city’s 

surrender on June 29, 1547.  

The Augsburg Interim and Charles V’s Constitutional Reforms 

In the wake of the city’s surrender to Charles—which Anton Fugger helped negotiate—

Augsburg entered a period of prolonged crisis.10 By the time the 1548 imperial diet convened in 

the city, Augsburg had begun to truly appreciate the profound consequences of its military 

defeat. This diet is justly dubbed the “armored diet”—a reflection of the fact that Augsburg was 

a city occupied by a (largely) foreign military force. It was thanks to this military presence that 

Charles could—over the course of the diet—introduce dramatic reforms that would completely 

reshape the social, political and religious contours of life in the city. The unifying impulse 

underlying these reforms was a suppression of those forms of local autonomy which were 

blamed for Augsburg’s rebellion—namely guild-government and evangelical religion.  

To his credit, Anton, the consummate business man, sought to mollify the emperor’s wrath 

against the upstart Augsburgers, advocating instead a quick return to something like normalcy. 

One of his petitions to Charles, for example, was to only quarter German soldiers in the city, and 

                                                           
9 As we will see, the English ambassador Richard Morrison attributes the city government’s compliance with the 
Augsburg Interim to fears that the emperor would refuse to pay back money lent to him by the city’s bankers should 
Augsburg defy him openly on this issue. See the dispatch from Richard Morysine to Edward VI, Sept. 1, 1551, in 
Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553, ed., William B Turnbull. (Originally published by Her 
Majesty's Stationery Office, London, 1861): 164-176; digitized by British History Online: http://www.british-
history.ac.uk/cal-state-papers/foreign/edw-vi/pp164-176. 
10 The terms of this surrender can be found in Gasser, 3:63-64. These included the abrogation of the city’s rights to 
form alliances without the emperor’s express permission, and the imposition of heavy fines as reparations for costs 
incurred by the emperor in putting down the city’ s rebellion.  
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to carefully police the rapine instincts of his mercenaries.11  For all Fugger’s influence, however, 

Charles’ will was his own, and the emperor set out to make an example of Augsburg for other 

imperial “free” cities to follow. On August 3—the customary date of civil elections—Charles 

had all of the city gates shut tight, and flooded the streets with armed soldiers, for reasons which 

would soon become abundantly clear. One thing on which the patricians and the emperor could 

agree was that the guilds had been responsible for dragging the city into rebellion. Charles, 

therefore, had the guild constitution—which had framed political, economic and social relations 

in the city since 1368—abolished, along with the guilds themselves. Guild properties—sites of 

great social significance and cultural importance—were confiscated and sold off in the context of 

an ambitious effort by the imperial court to squeeze reparations out of the city for its part in the 

war. Later, he would even order all of the guilds’ records—records of economic transactions, 

commercial partnerships, membership rosters, disciplinary and constitutional files—confiscated 

and destroyed.12 Politically, the city’s artisans retained some representation in Augsburg’s large 

council, alongside the merchants and patricians; however, the political significance of this body 

was reduced to a shadow of its former self. Real political authority was instead centralized in the 

two Stadtpfleger, positions which Charles created to ensure his interests in the city were served 

in his absence. Among their chief responsibilities was to oversee a privy (geheime) council, 

tasked with maintaining order within the city and managing relationships with external partners. 

These were appointed positions, and appointments were generally made from the city’s foremost 

patrician clans—for example, the Rehlingers and the Welsers.13 The office of mayor 

(Burgermeister) saw its authority greatly reduced under the governorship of the Stadtpfleger. In 

                                                           
11 Dunwoody, 115-116.  
12 Gasser, 3:88. This follows the Passau Treaty in 1552 and Charles’ occupation of the city.  
13 Many of the young patrician-merchant families saw this as a drain on time and resources, and tried to stay off 
these councils. Dunwoody 164, fn. 105. 
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fact, where previously there were two mayors elected annually, now six mayors would share the 

reduced responsibilities of mayoral office in a single year, each serving a four-month term.  

With respect to religion, Charles presented the Augsburg Interim on May 15, 1548. This 

religious order was intended to serve as a vehicle for reintegrating wayward Protestants into the 

Catholic fold. It acknowledged a number of Protestant critiques of the Church as valid, and made 

provisions (at least in theory) for addressing some of these concerns. In all, however, it was—

and was rightly perceived to be—a forced return to Roman Catholicism. For a city in which the 

Mass had not been celebrated in over a decade, this was a dramatic—and to a great degree 

unexpected—development. It was to be expected that Catholicism would be restored to the city, 

especially in those places over which the bishop claimed authority. The Augsburg Interim, 

however, was intended to replace Protestant worship throughout the empire (although, as we will 

see, the degree to which it was enforced varied wildly). In Augsburg, this meant that Protestant 

churches and preaching houses that were not returned to the bishop or to the monastic orders 

were transformed into “interimist” churches. In these, the Latin Mass was restored, as were the 

trappings of the Catholic liturgy. The ministers, for example, were forced to wear clerical 

vestments while administering the sacrament (on account of which Wolfgang Musculus, the 

city’s foremost evangelical preacher, quit the city).14 In a gesture of good-will to the Protestants, 

the Eucharist was administered in both kinds to the laity; however, in St. Anna and the 

Franciscan church, it was to be administered by Catholic priests. In the evangelical chapels and 

preaching houses, it was still possible to receive the sacrament from the ministers, but only from 

those few who had been ordained priests prior to adopting evangelical religion.15  Protestant 

                                                           
14 See Ford, 297-99. 
15 These were Johann Ehinger, Leonhart Bächlin, and Jakob Dachser. Warmbrunn, 76. 
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preaching was largely permitted to continue in these preaching houses in the hospital, at Holy 

Cross, St. George, and St. Ulrich, so long as they were free of sedition and did not promote ill-

will towards the emperor, the council, or the Catholic religion.  

For the laity—to say nothing for the moment of the ministry—these changes were unwelcome, 

but initially endurable. The reintroduction of Latin within the Sunday services, the restoration of 

pictures and candles and incense and the like: these were unpopular changes, but many 

understood that they had little bearing on either salvation, or—more presently—on their lives 

outside the church. It was not long before this changed, though. On July, 15 a city decree was 

passed requiring citizens to refrain from processing, selling, or eating meat on Fridays, 

Saturdays, and on certain holidays.16 As one can imagine, this decree was not met with 

enthusiasm, especially by the butchers, who had previously constituted one of the most powerful 

guilds. Moreover, the reintegration and strict observation of Catholic holidays into the city 

calendar meant that on many more occasions workers would be prevented from working, and 

merchants would be prohibited from trading. Beyond transforming the churches, therefore, these 

religious reforms fundamentally disrupted the rhythm of daily life. To heap insult unto injury, the 

majority-Protestant guild-government was forced to officially ratify the Augsburg Interim in late 

July—only a week before it was dissolved and replaced by its predominantly Catholic and 

patrician successor. In short order, this patrician council advanced their reform agenda even 

further by reintroducing mandatory oral confession as a prerequisite for receiving the sacrament 

(a practice that had been largely abolished in the city as early as 1533).17 Evidently an element of 

catechistic interrogation was incorporated into this ritual as well.18 As Roth describes it, against 

                                                           
16 Warmbrunn, 73. This order appears to have been reissued a year later on Oct. 26, 1549, (Gasser, 3:75), and again 
in 1559 (DStChr, 31:361) and 1564 (Gasser, 3:111).  
17 Roth, 4:251. 
18 Gasser, 3:72. 
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the “tyranny of aural confession,” the preachers, as much as their congregants, were made “to 

bite the sour apple.”19 Only a few months after that, the ministers were then ordered to start using 

chrism in their baptismal services—again, a practice that had been abjured in Augsburg for 

decades.20  

* * *  

After Charles and the bulk of his troops left the city in the summer of 1548, the question 

remained as to how the new political and religious constitutions would be upheld. The threat of 

the emperor’s return, of course, hung heavily over the city. The patricians had petitioned the 

emperor repeatedly not to unduly burden the city and alienate its citizens, knowing that they had 

to try to govern in his name after Charles inevitably left. As previously stated, Charles was not of 

a mind to oblige them. As countless examples within the city court records and within 

contemporary chronicles attest, the imperial occupation of Augsburg over the course of much of 

the 1550s (though especially between 1548-1551) was not only a grave indignity against a once 

mighty and fiercely independent city, it was also highly socially and economically disruptive. 

The presence of the thousands of soldiers, dignitaries, courtiers, and servants that accompanied 

an imperial diet put tremendous strain on the host city. Inflation was a common problem, and as 

a result many poorer citizens had to beg for basic necessities. Indeed, many lost their homes—or, 

equally unpleasant—were expected to open up their households to quarter the emperor’s 

                                                           
19 They had to, “in den sauren Apfel beissen.”  Roth, 4:251. 
20 Thelot, 2:259v-260r 
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mercenaries, with little in the way of compensation.21  Violence was also a constant problem, and 

more often than not the emperor’s Landsknechte were its perpetrators.22 

One of the principal ways the new patrician council sought to pacify the increasingly disgruntled 

citizenry was by—to a large extent—delegating that responsibility to the ministers.23 It was the 

                                                           
21 Many of these complaints have survived, and often the hardships they describe are quite egregious. They could be 
filed by individuals, but as often by neighborhood associations or professional groups (e.g. innkeepers). The cooper 
Paul Heckensteller, for instance, complained that he could neither do business nor work at his trade in his own 
household, (as was his custom), because the soldiers had turned it into a stable. His garden, which he relied on for 
food, was destroyed. StadtAA Militaria Fasc. 55/ Paulus Heckenstellers Supplication. 1550.10.10 In addition to 
horses, these soldiers—especially the mercenaries—sometimes brought families with them, who also needed 
housing. Ibid. Supplication Bastian Schrot. 1552; and Leonhart der Metzger.1553.04.22. Marx Leutl told the council 
his apartment was so cramped he had to send his wife to stay with her parents, where she had to sleep in a child’s 
bed. Jörg von Stetten d.ä. reported in 1552 that he no longer leaves his home for fear of leaving his pregnant wife 
alone with the soldiers. Sabina Meiseinbergerin, whose husband often away on business, said she did not know who 
she was supposed to care for her own children (who were often ill) with four soldiers under her roof. She saw the 
quartering of troops in her home while her husband was away a breach of tradition. In fact, this claim is made often, 
especially by those who had to bear the burden of quartering troops during previous occupations. Leonhart the 
butcher recounted how the Landsknechte turned his home into a tavern, and him into a bartender. We see this 
raucous disrespect for the locals often. Wilhelm Gemelich testified that while he was out of town, a group of 
mercenaries tried to break into his home one night. His wife had to barricade the door, which they beat and kicked 
relentlessly until midnight, shouting at her to give them a drink (becher). He says his wife and kids are terrified of 
leaving the house now, and are unable to find peace day or night. Ibid. Wilhelm Gremelichs Supplication. 
1553.02.13. This is but a small sample of the complaints found in the archive. Ann Tlusty includes several more 
abridged and translated accounts of similar complaints in her anthology of sources on Augsburg. B. Ann Tlusty, ed., 
Augsburg during the Reformation Era: An Anthology of Sources (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing, 2012): 275-277.  
22 One need only look through the city Strafbücher to find plentiful examples of Landsknecht violence. To his credit, 
though, Charles often did try to make examples of soldiers who harassed or abused the locals (though as a deterrent, 
these executions and punishments hardly appear to have been effective). Thelot’s chronicle pays particular attention 
to instances where the soldiers are disciplined. Thelot, 2: 276r, 279v, 283r. In the latter example, he notes that 
Charles made a point of having his soldiers not only witness these executions, but also take part in digging graves 
for the executed, so that their ignominious fate would stand as a deterrent to the other soldiers. Other examples can 
be found in Gasser 3:77-78. 
23 This disgruntlement can be seen from a number of angles. Gasser records a council decree on March 29, 1549, 
prohibiting any and all disparagement of Catholics, their processions, or their customs—including but not limited to 
laughing, whistling, and crude hand gestures. Gasser, 3:75 Another obvious sign of simmering tensions was the 
production and circulation of anti-imperial and anti-Catholic polemics, especially those by Augsburg polemicist 
Martin Schrott. For examples of his work, see VD 16 S 4293:Martin Schrott, Apocalipsis. Ain Frewden geschray 
über das gefallen Bapstumb so yetz diser zeit durch Gottes wort und schwerdt überwunden ist (Augsburg, c. 1550); 
and SuStBA Rar  78: Martin Schrott, Von der Erschrocklichen Zurstörung unnd Niderlag deß gantzen Bapstumbs 
gepropheceyet und geweissagt, durch die propheten, Christum, und seinen Aposteln, und auß Johannis Apocalypti 
Figürlich unnd bildtlich gesehen (Augsburg, [David Denecker, 1558]). To these works we could add the many 
anonymous polemics circulating at this time. The polemics, taken together with the complaints to the Strafherren 
and quartermasters about the Landsknechte, speak to an increasingly hostile atmosphere. Especially relevant here is 
a work composed by the small (mostly patrician) council to the large council, which reads as an apology for the 
continued occupation and for the expulsion of the preachers in the summer of 1551. It warns that continued unrest 
and protest was unjustifiable, and could only lead to further retaliation against the city. The small council also 
warned that if the emperor chose to retaliate, the ministers would be the first to go. StadtAA LS Ref. 1553.05.27: 
Vertrag der kleiner Rath d.s. Augspurg an dem grossen rat, vermaltung und erklarung auf die beschuldigen der 
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city governors (Stadtpfleger) that petitioned Charles to allow the local evangelical ministers to 

retain their positions, provided that they swore an oath to council to abide by the dictates of the 

Interim. While everything else was changing rapidly, the continued presence of the city’s 

preachers provided a point of constancy vital to placating the city’s majority Protestant 

population. While Musculus and the preachers on loan from Zurich had already left the city, 

almost all of the remaining ministers took an oath to accept these religious developments 

patiently, and not to preach against either the Interim or the powers that supported it; however, 

they took this oath with varying degrees of conviction. For example, the venerable Johann 

Heinrich Held, the preacher at St. Anna, frequently forgot the second part of this oath, and on 

numerous occasions had to be reminded (sometimes with the presence of city guards in his 

services) to hold his tongue.24 Even the normally irenic Leonhart Bächlin over at the Franciscan 

church complained about these reforms, though he instituted them nonetheless.25   

At St. George, Johann Meckhart certainly had his reservations. Early on, Meckhart appears to 

have been one of the most vocal critics of the Interim. During the Schmalkaldic War, Sebastian 

                                                           
Burgerschafft die vertreibung der predikanten und einlegung  frembden kriegsvolken beim Kaiser veranlast an 
haben. In its instruction to the ministry in September, 1549, the small council told the preachers that if the emperor 
and his mercenaries returned—with all the calamities that attended them—it would be the ministers’ fault for not 
having used their influence to keep the peace. See Roth, 4:273, 289-91.  
24 Count Waldeck, for example, recorded in his Itinerarium in 1548 that Held compared Catholic services to a 
puppet show. The Lutheran preacher Johann Forster also complained in one of his letters that Held made a mockery 
of those who used candles in their services. Held allegedly joked that even during the daytime, these ignoramuses 
believed God could not see them praying unless by candlelight. Both of these reports are referenced in Ford, 163, 
190. On the presence of city guards (Stattknecht) during these proclamations, see Gasser, 3:73. 
25 In fact, the only extant anti-Interim polemic that we have from the Augsburg ministry was written by Bächlin to a 
colleague in Magdeburg in 1548, the contents of which were printed in that city. The first part of this work is a 
satirical evisceration of attempts to reconcile Protestants to the Interim; the second is a poem, in which he calls the 
Interim the Devil’s dreck—an attempt to lead believers into blasphemy. HAB: M Li Sammel. 19 (15): Leonhart 
Bächlin, Das Interim || Illvminirt || vnd aussgestrichen mit seinen an=||gebornen natürlichen farben/ || von 
Augspurgk einem guten Freunde zugeschickt/|| Cum Scholijs Marginalibus, Welche || gar nicht zuuerachten. 
(Magdeburg, Christian Ruedinger, 1548). Waldeck also reports that Bächlin, like Held, attacked the use of candles 
in religious services. He apparently argued that the use of candles was a necessity for early Christians who had to 
meet clandestinely at night, but that Catholics continue to use them out of “blind devotion.” Moreover, Bächlin 
compared the plight of Augsburgers during the 1548 occupation with the early Christians under the Roman 
emperors. See Ford, 165.  
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Schertlin had recruited Meckhart to serve as chaplain (Feldprediger) for the city’s forces.26 It is 

possible that on account of this service, many evangelical Augsburgers may have looked to him 

to continue to defend the city from what they perceived as Catholic tyranny. Roth, for example, 

records a response he gave to the council on July 9, 1548, explaining why he could not abide the 

Interim:  it was not only the place of a preacher to teach what is true and good, but also to preach 

against what is false and damning. Meckhart apparently invoked the apostle Paul, saying one 

must not only comfort and teach, but also admonish and, with humility, punish if necessary.27 

The record of this meeting appears to come to us through Felix Pfost, a representative of the 

Memmingen city council who was visiting Augsburg to learn how the Interim was being 

implemented and received. In addition to the July 9th meeting with the council, he also reported a 

subsequent  meeting that was held three days later in the bishop’s estate between the preachers 

Meckhart and Johann Flinner and the two sitting mayors, in the company of several prominent 

clerics. Several Catholic clergy in the city, among them Petrus Malvenda—a prominent priest at 

Charles’ court—had accused these ministers of preaching against the Interim and fomenting 

sedition. Meckhart and Flinner “energetically denied these claims,” and asserted that they had 

thousands of witnesses who could confirm their innocence in this matter. Unwilling to weigh the 

word of the priests against that of the preachers’ congregations, the mayors dismissed the 

charges against the two men, with the warning that they would be closely watched in the future. 

Whether or not there was any truth to these accusations, it should be noted that the Interim had 

not yet been ratified by the city government at this time. Indeed in the years subsequent to its 

                                                           
26 Roth, 4:391. 
27 See Roth 4:141-43. We find this passage in a section concerning a meeting held between the preachers and the 
guild-council on July 9, 1548, in which they were asked about the willingness to adopt the Interim. The source for 
these responses appears to be Pfost, though it is unclear if he was present at this meeting, or if he was reporting this 
account second-hand.  
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ratification, we find little in the way of overt opposition to the Interim from Meckhart;28 rather, it 

is Held who takes up this cause most publicly. For his part, Meckhart seems to have channeled 

this frustration into his pastoral work—particularly his catechism (c. 1548), his sermons on 

purgatory (1549-50) and in his sermons on children’s obedience to their parents (1550).29   

Although their explicit opposition was restrained, from the outset it was an ongoing concern 

getting these ministers to cooperate with the new council, and this seems to have had much to do 

with how the interim was presented to them. On the one hand, the emperor, the bishop, and their 

agents were quite explicit that, in Augsburg at least, the Interim was to be enforced according to 

the letter of the law. This was not always the case. In Nuremberg, for example, the city was 

allowed to continue to observe its already conservative, Wittenberg-oriented Reformation rites 

with little interference.30 Not all cites were as fortunate, however. Dinkelsbühl, which adopted 

the Interim in 1548, was completely (or at least, nominally) Catholic again by 1550.31 

Magdeburg famously defied the Interim decree, and that city’s open conflict with the emperor 

during this period provides an important backdrop to the efforts to pacify Augsburg.32 Given the 

                                                           
28 In fact, the Saxon preacher Georg Melhorn later accused Meckhart of having been an “Interimist” for going along 
with the Interim. StadtAA LS Reformationsakten; Melhorn Selekt. 1555.08.06: Wider die Predicanten zu Augspurg, 
(Ravensburg, 1555), 28r. Roth himself lumps Meckhart in with the “Interimist” preachers on account of his 
willingness to entertain the adoption of the Nuremberg Order in 1548. Roth, 4:275: “Meckart, Ehinger und die vier 
Interimisten wollten sich die Nürnberger Ordnung in Gotts Namen gefallen lassen.” 
29 These works will be dealt with in greater detail in chapter three. Roth observes that the more compromises the 
ministers were forced to make on account of the Interim, the more they came to rely on teaching Meckhart’s 
catechism. Roth, 4:251-52. 
30 There were three principal reasons for this. First, the adoption of a Wittenberg-oriented Reformation in that city 
did not see the kinds of riots and iconoclasm that attended the Augsburg Reformation. Second, before and after the 
Nuremberg Reformation, political power remained firmly in the grasp of its patriciate. Third, and most important, 
Nuremberg did not join the Schmalkaldic League, and thus did not declare war on the emperor. This neutrality did 
not spare the city from being attacked by Albert Alcibiades, who was then in the emperor’s employ, and who had 
even had the gall to extort a large sum of money from the city prior to attacking it. See Gerhard Pfeiffer, “Der 
Augsburger Religionsfrieden und die Reichsstädte,” Zeitschrift des Historischen Vereins für Schwaben und Neuburg 
61 (1955), 225-226.  
31 Warmbrunn, 96-97. 
32 Roger Ascham, the secretary to the English envoy in Augsburg, including the following in a letter dated 1550: 
“And lest in these momentous times my letter come to you light or empty, here's news about Magdeburg, which by 
itself so occupies the suspicions, rumors, conversations, discussions, and planning of all men at Augsburg that 
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role religion was perceived to have played in Augsburg’s decision to go to war, these Catholic 

leaders insisted that the city be brought back under the authority of Church and emperor, and that 

the ministers, especially, be seen acknowledging their authority. The proliferation in Augsburg 

of polemics by the Magdeburg theologian Flacius Illyricus put the local government on edge.33 

The councilors realized that they could not work against the local ministry—they had to work 

with them. As they complained to the preachers in September, the council was in the unenviable 

position of trying to please both the emperor and the citizenry, and it found itself failing on both 

accounts. If the preachers could calm their congregations, they would see what they could do 

about the emperor.34 

The new city government seems to have taken an ambivalent approach to enforcing the Interim. 

Although it continued to pass decrees on religion and religious practice, it is unclear the extent to 

which they expected these to be followed. When asked by the imperial commissioner in 1551 

how he could reconcile the oath he took to council in 1548 with his ongoing opposition to the 

Interim, Johann Heinrich Held replied that the only reason he took that oath in the first place was 

because—during a clandestine meeting with Anton Fugger and some of the other patricians 

shortly before—he had received assurances that the Interim would not be enforced to the letter.35 

In a meeting with the ministry shortly after Charles left the city in 1548—evidently in response 

to continued ministerial defiance of the Interim—the council issued a dire warning. They cited 

                                                           
everything else, large, small, or in between, has almost fallen silent.” Alvin Vos, ed., The Letters of Roger Ascham, 
trans., Maurice Hatch and Alvin Vos (New York: Peter Lang, 1989), 185. See also the Magdeburg Lament which 
was in circulation in Augsburg in 1551. VD 16 K 1214: Klag Lied: Deren von Magdeburt zu Got vn[d] allen 
frommen Christen Im thon des zwelfften Psalms: Ah Got von Hymel sich darein Vnd lass dich das 
erbarmen…([Augsburg], 1551).  
33 Creasman, 103-105.  
34 Roth 4:290.  
35 August von Druffel, ed., Briefe und Akten zur Geschichte des sechzehnten Jahrhunderts mit besonderer Rücksicht 
auf Bayerns Fürstenhaus, auf Veranlassung und mit Unterstützung Seiner Majestät des Königs von Bayern 
Maximilian II. 4 Vols. (Munich: M. Rieger, 1873-1896), 3:207-208. 
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the oath the ministers had taken, and the fact that the governors and small council had stuck their 

necks out to protect the ministers’ positions.36 They argued that if the preachers could not learn 

to make concessions, the council could not protect them. Moreover, if the emperor felt that 

Augsburg remained defiant, he would surely return, and that meant that so, too, would his 

mercenaries. Look beyond your own pride, they insisted, and think about what we just went 

through. If the soldiers return, there will be more “disorder, intolerable burdens, rape, robbery, 

theft, bodily-harm, the disgrace of our women and girls, and all manner of other undisciplined 

and unchristian acts.”37 If you will not think of yourselves, think of the people that will suffer on 

account of your protest.38  

In 1549, the patrician council proposed what it took to be a compromise—adopting the 

Nuremberg church order for Augsburg’s Protestant churches; however, in doing so, it reveals the 

degree to which these politicians misunderstood the preachers’ resistance. They were not simply 

defending evangelical religion—they were defending Augsburg’s religion, as it had been 

practiced in the city for nearly twenty years. The city’s Protestants had lost their guilds and most 

of their political power—their religion was perhaps the last expression of their collective local 

identity left to them.  

In the context of the first half of the sixteenth century, Michele Hanson has argued against this 

notion—that Augsburgers would define themselves religiously—on the basis that citizens 

interrogated by the city authorities did not use confessional labels to describe their religious 

                                                           
36 According to Roth, Hans Jakob Fugger himself took a special interest in trying to mediate between the preachers 
and Granvella. Roth, 4:145 
37 “Wieowl zu besorgen, da kai. mt. die sach also selbs mit Ernst zehandlen verursacht, die möchte villeicht mer, 
weder hievor beschehen, diesem volck, so one das zu unruh und unleidlichen beschwerungen, vergeweltigung, raub, 
nam, leibsbeschedigung, frauen- und jungfrauen schenden, auch aller unzucht und unchristlichem wesen mer weder 
zu vil genaigt, alle unordnung und undertruckung gemainer burgerschaft gestatten.” Roth, 4:290. This 
admonishment can be found appended in Roth, 4:289-91. 
38 Roth, 4:291.  



74 
 

beliefs or affiliation.39 Rather, she observes that they described their religion according to where 

they attended church, and by which preachers they preferred.40 She is right to point out that the 

religious “-isms” found in other cities did not hold sway in Augsburg during this early period. 

That said, I would argue against inferring from this absence that religion and religiosity were not 

defining characteristics of civic identity. The fact that attendance at religious services sharply 

declined immediately after the imposition of the Interim, for example, speaks to the importance 

and meaning religious rites carried for local Protestants (even in this pre- or early confessional 

period).41  

Just as the council found itself caught between the emperor and the ministry, so did the ministers 

find themselves having to reconcile their obligations to their congregations with their oath to the 

council. Indeed, unto his death, Johann Meckhart found himself defending Augsburg’s history of 

Reformation against those who would label it mutinous or heretical. It was theirs, and however 

peculiar it might look, it had developed to suit the particular needs of the city.42 The more that 

religion changed, the more the gulf between Augsburg past and present widened. Furthermore, it 

would be a grave error to assume that religious figures influenced their flock without, in turn, 

being influenced by them. If one does not appreciate the religiosity of sixteenth-century subjects, 

                                                           
39 Hanson, 43.  
40 Hanson, 225. 
41 Roth, 4:255. 
42See SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 347: Antwort J. Meckharts (1556), 11v-12r, 23v; as well as Meckhart’s dispatches from 
the Frankfurt Synod in 1557, especially StadtAA LS “Frankfurt” 1557.06.23, 4v; and Ibid. 1557.06.30 (on the 
conclusion of the synod). In both of these reports, he writes that the question of the city’s orthodoxy and orthopraxy 
have been addressed, and the city was absolved of the accusations levelled against it (presumably referring to 
Melhorn’s polemic). This effort to rehabilitate the reputation of Augsburg Protestantism in the 1550s is also evident 
in the preface he wrote to the 1555 city church order. HAB 1173.21 Th. (4): FORMA vom hailigen Tauff/ und dem 
hailigen Sacrament des Leibs unnd Blüts Christi/ Desgleichen wie auch von dem trost der Krancken/ Und demnach 
vom Ehlichen Stand bey dem Einsegen der Ehleuet/ zu reden sey/ widerumb von newen getruckt (Augsburg: Philipp 
Ulhart, 1555). Even to gain permission to publish this order, however, Meckhart had to write a series of 
supplications to Augsburg’s councils and Stadtpfleger in order to convince them of their ministry’s past and present 
commitment to the Wittenberg Concord, despite whatever liturgical disagreements they might still have with the 
Saxons. See StadtAA LS Ref. 1555.04.06: [Meckhart] Erklärung der Predikanten. . .  
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it becomes all too easy to write religious protests off as petty “squabbling.”43 The matter of 

religious doctrine and practice was neither academic nor trivial to the citizens of Augsburg—a 

fact central to explaining why the Augsburg ministry would choose banishment over complete 

conformity.  

* * *  

 To the council’s consternation, the proposal to adopt the Nuremberg Order was not only rejected 

by many within the ministry,44 but also by the emperor, who was growing impatient with the city 

government.45 The council’s worst fears were realized when word arrived that Charles would be 

hosting another diet in the city in 1550. Representatives of the city pleaded with the emperor and 

his advisors that they had only begun to recover from the last diet, and asked that another 

location be found, but to no avail.46 On the heels of this news, Bishop Otto returned to the city in 

late 1549, determined to remain until the Interim was finally enforced to his satisfaction. 47 

For the bishop and for the emperor, Augsburg remained the key to converting the south-German 

cities. Charles had previously appointed Gerwig Blarer, the abbot of Weingarten, to oversee and 

monitor the Interim in Swabia. In a report to Charles on April 26, 1550, Blarer complained that 

                                                           
43 This language around religious controversy is fairly representative of Dunwoody’s treatment of the ministry in the 
period he covers. See Dunwoody, 223-26, as well as Ibid. 29, 202, 222, 226, 249, 251. While Dunwoody’s work was 
extensively researched (and therefore a valuable contribution to the sub-field of Augsburg studies), his use and 
presentation of the ministry as something which the council needed to “manage” needs to be clearly understood. 
44 According to Roth, Held Flinner, Dachser and Traber grudgingly (in gewundenen Worten) promised the council 
they would not fight against the institution of the Nuremberg Order, but with the important caveat that they would 
not hold masses, which they maintained were “foreign” to this city for decades now. They also added that it had 
been the teaching of their church that the mass was blasphemous; therefore, if they started practicing it now, their 
congregants would abandon them. Traber went further, stating that they would be stoned if they tried to revive the 
mass. Meckhart, Ehinger, and Matsperger said they might be willing to accept it, provided there were no further 
additions to the order, and provided the liturgical impact of its adoption was minimal. Only Bächlin was open to 
adopting the order fully, but even he had some concerns. He was getting older, and he wondered if he had the 
constitution to stand behind the altar for the full length of the Nuremberg service. See Roth, 4:275. 
45 Warmbrunn, 80; Thelot, 2:266v. 
46 See Dunwoody, 120, fn. 44, 47.  
47 In September 1550, the bishop apparently even lobbied to bring the Inquisition to Augsburg. Thelot, 2:277v. 
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the Augsburg preachers continued to preach “daily and openly” against the Interim—against the 

Mass, against communication in one kind, against the use of oils and chrism and so on.48 

Moreover, they heaped special scorn on the practice of confession, which they refused to 

practice. They openly ate meat on Fridays, and yet, for all this, went unpunished. From this 

condemnation of Augsburg, he then went on to report on the other cities, in most cases drawing a 

comparison to Augsburg. In the case of Ulm, for example, they—like their counterparts in 

Augsburg—ate meat on Fridays, and preached against communion in one kind and against last 

rites; however, they did so with greater discretion and modesty (bescheidenhait).49 Memmingen, 

Biberach, and Ravensburg had satisfactorily adopted the custom “of the Augsburg cathedral” 

(which is to say, the Interim), although he notes that in several cases this conformity required 

removing troublesome preachers.50 Kempten und Lindau, like Augsburg, had raised fierce 

resistance; their preachers shamefully cried out that the mass was a blasphemy. Without 

punishment, he added, they are likely to persist in this.51 Kaufbeuren, which recently replaced its 

ministry, appeared to now have re-instituted good Christian ceremonies.  

The diet opened in the middle of April, 1550, and would run right through to August, 1551. 

Historians often characterize the 1548 diet as “armored.” For Abraham Thelot, the 1550/1551 

diet was the “armed” (gewappnete) diet.52  In the months before the diet, Augsburgers were 

                                                           
48 “Gerwig an Karl V:Gibt den verlangten neuen Bericht über das Interim in den Städten—Weingarten, 1550 April 
26,” in Heinrich von Günter, ed., Gerwig Blarer, Abt von Weingarten und Ochsenhausen:  Briefe und Akten 
(Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer Verlag, 1914-1921): 211-16. 
49 Günter, 212. 
50 Günter, 214-15. 
51 Günter, 215. 
52 Thelot, 2:272r. In one of his frequent editorial asides, he writes: “NB diss ist ein starkher, gewappneter 
Reichstag.” This is very close to the language that the contemporary chronicler Paul Hector Mair used to describe 
the diet. Mair writes: “Dieser ist ein starcker, gewaffneter Reichstag,” adding, “wiewohl etwas fridsamer war, 
gewesen,” (presumably comparing this to the 1548 diet). DStChr. 32.375.  
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treated to the ominous sight of gallows being erected just around the corner from the Rathaus.53 

Whether the erection of these in such a public place was intended to incite fear, or else to assure 

the locals that this time, at least, the soldiers would be kept in line, is unclear. In any case, the 

soldiers were most certainly not kept in line. The Spanish, in particular, made sport of baiting 

local Protestants, and they harassed and abused locals incessantly. The most famous instance of 

the violence in this period was the sack of the St. Ulrich preaching house in August, 1550. For 

days the Spaniards had been holding raucous ball games in front of some of the preaching 

houses, timed perfectly to coincide with the Protestant services.54 On one occasion, when one of 

the preachers tried to scold the soldiers, he was run off, leaving his congregation without a 

minister mid-service. On the morning of August 14, this harassment escalated: a group of about 

two dozen armed “Spanish” soldiers in the employ of Prince Philipp burst into St. Ulrich while 

Jacob Dachser was delivering a sermon. They chased the preacher and his congregation 

outdoors, and proceeded to smash anything that could be smashed: the doors, the pulpit, the 

pews, the windows—even the donation box. As they were tossing the shattered remnants of the 

church’s interior onto the street, anything that still held value was carried off by “poor Catholics” 

who had come to witness the spectacle.55 The mayors and governors responded quickly to this 

incident, setting about to restore the preaching house as quickly as possible. That evening 

                                                           
53 Thelot, 2:261r. Stetten also records that the Spanish commander (Alcaldo) erected gallows adjacent to the two 
principal entryways into the city—the Gögginger Gate and the Rother Thor—explaining that the purpose of these 
was to terrify [schröcken] Philipp’s soldiers, who were predisposed to mischief (Muthwillen) and excess. Stetten, 
2:464-65.  
54 For this incident, see Thelot 2:275r. In addition to the incidents at St. Ulrich, Gasser references similar harassment 
by Spanish soldiers at Holy Cross and St. Jacob. Gasser, 76. One of the chronicles Dunwoody cites (SuStBA 2 Cod 
Aug 60b, 96v-97r), suggests that these antagonistic ball-games were not isolated incidents. In one later case during 
the diet, a ball was kicked through a church window during an evangelical service, nearly causing an uproar 
(aufrür).The chronicler credits the preacher for calming the congregation and preventing any escalation. See 
Dunwoody, 124. The Gasser chronicle records similar incidents for the 1548 diet as well, during which period the 
Spanish soldiers erected a “ballhaus” outside St. Anna. Gasser, 3:67 
55 Thelot, 2:275v. 
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Dachser took to the (new) pulpit again. Sure enough, the soldiers returned and proceeded to 

make fine kindling of the replacement furniture. This time, however, when Dachser fled to his 

parsonage nearby, the Spaniards followed. In his deposition to the council, the preacher reported 

that they smashed his windows with rocks. After kicking down his door, the soldiers grabbed 

him by the hair and threw him into the street (possibly out a window), where they proceeded to 

blindfold him (mich bey den har herab zu werffen und zu plinden).56 It was at this point that the 

city reeve arrived with a troop of guards and—after a brief skirmish in which he and several of 

his men were seriously wounded—the prince’s soldiers were run off. If not for the timely arrival 

of the reeve, Dachser explained, he did not know what might have happened.57 

It was not only the soldiers perpetrating this violence. One night in July, 1550, the Catholic 

patrician Hans Walther, after a few too many libations, began pounding on the door of his 

Protestant neighbor, Jacob Meitting (Meuting). The exact cause of his complaint is unclear, but 

he smashed their windows and tried to kick down their door, all the while screaming that Jacob, 

his wife, and their whole household were “Lutheran dogs.” Fortunately, neighbors intervened 

and raised the watch, whose members had to use violence to subdue the incensed Walther.58  

While sensational events like this and like the attack on St. Ulrich were unusual, violence was a 

quotidian facet of the imperial occupation. Even Sean Dunwoody, whose interest lay in 

                                                           
56 StadtAA; LS 1550.08.14: Jacob Daxer, Predikant bei St. Ulrich, an d. Rat d. Stadt Augsburg. Bericht über die 
Vorfälle im Predighaus u. d. Predigerwohnung bei St. Ulrich.  
57 I have used Dachser’s account of the event; for the account of the city reeve—Georg Breu—see Dunwoody, 122-
23. The accounts are similar, but for a few details. Breu’s report includes the testimony of one of the mayors—
Anton Welser—who witnessed the event. According to Welser, many of the marauders had in fact been German. 
Breu, nonetheless, insisted it was the Spaniards among them who were the troublemakers. The reeve also added that 
it had been a local schoolmaster who had encoraged the soldiers to throw Dachser out a window. This instigation of 
a schoolmaster is corroborated in Dachser’s account.  
58 Thelot, 2:282v. The Gasser account of this incident says he managed to break into Meuting’s home, where he 
proceeded to verbally abuse Meuting’s wife and household. It also adds that after Walther was hauled off before city 
authorities, he continued to act violently and shamefully. The mayors themselves had to scold him at length, and 
even the imperial commissioners were called in to facilitate some sort of reconciliation. See Gasser, 3:78.  
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explaining what he saw as the unusual peacefulness of later sixteenth-century Augsburg, had to 

admit that the second half of the sixteenth century got off to a tumultuous start. 59 According to 

Thelot, by the time Prince Philipp hosted his lavish tournament on the site of the city’s wine-

market in December, 1550, the people were growing closer and closer to mutiny (meyterey)60  

This atmosphere of political tension and religious and cultural violence should underscore the 

significance of the ministry’s refusal to accept the Interim. They preached despite the real threat 

of physical violence against both themselves and their flock. Moreover, it is easy to say that for 

men like Held, who was now 52 years old, his recalcitrance was founded in pride and 

stubbornness. For young men like Leonhard Bächlin, however, losing the moderate income his 

preaching office provided was devastating. Bächlin had ten young children at home. Meckhart, 

and Ehinger, and almost all the others likewise had many mouths to feed. The threat of their 

expulsion had been raised before, yet they continued to take stands against aspects of the Interim 

with which they could not reconcile (e.g. for Held, communion in one kind; for Meckhart, 

purgatory and private confession). These protests were not politically motivated—they were a 

function of how these men understood their vocation as ministers, how they understood their 

duty to their congregation.  

For present purposes, the high-point of the diet occurred on August 26, when the ministry was 

called to the home of Hans Jacob Fugger, where Antoine Perrenot de Granvelle, the bishop 

d’Arras, was in residence. Alongside the bishop, and in the company of many of the city’s 

                                                           
59 Dunwoody addresses the topic of violence and harassment during the diet at length: Dunwoody, 119-131. In his 
figuration, the council labored earnestly to check this violence, but was often hindered in this by its lack of authority 
over foreign and imperial military personnel. Regarding the violence against the preachers, he suggests that while 
they were sensational, their prominence in the chronicles was probably over-stated. He largely dismisses accounts 
like that relating the attack on Dachser as belonging to a “Protestant martyrology,” suggesting that they were 
overstated for polemical effect. Ibid, 121. 
60 Thelot, 2:280v. 
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political leaders, the imperial vice-chancellor, Gereon Sailor, read charges against the preachers 

in the emperor’s name—principal among which were violations of the Interim, and, especially, 

violation of the oath they had taken not to violate the Interim. Each of the preachers was led off 

privately to be examined, and to be given the opportunity to recant. When asked why he 

continued to reject the Interim, for example, Held replied that they had taught and would 

continue to teach according to the gospel. The chancellor made it clear that he was not there to 

entertain theological debate, but to enforce the decree of the emperor. One by one, the other 

preachers responded in kind, and after two hours of this examination—with not one of the 

preachers recanting—they were gathered together in front of the magistrates to hear the vice-

chancellor’s judgement. Three days hence, the ministers were to take themselves and their 

families from the city and leave the empire. They were neither to return, nor through 

correspondence to seek to foment any ill-will or mutiny here in Augsburg or elsewhere in the 

empire.61  

Only days later, the city’s school-teachers were likewise summoned before the bishop and vice-

chancellor, and they were given a similar choice: they were to uphold the interim and teach 

Johann Fabri’s Catholic catechism, or else they were to take down their shingle and cease 

teaching altogether.62 Many refused to accept these conditions of employment, whatever the 

                                                           
61 Accounts of this incident can be found in Gasser 3:80-81; Stetten, 2:472-73; DStChr. 32:245-48; Druffel, 3:205-
15; Roth, 4:343-47; and Thelot, 2:284r-286r. 
62 According to vice-chancellor Seld, the children of Augsburg were being led into detestable (widerwärtiger) 
teachings and all manner of sectarianism by Augsburg’s school masters. He declared that as with the preachers, no 
teacher could be allowed to continue to practice their trade here, unless they submitted themselves to examination by 
duly appointed representatives of council, and were found to confess either the Catholic religion, or at very least, the 
Interim. Friedrich Roth, “Die Massregelung der Augsburger Schulmeister wegen des Interims am 31. August 1551,” 
Beiträge zur bayerischen Kirchengeschichte (BBKG) 15 (1909), 217. According to Roth, the council was loathe to 
carry out this order, for fear the people would think they were its architects. Christoph Rehlinger, along with Hans 
Jakob Fugger (whom Roth characterizes as a moderate [gemäßigter], were made to examine the schoolteachers, 
putting to each a simple question: do you accept the Interim? Of the 43 “suspects” (Verdächtige) interrogated, all but 
14 ultimately accepted the Interim, at least nominally. 
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consequences. Over the next month, representatives of the city council attempted to mediate a 

compromise between the teachers and the emperor’s representatives, emphasizing the distinction 

between supporting and not opposing the Interim in their teaching.63 While this effort was 

enough to sway a few of the disputants, in the end, ten German and four Latin schoolmasters 

resigned.  

The city government’s efforts to negotiate on behalf of the ministers were even less successful, 

despite the pressure on them to intervene. Contemporary chronicles report that following news of 

the purge, several hundred local women crowded the courtyard of the Fugger Palace beseeching 

the vice-chancellor to have compassion on them, and not to deprive them of their ministers.64 

They demanded to know who would baptize their newborns, marry their young people, or give 

comfort to the dying. Who would teach them religion? Seld responded by telling the crowd that 

                                                           
63 Sixt Birck, the venerable and well-liked schoolmaster at the St. Anna college, responded in his examination that 
he had absolutely no desire to stand against the will of the emperor, but accepting the Interim went against his 
conscience. On account of his standing and his poor health, the representatives of the council were content that he 
would henceforth not teach anything against the Interim or its authors. Roth, “Die Massregelung der Augsburger 
Schulmeister wegen des Interims am 31. August 1551,” 220. Shortly thereafter, this “compromise” solution took the 
form of a new general school order legistlated on September 3, 1551, and published a week later. A copy of this 
decree can be found in, SuStBA 2 Cod. Aug. 36: “Ordnung der Teutschen schülmaister zu Augsburg erkannt und 
bestatt durch ain Ersamer Rath den 10. Septembris anno 1551,” 95v-96v. According to this order, all teachers 
henceforth fell under the supervision of an “oberschulherr,” to be appointed by council, whose task it was to police 
those under him. The first article of the order states that no school-teacher shall foment opposition against either the 
old, true Catholic religion, nor against the “emperor’s Interim.” At the beginning and end of every day, they must 
have their charges recite the Our Father, the articles of faith, the Hail Mary, and the Ten Commandments. On 
Sundays and holidays, they are to escort their students to religious services, and ensure they are well-behaved, 
applying the rod judiciously and only when necessary. On the assigned day of the week (usually Wednesdays) they 
were to hold catechism lessons, employing either the Catholic or Interimist catechisms approved by council. The 
“Interimist” catechism referenced here was composed by Johann Fabri, the Dominican cathedral preacher who very 
early in the diet established himself as a leader of Augsburg’s Counter Reformation. It should not surprise that many 
did not see this order as much of a compromise. In fact, writing from Switzerland, Wolfgang Musculus wrote an 
impassioned refutation of Fabri’s “Interimist” catechism, urging the Augsburgers to hold religious services and 
education in the home, rather than subjecting their children to the tyranny of papal religion; copies of this work 
circulated clandestinely in Augsburg for some time. See VD 16 M 7300: Wolfgang Musculus, Ein Sendbrieff an 
einen Augspurger ([Augsburg], 1551).  
64 The size of this crowd varies in the sources, from about 100 to 400. Morrison puts the number at “about 100,” 
whereas Hans Jakob Fugger puts the number somewhere between 300 and 400. For Morrison, see Calendar of State 
Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553, September 1, 1551. For Fugger, see Druffel, 3:213. Roth also uses the 
figure of 300-400. Roth, 4:354. 
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he had sent for the Spanish mercenaries, and woe betide anyone who was still here when they 

arrived.65  There were thousands of the emperor’s soldiers in the city during the diet, and even 

the threat of unleashing these mercenaries was enough to disperse a crowd of this size. As the 

city council knew only too well, though, many of those mercenaries would soon be on their way, 

and they would be left with little buffer against the frustration and angst of a large and alienated 

Protestant citizenry.  

Several Protestant councilors had attempted to intervene individually and in groups with the 

vice-chancellor, but all were sternly rebuffed. Christoph Rehlinger, who sat on both the large and 

small councils, added his own voice to these petitions (with all the weight his patrician name and 

connections carried).66 In his supplication, he wrote that he and the council had been working 

with Meckhart and Held for months now trying to come up with a solution, and that these two 

had been nothing but obedient. He made the case that each of the ministers should be judged 

according to their own actions, and not dismissed en masse.67 Interestingly, both Johann Ehinger 

and Johann Meckhart had apparently made this very request during their own interrogations in 

August.68 Rehlinger’s claim to have been working with Meckhart is corroborated in Richard 

Morrison’s dispatch to the crown in September. He writes that when confronted by the bishop, 

Meckhart, “one of the stoutest of those preachers, said they (the preachers) were free citizens, 

and desired to appeal to their magistrates.”69 Just as Held had pointed to the assurances he had 

received from Anton Fugger, here too Meckhart appealed to the council. In both cases, the 

preachers reference the negotiation of a local religious arrangement between themselves and the 

                                                           
65 Roth, 4:354-55. 
66 Druffel suspects that this work was in fact written for Hans Jakob Fugger, rather than Seld. Druffel, 3:223, f.1.  
67 Druffel, 3:221-23.  
68 See Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553, September 1, 1551; and 2 Cod Aug 32, 636r. 
69 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553, September 1, 1551 
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city’s political leaders, irrespective of the letter of Charles’ Interim. To the dismay of the 

ministers, despite the efforts of some of their magisterial counterparts, little help was 

forthcoming from the city government, a fact which was not lost on the English ambassadors. 

Morrison (via his secretary, Roger Ascham) explained the reticence of the ruling patrician 

governors to intervene: 

Farther meaning to gratify the Bishop, the Emperor commands all the villages hereabouts 
to do the like [referencing the expulsion], and they seeing Augsburg has suffered her 
[ministers] to be banished, think it not convenient to stand on terms with the Emperor. 
Schoolmasters are also called and must appear very shortly; it is reckoned a deformation 
is to be made in them too. The Emperor has written to Strasbourg, but, as informed by 
Christopher Mount, although they answered two of his letters, they neither do as he 
wishes them to do, nor intend to reply to his last one. He has also written to Nuremberg, 
but they have told their preachers to proceed as usual, and they will either tarry or be 
banished together. The people of Augsburg must do as force compels them; for the 
Emperor and his brother are said to have in their hands all the money which the city can 
lend, and so the lenders must either do as D'Arras bids them, or they may perhaps 
forbear their money, with small gain, longer than they would. He has had 1,500 gunners 
and pikes in the town all this year, and has now ordered in six ensigns of Spaniards,—
two of horse and two of foot. It is thought that the Germans shall away, as they talk madly 
about the banishment of the preachers. Strasbourg and Nuremberg are likely to follow the 
example of Magdeburg and resist. (Emphasis mine).70  

 

Roger Ascham as Witness to the Diet 

The winter of 1551-52 stands as a nadir in the history of Augsburg’s Reformation. From the end 

of August right until Christmas, the city’s evangelicals would be without spiritual ministration. 

By Christmas, four “Interimist” ministers would be appointed by the council to the Protestant 

churches, though these men were largely rejected by the evangelical population who, following 

Musculus’ (and, later on, Meckhart’s) advice, appear to have moved religious practice and 

education inside the home. It would not be until June, 1552, that Protestant services would be 

                                                           
70 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553, September 1, 1551 
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reinstated. In effect, then, most Augsburg Protestants were without organized religion for the 

better part of a year. To appreciate the significance of this absence in the daily lives of local 

Protestants, it is instructive to consider what religious services looked like before the expulsion. 

One excellent witness to these services was Morrison’s secretary, Roger Ascham.  

Ascham joined the English embassy in Augsburg on October 28, 1550, and left almost exactly a 

year later. The Diet was opened in July, 1550, and closed towards the end of August, 1551. 

Ascham, therefore, was present for most of the diet, the expulsion of the preachers, and the 

months following the expulsion. His letters before and after August (including those dispatches 

he wrote on behalf of Morrison) show a marked change in the city.  

Although Ascham had been initially reluctant to take up the life of a wayfarer in service to the 

Crown, he quickly took to the travelling lifestyle, meticulously recording his observations during 

his journey across the empire and sharing these both with associates back home, but also with 

new acquaintances, like Strasbourg’s Johann Sturm. Like many of those with whom he 

corresponded, Ascham was a Protestant and a humanist, and this orientation is patently visible 

when he writes on Charles’ counter-reforms. In one of his first letters from Augsburg, for 

example, he describes his travels to John Cheke: “Lower Germany, as all call it, although many 

think it infernal, as I plainly perceive, the noble concourse of merchants  excepted, is in every 

way the lowest and most desperate. Flooded by the vilest inundation of Roman dregs and filth, 

she now seems to stagnate.”71 On Augsburg, he writes, “The Christian religion flourishes at 

Augsburg with Caesar present in much the same way that your pronunciation of Greek flourished 

                                                           
71 It is not entirely clear what he references as “Lower Germany.” Immediately after this quoted passage, he 
describes his passage through Antwerp and Louvain, but in the next paragraph turns to a discussion of counter-
reform in and around Augsburg. See Maurice Hatch, trans., and Alvin Vos, ed., Letters of Roger Ascham (New 
York: Peter Lang, 1989), 133. 
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at Cambridge despite Gardiner's raging.”72 Although he rejoiced at the steadfastness of the 

Augsburg Protestants, he adds a note describing his fear that “Caesar will have his way in the 

end,” either while he is present in the city, or else through his agents after he leaves.73  

This bias needs to be taken into account when using Ascham’s letters, but it hardly negates their 

value as first-hand testimony. Among Ascham’s most interesting observations was that 

Augsburg Protestants were avid singers, a fact which has received scant scholarly attention. 

Ascham and his English colleagues were housed in the old monastic quarters of St. George in the 

city’s north end, only meters from the preaching house where Meckhart presided. Ascham wrote 

that some mornings, sitting with the window open, he could so clearly hear the singing from St. 

George that it was as though he were inside the preaching house itself. He marveled at the fact 

that, young and old, the Augsburgers could sing the psalter by memory. They followed the 

choirmaster neither too early nor too late—such that “there doth appear one sound of voice and 

heart amongst them all.”74 Moreover, from his perch, he observed that the little preaching house 

was not able to contain all who came to worship, and rich and poor alike had to sing along with 

those inside from the street.75 In another letter to Raven, he writes: “The godliness, and 

                                                           
72 Letters of Roger Ascham, 134. 
73 Letters of Roger Ascham, 134. While he was very impressed by King Ferdinand, his descriptions of Charles are 
generally unflattering. On his encounters with the emperor, he writes: “I have seen the Emperor twice, first sick in 
his privy-chamber, at our first coming. He looked somewhat like the parson at Epurstone. He had on a gown of 
black taffety, and a furred night-cap on his head, Dutch-like, having a seam over the crown, like a great cod-piece… 
I saw him also on St. Andrew's day, sitting at dinner at the feast of Golden Fleece… the Emperor drank the best that 
ever I saw; he had his head in the glass five times as long as any of us, and never drank less than a good quart at 
once of Rhenish wine.” James Bennett, ed., The English Works of Roger Ascham, Preceptor to Queen Elizabeth 
(London: White, Cochrane, & co., 1815), 358-59. Likewise, in contrast to his high praise of Prince Maximilian 
(Ibid. 359-62), he is rather critical of Charles’ son, Prince Philipp. Commenting on Philipp’s ostentatious tournament 
during the 1550 Diet of Augsburg, for example, he writes: “The prince of Spain jousted gently; for he neither hurt 
himself, his horse, his spear nor him that he ran with.” Ibid. 361. Not only was Philipp “gentle,” but he was often 
sickly. Ibid. 368.  
74 Alfred Katterfeld, Roger Ascham: Sein Leben und seine Werke / mit besonderer Berücksichtigung  seiner Berichte 
über Deutschland aus den Jahren 1550-1553 (Strasbourg: K.J. Trübner, 1879), 153-54. 
75 Emily Fisher Gray has made similar observations about attendance at the nearby Protestant church of Holy Cross, 
where a covered porch had to be added to accommodate the overflow. Gray, 40. 
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constancy, and discipline of this town, is incredible. Three or four thousand singing at one 

church at a time, is but a trifle. If a papistical church have a dozen, it is well furnished.”76 While 

this figure certainly seems inflated, the larger venues like the old Franciscan church could 

reasonably accommodate more than a thousand congregants, not to mention the capacity of the 

grounds immediately outside these churches.77  

It is not altogether surprising that Ascham would be so interested in recording the Augsburgers’ 

singing, as he often wrote fondly of song and music. In an aside in his Toxophilus, for example, 

Ascham writes, “The godly use of praising God, by singing in the church, needeth not my praise, 

seeing as it is so praised through all the Scripture; therefore now I will speak nothing of it, rather 

than I should speak too little of it.”78 At one point, he writes of his friend and teacher John 

Redman, who often complained that his pupils were not enthusiastic about singing, adding that 

he would be jealous were he to see how well and eagerly the Augsburgers took to song.79  

                                                           
76 Bennett, 365. 
77 Meckhart, in his response to Georg Melhorn in January, 1556, wrote that even Melhorn—who was never popular 
in the city—often had up to 1500 communicants at a time in his first year preaching at the Franciscan church. 
SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 346: “Antwort J. Meckharts vom 14. Jan. 1556” in Res Augusta Ecclesiasticae, 35r. 
78 Bennett, 72. Beyond its devotional application, though, Ascham saw singing as a fundamentally human activity, 
and recommended its study to lawyers and laymen, as well as to priests. See also Katterfeld, 14-5. 
79 Katterfeld, 154. For a brief biography of Redman, see the appendix in Letters of Roger Ascham (1989), 297-98. 
Much has been written on Luther’s contribution to the popularity of congregational singing in Protestant services, 
but this trend did not develop uniformly. The musicologist Joseph Herl has made a compelling case that 
congregational singing actually developed rather late in places like Saxony. According to Herl, Lutheran visitors 
often complained that congregants sang neither well nor enthusiastically, especially in rural parishes. Joseph Herl, 
Worship Wars in Early Lutheranism: Choir, Congregation, and Three Centuries of Conflict (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 204), 75. Likewise in some cities, even where there seems to have been a general enthusiasm for 
public singing, congregational singing was not necessarily the norm. Such is evidently the case with Nuremberg, 
which city Herl takes as a “model for Southern Germany.” Ibid. 93. He argues that despite evidence of a high 
demand for hymnals and songbooks in that city, there is little evidence that these were used during religious 
services. Accordingly, and building on the work Bartlett Butler, Herl concludes that there was likely very little 
opportunity for congregations to sing within the conservative services held in Nuremberg. He then proceeds to make 
for similar claims for Strasbourg and Ulm. See ibid. 92-96. For more on congregational singing in Nuremberg, see 
also Bartlett R. Butler, Liturgical Music in Sixteenth-Century Nurnberg. A Socio-Musical Study. (Ph D diss., 
University of Illinois, 1970), 188-89. With respect to these cities, James Ford provides some corroboration for this 
claim, citing a rift in Augsburg in the 1530s over whether the city’s evangelical churches should follow the 
Wittenberg custom of allowing Latin psalms to be sung by the congregation during services. Musculus, Huber, and 
Forster all accepted this custom, but Keller and Wolfhart advocated instead for the custom of Strasbourg and Ulm, 
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Whatever the role of singing in the religious communities of those three cities, there is no doubt 

that Augsburg’s Protestants sang heartily, both within and without their churches. When 

communicants lined up to receive the body and blood of Christ, their voices filled up the church 

with the Holy Spirit.80 In the streets—in times of tribulation—they sang songs of 

commiseration.81 When city and ecclesiastic authorities attempted to regulate what and where 

their children could sing, these young voices rang out all the louder.82 Under Musculus, song had 

become one of the fundamental experiences of local religion.83 Luther’s hymns were sung 

                                                           
which was to omit this singing from the liturgy altogether. Ford, 174. What this row over congregational singing 
demonstrates, therefore, is that the culture and cultural practices of evangelical churches did not neatly follow 
confessional, or even regional, norms. Further, the cooperation of the congregation (or lack thereof) could often 
frustrate and even augment the reform agendas of their ministers. Thus, the Augsburg evagnelicals set themselves 
apart from their Swiss counterparts through the act of congregational singing itself; moreover, they set themselves 
apart from Nuremberg, Saxony, and elsewhere insofar as they actually seem to have sung enthusiastically.  
80 The practice of congregational singing during administration of the Eucharist itself is recorded at least for 
Musculus’ services. During Bächlin’s service, if there was not singing during the sacrament, there was certainly 
congregational singing afterwards. Ford, 181-82. Indeed, citing Hughes O. Old, he suggests that congregational 
singing actually had a long history in Augsburg. Hughes O. Old, “The Patristic Roots of Reformed Worship,” 
Zürcher Beitrage zur Reformationsgeschichte, vol. 5 (Zurich: Theologischer Verlag, 1975), 63. 
81 One of the principal stages of inter-confessional contest in Augsburg was the street, but especially with regards to 
the evangelical schoolchildren who sang there for alms. In the period between the expulsions of 1551 and 1586, 
there were repeated attempts to prohibit, limit, and regulate this practice, typically with little apparent success. 
Beyond regulating who and when could participate in this custom, what the students sang was of great concern. By 
1571, the council had succeeded in prohibiting the students from singing Luther’s Erhalt uns Herr bei Deinem Wort. 
SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 283. This was one of the most ubiquitous hymns in polemics of this period, and the tune 
itself was already becoming one of the most common in Augsburg’s evangelical song books, alongside another of 
Luther’s hymns, Aus tiefer Nott, schrei ich zu Dir. See especially SuStBA 8 Th LtE 568: Gesangbuch von Gregor 
Sunderreiter von Wasserburg, prediger der kirchen Christi zu Augsburg, mithelfer bei St. Georgen (Lauingen: 
Georg [Reimisch], 1570). See also SuStBA 8 Th LtE 372: Gaistliche Lieder und Psalmen/ D. Mart. Lut. und andern 
frommen Christen/ nach ordnung der Jarzeit/ Auffs new zugericht und gemehrt mit etlichen schönen Gaistlichen 
Liedern.(Augsburg: Valentin Schönigk, 1580); and SuStBA 8 Aug 787: Gesang Büchlin/ Darinn der ganze Psalter 
Davids/ sampt andern Gaistlichen Gesängen/ mit ihren Melodeyen begriffen/ widerumb mit fleiss ubersehen/ und 
Corrigiert (Augsburg: Michael Manger, 1583).Whereas the latter hymn is perhaps the most angst-filled of the 
Reformer’s works, the former captures much of the disillusionment and pessimism of Luther’s later years, 
emphasizing the immediate threats to the Christian Church—the Pope and the Turks. The prevalence of these two 
songs in the city in this period reflects the tumultuous religious upheavals of the age, and the spiritual insecurity of 
those on whom the pressures of confessionalization fell heaviest.  
82 This practice was prohibited in 1559. In 1561, supplications by the patrician councillor Hieronymus Walther and 
by the schoolmasters at the St. Anna collegium succeeded in effecting its re-institution. These petitions, along with a 
lengthy account from the college of why the practice was important and how strictly it was regulated can be found in 
SuStBA Acta Gymnasium und Cantorei St. Anna: Nr. 30, 32-32. 
83 Ford, 174, 182-84. It should be noted, though, that not all of the preachers embraced liturgical singing, especially 
where the singing of Latin hymns was concerned. Keller and Wolfhart, for example, feared that the normalization of 
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reverently, but Augsburg also had its own vibrant tradition of liturgical songs, thanks to the 

hymn composition of Jakob Dachser and Sigmund Salminger. As we will see later on, even more 

than these clerical hymns, the lay production and performance of confessional polemics would 

come to dominate the soundscape of the city in the years leading up to the 1584 riot. What is 

especially interesting to note here is that one of the tropes of the historiography of 

confessionalization is that Lutherans sang, while Zwinglians did not. Ascham’s comments on the 

Augsburgers’ singing, though, describe the period before the Saxon Lutherans attempt to re-

convert the city in the 1550s. From the institution of city-wide reforms in the 1530s onwards, 

singing was deeply entrenched in the experience and culture of Augsburg Protestantism. Indeed, 

there is evidence to suggest that the shared-performative nature of Augsburg religiosity is even 

reflected in the layout of its evangelical churches. Consider how Ascham describes the layout of 

some of these buildings:  

God's doctrine is so earnest in this town, as I never saw. The churches be made like 
theatra, one seat higher than another, and round about be stages above, as it is at the 
King's college buttery-door; and in Christmas the pulpit in the midst. The table of the 
Lord stands comely in the higher end. On Christmas-day I did communicate amongst 
them. There was above 1500 that did communicate that day.84 

The balconies and theater-seating seem to suggest a desire on the part of the congregants to be 

closer to the “action” of the religious service. Not only did they want to be able to hear and 

understand the preacher, but they wanted a clear line of sight. This general layout is corroborated 

in a later description of Georg Meckhart’s service at St. Ulrich by Johann Nass. On multiple 

occasions, Nass describes Meckhart’s congregants stretching out their hands towards him 

                                                           
these Latin hymns might lead the city towards an eventual return to Catholicism. Ibid, 174. According to Ford, 
Musculus even re-introduced liturgical singing reforms in Bern after leaving Augsburg, even while he was publicly 
converting to Zwingli’s theology.  
84 Bennet, 359. 
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“circulariter ad centrum.”85 For Nass—a staunch opponent of Meckhart—the desire of his “sect” 

(die Mecketzen) to be close to the preacher was a symptom of their fanaticism; he complained 

that they crowded close around him as if he were the Palm Esel itself.86   

There was therefore not only a social but also a performative aspect to these religious services—

a performance in which the congregants themselves frequently participated. For Ascham, 

moreover, there was a certain “warmth” to these gatherings. In a letter to Martin Bucer in early 

1551, he reports that,  

The glory of Christ flourishes here at Augsburg more than can be imagined, bringing into 
view a most abundant harvest. The Protestant churches could not be more crowded, could 
not be more glowing. The ministers are very diligent. On the other hand, Popestant 
churches could not be more uncrowded, nor more cold.87 

This glowing picture he paints of these crowded Protestant churches, however, ought to be put 

within the context of some of his other observations. First, Ascham was alarmed at the rate of 

inflation since his arrival. In one instance, he professes his secret worry that if Morrisson—who 

was “throwing English money everywhere”—did not temper his largesse in light of these rising 

costs, they would all soon find themselves with empty bellies.88 Inflation, then, was of great 

concern throughout the city—indeed, throughout much of the empire—and he mentions the 

                                                           
85 SuStBA 4 Aug. 909: [Johann Nass], Newe Zeytung vnd offentliche Bekanntnuß/ Von der wunderbarlichen 
vnerwarten Bekehrung M. Johan Lachen/ Welcher lange Zeyt in der Religion bey so mancherley Secten 
zweyffelhafftig gewest ist ... || Biß er ohn gefähr durch Göttli|che Schickung/ newlich zu Augspurg durch || einige 
Predigt vnnd Büchlein/ deß wirdigen || Herren/ M. Georgen Meckarts/ Diener deß || Worts daselbsten ... || gäntzlich 
erleucht/ vnnd in der || Göttlichen Warheit bestättigt || ist worden.(Ingolstadt, Philipp Ulhart, 1578),39-40, 51.The 
attribution of this work to Nass can be found in Meckhart’s reply: Georg Meckhart, Widerlegung der ungegründten 
Schmachschrifft so under dem Namen M. Johann Lach in disem tausend fünffhundert acht und sibentzigsten Jar zu 
Ingolstatt ist in truck verfertiget worden (Tübingen: Alexander Hock, 1578), 52-53. 
86 Ibid. 51-52. 
87 Letters of Roger Ascham, 138. Friedrich Roth makes similar claims about the over-crowding of Protestant 
churches and the low attendance at the restored Catholic services during the Interim. Roth, 4:255 
88 Letters of Roger Ascham, 135. Elsewhere, he comments on how impressed he is with the city’s ability to provide 
food and alms for the poor in difficult times like this. See also Katterfeld, 153.  
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city’s poor on several occasion.89 Second, while he does not have a great deal to say about the 

imperial forces occupying the city, he was very conscious of an atmosphere of heightened 

security. As an ardent letter-writer, he was exasperated by the difficulty in finding competent and 

trustworthy couriers. He explained to Bucer,  

No messenger is available except the common one to whom I cannot and dare not entrust 
anything…If I were to write you about weightier matters, I fear lest they be lightened by 
being read on the way. The messengers here are searched, and whatever one writes runs 
the risk of being destroyed, discovered, or intercepted.90 

This heightened censorship owed in part to the proliferation of anonymous pasquilles and 

broadsheets during the two diets.91 The circulation of prohibited works like those of Illyricus and 

Musculus did not help ease tensions either.92 The third and perhaps most pressing factor which 

may have been driving Augsburg Protestants into the fellowship of church service was the threat 

of war, about which Ascham wrote often. The siege of Magdeburg by Moritz of Saxony was on 

everyone’s lips. Writing to Sturm in December, 1550, Ascham reports:  

And lest in these momentous times my letter come to you light or empty, here's news 
about Magdeburg, which by itself so occupies the suspicions, rumors, conversations, 
discussions, and planning of all men at Augsburg that everything else, large, small, or in 
between, has almost fallen silent. All reports concerning that city's hope of safety or fear 
of destruction are so involved with rumors either devised with treachery or disseminated 
without authority that I have nothing definite or confirmed to write.93 

                                                           
89 In the early 1560s and 1570s, plague and famine were driving up prices throughout Germany. In Augsburg, 
despite council measures to store grain and limit profiteering, the situation was exacerbated by repeated attempts by 
the Dukes of Bavaria (first Albrecht V [1550-1579] and later his son, Wilhelm V [1579-1626]) to stop the traffic of 
grains and other staples to the imperial city. At times the rationale for these embargoes was economic, as when 
Albrecht stopped the flow of food to the city in 1568 and 1571 to try to curb inflation in Munich. Max Radlkofer, 
“Die Teurung zu Augsburg in den Jahren 1570 und 71, in Versen beschrieben von Barnabas Holzmann, Maler und 
Bürger zu Augsburg.” Zeitschrift des Historischen Vereins für Schwaben und Neuburg  19 (1892), 49-50. See also 
Thelot, 2:129. In 1586, however—in the wake of the riot—the embargo was explicitly justified by the city’s 
religious rebellion. Stetten, 2:699. 
90 Letters of Roger Ascham, 138. 
91 Roth, 4:260, 398-99 and Druffel, 3:212. See also Hanson, 146-151, and Creasman, 101-109.  
92 Roth, 4:397-98. In addition to Musculus’ condemnation of the Fabri catechism and his letter of consolation in 
November, 1551, he also composed a third work for Augsburg, in which he justifies disobeying temporal authorities 
in religious matters. See VD16 M 7314 Wolfgang Musculus, Wie weyt ein Christ schuldig sey Gewalt zu leiden 
(Bern: Apiarius, 1551). 
93 Letters of Roger Ascham, 185. 
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In another letter to Jane Grey, he writes that “unrest, strife, and rumors of war fill these places 

and the conversations here."94  In fact, only a few weeks before the expulsion, copies of the 

Magdeburg Lament (Klagelied) circulated in the city. This song reads as a prayer to Christ, 

asking for grace and courage in the face of so much calamity. In the closing antiphon, Christ 

appears, promising the faithful that they need fear neither sword nor spear, so long as they 

remain steadfast in their devotion.95  As in Magdeburg, therefore, the religiosity that Ascham 

observed in Augsburg should be understood—at least in part—as a collective response to crisis. 

But as much as they flocked to religious services to hear the gospel, these church-goers in 

Augsburg also sought to commiserate with and seek comfort in the fellowship of their friends, 

neighbors, and ministers.   

A Long Dark Winter  

Winter came early in 1551. By October, the city was blanketed with snow, and a fierce cold had 

settled over southern Germany, lasting into the following year.96 For those looking for evidence 

of God’s displeasure at the recent turn of events, this was but one of several signs. Only days 

after the preachers were “chased” away, for example, one of the towers along the city wall 

collapsed onto a cemetery.97  The expulsion of the ministry was a heavy blow to local 

                                                           
94 Letters of Roger Ascham, 146. For his part, although he was uncomfortable with their theological rationale for 
resistance, Ascham was nonetheless greatly impressed with Magdeburg—that “maid undefiled.” In the letter to 
Sturm, he adds: “About one matter, however, I am most certain: [Magdeburg] is now pressed hard by the enemy, but 
it is defended courageously by its own citizens, because neither by prayer nor price, neither by fears nor 
forebodings, can it be driven to betray and abandon its beliefs or to accept badly corrupted ones, since all good men, 
wherever they are, should not surprise you if Cerberus of Rome and Geryon of Spain, the two three-headed ones, try 
to take this city by assault. If its gate was either stormed or opened voluntarily, the way into all of Germany would 
immediately lie open to Cerberus, almost all of Europe would be open to Geryon, so that no purity in religion and no 
political privileges in the state would remain which would not be, in a word, either defiled by the habits of the one or 
ravished by the occupation of the other.” Letters of Roger Ascham, 185. See also Katterfeld, 158. 
95 VD 16 K 1214: Klag Lied: Deren von Magdeburg zu Got vn[d] allen frommen Jm thon des zwelfften Psalms: Ach 
Got von Hymel sich darein Vnd laß dich das erbarmen… (Augsburg: Hans Zimmerman, 1551), 6v.   
96 Gasser, 3:82.  
97 Gasser, 3:82. 
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Protestants.98 As we have seen, the days immediately following the expulsion saw a number of 

significant protests. As a response, the council doubled the size of the city watch, and together 

with the garrison of Spanish mercenaries left behind by Charles, these guards managed to deter 

further public demonstrations. The absence of physical violence, however, should not belie the 

sense of catastrophe felt by Augsburg’s Protestants. Richard Morrison’s report to Edward VI on 

the expulsion is worth considering at length: 

The town is sorely troubled by this event; men and women are in a marvelous dump. 
There are few shops wherein people may not be seen in tears; few streets without men in 
plumps, looking as if they had rather do worse than suffer this thralldom. Last Friday 
there were about 100 women at the Emperor's gates, howling and asking in their outcries 
where they should christen their children, or whether their children not christened should 
be taken as heathen dogs? Where they should marry? They would have gone into the 
Emperor's house, but the Catholic Spaniards kept them out, so reviling and treating them, 
as they would rather send than come again. Eighty of them went to the residence of the 
Duke of Wirtemberg [sic], who came the day before to town, with six or seven score men 
all in harness. The Emperor has doubled his night-watch. For all this, the Papist churches 
have no more customers than they had; not 10 of the townsmen in some of their greatest 
synagogues. The churches where Protestants did by thousands at once communicate are 
locked up, and the people, being robbed of all their godly exercises, sit weeping and 
wailing at home, and say they will beg among Protestants, rather than live in wealth 
where they must be Papists. Three couples, who on Thursday last meant to be married at 
Mocardus'99 church, have to go to Strasburg to be joined together according to the 
Protestants' fashion. Christening will perhaps set this town out of time, if some other 
order be not taken; there be many babes newly born that lie unchristened, and shall do so 
till they meet with such as christen in [German]. The people will have no Latin 
christening, as they say, till they can understand Latin themselves.100 

As Catholics celebrated their triumph in the streets with processions and singing,101 Augsburg’s 

Protestants huddled together in their homes and in taverns, salting their drinks with tears.102 

Musculus, in his response to the institution of Fabri’s “Interimist” catechism in September, 

                                                           
98 Stadtpfleger Heinrich Rehlinger reported to Hans Jakob Fugger that on the morning the expulsion was to be 
carried out, hundreds of people gathered outside the homes of the exiled ministers to see them off into exile. Druffel, 
3:211. 
99 This is Johann Meckhart. 
100 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553: September 1, 1551.  
101 Thelot, 2:288v. 
102 Katterfeld, 155. 
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advocated a hard rejection of any form of Catholic education or worship. From his residence in 

Bern, he wrote that for the sake of their souls, Augsburgers needed to avoid Catholic religion. 

Infants could be baptized in the home, if parents could find someone sufficiently learned in the 

evangelical faith to preside over the rite; if not, baptism could be postponed without harm to the 

child. It was better to leave a child unbaptized than to baptize it before Catholic idols.103 

Evangelical parents were also exhorted to keep their young away from Catholic educators. 

Parents could take over their education in the home using Meckhart’s catechism, and whatever 

else they needed could be found in the gospel and in the psalms.104 As Morrison’s account 

suggests, many people followed Musculus’ advice. Ascham, likewise, observed that,  

The papists' churches be as desolate as ever they were; and yet here be more sayers and 
hearers of mass. The Protestants constantly will come to neither. They have obtained to 
christen in [German] as they did, and to marry without mass. Every one in his own house, 
morning and evening, see their whole household kneel down, and sing psalms, and the 
good man doth read a chapter of Scripture. Now protestant preachers are sought-for; but 
none dare come, for fear of the former handling.105 

On marriage, while we see a number of couples leaving the city to be married, some, at least, 

were willing to work out a compromise solution with the local priests. A few weeks after the 

expulsion, Morrison reports: 

Last week the magistrates here ordered that all christenings and marriages should be 
celebrated at the parish church, and the parties thereafter hear a mass; and during the last 
three days five or six marriages have taken place by a species of compromise on either 
side. The priests obtain license for parties to marry without massing, contrary to the 
magistrates' order… and those who have to marry wait at the church door till the priest 
fetch them in, and as he casts on them at their entry holy water, so they wipe it off as if it 
were horse-dashings. They that marry are content he cast his water, and he that casts it is 
content they wipe it away.106 

                                                           
103 VD 16 M 7300: Wolfgang Musculus, Ein Sendbrieff an einen Augspurger (Augsburg: Hans Zimmerman, 1551), 
2v-3r; and Universitätsbibliothek Bern MUE AD 126: 7 Wolfgang Musculus, Wider den unreinen Catechismum, so 
in dem Jar MDLi zuo Augspurg durch Philippum Ulhart gedruckt ist (Bern: Matthius Apiarius, 155), F6r-F7v. 
104 Ein Sendbrieff an einen Augspurger, F8r.  
105 Bennett, 375.  
106 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553: September 8, 1551. 
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By and large, however, Protestant worship and practice retreated into the relative privacy of the 

home. At the same time that the Augsburgers practiced this passive form of resistance to the 

Interim, though, we cannot overlook more active (albeit anonymous) resistance. Within days of 

the expulsion, a 23-verse song began to circulate narrating the examination and expulsion of the 

ministry. This work, attributed to Ulrich Holzmann, emphasized the ministers’ refusal to back 

down on issues like communion in both kinds and adherence to the Interim, which latter issue 

they maintained was contrary to scripture and not enforceable by temporal authority.107 Morrison 

reports that libels against the emperor, the city government, and the bishop d’Arras were also 

posted on the Rathaus door, against which the council offered a reward of 1000 crowns for 

information on the perpetrators.108 Hans Jakob Fugger reported the appearance of another 

pasquille, advocating a boycott of Catholic or any other Interimist religion until the preachers 

return.109 In November, a polemic against the council was posted on the door of the former 

weaver’s guild—again, a bounty was placed on its author.110 Another song published in the city 

declared the impending fulfilment of the prophetic fourth book of Ezra, bearing the subtitle, “The 

downfall of the eagle in Germania.”111 It relates how the eagle had fed on the lesser animals (the 

quail, the chicken, the squirrel) with impunity for too long. The eighteenth verse laments: “Oh 

                                                           
107 VD 16 H 4541: Ulrich Holtzmann, Ain New Lied Wie die Predigcanten der Stat Augspurg geurlaubt vnd 
abgeschafft seind Den 26. Augusti Anno Domini 1551. geschehen Jm thon ich seng von hertzen gern Wann ich vor 
trawren möcht Oder wie der Churfürst ist gefangen worden. Oder ich stund an einem morgen haimlichen an einem 
ort. (1551).  
108 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553: September 8, 1551. 
109 Druffel, 3:212.  
110 Stetten, 2:474. 
111 VD 16 S 4301: Die Prophecy deß vierten Buchs Esder am 11. Cap. von dem Adler unn[d] seinen undergang in 
Germania. [Augsburg, c. 1551]. Rochus von Liliencron includes the text of this work in his collection of German 
folk-songs. In the copy which he cites, he reports that someone had written-in Martin Schrott’s name on the title 
page. Rochus, Freiherr von Liliencron, Die historischen Volkslieder der Deutschen vom 13. bis 16. Jahrhundert. 4 
volumes (Leipzig, F.C.W. Vogel, 1865-69), 4.543-6. Schrott was Augsburg’s foremost Protestant polemicist in the 
years 1546-1552, and the pope and the emperor were his favorite subjects (although he also turned his pen against 
Augsburg’s patricians on at least one occasion). Gustav Roethe, who composed Schrott’s entry in the Allgemeine 
Deutsche Biographie, confirms that Schrott was almost certainly the author of this work. Gustav Roethe, "Schrot, 
Martin" in: Allgemeine Deutsche Biographie 32 (1891), 556-558.  
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eagle, if only you had remained in your nest in peace/ you have brought this on yourself.”112  

Instead, the eagle led the basilisk from Rome to feast upon the pious Germans. It warns that 

Christ would not abandon the pious, and that judgement awaited the faithless. The title page 

bears a remarkable woodcut depicting the downfall of Charles V, pictured here as an eagle 

(Figure 1). As the hand of God smites the eagle and the seven-headed hydra, in the foreground, 

the lesser creatures—a fox, a cat, a chicken and so on—look on as a squirrel crowns a humble 

quail.113 This revolt of these lesser creatures speaks to the extent to which the occupation of 

Augsburg had cultivated anti-imperial sentiment, especially with respect to the emperor’s 

interference in religious matters.  

                                                           
112 “O Adler/ werst du bliben/ in deinem Nest/ mit rue/ So werst du nit vertriben/ Hast dich selbs bracht darzu.” Die 
Prophecy deß vierten Buchs Esder am 11 Cap…, 6r.  
113 Liliencron provides some useful analysis of this image. He writes that the birds attacking the eagle represent the 
German princes allied with Henry II. The fox (bottom left), over whose head the chicken (Hahn; Henry II) holds 
lilies, represents Moritz of Saxony. The quail (Wachtel; bottom center) is Albrecht of Brandenburg, who, of all the 
princes, was foremost in opposing Charles. Liliencron, 4:543, f. 1. 
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Figure 1: VD 16 S 4301: Die Prophecy deß vierten Buchs Esder am 11. Cap. von dem Adler unn[d] seinen undergang in 
Germania. [Augsburg, c. 1551].  

In the midst of this backlash against the expulsion, the question arose as to who was to blame. As 

we have seen, much of the polemic targeted the emperor and the council, accusing them of 

kowtowing to Catholic authorities. Ascham writes, “The Emperor's council lay the doing to the 

heads of the town; and they lay it again to the bishop of Arras, the Emperor's chief 

counsellor.”114 The cathedral preacher Johann Fabri blamed Luther and his followers for 

cultivating a culture of divisiveness and strife, taking special aim at the composers of German 

songs, which he asserted did nothing but spread confusion and mistrust. 115 Attempts were made 

to channel some of this frustration against the former mayor of Augsburg, Jakob Herbrot. Indeed, 

over the next few decades, a veritable genre of anti-Herbrot polemics would appear, later 

                                                           
114 Bennett, 375. 
115 HAB 299. 11 Th.:Johann Fabri, Ein sehr schön/ lustig || Gesprech/ eines Euangelischen Brü||ders/ mit eim alten 
Papisten/ von der || newen Euangelischen Lehr. (Augsburg, 1551), E3v-4v. 
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collected in what has been called the “Herbrotbuch.”116 Within this corpus one finds three 

dominant themes. The first theme concerns Herbrot rising above his natural social station, 

assuming the prerogatives of the nobility, and thereby upsetting the relationship between the 

three estates (die Patrizier, die Mehrergesellschaft, and die Gemeine). Following from the first, 

the next theme emphasizes the displacement of economic resources occasioned by Herbrot’s rise 

to power. These polemics maintained that while the patricians had long used their wealth to care 

for the city’s poor and needy, Herbrot wasted his wealth on lavish gardens and other conspicuous 

luxuries.117 Third, Herbrot’s greed came at the expense of the common good (gmeine nutz); he 

fomented rebellion against the emperor because it was opportune, not pausing to consider how 

his alleged war-mongering would affect the common folk.118 These (very likely patrician) 

                                                           
116 StadtAA Evangelisches Wesenarchiv (EWA) 383: Aigentliche beschreibung wider Jacob Herbrot Weillend 
durch sich selbst ein getrungen undichtichtigen Bürgermaister der Statt Augspurg…For an overview of this 
collection, see Christian Kuhn, "Urban Laughter as a 'Counter-Public' Sphere in Augsburg: The Case of the City 
Mayor, Jakob Herbrot (1490/95-1564)" International Review of Social History, vol 52 nr. [S] 15 (Dec., 2007): 77-
93.  
117 The most famous example of Herbrot’s wealth was his prized garden, which was destroyed and torched following 
Charles’ occupation in 1551. One of the earliest anti-Herbrot polemics was the so-called Gartenklag – a lament in 
the voice of the garden itself. Christian Kuhn writes: "The Garden explains that 'Herbrot was only a furrier and that 
everyone  is hostile to you and extremely envious that you used immoral capital to create this garden with such 
arrogance that you even attempted to surpass the nobility, a project for which you are now punished.” Kuhn, 84. 
Kuhn proposes that polemics like this collectively speak to a “public” critique of Herbrot; he even takes for granted 
that readers “of all social groups” were able to hear and read these texts. Ibid, 82. His analysis, however, is almost 
entirely bereft of political or religious context. He writes, for example that he is unsure why these polemics emerge 
in 1552, suggesting it had something to do with the “broader political upheaval” of the city. Ibid, 84. He repeatedly 
insists that the “public” was figured (in a literary sense) as the audience in these work, but does not consider who 
was actually producing or collecting these polemics, many of which only survive in written form. When using these 
sources, therefore, it is critical to set them in the context of the bitter religious, political, and economic power-
struggle between the nouveau-riche like Herbrot and the city’s patriciate—a conflict that we can be traced back to 
the establishment of guild-government in Augsburg in 1368. When Wilhelmof Hesse and Albrecht of Brandenburg 
ordered the city’s surrender in 1551, the first person to whom Charles’ patrician government turned to negotiate a 
settlement was Herbrot. When the German princes subsequently restored the guild government—with Herbrot once 
again as mayor—during the spring of 1552, the city’s Protestants were jubilant, even after all they had endured the 
year previous.  
118 A few of these polemics were composed as songs, and therefore may have circulated outside of an exclusively 
patrician audience. In some cases, the rhyming schemes are absurdly simple. In one of these, for instance—
purporting to be Herbrot’s confession—each of the first 211 lines ends with the letters “ich,” likely a figurative 
extension of the patricians’ accusation that Herbrot put his own ambitions ahead of the “common good”. See 
Liliencron, 4:578-81. Given the repetition of the rhyme, and the fact that it ran to 224 lines, this song likely was not 
intended to be sung by a general audience. One of the songs that might have been, however, was the Herbrot 
“Judaslied.” This was a contrafactum of Luther’s song Against Hans Wurst (WA 51:570). During the Schmalkaldic 
War and the Augsburg Interim, iterations of this song proliferated, their favorite target being the “German Judas,” 
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attempts to deflect blame for the city’s current predicament failed to achieve the desired result, 

however. Early in 1552, Morrison, writing from Innsbruck, recorded reports of “panic” in 

Augsburg—the citizens, he wrote, were arming themselves against the city fathers.119  

* * *  

Almost immediately following the expulsion of the preachers in August, the city government 

was ordered to locate suitable replacements who would obediently institute and adhere to the 

Interim. Given the context described above, it should not surprise that this was no easy task. The 

initial response to this directive was to try to salvage some of the current ministry. Efforts, like 

those of Christoph Rehlinger, to obtain pardons for some of the preachers continued into autumn. 

In his supplication, Rehlinger argued that Matsperger, for example, was a quiet, pious young 

man who, having recently married, was unlikely to cause problems. He, like Held and Meckhart, 

had been working with council to negotiate a compromise with respect to the implementation of 

the Interim. The councilor also pleaded on behalf of Johann Ehinger, who had been Meckhart’s 

deacon (Helfer) until the renewed outbreak of plague in 1548 saw him transferred to the plague 

house, where he ministered to the sick until the expulsion of 1551. Rehlinger also made a strong 

case for the retention of Leonhard Bächlin, the principal preacher at the Franciscan church, the 

                                                           
Moritz of Saxony. (For more on this genre of polemics, see Rebecca Wagner Oettinger, “Ludwig Senfl and the 
Judas Trope: Composition and Religious Toleration at the Bavarian Court” Early Music History 20 (2001): 199-
225). At five verses with a simple AABB scheme, this Herbrot Judaslied would have been rather easy to learn and 
perform. The lyrics, though, argue against the song’s widespread popularity. The song explains that the former 
mayor was to blame for bringing so much pain down on the city, declaring that because this Judas shamefully sold 
out (verkauft) the citizenry, he deserves a painful death. It then goes on to say that Herbrot was wholly to blame for 
betraying the “pious Roman Emperor”. At a time when Charles was occupying the city with an oppressive, 
burdensome, and (predominantly) foreign military force, it is hard to imagine that this image of the pious Roman 
emperor would have garnered much sympathy with Augsburg’s majority Protestant population. Moreover, the only 
overt animosity towards the mayor either came from the patriciate in general, or else specifically from those who 
either owed him money, or to whom he owed money at the time of his banishment. I would argue, therefore, that 
even this song does not represent any kind of “public” or general animosity towards Herbrot.  
119 Katterfeld, 172.  
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city’s largest evangelical parish, situated in the impoverished Jakob quarter. According to 

Rehlinger, during the recent plague years, Bächlin had worked tirelessly to minister to the sick in 

his parish. He also pointed out that the preacher had ten living children, suggesting (as with 

Matsperger) that his domestic situation would dispose him to be obedient.120   

The attempt to reinstate Held and Meckhart was unsuccessful, likely owing to their influence 

among evangelicals, over whom the bishop and the emperor’s agents were aggressively trying to 

assert their authority. Their deacons, however—Johann Matsperger and Marcus Nass, 

respectively—were given reduced punishments, as were Leonhard Bächlin and Wolfgang 

Engelschalk (Bächlin’s deacon). Rather than being expelled outright, d’Arras decreed that if they 

took an oath to neither preach nor teach religion henceforth—and provided they remained at least 

ten miles outside Augsburg—they and their families could remain in the empire.121 Of these four, 

only Engelschalk chose to stay in Germany, the others seeking refuge in Switzerland with Held 

and Musculus.  

Between the end of August and December, 1551, there were no Protestant services in the city, 

with pressure mounting on the council to either recall the exiled evangelical preachers, or else to 

hire new ones.122 Damning polemics against the council continued to crop up about the city, and 

bounties on their perpetrators yielded little fruit.123 After months of trying to find and convince 

suitable replacement to relocate to the city, the council was finally able to appoint three 

                                                           
120 Druffel, 3:222. 
121 Druffel, 3:211-12. Bächlin, Nass, and Engelschalk were all ordained clerics before they converted to 
Protestantism, perhaps explaining why they, and not others, were treated more leniently. Matsperger, on the other 
hand, was from an old and influential family in the city; it likely also helped that he was an ardent disciple of Philipp 
Melanchthon, who at the time was prominently involved in negotiating reconciliation between Catholics and 
Protestants. 
122 This pressure was coming not only from Protestant councilors and patricians, but also from the lay custodians 
(Zechpfleger) of the city’s churches. Rolf Kießling, “Gemeindebildung im Pluralismus der Reformation,” in Rolf 
Kießling (ed.), St. Anna in Augsburg: Eine Kirche und ihre Gemeinde (Augsburg: Wissner, 2013), 214. 
123 Stetten, 2:474. 
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Interimist preachers, foremost among whom was Caspar Huber.124 Huber was a familiar face in 

Augsburg, having preached and defended Luther’s Reformation in the city from 1525 to 1544, 

during which latter year—frustrated with Augsburg’s orientation away from Luther—he left the 

city to take up a preaching post in Öhringen. 

Huber’s Christmas sermon in 1551 was quite the event. After four months without sacramental 

ministration, many hoped that with Huber’s return, things would start to return to normal. As 

Gasser puts it, the common rabble (Pöbel) flocked to St. Anna in that first week, curious to hear 

whether he was “hot or cold,” (i.e. whether he could be trusted).125  For the first couple days—

insofar as they stuck to preaching from scripture—these Interimists were well-received. 

However, once they started performing the sacraments, their reception turned ugly, especially 

when Huber and the others appeared wearing vestments and began using chrism and other 

Mitteldinge.126  Hieronymus Hertel at the Franciscan church and Thomas Wiedemann at Holy 

Cross apparently caused quite the stir when they started hanging images and “idols” in their 

churches, especially after they restored the old altars. Attendance at their services declined 

rapidly. Roth writes that for the common man, these Interimists were a thousand times worse 

than the Catholic priests—the priests, at least, stood by their convictions.127  

Only a month later, on the eve of Candlemas, a pasquille was nailed to the door of St. Anna.128 

That this was a blatant attack on Huber is evident by the fact that the first letter of each line 

                                                           
124 The other two preachers, Thomas Wiedemann and Hieronymus Hertel, were native Augsburgers. Wiedemann, 
Pfarrerbuch, 18, 46.  
125 Gasser, 3:91 
126 Ibid. Stetten also points out that it may not have ultimately mattered what these ministers did or did not do—the 
very fact that they were appointed by the same council that had robbed the people of their ministers predisposed 
Augsburg’s Protestant community to reject these men. Stetten, 2:474. 
127 Roth, 4:406 
128 The pasquille reads:  
Christus Wort hat er bekannt lauter und wahr 
Anno 1529, nach wie vor,  
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spells out “Caspar Huberinus.” In it, the poem calls him a “miserable maggot-sack” (elender 

Madensack) who compromised his principles for money. Four days later, the council responded 

with a decree, condemning this and several other polemics targeting the new preachers and their 

sacraments.129 That very night, another polemic was nailed to the door of the weaver-house, this 

time attacking both the Interimists and the council that appointed them. Against these, city 

council issued a fervent condemnation, accusing those responsible of being “enemies of 

Christian fraternity and love.” These malcontents, they continued, not only sought to foment 

outrage and bloodshed, but they also worked to bring about the downfall (Abfall) of the entire 

city.130      

* * *  

To this point, the exiled ministry had stood by their vow to abstain from involving themselves in 

Augsburg’s affairs.131 Late in January, however, a work by Meckhart appeared in the city. 

Following his exile, Meckhart had travelled to Bern, where both Musculus and Schertlin were in 

                                                           
Sein Büchle vom Zorn Gottes zeuget das.  
Pfeu dich, du elender Madensack! Was 
Aber hebst du jetzund an zu reden? 
Redest offentlich, als sollten wir nach dem Papsttum leben.  
Hast allweg dawider geredt nach christus Lehr,  
Und von Gelds wegen kommstu wieder her! 
Bit Gott, dass er dirs. vergeben wöll. 
Ei, pfeu dich, du phärisäischer Lucifers Gesöll! 
Recht reden vom Tauf und Nachtmahl gehörn,  
Ia nicht von Menschensatzung und Pfaffen mern. 
Nit friss wieder, das gespieben ist! 
Und wer wissen will, wer dieser ist, 
Sein Namen hiebei neben lies. 
See Roth, 4:407.  
129 StadtAA LS Reformationsakten 1552.02.05: Beruff des Rates d. Stadt Augsburg wegen etlicher Schmach- und 
Druckschriften u. [betrugs] bei Kindstaufen. 
130 StadtAA Censuramt Akten, Nr. 22, 1552.02.06: Pasquille u. öffentliche angeheltete oder zusgebreite zettel: 1r-
2v. 
131 The notable exception here is Musculus, but the circumstances of his intervention are very different. He was in 
the midst of redefining his public theological orientation in order to acclimate to the confessional circumstances of 
his new position in Bern. Ford, 300-304.  
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residence. In October, he joined up with Schertlin and Albrecht of Brandenburg in their 

diplomatic mission to the court of Henry II of France (in whose employ Schertlin had served 

since the end of the Schmalkaldic War) on behalf of the German princes, arriving at court 

November 10. While these negotiations lasted into February, the forward to Meckhart’s work—a 

commentary on Psalm 84—is dated January 14, Bern.132 While it is not entirely clear why he 

returned early, we can surmise that, in all likelihood, the bulk of this work was written during or 

immediately following Meckhart’s time in France. This context is important, as is the timing; in 

this work, he takes the rather bold step of counselling Augsburg’s Protestants to avoid Catholic 

and “other false services” not supported by scripture (which counsel, of course, violated his 

oath).133  

Only two months before, Musculus, in a short seven-page pastoral work, had made a similar 

exhortation.134 He argued that whenever a Christian acts against their conscience (such as when 

they attend idolatrous services), they invite a “gnawing worm” into their hearts—a worm that 

would eat away at their faith and cast them into despair and doubt.135  For that reason, no matter 

the consequence to body or property, Augsburg’s Protestants must avoid all false religion.  

                                                           
132 The treaty between the German princes and the French king, the Treaty of Chambord, was signed January 15, 
1552. Schertlin’s negotiations beyond that date likely related to his contract with the French crown. Ascham, who 
learned of these events personally from Meckhart, records that Schertlin and the princes left January 15. However, 
Schertlin’s autobiography describes him extending his stay. For Ascham, see Katterfeld, 261-62, as well as his A 
Report and Discourse. . . of The Affairs and State of Germany (c. 1553) in Bennett, esp. 29-30: “This matter was 
told unto me by John Mecardus, one of the chief preachers in Augsburg, who being banished by the empire, when 
and how ye shall hear after, was fain to fly, and was with Shertly the same year in France.” For Schertlin’s account 
of his meeting with Henry II, see his autobiography: Sebastian Schertlin, Leben und Taten des weiland wohledeln 
Ritters Sebastian Schertlin von Burtenbach, durch ihn selbst deutsch beschrieben, ed. Engelbert Hegaur (Munich: 
Albert Langen, 1910), 112-13.   
133 Johann Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, Eer und würdigkait seye, gemeinschafft und tayl haben mit 
denen, Gotteswort rain und lauter gepredigt unnd fürgetragen wirdt (Dillingen: Sebald Mayer, 1552), C1v.  
134 VD 16 M 7300: Wolfgang Musculus, Ein Sendbrieff an einen Augspurger ([Augsburg], 1551), 2r-3r.  
135 Ein Sendbrieff an einen Augspurger, 3v. 
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While in practical terms Meckhart’s advice is essentially the same (stay away from false 

services), his emphases differ significantly. The core of his message follows Psalm 84.10: “One 

day in the court of the Lord is better than a thousand outside it.”136 He writes that those in 

Augsburg deprived of Christian services were exiles in their own right; but as with the Jews in 

Babylon, their exile would not last forever. Here, perhaps, we might detect a note of optimism. 

Schertlin himself stated that one of his motivations for undertaking the mission to France was 

rallying support to overthrow the Interim.137 One of the ways he went about this was by 

convincing Henry II to seize the assets of Augsburg’s merchant families in France, and to 

obstruct further commerce with the city. To be sure, there were financial motivations at play here 

as well—Augsburg owed Schertlin a rather significant amount of money for his services during 

the Schmalkaldic War, which it was refusing to pay.138 Still, it is not unreasonable to conclude 

that Meckhart might have interpreted Henry’s cooperation in this regard as evidence of changing 

political fortunes. 

In any case, Meckhart presents Augsburg’s predicament as temporary, which meant that it was 

all the more important that the city’s Protestants not give in to the magistrates’ pressure to return 

to Catholicism. He reiterates Musculus’ warning about the corrupting influence of Catholic 

religion, and he accompanies this with a detailed discussion of religion outside the Church (both 

figuratively and literally). Channeling Luther in his early career, Meckhart explained that 

“wherever the Gospel was preached, wherever people came together to hear this Word and 

practice the sacraments, and wherever they called out to God together in praise and glory, there 

                                                           
136 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, A3v. 
137 Schertlin, 112. Along with overturning the Interim, he also adds the release of Johann Friedrich and Philipp of 
Hesse from imperial custody to his list of reasons for helping the princes forge their alliance with Henry II.  
138 See Alfred Stern, “Schertlin von Burtenbach, Sebastian” Allgemeine Deutsche Biographie 31 (1890), 132-37.  
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is the community (Gmaynd) and temple of the Lord.”139 It mattered not, he continued, whether 

this was done in a stable or barn. “Those wishing to pray in the temple of the Lord need only 

look within themselves, for you yourselves are that temple.”140 Through faith, he explained, God 

lives within each of us, and therefore it mattered not where or how one prayed to Him. “Unlike 

the Jews, we are not bound to a particular time or place.”141 He urged evangelicals to gather 

together in their homes to read scripture, to pray together, and to sing songs of praise and 

comfort. Until such a time as God once again casts his merciful gaze on the city, they must prove 

their love to one another.142 They must respect city authorities, but also prepare to follow the 

example of Christ and suffer for their faith.143 

One of the interesting differences we find in these two works is the treatment of ritual. Much of 

Musculus’ short work centers on the practice of baptism. Under the tyranny of present 

circumstances, he instructed that newborns should either be baptized in the home (for which 

ritual he gives detailed instructions), or else baptism should be deferred until a later date. That 

this issue is central here is not surprising. Along with marriage, the administration of proper 

baptismal rites was chief among the concerns of Augsburg Protestants. Recall Morrison’s worry 

that the absence of baptisms might set Augsburg “out of time.”144  What is surprising is that in 

Meckhart’s 55-page work, the word “baptism” (Taufe), does not appear once. In fact, where the 

word “sacrament” appears with respect to evangelical worship, it is often in the singular, 

referencing the Lord’s Supper. While the Eucharist would be central to his later works, here, as 

with baptism, Meckhart does not give any instructions for how this sacrament is to be 

                                                           
139 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, B3r. 
140 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, A7r. 
141 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, A7r. 
142 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, C1v. 
143 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, D3r-4r.  
144 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Edward VI 1547-1553: September 1, 1551. 
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administered outside the church. He warns his flock to avoid the idolatrous and gilded services of 

the Catholics, but he does not actually describe an alternative in any liturgical sense.  

If we are looking for non-sacramental markers of Christian identity in Meckhart’s early work, we 

find five principal themes. The first three we have seen: preaching the gospel, prayer (both 

collective and private), and communal singing. To this we can add a fourth element: a preference 

for no ritual in lieu of corrupted ritual (i.e. ritual not grounded in scripture). He warns at length, 

for example, not to be misled by the decoration (Schmuck, Verzierung) of the church—which to 

Meckhart meant not only physical décor and ornamentation, but also man-made rituals.145 Fifth, 

and perhaps most important, though, is the influence here of late-medieval understandings of the 

Imitation of Christ. Whereas Musculus argued that the Augsburgers should be prepared to suffer 

just as Christ suffered, Meckhart writes that they should prepare to suffer because Christ 

suffered. “As we suffer with Christ, so shall we reign beside him eternally.”146 He writes that it 

matters not how long or gloriously (herrlich) one lives, but whether they remain “righteous in 

faith and innocent (unschuldig) in life.”147 In a world where men seek to please princes more 

than God, Christians will suffer. It is better, then, to huddle together in huts where the Word of 

God is preached, than to sit among the rich magnates of this world in their palaces, robbed of that 

Word.148 In times of crisis, a true Christian, therefore, meets the cross with a friendly word and a 

kiss.149 The closest Meckhart comes to mentioning baptism is when he writes: “How could God 

the Father have intended any other path towards glory (herlicheit) for us—who were conceived 

and born in sin—than that which he set out for his own son? The squire is not above his lord, nor 

                                                           
145 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, A7v-B2r 
146 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, D2r. 
147 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, C2v. 
148 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, B7r-v. 
149 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, D2v. 
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is the disciple above his master—thus is the path to salvation laid out before us.”150 To those 

worried about baptizing their children in Augsburg, therefore, what Meckhart is effectively 

stating is that being deprived of baptism was a form of baptism in and of itself. Put another way, 

the sacrament which bound Augsburg Protestants to one another before God was the memory 

and experience of suffering.   

* * *  

In March, French troops moved on the Three Bishoprics (Metz, Verdun, Toul) in the Rhineland. 

The German princes, meanwhile, bolstered with fresh supplies and troops, began the march 

eastward. In Augsburg, the patrician government scrambled to fortify the city. At this time, the 

princes invited Augsburg to join their alliance—which invitation the patricians predictably 

refused. Instead, they begin auditing the city’s defenses, and they reorganized the city’s forces 

under the command of Hans Ringler.151 A delegation under Anton Fugger and the mayor Conrad 

Mayr was even sent to the emperor in Innsbruck to plead for reinforcements, but were told there 

were no troops to spare. When news that no help was forthcoming, many of the patrician 

counsellors began to flee the city with their families and wealth. 152 When the strategically vital 

city of Donauwörth fell to the princes on March 31, the city council’s resolve began to waiver. 

The next day, a letter composed by Wilhelm of Hesse and Albrecht of Brandenburg arrived at 

Augsburg. It explained that the princes were after nothing but the restoration of traditional rights, 

which had been stripped by the emperor following the Schmalkaldic War. For Augsburg, this 

meant the restoration of the guild government as it was constituted in 1368, as well as the 

                                                           
150 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, D3r. 
151 Gasser, 3:92.  
152 Stetten, 2:477. 
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restoration of Protestant rights and properties in the city.153 While the city’s patrician governors 

attempted to rally support for the emperor,154 the streets filled with protesters demanding a 

settlement be reached with the princes. Ascham, who was in the city at this time, reported to 

Morrison that the patrician women had already begun to flee to the country. As citizens donned 

arms and armor, the rich came to the sobering realization that the poor were not preparing to 

fight on their behalf. On both sides of the religious divide, there was deep anxiety. Some 

Protestants feared that siding with the princes could cause Charles and his dreaded mercenaries 

to return.155 Catholics, on the other hand, traded rumors that Schertlin was coming to exact his 

revenge.156 Many citizens, of course, would have welcomed the restoration of the old 

government and the evangelical church, and little help would be forthcoming from them in the 

event of armed conflict with the princes. No one, for that matter, was eager for war. The 

patrician council, moreover, largely recognized that the city was not prepared for a prolonged 

siege, especially with the Danube already in the hands of the princes.157  

By April 4, writes Ascham, the division in the city had reached a breaking-point.158 Stetten, 

likewise, records that “fast alle Burger” stood against the Stadtpfleger and mayors, insisting that 

                                                           
153 A copy of this letter can be found in DStChr. 32:260-65.  
154 See Dunwoody, 196, fn. 177. 
155 The patrician government shared this concern, and for this reason they sent a letter to Charles explaining their 
decision to surrender and affirming their continued loyalty. Gasser, 3:83. 
156 Katterfeld, 173-74. Roth, 4:415. 
157 As in the Schmalkaldic War, and later in the Thirty Years’ War, the small imperial city of Donauwörth on the 
Danube was of great strategic import. Its surrender to the princes at the end of March, 1552 opened up southern 
Bavaria. Gasser, 3:82.  
158 In mid-March, Ascham first reported that the citizens were arming themselves in anticipation of conflict, adding 
that he expected few of these to take up the council’s cause should they resist the princes.. On March 13, for 
example, he wrote that council was coming to the realization that the city was simply too vast to be defended 
adequately, especially given that “Schertlin has many friends here among the citizens.” Katterfeld, 173. By April, 
the tension and division within the city had come to a head, and on April 4, the council was forced to throw open the 
gates. In Ascham’s dispatch to Morrison in Innsbruck on April 9, 1552, he reports that in its simplest form, the 
decision to open the gates to the princes was a preference for peace over war. He adds that the entrance of the 
princes was orderly and tightly disciplined. Their soldiers were closely monitored, and the citizens—perhaps awed 
by the hundreds of pieces of artillery paraded through the city—received the occupiers amicably. The garrison of 
1500 soldiers which the emperor had left to defend the city was permitted to leave, albeit without their weapons. The 
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the city surrender immediately.159 He adds that some of these protesters were so riotous (so 

aufrührisch) that the city leaders feared for their lives. Grudgingly, the patrician government 

enlisted the former mayors Georg Oesterreicher and Jakob Herbrot to negotiate a surrender. 

Before the day was out, the “citizenry” threw open the gates to the princes, who entered 

Augsburg at the head of four banners of infantry, all of whom were decked-out in white crosses 

and fleurs-de-lis. The chronicles record this as a peaceful event, and the princes and their soldiers 

were greeted as honored guests, rather than occupiers.160 The only instance of violence reported 

concerns the pugnacious Catholic knight Hans Walther (whom we met earlier); the princes 

allowed their soldiers free reign to plunder his estate.161  

On April 17, Johann Meckhart himself re-entered the city to some fanfare. Meckhart, whom 

Mair calls the “princes’ preacher,” was likely the first of the exiled ministers to return.162 As he 

rode into town, he was greeted by throngs of people, who draped a white silk sash over his 

shoulder.163 As he rode through the streets, they followed alongside him, eager to hear stories 

about the court and prowess of the French king, their new ally. One after another, many of the 

other preachers made their way back to the city. While the princes had set about restoring the 

city to its pre-1548 form, the Interimist preachers quietly took their leave, in all likelihood glad 

                                                           
occupiers had seized the armory, along with the armaments and provisions set aside for the imperial mercenaries. 
Katterfeld, 174 
159 Stetten, 2:478. 
160 Gasser, 3:83. 
161 Gasser, 3:83. 
162 Whether or not he was the first to return is a little unclear. Roth says that Flinner appears to have returned first, 
citing an entry in the council decretals on whether Flinner, in light of his oath, should be permitted to resume 
preaching. This is dated April 21, 1552. See Roth 4.551 f.123. Paul Hector Mair, whom Roth cites, places 
Meckhart’s return on May 17. DStChr 33.397. Gasser, however, says this occurred in April, and unlike Mair, 
actually gives some context for his return. It is in his entry detailing the restoration of the old guild-regime in April 
under the princes that Gasser writes: “In dem sich solches verlaufft/ kam Johann Meckhart/ auss dem 
Schweizerlandt hieher erfordert/ den 17. April. allhie wider an/ und nach jhm andere Predicanten/ und Schulmeister 
mehr.” Gasser, 3:84-85. 
163 DStChr 33:397.  
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to put the city behind them.164 Most of the exiled ministry returned; however, they were still 

under imperial orders not to preach within the empire, and so the Augsburg Protestants remained 

bereft of spiritual ministration a while longer. This remained the case until July 11, when the 

guild-council, in partnership with the princes, finally issued a public absolution of the preachers’ 

oath to the emperor, paving the way for them to return to the pulpit and their ministry. This 

decree was read publicly throughout the city,165 and in many cases these declarations were 

punctuated by the sound of trumpets.166  

Just as Augsburg was adjusting to this princely regime, the city saw yet another dramatic change 

in circumstances. A treaty struck between the princes and the emperor in August, The Peace of 

Passau, officially brought an end to hostilities between the two parties. One of the most 

significant features of this treaty was that it officially terminated the Augsburg Interim. A 

precursor to the 1555 Peace of Augsburg, it also legally recognized the Augsburg Confession, 

which for the city meant the official beginning of bi-confessionalism. At the same time, 

however, it restored the emperor’s authority over the imperial cities. Even as the Passau treaty 

was being negotiated, the Catholic count Johann of Nassau and his troops entered Augsburg 

under the emperor’s banner, swiftly reinstating the Mass in the churches held by the bishop. 

Only days later, with the treaty signed and sealed, Charles himself made a great show of 

returning to Augsburg at the head of his army. So that there was no confusion about the terms of 

his re-entry, Charles placed dozens of siege weapons on display about the city—a reminder that 

                                                           
164 Further evidence that these preachers were not popular can be seen in the princes’ absolution of the exiled 
ministers, wherein they refer to the Interimist preachers as untrustworthy (argwöhnisch), fickle (wankelmütig), and 
vexatious (ärgerlich). Roth, 4:467. 
165 VD 16 K 2117: Copey, Etlicher Churfürsten Fürsten [et]c. Wie die vertribnen Predigcanten, der Statt Augspurg, 
widerumb Auffgestelt seind.(Augsburg: Philipp Ulhart, 1552).  
166 Roth, 4:468.  
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if he had not regained the city through diplomacy, it would have been his regardless.167  In short 

order, the guild-government was undone, and in its place the patrician council restored. 

Recognizing the need to effect some reconciliation with the local Protestants, Charles pardoned 

five of the city’s ministers for breaking their oath not to return (Meckhart, Held, Bächlin, 

Matsperger, and Engelschalk),168 though he then proceeded to banish Johann Flinner, Johann 

Traber, and Jakob Dachser, on the grounds that they could not be trusted to adhere to the 

Augsburg Confession and the terms of the Passau Peace.169 Johann Meckhart was appointed to 

the newly-created office of “senior” (or “president”) of the ministry (a position roughly 

analogous to the superintendent office established in 1537), and was admonished to keep his 

ministers from stirring up rancor with the local Catholic clergy and their congregants. As several 

of the preachers exiled in 1551 had not returned, and as three that had were again exiled, this left 

numerous vacancies, which the council was ordered to fill with suitable replacements. In this, the 

city would turn to Philipp Melanchthon, who over the course of the next few years would 

arrange a mission to Augsburg to oversee its conversion to the Wittenberg rites. How Meckhart 

and his colleagues responded to this mission will be addressed in the following chapters.  

* * * 

The historiography of Augsburg’s Reformation presents the Augsburg Interim as a period of 

rupture—a clear and distinct break with the city’s Zwinglian, Upper-German, and guild-

dominated past. In some concrete ways, this seems to be the case. The guilds were laid low, and 

                                                           
167 Gasser, 3:87. 
168 Note that these were the exact same five ministers on whose behalf Christoph Rehlinger advocated following the 
1551 expulsion.  
169 According to Roth, Flinner was banished on account on account of his having violated the terms of his oath by 
remaining in the empire during his exile. Dachser was let go because of his past engagement with Anabaptism. On 
Dachser’s relationship to local Anabaptists in Augsburg, see Stephen Dunn Jacoby, The Salminger Anthologies. 
(Ph.D. Diss., Ohio State University, 1985), 9-14. Finally, Traber was dismissed because of his enmity with the local 
Catholic clergy. Roth, 4.506, 512. 
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political power was largely divided among the city’s expanded patriciate, much of which 

remained Catholic. Catholicism, of course, was reinstated, and for the early period of the Interim, 

evangelical worship was heavily circumscribed. The exile of the ministry, moreover, and the ill-

considered vocation of Huber and the other “Interimist preachers” in their stead seemed to spell 

the end of the city’s spiritual self-determination.  

As we shall see over the course of the next two chapters, though, Augsburg Protestantism 

survived these calamities. Many evangelicals were able to wait out the storm; of those who 

turned instead to alternate forms of spirituality, many of them would be persuaded to return to 

the local church over the next few years. Whatever ruptures had begun to form, the ministers set 

about mending these. To fortify the local evangelical community against further catastrophe, 

Meckhart, Held, and the other ministers who returned from exile worked to reconcile the city’s 

complicated evangelical past with its current bi-confessional situation. Indeed, rather than 

repudiating that past, these ministers looked to it to for inspiration. There was a lesson to be 

learned in the ambiguous, latitudinarian diversity of the city’s early evangelical church—one that 

seemed to hold the answer to negotiating co-existence with Augsburg Catholicism. It was their 

belief that if they were to achieve a lasting peace alongside the city’s Catholics, they had to reject 

religious commitments to individuals and groups outside of the city, for whom bi-confessional 

co-existence was not a primary concern.  How they did this, as well as how the ministers 

justified this rejection will be explored in the following chapters.  
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Chapter Two:   
The Sin Unconfessed: Conscience and Conformity in Johann 
Meckhart’s Discourse with Caspar Schwenckfeld 
 
Here, the hypocrite Meckhart teaches that one who desires with their heart to improve their lives is 
worthy to receive the sacrament. But who does not desire this? Even Judas [repented] his sins in the end. 
But the Sacrament was not established for those “who with their hearts desire to better their lives,” but for 
those who already are better…aye, for those newly reborn, who wish to give thanks to the Lord.”    
       Caspar Schwenckfeld, 1554.1 

 

 “And nowhere is it written, that Christ instituted the Abentmal so that those who partake in it should 
receive judgement and damnation…but that those who do should be strengthened in their faith and 
brought to salvation For this reason, the apostle Paul teaches that everyone who would partake must first 
prepare themselves, that they do not partake of the bread and chalice unworthily, and render themselves 
wanting before the body and blood of Christ.” (Emphasis added) 

       Johann Meckhart, 1556.2   

 

Historians studying Augsburg have never quite known what to make of its ministry during and 

following the Augsburg Interim. Some, like Warmbrunn, insist on calling them Zwinglians.3 

Others have endeavored to be more nuanced by describing these preachers as “oriented towards 

or “inspired by” Zwingli.4 Still others have taken an opposite position, accepting the legal 

                                                           
1 Chester David Hartranft and Elmer Ellsworth Schultz Johnson, eds., Corpus Schwenckfeldianorum: Letters and 
Treatises of Caspar Schwenckfeld von Ossig. 19 volumes. (Leipzig, Breitkopf & Härtel, 1917-61). This series will 
hereafter be referenced as CS, followed by the corresponding volume and page number. (in this case: CS, 13:630).  
2 SuStBA: 2 Cod Aug 347: Res Augusta Ecclesiasticae: Bekanntnuss Unnd warhaffte [widerferung] der zwaien 
Predigen von dem hailigen Abendtmal, so Johann Meckhardt Pfarrer bey s. Anna zu Augspurg gethan hat, wider 
Georg Melhorns unwarhaffte erdichte schmachschrifften (Augsburg, 1556), 31v. I will be citing this important work 
often as well, and will reference it as: Meckhart, Bekanntnuss, [31v]. 
3 Warmbrunn, 62, 80, 192.  
4 Dunwoody, 222. Here he is referencing the ministers in 1552. Earlier, he repeatedly referred to the previous 
generation of ministers (e.g. Musculus and Wolfhart) and their beliefs as “Zwinglian/Upper-German” or 
“Zwinglian/Bucerian”: Ibid, 97, 100, 216, 287, 318. To his credit, he does acknowledge that the use of these terms 
has been heavily critiqued  by Rolf Kießling (p. 79) and Andreas Gößner (p. 84-85, fn.111), but justifies their use all 
the same as “short-hand designations of tendencies, even if such tendencies had hardened only into partially 
dogmatic differences during the 1520s.” Though, in light of his acknowledgement of religious plurality in Augsburg 
(for which he cites Luther’s complaint that Augusta in sex divisa est sectas), this short-hand does not seem at all 
constructive or necessary, especially given the real political and religious consequences of being labelled a 
“Zwinglian” in the period he studies. Insofar as men like Musculus and Wolfhart explicitly rejected this label, it 
seems irresponsible to attribute it to them injudiciously in modern scholarship. Keep in mind that the historical 
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recognition of the Augsburg Confession in 1555 as grounds for describing these ministers as 

“Lutheran.”5 One has even attempted to cast them as a mix of Zwinglians and Schwenckfelders.6 

I attribute this confusion to Friedrich Roth. That illustrious grandfather of Augsburg 

Reformation-history concluded his magisterial, multi-volume study of Augsburg with the bitter 

and calumnious inter-ministerial dispute we know as the “Melhorn Controversy.” While he 

rebukes the principal antagonist Georg Melhorn for the vitriolic tone of his polemics, Roth 

nonetheless appears to have internalized his principal argument—that Meckhart and the “old” 

preachers dealt in half-truths and subtle evasions in order to protect the legacy of Zwingli. The 

city council’s endorsement of Meckhart’s church order in 1555 was, for Roth, “a victory for the 

“old” preachers and their “half-zwinglian” orientation, which, as a result of the Wittenberg 

                                                           
actors who did employ the term were using it to try to bring harm against their rivals. These terms were weapons, 
not realities. See Rolf Kießling, “Evangelisches Leben in Augsburg in der ersten Hälfte des 16. Jahrhunderts: Die 
Pfarrgemeinden als Träger der Reformation,” Zeitschrift für Bayerische Kirchengeschichte 76 (2007): 106-125. See 
also, generally, Rolf Kießling (ed.), St. Anna in Augsburg: Eine Kirche und ihre Gemeinde (Augsburg: Wissner, 
2013). For Gössner’s critique of applying confessional labels to Augsburg, see Andreas Gössner, “Zwischen 
Religionsfrieden und Dreissigjährigem Krieg: Die Prädikanten im Spannungsfeld der theologischen 
Orientierungen,” in St. Anna in Augsburg: Eine Kirche und ihre Gemeinde, 219-38. 
For a more nuanced attribution of “Zwinglian inspiration,” see Stephanie Armer’s approach, where she applies this 
qualification to specific practices. For example, Armer explains that the Augsburg custom of administering the host 
in the form of cubes [Brotwürfel] (rather than wafers) from bowls, (rather than patens), was “inspired” by Swiss and 
South-German practice. She then goes on clarify that if this sacramental service was inspired by Zwingli, the 
Augsburgers nonetheless parted ways with him in several significant respects, especially insofar as they employed 
an “altar” and a “chalice.” Stephanie Armer, “Eine Pfarrzeche wird zur Gemeinde: St. Ulrich,” in Im Ringen um die 
Reformation, 201-202. Rolf Kießling, in particular, should be credited with cultivating this more nuanced approach 
to Augsburg’s place within the confessionalization paradigm, at least with respect to the first half of the sixteenth 
century and to his characterization of the Melhorn controversy. See, for example, his article in St. Anna in Augsburg, 
titled “Gemeindebildung im Pluralismus der Reformation,” in which he writes that the “Upper German” Johann 
Meckhart represented a bridge between the first phase of the city’s Reformation and its eventual move towards 
Lutheran orthodoxy. Ibid. 216. In his “Eine >Doppelgemeinde<: St. Mortiz und St. Anna,” in Im Ringen um die 
Reformation, he similarly asserts that thanks to Meckhart, confessional boundaries within Augsburg in the early 
1550s are very hard to identify and define. 
5 This tends to be the case with historians who end their study of Augsburg with either the Interim or with the 1555 
Peace. See, for example, Ford, 305-306. In this case, Ford defers the “victory” of the Lutherans until the late 1550s, 
rather than mid, though he does not explicitly explain why.  
6 R. Emmet McLaughlin, Caspar Schwenckfeld: Reluctant Radical (New Haven: Yale UP, 1986), 167-68; and The 
Freedom of Spirit, Social Privilege, and Religious Dissent: Caspar Schwenckfeld and the Schwenckfelders (Baden-
Baden: Valentin Körner, 1996), 204-205. 
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Concord, the Passauer Vertrag, and the controversy with the Saxons, had gradually come to 

conform to [only] the external requirements of the Augsburg Confession.”7    

In 1553, the preachers Melhorn and Meckhart were jointly assigned to convert a number of 

incarcerated Schwenckfelders, during the course of which the latter emphasized that the 

sacrament of the altar (from which these men had been abstaining) was more concerned with 

everlasting life, than it was with judgement. Melhorn took this emphasis on salvation at the 

expense of judgement to mean that Meckhart only understood the supper as a “spiritual” meal 

which nourished believers. The passage from Meckhart quoted above comes from his response to 

Melhorn in 1556, in which he explains (as he does repeatedly elsewhere), that an emphasis on 

one aspect of the sacrament is not a repudiation of the other. He turns Melhorn’s argument 

around, arguing that just because the Corinthians might have received unto themselves 

judgement in the sacrament, it did not follow that the sacrament delivered only judgement.8 In 

fact—and this is important—at no point does Meckhart ever deny the doctrine of manducatio 

indignorum; i.e. that the unworthy and the worthy communicant both consume the real flesh and 

blood of Christ during the Sacrament, and thereby receive either eternal life or judgement, as the 

case might be. Again, as will be amply shown in this chapter, while he recognizes that the 

“unbelieving”—alternatively referred to as either die unglaubigen or die böse—receive eternal 

judgement in the sacrament, Meckhart typically prefers to emphasize the other side of the 

equation, that believers receive eternal life. Nevertheless, Friedrich Roth, whose consideration of 

Meckhart’s broader corpus is rather limited, employs Melhorn’s invective within his own article 

                                                           
7 Roth, 4:597. 
8 Meckhart, Bekanntuss, 31r-32r. 
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on Meckhart’s catechisms to argue the case that Meckhart was a Zwinglian.9 Unfortunately, this 

uncritical bias towards Melhorn has at times also found its way into modern scholarship.10  

In this chapter, I will demonstrate that the Augsburgers’ “heresy” under Meckhart was not 

Zwinglian, but in fact entirely their own. There is no historical evidence to support the 

contentions of their contemporary detractors (the sole basis for Roth’s interpretation) that these 

ministers saw themselves as disciples of Huldrych Zwingli. If we want to approach an 

understanding of religious developments in this imperial city over the course of the three decades 

that follow the Interim, this point must be made clear; for, instead of resorting to confessional 

tropes, we need to recognize that Augsburg Protestantism’s idiosyncrasies were rooted in a 

particular concatenation of historical experiences and developments. The quirks, curiosities, and 

contradictions which we find within Meckhart’s confession are not, as is so often suggested, the 

                                                           
9 Roth, citing Melhorn, writes: “Meckhart vernaint auch gantz und gar in seinem caccismo die manducation 
indignorum, das ist, dass die unwürdigen den leib und blüt Christi empfangen sollen. Ursache ist diese: Er setz, es 
sei ain speis zum ewigen leben; Paulus aber sagt, die unwürdigen essen es inen zum gericht, ide est zum ewigen tod. 
Ergo, dieweil die unwürdigen inen das abentmal nach Paulo zum gericht essen, so kann es nicht allain ain speis zum 
ewigen leben sein, wie Meckart und Held bekennet, der da nur ain gaistliche niessung für die würdigen müss 
versteen, die allain ewig leben,und daher der unwürdigen niessung des leibs Christi ausschleusst, welches Meckard 
niemant, als ainem guten logico, an der stirnen hett angesehen.“ Friedrich Roth, “Zum Katechismus des Johann 
Meckart in Augsburg,” BBKG 16 (1910): 27-33. 
10 By way of example, James Ford, in his portrayal of Johann Held, cites a “Lutheran chronicler” [Melhorn] to argue 
that Held was “clearly” a Zwinglian. Johann Held, in fact, is one of the most maligned of the Augsburg preachers, in 
large part because of a strong historiographical bias towards Held’s detractors. Ford, for example, writes: “But 
despite [his] long career in Augsburg, Held rarely emerges in the literature. He apparently lacked the theological 
knowledge required to represent the Augsburg position at theological colloquies. He clearly shared the Zwinglian 
views of Musculus, Wolfart and Keller. Sailer considered him “thick-headed” and unlearned. Schwenkfeld 
castigated Held as an “unschooled boy” who never learned his Latin. However, in a letter to Bucer dated 14 March 
1533, Held wrote (in Latin) that he had encouraged the other pastors to devote themselves to Bible study and Greek 
and Hebrew.” Ford, 79. Ford’s selection of sources, here (Schwenckfeld, Sailer, and Melhorn—on the basis of 
whose claim he establishes Held’s “clear Zwinglianism”)—ought all to be treated as hostile witnesses. Sailer was a 
close advisor of Charles V, and was in large part responsible for the 1551 expulsion. As we shall see, Schwenckfeld 
came to feel personally betrayed by Held. Melhorn, finally, despised Meckhart, Held, and Bächlin, for reasons 
which will be addressed later in this chapter. By way of contrast, both Johann and Georg Meckhart wrote highly of 
Held, and the latter even gave his funeral oration (though this is not extant). Stephanie Armer tells us that his 
congregation at St. Ulrich loved him deeply, and appealed to city council in 1548 to keep him after he was promoted 
to the post at St. Anna. Armer, 193. Hans Jakob Fugger reported that on the occasion of Held’s expulsion in 1551, 
hundreds gathered outside St. Anna to see him off. Druffel, 3:211. Thelot also expresses great sympathy for the 
difficult position Held was in, caught between his parishioners and the politics of confessionalization, especially 
following Meckhart’s death in 1559, and again during the 1566 Diet of Augsburg.. See Thelot, 2:318r-319r, 320r-v.  
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result of ineptitude or inconstancy; rather they speak to a steadfast commitment to a foundational 

religious ethic that superseded orthodoxy for orthodoxy’s sake, which ethic both he and his 

colleagues would defend vigorously, and later pass on to their heirs. Only God could know who 

was righteous and who was damned, which meant that in the absence of evidence to the contrary, 

they as ministers should assume that all self-confessed Christians could be saved, with the 

understanding that anyone who sought to partake in the sacraments, therefore, should be allowed 

to do so. It was not for them to distinguish between worthy and unworthy believers. To insist 

otherwise was to usurp the prerogative of God himself. The decision of whether or not to receive 

the body and blood of Christ was something each individual had to decide for themselves, which 

decision necessitated self-reflection and thoughtful prayer. If one of their congregants voluntarily 

sought guidance from the ministers through the confession of their sins, they would not turn 

them away, but offer them what comfort and direction they could; yet they would not compel 

anyone to confess directly to them. It was enough that the communicant consciously sought to 

partake of the sacrament in the first place.  

In a city bitterly and variously divided by religious difference in the aftermath of the Interim, this 

idea had important social implications. First, it was intended to serve as a basis for reconciliation 

within Augsburg’s non-Catholic population, which was comprised of all manner of Protestants, 

Anabaptists, and Spiritualists. Second, defending this practice of voluntary confession—in spite 

of successive waves of attacks from foreign polemicists—helped to maintain a sense of 

continuity with the generation that had instituted the city’s Reformation in the first place. As we 

have seen, the Reformation in Augsburg was never united. Even in its infancy in the 1520s, mud-

slinging from the pulpit was a regular feature of religious life in Augsburg. Occasionally, in their 

zeal to undermine one another, self-professed followers of Luther and Zwingli seemed to forget 
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about the Catholic Church altogether.11 Luther himself waded into these troubled waters in the 

1530s, against whom the preacher Bonifatius Wolfhart was able to rally enough support among 

the local ministry to lead the city’s Reformation away from Wittenberg, and closer to Strasbourg. 

It was likely Strasbourg’s Musculus, though, who, in cooperation with Bucer, had the greatest 

input in establishing Augsburg’s independent Protestantism12—characteristic of which was a 

religious culture in which some diversity was tolerated in the interest of consensus-building, with 

coercion largely rejected. This penchant for compromise over coercion is almost certainly due to 

his experience of the bitter controversies plaguing the city’s ministry in the 1530s.  

 It was this latitudinarian inclination that would later cause Caspar Huber to forsake the city in 

1544.13 Of course, when I write that the Augsburgers embraced a measure of religious tolerance, 

                                                           
11 See the bitter dispute between Michael Keller and Caspar Huber. Warmbrunn, 50. See also Thomas Max Safley, 
“Zentrum und Peripherie: Die Gemeinde Zu den Barfüssern und bei St. Georg,” in Im Ringen umdie Reformation, 
55-56.  
12 To use the word “independent,” as I do here, is not to say that this religious situation was necessarily unique. 
Rather, I use it to point out that the Augsburg ministry after 1530 refused to allow its doctrine, practices, and identity 
to be dictated by anyone outside the city. It might be useful to see this resistance to dogmatic conformity as a form 
of anti-clericalism writ large. As Wandel has observed in her study of the development of Augsburg’s sacramental 
theology, simplicity itself was seen as a virtue. Together with Bucer (whom many of them saw as a mentor) the 
ministers, and later the city council, held that one of the chief functions of the sacrament was to foster Christian 
community. If divisive questions over the exact nature and performance of the sacrament undermined that 
community, these were to be avoided. Wandel, Eucharist in the Reformation, 79, 90-91. Ford, likewise, writes that 
the 1537 Church Order “emphasizes the pastoral or exhortatory purpose of preaching... [It] cautions against 
approaching the pulpit as a pedantic scholar unmindful of the limitations of the parishioners. The entire Sunday 
service should not last over an hour, the limit of the common people's attention span.” Ford, 146. When I speak of 
independence, then, I mean to say independence from rigorous doctrine and dogmatic religious identity, the likes of 
which was being enforced by political authorities in other parts of Germany.         
13 This departure was perhaps a long-time in the works. Huber had been butting heads for some time with not only 
Keller, but also Musculus and Wolfhart, and even the city council. It was no secret that he had been reporting on his 
colleagues to Luther, and had been instrumental in bringing Forster to the city. His (c. 600 page) 1543 catechism—
with its almost obsessive preoccupation with heresy—was likely the final proverbial straw. In contradiction to the 
short, simple-form catechism employed by the city since 1533, Huber’s was remarkably dense and uncompromising, 
leaving no room for any interpretation other than that which he intended. His final section on confession, for 
example, runs to just over 25 pages, and he describes three different, necessary forms of confession. L5r-M5v The 
first was confession directly to God, which the sinning Christian must do daily. The second was confession to a 
minister—or, in the rare case where a minister is not able to hear confession—to one’s neighbor. This form was 
necessary to ensure that Christians did not receive the sacrament with “contested and troubled hearts”. M6v. The 
final form was confession between “brothers,” so that each Christian could live in peace with one another. In 
addition to this rigorous accounting of sin, Huber also makes confession of beliefs a requirement of admission to the 
sacrament. L5r-v. Moreover, he emphasizes that regular communion in this manner was mandatory for Christians, 
and not something that could be left to free will. L6r-v. When asked why God so earnestly demands confession, one 
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I certainly do not intend to make a claim about their possessing some anachronistic form of 

Enlightened or “modern” liberalism. Rather, what mattered to them was not being beholden to 

church discipline. For many, this rejection, or at the very least limitation, of clerical authority 

was the principal attraction of Swiss reform. Anti-clericalism ran deep in Augsburg, as it did in 

many cities in Germany in the sixteenth century.14 Accordingly, the first decade of reform in the 

city saw significant conversions to Anabaptism, iconoclastic riots, and plenty of Pfaffenhass.15 

The movement to re-establish Reformation after the 1530 Diet of Augsburg, though, was, by 

practical necessity, cognizant of this apprehension towards church discipline, and therefore it 

tolerated a diverse array of beliefs and practices. Concurrently, it is during this period that 

organized persecutions of Anabaptists and Spiritualists also begin to abate, replaced with efforts 

to reform the city’s educational system. While there remained in Augsburg ardent Zwinglians 

and Lutherans (i.e. self-professed followers of these reformers), the city—with the help of Martin 

Bucer—established a buffer of moderate, Upper-German-inspired reformers between these, 

under the leadership of the senior ministers Musculus and Wolfhart (the latter of whom 

especially devoted considerable effort to fostering a rapprochement with local Anabaptists and 

                                                           
should respond first that God commands us to show our gratitude, second, that to receive Christ’s promised 
forgiveness, we must receive his flesh and blood, and third, that to be worthy of the sacrament, we must demonstrate 
our Christian love to each other. 
14 Berndt Hamm has explored the emergence of anti-clericalism in the imperial cities in great detail. The fifteenth 
century was a time of great social, economic, demographic, and political upheaval, he explains, which left burghers 
with a profound “need for certainty and assurance” – which need they sought to satisfy through salvation. Bernd 
Hamm, Bürgertum und Glaube: Konturen der städtischen Reformation (Göttingen: Vandenhöck & Ruprecht, 1996), 
4. At the same time that they were discovering forms of the Devotia Moderna and the Imitation of Christ, however, 
they were also organizing into communal association in order to defend local political and economic rights. The 
concatenation of resurgent lay spirituality with urban social organization and mobilization channeled individual 
anxieties over salvation into a collective, public interest, which placed tremendous pressure on religious 
practitioners and institutions to reform. Berndt Hamm, “The Urban Reformation in the Holy Roman Empire,” in 
Thomas A. Brady Jr, Heiko A. Oberman, and James D. Tracy, eds., Handbook of European History 1400-1600: 
Late Middle Ages, Renaissance and Reformation. Volume II (New York, Brill, 1995), 196.  
15 As Hans Joergen Goertz famously argued, the Reformations of the German cities were given much of their initial 
momentum by this “anti-clerical “energy” which pre-dated the Reformation. Goertz, 102. Setting aside the question 
of whether or to what extent Luther himself actually cultivated this anti-clerical energy, the social and religious 
unrest and disunity which characterized Augsburg’s first decade of reform should be viewed in the context of a 
profound dissatisfaction with the local religious establishment, and a desire for a more pastorally-centered ministry. 
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spiritualists).16As Hanson has observed, this clerical diversity allowed the people of Augsburg to 

essentially “speak with their feet.”17 For those seeking the simplicity and austerity of the Swiss 

rites, there was the outspoken Michael Keller at the Franciscan church. If these services were 

perhaps too austere, yet one still chose to forgo the practice of mandatory private confession, 

Musculus and Held offered an Upper-German alternative. Those who preferred a somewhat 

more spiritualist interpretation of the Augsburg Confession could find their way to St. Anna 

where Wolfhart officiated. Anyone preferring the Saxon rites could attend the services of Caspar 

Huber. 

Bucer and Musculus had the thankless task of trying to find common ground on which to form 

the basis for unity within such a diverse ministry. Keller remained staunchly opposed to Luther, 

and his in-fighting with Huber was a matter of public record. Wolfhart—also an opponent of 

Luther—even turned on Bucer, after the latter sent a treatise to Augsburg in 1533 explaining why 

Caspar Schwenckfeld, who was a house-guest of Wolfhart’s, should not be allowed to reside in 

the city. During the negotiation of the Wittenberg Concord in 1536, to which Musculus and 

                                                           
16 Although McLaughlin and others have claimed Wolfhart as a “Schwenckfelder,” (e.g. The Freedom of Spirit, 204) 
this is not a title that he himself would ever have used. He surely had spiritualist tendencies, and his sacramental 
theology did center on faith, rather than externals; nonetheless—unlike Schwenckfeld—he held that participation in 
the sacraments was necessary for salvation. In the ministers’ response to Luther in 1533, moreover, he signed his 
name to the doctrines of manducatio indignorum and the real presence. For the ministers’ response to Luther in 
1533, see: SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 136: Collectanea zur Kirchengeschichte von Augsburg. This manuscript contains 
(among other treasures) a collection of copies of letters sent between Luther, Bucer, the Augsburg ministry, and the 
city council in the early 1530s. The ministers’ response to Luther can be found in Ibid. 11-21. Although most of this 
letter concerns the sacrament of the altar, see especially Ibid. 15-17.This point by point refutation of Luther’s 
accusations then goes on to emphasize that in light of their agreement on these principal sacramental beliefs, 
whatever else he might have heard, they followed Christ’s Word in scripture, and they asked for him to treat them as 
fellow Christians. That the primary author of this letter was likely Wolfhart is argued in Ford 110-112, citing the 
“belligerent” tone of the letter. If Wolfhart did not compose the letter, I have no doubt he heartily agreed with it.  
17 Hanson argues that this tendency for Augsburgers to describe their religious identity according to where they 
chose to worship “reflects the fluidity of pre-confessional religious boundaries in this period.” Hanson, 34-35. 
Individual religious identity lay not in what someone “was” but in what a person chose to “do” (e.g. where they 
attended church). Ibid, 43. This does not mean they were not aware of religious borders. Hanson writes that 
Augsburgers were capable of recognizing religious differences, but that they did not allow these differences to upset 
the social fabric of the city. Ibid, 157.   
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Wolfhart were sent to represent the city, even the relationship between Musculus and Bucer 

becomes strained—the former disappointed with the deference the latter paid to Luther. The way 

people “fell on their knees” before Luther disgusted Musculus, and he worried that the 

Wittenberger was being set up to become a new pope.18 Still, compromise was not impossible, 

and Bucer and Musculus eventually accepted the terms of Concord on the basis that Luther’s 

manducatio impiorum was substituted with the less exacting manducatio indignorum. The 

emphasis towards belief in the Eucharist—be it of the worthy or unworthy communicant—and 

away from the judgement implicit in manducatio impiorum was deemed sufficiently distinct 

from the Catholic (transubstantiation) and Lutheran (impiorum) positions that it could be 

reasonably instituted in the cities of Upper-Germany without engendering too much opposition. 

Especially in the context of persistent anti-clericalism in the south-German cities, this re-

orientation of the role of the sacrament (from damning the sinner towards giving them spiritual 

strength and comfort) was an important feature of many urban reformations, for it reinforced the 

notion that the church was there to serve the people, rather than control them.  

 As Herman Sasse and W. Koehler have argued, however, this “compromise” was an exercise in 

self-deception on both sides.19 The failure to overtly reconcile the two divergent interpretations 

of “indignorum”—or, at the very least, to recognize that distinction and validate the differing 

interpretations—set the stage for decades of inter-Protestant animosity and strife in the city.20 

                                                           
18 Musculus writing on his meeting with Luther: “Ach, was soll dies Leben, muss man ihm doch gnaden und zu Fuss 
fallen wie dem Papste; es wird endlich wiederum zum neuen Papsttum geraten.” Wilhelm Germann, D. Johann 
Forster der Hennebergishe Reformator:  Ein Mitarbeiter und Mitstreiter D. Martin Luthers (Meiningen, 
Selbstverlag des Verfassers 1893), 140; quoted in Ford, 127 fn. 124.  
19 Hermann Sasse, This is My Body: Luther's Contention for the Real Presence in the Sacrament of the Altar 
(Eugene: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 2001), 310. See also Walther Koehler, Luther und Zwingli, ihr Streit über das 
Abendmahl nach seinen politischen und religiösen Beziehungen, vol.  2 (Gütersloh: C. Bertelsmann Verlag, 1953), 
449. 
20 Sasse lays out these conflicting interpretations of “indignorum” with respect to Bucer and Luther. “Bucer,” he 
explains, “understood by “unworthy” the people who, though believing the words of Christ, do not have the real, 
saving faith, while the “godless” (impii) are people who do not have even the fides historica. Luther, indeed, had no 
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Indeed, shortly following the conclusion of the Wittenberg Concord, Luther arranged to have the 

preacher Johannes Forster return to his native Augsburg in order to police the institutionalization 

of the Concord. As Ford puts it, Forster was to be “Wittenberg’s watchdog,” and during the latter 

half of the 1530s, his public disputes with Musculus, Wolfhart and Keller stirred up widespread 

indignation against Luther.21 Perhaps the one thing on which Augsburg Protestants could agree 

was that they did not want to see a return of Catholicism to the city. What the popular reactions 

to the belligerence of Forster demonstrate, however, is that a great many Augsburgers equated 

Luther and his followers with the Catholic Church. Theologically, many saw too much similarity 

between transubstantiation and Luther’s manducatio impiorum. Ford posits convincingly that the 

early attraction to Zwingli’s sacramental theology owed to the fact that it was the most distinctly 

non-Catholic.22 But beyond sacramental theology, it was also the manner in which the Lutherans 

attempted to enforce their doctrine at the expense of other interpretations that predisposed many 

Augsburgers to look for alternative forms of Protestantism. 

Mindful of these critiques, Musculus attempted, unsuccessfully, to convince Forster to empathize 

with his congregation, and to proceed cautiously with reform. He maintained that while they, as a 

ministry (though perhaps with the exception of Keller), did not teach Zwingli’s theology, they 

had learned to appropriate some of his language—his “ways of speaking”—according to the 

expectations of their congregations.23 Resentment towards Luther ran so deep in the city that it 

would have been alienating to teach orthodox practice and belief with explicit reference to the 

Wittenberger. Unmindful of this advice, though, Forster carried on his campaign to prove that 

                                                           
interest in the question as to what Jews or Turks or other non-Christians might receive, because Holy Scripture does 
not say anything about this. For him the impii are the “hypocrites and evil persons” . . . who in this life are mingled 
with the true believers.” 308-309. 
21 Ford, 128-29.  
22 Ford, 132-33.  
23 Ford, 133, citing Germann, 290.  
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the city only signed the Wittenberg Concord because it was politically expedient; he intended to 

expose the latent Zwinglianism behind this ruse, towards which goal he labored until 1539, at 

which point the city council—wearied by his unrelenting combativeness, relieved him of his 

post.24  

The Song Remains the Same 

What Johann Meckhart and his cohort attempted to do in the wake of the Interim was to re-

establish some of the religious latitude that had existed under the previous regime. This 

latitudinarianism was not an end in and of itself, though; indeed, as we will see, it had very clear, 

specific limits. Rather, it served as a defense of Augsburg’s Protestant past, a past which was 

coming under heavy attack from all sides. When Melanchthon’s missionaries preached in the 

early 1550s, for example, that the Augsburgers were heretics and needed to convert to the 

Augsburg Confession, one can imagine the indignation this message would have engendered, 

especially given the close resemblance of the Saxon rites to the Augsburg Interim. In some cases 

we do not actually have to imagine it: Leonhart Bächlin, the popular, long-serving preacher of 

the city’s largest congregation warned that the Saxons were trying to institute a “new papacy.”25 

In this, he was reiterating many of the same arguments he had made in 1548 against Johannes 

Agricola’s defense of the Interim.26 Among his targets here was the practice of mandatory 

                                                           
24 Wiedemann writes in his entry on Forster: “25.11.1538 wegen seiner streng luth. Haltung entl.” 
25 Roth, 4:572: “Und Bächlin rief in einer Predigt bei den Barfüssern seinen zuhörern zu: "liebe Christen! Lasst uns 
Gott treulich bitten, dass er uns bei dem rechten, gesunden Verstand seines göttlichen Worts erhalten wolle, denn es 
lässt sich ansehen und ist wohl zu besorgen, dass wir bald ein neues Papstum in der Stadt haben müssen." 
26 HAB: M Li Sammel. 19 (15). Leonhart Bächlin, Das Interim || Illvminirt || vnd aussgestrichen mit seinen 
an=||gebornen natürlichen farben/ || von Augspurgk einem guten Freunde zugeschickt/|| Cum Scholijs 
Marginalibus, Welche || gar nicht zuuerachten. (Magdeburg, Christian Rüdinger.1548), 4r, 6v. He concludes this 
work with an acrostic poem (repeating the word “INTERIM” three times), which begins:  

I NTERIM das ist ein buch 
N ichts besser dan ein bschiessen bruch  
T euffels drecks vol unde Babstes greull  
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private confession, which he argued served no purpose but to torment consciences (die Gewissen 

zu martern).27 During the Interim, he watched (though not silently) as the re-institution of private 

confession was accompanied by the restoration of vestments, altars, fasts and the like until, 

ultimately, the Protestant ministry was expelled and their churches locked up. Towards the end 

of 1552, it looked to many as if this pattern was repeating itself, only this time the effort to 

enforce a rigid religious program in the city’s evangelical parishes was being spearheaded in the 

name of Luther, with a rhetoric and rigidity reminiscent of Forster’s campaign in the late 1530s. 

Even as the “old” preachers confronted the ambitions of the new, however, the followers of the 

Silesian spiritualist reformer, Caspar Schwenckfeld—of whom there were more than a few in 

Augsburg—seized on the opportunity this discord created in order to escalate efforts to promote 

their own program of reform—efforts which had been mounting ever since the expulsion of the 

preachers in August, 1551. What began as anonymous polemicizing and interruptions during 

sermons, though, rather quickly escalated into large-scale judicial processes, interrogations, 

expulsion, and public condemnations. 

This chapter and the next will both examine the development of Augsburg Protestantism under 

the leadership of Johann Meckhart (1548-1559). In particular, I will set the development of this 

“Meckhart Confession” within the two contexts described above: Here in chapter two, I will first 

address the challenge presented by Caspar Schwenckfeld and his followers in the city (1548-54). 

Not only was this experience a formative moment for the new ministry, but the question of how 

to deal with non-conformity posed by the Schwenckfelders laid the groundwork for decades of 

                                                           
E in recht Rohrvogel und Hueull/ 
R umb zu rücken fromme Christen 
I st drumb erticht von Papisten 
M ich [duenckts] haben sich befisten. 
27 Bächlin, Das Interim, 3r. 
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conflict within Augsburg Protestantism. In chapter three, I will then examine the first instance of 

this pattern in the challenge posed by Georg Melhorn and his “Saxon” colleagues (1552-55). It 

was in direct response to these two confrontations that Meckhart and the Augsburg ministry were 

compelled to re-constitute the theological and liturgical character of the local Protestant church, 

(chapter four) and it is in the sources related to these conflicts that we find the most detailed 

descriptions of how the ministers understood, developed, and articulated their own evangelical 

values.  

Caspar Schwenckfeld 

In October, 1533, Caspar Schwenckfeld was welcomed into the home of Bonifatius Wolfhart, 

Augsburg’s minister at St. Anna. The two preachers had become acquainted years before in 

Strasbourg, and in the spring of 1533, Wolfhart invited Schwenckfeld to come to Augsburg to 

study Hebrew with him. During his six months of residence in the city, Schwenckfeld was able 

to attract a small but influential group of followers to his vision of church reform, with whom he 

would maintain a steady stream of correspondence over the next two decades.28 Despite concerns 

                                                           
28 Thanks to recurring civil investigations into Schwenckfelder activity in the city, we actually know a good deal 
about not only Schwenckfeld’s network of correspondents in the city, but also about the proselytizing of his 
followers, along with the vigorous production and exchange of the reformer’s works among Augsburgers. While 
McLaughlin’s claim that all of these correspondents, acquaintances, and readers were “Schwenckfelders” is rather 
dubious, there is no denying that Augsburgers were intrigued by Schwenckfeld and his ideas. More persuasive is 
Claus-Peter Clasen’s “Schwenckfeld’s Friends: A Social Study,” Mennonite Quarterly Review 46, no.1 (1972). 
Here, Clasen cautions against confusing sympathizers with followers, providing lists of both. He writes: “In 
studying the group of Schwenckfelders at Augsburg we have to distinguish between followers and sympathizers. . . . 
Apart from these declared Schwenckfelders, numerous burghers were under the spell of Schwenckfeld, although 
their relationship to him is not clear. Some had met him during his visit to Augsburg, others had read his books, sent 
greetings to him or even exchanged letters with him. They might have been attracted or even influenced by 
Schwenckfeld's ideas but it is doubtful whether they accepted all his doctrines. Many may have felt only a certain 
interest in his ideas. These people cannot very well be classified as outright adherents of the Schwenckfelder sect—
they were only sympathizers. And yet there is no doubt that Schwenckfeld impressed them.” Ibid, 62-63. For a more 
comprehensive list of those known to have read or shared Schwenckfeld’s works, see the lists of names provided by 
Lienhart Hieber during his 1553 interrogation, recorded in CS, 13:274-76, 355. Among those known to have read 
Schwenckfeld’s works were members of the city’s leading patrician families: Fuggers, Rehlingers, Welsers, and 
Walthers. In fact, several of these patricians—not least among whom was Hans-Jakob Fugger himself—publicly 
supported known and former Anabaptists and Schwenckfelders. Hans-Jakob Fugger not only supported Sebastian 
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from the city council and from a number of the local ministers, Schwenckfeld’s works circulated 

freely in the city, with more than half a dozen different publications produced locally in 1533 

alone. These popular works (für die einfältigen) covered a variety of topics, including the 

sacraments, the nature of the soul, the catechism, and the daily striving towards righteousness of 

a Christian.29 These works were purchased, read, and shared widely, and in addition to attracting 

a small but loyal following to Schwenckfeld’s program of reform, they helped raise the 

Silesian’s profile in the city more generally.30 His spiritualist theology resonated with many for 

whom the alternatives of Roman Catholicism and evangelical religion were too bound up in 

politics, and its emphasis on private and internalized worship seemed to promise to be less risky 

and socially disruptive than Anabaptism. 

Wolfhart played an important role in enhancing Schwenckfeld’s profile in the city, though it 

would perhaps be over-determinative to label him a Schwenckfelder—there is every indication 

that he would have rejected the label outright.31  That said, there is no denying that the two men 

                                                           
Salminger—the noted Augsburg hymnist and composer who had been expelled from the city in the late 1520s as an 
Anabaptist—but he also financed and defended one of Schwenckfeld’s chief polemicists, the composer and 
chronicler Adam Reissner. Nonetheless, it would be extraordinarily difficult to make the case that Fugger was not a 
devout Catholic. See Stephen Dunn Jacoby, “The Salminger Anthologies,” (Ph D diss., Ohio State University, 
1985), 16, 143, 203-204. See also Adam Reissner, Gsangbuch. Vol. 1: Faksimile der Augsburger Handschrift. Eds. 
Ute Evers and Johannes Janota (Tübingen: Niemeyer, 2004), 13-14.  
29 E.g. VD16 S 5042: Caspar Schwenckfeld,“Von der erbawung || des gewissens/ zum anfange vnd zůnemen || des 
Glaubens/ vnd aines Gotsäligen || Christlichen lebens.|| Ain kurtzer vnterricht für || die einfältigen” (Augsburg: 
Philipp Ulhart, 1533). Another of his works, Vom Christenlich Streyt und Ritterschaft Gottes, (Augsburg, Philipp 
Ulhart, 1533) is broken down into 21 short (c. 5 page) chapters explaining how Christians should make sense of the 
attacks leveled against him and his theology (particularly against his catechism).  
30 Creasman, 1-5.  
31 See the letter sent by the ministry to Luther in 1533, in which they categorically rejected all religious labels except 
“Christian.” SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 136: Collectanea zur Kirchengeschichte von Augsburg, 19-20: “[Luther] aber 
darneben meldtet, das wir doch seiner leer und namen feind seyen, sagen wir also: wir uns wider  seiner leer und 
namens noch kains andern riemen, das wir jnnen doch nit darumb feind seyen, noch kains andern menschen leer 
gebunden sein, wir hoffen jr es werde Luther seinen büchern nit mer zugeben,  dan der H. Austinus seinen und aller 
vätter bücher zugibt, sonder begern das sy mit ain christlichen urtheil gelesen werden, welches er auch selbs den 
heiligen vättern thüt, deren bücher er nit allenthalben annimbt,  Ja auch  an der epistel, sant Jacobs  und der 
offenbarung Johannes ungebunden sein will, und würde aber demnoch nicht gern haben, dass man darumb sagen 
wolte, er were derselbigen und der lieben vätter leer und namen feind, und warumb wolt er uns den zu messen, das 
wir sollen seiner leer und namen feind sein, darumb das wir seine schrifften nit allenthalben annemen. Es wer auch 
kain wunder, das gott um seiner göttlichen her willen dem Luther etwas menschlichs widerfaren liess, da mit wir uns 
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shared an interest in exploring the spiritual dimensions of Christian worship and society. While 

few of Wolfhart’s works are extent, his contribution to the development of the local ministry in 

this regard should not be underestimated. It was his custom, for example, to invite other 

ministers and interested parties to his home for informal gatherings, during the course of which 

they would evidently discuss matters of religious import.32 For those invited to these gatherings, 

among whom we find both lay and clerical Augsburgers, they provided a forum for exploring 

new ideas about religion and religious interpretation. Schwenckfeld’s works were a frequent 

subject of these discussions, both during and following his residence. Among these invitees we 

find the preacher Johann Heinrich Held—the brother of one of Schwenckfeld’s closest friends 

and supporters—numerous men and women of both the merchant class (mehrer gesellschaft) and 

the patriciate, a young Latin schoolmaster named Johann Meckhart, and others. These private 

discussion groups provided a model which Schwenckfeld’s followers themselves would later 

employ, especially at the peak of their activity in the 1540s and 1550s.33 They attracted not only 

the converted, but also the sympathetic and the curious alike. In at least one case in the 1540s, 

the preacher Johann Flinner even used these gatherings as an opportunity to learn more about 

this community and their beliefs, intending to use that information to bring them back to the 

evangelical church.34 Therefore, we can see that while these were private gatherings, they were 

                                                           
nit also unbedechtlich von im ain namen [schlefflen], wie er dann vil unnötiger liebhaber hat, der sich seiner leer 
allain so vil sy spennig ist, beriemen, aber sonst wo er vom glauben und liebe schriebt, nemen sie sich seiner leer nit 
so hoch an, welches auch villeicht andern beschicht, wir aber  werfen Luther nicht für unsern maister auf, dan wir 
kainen andern masiters leer geschwern dan des ainigen Christi. Will Luthern uns darumb für sein feind halten, 
müssen wir Christo unsern herrn befelchen.” 
32 The imperial vice-chancellor Gereon Sailer wrote to Bucer in 1535 complaining that “sectarians” continued to 
hold gatherings in Wolfhart’s home, including Johann Heinrich Held. CS, 6.480. Sailer—in concert with Forster—in 
1539, even attempted to convince the city council to prohibit the preachers (especially Wolfhart) from hosting 
dinner parties and dining out at the homes of prominent citizens (a practice referred to here as  Außessen). See Ford, 
230-32.  
33 See, for example, CS, 11:626.  
34 Flinner, who preached in Augsburg from 1541-52, devoted considerable energy to combatting Schwenckfeld’s 
influence. In the mid-1540s, Schwenckfeld and his supporters had cause to hope that Flinner might make common 
cause with them, as he attended their meetings and borrowed Schwenckfeld’s books. By 1547-48, however, his 
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by no means exclusive. Unlike the secretive yet generally tolerated Anabaptist conventicle 

established by Pilgram Marpeck in the mid 1540s, the spiritualist community in Augsburg was 

intent on growth and expansion—as we will see, this activity peaks during the tumultuous period 

of the Augsburg Interim. 35 

The Silesian reformer’s reception in the city evoked a number of responses, ranging from polite 

curiosity to bitter condemnation. Upon learning that he was to be hosted in Augsburg, Bucer had 

sent a copy of his latest refutation of  Schwenckfeld and his teaching, urging the Augsburg 

ministry to use it to correct his errors if they could, or else otherwise to use it to justify barring 

him from teaching in their city.36 This effort of Bucer’s was soundly rejected by Wolfhart. For 

his part, Musculus, who was tasked in Augsburg with trying to forge some kind of working 

compromise between Wittenberg, Strasbourg, and Zurich, feared Schwenckfeld’s spiritualism 

would undermine his efforts to unite the local church, leading to sectarianism and division. 

Accordingly, he and several other members of the ministry lobbied city council on numerous 

occasions to have him expelled, though without success. As it turned out, Musculus’ fears were 

not entirely unwarranted. In the late 1530s, in the context of his conflict with Johann Forster, the 

                                                           
break with Schwenckfeld was quite public and direct. In 1546, as their relationship deteriorated, Flinner made 
overtures to keep the lines of communication open, though Schwenckfeld was skeptical. Eisler, however, stepped in 
to serve as an intermediary, and she continued trying to win him over until he was exiled permanently from the city 
in 1552 by Charles V. For her intermediary role, see for example CS, 10:89-92. For the epistolary relationship 
between Schwenckfeld and Flinner, see generally the index to CS, Vols. 9-14.  
35 To be sure, neither the preachers nor the city government were pleased with the presence of Anabaptists in the 
city, and Anabaptists were periodically arrested and expelled. In 1546-47, for example—during the Schmalkaldic 
War—there were renewed arrests and expulsions of Anabaptists after several citizens refused to take up arms and 
serve in the city watch. Again during the 1550 diet, the city arrested a number of Anabaptists, and Meckhart—who 
had apparently been preaching strongly against Marpeck—was tasked with their conversions. Roth, 4:613-14. 
Similar incidents occur again in 1554 and the early 1560s. Thelot, 2:384v. DStChr. 33:181-82. Stetten, 2:549. Even 
Schwenckfeld, though, complained that Marpeck and his followers were generally left alone because the council 
found him “useful.” CS, 12:657. 
36 Initially Bucer appealed to Augsburg on behalf of the entire Strasbourg ministry. The full text of this work, 
Sentenia Fratrum Argent: de Schwenkfeldio, can be found appended to K. Wolfart, “Beiträge zur Augsburger 
Reformationsgeschichte: Caspar Schwenckfeld und Bonifacius Wolfhart,” BBKG 8 (1902): 108-110. When that 
work failed to achieve the desired result, Bucer next wrote to Wolfhart and Musculus directly, though these letters 
similarly failed to convince Wolfhart to revoke his invitation to Schwenckfeld. See CS, 4:847, 883-84. 
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latter argued that Augsburg’s lack of doctrinal discipline and orthodoxy was to blame for the 

continued sufferance of spiritualist sympathies, not only among the laity, but within the ministry 

itself.37 To those who viewed Schwenckfeld spiritualism as heretical, its perceived proliferation 

was evidence of the need for observation of strict religious discipline and uniformity (although 

there was still no consensus as to whose “uniformity”).  

In later years, Schwenckfeld would frequently complain that the Augsburg preachers attacked 

him with slander and lies, and never once attempted to refute his ideas with any scriptural 

evidence. Just as Luther complained about his treatment by the Church in the early 1520s, 

Schwenckfeld maintained that the preachers refused to debate with him publicly because they 

did not have faith in the scriptural foundations of their beliefs.38 Evidently, however—even as 

Musculus spearheaded the effort to have Schwenckfeld expelled in 1534—one of Wolfhart’s 

associates stepped forward to offer Schwenckfeld the public forum he desired: the schoolmaster, 

Meckhart—having read the reformer’s published works—offered to debate him publicly on 

behalf of the local church.39 Unfortunately, though we know the offer was made, there is no 

record of it having taken place. In fact, although he would later spend a great deal of time and 

ink writing against Meckhart, Schwenckfeld maintained that he had no recollection of meeting 

the young teacher during his stay in the city.40  

For Meckhart, however, his dealings with Schwenckfeld and his followers were formative. Less 

than a year after he first challenged Schwenckfeld, Meckhart was inducted into the Augsburg 

                                                           
37 Roth, 2:414.  
38 Against claims that Schwenckfeld had been offered safe-passage to come debate with the Augsburg ministers, 
Schwenckfeld told Hieber in 1549 that this was a ruse to ensnare him, insisting that the Augsburgers feared to 
debate him, lest their false teaching be exposed. CS, 11:865. He restated this complaint in 1553. CS, 13:236. 
39 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 143: Kirchengeschichte Augsburg 1532-86, 26r. 
40 He does obliquely reference having to deal with criticism during Wolfhart’s gatherings, though he does not clarify 
from whom. CS, 13:153. His claim to have never met Meckhart can be found in CS, 11:864. 
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ministry as a deacon at St. Moritz under Wolfhart, a position which he held for seven years.41 

Although Meckhart evidenced few spiritualist inclinations, it was likely during this tenure with 

Wolfhart that his skepticism towards religious discipline developed. His instinct to try to engage 

with religious opponents when others pushed for expulsion, moreover, followed Wolfhart’s 

example, whose own disputes with Luther had left him with an aversion towards doctrinal 

rigidity.42  In 1541, for instance, Meckhart set before himself the (ultimately unsuccessful)  task 

of repairing the rift between Caspar Huber and the rest of the ministry, in the course of which he 

helped edit and publish one of Huber’s treatises, hoping that it might form the basis of a 

consensus between “our Swabian teaching and the Saxon.”43  

For Meckhart, the foundation of Christian experience and identity lay in the sacrament of the 

Altar, which for him translated to a first-hand experience with the real, physical flesh and blood 

of Christ. On this basis, therefore, he saw no reason for continued animosity between Augsburg 

and Wittenberg. For the entirety of his ministerial career, he argued that whatever else their 

differences might be, the doctrine of the Real Presence should serve as a sufficient basis for 

Christian fraternity. Interestingly, Meckhart preached that even those who disagreed with this 

doctrine, yet nonetheless held the sacrament in high regard (e.g. Zwingli and Oecolampadius) 

                                                           
41 It is probable that his challenge to Schwenckfeld was at least in part responsible for his appointment to this post. 
In a letter to Sibilla Eisler in 1554, Schwenckfeld complained that while Meckhart was a schoolmaster at the St. 
Anna Gymnasium (c. 1534), Meckhart wrote against him for money (hatt mir umb gelt geschrieben). CS, 13:619. It 
is unclear which writing he was referencing. Meckhart’s extent treatise against Schwenckfeld was not written until 
1555 at the earliest (it references events taking place in that year). It is possible that Meckhart had earlier prepared 
another work against Schwenckfeld which is lost. The wording of the letter to Eisler suggests that he composed this 
work while still a schoolmaster. After accusing Meckhart of writing against him for money, he claims that Wolfhart 
only hired him to satisfy the people (biss ihn darnach Bonifacius/ da leuthe gebrachen/ zum helffer hat 
angenommen). CS, 13:619. 
42 The ministers who pushed for Schwenckfeld’s expulsion were, principally, Musculus, Keller, and Sebastian 
Maier. CS, 5:103. 
43 In his Bekanntnuss, in regards to this collaboration in 1541, Meckhart cites the preface to Huber’s 1541 Vom 
Waren Erkendtnuss Gottes, where he states the purpose of this work: “damit wir sehen mögen, ob allhie unser 
schwebische ler mit der sächsichen überainkommen.” He then goes on to say that he hoped to build an accord 
between all evangelicals who shared their belief in the Real Presence. Bekanntnuss, 20v-21r. See also VD 16 H 
5519: Caspar Huberinus, Vom Waren Erkendtnuss Gottes (Augsburg, Phillip Ulhart, 1541): A2v-3r.  
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ought to be shown due respect as Christian scholars, even as he explicitly and repeatedly rejected 

their theologies.44 Meckhart’s proverbial line in the sand, however, were those who in his 

judgement willfully denigrated the sacrament, especially those who counselled that it ought to be 

avoided. This was the crux of his disagreement with the Schwenckfelders.  

*** 

Beginning in the mid 1540s, many of those in Augsburg in whom Schwenckfeld had placed his 

hopes for reforming the city began to distance themselves from him. Although he had recruited 

able advocates in the likes of Sibilla Eisler,45 Bernhardt Unsinn, Lienhart Hieber, and Balthasar 

Marquart,46 it was becoming evident that Johann Held was not about to follow his brother’s 

                                                           
44 The following are instances where Johann Meckhart—either in his own works or writing on behalf of the 
ministry—explicitly rejects and denounces Zwingli’s sacramental theology, along with instances where he 
adamantly rejects being associated with Zwingli. This list is not exhaustive, and does not include instances where he 
explicitly affirms the doctrines of manducatio indignorum and the real presence. That would be a longer list. StAA 
LS Ref. 06.04.1555: Johann Meckhart (et al.) Erklärung der Predikanten auf das Verhalten des Rats, 6r, 7r; 
Meckhart, Bekanntnuss, 8r, 12r, 15r, 17v, 20v, 23v, 24r-v, 30v-31v, 35v; HAB 249.3 Th (8): Johann Meckhart, 
Georg Meckhart (ed.), Kurtze und grundliche Widerlegung der furnembsten grewlichen Ihrthumben Caspar 
Schwenckfelds und seiner Roht/ beschriben durch Herrn Johann Meckhart seligen/ weilandt Pfarrherr der 
Evangelischen Kirchen in Augspurg. (Tübingen: Ulrich Morhart, 1563 [c.1555]), J3r-v, K1r; SuStBA 8 Aug 1538: 
Johann Meckhart, Georg Meckhart (ed.), Ein Christenliche Sermon Von den H. Sacrament des leibs und Bluts 
Christi/ im 56. Jar gethon/ durch den Herrn Johannem Meckardum seliger/ zu diser zeit pfaher der Evangelischen 
Kirchen In Augsburg. (Tübingen: Ulrich Morhart, 1560 [1556]), 11v-12r; HAB 1173.21 Th. (4): (Meckhart, et al.) 
FORMA vom hailigen Tauff/ und dem hailigen Sacrament des Leibs unnd Blüts Christi/ Desgleichen wie auch von 
dem trost der Krancken/ Und demnach vom Ehlichen Stand bey dem Einsegen der Ehleuet/ zu reden sey/ widerumb 
von newen getruckt (Augsburg: Philipp Ulhart, 1555): 2v-3r; CS 13.283-84. 
45 Clasen provides a useful biographical sketch of Eisler: “One of the great admirers of Schwenckfeld was Sibylla 
Eisler, daughter of the wealthy merchant Lorenz Craffter, and wife of Stephan Eisler, a rich citizen. In 1528, at the 
age of nineteen, Sibylla, together with her mother, had tended toward Anabaptism. In 1544, at the age of 35, she had 
converted to Schwenckfeld's doctrines. Her husband, Stephan Eisler, also seems to have been impressed by 
Schwenckfeld's ideas. Caspar Glaner, a wealthy relative of the Eislers, was converted to Schwenckfeld's beliefs 
about 1549. Sibylla's three sisters were also attracted by Schwenckfeld's views, especially Helena Butschler. All 
three were married to rich and eminent burghers, one to Jakob Herbrot, burgomaster of Augsburg from 1545 to 
1553.” Clasen, 62. 
46 “Three craftsmen of more modest means, Lienhart Hieber, Bernhard Unsinn and Balthasar Marquard, were very 
active in the dissemination of Schwenckfeld's ideas at Augsburg. Hieber and Unsinn had a large number of 
Schwenckfeld's writings in their homes—Hieber as many as sixty—which they sold or lent to other people. Both 
showed considerable skill in explaining and defending their faith in written form. In 1533 Marquard, however, had a 
brush with Schwenckfeld, whom he criticized for not coming to Augsburg to defend his faith in person.” Ibid 63. In 
a footnote, Clasen adds the following information: “Lienhart Hieber, rope spinner and sacristan at the Franciscan 
church, finally took to nursing the sick. His enemies accused him of attending especially to the rich and acquiring a 
tidy fortune in this way. In 1550 one Lienhart Hieber owned property worth 350 to 700 fl., a second 200 to 400 fl., a 
third 10 to 20 fl., a fourth nothing at all. Hieber converted to Schwenckfeld's theology in 1547 and during the 
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example and join the cause. In a series of letters to Eisler in early 1544, Schwenckfeld voiced his 

fears that they were “losing” Johann—that he had been corrupted by the other preachers and had 

subjected himself to the hypocrisy of the Lutheran sacrament.47 Towards the end of 1545 in 

another letter to Eisler, he complained bitterly that the preacher Johann Flinner, too—despite 

their patient counselling—had committed himself to the devil’s work.48 Eisler, though, had not 

given up on these two. In 1548, in the wake of the city’s ratification of the Interim (and 

Musculus’ consequent departure), Sibilla held a colloquy in her home to discuss the situation. 

Among those invited were Jakob and Johann Held, Flinner, Phillip Walther, and others 

(presumably Unsinn and Hieber). To his great disappointment, Schwenckfeld learned from Eisler 

that Johann Held, in light of all that had recently transpired, had advocated that the city ought to 

adopt the Nuremberg church order, as it appeared to offer the best chance for stability and peace, 

(though, he confessed he had not personally studied  it yet). Held argued that although the 

Interim was “repulsive to them,” he and the other ministers were willing to compromise their 

convictions; they would not flee, as some had (an obvious dig at Musculus). What was 

paramount was finding a way to reconcile the will of the civil authorities with the needs of their 

congregations.49   

                                                           
following years became one of his most ardent disciples at Augsburg. When he violently criticized the Augsburg 
clergy, he was arrested in 1553. Although he rejoined the Lutheran Church, at heart he remained a Schwenckfelder 
until his death. Bernhard Unsinn, a tailor, either had no property at all or only 50 to 100 fl. He was one of the best-
known Mastersingers of Augsburg. Unsinn became a follower of Schwenckfeld in the 1530s. Like Hieber, he was 
thrown into jail in 1553. As he refused to abandon his belief, he was finally banished from the city, and joined the 
Schwenckfelder community at Öpfingen or Justingen in upper Swabia. Balthasar Marquard, clock-master and 
gunsmith, belonged to an old Augsburg family of clockmakers. In 1550 his property amounted to 380 to 760 fl.” 
Ibid. 63, fn. 18.  
47 CS, 9:168-70. 
48 CS, 9:648: “So merck ich auch woll das [Flinner] noch nicht wisse/ was Geheiliget werde dein Namen sey/ Gleub 
das Er kein wort / Im vatter unser fur Gotte recht verstehe. Ist aber solchs nicht ein Jammerlicher Jaer/ das/ die/ so 
die wellt im glauben reformieren wollen das vatter unser/ noch nicht können? Was mag woll solches denn das 
Antichristische reich sein?” 
49 CS, 11:627. 
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This inclination towards compromise was abhorrent to Schwenckfeld, who consequently 

suggested that his followers in Augsburg avoid the false services of these preachers.50  Eisler 

continued to attend Held’s services despite this advice, though by the end of 1548 the preacher’s 

attempts to turn her away from Schwenckfeld were becoming harder to ignore, and subsequently 

she appears to have begun attending Meckhart’s services at St. George with Hieber. Why she 

chose Meckhart is not entirely clear, but over the course of the next five years, both she and 

Hieber would frequently report details of his sermons to Schwenckfeld for his analysis and 

rebuttal. Through these two intermediaries (and later through Bernhardt Unsinn as well), a lively 

exchange between Schwenckfeld and Meckhart emerges. One of these intermediaries would 

record a sermon in part or whole and send it to Schwenckfeld, who would write a reply, advising 

how they should answer Meckhart. Hieber, in particular, performed this latter role, occasionally 

using Meckhart’s services as a forum for challenging his teaching.  

Hieber’s relationship with Meckhart first appears in the sources in the spring of 1549. Around 

this time, he appears to have stopped attending services altogether. One day, he chanced to come 

across Meckhart in a bookstore, where Schwenckfeld’s works were known to be sold. The two 

got into a heated discussion, with Meckhart accusing Schwenckfeld (and by extension, Hieber) 

                                                           
50 In 1549, Eisler wrote to Schwenckfeld explaining that a certain preacher (“menck”; the editors of the CS, 
assuming a typographical error, suspect this is a reference to Meckhart) told her that the sacrament “was more 
intelligible to the layman if it was explained that the Lord’s body was ‘in, with and under’ the bread.” In response, 
Schwenckfeld explained: “Wir sollen uns nach erkanter warheit/ von jhrem falschen Gottsdienst absöndern/ Was 
gemeinschafft hat Christus mit Belial 2. Cor: 6. Die Merterer inn Franckreich/ Engeland/ Spanien/ sterben und 
werden drum gefangen und vertrieben/ das sie sich vom Antichrist/ und seiner Kirchen Absöndern/ einig zu Christo 
zuflucht haben/ welchs gar ein seliger todt ist/ ob sie wol noch nicht so hohe gaben imm erkantnuss Christi/ möchten 
haben.“ CS, 11:974, 976. In 1551, he clarified to Eisler that it was acceptable if she felt it necessary to participate in 
the evangelical sacraments in order to avoid harassment from the preachers, but maintained that it was not necessary 
for her salvation to do so. CS, 12:644-47. By 1556, though, he had again changed his position in this regard. Ursula 
Rehlinger, a member of one of the city’s foremost patrician clans, had written to Schwenckfeld explaining that while 
she found his ideas quite attractive, she feared abstaining from regular religious services, lest her absence bring 
suspicion down on her. To this, Schwenckfeld warned that evil begets evil, and that for the sake of her soul she 
ought to stay away from these false sacraments, regardless of what the church leaders might do as a result. CS, 
14:618. 
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of having no regard for the sacraments. To this Hieber responded that he valued the sacraments 

every bit as highly as the preacher. On the basis of that claim, Meckhart invited Hieber to his 

home to continue their discussion in private.51 This meeting was the beginning of a four-year 

effort to win Hieber away from Schwenckfeld, during which time Hieber repeatedly and publicly 

challenged Meckhart on a number of doctrinal points. One of the preacher’s oft-cited 

complaints—again, citing the previous example of Hieber—was that Schwenckfeld was 

counselling Augsburgers to stay away from the sacraments (examples of which are plentiful in 

Schwenckfeld’s correspondence).52 To this, Schwenckfeld (often through Hieber) replied that 

Meckhart’s insistence on attendance at his services was evidence that he had appropriated God’s 

prerogative to grant salvation; that only those who attended his sacrament could be saved, and 

that those who stayed away were consequently damned.53   

Schwenckfeld’s justification for counselling abstention from the sacrament in Augsburg is quite 

revealing. In 1549, he writes to Hieber that: “Meckhart says that we must be patient with one 

another. Why, then, do [these preachers] not also suffer the pious and righteous, who do not 

agree with him in all things?” Was Judas a better Christian than Hieber, simply on account of his 

attendance at the Last Supper? Or, he asks, did Meckhart believe that Judas did not in fact eat the 

flesh of Christ?54 Somewhat ironically, Schwenckfeld would come to argue that Meckhart’s 

                                                           
51 CS, 13:243. 
52 See fn. 51; as well as CS, 11:863, and CS, 14:936-37. The latter reference in CS, 14 is actually to one of 
Schwenckfeld’s ablest apologists, Bernhard Herxheimer, from his Bekanntnus Christlich Glaubens [c. 1556]. 
Schwenckfeld himself endorsed and had this work re-published c. 1559, and this work was often cited by his 
followers. See CS, 14:892-943.For more on Herxheimer, see CS, 11:635-37. 
53 CS, 11.863: “Was euch der Predicant Meckhart auff die frage/ wie weit sich der Christlich name erstreckt/ das ist/ 
wer billich ein Christ vor Gotte heisse/ geantwort hat/ ist nicht wert zuwiderholen/ noch viel weniger 
zuwiderlegen...Es ist je war/ dass sie alle die für gute Christen halten/ die jrer predigte gleuben/ das Nachtmal mit 
jhnen brauchen/ und jr thun für recht halten/ sie leben sonst gleich wie sie wöllen.“ 
54 CS, 11.863. “Bekennt [Meckhart] denn/ das Judas/ der auch mit den andern ins Herrn Nachtmal gesessen/ nicht 
den Leib Christi hab geessen / so wird er freilich das Consecrirte Brot/ oder die Hostia/ wie es die Bäpstler nennen/ 
nicht für den leib Christi halten/ sonder Zwinglisch sein/ wie kann er denn Luthers abgötterey entschuldigen? Da 
solt man jhn drauff fragen/ wo er denn den Leib Christi in jrem Nachtmal wolle suchen/ und wie er da recht werd 
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services ought to be avoided because they were too inclusive. One of the most detailed accounts 

we have of Meckhart’s preaching was a sermon he delivered on Palm Sunday (March 18) 1554, 

to which Schwenckfeld was asked to reply.55 He begins by attacking Meckhart’s perceived 

failure to discriminate between worthy and unworthy communicants:  

An example of Meckhart’s hypocrisy is where he teaches, that those are worthy who 
desire with their heart to improve their lives. But who does not desire this? Even Judas 
[repented] his sins in the end. But the Sacrament was not established for those “who with 
their hearts desire to better their lives,” (this is hypocrisy) but for those who already are 
better…aye, for those newly reborn, who wish to give thanks to the Lord. The unworthy 
are not only whores, the envious (Neidige), the idolatrous, and the drunk, but all who fail 
to distinguish Christ’s flesh [from Luther’s conception of it], and who do not recognize 
Christ in all his glory…foremost among whom are these preachers.56 

He continues by explaining that Meckhart calls those who avoid the sacrament jealous, but that 

he fails to realize that these pious Christians do not wish to be confused with the usurers, 

bankers, slanderers (Leuetbeschwerer), blasphemers, whores, adulterers, false Christians and 

other unworthies who attend Meckhart’s services.57 He then launches into a point/counter-point 

of Meckhart’s sermons, an illustrative summary of which is provided by the editors of the 

Corpus Schwenckfeldianorum:  

Meckhart: All those are worthy to partake of the Supper who sincerely desire to live a 
better life.  
Schwenckfeld: The Supper was instituted not for those who desire to better their lives but 
for those who have already bettered them. 
 
Meckhart: St. Paul says that the participant receives the genuine body and blood of 
Christ.  
Schwenckfeld: Meckhart lies. St. Paul says that they who have received the bread of life 
in their souls, gather for thanksgiving and remembrance.  

 
Meckhart: The body of Christ is received with the bread.  

                                                           
geessen?” Meckhart, however, explicitly writes in his 1556 Bekenntnuss that Judas and all other unrepentant 
(unbußfertigen) and false Christians receive judgement (das Gericht) in the sacrament. Bekenntnuss, 33r-v.  
55 CS, 13:629-34. This sermon was recorded by Ursula Heugin, who gave it to Eisler to send to Schwenckfeld.  
56 CS, 13:630-31. 
57 CS, 13:631. 
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Schwenckfeld: The Lord did not say: With the bread is my body, but This is my body. Let 
the preachers designate one Scriptural reference where Christ says that he will dispense 
himself with the external physical bread.   
 
Meckhart: As I give to you the bread, so the body of Christ is given to you.  
Schwenckfeld: They hand the bread and wine to many Godless. Do these receive the body 
and blood of Christ?  
 
Meckhart: Should you be asked, How can these things be? Reply, by the power of the 
word of God, for Christ said, Take, eat, this is my body.  
Schwenckfeld: First Meckhart said "with the bread", now he contradicts himself saying 
"The bread is my body."58  
 

Not only does Schwenckfeld argue against the Lutheran interpretation of the sacrament, but he 

goes out of his way to argue that Meckhart was not even a good Lutheran.59 If, as Meckhart 

contented, Christ’s flesh was gifted to everyone who partook of the sacrament, it would cease to 

have any special significance, becoming a mere sign, which was against the judgement of 

Luther.60 Moreover, Schwenckfeld reports that Meckhart had allegedly asserted that the 

“Lutherans” were trying to institute a new papacy (which claim Bächlin had already made 

publicly two years previous), and to ensnare consciences with external things.61 He then 

concludes his rebuttal with the point that Christ does not come down from heaven for the sake of 

the righteous (in their hearts, the righteous approach Him in his heavenly seat); why, then, would 

                                                           
58 This translated summary of the debate is presented in CS, 13:628. 
59 However, previously in 1553, when asked to comment on a copy of a catechism sent to him from Augsburg by 
Eisler, he dismissed it as “Lutheran.” CS, 13:586. Although he does not identify the author of the catechism, 
Meckhart published an expanded edition of his 1548 catechism in that same year. Given that Eisler rarely 
commented on any of the preachers besides Held, Flinner and Meckhart, it is reasonable to assume that this was 
Meckhart’s catechism. There is no record of Held having ever published a catechism. Flinner had apparently also 
published a catechism in 1548, but it was nowhere near as popular as Meckhart’s, which was endorsed by civil 
authorities. SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 143, 55r. Moreover, upon Charles V’s return to the city in 1552 he pardoned Held, 
Meckhart, and a number of the other preachers, but re-expelled Flinner, Dachser, Traber. Thus, with Flinner out of 
the city and his catechism already five years old, Eisler was likely not writing to Schwenckfeld about Flinner.  
60 Luther and Meckhart did not disagree on the fundamental point that one could potentially receive judgement in 
the sacrament. Rather, their disagreement lay in what to call these people (indignorum, impii), and how to 
distinguish them from the pious/worthy Christians who received eternal life. For a sample of Luther’s writing on 
confession and absolution, see WA, 30: 383-87: Wie man die Einfältigen sol leren Beichten (1531). 
61 CS, 13:633: “[Meckhart]: Gott hab das Bapstum (das alte) offenbart/ und die Lutherischen/ heben ein Newes ahn/ 
mit eüsserlichen dingen/ Tyranej und Verstrickung der gewissen.” 
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He bother to come down to earth for the sake of the unworthy (unchristen)? A Christian does not 

look for Christ in a bit of bread, but finds him at the right hand of God the heavenly father.  

For Schwenckfeld—and later also for Georg Melhorn—Meckhart’s refusal to recognize an 

exclusive community of the elect was frustrating. In his emphasis on the pastoral dimensions of 

his ministry, Meckhart repeatedly argued against the notion that only a select group of people 

were chosen to be saved, emphasizing instead the relationship between living a good life and 

dying well. Those who lived in sin and died in sin without trying to improve themselves would 

die badly; but those who lived a virtuous (gottsäligen) life would be rewarded. 62 He clarifies that 

a Christian cannot be saved without faith, but that a Christian who did not try to live virtuously 

was like a fire that gave off no heat. In his treatise on how a Christian ought to prepare 

themselves for death, Meckhart counsels that one should always live their life according to the 

belief that salvation was attainable. If salvation was contingent on belief, the greatest threat to 

that belief was fear—fear of death and fear of damnation.63 Time and again in his writings he 

asserts that it is the desire to improve and live a better life that marks a Christian—not the 

absence of sin or doubt—and that this striving to be better was a life-long pursuit. Because this 

                                                           
62 HAB 1222.51 Theol. 8: Johann Meckahrt and Georg Meckhart (ed.), Ain kurtzer Christenlicher Bericht/ wie sich 
der Mensch zum sterben schicken vnd beraitten soll/ durch Herren Johan[n] Meckhart säligen/ der Christenlichen 
Kirchen zu Augspurg Pfarrherren/ zusamen gelesen. (Tübingen: 1560), A4v-5r. “Dann auf ain arg bosshafftig leben/ 
so das nit verbessert/ sonder in argem geendet wirt/ gemainklich auch ain boser tod volget….Denn gottsäligen leben 
aber volgt auch ain gut end nach/ dann die seelen der frummen seind in der hand Gotes/ und kain pein des tods mag 
sy [vertilchen].” 
63 He argues that there are three enemies of faith. First, because death and dying are such horrifying spectacles, we 
are instinctively repulsed by them, and do whatever we can to stave off death, even if it compromises our 
convictions. Second, beyond the fear of death itself, there is the uncertainty of our judgement in the hereafter. How 
great was our sin? How strong was our faith? Doubt is the devil’s poison, by which means he leads into damnation. 
Following from this doubt is the terrible image of hellfire that we have been taught to fear. But remember, Christ, 
who conquered death, came not to judge and damn, but to save. When we sin, as all men must do, remember that 
Christ died for our sins. When the devil whispers in year ear that you are forsaken, remember that Adam—the first 
to fall—now sits with God in heaven. . . . God does not scorn those with broken hearts and troubled minds. . . . 
When a Christian recognizes their own sin through the commandments, and henceforth desires to improve their lives 
with the help of the Holy Spirit, so shall they receive comfort from the font of the Holy Gospel, and be relieved of 
all doubt and uncertainty. Ibid. B3v-C3r. 
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emphasis on intent recognized the latent sinfulness of even the most virtuous Christian, salvation 

was still predicated on belief in the promise of Christ. For this reason, Meckhart held that there 

could be no salvation outside of the sacrament of the altar and its affirmation of that promise—in 

other words, of Christ’s real presence in the bread and wine.  

* * * 

While both Schwenckfeld and the editors of the Corpus Schwenckfeldianorum characterize 

Meckhart’s preaching against the Schwenckfelders in the years 1548-1551 as a form of 

“harassment” and even “persecution,”64 it is worth noting that neither Meckhart nor the other 

preachers instigated any kind of judicial proceedings against them during this period;65 indeed, 

by all accounts, they appear to have used the critiques raised by the Schwenckfelders as 

opportunities to explain why these ideas were so dangerous; namely, by arguing that abstention 

from the sacraments not only led to damnation, but also led to division and discord, which 

ultimately only served the cause of the papacy.66 Meckhart’s insistence in keeping an open 

dialogue with those with whom he disagreed—indeed, inviting them into his home—is 

reminiscent both of Wolfhart’s spiritual curiosity, and of Musculus’ practical diplomacy. Where 

the nature of the relationship between the ministry and the Schwenckfelder community begins to 

drastically change, however, is in 1552, after the ministry is re-established and augmented with 

                                                           
64 In reference to the trials that emerge after 1552, this view has been shared by more contemporary historians as 
well. Bernd Roeck, for example, writes: “1553 gelang es den protestantischen Zeloten, den Rat zum durchgreifen zu 
veranlassen.” Bernd Roeck, Ketzer, Künstler und Dämonen: Die Welten des Goldschmieds David Altenstetter, Eine 
Reise in die Renaissance (Munich: C.H. Beck, 2009), 127. 
65 Though there were trials of known and suspected Anabaptists. In at least one case, though, the ministers were 
content to overlook this heresy provided they came to services and appeared to conform. See Roth, 4:616-18. 
66 This notion that the Schwenckfelders sought to undermine the people’s confidence in the ministry and to sow 
division amongst evangelicals appears repeatedly in Meckhart’s writings. SeeHAB 1173.21 Th. (4) Johann 
Meckhart, (et al.), FORMA vom hailigen Tauff/ und dem hailigen Sacrament des Leibs unnd Bluets Christi/ 
Desgleichen wie auch von dem trost der Krancken/ Und demnach vom Ehlichen Stand bey dem Einsegen der 
Ehleuet/ zu reden sey/ widerumb von newen getruckt (Augsburg: Philipp Ulhart, 1555), 2r-v; HAB 249.3 Th (8), 
Johann Meckhart and Georg Meckhart (ed.), Kurtze und grundliche Widerlegung der furnembsten grewlichen 
Ihrthumben Caspar Schwenckfelds und seiner Roht/ beschriben durch Herrn Johann Meckhart seligen/ weilandt 
Pfarrherr der Evangelischen Kirchen in Augspurg (Tübingen, Ulrich Morhart, 1563 [1555]),G4v, L1r. 
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Melanchthon’s missionaries. As Roth puts it, the youthful exuberance (jugendlicher Kampflust) 

of these new preachers, coupled with their perceived mission from Melanchthon to eradicate the 

Schwenkfelder Sakramentsverächter changed the way the spiritualists were handled.67 Where 

Meckhart engaged (konversiert) with them, from the pulpit, the Saxons “unleashed the full force 

of their artillery” against the Schwenckfelders.68 The more these preachers attacked, the more 

those they attacked began to feel alienated from Augsburg’s evangelical community. Melhorn 

and Ketzmann, in particular, evidenced no desire whatsoever to find common ground with those 

whom they perceived as non-conformists. As we will see, this treatment of the spiritualists was 

also typical of their campaign against Meckhart and everyone else they accused of being 

Zwinglian. Those who refused to acknowledge and subject themselves to the Saxons’ religious 

authority were categorically branded heretics, with no room for negotiation.  

* * * 

In the months following his reinstatement to the Augsburg ministry in 1552, Meckhart continued 

to preach against Schwenckfeld. Together with his new Saxon deacon—Wilhelm Hausmann—

they delivered a series of sermons in late December and January against Schwenckfeld’s 

rejection of Christ’s physical nature. In January, Hausmann, in particular, evidently called 

Schwenckfeld a “sacrament robber, slanderer, and enthusiast.”69 In response, an anonymous 

polemic was posted to the door of St. Anna shortly afterwards, denouncing these sermons as 

spiteful and motivated by jealousy. It asserted that nothing came of such attacks but enmity 

(feindschafft), and that the love that ought to bind Christians together was thereby embittered and 

                                                           
67 Roth, 4:622. 
68 Roth 4:624-25: “Jetzt, seit die Sachsen auf den Kanzeln ‘mit lautem Getöse’ ihren Feldzug gegen die 
‘Schwärmer’ eröffnet hatten, reifte in ihm mehr und mehr der Gedanke, den Prädikanten als Verteidiger und 
Vorkämpfer des Schwenckfeldertums offen entgegenzutreteten.” 
69 This is according to testimony given by Bernhard Unsinn later that year. CS, 13,:256.  
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destroyed. If [these ministers] truly believed that faith was a gift given freely by God, then who 

were they to shame and cast aspersions on anyone?70  In response to this and other writings 

against the local ministry—as it had in 1552 following the attacks on the Interimist preachers—

the city council extended its censorship of Schmähschriften to include not  only Schwenckfeld’s 

works, but also any works written in his defense against the local clergy or the theology they 

promoted.71  

Despite this elevated censorship, both Bernhard Unsinn and Lienhart Hieber continued to 

challenge the ministers throughout 1553, both publicly and privately. Unsinn, after consultation 

with Schwenckfeld, exchanged letters with Meckhart concerning the latter’s claim that 

Schwenckfeld denied Christ’s humanity.72 Meckhart had delivered a sermon against one of 

Schwenckfeld’s treatises,73 which claimed that Christ was wholly and naturally the son of God, 

and that both his natures—divine and physical—were of God. Meckhart, however—in good 

Lutheran fashion—insisted that Christ had his human nature from Mary, and that in his person 

the duality of the physical and the divine were united.74 Moreover, it was the sacrifice of this 

natural, created, human flesh that gave meaning to Christ’s death, without which the sacrament, 

as it was instituted at the Last Supper, would become nothing more than a symbolic gesture. In a 

letter to Eisler, Schwenckfeld replied that were the preachers and the city to offer him safe 

passage, he would come answer Meckhart himself. He added, though, that he was now an old, 

sick man, and that he had already settled this issue 18 years ago when he resided with Wolfhart, 

during which period he published many books—as Meckhart, the little school-master 

                                                           
70 Roth, 4:622-23.  
71 Creaseman, 4-5. 
72 CS, 13:256-57 
73 CS, 13:236. 
74 Meckhart, Kurtze und grundliche Widerlegung der furnembsten grewlichen Ihrthumben Caspar Schwenckfelds, 
C4v. 
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(Schulmeisterlein), well knows.75 Since he could not come himself, though, he challenged 

Meckhart to put his critique in writing (which he later did).  

Hieber, meanwhile, launched a much broader challenge to Ketzmann—the formal representative 

of the Saxon preachers in Augsburg76—In which he defended the scriptural foundations of their 

community’s practices and beliefs (especially with respect to justification, the Word of God, 

baptism, and the sacrament of the Altar). For a time, Ketzmann refused to engage, but in the 

spring Hieber composed an open letter to members of the Schwenckfeld community, in which he 

asserted that the preachers erred in their understanding of the Word of God and His sacraments, 

and that they stubbornly refused to be corrected.77 This provocation spurred Ketzmann to finally 

accept Hieber’s challenge in August. Schwenckfeld had warned Unsinn and Hieber only to 

engage with the preachers in writing, and only after seeking his counsel. In several cases, 

significant passages of their submissions to the preachers were actually copied verbatim from 

letters sent to them by Schwenckfeld. Unfortunately for these men, several of these written 

tracts, along with witness testimonies, would shortly form the basis of legal action taken against 

them in September by civil authorities. Citing the recent police ordinance against defamatory 

publications, Ketzmann, on behalf of the ministry, lodged a petition with the Stadtpfleger to 

investigate the accusations being made against them (citing explicitly Hieber’s most recent 

                                                           
75 CS, 13:240. He uses the descriptor to refer to Meckhart on several occasions. See also CS, 13:617. 
76 Roth writes that the Saxons in 1554 were under the “Führerschaft” of Ketzmann. 4.579. The editors of the CS 
refer to him as the “president” of the ministry. CS, 13:243. It is likely, though, that he was serving as one of the two 
sitting “senioren” of the ministry, a position which was established in 1552 in lieu of the four offices of “president” 
in the 1537-47 period. Meckhart held one of these positions from 1552-59, and was replaced by Eckhardt. Ketzmann 
was likely the second senior in 1552, passing it to Melhorn in 1554/5, who in turn may have passed it to Wilhelm 
Haussman, who was followed Jakob Rülich in 1566.  
77 CS, 13:243-47, 253. 
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writings).78  On September 19, arrest warrants were issued against both Hieber and Unsinn as 

leaders of the Schwenckfeld circle.79  

The trials that followed over the next few months focused on Hieber, Unsinn, and a third 

advocate of Schwenckfeld, Balthasar Marquart. By no means, however, was it confined to them. 

In fact, judicial authorities used these interrogations to obtain lists of all of their known 

associates. Hieber cooperated, giving the names of more than 50 people with whom he had 

shared Schwenckfeld’s works or discussed his beliefs. Among these names we find the preacher 

Jakob Rülich—one of the men sent by Melanchthon to Augsburg in 1553, who was then serving 

as deacon at St. Ulrich—to whom Hieber had apparently lent a number of Schwenckfeld’s 

books. This was not, therefore, a list of “Schwenckfelders”; rather, it speaks to efforts by the 

Schwenckfelder community to evangelize and spread their message. Hieber himself asserted that 

one of the reasons people were so interested in reading Schwenckfeld’s works was because the 

preachers were so preoccupied with him.80 He added that it was never his intent to defy civil 

authorities or to spread dissent, and that he had never insulted or attacked the preachers; only, 

insofar as he found their doctrines to be incorrect, he abstained from their sacraments. He related 

how over the years he had debated the matter with Meckhart, during which discourse he had 

sought advice and clarification from Schwenckfeld and Jacob Held, among others.81 

                                                           
78 For the petition to council, see CS, 13:273-74. See also Roth, 4:626-27. Schwenckfeld himself was very critical of 
Ketzmann for involving the city authorities, calling him “ein zorniger Mensch und ein rechter Schwermer.” CS, 
13:278. 
79 “Dieweil Bernhart Unsinn und Lienhart Hieber der schwenckfeldischen rädelfurer und sich vor andern gegen den 
predicanten mit allerlai trolichen reden vernemen lassen/ so ist erkannt/ dass sie sambt dem statscheiber von 
Mindelheim [Adam Reissner]/ soferr er betreten wiert/ sollen hinab gelegt werden.“ StAA Ratsdekret 1553, quoted 
in CS, 13:274; see also Roth, 3:276 fn. 68. 
80 CS, 13:276 
81 CS, 13:275.  
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In concert with this investigation, on September 26 the council tasked Meckhart and Melhorn 

with bringing these three men back in line with the accepted teachings of the local evangelical 

church.82 The first of these to recant was Marquart, who had been arrested on September 26, and 

subjected to the same questioning as the others. Maintaining that Schwenckfeld’s was the correct 

interpretation of scripture, he claimed that the matter could be proven were the city to but allow a 

public disputation between Schwenckfeld and the preachers.83 Only days later, however—with 

no help forthcoming from Schwenckfeld—he relented. A confession of faith was submitted to 

Marquart, composed jointly not only by Meckhart and Held, but also by Melhorn and Rülich. It 

affirmed that Christ had his divine nature from God, but that his humanity derived solely from 

Mary; that the office of preacher was instituted by Christ, that the Gospel was a gift of God, and 

that all who believed it were saved; that during the sacrament of the Altar, with and in (bey) the 

bread and wine, the real (warhafftige) flesh and blood were given to and received by both 

believers and unbelievers, to their eternal salvation or judgement;84 and last, that he affirmed the 

practice of infant baptism. Marquart signed the confession on Sept. 30, and was released on his 

oath that he would no longer associate with known sectarians.85  

                                                           
82 See Roth, 3:276 fn. 68; also StAA, Ratsbuch, Nr. 27, 1553, Part II, fol. 17r, cited in Creaseman, 4. 
83 Such a debate does not materialize, blame for which Marquart laid on Schwenckfeld, though the latter felt this 
was unfair. Schwenckfeld, in a letter to Hieber shortly thereafter, explained that “many would view his arrival in the 
city as an effort to start an uproar among the common people. The clockmaker [Marquart] perhaps does not know 
that 3 years ago members of the council and the Stadtvogt issued orders for my arrest should I ever be found in the 
city.” CS, 13:279. Schwenckfeld had clandestinely entered Augsburg with the help of his followers there sometime 
in June, 1549. Within a matter of weeks, though, it was learned that he was in the city, and an arrest warrant was 
issued, forcing him to flee. See CS, 11:871-74. 
84 “Zum dritten, bekannt er vom Nachtmal des Herren Christj das mitt/ und bey dem broth und wein der warhafftige 
leib und warhafftiges bluth Christj aufgeteilet unnd entpfangen werde/ nicht allein von den gleubigen sondern auch 
von den ungleubigen/ Jene entpfachen es zur seligkeit/ diese aber zum gerichte und verdamnuss/ Diese punkt laut 
und Inhalt göttlicher schriefft sind recht.” CS, 13:284.  
85 CS, 13:284; Roth, 4:631. It is often suggested that the short incarceration of Marquart was owing to his influence 
with Joachim II of Brandenburg. Marquart stemmed from an old and respected family of clock-makers in Augsburg. 
Though, as a gifted mechanic, he also turned his talents to gun-making, through which art he attracted the attention 
and patronage of Joachim. Roth, 4:629. Roth, for example, writes that it was because of this relationship that the 
council dealt with him more mildly than they did with Hieber and Unsinn. He also writes that they did not compel 
him to recant his beliefs. Roth, 4:631. See also Roeck, Ketzer, Künstler und Dämonen, 127. This latter claim, 
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For several weeks Hieber continued to defend Schwenckfeld’s doctrine in writing, but eventually 

on October 10 he, too, agreed to sign a formal recantation. Accordingly, he was released, and a 

week later council instructed Meckhart to review Hieber’s extensive library and return to him 

any books that were free of Schwenckfeld’s errors, and to burn the rest. Despite Hieber’s and 

Marquart’s recantations, though, Unsinn, convinced of the validity of his beliefs, steadfastly 

resolved to stand by his convictions. Earlier, on August 31, in anticipation of impending judicial 

action, Schwenckfeld had conveyed to his followers in Augsburg (via Eisler and Hieber) that 

should they come under investigation by civil authority, they should share some of his books 

with the councilors, so that they could see that there was nothing contained within that was 

contrary to God’s truth, whatever the preachers might say.86 They were also to remind the 

council that there was no imperial prohibition against his works (though he makes no mention of 

the local prohibition). Unsinn, evidently took this advice to heart, challenging the preachers to 

find fault in his beliefs. 

 In November, Meckhart and Melhorn submitted a report to the council detailing the conclusions 

of their interviews with Unsinn. He claimed, they reported, that although Christ had his physical 

nature from Mary, that nature originated in God, which belief the preachers insisted was 

erroneous. They next reported that Unsinn maintained that the water employed in the sacrament 

of baptism was but lowly, plain and simple water (schlechte, blose, gering Wasser), denying that 

                                                           
however, is untrue. A copy of Marquart’s confession (StAA LS Schwenckfelder-Selekt, Fasc. V, No. 2) can be 
found in CS 13.284. It opens: “Am Abend Michaelis des 1553 Jahrs ist disses bekentnuss den predicanten geschehen 
von Balthas Margquart zu Augspurg. Johanni Meckhardo/ Johanni Heldio/ M. Jacobo Riulichio/ M. Georgio 
Melhorn. Meister Balthas Marquart bekennet das Christus warer Gott und mensch unser heiland und seligmacher 
sey der von ewigkait vom vater geboren und nach der gottlichen natur und wesen dem vater gleich ewig sey/ unnd 
Inn der fülle der zeit nach der menschlichen naturen allein auss der Jungfrawen Marie warhafftig fleisch und bluth 
an sich genommen und warer mensch geboren,” before going on to address the office of the preacher, the real 
presence in the Eucharist, and infant baptism, concluding “Ich Balttas Marquartt urmacher hab alweg Bekendtt/ und 
Bekenn Noch wie obsteet.” 
86 CS, 13:271.  
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God works through it in the sacrament.87 Worse, during the Eucharist, they related that Unsinn 

insisted that all the communicant received during the sacrament was bread and wine, and that 

only Christ in heaven could nourish the soul. This, too, they decried as error, explaining that the 

blood and flesh which Christ sacrificed are truly given and received by believers and unbelievers 

alike during the sacrament, bringing eternal judgement or life, as the case may be.88 In light of 

his refusal to recant these beliefs, the council ordered his banishment from the city.  

From his exile in Justingen, Unsinn would leverage all his influence in Augsburg in a year-long 

effort to have this judgement reversed, petitioning the city council no fewer than four times, 

without success. In early 1554, this effort was dealt a further blow when Flacius Illyricus, in a 

work directed against Schwenckfeld, cited the trials of these three men in Augsburg as proof of 

the danger of Schwenckfeld’s heresy. He explicitly cited the confession of faith which Unsinn 

had submitted to the preachers in the fall of 1553.89  To distance himself from Illyricus’ 

accusations, Unsinn sent a letter to Meckhart, arguing that he was being misrepresented by the 

Magdeburg theologian. He again made the case that their disagreement was a misunderstanding, 

and that he agreed with the preachers wholly that Christ’s physical nature came from Mary 

(though he still insists that the seed placed in Mary by the Holy Spirit was divine). On the basis 

of what he viewed as their shared belief, he petitioned Meckhart to use his influence to intercede 

on his behalf with the council. Evidently Unsinn’s supporters in Augsburg also tried to enlist 

                                                           
87 StAA LS Ref. 1553. November. Bernhart Unsinn, 1v: “Es ist aber das nicht ein schlechte bloss geringe wasser, 
wie bernhard meinet, das den leib ohne [wesche] sonder ist ein bad der widergeburt, das die seele von sunde rainiget 
und weschet, wie paulus act. 3 sagt. [Das] krafft aber hatt das wasser nicht von sich selben, so fern es seiner 
substanz nach wasser ist, sonder dieweil es im Gottes wort ordnung und befelch vorleibet und gefasset ist.” 
88 The preachers complained that he had not been responsive to their counsel, but instead—like Hieber—had insisted 
on submitting a written statement of his beliefs. The editors of the Corpus Schwenckfeldianorum assert that this 
confession was almost certainly ghost-written by Schwenckfeld himself, citing the style of the writing and the 
nuance of its theological argumentation. CS, 13:294. Unsinn typically did not defend his beliefs himself; rather he 
would often refer his opponents either to the works of Schwenckfeld or Alexander Berner (one of Schwenckfeld’s 
chief advocates).  
89 CS, 13:510-11.  
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Meckhart’s help.90 Meckhart, however, returned Unsinn’s letter to him unopened, explaining that 

he ought to make his case to the entire ministry, rather than individually to him. Although 

Meckhart was one of the seniors of the ministry, this deference to the collective almost certainly 

reflects the precarious position he was in as the head of one of two bitterly feuding factions 

(more on this shortly). In any case, Unsinn took his advice and directed an appeal to the entire 

ministerial convent in a letter dated November 25, 1554. As Hieber had done the year previous, 

Unsinn asserted that he had only sought debate with Meckhart in 1552-53 because he wanted 

assurance that his own beliefs were well-founded, and not because he sought to sow division. He 

stated that their beliefs about the office of the preacher, about baptism, and about the nature of 

Christ had become similar enough as to no longer warrant further debate, but then begs patience 

with respect to the remaining point of contention, the Eucharist—namely, that the physical and 

spiritual elements of the sacrament were distinct and received separately. He then took the 

interesting step of insisting that he believed no differently than that which Wolfhart or Keller had 

taught in the city decades before, or as even Musculus or Held themselves had preached in the 

early years of the Reformation (Im anfang dess auff gehenden Ewangoelj).91 

The convent’s response was again to bid him to sign the confession of faith which Hieber and 

Marquart had signed previously, which Unsinn still refused to do. When a fourth petition to the 

council likewise failed in early December, 1554, he turned to a most unlikely ally. On December 

5, the burgomaster Leonhart Rehlinger received a visit from Unsinn, who delivered him a letter 

from the Augsburg cathedral preacher Johann Fabri. The letter indicated that Fabri had read 

Unsinn’s confession of faith and had questioned him personally, and he found him to be a “good-

                                                           
90 CS, 14:27. This is reported in a letter Unsinn sent to the two Stadtpfleger in Augsburg in September, 1554.  
91 CS, 14:75-76. 
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hearted Christian.”92 Fabri vouched for Unsinn, saying he believed him to be a pious, honorable, 

and peaceful man, who therefore should be permitted to return to the city.93 To the dismay of the 

ministry, Fabri’s intercession actually proved successful, albeit temporarily; the next day the city 

council issued a decree rescinding Unsinn’s expulsion. The preachers inveighed against this 

decision vociferously, though, and through the intercession of the two council-appointed 

provosts (Kirchenpfleger), they managed to convince the council to make its pardon conditional 

upon Unsinn’s signing the confessional statement which they had prepared in 1553.94 Unsinn 

again refused to do this, and consequently lived out the remainder of his life in exile.  

If the chief polemicist of Augsburg’s Catholic community endorsing a known supporter of 

Schwenckfeld seems strange, we need to remember that this occurred within the context of a 

bitter battle between the ministry (notably the young Saxons) and a number of Catholic 

preachers, including Fabri at the cathedral and Simon Scheibenhart at St. Moritz. The tenor of 

this pulpit polemicizing had become so hostile that the council was forced to issue a number of 

written warnings to both parties. One address to Fabri stated that they had been receiving reports 

that it was the cathedral-preacher’s custom to deliver heated and hateful (hitziger und hessiger) 

sermons from the pulpit, through which he sought to foment deep resentment among the 

common laity against the ministers.95 Insofar as the petitions of Unsinn and his supporters 

                                                           
92 LS Ref 1554.12.05. Johann Fabri an Leonhart Rehlinger.  
93 Unsinn’s presence in the city owed to his having requested and been granted permission to return to the city for a 
period of eight days in the beginning of December in order to settle some affairs he had left in the city and to make 
permanent arrangements for his settlement in Justingen.  
94 CS, 14:74.  
95 StAA LS Ref. 1554.IV.20: “Es solte zu erhaltung fridlichs ewigs und Christlichs wesens, und zu verhütung 
allerlay verraths, widerwillens, und [emperungen] hoch dienstlich und [erspriesslich] sein, dieweil [er aber in der 
andern khommen] Bericht eingenommen, das sich der prediger im Thumb etwas hitziger und hessiger reden vom 
offner Cantzel gepraucht haben soll/ hatt er zu verheutung allerlay weitterung, und [] der Neid und hass, so den das 
bey diesen gefarliche zeiten und leuffen, bey gemainer Layschafft wider die Clerisey ettwas tief und beschwerlich 
eingewirkt…das er sich fürhin gepürlicher beschaidenheit befleissen, unnd hitziger schmahreden genntzlich 
enthalten soll.”  
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continued to be rejected by the ministers, Fabri’s attempt to overturn the expulsion would have 

been a major coup for Catholic partisans in the city. The city’s Protestants were already 

struggling to find and define the common doctrine and rituals which bound them together; the 

formal, legal toleration of Schwenckfeld’s doctrines in so public a figure as Unsinn would have 

seriously undermined what progress had been made towards building this consensus.  

* * *  

Meckhart never wavered in his belief that those who avoided sermons and the sacraments invited 

damnation. When he eventually composed his formal treatise against Schwenckfeld (c. 1555), he 

wrote that those who fled the church and its sacraments ran right into the devil’s arms. However, 

recalling the Holy Spirit’s instructions to Paul, he explained that the calling of a preacher was to 

bring the people out of darkness into the light—out of Satan’s kingdom towards forgiveness of 

sin and everlasting life.96 John the Baptist did not only preach to children, but he also strove to 

bring the unbelieving around to the wisdom of the righteous (die unglaubigen zu der klugheit der 

Gerechten zuzurichten). As preachers, they had a duty to try to “open the eyes” of these non-

believers. However, with respect to those whose souls were already entrusted to their care, they 

also had a responsibility to publicly confront Schwenckfeld’s errors, given the terrifying 

implications (erschroeckliche volgen) of these. If Christ on the cross sacrificed nothing more 

than a phantasmal flesh (einen Phantastischen leib), as he alleged Schwenckfeld argued, then our 

own debts would not have been paid: without Christ’s real sacrifice of the physical flesh which 

he shared with each and every one of us, we would all be lost.97 For the spiritual comfort and 

                                                           
96 Meckhart, Kurtze und grundliche Widerlegung, L1v. 
97 Meckhart, Kurtze und grundliche Widerlegung, C1r. 
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certainty of his flock, therefore, (and perhaps for himself, as well) he had to confront these errors 

decisively.   

The years 1548-1555 were instrumental in shaping the outer contours of what Meckhart took to 

be acceptable religious practice and belief. For example, in the early years of the Interim—in 

response to the re-introduction of vestments and incense and the like during services, and against 

the prospect that these would discourage attendance—he emphasized the marginality of 

externals, focusing instead on the central, foundational act and experience of the sacrament of the 

altar. Even during the strictest implementation of the Interim, however—as attendance at 

religious services declined—he insisted that salvation was only possible within the church.  

Besides his catechism, his earliest extant work is a treatise from 1550 titled: A simple, Christian, 

and—in these troubled times—a very necessary admonishment to the young regarding their duty 

to their parents.98 Insofar as many of Meckhart’s works were pastoral, we might view this work 

in the same light. However, the timing of the publication, along with the reference to these 

“troubled times” in the title suggest a double intent. I posit that this work was written as an 

attempt to dissuade Augsburg Protestants from seeking religious alternatives outside of the 

evangelical church, even as its character and appearance was being altered by the increasingly 

strict enforcement of the Augsburg Interim. A substantial portion of this work addresses the 

difficulty of honoring bad or difficult parents. Those who thrive despite having had bad parents 

must still honor them—not because they earned that respect, but because it was God’s will. Be 

they wrathful, ungenerous, mad, or simply poor, resentment of one’s parents was an insult to 

                                                           
98 VD 16 M 1800: Johann Meckhart, Ain Christliche ainfältige, vnd zu diser zeit seer notwendige ermanung, an die 
jugent, darinnen angezaigt wirdt, was die Kinder jren Eltern zuthun schudig seind  (Augsburg: Valentin Othmar, 
1550).  
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God, for God willed that you be born to your parents, and not to others.99 Further, those who flee 

their parents, or else abandon them in a hospital (Spital) or leave them to be supported by 

common alms will live in darkness and never know the light.100 But, asks Meckhart, what if your 

parents ask you to do something that goes against the will of God? What if they tell you and your 

siblings to worship different Gods (und sagen, lass uns gehen und andern Göttern dienen)?101 

You must be obedient to your parents in all things, so far as that obedience does not conflict with 

God’s will.102 He then goes on to cite Pliny, though, who taught that it was when parents were 

weak or ill that they needed their children the most. The swan or the stork do not abandon their 

parent when it can no longer fly, but carry it on their back.103 Similarly, Augsburgers should not 

abandon their church simply because it is sick. 

Two years later during his exile, however, he would instruct Augsburgers to avoid the services of 

the Interimist preachers. Even here, though, he did not counsel an abandonment of the church; 

rather, he explained that parents could preach the Word and administer the sacraments within the 

home, until God willed an end to their exile. Despite the absence of a physical church, he still 

articulated membership in the Christian evangelical church according to participation in the 

sacraments and giving audience to the preached word.104  Here, in fact, the role of the parent is 

reversed—they (namely the father) become the facilitators of the church. Even when the 

sacrament was administered in such a case, it still contained the real flesh and blood of Christ, 

                                                           
99 Meckhart, Ain Christliche… ermanung, 4-6. 
100 Meckhart, Ain Christliche… ermanung, 6-7, 16. 
101 Meckhart, Ain Christliche… ermanung, 12-13. 
102 Meckhart, Ain Christliche… ermanung, 13: “soverr solcher gehorsam, Gottes gebott nicht zuwider ist/ dann man 
muss Gott meer gehorsam sein dann den Menschen/ Acto 5.” 
103 Meckhart, Ain Christliche… ermanung, 15.  
104 HAB [1222.51. Th.] Johann Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad/ Eer unnd würdigkait seye/ die aller 
diser welt  Herrlicheit weit ubertrifft / gemainschafft und tayl haben / mit / denen/ Gottes wort rain unnd lauter 
gepredigt und fürgetragen wirdt/ außdem LXXXIIII Psalm/ ainer Christenlichen person/ durch Johann Mechhardt 
auß seinem exilio zugeschriben, (Dillingen: Sebald Mayer, 1552), C1v. 
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for it was not the minister that instilled it with these elements, but Christ himself, on the cross. 

What mattered, therefore, was that the communicant receive the sacrament with the appropriate 

reverence, penitence, and understanding.  

* * *  

What was it about Schwenckfeld’s teaching that persuaded Augsburgers to turn from this 

understanding of the church? I believe the answer lies in Hieber’s and Unsinn’s conversations 

with the ministers. The principal point of contention to which they kept returning was that the 

sacrament was a spiritual meal of everlasting life. Insofar as it was spiritual (and therefore not 

received via the physical act of eating) it only nourished believers, regardless of whether they 

were worthy of it or not. For the spiritualists, then, when you partook of the sacrament as 

believers, you knew exactly what you were getting. With Luther’s manducatio impiorum, 

however, it was anyone’s guess what you were putting in your mouth, insofar as this doctrine 

insisted that one could not know whether they were sufficiently pious or worthy without clerical 

assurance. Within Lutheran ecclesiology, the practice of private confession was instituted to 

allay these fears and ostensibly filter out the unworthies. However, in a context like Augsburg 

where a generation of Protestants had grown unaccustomed to having their most intimate 

experiences and thoughts judged by authority figures, the institutionalization of this safeguard 

proved untenable for many. In short, spiritualism offered a measure of certainty that the local 

evangelical church simply could not seem to guarantee.  

It is during these tumultuous years of the Interim that we first begin to see Meckhart advocating 

an interpretation of the sacrament in which past sin plays a role secondary to present motivation. 

He did not deny that in receiving the true flesh and blood of Christ, the unworthy (die böse) 

received God’s judgement; however, to the horror of some of his Saxon colleagues, he did not 
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define “böse” with respect to sin.105 Recall his conviction that fear and doubt were the greatest 

enemies of faith. If you remove the measure of one’s own sin from the equation of who receives 

life and who receives judgement through the sacrament, then you greatly remove that doubt. For 

Meckhart, everyone who earnestly sought the sacrament was worthy of it. In his 1556 

publication on the sacrament of the altar, he writes that the believer who comes to the altar 

seeking the flesh and blood of Christ is assured (versichert) of everlasting life.106 It is a testament 

to God’s love for humanity that he gave his only son to die for us, though we are sinners—

indeed that he died for the sake of the godless and of his enemies too.107 And finally, we can be 

assured, he continues, that in good times and bad (zu allen zeiten des gluckhs und ungluckhs) 

Christ will not abandon us because we are sinners, but through his flesh and blood, forgives our 

sin and promises eternal life.108 In summation, through redefining the standard by which the 

communicant was deemed worthy to receive everlasting life in the sacrament, and by deferring 

                                                           
105 This use of “böse” is the only explicit reference he makes in his treatise on the Abentmahl to those who are not 
saved. In the preface written by his son—commenting on the futility of the Catholic interpretation of the sacrament 
as a sacrifice for the intercession of the dead—Georg writes that all believers (glaubigen) are in heaven, and all non-
believers (unglaubigen) are in hell, but this is not a position found in Johann’s own writing. In fact, the conclusion 
of this work makes it pretty clear where Johann Meckhart stood on sin and the sacrament: “Darumb so lass unns nun 
betrachten/ und woll zuhertzen nemen/ sein herrliche grosse und wunderbarliche liebe/ die alle menschen vernunft 
ubertrift/ die er unser lieber herr uns bewisen hat/ Philip 2. cp. das da er in Götllicher gestalt unnd herligkeit war/ 
Gott seinem Vatter gleich/ hat er [a]uch desselben geeussert/ und aines knechts gestalt an sich genommen/ und 
worden gleich  wie ain ander mensch/ und hat sich genidriget/ ist gehorsam worden biss zum todt/ Hat zum todt ans 
Creutz/ das er mit seinem Blütigen Todt am Creutz bezalt alle unser schuld/ versönet uns mit Gott/ erwarbe ain 
ewige erlösung/ Ja richtete auff zwischen  unns armen sündern/ und Gott dem gerechten/ durch sein Blut ainen 
ewigen fridt und vertrag/ welcher hohen und grossen gnaden/ die hailigen  Sacrament Christi gewisse zaichen/ sigel 
und versicherung seind/ wie wir zu Ro. 4 cap: an der beschneidung sehen/ dardurch wir diser hohen gnad/ so Gott in 
seinem  heiligen wort/ unns anbeuttet das er woelle unser gnediger Gott und Vatter sein/ und unsere sund 
nimmermer zu rechenen/ unnd unns an Leib und Seel/ als seine liebe Kinder und Erben versehen/ unnd mit dem 
Leib und Blut Jesu Christi zu dem ewigen Leben speisen und erhalten/ versichert und [vergwisiget] werden/ dem sey 
lob Ehr und preiss von ewigkeit zu ewigkeit/ Amen.” Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, 21r-v. 
106 “Nemend essent / sagt Er/ das ist mein Leib/ Trinckent darauss alle das ist mein Blüt/ hie hörstu von Christo 
selbs/ was die gaabe sey/ die übergab und schankung/ so mit brot und wein überaicht und übergeben wirt/ ist der 
Leib und das blut Christi / Unnd was begeren und suchen die gleubigen von dem Tisch des herren anders zu 
empfahen/ dann allein das sie mit dem Leib und blute Christi gespeisset/ getrencken/ und das ewigen Lebens 
versichert werden,” Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, 16v. 
107 “Nun ist jhe kain grossere warhafftigere lieb wie Cristus aber hat sein leben auch fur die Gottlosen Ro. 5. für die 
sunder/ auch für seinen feind gesetzt/ dardruch wir warhafftig erkennen/ wie liebt wir Gott unsern himlischen vatter 
seindt,” Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, 20r-v. 
108 Meckhart, Was es für ain sondere große gnad, 20v. 
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that determination to God, rather than appropriating it for himself, as a minister, Meckhart 

attempted to lay the groundwork for reconciliation between the local church and the spiritualist 

community.109  

It is difficult to measure the extent to which this reconciliation was effective. Georg Eckhardt, 

the moderate Saxon preacher who would succeed Meckhart as senior following the latter’s death 

in 1559, devoted considerable effort to preaching against Schwenckfeld well into the 1560s. 

Georg Meckhart (not to be confused with Georg Eckhardt), in publishing his father’s treatise 

against Schwenckfeld in 1563, wrote in the preface that “hellish weeds continued to wend their 

way throughout the empire” seeking to deny the vocation of preacher, undermine the unity of the 

evangelical church, and rob the sacrament of Christ’s real presence.110 The fact that 

Schwenckfeld’s influence survived in the city is further evidenced by the continued, steady 

publication of his works into the 1560s. Georg Eckhardt, in 1559, eventually persuaded civil 

authorities of the need to launch a new wave of investigations into the publication and trafficking 

of Schwenckfeld’s works, as a result of which a number of local printers were eventually 

arrested, interrogated, and ultimately imprisoned.111  

One way we might qualitatively measure the decline of Schwenckfeld’s influence in Augsburg is 

through his own later correspondence. His letters to Eisler and his remaining followers in the city 

after 1554 are rife with frustration. Following Hieber’s revelation in 1553 of the names of all 

those to whom he had lent Schwenckfeld’s works, the city council, in a rather bold move, took 

                                                           
109 I say “redefining” here, but Meckhart fully believed he was following a precedent set by Musculus and Wolfhart 
ever since the 1536 Wittenberg Concord. What he was doing was actually re-establishing this belief and its practice 
following the Passauer Vertrag and the (unofficial) end of the Interim.  
110 Meckhart, Kurtze und grundliche Widerlegung, A2r, A4v-B1r.   
111 StAA, Strafamt, Strafbuch des Rats, 1563-1571, 11v. Among these printers were Mattheus Franck and Philipp 
Ulhart. See also Friedrich Kapp, Geschichte des Deutsche Buchhandels. Vol. 1: Geschichte des Deutschen 
Buchhandels bis in das siebzehnte Jahrhundert (Leipzig: Verlag des Börsenvereins der Deutschen Buchhändler, 
1886), 564-67. 
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this list of names and published it, with the warning that owning or trafficking in illicit works 

was prohibited. First in October, the council re-iterated that sectarian gatherings were prohibited 

not only by municipal but also by imperial law. It then listed the names of numerous citizens 

(among whom we find a number of patricians) who were known to have participated in these 

gatherings.112 A little later in November, a second, longer list was published, this time reporting 

the names of everyone who was known to have owned or read Schwenckfeld’s books.113 In all 

probability, the very public nature of this shaming was at least as effective in combating 

Schwenckfeld’s influence as were Meckhart’s attempts at reconciliation. In a letter to 

Schwenckfeld in 1556, the patrician Ursula Rehlinger explained that while she found some of the 

reformer’s ideas attractive, she dared not bring suspicion on herself by abstaining from the 

sacraments.114  

The Schwenckfelders’ continued attempts to expand their influence within the evangelical 

churches themselves were likewise limited. By 1556, they had won the sympathies of the 

precentor (Vorsinger) of St. Georg, Johann Spreng. In his letters to Eisler, however, 

Schwenckfeld makes frequent report of his having to correct and chastise Spreng, worrying that 

he was misrepresenting his teaching and thereby undermining their cause.115 Spreng’s attempt to 

“win” Ulrich Holtzmann (the precentor at St. Anna), to their cause in 1557 did not bear any 

fruit.116  By 1558, several of his followers wrote Schwenckfeld letters celebrating the fact that an 

itinerant tailor named Graff had been won over to their cause; though even this small victory 

collapsed but a year later when Graff broke ranks with the spiritualists over what he perceived as 

                                                           
112 This is reproduced in CS, 13:354-55, from the original in StAA LS Ref. Schwenckfelder-Selekt, Fasc. II, no.22.  
113 CS, 13:355.  
114 CS, 14:618.  
115 CS, 14:716, 842. 
116 CS, 15:51. 
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their harsh and unfair opinions of Pilgram Marpeck.117 Perhaps most illustrative of 

Schwenckfeld’s frustration, though, was a letter he wrote to Marx Zimmerman in March, 1558, 

in which he lamented that the “Swiss and the Zwinglians” were resolved to make common cause 

(zu confederieren) with the Lutherans in order to distance themselves from the sectarians 

(Schwermer). “The cross,” he explained, “was just too heavy for them.”118 

* * * 

The ministers’ efforts to reunite the splintered evangelical community after the calamites of the 

Interim forced them to re-evaluate the foundation of that community. Was is shared doctrine that 

held them together? Was it a shared rejection of Catholicism? In Meckhart’s conversations with 

those who had come to embrace Schwenckfeld’s teaching, what he discovered was, again, a 

desire for spiritual self-determination. These non-conformist Christians wanted a personal 

relationship with God, free of all the bells, whistles, and chains which the Catholics, then the 

Interimists, now the “Saxons,” wanted to impose on that relationship. Meckhart, then, had to 

accommodate this desire for spiritual non-interference while still maintaining the identity and 

cohesion of the broader evangelical community. Too much interference (or discipline), would 

irrevocably shatter that community; not enough, and the ties that bound Augsburg evangelicals 

together would be lost, along with any meaningful sense of community.  

For Meckhart, as for Luther, the sacrament of the altar was critical to his understanding of what 

it meant to be Christian. Christians, he argued, had to participate in the sacrament to be worthy 

                                                           
117 CS, 17:213-14.  
118 “Die Helvetij und Zuuwingliani suchen überall ursach sich mit den Lutheranis zuconfederiren/ bekennen sich zur 
Augspurgischen Confession/ und se nullo fanatico errore aut dogmate infestos esse, Sie wolen nit mehr Schwermer 
sein/ das Creutz wird ihn zu schwer/ Volunt potius cum multidudine errare sine cruce , quam cum pusillo grege recte 
in Cristo sentire. Es lendet alles nach der Wellt lauff/ nur zum grossen haufen/ Gott der Herr woll uns behüten.” CS, 
16:390. 
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of the name. Where Meckhart departed from the Wittenberger, however, was in the 

administration of the sacrament. For him, as a minister, what mattered was not that one came to 

the sacrament as a worthy or pious communicant, but simply that they came. It was ultimately 

not the impiorum or indignorum that guided Meckhart’s sacramental theology, but the 

manducatio. Meckhart was not God, nor could he pretend to know His judgement; therefore, he 

had to assume that anyone who chose to receive the sacrament—knowing the potential 

consequences of that reception—was worthy of it.  

The rejection of mandatory private confession by the Augsburg ministry to some degree set the 

city apart from much of the broader Protestant community in Germany until late in the sixteenth-

century. To those reformers trying to export and reproduce Wittenberg’s Reformation, the act of 

confession was one of the primary vehicles by which orthodoxy was achieved and expanded. For 

the Augsburgers, though, internal unity was a much more pressing concern than union with 

extra-mural Protestantism. They could not embrace the latter if it came at the expense of the 

former. Thus, as we will see in the following chapter, the divergent responses to the 

Schwenkfelder challenge adopted by Meckhart and Melhorn brought to light the profound 

dissonance between Wittenberg and Augsburg Protestantism.  
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Chapter Three:  
Dance of the Augsburg Preachers: The Melhorn Controversy and 
Adversarial Bi-confessionalism 

 
“Your Captain Meckhart of Augsburg is a mumming disciple of Zwinglius, who teaches his followers 
that even the unworthy should receive the body and blood of Christ, for it is a dish of everlasting life. But, 
as Paul says, to the unworthy, this meal is judgment and everlasting death. [Ergo, insofar as the unworthy 
come to him and receive judgement, it cannot be a meal of everlasting life. That Meckhart only speaks of 
everlasting life is evidence that he understands the meal spiritually].” 

       Georg Melhorn, 1555.1 

 

In 1553, one thing, at least, on which the new and old preachers of Augsburg could agree was 

that the Schwenckfelders posed a threat to the unity of the evangelical community. Unfortunately 

for many of them, that is about where their consensus ended. Even as they worked side by side to 

combat the spread of sectarianism, the two cohorts became increasingly aware of their own 

dissonance. Not even a year after the city council began expanding the ministry with 

Melanchthon’s hand-picked preachers, some of the ministers in Augsburg had become so 

alienated from one another that a number of them refused even to acknowledge each other as 

they passed on the street.2 As we saw and as we shall continue to see, the catalyst for this conflict 

was the Augsburgers’ refusal to implement mandatory private confession, a practice that was 

becoming symbolic of confessional Lutheranism. In this chapter, Nördlingen provides an 

                                                           
1 “Ja das ichs euch jungen sachsen die her gar klüg sein wollt nach besser zu erkennen geben unnd für aller wellt 
bekannt werde eur Capitan Meckhart zu Augspurg so ain mumender zwingels schüller so vermeint er gannz und gar 
zu seinem das die unwürdigen dem leib unnd blutt christi empfanngen soll, ursachs ist dise, er sagt es sey ein speiss 
zum ewigen leben, paulis aber sagt, die unwürdigen esse  es jnne zum gericht, dass zum ewigen todt, ergo dieweil 
die unwürdigen zu jnen das Abentmal nach paulo zum gericht essen, so kan es nicht allda ein speiss zum ewigen 
leben sein, wie Meckhart unnd Helld bekennet, der da mir ein Gaistlich wiessung fur die würdi[gen] [weise] 
versteen, [der] allain ewig leben, unnd dach[ten] der unwürdigen Meckhart niemant alls einen guetten [Logie] hatt 
an der stürnen het angesehen.” StAA LS Ref. “Melhorn” No. 37, 06.08.1555: Georg Melhorn, Tantz der Augsburger 
Prediger (Ravensburg, 1555), 11r-v. As I will be citing this work often, hereafter I will reference it as “Tantz.”  
2 Roth, 4:580. 
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interesting opportunity for comparison, as in both cases there was resistance to the practice. This 

comparison will also help us understand why the issue ended up being so much more divisive in 

Augsburg. In fact, the ensuing conflict between Augsburg’s two ministerial cohorts—the new 

and the old—would only deepen until, finally, city government was forced to intervene. In order 

to win the necessary support of city government to their cause, though, Meckhart and his 

colleagues had to carefully craft a confession of faith which not only affirmed their own 

orthodoxy (according to the Augsburg Confession, as read through the Wittenberg Concord), but 

also the orthodoxy of their predecessors. With respect to Meckhart’s published works, this 

“confession” encompassed his various catechisms (1548, 1554,1554,1557) and the revised 

church order (1555),  each of which evidence both a willingness to compromise and a defense of 

local custom. Behind the scenes, however, our best look at the underlying issues separating these 

two camps of preachers are the letters and treatises which changed hands in the years 1552-55 in 

the effort to win the council’s support. Prominent among these are the supplications Meckhart 

wrote to the city government in the years 1554-55 (collectively referred to as die Erklärung, 

following the convention of the StAA) and his own Bekanntnuss, composed in January 1556 in 

response to Georg Melhorn’s Tantz der Augsburger Prediger. Examining these sources, it should 

become evident that this controversy was a pivotal moment in Augsburg’s history. Members of 

the Wittenberg cohort brought with them a culture of divisive, exclusionary religious identity, a 

politics which to this point had struggled to find an audience in Augsburg. Forster and Huber had 

attempted the same in the 1530s, but insofar as the other ministers refused to play their game, 

there was little incentive for Augsburgers to adopt a “Lutheran” identity. Now, however—in the 

bi-confessional Augsburg of the 1550s—these Lutherans found willing and eager opponents 

within the Augsburg Catholic clergy. As the new preachers and the Augsburg Catholics squared 
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off against one another in public discourse, the old evangelical ministry found itself facing an 

unpleasant prospect—that local evangelical identity and community would come to be based not 

on the Gospel, but on opposition to religious opponents—namely, Catholics. It was in this 

context and against the formation of this adversarial bi-confessionalism that Meckhart set out to 

clarify and codify the ministers’ rejection of Saxony’s religious authority.  

The “Lutheranization” of Nördlingen  

The institutionalization of private confession was an issue facing many imperial cities, especially 

in Upper-Germany, which, unlike Saxony and Franconia, was slow to embrace Luther’s 

authority. This process of “Lutheranization,” however, was greatly advanced by the Augsburg 

Interim, insofar as it re-introduced the custom of mandatory private confession. Ronald Rittgers’ 

study of Nördlingen in this regard is illustrative.3 Nördlingen was a modest imperial city of about 

7000 people, located approximately 70 kilometers north-east of Augsburg. Under the early 

clerical leadership of Theobald Billicanus, the city’s Reformation developed cautiously and 

eclectically. During the 1530 Diet of Augsburg, for example, Billicanus broke with 

Protestantism, declaring himself an Erasmian Catholic (though he was allowed to continue to 

preach in the city another five years, before retiring). In this context—with a populace attracted 

to many of Zwingli’s ideas, with a ministry gravitating between Wittenberg and Rome—there 

was no room for strict normative doctrine. Unsurprisingly, private confession and absolution had 

been abolished early on, replaced with a general, communal form of each. It was not until the 

                                                           
3 Ronald K. Rittgers, “Private Confession and the Lutheranization of Sixteenth-Century Nördlingen,” Sixteenth-
Century Journal 36, no. 4 (Winter, 2005):1063-1085. 
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1540s, under the influence of Nuremberg, that this begins to change.4 In particular, it was the 

city’s adoption of the Nuremberg Church Order in 1543 that set this process in motion.  

In 1544, Nördlingen’s city council, having recently oriented itself towards Lutheranism, 

undertook to fill a vacancy in their ministry which had remained empty for quite some time—

that of “senior pastor” (a position roughly analogous to that of Augsburg’s presidents or 

“senioren”). As Augsburg would do years later, they turned to Wittenberg for a recommendation, 

writing to Melchior Fend at Wittenberg’s university, asking him to consult with Melanchthon on 

the matter. In February, 1544, the experienced Kaspar Loner was named to this post, and upon 

his arrival, he diligently began to implement an ambitious program of reform to bring the city in 

line with Wittenberg. Among his chief concerns was the absence of private confession. Since the 

Diet of Augsburg, many cities—following the example of the 1533 Brandenburg-Nuremberg 

Church Order—had begun formally sealing their relationship with Luther and his movement by 

instituting private confession. Rittger, therefore, makes the case that Loner was only trying to 

bring the city in line with what was quickly becoming normal practice.5 Rittgers even 

characterizes this initial reform as rather moderate. Loner proposed that all communicants must 

register before the sacrament, and that each must meet individually with the minister, but he did 

not require any specific examination of faith or conduct. To Loner’s disappointment, though, the 

city fathers were reticent to accept these reforms, rejecting even this mild form of private 

confession as unnecessary and impractical.6 Nonetheless, Loner remained adamant that private 

confession ought to be made mandatory. Rittgers explains that,  

Loner repeated Paul's exhortation that a person should examine himself (selbs prueffen) 
before partaking of communion. For him this meant investigating what one believed and 

                                                           
4 For the relationship between these two cities, see Close, 48-50.  
5 Rittgers, 1069.  
6 Rittgers, 1069-70. 



160 
 

why one wished to receive the sacrament. Finally, Loner maintained that the Lord's 
Supper was a sign from God by which God not only differentiated Christians from 
heathens, but also true Christians from uncristen. The former understood the necessity of 
self-examination and knowledge of the faith while the latter did not.7 

By now, this interest in dividing the uncristen from Christians should appear familiar. This tri-

partite classification of heathens, false Christians, and true Christians recalls closely the debates 

in Augsburg and Wittenberg in the 1530s over indignorum versus impiorum; the former 

emphasizing the shared morality and faith among Christians, with the latter shifting the emphasis 

more towards Christian discipline and the definition of borders between Christians and non-

Christians.  

In response to Loner’s persistence, the Nördlingen council did eventually allow him to institute a 

voluntary form of private confession and absolution. This remained in effect until 1548, at which 

point the Augsburg Interim was implemented. In an effort to appease the emperor and appear 

obedient, Nördlingen followed Nuremberg’s example and introduced several liturgical reforms, 

including a mandatory form of evangelical private confession “in the Nuremberg style,” (i.e. 

private confession and examination, but without any requirement of penance).8 On the whole—

despite the council’s early reticence, and despite the popularity of Upper-German/Swiss 

sacramental theology among the laity—the implementation of private confession in Nördlingen 

does not appear to have been as disruptive or divisive as it was in Augsburg. In large part, this 

seems to have owed to the council’s ability to establish a clever working compromise. For 

example, early on in his appointment, Loner clashed with two “Zwinglian” deacons at the church 

of St. George. The council acted quickly and decisively, intervening on Loner’s behalf and 

dismissing the deacons. In the context of the city’s ongoing effort to solidify its relationship with 

                                                           
7 Rittgers, 1071. 
8 Rittgers, 1082, fn. 120. See also Close, 50.  
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Nuremberg, through this action the council made very clear its intent to orient the city towards 

the more conservative Lutheran form of evangelical religion. At the same time, however, it made 

no move to implement mandatory confession (despite the fact the Nuremberg Order, which it 

had nominally adopted in 1543, did). Even after the Interim and the Peace of Augsburg, 

Nördlingen’s subsequent church orders had very little to say about private confession. Again, 

nominally, the city was Lutheran, and nominally, they practiced mandatory private confession. 

Rittger makes the important observation, though, that enforcement of this practice was very 

uneven, and there is no way of knowing whether or how often burghers actually confessed.9 

Thus, citing similar conclusions advanced by Susan Karant-Nun and Hans-Christoph Rublack, 

Rittger ends by writing, “This article wishes to emphasize that before private confession became 

a tool of confessionalization it was first a symbol of official confessional identity.”10 Nördlingen, 

therefore, was able to ease its population into Lutheranism, first by cultivating its brand, and only 

gradually requiring conformity to its doctrines.  

In large part it was left to take this long-term approach because the city was not a high priority in 

the larger scheme of imperial ambitions. It was certainly an important city geographically and 

economically, but in terms of religion, it is instructive to view the city as an importer rather than 

an exporter. Insofar as the city placed itself firmly under the direction of Nuremberg, imperial 

and Roman authorities did not pay the kind of attention to Nördlingen that they did to Augsburg 

(which had been actively expanding its sphere of religious influence prior to the Schmalkaldic 

War).11 In contrast to Nördlingen, however, the path to Lutheranism laid out in Augsburg by the 

                                                           
9 Rittgers, 1083. 
10 He specifically cites Susan Karant-Nunn, Reformation of Ritual, 94-107 and Hans-Christoph Rublack, 
“Lutherische Beichte und Sozialdisziplinierung,” Archiv für Reformationsgeschichte 84 (1993): 127-55. Rittgers, 
1085, fn. 133.  
11 Close, 12-13.   
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Wittenberg reformers Georg Melhorn and Peter Ketzmann in the early 1550s was a steep climb 

through a gauntlet of concessions. A man of experience and persistence, Loner nevertheless 

advanced his program of reform cautiously and collaboratively. Here was a man with a lifetime 

of experience as a reformer, who was studying in Wittenberg at least as early as 1526.12 Neither 

Melhorn nor Ketzmann had the benefit of Loner’s experience, though, and their experience of 

Luther and Lutheranism was pre-formed and absolute. For them, identity and obedience to what 

they understood as the dictates of that identity went hand-in-hand.  

The “Saxon” Mission 

When Charles V restored the patrician government in Augsburg in the summer of 1552, he was 

left with the decision of what to do with the preachers. They had been expelled from the empire 

on his authority the year before, yet here they were, having been re-instated by the German 

princes during their brief governorship. Resolved to honor the treaty of Passau, Charles 

nevertheless needed to assert his authority over this troublesome city. To that end, he issued 

pardons to five of the ministers for having returned to the city from exile, but expelled three 

others.13 Just prior to the August 1551 expulsion, there had been ten ministers (including 

preachers and deacons) serving six evangelical churches and preaching houses. Two of these 

(Marcus Nass and Johann Ehinger) chose not to return in 1552, leaving the Protestant ministry 

with five vacancies. 

As it had in the fall of 1551, the city council again turned to Philipp Melanchthon to recommend 

replacements. Even before Charles retook the city, the princes’ regime had turned to Wittenberg 

                                                           
12 There is some disagreement as to when he first enrolled at the university. See the historigraphical summary 
provided in Rittgers, 1063, fn. 2. He may have been at the university as early as 1518.  
13 Those pardoned were Held, Meckhart, Bächlin, Engelschalk and Matsperger. Those exiled were Traber, Dachser 
and Flinner.  
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for new preachers.14 Bugenhagen and Melanchthon had then written back with a list of 

recommendations, among which names, surprisingly, was Johann Forster’s.15 Nothing would 

come of this early exchange, but in September the patrician council itself would write to 

Melanchthon, seeking three preachers and two deacons. To fill one of the new “senior” positions, 

Melanchthon recommended Erhard Schnepf or Erasmus Sarcerius.16 He insisted that whoever 

they ended up choosing, though, ought to conform to what was taught and practiced in 

Wittenberg and Jena.17 It is in this same letter that he first recommends Peter Ketzmann for the 

position of preacher, and here again that he makes another pitch for the young Wilhelm 

Haussman as deacon. Two weeks later, he wrote once more to the council, informing them that 

Ketzmann and Haussman were on their way, along with a second deacon, Jakob Rülich. He 

expressly mentions that he had informed these three not to set about introducing any reforms for 

the time being. He remained adamant that the southern cities needed to be reformed, but he 

pointed to the recent debacle of the Interim as evidence of what could go wrong when one 

moved too quickly and aggressively with reform.18 Along with this letter he also sent a copy of 

                                                           
14 Melanchthons Briefwechsel (hereafter MBW) Vol. 6: Augsburg council to the University of Wittenberg, 
(27.04.1552), 6:297.  
15 MBW, 6:304. Bugenhagen and M. to the Augsburg council (12.05.1552). They names they gave were Erhard 
Schnepf, Erasmus Sarcerius, Johannes Forster, and “der noch junge Wilhelm Hausmann.” Recall that Forster had 
been dismissed from his post in 1539 for being too combative with the other ministers, making the inclusion of his 
name here rather unexpected. 
16 Schnepf had been a professor of theology at the university in Tübingen, before being dismissed in 1548 for his 
strong criticism of the Augsburg Interim. Hermann Ehmer, "Schnepff, Erhard" in Neue Deutsche Biographie 23 
(2007), 320-321 (Online-Version); URL: https://www.deutsche-biographie.de/gnd12466833X.html#ndbcontent. 
Erasmus Sarcerius’ story was similar. From his positon as court-preacher and superintendent in Nassau-Dillenburg, 
he had been involved in numerous reform projects in several territories. His resolute opposition to the Interim in 
1548, however, compelled Duke Wilhelm von Nassau to let him go. H. Holstein, "Sarcerius, Erasmus" in 
Allgemeine Deutsche Biographie 33 (1891), 727-729 (Online-Version); URL: https://www.deutsche-
biographie.de/gnd122057635.html#adbcontent. The fact that Melanchthon recommended these two men for the one 
of the top preaching jobs in the city perhaps suggests that he was starting to appreciate local aversion in Augsburg—
both political and popular—towards “Interimist” preachers.  
17 Melanchthon wrote that he would send more recommendations when he could, but that currently there were few 
available preachers in either Wittenberg or Jena. It is here that he makes the comment about the importance of ritual 
and doctrinal uniformity. MBW, 6:356, M. to the Augsburg council (4.10.1552). 
18 MBW, 6:365, M. to the Augsburg council (18.10.1552).  
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the Mecklenburg church order, on which model he intended to unify the imperial cities, with the 

note that while uniformity in doctrine was essential, the same was not necessarily true of ritual 

and practice.19  

By November 25, however, Melanchthon was eagerly requesting news on the progress of the 

Augsburg church’s Reformation (Erneuerung). That day, another preacher, Georg Melhorn, 

arrived in the city bearing a pair of letters of recommendation from Melanchthon—one for 

Johann Baptist Haintzel and one for Wilhelm Hausmann. Both letters asked their respective 

addressees to welcome Melhorn, and for updates on “die Erneuerung der Augsburger Kirche.”20 

The reformer’s mixed messages on the pace of reform continued into the New Year. In January 

he was again writing Hausmann for updates. It is unclear what Hausmann reported back, but in 

February Melanchthon wrote to Haintzel informing him that he had re-stated his admonishment 

to his preachers in Augsburg that too much reform too quickly would only lead to resistance 

(Anstoss).21 In that same letter, though, he reiterated that Augsburg, Ulm and Württemberg 

needed to adopt the Mecklenburg Order, referring Haintzel to his enclosed commentary on infant 

baptism, exorcism, and the Lord’s Supper. In closing, Melanchthon advised that anyone who 

threatened this unity of doctrine should be dismissed.22  

It is with no small irony that the next letter Melanchthon wrote to the city was in response to a 

complaint lodged against the preacher Stephan Agricola (the younger). Agricola had arrived in 

Augsburg in December, 1552, bearing Melanchthon’s recommendation. His father had been one 

                                                           
19 “Übereinstimmung in der Lehre ist notwendig, in den Bräuchen nicht.” Ibid, M. to Johann Baptist Haintzel, one of 
Augsburg’s church provosts (Kirchenpfleger). MBW, 6:367, M. an Johann Baptist Haintzel in Augsburg 
(18.10.1552).  
20 MBW, 6:384-85: M. to Haintzel (25.11.1552) and Ibid. M. to Hausmann (25.11.1552).  
21 MBW, 7:35, M. to Haintzel (24.02.1553): “Häufige Änderungen der Kirchenbräuche erregen Anstoss.” 
22 MBW, 7:35: “Wer die Lehreinheit gefährdet, soll entlassen werden. Am Geburtstag Kaiser Karls.” 
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of the earliest advocates of Luther in the city, until he was dismissed by city council in 1531 for 

being too quarrelsome and overbearing towards the other preachers. 23 The younger Agricola 

only lasted two months before leaving in frustration, apparently having found cause to quarrel 

with the local preachers almost immediately upon his arrival. At the beginning of March, 

Melanchthon apologized for Agricola’s behavior, stating that he had warned him not to disturb 

the peace with respect to the local ceremonies, assuring Haintzel that he would now reiterate that 

warning to him and the other preachers as well.24 He ended by expressing his wish to avoid 

further unnecessary distress. The next day, apparently having learned of Agricola’s departure, 

Melanchthon wrote to Haintzel having to again apologize, assuring him that he did not approve 

of the young man’s criticisms of local custom, and that he would make this clear to Melhorn, 

who was stoking similar animosity.25 Haintzel’s reply to Melanchthon three weeks later begins to 

show his mounting frustration. Regarding the Agricola affair, he wrote that he was glad that they 

were in agreement, and that he would continue to foster unity within the ministry. He 

complained, however, that Melhorn—despite having received Melanchthon’s judgement on 

Augsburg’s present church order—continued to be belligerent. Also within that same letter, 

Haintzel recommended its bearer to Melanchthon—Johann Meckhart’s adopted son, Georg, who 

was beginning studies at the university in Wittenberg.  

Despite the problems with Agricola and Melhorn, Haintzel and the Augsburg government 

continued to turn to Melanchthon for assistance, still hopeful that confessional harmony would 

be worth the trouble. They pressed the reformer to send a replacement for Agricola, and in 

response he arranged for Georg Eckhardt to take up the position. Unlike the other five whom he 

                                                           
23 Wiedemann, 3.  
24 MBW, 7:38, M. to Haintzel (03.03.1553):  “Er hatte ihn ermahnt, bezüglich der Zeremonien Frieden zu halten.” 
25 MBW, 7:39, M. to Haintzel (04.03.1553).  
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had sent previously, Eckhardt already had a decade of experience preaching, and promised to be 

more restrained. In September of that same year—as the trials of Bernhard Unsinn and Leonhart 

Hieber were getting underway—the council also requested that Melanchthon compose a treatise 

on Schwenckfeld’s teachings to help them combat the spread of his influence in Upper-

Germany.26 

* * *  

What was the genesis of this dispute between the two groups of preachers?  The first we hear of 

impending trouble was Bächlin’s warning in 1552 of the “coming of a new papacy.” Although 

we do not know exactly what prompted him to make this claim, we do know from 

Melanchthon’s correspondence that the rift within the ministry first began in the Franciscan 

church with the appointment of Georg Melhorn as Bächlin’s co-preacher. Years later in his 

invective against the city, Melhorn—though he would direct most of the work against 

Meckhart—reserved special condemnation for Bächlin, “Zwingli’s dancing fish.”27 He claimed 

that he had only ever sought peace and the pure Word of Christ, and to bring these wayward 

preachers back to Luther.28 It was his duty, he insisted—as a properly educated Saxon—29 to 

reveal the damnable Zwinglian heresy to which these preachers devoted themselves, all the while 

pretending to be orthodox Lutherans. In his closing remarks to the city council, he asserts:  

                                                           
26 The council continues to request such a work over the course of the next few years, without success.  
27 StAA LS Ref. “Melhorn” No. 37, 06.08.1555: Georg Melhorn, Tantz der Augsburger Prediger (Ravensburg, 
1555), 13v.  
28 He uses this word “Lutherisch” more than twenty times in this work. Referring to Bächlin, for example, he writes 
that, “ich wolte in Luterisch machen,” Ibid, 14r; in his mounting effort to “expose” Bächlin in 1555, he repeatedly 
put to him the question of whether he was a Lutheran, or a mumbling disciple of Zwingli. For Melhorn, it was 
always one or the other, and we see that reflected here, as well. Melhorn, Tantz, 17r.  
29 “Diser aber müss ich dan machen, als ain warhaffter redlicher auffrichtiger Sachse, umb des vaterlands willen, 
ainen dienst thun, und trewe beweisen…wie die alten [prediger]…mummende[n] zwingler seind.” Melhorn, Tantz, 
16v. 
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[These preachers] have refused to affirm openly from the pulpit whether Luther or 
Zwingli had the correct teaching of the sacrament; rather, they make a game of duplicity, 
and go about in disguise as though it were Carnival, mumming “mum, mum,” and neither 
warn nor admonish anyone about Zwingli and his horrible blasphemy.30 

The evidence to which Melhorn referred most often in his condemnations of the local preachers’ 

heresy was their refusal to denounce Zwingli and Oecolampadius—in fact, of what he perceived 

to be their open admiration for these reformers. How could they claim to have followed the 

Wittenberg Concord these two decades even as they praise known heretics? Meckhart—the 

“arch-Zwinglian” in Augsburg—reportedly preached in a sermon that both these men were 

honorable, reputable and learned, and that through their talent for languages, each made great 

contributions to the Church of Christ.31 Melhorn added that Held had raised a similar defense of 

these men within the convent. The fact that they could not help but name these heretics in their 

sermons was all the proof one needed of their discipleship.32 Moreover, he contended that every 

time these preachers defended their predecessors—Musculus, Wolfhart, Keller—they were 

defending Zwingli. There was no need to prove that Musculus was a follower of Zwingli and a 

heretic (ketzern)—why else would he have crawled back to his mouse-hole in Switzerland?33 

                                                           
30 “Zum sibenden, das sy nicht auf freyen Cantzel bekennen noch aussagen, ob zwingel oder Luther die rechte lehr 
vom abentmal habe, sonder dem hütten spilen, und in der fasnacht verkapt geen, mum, mum, niemand von der 
zwinglerei abmanen, noch warnen, auch nicht anzaigen, wie sy ain greuliche lesterung Cristi sey.” Melhorn, Tantz, 
33r. 
31 "So erklärte Meckart in einer Predigt die beider Schweizer als "ehrwürdige, hochgelerte, achtbare, in Sprachen 
erfahrenen Männer, die viel Nutz in der kirche Christi geschafft." Roth, 4.580. . For his part, Meckhart never denies 
having made these claims, and actually reiterates them in his Bekanntnuss, even adding praise for Erasmus with 
respect to his translation of the New Testament. Bekanntnuss, 8r. He is not shy, however, about describing their 
respective interpretations of the sacrament as “irrig”. Melhorn, citing a pair of sermons Meckhart gave the Sunday 
before Lent, 1554, later claimed that he compared Zwingli and Oecolampadius to Saint Cyprian. Roth, 4:598.    
32 “das die alte und junge predicanten zu augspurg, die zwingli und Ecolompadi namen [nicht] verschweigen 
konnen, ire junge und schuler sein müssen,” Melhorn, Tantz, 28r.  
33 Melhorn, Tantz, 19v-20r. “Das der Meusslin zwinglisch sey ist, unnotig zu beweisen, und was er für ainer 
mainung zu Augspurg gewesen, und vom abentmal gelert, zeugen die zuhörer, die er gelassen hat, und der er nun 
widerumb in sein Meusloch zu den schweitzen gekrochen.” He typlically refers to Zwingli as a “Ketzer,” (Ibid. 
27v), but also uses the term “schwärmer” when listing him alongside other perceived sectarians. See, for example, 
Ibid. 7r-v.  
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One cannot accept Luther in part (when it is convenient), but must accept him entirely.34 “O 

Meckhart,” he wrote, “if only you had studied Logica more diligently, you would have known 

better than to have accepted Musculus for a mentor!”35  

In a well-intentioned effort to integrate the new Saxon preachers into the ministry, the church 

provosts made it a matter of policy to pair each of the new ministers with one of the more 

experienced, established local ministers. Wilhelm Hausmann, for example, was made Meckhart’s 

deacon at St. Anna, just as Jakob Rülich was assigned to help Held at St. Ulrich; Georg Melhorn 

was named co-preacher at the Franciscan church with Bächlin, and to help them, Martin Rauch 

(another of Melanchthon’s recommendations) was named deacon; Peter Ketzmann, and 

Eckhardt, meanwhile, were named preachers at Holy Cross and St. George, respectively, and 

were assisted by the long-serving Wolfgang Engelschalck.36 In part, this policy was intended to 

aid the development of the younger preachers. It was also certainly an effort, though, to try to 

bring the established ministry closer to the Saxon observance of the Augsburg Confession. When 

the church provosts Rudolph and Haintzel wrote to Melanchthon on behalf of the council in 

1552, they explicitly requested preachers of this Saxon observance, to which request the 

                                                           
34 He makes this argument especially when attacking Meckhart and Johann Ehinger—the men of the “double hats.” 
Referring to Meckhart’s catechisms, he asks how he can claim to teach Luther’s understanding of the sacrament 
when he refuses to employ Luther’s catechism. “Waer auch weiter Meckhart Luthers schüler, so würde er seinen 
maister haben gevolgt, und nit ain geschicht und geflickt Catechismum, gemeckt und gehenckt, und der kirchen zu 
augspurg [abtridiert] sonder das erwürdige herrn Doctor Luthers behalten, und eingefürt haben, wellich die 
genachtpaurt kirche und ich halte wol alle die die augspurgische confession warhafftiglich mit mund und herze 
anhengig sein, habe und behalte, als Nuremberg, Regenspurg, Pfalz und wir alhie zu Ravenspurg.” Melhorn, Tantz, 
8r 
35 “O Meckhart, Meckhart hetet jr die Logica besser studiert, ir solt wol fürsichtige[r] sein gewesen, dann das  ir den 
Meusslin für eure preceptor hetet aussgerüffen,” Melhorn, Tantz, 21r. 
36 Wiedemann lists Engelschalck as the “Helfer” at both these churches, though he does not list when Engelschalck 
took up his position at St. Georg. Paul Hector Mair offers some clarity by explaining that Rülich (who was named 
preacher at Holy Cross in 1554 after Ketzmann fled the city) and Engelschalck began holding afternoon services at 
St. Georg in 1561 after renovations began at Holy Cross. DStChr, 33:127. Engelschalck was evidently still serving 
at St. Georg in 1576 when he finally retired. See also Joseph Friedrich Rein, No. 68, “Johann Berlocher.”  
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Wittenberg reformer was more than happy to oblige.37 As we have seen thus far in his letters, 

Melanchthon made no secret of his desire to reform the city, and thereby establish a model on 

which to reform its neighbors in Upper-Germany.38 Melhorn, however, made this cause fully his 

own, and neither the church provosts’ nor even Melanchthon’s own admonishments could 

temper his zeal. 

 Late in 1552, these church provosts, sensing impending trouble, submitted a copy of the current 

(1545) Augsburg church order to each of the ministers. Until such a time as a new order might be 

adopted, they expected everyone to honor the teachings and customs contained within the 

Agenda, and to sign their names to that effect. Each of the ministers agreed, with the notable 

exceptions of Melhorn and Rülich, who insisted that they would comply only insofar as they 

agreed with the order—they would not observe that which they found to be inappropriate.39  

Beyond the disagreement over the Augsburgers’ characterization of Zwingli and Oecolampadius, 

we need to consider what exactly some of these “Saxons” found so objectionable with regards to 

local custom and religious practice. It was these customs (Kirchenbräuche), after all, which led 

Agricola in 1553 to leave the city after only two months of ministry.40 Before 1554, the exact 

nature of this dispute seems to have remained (for the most part) confined to the convent, the 

new preachers content to be circumspect and indirect in their accusations against the old. They 

had enough to deal with in combatting the Schwenckfelders and, increasingly, the Catholic 

preachers, with whom they evidently traded insult for insult.41 By 1554, however, there was 

                                                           
37 In their request to Melanchthon, they wrote that they desired preachers of “die lehre und Ceremonien 
ungefährlich, wie sie im Land sachsen gehalten werden.” Roth, 4:570-71.  
38 See MBW, 7:35. 
39 Roth, 4:575.  
40 According to Roth, in 1556, Agricola—while a pastor in Merseburg—converted to Catholicism. Roth, 4:602, fn. 
23. He took his own life a few years later while in Italy. Wiedemann, 3. 
41 Roth writes that following the publication of his Der Rechte Weg (1553), Johan Fabri “thundered” against the 
Protestants from his pulpit at the cathedral: 
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precious little effort being made to maintain the façade of subtlety—the critiques of Melhorn, 

Ketzmann, and Rauch now openly questioned the orthodoxy of the city itself, both in the present, 

but also going back to the days following the 1530 Diet of Augsburg.  

On February 23, 1554, Ketzmann, on behalf of his cohort, submitted what he characterized as a 

formal confession of orthodox Lutheran belief to the convent, instructing the other preachers to 

read and sign their name to it, so that they could begin the work of saving the city from heresy.42 

In it, they contended that all communicants, without exception, had to attain absolution and 

undergo examination before being permitted to the Nachtmahl, adding that anyone who failed to 

do so was unworthy, and received only damnation in the sacrament.43 Moreover, it stated that 

anyone who knowingly administered the sacrament to the unworthy profaned it by that act. It 

should not surprise that this attempt to subordinate the ministry to Saxon authority was met with 

fierce opposition from Meckhart, who stated in unequivocal terms that while they honored the 

doctrines of the Wittenberg Concord, they wholly rejected the idea of mandatory private 

confession.44 According to Roth, this rejection of the Lutheran confession by one of the heads of 

the Augsburg ministry was all the incentive Ketzmann and the others needed to take their 

complaints public. It was in the context of this increasingly public conflict that Meckhart, only a 

                                                           
 “Das wollten die neuen Prädikanten nicht unwidersprochen lassen, und nachdem sie einmal den kampf mit Faber 
aufgenomen, liessen sie sich hinreissen, ihm die Schmähungen, mit denen er täglich im sich warf, zurückzugeben 
und zue zeigen.” Roth, 4:576.  
42 Roth, 4:579. In the Tantz, Melhorn states that the sooner they admit their error, the sooner they can begin the work 
of “repairing the damage” (dise schaden zu heilen) and getting the church and its congregations the help they need. 
Tantz, 3r-v. 
43 Roth, 4:578-79. This position of course was expressed in no uncertain terms in Luther’s preface to the Unterricht 
der Visitatoren an die Pfarrherrren (1528), WA, 26:220: “Man sol auch niemand zum heiligen Sacrament gehen 
lassen, er sey denn von seiner Pfarher jnn sonderheit verhört, ob er zum heiligen Sacrament zu gehen geschickt sey, 
Denn Paulus spricht jnn der ersten zun Corinthern am eilfften, das die schüldig sind an dem leibe und blut Christi, 
die es unwirdiglich nemen.” 
44 “Die alten, aber, an deren Spitze sich der ruhrig, anschlägige und glatte Meckhart setzte, merkten wohl, das es 
darauf abegesehen sei, sie auf diese weise zu verstricken, und erteilten den Bescheid, dass das, was sie von jeher 
gelehrt, in allem Wesentlichen mit den Artickeln der Sachsen übereinstimme; aber da die Jedermann, der sich um 
solche Dinge kümmere, wohl bekannt sei, bedürfe es keines weiteren Bekenntnisses.” Roth, 4:579.  



171 
 

few weeks later, delivered his Palm Sunday sermon (against which we saw Schwenckfeld 

echoing Ketzmann’s critiques), in which he reiterated his conviction that anyone who sought the 

sacrament should be considered worthy of it.  

This dispute was not wholly about mandatory private confession, but concerned equally what the 

new preachers perceived as the implications of this rejection of sacramental discipline. It 

followed, they argued, that insofar as Meckhart and the others exhibited little concern for the 

souls of the unworthy communicants to whom they administered the sacrament, that they did not 

in fact—contrary to their oft-stated claims—45 believe that Christ was physically present in the 

bread and wine. Moreover, the fact that Meckhart, in their minds, only ever seemed to talk about 

the sacrament with respect to salvation, was evidence that he was a Sacramentarian, who 

understood the Eucharist as a spiritual meal which was not received with the mouth, but worked 

spiritually in believers alone. Or, as Melhorn was forced to concede, if they did not publicly 

teach this, then they did nothing to discourage others from drawing these conclusions for 

themselves. 46 He writes that he knew what they spoke and knew what they had written, but that 

he also knew in his heart that they were Zwinglians. He confessed the Augsburg Confession with 

both his mouth and heart, but the “light-stepping fox” (Meckhart) and the “dancing fish” 

                                                           
45 See, for example, the confession of faith submitted to the Schwenckfelders in 1553, which bears the signatures of 
both Melhorn and Meckhart, side by side. CS, 13:284 
46 “Derhalben was den ersten obgesetzt punct anlangt, das ir zwinglisch seit, und seiner schwermerey vom Abentmal 
Cristi thailhafftig ist clere dann der helle tag, daraus und daher zuversten und zuversehen, das zu Augspurg der maist 
und grosse thail der stat, die da nicht an Babstum hangen , sendt der mainung, das nun im abentmal Christi, schlecht 
brot und wein, dargeraicht unnd mundtlich empfangen werde, und halten nur das sy gaistlich den leib und blut Cristi 
im glauben empfahen, aber mundtlich nur blos brot und wein, welliche die augen sehen, und der mund empfindet, 
waher müsste aber nun solliches kumen , und erfolget sein, das diser schreckliche irrthumb und rotterey, in diser stat 
geschmisset, und so dieff eingewurtlet solte sein, wa es entweder nicht offentlich geleret, oder aber von euch 
predicanten [zwingel], sambt seinen genossen zu ern und gefallen, euch aber zu nutz , durch die finger gesehen.” 
Melhorn, Tantz, 2r-v. See also StadtAA LS Ref. Melhorn No. 6 [Melhorn to council], 1v. Melhorn, moreover, was 
incensed with the treatment he received from his own congregation after he had begun preaching openly against the 
ministry. In particular, he makes several references to lewd and blasphemous jokes made at the expense of the 
doctrine of the real presence, and bristles at allegedly being called a “Zauberer” for holding this doctrine. Ibid. 4r, 
4v. 
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(Bächlin) only spoke the words.47 These murmuring, mumming disciples of Zwingli hide their 

heresy well under the guise of peace, he continued, but I will out them, lest their fire should 

spread to other churches and cities.48 “Meckhart never thought that a crass Saxon, whom he had 

always taken for a child, could have uncovered his Turkish, mumbled, Zwinglianism…nor did he 

imagine that I would recognize your Swabian and Zwinglian deception.”49 

In addition to this fundamental disagreement over confession and absolution, two other points of 

contention merit mention. In November Martin Rauch had begun to openly preach against 

Johann Held at St. Ulrich from his own pulpit at the Franciscan church. St. Ulrich had been 

undergoing renovations, during the course of which Held had commissioned some decoration for 

the walls, altar, and pulpit. Specifically, he adorned the church with numerous verses from 1. 

Cor. 10-11 against the veneration of images, including fixing to the pulpit a large black plaque 

with gilded text.50 For Rauch, because Zwingli removed images from his churches, it followed 

that everyone who removed images was one of his disciples. In the Tantz, Melhorn complained 

that the “Bild stuermer” Bächlin had accused him of wanting to turn the Augsburgers into papists 

by putting up images in their church.51 This aversion to displaying images within the church had 

its roots in the iconoclastic riots that rocked the city in 1524, but even as late as 1578, we find 

                                                           
47 For the frequent use of these descriptions, see, for example, Melhorn, Tantz, 9r, 13v, 15v. On Melhorn’s 
complaint that they only confessed with words, see Ibid, 17r. 
48 “O wie weislich haben dise mummende zwingels schüler die sach bedacht, das sy mainten frid zuhaben, wann 
Melhorn davon were, aber es wirt das feur erst recht angehen, das ir nicht allain Augspurg, sunder ander kirchen und 
stetten, müsset offenpart werden.” Melhorn, Tantz, 26r. 
49 “Meckhart hett nicht gedacht das ein grober sachse, dem er alle zeit für ein kind gehallten unnd angesehen hatt, 
seine Türkische mümel zwinglerej also sollte enntdecken könden… dachtet jer nicht ich würde eure schwäbischen 
unnd zwinglischen [] betrugerei, nicht versteen.” Melhorn, Tantz, 10v. 
50 Thelot, 2:310v.  
51 Melhorn, Tantz, 16r. In fact, Bächlin was not appointed to clerical office until the mid-1530s at the earliest, by 
which point the Franciscan church already had its images removed. Wiedemann has him taking up this post in 1539, 
well after the city-Reformation was underway. Wiedemann, 52. A source in the SuStBA has him appointed as 
Keller’s deacon in 1535, before the formal adoption of the Reformation, but over decade after images were first 
removed from that church. SuStBA 2 cod Aug 353: Verzeichnus Augspurgisches Evangelisches Ministerium/ de 
anno1517 usque ad Annum 1729, 28r. The association of Bächlin with iconoclasm, therefore, is unfounded. 
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Georg Meckhart defending the absence of images in St. Ulrich against Johann Nass.52  This was 

therefore a long-held custom in the city, one which was not only defended by the ministers, 

but—as we saw during the ministry of the Interimist preachers in the winter of 1552—came to be 

expected by their congregations.53  

A third point of contention between the two groups of preachers—again, expressed by Martin 

Rauch—was a denunciation of the old preachers for having consented to wear vestments during 

the Interim.54 Rauch saw this as an inexcusable betrayal of their convictions as minsters of God’s 

Word, and in a sermon directed at Bächlin, he preached that the ministers’ exile in 1551 was 

God’s punishment for their inconstancy.55 Had he left his criticism there, that might have been 

                                                           
52 SuStBA 4 Aug 910: Georg Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, so vnder dem Namen M. Joh. Lach…in 
truck verfertiget worden (Tübingen, 1578), 104-105. In his 1574 refutation of Catholic tradition, Georg Meckhart 
had criticized the Catholic practice of praying to and venerating images. In response, Nass charged that the 
“Lutherans” in Augsburg teach their schoolchildren to pray to the rich instead. Here he specifically references the 
practice of “herumb singen,” whereby children (usually boys) go about door to door trading hymns for alms to help 
cover the cost of schooling. Nass reported that when he was last in Augsburg, he observed a group of schoolchildren 
doing this, and was horrified to hear them sing, “Aus tiefer Not, schrei ich zu dir” (Luther’s hymn on Psalm 130, 
1524). For Meckhart’s initial critique, see SuStBA 4 Aug 906: Georg Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze 
Widerlegung / Ettlicher gemeiner Gegenwürff der Papisten / mit wölthen sie ihre Irrthumb wöllen verthedingen/ und 
hergegen die uralte Catholische Religion / so in der Augspurgischen Confession begriffen/ für falsch und irrig 
ausschreien. (Tübingen: Georg Gruppenbach, 1574), 104. For Nass‘ subsequent invective against  Meckhart, see 
SuStBA 4 Aug 909: [Johann Nass], Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss/ Von der wunderbarlichen 
unerwarten Bekehrung  M. Johan Lachen/ U. Welcher lange Zeyt in der Religion bey so mancherley Secten 
zweyffelhafftig  gewest ist/ und weder hinder sich/ noch für sich gewüsst/ gleichwol () er fleyssig gestudiert/ viel 
gehöre unnd selbst gelesen hat/ doch allezeyt jrriger worden/ Biss er ohn gefahr durch Gottliche Schickung/ newlich 
zu Augspurg durch ein eineige Predigt unnd Büchlein / dess wirdigen Herren/ M. Georgen Meckarts/ Diener dess 
Worts daselbsten… in der Göttlichen Warheit bestättiget ist worden (Lauingen : Philipp Ulhart, 1578), 51-52. Note, 
this work is incorrectly attributed to Georg Meckhart in the SuStBA catalogue, and can be found listed among his 
works.  
53 Roth, 4:406-407; Gasser, 3:81-82.  
54 Both Held and Bächlin protested this practice for some time before giving in to pressure from the city council. 
Meckhart, while not pleased with this requirement, nevertheless called vestments a “Mittelding” and said that 
wearing them did not impede his ability to preach God’s Word. If it would keep the peace and satisfy the council, he 
would wear them. SuStBA 4 Ccod Aug 143: Kirchengeschichte Augsburg 1532-86, 58r. For Held’s resistance, see 
Warmbrunn, 74-75.  
55Roth, 4:582; see also StAA LS Ref. 1554.12.21: Gutachten der Pfleger Rehlinger, Peutinger, Ulstet, Welser, 
Rembold u. Rudolph wegen des Predikanten u. die Verbreitung der Zwinglischen Lehren, No. 2, 1r. Regarding this 
complaint, it would be useful here to understand that Rauch was a Saxon of the Magdeburg persuasion, which city 
was famous for its resistance to the Augsburg Interim. Though he was educated in Wittenberg, this connection to 
Magdeburg perhaps helps to explains Rauch’s motivations. For the most part, the Saxons attacked the local 
preachers for being obdurate and for refusing to conform to the ceremonies of the Saxon rites. Here, though, we 
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the end of it (though probably not); in any case, Rauch then took the opportunity to level similar 

charges against temporal authorities—the princes and councils—who adopted the Interim, 

calling them hypocrites who turned their backs on Christ in “in the hour of judgment.”56 Rauch, 

consequently, was removed from his position by the council on December 19, 1554.  

1554: The Crisis Mounts  

In the context of this increasing vitriol over the course of 1554-55, the city council, principally 

through its appointed church provosts, began to take a much more direct role in trying to counter 

and control this animosity. In April they issued stern warnings to the city’s clergy. Earlier, we 

saw the admonishment they sent to Fabri regarding his inflammatory rhetoric; a nearly identical 

document was submitted to the ministerial convent.57 In relation to these, a third warning 

document was issued on April 20 to the cathedral chapter, requesting its assistance in reining in 

Fabri. The canons responded that they shared the council’s concerns and would use their 

influence to exhort the preacher to modesty (Bescheidenheit); they cautioned, however, that 

Fabri was not a man given to temperance, and he would not respond well to being told to tone 

down his attacks.58 As Roth eloquently puts it, this impasse meant that both sides of the religious 

schism remained in their armor, and the arrows of these warriors continued to fly as before.59 

The very next day the city was pounded by rain, and an errant lightning bolt struck the Perlach 

                                                           
have Rauch attacking them for being too accommodating with respect to the Interim rites. This Saxon cohort, 
therefore, was both the rock and the hard place.  
56 StAA LS Ref. 1554.12.21: Gutachten der Pfleger … wegen des Predikanten u. die Verbreitung der Zwinglischen 
Lehren. See also Roth, 4:582; literally, “in der Stunde der Versuchung,” which in this context was a clear reference 
to the Augsburg Interim.  
57 These documents can be found in the StAA LS Reformationsakten. The two documents referenced were dated 
20.04.1554, bearing the title: Vortrag an die Herren Predicanten, on [Neid] u. gegenwertigen Hass abaustellen u. 
das Amt in Christliche Zucht u. friedfertiger [Lehre] an verwalten. Documents with similar titles appear in the 
archive catalogue for 01.23.1554 and 02.04.1554, but the archive’s staff were unable to locate these documents.  
58 Roth, 4:577. 
59 Roth, 4:577. 
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tower at the city’s heart. This storm system would evidently last into mid-June, with hail, wind 

and rain wreaking great damage to buildings and crops.60  

Before long, it became evident to the provosts that as terrible as the conflict between the 

Catholics and Protestants was, the rift within the Protestant ministry was at least as destructive to 

public order. Efforts to resolve this dispute within the convent had proved unsuccessful. 

Ketzmann’s submission of the Saxon confession of faith in February illustrated the deep gulf that 

separated the two parties. The new preachers resented the locals’ lack of orthopraxy, but more 

than anything it was their perceived lack of deference to the primacy of Saxon theologians that 

stoked their animosity. Ketzmann, and especially Melhorn, for example, made repeated threats to 

submit the Augsburgers’ heresy to authorities in Wittenberg and Jena.61 Even beyond their 

disputes with individual minsters, though, they denounced the entire city, which in their 

judgement had never embraced the Augsburg Confession. The local preachers’ claims to have 

preached and taught the Augsburg Confession for over two decades were undeniably false, they 

insisted; they never embraced the Confession with their hearts, but only ever with their mouths 

(mit dem maul und mit der zungen), and through their barely concealed fanaticism (schwärmery), 

inflicted great shame and damage on the city.62 Or, Melhorn conceded, if the Augsburg preachers 

had ever earnestly accepted the Confession, it was not long before they reverted ad vomitum 

Zwingli.63  

                                                           
60 Gasser, 3:90.  
61 Roth, 4:586. Melhorn, Tantz, 1v, 31r. 
62 This is from the preamble to Melhorn’s Tantz, 1v-2v. See also Ibid. 19r-v and 23v, where he takes special aim at 
Musculus, Wolfhart, Keller, and Held for passing this deception on to the next generation of preachers.  
63 Melhorn, Tantz, 24v. Here, Melhorn was addressing specifically Meckhart’s defense of Musculus.  
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For their part, Meckhart and the others resented being told how to conduct their ministries by 

foreign (i.e. not local) clergy, several of whom were fresh from the university.64 Writing to the 

council in January, 1556, Meckhart complained that Melhorn had supposed that he had some 

special privilege (privilegium) to judge their traditions (though he knew not which devil had 

planted this in his dreams).65 Elsewhere he wrote that, “Melhorn damns us because we do not 

agree with Luther in all things;” but, he continued, “Luther himself made common cause with us 

against the papal Mass in 1536 [referencing the Concord]. Even though the Saxons still keep a 

Mass to this day, it is only different from our Nachtmal in its external ceremonies.”66 As far as 

they were concerned, then, private confession and clerical absolution were adiaphora, and not 

compelled under the 1536 Concord.  

In the fall, the provosts issued a declaration addressed to the feuding ministers. It specifically 

addressed the dispute over the sacrament of the altar, and all the bad will this had generated from 

the pulpit. They had hoped the preachers could have worked their disagreement out on their own, 

but since that was not the case—and not wanting this issue to be turned over to the city council—

they wanted to share a number of their own determinations with the convent. First, it was 

laudable that the ministers preached against errors, especially those concerning the Nachtmahl. 

So that there was no confusion, they labelled Zwingli’s and Oecolampadius’ teachings on the 

                                                           
64 This was the case with Agricola, Rauch, and Hausmann. See Wiedemann, 3, 19, 34. It should be noted, though, 
that Hausmann (who owed his education to a stipend provided by the Augsburg Rehlingers) never involved himself 
in this dispute, and according to Roth was the first of the preachers sent by Melanchthon to “become an 
Augsburger.” Roth, 4:579, 581. On the matter of their being foreign, this issue was apparently also shared by some 
parishioners, who found the Saxons’ accents alienating (befremdeten). Ibid. 
65 “Er vermaint aber villeicht, er hab ain sonder privilegium (von wellichem teuffel kan ich nit weissen).” Erklärung, 
5v. 
66 “Wir mit Luthero, dem säligen man gottes, im Nachtmal ains seien, und dero wittenberg und Augspurg 
ainhelligclich miteinander die opfer Mess mit gottes wort verwerffen, und ob gleichwol die wittenberger noch ain 
Mess halten, so sey sy doch bey jnen nichts anders, dann das da ist bey unns zu Augspurg das hailig abentmal des 
herren, und es sy wol ain underschid zwischen den wittenberger und Augspurgern…in eusserlichen Ceremonien.” 
Meckhart, Bekanntnuss, 24r. 
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sacrament among these.67 Moreover, for the sake of clarity and civil order, they instructed that 

the preachers should henceforth no longer discuss these reformers in their sermons. They 

warned, however, that the accusations of heresy which were being carelessly thrown about—

namely, that we teach the sacrament differently here than in other places, and that therefore it 

must be against scripture—were damaging the city’s reputation, and insofar as they undermined 

an entire Christian community, they were to cease immediately. The new preachers, therefore, 

were to drop their attacks on the old, and the old preachers would stop talking about Zwingli and 

Oecolampadius, warning that if this does not happen, they will turn the matter over to city 

government. They then explicitly added the caveat that the Schwenckfelders and Anabaptists—

who had no authority to practice in the city—were exempted from this determination. The 

preachers could go after them as they pleased.68  

Second, on the matter of private confession and absolution, they judged that a number of the new 

preachers preached too harshly, especially where they insisted that all communicants were 

required to undergo private confession before the sacrament, and that anyone who did not was 

damned. This has offended many Christians here. We will not compel anyone to undergo this 

special form of absolution, which should be left to individual consciences. Rather than harassing 

these communicants, they admonished the preachers to focus their efforts on educating the 

young.69   

Thirdly, the provosts reported that many honorable folk had taken objection to a song introduced 

by the new preachers before the sacrament.70 Any alterations to the liturgy, they insisted, were to 

                                                           
67 StadtAA LS Ref. 29.11.1554: Verzeichneis was die Kirchenpfleger den predicanten etliche under inen 
eingerissnen zwispalt und Irthumb wegen Anno 1554 furgehalten, und inen gehandelt, u. inen auferlegt, 1r. 
68 Verzeichneis was die Kirchenpfleger den predicanten etliche, 1r. 
69 Verzeichneis was die Kirchenpfleger den predicanten etliche, 1v.  
70 Verzeichneis was die Kirchenpfleger den predicanten etliche, 2v. 
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be proposed to them before implementation, to avoid precisely this kind of situation. The hymn 

in question was Luther’s contrafactum of Jan Huss’ “Jesus Christ nostra salus,” which he 

rendered in German as “Jhesus Christus unser Heyland.”71  The song is a ten-stanza exposition 

on manducatio indignorum, and essentially an affirmation of private confession. Stanza three, for 

example, reads:  

Whoso to this board repaireth,  
Take good heed how he prepareth.  
Who unworthy thither goes,  
Thence death instead of life he knows.  

And six:  

Such kindness and such grace to get,  
Seeks a heart with agony great.  
Is it well with thee? Take care,  
Lest at last thou shouldst evil fare.72 

That these alterations to the liturgy were not warmly received by Augsburgers in general—and 

not simply by the old ministry—is corroborated by Roth, where he writes that over the course of 

1554-55, attendance at Melhorn’s services had decreased from a height of about 600-700 

communicants to a dismal 20-30.73 It was not simply the Saxons’ preoccupation with private 

confession that was off-putting, though. The fourth and final point made by the provosts was that 

the preachers—both cohorts—had to improve their public comportment towards one another. It 

                                                           
71 Luther’s German text can be found in WA, 35:435-37; Huss’ Latin text can be found in Wackernagel, Vol. 1, No. 
367. The identification of this song as Huss’ is confirmed in Roth, 4:579. 
72 This English translation is from LW, 53:249-51.  
73 Roth, 4:579-80. Though Roth does not name his source, he likely drew this figure from a supplication Meckhart 
wrote to the council in response to Melhorn’s Tantz. See Erklärung, 4v: “Das wir aber nit jedermann im diser statt 
unnd kyrchen mit dem stab Mosi zu der beicht zwingen, wie wir auch, one allain mit dem wortt, bitten, und 
ermanen, nit sollen, ist an diser kyrchern mer umb ires selbs freien willens, unnd gehorsamen erscheinens halb, zu 
loben, dann zu straffen. Was aber er Melhorn für nutz und guts ist seinem gehäessigem treyben im seiner pfarr 
ausg[eri]cht, das beweissen der effectus, das wo zuvor 6.oder 7. hundert, gewesen, soll er wol jtz nit 20. oder 30. 
haben.” 
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was a source of great distress to them that they learned that the ministers would not greet one 

another on the street, for example. This frustration was evidently shared by the congregations, as 

well. Several chronicles record a conversation reportedly held between Meckhart and one of his 

parishioners. This man, referred to only as “Pangraz,” was a pious church-goer who had long 

attended Meckhart’s sermons. One day, he approached the preacher after services, and proceeded 

to voice his deep concerns over the mounting rift within the ministry. He was worried; the 

dispute had been going on for a long time now, and he had never before seen the like. The 

preachers were damning each other from the pulpit; this was unheard of, he explained. To this, 

Meckhart replied: “My dear Pangraz, do not let this bother you, but stand by what you have been 

taught previously. I am not surprised that a simple man such as yourself should be confused by 

this, for an academic (ein gelehrter) can interpret a passage in two, three, even ten different 

ways, which a simple man would never even think to do.” Pangraz ruminated on this as they 

parted company, and he resolved to determine for himself what was necessary for his salvation, 

to which purpose he began diligently studying scripture on his own.74 While the origin of this 

anecdote is unknown, Meckhart’s advice to his parishioner is consistent with the message he 

levelled against Melhorn time and again. One of his favored refrains in this discourse was that 

Melhorn and Ketzmann were more concerned with “sophistry” than salvation. In his 1555 

refutation, he charged that Melhorn made a game of the sacrament, and that he had no 

understanding of a minister’s vocation.75 His advice to Pangraz echoed that message. Those who 

put sophistry—the “Art Triviales”—before the salvation of their congregations jeopardized their 

ministry.76  

                                                           
74 Thelot, 2:309r-v; SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135: Augspurgische mehrentheils Religions Geschichten und Händel von 
anno 1517 bis 1628, 202-203.  
75 Meckhart, Bekanntnuss, 18v. 
76 Meckhart, Bekanntnuss, 32r.  
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Towards the end of the November 29 admonishment to the ministry, Haintzel noted that these 

concerns had been made known to the convent already in October, but that some among them 

had disregarded their counsel.77 This could not be tolerated, as Rauch would soon learn a few 

weeks later. Moreover, in addition to open attacks on each other from the pulpit, he reiterated an 

earlier prohibition against the publication of anonymous polemics. One of these polemics which 

was making the rounds was a contrafactum of Luther’s “Erhalt uns Herr.” This song is recorded 

in Thelot, which he attributes to “one of the Saxon preachers in the city.”78 The second stanza of 

this song claimed that “everyone wants to be Luther,” which was typical of Melhorn’s style of 

rhetoric, and rather misses the point Augsburg’s ministry had been trying to make since the close 

of the 1530 diet. As Wolfhart had written to Luther in 1533, they were nobody’s disciples, save 

                                                           
77 Roth references a similar meeting with the convent on Oct. 5, 1554. See Roth, 4:580-81. This may have been the 
same meeting Thelot references in his chronicle between the provosts and the convent, which he says took place 
“um Michaeli” (i.e. September 29). Thelot, 2:309v.  
78 Thelot, 2:312r-v:  

Herr Gott wie gehts zu diser zeit 
Dass rechter glaub zu boden [leuft]] 
Es dringt daher viel falscher lehr 
Wol schutz dein heufflen, Lieber Herr.  

  
Ein jeder will jetze Luther sein 
Ob er gleich ist, nicht recht noch rein 
Und verkerts dein und Luthers wort 
Mit frewel, griff, list, trug, und mordt 

  
Sie weichen ab von rechter Lehr 
Und haben doch all gwalt und ehr 
Niemandt ihn darff einreden wohl 
All welt sie darzu loben soll 

 
Viel werden auch durch sie bethört 
Verblindt, verwirt, und ganz verkehrt 
Dass sie ihn fallen [khuenlich] bey 
Als ob es alles richtig sey 

 
Behüt, O herr, die herzen frumm 
Vor ihren giften [hass] und krumm 
Erhalt uns Herr bey deinem Wort 
Was wir dir dienen hie und dort.78 
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Christ’s. They would read Luther, Zwingli, Erasmus, and Augustine, take what worked, and set 

aside the rest.79  Unlike Luther, when someone came to them to receive the real flesh and blood 

of Christ, they did not question whether that person was Lutheran or Zwinglian, but greeted them 

as a follower of Christ, whom both they and Luther served in common.80 At the November 29th 

meeting, Held, who had tried to remain apart from the conflict with the Saxons, apparently broke 

his silence, lambasting Rauch for continuing to call them Zwinglians.81 He said that they did not 

administer Zwingli’s rites, but those established by Christ, interpreted by many authorized 

(beruffne) scholars. He then asked if the Saxons had actually heard any of the many sermons 

they had delivered against the Schwenckfelders, in which they fully articulated their 

understanding of the sacrament. “For God’s sake,” he exclaimed, “we are brothers, children of 

God!”82 Roth, presumably citing this same speech, records that Held was adamant that they must 

not allow the sacrament to be turned into a parody of itself—into a thing that divides, rather than 

unites.83 Meckhart, in 1556, similarly wrote that Melhorn denounced him as a heretic because he 

read the works of Zwingli and Oecolampadius. Well, he explained, I have also read Luther, 

Melanchthon, Pomeranius, Brentz, and countless others. Melhorn looks at each of these and 

divides the “recht” from the “unrecht,” but all of them should be held in high regard (Ansehen) 

in our Church. Melhorn, he lamented, was like a poisonous spider who hides among the flowers, 

waiting to feast on the sweet honey of bees as they nourish the blooms. He is not there for the 

                                                           
79 SuStBA 4 cod Aug 136: Collectanea zur Kirchengeschichte von Augsburg, 17. 
80 Collectanea zur Kirchengeschichte von Augsburg , 15.  
81 Rauch’s presence at this meeting needs some explanation. He was formally removed from office on November 6, 
but given until December 19 to quit the city. Thelot explains that he came to this November 29 meeting in order to 
appeal for severance compensation (ein Abschid ), but then proceeded to use the forum to speak harshly (hefftig) 
against Held and Bächlin. Thelot, 2:309v.  
82 “Ach, Gott, wir seind alle brüder und kinder Gottes,” Thelot, 2:310r-v.  
83 “Man solle doch, meinte er, um Gottes Willen nicht noch einmal um das Abendmahl zu streiten anfangen und das 
Sakrament zu einem „Zankerment" machen,” Roth, 4:580.  
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sake of the flowers, but to satisfy his own poisonous nature.84 The administration of the 

sacraments by my brothers and I, he continued, has given strength and comfort to many 

Christians, who otherwise may have fallen away into grave error.  

* * *   

By the end of 1554, Rülich, like Hausmann before, had fully “become an Augsburger”;85 which 

is to say, he had made peace with Augsburg’s local traditions and liturgy. That left Melhorn, 

Ketzmann, Eckhardt and Rauch in the “Saxon” camp. As we have seen, Rauch was dismissed in 

November for continuing his feud publicly, despite repeated warnings. In large part this 

dismissal was part of a concerted effort by the council to re-establish—at the very least—a 

semblance of unity within and among the local churches, a task which grew in urgency daily as 

the commencement of the long-awaited diet in Augsburg drew closer. Haintzel and Rudolph 

informed the ministry in no uncertain terms on January 9, 1555 that they would share Rauch’s 

fate if they continued to foment division publicly during the diet. Days later, Ketzmann—on the 

pretext of seeing to his late mother’s estate in Nuremberg—left Augsburg, with no intention of 

ever returning. Against rumors that he had been dismissed, he insisted that he had left of his own 

free-will, evidently making no apology for forgetting to tell anyone else at the time, though.86  

Ketzmann’s departure left Melhorn and Eckhardt to stand alone; it should perhaps not surprise, 

though, that Eckhardt, over the next few months, began to carefully extricate himself from 

                                                           
84 Meckhart, Bekanntnuss,  12v: “Thuest derwegen wie ain gifftiges spinne die auch von dem plümlin, von 
wellichem das arbaitsam edle Binlein süs honig sauget, nichts als gifft und verainigkeit auget, nicht das plümlin 
halb, sonnder der gifftigen natur der seinen halb, die alles in gifft wie das binlein alles jn fürs honig, verköret, also 
thuest auch du, als ain vergiffter verleumbder, mit gemelten mein und meiner brüder predig, es seind vil fromer  
Christen, die da duch in Rechtem glauben, und halten von sacramenten getröst, und gestarket, etlich dadruch von 
Jrthumben abgahalten worden seind.”  
85 Roth, 4:579, 581.  
86 From Nuremberg he travelled straight to Amberg, where he immediately took up a preaching position. The 
Ratsdekret which Roth uses as a source (dated Jan. 15, 1555), reads: “Magister Petrus Ketzmann soll urlaub 
gelassen, [ime] das predigen abgeschafft und, ob ime ain abschiedt zu geben, durch die doctores beratschlagt 
werden.” See Roth, 4:583, 605, fn. 41. 
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association with Melhorn, who relentlessly thundered against the “Zwinglians.” Exasperated, 

Haintzel and Rudolph proposed a final compromise. If Melhorn could supply them with proof 

that the other ministers harbored or taught any heresy, they would take appropriate action. 

Otherwise, he was to remain silent and keep the peace.87   

Between January and April, 1555, Melhorn sought to vindicate himself and his former Saxon 

colleagues by proving that Leonhard Bächlin was a Zwinglian. Following the example of Forster 

in the 1530s and Ketzmann the year previous, he repeatedly sent formal letters to Bächlin asking 

him to clarify in writing his beliefs. The first document, sent January 27, contained an air of 

civility. Melhorn said that he regretted all of the ill-will that had arisen from their dispute—

“which, God knows, I have tried to avoid”88—and he wanted to give his fellow preacher a 

chance to set the record straight. He put to him four questions. First, what is given by the 

minister in the sacrament, and what is received mit dem mund by worthy and unworthy 

communicants? Second, is it enough that one be admitted to the sacrament with the words “this 

is my flesh, this is my blood,” without any examination of their understanding of these words? 

Third, did Zwingli, Oecolampadius, and their followers teach correctly with respect to the 

sacrament? Fourth, and finally, is it appropriate for a pure, evangelical preacher to associate with 

Zwingli and his teachings?  

Bächlin apparently wrote back to Melhorn on February 6, unimpressed. Sadly this letter does not 

appear to be extant. Melhorn replied on the 13th that he regretted it if his previous letter had come 

off as pugnacious (pugnantia). He reframed his questions as follows. On the first, do you affirm 

that all who receive the sacrament with the mouth receive the real, physical flesh and blood of 

                                                           
87 Roth, 4:585. 
88  StadtAA LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 1, 27.01.1555:  “welches ich, weiss gott, getrue wolte helffen vorhüten,” 1r. 
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Christ? He explained that he posed this question because “we do not have here private 

absolution, through which one’s understanding of the sacrament and other Christian articles can 

be examined beforehand,” which led him to conclude that many sinners were therefore admitted 

to the sacrament.89 He then asked him to clarify whose theology they embraced. Similarly, he 

asked whether Bächlin denounced Zwingli, Oecolampadius, and their followers. Fourth, he 

wrote that it should not be too much of a burden for Bächlin to clearly state whether he affirmed 

that “our Christian teaching on the Lord’s Supper” is a proper article of faith, and that any 

teaching to the contrary is damnable.90 Here the veneer of civility begins to fall apart. In his final 

question—whether he believed the sacrament was necessary for salvation—he wrote that 

Bächlin’s previous preaching “horrified” him (hatt mich erschrecken). He declared that the 

ministers should have known better, and that by their dangerous opinions, many people had been 

led astray (entzogen warden).  

In his third letter, dated March 8, Melhorn complained that he had been nothing but friendly with 

him, and had only acted in accordance with the dictates of his office, yet he and the other 

preachers continued to treat him unfairly, slandering him both in speech and in writing. He 

boasted that he had forwarded Bächlin’s responses to the church provosts, and that the council 

would soon learn the truth about him. On March 29, in an open letter to the entire ministry, he 

complained that despite his patient efforts, he had not been able to get a clear confession of faith 

from Bächlin.91 For that reason, he was changing tack. He included here in this document a 

statement of doctrines, and he insisted that Bächlin clarify his agreement on each point with a 

                                                           
89 StadtAA LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 2, 13.012.1555, 1r.  
90 StadtAA LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 2, 13.012.1555, 1v.  
91 While Bächlin refused to submit a declaration of faith to Melhorn, he did send one to Meckhart on March 30. See 
StAA LS Ref. “Bächlin” No. 1, 30.03.1555. The text of this letter can be found in Roth, 4:606-607, fn. 48. 
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simple “yes” or “no” and to sign his name to his reply.92  At the same time that he wrote this 

letter to the ministry, he penned another, addressed directly to the city council. In his first point, 

he stated plainly and unequivocally (ohn alle sophisterey) that private absolution was a necessary 

precursor to the sacrament, without which Turks, Jews, and all manner of sinners and non-

believers were being admitted to their sacrament, receiving Christ’s real flesh and blood.93 He 

then insisted that it was not enough for the preachers to say the words of the institution before the 

sacrament—any servant of the Word who did not ensure that their communicants understood the 

meaning of these words was a Sacramentarian.94 The heresies of Zwingli and Oecolampadius, 

moreover, were no less than those of the papists, (which statement, ironically, he intended for the 

perusal of the bi-confessional council).95 There was no salvation outside of Luther’s 

understanding of the sacrament. Anyone who agreed with Zwingli, whether publicly or in secret, 

was not only wrong, but a heretic.96 The preachers, whose teaching could be bent to support 

either Luther or Zwingli (auff beider thail gebogen), needed to “name the wolf” (i.e. to identify 

whose teaching was heretical).97 He closed this letter by writing that he had submitted a simple 

confession to Bächlin, and that should he confess that he had previously taught in error, and that 

Luther alone had the correct understanding and teaching on the sacrament, then he would be 

fully satisfied.98 The ministry, itself satisfied with Bächlin’s response to Melhorn’s interrogation, 

                                                           
92 See LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 5, 29.03.1555 (Melhorn to the ministry), 1v. 
93 LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 6, 29.03.1555 (Melhorn to the city council), 1r. 
94 LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 6, 1r-v.  
95 LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 6, 1v. 
96 LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 6, 1v-2r: “Zum dritten, halte ich ferner das Zwingel, Oklampad sampt alle zum anhang 
sectiere sind, und schrecklich irren und geirret haben in lehren unnd schreiben, wider die rechte meinung und lehre 
des Nachtmals Christi auch widder die Augspurgische Confession.”  
97 He inveighed on the council to compel these preachers “specifice zureden, und den wolff zu nennen/ das man 
wisse we[n] oder welche man verstanden haben wolle.” LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 6, 2r. 
98 LS Ref. Melhorn, No. 6, 2v: “so mag [Bächlin] mitt seiner hannd alles underschriben und es mitt den [werk] 
bezeugen, darnach auch auff frewe offnet cantzel fur der gemaine gottes namhafftig zu pflegen und auss zu sagen 
das abgemalte sacrament schweren schrecklich und vordamlich zeirret haben, und das Luther  die rechte meinung 
verstand und lehre  davon sampt den seinen gefürett und geben habe, und noch wo solchs von im gesehen werd, so 
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ordered him to drop the matter. Undeterred though, on May 3, Melhorn submitted to the council 

a summary, or Deklaration, of his efforts to expose Bächlin, in which he denounced not only 

Bächlin, but the other ministers who helped cover up his heresy. Roth posits that by this point, 

Melhorn was simply too personally invested in this campaign to accept compromise or defeat.99  

Writing on behalf of the convent, Meckhart composed a series of supplications in response to 

these unyielding allegations, which he proceeded to submit to the provosts, the councils, and to 

city governors throughout the remainder of the year.100 Taken together, the supplications within 

this 1555 Erklärung constitute the first of a series of confessional documents committed to 

writing by the ministry between the years1555-1557, which documents would later provide the 

foundation for Protestant belief and worship in the city at least until 1586, though in many 

respects for much longer.  

The first supplication within the Erklärung emphasizes the city’s long and continued 

commitment to the Augsburg Confession. Since its appearance in 1530, Augsburg’s preachers 

had taught according to these beliefs, even more so after their formal adoption by the ministry 

and city council in 1536 following the Concord. This Concord, they explained, was very 

important to them, especially with respect to their relationships with their neighbors in Upper-

                                                           
bin ich wol zufrieden, und wil ihn auss der vordacht, das er ein zwingler zey nicht allein für mein person lassen 
sonder auch bey anddern vorreden.” 
99 “Melhorn war schon zu weit gegangen, um noch einlenken zu können.” Roth, 4:586. 
100 These documents are bundled together in StAA LS Ref. 06.04.1555 under the title Erklärung der Predikanten auf 
das Verhalten des Rats. The first (April 6) concludes that it was composed in Meckhart’s home at the request of 
provost Rudolph, on behalf of the evangelical ministers of Augsburg’s churches. It addresses Melhorn’s efforts to 
date to “expose” the errors of the ministry, and was presented to the council by Wolfgang Engelschalck. The second 
substantial piece was written in direct response to Melhorn’s May 3 Deklaration to the council. A third, short 
document on October 6 expresses their gratitude for and commitment to the Peace of Augsburg. The final 
documents related to the ministry’s petition to be allowed to publish a new church order. The last of these bears the 
signatures of the entire ministry, beginning with Meckhart’s and including not only Hausmann, Rülich, and 
Eckhardt, but also the new preachers brought in to replace Rauch and Ketzmann. Meckhart’s much longer January 
14 refutation of the Tantz (the Bekanntnuss) follows closely the arguments and language of these various 
supplications, suggesting strongly that he was the principal author of each of these.  
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Germany, the basis for which has been the seventh article of the Confession. This article 

stipulated that for the sake of unity, Christian churches should accord with one another with 

respect to essential doctrines and sacramental customs. And so we have, explained Meckhart; 

although, the Saxons continue to keep different ceremonies than us concerning education (under 

which heading they implicitly place mandatory confession).101  

Their rebuttal to Melhorn’s Deklaration  in May opens with them expressing the ministry’s 

gratitude that Haintzel and Rudolph allowed them the chance to respond to Melhorn’s 

Schmachschrift, which he had submitted “behind their backs” to not only the council, but also to 

Melanchthon and others outside the city, to the detriment of the entire city.102 They emphasized 

that they were especially upset that the Saxon’s calumnies were bringing shame on Augsburg’s 

honorable authorities. For their sake, as well as for the sake of their own ministries, the preachers 

offered here a short “gegen declaration.” Melhorn, begins Meckhart, wrote that we do not 

practice private absolution, as other churches do elsewhere. Moreover, he asked how it could be 

that if—as we claim—we have taught proper doctrine for the last twenty years, there is still so 

much error in the city today. Third, Melhorn called it shameful that the city council would 

appoint and salary such preachers. On the first point, Meckhart responded that this was a bald-

faced lie. How many nights, he asked incredulously, have we preachers stayed up until 5 in the 

morning hearing confessions? How many thousands have received the comfort of Christian 

                                                           
101 Erklärung, 2r: “Denn obgleich wol der 7. Articul gemelten Confession hat, das genug zu waren ainigkait der 
Christenlichen kyrchen sey, das da aintrechtigkait nach rainen verstannd das Evangelischem gepredigen, unnd die 
sacramenta dem göttlichen wortt gemess geraicht werden, und seye ain not zu warer ainigkaiten Christenlichen 
kyrchen das allenthalb gleich formige [g]emainen von menschen eingesetz, gehalten werden, wie paulus sagt Eph. 9. 
ain leib, ain gaist, wie ihr beruffen sie zu ainerlai hoffnung  eures beruffs, ain herr, ain glaub, ain tauff. Darumben 
de[n] auch die Sächsichen im [unsern] Ceremonie einander ungleich, unnd nach eines jeder arths gelegenhait, 
sonnderlich wo es stifft und klöster gehabt, zu des gemainen mans auferpawung unnd besserung angericht worden 
sein.” 
102Erklärung, 3v. 
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absolution in our churches?103 Here in this city, we do not compel everyone with the letter of the 

law to confess. We teach, admonish and counsel Christians to confess as a free act of obedience, 

but it is our custom to praise, rather than to punish.104 Not passing up the opportunity, Meckhart 

then asked how Melhorn’s custom could be more useful to Christian salvation when it drove all 

but twenty or thirty of his parishioners away.105  

The final documents in this series were a set of formal petitions to the city leaders to allow the 

ministry to update the city’s church order. Meckhart complained that orders were being 

published in their name without their knowledge or consent outside the city, and that these, along 

with the unfounded and hateful invectives of the likes of Melhorn were causing all sorts of 

damage to Augsburg’s reputation. They wanted to set the record straight, and to clearly and 

once-and-for-all articulate their position with respect to Zwingli, Schwenckfeld, and other 

theologians. Moreover, they insisted on publishing their own order, rather than adopting 

someone else’s. They wholly rejected the custom of denouncing others as “Zwinglian” on the 

basis of marginal differences.106 Later that year, pointing to Melhorn’s Tantz, they expressed 

their frustration that someone who had preached beside them for years—who had used 

Meckhart’s catechism regularly—would publicly employ as the basis for his claim that they were 

Zwinglians a counterfeited Augsburg church order from 1545, which was published outside the 

city.107 Recognizing that, politically, the city was in a precarious position with respect to its 

                                                           
103 “Es wissen eure H. dass unser ettliche, nach dem die pfarren klain oder gross sein, 14. 16. ganntzen tag über unnd 
über an ainander bis zu nacht nach 5. uhr beicht gesessen, unnd ettlich tausennten die hailsame Absolution uff ihr 
herzlich begeren mittgetailt haben.” Erklärung, 4r-v. 
104 “Das wir aber nit jedermann im diser statt unnd kyrchen mit dem stab Mosi zu dr beicht zwingen, wie wir auch, 
one allain mit dem wortt, bitten, und ermanen, nit sollen, ist an diser kyrchern mer umb ires selbs freien willens, 
unnd gehorsamen erscheinens halb, zu loben, dann zu straffen.” Erklärung, 4v. 
105 Erklärung, 4v. 
106 Erklärung, 7v. 
107 Erklärung, 7v; for other examples of these “corrupten exemplar” see also Ibid. 9v-10r. 
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neighbors’ confessional ambitions, he assured them that they would add nothing new to the 

order, and would stand by the doctrines and practices adopted in 1536. Whatever adiaphora the 

local church employed, insisted Meckhart, in fundamental doctrine and practice, they were 

wholly in line with scripture and the Wittenberg Concord.108 

Tantz der Augsburger Prediger 

The contest between the “new” and “old” preachers in Augsburg during the years1553 and 1555 

ended decidedly in favor of the latter. Following the dismissals of Rauch and Ketzmann, the city 

council ceased asking Melanchthon for further recommendations.109 Instead, Johannes Ehinger, 

who had served as deacon to Held and Meckhart during the Interim (in addition to ministering in 

the plague-house), was persuaded to give up the position of superintendent of the evangelical 

church in Neuburg, which he had taken up following the 1551 expulsion, in order to replace 

Rauch at the Franciscan church in Augsburg. On Held’s recommendation, Rülich then replaced 

Ketzmann as preacher in Holy Cross (which position he would hold until his death thirty years 

later). The deaconry at St. Ulrich which Rülich left was filled in turn by Johann Meckhart’s son, 

Georg, who had recently concluded his studies in Wittenberg.110 This turn towards preachers 

with local connections was decisive for the development of Augsburg Protestantism. For perhaps 

the first time in its history, the ministry of Augsburg was (relatively) united—at least sufficiently 

so that Meckhart and the church provosts were able to move forward with updating the church 

                                                           
108 Erklärung, 8v.  
109 Although it appears that later, in 1559, with Meckhart forced to give up preaching due to his illness, Melanchthon 
sent Johannes Rem (See MBW May 1, 1559), saying that Rem would help them fight the enemies of the Church, 
like Flaccius and Canisius.  
110 He would go on to minister at St. Ulrich until the 1586 expulsion, assuming the principal preaching post in 1568 
following Held’s retirement. 
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order and the official catechism.111 Of all things, the basis for this unity, I argue, was Georg 

Melhorn himself. It was the shared rejection among the ministers and the city government of 

Melhorn’s blistering invective against the city—Tantz der Augsburger Prediger. Hausmann, 

Rülich, and Eckahrt—all of whom would become leaders in the next generation of Augsburg 

preachers—were conditioned towards moderation in the crucible of the Melhorn controversy.  

* * *  

In the context of his campaign to “expose” Bächlin in the winter of 1555, Melhorn—by his own 

account—evidently began to distance himself from his ministry, even refusing to cooperate with 

his fellow ministers in the administration of the sacrament. According to Meckhart’s 

Bekanntnuss, in his last six months of office in the city, Melhorn neither preached nor 

administered the sacraments, so obsessed was he with his feud with Bächlin.112 By May, with 

both sides of the ministerial dispute having submitted summations to the provosts—and with the 

provosts deciding in favor of Meckhart and Bächlin—Melhorn’s continuing defiance had grown 

                                                           
111 I say relatively, because although private confession and absolution remained voluntary, different preachers 
placed different emphases on the importance of these for salvation. Eckhardt, for example—who replaced Meckhart 
as senior of the convent—evidences in his sermons a deep concern for moral discipline, emphasizing salvation and 
damnation in equal parts. See his three-part collection of sermons in SuStBA Th Pr 676a: Georg Eckhardt, 
Sechzehen Predig/ von der waren und falschen kirchen/ auss welchen gründlich zusehen ist welcher theil/ zwischen 
uns den Evangelischen / und den ejtz genanten Catholischen im Bapstumb/ seines vorhabens in [Religients] sachen/ 
bestendigern und unbeweglichern grund hab. Item. Zehen predig/ wider die jrrthumb der Schwenkfeldischen/ 
Widertauffer und Sacramentherer. Dessgleichen Zehen Predig/ wider die fürnembste Hauptlaster/ so zu unser zeyt 
in vollem schwanck vor[geben] ([Augsburg], 1562). He is also adamant that God punishes sin not only in the next 
world, but in this one, as well. Among the many graphic examples he gives of worldly punishment is the fact that 
men who visit prostitutes are afflicted with maggots and worms. Ibid, 1.4r. Similarly in his sermon on drunkenness, 
he warns that this condition prevents one from mounting any resistance to the Devil, under whose influence 
otherwise good people murder their best friends and resort to prostitution. Ibid, 2.3v-4r 
112 Meckhart, Bekanntnuss, 27v. Against Melhorn‘s accusation that he profaned the sacrament by giving it out 
freely, Meckhart replied: “Antwurt, das ich leiber frumme, trewe, redliche diener in der kirchen Christi sehen und 
haben wölte, dann untrewe und ergerlich dienner, kan mir niemands verargen, dann solte mich und andere vil 
frummer Cristen mer Melhaorns ergerliche handlung, der sich doch selbst für ainen Aufrichtigen diener der 
Augspurg Confession helt und ausschreibt, da er die Sacramenta zu den Barfüssern mit her Lienharten dem volck 
gibt, und den kelch des herren reaichet, und aber er selber langer als in ainem halben jar, nit der gemain gottes nie 
communicieren wöllen, Lieber was wäre die ursach solches seins ergarlichen und langen stilstands, erstlich, sagt er, 
es were ainen nit allweg geschickt darzu. Er wolte es jme frey behalten, wie auch bey der Communion der krannken, 
Bald hernach sagt er, her Lienhart were zwinglisch, und dess hielt jne des herr abentmal ab.” 
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wearisome. He was put on administrative leave on May 30, 1555, and told by the provosts that if 

he could demonstrate his respect for their judgement and his commitment to peace, it would only 

be temporary. The very next day, however, he appealed this decision, reiterating his denunciation 

of Bächlin in full, and claiming that an attack on him (as he characterized his suspension) was 

also an attack on Melanchthon, who had sent him here. He called this a great day for the heretics 

in Augsburg, who would rejoice to see him fall. 113 Melhorn was consequently dismissed, taking 

a post in Ravensburg shortly afterwards.  

Undaunted by distance, Melhorn quickly set to work composing the first of what he intended to 

be a series of publications designed to cast light on the atrocities that were being committed in 

Augsburg against the flesh and blood of Christ.114 The Tantz was ostensibly addressed to 

Augsburg’s city council, at times reading as an impassioned plea for them to save their city while 

they are still able. It vacillates, however, between appealing to the council and railing directly 

against the ministers—one moment politely patronizing, the next incensed. The goal of this work 

was to have the old ministers branded heretics and dismissed from office, and to vindicate his 

own reputation for having worked so strenuously to expose them.115  He also repeatedly returns 

to the refrain that he composed this work for the poor Augsburgers who were being led into 

damnation by these mumming Zwinglians.116  

                                                           
113 Roth, 4:587-88. 
114 Melhorn, Tantz, 2v. 
115 “und wan auch Meckhart selbs auch nit zwinglische were, solte er mir auch trewlich geholffen haben und 
beygestanden sein, das der alte kue, von den zwinglichen schlang gebissen, der gifft ain mal were genommen, aber 
er hat es [müssen] underlassen, und halfen, das ich ja würde geurlaubt, damit er und seine gesellen des zwingels 
kirchen die sie zu augspurg haben angerichtet, erhüten, und müss also durch sein aigen maul sich selbs verraten, das 
er ain mumenden awingels schüler sey, weil er Leonharts Bächlins ler waist, und selbst in nicht zur revocation 
treibet, unnd der ich soliches gethan, mich noch darumb Calummiert, und in der stat ausstregt, ain so raine kirche hat 
der Cayphas, ja von zwinglisch nit gehulffen, dann die recht Lutherisch [stend] kan er nit laiden.” Melhorn, Tantz, 
25v-26r. See also Ibid. 30v, 31v, 32r-v.  
116 Melhorn, Tantz, 26r: “Leonhart unnd seine gesellen, solt anders lerner, dann sy vorhin gethan, das ist, nimmer 
zwinglisch, sonder Lutherisch, aber das sy dise nicht durfen thun, und jre vorige lugenhafftige zwinglische ler tadeln 
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Running to approximately 70 pages, this polemic closes with a series of summary conclusions, 

perhaps the most significant of which is the final, twelfth point: that the ministers of Augsburg 

“have never taught as we teach in Saxony.”117 On no fewer than 18 different occasions 

throughout, Melhorn refers to himself as a Saxon. For Melhorn, this identity is at the core of his 

being. He invokes duty to his “fatherland,” for example, as his motivation for defending and 

spreading the teachings of Wittenberg and Luther.118 No less important for him, though, is this 

Lutheran identity. The name “Luther” and its adjectival form appear more than forty times in the 

Tantz. Still, by way of contrast, there are approximately 230 references to Zwingli here, 

overwhelmingly as adjectives. He frequently references the Augsburgers’ “zwingelerey” and 

“zwinglianismus,” and calls them “mummenden Zwingels schueler.”119 However, on over 90 

occasions, he uses the simpler form “zwinglisch” to describe the preachers and their beliefs and 

practices.  

What does it mean to be “Zwinglian” in this context? Well, the intent, at least, is quite clear: 

these were heretics and Sacramentarians. These terms, though—ketzer and sacramentierer—

each only show up half a dozen times a piece, (as does schwenkfeldisch). The overwhelming 

focus on Zwingli appears to reference a specific type of heresy found in Augsburg. Anyone 

looking for clear articulations of Huldrych Zwingli’s theological or liturgical doctrine within this 

work, however, would be sorely disappointed. In his twelve-point summation, we might expect 

                                                           
müssten Melhorn hinaus, das sy bey ern bliben, und die armen, von inen verfürten, zuhörer, in blindtheit unnd 
verderben behielten, welliche sich got erbarmen wölle, und inen von disem argern geschlecht helffen.” 
117  Melhorn, Tantz, 33r: “Zum zwolfften, das Reiche und armen zeugknus geben, sy haben nie wie wir Sachsen 
geleret.”  
118 Melhorn, Tantz, 16v: “ich müss die thur nit hart zuschlagen, das sy nicht herwider praellen, sonder ir verschönen, 
ob sy sich wolten bössern, welliches ich innen wol gönnen mechte, wa sy ander recht wittenberger, das ist, 
Lutherisch sein, wiewol es schwerlich scheinet, ja [vnmieglich], dieweil sy das ain mal gewaget, und in die 
zwingliche garten sein gepflantzet wirt es aber nicht geschehen, so hab ich noch genug in der feder. Diser aber mües 
s ich dan machen, als ain warhaffter redlicher auffrichtiger Sachse, umb des vaterlands willen, ainen dienst thun.” 
119 Melhorn, Tantz, 28v, 22r, 20v. 
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Melhorn to reference specific heretical teachings espoused by the Augsburgers. He does not. 

Instead, he closes with the following.  

1. The current ministry of Augsburg (with the sole exception of Eckhardt), are mumming 
disciples of Zwingli who have either actively encouraged his sacramental heresy, or else 
have looked the other way as it spread to the majority of Augsburgers, to their eternal 
damnation.  

2. Before our arrival from Saxony, the ministers rarely preached on the sacrament of the 
altar, as if it were a trivial thing, and not necessary for salvation. 

3. It has become customary in Augsburg for people to denigrate the sacrament with 
shameful and devilish jokes, and these go unpunished by the ministers. 

4. Meckhart’s patchwork (geflickten) catechism is so steeped in shadows that it can be 
interpreted as either Lutheran or Zwinglian, as one pleases. 

5. Johann Held, together with Meckhart and Bächlin, hold Sacramentarians in high 
regard, refusing to recognize them as Sacramentarians, even going so far as to compare 
Zwingli to Saint Cyprian.  

6. In their barely concealed sacramentarianism, these ministers have convinced the city 
council that our practice of penitence is false. 

7. They refuse to say whether Luther or Zwingli is correct. They go about in disguise as if 
it were Carnival, mumming, and warn no one about Zwingli or his horrible blasphemies 
against Christ. 

8. Meckhart has stated publicly from the pulpit that Zwingli and Oecolampadius were 
honorable and learned men who did great service for the Church. Moreover, he names 
Musculus, Wolfhart, Keller and Held as his teachers, all of whom are either confessed 
Zwinglians or Schwenckfelders.  

9. They have in the past allowed Swiss and Zwinglian ministers to preach alongside 
them, many of whom now reside in Bern.  

10. They do not suffer proper Lutheran preachers to teach among them—first Rhegius, 
Agricola, Frosch and Forster, and now me, though they are not able to show that we have 
ever taught contrary to the Augsburg Confession.  

11. They refused to commit their damnable Zwinglian heresy to writing, instead insisting 
that their doctrine accorded with my true teaching.  

12. They have never taught as we teach in Saxony, and they drove off those of us who 
tried to make them Lutheran. But the truth will out, and soon they will have to defend 
their Zwinglianism before the entire world.120  

                                                           
120 Article 12 concludes: “so schickt euch nur teuwren zwinglische Ritter, und fechtet nun dapffer für euch selbst, 
und für eurs Maisters schwermerei, es gilt nicht mer, das ir micht, [wie zu Augspurg trucket, ir müsset offentlich 



194 
 

With the exception of the sixth point, none of these accusations reference theology or liturgy, 

and many of these claims are either patently false,121 or else grossly taken out of context.122 

Some of these points are essentially accurate, but they contribute nothing substantial to his 

overall claim that the Augsburgers were followers of Zwingli. Point 11 even contradicts this 

argument—the ministers refuse to self-identify as Zwinglians, insisting on their adherence to the 

Augsburg Confession.  

Consider the title of this work: Dance of the Augsburg Preachers. Melhorn employs these 

references to dancing and leaping in an effort to show the doctrinal ambiguity and inconstancy of 

the Augsburg ministry. They seem to leap from one position to another, and the whirl of dancing 

obfuscates their true form. This was Melhorn’s way of validating his arguments in the absence of 

actual evidence. He has to repeatedly qualify his statements by adding that if they had not 

themselves taught this, then they have at least “looked the other way.”123 Several of his 

arguments rest on heresy by association, as when he writes that “Meckhart’s teacher (Musculus) 

was Zwinglian, ergo Meckhart, the student, is also Zwinglian”;124 or, where he asserts that 

Wolfhart must be a Schwenckfelder because Bernhart Unsinn claimed to have learned his 

                                                           
heraus, und vor aller welt euren zwinglianismus defendieren, habt ir vom Wittenberg, Leypzig, Tübingen, oder von 
ander ortten, harnisch oder pfeil, damit ir euch beschutzt, so suechet sy nur herfür, ir werdt sy bedürffen.” Melhorn, 
Tantz, 34r. 
121 On point 8, for example, none of the ministers referenced ever identified as followers of Zwingli or 
Schwenckfeld while preaching in Augsburg. Keller did adhere more closely to Zwingli’s teaching on the sacrament 
than the others, but even he identified as a disciple of Christ, rather than Zwingli.  
122 On point three, he transforms a few anecdotal examples into a sweeping generalization of a city of tens of 
thousands. With respect to arguments 2 and 4, he makes no mention that these teachings developed in the context of 
the Interim, during which time the sacrament was a divisive and polarizing subject. On the tenth point, moreover, 
Melhorn fails to acknowledge that these “Lutherans” were in fact expelled either by Charles V or by the city 
council. On the all-important sixth point, Meckhart never states that absolution is unimportant, only that the practice 
of mandatory private confession and absolution was not necessary for salvation.  
123 “durch die finger sehen,” Melhorn, Tantz, 2v, 32v.    
124 Melhorn, Tantz, 21r:“Der maister und preceptor Meckharts ist zwinglish, Ergo, so ist Meckhart der schüler auch 
zwinglisch…der schüler ist nit uber sein maister, O Meckhart, Meckhart hetet jr die Logica besser studiert, ir solt 
wol fürsichtiger sein gewesen, dann das ir den Meusslin für eure preceptor hetet aussgerüffen.” 
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theology from him.125 He describes the minsters as clever (klug) and crafty (listig), and attributes 

to these traits their ability to have maintained their secret deception (haimliche Hintergehung) for 

so long.126 They are hypocrites, he insists, who play both sides—“men of the double-cap.”127  

On fifteen separate occasions, he refers to Meckhart as the “fox,” an explicit reference to 

Aesop’s wily protagonist in the fable of the fox and the crow. In that story, a fox spies a crow 

perched up in a tree, holding a lump of cheese in its beak. The fox, desiring the cheese for 

himself, begins flattering the crow, complimenting her glossy feathers and bright eyes. Surely he 

says, your voice must be equally beautiful, and he begged for a song. Obligingly, the crow 

opened its beak to sing, but as it did, the cheese dropped to the ground, and was quickly claimed 

by the fox. Melhorn uses the equation of Meckhart with the fox to argue that he would say 

whatever it took to get what he wanted, and that his frequent claims to orthodoxy were mere 

flattery. Meckhart the fox is no fool, he warned. In secret among the Zwinglians he goes about as 

a Zwinglian, but among the Lutherans he changes his coat.128 Melhorn says nothing about the 

fact that Meckhart had repeatedly signed his name to the doctrines of the real presence and 

manducatio indignorum,129 and that nowhere in his writing did he ever endorse Zwingli’s 

sacramental theology. In fact, the best evidence of heresy within Meckhart’s written works that 

Melhorn is able to find is the catechism, which he complains could be interpreted as either 

Lutheran or Zwinglian. Or rather—for Melhorn—the fact that Meckhart published his own 

                                                           
125 In the letter Melhorn references—one of Unsinn’s supplications to the city council to have his exile overturned—
Unsinn does not claim to have learned anything from Wolfhart; rather, he expresses his confusion that Meckhart 
would not accept his beliefs, beliefs which Meckhart’s predecessors themselves allegedly espoused at the beginning 
of the Reformation. CS, 13:246-47 
126 Melhorn, Tantz, 15r. 
127 Melhorn, Tantz, 12v, 15v.  
128 Melhorn, Tantz, 25r. 
129 There are many examples of this, but perhaps the most telling is the confessional doctrine he submitted to the 
Unsinn and Hieber in 1553. Meckhart’s and Melhorn’s signatures are side by side at the end of the document. CS, 
13:284.  
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catechism (instead of adopting Luther’s) was itself sufficient evidence of heresy.130 Here we start 

to approach the problem. 

The Wittenberg preachers’ repeated invocation of Zwingli owed to a need on their part to 

rationalize and explain what they perceived as the rejection of their preceptor. Of course, 

Meckhart and his colleagues did not, in fact, reject the doctrine of the real, physical presence, nor 

did they reject manducatio indignorum. Though they did not allow images in their churches, they 

encouraged singing and music, which Zwingli did not. Though he maintained a Zwinglian form 

of the commandments in his catechism, by 1554 Meckhart was using the term kelch in place of 

trinkgschirr.131 They placed a high value on confession and absolution (even if they left it to 

individual consciences). They publicly, emphatically, and repeatedly rejected the idea that they 

were “Zwinglians.” They were clearly, then, not Zwinglians. Melhorn knew all this. He preached 

and administered the sacrament with Bächlin; he sat beside Meckhart during the investigations of 

the Schwenckfelders; he attended the same convent meetings as the rest of the ministry; he 

regularly employed Meckhart’s catechism when instructing the young. It was this matter of 

mandatory private confession, though.  

* * * 

Confession and absolution lay at the heart of Luther’s theology, but as a sacramental practice, it 

always held a somewhat ambivalent place within early Lutheranism. Luther himself claimed to 

                                                           
130 Melhorn, Tantz, 7v-8v: “Aber zur sachen pfeiffet auff und macht einem welschen tannz, Meckhart kombt 
gesprinngen mit der schönen Braut seinem catechismus [dafür] ,am nicht allain  zu Augspurg sonnder auch wie ich 
mir hab lassen sagen an annderen orten das hürlein [abzeicht] unnd die [knie] bweget, Ja der [Teuffel] hette in die 
kirchen zu Ravenspurg auch gekacket wenn Herr Martin Raw (Rauch) durch Gottes huellfe nicht ein [hinderer] 
gewesen.” 
131 VD 16 M 1803: Johann Meckhart, Catechismus. Ain Kurtze Christliche Leer vnnd vnterweysung/ für die Jugent/ 
Durch Johann Meckhart zusammen gelesen/ vnd von me mit fleyss übersehen unnd corrigiert. (Augsburg: Hans 
Zimmerman, 1554), E1v.  
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reject the Catholic practice of forcing people to confess, but then subsequently asserted that no 

one should be admitted to the sacrament without it.132 In the years following the Peasants’ War, 

this practice of confession was transformed into an institutional tool of indoctrination—the 

confessor examining not only sin, but doctrinal belief. By the late 1520s Luther had begun to 

experience a profound crisis of faith—not in God or himself, but in the capacity of individual 

Christians to recognize and appreciate their own sinfulness, as he had. It was this headstrong, 

controlling side of the Reformer that prevented any accord with Zwingli in 1528, and that 

alienated most of the Augsburg ministry in 1533. When Luther wrote to the city council in 

August of that year, for example, he claimed that he “knew” that the preachers had become 

enemies of his teaching, and he insisted that they stop using his name in their sermons, and use 

instead that of their master (i.e. Zwingli).133 Again, the issue appears to have been about private 

confession. He complained that their teaching on the sacrament could be interpreted “both” 

ways, and as a result, he claimed, believers and non-believers ended up receiving the sacrament 

together. Luther did not ask them what they believed, rather—relying on the testimony of Huber, 

who was feuding with the others at the time—he denounced the entire ministry, calling them 

enemies. Thus, we see that Melhorn and Ketzmann were following a path laid out by their 

mentor. In lieu of experience, they had the example set by Luther in his own dealings with 

Augsburg. It seemed to matter little to Luther that the Augsburgers wrote back in 1533 affirming 

that they believed in the real presence or manducatio indignorum,134 just as it did not matter to 

                                                           
132 See Luther’s preface to the Unterricht der Visatoren an die Pfarrherren WA 26, 220; cf. fn. 152. 
133 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 136: Collectanea zur Kirchengeschichte von Augsburg, 9-10. 
134 Collectanea zur Kirchengeschichte von Augsburg , 15: “Wir tragen die Wort des herren trewlich für, und 
ermanen wol das sich ain jeder zuvor selb wol probier ehe und er von dem brot des herren esse und den tranck des 
herren trinken, damit er nit an dem leib und blüt des herren schuldig werde, das aber solche unser firmanung 
fruchtbar sey, ist nit unsern thuns nochvermögens, die wir nur begriessen und pflanzten, sonder gots der das 
[gedewen] gibt, und wer auff solchs zu nachtmal des heerrn kombt, den achten wir weder Lutherisch noch 
Zwinglich, sonder für ain jünger christ.” 



198 
 

Melhorn that Meckhart and the others did the same. They were different. They must be hiding 

something. They were Zwinglians. 

So absolute was the border between orthodoxy and heresy for men like Melhorn—and so high 

the stakes—that adiaphora became anathema. Long gone was the Luther who preached the 

Invocavit sermons, counselling the need for patience and understanding in the implementation of 

reform.135 Reformers like Bucer, Melanchthon, and Johann Agricola attempted to reintroduce 

this notion of “middle” or “indifferent” things in their attempts to foster concord and build 

bridges, but for every Melanchthon, there was a Melhorn. For those Protestants who equated the 

Augsburg Confession with Luther, the treaty of Passau and the Peace of Augsburg seemed to 

settle the inter-Protestant conflicts of the past three decades. For many other evangelicals, 

however—whose spiritual interests did not line up with the political ambitions of powerful 

princes—these imperial decrees placed them in a very difficult position. The Augsburg ministers, 

in particular, came under tremendous scrutiny from religious and political authorities, both 

within and without the city. While they steadfastly refused to embrace Melhorn’s 

uncompromising identity politics, the ministers were not ignorant of the dangers of “going it 

alone,” not with Albrecht V of Bavaria spearheading a nascent counter-Reformation movement 

in their backyard. How the ministers—particularly Meckhart—walked this fine line between 

orthodoxy and autonomy will be explored more fully in the next chapter.  

* * * 

In trying to understand how cities like Augsburg experienced confessionalization, it is essential 

to look beyond normative theology. There were liturgical and doctrinal differences between the 

                                                           
135 Although, even here at this early stage in his development, Luther insisted on mandatory private confession, 
citing the benefit he himself had derived from the practice—namely, his ability to ward off the devil’s temptations 
by knowing and confessing his sins. See WA, 10:362. 



199 
 

Protestants in Augsburg and Wittenberg, to be sure, but these in themselves did not necessarily 

engender ill-will and animosity. Instead, the conflict between Melhorn and Meckhart—between 

Wittenberg and Augsburg—speaks to the emergence and urgency of confessional uniformity in 

the wake of the Treaty of Passau and, later, the Peace of Augsburg. If Melhorn were exceptional, 

we could easily attribute the inflammatory rhetoric and argumentation of his polemic to youthful 

exuberance or wounded pride. He was not exceptional, though. In fact, in a context where bi-

partisan adversarialism was quickly becoming normalized, Melhorn was remarkably mediocre.  

In a universe without purgatory, there was only heaven and hell. This notion lay at the core of the 

Melhorn Controversy. The theological gulf between Augsburg and Wittenberg had to be 

constructed, and its cultivation and politicization by the preachers sent to the city in the early 

1550s was evidence of a deep, collective existential crisis. Insofar as Protestant theology 

emphasized the inability of human will to secure salvation, belonging to the one true community 

of the elect—with the one, pure, correct interpretation of Scripture—was the only path to 

paradise. In the early decades of the Reformation, many reformers looked on, horrified, as this 

community of the elect became hundreds of communities of the elect. With the effective 

institutionalization of bi-confessionalism in 1552, however, enterprising religious and political 

leaders in places like Saxony and Bavaria saw and took the opportunity to incorporate these 

disparate and vulnerable communities into their respective spheres of influence.  

This intent is clearly articulated in Melanchthon’s correspondence to Augsburg and to the 

preachers he sent to the city. But while the intent to incorporate is there, the means by which that 

incorporation was to be facilitated by agents on the ground was not. Melanchthon counselled 

patience. The preachers sent to Augsburg were expressly told that they were to reform the city, 

but not when, nor how. The absence of central leadership in this second, confessional phase of 
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the Reformation meant that the implementation of reform was often—as in Augsburg—carried 

out by young, zealous, indoctrinated men lacking the life experience to recognize and reconcile 

the gulf between ideas and practices. To be clear, the Melhorn controversy had very little to do 

with Huldrych Zwingli. It is a story about coming of age in an age of confessions. For these 

young Wittenberg-oriented preachers, the Augsburgers’ rejection of the Lutheran identity set 

them outside of salvation, lending urgency to their mandate to reform the city. In their thinking, 

there was no Christianity outside Lutheranism, ergo, the rejection of Lutheran identity was 

tantamount to a rejection of Christ. For this reason, Melhorn set out to make the Augsburgers 

into “good Wittenbergers, which is to say, Lutherans.”136  

 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
136 Melhorn, Tantz, 16v. 
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Chapter Four:  
The Meckhart Confession: Negotiating Moderation 
 
With all their adversaries defeated (albeit temporarily), and with the support of city government, 

the preachers at last were able to get down to the work of constituting Augsburg Protestantism in 

a more structured and lasting form. Even as the dust of the Melhorn controversy was starting to 

settle, Johann Meckhart and his colleagues were fast at work composing the city’s new church 

order, which they titled Forma . . . vom heyligen Tauff/ unnd dem heyligen Sacrament des Leibs 

unnd Bluts Christi...1 With the blessing of city council, the ministry sought through this Forma to 

put to rest any lingering concerns about the city’s orthodoxy, and to finally validate and affirm 

Augsburg’s local religious traditions. The Forma would be a central pillar of this constitution, 

but a second, no-less important pillar was Meckhart’s 1557 catechism. The development and 

reception of these two works will be the primary focus of this present chapter, along with some 

of the early attempts to export the religious values they contained.  

The Catechisms 

There is some question as to when Meckhart first began working on his catechisms,2 but by the 

summer of 1551, they were already the standard text for the evangelical education of children in 

                                                           
1 VD 16A 673: Forma, Wie vom heyligen Tauff/ unnd dem heyligen Sacrament des Leibs unnd Bluts Christi/ 
Desgleichen wie auch von dem Trost der Krancken/ Und demnach vom Ehlichen Stand bey dem Einsegen der 
Ehleut/ zureden sey/ widerumb von newem getruckt (Augsburg: Philipp Ulhart, 1555). 
2 Ludwig Greiff’s 1858 history of Augsburg’s schools states that in 1548 Meckhart’s catechism, “galt in allen evang. 
schulen und kirchen der Stadt als anerkanntes Lehrbuch.”  Greiff adds, however, that as opposition from proponents 
of the Interim mounted, Meckhart was forced to make significant revisions to his work, publishing a new edition in 
1551. It is unclear what these revisions were. Ludwig Greiff, Beitraege zur Geschichte der deutschen schulen 
Augsburgs (Augsburg: J.N. Hartman’schen Druckerei, 1858), 15. Rolf Kiessling likewise gives the date 1548 for the 
earliest appearance of Meckhart’s catechism. Kiessling, “Gemeindebildung im Pluralismus der Reformation,” in St. 
Anna in Augsburg, 216. Roth, citing a pair of anonymous chronicles in the SuStBA, points out that the first 
appearance in these texts of the Meckhart catechism was not until 1551. However, Roth’s short, oft-cited article on 
Meckhart’s catechism is highly problematic, insofar as it seems likely that Roth did not actually read the catechisms 
themselves. His knowledge of these works seems to come from reading nineteenth-century commentaries on these 
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the schools and churches of Augsburg. This early 1551 version contained a summary of 

evangelical Christian beliefs deemed necessary for the education of the young, but it did not yet 

include the question-response format of later editions. It also contained language typical of early 

Swiss and Upper-German catechisms. Instead of a chalice, for example, Meckhart wrote of the 

Trinkgeschirr. The commandments, moreover, were presented according to the Swiss and 

Upper-German custom, retaining the two-fold division of the tablets and the second 

commandment against venerating images. Significantly, it also did not contain any material on 

confession and absolution.  

In the context of the challenges mounted against Augsburg’s religious reputation during the 

years 1552-1554, Meckhart reworked the catechism through several editions to try to allay some 

of the concerns of his detractors regarding similarities between it and Swiss catechisms. The 

1554 version, like later editions, added the subtitle: “carefully reviewed and corrected.”3 It 

begins simply enough with the formula:  

Q: What are you? 
A: In my first birth, I was made a reasoning creature, a person created by God. But in my   
     second, or new birth, I became a Christian. 
Q: How do you know that you are a Christian? 
A: Because I was baptized in the name of God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit,  
     and because I believe in Jesus Christ.  
Q: How many principal articles are there of the Christian faith? 

                                                           
works, and, in larger part, from Melhorn’s invective against Meckhart, and from a pair of chronicles in the SuStBA. 
The chronicle which he cites most often (and which he quotes verbatim)—SuStBA 4 Cod Aug. 135—actually 
confuses the 1554 and 1557 editions on several occasions. In comparing the 1553 and 54 editions of the catechism 
with the 1551 edition, for example, it describes how Meckhart revised his section on the sacrament of the altar. 
Originally it stated that Christ worked “durch den diennst seines Heyligen Worts,” but by 1554 this had become 
“durch den diener seines heiligen worts.” In fact, this latter formulation is not present anywhere in the 1554 
catechism. It does, however, appear in the 1557 edition. Moreover, he claims that Meckhart included sections on 
confession and absolution in the 1554 version. Again, these are not present until 1557.  
 The chronicle Roth was quoting was almost certainly SuStBA 4 Cod Aug. 135. The chronicler’s comparison of the 
catechisms can be found in ibid, 197-202. See also Friedrich Roth, “Zum Katechismus des Johann Meckart in 
Augsburg,” Beiträge zur bayerischen Kirchengeschichte vol. 16 (1910): 27-33. For Meckhart’s revisions concerning 
the sacrament of the altar, see VD 16 M 1803: Johann Meckhart, Catechismus (Augsburg: Hans Zimmerman, 1554), 
D8v-9r; and VD 16 M 1804: Johann Meckhart, Catechismus (Augsburg: Mattheus Franck, 1567 [1557]), D6v-7r. 
3 VD 16 M 1803 “mit fleyß übersehen unnd Corrigiert,” 1r. 
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A: There are five. 
Q: What are they? 
A: The Ten Commandments, the Creed, the Our Father, Baptism, and the Lord’s   
     Supper.4 
 

While not especially remarkable in and of itself, we need to place this catechism in some context. 

An interesting comparison can be made with Caspar Huber’s Lutheran Hausvatter catechism 

published in Augsburg in 1543, intended for use in home-instruction of the young. In his preface 

to this work, Huber explains that children pass through three stages of religious education: first, 

in the home, under the supervision of the father; second, in a school, under the tutelage of a 

schoolmaster, and finally—once they have a fuller knowledge of scripture—under the guidance 

of preachers, who can supply them with good and many scriptural passages as they prepare them 

for catechism. While Meckhart did not specify when and by whom his catechism was to be 

employed (except to describe his audience as “the young”), Huber’s catechism was explicitly 

intended for fathers to use to train their children, presumably before they are sent off to teachers 

outside the home. This fact—that we are likely dealing with younger adolescents in the use of 

Huber’s catechism—is important to keep in mind when comparing it to Meckhart’s. Huber’s 

catechism begins: 

Father: My son, are you a Christian? 
Son:     Yes, I am. God be praised.  
Father: Why are you a Christian?  
Son:     First, because I was baptized in the name of Christ, and rose from baptism a 

Christian. And second, because I believe in Jesus Christ, and that he died for my 
sins, and will return for the sake of my eternal salvation.  

Father: Show me two examples of where this is stated in scripture.  
Son:     My dear father, you ask too much of me, for in such things I am not yet practiced, 

and do not have a firm-grasp.  
Father: My dear son, I must explain to you how you should spend your youth, studying 

Holy Scripture as Saint Paul taught his disciple Timothy. For you know that I 

                                                           
4 VD 16 M 1803: Johannes Meckhart, Catechismus. Ain kurtze Christliche Leer vnnd vnterweysung/ für die Jugent/ 
Durch Johann || Meckhart zůsamen gelesen/ vnd von jme mit fleyß übersehen vnnd Corrigiert (Augsburg: Hans 
Zimmerman, 1554), A3v.  
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have spared neither effort nor expense on your behalf, and have always 
admonished you since you were a child to attend sermons. And since you turned 
fifteen, I have sent teachers and theologians to you.  

Son:    That is true, God be praised, and I am very grateful. I will now call on the Holy 
Spirit, and if He lends me grace, I will try to answer your questions fully. 5  

 
Subsequently, a minor miracle of sorts occurs, and the boy is able to suddenly remember 

scriptural citations with the erudition of a seasoned theologian. The boy is quite fortunate for this 

divine intervention, for it would seem that the education he had been receiving in Augsburg was 

not up to the lofty expectations of his father.  

How much theology did a Christian need to know to count as Christian? This question cuts to the 

heart of the dispute among the Augsburgers and those who were trying to reform them. Let us 

assume that Meckhart and Huber had similar audiences in mind for their catechisms. Meckhart’s 

catechism spans 70 pages, with an average of approximately 80-90 words to a page. By contrast, 

Huber’s is 598 pages long, with each page containing around140-150 words. The quantitative 

gulf separating these two is telling. Every question put by the father to the child in Huber is 

followed by an extended theological exegesis, replete with references throughout from both 

scripture and from the Church Fathers. In contrast, Meckhart’s answers are carefully and 

concisely scripted for ease of memorization, and at the end of each the appropriate scriptural 

references are supplied.6 Consider the samples below from these two catechisms (Figures 2 and 

3).  

                                                           
5 VD 16 H 5368: Caspar Huberinus, Der Catechismus mit vil schönen sprüchen / und Historien der hailigen schrifft 
gegründet/ Allen frummen Haussvättern seer nutzlich/ f ür jre Jugent zugebrauchen  (Augsburg: Philipp Ulhart, 
1543), A7r.  
6 Grieff claims that schoolchildren were accustomed to memorize Meckhart’s 1548 catechism. Although it appears 
that the1554 and 1557 editions were longer than the earlier attempts (which did not contain the question-answer 
format), the intent to have the children memorize the catechism was probably still there. The arrangement of the text 
on the page—with answers blocked-off by plenty of white-space—certainly serves to ease memorization. Moreover, 
the placement of scriptural references at the end of each answer (rather than leaving them interspersed throughout), 
seems likewise intended to break sections down into memorizable parts. It was the message of these passages, after 
all, that the children needed to learn, not necessarilly the scriptural foundation of that message (though it was 
certainly important that they recognized that such a basis did in fact exist).   
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Figure 2: VD 16 H 5368: Caspar Huberinus, Der Catechismus      Figure 3: VD 16 M 1803: Johannes Meckhart, Catechismus. 
mit vil schönen sprüchen. . . (Augsburg: Philipp Ulhart, 1543),     Ain kurtze Christliche Leer vnnd vnterweysung/ für die Jugent/ 
A7r.                                                                                           Durch Johann || Meckhart zůsamen gelesen/ vnd von jme mit                   
                                                                                                          fleyß übersehen vnnd Corrigiert (Augsburg: Hans Zimmerman,  
                                                                                                          1554), A3v.  
  

Setting aside the extravagant cost of buying a 600-page book, the academic rigor of Huber’s 

work begs the question of who would actually have used it. It assumes an adolescent reader with 

the interest and ability to process complex and nuanced theological arguments, and to buttress 

those arguments with a thorough knowledge of their underlying scriptural foundations—a 

knowledge which, to be clear, would have likely necessitated ownership of, or at the very least 

regular access to, a vernacular copy of the bible, something which, again, we should not take for 

granted. And beyond the challenges and time commitment this curriculum would have placed on 

the student, we need to consider the Hausvatter himself. Huber seems to presuppose that the 
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father would be leading this education. Given the evidentiary standard placed on the student in 

furnishing responses, it stands to reason that the father himself would require a theological 

erudition sufficient to assess the validity of the references supplied by the student, meaning he 

would have to have had his own theological training. All of this, moreover, assumes the father 

has the luxury of free time during which to facilitate this education.  

While brief, this examination of Huber’s pedagogy is instructive for understanding his failure to 

ever match the popularity of his colleagues in Augsburg. Since the 1520s, he was bedeviled by 

the throngs of Augsburgers who flocked to hear Keller or Wolfhart or Musculus, but who scarce 

give his ministry a passing thought. My point here is that these others, like Meckhart, knew their 

audience. Their understanding of the “needs” of the congregation came not from the lecture halls 

of Wittenberg, but through their own social interaction with the congregants themselves. Where 

Huber was trying to train an army of diminutive theologians, the other Augsburg ministers were 

attempting to train Christian citizens.  

Beginning at least as early as this 1554 edition, Meckhart customarily ended his catechisms with 

a short work from Justas Jonas on the value of catechistic education. According to Jonas, the 

catechism helped turn hearts towards God—it was a panacea for the lazy, the jealous, the hateful 

and so on. It also ordered society in a way that was pleasing towards God, containing within it 

the basic ingredient of this order—piety (Gotsfoerchtigkeit). Further, it instructed the preachers 

how to preach, teach religion, and comfort their flocks; it taught married couples how to honor 

their union, and how to raise their children as Christians; it taught children to honor and obey 

their parents; servants how to serve honorably. In short, it provided a blueprint for the pious to 
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create a “paradise on earth” (in contrast to the “hell on earth” suffered by the impious and by 

those who spurned study of the catechism and the bible).7  

As Roth and others have observed, Meckhart’s 1557 catechism was used in Augsburg for 

generations, well into the seventeenth century, with only episodic and temporary alteration. In 

the first half of the 1550s, though, these were still a work-in-progress. Meckhart still had to strike 

a balance in his catechisms between pedagogy and politics, and to this end he repeatedly updated 

them. Some of these changes we have seen already—like his replacing the word Trinkgeschirr 

with Kelch, according to the Lutheran custom. Another significant change, though, was the 

clarification of the language around the second commandment. According to Reu, in the 1551 

edition, Meckhart asked, “What is the punishment for worshipping images with the honor which 

was due God alone?” (die bilder mit goettlicher ehre verehren). 8  By the 1554 edition, this had 

become “What is the punishment for those who pray to and worship images?” (Was ist die straf / 

deren die die bilder anbetten / und verehren).9 This is a subtle alteration, but it is important 

insofar as it seems to define verehren with respect to prayer, thereby emphasizing that it was not 

images themselves to which they objected, but their misuse. Nonetheless, the decision to retain 

the second commandment in its Mosaic form—i.e. against the creation and veneration of 

images—contradicted Luther’s own arrangement of the Decalogue, which was becoming 

normative among those professing to be his followers—a fact which could not have been lost on 

Meckhart.10  

                                                           
7 Meckhart, Catechism (1554), E3r-v; (1557), D9r-v. 
8 Roth, “Zum Katechismus des Johann Meckart in Augsburg,” 29-30.  
9 Meckhart, Catechism (1554), B2r.  
10 In Melanchthon’s 1552 Mecklenburg Order, he includes a justification of the “old” tri-fold division of the 
commandments retained by Luther. Moses’ law, he explains, can be divided into three sections: the lex moralis, 
ceremoniales, and iudicaiales. He calls the first of these the “ewiges gesetz,” and says these pertain to sin and 
salvation, and therefore apply to Christians. The other two, however—the “levitisches kirchengespreng” and 
buergerliches gesetz” only bound the Israelites, and when Jerusalem fell, so to did the authority of these laws. 
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On images, Meckhart stands his ground, and the text of the 1554 edition in this regard is what 

survives into the seventeenth century. He does, however, make some significant concessions in 

the 1557 edition with respect to confession and absolution—the foremost source of conflict 

between Augsburg and Wittenberg. Absent in early editions, absolution is given its own section 

in 1557, in between baptism and the Lord’s Supper. In it, Meckhart poses the question: “Who is 

able (vaehig) to receive forgiveness of sins?”11 The response states that, in general, everyone 

who is genuinely contrite for their sins and seeks comfort in the service wrought by Christ 

receives this forgiveness. It then adds that particularly (in sonderheit) this forgiveness is given to 

all faithful who earnestly desire within themselves to be pious, as in Luke 7 [Christ and the 

centurion].12 When the catechist asks what the usefulness (nutz) of absolution is, he is given a 

three-part answer. The primary benefit of this forgiveness is that we are discharged (entladen) of 

our sins. Second, children and the unlearned (die einfaeltigen) receive through the act of 

absolution instruction on the proper belief in and understanding of the sacraments. Third, and 

last, heavy hearts are given relief and comfort, and are made happy again.  

Unlike the Huber catechism—or Luther’s own, for that matter—Meckhart here does not 

explicitly assign a necessary place to clerics in the dispensation of absolution, instead 

emphasizing—consistent with his previous writings—the importance of the individual’s private 

relationship with God. What ultimately will decide whether one is worthy of forgiveness is 

genuine contrition and piety, which—before God—cannot be faked. However, recall that 

Meckhart repeatedly stated in his discourse against Melhorn that while they would not make “a 

                                                           
Sehilng, 167-68. He later adds that it was the insistence on trying to impose the “fallen” laws of Moses on Christians 
that led people like Muentzer into error. Ibid. 185.  
11 Meckhart, Catechism (1557), DVv. 
12 Meckhart, Catechism (1557), DVv: “Zum anderen/ in sonderheit/ auch ein yeder fuer sich selber/ so dise mit der 
Suenderin/ Luce am 7. begeret.”  



209 
 

law” of confession, the ministers rigorously exhorted their congregants to make confessions 

freely.13 We can see evidence of that exhortation in the description of the second benefit of 

absolution. Some people—children and the unlearned, for example—appear to need to have the 

sacrament explained to them, and for them this extra interaction with a minister becomes an 

opportunity for one-on-one instruction. We can take this second point as evidence that although 

private confession was not mandatory, it was not only being offered, but encouraged by the 

ministers. This presentation of clerical absolution is consistent with Meckhart’s characterization 

of the practice in die Erklärung as a useful exercise in educating (aufbauen) the “common 

man.”14        

To emphasize that this exercise was especially intended for the young, this section on absolution 

is rounded out with a sample confession which children might give to a minister (Ein kindische 

Beicht fuer die Jugendt). It begins “Dear sir, I come to you as a servant of Christ and His church, 

and confess before you and before God that I am a poor sinner.” It then gets into some specifics: 

“I confess in particular that I have not been obedient to my parents, nor to my tutors and 

schoolteachers, and have oft made them angry, moving them to curse (sie offt erzuernet/ unnd 

zufluchen bewegt hab). I am sorry for all this, and I seek the comfort of holy absolution, to be 

forgiven for my sins and through the word of God to unburden my heart. For this, I promise 

through the Grace of God to improve my life.”15 

This description of confession appears consistent with Meckhart’s prior position, but its 

inclusion here in this final edition is noteworthy, insofar as it clearly stakes out a position at odds 

with Swiss liturgical practice, which did not retain confession and absolution in even its 

                                                           
13 See, for example, Erklärung, 4v.  
14 Erklärung, 2r. 
15 Meckhart, Catechism (1557), D6r-v. 
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voluntary form. However, in his conclusion, Meckhart muddies the proverbial waters a little. He 

writes that whosoever does not know and believe in these five articles of the Christian faith, 

cannot be counted as a Christian, nor be permitted into the Sacrament of the Altar through 

confession.16 At first glance, this passage might seem to accord with the Saxon custom of 

requiring communicants to be examined before receiving the sacrament. In all likelihood its 

inclusion may well have been intended to convey that very idea to would-be detractors. 

Unresolved here, however, is the issue of who exactly is doing the permitting—and who is 

eligible to receive the sacrament. For that answer, we need to turn to the Forma.  

* * *  

As we saw in the previous chapter, it took some doing on Meckhart’s part to convince the city 

council to allow the ministry to update the evangelical church order. The supplications contained 

within the Erklärung give voice to the council’s fears about what the preachers might put in that 

order, and what the fallout might be for them in negotiating confessional relationships with their 

neighbors. One of the ways in which the councilors sought to minimize this risk was to insist that 

Melanchthon sign off on the new order. In late August, 1555 (a few weeks after receiving 

Melhorn’s Tantz), the provosts Haintzel and Rudolph wrote to Melanchthon. They began that 

letter with a summary of the difficulties created by some of the preachers they had appointed 

after 1552—those recommended by Melanchthon himself. The devil, they wrote, had worked up 

a dangerous, aggravating, and unnecessary controversy over the last few years, through which 

the ministry had been diminished, and the teachings of their church made suspect. Worse, many 

citizens, weak of faith, had been led to despair by this fighting. Unsatisfied with this chaos, 

                                                           
16 Meckhart, Catechism (1557), D8v: “…wo er anderst das allter hat/ nit unter die Christen gezelt/ noch zum 
hochwirdigen Sacrament des Leybs und Bluets Christi/ in der Beicht zugelassen werden.” 
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Satan, working through certain calumnious and jealous agents—Ketzmann, Rauch, Melhorn—

assaulted the Augsburg Church and its servants with all manner of lies and slurs, calling them 

“Zwinglian” and fanatics (schwaermerisch).17 Haintzel and Rudolph explained that on account of 

this controversy, a number of preachers had to be let go, while several others left of their own 

volition. As a remedy (abhilfe) to the damage wrought against their Church and its reputation, 

the council had granted the ministry permission to revise the old 1537 church order, and to 

furnish it with a new preface, which they were asking Melanchthon and his colleagues to look 

over and evaluate. They recognized that Melanchthon had advocated the common adoption of 

the Mecklenburg Order, but stated that this simply was not possible at this time, and that they 

would retain the basic form of their old order (though they left the door open for further 

cooperation on this matter in the future).18  

The preface of the Forma—which bears the signatures of the entire ministry, though of which the 

elder Meckhart was almost certainly the primary author—voices many of the same frustrations 

expressed by the church provosts. The unity of the Augsburg Church had faced a number of 

challenges in recent years, not least of which was that posed by the “Night Ravens” (die nacht 

Raben) who flew out of the dark corners of the land to Augsburg to spread lies and slander 

against the church. Just as Christ warned against false prophets, so Paul, writing to the 

Ephesians, warned them not to be bothered by every strange (frembden) rumor they heard.19 

When the Augsburg order was first composed, it was only for the use of the ministers. This new 

edition, they decided, ought to be addressed instead directly to the “good Christian readers” in 

                                                           
17 MBW, 7:339-39, Anton Rudolf und Johann Baptist Haintzel an M, late Augsut 1555. For a fuller treatment of the 
text of this letter, see also Roth, 4:609-10, fn. 67.  
18 MBW, 7:338.  
19 VD 16A 673: Forma, Wie vom heyligen Tauff/ unnd dem heyligen Sacrament des Leibs unnd Bluts Christi/ 
Desgleichen wie auch von dem Trost der Krancken/ Und demnach vom Ehlichen Stand bey dem Einsegen der 
Ehleut/ zureden sey/ widerumb von newem getruckt. (Augsburg: Philipp Ulhart, 1555), A2v 
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Augsburg. Meckhart explained that the reader will have heard all manner of accusations brought 

against the church and its ministers of late—that they were liars, and that they did not teach or 

believe that the real body of Christ was administered in the sacrament. Satan, he continues, 

conceived of these accusations in order to turn the theologians and teachers and confessed 

members of the Augsburg Confession against us and our predecessors, and to bring our ministry 

into disrepute. He then complained that this false representation was not helped by the fact that 

altered versions of the 1537 order were published not only in Augsburg, but in places like 

Frankfurt and Lauingen as well, without their prior knowledge or consent.20  

This revised order was intended to be an accurate and official accounting of the customs and 

beliefs held by the Augsburg Church. In addition to detailing their liturgy and doctrine, at the 

request of their parishioners they were also adding sections on emergency baptism and the 

administration of the sacraments to the dying, and how they might be comforted and counselled. 

It was their hope that readers in Augsburg—but also in other lands and cities—would see once 

and for all that they had their beliefs from Christ and the apostles and from no other author, and 

that they had not wavered from the unity established in 1536 by the honorable Dr. Martin Luther.  

The basic form of the 1555 order was essentially the same as those orders which had been 

published unofficially in the city over the last decade. In the preface, Meckhart cited the orders 

of Melchior Kriegstein (1545, 1552) among others published without their permission. In fact, in 

a comparison of the Kriegstein orders, at least, with Meckhart’s order in 1555, there is not a great 

deal of divergence where basic liturgy is concerned. Both used the 1537 order as their template, 

and in some cases passages read as nearly identical. For instance, the admonishment to 

                                                           
20 Forma, A3r. 
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communicants to examine their own faith before receiving the sacrament of the altar is almost 

identical in both the 1545 and 1555 orders, and both retained the subsequent passage instructing 

Christians to seek aid and comfort from no other source but Christ himself.21 Both, moreover, 

employ identical templates for common confession during the liturgy. The Kriegstein order 

follows this confession with “words of comfort” from John: 6, the same passage Meckhart uses 

for his section on “the comfort of absolution.” In addition to explicitly referring to this ritual as 

absolution, the latter rite is also expanded to include passages from John: 3 and Matth: 11. 

Where they cover the same material, these two orders are, therefore, very similar. The 1555 

order, however, contains subjects not covered in earlier editions, a primary example of which is 

emergency baptism. Where the 1555 entry on baptism runs to 20 pages, it is significant that the 

addition on emergency baptism adds fully another 10. It lays out when this emergency measure 

was valid, and describes an abridged form of the baptismal ritual to be employed in such cases. It 

also deals at some length with the relationship between conventional and emergency baptism, 

emphasizing that God did not discriminate between the two, and that therefore there were no 

grounds to re-baptize the child later should it survive. The larger part of this entry on emergency 

baptism, though, concerns how to comfort grieving parents, and for the most part reads as a 

sermon of consolation.  

The addition of the material on emergency baptism was by no means unique to the 1555 Forma. 

Melanchthon’s 1552 Mecklenburg Order—in the place of which Meckhart revised the Forma—

                                                           
21 Kriegstein’s 1545 edition can be found in VD16 A 668: [Melchior Kreigstein], Forma, Wie vom hailigen Tauff 
unnd dem H. Sacrament des leibs unnd bluts Christi: Unnd dem nach/ com Eelichen Stand/ bey dem Einsegen der 
Eeleuet: zu reden sey. (Augsburg, 1545); the 1552 version—bearing the same title—can be found at HAB 179 
Theol.:  M. Kriegstein, Forma [etc] (Augsburg 1552). The comparison referenced can be found in (1545) 14r and 
(1552) D2r-v. It should be noted that while the language between the 1555 Forma and the Kriegstein orders is 
nearly identical with respect to these passages the older Kriegstein versions still employed the terms Trank and 
Trinkgeschirr in lieu of Kelch.  
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also includes a short section on emergency baptism.22 The differences between the two, however, 

are stark. Melanchthon begins with the admonishment that parents must not rush to emergency 

baptism, except in the most dire of circumstances, for while he permitted the practice to 

continue, his suspicion of it is quite apparent. Melanchthon’s principal concern in this section is 

the validity of these unconventional baptisms, and—especially in cases where children survive 

their ordeal—he lays out the means by which parents and those facilitating these baptisms were 

to be interrogated before the congregation concerning their orthopraxy.23 The goal of this 

interrogation seems to have been to assuage any doubts within the congregation as to the 

membership of the child within their community of the elect. Melanchthon stipulates, for 

example, that should the parents’ answers prove unsatisfactory, the child was to be considered 

unbaptized. In such a case, the infant was to be subsequently exorcized and baptized by the 

minister then and there before the congregation. Melanchthon does not discuss the validity of 

emergency baptisms in cases where the child dies, nor is there any discussion of how to comfort 

grieving parents.  

The 1555 Forma also contains a section on administering the sacrament to the sick, which was 

not contained in the early editions. In this case, the Forma and the Mecklenburg Order actually 

cleave pretty close to one another, in some cases reading almost verbatim.24 In both, the intention 

is clearly to give the preacher the ritual and scriptural tools to comfort the sick, and to bolster the 

faith of the afflicted person in the face of death. What is interesting, though, is scale. Perhaps 

unsurprisingly, the sacrament of the altar—along with confession and absolution—occupy a 

significant amount of space in the Mecklenburg Order, spread over multiple sections of the work. 

                                                           
22 See Emil Sehiling, ed., Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, vol. 5 ([Leipzig: O.R. 
Reisland, 1913] Aalen: Scientia Verlag, 1970): 161-219.  
23 Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, 5:205-206.  
24 Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, 5:208-209; in the 1555 Forma: F4r-H3r. 
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The treatment of these same topics in the Forma are largely confined to a single, 24-page 

section, more than half of which (14 pages) directly relates to the administration of the sacrament 

to the sick. As was the case with baptism, the pastoral application of sacramental theology 

appears in the Forma to have been at least as important as that theology itself. We see this again 

in the Forma’s treatment of marriage. Theologically, there is no discussion of what marriage was 

beyond a “holy union” pleasing to God. The bulk of this sections concerns how a married couple 

could make their union work, admonishing the pair to love and honor one another as they would 

Christ, to avoid temptations of the flesh outside the union, to be slow to anger, and so on. It also 

contains details on how to handle dowries, and how to tailor ceremonies for certain participants 

(young virgins, mature women, widows and widowers, etc.).  

* * *  

The foremost point to understand about the Forma is that the entire document is concerned with 

the performance of the duties of ministerial office. But even as this was clearly a vocational 

manual for the preachers of Augsburg—insofar as it was published widely and addressed directly 

to the evangelical citizenry of the city—it was also a contract. It spelled out in bold how these 

preachers understood their place and responsibilities within the social order of Augsburg. While 

Meckhart refers in the preface to a need for the ministry to combat sectarianism and heresy, the 

propagation of theological orthodoxy is not a primary priority of this document (that task being 

largely relegated to the catechism). Rather, it was their calling as ministers to relay (vermitteln) 

God’s grace through the ministry of His Word in sermon and service, and to do so peaceably and 

without engendering any strife.25 This brings us to a critical observation: in this entire 82-page 

                                                           
25 Forma, A3v. 
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document, there is not one single reference to Catholicism, Catholics, or Catholic teaching. This 

also appears to be the case with the earlier Kriegstein editions. Augsburg Protestantism did not 

formally constitute itself according to its relationship with other faiths, especially not to 

Catholicism.  

In contrast, there are more than a hundred references to Catholics and Catholic teaching in the 

Mecklenburg Order, especially in the first section on Christian teaching. This first half of the 

Order reads almost as a catechism; each point of Lutheran doctrine is explained, and then placed 

in distinction with its Catholic counterpart. Often these doctrines are introduced by questions, 

such as when Melanchthon asks: “What is the difference between the true teaching on 

justification in our churches and the false teaching of the papists?” Among the answers given 

here was that the Catholics—like the Pharisees, Turks, and heathens (Heiden)—allow that a 

person can be justified and pleasing to God by virtue of their performance of good works.26 He 

goes on to explain that the Catholic insistence that people remain in doubt concerning their 

salvation was nothing but “pagan blindness,” which of late has only been bolstered by the “false 

council” of Trent.27 Further, to the question of why one should stay away from the papal mass, 

Melanchthon responds: “It is clear that much error and many blasphemies are present in the 

papal mass. It is now known that God inflicts terrible punishments on the world on account of 

such blasphemy, murder, vice, etc. To avoid this terrible wrath of God, one must learn and hold 

to the proper customs [of the church], and flee from all papal errors and blasphemies.28 To the 

question of who belonged to the Christian Church, he writes that it consists of all who have 

accepted the pure teaching of the gospel and the proper custom of its sacraments. He then 

                                                           
26 Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, 169. 
27 Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, 172. 
28 Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, 173. 
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explicitly states that we can recognize those who are not a part of the Church by their rejection of 

this teaching and these rituals—namely, all pagans, Muslims, Jews, heretics, Manicheans, 

Arians, and Pelagians, along with anyone else who persecutes the gospel, like the pope, bishops, 

and their supporters (Anhänger).29 Citing Gal: 1, he reiterates that all people must learn to 

recognize the true members of the Church from the false. Not content to leave it there, he then 

adds that all Christians should affirm that they belong to the one Holy Church, and to no other, 

and that they should countenance no other, nor those that seek to be neutral, allowing all manner 

of errors and opinions to run amok, including those that assail the institution of the church, as 

“Stenckenfeld” does.30  

Melanchthon’s church order reads as a testament par excellence to confessional adversarialism. 

The whole of the teachings and practices described therein are placed in reference to opposing 

faiths, and it insists on absolute loyalty to these borders, threatening damnation and social 

exclusion for disobedience. Of the 58 pages of the Sehling edition, a scant 13 treat the 

sacramental and ceremonial duties ministers were expected to perform, whereas 29 pages are 

dedicated to doctrine—doctrine which is overwhelmingly situated in reference to Catholicism.  

Moreover, another 15 pages handle church hierarchy, clerical and moral discipline, and 

institutional religious education. These issues largely concern the propagation of an institutional 

church in the context of expanding confessional borders, perhaps most representative of which 

agenda is the deference and cooperation it insists local ministers give to visitation officials.31 

                                                           
29 The close association of Catholics with Jews, heretics, and Muslims/Turks occurs often throughout this work. For 
other examples, see Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, 5:162, 168, 174, 176, 183. 
30 “Dieses alles sol man betrachten, so wir dieseen artikel sprechen: Ich gleube eine heilige kirche. Und sollen uns 
selber zur rechten kirchen halten, und nicht zu den verfolgern. SOllen auch nicht wollen neutrales sein, sollen nicht 
im lande irr laufen und eigene opniones tichten, und alle ministeria und kirchen tadeln, wie Stenckenfeld thut etc.” 
Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, 5:177. “Stenckenfeld” was Melanchthon’s preferred 
term of reference for Caspar Schwenckfeld.  
31 Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts, 5:195-96.  
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Moreover, in reference to church discipline, we find numerous provisions here with no relevance 

or practical applicability for the multi-confessional situation in Augsburg, such as ensuring the 

elimination of Catholic superstitions and ritual from the cloisters, or stamping out other “open 

blasphemies,” like pilgrimages.32  Further, Melanchthon writes that it is the duty of temporal 

(weltlichen) authorities to do away with and punish all blasphemies. Considering his unequivocal 

and repeated descriptions of Catholicism as blasphemous, this exhortation of Melanchthon’s—

were it followed—would have ensured a speedy degradation of inter-religious relations in the 

city. Equally unpalatable to Catholics in Augsburg would have been the multiple instances 

within the Mecklenburg Order calling for the congregational singing of Luther’s “Erhalt us, 

Herr”—a song which, as we will see, was prohibited by the city council only a few years later for 

being incendiary and offensive.  

Despite the considerable differences between the Mecklenburg Order and the Augsburg Forma, 

Melanchthon nevertheless gave his approval to the Augsburg ministry to enact their order, 

though not without first voicing some concerns. However, as Roth explains, although 

Melanchthon was no doubt deeply disappointed with Augsburg’s refusal to adopt the 

Mecklenburg Order, he was not about to stand in their way in this regard.33 While he could not 

“find any praise for it,” nor could he find anything within it that was necessarily “punishable.” 

Still, he was concerned about some of the language around the real presence within the preface, 

which he warned some might find aggravating. He suggested instead using his own formula from 

the Mecklenburg Order, which—true to form—defined the evangelical position on the real 

presence in the sacrament in reference to Catholic practice.34 He also shared with the provosts 

                                                           
32 Die Evangelischen Kirchenordnungen des XVI. Jahrhunderts , 5:195. 
33 Roth, 4:595, fn .67 and 68. 
34 It is unclear exactly what he found objectionable, but it had something to do with Meckhart’s treatment of the 
“raeumliche Gegenwart Christi.” Roth, 4:595. In his reply, Melanchthon suggested instead employing his own 
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that he had opted not to show their order to any of the other theologians in Wittenberg, for fear 

that it might cause controversy.35  

Even with Melanchthon’s grudging approval, the ministers still faced a final hurdle in publishing 

the Forma. New resistance to the order came from the Catholic-dominated Geheim council, who 

questioned whether a new order was even necessary, and if it were, whether it would not be 

better to seek a common order with their neighbors (e.g. through the Swabian Circle 

[schwäbischen Kreisstände]). Against their concerns, the ministers presented many of the same 

arguments they had used in convincing the provosts earlier that year. They were also careful to 

point out that in no way was the adoption of a local order intended as a slight to these other 

partners in the Circle or elsewhere; rather, they argued that their foremost concern was fostering 

unity within their own evangelical churches here in Augsburg.36  They then addressed the issue 

of the city’s reputation in light of the Melhorn Controversy. The revision of the city’s original 

order would not only demonstrate to their Protestant allies that they practiced their faith fully in 

accordance with the Augsburg Confession, but that they always had. The implicit argument here 

is that if they adopted someone else’s order, it might satisfy some of their co-religionists, but it 

would not free them entirely of the stigma of heresy cultivated by their detractors. In other 

words, abandoning their traditions would be seen as a tacit admission of guilt. In light of these 

arguments, the Geheimen finally gave their consent, and before the year was out, the Forma was 

brought to print. 

                                                           
formulation: “Ich brauch dise wort: dass kain ding sacrament sein koenne ausser seinem brauch, und ist offenliche 
abgoetterey, dass die paebstlichen dichten, der leib Christi sei im brod eingeschlossen und soll da angebetet werden 
auch ausser der niessung; dagegen aber im rechten brauch, in der niessung, bezeuget der sohn Gottes, dass er uns 
mach seine gliedmassen, und ist im brot warhafftigclich und wesentlich gegenwaertig und kraeftig, und moegen E.e. 
die wort der confession, die ich mitsende, erwaegern.” Roth, 4:610 fn. 68.  
35 See Roth, 4:610 fn. 68, as well as MBW, 7:340, M. to Anton Rudolf und Johann Baptist Haintzel (Witt. 5 Sept. 
1555). 
36 For this exchange, see Roth, 4:596-97.  
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* * *       

What was the Meckhart Confession? In the briefest of definitions, it was the realization that rigid 

“confessions” were not designed for societies where adherents of multiple faith-groups lived 

side-by-side. At their very core, these confessions relied on the cultivation of adversarial 

sentiment to thrive, in the service of which ministers became the vanguard in a much greater 

conflict. Some historians have pointed to concrete instances of peaceful coexistence and inter-

faith socializing to say that the religious rhetoric and invective pouring from the pulpits of multi-

confessional cities were filtered by the civil and moral sensibilities of those in the congregation, 

and that, ultimately, inter-confessional animosities did not stray far beyond the churches 

themselves.37 However, such conclusions assume that there existed a hard barrier between what 

constituted the space of the church and the rest of the city. Early modern Christians took their 

religion seriously, and they did not leave it behind when the left the church on Sundays. Thus, 

we cannot reasonably isolate what happened within these services from the lived experiences of 

its congregants beyond them.  

In some respect, we might recognize that Meckhart’s work in re-constituting Augsburg 

Protestantism was a defense of the legacies of his mentors, Musculus and Wolfhart. Much of the 

theological and liturgical content of his works stems from these two, such as his insistence that 

confession be given freely, and not compelled. As much as content, though, Meckhart’s 

theologically inclusive style of writing—on account of which Melhorn and Schwenckfeld 

denounced him of “duplicity”—had precedents in these fathers of the Augsburg Church. In 

important ways, however, he parted ways with each. I can only imagine Wolfhart would not have 

                                                           
37 For Augsburg before 1555, see Hanson, Religious Identity in an Early Reformation Community, 6-10. For the 
post-1555 period, see Dunwoody, 363.   
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been pleased with Meckharts’ treatise against Schwenckfeld, nor with his participation in the 

conversions of the Augsburg Schwenckfelders in 1553-54. Musculus, for his part, would not 

have endorsed Meckhart’s accommodations towards Saxon Lutheranism, a conclusion supported 

by consideration of Musculus’ uncompromising decision to leave the city in 1548 rather than don 

vestments during services.  

These two diversions—the denunciation of Schwenckfeld and the modest rapprochement with 

Wittenberg—set Meckhart apart from his predecessors; but so, too, did the context in which he 

labored. Musculus’ generation of ministers certainly knew their fair share of in-fighting and 

back-biting, but they never knew the deprivations of imperial occupation or exile, as their 

successors did. Meckhart and Bächlin and Held had seen what came of unwavering commitment 

to one’s convictions. Out of these experiences—of war, occupation, exile, and religious 

animosity—the ministers, but Johann Meckhart, especially, learned to compromise in order to 

safeguard their core values as both citizens and as Christians. This was the lesson Meckhart took 

with him to Frankfurt in 1557.  

Frankfurt and Worms, 1557 

At the Diet of Augsburg in 1555, the political leaders of Protestantism—namely Philipp of Hesse 

and Christoph of Württemberg—had sought to negotiate renewed union within Protestantism, in 

the hope that they might present a united front against a Catholicism that was quickly recovering 

from the challenges of the Reformation era. However, they were unable bridge the divide that 

had been growing between the theologians of the Augsburg Confession following Luther’s 

death—especially with respect to the bitter feud between Melanchthon’s supporters and the self-

styled Gnesio-Lutherans around Flacius Illyricus. With the Protestant estates not able to come to 
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any kind of union internally, Ferdinand realized that no constructive talks would be forthcoming 

between Catholics and Protestants, and so the matter of inter-confessional negotiation was put 

off to the 1556/57 Diet of Regensburg, during the early stages of which he declared a conference 

would be held in Worms in the summer of 1557. Ahead of this conference, Christoph of 

Württemberg arranged for a colloquy to be held in Frankfurt that spring, hoping to establish 

common ground within the Protestant estates and to articulate and reaffirm their shared values as 

evangelicals. Meckhart and the councilor Marx Zimmerman were sent to this colloquy to 

represent Augsburg. There, they joined the likes of Jacob Andreae and Nicolaus Gallus and other 

theologians, along with many of the foremost Protestant princes. Notably absent from this 

assembly, however, were Melanchthon and elector August of Saxony.38  

Early on in the colloquy, Meckhart reported some of his thoughts (bedenken) on the proceedings 

to the council. He explained that he had raised the issue of a “certain book” (presumably the 

Tantz) which had accused them of being heretics, and had been told that their protest was 

acknowledged and would be addressed in a future gathering. Meckhart then went on to relate 

how it had been determined that they (meaning evangelicals) needed to change the way they 

engaged with Catholics. It served nothing to attack their Catholic counterparts with invective 

(mit boeses geschwetz). They should not be haranguing the Catholics. Instead, evangelical 

theologians should engage with them in disputations, and force them to try to defend their errors 

in public.39 Whatever Meckhart’s influence in bringing about this proposed change in tact (which 

influence we probably should not overstate, given the company gathered in Frankfurt), we can at 

                                                           
38 Meckhart and Zimmerman sent a detailed list of all of the attendees at the colloquy. See StadtAA LS “Frankfurt” 
1551.VI.21.  
39 “Solle man mit inen nit handlen declamationibus, sonder [sillogistice], dialectice, darmit man sy tringe, darmit sy 
auf die argument respondieren miessen, damit der zuhoerer erkene, wo der sig sey.” StadtAA LS “Frankfurt”: 
Bedenken, uber den ersten puncten der proposition, das ist, de materia et forma Instructionis, des zukunftigen 
Colloquy, 1557.VI.20, 1v.  
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least acknowledge that he was likely not alone in recognizing the dangers of adversarial 

rhetoric—not only to inter-religious relations, but also to the  foundation of their own evangelical 

identity and doctrine.  

A few days later on June 23, the gathered theologians signed their names to a joint declaration, 

one of the principal articles of which was an acknowledgement of their shared commitment to 

finding agreement on the administration of baptism, the Eucharist, and the blessing of marriage. 

It also reaffirmed, however, that for the sake of concord, all other “external ceremonies” should 

be left to the customs of local churches. “By God’s grace,” reads Meckhart’s report, “among the 

theologians of the Upper-German (oberlandische) churches, no particular errors or 

disagreements are to be found.”40 However, it then acknowledges that elsewhere bitter 

controversies have arisen since the Interim. Those assembled were committed to facilitating a 

resolution of these disputes—if not at Worms, then in some other context.41  A little later, in the 

summary conclusions of the colloquy (die Abschied), the participants reaffirmed the importance 

of patiently allowing ceremonial differences according to local customs. The foundation of 

Christian unity, they affirmed, lay not in customs and rituals, but in harmony of doctrine 

(aintrechtikait, der wahr lehr).42  

                                                           
40 StadtAA LS Ref. “Frankfurt” 1557.VI.23: 4v: Zwayer gleichsferniger bedencken, uber die proposition gestellet, 
durch die anwesetten Theologus zu Franckfurt den 23 Junii anno 1557, ubergeben, 4v. 
41 “Frankfurt” 1557.VI.23, 4v-5r. 
42 StadtAA LS Ref. “Frankfurt” 1557.VI.30: Abschied, 4r: “Nichts desto weniger, und damit mitler zeit unm geringe 
sachen willen, dieweil man in den hauptstueck, nemlich in der lehr gantz ainig ist, die kirchen nit mit unruh beladen 
werden, so haben gegenwertige stend, sich verglichen und entschlossen das sy ainander vor ungleichait, der 
ceremonien wegen, so an ihrer selbst mittel send, in woeller [diffamieren], auscheien, oder verunglumpfen, sonder 
mit ain ander Christenliche gedult tregen, in betrachtung, das [demnach] die kirch, an kaine menschensatzung, 
dermassen verbunden, sonder derselben ire gebuernde freyhait (doch das es alles ordenlich zugang) gelassen, das 
auch der stenden, das fundament der christlichen ainikait, vil mehr auch aintrechtikait, der wahr lehr, dan auch 
gleichait aller ceremonien, und menschen satzung zu setzen gebueren woelle.” 
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The Frankfurt Colloquy was an impressive display of Protestant unity, but only insofar as the 

Saxons theologians were largely absent from it. When the broader community of Protestants 

gathered at Worms a few weeks later, the harmony of the Upper-German churches failed to rub 

off on their Saxon counterparts.43 At every turn, the palpable animosity between the warring 

Saxon camps threatened to undermine the Protestant position in these negotiations. In contrast to 

the disunity of the Protestant delegates, the Catholics found a stalwart and able spokesperson in 

the Jesuit Peter Canisius, one of Loyola’s most promising disciples. With the deftness of a 

sculptor, Canisius chiseled away at his opponents’ unity by bringing to the fore the most 

acrimonious disputes within Protestantism. He reignited, for example, the controversy over 

Andreas Osiander’s position on justification, as well as Georg Major’s (Melanchthon-inspired) 

positive estimation of good works. Canisius seized on this disunity and demanded that—for the 

sake of clarity—the Protestants needed to condemn what they deemed false teaching. The 

delegates of the Ernestine “Gnesio-Lutheran” camp proposed to do this by means of explicitly 

listing and naming doctrines to be rejected, a proposal which was soundly rejected by the other 

Protestant delegations. Unable to surmount this impasse, the Ernestine delegates left Worms in 

protest, effectively ending the conference without any progress having been made.  

Despite the setbacks at Worms, the incipient Protestant concord movement was far from 

defeated, and they would again assemble at Frankfurt the next year. But for Johann Meckhart, 

who had been present at both Frankfurt and Worms, his modest part in this project was fast 

coming to an end. By 1559, even as Canisius and the Jesuits established themselves in Augsburg, 

Meckhart’s health began to decline. By the time the Diet of Augsburg commenced in March, his 

                                                           
43 For a more detailed treatment of this conference and the subsequet Frankfurt Recess (1558), see Irene Dingel, 
“Melanchthon’s Efforts for Unity between the Fronts: the Frankfurt Recess,” in Irene Dingel, Robert Kolb, Nicole 
Kuropeka, and Timothy J. Wengert, eds., Philip Melanchthon: Theologian in Classroom, Confession, and 
Controversy (Göttingen: Vandenhoech & Ruprecht, 2012): 123-40. 
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illness had begun preventing him from preaching. He died July 13, in the 24th year of his 

ministry.  

* * * 

The documents which together constitute the Meckhart Confession—the catechisms, the Forma, 

die Erklärung—demonstrate the unenviable position in which the Augsburg ministry found itself 

at the beginning of the confessional age. Geography and politics placed incredible pressure on 

the city to clarify its religious identity and orientation—a decision which somehow had to satisfy 

Augsburg’s Saxon neighbors to the north, without aggravating tensions with Bavaria to the east. 

They had to work within the liturgical and doctrinal parameters of the Augsburg Confession, 

without appearing to submit to Saxon-Lutheran religious authority, which submission would 

have implicated the city within Saxony’s sphere of political-economic influence. Further 

exacerbating matters was the lingering influence of Bucer, Zwingli, and Schwenckfeld; 

Augsburg Protestantism had a colorful and complicated past, and any efforts to repudiate or bury 

that past in the interest of confessional conformity threatened to undercut the authority of the 

ministers.  

Between these many and various pitfalls, Meckhart had to step lightly. He emphasized the 

interiority of Christian faith, and he insisted that divine mercy did not require any clerical 

mediation; salvation was God’s alone to give. Still, a Christian apart from the sacraments, he 

maintained, was not a Christian. What mattered ultimately was that a Christian understood what 

it meant to be a Christian, and that they earnestly desired to live according to that understanding. 

This they could demonstrate by participating in congregational life, studying the catechism, and 

by receiving the sacraments. Christian doctrine could be learned in a book, but Christian values 

and morals had to be learned socially.  
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What’s perhaps most significant about the Meckhart Confession, however, was the implicit way 

in which Meckhart treated bi-confessional co-existence. These Christian values and morality 

which he espoused did not countenance religious animosity. You could hate a doctrine, but to 

hate a person for believing that doctrine was fundamentally counter to the message he was 

teaching. Thus, when he wrote against purgatory or exorcism, he was attacking ideas and 

traditions, rather than those who facilitated such traditions. As we will see, his son, Georg, 

employed the same tact when writing against Catholic doctrine, as well as when he wrote to 

Augsburg Catholics. It wasn’t the priests themselves he had issue with, but the body of beliefs 

they espoused. Put an honest, god-fearing priest next to a dying man, Georg argued, and he 

would be indistinguishable from an evangelical minister. What makes a good cleric is the instinct 

to comfort and care for the suffering. In such a tragic, intimate moment as this, all the noise of 

confessionalization fades, revealing religion in its purest form.  
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Chapter Five:  
A Rudderless Ship in Stormy Seas: Conflict, Crisis, and 
Concord at the Dawn of the Confessional Age 
 
In the spring of 1559, Johann Meckhart lay dying. In his seven years as head of the ministerial 

convent, he had succeeded in bringing a measure of unity and civility to a ministry long 

bedeviled by in-fighting and factionalism. But even as he lay abed, that fragile peace was being 

sorely tested by the throngs crowding the streets of Augsburg for the 1559 imperial diet. The 

empire had come to town, and with it, the confessionalizing ambitions of its clerics and princes. 

As the Jesuits and their local allies injected new energy and resources into Augsburg’s Counter-

Reformation after 1559, Luther’s supporters (both within and without the city) stepped up their 

own efforts to coerce a united front in response.  

This chapter, specifically, has three purposes. First, it will examine the process by which the 

often nuanced religious and cultural disputes within the evangelical and Catholic communities of 

Augsburg were consumed by the increasingly magnetic poles of Protestantism and Catholicism. 

Second, it will help explain and contextualize this process of polarization by placing it within a 

deteriorating climate of religious violence and animosity. Third, it will consider the influence of 

the early Concord movement and its potential to supplant Lutheran adversarialism as a basis for 

local evangelical union in Augsburg. 

The 1559 Diet of Augsburg 

Perhaps the most alarming episode of this six-month (March-August) diet was an attempt on the 

life of the preacher and ministerial senior Wilhelm Hausmann at the hospital church of the Holy 

Ghost. Only a month into the diet, the count of Luna and his men, who were part of the 
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delegation of the king of Spain, were regularly harassing evangelicals in the city. 1  Then, 

towards the end of April, something happened to exacerbate tensions. On the morning of April 

23, a tumult was raised in the south end of the city, during which a group of Luna’s soldiers 

stormed into Hausmann’s Sunday service, and according to eye-witnesses, attempted to kill the 

preacher, who escaped only thanks to the intervention of his congregants, who got in the way of 

the soldiers.2 This was a sensational event, and tensions only worsened when the perpetrators 

were transferred from the custody of city officials without trial or punishment.3   

While exceptional, this attempted murder of a minister speaks generally to the deterioration of 

Catholic-evangelical relations during the diet in the summer of 1559. The Strasbourg diplomat 

Christoph Mundt,4 who was serving as the young Queen Elizabeth I’s ambassador, captured the 

tone of this diet in his weekly reports to the crown, and his letters provide an excellent window 

into these proceedings. Early in the diet, for example, his own frustration with the Protestant 

estates of Germany is quite evident:  

The Estates are now discussing such treaties as have been propounded at Worms amongst 
the collocutors, but nothing was finally determined there. The commissaries Johannis 
Frederici, Duke of Saxony, wished that all the commissaries of the Protestants should 
condemn all those which did not hold and follow Luther's opinion concerning the 
sacrament, to which the other commissaries and collocutors would not agree, alleging 
that they were not come for that purpose, but to dispute with their adversaries. Hereupon 

                                                           
1 This was the Spanish ambassador Claudio Fernandez de Quinones. 
2 Gasser, 3:98. DStChr, 32:349.  DStChr, 33:238. 
3 Gasser, 3:98.  
4 A native German and an evangelical, Mundt (“Mont” in English sources) had long been employed by Henry VIII 
and Thomas Cromwell as a translator and as a diplomat within the empire, only quitting this position during the 
reign of Mary I. In December, 1558 William Cecil, writing on behalf of the newly crowned Elizabeth I, wrote to 
Mundt in Strasbourg, requsting he resume his past services for the new queen. That letter explained: “In time past he 
having rendered faithful and diligent service to her father and brother, Henry VIII and Edward VI., she is minded to 
retain him likewise as her agent in the parts of Germany. He is to repair to the Diet that will be kept this January 
next at Augusta that he may the better give her advertisement of what shall be done there. In reward for his 
attendance there he is to receive 100 crowns beside his yearly pension. Further, he is to use good means as well at 
this Diet as at all other times, to revive and maintain amity with all those princes and states there whom he knows to 
have borne goodwill to her said father and brother, for which purpose he is provided with letters addressed to them.” 
Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Vol. 1, 1558-1559: Elizabeth to Mundt, Dec. 23, 1559.  
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the commissaries Johannis Frederici returned home again. The Catholici upon this 
occasion taken refused to commune further with the Protestants, saying that they did not 
agree amongst themselves, and that now all were not present. Hereupon arose so many 
disputations and contentions that this colloquium did come to no effect.5 

The emperor himself, evidently, was complicit in undermining efforts to negotiate religious 

peace. On May 10 Mundt reported that,  

The Emperor on Ascension Day commanded all his gentlemen and servants not to attend 
the Protestants' sermons on pain of losing their service; and one of his guards was put 
away because he was married in a Protestant church.6 

By June, it appeared that representatives on both sides of the religious divide had become 

entrenched in their positions:  

Here all [things] go "schlawfullie" [slowly] forward. The Protestants stand stiff for the 
maintenance of their religion; and will not consent to a Council except it be general, free, 
Christian, and held in Germany, concerning which they have yesterday given a libell to 
the Emperor. Catholici refer this whole controversy to a Council holden after the 
papistical and accustomed manner, and are now bolder and stubborner in their opinions 
than heretofore, knowing that both Kings and the Emperor are on their side. It is feared 
the Pope (notwithstanding protestations and exceptions made) will condemn the 
Protestants, tanquam inobedientes, contumaces et hœreticos. The Emperor and his 
adherents in Germany are not able to do the execution, and foreign aid will turn in the 
end to his own confusion.7 

Only weeks later, he lamented the almost certain failure of these negotiations: 

The longer the Diet sits the greater become the disputes about religion. The keenest 
advocate on the side of the Papists is now the Emperor, who both accuses and condemns. 
. . .  

[Mundt] sees no prospect of an agreement in religious matters at this Diet. The Papists 
carry themselves more insolently than ever, and how can there be any public peace 
among so much disputation and bitterness? The imperial cities, which in the time of the 
wars of the Emperor Charles were associated with the Princes, now refuse to enter into a 
similar confederation, remembering the issue of that war and its cost. 

                                                           
5 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Vol. 1, 1558-1559: Mundt to the Queen, April 12, 1559.  
6 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Vol. 1, 1558-1559: Mundt to the Queen, May 10, 1559.  
7 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Vol. 1, 1558-1559: Mundt to the Queen, June 7, 1559. 
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Here at Augsburg and in almost all the other cities the religion continues, and although it 
is not probable that this Emperor will try to do that in which Charles failed, yet the fury 
of the Pope and the Papists will leave nothing unattempted.8 

By May, Mundt was determined to go home, and his letters brimmed with frustration at every 

delay.9 Finally, in July (a few weeks before the close of the diet) Mundt managed to return to his 

home in Strasbourg, where he found waiting for him a letter from his friend and mentor, William 

Cecil, in which Cecil proposed that new efforts should be made to unite “all those in Germany 

who had abandoned the superstitions of Rome, and [to] condemn the arrogant confidence of their 

adversaries.” In reply, Mundt patiently explained that this was easier said than done:  

A difficulty, however, arises from their own disputes upon non-essentials, for instance, 
upon the mode of the presence of the Lord's Body in the Supper, all of which disputes 
might easily be settled if men cared as much about concord as they do about having each 
his own way. [I am] in daily hope that there will be a meeting of the Protestants to 
establish a consent in doctrine, which, if it be accomplished, will deprive the adversaries 
of the opportunity of accusing and calumniating them. . . . The two universities of 
Wittenberg and Jena are now rivals; neither of them will admit that it acted with 
cowardice during the dangerous period of the Interim of Charles, yet one claims for itself 
greater prudence, the other greater boldness than its neighbour, and each inveighs against 
the other. It would be far better for the sake of the public peace to pass over these lesser 
disputes and assist each other.10 

* * *  

Principal among the counter-reformers testing religious relations locally were the Jesuits, who, as 

we have seen, established themselves in the city during this diet. One of the concrete ways they 

                                                           
8 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Vol. 1, 1558-1559: Mundt to the Queen, June 21, 1559. 
9 See especially his correspondence with Cecil from the middle of May, 1559 onwards, where he expresses this 
desire more directly. Even in his letters to the queen, though, he makes quite clear that nothing productive would be 
accomplished in matters of religion: “The article of religion is almost finished, and there is nothing more to be done 
here than the grant for money and the taxes…” By May he was begging leave to depart early: “This Diet is 
purposely protracted by the Emperor, who is minded to tarry here all the winter. . . . [Mundt] Intends "to go home at 
Argentin," about St. John's day [24 June]; except he should be commanded to tarry longer.” He also became 
increasingly observant of the emperor’s erratic behavior at the diet, as on May 31 when he recorded that, “Last 
Sunday the Emperor put out of his service a young Lord of Ligniths, who was his cup bearer, because he did not 
attend upon him at Mass.” 
10 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Vol. 1, 1558-1559: Mundt to Cecil, August 15, 1559. 
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made their presence known was through the widespread distribution of catechisms.11 By autumn, 

with Georg Eckhardt now occupying Meckhart’s office of senior of the ministry, the ministers 

responded to this Jesuit activity by petitioning the city council to support them in reforming 

evangelical catechistic education. To this point, the instruction of the catechism was largely left 

to the designs of individual schools and parishes, and different preachers might employ different 

catechisms. On October 15, Eckhardt proposed that all evangelical schools and churches should 

uniformly institute catechism training for boys and girls every Wednesday at 3pm. The convent, 

as well as the city council, were happy to support him in this. However, on October 18, when he 

added the addendum that this instruction should be facilitated through Luther’s catechisms, he 

met a wall of protest.12 Many schoolmasters outright refused to use Luther’s catechism, as did 

students. Paul Hector Mair even records that a number of these students quit their studies in 

protest.13 Moreover, one night in November, a sharp, scandalous pasquille was nailed to the door 

of St. Anna, lambasting Luther’s catechism and those who supported it. The post “cried out” 

against those “ambitious” (ehrgaizige) men who pushed this reform as “false teachers and 

preachers” (falscher lehrer und prediger).14 In light of this largely negative response, it was 

ultimately decided that Luther’s small catechism was to be employed in the Latin schools for 

boys, but Meckhart’s would be retained for the lessons in German, for both boys and girls.15  

This row over the catechism was only the first in a series of incidents following Meckhart’s 

death that would test the mettle of his cohort against the increasing pressures of confessional 

conformity. As the Lutheran and Catholic camps each sent up their rallying cry, the banners 

                                                           
11 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 227. 
12 “hanc mutationem magna scandala [panturam]” SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 143, 82r.  
13 DStChr, 32:363, 365. 
14 Thelot, 2:380r. 
15 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 143, 82r-v. 
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around which Augsburgers began to rally were increasingly brazen. For Catholics, as we will 

see, it was the image of the exorcist staring down the hell-hound—the defender of righteousness 

and tradition against a world inundated by corruption, heresy, and supernatural terror. For 

evangelicals, it was Luther—not the man per se, nor even necessarily his theology, but the 

symbol which he had become: Luther, the anti-pope.  

Chapter four dealt with Johann Meckhart’s efforts to adopt the theology of Luther without the 

rigid crusading culture that many seemed to attach to it. But in the vacuum left by his death, bi-

confessional adversarialism again reared its head. How Meckhart’s heirs and allies attempted to 

slow this process will be one focus of this chapter. However, between the 1566 diet and the 

exorcism “mania” of the following years (Chapter six), even they had to admit that the Counter-

Reformation could not be ignored. The period of confessionalization covered by this chapter 

(1559-1570)—which often does not feature in studies of the calendar and vocation controversies 

of 1584-1586—provides background context essential to understanding how something as 

innocuous as Gregorian calendar reform could evolve from a religiously charged wedge-issue in 

1582 to a catalyst for violent civil uprising in 1584.   

* * *  

The 1559 diet provided a forum for a range of confessional critiques, from both Catholics and 

Lutherans. One of those latter critics was the Tübingen theologian Jakob Andreae. In a sermon 

on the Lord’s Supper prepared for the diet, Andreae first attacked practices in Catholicism which 

he viewed as human inventions, like parading the host about in a monstrance, and denying the 

sacrament in both kinds. But halfway through his sermon, he turned his critique on Augsburg’s 

Protestants. He first drew a causation between those who turned away from God (in this context, 

Catholics) and the consequent misfortunes affecting Germany in the present (plague, famine, 
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war, inflation, cold weather, the Turks, etc.).16 He then, however, bemoaned the fact that in the 

same city where one part of the masses (Hauf) had turned from God, the other, although they 

called themselves Christians and knew all the right rituals and customs, nonetheless went to the 

Lord’s Supper unrepentant of their un-Christian lives, and thus received judgement, rather than 

faith.17 One must not go to the table, he warned, like a sow to the trough.  

That this was a pointed critique of Augsburg Protestantism would have been hard to miss, in a 

city infamous for its continued rejection of mandatory private confession.18 The next fifteen 

pages of the sermon dealt with the vanity of believing humans individually have the capacity to 

recognize their own sin and sinfulness. Andreae warned that a man might confess to himself 

fully and head to the sacrament with a heart filled with joy, but this sort of man was, in fact, the 

most unworthy to receive the host. Further, such a person, who has deceived himself into 

                                                           
16 SuStBA 4 Aug 1217: Jakob Andreae, Ein Christenliche Predig vom Nachtmal des Herrn/ so zu Augspurg in 
werendem Reichstag/ auff den Sontag Cantate, Anno 1559 gehalten  (Tuebingen: Ulrich Molharts  Wittib, 1559), 
23r. 
17 Andreae, Ein Christenliche Predig vom Nachtmal des Herrn, 23r:  “Der ander aber/ ob er wol den rechten brauch 
des heiligen Nachtmals waisst und hat/ schickt sich aber mit einem solichen unchristlichen Leben und Wandel 
darzu/ das er jme selbst mehr das Gericht und die Straff heuffet/ dann das der recht Glaub dardurch gesterckt 
wuerde.” Georg Meckhart, at least, continued to uphold his father’s belief that private confession should not be 
mandatory. In a 1577 publication intended to win-over doubting Catholics (newe weltweise Catholische), he spends 
considerable time critiquing the “papist” practice of mandatory private confession (he does not address other 
evangelicals who held this belief, but his critiques would have applied to them, too). In lieu of private aural 
confession, he said it was best to first confess directly to God, and then together with the community of the 
congregation. If, however, someone felt they needed to confess something directly to a minister, they should simply 
confess those sins which were weighing heaviest on them. For more on Meckhart’s position on confession and 
absolution, see SuStBA 4 Aug 908a: Georg Meckhart, Grundtliche vnd kurtze Widerlegung der fuernembsten 
jrrthumen vnd Abgoettereyen, so bey den sterbenden Personen im Bapstumb getriben werden (Lauingen: Philipp 
Ulhart, 1577), 71r-83r.  
18 Although there is no doubt that this stigma lingered past the 1550s, it is unclear exactly which preachers retained 
private confession as a matter of conscience, rather than compulsion. Georg Meckhart, at least, continued to uphold 
his father’s belief that private confession should not be mandatory. In a 1577 publication intended to win-over 
doubting Catholics (newe weltweise Catholische), he spends considerable time critiquing the “papist” practice of 
mandatory private confession (he does not address other evangelicals who held this belief, but his critiques would 
have applied to them, too). In lieu of private aural confession, he said it was best to first confess directly to God, and 
then together with the community of the congregation. If, however, someone felt they needed to confess something 
directly to a minister, they should simply confess those sins which were weighing heaviest on them. For more on 
Meckhart’s position on confession and absolution, see SuStBA 4 Aug 908a: Georg Meckhart, Grundtliche vnd 
kurtze Widerlegung der fuernembsten jrrthumen vnd Abgoettereyen, so bey den sterbenden Personen im Bapstumb 
getriben werden (Lauingen: Philipp Ulhart, 1577), 71r-83r. 
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thinking they are perfectly confessed and pious, is an abomination in God’s eyes.19 They are like 

the knave who wears a piercing in their nose because they think it makes them more fetching 

(huepsch). Fools who likewise decorate themselves in salvation and think themselves worthy in 

God’s eyes are worthy only of filth.20  

At no point does Andreae explicitly say that communicants need to confess to a minister before 

receiving the sacrament, but the message is pretty clear. He complained that the common man 

hates to confess his sins in full because he fears shame and punishment; then adds, he fools 

himself who thinks the judgement of God is less than that of man. He also asserted that the 

common man may actually be ignorant of what a sin is. For example, many people think nothing 

of getting drunk, but this is a grievous sin, and needs to be recognized as such, and confessed. In 

either case, he insists, it is essential that an upright Christian be taught the correct beliefs. The 

Devil is always at our heels, looking for a way to bring us down.21 The truest defense against his 

designs is proper religious education and discipline.  

Though the 1559 diet ended in August, the Lutheran reform effort in the city nonetheless 

continued apace after men like Andreae left. Once again in the late 1550s and early 1560s, the 

Augsburg city council and its church provosts turned to Wittenberg to fill ministerial vacancies, 

including that left by Meckhart’s death in 1559. Two of these new hires bear mention here—

Christoph Neuberger and Johannes Rem. Both of these Wittenberg-trained ministers were 

                                                           
19 Georg Meckhart, Grundtliche vnd kurtze Widerlegung, 23v: “Demnach wann ein Mensch dahin kompt/ das er an 
jm selber verklaret/ und sich selbst beredt/ jetzunt hab er keinen feel und mangel mehr/ darumb doerffe er mit 
freuedigkeit zum Heiligen Nachtmal gehn. Ein sollicher Mensch ist am aller unwuerdigesten und ungeschickteten 
das Nachtmal Christi zuhalten oder empfangen. Dann er erkennet sich selbst noch nicht/ und helt sich selbst fuer 
fromm und volkommen/ so ers doch nicht ist/ woelches ein grewel in Gottes Augen ist.” 
20 Georg Meckhart, Grundtliche vnd kurtze Widerlegung, 24r. 
21 Georg Meckhart, Grundtliche vnd kurtze Widerlegung, 25r: “der Teuffel so feind ist/ das er uns auff den Socken 
nachgehet/ und uns jmmer begeret widerumb zum fahl zubringen.” 
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bellicose in their preaching, confronting not only the usual suspects like Schwenckfeld and the 

Jesuits, but also the “old” preachers in Augsburg, whom they alternately denounced as 

Zwinglians and Calvinists.22 In the ministerial shuffle following Meckhart’s death, Neuberger, 

who had been appointed as a deacon at the Franciscan church in 1557, was promoted to preacher 

at St. George. Evidently quite quickly, he used this pulpit to launch a series of blistering attacks 

on the fathers of the Augsburg Reformation.23 In particular, he targeted Michael Keller, whose 

works on the sacrament of the altar still circulated in the city. Neuberger often and heatedly 

denounced Keller as a sacramentarian, and urged his congregation to throw away his books. He 

also denounced those who defended Keller, including the 60-year-old Johann Heinrich Held, 

who had once been Keller’s deacon, decades ago.  

It happened that one of Neuberger’s congregants took this invective to heart, and determined to 

confront Held personally. Across town at St. Ulrich, this follower of Neuberger’s called out the 

minister during one of his services, demanding to know which of Keller’s teachings Held still 

believed and taught. Held, as he had done years before in the context of the Melhorn 

controversy, insisted that he knew Keller to be a fine Christian, whatever else anyone might say. 

Held told the man to read Keller’s work for himself if he wanted to know what Keller taught, to 

which the man responded that he did not need to read any book for himself—he already knew 

what Keller was all about.24  

A year later, Meckhart’s other long-time friend and colleague, the 62-year-old Leonhart Bächlin, 

began to retire from most of his ministerial duties.25 In his place, Johannes Rem (having been 

                                                           
22 SuStBA 4 cod Aug 143, 84r. Rein, no.53-54. SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 229-31. 
23 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 229-31. 
24 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 231. 
25 Accounts of his condition at this time suggest he may have been suffering from something like early onset 
Alzheimer’s. He reportedly was becoming more child-like (kindisch), and was prone to mood swings—one minute 
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sent by Melanchthon) was named preacher at the Franciscan church.26 Like Neuberger, Rem 

made sport of attacking Augsburg’s “Zwinglian” past, but he is perhaps best remembered for his 

attacks on Augsburg’s Catholics. To accumulate fodder for these attacks, it was apparently his 

regular custom to covertly (heimblich) sit in on Gregor Rosephus’ sermons and services at the 

cathedral, from which reconnaissance he would warn his congregation about the blasphemy of 

papal services. 27 While he preached zealously (eifrig) against all Catholics, the newly-arrived 

Jesuits were his favorite target.28 

In the midst of this new round of inter- and intra-religious animosity, the leader of the Augsburg 

convent, Georg Eckhardt, delivered a series of 36 lectures on sin, heresy, and the “true” and 

“false” Church, which lectures he collected and had published.29 Despite his earlier attempt to 

replace Meckhart’s German catechism with Luther’s, there is little overt confrontation here with 

Augsburg’s confessionally-ambiguous past. In fact, Eckhardt insists at one point that there were 

presently no Zwinglians preaching in Augsburg, nor did their ministers countenance any other 

“erroneous opinions.”30 Further, it is telling that his sermons on Catholicism were not attacks, 

per se, but a defense of evangelical doctrine against Catholic accusations of heresy. Unlike some 

                                                           
laughing, the next, crying. His memory had also begun to fail him. Despite these symptoms, however—though he 
was no longer able to deliver sermons—he nevertheless insisted on still presiding over baptisms almost right up to 
his death. Thelot, 2:312v. 
26 Rem had studied under Melanchthon for six years at Wittenberg. Rein, no. 54. See also the letters of 
recommendation Melanchthon wrote on Rem’s behalf to his contacts in Augsburg. MBW, 8:343. 
27 Although Thelot points out that Rem could not have been all that sneaky, as he was recognized on a number of 
occasions. Thelot, 2:284. 
28 Rein, no. 54.  
29 SuStBA Th Pr 676a: Georg Eckhardt, Sechzehen Predig/ von der waren und falschen kirchen/ auss welchen 
gruendlich zusehen ist welcher theil/ zwischen uns den Evangelischen / und den ejtz genanten Catholischen im 
Bapstumb/ seines vorhabens in [Religions] sachen/ bestendigern und unbeweglichern grund hab. Item. Zehen 
predig/ wider die jrrthumb der Schwenkfeldischen/ Widertauffer und Sacramentherer. Dessgleichen Zehen Predig/ 
wider die fuernembste Hauptlaster/ so zu unser zeyt in vollem schwanck vor[geben]. Durch M. Georgium Ecardum/ 
Prediger der Evangelischen Kirchen in Augsburg bey S. Anna. Im 61. und 62. Jar. ([Augsburg, c.1562])  
30 Georg Eckhardt, Sechzehen Predig, a7r. NB the pagination in this lengthy volume distinguishes between upper- 
and lower-case letters, switching to the latter once the former were used up.  
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of his colleagues, Eckhardt largely focusses on the merit of ideas. He even concedes on several 

occasions that because God made humanity imperfect, one had no way of knowing for sure 

where the “true” Church lay—though, he nonetheless argues repeatedly that insofar as their faith 

was based solely in scripture, the evangelical church represented the best case for being the one 

common (allgemeine) Church of Christ. 31 

What is interesting about this work is that beyond the early sermons defending evangelical 

doctrine, the bulk of this collection is closely concerned with how someone could fall away from 

the church into heresy. While full of fire and brimstone and heavy moralizing, Eckhardt’s 

preaching nonetheless presents a logic to the acquisition of heresy. The Holy Spirit, he 

explained, resides in our heart as though it were a temple, which temple Satan jealously schemes 

to possess, that he might turn it into a toilet (cloacam).32 The urge to sin burns in our hearts like a 

fire, but as long the Holy Spirit is present, that human urge is contained. But when others cause 

us to sin (i.e. by seducing us or implicating us in the spread of rumors and slander), that sin 

drives away the Holy Spirit, giving the devil rein to take over our hearts, spreading his influence 

thence to our eyes, lips, and hands. He discusses at length the many sins against which Christians 

must be vigilant, warning that God does not only reward sinners with eternal fire, but also earthly 

torment. Drunkards and blasphemers, for example, are struck down with plague and other 

misfortune, and whores are given worms.33 But worse than all these, he asserts, is the sin of 

slander, for it breaks unity and turns neighbors against one another, dividing households, cities, 

and even nations. This is a sin that murders three souls at once: that of the slanderer, that of the 

                                                           
31 Georg Eckhardt, Sechzehen Predig, a6v-7r, C1r-v, E8v. 
32 Georg Eckhardt, Sechzehen Predig, O2r.  
33 Georg Eckhardt, Sechzehen Predig, O3v-5r. 
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one who hears and repeats the slander, and that of the one slandered in the first place.34 In a 

community where slander reigns, no one knows where to turn for truth or Christian fellowship, 

and accordingly many fall away into heresy and unbelief. 

Eckhardt, then, found a way to side-step the thorny issue of confessional uniformity by trying to 

shift the focus away from dogma towards moral reform. In these dangerous times of division and 

violence, he cautioned, one must not be led astray by ambitious, strong-headed would-be 

prophets (ergeitze einsinnige Ingenia), but must remain steadfast in the teachings of scripture.35 

It was also important that evangelicals refrain from back-biting and rumor-mongering. That was 

what the Catholics wanted! In fact, the Catholics took the disunity among evangelicals as 

evidence that theirs was a false church.  

Eckhardt’s pragmatism here no doubt had roots in his experience of the Melhorn controversy in 

1555, but the timing of these sermons in 1561 and 1562 suggest the extent to which he, now one 

of the senioren of the convent, was under pressure in this period to restore some measure of calm 

and patience.36 Unfortunately, if Eckhardt ever again published any works, there is no record of 

them, so it is impossible to say for sure whether he returned to these topics again in his sermons. 

Still, his intervention at this moment is noteworthy. Recall that in his first years in Augsburg, 

Eckhardt had been one of Melhorn’s only allies against the “Zwinglians.” His refusal here to 

perpetuate Melhorn’s confessional identity-politics (at a time when Neuberger and Rem were 

doing just that) seems to speak to Meckhart’s lingering influence over Eckhardt. But however 

                                                           
34 Georg Eckhardt, Sechzehen Predig, O3v. 
35 Georg Eckhardt, Sechzehen Predig, G6v-7v.   
36 Wilhelm Haussman may have been the other senior, though it is not clear. There is a gap in the record concerning 
the second senior position which was vacated by Melhorn in 1555. The first reference to Ruelich serving in this 
capacity only appears in 1567, the year after Hausmann died. Given his good reputation among both the local 
ministry and the preachers sent by Melanchthon, and given his ties to both Melanchthon and Meckhart, Haussman 
seems like he would have been the obvious choice to succeed Melhorn. 
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much Eckhardt approached confessional politics pragmatically, there remains some question as 

to his influence over the rest of the ministry—particularly over its younger, more zealous 

members. This question becomes apparent during the 1566 Diet of Augsburg.  

The 1566 Diet of Augsburg 

As in 1559, the 1566 diet again provided a forum for a diverse range of voices. One of these 

voices belonged to Johann Willing, a preacher at the court of the Elector Palatinate, Frederick III. 

In 1561, the elector had instituted a reformed-Calvinist Reformation in his territory, to the horror 

of both Lutherans and Catholics in the empire. In 1565, Emperor Maximilian ordered these 

reforms reversed, in compliance with the Peace of Augsburg, which only recognized evangelical 

religion according to the Augsburg Confession. Frederick’s subsequent refusal served as one of 

the principal concern of the 1566 diet, alongside a resolution of the Grumbach-Frederick 

rebellion. 

In an effort to soften some of the stigma against the Palatinate’s church reforms, Willing used the 

diet to try to articulate their theological positions, particularly with respect to the sacrament of 

the altar. This effort was not well received. A number of the local preachers in Augsburg 

protested loudly against allowing Willing to preach, and according to the Thelot chronicle, they 

put tremendous pressure on Johann Heinrich Held to rebut and denounce Willing. Who these 

preachers were and why they chose Held to speak on their behalf is not immediately clear. While 

the 67-year-old Held did have seniority (having preached in Augsburg since 1532), Eckhardt was 

nonetheless still the leader of the convent.37 The most likely reason, though, that Held was 

                                                           
37 Hausmann, the other senior, dies during the diet, so we might assume he was in no position to take up this 
defense. However, I would suspect that given his attested irenical disposition, even if he could, he would not have 
denounced Willingpersonally.  
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pressured to represent the local church in this matter owed to the accusations of latent 

Zwinglianism that seemed to follow him around. We can imagine Held being told that he could 

clear his own name by denouncing Willing as a Zwinglian heretic.  

In any case, Held did take to the pulpit, and he delivered his own sermon on the Lord’s Supper 

articulating the theology espoused by the local church, according to the Augsburg Confession. 

However, evidently, he refused to damn or in any other way denounce Willing, as had been 

expected by some of his colleagues. The result of his failure to denounce Willing was a public 

rift between Held and others within the ministry. This animosity deepened, such that a little later, 

Held’s wife, in tears, is reported to have complained publically that the others would not rest 

until she and her husband had been driven from the city.38 Nevertheless, undeterred from his 

course, the next Sunday Held reiterated from the pulpit that he would not damn Willing simply 

on account of their disagreement over the sacrament. Let each preacher look to his own 

congregation, he said.39 

The week following, though, it appears that Held’s resolve had begun to waiver. At some point 

during his preaching in Augsburg, Willing had cited Augsburg’s first (1533) evangelical 

catechism to argue that their beliefs were not all that different. Apparently in a bid to reject this 

comparison (and with it, any association between Augsburg and the Palatinate reforms), Held 

denounced that 1533 catechism as erroneous. This rejection still did not go far enough to please 

the other ministers harassing him, who were calling for a full denunciation of Willing; at the 

                                                           
38 Thelot, 2:320r. SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 242-43. 
39 Thelot, 2:320v: “[er] sagte das ers mitt ihm, und der gleichen ire kopffen im handell dess H. Abentmahls, nicht 
hielte, er fuehrte eben die lehr die seine mittbrueder fuerthen, und es soll ein jeder in seiner pfar und kirchen bleiben. 
Mitt diser praedig wolten die praedige alhie noch nicht [vergnügt] sein.” 
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same time, however, this rejection of Augsburg’s Protestant past infuriated many of his own 

parishioners, who began to complain loudly (zicken) against him.40  

The Willing affair in Augsburg is an excellent example of the pressures ministers were under to 

fall in line with confessional orthodoxy and identity. Despite his thirty-year ministry, and despite 

being exiled for standing up for his evangelical convictions during the Augsburg Interim, Johann 

Heinrich Held found himself an ill-treated pawn in a confessional power struggle at the 1566 

diet. By this point, Held’s list of allies was short. Johann Meckhart died in 1559, and Meckhart’s 

deacon, the moderate and well-liked Wilhelm Haussman, died in 1566 during the diet. Bächlin 

was by now old and senile, and his son, Zacharias Bächlin, was sent to Burtenbach to serve as 

the personal minister to Sebastian Schertlin’s family. Meckhart’ s son, Georg, continued on as 

Held’s deacon, but much of his time was evidently split between publishing his father’s works 

posthumously and overseeing his young son’s religious education.41 After this controversy—

faced with resentment from both within the ministry and from within his own congregation, Held 

understandably began to withdraw from public life. Shortly after Leonhart Bächlin’s death in 

1567, Held retired from the pulpit at St. Ulrich. Thelot postulates that he died an unhappy man—

worn-out and defeated. This claim is not difficult to believe. 

 

                                                           
40 Thelot, 2:320v: “über diese zwo praedigten wuerde herr M. Held, von willen seinen zuhoerern, welche vill der 
zwinglischen lehr ergeben waren, übel verdacht, sambt der von seinen vorige lehr [währt], und anfing zu zicken, 
Herr Held aber bekumert sich harth desswegen, welches man an seiner Weiss und geberden wol kuende [spiren] dan 
er nicht mehr froehlich wahr, ist auch bald hernacher von unmueth gestorben.”   
41 Johann Baptist Meckhart attained his Master’s in Theology at the age of 18 in Tübingen, and all of the sources 
referencing his education emphasize the rigorous home-schooling he received from his father and other “Herren.” 
See, for example, Rein, no. 67. Wiedemann, 28-29. SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 353, Verzeichnus Augspurgisches 
Evangelisches Ministerium, 66v. 
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The Many Conversions of Johann Willing 

Up until now, this study has largely investigated confessional identity-politics within the city of 

Augsburg. This Willing affair, however, offers an excellent opportunity to step back and set 

these developments within a somewhat broader context. After the 1566 diet, Willing collected 

and published the sermons he had given in Augsburg, with the hope that he could set the record 

straight about what, exactly, he believed and taught. But in order to give some context with 

regards to the accusations against him, Willing appended to this work an autobiographical 

account of his career. 

He prefaced this account by stating that while he was in Augsburg, several of the local preachers 

denounced him from their pulpits, calling him a heretic. He explained, however, that these 

denunciations were nothing knew, and that they had been following him for years now, wherever 

he went. He writes, 

They say that I am a heretic and that I teach against the Holy Scripture—that on many 
occasions I have changed my faith opportunistically. They say that I am a wicked, 
frivolous, and fickle man, who has converted seven times. I was a monk, then a Lutheran, 
then soon after a monk again, afterwards Zwinglian, then back to Lutheran, now, back to 
Zwinglian, and so on.42 

The problem, as he saw it, was not that his own beliefs had changed; rather, as he was driven 

from place to place, his accusers changed. He was not Lutheran enough for some Lutherans, and 

he was not Zwinglian enough for Zwinglians, and Catholics condemned him universally. But, he 

                                                           
42 SuStBA 4 Aug 1667, Johann Willing, Ettliche Christliche Predigen/ so in werendem Reichstag zu Augspurg/ 
Anno Domini, 1566. offentlich seind gehalten worden/ darinnen die fuernembsten Articul unsers uralten waren/ 
algemeinen Christlichen Glaubens also gehandelt und erklaeret werden/ dass ein einfaltiger Christ nicht allem 
vielfeltige lehren /sonder auch bestendigen trost wider allerley anfechtung hier auss schoepffen  auch sich wider viel 
und mancherley jrrthumb so in der Christenheit empor schweben bewaren und reusten mag (Heidelburg: Martin 
Agricola, 1567), 160v. 
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insisted, through all these years of persecution, his beliefs, which he claimed he had solely from 

Christ, Moses, the apostles, and the Church Fathers, had not waivered:  

When they hauled me before tribunals I submitted to them my writing. But, without 
reviewing a single word, they damned it as heretical. . . I protested that I truly and with 
all my heart confessed the Augsburg Confession, insofar as it is grounded in good 
scriptural interpretation. Moreover, I protested that I had never belonged to any sect of 
any name. It is true, I am less interested in the great mysteries of theology than you and 
other theologians seem to be, but that’s ok. I prefer instead to read the words of Christ, 
the apostles, and the original teachers. [uralten Lehrern]. If I am a Zwinglian heretic, as 
you say, then so too are Christ, Moses, and Paul.43  

Theologically, it is true that Willing shared ideas with Huldrych Zwingli—at least with regards 

to the all-important sacrament of the altar. Willing wrote, for example, that Christ sat at the right 

hand of God, and that rather than interpreting the Eucharist as the physical flesh of Christ, it 

should be understood sacramentally. He argued that the words of institution should not be 

interpreted in a strict literal sense. Christ was truly, spiritually present in the bread, but the 

physical, external form of the bread was not flesh, but signified flesh.44 He also uses the word 

Trinkgeschirr in place of Kelch. To be fair to those accusing Willing of “Zwinglianism,” then, 

many of his ideas sounded as though they could have been Zwingli’s (assuming an idea could 

ever belong to a single person). Willing, however, reminds his reader that the Gottesdienst was 

supposed to serve God, and not the ambitions of men.45 It was supposed to bring Christians 

together in fellowship, not drive them apart. Under Christ, all Christians shared one heart, one 

soul.46  

                                                           
43 Johann Willing, Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 191r. 
44 For Willing‘s articulation of his sacramental theology, see generally Johann Willing, Ettliche Christliche 
Predigen, 161v-169r. 
45 Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 161v.  
46 Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 191v. 
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The autobiography that follows this theological articulation is worth some consideration, as it 

exhibits some startling parallels (and even overlap) with the experiences of the Augsburg 

ministry. Willing was born to Catholic parents in Ravensburg in 1525. After being sent to 

Waldsee to study, at the age of twenty he took vows and became a priest. It was only a year later 

that he discovered the “miracle” of the gospel, which convinced him to make the dangerous 

journey out of Babylon to be at Christ’s side.47 But his father had died, and neither he nor his 

mother had the resources to enable him to get a proper evangelical education. He petitioned the 

local city council for some small stipend to allow him to study, but was rebuffed (despite the fact 

that the city had reformed two years previous). Undeterred from his course, he made his way to 

Zurich, in the hopes of finding friendlier fortune. It happened that Heinrich Bullinger saw 

potential in the young stranger, and provided him with a stipend and a place to live while he 

studied. After a year in Zurich, he was then offered a scholarship by the city council of 

Ravensburg, if he agreed to continue his studies at the University of Wittenberg.  

After some time in Wittenberg, Willing found that he could not endure the air and manners of 

that place (die lufft und artt des Landes), and he became ill. With Melanchthon’s permission, in 

1548, he returned to Ravensburg, just as the city (and elsewhere) was in the midst of adopting 

the Augsburg Interim. Once he had recovered from his illness, he asked to be able to return to 

Wittenberg, but the city council instead ordered Willing to take up a preaching post in the city 

(which positions they were having difficulty staffing, on account of the Interim). He refused to 

support the Interim, and therefore headed south to Zurich again, eventually making his way to 

Strasbourg. From there, he found a preaching post in Pfaffenhofen under the employ of the count 

of Hanau; and although he was made to wear a cowl and other sacramental garments (ein 

                                                           
47 Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 186r. 
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Messkappen oder Monchskutten angezogen), for four years he was able to preach the gospel. 

Finally, in 1552, he was called home to Ravensburg to minister. However, when he got there, he 

did not recognize the Church, nor its sacraments, to which so many inventions had been added. 

When he brought up the issue of the scriptural bases of these changes, he was labelled an 

“enemy” of the Augsburg Confession. Soon, accusations against him of Zwinglian heresy were 

coming from as far away as Jena. 

In 1554, he was called before the city council to give a confession of his faith, to see if there was 

any merit to the accusations brought against him. He articulated his beliefs, emphasizing that he 

was a servant neither of Luther nor Zwingli, but of Christ alone. The council, satisfied with this 

testimony, allowed him to resume his ministry, encouraging him to continue to preach Christian 

patience and unity. According to Willing, the council initially shared his belief that the 

differences separating evangelicals over the matter of the Lord’s Supper were not so great—

especially not so great as to warrant the liberal use of the word “heretic.” However the 

“Lutherans” (as his detractors reportedly called themselves) continued their attacks, and 

continued to pressure the council to have him removed. Eventually, a reeve showed up at 

Willing’s door with an order that he and his very pregnant wife must leave the city in ten days, or 

be subject to punishment. Even as he was preparing to leave, his replacement, Martin Rauch, 

arrived from Augsburg (where he himself had just been exiled).48 From Willing’s old pulpit, 

Rauch wasted no time crying out against his predecessor’s teachings as “false, beguiling, and 

heretical” (als falsch/ verfuerisch und ketzerisch) prompting many of Willing’s supporters to bid 

him to appeal his sentence. 

                                                           
48 Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 188v-189r. 
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From his exile in Graubünden, Willing composed a statement of his beliefs, focused on the only 

two articles of the Augsburg Confession where he was not fully convinced, the tenth and 

thirteenth (both of which deal with the true, physical presence of Christ in the sacrament). On 

May 7, 1555, he was given permission to return and plead his case in person to the city. Despite 

the furious opposition of Rauch, Willing remained in Ravensburg at least until June, trying to 

find common ground with the council. But when Georg Melhorn arrived in town (having been 

exiled from Augsburg May 31), the combined pressure of the two zealots was enough to 

eventually persuade the council to uphold its banishment of Willing.49  

Similar narratives played out wherever he went after that. In Reutte, outside Ulm, he became 

embroiled in a new controversy with Ulm’s ministry. In a bid to reconcile himself with them, he 

met with preachers and councilors in that city. Willing invoked Wolfgang Musculus and 

Bonifatius Wolfhart, and said that he, like them, adhered to the Wittenberg Concord (though he 

confessed that some of the passages of that accord could be ambiguous [dunkel]).When they 

asked him to sign a document affirming his commitment to the Concord and to the Augsburg 

Confession, he hesitated. He worried that they might use that signature as a commitment to 

Lutheran theology. He asked instead if he could put his name to a clarification of his 

interpretation of the Wittenberg Concord, but they denied him this. In the end, he signed in order 

to keep his ministry. 

In 1561, after several years preaching in Ulm, Willing was summoned before the ministerial 

convent to answer a new round of accusations. The principal charge among these was that on 

several occasions, he had discussed different interpretations of scripture in his sermons, 

                                                           
49 Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 189r.  
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including not only Luther’s, but also Zwingli’s.50 Willing quickly offered to put together a 

summary of everything he had taught and preached in the city over the last two years if it would 

assuage their doubts about him, but they told him that that would not be necessary. Snidely (und 

mir diese hönische antwort worden) they told him that they did not think he was a Zwinglian 

heretic, and that there was a simple way to clear up the confusion. All he had to do was take the 

pulpit and publicly denounce Zwingli, Oecolampadius, Bullinger, and Calvin as heretics, and 

consign them to eternal damnation.51 When he told them he could not do this, considering how 

kind Bullinger, especially, had been to him, the Ulm ministry had done with him. They branded 

him a heretic, and would not answer any of his pleas or explanations. It was only when he 

arrived in the Palatinate, later that year, that he finally found acceptance and peace. 

* * * 

Johann Willing’s experiences in trying to find a place within the broader evangelical community 

help to further our understanding of adversarialism beyond Augsburg. Before his twenty-fifth 

birthday, Willing had received formal training in three different religious faiths, and he had lived 

as a Catholic among Catholics, and later, as an evangelical among the Swiss, Upper-Germans, 

and Saxons. The twists and turns of fortune saw him move about from place to place, and as he 

moved, he accumulated first-hand knowledge and acquaintance of people whom he would later 

have to defend against the charge of heresy.   

                                                           
50 Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 190r: “Welch es alles mir schlechtlich abgeschlagen/ und mir diese hönische 
antwort worden: Dass man mit mir weder conferiren noch Disputiren werde: Dieses aber haben sie von mir als ein 
gnugsame und gewuesse Prob/ dass ich nicht Zwinglich und jhres kopffs sey/ dass ich die Gottseligen Menner die 
sie von Ulm zum teil selbs zur Reformation in Stadt und Landt/ laut jhrer gedruckten Buecher Anno 1531. 
aussgangen/ gebraucht/ neben andern/ als Doctor Johann Oecolampadium/ D. Huldreich zwinglin/ D. Heinrich 
Bullinger/ D. Johan Calvinum also ketzer von offner Cantzel nur zwey oder drey mal sollte verdammen und dem 
Teuffel geben. Unnd dieweil ich mich solches gewegert (wie ich billich solt) bin ich auff denselbigen tag gegen 
Abendt bey den Religions Herrn eben umb dieser puncten willen angeklagt worden.“ 
51 Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 190v. 
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But beyond Willing’s cosmopolitan Bildungsroman itself, what is telling about his story is the 

opposition which he described from the confessional purists he encountered. In Ravensburg, 

despite his disagreement with the rest of the convent over some of the practices and ideas held 

over from the Interim, he nonetheless preached there without major incident for two years. It was 

only when first Rauch, and later Melhorn, arrived from Augsburg that Willing and his 

confessional loyalties were put on trial, and he and his family were ultimately run out of the city. 

These men, Rauch and Melhorn, tried the same tactics and rhetoric that had stirred up animosity 

in Augsburg. They accused Willing of being a “Zwinglian heretic”; they said his heresy was 

“beguiling” in its verisimilitude; and they called him an “addled (faule) fish” (verbatim the 

language used by Melhorn against Bächlin). We also see explicitly confessional rhetoric when 

Johann is labelled an “enemy” of the Augsburg Confession.52 In Reutte and Ulm Willing walked 

a dangerous line by putting Luther’s sacramental theology in a broader theological context for 

his parishioners (as had Meckhart, Held, and Bächlin in Augsburg in the early 1550s). In Reutte, 

he escaped suspicion not by changing what he preached, but by signing his name to the 

ambiguous Wittenberg Concord, nominally endorsing Lutheran theology in the process. In 

Ulm—if his account is to be believed—what brought him under suspicion was, again, not so 

much the theology he believed or taught, but his reticence to denounce other theologians as 

heretical. His offer to submit a confession of faith did not interest his colleagues in the convent—

they wanted him to publicly denounce the Swiss theologians as damnable heretics. Clearly, then, 

in a world starkly divided between the saved and the damned, who you chose to keep company 

with evidently counted for more than what you believed.  

                                                           
52 Ettliche Christliche Predigen, 189r.  
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The Peace of Augsburg 

Meanwhile in Augsburg, even as evangelicals sorted out who amongst them was saved and who 

was damned, Catholic reformers and counter-reformers worked tirelessly to regain lost ground in 

the city. As Canisius himself boasted, “droves” of undecided Christians were returning to the 

Church, thanks to the Jesuits’ preaching, charity, and educational efforts.53 But one area where 

neither the evangelicals nor the Catholics had initially made headway in securing converts was 

within the not-insignificant population of local Anabaptists. In 1562, both Eckhardt (on behalf of 

the ministry) and Elderen (speaking for the Jesuits) pushed the city council to do more to crack 

down on these “sectarians.” At this point—with plague tearing through Nuremberg and Munich, 

and with Augsburg dangerously over-crowded with refugees fleeing war, plague, and famine—

the city council was receptive to this idea.54 Among the many laws it passed to combat the over-

crowding crisis, the council ordered the immediate expulsion of any non-citizens suspected of 

Anabaptism or spiritualism. The decrees passed in this year evidence a deep worry that 

authorities did not know who was in the city, nor even how many people were residing within its 

walls at any given time. Anabaptists, especially, were suspected of harboring outsiders without 

the knowledge or consent of the city government. The council, therefore, resolved to take down 

the leadership of the local Anabaptism community. Since Marpeck’s death in 1556, that 

leadership had passed to one of his followers, Hans Schneider, who had come to the attention of 

authorities owing to the fact that none of his nine children had been baptized. Schneider and his 

                                                           
53 PCE, 2:653. Duhr, 83.  
54 By 1562, there were approximately 900 citizens who had registered with the city and been given permission to 
beg for and receive alms. This does not include foreign beggars or non-citizen residents. In July, the city council 
decreed that social aid would be cut off to all healthy adults with fewer than three children. Instead, these needful 
citizens could work as subsidized day-laborers for the Bauherr, repairing and expanding the city’s fortifications. 
Gasser, 3:105-106.  
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wife were subsequently arrested and interrogated, and through that questioning they apparently 

named names, leading to further arrests of their co-religionists.55  

After they had these people in custody, though, city authorities were left with the thorny question 

of what to do with them—and even more pressing, what to do with their children. In the case of 

the Schneider family, the council decided that, if they should agree to convert to either 

Catholicism or the Augsburg Confession, they and their family could stay in the city. In a spirit 

of sportsmanship and in the interest of civil-religious peace, the council offered both the ministry 

and the Jesuits the opportunity to try to convert the imprisoned parents. With at least eleven souls 

up for grabs (and potentially many more) this was no small contest.56 Over the course of several 

weeks, these two prisoners were repeatedly visited by clergy from both clerical camps. As 

several of the other Anabaptists had already accepted the Augsburg Confession, Elderen and the 

Augsburg cathedral canons began to worry, such that they urgently wrote to Canisius insisting he 

return early from the council of Trent. By the time Canisius returned, all of those imprisoned 

who agreed to convert had chosen the Augsburg Confession. The only contest left to resolve was 

that of the Schneiders, who remained undecided. Then, in late August, Schneider’s wife followed 

suite and embraced evangelical religion. What is interesting, however, is that it appears that Hans 

may have converted to Catholicism, at least, according to letters writing by the Jesuits Elderen 

and Canisius.57 The chronicle accounts likewise suggest that he might have converted to 

                                                           
55 For background to this expulsion, see DStChr, 33:179-82. For the expulsion order itself, Mair cites   
a Ratsdekret dated August 13, 1562. Further details on this episode can be found in a biographical treatment of one 
of the men—Wendel Dietrich—caught up in this 1562 investigation. See Adolf Buff, “Wendel Dietrich. 
Urkundliche Nachrichten über sein Leben und seine Thätigkeit,” Zeitschrift des Historischen Vereins für Schwaben 
und Neuburg (Augsburg: J.A. Schlosser’schen Buchhandlung, 1888), 89-94. 
56 It is unclear exactly how large the local Anabaptist community was, but if Schneider were indeed leading it, his 
conversion might have prompted other to follow suite. Morever, in addition to his large family, Schneider apparently 
also converted his household’s servants.   
57 See PCE, 3:609-11, as well as Brodrick, 439. 
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Catholicism, but are more equivocal on this point.58 The one thing they agree on is that on 

September 1, 1562, Hans publicly renounced Anabaptism in Perlach square, per the conditions of 

his release. Ultimately, though, these trials ended up being a huge victory for the local ministry, 

insofar as most of these Anabaptists, including Schneider’s wife and nine children, were baptized 

into the evangelical church.59 Despite Hans’ conversion, among the Catholics this was still a 

stinging loss. The cathedral canons blamed the loss of these souls on Canisius’ shirking his 

duties locally to attend the Council of Trent, and they worried that this outcome might set a 

precedent for further Anabaptist conversions.60  

* * * 

The Schneiders were ostensibly made to choose between two alternatives—one Catholic, and 

one evangelical. This episode is illustrative of the contest playing out in the city, and more 

broadly, in Germany. Every conversion was a victory, and every decision to convert had to be a 

calculated one, for it meant aligning oneself with one or another faction in a divided city. But as 

much as Catholic and Protestant clergy might have resented one another, the one thing on which 

they seemed to agree was that everyone had to make this choice. Willing’s account of his career, 

however, demonstrates that the religions between which the Schneiders were being forced to 

choose were not yet monolithic—though they were certainly trying to get there. The Schneider 

conversions and the Willing affair remind us that in a context like post-Reformation Augsburg, 

we always need to be mindful of developments both within and between religions. The magnetic 

poles of Protestantism and Catholicism were not yet fully formed, and the tone of the 

                                                           
58 See, for example, DStChr, 33:184. 
59 All nine children were baptized at St. Anna. The four younger children were baptized by Matsperger. The five 
older children were baptized by Eckhardt a week later, after receiving instruction on the meaning and significance of 
the sacrament. Thelot, 2:319r-v.  
60 DStChr, 33:184. 
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relationship between these two religious camps would have to be decided by the outcome of 

contests within each. Indeed, the very fact that Hans Schneider and his wife may have converted 

to different religions speaks to the fact that peaceful religious co-existence was still very much 

possible in 1562. That said, in chapter five, we previously saw how moderates within Augsburg 

Catholicism were already losing ground to some of their more zealous and creative co-

religionists. The same was also happening within Augsburg Protestantism, where these 

moderates were having a difficult time convincing their congregants that Catholics did not pose 

an imminent threat to either their lives or their salvation. The very public and at times aggressive 

nature of Jesuit efforts to increase the profile of Catholicism in the city helped feed into 

evangelicals’ fears about their future in Augsburg.61  

Further feeding into this anxiety was another oft-overlooked facet of Augsburg’s Counter-

Reformation—religious violence (both real and imagined). The early 1560s was a difficult time, 

not only because of plague and famine, but also because of the reported proliferation of things 

like serial killings and serial arsons. Chronicle accounts, for example, are filled with an 

unusually high incidence of murder, banditry, suicide, and other dark deeds. In Paul Hector 

Mair’s chronicle, on several occasions he indicates that these are too numerous to account for all 

of them.62 But what is noteworthy for present purposes is the capacity of many of these events 

                                                           
61 By the 1566 diet, the Catholics, under Jesuit direction, had made processions a weekly event in Augsburg, 
According to Thelot these were directed to God and the Holy Mother for deliverance not only from the Turks, but 
also the Lutheran heretics (Lutherische ketzer). In response, Protestant preachers responded by intensifying their 
attacks from the pulpit. Thelot records that one of these preachers—taking aim at the Catholic belief in purgatory—
told his congregation that to find purgatory, one only needed to travel south into Italy. There, in Rome, hell, heaven, 
and purgatory were all the same place. There, the soul finds its hell, the body heaven, and the purse purgatory. ("Wer 
daran zweiffelt, der nicht drey orther/ als himmel welt, fegfewer sein/ der ziehe nicht nacher Itallien da findet er sie 
alle drey beysamen, da hatt die seel ihre hoelle, der leib sein paradis, und der beutel sein fegfewr.") Thelot, 323v. 
References to earlier processions between 1559-1566 can be found in Soergel, Wondrous in His Saints, 86; and 
Warmbrunn, 245. To these processions we can also add events like the Fugger pilgrimage to Rome on September 
17, 1569, which caused angry protests in the city. PCE, 6:364. 
62 For example, in his entry for June, 1560, he writes: “Nota! In disem monat junio, hat man an etlichen orten vil 
mörder gefangen, deren man auch etlich gericht hat.” See DStChr, 33:46, 208, 229. 
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and rumors to perpetuate the notion that the relationship between Catholics and evangelicals was 

inherently adversarial. 

Early in 1560, one of the stories on everyone’s lips concerned the Grumbach affair. Wilhelm von 

Grumbach was a knight in the service of Duke John Frederick II (the eldest son of the Ernestine 

Elector John Frederick I). Grumbach had been an ally of Albert Alcibiades in the Second 

Margrave War (1552-1555), and at the conclusion of the war, much of his land was confiscated 

by the emperor on behalf of the bishop of Würzburg, as a consequence of Grumbach’s part in the 

uprising. Grumbach had attempted to regain his lands and title through diplomacy, including at 

the 1559 Diet of Augsburg in a petition to Ferdinand, but to no avail. Now, in 1560, joining his 

cause to that of John Frederick’s (who was trying to restore his late father’s title), Grumbach 

began marshalling forces—for what, exactly, no one was quite sure. But he had secured an 

alliance with a number of other knights, and even with the King of Denmark, and reports, 

moreover, circulated that angels had visited him, prophesying the success of his undertaking and 

the return of the Ernestine line to electoral status.63 Mair reports that in Augsburg, these rumors 

caused a great deal of tension on the streets. Catholics feared that Grumbach and his German 

knights might march on Augsburg and drive them out of the city, or worse. Local Protestants, on 

the other hand, worried that their Catholic neighbors believed they might conspire with 

Grumbach, and these evangelicals feared that the Catholics might incite Bavaria to try to 

preemptively take the city before Grumbach could.64 For its part, the city council responded to 

these worries by doubling the size of the city watch.65    

                                                           
63 Franz Xaver von Wegele, “Wilhelm von Grumbach” Historische Zeitschrift, Vol. 2 (Munich: Johann. Georg 
Cotta’schen Buchhandlung, 1859), 430-33. 
64 DStChr, 33:28-29. 
65 In response to dramatic increases in crime and the over-crowding crisis, the city watch was increased from 300 to 
400 men in February, 1560. DStChr, 33:29. By the start of 1563, the watch was back down to its standard roster of 
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Further fanning tensions between Catholics and evangelicals was news that the Catholic nobility 

of Bavaria had set itself against the city’s well-loved general, Sebastian Schertlin. At the 1555 

diet, Ferdinand made an important concession to Augsburg Protestants by pardoning and 

reinstating Schertlin—even giving him rule over the town and castle of Bissingen, northwest of 

Augsburg. This decision infuriated the Catholic nobility of Bavaria, and by 1559, Count Ludwig 

of Oettingen went to war against Schertlin.66 They fought on the field, but Ludwig, with the 

support of his allies, launched a second blistering polemic campaign to discredit Schertlin’s name 

and reputation, spreading scurrilous songs, slanders, and rumors to anyone with any influence at 

the imperial court. The imperial councilor and Augsburg physician Gereon Sailer (whom we met 

during the expulsion of the preachers in 1551) was evidently involved in this smear campaign, 

and consequently the conflict between Oettingen and Schertlin spilled onto the streets of 

Augsburg.  

Just before 11 am on November 8, 1560, Schertlin and an armed, mounted band of soldiers 

gathered outside of the Catholic church of St. Stefan in Augsburg. As services let out, Schertlin 

confronted Sailer with loud accusations and then, before everyone present, with a mailed fist to 

the doctor’s mouth. As Sailer lay on the ground, the general retrieved a mace (Fausthammer) 

from his saddle-bag, and evidently made to strike the doctor. Somehow, Sailer was able to flee 

                                                           
200 members; however, thanks to a rash of murders, thefts, and violent crimes in the spring, 200 men were added in 
April. In October, in response to the the Grumbach threat, and additional 150 men were added, bringing the total to 
550. See DStChr, 33:63, 208, 229. These men were part of the Wilde Wach. They typically constituted a reserve of 
able-bodied citizens who could be called to service in times of crisis. In addition to these, in response to the rash of 
arsons throughout Swabia in this year, cardinal Otto ordered that in every town and village in his diocese, at least 
two men should be put on fire-watch through the night until the crisis was over. DStChr, 3:.207. In the years 1556-
1557, during the Rosenaukrieg (the period of instability following the Second Margraves’ War), upwards of 450 
soldiers were used to augment the size of the day and night watches. It is very possible that in 1563, with an army 
again camped outside the city, soldiers might have been used to perform some of these duties inside the city.  
66 Citing his commitment to Augsburg, in March, 1556, Schertlin rebuffed overtures from Duke Otto Heinrich of the 
Palatinate to join the Protestant Heidelburg Alliance. As a result (and typical of this period), Schertlin not only faced 
outrage from Catholic princes, but was now also accused by Protestant nobles of selling his honor to “papist 
knaves.” See Druffel, 5:8-10. 
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down an alley, and though Schertlin and his men gave chase, Gereon was able to escape. Mair 

reports that according to eye-witnesses, if Sailer had not made such a desperate escape, the 

enraged (erzirnet) knight would have beaten him to death then and there.67   

Other gossip circulated in the city, as well. A little earlier in July, 1559, while the diet was still in 

session, rumors circulated of a possible alliance between England, Charles, and the pope. Mundt 

wrote to Elizabeth that  

A Jesuit named Canisius, an Italian by birth, who teaches at Ingolstadt, reports that the 
Pope has consented to a marriage between the Queen of England and Charles, provided 
there is a probability that she will embrace the Catholic religion.68 

Later, in March, 1561, it was reported that Pope Pius IV had ordered the murder and 

imprisonment of those he saw as his enemies, and even had one of his own cardinals strangled to 

death.69 That same month in Augsburg, there was news of a loud row in the hospital church, 

                                                           
67 See DStChr, 33:65-6. The account of this incident is slightly different in the Welser-Gasser chronicle. It says that 
Gereon was on his way to visit patients when he was accosted. When he visited his patients, it was his custom to 
take along a horse to carry his medical supplies. After he was attacked, he was able to climb onto that horse and 
make his escape.This account also explicitly makes a connection with the war between Schertlin and Ludwig and 
the attack. See Gasser, 3:102.  
68 Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Vol. 1: Mundt to the Queen, June 19, 1559. It is true, that such a 
match had been suggested by the emperor. Earlier, Elizabeth’s representatives conveyed to Ferdinand that she had 
no intention to marry at present, but nonetheless did not dismiss the possibility outright. On June 2, Mundt was even 
instructed to gather intelligence on the would-be-suitor, Ferdinand’s son, the Archduke Charles of Austria. Among 
the information requested about Charles was his “age, stature, height, fatness, strength, complexion, nature, 
conditions, positions, studies, education, faculties, affections, temper, judgment in matters of religion, affection to 
the Protestants, &c. . . What judgment hath the Protestants of him? What estate keepeth he? What numbers about 
him, and to what is he most addicted. . .” 
 
For his part, Canisius was ordered by the pope to find a suitable confessor for Charles should the betrothal proceed, 
explaining Canisius knowledge of these proceedings. Brodrick, 441. It is likely in response to Mundt’s report of the 
rumors of her impending marriage spread by the Jesuit that Elizabeth officially declined the offer in a letter to 
Ferdinand dated June 30: “The Emperor having offered her in marriage his youngest son Charles, Archduke of 
Austria, her answer was, and is, that descending into the bottom of her heart she cannot find any inclination to leave 
this solitary life, but rather a certain contentation to continue still therein. This may seem strange in one of her years, 
but it is no new or sudden determination She had resolved upon in times past, when to have consented to good and 
honorable marriage might have delivered her from some great troubles and dangers (whereof she will not now make 
any further remembrance); she yet neither for fear of imminent danger nor for desire of freedom could find any 
disposition of heart anywise thereto given. As for the future she commends the rest of her life to Almighty God.” 
Calendar of State Papers Foreign, Elizabeth, Vol. 1 1558-1559:The Queen to the Emperor, June 30, 1559.  
69 DStChr, 33:95 
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during which Haussmann was (again) assaulted, and his wife and child were threatened with 

violence.70 Further fanning the flames, in May, news arrived that the fighting between 

evangelicals and Catholics in France had spread beyond Paris and Orleans, and now consumed 

the whole kingdom.71  

Still in that same spring, there were several violent incidents inside Augsburg’s Catholic 

churches. In April, Hans Schmidt (the younger) walked up to Simon Scheibenhart in St. Moritz 

and struck him in the face. Then, when a stadtknecht tried to restrain him, he assaulted him, 

too.72 Ten days later, a Christoff Piberlin was arrested for striking a 70-year-old man during a 

service in the cathedral.73 Later in August, new slanders and invectives against Canisius, the 

Jesuits, and the cathedral canons in Augsburg began to circulate in print and song, likely owing 

to the arrival of the infamous Munich polemicist, Caspar Herzog. Herzog even went so far as to 

break into the cathedral one night. He overturned the altar and the rest of the furniture in the 

cathedral, and covered much of it with horse manure, even filling the locks with feces. He then 

carved into the pulpit that Canisius could go perform a degrading sexual act on his posterior (im 

hindern lecken).74 The cathedral canon Christoph von Freyberg convinced the evangelical 

                                                           
70 The issue here seems to have something to do with a sum of money bequeathed to the hospital church, to which 
the accused, Albrecht Griss, felt entitled. See StAA Urgichten Griss, Albrecht: 1561.III.10-12. 
71 DStChr, 33:105. 
72 StAA Strafbuch 98:1554-1562: 1561.IV.19, 38r. 
73 StAA Strafbuch 98:1554-1562: 1561.IV.29, 39r. This incident in April may be related to an earlier case in the 
Strafbuch from December, 1560. In it, Christoff Piberlin was charged with adultery. However, he insisted that 
insofar as he was a single man, he had not committed any crime for which he could be subject to civil law or 
punishment. Instead, because his transgression was a natural one born of inherited sin, he could only be tried by a 
spiritual authority in this regard, stating that he would perform whatever penance was required of him by such an 
authority. The magistrates were not persuaded by this argument, and were not willing to defer their jurisdiction in 
this matter to the clergy. The fine against him was upheld, and he was put on notice. StAA Urgichten Piberlen, 
Christoff. 1560.XII.12-30.  
74 Canisius and Herzog apparently had a long history in both Ingolstadt and Munich. Recently, Herzog, who was not 
healthy, had just been released following a three-month imprisonment in Munich, for which he blamed Canisius and 
the Jesuits. This was evidently related to his polemic activities. Upon his release, he was sent by friends and families 
to recover in Tuebingen, but on his way decided to instead come to Augsburg and make his displeasure known to 
Canisius. DStChr, 33:123. See also StAA Strafbuch 98: 1554-1562: 1561.VIII.09, 44v; and StAA Urgichten 
Hertzog, Kaspar: 1561. VIII.08.  
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burgomaster Leonhart Christoph Rehlinger to have Herzog arrested. According to Mair’s 

account, Rehlinger order the troublemaker to be brought to his home, but when he confronted the 

man, Herzog was so disrespectful and outrageous that the mayor lost his composure, and twice 

punched Herzog in the face.75 Moreover, as bad as things were getting in 1561, tensions 

worsened in 1563 when Grumbach captured and sacked the city of Würzburg, which, like 

Augsburg, was a member of the Catholic Landsberger alliance. Schertlin was consequently 

ordered to mobilize Augsburg’s forces, and the city was put on war footing.76 Around this time, 

in one instance, several of Schertlin’s soldiers became involved in what turned into a brawl 

outside of the cathedral, though specific details are lacking.77 

Increasingly common incidents like those described above, placed in the context of renewed war 

largely along confessional lines, together contributed to a culture of hostility and suspicion, such 

that what happened next in Augsburg should not be too surprising. One afternoon in early April, 

1564, Magdalena Gessler returned home distraught and in tears. She had just come from her 

neighbor, who had told her an alarming piece of news. This neighbor had been hearing rumors 

that the city council was getting ready to exile the Protestant ministry again, as they had in 1551. 

According to this report, it was arranged that at midnight on Monday next, the ministers were to 

be rounded up and driven out of the city. Magdalena was at first skeptical upon hearing this, but 

her neighbor insisted that a “rich burgher” had said the same to her father, and that she had heard 

identical reports from other friends. When Magdalena explained all this to her husband, Joerg, a 

                                                           
75 DStChr, 33:123. 
76 At the 1566 diet, in a rare show of solidarity, many of the former members of the Schmalkaldic League joined the 
Landsberger Bund and the other Catholic estates in supporting the emperor’s ban of Grumbach and his patron, John 
Frederick II. Isolated, Frederick’s stronghold in Gotha fell to this imperial alliance in early 1567. Frederick spent the 
rest of his life a prisoner, and Grumbach was tortured, executed, and—while still alive—dismembered, his limbs 
taken to the far corners of the empire. Thelot, 2:439v.  
77 DStChr, 33:200. 
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gun-maker (büchsenmacher), he cautioned her not to repeat the rumor to anyone else. 

Unfortunately for all concerned, Joerg himself retold the rumor to a tailor friend of his, Veit 

Goppold, who, while staying in an inn in the town of Donauwörth a few days later, shared it with 

the other patrons. Unbeknownst to Goppold, one of those in his audience was an agent of count 

Ludwig of Oettingen (Schertlin’s rival), who arranged to have Goppold taken into custody to 

prevent him from doing more damage with his rumor-mongering. That same agent then wrote to 

Augsburg’s serving mayors, warning them of this rumor, and explaining that this Goppold had 

the story from a gun-maker named Joerg Gessler. 

Joerg and Magdalena Gessler were arrested for sedition by the city magistrates on April 17. 

Magdalena’s interrogation record is extant, and it relates how over the next 48 hours she was 

interrogated and tortured with thumbscrews (mit den thaum [sockhen] peinlich angesprochen 

werden) in an effort to determine her level of complicity in this conspiracy to undermine civil 

authority. They asked her if she started the rumor herself. No, she heard it from her neighbor, 

and since then from others. Who else had heard this rumor? She gave them names of others, 

mostly women. Did she herself report this rumor to others? She could not recall, perhaps. What 

was her motivation in spreading this vile rumor? She had no motivation beyond relaying the 

news. What cause did she have to attack (angriffen) the city council like this? She had no issue 

with the council. Who was the “rich burgher” who told the rumor to her neighbor’s father? She 

did not know. What instructions accompanied these rumors, and what were they planning? None, 

and nothing. A note at the bottom of the record indicates that when she would not confess 
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anything further, they re-applied the thumbscrews to induce her to speak, but she persisted in 

maintaining her innocence.78  

Goppold’s interrogation reads similarly. He reported that he had heard the rumor from many 

people, but most recently from Gessler. When the magistrate pressed him to recall who first told 

him the rumor, Goppold protested that by the time he heard it from Gessler, this story had spread 

“throughout the entire city.” He was then asked who his fellow conspirators (gesellen) were. 

Were they planning an attack? Why were they trying to foment an uprising (ein aufruhr 

anzurichten) against the city authorities? Was it true that Joerg Gessler claimed to have heard 

this rumor from one of the mayors? Who else was part of their plot (gesellschaft), and how long 

had they been planning this? After days of torture, he was again asked who the mayor was who 

started this rumor. What did Goppold know of disunity (unainigkeit) in the city council? The 

note at the bottom of this record explains that like Magdalena, Goppold maintained his 

innocence throughout his interrogation. But, it added, should they discover that he had in fact 

had a part in spreading these rumors, or if he had been in contact with one of Augsburg’s 

mayors, he would be sent to the gallows.79  

The version of the story told by Goppold in Donauwörth, moreover, seemed to portray the two 

evangelical mayors, Johann Baptist Haintzel and Sixt Eiselin, blocking a Catholic-led conspiracy 

against the ministry. The worry on the part of the magistrates investigating these rumors was that 

people were starting to believe that one or both these mayors felt they had needed to leak this 

plot to the public in order to stir up popular support for the ministers and, by extension, 

Protestant rights in the city. This narrative seemed to portray a deep rift along confessional lines 

                                                           
78 StAA Urgichten: Gessler, Magdelena: 1564.IV.17-19.  
79 StAA Urgichten: Goppold, Veit: 1564.IV.12-19.  
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in the highest echelons of city government. The magistrates knew that the predominantly 

Catholic-run government could not function in a majority evangelical city if those evangelicals 

thought their government conspired against them. We cannot know if there ever really was any 

kind of plot, or, if there was, if it was indeed prevented by the whistle-blowing of evangelicals 

within the government. But people evidently believed this to be the case, and that willingness to 

believe such a socially-dangerous rumor speaks to the fragility of religious co-existence in the 

city only a decade following the Peace of Augsburg. This distrust, moreover, went both ways. In 

1570, when the goldsmith Martin Marquart drunkenly boasted that he was going to get his gun 

and shoot-down the Stadtpfleger, authorities understandably took this threat seriously.80 In that 

same year, a wagoner named Hans Wolfenmüller was making a regular run to Augsburg—as he 

had been doing for the last 23 years. When he was stopped at the gate by a young guard 

demanding to know his cargo, he jokingly replied that he came “bearing plague for the lords of 

Augsburg”. On account of this lapse of judgement, he was thrown in irons and tortured for 

several days, until the magistrates were satisfied that he was only trying to be funny.81  

The first decade and half after the Peace of Augsburg, therefore, did not represent a golden age 

of religious toleration. Religious identities were not universally marginalized in favor of a shared 

civic identity—however much members of the city council might have wished that to be the 

case. While it is true that the streets were not running red with the bloodshed of a holy war, there 

were nevertheless legitimate concerns in Augsburg about the long-term viability of religious co-

existence. And there was violence between evangelicals and Catholics, incontrovertibly. There 

                                                           
80 Marquart was arrested and tortured, but insisted he never had any intention of following through on his boasts. He 
admitted that he owned a gun, but never had any ammunition for it. He said he only used it to scare-off foreigners 
(welsche): “dan er khain Buechs oder wehr nie gehabt, als alain letzlich hab er ain leere Buchs gehabt, und damit die 
welsche abgeschrecken. “He was eventually released on surety into the custody of three of his fellow smiths. See 
StAA Urgichten: Marquart, Martin: 1570.IV.14 and StAA Strafbuch des Rats: 1563-1571, 34r. 
81 StAA Urgichten: Wolffenmüller, Hans: 1570.IX.29 and StAA Strafbuch des Rats: 1563-1571, 40r. 
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may have been a myriad of motivations behind each act, to be sure, but ultimately we are still 

talking about inter-religious violence, and this is important to remember, given how perceptions 

of these incidents might have been drawn. Moreover, the city’s Strafbücher are replete with other 

violent incidents, about which important details are lacking—though, in many cases, they appear 

to have been instigated by things like Gottslesteren. Unfortunately, in almost no case do these 

records ever explicitly reference specific religions or religious identity—this appears to have 

been a conscious choice by the recorders; thus, we are left to guess at many of the particulars of 

each episode. Other incidents. Moreover—while not explicitly violent—are equally interesting, 

but also equally withholding, like that of the schoolteacher Jonas Schotte in 1570. Schotte was 

arrested for defiling and bringing great disrespect unto the holy sacrament, but details—like why 

and how—are lacking.82  

In the case of a tumult earlier in the summer of 1556, we can find some of these answers, but 

only if we dig deep and place that event in context. One evening an armed man rode his horse 

into a group of weavers in a public square, stabbing at them with his sword, and trampling a 

few—including a very pregnant woman (eine webers weib, so gross schwanger gewesen). A 

young boy who witnessed the attack ran through the streets crying murder (Mord! Mord!) before 

he, too, was trampled. It was only when a landsknecht from Memmingen heard the cry and came 

running to help that the attacker was driven off. The Stadtvogt, Georg Preu, launched an 

immediate investigation, and thanks to the records he kept of witness testimonies, including his 

own notes and the interrogation record of the accused, we can start to piece together more 

details. The attacker was a man named Joachim Mess, who served the Rembolds—a patrician 

clan that was still almost entirely Catholic. Weavers in Augsburg, as in many cities, were among 

                                                           
82 StAA Strafbuch des Rats 1563-1571, 29v. The entry is dated 1570.II. 09.  
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the earliest converts to Protestantism, and it is a good bet that if the members of this particular 

group were not actually evangelicals, then Mess at least perceived them to be. This assertion is 

corroborated by the account of one witness, who heard Mess shouting “To the devil with you!” 

(Ho dem Teuffel zu!) as he stabbed at them.83 One of the witnesses said the incident may have 

been provoked by an exchange of insults between Mess and the weavers, though, unfortunately, 

Preu did not record what was said. When asked why he attacked the group, though, Mess 

responded that he charged at the group while waving a sword because he had wanted to chastise 

them (mag sie auch wol gescholten); but when two of the men pulled out knives, Mess felt 

threatened and had to defend himself. 

In the case of the Mess incident, despite the detailed records extant, we are still left with many 

questions. While in many recorded episodes of violence we are missing the proverbial “smoking 

gun” of motivational clarity, the weight of circumstantial evidence nonetheless strongly suggests 

a pattern of religious animosity between evangelicals and Catholics. It would be too far to say 

that every citizen of Augsburg was caught up in this animosity, but if we have learned anything 

from the modern world, it is that it does not take much for a loud and visible minority to 

overpower a silent majority.  

One illustrative example of the deterioration of confessional peace during this period can be 

found in the prominent Augsburg jurist, Hieronymus Froeschel. Froeschel’s youth was in large 

part split between Augsburg and Ingolstadt. In the former, he received an evangelical religious 

education under Sixt Birck and Wolfgang Musculus; in the latter, he acquired a deep resentment 

                                                           
83 StAA Urgichten: Mess, Joachim: 1556.VII.20. 
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of the Jesuits, whom he described as “Ungluecksvogel und Teufelsbotschaften.”84 After earning 

his doctorate in law at the University of Donauwörth, he returned to Augsburg in 1557. Over the 

next few years, he became deeply involved in the power struggle within Lutheranism between 

Flaccius and Melanchthon, advocating zealously on behalf of the former. Melanchthon, he 

believed, had become so addled by his study of philosophy and astrology that he had lost sight of 

the pure gospel. Moreover, he saw Melanchthon’s concordi buch as nothing but a bunch of 

shameful, deceitful lies.85 The more compromises Lutherans made for the sake of peace, the 

further they moved away from true religion. And as their own faith became untethered from 

scripture, they gave legitimacy to heretics and fanatics, who now were able to infiltrate the ranks 

of the Augsburg Confession. Worse, perhaps, was that each compromise they made provided 

ammunition for the Jesuits to use against them.86 Ironically, while he despised the Jesuits and 

characterized their teaching as poison, he was nonetheless inspired by their zeal.87 Froeschel 

thought the Peace of Augsburg was shameful—how could Christians, he asked, be expected to 

share a city with non-Christians?88 As economic and confessional conditions in the city both 

worsened during the 1560s, he became more invested in proselytizing. In 1567, his wife died of 

illness, his brother had to flee the city on account of debt, and he himself fell into dire financial 

straits. It was at this point in his life that he became fully committed to his religious cause, 

actively effecting conversions, and corresponding with a number of prominent theologians and 

evangelical potentates.89 Throughout his rise to prominence, he persisted in maintaining that bi-

                                                           
84 Friedrich Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel und seine Hauschronik von 1528-1600” 
Zeitschrift des Historischen Vereins für Schwaben und Neuburg 38 (1912), 13. 
85 Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel und seine Hauschronik von 1528-1600,” 19.  
86 Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel und seine Hauschronik von 1528-1600,” 37.  
87 Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel und seine Hauschronik von 1528-1600,” 30.  
88 Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel und seine Hauschronik von 1528-1600,” 20.  
89 In Schwabia, he lent his services to Sebastian Schertlin, in the context of the knight’s conflicts with Graf Ludwig 
and Gereon Sailer. By the late 1560s, he was also in correspondence with Cyriacus Spangenberg. Roth credits him 
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confessionalism—the Peace of Augsburg itself—was a scandal; no less scandalous, though, was 

the Concord movement, which defiled Luther’s pure religion. It was on account of his advocacy 

of this latter belief that Froeschel, in 1576, was recruited by Margrave Georg Friedrich I of 

Brandenburg-Ansbach to serve as his chancellor.  

Froeschel’s story thus helps put a face to the confessional radicalization of lay citizens during 

this tumultuous period. As with many others Augsburgers, the 1560s took both his family and his 

fortune, leaving him with little but his faith—a faith which had been conditioned by 

confrontation and adversity to locate the cause of his misfortunes in the religious beliefs and 

activities of others. It is important to remember, therefore, that not only did disputes within the 

ministry influence adversarialism within the lay population, they also mirrored them. My interest 

is primarily in the clerical dimensions of bi-confessional adversarialism, but we should not 

overstate the boundary between what constitutes lay and clerical spheres of activity.  

To Hell with Christ! Adversarialism and Concord in the Descensus Debate 

Despite the precarious and fractious beginning of the Concord movement in the 50s and 60s, 

conciliation-minded evangelical preachers and theologians continued their efforts to unite 

German Protestantism. As Mundt had explained to Cecil in 1559, if evangelical leaders could 

only set aside their own vanities, together they could mount a powerful opposition to 

Catholicism. By the late 1560s there was, in fact, a broad (though by no means universal) 

agreement in principle with respect to uniting evangelicals under the banner of Lutheranism, yet 

there nevertheless remained many hurdles on the road to Concord, more than a few of which 

continued to be placed there by Saxon theologians, whose own internal divisions only served to 

                                                           
with the conversion (among others) of the “esteemed Junker” Wilhelm von Rietheim. Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist 
Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel und seine Hauschronik von 1528-1600,” 30.  
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undermine the process. Complicating the issue of Concord was Melanchthon’s death in 1560, 

and the question of how to reconcile Melanchthon’s doctrine with Luther’s in this new 

Lutheranism.  

We have already seen how the issue of mandatory private confession was a flash-point of 

controversy within the Augsburg ministry in the 1550s. Around the same time, though—much 

further north in Hamburg—a fresh controversy was seeding doubt about the prospect of 

theological consensus. This was the descensus controversy. In 1549, Hamburg’s ministerial 

superintendent, Johann Aepinius, inadvertently caused a rift within the local ministry by 

preaching that upon his death, Christ’s suffering was not complete, and that his soul travelled to 

hell, where it continued to suffer as part of his satisfaction of humanity’s debts. Citing above all 

Luther, Aepinius took the affirmation of Christ’s descent to hell in the Apostle’s Creed to mean a 

descent that was both literal and local (i.e. involving motion from one real place to another), 

during the course of which Christ’s soul suffered real pain. Aepinius delivered this sermon in 

Latin to a small audience of students and scholars.  

Surprisingly quickly, however, a cohort of preachers emerged in opposition to Aepinius, led by 

the Wittenberg-trained preacher Johannes Garcaeus. Garcaeus and five of his colleagues called 

this belief in Christ’s infernal suffering a blasphemous invention, and they challenged Aepinius 

not only within the ministry, but by 1549, very publicly from their pulpits (in German). 

Evidently this controversy advanced to the point where it became a threat to public order, such 

that the Hamburg city council stepped in to arbitrate. It ordered both sides to submit their 

positions in writing, and it requested clarification from the foremost evangelical theologians in 

Germany, including Melanchthon, Bugenhagen, Osiander, and others. What they discovered 

upon receiving these judgments was that there was no consensus among Luther’s heirs regarding 
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this issue. David Bagchi explains that this lack of consensus owed to Luther himself, who 

variously changed his interpretation of this doctrine depending on the context in which he was 

discussing it. While Luther overwhelming preferred what came to be known as the “infernalist” 

position (i.e. that Christ truly descended to and suffered in hell), he also had occasion to preach 

the “consummatist” position (i.e. that Christ’s suffering was completed on the cross. Advocates 

of this position also typically maintained that Christ’s descent to hell was actually a “triumph” 

and a victory over death, sin, hell, and the devil).90 There were also a great many variations to 

both of these positions. Melanchthon, along with Johannes Bugenhagen and Nikolaus Selnecker, 

maintained the consummatist position, with its roots in medieval scholasticism. Melanchthon 

insisted that the descent to hell was real, and that it was characterized by triumph, not suffering. 

He often admitted that this was a point of contention between him and Luther.91 In fact, Erich 

Vogelsang, writing on this controversy, declared that it was astounding the extent to which 

Luther’s love for Melanchthon allowed him to endure his friend’s “theological idiosyncrasies.”92 

However, in his judgement to Hamburg, Melanchthon was able to use Luther’s 1532 “Torgau 

sermon” to advance his position, in which work Luther seemed to affirm the traditional 

(consummatist) interpretation of the Harrowing of Hell as a victory.93 

Lined up against the consummatist position held by Melanchthon and Garcaeus (which position 

would later become the normative Lutheran position in the Formula of Concord) was an 

impressive roster of theologians, including Flaccius Illyricus, Jacob Andreae, Andreas Osiander, 

                                                           
90 David Bagchi, “Luther versus Luther? The Problem of Christ’s Descent into Hell in the Long Sixteenth Century,” 
Perichoresis 6, no.2 (2008), 182-83. 
91 Erich Vogelsang, “Weltbild und Kreuzestheologie in den Hoellenfahrtsstreitigkeiten der Reformationszeit,” 
Archive for Reformation History 38 (Dec. 1941), 105-106. 
92 “Es ist erstaunlich, mit welcher Geduld und Liebe Luther die Eigenheiten und Andersartigkeiten Melanchthons 
getragen hat.”  Vogelsang, 106-107. 
93 Bagchi, 190. 
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Nicolaus Gallus, Johannes Brenz, and Johannes Aepinius, and others. These “infernalists” also 

used Luther to argue that the descensus was an extension of the Passion and Christ’s suffering on 

the cross. Flaccius became the most vocal proponent of this position, holding hell as a place of 

punishment (Strafort) where Christ was made to satisfy the judgement (Gerichtigkeit) of God.94 

Moreover—complicating matters even further—between and beside the consummatist and 

infernalist interpretations, there was also that put forward first by Zwingli, and later developed 

more elaborately by Calvin: the descensus did not actually occur, but was instead a metaphorical 

descent into hell. According to Calvin, Christ metaphorically suffered the torments of hell first in 

the Garden of Gethsemane, and later on the cross before he died.  

In the face of this lack of consensus, Melanchthon was careful to articulate in his judgement to 

the Hamburg council that this controversy must not be allowed to sow disunity within the 

church. Aepinius and Garchaeus seemed to agree that the descent actually occurred—let that be 

the basis for reconciliation, he pleaded. This disagreement was not so significant, he argued, that 

either side had cause to condemn the other, adding that it would be best if the issue of Christ’s 

suffering was dropped altogether. Above all, he concluded, this must not be allowed to become a 

public controversy.95 Aepinius, in his submission to the council, echoed this sentiment, insisting 

that they were ultimately debating technicalities, which should not be allow to undermine the 

unity of the church unnecessarily.96 The problem which arose, however, was that Garchaeus and 

his cohort refused to submit their own confession to the city council. They had insisted that a 

political body had no business even arbitrating a theological issue like this and declared that only 

                                                           
94 Vogelsang, 114: “Er erklärt die Höllenfahrt nicht „metaphorisch", sondern wörtlich als eine Niederfahrt an den 
Strafort der Hölle nach dem Kreuzestod, nicht in glorreicher und gewaltübender Art, sondern durch Sterben, Leiden 
und Genugtun.” 
95 See David George Truemper, “The Descensus Ad Infernos from Luther to the Formula of Concord” (Ph.D diss., 
Concordia Seminary in Exile, 1974), 208.  
96 Truemper, 259-60.  
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the theological faculty at the University of Wittenberg had the authority to adjudicate this 

dispute. But even after they received Melanchthon’s judgement, they read the first part of it 

affirming his support for their consummatist position, but apparently ignored the second part 

calling for calm and patience. The city council, exasperated, wrote to Melanchthon that these 

troublesome preachers still refused to participate in the arbitration process, and that his judgment 

had only emboldened Garchaeus and the others to step up their denunciations of the 

superintendent.  

The parallels here with the Melhorn controversy are hard to ignore. Melanchthon had instructed 

the likes of Rauch, Ketzmann, and Melhorn that the Augsburgers’ position on confession was 

erroneous and needed to be reformed, but he also preached caution, pleading with them not to 

force an unnecessary confrontation, thereby imperiling the Reformation in that city. As with the 

Saxon-trained theologians in Hamburg, Melhorn and the others only heard half the message. The 

outcome of both controversies was likewise similar. Although Melanchthon actually supported 

the theological positon of Garcaeus and the others, Garcaeus and his cohort were ultimately 

dismissed from their posts by the city council and ordered to leave the city. Here, as in Augsburg 

a few years later, the desire for civic and religious peace won out over dogmatic ambitions. The 

Hamburg council determined that insofar as these agitators courted disunity and enmity, they 

missed the point of the theology they were debating.  

* * *  

For a time following the dismissal of the adversarial preachers in Hamburg, many evangelical 

theologians across Germany essentially adopted an unofficial “agree to disagree” policy 

regarding descensus. However, of all places, this controversy was later reignited in Augsburg in 
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the 1560s. The principal disputants here were initially Johann Matsperger and Johannes Karg. 

Matsperger, who came from an old and respected family in Augsburg, had received his first 

preaching assignment in 1548. Having studied under Melanchthon at Wittenberg, he became one 

of the reformer’s most ardent supporters in Augsburg, and in the early 1550s, he also translated 

Melanchthon’s Saxon confession submitted to the council of Trent from Latin into German. 

There is even some evidence that his loyalty to his patron caused tensions with Meckhart.97 

Nevertheless, for most of his career, Matsperger seems to have avoided making waves. Though 

he was exiled with the rest in 1551, he was one of the first preachers to be invited back to the city 

in 1552.98 In 1565, however, word reached Augsburg that Johannes Karg (better known as 

Parsimonius), was preaching in Stuttgart that Christ’s descent should be understood 

metaphorically, rather than literally. The two men knew one another, as Karg had preached in 

Augsburg from 1547-1548, before being dismissed beside Musculus for refusing to wear 

vestments during the Interim. With Melanchthon having died in 1560, Matsperger took it upon 

himself to defend the consummatist position against Karg. 

The two exchanged a series of letters and treatises. Matsperger argued three principal theses: that 

hell was not a trope, but an actual location where the souls of the damned reside; that Christ 

actually descended to this location, taking him with him both his human and divine aspects; and, 

finally, that his journey through hell was a victory and a triumph, and that in no way did he 

suffer.99 In response, Karg picked away at the especially literalist aspects of Matsperger’s 

                                                           
97 Thelot records an ongoing dispute between the two in the 1550s, in which Matsperger complained that Meckhart 
continued to employ a hymn in his services which, although it had been used in the city for decades, had since been 
rejected by Wittenberg as too spiritualist. Thelot gives the title of this hymn as “Wir dankhen dir O Gott, der herrn.” 
Matsperger, alongside Melhorn and his Saxon colleagues, insisted that Meckhart should instead use Luther’s “Jesus 
Christus unser Hayland.” Thelot, 2:314r-317v. 
98 This invitation is extant in StAA LS Reformationsakten 1552.IV.12  Rat d.s. Augspurg an den Predikanten 
Johann Matsperger.  
99 Vogelsang, 120.  
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treatise, including such notions that hell was covered in flames, and that these flames somehow 

burned the flesh of Christ’s soul. Ultimately, he put forward a position close to that of Calvin’s; 

namely, that the descent should be understood in the context of Christ’s suffering on the cross, 

and that it was not a literal descent.  

Of course, neither theologian was able to persuade the other. Instead, what is important for 

present purposes is that somehow this controversy became a divisive issue within the Augsburg 

ministry. Specific details of this local debate appear to be lacking, but by 1568, Johann 

Matsperger had stirred up enmity with a number of the other preachers over this issue, and 

consequently was removed from his preaching post and dismissed from the convent by the two 

ministerial senioren.100 Here again, although Matsperger advocated Melanchthon’s own 

interpretation—an interpretation which would be enshrined in the Book of Concord—it was the 

way he tried to do this that got him in trouble. As late as 1579, Matsperger refused to let the 

matter lie. He continued to attack the preachers, in particular Georg Eckhardt and Nicolaus 

Falck, both of whom, he charged, “blasphemously” preached erroneous interpretations of the 

descensus. In 1579, once he begun publicly slandering the city leaders for permitting these 

blasphemies to continue, he was actually arrested (which arrest he protested vehemently, arguing 

that he had the articles of Concord on his side).101   

In 1571-1572, Falck—the young deacon at the Franciscan church—similarly became embroiled 

in a public disagreement over this same issue, this time with Jacob Rülich over at Holy Cross. 

                                                           
100 Wiedemann, 28; Thelot, 2:475v. At the time, these seniors would have been Georg Eckhardt and Jacob Rülich, 
the latter of whom received the title following Hausmann’s death. Ruelich’s promotion to this post is recorded in 
SuStBA 4Cod Aug 135, 285-86. 
101 Matsperger’s interrogation records are listed under StAA Urgichten: Matsperger, Johannes :1579.V.29; these 
records cover a period from April to December of that year, indicating that the behavior for which he was arrested 
was not an isolated incident.  
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Rülich evidently preached a consummatist interpretation, which Falck publicly criticized. 

Several chronicles have Falck arguing that because Christ was part human, it followed that the 

human part of him would have suffered in hell. But before this controversy could get out of 

hand, Rülich reportedly was able to convince Falck that issues such as this were best left to the 

privacy of the convent, else the disunity they engendered within the ministry might do harm to 

their congregations In this case, Falck kept the peace and that was the end of it.102  

The descensus debates in Augsburg, and particularly Matsperger’s dismissal in 1568, raise some 

important points. First, the descensus controversy still had the potential to be divisive. Second, 

that at least in Augsburg, there was no consensus. Matsperger and Rülich took a triumphal, 

consummatist stance, which, in one isolated case, Georg Meckhart also affirmed.103 If 

Matsperger’s testimony is to be believed, Falck advocated the infernalist position, and Eckhardt 

a metaphorical one. The third point to take away from this controversy, though, is that—at least 

at first glance—the ministry still placed a higher premium on theological flexibility than 

dogmatic uniformity. Rülich, one of the senioren who dismissed Matsperger from the convent, 

actually agreed with the substance of his position, yet nevertheless fired him.  

                                                           
102 Thelot 2:479r-v: “Im disen Jar und mitten Marzen, als unser herr und krichendiener, ihren wohndliche 
zusamenkunfft, nach verichten abent praedig am Mittwoch zu St. Anna hielten, begabe sich, dass under anndern im 
disputieren zwischen M. Jacob Ruelich, pfarrer zu H. Creuz, der Senior oder Superintenten einer, und zwischen M. 
Nicolaus [Falken], helfern zu Bfk, ein zweyspalt von der niderfarth christi unsers Mittlers in die hoellen entsuende, 
da einer streite dass Christi seel, so fern er mensch, daselbst hoellische pein erlitten, der andern aber das dieselbe, 
alss der Gottheit nun theil hafftige einen [animo] alda gehalten, welche wider wertige Maynungen , damit sie die 
einfaelitge   Leyen kain argnus brachten, oder darmit die einigkeit der diener gottlichen worts nicht getret werden, 
bald auff gehoben, vertuscht, und im der gehaimb gestilt worden.” 
103 In a 1569 funeral sermon for the countess Katharina von Ortenburg, Meckhart—defending evangicals’ purported 
“over-confidence” in Christ’s promise of salvation, explained,  “So dienet uns auch Christus zum ewigen leben/ 
dann er ist darumb zur hellen gefaren/ darmit er den tod/ suend teuffel und hoellen jhr macht nemen/ das kein 
glaubiger durch sie verschlunden wurd. . .” VD 16 M 1794 Georg Meckhart, Leychtpredig ueber… Katharina 
Gräffin zu Ortenburg Item: Ein Predig von der Person. . . Jesu Christi (Augsburg, Michael Manger, 1570), B5v. 
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However, this situation becomes murkier when we try to make sense of the mysterious dismissal 

of Johann Georg Schoener, a young deacon at the Franciscan church who was well liked by his 

congregation. By all accounts, Schoener was an affable, mild-mannered young man, and so when 

rumors began to circulate in 1570 that he had been dismissed from his post for advocating 

“Flaccian” errors, this was surprising to many. Evidently neither he nor his congregation 

understood what this meant, and Schoener stuck around in the city for some time afterwards 

attempting to clear his name.104 Recall that around this time similar rumors were dogging 

Christoph Jacobellus, and shortly after, he, too, would be gone from the city. What this charge of 

“Flaccianism” meant, or why it was suddenly important is unclear. In the context of this 

descensus debate it may have indicated an infernalist orientation. More often, however, the term 

“Flaccian” seems to have generally been used to describe any non-conformity with or opposition 

to the Formula of Concord.  

As far as can be seen, the dominant interpretation held by the Augsburg ministers seems to have 

been Melanchthon’s consummatist stance, which by now was on its way to becoming normative 

in the Concord movement. According to the Gasser chronicle, Rülich and Eckhardt travelled to 

Altenburg in the summer of 1569 to attend a colloquy with Andreae and others to discuss 

Augsburg’s adoption of the Formula of Concord.105 In tandem with wider trends, although there 

was never any complete uniformity in the way the label “Flaccian” was used in Augsburg, the 

term nonetheless was joined to a perceived rejection of the Concord movement. The Protestants 

exiled from Augsburg in 1585-1586, for example, used this word liberally to denounce those 

minsters and politicians brought in to replace them. These Flaccians were “sectarian priests” and 

                                                           
104 On Johann Georg Schoener and his dismissal, see Thelot, 2:324v; SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 143, 84r; Rein, no. 55. 
105 Gasser, 3:125-26.  
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“mercenaries” who rejected the articles of Concord (Flaccianische sectische pfaffe, sectische 

Currenten, Mietling, welche die Formularam Concordiae verwerffen). Representatives of 

Württemberg, responding to the exiles’ request for support, warned them that “you Philippists” 

were too quick to put labels on everyone, especially so-called “Flaccians” and “Calvinists.”106  

This quick recourse to ostracizing opponents of the articles of Concord may help explain why 

otherwise peaceable young men like Schoener and Jacobellus would have been denounced as 

“Flaccians” in the late 60s and early 70s. It may well be that in response to the Counter-

Reformation, Eckhardt and Rülich were moved to base evangelical unity in the city on the 

Formula of Concord, which would explain why anyone perceived to be associated with Flaccius 

or his theology had to go. Although, if that were the case, that still leaves us with the question of 

why Falck was allowed to stay when the others were pressured to leave. At present there is no 

easy answer, though the explanation may have something to do with turn-over. In 1566, three 

new ministers were hired in Augsburg—Christoph Jacobellus, Johann Georg Schoener, and 

Franz Tucher. By 1571, all three had either been dismissed or else left under a cloud of Flaccian 

rumors.107 Whatever the reason for these departures, this high turn-over within the ministry was 

becoming problematic. There is evidence to suggest that it was becoming a sore subject for 

congregants. In June of that year, an anonymous polemic circulated in the city and was found 

posted about the Perlach square, lambasting not only the ministry, but also the city 

government.108  The details of that work are not extant, but it would not strain the imagination to 

                                                           
106 Ulm Stadarchiv A [53721] 3/3, 717r-v. 
107 We do not know a great deal about Tucher, who was Schoener’s fellow deacon at the Franciscan church. He was 
born and raised in Augsburg, and his father, a successful merchant, sent him to study in Württemberg. Rein’s 
biographical entry exclaims that he was dismissed because he did not get along with the other ministers at the 
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five years, Tucher evidently felt he had earned that promotion. Thelot, 2:324v.  
108“Anno 1571 den 19. Januarii rund ein schmach und trohschrifft so wol wider diser Statt Obrigkeit als die 
predicanten auff den perlach platz gefunden, darueber der Rath nit [ein getruesselt] worden, aber wie man nichts 
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see a connection with these firings and ministerial disputes. Also in that same year, Johannes 

Rem died of the plague. Thus, as the remaining preachers of Johann Meckhart’s generation died 

off—Bächlin (1567) Held (1570) Johannes Ehinger (1572), Wolfgang Engelschalk (1575)—and 

as they were experiencing difficulties retaining new preachers, the ministry had a hard time 

regaining stable footing. Daily morning services at the Franciscan church, for example, had been 

a staple of evangelical worship since the very beginning of the city’s Reformation, giving 

Augsburgers greater flexibility in balancing work and faith. However, by the fall of 1571, the 

church simply did not have the staff to continue these, and had to refer their parishioners to 

services over at St. Anna.109 Rülich’s decision to allow Falck to continue his ministry at the 

Franciscan church, therefore, may have owed to these worries about attrition and staffing 

shortages.  

In any case, by the 1570s all of the ministers agreed that they needed to present a united front 

against the Counter Reformation. What still needed to be worked out, however, was whether the 

basis of that union would ultimately be defined by the advocates of Concord (in both the 

historical and literal senses of the word) or the advocates of adversarialism. Did resistance to 

Catholicism demand theological consensus, or was evangelical theology secondary to the 

rejection of Catholic hegemony?  The juxtaposition of these two positions in this period is aptly 

demonstrated in Thelot. Immediately following his description of Held’s death in 1570, he notes 

that two songs were beginning to circulate in the city at this time. One was Nicolaus Selnecker’s 

“Ach Gott gib uns zu dieser zeit.” Selnecker, alongside Andreae and Martin Chemnitz, was one 

of the leaders of the Concord movement. In this hymn, he bemoans the failure of Luther’s 
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successors to live up to the Reformer’s expectations. The fourth stanza—in Luther’s voice—

explains “when I die, see to it that you do not make any trouble; instead, it is better to pray to 

God.” He next reports that in Luther’s time, there was great peace, but since his death things had 

only deteriorated. He writes,  

“Awe die Concordia! Where are peace, order, and piety now? Variation and great 
disorder arise among the masses, from which follow heresy, division, pride, quarrels and 
sectarianism. No one wants to play the true hero, who could keep God’s peace, thus we 
suffer such pain and crisis.”110 

The song closes with a call for true, pious teachers, who can check these storms and winds.111  

By way of contrast, Thelot then follows the Selnecker song about concord with another ascribed 

to Luther written “against the blasphemous papists,” titled “O getrewer Gott, Herr Jesu Christ.” 

It straightaway calls on Christ as the “protector of the holy vineyard” to protect his people from 

the tyranny of the pope and others (like the Turks and fanatics), warning that our neighbors daily 

fall into heresy. “Help, O Lord, turn to us once more/ your vineyard is hard-pressed by all 

manner of pain, suffering, and adversity!”112  Thus, one song called for peaceable teachers who 

                                                           
110 Stanzas 4-7, in Thelot, 2:321r-v: 
4. Wann ich nun sterb so sehet zu    6. verenderung und gross unruhe 
dass ihr euch selbst nicht macht unruh   mitt hauffen ist gefolget nu, 
Betet darnach, denn es ist noth    dazu kompt auch gross ketzerey 
ewer bitt erhoer der getrewe Gott    zwispalt, stolz, trotz und schwermerey 
 
5. Solches ist geschehen gewaltiglich   7. Niemandt will sein der Trewe heldt 
frid ist gewest bestendiglich    der doch behalten koend der feldt 
Awe Die Concordiae!     und fiel Gott in die arme sein 
wo ist frid, ruhe und Gottsfurscht mehr?   Drumm leiden wir, gross noth und pein. 
 
111 Thelot, 2:321r:  
13. Wo fromme trewe Lehrer sindt 
die halten auff manch sturm und windt 
und sprechen, 'Lieber Herren mein 
verschon! dass Volckh, und wir sind dein 
 
112 Thelot, 2:322v: 
 Hilff lieber herr, wend dich ein mal 
dein Weinberg ist zerkeltert all 
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could lead Luther’s heirs back to concord, while the other called on Christ to deliver his people 

from their enemies. One saw the problems facing the evangelical community principally from 

within, and the other, from without. It was in the context of this contest to define and lead the 

evangelical resistance that Meckhart’s son, Georg, began to find his own voice—the subject of 

chapter seven. Before we can return to Meckhart, however, we need to consider Augsburg’s 

peculiar Counter-Reformation. The descensus controversy and the chaos of the imperial diets 

demonstrate just a few of the ways in which Augsburg Protestantism was bedeviled by disunity 

and internal competition. This Counter Reformation, though—particularly perceptions related to 

the Jesuits’ participation therein—would provide an alternate locus of evangelical unity going 

forward. This was a unity founded in opposition to the Counter Reformation; a counter Counter 

Reformation, if you will.  

* * * 

This chapter has demonstrated two things. First, it demonstrated that when individuals stand up 

to systems, the systems usually win. In the 1550s, Meckhart and Held and their cohort fought a 

hard-won battle to slow the effects of confessionalization in their city. But as they gradually 

retired and died, they were replaced by younger preachers trained at institutions that were by 

now fully implicated in and participants of confessionalization. When Georg Eckhardt himself 

arrived in the city alongside Melhorn and Ketzmann, he was initially full of the same 

confessional zeal, but he and Hausmann and Rülich eventually exhibited a greater measure of 

moderation, perhaps following Meckhart’s example. Eckhardt, in particular, may not have 

agreed fully with Johann’s moderate attitude towards Church discipline, but he seems to have 

                                                           
mitt schmerzen, leid und ungemacht. 
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been won over by Meckhart’s insistence that doctrinal disagreements should be kept in the 

convent. However, by the mid-1560s, Eckhardt’s fatherly admonishments were being drowned 

out by the invective of the ministry’s younger members, who gained great popularity by giving 

voice to the anxieties of their congregants in their unceasing attacks on Catholicism. Men like 

Neuberger and, in 1572, Georg Müller warned their congregations that if they, as a community, 

were not vigilant, Augsburg could become the next Paris.113  

As long as city leaders continued to subscribe to the notion that confessional purity was 

politically advantageous, they persisted in importing Protestant ministers who were trained and 

conditioned—in mono-confessional universities—to view Catholics as enemies. Moreover, these 

same men were even taught to revile evangelical non-conformity. They used labels like 

Zwinglian, Calvinist, and Flaccian to brand and shame non-conformists, often irrespective of the 

theological associations and commitments these names suggest. Sometimes, as in the case of the 

Melhorn controversy, labels like Zwinglian spoke only to non-conformity in peripheral issues, 

the significance of which had to be largely manufactured. In situations like that of Willing’s, 

there was indeed some theological difference, but not so much as to alienate his own evangelical 

                                                           
113 In Müller’s own account of the causes of the Kalenderstreit, he explains that on numerous occasions in the 
1570s, he warned his congregation in Augsburg that local Catholicals were calling for a “Paris style” solution to 
Augsburg’s evangelicals. He even claimed that the new Stadtpfleger, Anton Christoph Rehlinger, was one of those 
calling for a purge of local Protestants. See SuStBA 4 Aug 735 Nr. 25. Georg Müller, Augspurgische Händel So sich 
daselbsten wegen der Religion, und sonderlich juengst vor zwey Jaren im werenden Calenderstreit mit Georgen 
Müller…Pfarherr und Superintendentetn daselbst, zugetragen Sampt Nothwendiger rettung der Vnschuld vnd 
Ehren, wider allerhand beschwerliche Anklag... (Wittemberg: 1586), 25. Thelot records that on account of this 
preaching, Müller was summoned before the Stadtpfleger and given formal warning to cease preaching about Paris. 
Evidently, Müller had been helping to distribute copies of a polemic relating to a Catholic conspiracy to institute a 
purge of all Protestants within the empire. Thelot, 2:513v-514v. That polemic was very likely: SuStBA 4 GS 
Flugschriften 387: Endeckung | Etlicher heimlichen Practicken/ so jetzund vorhanden wi- |der unnser geliebtes 
Vatterlandt die Teutsche | Nation/ was man gentzlich willens und uns werck zu bringen/ fuergenommen habe/ durch 
| einen guethertzigen und getrewen Christen unserm Vatterlandt zu guet an | tag geben. (1573, no pub. information). 
In addition to the Müller work and to this polemical account of the massacre, there were likely other reports in 
circulation. Stetten notes that a number of Augsburgers from prominent families were in Paris at the time of the 
massacre, either on business or studying at the univeristy. All of them made it back to Augsburg without injury, and 
may well have shared their own accounts. Stetten, 2:602.   
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congregation. It was only through political intervention that Willing was exiled, not because his 

congregants were dissatisfied with him. Willing’s Lutheran detractors in Southern Germany 

explicitly politicized his non-conformity with Wittenberg by demanding absolute loyalty to 

Luther. So powerful was this “Lutheran” identity becoming that it demanded the damnation of 

all competing theologians. According to this worldview, not only were Catholics the enemy, but 

so, too, were those who denied or even equivocated on this point. Outside of the community of 

the elect, there were only the damned. 

The second point this chapter has demonstrated is the reality of religious animosity in the city 

following the Peace of Augsburg. It is important to recognize that these (very real) tensions were 

fed not only by the machinations of local zealots, but also through a conditioned awareness of 

broader international trends—of violent conflicts between Protestants and Catholics elsewhere. 

The more such stories were told, the more the adversarial relationship between these religions 

was normalized. If this conflict between Protestants and Catholics had not yet taken over 

Augsburg, there was nevertheless an awareness that it could reach their doorstep any day. 

Bavarian evangelicals attempting to sneak their way into the city, for example, were regularly 

arrested by Duke Albrecht’s patrols.114  Refugees fleeing religious war in Franconia brought their 

own harrowing tales. It is no coincidence, then, that Thelot began his nearly 250-page account of 

the Kalenderstreit by discussing events like the French Wars of Religion and the brutal 1576 

                                                           
114 Duke Albrecht saw himself as a champion of the Counter Reformation, and brooked no toleration for Protestants. 
In 1563, he arrested the count of Ortenburg and divested him of his land and titles because he had allowed a 
reformation in his tiny domain. In the 1560s, Bavarians attempting to make their way to places like Augsburg for 
evangelical services were subject to heavy fines and confiscations. By 1570, those arrested were ordered to 
immediately return to Catholicism, or accept banishment. Wondrous in his Saints, 75-55. See also DStChr, 33.163 
Duke Albrecht, in 1568, also began blocking the importation of much-needed foodstuffs to Augsburg. Thelot, 
2:476v. Gasser, 3:131. This was partly in response to a wide famine in southern Germany at this time, but this 
embargo ought to be placed in the context of Albrecht’s aggressive Counter Reformation.  
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sack of Antwerp 115 Augsburg was not an island, but a large, cosmopolitan imperial city. Stories 

of religious conflict made their way easily into the city’s streets and pubs, and were later lent 

credence and, perhaps more importantly, imminence by the fiery sermons delivered from the 

pulpit. These clarion calls brought the massacres of Paris and Antwerp into the homes and 

imaginations of Augsburg evangelicals, playing off of local and regional conflicts. It is therefore 

telling that after Thelot described this broader context of violence, he then went on to discuss the 

exorcism craze in Augsburg, and following that, the  eyffrig, und hitzig anti-Catholic preaching 

of Johannes Rem, Christoph Neuberger, and Georg Müller in the early 1570s. Thelot, I believe—

at least in the way he plotted these events and developments in his narrative—was making a 

compelling argument about their relationship to one another. The violence, the exorcisms, the 

incendiary preaching: all of these conspired together to set the stage for a confrontation between 

Catholics and Protestants in Augsburg. This concatenation of individual conflicts and its 

significance for the deepening of adversarialism in Augsburg will be explored in the following 

chapters, beginning with the Counter-Reformation “exorcism-mania” of the 1560s.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
115 Thelot, 2:502v-625v. Pamphlets recounting both these events were published in Augsburg. For Antwerp, see 
SuStBA 4 GS. Flugschriften 355:Antorffischer Empoerung so sich zwischen den Papisten / und den Geusen (als 
man sy nennet) nechst den 13. 14. und 15. tag Martij zugetragen/ kurtzer Bericht (Augsburg: Hans Zimmerman, 
1573). 
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Chapter Six:  
Hellhounds in the House of Fugger: Reciprocal Adversarialism 
and Augsburg’s Catholic and Counter Reformations    
                                                  

 

Figure 4: SuStBA 2ᵒ LW Einblattdruck nach 1500 Nr .229: Warhafftig und erschröckliche Geschicht/ welche geschehen ist auff 
den xxiiij. tag Brachmonats/ im M. D. LXX. Jar/ im Land zu Mechelburg/ nicht weit von newen Brandenburg/ zu Oster genannt 
gelegen. (Augsburg, 1570).  

 

In the winter of 1569, the home of Ursula and Georg Fugger was buzzing with nervous gossip. 

One of the servant girls, Susanna, had been tormented by demons for nearly six years. At least 

nine exorcisms and several exorcists later, she was still plagued by these foul beasts. Recently, 

she had begun eating glass. Similarly afflicted was Ursula’s ward, Anna von Bernhausen. The 

seventeen-year-old had been visited by demons off and on for some nine years, and her condition 
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was not improving, despite the frequent ministrations of the Fuggers’ confessor-turned-exorcist, 

Wendel Völck. As Völck set himself to deal with these demons, another servant-girl, a young 

pregnant woman named Catharina Gutlebin, began to have queer visions. She would thrash 

about in terrible fits while she slept. When she woke, it was reported that she saw angels and 

demons, and among them, a vision of the Virgin Mary, decked out in a sky-blue cloak. In her 

waking hours, she was often plagued by numbness in her limbs. The previous summer, Völck 

had attempted to exorcize whatever fouls spirits had infested her. The young Jesuit’s efforts, 

however, did not bear fruit. When, by March, she had yet to recover, it was determined that she 

required the art of the local exorcist, Simon Scheibenhart. 

* * *  

This chapter will explore the first decades of the Counter Reformation in Augsburg, particularly 

with respect to the preponderance of exorcisms in the 1560s. During this period, as the city’s 

large and diverse Protestant population wrestled with its own issues of confessional conformity 

and identity, a similar contest was underway within Augsburg Catholicism. The parallels 

between these internal struggles, I will argue, were not coincidental. In fact, in order to 

understand why evangelical confessional loyalties were of such great concern in the Augsburg 

convent in the 1560s through 1570s, we need to place these ministers in context; specifically, we 

need to compare the development of intra-Protestant adversarialism with concurrent and 

mutually reinforcing developments within Augsburg Catholicism. The adoption of the practice of 

exorcism by the Jesuits in Augsburg—despite Loyola’s disavowal of the practice, and despite the 

concerns of the contemporary Jesuit leadership—is certainly noteworthy. Exorcism was one of 

the most dramatic, sensational forms of divine intervention; with its narrative struggle between 

the forces of good and evil, it is no wonder that Erik Midelfort figured such reports as being “on 
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the front line of confessional battles” in the latter half of the sixteenth century.1 But while reports 

of exorcisms abounded, the act itself, according to Midelfort, was less common; there were other 

cures, like pilgrimage, which were much more promising and far less violent. So why, then, were 

there more than a dozen exorcisms in Augsburg alone in the 1560s? I propose we follow 

Midelfort’s lead and place these Augsburg exorcisms within the city’s developing confessional 

context, with the goal of not only explaining why there were so many exorcisms, but also how 

the local Jesuit mission was persuaded to facilitate them in the first place. 

* * *  

Overwhelmingly, the historiography treating this period has emphasized the role of Peter 

Canisius in Augsburg’s concurrent Catholic and Counter reformations. This emphasis is 

understandable, given the wealth of source material the Jesuits left for posterity.2 This focus, 

however—both on Canisius and on the Jesuits in general—obscures the activities of other actors 

who, as I will argue here, had at least an equal influence on the development of bi-confessional 

relations in the city for decades to come. With respect to exorcism and possession, rather than 

treating these phenomena as anomalous by-products of Canisius’ Catholic and counter-reforms,3 

                                                           
1 H. C. Erik Midelfort, A History of Madness in Sixteenth-Century Germany (Stanford: Stanford UP, 1999), 314. 
2 Peter Canisius was active in Augsburg from 1559 to 1566. The principal source for Canisius’ activities at this time 
is the collection of his letters gathered and edited by Otto Braunsberger. Volumes 2-6 cover his correspondence for 
the years 1556-1571. Otto Braunsberger, ed., Beati Petri Canisii, Societatis Iesu, Epistulae et acta, 8 vols. (Freiburg 
im Breisgau: Herder, 1896-1923) [Hereafter PCE, e.g. PCE, 2:853]. A second indispensable source is James 
Brodrick’s 1962 biography of Canisius: James Brodrick, Saint Peter Canisius (Chicago: Loyola University Press, 
1962). While hagiographic in tone, Brodrick nonetheless pored through all eight volumes of this collection (along 
with other sources) to reconstruct a remarkably comprehensive account of Canisius’ life and work. In many cases, 
he provides extensive English translations of passages from these letters. Where I cite Brodrick’s translations, I will 
provide the references both in Brodrick and in Braunsberger. Where the translation is my own, I will simply cite 
Braunsberger. A third useful source for Jesuit activity in Augsburg in the sixteenth century is the first volume of 
Bernhard Duhr’s history of the Jesuits in the German-speaking lands: Bernhard Duhr, Geschichte der Jesuiten in den 
Ländern Deutscher Zunge (Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1907-1928). 
3 This is implicitly the case in Lyndal Roper, “Exorcism and the Theology of the Body,” in Oedipus and the Devil: 
Witchcraft, Sexuality and Religion in Early Modern Europe (New York: Routledge, 1994): 172-74. See also Martha 
Schad, Die Frauen des Hauses Fugger von der Lilie (15.-17. Jahrhundert) (Tübingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1989), 29, 52. 
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I argue that they were in fact central pillars of a parallel counter-reform program carried-out by 

less familiar agents—initially by Scheibenhart, though later also by Wilhelm Elderen and 

Wendel Völck, as well as by their patrons in the Fugger family.  

While Augsburg’s exorcism “mania” quickly faded in the early 1570s, it nevertheless left an 

indelible mark on the confessional culture propagated in the Jesuits’ broader initiatives in the 

city. This legacy was most readily apparent in the cultivation of a broad and visceral equation of 

non-Catholics with spiritual impurity, providing an evocative and inspirational motif in the 

hardening of exclusive, adversarial religious identities. In order to explain and define this process 

of incorporation, though, two contexts need to be developed. The first concerns a collective 

experience of trauma. For years, economic decline, inflation, famine, war, crime, and plague 

collaborated to instill in the residents of Augsburg a heightened awareness of mortality and the 

Devil’s works here on earth. This sensitivity made for fertile soil when accounts of demonic and 

spiritual possession first appear in the early 1560s. A second context important for understanding 

these phenomena relates to the oft-overlooked opposition mounted by the local Catholic clergy 

in Augsburg against the perceived intrusion of the foreign Jesuits. For all the attention given 

Canisius, little notice has been given to the way Jesuit priests sent to Augsburg were influenced 

by these local developments and antagonism, especially with respect to the controversial subject 

of exorcisms. In other words, on the one hand, the increasingly public spectacle of converting 

young Protestant women through the miracle of exorcism was a powerful way of reinforcing the 

message that in an age of heretics, demons, witches, and other monsters, the Catholic Church 

was the only guarantor of salvation. On the other hand, however, was the realization that 

continuing down this path laid out by exorcisms could force a public and potentially violent 
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confrontation with Augsburg’s evangelicals—a conflict which the local Catholic clergy neither 

desired nor, at the time at least, which they thought they could win. 

As for the exorcisms, three principal case-studies will furnish us with a detailed picture of how 

these events functioned as Counter-Reformation theater. Even when these rituals were held 

behind closed doors, rumors of their occurrence spread throughout the city, as did first-hand 

accounts and anonymous polemics. In addition to the presentation and reception of this theater, 

however, this chapter will also explore the “manic” inspiration for these events as a consequence 

of the above-mentioned social and religious contexts. 

* * * 

This idea of exorcisms as “manic” was first presented by Lyndal Roper in an article titled 

“Exorcism and the Theology of the Body.” Roper employs this term to characterize the 

proliferation of exorcisms in the 1560s, especially with respect to the involvement of the Fugger 

women who encouraged them.4 All told, we have more than a dozen references to individual 

exorcisms taking place, including several highly-detailed accounts.5  Given how prevalent public 

consciousness of these exorcisms was becoming by the end of the decade, it is almost certain that 

                                                           
4 Roper, “Exorcism and the Theology of the Body,” 177. 
5 On the 1563 exorcism of Susanna Roschmann, see VD16 E 715: Simon Scheibenhart, Eigentliche vnnd Warhaffte 
vertzaichnus, Was sich in disem 1563 Jar, auf den 19 Iunuj, zu Augspurg, mit aines armen Burgers Tochter daselbst 
zugetragen Wie sy vom bösen Geist angefochten vnd Besessen, Vnd derselbig, durch Gottes gnaden vnd krafft, von 
Herrn Simon Scheibenhart, der heiligen Schrifft Doctorn vnd Pfarrhern zu Sanct Mauritien, in Augsburg auss 
getriben und die besessen entbunden worden ist ([Augsburg],1563); on Susanna’s exorcism in on June 25, 1568, and 
for the first exorcism of Catharina Gutlebin in 1568, see SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: Actus, der ganzen verlauffenen 
Handllung zwischen dem predigcanten im Spital, zu Augspurg, Frawen Jörg Fuggerin, und dem Jesuitern, daselbst 
sich zugetragen (Augsburg, 1568); and for the exorcism of Anna Bernhausen in 1570, see Martin Eisengrein, Unser 
liebe Fraw zu Alten Ötting. Das ist Von der Vralten Capellen Vnser Lieben Frawen vnnd dem Für. Stifft S. Philip 
vnd Jacob zu alten Ötting: Was auch von den vilen Wunderzaichen… zu halten sey. Vnd Wie die Bayrn zu dem 
Christlichen… Glauben bekehrt worden…  (Ingolstadt, Alexander Weissenhorn, 1571). See also Duhr, 732-33, as 
well as Roper, “Exorcism and the Theology of the Body,” 174-78. 
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there were many more about which we know nothing.6 The strong emotion these accounts 

elicited, from Catholics and Protestants alike, eventually gave cause to the city government to 

intervene in 1568; at least, to the extent that they forbade holding further exorcisms in public.7 

While the frequency of exorcisms appears to sharply decline by the close of the decade, the 

damage already wrought by these spectacles to Augsburg’s delicate religious détente would have 

reverberations for years to come. “Indeed,” writes Roper, “so important were these events to 

Jesuit success in the city that one might argue that the Counter Reformation in Augsburg 

progressed by means of exorcisms.”8 

Roper places these spectacular phenomena in the context of a spiritual and ontological struggle 

to understand the relationship between the body and the divine—between the physical and the 

spiritual. She describes the exorcism as an opportunity to bear first-hand witness to the battle 

between God and the Devil in the flesh of the possessed. For onlookers—in her case, the Fugger 

women—this was a “struggle by proxy,” a chance to resolve their own psycho-spiritual angst 

following their conversions to, and more recently from, Protestantism.  

To explain this phenomenon exclusively as a product of mania, however, is to overlook more 

calculating underlying motivations. Insofar as Roper and others view the prominent Jesuit Peter 

Canisius as the architect of Augsburg’s Counter Reformation, they have struggled to reconcile 

                                                           
6 In a letter written in 1566, the Fugger confessor Wendel Völck references three exorcisms in that year, adding that 
as a result of these, more possessed came forward seeking liberation. PCE 5.543. Moreover, in his famous chronicle, 
Achilles Gasser refers to Völck’s exorcisms of two Fugger servant-girls occurring over a five-month period in 1568, 
though he only specifically describes one such event, which occurred June 25th, 1568. Herzog August Bibliothek 
[hereafter HAB] M: Gm 4° 26 (1): Marcus Welser and Achilles Pirmin Gasser, Chronica Der Weitberümpten 
Keyserlichen Freyen vnd deß H. Reichs Statt Augspurg in Schwaben/ Von derselben altem Vrsprung/ Schöne/ ... 
Gebäwen vnnd ... gedenckwürdigen Geschichten : in acht vnderschiedliche Capitul ... abgetheilt / Auß deß ... Marx 
Welsers ... acht Büchern ... gezogen/ vnd ... in vnser teutschen Sprach in Truck verfertiget ....(Frankurt am Main: 
Engelbertum Werlichium, 1596), 123. 
7 Stetten, 2:582. 
8 Roper, “Exorcism and the Theology of the Body,” 173.  
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the proliferation of these exorcisms with the fact that Canisius himself found these to be of great 

concern in the mid-1560s, especially with respect to the inordinate amount of control the Fugger 

women seemed to have had over them.9 Roper interprets the Fugger zeal for exorcism as an 

unexpected byproduct of Canisius’ campaign to restore orthodoxy within the Fugger clan. In this, 

she is to some extent likely correct; it is highly unlikely that either Ursula or Sibylla Fugger were 

following some Jesuit stratagem when they began their demon hunt. The disconnect between 

Canisius and the Fugger exorcisms should not, however, be taken as proof that these events were 

not part of a carefully orchestrated Counter-Reformation campaign. In fact, to properly 

appreciate the success and enduring legacy of the early Counter Reformation in Augsburg, we 

need to allow ourselves to look beyond Canisius and the Fugger women and consider the 

influence of less-studied actors such as Simon Scheibenhart and Wendel Völck.  

To suggest that we need to look beyond Canisius, though, is not to say that we should play-down 

his influence. With his arrival in the city in 1559, Augsburg’s religious peace would meet one its 

greatest challenges. Canisius, a disciple of Loyola himself, was tasked with reclaiming Augsburg 

                                                           
9 Roper explicitly identifies Canisius as the architect of the Counter Reformation in Augsburg, citing his personal 
role in re-converting the Fuggers, who would themselves be central to the exorcism drama of the 1560s. She writes 
that the “passionate religiosity of the Fugger household… was fuelled by the emotional turmoil of exorcism and 
reconversion—sometimes, indeed, to the alarm even of Jesuits like Peter Canisius.” Ibid, 173. Paul Warmbrunn, in 
his comparative study of bi-confessionalism in Schwaben, begins his discussion of the Counter Reformation in 
Augsburg with a subtitle asking: “Das Auftreten der Jesuiten in Augsburg: Rettung des Katholizimus in der Stadt 
oder Gefährdung des Zusammenlebens beider Konfessionen?” While he does an admirable job of demonstrating 
where the Jesuits instigated conflict with the local Protestants, thereby endangering bi-confessional peace, he does 
not provide a picture of what he thinks that peace looked like, nor what it means to ‘save Catholicism’ in Augsburg. 
The implication that it might have needed saving demonstrates a lack of awareness of counter-reform efforts—both 
lay and clerical, religious and political—already underway prior to the arrival of Canisius. His assertion that 
confessional boundaries only began to harden in 1559 with the arrival of Canisius, and with the death of Stadtpfleger 
Heinrich Rehilinger (whom he views as conciliatory [versöhnlich]), is reflective of the political lens through which 
he tries to make sense of the different experiences of bi-confessionalism in his case-studies. Perhaps unsurprisingly, 
he finds very little space in his work to address exorcism. See Warmbrunn, 134, 239-43. In her study of the women 
of the Fugger family, Martha Schad sees the Counter Reformation in Augsburg as almost exclusively a Jesuit-
Fugger undertaking. Other actors, like the cathedral canons, Fabri, or Scheibenhart are completely left out of the 
narrative (excepting one passing reference to Scheibenhart exorcising a woman in 1563). See Schad, Die Frauen des 
Hauses Fugger von der Lilie, 51-59.  
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for Roman Catholicism.10 Prior to 1559, spiritual leadership of the Catholic community is 

typically ascribed to Johann Fabri, the city’s cathedral preacher, a powerful voice in the broader 

Counter Reformation in his own right.11 Pölnitz, commenting on Fabri’s death, writes, “The 

sudden death of the cathedral preacher and Dominican monk, Johann Fabri, left a dangerous hole 

in the last bastion of Catholicism in the imperial cities.”12 When the dean of the cathedral, 

Christoph von Freyberg, wrote to Otto in 1559 requesting Canisius as a replacement for Fabri, he 

described the Augsburg Catholics as beset by storms and surrounded by hungry wolves.13   

It was from Fabri’s old post at the cathedral that Canisius first attempted to reconvert the city. He 

furthered this campaign on two fronts. On the one hand, Canisius and his allies turned their 

attention to the ever-growing mass of poor and destitute citizens and refugees who crowded the 

city’s lanes and alleys. As early as 1559, the number of poor seeking shelter and succor in 

Augsburg was reaching staggering proportions.14 Many of these were fleeing war, others famine, 

                                                           
10 Initially, neither Otto’s nor Canisius’ ambitions for the city seem to extend beyond strengthening the faith of 
believers and converting the doubting and undecided thousands who had committed fully to neither the Augsburg 
Confession nor the papal religion. In a letter to the Jesuit general Laynez on March 29, 1559, Otto writes, “Auch in 
Augsburg sind noch mehr als 1000 Einwohner, welche im katholischen Glauben zwar nicht standhaft geblieben, 
aber auch noch nicht so in die Irrlehre verbissen sind, dass  keine Rückkehr mehr zu hoffen wäre." Duhr, 80-81. By 
early 1560, though, the dean of the cathedral, Christoph von Freyberg, wrote again to the archbishop of Mainz that 
Canisius’ successes had exceeded all expectations, and that they hoped to soon begin making progress converting 
the Protestants as well. Ibid, 82. By the end of the year, the canons’ letters to the archbishop display a stark 
turnabout in their appraisal of Canisius’ successes, warning that the Jesuits were setting them on a course that could 
only end in conflict. PCE, 2:860-2. By Easter, 1561, they warned that soon the Protestants might resort to violence 
to remove Canisius: “The Lutheran preachers are making an uproar, furious to see their prey snatched from their 
very jaws. It is said that if Dr. Canisius remains much longer in this city, the heretical preachers will expel him by 
violent means." PCE, 3:591; the translation is Brodrick’s: Brodrick, 435.     
11 Not only did he write numerous widely-circulated polemics, within two years of his arrival in Augsburg in 1550, 
he also wrote a number of pastoral works, in addition to a catechism that would be central to the education of local 
Catholic children for decades to come. Roth, Augsburgs Reformationsgeschichte, 4:301.  
12 Gotz Freiherr von Pölnitz, “Petrus Canisius und das Bistum Augsburg.” Zeitschrift für Bayerische 
Landesgeschichte (ZBLG) 18 (1955): 359: “Nun schlägt 1558 der plötzliche Tod des Augsburger Dompredigers und 
Dominikanermönches Johann Fabri eine gefährliche Lücke in die letzte Bastion des reichsstädtischen 
Katholizismus.”  
13 PCE, 2:835-36. Brodrick, 430-31. 
14 Gasser, 3:99, 103. See also Max Bisle, Die öffentliche Armenpflege der Reichsstadt Augsburg, mit 
Berücksichtigung der einschlägigen Verhältnisse in anderen Reichsstädten Süddeutschlands (Paderborn: F. 
Schöningh, 1904 ), 175-56. Canisius responded to this crisis with a series of blistering sermons in the winter of 
1559/60 against the city’s government and social elite, lambasting them for neglecting the care of the poor. In 
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and many more plague. By instituting and reinforcing specifically Catholic social-welfare and 

charity institutions, Canisius and his Jesuit colleague, Wilhelm Elderen, worked tirelessly both to 

care for these poor and displaced people, as well as to redress the severe numerical disadvantage 

faced by Augsburg’s Catholics.15 They made nourishment of the body contingent on 

nourishment of the soul. These initiatives were not cheap, however, and therefore Canisius drew 

support from the deepest well the city had to offer: the Fuggers. Like Augsburg’s other elite 

families, the Reformation had divided the Fuggers along confessional lines. Among the Fugger 

converts to Protestantism, the majority were women, many of whom had married into the family. 

The result of this apostasy was not only a divided clan, but divided households. Canisius, who 

knew that both his duties as a Jesuit provincial and his responsibilities to the Council of Trent 

would eventually call him forth from Augsburg, set about to establish the Fuggers as a bastion 

from which the Counter Reformation in Augsburg could grow and expand. The first step in this 

process was to restore Catholic harmony within the family, a goal which was nominally (and 

very publicly) achieved within the span of a few years. 

Perhaps Canisius’ most important converts were the Baroness Ursula von Liechtenstein, wife of 

Georg Fugger, and Sibylla, countess of Eberstein, wife of Marcus Fugger. Canisius, writing to 

bishop Otto on September 20, 1560, describes Ursula:  

At first the wife of Georg Fugger was hostile to the Catholics, but now, after a few heart-
to-heart talks I have had with her, she loves us greatly, brings her whole household 
frequently to the Sacraments, and is most zealous in making converts, whom she nurses 

                                                           
addition to admonishing them to perform acts of charity at least five times a week, he also harangued them for 
wasting money on jewels and furs, when so many children are forced to go about naked in the cold, and for throwing 
lavish banquets, when parents cannot afford to buy bread for their children. PCE, 3:628-30. 
15 Insofar as Canisius’ duties often took him outside the city for long periods at a time, his greatest contribution to 
the welfare of the poor came through moralizing and fundraising in his sermons. However, Canisius’ friend and 
Jesuit colleague, Wilhelm Edleren, actually took over administration of the Fuggerei following Anton Fugger’s 
death in 1560. Brodrick, Saint Peter Canisius, 437.  
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and strengthens in the faith. I might almost call her house a monastery, so frequently does 
she have family prayers.16 

Whereas Ursula may have been a lapsed Catholic (as opposed to a Protestant convert), her sister-

in-law Sibylla was certainly a devout evangelical, who had long resisted pressure to convert from 

her father-in-law, Anton Fugger, the patriarch of the clan. By February, 1561, however, even her 

resistance had been overcome. Her conversion to Catholicism caused a sensation in the city, and 

attempts were made to cast her change of heart as miraculous.17 The subsequent conversions of 

Elisabeth von Nothharfft, wife of Johannes Fugger, and Katharina Fugger, wife of count Jakob 

von Montfort, supplied Catholic polemicists with even more material.18 The conversion of the 

Fugger women, in addition to serving as symbolic triumphs, also extended Canisius’ influence 

over their husbands, whose support would later be vital in the coming power struggle with the 

cathedral.19  

Although Canisius’ successes with his Fugger patronesses were highly public events, less 

publicized were his failures converting their households. Within the staff of the Fugger palace, in 

particular, a number of young women resolutely cleaved to their evangelical faith long after 

Canisius effectively vacated his post in 1564.20 The difficult task of bringing these young women 

back to the Church was instead taken up by the local preacher at St. Moritz, Simon Scheibenhart.  

Like Meckhart, Scheibenhart is most like to be found in the footnotes of Augsburg 

historiography. He had nowhere near the prolific polemic output as Fabri, nor did he enjoy the 

prestige or fame of Canisius. It is not surprising, then, to find Paul Warmbrunn writing that one 

                                                           
16 PCE, 3:654-4; translation from Brodrick, Saint Peter Canisius, 435-36.  
17 Brodrick, 436.  
18 Warmbrunn, Zwei Konfessionen in einer Stadt, 241.  
19 Schad, Die Frauen des Hauses Fugger von der Lilie, 34.  
20 Although he was not formerly replaced at the cathedral by Gregor Rosephus in 1566, by 1564 he was spending 
more time outside of the city than in it, a fact which both Cardinal Otto and the Augsburg cathedral canons 
bemoaned loudly and often. Warmbrunn, Zwei Konfessionen in einer Stadt, 243.  
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cannot possibly study Augsburg’s Counter Reformation without associating it with Canisius, 

with nary a reference to Scheibenhart.21 Nonetheless, I will make the argument here that while 

Canisius is no doubt important, it is to Scheibenhart that we must look in order to properly 

understand the early “manic” militancy of Counter-Reformation Augsburg.    

Most modern historians looking at Counter-Reformation Augsburg place the beginning of this 

effort in 1559, coinciding with Canisius’ arrival.22 This periodization, however, is problematic, 

and perpetuates the myth of religious peace prior to their arrival. While the Jesuits are surely 

important to the Counter Reformation more broadly, it is critical to understand that in Augsburg, 

at least, the Jesuits were sowing seeds in already fertile soil. Steadily since Charles’ return to the 

city in the summer of 1552 at the head of a large army, Augsburg Catholicism was ascendant. 

Although Catholicism still comprised only a minority of the total city population,23 counter-

reformers benefited greatly from Catholicism’s international profile and its close relationship 

with the imperial office. The most concrete manifestations of this alliance were the imperial diets 

Augsburg was forced to host in 1548, 1550-51, 1555, 1559, 1566, and 1582, in which visiting 

political and ecclesiastic elites, each accompanied by their own retinues, held lavish feasts, 

hosted games, and quartered their predominantly Catholic mercenaries in the homes of the poor. 

                                                           
21 Warmbrunn, Zwei Konfessionen in einer Stadt, 239.  
22 Although not exactly modern (1955) Pölnitz is exceptional in this regard. He still credits Canisius with 
Augsburg’s counter-reform, but places the beginning of this process at the end of the Schmalkaldic War in 1547, 
when Otto and Canisius first met on the occasion of Augsburg’s surrender to Charles. Pölnitz, “Petrus Canisius und 
das Bistum Augsburg,” 356-57.  
23 Much of the source literature on Augsburg places Augsburg’s mid sixteenth-century population at around 80,000: 
comprised of between 7,000 and 9,000 Catholics, at least 60,000 Protestants, with the remaining 11,000 belonging 
either to spiritualism or Anabaptism, or else simply undecided. The principal source for these figures appears to be a 
report written by Canisius to Otto about a year after taking his office in Augsburg. Duhr, 81. Warmbrunn gives us a 
detailed examination of both primary and secondary population estimates. Warmbrunn, 135-6. He concludes that of 
these, Adolf Buff’s 1893 estimate of 31,000-40,000 for the second half of the sixteenth century is the most credible, 
a figure achieved by multiplying the 5,600 names appearing in city tax accounts by a factor of 3.75. Adolf Buff, 
Augsburg in der Renaissancezeit (Bamberg, 1893), 13. Warmbrunn also suggests that Canisius may have been 
underselling ratio of Protestants to Catholics in his letters to Otto in order to make his successes appear more 
significant. He proposes that rather than 10%, Augsburgs Catholics may have constituted 15% of the city’s total 
population at this time. Warmbrunn, Zwei Konfessionen in einer Stadt, 136.  
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These public displays of Catholic power bolstered the conviction of men like Scheibenhart that 

religious peace and coexistence with the local Protestants constituted only a temporary necessity.  

* * *  

In November of 1556, less than a year after the signing of Charles V’s Peace of Augsburg, 

Scheibenhart wrote an open letter addressed to the patrician councilor Jeremias Wirsung. In this 

document, which he titled his “Confession,” Scheibenhart declared that he could no longer sit 

idly by while evangelicals attacked the true Catholic religion in their sermons.24  Every time they 

held their sacrament, he complained, and every time they denied the real presence of Christ, they 

made a mockery of the Catholics’ most sacred ritual.25 Therefore, with each day remaining to 

him, and with all his heart, he would set himself firmly against their blasphemy. Scheibenhart 

emphasized that the Mass was not only a cornerstone of their religion, but of their community. 

He argued that the Protestants, by denying the real presence of Christ in the host, and in 

relegating the sacrament to a symbolic ritual, sought to sunder the unity of the body of 

Christendom. In his confession, he twice invokes the idea of fatherland to explain his 

commitment to keep haranguing the ministers.26 These Protestant preachers were not only a 

threat to the body of Christ, but to the unity of Christianity. They and their flock were threats 

from which true Christians needed protecting, and the form of protection that Scheibenhart 

advocated was separation. Against those who would call him a disturber of the peace 

                                                           
24 Simon Scheibenhart, Konfession gegen die Prädikanten (Augsburg, 1556); in Universitäts Bibliothek Augsburg: 
Oettingen-Wallersteinsche Bibliothek Cod.I.3.2.22: Satiren, Lieder und Berichte aus der Reformationszeit: 38r-41r. 
25 Konfession gegen die Prädikanten, 39v. Of course, as I demonstrated in chapters 2 through 4, the Augsburg 
ministry never actually denied the Real Presence.  
26 Scheibenhart was born in Augsburg, the son of a modest craftsman. Simon managed to secure a preaching post in 
1545 in Fribourg, Switzerland. His education had been paid for through a scholarship set up by the Fuggers. Upon 
his return to Augsburg in the late 1540s, Anton Fugger himself took a hand in placing Scheibenhart in St. Moritz. 
Mair, from whom we have this biographical information, adds that Simon was a very difficult (schwierig), abrasive 
(schroff), and stubborn (halsstarrig), preacher, who spent much of his career quarrelling with the cathedral and the 
bishop. DStChr, 33:215, fn. 2.  
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(specifically, the 1555 Peace of Augsburg), he answered that lasting peace lay neither with the 

papacy nor the gospel, neither with government (Obrigkeit) nor the community (Gemein), but 

with the true, holy teaching of Christ.27 In effect, he declared that he was not bound by Charles 

V’s Peace, and that he had no intention of ending his attacks against the Augsburg preachers. He 

added that any preacher henceforth who attacked the Mass should expect a forceful reply.  

Like Scheibenhart, the cathedral preacher Johann Fabri also continued to add to his already 

prolific output of polemics against Protestantism, right up to his death in 1558. On multiple 

occasions, the city’s church provosts had to write to Fabri commanding him to tone down his 

attacks from the pulpit, especially as the 1555 diet drew near.28 That said, many of Fabri’s 

printed polemics were more didactic than invective in nature. For example, he wrote comedic 

dialogues for less-academic readers, relying on logic and metaphor to make his case that Roman 

Catholicism was the one catholic, apostolic Church.29  In his most famous work Der rechte Weg 

(1553), he uses historical arguments to construct an elaborate genealogy of heresy, arguing that 

without the guidance of councils and the church fathers, independent interpretation of scripture 

inevitably results in heresy.30 Other works of his, however, demonstrate clearly the intense 

opposition he mounted against those he perceived to be heretics. In a work dedicated to the 

                                                           
27 Scheibenhart, Konfession, 39v-40r. 
28 For the Kirchenpfleger’s general warnings about confessional strife, see their notices to the cathedral preachers in 
StadtAA LS Ref. 20.04.1554 and LS Ref. 04.03.1555. A more pointed notice was sent to the cathedral in October, 
warning that the preachers there would be responsible for any slander and disorder which their preaching 
engendered, as “embittered hearts were destructive to the common Christianity of the city.” LS Ref. 04.10.1555. The 
Kirchenpfleger likewise admonished Scheibenhart to modesty and civility following the outrage occasioned by his 
Konfession gegen die Prädikanten in 1556. Stetten, 2:519.  
29 HAB 299.11 Th. Johann Fabri. Ein sehr schön/lustig Gesprech/ eines Euangelischen Brüders/ mit eim alten 
Papisten/ von der newen Euangelischen Lehr. Durch Johannem Cussium getrewen Diener im Euangelio 
([Augsburg], 1551). 
30 HAB 193. 9 Th. (1). Johann Fabri. Der recht Weg:Was die heyligen Apostelund jre nach- kömling in den 
Glaubenstucken/ Sacramenten/ unnd anderen Ordnungen der heyligen Christenlichen Kirchen/ gelehrt und 
geschriben haben/ warhaffte anzeigung auss jre aigen schrifften: Was auch in den heiligen Concilien fürnemlich 
verordnet (Augsburg, 1554 [1553]): 101r-122v. 
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nobility of Bavaria, he instructed them to spare no expense in combatting the spread of heresy. 

Even the smallest spark of Lutheran error could light a conflagration.31 Moreover, not only were 

Luther’s ideas dangerous enough in themselves, but they could serve as a portal to even greater 

heresies, like Anabaptism.32 What is important to note here, though, is that whereas Fabri could 

be very blunt and aggressive in his criticism, he never went so far as to explicitly challenge the 

authority of either the emperor or local city government with respect to the Peace of Augsburg. 

Further, he never explicitly couched his writings in a local context. Although his sermons against 

Protestantism could apparently be quite fiery, in his printed works, Fabri is generally concerned 

with preventing apostasy and winning conversions through reasoned argumentation. There is a 

strong sense here that he believed the boundaries between Catholicism and Protestantism were 

still porous, and that those who had wavered from the Church could still be convinced to return. 

When Canisius came on the scene in 1559, his successes in winning conversions owed similarly 

to his ability to “sell” Catholicism. Like Fabri, he understood people’s needs and ambitions, and 

he found ways to cast Catholicism as the solution to these. In other words, he was able to 

simultaneously emphasize the advantages of reconversion and the disadvantages of continued 

apostasy.  

Simon Scheibenhart’s philosophical and tactical approach to conversion differed greatly. Unlike 

Fabri and Canisius, he was much less convinced of the ability of reason to restore apostates to 

the Church. Conversion could not be achieved by rhetoric or incentivizing alone. He believed 

that on a spiritual level, even below the level of consciousness, apostates—having let the devil 

in—were vulnerable to demonic influence. It was only through the Catholic sacraments of 

                                                           
31 HAB 193. 9 Th. (2). Johann Fabri. Ein ernstliche Christliche ermanung an das Edel Bayerland / wider das 
Lästerbuch/ so ein Sectmaister haimlich on ein namen/ listiger weis im fürstenthumb Bayern/ hin unnd her 
aussgebrait hat (1557), 4r-v.  
32 Fabri. Ein ernstliche Christliche ermanung, 25v. 
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confession, absolution, and the Mass that a Christian could be purged of and protected from 

hell’s minions.33 

Social Crises and Counter-Reformation Rhetoric 

The year 1563 began with a flourish. King Maximilian was in residence in Augsburg, and he 

lavished on the Augsburgers tournaments and wedding celebrations.34 While the city’s elites 

feasted, however, the price of bread in the common market surged. Terrible weather in the 

previous year had devastated crop yields, exacerbating the shortage further.35 Worse still, 

ongoing military conflict and banditry had comprised the security of trade routes, making it 

difficult at times to import food staples.36 Still, the instability of the trade routes did not greatly 

impede the arrival of migrants seeking work and alms; thus, over-crowding remained a pressing 

                                                           
33 See the account of the 1563 Roschmann exorcism in Scheibenhart, 3r-v.  
34 DStChr, 33:194. 
35 For the years 1559-63, Mair notes a number of significant storms which severely damaged crops. DStChr, 33:44, 
121, 157, 181, 220.  
36 One of the best sources for this regional political unrest are the letters collected and edited by August von Druffel  
in Briefe und akten zur geschichte des sechzehnten jahrhunderts, mit besonderer rücksicht auf Bayerns fürstenhaus. 
Auf veranlassung und mit unterstützung Seiner Majestät des königs von Bayern Maximilian II. herausgegeben durch 
die Histor. commission bei der Königl. academie der wissenschaften. Vol. 5 (Munich: M. Rieger, 1873-1913). See 
especially correspondence during the years 1563-64 pertaining to Wilhelm von Grumbach. For robberies in the 
vicinity of Augsburg during the years 1560-63, notable examples can be found in DStChr, 33:43, 67, 86-9, 90-1, 96, 
99, 145. There are two trends here. One sees Landsknecht robbing poorer peddlers and vendors on the way into the 
city. These can be violent, though rarely result in death. The other trend concerns attacks on heavily-laden, often 
guarded merchant caravans by professional highwaymen. In many of the incidents prior to 1562, those robbed were 
merchants travelling to or from Venice. These robberies are quite violent, and many murders occur, including 
several deaths of Venetian ambassadors. Most of these attacks are attributed to a band of ex-mercenaries left over 
from the Schmalkaldic War under the leadership of Jakob Wiedemann. Wiedemann and several of his men are 
eventually captured in Schongau in October, 1561, and are paraded through Augsburg later in November. Despite 
the arrest of Wiedemann, attacks on Venetian caravans continue. On February 12, 1562, In view of the city’s wall, 
and before the whole caravan, Augsburg’s ambassador to Venice, Georg Seuter, was beaten to death by a band of 
highwaymen, and these ambushers made off with huge sums of coin and goods. Gasser, 105. In that same month, a 
caravan from Mechelen was attacked outside the city, and a Flemish diplomat, Johann Sylier, was shot and killed. A 
bounty of 300 cronen was issued for any of the bandits brought in, dead or alive. Ibid, 134. In the face of 
Grumbach’s sack of Wurzburg in 1563, the bishop of Augsburg was called upon as a member of the Catholic 
Landsberger Bund to support military efforts against Grumbach. With the bishop’s formal entry into the conflict, the 
city grew uneasy, and called on Sebastian Schertlin to mobilize their forces and repair city defenses, fearing that the 
bishop’s involvement might bring Grumbach down on them. Meanwhile, the Schwäbischer Bund, of which 
Augsburg was a chief member, called on the city to commit men and resources to deal with the bandit problem and 
re-open trade routes. To this effort, Augsburg committed 25 cavalry and 150 infantry, and the bishop added another 
21 cavalry and 100 infantry. See Gasser, 3:110-11.  
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issue. In response, city council passed a number of laws intended to reassert some control over 

the population, including one prohibiting marriage between persons under the age of 25, and 

requiring those 25 and over to demonstrate their financial stability before starting a family. Paul 

Hector Mair records that this law was flagrantly disregarded.37  In fact, lawlessness in general 

was becoming something of an epidemic, as crime rates reached unprecedented levels.38 As early 

as 1560, economic instability was leading some to take desperate measures, as the case of Anna 

Peurerin illustrates. Peurerin, a young housemaid in the employ of a moderately well-off 

merchant family, was charged with the care of their four-year-old son. On the morning of July 

5th, she had taken the boy to one of Augsburg’s suburbs, Oberhausen, in an attempt to sell the 

child to the Jewish pawn-brokers who resided there. Later, in her interrogation, she explained 

that she had heard rumors that the Jews there used Christians in their blood rites, and would pay 

good money for them.39 She admitted she knew it was wrong, but cited her great need. 

In concert with this terrible poverty, for years, crime rates in Augsburg were on the rise. This 

increase in criminal behavior perhaps explains why in June, 1562, a captain from Ulm staying in 

an inn in Augsburg felt compelled to sleep with two loaded pistols.40  By the end of the year 

1563, more thieves would be hanged or otherwise punished than any single year before, at least 

since these executions were first systematically recorded.41 In addition to robbery, suicides and 

severed heads were becoming increasingly common (though still nevertheless sensational) 

                                                           
37 Although it appears this law was flagrantly disregarded. DStChr, 33:204-205.  
38 Thelot, 2:365r; Gasser, citing inflation and overcrowding as causes, makes a similar claim, but for 1564, rather 
than 1563. Gasser, 3:111. 
39 StadtAA Urgichtensammlung, Anna Peurerin, 1560.07.15, 19. DStChr, 33:48. Gasser, 3:101.  
40 DStChr. 33:171. Unfortunately for this captain, Julius Rott, he rolled over in the middle of the night and shot 
himself dead.  
41 Gasser, 3:111. Wildheimmer’s execution chronicle corroborates this trend, showing a marked increase in 
executions between 1562-4. See 2 Cod Aug 286: Leonhart Wildheimmer, Verzeichus, derer jenigen Persohnen, 
welche allhier in Augspurg vom Leben zum Tod verurtheilt, samt einer aussführlichen Beschreibung aus was ursach 
oder warum, an welhem Tag, Monat, und Jahr, solche hingericht worden, von Anno 1513 bis zu unsern zeiten, 
zusammen getragen. [c. 1742]. 
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experiences.42 Outside the city, while banditry remained a problem, it was overshadowed by a 

rash of deadly arsons which plagued Augsburg’s hinterland.43 Dwarfing even these calamities 

were rumors about a string of grisly murders within the city. As Mair tells it, a mercenary by the 

name of Balthasar Holtzhay had murdered at least eight people over the course of the last year, 

four of whom were pregnant women. He further elaborates that Holtzhay had cut the living 

fetuses out of these women, which he then dismembered and employed in various diabolical 

rituals.44 While the actual interrogation records for Holtzhay make no mention of these grisly 

deeds, they do indicate that Holtzhay was thought to have been part of a network of ex-soldiers 

and mercenaries believed to have been responsible for dozens of murders, thefts and robberies. 

After weeks of torture, he was finally convicted of eight murders, and was broken and left to die 

on the wheel outside the Gögginger Gate, his limbs hung throughout the city as proof of justice 

served. According to records compiled by Leonhard Wildheimmer, the late seventeenth-century 

city prison master (Eisenmeister), this period (1560-1589) saw more executions than any other. 

Between 1513 and 1559 (46 years), there were 95 executions. Between 1590 and 1650 (60 

years), there were 98. Between 1560 and 1589 (29 years), though, there were a staggering 132 

                                                           
42 On suicide during the years 1561-63, see DStChr, 33:35, 46, 109, 208, 222. See also Walter Pötzel’s table of 
recorded suicides in the latter half of the sixteenth century in Augsburg in, Mörder, Räuber, Hexen: 
Kriminalgeschichte des Mittelalters und der Frühen Neuzeit. (Augsburg: Heimatverein für den Landkreis Augsburg 
e.V., 2005), 197-98. For examples of public beheadings, see again DStChr, 33:85, 96, 98, 145, 154, 173, 203, 226; 
Gasser, 3:103, 110. On the mysterious severed head found outside the cloister of St. Ulrich in April, 1561, see 
DStChr, 33:96. On the discovery of dead bodies more generally during this period, see DStChr, 33:46, 55, 173, 214. 
43 DStChr, 33:207-12. 
44 DStChr, 33:226. Disturbingly, Holtzhay was not the only accused baby-eating serial-killer investigated by 
Augsburg’s Stadtvogt. A vagrant couple in one of Augsburg’s suburbs was convicted in 1560 of 25 murders, 
including killing and eating their own children. DStChr. 33.46. In 1568, Michael Schwarzkopf, like Holzhay before, 
was accused of 20 murders, and of cutting the living fetuses out of several of his victims. Like Holtzhay, 
Schwarzkopf refused to confess to such crimes, and it took three weeks of torture to finally get a confession out of 
him, and then only after a special expert torturer was brought to Augsburg from Ulm. Gasser, 122; StadtAA Urg. 
Michael Schwarzkopf (1568). In Schwarzkopf’s case, the Stadtpfleger took the additional step of sending dispatches 
to nearby towns and cities where he was thought to have visited to determine if Schwarzkopf was under any criminal 
suspicion there, or whether he had any known accomplices in the area. 
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public executions.45 If nothing else, these figures speak to a significant and prolonged period of 

unrest in the city. Efforts to reverse this trend, like adding an additional 200 men to the city 

watch (1563) and passing legislation prohibiting anyone from going out after dark without 

adequate lighting (1559,1564), met with only limited success.46 

Besides the threat posed by other humans, Augsburgers in April, 1563 were reminded of the 

present danger posed by supernatural adversaries. On the night of April 7th, Katharina Liephart, 

the wife of the tailor Michael Kachelofen was found dead on the street outside her home in the 

Kreuzweg.47 In 1559, city council had begun to come down hard on non-payment of debts, and 

many who had fallen into arrears were banished from the city, among whom we find 

Kachelofen.48 Since his departure, his wife had become ill, and the burden of caring for her and 

their children fell heavily on her mother, who had apparently moved in with them. On the night 

in question, Katharina was in a fevered state, and her mother was off in another room trying to 

calm her crying child. According to one chronicle, Katharina had for years now been locked in a 

dire struggle with an evil spirit for possession of her soul.49 On that night, she finally lost. The 

                                                           
45 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 286.As an annual average, we see an unusual concentration of executions in the period 
investigated here: 1513-59: 2.07/year; 1560-89: 4.55/year; 1590-1650: 1.63/year. 
46 Like many of its other laws, the curfew law was apparently frequently disobeyed. See examples in StadtAA 
Strafbuch 98, 19v, 120v. On increasing the watch, see DStChr, 33:209. Additionally, legislation was passed 
prohibiting bars from serving alcohol after 9pm, DStChr, 32:362. (1559). In 1560, the Stadtvogt Georg Preu and his 
deputies made a point of going about the city’s inns and guesthouses to learn about new arrivals to the city and 
possible troublemakers. DStChr, 33:96.46 On city government’s often unsuccessful attempts to control and regulate 
Augsburg’s inns and public houses, see Beverly Ann Tlusty, Bacchus and Civic Order: The Culture of Drink in 
Early Modern Germany (University of Virginia Press, 2001), 183-208.  
47 Gasser, 3:108. Mair writes that Michael Kachelofen was a weaver, not a tailor. DStChr, 33:208. 
48 Gasser, 3:108.  
49 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 32, 771r. The SuStBA manuscript catalogue attributes this city chronicle to Burkard Zink, the 
fifteenth-century Augsburg chronicler (1396-1475). As with many other fifteenth- and sixteenth-century city-
chronicles, Zink provides the foundation of many other, later works. There are a total of ten “Zink” chronicles listed 
in this catalogue, most continued into the mid or late sixteenth century. The volume cited here is by far the most 
developed, and extends beyond the Kalender- and Vocationstreit. A note in the margin reads, “Bechleri Augustini”. 
I have not been able to identify an Augustin Bechler, but Christoph Bechler wrote an Augsburg chronicle in 1636 
and this may be a reference to that work. Abraham Theolot cites a “Prechl” chronicle as one of his sources on 
several occasions, and where he does, passages in his and this chronicle are often identical.  
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spirit took full possession of her body, and forced her to throw herself from her bedroom 

window. When her neighbors ran to her aid, they reported that the dying woman stretched a hand 

out towards the heavens, as if wordlessly crying out for deliverance.  

Certainly, not all suicides were ascribed to possession. In late-October that same year, for 

instance, a weaver and his wife got into a bitter argument over money, in which he threatened to 

beat her if she did not begin earning her keep. Distraught, the young woman wandered outside 

the city, past the newly erected plague house, and attempted to drown herself in the river. A pair 

of grave-diggers working on the new cemetery nearby saw this and managed to drag her to 

shore. When they brought her home, though, her husband, unimpressed, asked them why they 

had not just let her drown.50  

Besides these two examples, the incidence of cases recorded in Mair and Pötzl suggests an 

increase in suicides more generally.51 While motive is not always explicitly stated, we might 

nonetheless reasonably infer from these two cases that domestic troubles stemming from 

financial insecurity were an increasingly frequent factor. Whatever their historical causes, 

though, we must consider how they were interpreted. Midelfort, for example, writes that as the 

sixteenth century wore on, it became increasingly common (particularly in Catholic territories) to 

ascribe suicides to demonic influence, if not outright to demonic possession. The act of self-

murder, he explains, was often taken as evidence of a “demonic Anfechtung.”52 The 

narrativization of Katharina’s suicide, then, was symptomatic of a new mode of interpreting 

tragedy that drew from the spiritual anxieties which, in this local context, both Scheibenhart and 

his Saxon-Lutheran rivals had been nurturing over the last decade, substituting social and 

                                                           
50 DStChr, 33:222. 
51 DStChr, 33:35, 46, 109, 208, 222 .See also Pötzel, 197-98. 
52 Midelfort, 320. 
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economic complexity for unambiguous spiritual and supernatural conflict. Concluding that 

economic depression—and the harsh legal responses to same– drove Katharina to the 

melancholic state that would eventually cause her to end her life would have been unsatisfying, 

insofar as it defied any clean narrative explanation. Who was to blame for the loss of this young 

life? The city, which banished her husband? The emperor, for treating the city harshly in the 

decade following the war? Her husband, for not repaying his debts? Katharina herself, for 

abandoning her family? Much easier by far to blame a demon.  

Katharina’s suicide in April coincided with the beginning of another important development in 

this period: the onset of plague. Already in April, five deaths were attributed to the plague. Over 

the next fifteen months, it would claim nearly 3,000.53 In June, working with Dr. Gasser, the city 

published a new plague order that mixed common-sense precautions like isolating the sick and 

prohibiting the trafficking of used goods with admonishments towards pious living. This plague 

was sent by God, it explained, and the only doctor who could deliver the afflicted from their 

suffering was Christ.54 It is perhaps not coincidental that demons and foul spirits begin appearing 

in the city’s public consciousness precisely at a time when it was generally believed the people 

were being subjected to God’s wrath in the form of plague, famine and war. The instructions in 

this plague-order fed into two of the prevailing themes which would come to characterize 

Augsburg’s “exorcism-mania” of the proceeding decade: purgation and purification. The impure 

had to be separated from the pure, until such a time as the infection that corrupted them could be 

purged.  

                                                           
53 DStChr, 32:379-80. An early seventeenth-century broadsheet tabulating plague deaths throughout Augsburg’s 
history puts the death toll in 1563/1564 at 5222. SuStBA Graph. 19/58 (Augsburg: Johann Schultes).   
54 SuStBA Ratsdekret: 2 Aug 324, vol. 2 nr. 9.  
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The Exorcism of Susanna Roschmann  

The year 1563 was a difficult one in many ways, and many unfortunate and unprecedented 

records were broken during its course. It perhaps should not surprise us, then, that Augsburg 

chronicler Paul Hector Mair writes: “Never before had so many men and women been afflicted 

or possessed by evil spirits, or otherwise been brought into doubt, as occurred in this period, and 

especially in 1563.”55 The most famous and detailed of these cases of possession was that of 

Susanna Roschmann, an account of which was written by none other than Simon Scheibenhart, 

who himself performed the exorcism. According to the account, Susanna, a servant in the home 

of Hans Harscher, first fell ill in March of 1563. While she lay ill and weak, an evil spirit would 

creep into her bedchamber each night while she slept, alternatingly begging and demanding to be 

let in. Undaunted by her initial refusals, it eventually wore her down with threats and seductions. 

As she deteriorated under its influence, she was given to spells of violence and unseemly 

conduct. One morning, she sneaked out of the home and made her way to the market, where, 

unprovoked, she fell on a butcher and his wife at their stall. It took several city guards to haul her 

home. Unable to help the young woman himself, Harscher sent her to her father, a poor weaver 

named Michael Roschmann. By June, she had deteriorated further, and in her fevers, she took to 

behaving unnaturally.56 One day, for example, when a black cat wandered into the house, she 

began imitating its howls and went about on all fours. She was also seen to writhe about like a 

                                                           
55 DStChr, 33:215-16: “Es ist bei mans gedencken nit gehört worden, dass sovil menschen von mann- und 
weibspersonne vom bösen geist angefochten, besessen, ja auch vil gar in verzweiflung seind gebracht worden, als in 
kurtzer zeit  und sonderlich in disem 1563 jar alhie beschehen ist. Der allmechtig Gott verliech uns sein göttliche 
gnad.” 
56 After the preachers had visited Susanna, Gasser was sent to examine her himself. In the Latin edition of his 
chronicle, he attributes her condition to, “atrabilariis et uterinis affectibus' vehementer laborasse: quam cum a 
daemonibus obsessam pereram opinarentur.” Cod. lat.Pal. 913, 656; quoted in PCE, 4:807.This diagnosis is nearly 
identical to the one he gives when he is again sent to investigate rumors of possession in August, 1568. Gasser, 
3:123.  
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worm. She sweat profusely, and she would shriek relentlessly and bite ferociously. Her dementia 

also gave her supernatural strength, and in her fits it would take four men to hold her down. On 

one occasion, she desperately begged her caretakers for a knife. When they asked why, she 

explained that perched atop the oven, leering at her, sat a demon with a fiery visage and terrible 

teeth.57  

Michael Roschmann, being a devout evangelical, on several occasions sent for ministers to help 

cure his daughter.58 These ministers attended her, but each time explained that salvation was 

God’s alone to give, and that they should read to her God’s Word, and she should pray piously 

and often.59 When this prayer failed to achieve the desired result, Roschmann next sent for more 

earthly aid. Anna Kapfferin, whom Scheibenhart refers to as a “Doctor Mütter,” was called on to 

personally examine Susanna.60 She was forced to admit that the young woman’s ailment was 

beyond her art to heal, adding that her situation was becoming critical, and that she did not have 

long. Hesitantly, speaking to Susanna’s mother, she suggested that she knew someone who had 

expertise in treating cases like this: an exorcist here in the city who, with God’s help, could expel 

evil spirits. Elated, the mother consented to ask his aid, and Kapfferin made arrangements to 

contract Simon Scheibenhart.  

                                                           
57 Scheibenhart, A3r.  
58 Scheibenhart, A4r, DStChr, 33:215.  
59 Scheibenhart, A4r. This counsel is fully in line with Georg Meckhart’s instruction on how to treat the possessed in 
his 1574 work. SuStBA 4 Aug 906: Georg Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung / Ettlicher gemeiner 
Gegenwürff der Papisten / mit wölthen sie ihre Irrthumb wöllen verthedingen/ und hergegen die uralte Catholische 
Religion / so in der Augspurgischen Confession begriffen/ für falsch und irrig ausschreien. (Tübingen: Georg 
Gruppenbach, 1574), 145-46. Meckhart emphasizes that as long as the possessed remains true in their faith, the 
demons possessing them can do no harm. They may destroy their body, but they have no power to damn. God may 
answer our prayers and heal the afflicted, but as we are past the age of miracles, we should not expect this to happen. 
The spectacle of exorcism serves as a test for the faithful—a chance to distinguish between the work of the Devil 
and a miracle of God.  
60 Scheibenhart’s account says she showed up with an assistant, suggesting that Anna, like her father, not only had 
training in medicine, but also some degree of social and economic standing, such as to warrant having an assistant. 
Scheibenhart, A4v-r. 
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On learning of their plight, the exorcist also hesitated. He desperately wanted to help, but knew 

that Herr Roschmann followed “another religion,” and would never accept help from a priest.61 It 

fell to Roschmann’s wife and household to persuade him. What reason would God have had for 

so afflicting his daughter, they asked; and if this malady was not from God, was it better to suffer 

a demon in his home than a priest?62 Eventually he was convinced, and Scheibenhart attended 

the girl. As the house awaited the priest’s arrival, Anna asked the young woman if there was 

anything she needed. Susanna replied that she was thirsty, and so Anna poured a glass of water 

for her from a jug. Unknown to her, the water in the jug had been drawn from a consecrated well 

(ein Weichbronnen).63 When she took a drink, the demon came to the fore, and Susanna began to 

thrash about and growl. Unmindful of her modesty, she raised her legs above her head, exposing 

her nakedness. In her fit, she screamed and cursed, so all the neighbors could hear. Scheibenhart, 

who was waiting in the street, heard her distress and charged in the house and up the stairs. 

Seeing the priest, she hurled curses and insults his way: “Imp! Thief! Villain!”64 He ordered the 

ferocious girl unbound. The men in the room stared at him in disbelief; it had taken all five of 

them to tie her to the bed. To their incredulity, Scheibenhart explained, “What God himself has 

not bound, such cannot be bound by the likes of us.”  

For a quarter of an hour, Scheibenhart and the demon went back and forth exchanging questions 

and passages of scripture for insults, the demon speaking contemptuously in a deep, mannish 

voice. That contempt turned to fear, however, when Scheibenhart, now in Latin, commanded the 

demon to free the young woman. When he invoked Christ in his command, the demon, now 

weeping, pitifully asked where it was supposed to go. “Whence ye came,” replied the exorcist. 

                                                           
61 Scheibenhart, A4v-r. 
62 Scheibenhart, A4r-v. 
63 Scheibenhart, A4v.  
64 Scheibenhart, B1r: “Schelm/ Dieb/ Pösswicht.” 
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When the foul spirit (Unrain Geist) threatened to simply enter another young woman, he 

responded by binding it, in the name of God, to the fires of hell. The demon struggled to resist: 

Susanna’s face twisted into grotesque masks; her mouth turned coal-black, and out of it lunged a 

hideous, unnaturally-long tongue. Then, quite suddenly, she fell still. After a moment, she 

pressed her hands together in thanksgiving and declared, “Now I know and see God in heaven.” 

They asked her if she was herself again, and she replied that God had set her free. Asked if she 

could still see the demon, she said that it was still in the room, beckoning to her. Scheibenhart 

instructed her to ward it off by tracing the sign of the cross three times, reciting the phrase: 

“IESVS, Nazarenus, Rex Iudeorum.” Each time she did this, it vanished, only to reappear 

moments later.  

The men in the room insisted she needed rest to recover, but Scheibenhart sent one of them 

immediately to bring the instruments of the sacrament from the Catholic church of St. George. 

Once she had openly confessed her sins, she was given the sacrament. Asked again if she could 

see the demon, she replied that she could not. In the days to follow, although weak, Susanna 

insisted on making her way to church, to give thanks, as several hundred honorable witnesses 

attest.65  

* * *  

Extant, there are several detailed accounts of young women in Augsburg being exorcised, though 

there are passing references to more than a dozen more, for which details are unfortunately often 

lacking. Scheibenhart is credited with at least ten of these, beginning with his exorcism of 

Roschmann in 1563, and proceeding at least until Catharina Gutlebin’s third exorcism in 1569. If 

                                                           
65 Scheibenhart, B4r. DStChr. 33.215. SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 32: 772r-v.  
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it did not itself set the tone and tenor of Augsburg’s Counter Reformation, this widely-circulated 

Roschmann narrative at the very least is representative of the strategy Scheibenhart and later 

counter-reformers employed throughout the 1560s.66 The central premise of these stories was 

that Protestantism—especially the local variety, with its non-committal approach to private 

confession—rendered its adherents susceptible to demonic possession. In both the Roschmann 

and Gutlebin accounts, as well as the accounts of Anna von Bernhausen’s exorcism in 1570, the 

girls are as much “possessed” by demons and foul spirits as they are by Protestantism. This 

notion of there being a connection between demonic influence and heresy is hardly new, though. 

Georg Meckhart wrote in1574 that fighting the Devil’s spiritual possession of his flock was a 

daily occupation.67  The famed Catholic exorcist Peter Thyraeus questioned whether all heretics 

were not possessed of some devil or another.68 This led him to distinguish between different 

kinds of heretics, suggesting that some were in fact not criminals, but victims.  

What is interesting about the Augsburg exorcisms, though, is the causal relationship between 

heresy and possession. These young women were not heretics because of demonic possession; 

rather, they were possessed because their heresy rendered them spiritually vulnerable to 

possession. Therefore, both infections—the heresy and the demon—needed to be purged before 

the afflicted could be restored to physical and spiritual health. This purgation was achieved first 

by the recognition of the nature of one’s affliction. This recognition was symbolically achieved 

                                                           
66 Scheibenhart’s 1563 work is referenced by Jodock Hocker in his 1568 treatise, Der Teuffel Selbs, which was 
included as the first piece in Feyerabend’s hugely successful Theatrum Diabolorum. Theatrum Diabolorum, das ist: 
Warhafftige ergenliche und kurtze Beschreibung/ Allerley grewlicher / schrecklicher und abschewliche Laster/ so in 
diesen letzten / schweren und bösen Zeiten/ an allen orten und enden fast brauchlich/ auch grausamlich im schwang 
gehen… Sigmund Feyerabend. 2nd ed. (Frankfurt am Main: Peter Schmid, 1575), 118v. For a brief but useful 
discussion of the Theatrum Diabolorum, see Soergel, Wondrous in His Saints, 144-45.  
67 Georg Meckhart (1574), Grundtliche vnd kurtze Widerlegung, 144-45.  
68 Philipp Stenzig, Die Schule des Teufels: Der Exorzismus in den Glaubenskämpfen der Reformationszeit 
(Frankfurt: Peter Lang GmbH, 2006), 94-95.  
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in the exorcism by forcing the possessor to manifest itself, thereby giving the demon a form 

distinct and discernible from that of the possessed. In each case, the exorcist effected this 

separation by certain consecrated means—be it holy water or Latin incantations.69 In the 

Roschmann account, Scheibenhart’s application of consecrated tools is accompanied by fifteen 

minutes of questioning. Although we do not know exactly what Susanna was asked in this 

instance, we can infer from the Gutlebin and Bernhausen exorcism accounts that she was likely 

interrogated with respect to Catholic doctrine and practice, especially concerning her belief in 

Mary’s intercessory powers. Thus, an association is typically established between demon and 

heresy, if not an implicit causation. However, purgation forms only one of two stages in the 

process of healing these young women. In several accounts, after the demon is removed from the 

host, it lingers, waiting for an opportunity to reenter the girls. In the Roschmann account, for 

example, Susanna’s demon paces about her bed with a wagging tongue. To prevent the offending 

demon from re-taking possession of its vacated host, the host has to be purified; this purification 

is accomplished through aural confession and the administration of the Eucharist. 

* * *  

Spiritual purification was only possible through acceptance of the real body of Christ in the 

Mass, a sacrament whose efficacy relies on the full confession of sins to an anointed servant of 

the Lord. It is almost certainly not a coincidence that this premise picks up on two of the central 

points of the inter-protestant conflict in Augsburg in the 1550s. First, it perpetuates Georg 

Melhorn’s accusation that Meckhart and his cohort, by refusing to recognize the primacy of 

Saxon interpretations of the Augsburg Confession, were necessarily followers of Zwingli (and 

                                                           
69 Gasser records that witnesses to the 1563 Roschmann exorcism reported that Scheibenhart also incorporated 
consecrated candles, salt, and water into his ritual. Gasser, 3:109.  
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therefore proponents of “foreign” heresies). By invoking Zwingli, the Saxon cohort also 

attributed to the Augsburg ministry his denial of the Real Presence (a claim which Scheibenhart 

echoes). This wedge between the Protestants was driven deeper over their disagreement on 

whether private confession was a necessary prerequisite to participating in the sacrament of the 

altar. By casting confession, absolution, and the Eucharist as the only effective measures to 

prevent and treat demonic possession, Scheibenhart no doubt sought to re-open the scarcely-

mended divisions within the ministry following Meckhart’s death in 1559. But even as they 

evoked the still raw rifts within Augsburg’s evangelical community, at a time when supernatural 

dangers (like the plague and bad weather) were wreaking havoc and sowing doubt, these 

exorcism narratives also emphasized the intercessory and even miraculous power of Catholicism. 

Against more earthly threats like famine and inflation, the Catholics distributed alms and built 

hospitals. Against war and rebellion, Catholicism offered unity and stability. Against possession, 

the Catholics employed exorcism and the mystical protection of the sacraments. 

The Exorcism of Catharina Gutlebin  

Between 1563 and 1568, there is little detailed information about exorcisms, though 

contemporary chroniclers suggests that they were becoming both more common and more 

public.70 Early in 1564, Wilhelm Elderen—Canisius’ friend and Jesuit colleague in Augsburg—

expressed his deep frustration that despite repeated exorcisms and the administration of the 

sacraments, for some reason Susanna continued to be visited demons.71 In 1566, also writing to 

Canisius from Augsburg, the newly-appointed Jesuit confessor to the Fuggers, Wendel Völck, 

mentions three exorcisms, adding that as a result of these, more and more people were coming 

                                                           
70 DStChr, 33:215-6; Stetten, 2:582.  
71 PCE, 4:809. 
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forward seeking similar “liberation.”72 This exorcism phenomenon begins to peak in one highly 

polemical and probably widely-circulated account from the summer of 1568. It concerns an 

unnamed serving girl in the household of Georg and Ursula Fugger. According to this account, 

the girl had previously been exorcised by Scheibenhart on no-fewer than seven different 

occasions. Somehow, though, the demons kept returning. The last of these in particular proved 

too much for the aged Scheibenhart, who would retire later that same year. Finally, Ursula, 

fearing for the girl, turned to the Jesuits, with whom she had had a long and intimate partnership. 

Her Jesuit confessor, Wendel Völck, volunteered for the task, and he was eventually given 

permission from his order to begin treating the girl. On June 25, 1568, before several hundred of 

the city’s most respectable citizens—including several Stadtpfleger and mayors—he held his 

first exorcism. 

For some time, the Jesuit was unable to provoke the demon into showing itself. It was only when 

the girl was set down in front of a pyx (sacrament heuslin) that the demon inside became 

agitated. Threatening to bind it to the host through the power of Christ-crucified, Völck forced 

the demon to explain how it had managed to resist Scheibenhart’s exorcism. The demon, 

speaking through the young woman, said that she had been a whore, and that some time ago, she 

had become pregnant by a married man, and that she had murdered the fruit of that union. 

Scheibenhart had been able to temporarily purge her of her demons, but insofar as her sin had 

remained unconfessed, her spiritual impurity had prevented her from benefiting from the 

protection of his sacrament, and thus rendered her susceptible to further possession. Völck, 

naming his adversary a “Hellhound”—an especially tenacious demon that drew strength from 

hidden sin—forced the girl against the pyx and called on Christ to take the demon and bind it for 

                                                           
72 PCE, 5:543.   
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all eternity. In a panic, it fled its host. The girl reeled, weakened, but recovered somewhat. 

Immediately, the priest asked her if what the demon reported about her sins was true, and she 

confessed before everyone gathered that it was.  

Thematically, this story is not altogether different from Scheibenhart’s Roschmann account. 

Both emphasize the danger of unconfessed sin, and both portray a priest as a medium for divine 

intervention. Likewise, both stress the important intercessory power of the host as a conduit to 

Christ-crucified. Where they differ most notably, however, is in emphasizing the primacy of a 

Jesuit over the Augustinian Scheibenhart, and in the performance of the act before the city’s 

gathered elite (whereas previously it had typically been done in private).  

The unnamed girl in this account is almost certainly Susanna Roschmann.73 Contemporary 

correspondence between the Jesuits shortly after the event frequently reference the possession of 

three young women in the households of Ursula and Sibylla Fugger: Susanna, Catharina, and 

Anna von Bernhausen. In 1563, Roschmann had been serving in the Harscher household. In his 

report to Canisius following her exorcism in 1563, Elderen explained that the new convert had 

been taken into the care of “our mistress, Ursula Fugger,” who had taken responsibility for her 

Catholic education.74 In January of the following year, he sent an update to Canisius, reporting 

that, “many and great have been the burdens on us on account of this girl. She has been gravely 

and deeply infested by Satan. Against this tyranny of Satan, exorcisms have been 

attempted…Lady Fugger is to be admired for her daily charity towards this suffering girl.”75 The 

                                                           
73 Braunsberger makes this association as well: PCE, 4:807.  
74 PCE, 4:806.  
75 PCE, 4:809. 
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fact that the girl exorcized June 25 was also named Susanna, and that she had been exorcised 

seven times before by Scheibenhart, lends strong support to this association.  

* * *  

No printed copy of this account is extant. Instead, we know about this exorcism story because of 

its inclusion in a hand-written work that was likely circulated at least among Augsburg’s 

evangelical ministry, though probably more broadly than that, given the number of copies that 

have survived in sixteenth and seventeenth-century chronicles and histories.76 Excepting a few 

minor inconsistencies, every copy of this story is identical, and the story always ends the same 

way: having witnessed the miracle of this exorcism, a Protestant minister assigned to the hospital 

approached Ursula Fugger and begged her to speak to Dr. Wendel [Völck] on his behalf. His 

daughter was likewise afflicted, he explained, and all efforts to help her had failed. Hearing this, 

and recognizing him as a Protestant preacher, Ursula cheekily asks him why he and his 

colleagues, as men of God, did not simply exorcise the girl’s demons themselves. The preacher 

replies that they had tried that, but concludes that, where God had listened to the Jesuit, He was 

deaf to them. After toying with him a while, Ursula eventually promises to intercede on his 

behalf with the good doctor, and the story ends.  

While this polemical account was almost certainly circulated anonymously, the larger hand-

written work in which we find it included was unmistakably authored by the hospital-preacher 

Christoph Modist Jacobellus. The hell-hound exorcism constitutes the first of four sections. The 

second and shortest section, which in most versions is titled “Erlösung der Jesuiter Newen 

                                                           
76 Written copies of this work can be found in: SuStBA: 4 Cod Aug 146: Actus, der ganzen verlauffenen Handllung 
zwischen dem predigcanten im Spital, zu Augspurg, Frawen Jörg Fuggerin, und dem Jesuitern, daselbst sich 
zugetragen; SuStBA: 2 Cod Aug 32: Bechler Chronicle: 791r-801v; SuStBA: 4 Cod Aug 135: Augspurgische 
mehrentheils Religions Geschichten und Händel von anno 1517 bis 1628; StadtAA :Evangelische Wesenarchiv 
(EWA) 481: Historia, was sich zu Augspurg Mit der Frau Georg Fuggerin und einem Prädicanten verlauffen, 1568. 
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Zeittung” was Jacobellus’ response to this polemical account, which he described as a slander 

both against his own reputation, and against that of the ministry.77 He complained that the hell-

hound narrative was part of a Jesuit plot to cast him as a “false Judas.” He therefore resolved to 

set the record straight, and to explain the true cause of his misfortune.  

The next section is titled “Actus 2,” and he introduced it as, “der erste Anfang, der Gantzen 

Handlung, so sich mit dem predicanten im Spittal und der Jörg Függerin zugetragen.” Jacobellus 

explained that for months now, he had had care of a young woman (Catharina Gutlebin)78 from 

the household of Georg and Ursula Fugger. For a time she had even stayed in his home, but as 

her condition did not improve, Ursula had her sent back to the hospital, and after a few weeks—

against the girl’s wishes—ordered her returned to the Fugger palace. Jacobellus claimed that 

Fugger had no interest in seeing the girl heal; instead, she had wanted to make a spectacle of the 

ministry’s inability to heal the sick.79 He appealed to the city council to intervene and allow the 

girl to stay, but was told there was nothing they could do.80 He writes that he was threatened 

daily that if he did not relent, they would send the girl away entirely.81 At last, he went to Ursula 

and offered his cooperation, on the condition that she promised the girl would not be compelled 

in matters of conscience or faith.82  

The next morning, Christoph was summoned to the Fugger house, where he was met with all 

friendliness by Ursula Fugger herself. She invited him to sit with her, and explained that she had 

been asking around about him. She was impressed with his care and devotion for the poor and 

                                                           
77 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146:4r-5r. 
78 This association is made clear in SuStBA 4 cod Aug 143: Kirchengeschichte Augsburg 1532-86, 93r. Explaining 
Jacobellus’ termination, it states that this was, “propter contentionen cum Jesuitis de expulsione diaboli ex ancilla 
Fuggerana Catharina Guetliebin.” 
79 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 5v-6r 
80 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 5v. 
81 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 5v, 16r.   
82 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 6r.  
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sick in the hospital, not least with the attention he paid her own servant-girl. Jacobellus, knowing 

Ursula’s fondness for exorcisms, tried to convince her that she misunderstood the cause of the 

girl’s suffering. Catharina was not possessed by any demons; she was suffering from a 

combination of heartache and natural physical pain.83 The only treatments for this pain, he says, 

were prayer and those natural remedies given to us by God’s grace. Ursula fell silent a moment. 

Then, without acknowledging his counsel, began to lament the sorry state of the religious peace 

in the city. She tells him that, “It was a cause of great distress and heartache among us Catholics, 

as it is no doubt among you, as well, that we continue to have such disagreement over religion. 

We live together in one city, under one government. We should, therefore, be as brothers and 

sisters to one another. I have no greater wish than that we not only here in this city, but more 

broadly, should share one Church, one sacrament.84 To this, Jacobellus replied that they (the 

city’s evangelical preachers) wanted nothing else than to further the honor and kingdom of God, 

and to preach peace and unity. The fault for the present animosity lay not with them, but with the 

Devil and those he sent to oppose them. Shortly after this exchange, Ursula dismissed Christoph, 

assuring him that the girl was in good health, and that he could see her soon.  

A few days later, he was summoned back to the Fugger house. He was greeted again by Ursula, 

but was surprised to find her in the company of Gregor Rosephus, the Jesuit preacher assigned to 

replace Canisius at the cathedral in 1566. She greeted him kindly enough, but then excused 

                                                           
83 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 7r: “das sy nicht besössen, sonder mit schweren [vergicht/verguht] und weh[e]tagen 
beladen, und darzu anders mit gottes gnad sollen geholffen werden, muss es allein durch ordenliche natüliche und 
von gott dem herren erlaubte mittel geschehen.”  
84 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 7r-v. “Sonst seye es alls umb sonst und vergebens, darauf dann die Fuggerin still 
geschweigen, und von andern sachen, mit dem predicanten angfangen zu reden. Als von der Religion, und nit aus 
falschen herzen zu verstechenn geben, wie grossen schmerzen und herzlaidt es ir und andern , iren mitverwandten 
thun, das wir, die wir in ainer statt, under ainer Oberkait seyen, und der halben als Brüder und schwestern ain ander 
leben sollen, so widerwertig waren, im sachen die Religion, unnd ware Christliche Lehr bethreffent, und das sy 
nichts liebers sehen möchten, dann das under uns, ainerlay kirchen, und gottesdienst were, damit im Regiment, unnd 
im allen andern stenden, Gottes ehr, der kirchen wolfart, und gemeiner nutz befürdert würde.” 
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herself, leaving him and Rosephus seated together. Much to his surprise, Christoph found the 

Jesuit to be an amiable fellow, and the two happily discussed religion and the principal 

“Streitartickeln” between their faiths for three hours, after which they said their goodbyes and 

Jacobellus headed home.   

Not long after, he was called to the Fugger house for a third visit. This time, he was led into a 

magnificent study lined with books, where he was greeted by Gregor. Looking around the room, 

Christoph quickly noticed that all of the books here contained the writings of either the Church 

Fathers or the councils; there was not a single book of the prophets or apostles to be found. 

Rosephus asked him what he thought of this collection, and if he had read much from the 

Fathers. He replied that it was an impressive collection, and that if his duties allowed him the 

time, and if he had the means to purchase such books, he would eagerly and diligently read them 

all. But he was still only a young theologian, and had not yet explored them thoroughly. He does 

add, however, that although he gives primacy to the books of the apostles and prophets, he sees 

much to be praised in the writings of the Fathers and councils (at least insofar as the latter accord 

with the former). They continued their talk a while, and then retired for the evening.  

On his fourth visit, he was again led into the study to meet Gregor. This time, they took up more 

lofty debate topics, such as the nature and head of the true Catholic Church, and the signs by 

which it might be recognized. Gregor predictably argued on behalf of the Fathers, and Christoph 

on behalf of Luther. When they once again bade each other good night, Jacobellus left feeling 

optimistic. He was so impressed with Rosephus that he began to question the invectives he had 

read and heard against the Jesuits.85 It was not long, however, before he learned that Ursula had 

                                                           
85 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 11v-12r. 
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broken her promise to him, and had already made arrangements for Dr. Wendel to exorcise 

Catharina.  

The final section of this work, titled “Actus 3,” begins with his invitation to attend the exorcism. 

Throughout his meetings with Rosephus, and following the news of the impending exorcism, 

Jacobellus had repeatedly insisted on seeing Catharina. On the 29th of June, Ursula summoned 

him for a fifth visit. He was highly skeptical of her invitation, and feared the scandal it should 

cause were he—an evangelical minister—to attend a Catholic exorcism. However, in the end, he 

decided that his responsibility to the girl trumped all other considerations.86 His resolve was 

aided by Fugger’s personal assurance for his safety, adding that she had spoken of him with both 

Stadtpfleger, who agreed that no misfortune or ill-will should befall him as a result of his 

attendance.87  As she explained it, he was being given the opportunity to see and hear everything 

that was undertaken, and to judge freely for himself their intentions towards him and the girl. 

He was awoken the next morning at 5am, and was escorted for a sixth time to the Fugger house. 

This time, however, the house was full of people—the city’s foremost men and women and, 

among them, Hans Fugger.88 They had just finished a Mass for the girl in the Fugger chapel, and 

Christoph was quickly ushered into an adjoining room. In the center of the room was a bed, on 

which Catharina lay. To her right stood Wendel and one of his servants, who held open some 

manuscript for him. To the left of the bed stood Ursula Fugger.   

The girl recognized him immediately and greeted him with tears. A servant brought in a chair, 

and Christoph was made to sit behind the head of the bed. Once he took his seat, the ritual began. 

                                                           
86 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 13r-v.  
87 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 12v-13r  
88 I suspect this was Johannes Fugger, rather than Hans Jakob Fugger. The former was married to another one of 
Canisius’ converts, Elisabeth von Nothharfft; Hans Jakob, on the other hand, was removed from the Fugger firm in 
1564 on account of his mounting debt, and was forced to flee his creditors in Augsburg for the safety of Munich.  
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Wendel, wielding a silver cross in his right hand, and with a stole draped over his left, began to 

sprinkle her with holy water, “to see if the demon might be driven off.”89 Unfortunately for the 

girl, the ritual stretched on for hours. In that time, the priest read aloud in Latin from all of the 

gospels and epistles, favoring the gospel of John, which he was apparently accustomed to use in 

such rites. Throughout, the girl lay still with great patience. She wept and sighed deeply, but at 

no point did she exhibit any sign of being possessed.90 On several occasions, “out of fear,” she 

indicated that she was thirsty, and was given something to drink.91 Her thirst, here, is highly 

significant, as one of the common symptoms of possession was a lack of desire to eat or drink.92 

Moreover, we see an interesting contrast with the 1563 Roschmann account. When Susanna 

asked for something to drink, Scheibenhart secretly gave her consecrated water, which 

consequently caused her demon to manifest. Here, when Catharina drank, nothing happened.  

Finally, three hours in, she turned to Wendel and, with complete humility (ganz demütig), spoke: 

"Mein Herr, do not frighten me so; if you’re going to kill me, please just do it. Free me from this 

torment and suffering.”93 At this, the Jesuit turned red, and, leaning in, whispered something in 

the girl’s ear; the only other person close enough to hear what he said might have been Ursula.94 

As he stood straight, he asked Catharina whether she believed in Mary. “No,” she replied, “I do 

not. And while I live, I cannot and will not believe in her, as I have been instructed better than 

                                                           
89 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 14v: “damit er villeicht, den Teuffel desto ehe aus treiben wöllen.”  
90 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 15r: “das [sy] nicht ain ainges zaichen, aines bessessene, an jm hette vermerkt worden 
können, allain hatt sy gewaint… und manchen tieffen seuffzen gelassen, sonnst hat sy, weil dise ganze Action 
geweret, kain wort geredt.”   
91 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 15r “Ettlich mal hat sy vor grosser angst trinken begert, welchs ir vergönt....”   
92 See, for example, Theatrum Diabolorum, 561r 
93 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 15r: “Main Herr, [ängstigen] mich nitt also, wolt ir mich aber gar umbs leben bringen, so 
thut es baldt, so komt ir mein ab, und werde ich von solcher plag unnd marter, auch erlödigt.”  
94 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 15v:  “und gleich schamrot drüber worden, hatt er ettliche wort dem Mägdlain haimblich 
ins ohr gesagt, was es sey gewesen, hat man nicht hören können, allain die Függerin, die mag es gehört haben.” 
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that. If it is His will, I will abide by God until my end.”95 Hearing this, Wendel held the crucifix 

close to her face, and ordered her to kiss it. Three times she slapped it away. 

Loudly and in German, the Jesuit began to recite to her the articles of the faith. Whereas she had 

reacted little to his Latin recitations, something about hearing the articles in German elicited a 

reaction. She began to weep again, and sighed heavily through tears as she repeated the articles 

back. Unable to stay silent any more, Jacobellus rose from his seat and spoke:  

Herr Wendel, as you can see, the girl is in no way possessed. She has demonstrated none 
of the usual signs. See how she cries at the confession of our Christian faith; that is not a 
sign of possession, but of a girl with a deeply saddened heart and soul. What she needs is 
the comfort of God’s word, not exorcism. Therefore, I can no longer condone nor 
acknowledge the legitimacy of this ritual; nowhere in the books of the prophets or 
apostles is this act established.96 

Hearing this, the girl turned to the preacher and spoke: “Mein Herr, in God’s name, I pray that 

you help free me of this place.”97 He promised her he would do everything in his power to help 

her. He assured her—loudly, for all in the room to hear—that she had a lord and lady who 

wanted the best for her, and who would not try to compel her to do or believe anything against 

her conscience, and that she should give herself daily to prayer. “Think,” he instructed, “on the 

confession of our holy, catholic,98 apostolic faith, which Christ himself taught. Do this, and all 

                                                           
95  SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 15v: “Nein, ich glaubs nit, kans und wils auch nit glauben, weil ich lebe, dann ich 
anders und bessers bin gelehrt, und underwisen worden, darbey ich auch Ob Gott will bleiben unnd verharren will, 
bis an mein Ende.”   
96 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 16v: “Herr Wendel, dieses Mägdlin ist kaines wegs besössen, das ir dann, vil güte 
anzaigung hatt, dann das herzlich gebett, das innerliche seuffzen, und die vilfältigen thränen, neben der bekantnus 
unsers Christlichen glaubens sein nit zaichen aines besössnen menschen, sondern vil mehr anzaigung, aines sehr 
betrübte herzens und gewissens, welches vil mehr  mit trost aus Gottes wort, solte gesterket, dann also hart 
beschwert werden, zu dem kan ich auch disen processum, so inn diser ganzen Action gehalten worden, nicht für 
recht erkennen, weil er aus Gottes wortt, und hayligen schrifft ja mit ain ainigen Exempel des herrn Christi, oder 
seiner lieben apostell nicht mag bezeuget, oder erwisen werden.” 
97 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 17r: “Mein Herr, ich bitt euch umb Gottes willen ir wellet rathen und helffen, das ich hie 
mechte widerumb erlediget und erlöset werden, dann ich sehr ubell gethon, das ich mich hieherr begeben, unnd 
darein bewilliget habe,  so ist es aber, wie ir wisset, mehr aus hochtreingender noth, dann umb anderer ursach willen 
gestehen, dann man mir in Spittal taglich gedrawet, das man mich gar hinwegk schaffen, was ich mich mitt hieherr 
begeben wölle.”   
98 Many of the Augsburg ministers of this period frequently employed the lower-case adjective “catholic” to refer to 
their faith, and this certainly should not be interpreted as evidence of a conversion to Catholicism. See, for example, 
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the devils in Hell will be powerless to harm you.” With a sigh, she responded, “If it His will that 

I should remain here, then may God have pity on me.” Jacobellus took her hand in his, and, 

crying himself, led her in a common Christian prayer, in which several of those assembled joined 

them. As they finished, Catharina was led out of the bed and into an adjacent room by two 

servants. He himself was dismissed by Ursula Fugger, but not before being told to keep quiet 

about what had happened this night.99 

At the time that he wrote this account, Jacobellus had not set foot in the Fugger house again, nor 

had he been allowed to see the girl, which to him was a cause of great concern. He wondered if 

the Catholics were able to break her resolve and convert her, wondered about what violence and 

threats they would use to do this. He ended by explaining that he felt compelled to put all of this 

in writing once the Catholics began using these stories to slander honorable people, but adds that 

he had no plans to publish this account. Let the Devil shame himself; such a blatant, open lie is 

not worthy of a response.100  

* * *  

We hear little of Jacobellus following this event, and accounts vary widely as to what befell him. 

Most accounts agree that within a few years (1569 or 1570) he either left or was dismissed from 

his post, and possibly (though not likely) also expelled from the city. This departure, in any case, 

is corroborated by a note in one of the manuscripts containing this account at the Staats- und 

Stadtbibliothek in Augsburg, which explains that Jacobellus began preaching in Pforzheim in 

March, 1573.101 He stayed there until his death, not long after.  

                                                           
Georg Meckhart’s 1574 treatise and his discussion of the difference between the true catholic (re: allgemeine) 
Church and the Church of Rome. Meckhart (1574), 16-22.  
99 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 18v. 
100 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 18v. 
101 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 19r-v.   
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An exploration of city records has yet only revealed two references to him, both from the 

Ratsprotokolle: The actual motivation for his departure from Augsburg is unclear, but these city 

records seem to indicate that he left of his own volition. 

July 6, 1570: Regarding Modestus Jacobellus, the Strafherr shall furnish a report, and 
then issue to him a certificate testifying to his service.  

July 11, 1570: The requested document has been supplied to Modestus Jacobellus.102  

 
These entries suggest at least a somewhat amicable parting of ways between Augsburg and 

Jacobellus. Nevertheless, the chronicles and histories typically cast his departure from a much 

more antagonistic mold. Joseph Friedrich Rein’s 1749 history of the Augsburg ministry claims 

that Jacobellus was dismissed in 1569 because of an accumulation of debt, because he refused to 

sign the articles of Concord in 1569, and because he was rumored to be a Flaccianer.103 Another 

seventeenth-century history cites his “Theologische wandel” as the cause of his dismissal, 

perhaps referring to his alleged returned to Catholicism;104 another blames his “ärgerliches 

leben.”105 Abraham Thelot finds three different reasons given for his dismissal in 1570: first, 

because of his “quarrelsome and jealous preaching,” second because he was a Flaccianer, and 

third, because he lived an “unordenliches Leben.” Against these, though, he says it is more likely 

that Christoph was “bitten” (gebissen) by the Catholics.106 This latter theory finds support in an 

anonymous sixteenth-century church-chronicle. This Latin church-chronicle cites rumors of his 

                                                           
102 SuStBA Ratsprotokolle41, 21r, 23v. “July 6 1570: Modestus Jacobellus halb soll von der straffherren bericht 
eingezogen, und im alsdann urkund mitgethailt werden… July 11: Modesti Jacobellus soll das begert urkhundt 
mitgethailt werden.” 
103 Joseph Friedrich Rein, Eigentliche Abbildung derer so wohl Alt als Neuen Evangelischen Kirchen in Augspurg, 
nebst deren Beschreibung. (Augsburg, 1749), Nr. 56.  
104 SuStBA 8 Cod Aug 21: Verzeichniss der Predigern zu Augsburg, 1517-1635, Nr. 56. 
105 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 102: Gründtliche und Ordentliche Beschreibung aller evangelischen predigcanten we 
dieselben von annao 1517 bis auff 1634 allhie zu Augspurg, auff einander gevolgt sein, 52.  
106 Thelot, 2:324v.  
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alleged Flaccianism, but also specifically cites his conflict with the Jesuits over the exorcism of 

Catharina Gutlebin.107 

Whatever the official reason for his departure (if one was ever given), there is strong evidence to 

suggest that Völck and the Fuggers had a hand in it. It is important to first appreciate, however, 

how much publicity these exorcisms had captured over the last few years. Paul von Stetten 

reports that Wendel’s exorcisms had caused a great deal of animosity to pour forth both from 

Catholic and Protestant pulpits.108 We learn from another anonymous church chronicle that the 

Jesuits’ exorcism of two servant-girls in the cathedral and the basilica were causing a stir, as in 

both cases neither girl exhibited any sign of possession.109 Achilles Gasser confirms this uproar, 

referencing seven such “performances.” He says that it was on account of these incidents that the 

city council was compelled to retain his services. On August 17, 1568, Gasser was sent to the 

home of Georg Fugger to determine if there was any evidence that the girls were in fact suffering 

from supernatural afflictions. He determined that the Jesuits and monks “who love the darkness 

more than the light,” were using the girls to give strength to their blasphemy. He adds that this 

has been going on for over two years, and with other girls. There was no more validity to these 

cases than there was in the Roschmann case five years previous, from which poor girl 

Scheibenhart had since allegedly exorcised forty different demons.110   

                                                           
107 SuStBA 4 cod Aug 143: Kirchengeschichte Augsburg 1532-86. 93r: “ut fama erat propter Flaccianismum, alii 
propter contentionen cum Jesuitis de expulsione diaboli ex ancilla Fuggerana Catharina Guetliebin…”  
108 Stetten, 582: “Weilen aber solches so wohl auf denen Evanglelisch als Catholischen Canzeln zu Controvers-
Predigten Anlass gab, und hieraus leichtlich mehrere Widerwärtigkeiten hätten entstehen können, als wurde denen 
Jesuiten bedeutet, dergleichen Actus hinfüro in der Stille und bey geschlossenen Thüren vorzunehmen, die 
Evangelische Prediger aber erinnert, sich auf der Cantzel bescheiden zu halten.” 
109 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 137, 45r. We know from the Jesuits’ correspondence that Susanna was exorcized in the 
basilica at least once. PCE 5.210. The exorcism in the cathedral may have been Canisius’ first exorcism of Anna von 
Bernhausen, although this would have likely occurred in 1569, placing it after the city council’s prohibition in public 
exorcisms in the latter half of 1568.  
110 Gasser, 3:123. Says the girls were suffering from secret suffering and senseless affection: “mit zweyen Mägdlein/ 
so nun lange Zeit mit heimlichen Leyden und unsinnger Lieb behafft gewesen.” 
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Further evidence that these exorcisms were causing a public controversy can be found in the 

wide circulation of an anonymous broadsheet lampooning the Jesuits’ efforts in this regard.111 

The earliest appearance of this work is 1569, only a year or two after these exorcisms started to 

be conducted openly in Catholic churches. In simple rhyming verse (AABB), it relates how a 

Jesuit resolved to convert one of the Fuggers’ servant-girls by coming to her at night in the guise 

of a demon. Thus far, all conventional efforts to convert the girl had failed. The plan here was to 

frighten her into believing that demons were coming for her, such that she would run to the 

protection of the Catholic Church. The first night the Jesuit visited her, she was indeed terrified. 

The next morning, she confided in one of the house’s guards, telling him about the demon, and 

expressing concern that it might return. Sure enough, the Jesuit donned his costume and came to 

her again the next night. This time as she screamed, the vigilant young guard came running to 

her aid, sword drawn. Seeing the demon, he ran the blade hilt-deep into its stomach, killing the 

man and devil both. The story concludes that the zealous Jesuits, when confronted with the piety 

of the faithful, must themselves become devils to try to overcome their resistance.  

The hell-hound exorcism account recorded in Jacobellus speaks to the subtlety of Augsburg’s 

counter-reformers, although to appreciate this subtlety we need to establish a timeline for the 

events that Christoph describes, and we need to take a closer look at its thematic construction. 

The exorcism of the hell-hound from Susanna took place June 25, 1568. Catharina’s exorcism is 

June 30, 1568, approximately a week after she was taken from the hospital, where she had been 

under Christoph’s care for at least eight weeks (late April-late June). I would suggest that the 

Catholic hell-hound polemic began to circulate sometime in the weeks following Catharina’s 

                                                           
111 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 147, Warhaffter Bericht, wie ein Jesuuiter in teüfels gestalt: in wellichem er ein 
Evangelische Mensch, vom jrem Glauben abzuschröcken vermaint, erstorben worden. Geschrieben alhie zum 
Augspurg im 1569 jar. 
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first exorcism on June 30. At the end of his account, Jacobellus states that he does not know what 

would become of her, but by the end of August, Christoph would no-doubt have heard Gasser’s 

report on the girls, as it was the preachers who put pressure on council to send Gasser to 

investigate. Christoph’s account, which included the original polemic, likely circulated within 

the ministry before then, and may have even been the reason the ministry pressed the council to 

intervene.  

By mixing fact with fiction, the polemicist of the hell-hound account managed to create a 

reasonably believable narrative. The Catholic polemic states that Jacobellus sought the help of 

the Jesuits out of great concern for his daughter, and was persuaded of their power by what he 

had witnessed at Wendel’s exorcism. Although at first it seems unlikely that the Protestant 

preacher would be attending an exorcism at the basilica, it is not altogether implausible. 

Jacobellus reports that for weeks, Ursula and her priests had been threatening to exorcise the girl. 

She would have been taken from the hospital only days before the June 25th exorcism. If he had 

come to think of Catharina as a daughter, as both accounts suggest, it is very believable that 

Christoph would have sought out Fugger, even in a Catholic church. If he was there, and if he 

was seen to be talking to Ursula Fugger following the ritual, then that would lend credibility to 

the polemic narrative. Further, we can surmise that it was no secret that Jacobellus attended the 

exorcism on June 30th, as he himself speaks at length about what a risk he was taking.112 If he 

was known to have attended the exorcism on June 30th, his presence at the June 25th event would 

seem even more plausible. Narratively speaking, given that one of the purposes of all these 

public exorcisms was to demonstrate the power and majesty of the Catholic Church, it does not 

seem such a stretch that a Protestant preacher could have been won back to the Church through 

                                                           
112 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146: 6r, 12v-13r. 
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such a miracle. Just as Michael Roschmann, whose hatred of the Catholics was apparently quite 

famous, returned to the Church in 1563 after Scheibenhart saved his daughter, so too might the 

preacher’s love for his “daughter” have overcome his theological convictions.113  

* * *  

The exorcism of Catharina Gutlebin seems to have been a departure from those that came before, 

especially insofar as it is the only account we have that is not explicitly polemical. We might 

question specific aspects of it, or wonder about how Christoph casts himself within the narrative, 

but there are several good reasons for treating this as a credible source. First it was never printed, 

nor did he intend it to be. We know exactly why he was writing it, and for whom: for the other 

ministers, to assure them that he had not converted to Catholicism. Despite this motivation, he 

nevertheless reports his somewhat clandestine meetings with the Jesuit cathedral preacher, a fact 

that probably would not have endeared him to some of the other preachers (to say nothing of his 

favorable appraisal of Rosephus, or of his appreciation of the church councils and fathers). Other 

details, such as his not being able to hear what Völck whispered in Catharina’s ear, suggest that 

he was reporting events as he experienced them.  

One of the principal conclusions we can draw from Jacobellus’ account was that Catharina was 

used as a pawn in a bid to secure a much larger prize: the conversion of a Protestant preacher. 

Recall that when Jacobellus told Ursula that the girl was not possessed, and that she did not show 

a single symptom suggesting possession, Fugger did not bother to argue the point. Instead, she 

began to speak of what a shame it was that the city was still divided over religion. Unsatisfied 

with this first visit, Christoph nevertheless kept returning to the Fugger house, with the 

                                                           
113 This theme of fathers returning to Catholicism after their daughters were exorcised appears again in Canisius’ 
brief account to Borgia of Anna’s 1570 exorcism. Duhr, 735.   
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expectation that he would finally be allowed to visit Catharina. Instead, he ended up spending all 

his time with Rosephus, who tried to lay the ground-work for his conversion. Jacobellus himself 

commented that he was impressed when he was led into the Fugger study filled with the works 

of the Church Fathers and councils. Moreover, he records that he actually enjoyed their talks, and 

by the end of their third afternoon together, he even found himself reevaluating his prejudice 

against the Jesuits.  

The exorcism itself was carefully choreographed. Christoph was summoned before the break of 

dawn, only to arrive in the Fugger house to find it filled with many of the city’s foremost citizens 

and leaders, waiting on his arrival. The site of the ritual was laid out in the shape of the cross: the 

bed on which the girl lay was the central stake, Wendel stood to her right, Fugger to her left. A 

stool was brought in special to place behind the head of the bed, on which he was to sit. 

Catharina played the role of suffering innocent on the cross, while Christoph was made to bear 

witness to the miracle of her salvation. This was indeed a high and unprecedented honor for one 

of the city’s newest and youngest evangelical preachers. 

In other exorcism accounts, the demon always makes itself known in the possessed, either by 

speaking with its own demonic voice, or else by acting in a violent or unseemly manner. Here, 

however, neither cross nor holy water nor scripture could induce her to bite, scream, spit or 

curse. Catharina simply lay there, quietly sobbing. After she begged Wendel to put her out of her 

misery, one can only wonder what the Jesuit whispered in her ear. When she slapped the crucifix 

from her face, Christoph noted that the preacher seemed to redden. If we can believe that detail, 

this is highly significant. In many exorcism accounts, the exorcist is bitten, punched, stabbed, 

covered in spit, urine, and vomit. Catharina’s refusal to kiss the cross here seems like a small 

offence by comparison, unless Wendel had cause to expect that she would cooperate. Another 
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perplexing detail is the fact that in a room full of powerful people, this young preacher somehow 

brought the whole ritual to a close with his objections. This makes no sense, unless we 

understand that the whole event was staged for his benefit. Once it was clear that the plan had 

failed, there was no reason to follow through with the ritual.  

The polemic that followed about the June 25th event was likely a Catholic attempt to save face in 

light of the failed attempt to convert Christoph. If they could not win a high-profile convert, they 

could at least sow doubt within the ministry about Jacobellus’ confessional allegiance. The 

rumors of his Flaccian orientation were likely contrivances. In the latter half of the sixteenth 

century, we find dozens of instances in Augsburg where labels like “Zwinglian” and “Flaccian” 

are thrown about without any reference to theological conviction, instead serving as blanket 

terms for non-conformity.114 It is very possible that this and other rumors about his unvirtuous 

lifestyle were attempts to discredit his account of the Gutlebin exorcism, and pave the way for 

his removal.  

* * *  

                                                           
114 As we have seen, many of these “Zwinglian” accusations were given voice by Georg Melhorn in the early 1550s. 
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oft-repeated claims was that the Catholic government in Augsburg replaced all of the good Lutheran preachers with 
“Flaccians.” Ulm Stadtarchiv A [53721] Nr. 2, 873v-874r. Representatives of Württemberg, responding to one of 
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of the new preachers or not. Ulm Stadtarchiv A [53721] Nr. 3, 717r-v. As a final example of this trend, by the 
1590s, Georg Müller declared that any Protestant who did not believe that Christ instituted baptism as a form of 
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A note on intentions is warranted here. I assert that the exorcisms held in Augsburg in the 1560s 

were part of a carefully planned program of counter-reform. I am persuaded by Roper’s 

interpretation of exorcism as a religious conflict played out in the flesh.115 However, whereas she 

is more interested in this contest as a manifestation of psycho-social angst, I have emphasized its 

utility as Counter-Reformation theater. The fact that the exorcisms begin during the plague years 

of 1563-1564 is likely not a coincidence. As crime and mortality rates steadily and inexplicably 

rose, these exorcism events heightened the reality of the war between God and the Devil by 

staging that struggle physically in the bodies of the possessed. Because those bodies also 

belonged to Protestants, that struggle was simultaneously one between Catholicism and 

Protestantism. While the Protestant ministers could only counsel prayer and patience to those 

believed to be possessed by demons, each consecutive exorcism performed successfully by 

Scheibenhart was proof of the intercessory power of the Catholic Church. Its great rhetorical 

effect, however, should not belie that fact that those orchestrating this theater may have 

genuinely believed in its supernatural substance. Ursula Fugger, who supplied the afflicted for 

these performances, seems to have firmly believed in the reality of their conditions. Canisius, in 

a series of letters to his Jesuit superiors in 1569, warned about Fugger’s superstition. In addition 

to the unheard-of preponderance of demonic possessions within her household, he explained that 

she also held to a strange conviction in the transmigration of souls.116 As she understood it, the 

souls of the dead could return to possess the living. In the spring of 1569, she even set out for 

Rome to meet with the General of the Jesuits to bring his attention to this phenomenon, and to 

relate what she had witnessed in her own home over the last decade. On learning of her arrival in 
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Rome on October 29th, 1569, Canisius wrote to Borgia that he hoped the general had more luck 

dissuading her of this notion than he had.117  

Divisions within Augsburg Catholicism 

When Canisius arrived in Augsburg in spring, 1559, he began an ambitious program of 

educational, monastic, and counter reform. He wrote catechisms, composed a new rule for the 

local convents, and attempted to enforce discipline within the cathedral chapter itself. During his 

time in Augsburg, religious processions—the likes of which had scarce been seen in Augsburg in 

over half a century—became more commonplace.118 He used the Exercises to re-convert a 

number of prominent patricians.119 Targeting the thousands who had drifted from Catholicism, 

but who had not yet been bitten by heresy, he gave a prolific number of sermons.120 These events 

reportedly drew not only rich and poor alike, but frequently also interested Protestants.121   

The exorcism campaign, however, was not a part of his program. Loyola himself was highly 

skeptical of the practice, and we find some of that same skepticism in Canisius.122 Nonetheless, 

Canisius was not blind to the popular excitement the ritual could engender. On March 5th, 1564, 

(shortly after his patron, Ursula, had begun holding exorcisms in the Fugger palace), he delivered 

a sermon on witches and demons, emphasizing the very real danger they presented to lives and 
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livelihoods.123  While witches could be defeated with fire and the sword, demons could only be 

fought with the spiritual weapons of the Church: exorcisms, the sign of the cross, prayer, fasts, 

etc.124  It was because they abjured these spiritual tools that the Protestant preachers were unable 

to bring any relief to their flock.125  

Still, Canisius’ endorsement of exorcisms should not be taken as evidence that he collaborated 

with Scheibenhart in this regard. By 1564, Canisius, his Fugger allies, and cardinal Otto were in 

the midst of a heated conflict with the local Catholic clergy, who felt they were being pushed 

aside by outsiders. From his post at the patrician church of St. Moritz, Scheibenhart remained 

largely outside this dispute. Mair suggests, however, that it was in large part because of the 

independence which Scheibenhart enjoyed that he and Otto were perpetually at odds; that, and 

the fact that, according to the bishop, Scheibenhart was very difficult to get along with 

generally.126 While Canisius’ does not appear to have had strong feelings either way about the 

preacher at St. Moritz, his own caution with respect to exorcism and his dependency on Otto’s 

political support in the dispute with the cathedral make it unlikely that he would have been 

secretly endorsing Scheibenhart’s exorcism activities.  

Canisius’ popularity among the Catholic laity can hardly be disputed. His first sermons in 

Augsburg were delivered during the 1555 Diet of Augsburg, and it was in large part a 

consequence of the success of these sermons that the dean of the cathedral, Christoph von 

Freyberg, collaborated with Otto to have Canisius replace Fabri in 1559. He took up his post in 

the cathedral in June. During that summer, Canisius only preached on feast days; by late-
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September, though, he took over preaching full-time. By the end of 1559, he had delivered over 

fifty sermons.127 More than 900 people are reported to have packed the cathedral during one of 

his 1560 Easter sermons.128 Early in 1560, Freyberg wrote to the archbishop of Mainz that 

Canisius’ had made “unhoped-for” gains in converting not only Augsburg’s citizens, but also its 

government (Magistrat).129 In the face of Canisius’ successes, adds Freyberg, the Protestant 

preachers “raged and gnashed their teeth”; and the more the preachers ranted and railed and 

slandered the Jesuits, the more the evangelical burghers were put off by their own ministers. 130 

In the face of these attacks, Canisius boasted to Nicolaus Goudanus:  

Your Reverence must congratulate me on being written down as a heretic, and even a 
heresiarch, by the heretics. They are dubbing the Jesuits ‘Canists' and alleging that they 
deny Christ to be Mediator as well as Intercessor. Well, what would you [do in my 
place]?. . . Let us be glad and rejoice that we are accounted worthy to hear ourselves 
called Jesuwider, soul-murderer, hell-hound, ravening wolf, prince of hypocrites, etc. 
With these blossoms are we garlanded. Blessed by God, who, perchance, intends them as 
the preliminaries to a harder battle and a violent death.131 

Brodrick writes that by the end of his first year in office, Canisius had become one of the most 

loved and hated men in the city.  

Canisius’ conflict with the cathedral chapter began almost as soon as he arrived in 1559. This 

conflict began as a dispute over the Jesuits’ rights (as agents of the bishop) to interfere in the 

affairs of the cathedral, a point particularly contested after Canisius assumed full-time preaching 

duties in September, 1559.132 Relations could not have been helped by a series of sermons he 

delivered over the following winter, in which he repeatedly returned to a critique of the city’s 

political and ecclesiastic leaders, singling out the canons for their lavish feasts and indulgent 
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lifestyle, at a time when children starved and went about naked in the street. 133 In a letter to the 

Jesuit general Diego Laynez in 1559, he described the local clergy as “ill-instructed and 

apathetic,” and he complained that the cathedral chapter did not balk at usurping the rights of the 

bishop.134  

Probably owing to Freyberg’s glowing report, late in 1560 the archbishop of Mainz invited 

Canisius to assist with Catholic reforms in his territory. The cathedral chapter, however—

acknowledging (however grudgingly) that the reformer was advancing the Catholic cause in 

Augsburg—refused to release Canisius from his duties in the cathedral. Already that year, he had 

spent two months (May-July) travelling to and from Vienna, a fact about which the chapter had 

evidently complained to Otto.135 The bishop, responding to these complaints, suggested (not for 

the first time) that a Jesuit college be established in Augsburg to allow the order a permanent 

presence in the city.136 The chapter wrote back that this was not possible, “because the 

Protestants, who formed the majority of the population, heartily detested the Jesuits and might 

cause serious trouble if they were admitted.”137 Their concern about overly-upsetting the 

Protestants appears in another letter a few months later. After Canisius oversaw the conversion 

of a hundred citizens during Easter, 1561, the chapter wrote to Otto that “the Lutheran preachers 

are making an uproar, furious to see their prey snatched from their very jaws. It is said that if Dr. 

Canisius remains much longer in this city, the heretical preachers will expel him by violent 

means."138  
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When Canisius was called to the Council of Trent in 1562, his absence further infuriated the 

cathedral canons. They needed him if they were going to advance the Counter Reformation 

locally, and they hated that they needed him to do this. After Canisius had been absent six 

months, in a letter to Cardinal Hosius on June 6, 1562, Otto complained:  

The good men of Augsburg clamour and complain without ceasing. Their vehement cries 
and lamentations have become a torment to me, telling how they suffer from hunger and 
thirst for the divine word, and how they fear that their daily need and the absence of him 
who supplied it may give the purveyors of poisoned food a chance to intervene. . . Why is 
Canisius, Augsburg's own man, detained by you at Trent? . . . The loss to Augsburg is 
altogether greater than the gain to Trent, so that I regard it as an offence against religion 
not to return Canisius to the place whither he was sent by God, as the incredible results of 
his labours prove. I am besieged by the letters of my Augsburg flock and by the 
expostulations of his brethren here in Rome who all assert that Augsburg is suffering the 
gravest harm from his absence.139 

Relations between the cathedral and the Jesuits soured even further in 1563. Since Canisius and 

Elderen had begun preaching in the cathedral in 1559 and 1560, it was implicitly understood that 

they also had the chapter’s permission to hear confessions and administer the sacraments. Late in 

1563, complaints from the local clergy reached the canons, accusing the Jesuits of introducing 

alterations to the local liturgy, and questioning whether they even had the right to administer the 

sacraments in the first place.140 Others charged that Canisius’ commitments outside the city 

compromised his ability to fulfill his obligations to the office of cathedral preacher.141 By 

December, the Catholic clergy were attacking one another from the pulpit. The leader of this 

local opposition was the Domscholaster Johann Ulrich Hubmaier, who successfully petitioned 

the canons to revoke the Jesuits’ rights to hear confession and administer the sacraments in the 

cathedral in 1564.142  
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In the midst of this schism, Canisius heaped fuel on the fire with renewed attacks on the local 

clergy. In September, 1563, he preached:  

Where is charity now to be found? Is it among the priests and ecclesiastics, where, 
indeed, it should be seen? Not so: for these men perform the Divine Office and 
administer the sublime Sacraments without devotion. Often they honour God with their 
lips, rather than with their hearts. Unlike David, they bring no love to their singing; 
unlike Jeremias, they have no zeal to bewail the sins of the people...143 

In his New Year’s sermon in 1564, he complained:  

Among the clergy many are to be found who, through ignorance or human respect, 
negligence or sloth, bury out of sight the Holy Name of God, instead of confessing it or 
making it known. They will not feed their poor neglected sheep with the Divine Word. . . 
and they sully their high calling with fleshy lusts and deeds...144 

During Lent, he asserted that following the example of the local clerics, scarcely one Catholic in 

a hundred observed fasting. By June, he accused the clergy of bringing shame to the dignity of 

their office. Not only did their lack of piety and discipline shame the sacrament, but it provided 

fodder for the Church’s enemies. These priests, who stumble up to the altar drunk and bored, do 

their priestly work as a matter of routine. “With them,” he preached, “there is no honesty at 

home, no sobriety at table, no continence in bed, no study in books, no devotion in heart or 

soul.”145 On March 12, Martin Eisengrein, the superintendent of the ultra-Catholic university in 

Ingolstadt, wrote to Laynez in Canisius’ defense:  

The rest of the clergy in Germany would seem to be fast asleep and as free of care as if 
nothing of the havoc which confronts us, nothing of the lamentable downfall of so many 
souls could be laid to their charge. Your Reverend Paternity could not look without tears 
upon the wretched condition of some German dioceses, or upon so many of the clergy, 
rendered utterly hateful to Catholics and a mockery to heretics by the enormity of their 
wickedness.146 
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Prohibited to administer the sacraments in the cathedral, the Jesuits continued to perform these 

rites in the Fugger chapel, which was established that year in the Fugger palace through the 

influence of Ursula and Sibylla.147 Those who went to the chapel for confession and the 

sacraments, however, were denounced as adherents of the Jesuit sect. 148 

In June, 1564, Hubmaier and the canons sent a formal list of complaints against the Jesuits to 

Otto, among which we find the following:  

1. They do not obey the Dean or anyone else.  
2. They allow women to enter their houses and yet wish to be considered above 
suspicion.                             
3. In their sermons and in the confessional they scandalously bring odium upon the 
clergy.  
4. They would have it believed that they alone are virtuous men.  
5. The keep themselves aloof from other people.  
6. They comfort nobody but invariably drive people to despair.149 

 
This last complaint refers to Jesuit efforts to reform the Augsburg confessional. Canisius, for his 

part, found the whole dispute over the right to administer the sacraments laughable. Writing to 

Otto in June, he stated that of course people preferred to come to them for confession and 

absolution, as their sacraments were better and holier than the Augsburg clergy’s.150  In early 

1565, Otto gave his own evaluation of the Augsburg clergy’s sacraments. He accused them of 

following that “most evil custom” of permitting vague confessions.151 The Augsburg Catholics 

were accustomed to come to these priests and say: “I have sinned against God. I am sorry, give 

me absolution.” For fear of embarrassing those confessing, local confessors would refrain from 

asking indelicate questions. Canisius and Elderen, on the other hand, boasted that they would not 
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shy away from these questions, such as when they were duty-bound to interrogate young women 

for details concerning fornication and adultery.152   

The bishop responded to these complaints with scorn. He wrote to Canisius to assure him that the 

local clergy were driven by nothing more than spite and jealousy, and that he and his colleagues 

enjoyed the bishop’s full support.153 With the support of Otto and their Fugger allies, the Jesuits 

of Augsburg were eventually able to negotiate a compromise with the chapter, whereby they 

would be permitted to continue to preach in the cathedral, and to administer the sacraments in the 

convent of St. Catharine and in the Fugger chapel. Despite this settlement, however, Canisius 

was compelled to write to Laynez in November, 1564, complaining that the canons continued to 

hinder them at every step:  

They resent us for neighbours and are working to prevent us from administering the 
Sacraments at St. Catherine's. It is difficult, too, just now to rent a new residence, so we 
are left suspended between hope and fear. . . I think myself that the clergy of Augsburg 
will not easily tolerate our having a place for confessions and communions in any church 
of the city, so we have decided to refrain from giving Holy Communion during the next 
few months. It is extraordinary that in this little flock of Catholics two priests, anxious to 
help quite gratis with the ministry of the Sacraments, should not be tolerated. Thus does 
Our Lord put us to the test, and not by our Catholic brethren only, but also by other foes 
who vociferate strenuously against the Jesuits as vagabonds incapable of settling down 
anywhere.154 
 

A Light in the Long Dark: the Miracle at St. Moritz 

While the relationship between the Jesuits and the cathedral chapter began to fall apart, 

Augsburg was gripped by panic. By April, the plague, which was ravaging all of Germany, 

finally found its way to the city, claiming 50 victims in that month alone.155  Attempts to halt its 

spread through quarantine protocols and prohibiting unnecessary gatherings enjoyed at best 
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limited success.156  On September 28th alone, 241 people are reported to have died.157 A week 

later, on October 5th, the city council took the extraordinary step of separating in two, having half 

of the city government remain outside Augsburg for the duration of the outbreak, lest the entire 

regime succumb to plague.158 Along with the city government, around 700 other prominent 

citizens—including the cathedral canons—fled for the relative safety of the countryside.159 

Having stayed behind, Stadtpfleger Rehlinger ordered the construction of a new plague house, 

and he set about establishing new graveyards outside the city for the plague-dead. He also hired 

Achilles Gasser to minister to the families of the councilors who elected to stay behind.   

Despite these measures, the period from September through the end of 1563 was one of the city’s 

worst experiences of plague.160 In a report to council, Michael Reischner, the caretaker of the 

plague house, complained that they were chronically under-staffed. Lay sacristans were brought 

in to administer the sacraments to the dying, but these brave men were dying nearly as fast as the 

ministry could train them.161  In the midst of this death, Laynez wrote to Canisius warning him 

not to take any unnecessary risks.162 Despite this warning, only days before the canons fled, 

Canisius stepped out to the cathedral pulpit and announced that no one seeking confession would 

be turned away. However, not one to take plague lightly, he also counselled his flock to confess 

now while they were still healthy, because (as experience teaches us) the disease could rather 
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quickly render the afflicted unable to speak, or else it might cloud one’s judgement, rendering 

confession invalid.163 On January 13, 1564—as the plague began to show signs of decline—

Elderen wrote to Laynez’ secretary, Polanco, remarking that never before as in the last four 

months had he and Canisius heard as many confessions. “It was only with great effort,” he wrote, 

“that we were able to hear them all. . . as the plague now abates, we can report that, thus far, few 

Catholics have died.”164  

Shortly after the plague began to spread in the city in the spring of 1563, rumors began to 

circulate about a serving-girl in one of the merchant homes who was suffering from demonic 

possession. They told of how she was daily wracked by pain, and was given to fits of madness. 

They also told about the evangelical minsters’ failed attempts to help her.165  On June 19th, 

moreover, it was reported that she had at last been miraculously healed by the local Augustinian 

preacher at St. Moritz (Scheibenhart) through exorcism and the administration of the sacraments. 

This rumor was confirmed when, the next day, this long-suffering girl made her way to 

Scheibenhart’s service at St. Moritz to publicly receive the sacraments and give thanks. In the 

midst of plague, Scheibenhart’s miracle caused a sensation: he had scored a victory over the 

devil himself. A procession organized by Canisius a month later, on the other hand, failed to 

even put a dent in the plague (its expressed purpose); in fact, in the months subsequent, the death 

toll continued to rise precipitously.166 

That Ursula Fugger would choose at this moment to take this sickly daughter of an unimportant 

Protestant weaver into her care and household in the summer of 1563 is hard to believe, unless 
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we place that decision firmly in the contexts established above. A zealous proponent of counter-

reform, Fugger no doubt recognized exorcism as an opportunity to show-case the intercessory 

power of the Catholic sacraments at precisely the moment when the city needed divine mercy the 

most. Even as the Jesuits were stripped of the right to hear confession in the cathedral in 1564 

(with the plague still very much present), Ursula oversaw repeated exorcisms in the palace which 

emphasized the performance of confession, absolution, and the Mass. Unfortunately, we do not 

know the extent to which the Jesuits were involved in these rituals, though they were certainly 

aware of them. Wendel Völck’s own excitement for exorcism becomes evident as early as 

1566.167  

As we have seen, over the next few years, exorcisms would become more common, and would 

eventually even start to be held not only in the Fugger chapel, but also more publicly during 

Catholic services in the basilica and the cathedral. By 1568, Scheibenhart was advancing in 

years, and requested and was permitted to vacate his regular preaching duties. Evidently he 

attempted to retire as an exorcist as well, as that year both Ursula and Sibylla, the latter of whom 

had also been dealing with possession within her own household, wrote to Hoffaeus asking for a 

replacement exorcist. “They implored me with tears,” he told Borgia, “to allow Father Völck to 

take charge of their afflicted women.”168  

For all the political and material support the Fuggers had given the Jesuits, the order could scarce 

afford to refuse this request; that said, Hoffaeus and Borgia both harbored strong reservations 

about their members becoming exorcists. When Hoffaeus relayed permission to the Fuggers that 

they might use Wendel as an exorcist, he attached a number of conditions. In order to protect the 
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reputation of the order, Völck must never perform exorcisms or otherwise attend the afflicted at 

night. Too many rumors started that way. Further, they must not perform these exorcisms in 

public, and they must not perform them more than once a week.169 These conditions evidently 

fell on deaf ears, though. Catharina’s first exorcism took place before the break of dawn on June 

29, only four days after Völck very publicly exorcized Susanna in the basilica of Sts. Ulrich and 

Afra.  

In addition to Susanna and Catharina, Wendel found a third patient in the home of Sibylla and 

Marcus Fugger. For some time, they had had care of a young noble woman named Anna von 

Bernhausen, who had for years been battling her own demons. Martin Eisengrein, from whom 

we have the most detailed account of her 1570 exorcism in Altötting, explains that her troubles 

started when, as a child she took the Lord’s name in vain.170 The demons that took advantage of 

the spiritual impurity this sin engendered caused her to commit other sins, which made space for 

even more demons.171 

By January, 1569, Hoffaeus, succeeding Canisius as Provincial, wrote to general Borgia 

reporting on events in the Fugger house:  

The young women who were exorcized here—God be praised—have now for some time 
been free of symptoms. There is another, though, who often experiences bouts of 
numbness, which can last for four or five hours. She also reports many visions, which 
have been written down. I am highly suspicious of these, but I will await the judgement 
of Pater Canisius. This Pater might be admonished by Your Paternity, that he neither 
countenance nor share these, without at the very least consulting the professors of our 
Provinz, lest aspersions be cast on our Order as a result. These visions purportedly come 
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possession. Eisengrein, 126r. In Canisius’ sermon after the exorcism (in Eisengrein) he explained that as the girl 
matured, the demon from that first unconfessed sin caused her to commit other sins. By the time Canisius was first 
sent to her in 1568/9, she was possessed of seven demons. Ibid, 133r-v.  
171 Eisengrein, 133r-v.   
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from the Virgin Mary; for the time being, I am inclined to believe this is some trick of the 
Devil.172  

In another letter to the general on the 22nd of that month, he again reiterated his insistence that 

Canisius be admonished not to do anything in this business of exorcism that might bring damage 

to their order, or to undo the work they had accomplished. Exorcism is none of our concern, he 

explained.173 Here, Hoffaeus echoed a similar judgement made by Loyola in 1545 upon learning 

that one of his followers was performing exorcism.174 Still, the matter of the Fuggers’ heresies 

was growing increasingly concerning. For that reason, it was decided that Canisius should return 

to Augsburg for a while to see if he could not correct this error. Where Hoffaeus had deep 

misgivings about what was happening in the palace, Canisius was much more sympathetic. In 

April, writing to Borgia, he reported that many were suffering in Augsburg, and that their 

suffering was no mere affectation.175  He applauded Ursula for insisting that her husband purge 

their household of impious books that could corrupt the minds of their maids. He also voiced his 

opinion that the surest way to heal these girls was through prayer to the Virgin.176  

With the Jesuits’ rights in the cathedral having been reestablished during the 1566 Diet of 

Augsburg, the order had reestablished a strong presence in the cathedral. Gregor Rosephus, who 

featured in the Jacobellus affair in 1568, would be one of the longest-serving preachers in the 

cathedral’s history. In 1568, the Jesuits further managed to spread their influence to the Catholic 

patrician church of St. Moritz as well. Following Scheibenhart’s retirement in 1568, Hoffaeus—

thanks to the influence of Johann and Marcus Fugger—had taken over his preaching duties in the 

                                                           
172 Duhr, 732. 
173 “…das Vorangehen [exorcism] entspricht nicht unserem Institut.” Duhr, 732.  
174 “Diese Teufelsaustreibungen kann ich durchauss nicht billigen. Der Pater soll wissen, dass dabei ist, aus den 
Seelen austreiben und es den Exorzisten überlassen, ihr Amt auszuüben.” Duhr, 731.  
175 PCE, 6:289. 
176 That said, it is likely during this stay that Canisius first exorcized Anna. 
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patrician church of St. Moritz, duties which Canisius then took on between February and April, 

1569. Brodrick writes: “How effective the two men [Canisius and Rosephus] proved to be was 

shown by the reactions of the fifteen Protestant preachers in the city, whose anger led them to 

indulge in such feats of obstruction and vituperation that the magistrate had to restrain them for 

fear of a riot."177 

The Roman Intervention, and its Fallout 

The circumstances of Canisius being called on to start performing exorcisms himself are 

interesting. The report Hoffaeus sent to Borgia references the fact that several girls had been 

exorcized by Wendel in the Fugger houses. The first of these we know to be Susanna, who was 

exorcized at least once in June. The second was likely Anna, whom we know Canisius 

apparently exorcized at least once before coming to the chapel-shrine at Altötting in early 

1570.178 Only three young women are ever named in relation to exorcisms in Augsburg. The 

third is Catharina Gutlebin. We know from both Canisius’ and Hoffaeus letters to Borgia and 

from Gasser’s visit to the Fugger palace in 1569 that Ursula believed her not to be possessed by 

demons, but by the souls of the damned seeking salvation.179  On July 13, 1569, Canisius wrote 

to Borgia warning that he had it from Hoffaeus that Ursula and her brother Johannes intended to 

                                                           
177 Brodrick, 691-92. See also PCE, 6:339-40.  
178 Soergel, 123. 
179 Gasser, 3:125: “Sihe/ also hat [Gasser] auch durch Catharinam Gutlebin/ der Fuggerin Hof Jungfraw/ under ding 
von newem allhie zuwurcken angefangen/ dann dieselbst wurde zim offermal / mit setlzamen Fantaseyen vezuckt/ 
und wann sie alsdann wider zu jhr selber kame/ erzehlte sie dem närrischen und bald glaübigen Hausgesind viel vom 
Himmel/ von der Hell/ und den guten und bösen Engeln daselbsten/ sonderlich aber von der Jungkfrawen Maria/ wie 
sie mit derselben Himmelblawen Mantel bedeckt wurde…“; Braunsberger also cites a passage from the Latin 
version of Gasser’s chronicle that is not included in the German. Commenting on the spectacle of the Fuggers’ 
pilgrimage to Rome in September, 1569, Gasser writes: “Iterque XVIJ die, duodecim onustis mulis sequentibus 
ingress, praeter Susanam suam veterem alumnam, quam obsessam daemonijs, et alteram quandam ancillam, quam 
plures defunctorum animas, spiritumque propheticum in se habere credebat.” (Cod. Pal. lat. 913 bibliothecae 
vaticanae, p. 679; hereafter “Gasser, Annales”); in PCE, 6:364. Although Canisius in April, 1569 was prepared to 
accept the fact that Anna might legitimately be suffering demonic possession (PCE, 6:286-90), he had previously 
voiced his concern to Borgia about this business of the transmigration of souls. Duhr, 732-33;  
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take Völck, Susanna, Catharina, and a large retinue on a pilgrimage to Rome, and that they 

intended to discuss Catharina’s case with the pope. The inspiration for this sudden pilgrimage, he 

reported, were visions of the Virgin Mary, promising miraculous cures should the girls be 

brought to Rome.180  Canisius complained that Völck was only indulging them in this 

delusion.181 In his own letter to Borgia, Hoffaeus wrote that the Fuggers were now "putting more 

trust in their own judgements and revelations than in all the Doctors of the Church."182  Back in 

February, at the same time that he was willing to accept that the girls were possessed,  Canisius 

expressed strong suspicions about their visions, assuming these to be either manic delusions, or 

else some devilish trickery. The Fuggers, however, refused to listen to him, nor would they listen 

to Pater Schorich, the theologian sent by Duke Albrecht.183 They had become convinced that the 

souls of the dead were possessing the bodies of the living, and that these souls sought the aid of 

their living hosts in escaping from purgatory, or even hell. They would not be dissuaded of this 

notion.184 With respect to the intended pilgrimage, Hoffaeus wrote to Borgia on July 2, warning 

that if they cannot be dissuaded from going, then they at least should be separated from Völck, 

who was only exacerbating their delusions.185  

* * *  

The Fugger procession (Völck included) arrived in Rome towards the end of October. One of the 

sources for their visit to Rome is a series of reports sent by Otto to Duke Albrecht. He relates that 

                                                           
180 PCE, 6:345.  
181 “Timere cogimur, quod aliqua ex parte desit illis humilitas et prudential debita,. quod que cordatiore indigeant 
Confessario.” Ibid. Borgia’s own concern over the Fugger heresies can be seen in his reply to Canisius July 21, 
1569. PCE, 6:352-55. 
182 Brodrick, 696.  
183 Brodrick writes that the pair even warned Canisius and Hoffaeus that in one of the visions revealed to them, those 
who tried to prevent them from taking the pilgrimage to Rome would be severely punished. Brodrick, 695. 
184 PCE, 6:255-58. 
185 Duhr, 733.  
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before coming to Rome, the party lingered a while in Loreto to visit the shrines of local saints, 

and to seek advice on how free one of their possessed girls. On December 21, Johann and Ursula 

met with the pope. He was happy to see them, and received them graciously.186 By his order, the 

Fuggers were granted their exorcisms. The girl [?] was to be exorcised twice in the German 

church (S. Maria dell’Anima) and once in the Rotunda (S. Maria ad Martyres). He also relates a 

curious bit about how, prior to one of the exorcisms, the pope produced a manuscript (which 

Otto says was written in the girl’s hand) which she had surrendered to him. He and many others 

had seen the work, and they burned it in a consecrated fire, along with a second work, which had 

been brought forth by the devil. Afterwards, the girl was freed and made healthy.  

In none of the other exorcisms examined does the burning of written works in a consecrated fire 

occur. Fortunately for us, the Jesuit chronicler Mattheus Raderus provides some insight into this 

peculiar event. He notes that it was a reluctant Pope Pius V who consented to conduct the ritual 

in this fashion, and nobody there was about to protest. Those who willfully turned away from 

God, he explains, were almost never brought back to a state of grace. Thus, with Rome having 

come under attack in this work, the girl was compelled to make a copy of the manuscript 

(possibly in her own blood), and to place it in a consecrated fire. In this way, with the book and 

the demon so joined, a sacred offering would be made. As this most offensive book burned, the 

demon came to the fore; its limbs trembled and it rent itself with nails, twisting violently. As the 

last of the book was consumed, the demon was hurled from the body of the girl, a fact attested to 

by some 16 or 17 witnesses.187  

                                                           
186 PCE, 6:374.  
187 Matthaeus Raderus S.J. Historia collegii augustani (Augsburg, 1594-98): Cod. Friburg Hist. coll. Aug., 38-42; 
passage quoted in PCE, 6:374.  
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Braunsberger identifies this manuscript as Christoph Jacobellus’ account of Catharina’s first 

exorcism. 188 Although he does not explain this association in any detail, it is nonetheless highly 

plausible. The girl exorcized here in the Santa Maria Rotunda had to be either Susanna or 

Catharina. Raderus assumes it is Susanna, writing that it was on account of her visions that 

Völck recommended the pilgrimage to Rome. He thus makes the assumption that it was Susanna 

having these visions, and therefore that she was the one exorcized here; however, we know from 

both Gasser’s visitation and Hoffaeus letter189 that it was Catharina whom Mary is alleged to 

have repeatedly visited between January and March. The identification of Gutlebin here is 

corroborated by the emphasis on the girl having to be redeemed from her apostasy. Susanna had 

converted to Catholicism in 1563, and had been receiving Catholic instruction in the Fugger 

palace ever since. Only a year before, however, Catharina had humiliated Wendel and the 

Fuggers by refusing to convert (at least, according to Jacobellus’ account). We have already seen 

how the pair likely went to considerable lengths to discredit the preacher; it follows that the best 

way to do this would be to have Catharina herself repudiate him in a very public and spectacular 

fashion. Moreover, in this matter of the Fuggers and their exorcisms, Christoph’s account is the 

only manuscript that makes sense to be burned here. The girl exorcised was probably Catharina, 

and the manuscript burned was probably Jacobellus’; because of the close relationship between 

the two, if we accept one of these assertions, it follows that we ought to accept both.  

In any case, the pilgrimage to Rome demonstrates quite clearly Ursula’s convictions in the 

matter of her servants’ possession. However well the exorcisms functioned as Counter-

Reformation theater, Ursula appears to have earnestly believed that they were necessary to 

                                                           
188 PCE, 6:221, 374.  
189 Duhr, 732.  
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relieve her wards of their supernatural afflictions. If, along the way, she and Wendel had the 

opportunity to burn a certain preacher in absentia, all the better.  

* * *  

Meanwhile, back in Augsburg, a new crisis was unfolding. On September 17, 1569—the day the 

pilgrimage set out form Augsburg—protests erupted in the city.190 As Hoffaeus had feared, the 

spectacle of the Fuggers and their massive entourage preparing to haul the two girls all the way 

to the pope outraged the city’s Protestants.191 Braunsberger suggests that it was likely as a result 

of this pilgrimage that the polemic about the Jesuit in the devil’s mask began to circulate.192  

This anti-Jesuit polemic presents a concrete example of how these Catholic exorcisms were 

cultivating and emboldening anti-Catholic sentiment within Augsburg Protestantism. Consider 

the response of Adam Walasser, a Catholic polemicist in Dillingen. Walasser was so struck by 

the proliferation of this and similar anti-Jesuit polemics in and around Bavaria that he felt 

obliged to publish his own reply in 1570. With respect to the Augsburg poem about the Jesuit in 

the Fugger palace, Walasser complained that this work was being printed not only in Augsburg, 

but in Frankfurt, Mainz, Würzburg, and many other places. Everywhere it was printed, he 

explained, a great cry would be thrown up, as many took this account to be a real history. Even 

today, he continued, many will not be persuaded otherwise. Non-Catholics will also laugh and 

tell you that the Jesuit got exactly what he deserved. 193 Not content to accept these rumors as 

                                                           
190 PCE, 6:364. 
191 Hoffaeus had predicted the Protestants’ reaction in a letter to Borgia dated September 12. Ibid.   
192 PCE, 6:338-339. 
193 VD 16 W 818: Adam Walasser, Von dem grossen gemainen Laster der Nachreder vnd Verleumbder Ein 
Christliche vermanung Adam Walassers, zu disen gefehrlichen zeyten mutzlich zu lesen. Mit angehencktem 
warhafftigem Bericht von der Societat Iesv, von wegen schmechlicher Schrifften und Gemäl, wider die Jesuiter 
fälschlich erdicht und im Truck aussgangen. (Dillingen: Sebald Mayr, 1570), C2r: “Darauf dann auch ein gross / 
laut geschray im Land erschollen/ und von menigklich für ein warhafftige Histori gesagt und angenommen ist 
worden.Unnd weret noch heutigs tags bey vilen diss Rumor und sag/ dermassen/ dass vil nit anderst glauben/ es sey 
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true, he himself travelled to Augsburg in 1569. He writes that this story was all the Protestants 

were talking about, but he concluded that there was no truth to it; he was unable to find any 

evidence of a Jesuit ever having been stabbed to death in the Fugger palace.194 He closes with the 

lament that these Lutheran theologians cannot publish a single thing, unless it somehow attacks 

or insults the Jesuits.195  

What’s interesting is that while the Fuggers feature contextually in this evangelical polemic 

against which Walasser is writing, it is still nevertheless the Jesuits to whom these evangelicals 

ascribed primary agency. This attribution is significant given that Canisius, when he established 

the Jesuit mission in the city in 1559, was not a keen advocate of the practice. Over the course of 

the decade, however, the Jesuits in Augsburg—Canisius included—became exorcists. Ursula 

Fugger surely had an important role to play in this transformation, given how deeply reliant the 

Jesuit mission was on her family’s support, and given how indulgent they were with respect to 

her “mania.” We should also not forget that it was in fact the Augustinian Scheibenhart who 

popularized the ritual locally in 1563. Neither of these figures, however, feature in the 

evangelical polemics. Where exorcisms are discussed, it is almost always in explicit reference to 

the Jesuits. Why? 

Canisius and the Exorcism of Anna von Bernhausen  

By October, Borgia, through Hoffaeus, had received a request from Marcus and Sibylla Fugger 

for a new exorcist. They explained that Anna von Bernhausen was having fits again, and since 

                                                           
ihm also. Unnd hiebey was nit Catholisch ist/ lachet in die faust/ dass dem erstochenen Jesuiter sey das spil so wol 
geraten/ und er seinen verdienten lohn (wie sie mainen) empfangen hab.” 
194 Walasser, C3v.    
195 Walasser, D1r: “Kan schier kein Luthrischer Theologus etwas lassen aussgehen, es müssen darinn die Jesuiter 
angegriffen/ und gifftig gebissen sein.” 
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Völck was off in Rome, they asked for Canisius’ help. Canisius, who was in Dillingen working 

on his reply to the Magdeburg Centuries, was not excited by this prospect. Writing to Borgia on 

October 29, 1569, he agreed to take up Völck’s post as soon as he was able, but expressed his 

hope that Wendel would hasten back to Augsburg. The Fuggers had already asked a great deal of 

them, he complained, and this new request placed a heavy burden on him; nonetheless he would 

not abandon them.196 His latest stint in the Fuggers’ employ would occupy him until April, 1570.   

Just as when Ursula asked to use Wendel as an exorcist in 1568, again, the Jesuit leaders were 

wary. Whereas Völck was a relative unknown, Canisius was one of the order’s most important 

assets in Bavaria. It was imperative that he not compromise his influence trying to sate the 

Fuggers’ appetite for miracles. As Walasser’s work demonstrates, these exorcisms had greatly 

damaged the progress of counter-reform in Bavaria, providing Protestants with no shortage of 

ammunition with which to attack the Church. Borgia, therefore, ordered Canisius to investigate 

Anna’s possession, and to treat her if necessary. He added a stern warning, however, that he was 

in no way to encourage the Fuggers’ superstitions, nor was he to allow this affair to become a 

public scandal like the others.197 

Unlike Susanna and Catharina, Anna was of noble birth, and she lived as a ward in the care of 

Ursula Fugger. While Ursula was away on her pilgrimage, responsibility for the 17-year-old 

passed to Sibylla and Marcus. According to Eisengrein, she had been battling demons most of 

her life. In 1569, her symptoms apparently worsened, as we learn in a letter sent from Otto to 

Albrecht V, in which he described her as a “wild woman” (Energumena).198 It was likely during 

the winter of 1569 that Canisius first attempted to exorcise her in Augsburg. Eisengrein, in his 

                                                           
196 PCE, 6:367-69. 
197 Duhr, 734.  
198 PCE, 6:391.  
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later work on the Altötting exorcism, says the Jesuit had been able to expel six demons from her, 

but a seventh refused to leave.199 Early in 1570, Anna reportedly received a vision from Mary, 

instructing her to go on a pilgrimage to the ancient shrine to the Virgin in Altötting, and there to 

be exorcised.  

Unlike the previous material examined here, the exorcism of Anna von Bernhausen has received 

some excellent scholarly attention. 200 Most notable in this regard is Philip Soergel’s Wondrous 

in His Saints; in particular, his chapter “The Silent Preacher: Martin Eisengrein and Our Lady at 

                                                           
199 Eisengrein, 127r. 
200 There is very little scholarship on the exorcisms of Catharina Gutlebin and Susanna Roschmann, and the work 
that has been done is problematic. Exemplary is Martha Schad’ s study of the Fugger family during the early 
Counter Reformation. She uses four principal sources here: a copy of the 1568 account written by Jacobellus 
(StadtAA EWA 632, which version I have personally not examined), Braunsberger’s collection of Canisius’ 
correspondence, his 1917 biography of Canisius, and Brodrick’s own biography. There are serious problems with 
her analysis throughout this chapter. First, using Braunsberger’s biography (which does not contain footnotes or 
source citations), she claims that the first Jesuit exorcism performed in the Fugger palace was done to “Katharina” in 
1568. She then cites Braunsberger, who himself was quoting (almost verbatim) Gasser’s entry on Simon 
Scheibenhart’s 1569 exorcism of Catharina Gutlebin. (See Otto Braunsberger, Petrus Canisius: ein Lebensbild 
(Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1917), 213f.) Citing her source describing the exorcism on June 25, 1568, she says 
that it took place in St. Magdalena, when from Canisius’ letters we know it took place in the basilica of St. Ulrich 
and St. Affra. From here she gets even more confused. She goes on to say that Ursula invited this monk to her home 
three times, and each time he met with Rosephus. She says we do not know the name of this monk. In fact, we know 
his name is Christoph Modist Jacobellus (because he names himself twice) and we know that he was not a monk, but 
the evangelical preacher at the hospital (a fact he references half a dozen times). At first glance, it seems as though 
this is a distinctly different work from the other copies I referenced above; however she gives the title of this source 
as: “Actus/ Der Ganzen verlaufenen handlung  zwischcen dem predigcanten im Spital zu Augsburg: Frawen Jörg 
Fuggerin, vnd dem Jesuitern, Daselbst sich zugetragen,” which is identical to several of the other copies. Moreover, 
on Susanna Roschmann’s 1563 exorcism, she claims the exorcist was a Jesuit (again, it was Scheibenhart). Nowhere 
does she cite Scheibenhart’s published account of the exorcism, and his name only comes up once in passing 
reference. Further, citing some footnote exposition in Braunsberger, she somehow confuses the 1563 exorcism with 
the 1569 polemic about the Jesuit dressed as a demon. She says that the 20 year old Michael Roschmann (who is 
actually the father of 20-year old Susanna, and who is an evangelical, not a Jesuit priest) snuck into a serving girl’s 
room dressed as the devil, only to be stabbed by a guard. Schad, 54-55.  
 
Lyndal Roper also briefly engages with the Jacobellus account in Oedipus and the Devil. Her use of this source is 
primarily focused on the bodily description of the afflicted girl (Catharina); however, she also uses it to make a 
comment on Jacobellus’ perception of the exorcism. She rightly points out that at several points in the work, he 
states his skepticism regarding the claim that she was possessed (though, more than skepticism, he outright denies it, 
calling it a Jesuit lie!). Where her analysis is problematic, however, is where she writes, “However even 
[Jacobellus’] meticulous account had to concede that Dr. Wendel had successfully exorcised another woman of the 
Fugger household earlier on.” Oedipus and the Devil, 179. Rather than referencing Jacobellus, she actually 
references the polemic at the beginning of the work against which Jacobellus is writing his own account. The whole 
point of his writing is to deny that he believed these exorcisms in Augsburg were either necessary or effective. Her 
problems contextualizing her sources may owe to the fact that she leaned heavily on Schad.  
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Altötting.” Soergel places Anna’s exorcism in January, 1570 in the context of Albrecht V’s 

efforts to incorporate the Bavarian Counter Reformation into his state-building agenda. Since 

1563, when the duke famously imprisoned the Count of Ortenburg for attempting to institute 

evangelical reform in his small territory, Albrecht had aggressively prohibited and policed 

religious worship and practice in Bavaria.201 Bavarians who travelled to other jurisdictions (e.g. 

Augsburg) for evangelical worship were subject to heavy fines, and later arrest.202 As Soergel 

points out, however, this police action met with only limited success. It was only when it was 

wedded to a parallel campaign to cultivate and reinvigorate local Catholic religious rituals and 

customs that counter-reform became effective.203 The ancient pilgrimage shrine was a center-

piece of this campaign, and in 1567, Martin Eisengrein, the superintendent of the University of 

Ingolstadt, was tapped to champion the cult of Our Lady at Altötting. As Soergel explains, these 

shrines had a long history of performing miraculous cures, though the tradition had lapsed in the 

preceding half-century. Ursula’s decision to pilgrimage to Rome may have even drawn its 

inspiration from this tradition. In 1571, Eisengrein published a history of the little chapel to 

Mary. He begins his narrative with the Great Flood, and from there proceeds to establish a 

convergence between biblical and Bavarian history, centered on the foundation of the chapel at 

                                                           
201 For more on this “Bavarian Fronde,” see Brodrick’s discussion in Brodrick, 604-605’ Soergel, 76-77. 
202 Ibid, 76. In the 1560s, Bavarians travelling to Augsburg and other Protestant territores for evangelical services 
were fined 50 florins. Mair notes that in May, 1562, the Duke of Bavaria had routes leading to these cities and 
territories closely watched on Sundays, and that those caught heading to or from such servies were arrested and 
hauled back to Muncih for trial. DStChr, 33:163. This prohibition continutes through much of the century. In 1581, 
8 men were arrested by one of these patrols on the road to Burgau for having attended a Protestant sermon in 
Augsburg. SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 127:Cronica der Statt Augspug/ Welche sich anfangt in Anno 1576/ Nemblich zu der 
zeit als sich diei Gedruckte Cronica Marci Welser endiget, und glichsam eine Continuation dessen ist, biss auff 
diese unser gegenwertige zeit beschrieben, durch I.I.R (Augsburg,, 1720), 13r. 
203 Soergel writes: “For the Counter-Reformers, however, ritual often provided a more effective way of cultivating 
orthodoxy nd religious allegiance than laws, including those that restricted printing and pedagogy. Thus Albrecht 
and his successors combined their punitive attempts to root out Protestantism with a proliferation of ceremonial rites 
meant to persuade the wavering and to confirm the orthodox in their beliefs. Their campaign, in short, attempted to 
wed the arts of prohibition and persuasion.” Soergel, 80.  
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Altötting, Bavaria’s “first church.”204 The exorcism in 1570 appears in the second half of this 

work, which contains an anthology of miracles attributed to the shrine throughout its history—

the exorcism only being one of the most recent.  

The exorcism itself contains elements common to a number of others which we have already 

examined. The ritual was preceded with Mass and communal prayer. It was conducted in the 

presence of important ecclesiastic and lay leaders, that they might bear witness to the miracles. 

Anna’s torments bore close resemblances to those experienced elsewhere: seizures, trembling, 

rending of the flesh, levitation and so on. Confession and communion also feature heavily in the 

banishment of the final demon.205 What is especially interesting for present purposes, though, is 

a sermon given by Canisius afterwards, which is recorded in Eisengrein. Canisius apparently 

took the occasion of Anna’s exorcism to give a sermon on the importance of confession. Sin was 

the province of the Devil, he explained, and so long as we live in such a state, we leave ourselves 

and our communities vulnerable to possession. It was only through sacramental intervention, 

(which, to be efficacious, demanded full aural confession) that one could be purified, and thus 

protected from the Devil’s influence. Confession and purgation on the path to purification: we 

saw this theme not only in the Susanna and Catharina exorcisms, but also in the Protestant 

debates over orthodoxy and conversion. With respect to conversion and the debates over 

orthodoxy within Augsburg Protestantism in the 1550s and 60s, this theme spoke to the closing 

and hardening of what had for a time been porous boundaries between the city’s many religious 

communities. Here, it spoke not only to the hardening of boundaries between Catholicism and 

Protestantism, but more significantly to the boundary between the saved and the damned. When 

                                                           
204 Soergel, 110-12. 
205 Eisengrein, 126v. 
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Canisius asked the demon why it would not simply quit the girl—knowing full well it was 

leaving one way or another—it responded that it had yet to inflict 24 torments on her: seven for 

the sins of her parents, seven for her ancestors’, five on account of the sins of the Fuggers, and a 

final five, simply because it was commanded of it.206  Anna was made to suffer, therefore, not 

only on account of her own sins, but for the sins of those who cared for her: her community. Her 

initial possession owed to her own impurity, but her ongoing suffering was a consequence of a 

collective guilt. The houses of Bernhausen and Fugger had both seen numerous conversions to 

Protestantism; punishment for those sins was now being inflicted on poor Anna. The moral of 

this sermon was that the faithful must seek salvation in frequent visits to the confessional, not 

only for themselves, but for their friends and family. No one crossed the line into apostasy alone, 

and no one wanted to become a burden on their children and descendants because they were too 

proud to submit to the scrutiny of the confessor. 

In his own report to Borgia, Canisius tried to allay the general’s fears by explaining that in this 

case, at least, the ritual had been warranted. The exorcism was administered successfully 

according to the unadulterated form approved by the Church. And not only did they deliver the 

young woman from her suffering, but her noble father—who had thus far refused efforts to 

abjure his apostasy—showed his gratitude by returning to the Church. Nevertheless, Canisius 

closed his letter by expressing his hope that he never be called upon to assume the duties of an 

exorcist again.207 Despite Canisius’ justification of the exorcism, throughout 1570 and 1571, he 

received numerous letters from Borgia and Hoffaeus urging him to continue to distance himself 

from the exorcism controversy (which would gain much greater exposure in the dispute between 

                                                           
206 Eisengrein, 128v. 
207 Duhr, 735.  
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Martin Eisengrein and Johann Marbach in 1571).208 While not wanting to discourage belief in 

miracles and the intercession of Mary and the Saints, the negative publicity around exorcism was 

pushing many potential converts beyond the reach of the Jesuits’ missionary efforts in Bavaria 

and, in particular, Augsburg.   

* * *  

Why did Augsburg’s evangelicals equate exorcisms almost solely with the Jesuits? I would argue 

this was because the narrative action of the ritual closely paralleled developments in the 

confessional culture of post-Tridentine Catholicism. What the Jesuits brought with them to 

Augsburg was an imperative to convert, at which task Canisius excelled. But when Protestants 

heard about young evangelical women being exorcised in Catholic churches, to them, that, too, 

was conversion. Else, why only Protestant women? Moreover, it was not only conversion, but a 

particularly violent form of conversion. And if that wasn’t bad enough, it was being perpetrated 

solely against young women and girls. There may have been alternate reasons why women and 

girls were targeted,209 but in any case, the rhetorical effect of their persecution no doubt pushed 

many evangelicals towards the adversarial locus of Protestant unity. 

                                                           
208 Duhr, 735-38; on the Marbach-Eisengrein exorcism debate, see Soergel, 131-46. For a contemporary 
commentary on this debate, see Georg Meckhart (1574), 147-50.  
209 I have relegated my explanation of “why women and girls” to a footnote, owing to the absence of sufficiently 
clear evidence. My hypothesis is that these young women were being sexually abused. The cause of Roschmann’s 
repeated exorcisms, we’re told, was her unconfessed sin. We learn in the 1568 exorcism account that this sin was 
related to the fact that Susanna had had sex with a married man, became pregnant, and then had an abortion. As 
Margaret Lewis shows in her recent publication, Infanticide and Abortion in Early Modern Germany (New York: 
Routledge, 2016), women found guilty of abortion could face some horrific punishments (up to and including 
drowning, burial, and impalement)—banishment in such cases was a form of mercy. As far as can be seen, 
Roschmann was not subjected to any formal punishment for her crime; nor was the mysterious married man who 
impregnated her. This pregnancy, moreover, seems to have occurred while she was under the Fuggers’ roof. Next, 
consider Catharina Gutlebin. When we first meet her, she is convalescing in the hospital from some unknown 
malady. In other cases where household servants in the Fugger house were ill, doctors were brought to them. Why, 
then, was Catharina sent out of the home? Why, moreover, did Fugger suddenly insist that the girl be removed from 
the care of Jacobellus after several months? When Gasser visited her several months later, he noted that she was 
pregnant. I posit that Ursula Fugger’s decision to have these young women repeatedly suffer the humiliation of 
exorcism owed more to the natural than supernatural. The married men (or man) who was getting these girls 
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Conclusion  

Were the exorcisms in Augsburg during the 1560s a symptom of some form of mania? The 

simple answer is likely “yes.” Something was happening in the home and mind of Ursula 

Fugger, the exact nature of which we will likely never know. I would argue, however, that 

encouraging those fantasies to the extent that Scheibenhart and Wendel did presents a mania all 

of its own. The complexity of these exorcisms—particularly within the highly-charged, dynamic 

confessional contexts in which we find them—necessitates that we look beyond Canisius and 

Fugger to take stock of other actors and agendas. In his 1556 confession, Scheibenhart declared 

his intent to defend the Church as he saw fit, regardless of the laws of men. He did not fear 

shackles, sword, or fire, if it came to that.210 Exorcism gave him an acceptable context in which 

to literally force-feed Protestants the Body of Christ. Where Canisius’ processions and social 

welfare projects resulted in an outward expansion of Catholic influence in the public spaces of 

the city, Scheibenhart’s war was fought on a more intimate stage. Where Canisius boasted in 

1560 of having already won 900 converts, many of whom were patricians and other magnates, 

Scheibenhart spent the better part of a decade competing for the souls of a handful of servant 

girls. Or was it all simply theater? Perhaps, but were that the case, why did he and Wendel not 

simply find more cooperative subjects? In the absence of evidence to the contrary, we ought not 

to question their zeal and conviction, however baffling their justifications might be to modern 

sensibilities. More than simply empty rhetoric, Roper is likely correct in asserting that the 

administration of exorcism likely provided some form of psycho-spiritual catharsis for the 

                                                           
pregnant in the Fugger palace is never identified, nor is the matter of his guilt ever brought up. Instead, in each case, 
the culprit responsible was conveniently a demon, working through the girls. This demonic agency spared the girls 
any judicial proceedings, and it also seemed to spare the reputation of the men/man in question. For now, though, 
this is all hypothetical.  
210 UBA, Scheibenhart, 39r.  
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Fugger women; I would extend this assertion to Völck and Scheibenhart as well. Laynez and 

Borgia and Hoffaeus were all staunchly opposed to the Jesuits’ lending themselves out as 

exorcists. They had Loyola’s Exercises and the example of Christ; what need did they have of 

superstitious spectacles? The Jesuits sent to Augsburg, however, time and again showed their 

enthusiasm for the ritual. First Elderen, in 1563, then Völck in 1566, (and to a somewhat lesser 

extent Canisius himself in 1569 and 1570): the Jesuit priests came to see something valuable in 

it. One aspect of its value has to be that it curried favor with the wealthy and powerful Fugger 

family, on whom the Jesuits (especially those in Augsburg) relied so heavily. It was not the 

Fuggers whom Canisius ultimately set out to convert, however, but through them, the city of 

Augsburg itself. Intense instruction in the Exercises might be used to convert a few nobles here 

and there, but there were upwards of 30,000 Protestants in the city, many of whom were poor 

and had limited or no education. 

In the midst of plague, poverty, and unprecedented crime, Simon Scheibenhart offered many 

Augsburgers something that was in short supply: hope. Susanna had fallen victim to the ravages 

of both physical disease and spiritual schism, and these made her easy prey for the devil. Where 

doctors and prayer had both failed, here came the preacher from St. Moritz with a recipe for 

salvation: confession, absolution, and the sacrament of the altar. Others had preached this 

message before, promising Grace and eternal life in the hereafter. Scheibenhart offered salvation 

in the present, and Susanna’s presence in St. Moritz the day after her exorcism was living, 

breathing proof.  

The incorporation of exorcism into the Jesuit program of counter-reform in Augsburg offered 

two principal benefits. First, it endeared the order to the Fuggers. In the context of the order’s 

conflict with the cathedral chapter, this was essential. Second, it provided powerful ammunition 



352 
 

against the Protestants. Since the death of Fabri, the cathedral canons had been moving away 

from open conflict with the city’s Protestants. As we have seen, exorcism was an effective way 

to reignite this conflict. Whereas the Protestant ministers were either unable or unwilling to 

perform exorcisms, Scheibenhart, and later Völck, could boast of their victories over the devil 

and his minions, thus demonstrating one of the many benefits of belonging to the one true 

Catholic Church. Moreover, in appropriating exorcism, with its emphasis on the importance of 

intimate aural confession, the Jesuits dealt a blow not only to Meckhart and his cohort, but also 

to the cathedral chapter, with their “damnable heresy” of hearing hollow half-confessions.211  

After 1569, there are no records of further exorcisms being performed in the city. Part of the 

explanation for this must be the city council’s prohibition on public exorcisms late in 1568. It is 

possible that these continued behind closed-doors, though unlikely. After 1569, Scheibenhart 

largely disappears from the record.212 After a falling out with Canisius over his relationship with 

Ursula and Johann Fugger, Völck left Augsburg and accepted a position at the University of 

Ingolstadt.213 As for Canisius, after April, 1570, other responsibilities to the order would see him 

seldom return to Augsburg. Thus, with all three exorcists out of the city, it is unclear who would 

have carried on the practice. More revealing of the decline of the practice, perhaps, is a Jesuit log 

entry in the cathedral under the year 1574, which described the exorcisms of the 1560s as a 

“source of regret.” Many of these women, it reported, were exorcized unnecessarily.214 

By 1570, Catholic leadership in the city would fall to Gregor Rosephus. While at no point does 

Rosephus exhibit interest in exorcism, he nonetheless had to deal with the fallout from nearly a 

                                                           
211 PCE, 2:853.  
212 I was unable to determine Scheibenhart’s date of death, but an endowment is set up in his name in St. Moritz in 
1574, suggesting perhaps that he died in the interim. 
213 Brodrick, 751.  
214 Duhr, 732. 
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decade of exorcisms. Perhaps the most significant and visible consequence of this legacy can be 

seen in one of the central themes of Gregor’s sermons: that the city is like an orchard, and when 

a tree goes bad and stops bearing fruit, it must be cut down and separated from the others, lest its 

decay spread (Matthew7:16-20).215 Gone is Canisius’ early optimism about winning back the 

doubting and confused citizens of Augsburg, who could not decide between the old or the new 

churches. By the time Rosephus begins to eclipse his predecessors in the 1570s, the porous 

boundaries which had previously distinguished religious identities and communities in the city 

were tightening; in their place, many clergy on both sides of the divide now eagerly took part in 

the erection of new barriers between what they perceived as Protestantism and Catholicism.  

* * * 

At a glance, this lengthy excursus into exorcisms may seem at odds with the objectives of this 

study of Augsburg’s evangelical ministry. I would argue, however, that exorcisms are central to 

this story. Confessional adversarialism requires that its adherents view non-conformists not 

simply as competitors, but as direct threats. In a context in which this threat is embodied in one’s 

neighbors, adversarialism has to overcome the innate familiarity which neighbors typically share 

with one another. One of the ways confessional reformers increasingly did this was by culturally 

alienating non-conformists, in many cases de-humanizing them. Recall, for example, Melhorn’s 

excessive use of animal imagery in describing the Augsburg ministry. Müller, similarly, would 

claim that the Jesuits taught Catholic children to view Lutherans as dogs. When Scheibenhart 

and Canisius taught that evangelicals were more susceptible to demonic possession than 

Catholics, they were doing something similar—they diminished their humanity; they 

transformed Protestants into corrupt, polluted beings. We saw something similar when Canisius 

                                                           
215 SuStBA 4 cod Aug 148: 3r-9v. 
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bragged that Catholics had a greater resistance to plague. Protestants become, in this rhetoric, 

plague-bearers, in both a literal and spiritual sense. Aside from any ill-will they might harbor 

against Catholics, their very existence posed a threat. To be sure, Lutheran confessional 

reformers like Müller promoted similar arguments, and it is no coincidence that he would later 

become one of Lutheranism’s chief advocates of exorcism. For Midelfort, interpreting Luther, 

the line between mental and spiritual corruption (i.e. madness and possession) was difficult to 

distinguish; regardless, whether one was possessed or simply mad, the ontological effect was 

essentially the same. He writes, “The crucial point here was that true madness was so radically 

awful that its victims were not just sick. They had lost their status as human beings.”216  

I maintain, therefore, that it is critical that we incorporate a consideration of the culture of 

adversarialism into our understanding of confessional developments in this period. In the age of 

confessions, humanity itself was no longer something that could be taken for granted. It could be 

lost; or rather, it could be rhetorically denied. It is because of this emerging vulnerability of 

shared humanity that we need to take seriously the rhetoric of division; not only within Augsburg 

Protestantism, but also against it.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                           
216 Midelfort, 91. The passage from Luther on which he was commenting can be found in Ob Kriegsleute auch in 
seligem Stande sein können (1526): WA, 19:634.  
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Chapter Seven:  
The Path of Resistance: Augsburg’s Divergent Evangelical 
Responses to the Counter Reformation  
 
 
In 1568, shortly after the death of Leonhard Bächlin, Johann Heinrich Held retired from 

ministerial life. In 1570, he, too, died. His pulpit at St. Ulrich passed to his friend and deacon, 

Georg Meckhart. It was Meckhart, in fact, who gave Held’s funeral sermon. In an uncommon 

show of unity, the entire ministry joined the throng of people gathered together in St. Ulrich to 

bid farewell to the long-serving preacher.  

Held’s death would not be the only funeral oration Meckhart would be called upon to give that 

year. The countess Katharina von Ortenburg also died in October, 1570. Her husband, Ulrich, 

was cousin to the imperial count (Reichsgraf) Joachim of Ortenburg-Neuortenburg. It was 

Joachim who, in 1563, initiated a reformation in his small imperial county. This act, as we have 

seen already, outraged Duke Albrecht of Bavaria, who claimed sovereignty over his title and 

lands, on account of which claim imperial Ortenburg was subject to harassment from the Dukes 

of Bavaria, and at times even open conflict. This plucky little county eventually became a 

symbol of evangelical defiance at the heart of the imperial Counter Reformation. In part, its 

survival owed to the support of other members of the house of Ortenburg, including Ulrich III, a 

convert to Protestantism thanks to the influence of his wife, Katharina.  

In the summer of 1570, Katharina fell ill, and her last wish was to make the long journey to 

Augsburg to receive the comforts of the sacrament and confession, and, while she still had the 
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strength, to be openly among the community of the faithful in God’s church.1 In his sermon, 

Meckhart made clear that although they might mourn her absence, they should not mourn her 

death. Death, for one such as her who died in faith, was nothing short of a victory—a victory 

over hell, sin, and all the temptations of this world.2  We Christians, he explained, must be like 

steady soldiers on the field, facing down the devil himself—our wounds and spilt blood the 

spoils. For this world is like God’s hospital (spittal), in which he gives unto us sickness and 

suffering, through which suffering we each find our own cross.3 Our sweat and blood are as 

badges. Like the Israelites who refused to bend a knee to Baal, or the first disciples of Christ who 

suffered humiliation at the hands of the Pharisees, we welcome our burdens.4 

In the same work in which this sermon was published, Meckhart also included the New Year’s 

sermon he delivered for 1571, in which he continued this theme of patient suffering. In the 

preface to this sermon, he begins by giving thanks that the evangelical community in Augsburg 

survived another year. More than that, though, he asserted that the Word thrived there. Preachers 

preached it openly from the pulpit, choirs sang it, children studied it in the catechism, smiths 

worked it in metal, and masons carved it in stone. The sacraments, he continued, are 

administered in our churches without any heretical glosses or quibbles, and the comfort of 

absolution is given to penitents. However, he continues: 

We have enjoyed some peaceful years, but also many hard ones, no more so than now. 
God has sent to us plague, but by his grace delivered us from same. In my lifetime, I have 
known the burden of war (Kriegslast), but this, too, had an end. For a time, it was God’s 
will that the preaching of the Word be prohibited in this city; but then, miraculously, it 
was restored. Some, who would call themselves evangelicals, have come to resent God 
for all these tribulations, and with their words and deeds bring shame unto the Gospel and 

                                                           
1 VD16 M 1794: Georg Meckhart, Leychtpredig über… Katharina Graeffin zu Ortenburg Item: Ein Predig von der 
Person… Jesu Christi (Augsburg: Michael Manger, 1570), C5r-v.  
2 Meckhart, Leychtpredig, B6r. 
3 Meckhart, Leychtpredig, B6v.. 
4 Meckhart, Leychtpredig, C1v-2r. 
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its sacraments. They give themselves to sinful living, abusing evangelical freedom and 
dishonoring the name of God and the wounds and blood of Christ. 5 

. . . All around us today we see signs of the end of days—great floods, devastating 
earthquakes, and burning omens in the skies. In this past year alone we have experienced 
in this city all manner of superstitions. We have witnessed firsthand the tyranny of the 
devil in the struggles of those possessed, or those suffering from other strange and 
terrible diseases.6  

Thus, Meckhart began his new years’ sermon by painting  a somewhat dour picture of what life 

had become for evangelicals in Augsburg, but he emphasizes throughout that all of these burdens 

and tribulations were orchestrated by God—not by the devil, not by their Catholic neighbors, nor 

even by the Jesuits, but by God alone. On this first day of a new year, he admonished, we should 

allow ourselves to be moved by these signs to better our lives—to allow our behavior to serve as 

visible signs of our faith. By allowing the Holy Spirit into our hearts and bearing these trials with 

patience, he concluded, together we might offer a resistance (widerstand) to the Devil, to the 

world, and to our own sinful nature.7   

 * * *  

In 1572, Georg Müller, who at the time was serving as a deacon in Marburg, received word from 

Augsburg that he was being called home. The young Müller, who had been educated at Tübingen 

and Wittenberg through stipends provided by the city government of Augsburg, was summoned 

to fill a vacancy left by the death of the elderly deacon Johannes Ehinger. As he established 

himself in the city over the next couple years, his fiery preaching drew larger and larger 

audiences. By the late-1570s, Müller had gathered around himself a clearly identifiable cohort of 

other young, like-minded preachers, many of whom—excepting Neuburger—were all appointed 

in the 1570s. Though he was only a deacon, he quickly eclipsed more established figures, 

                                                           
5 Meckhart, Leychtpredig, C8v-D1v. 
6 Meckhart, Leychtpredig, D2r. 
7 Meckhart, Leychtpredig, D2v.  
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including his own preacher at Holy Cross, Jacob Rülich. The one voice that managed to pierce 

the din of Müller’s adversarialism belonged to Georg Meckhart, who had taken up the cause of 

concord from his pulpit at St. Ulrich.  

In these men—Meckhart and Müller—Augsburg had two paths going forward. Powerful forces 

outside the city conspired to undermine the fragile peace between Augsburg’s evangelicals and 

Catholics. Foremost among the political leaders arrayed against bi-confessional co-existence was 

Duke Albrecht of Bavaria. Of no less concern, though, was the theology faculty of the “ultra-

Catholic” University of Ingolstadt, from which institution a barrage of polemics would assail the 

city.8 This chapter will juxtapose the two resistance strategies promoted against these offensives, 

and it will consider how and why Müller’s adversarialism became the dominant position, even at 

the expense of civil order.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
8 See Wondrous in His Saints generally, but especially chapter 3: “The Rites of State and the Counter-Reformation 
Resurgance,” pp. 75-98. 
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Each Day Brings a New Burden 

 

Figure 5: SuStBA Ein Erschrockenliche doch Warharfftige graüsame Hungers not /  und Pestilentzische blag/so Im Landt 
Reissen / unnd einen fürgangen Im. 1571 Jar. (Munich: Adam Berg, 1571). 

As ever, social context is integral to understanding why the reductive, emotionally-charged 

message of adversarialism found such a wide audience in the 1570s. Since 1567, inflation and 

famine had been steadily increasing, exacerbated in no small part by the ongoing problem of 

over-crowding. By 1569, the number of registered house-poor in the city eligible to receive alms 

had risen to 1700, almost a third of whom were weavers.9 City council initiatives, like regulating 

the price and weight of bread, and constructing additional ovens for public use, hardly put a dent 

in the problem. The crisis only worsened once Albrecht forbade the transport of foodstuffs out of 

Bavaria, ostensibly in an effort to check inflation in Munich. By 1571, the prisons in Augsburg 

                                                           
9 Max Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg in den Jahren 1570 und 71, in Versen beschrieben von Barnabas 
Holzmann, Maler und Bürger zu Augsburg.,” Zeitschrift des Historischen Vereins für Schwaben und Neuburg 19 
(1892), 48.  
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were over-flowing with beggars, thieves, and the homeless, and new jail facilities were being 

built as often as new ovens.10  Among the inmates who found residency here were increasingly 

those who criticized the government’s handling of the crisis.11  

Between 1570 and 1572, plague, inflation, and famine ravaged the city, claiming thousands of 

lives.12 Figures like this, however, only paint an abstract picture of what was experienced in the 

city in this period. In fact, we have a vivid account of the daily suffering of Augsburg’s most 

vulnerable residents, thanks to Barnabas Holzmann. Holzmann was a painter by trade who sat on 

the large council. He wrote a two part, 1500 line poem detailing the effects of “inflation” 

(Teuerung), which he uses as a catch-all term for the collective hardships of the city.13  

Although Holzmann was an evangelical, this work is decidedly non-confessional, and there is 

almost no mention of Catholics or Catholic practices. The only allusions to broader conflicts 

between religions sit near the beginning of the poem. Contributing to the overall instability of the 

day, he references war in France and the Netherlands, and along the Austrian border with the 

Turks. Closer to home, he explains that Bavaria continues to “rage” against God’s Word.14  

Beyond establishing this context, though, there are few further explicit references to religious 

strife. He writes that the preachers tell us this is all a cross from God, which each of us is made 

to bear. Echoing sentiments found in Meckhart’s New Year’s sermon, he admonishes his 

audience to learn from these trials, become more charitable towards one’s neighbors, and turn 

                                                           
10 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 56.  
11 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 57. 
12 The combined death toll for these three years (1570-1572) was approximately 8000 people. This is nearly double 
the death for the three years separating the plague and famine of the early 1560s with the recurrence of same in the 
late 1560s. See the figures in Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 59, as well as  SuStBA Einblattdrucke Nach 
1500, no. 347 Geburts, Hochzeit, und Sterbens Register (Augsburg: Johannes Schönigk, 1672).   
13 The most accessible version of this poem is the abridged version in Radlkofer. An unabridged manuscript copy, 
however, can be found in SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 79, 192r-207v. Aside from the abridgement, the poems are identical. I 
will cite the chronicle version only in reference to the abridged material.  
14 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 63-64. Part 1, lines 55-70.   
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(verehren) towards God. This admonishment was critical for Holzmann, insofar as he makes an 

important distinction between primary and secondary causes. God may have been the primary 

author of plague, bad weather, and famine, but it was human greed that turned these into full-

blown crises. While the rich held lavish banquets, weddings and dances, weavers and tailors and 

leather-workers starved and died, unable even to procure the basic materials of their trades. With 

the workshops silent, stores and shops, bereft of paying customers, put up shutters.15  

When a “snow-rich” winter fell in 1570, their misery only deepened. The Stadtvogt continued to 

round up and harry the homeless out of the city. Outside the city, these poor unfortunates 

competed with animals for whatever grass and nuts could still be found.16 Those indigent persons 

who had no hope of fending for themselves outside the walls—the sick, the young, and the old—

were instead incarcerated.17 Inside the city, children, serving girls, and students stood half-naked 

outside the churches, begging for alms.18 There were signs of the end of days all over, not least 

of which were the bodies, dumped in every dark corner.19 Some of these portents were less 

hidden, though:   

It’s with pain that I relate/     Ich müss mit schmertzen ye verliehen,  
having seen many children/    ich hab selb vil kinder gesehen,  
from whom life was all but gone/    dennen der leib heraus thet gan,  
unable either to sit or stand/     kunten weder sitzen, noch stan,  
they lay pitiably in the streets/    sie lagend ellent auf der gassen,  
three, four alongside one another/    drey, vier bei enander sassen,  
Thence did their parents disappear/   Ire eltern hetten sich verborgen,  
that they might better look out for themselves.20  und müsten auf die rodler sorgen. 
  

                                                           
15 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” Part 1, lines 385-90.   
16 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” Part 1, lines 785-94.  
17 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” Part 1, 615-19. 
18 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 73-74. Part 1, lines 556-60. 
19 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 79, 206r. Part 2:  “das end ist warlich nimmer weit/ Unzeittig saigen haben wir/ im allen 
winckells , als ich spir/ den [sieht] man todter leichnem vil.” 
20 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 74. Part 1, lines 607-14. 
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Each day brought a new burden. For want of wood to burn, Holzmann reported that many have 

lost limbs and died from the cold.21 The rich carry on as usual. Many poor, though, without hope 

or help, were turning to suicide.22 In the poem, he also spares a thought for the city’s young 

women, who dream of weddings and dances, yet spend the winter scrubbing, climbing, and 

carrying water and children, all the while their masters lie about lazily in bed, eating whatever is 

prepared for them.23 Further, he says to think of those women and children whose husbands have 

gone off in search of war, hoping to make a living.24  

The preachers persisted in admonishing their flock to turn to God. Many, instead, turned their 

thoughts to war, thinking that by such means they might teach the rich a lesson, as the farmers 

did before.25 He claims that the rich blamed the poor, and the poor blamed the rich—and 

everyone had harsh words for the foreigners. Patience was in short supply, and after a time 

everyone even started to see the cause of these troubles in the sins of their neighbors.26  

In short, what Holzmann is describing here is a powder keg, and he is writing all this with about 

18 months of plague and famine still to come. It is possible that some of what he describes is 

exaggerated, yet his account is corroborated elsewhere. The Welser-Gasser chronicle claims that 

in 1570 alone, 4000 people were being fed through the alms-coffers (Almosenseckel), in addition 

                                                           
21 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 75. Part 1, lines 660-67.  
22 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 79, 197v. Part 1: “ohne allen hülff ohne alle rhat/ manches sein leben enden that.” 
23 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 78. Part 1, lines 845-60.   
24 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” Part 1, lines 893-94.   
25 Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” Part 2, lines 170-185: “Desshalb zu wennden disen lasst, / haben sie sich 
besunnen vast, / Was starck was, thet ein krieg begeren, / die reichen Mores mit zu lehren, / Mainten, dann wur der 
baur mit hauffen / das koren flehnen vnd verkauffen, / Vnd kunt ettwan ein armer man / ain mederen roch auch 
tragen an, / Wann es vber vnd vbergienng, besser wesen hernach anfienng. / Ettlich jedoch mer Gottes forcht hetten, 
/ sich alt vnnd schwach befinden theten / Vnd wusten auch wol, das der krieg / alles vbel bring mit vngefüg / Vnd 
das  das krieg gewunnen gut / selten zuelegt vnnd bleiben thut.” 
26 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 79, 203r: “Weil aber niemand nichts will dulden / und seinen nechsten nur beschulden / und 
clagen ob der boshait sein / mit frembden [kott] sich weschen rein.” 
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to the 400 receiving care in the hospital.27 It adds that the city council had dispatched agents as 

far away as the Netherlands to purchase shipments of grain, at extraordinary cost.28 Echoing the 

Holzmann piece, it describes the city being full of foreign beggars (aussländischer Bettler) who 

were daily dying in the streets.29 By 1572, there were hundreds of orphans left in the city, their 

parents having either fled or died.30  During a later, equally terrible outbreak of inflation and 

famine in 1622, a schoolteacher at the St. Anna Gymnasium, Lernhart Heupolt, compiled records 

comparing the worst of such outbreaks in Augsburg’s history. Thanks to Heupolt’s work, we can 

see that the 1571 inflation was not restricted to foodstuffs, like grains, milk, meat, eggs, fat, and 

salt. It also affected materials and goods like iron, copper, wood, and candles.31 

During this period of profound crisis, both evangelicals and Catholics seem to have opened up 

their purse-strings to try to help out those in need. In part, this activity was no doubt driven by 

laudable, altruistic motivations. At the same time, though, it would be naïve not to consider 

charity within the context of bi-confessional competition. After all, providing comfort and alms 

was a quick and powerful way to connect with a potential convert. Canisius himself began his 

reform campaign in the city with a focus on alms and charitable acts, from which work he first 

began counting converts. Thus, it is not surprising that we find evidence of this charity work 

                                                           
27 Gasser, 3:128.   
28 Gasser, 3:130.  
29 Gasser, 3:131. “Dieweil auch diese gantze Statt/ voll außlaendischer Bettler lieffe/ und zu sampt der geschwinden 
thewren Zeit/ auch die Leuth taeglich an der pestilintzischen Seucht dahin fielen/ wie dann viel elendiglich auff 
freyer Gassen gestorben: wurde den 16 ai durch ein Rathsgebott/ bey hoher Straaf verbotten/ dass man die frembde 
Landtstreicher und arme Leuth/ so sich von andern Orthen her allhie einschleichten/ nicht beherbergen sollte” 
30 Ibid. 135. The chronicle states that in 1573, the council established an orphanage capable of accomodating up to 
300 residents. SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 79, 210r.  
31 StadtAA 2 Cod Aug S 63, Lernhart Heupolt, Kurzer doch Gründlicher Disurs /von der im 1622. Jar plötzlich/ 
angefangen wie auch noch schweben denn/ schröcklichen in gantz Teutschland. . . niemals/ er hertten So wol aller 
und Jeder vi/ctiualien Teuerung und hungers Nott (Augsburg, 1622), 11r-v.  
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being used to lure converts again here. Holzmann, for example, complained that many poor 

evangelicals were selling their souls to the Catholics for a piece of bread.32  

The famine, moreover, provided the backdrop for a number of other inter-confessional flash-

points. Erratic weather and disease had taken its toll not only on the human population of 

southern Germany, but also devastated cattle and livestock populations. In an effort to manage 

the reduced meat supply, the council (in cooperation with an imperial edict to the same end) 

passed a city-wide prohibition of eating meat on Fridays, Saturdays, and holidays.33  In this case, 

the prohibition was extended to also include the preparation and sale of fish.34 While a seemingly 

sensible precaution, as happened in the 1550s, and as would happen in the 1580s, this prohibition 

could easily have been interpreted as an attempt to enforce Catholic tradition.35 In addition to this 

prohibition, another earlier source of conflict re-emerged during the first year of the famine. 

Throughout 1570, there were complaints that evangelical students and beggars continued to go 

door to door singing for alms. Worse, they apparently persisted in singing “inflammatory” 

songs—namely, Luther’s confessional battle-hymn, “Erhalt uns, Herr, bei Deinem Wort” (und 

steur’ des Papsts und Türcken Mord).36 After numerous complaints, the burgomasters had to 

                                                           
32 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 79, 205v: “Ja umb ein bissen haber brot / manche verleugten sein Gott / umb gelt und [gwin] 
mit gantz haufen / thut man dem Götzes dienst zulauffen.” 
33 Gasser, 3:136. This decree was passed May 12, 1573. A similar decree was passed towards the end of the last 
period of famine and plague, on February 13, 1564. See Ibid. 111. 
34 Thelot, 2:510v. 
35 See Gasser, 3:75. See also Stetten, 2:664, and VD16 M 5248: Georg Müller, Augspurgische Haendel So sich 
daselbsten wegen der Religion , und sonderlich jüngst vor zwey Jaren im werenden Calenderstreit mit Georgen 
Müller . Pfarherr und Superintendentetn daselbst, zugetragen Sampt Nothwendiger rettung der Vnschuld vnd Ehren, 
wider allerhand beschwerliche Anklag (Wittenberg: Mattheus Welack, 1586), 66-67.  
36 See also Patrice Veit, “Entre violence, résistance et affirmation identitaire: A propos du cantique de Luther “Erhalt 
uns, Herr, bei deinem Wort” aux XVIe et XVIIe siècles,” in. Religion und Gewalt: Konflikte, Rituale, Deutungen 
(1500-1800), eds., Kaspar von Greyerz and Kim Siebenhüner (Göttingen: Vandenhöck & Ruprecht, 2006): 267-303. 
Veit describes the opening lines of the hymn as “attaques verbales lancées tous azimuts contre les multiples ennemis 
de Dieu.” Ibid. 299.  
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eventually order the students participating in this herumbsingen to refrain from singing that 

particular song.37  

Barnabas Holzmann’s poems are some of the most candid sources we have for this difficult 

period. Significantly, one of the dominant themes recurring throughout these is that of blame. 

The preachers Holzmann cites—Martin Rieger, Nicolaus Falck, Johann Gross—preached that 

insofar as the famine and plague were sent by God, each person should look to their own sinful 

ways to understand why. Holzmann accepted this premise, but, again, he made the important 

distinction between primary and secondary causes. Yes, people needed to examine their own sin 

and do more to follow the example of Christ, but he consistently singles out Augsburg’s 

wealthiest residents. It was their greed, gluttony, and lavish spending that was causing so many 

innocents to go hungry and die. At one point his frustration becomes especially evident. After 

describing some of the measures and orders passed by the city government to promote austerity, 

he laments that the fines which accompanied these were no deterrent to the wealthy, who 

continued to debauch and throw bawdy banquets as before. He opines that perhaps were they to 

enforce the laws of Moses and hit such people with stones, rather than fines, then perhaps they 

might become more cooperative.38  

The Bauchgott in Augsburg 

Holzmann’s frustration was not unique; in fact, it found voice within the evangelical ministry, 

too. In 1572, Christoph Neuberger delivered a series of sermons on Mammon, the Bauchgott.39  

                                                           
37 Gasser, 3:132: “Unlangst nach diesem / nemlich im Chrsitmonat/ wurde allhie verbotten/ dass die Schuler und 
andere Bettelbuben/ nicht mehr öffentlich vor den hausern auff der Gassen/ das Gesang/ welches anfaecht : Erhalt 
uns herr, bey deinem Wort / usw. singen dörffen.” 
38 See Radlkofer, “Die Teurung zu Augsburg,” 81. Part 2, lines 71-106.  
39 Manuscript copies of these sermons are found in the same collection in the SuStBA as Jacobellus’ account of the 
exorcisms—SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146. The sermons are titled Zwo Predigen von dem Mammon, und [Geiz], so herrn 



366 
 

This belly-god’s blasphemies were so deeply entrenched of late, he warned, that the 

admonishments of well-meaning preachers fell on deaf ears. He explained that part of the 

problem was that it could be hard to see these Mammonspfaffen for what they really were, and so 

he used these sermons to describe some of the signs by which they might be recognized by god-

fearing folk. Prominent among these signs were Mammon’s Ten Commandments, by which code 

his Bauchknechte lived. His second commandment, for example, demanded that “thou shalt 

covet all that you see.”40 Others instructed that one should always charge the highest price one 

could get away with it; cheat those who could be cheated, and lie to those who would believe 

you. The tenth commanded instructed disciples to always feed their stomach, and never be 

satisfied.  

In these sermons, there is no explicit mention of Catholics or Catholicism, but it does not require 

a great deal of imagination to read between the lines. These Mammonspfaffen, explained 

Neuberger, worshipped idols, to whom they regularly made offerings upon their altars. He also 

warned that their faith demanded that they be ambitious—that they be counted among the highest 

ranks of men, even to the point that others look upon them with the reverence that should be 

owed God.41 Here in Augsburg, the shame of these Mammonspfaffen is never more evident than 

when they make offerings to their idols. You see, they were told that man came from the 

Bauchgott, and that he was made in his image. Thus do they worship a stinking pile of shit.42 

                                                           
Christoff Neueberger, pfarher verscheinen Jaren zu Sant Jörgen gethon hat, wie hernach volgt. Ibid. 31v-41r. I 
could not locate references to any printed copies of these sermons, and none appear extant. 
40 Neuberger, Zwo Predigen von dem Mammon, 34r: “Was deine augen sehen, soll dein herz haben wöllen.”  
41 Neuberger, Zwo Predigen von dem Mammon, 36r.   
42 Neuberger, Zwo Predigen von dem Mammon, 37v: “Ist aber das nit schandt uber schandt, das der mensch von 
Gott geschaffen, seinen Bauch ain ellenden stinckenden kottsackh, soll für ain Gott halten, seindt doc die Götzen, 
von stain und holz gemacht, nicht so haesslich an zusechen, als eben diser Gott. . . Es ist ir ja noch ain rain und 
sauber ding, umb stain und holz, auch kan man im ain farb anstreichen, aber bauch ist baurch, seine Substanz und 
wesen, hatt er von [Kalvarier]. . . kompt ain fauller windt darein, so will der Onmaechtig Gott zerbrechen.”  
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Idols of stone and wood, though, are much easier to look upon, and they can be painted up nice, 

and so they prefer to pray to these instead.  

Neuberger continued that where Christ preached that one must not seek after treasures, these 

Mammonspfaffen and Bauchknechte go about in robes, chains, and caps, and every night before 

they say their prayers, they count their gold.43 It is likely the case here that these references to 

robes and chains referred to the city’s magistrates. After all, Neuberger seems to use the terms 

Mammonspfaffen and Bauchknecht to refer to two different kinds of people. In Augsburg, many 

of the richest families were still Catholic, as were many of the city’s highest magistrates. While it 

is possible that these sermons were intended as simply expositions on greed and self-indulgence 

generally, it seems very unlikely. The repeated references to priests, offerings, and idols here 

would be so heavily burdened with meaning in a bi-confessional context like this that it would 

have been difficult not to interpret an association with Augsburg Catholicism. Thus, the problem 

described by Neuberger was not simply Catholic clergy, but the local Catholic community in 

general, and its leaders in particular. Again, it is possible (however unlikely) that this was not 

Neuberger’s intent, and it is possible that not everyone would have reached this same 

interpretation. However, in a context of severe economic and social hardship, following nearly a 

decade of gradually increasing confessional tension, it is difficult not to see this connection. 

Neuberger delivered these sermons at the Franciscan church—the city’s largest evangelical 

congregation, seated next to the city’s poorest part of town, the Jakober Vorstadt, home to most 

of the Augsburg’s weavers, who were among the hardest hit by the inflation and famine. Recall 

also that Holzmann repeatedly lamented the plight of these (overwhelmingly evangelical) 

weavers, in particular. Neuberger probably had enough respect for the city magistrates that he 

                                                           
43 Neuberger, Zwo Predigen von dem Mammon, 35r, 39r. 
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would not have attacked the city’s Catholics explicitly; but to the right audience, there were other 

ways of getting the message across.  

We can compare Neuberger’s sermon on Mammon in 1572 with one given by Georg Eckhardt in 

1562. In both cases, the city was suffering from an intense period of famine, inflation, and 

plague. Eckhardt began his sermon on avarice (Geitz) by admonishing all Christians to flee from 

this sin, for 

such a person sins greatly against the first commandment when they give themselves 
more unto Geitz vnd Mammon, that is, to the earthly (jrdisch), rather than unto the living 
God, and when they place more trust in creatures than in the Creator himself.44 

He goes on to explain that even the heathens (Greeks) knew enough to condemn avarice and 

covetousness, as they demonstrated in the story of King Midas. After relating the narrative, he 

concludes, 

What does it help to have a house full of gold—or even a house made of gold—or to have 
the Lech (river) itself run with gold, when there’s no grain, wine, beer, or even water to 
be had? Would that you could feed on gold. 45 

Then, citing St. Chrysostom, he warns that when you look upon an avaricious man (einen 

geytzigen), know that you look upon one who is evil (einen grewlichen menschen), out of whose 

eyes shoot fiery flames.46 He then builds on this imagery by comparing the greedy to “sword-

toothed dragons” with nothing but fire in their bellies and poison on their tongues. As a 

precaution against this sin, he bids his reader to remember that each of us came into this word 

naked—clothed in nothing but the love which God and our parents bestowed upon us. It is 

                                                           
44 SuStBA Th Pr 676a: Eckhardt (1563), p7v: “ein solcher mensch versündiget sich erstlich auffs höchst vnd 
schwerest wider das erst gebot/ dann er verlaesst sich mehr auff sein Geitz vnd Mammon/ das ist/ auff das jrdisch/ 
dann auff den lebendigen Gott / vn vertröstet sich mehr der Creatur / dann des Schöppfers selber.” 
45 Eckhardt (1563), q1v: “Was were doch einem geholffen/ wenn er schon das Hauss voller gülden het / vnnd das 
Hauss were auch gülden / vnd der Lech flüsse mit Gold/ wenn sonst kein korn / kein Wein / kein Bier oder Wasser 
were? Er würde ye das Goldt nit fressen werden.”   
46 Eckhardt (1563), q2r.   
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significant in this comparison that nowhere in this sermon does Eckhardt mention priests, idols, 

offerings, or purgatory, and he does not find it necessary to employ any scatological imagery 

whatsoever.   

Eckhardt focused his sermon on those who surrender themselves to Geitz and Mammon; his is a 

sermon purely interested in moral reform. For Neuburger a decade later, however, his moralizing 

is indistinguishable from his confessional adversarialism. Citing Philippians 2, he writes, 

to one for whom the belly is God, their end is damnation, and their honor shall turn to 
shame. Item in Ephesians 5: thus no avaricious man (who is an idolater) inherits the 
kingdom of God and Christ. For this same reason, comes the wrath of God, against the 
children of faithlessness.47  

The equation of avarice and idolatry here is telling. For him, there is no distinction between 

orthodoxy and morality. The charge of idolatry here is quite clearly intended as a reference to 

Catholics. The notion that all Protestants thought of Catholics as idolaters is reinforced time and 

again by Catholic authors, a fact which could not have been lost on Neuberger.48 In fact, in his 

sermon against Geiz und Mammon, Neuberger actually employs the term Götzen diener more 

than he does Geiz.  

This comparison of the Mammon sermons in 1562 and 1572 is important for two reasons. First, 

it demonstrates two very different approaches to teaching morality within the ministry—one 

based in classical tropes, the Church fathers, and folkloric imagery, and another based in 

spurious scriptural citations and thinly-veiled confessional politics. It is perhaps not insignificant 

                                                           
47 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 146, 41v: “Sanct Paulus spricht, zu Philipperen am 2. wellicher der Bauch ir Gott ist, dern 
ennd sey, das verdammnus, und ir ehr waer zu schanden, Item zu den Eph. a 5. cap., das solt ir wissen, das kain 
geiziger (wölicher ist ain Götzen diener) erbe hat dan dem reich Christi, unnd Gottes, Item umb diser willen, kompt 
der zorn Gottes, uber die khinder, des unglaubens.” 
48 See, for example, the polemics of Johann Fabri—especially HAB 299. 11 Th: Johann Fabri, Ein sehr schön/ lustig 
|| Gesprech/ eines Euangelischen Brüders/ mit eim alten Papisten/ von der || newen Euangelischen Lehr 
([Augsburg], 1551), D4r. See also SuStBA 4 Aug 909 Johannes Nas, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss/ 
Von der wunderbarlichen unerwarten BekehrungM. Johan Lachen… (Ingolstadt: Philipp Ulhart, 1578), 41.  
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that Eckhardt preached the former to the affluent congregants of St. Anna, while Neuberger 

preached the latter to the desperately poor congregants of the Vorstadt. Of at least equal 

importance, though, is the fact that however thinly-veiled and incendiary his critiques may have 

been, Neuberger nevertheless still maintained this veneer of subtlety. As far as can be seen, he 

did not explicitly blame the city’s Catholics for these crises, and nowhere does he seem to 

indicate that they posed any immediate or violent threat to the city’s evangelicals. Enter Georg 

Müller.  

Eder, Meckhart, and Nass, and their Discourse on Moderation 

Between 1568 and 1572, seven new ministers were appointed to Augsburg’s evangelical 

churches and chapels. Some of these men, like Martin Rieger, were apparently quite affable and 

moderate in their preaching. Rieger and his good friend Johann Georg Gross (both of whom were 

born in Swabia) were the beneficiaries of stipends set up by the Augsburg government in the late 

1550s to help recruit new ministers. Both men, moreover, were summoned from Tübingen to 

take up posts back in Augsburg. Zacharias Bächlin was likewise released from his ministry in 

Burtenbach to return home, taking up the position at the hospital church vacated by Jacobellus. 

Before long, Zacharias, like his father before, gathered a rather large following.49 Multiple 

sources take note of Bächlin’s ability to blend parables and historical stories into his sermons. 

His popularity may have also owed—at least in part—to his use of Johann Meckhart’s published 

sermons.50  

Alongside these three, Augsburg also welcomed Jeremias Hermann (1568), Nicolaus Falck 

(1571), Georg Sundereuter (1571), and Georg Müller (1572). These were all fairly young men, 

                                                           
49 See Rein, no. 61; and SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 279-80. 
50 See Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss (1578), 13. 
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none of whom had significant experience preaching in a large city. The social context into which 

they stepped upon arrival in Augsburg would have been difficult enough, but they were also 

stepping into a complex and ongoing confessional context in which the middle ground between 

the adversarial poles of Protestantism and Catholicism was eroding. Exemplary of this 

confessional pressure was a 1573 work by the Catholic polemicist Georg Eder titled 

Evangelische Inquisition.51 Eder was a doctor of theology who served at the royal court in 

Vienna, where he used his influence with the king to bring about ambitious university reforms, 

giving Catholic institutions greater license and even encouragement to directly participate in the 

Counter Reformation. More often than not, the beneficiaries of these reforms were the Jesuits.  

Eder’s Inquisition is quite remarkable in its bravado. In it, he calls all non-Catholics tyrants and 

heretics, and argues that no temporal authority has the right to legalize heresy.52  By tolerating 

one heresy—the Augsburg Confession—Charles and Ferdinand emboldened countless other 

heresies to seek legitimacy. Never before, he claims, has the Church been in such dire straits.53 

Running to just under 500 pages, this work is quite fascinating. About half of it is dedicated to 

refuting the theology of the evangelical “arch-heresiarchs” like Luther, Melanchthon, Flaccius, 

and Osiander. The other half, though, seems focused on undermining Jakob Andreae and the 

basis of the Concord movement. One of the major themes of this work is the theological disunity 

within the ranks of Protestant theologians. This is by no means a new accusation, but the breadth 

and creativity of Eder’s dismantling of evangelical unity bears notice. First, he separates 

evangelicals into two broad categories: Lutherische Confessionisten and die halb Lutherischen. 

                                                           
51 SuStBA Th H 667: Georg Eder, Evangelische Inquisition Wahrer und falscher Religion wider d. gemain unchristl. 
Claggesgeschray, daß schier niemands mehr wissen künde, wie oder was er glauben solle; in Forma aines christl. 
Rathschlags. . .(Dilingen: Sebald Mayer, 1573). See also Eder’s bio in Karl Eder, "Eder, Georg" Neue Deutsche 
Biographie 4 (1959), S. 311 f. (Online-Version). 
52 Eder, Evangelische Inquisition, x3v-4r. 
53 Eder, Evangelische Inquisition, x1r. 
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To underscore division within the first group, he provides an anecdote about a preacher from 

Meissen, who was an adherent of what Eder calls the Adiaphoristischen sect of Melanchthon and 

Georg Maior. The man first travels west into Saxony, but the “Flaccian” superintendent whom he 

encounters there calls him an Adiaphorists and a heretic, and sends him away. Next, he tries his 

luck in Prussia, but again he is branded a heretic, this time by a follower of Osiander. The story 

plays out the same in “Calvinist” Poland, “Schwenkfeldisch” Silesia, and so on.54 It is only when 

the man arrives in Vienna and returns to Catholicism that he finds acceptance. The moral of this 

story is that for all their scheming, the Confessionisten have made any kind of Protestant unity 

impossible. Again, while this is not a new tactic for Catholic polemics, what is striking is the 

similarity of this anecdote to Johann Willing’s autobiography (albeit in a broader context).  

For present purposes, though, it is the other group that is of greater interest—the half-Lutherans. 

Within this one category are more than a dozen sub-categories including, for example, the so-

called evangelicals. These, he explained, were Protestants who avoided adopting the name of any 

particular heresiarch in the hopes of not drawing attention and avoiding implication in the spread 

of division. However, these people were no less guilty than those who wore their heresies 

openly. Among these were two kinds in particular—the Neutrales and the Hof Christen. The 

Neutrales watched everything “through their fingers,” and avoided interrogating their 

congregants’ beliefs, or enforcing any kind of Christian discipline. These people “don’t give a 

single gray hair” about the spread of sectarian beliefs in their communities. They suppose that 

everyone is capable of finding their own path to salvation through faith, and thus much 

godlessness arises under their watch.55 The Hof Christen are just as bad. They pretend that all 

                                                           
54 Eder, Evangelische Inquisition, 220v-222r. 
55 Eder, Evangelische Inquisition, 167r-v. 



373 
 

sides are equal and they have sweet words for everyone. They suppose that people of different 

religions can live side by side in peace, without causing harm to each other. Worse, in the 

interest of maintaining such a peace, they defer more and more spiritual authority to temporal 

rulers and councils.56 These groups might seem benign, warns Eder, but they were anything but. 

Their politeness was simply a mask for their own strange opiniones. They talk about peace, but 

in secret they work to set Catholics and Lutherans at each other’s throats, until the two religions 

eventually destroy themselves in a bloodbath. In the aftermath, these “evangelicals” establish 

their own blasphemies in the place of those deposed; thus have several kingdoms and 

principalities already fallen.57 

At no point does Eder explicitly reference people or events in contemporary Augsburg, but his 

description of half-Lutherans could speak to an awareness of developments in that city. Melhorn, 

after all, used that phrase—half-Lutheran—on a number of occasions to deride the Augsburgers. 

Or, if Eder was not referencing Augsburg, then that suggests that the kind of confessional 

adversarialism developing there met similar resistance elsewhere. Unfortunately, Eder does not 

actually tell his readers where these half-Lutherans could be found. Some, presumably, may have 

been drawn to Andreae’s Concord movement, which he characterizes as an effort to unite the 

Saxon and Swabian Confessionisten. However, he argues that the basis for this union was a 

shared hatred of the Roman Church and the pope, whom they together demonized as the anti-

                                                           
56 Eder, Evangelische Inquisition, 167v-169r.  
57 Eder, Evangelische Inquisition ,  166v-167r: “Andere wöllen wol auch höflich sein/ machen es aber etwas gröber/ 
sein im grund weder Bäpstisch noch Lutherisch / unnd haben doch darneben jhre sondere opiniones, welche sie 
under dem schein eines güten mittels und zeitlichen fridens uberal zum höchsten auffmutzen. Darunder aber aller 
hand meuterey stifften / darduch sie bayde thail / Lutherisch und Bäpstisch wider einander verhetzen / und so weyt 
bringen / dass sie einander in die har fallen. Also auch ein Blütbad nach dem andern anrichten / und eh darvon nit 
setzen / biss sie nit allain / so vil an jhnen / Land und Leut verderbet / sonder auch bayde Religiones umb gestürtzt / 
und jhren Abgott an die statt gesetzt haben. Mit solcher geschwindigkait / dass ein zeit hero etliche Künigreich und 
Fürstenthumb bey nahe zugrund gangen / eh dann dass sie solcher practicken und betriegerey recht gewar worden. 
Ich wolt diese lieber auffrürer / als Hof Christen nennen.”  
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Christ.58 This “hatred” would seem, though, to preclude groups like the Neutrales (whoever and 

wherever they were) from making common cause with Andreae. Thus, it is difficult to tell on 

what, exactly, Eder was basing his analysis.  

Still—ultimately—Eder sees the confessional conflict in the empire as a contest between the 

Roman Church and Luther. At the same time, though, he is remarkably cognizant of the diversity 

among evangelicals (even if his characterizations of same are often egregiously inflammatory). 

What he recognizes is that evangelicals did not simply line up behind certain theologians; their 

diversity was also a reflection of a myriad of ideological and socio-cultural influences and 

contexts. He actually makes a similar observation about half Catholics. Some try to take a 

neutral position, practicing Catholicism but making no effort to combat sectarianism. Others 

among these Mittler Catholischen try to mediate a position between Catholic and Lutheran 

theology and doctrine, in the interest of Christian re-unification. These Mediatores, he cautions, 

have caused more damage to the Church than the heretics themselves, and must be shunned!59 

What we have here in Eder, therefore, is the same kind of polar adversarialism which we 

witnessed at the 1566 diet between Held and the other ministers. If you are not with us, then you 

are against us; only, in Eder’s case, he has imposed that adversarialism on the empire as a whole, 

rejecting the legitimacy of any bi-confessionalism.  

Eder’s Evangelical Inquisition was flagrantly in violation of the Peace of Augsburg, and as such 

it should not surprise that by December, 1573, its publication and distribution was banned by 

imperial decree.60 But as the frequent and renewed orders to prohibit the sale and publication of 

                                                           
58 Eder, Evangelische Inquisition, 140v, 141v-142v.  
59 Eder, Evangelische Inquisition, 72v: “Die Mitler thun der kirchen mehr schaden / als die Ketzer selbs. . . und 
derowegen nit weniger zu besorgen ist / der All mechtig werde die weissheit der Weltweysen offentlich nit allein 
zuschanden machen / sonder auch diese und jene mit einander aussreuten und verderben.”  
60 Stetten, 2.606.   
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Schwenckfeld’s books in Augsburg have demonstrated, where there was profit to be made, there 

was a will to publish.61 Moreover, it is very possible that Müller himself may have owned his 

own copy, and that he shared the contents of that work with others in the city. This was certainly 

the case only a few years later in 1576. The book in question here was one by an Andreas Fabri, 

who was apparently in the employ of Duke Albrecht. From the pulpit, Müller explained that the 

purpose of Fabri’s book had been to convince Albrecht to round up and kill all Lutherans within 

his domain.62 A few days later, recounts Müller, he was called before the Stadtpfleger and 

admonished for owning a prohibited book, and for sharing its contents so publicly. 

If such a work by Fabri existed, it did not represent the desires of the vast majority of Catholic 

Augsburgers. Still, by bringing these dangerous conspiracy theories into the city, and by going so 

far as to share them from the pulpit, Müller was lending them legitimacy. By his own admission, 

Müller preached that Catholics in the city—under Jesuit influence—taught their children to view 

Lutherans as less than human—as lowly dogs.63 Catholic parents, he claimed, forbade their 

children to wed non-Catholics, or even to attend such weddings. Catholic renters were instructed 

not to rent to anyone outside of the Church. Alms and social services should be denied to 

evangelicals. Catholic craftsmen should only take contracts from other Catholics. Catholic 

                                                           
61 See for example, the arrests made in the late 1550s and early 1560s of many of Augsburg’s printers. StAA 
Strafbuch des Rats, 1564-1571: 11v-12r, 29r. In 1559, when Philipp Ulhart was arrested for printing Schwenckfeld’s 
and other prohibited books, he cited his great poverty as an excuse (er aber sei durch seine große Armut dazu 
beweget worden). See Friedrich Kapp, Geschichte des Deutsche Buchhandels. Vol. 1: Geschichte des Deutschen 
Buchhandels bis in das siebzehnte Jahrhundert (Leipzig: Verlag des Börsenvereins der Deutschen Buchhändler, 
1886), 567.    
62 This information comes from Müller’s Augspurgische Händel. In this work, these references to the Fabri book are 
dated 1567, during his tenure as deacon at Holy Cross. This is almost certainly a typographical error, however, as 
Müller was not in Augsburg in that year; he is only appointed to Holy Cross in 1572. It should read 1576. Müller, 
Augspurgische Händel, B5r-v. 
63 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, B3r: “. . .und in einer Summa zu reden / jglicher recht Catholische mit allem Eifer 
sich gegen den Lutherischen anderst nicht / denn gegen den ergesten Ketzern / ja als gegen Hunden unnd Bestien 
erzeigen solle.” 
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children should only study under Catholic teachers, and Catholic teachers should turn away all 

heretics, and so on.  

Such attitudes towards religious “others” almost certainly existed in the city by the 1570s, but it 

was men like Müller—men who dragged these prejudices and conspiracies into the spotlight—

who ultimately lent them credence and normalized them. We might be inclined to dismiss the 

influence of works by the likes of Eder and Fabri because they were formally prohibited, but the 

reality is that ambitious and charismatic men like Müller wanted these books to have an 

influence. Müller wanted his congregants to think that Catholics would never accept the Peace of 

Augsburg; he wanted the evangelicals of Augsburg to believe that Fabri had called for a 

Parisian-style massacre of them. The more Müller was able to convince people that they were in 

danger, the more they looked to him for protection. Georg Müller’s path was one of direct 

confrontation with the Jesuits and those he saw supporting them—and the more he pushed, the 

more they pushed back.  

* * *  

Georg Meckhart’s path of resistance was less adventuresome, but no less important. As he had in 

1570, he continued to preach patient endurance of suffering alongside a theology of the cross. At 

the same time, though, he was not about to let the voice of the ministry be subverted by the 

young fiery Müller. Meckhart began writing what would be his Brief Refutation of the Chief 

Arguments of the Papists, to which Jakob Andreae himself would provide a preface.64 In their 

                                                           
64 SuStBA 4 Aug 906: Georg Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung / Ettlicher gemeiner Gegenwürff der 
Papisten / mit wölthen sie ihre Irrthumb wöllen verthedingen/ und hergegen die uralte Catholische Religion / so in 
der Augspurgischen Confession begriffen/ für falsch und irrig ausschreien (Tübingen: Georg Gruppenbach, 1574). 
How Meckhart and Andreae first came to know one another is unclear, though it is reasonable to conclude that they 
might have met during either the 1559 or 1566 diet. A brief entry in the Latin Church-chronicle in SuStBA 4 Cod 
Aug 143 reports that, “Idem eodem tempore [1573] placiebat Georgij Meccardus apud [suus] Lutheranos eo.” Ibid. 
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respective prefaces, both Meckhart and Andreae confirmed the notion that the Catholic Church 

and the Jesuits posed a threat, but only insofar as they were always trying to win evangelicals 

back to Rome. By clever rhetoric and imaginative arguments, Catholics sought to confuse 

evangelicals and sow doubt amongst them. If the pope and his agents posed a threat to 

evangelicals, it was not to their lives or property, but to their immortal souls. Andreae explained 

that the purpose of Meckhart’s work (to which he himself contributed nothing but a hearty 

endorsement and a preface) was not to attack Catholics, but to provide evangelicals who were 

feeling pressured to convert with a ready answer to Catholic rhetoric. He explained that in the 

past year, Catholics had pressed hard against the unity of the Augsburg and Württemberg 

churches. Many had therefore looked to Andreae to craft a response to this pressure, but he 

explained that he was loathe to oblige them. He did not want their movement to be defined by 

one or two men, as the Catholics characterized the Concord movement. Rather, he wanted to 

show the Catholics their unity, “a thousand ministers strong.” To that end, he encouraged 

knowledgeable and capable men like Meckhart to speak up on their behalf.  

That Meckhart saw himself serving an evangelical resistance to the Counter Reformation is 

evident in his dedication of the work to the imperial count Joachim vom Ortenburg, whose 

Reformation continued to defy and confound Albrecht of Bavaria.65 Still, though, Meckhart 

exhibits some lingering hesitation about throwing-in fully with a larger evangelical movement 

outside the city. After the two prefaces and before the main body of the work, he inserted a short 

two-page disclaimer. He begins by explaining that many will wonder why the word Lutherischen 

appears so often in this work, and why he would not leave it out, according to the teaching of 

                                                           
95r. This seems to suggest that Meckhart was working with Andreae in the Concord movement at least in the year 
before he published his 1574 work.  
65 In that same year, 1573, Joachim won a great legal victory when the imperial immediacy of his county was upheld 
by the Imperial Chamber Court, thereby legitimizing his right as ruler of the domain to initiate a reformation. 
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Paul (1. Cor. 3.). Meckhart explains that while we servants of the evangelical church of 

Augsburg, who teach and confess the Augsburg Confession, do not use this term ourselves, we 

also should not feel ashamed by it, given Luther’s role in freeing the Gospel. Moreover, he 

employs the word here throughout because it is the term their detractors use against them, and 

because it is useful in delineating between Luther’s teaching (which they follow) and that of the 

sects. He then reaffirms that while they do not baptize themselves in the name of Luther, in the 

context of a refutation like this, it is no sin to acknowledge an association with such a man.66  

Of the 31 arguments he addresses in this work, few of them are strictly theological. Instead, 

Meckhart explicitly targets those arguments he felt would have the most efficacy against a 

“simple Christian.” Argument 10, for example, asks why a Catholic should convert to the 

Augsburg Confession, when there was so much disunity and division amongst its adherents. To 

this, Meckhart responded that there is actually a good deal of agreement within the community of 

the Augsburg Confession, and that Catholics needed to distinguish between who was within and 

who was outside that community. Anabaptists, Schwenckfelders, and Zwinglians might share 

certain key points of doctrine with them, but they ultimately did not follow the Confession. He 

then adds that although there is some disagreement within their ranks, Paul himself taught that 

there needed to be some division so that the righteous could be tested. Meckhart then turned the 

question around and spends the following five pages describing doctrinal and political disputes 

within Catholicism.67   

Argument 18 voiced the familiar concern that Lutherans interpreted the notion of Christian 

freedom as license to disobey the law. Meckhart uses this argument as an opportunity to affirm 

                                                           
66 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 12r-v. (The folio pagination is only used in the prefaces. The 
body of the text uses sequential pagination).  
67 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 51-58.  
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the distinction between worldly and spiritual authority. For example, if a city government were 

to prohibit the eating of meat on Fridays, Saturdays, and holidays because it was sinful and 

against Church tradition, evangelicals would not be bound by that law. However, if the same 

authority passed such a law because it was for the good of the city—as was the custom during 

times of famine, inflation, and war—then no good god-fearing Christian would disobey such a 

lawful, sensible order. Clearly, in this case, this explanation was intended to contextualize the 

Augsburg council’s passage of emergency restrictions on the sale of meat during the recent 

famine.68  

A little later, Argument 20 asks why Lutheran preachers, who complain so loudly and bitterly 

against the Catholics, did not bother to send anyone to the Council of Trent. Here, as elsewhere, 

Georg couched his rebuttal in simple, concise, and logical responses. Lutheran preachers very 

much desired a Christian council to address their respective theological positions, but, he 

explained, it was the conditions under which Trent was held that forced them to stay away. Trent 

was not called under the protection and authority of the imperial majesty, but under that of the 

pope. He then offered the example of Huss to explain why this issue was important to them.69  

In the context of Augsburg, one of the most interesting sections of this work is Meckhart’s 

response to argument 26: even when all of you Lutheran preachers gather together, you still do 

not have the power between you to exorcise a single devil, which power our priests and Jesuits 

exhibit regularly. Meckhart responded by explaining that the devil could possess a person by one 

of two means, the first and most deadly of which was to enter the soul directly, leading the host 

towards temptation, blasphemy, heresy, and all manner of godless living. According to 

                                                           
68 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 116-120. 
69 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 124-27. 
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Meckhart, fighting this kind of possession was the daily occupation of every true minister of 

God, in which effort they employed no less a weapon than the preaching of the Word. By such 

means, Luther himself exorcized more demons in his lifetime than all your Jesuits together ever 

could, in addition to which he also banished other foul spirits, like the Pride-devil, the Drink-

devil, the Lust-devil, and so on.70  

As for your bodily possession, he continued, we have to remember that nothing happens against 

God’s will. If God allows a person to be possessed by a demon, then it is to remind the world of 

the devil’s tyranny. But, he adds, insofar as this is a bodily possession, like any other illness, 

whatever it might do to the body, it has no power to damn an innocent soul. Unlike Müller, who 

later in life would become one of Lutheranism’s foremost advocates of exorcism, Meckhart 

explained that contrary to Catholic teaching, “we believe that we are past the age of miracles, 

and so to relieve those possessed, we turn to prayer, rather than sorcery (Zauberey).”71 We pray 

for divine assistance, but we do not assume we are entitled to miracles. He then cites 

Eisengrein’s account of Canisius’ purported exorcism of Anna von Bernhausen in 1571 as an 

example of how the Jesuits have attempted to lead evangelicals astray with false miracles. He 

also refers the reader to Johann Marbach’s treatise attacking the legitimacy of Eisengrein’s 

miracle-book.72 

While he is quite critical of Eisengrein’s account, Meckhart nonetheless concedes that, 

theoretically at least, the devil also has the power to grant miracles. Therefore, in order to 

                                                           
70 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 144-46. 
71 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 146.  
72 VD16 M 911: Johann Marbach, Von Mirackeln vnd Wunderzeichen Wie man sie ausz vnnd nach Gottes Wort, für 
waar oder falsch, erken[n]en soll. Sampt Grundtlicher widerlegung des Wunderzeichens, so vor eine[m] Jar 
Canisius, wie er vermient, an einem besessnen Jungfrewlin gewürcket, wie solches L. Martin Eysengrein… 
(Strasbourg: Johann Marbach, 1571). Marbach dedicated this work to the Augsburg ministry, commending them for 
their measured and faithful response to the Jesuits’ pageantry.  
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determine whether a miracle comes from above or below, one needs to consider the instrument 

of that miracle. Here, more than anywhere else in his work, Meckhart’s frustration with the 

Jesuits starts to shine through, albeit still subtly. He explains that one needs to consider the 

character of these Jesuit exorcists—these are men who devote their waking hours to leading 

people away from the Gospel. If you believe in the pure, evangelical Gospel and its sacraments, 

then it follows that these Jesuits are not God’s agents; thus, their “miracles,” if real, cannot be 

from God. These “spectacles” serve no other purpose than to lead innocent souls into 

blasphemy.73  

A little later on, Meckhart then confronts the accusation that the 1530 Augsburg Confession has 

since been polluted and altered by men like Melanchthon and Andreae for the sake of unity, such 

that it is no longer protected by the 1555 Peace of Augsburg. To this, he replied that it is 

certainly true that some theologians, especially in the years after it was published, falsely 

claimed agreement with the Augsburg Confession out of a desire to benefit from its protections. 

The faithful adherents of the Confession, though, could hardly be blamed for this. Further, one 

should not confuse a willingness to maintain dialogue with such theologians as tacit approval of 

their errors. Neither Luther nor Melanchthon ever stopped corresponding with advocates of 

Zwingli’s errors; instead, they tried—in some cases successfully—to help them recognize where 

their interpretations of scripture were wrong. They did not, however, change the substance of the 

Confession to make it more welcoming towards Zwinglians or Calvinists. Or, if Melanchthon did 

attempt to make significant alterations, it should be remembered that the Augsburg Confession is 

greater than Melanchthon, greater even than Wittenberg.74  

                                                           
73 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 149. 
74 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 156-57. 
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The final section of this work concerns the sacrament of the altar. In particular, Meckhart 

addresses the critique that Luther himself once advocated that the laity should only receive the 

sacrament in one kind. He begins by saying that this is a highly dubious claim, given the weight 

of evidence to the contrary, but he recognizes that there are contradictions within Luther’s 

writings. His response is this: Luther’s conversion was not a sudden one. Luther was not Paul; 

rather, his was a slow and studied conversion. It began in his experience of the indulgence 

controversy, and from there led him further to seek the truth of the gospel in the study of 

scripture. When Catholics point out these contradictions, or point to current divisions among 

Luther’s successors, know that for Luther himself, it took time to finally recognize the truth, for 

part of that recognition requires that we understand the errors we leave behind.75  

A Fork in the Road 

In the winter of 1575, Johann Baptist Meckhart returned to Augsburg, having recently completed 

his studies in Tübingen and Wittenberg.76 At the tender age of18, Johann Baptist became the 

youngest member of the ministry, being appointed to one of the deaconships at the Franciscan 

church under Christoph Neuberger. Descriptions of Meckhart report that he was much like his 

father—affable, peace-loving, and a dedicated scholar.77 Also like his father, he was not afraid to 

defend his church from those who threatened it. Rein postulates that his childhood in 

Augsburg—particularly his experience of the Jesuit-led Counter Reformation—left him with a 

                                                           
75 This is the theme of sections 10 and 28, to which Meckhart references the reader in his closing statement. 
Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 189.   
76 There are some conflicting reports concerning his education. His profile in the Wiedemann Pfarrerbuch says he 
studied in first Jena, then Tübingen. Wiedemann, 28-29. This may be based on a similar entry in SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 
143, 97r. However, Rein and many of the other chronicles describe him studying in Tübingen and Wittenberg. See, 
for example, Rein no. 67.  
77 See SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 292; Thelot, 2.51r; Rein, no. 67. 
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deep distrust of the order.78 Johann Baptist first left the city in 1571 at the age of 14, and so it is 

very easy to imagine that the exorcism-mania of the late 1560s may have impressed upon the 

young man. In any case, when he returned home in 1575, it was to a renewed state of 

confessional tension. Georg Müller and the priest Gregorius Wolfschedel, for example, were 

publicly at one another’s throats. Days after Müller had delivered his Easter sermon warning his 

congregation about the possibility of a Jesuit-inspired Paris-style massacre in Augsburg, 

Wolfschedel, one of the preachers at the cathedral, issued a formal protest to the city and church 

governors (Stadt- und Kirchenpfleger). In front of these authorities, Müller protested his 

innocence, explaining that he had only recounted what he had read in print. To this, Stadtpfleger 

Rehlinger responded that works like these were prohibited for a reason—they did nothing but 

stoke resentment, and Müller should have known better than to repeat what he read.79 This 

admonishment, however, apparently went unheeded, as soon again Müller was preaching against 

the Jesuits. Wolfschedel, too, began preaching against Müller, to the point that Müller next 

issued a formal protest against Wolfschedel, and so on.  

It was in this context that Johann Baptist first found his feet as a preacher. However, it should 

perhaps not surprise—given role-models like Neuberger and Müller—that it was only a matter of 

time before the younger Meckhart “opened his mouth too wide.”80 In 1576, Johann Baptist 

delivered a sermon at the Franciscan church in which he asserted that the Jesuits had corrupted 

the emperor himself, turning him into a dishonest (meinaidigen) man with their whispers.81 

                                                           
78 Rein, no. 67. 
79 Thelot, 2:514v-515r.  
80 Thelot, 2:511r: “Anno 1576 hat er sich alss ein junger mann in einer pradig verstigen, und den mundt auss eyffer 
zu weit auffgethon, in dem er gesagt, das die Jesuiter solche leuth seyen, die den Kayser, sovill an inen, zu einen 
meineidigen  Mann machen, dan er offt ein ding umb iret willen, underlassen miessen.” 
81 Thelot, 2:511r-v;: “Anno 1576 hat er sich alss ein junger mann in einer pradig verstigen, und den mundt auss 
eyffer zu weit auffgethon, in dem er gesagt, das die Jesuiter solche leuth seyen, die den Kayser, sovill an inen, zu 
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When reports of the audaciousness of this sermon spread, the city government felt compelled to 

act. The city governors sent word to the convent through the church provosts that Meckhart had 

to go. With expedience, Johann Baptist was dismissed from his post.82 Over the course of the 

previous three decades, numerous evangelical ministers were dismissed for stirring up trouble 

within the ministry. However, not since the 1551 purge were any ministers let go for explicitly 

stirring up animosity with Catholics. Neuberger surely straddled the line between what was 

acceptable and what was not, and Müller had been formally put on notice for his anti-Catholic 

fear-mongering, but Meckhart was the first to actually be sacked. The young Meckhart, though—

newly-arrived and only a deacon—was an easy target. However, if the city governors had hoped 

to use the young man’s dismissal as a deterrent against further confessional antagonism, their 

hopes were sorely betrayed.  

* * *  

The next year, perhaps realizing that Müller’s adversarial vision of confessional Lutheranism 

was gaining traction in the city, Georg Meckhart did something none of his colleagues had thus 

far attempted—he reached out to Augsburg’s Catholics. Specifically, he wrote a treatise directed 

towards the new, “world-wise” (weltweise) Catholics in Augsburg who were finding it harder 

and harder to ignore the imperfections of Roman Catholicism. These were Catholics who no 

longer bothered to defend every article of Catholic or papal tradition—they left this to the priests 

and theologians. Instead, as Meckhart describes them, they increasingly just took what they liked 

about Catholicism and ignored the rest, convinced that they could find their own way to 

                                                           
einen meineidigen  Mann machen, dan er offt ein ding umb iret willen, underlassen miessen.” See also SuStBA 4 
Cod Aug 135, 292; and SuStBA 143, 97r.  
82 His father, however, was quickly able to find him a small parish in Württemberg. See SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 
293. 
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salvation.83 Georg sympathized, but he also warned, quoting Paul (Galatians 5:9) that a little 

yeast leavens the whole mass of dough. In other words, even a little blasphemy, if left 

unchecked, could jeopardize salvation. Therefore, rather than adhering to Catholicism in 

piecemeal fashion, he encouraged his target audience to question the premises of the entire papal 

religion. Another refrain which appears often throughout was that there was no need to “throw 

the baby out with the bathwater” (das man das Kindt nit mit dem Bade ausschuetten); there were 

many aspects of belief and practice which Catholics and evangelicals shared, which meant that 

the conversion to the Augsburg Confession would perhaps not be as jarring as one might think. 

At the same time, though, he warns that just as you should not throw the baby out with the 

bathwater, neither do you want to leave the child to soak in dirty water for too long (Aber man 

muss das Kind im unsauberen bad nit verderben lassen).84 

To be sure, Catholic and Protestant authors had been writing works like this since the beginning 

of the Reformation. Especially in the first few decades, we can reasonably assume that many of 

these were genuinely interested in effecting conversions. By about the middle of the sixteenth-

century, though, the motivation for writing such works had more to do with preventing apostasy 

than it did winning converts, and this motivation is typically reflected in the lack of nuance or 

ambiguity which such works contain. In modern parlance, we might say that these served to 

cultivate a “confirmation bias”—they reaffirmed what someone already “knew” (or wanted to 

                                                           
83 SuStBA 4 Aug 908a:  Georg. Meckhart, Grundtliche vnd kurtze Widerlegungder fürnembsten jrrthumen vnd 
Abgöttereyen, so bey den sterbenden Personen im Bapstumb getriben werden (Lauingen: Philipp Ulhart, 1577),  
A4v:  “Zu letst befinden sich newe weltweise Papisten/ die sehen wol das im Bapstumb vil irrigs ist/ und nit alles 
kan defendiert werden/ die machen jnen ain besonders Bapstumb/ und sprechen/ Ich lasse den Pfaffen das seinig 
verantworten/ was mich belangt/ nimm ich aus Pfaffen predig was mir gefelt/ Ich will durch Christum allain selig 
werden/ und stehe bey der Mess/ gedenck auss leyden Christi/ thue mein gebeet/ und erinnere mich bey dem 
Weichwasser der rainigung von suenden/ bey dem geweychten Liecht/ des glaubens schein/ bey dem Oel der 
salbung des hailigen Gaists/ bey den Kreuetern/ Gottes gab und Allmaechtigkait/ und dergleichen. 
84 For examples of this phrase, see Meckhart, (1577), 5v, 91v. 
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believe) was true. After all, few literate Germans would have paid good money to buy books 

challenging their own religious beliefs and traditions, and so there were fewer and fewer earnest 

attempts to change hearts and minds in print media. That this was nevertheless Meckhart’s 

intention, though, is fairly clear, (that is, in addition to the parallel motivation of preventing 

evangelical apostasy and assuring evangelicals in their beliefs).  

In his extended critique of mandatory private confession, Meckhart, (channeling his father, to 

some extent), laments the plight of weltweise Catholics. From birth they were taught to confess 

each and every detail of their sins to a confessor. But imagine, he writes, the scandal and shame 

that one would bring on themselves should they confide to a priest that they doubted the 

doctrines of the Church. They dared not share these doubts with a priest, and so they carried this 

burden with them, day after day.85 As he argues over several chapters, though, neither priests nor 

ministers—nor even popes—had any special power to grant salvation and forgiveness. If a 

Christian genuinely sought these, they needed to go straight to the source, and you did not need a 

confessional for that. In fact, in his chapter on the Catholic sacrament, he explains that the 

practices of confession and penance were rooted in a form of discipline (Disciplin) exercised in 

the early Church. He argues that the transformation of confession and penance—which practices 

had essentially been designed to shame Christians into moral living—into a formal holy 

sacrament upon which salvation depended, was not only scripturally unfounded, but it was one 

of the worst corruptions within the Catholic Church. It was not simply wrong, but it diminished 

(verklainert) the totality of Christ’s sacrifice on the cross, and therefore good Christians should 

flee from it.86 

                                                           
85 Meckhart, (1577), 74r-v.  
86 Meckhart, (1577), 80r.  
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In his critique of what he describes as the arcane and hollow rituals of Catholicism’s last rites—

the consecrated water, oil and candles, the Latin, the veneration of Mary and the saints, and so 

on—he argues that insofar as none of this has anything to do with Christ’s sacrifice and promise 

of salvation, it does nothing to comfort the dying. Then, however, he writes:  

But you may well point out that some Catholic priests comfort the dying just as we 
ministers do, with stories about Christ our savior. To this I would reply that I have no 
doubt—I’ve even witnessed this firsthand; many among [these priests] are pulled towards 
truth as a matter of conscience (gewissen). In order to comfort those facing imminent 
death, they set aside all of the rituals for a while and simply talk about Christ (in a way 
which they would call Lutheran), by which means many dying were indeed comforted.87 

When he critiqued Catholic practices around dying, he clarified, he was not taking issue with all 

Catholics or all priests, only with the norms and doctrine of Catholicism—with the “good 

papists” who stick close to the doctrine espoused at Trent and by Catholic theologians.88 This 

clarification is quite revealing. First, it corroborates that Meckhart was trying to connect with the 

experiences of Augsburg Catholics, anticipating some of the anecdotal critiques they might have 

of his arguments. Second, it adds nuance to the conflict between Catholicism and Protestantism 

as he understood it. It was not the adherents of the faith to whom Meckhart objected, but its 

doctrine—more specifically, the consequences of that Catholic doctrine. “It breaks my heart,” he 

lamented, “that the dying should be denied comfort in their final moments, and so I suffer with 

them, and with all those who could be taught a better way, who could still be redeemed by 

conversion.”89 

                                                           
87 Meckhart, (1577), 32r.   
88 Meckhart, (1577), 32r: “Ich aber zaige inn diser schrifft fürnämlich an/ wann sy auf guet Papistisch woellen dem 
krancken zusprechen/ und nach des Trientischen Concilii unnd anderer Papistischer Scribenten leer woellen 
handlen/ wie jaemerlich und erbaermlich sy muessen mit jren krancken umbgehn/ und sy in die zweyflung fueren.” 
89 Meckhart, (1577), 3r: “Wan mir bedencken/ mit was grewel und jrrthumb die jhenige personen/ so im Bapstumb 
von diser welt abschaiden woellen/ beschwert werden/ so koenden mir nit underlassen ain herzlichs mitleiden mit 
jnen zuhaben/ und alle die/ so noch aines bessern kondtet berichtet werden/ zur nutzbaren bekereung zu ermanen. 
Dann es ja die bruederliche lieb erfordert/ wa mir ain ander von Jrrthumb und Abgoetterey abmanen koenden/ das 
mir dasselbig mit Christenlichen eifer und gebuerendem fleis verrichten sollen.” 
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The Conversion of Johann Lach 

In early 1578, a work began to circulate in print relating the (purportedly) autobiographical 

account of one man’s return to Catholicism after a period of apostasy. The author, the prolific 

and well-known Ingolstadt theologian Johann Nass, had visited Augsburg in 1577, returning later 

that year for an extended stay through1578. During this time, Nass preached at the basilica of 

Sts. Ulrich and Afra, he conversed with other Catholic clergy, he published several polemics, and 

he lobbied the city government to curtail the rights and privileges granted to the evangelical 

ministry.  

In his youth Nass was an avid evangelical, and as a journeyman-tailor, he spent time in many of 

the southern cities, including Augsburg, Nuremberg, and Regensburg. In the 1550s, though, he 

converted to Catholicism, and by 1557 he was ordained a priest. Upon conversion, he became a 

zealous advocate of the Counter Reformation, and in recognition of his skill and determination, 

he was sent to Ingolstadt for further training.90 By the 1570s, his polemical activities had earned 

him some powerful patrons, including the cardinal-bishop of Augsburg, Otto von Truchsess, and 

Archduke Ferdinand II. He became one of Catholicism’s chief critics of the Concord movement, 

for which efforts he was made an auxiliary bishop in Brixen in 1580. Philip Soergel describes 

Nass as a “brilliant orator” who was an integral part of the Bavarian Counter Reformation under 

Albrecht V.91 Nass, then, was no minor player in the landscape of German confessional politics. 

Although Nass published this work under the name “Johann Lach,” it was no great secret that his 

hand was behind it. In Georg Meckhart’s published reply, for example, he clearly identifies Nass 

                                                           
90 See his bio in Remigius Bäumer, “Nas, Johannes,” Neue Deutsche Biographie 18 (1997), 737 f. (Online-Version).  
91 Wondrous in His Saints, 91-94, 101-102.  



389 
 

as the author.92 Throughout the work, this “Lach” effusively praises Pater Nasus, whom he cites 

on several occasions, and from whom he even claimed to have the inspiration to write an account 

of his conversion.  

Nas’ celebrity is important to keep in mind as we consider this work in greater detail. He was the 

author of dozens of works, which were published from one end of the empire to the other. He 

held a prominent position at one of Germany’s foremost Catholic universities, and he had some 

very powerful political allies. During his stay in Augsburg, he had ready access to one of the 

most important Catholic pulpits in the city, second only to that of the cathedral. Thus, when he 

claims to have petitioned the Augsburg city government to silence the evangelical preachers, 

accusing them of rebellion, we should stop and take note. Since 1576—since Johann Baptist 

Meckhart and Georg Müller began publicly giving voice to local evangelicals’ whispered fears—

the veil of subtlety had been dropped, and the religious “peace” in Augsburg was deteriorating 

rapidly. Nass’ entry into the fray represents a marked escalation of adversarial tensions; he did 

not create these tensions, but he surgically identified and isolated potential sources of 

confessional conflict, dragging them into the light of public discourse with his sermons and with 

this publication.  

* * *  

Nas prefaces this work with the popular medieval parable about the French Jew who converts to 

Christianity amidst the corruption and depravation of Rome.93 This story, which was included in 

                                                           
92“Aber ich befande bald an der sprach / wer der Meister war / ob er schon ein fremden namen für das buch setzet / 
und vermeint / wan er nur die Nasen versteckete / so würd er nicht erkandt.”  SuStBA 4 Aug 910: Georg Meckhart, 
Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, so vnder dem Namen M. Joh. Lach. . . in truck verfertiget worden. . . (Tübingen: 
Alexander Hock, 1578), x2v. 
93 See SuStBA 4 Aug 909: [Johannes Nass], Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss/ Von der wunderbarlichen 
unerwarten Bekehrung M. Johan Lachen/ U. Welcher lange Zeyt in der Religion bey so mancherley Secten 
zweyffelhafftig  gewest ist/ und weder hinder sich/ noch für sich gewüsst/ gleichwol  er fleyssig gestudiert/ viel 



390 
 

Boccaccio’s Decameron, concerns two friends in Paris—a Christian and a Jew. The Christian, 

fearing for the eternal soul of his friend, relentlessly tries to persuade the Jewish man to convert. 

This good-natured Jew, Abraham, enjoyed their talks, and so suffered these persuasions to a 

great length. One day, though, he sought to end the matter by promising his friend that he would 

consider conversion, but only after he had seen for himself the heart of the man’s religion—

Rome. The French Christian despaired upon hearing this, for he knew by all accounts that Rome 

had become no less than a den of iniquity, and its popes and cardinals were the worst of the lot. 

What Abraham encountered in the city was true to his friend’s description. Among the highest 

and lowest denizens of the city alike—pope and cardinals, peddlers and con-men—lust, greed, 

and gluttony ruled. When Abraham returned to Paris, he reported to his friend that not only was 

Rome entirely bereft of Christian piety and virtue, but that he was forced to conclude that the city 

and its potentates must, in fact, be bent on the destruction of the Christian religion. He marveled 

that Christ’s religion continued to flourish despite having to contend with such an adversary, and 

concluded that Christians must indeed have a divine patron. Thus, to the astonishment of his 

friend, Abraham agreed to convert.   

The conversion of Nass’ character, Lach, follows a parallel narrative. Nass—speaking as Lach—

recounts how for years he had wandered through the German nation seeking true religion. He 

visited many cities, and studied at many schools. He read many books, and attended many 

sermons, both Catholic and evangelical. He relates that nowhere did he find the kind of unity of 

doctrine among the Protestants (Protestierenden) as he did among Catholics. Thus, the wide 

diversity of beliefs caused him great consternation, as did the divisiveness amongst their 

                                                           
gehöre unnd selbst gelesen hat/ doch allezeyt jrriger worden/ Biss er ohn gefahr durch Gottliche Schickung/ newlich 
zu Augspurg durch ein eineige Predigt unnd Büchlein / dess wirdeigen Herren/ M. Georgen Meckarts/ Diener dess 
Worts daselbsten. . . in der Göttlichen Warheit bestättiget ist worden (Ingolstadt: Philipp Ulhart, 1578), 2v-4v.  
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advocates. In Ulm, for example, he was astounded by the spectacular polemics (wunderseltzame 

newe Anschlage) coming from the pulpits.94 Finally, at the end of September, 1577, he arrived in 

Augsburg.  

He had numerous reports of a Dominus Pater Nass who was preaching in the city at the basilica, 

and, having read a number of his books, Lach wanted to hear the priest for himself. A few weeks 

pass, and one day, after listening to Nass’ All Saints’ sermon, Lach became curious about the 

evangelical preaching house abutting the basilica, which was silent during this holy day. He set 

out to learn more about the preacher there, and after a time found his way to the man’s house. 

There, he encountered a woman hanging a load of laundry in front of the house for all to see, by 

which action he took her to be saying that she had nothing to do with the saints. Lach approached 

politely and offered her a greeting, asking after the minister. The woman—the preacher’s wife—

turned on him wild-eyed, and looked as though ready to strike him (which behavior he attributes 

to her having seen him come from the Catholic service). He immediately withdrew to his own 

herberg, where, upon relating his experience, he learned more about the reputation (schlechte 

lob) of this preacher (Meckhart) and his family.95  

The next Saturday he attended the mass led by Wolfgang Schedel,96 and on Sunday he sat down 

with the Jesuit Gregorius Rosephus. Rosephus explained that only last evening, that preacher at 

St. Ulrich (Meckhart) had delivered a sermon against the Catholic teaching on purgatory. Lach 

was struck by the impertinence of this (der fürwitz stach mich) and he decided to go see this 

                                                           
94 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 5r. 
95 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 5r. 
96 I would imagine this was Gregorious Wolfschedel, the cathedral preacher with whom Müller became embroiled 
throughout the late 1570s.   
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Meckhart preach for himself (knowing that he would never reach him at his house, with his wife 

on guard).97  

The preaching house at St. Ulrich was like a bath-house, filled with benches, (even in the 

balcony).98 Soon, the rest of the folk piled in, and before long the preacher took to the pulpit, 

leading the congregation in some German songs and then, in the place of the papist collect, a 

German prayer. I could not understand the words, explains Lach, but it seemed to have to do 

with God forgiving their sins, past and future. The minister then began his sermon, preaching 

from Luther’s bible. This Meckhart explained that Catholics were taught to compartmentalize the 

dead, and he criticized their notion of purgatory. He then went further, stating (falsely, claims 

Lach) that the Jesuits in Ingolstadt added additional cells for special kinds of sinners, and for 

unbaptized children. As the sermon continued, Lach become increasingly uncomfortable, for he 

“easily” recognized all the errors this preacher was making, and wondered at the brazenness of it. 

Summarizing his experience of this sermon, he writes,  

In sum, hardly ever in my life have I heard so many and so uncompelling 
(ungeschwungene) lies, such that in my heart and mind I resolved then and there to warn 
the simple-folk against this man. Never before had I seen [such] a well-known 
(namhaffts) preacher. . . abuse and slander the Catholic faith with so many blatant 
(unbeschnittene) lies. . . When I finally left the preaching house, I stood outside and 
thought, Almighty God, what is this?99  

                                                           
97 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 5v.  
98 “Also gieng  ich zu Abend an aller Seelen tag/ war Sambstag/ ins Predighauss/ dass ist nun aller voller Banck/ 
jrem Brauch nach/ wie die Badstuben/ [gehe auff die obern Bühn]/ die umb und umb gehet/ lanng und breyt/ da 
hette ich guten raum/ und stellt mich gegen dem Predigstuhl.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 8  
99In Summa/ ich habe mein Lebtag kaum auff einmal so vil und ungeschwungene Lugen gehört/ also dass er mir 
mein Herz und Gemüht umbgewendt/ dass ich alsbald mit dem armen einfältigen Volck ein Mitleyden trug/ [dann 
ich niemandt Namhaffts in der Predig sahe / vnnd folgends fieng er viel Proben der Papisten / wie sie reden / an zu 
widerlegen / so er doch anfänglich sagete / sie hetten nichts / dann nur die Heyden und hincken den Machabeer vnd 
Campos Elysios. . In suma durchauss und auss straffet und schalter mit unbeschnittenen Lugen die Catholischen/ 
deren meines erachtens niemands da war/ nit ein einige Lehr hetten die Zuhörer/ dann dass er am end sprach/ und sie 
vermahenet zum Eyfer dess Worts/ und denen / so darwider weren/ feindt zu seyn/ . . . / dann ich vor war inns 
Predighaus kommen/ dacht/ Allmächtiger Gott/ was ist das?” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 12. 
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Thinking that, surely, this Meckhart did not represent the whole ministry, Lach the next day 

attended services at the hospital church. Sure enough, the preacher there (Bächlin) also preached 

against purgatory. He preached laughably (lächerlich), and traded in nothing but fantasies and 

amusements (trieb nur fantasey und Kurtzwyle) when he tried to critique the Catholic teaching. 

At one point, Bächlin recommended to the congregation that they could learn more on the 

subject from a work by the learned Herr Meckhart. Straightaway Lach went out and bought this 

book, and retired to his herberg to read through it diligently.100 By the time he had finished, he 

was aghast. “It was scandalous,” he wrote, “that in such a great city, home to so many just and 

learned Catholic preachers, that they. . . allow such outrageous, abusive lies against the 

Church.”101  He determined to help Father Nass and the other priests bring forth a book that 

might counter the “tyranny and wrath” of Meckhart and his accomplices (Mithelfer). He could 

not fathom that the Catholic leaders of this city would allow such dreck from the pulpit—let 

alone allow it to be published in print. When he took these complaints to the local priests, 

though, they responded that they had addressed all of these same errors many times before, and 

there was no need to do so again. These preachers, they explained, go about in beggars’ robes, 

and would do or say anything to make a living. When Lach protested that one of the foremost 

preachers in the city was allowed to publish such insults, he was told that that was simply the law 

of the land. The priest told him not to worry, though: “the higher monkeys climb, the funnier 

they look.”102 

                                                           
100 While Nass refers to Georg’s Brief Refutation in other places, Meckhart, in his reply, clarifies that the book 
Bächlin was discussing was the collection of Johann Meckhart’s sermons on purgatory. Meckhart, Widerlegung der 
Schmachschrifft, 38. 
101. . . dass es ein jammer ist/ inn einer so grossen Statt/ bey noch so viel gelehrten guten  gewaltigen Catholischen 
Predigern/ dass die Leut nicht auffmercken/ jrer Seelen Heyl und Seligkait bass bedenken/ und solche unerhörte 
greyffliche Lugen für das Wort Gottes empfahen.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 13-14. 
102 “. . . dann je höher die Affen steygen/ je lächerlicher sie erscheynen.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche 
Bekanntnuss, 15.  
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Convinced that Meckhart’s theology itself was not worth rebuttal, Lach instead decided to 

publish a book for the simple everyman (einfaelitge jederman). Using simple words, he would 

expose the lies of this Meckhart (whose name should really be “Dreckhart”).103 The second half 

of Nass’ work is ostensibly that work by Lach. At only about 40 pages, it is rather light on 

substance and theological interrogation. Really, it reads as a protracted and astonishingly 

personal attack on Meckhart’s character and reputation. Some examples of this invective are 

instructive for capturing the tone of the discourse men like Nass were peddling.  

At one point, Nass/Lach claims to have taken Meckhart’s work to the city council, warning them 

that it contained within it the seeds of rebellion.104 He said that by publishing such a slanderous 

work against the Church, Meckhart was inciting the people to anger against the city’s priests.105 

Then, responding to their critique of purgatory, Lach argued that the only reason the ministers do 

not say prayers for the dead is because the living pay their wages.106 He then admonished that 

Meckhart should remember that he is not a nobleman, but an orphan (der nicht Edel/ sonder ein 

FindelKind).107 Those Meckhartisch fools who follow such a man should realize by now that 

they have it wrong. These lustful men traded consecration for marriage, and now they have to 

rely on us to chase the demons from their people.108 Meckhart, that “red-bearded Tannhauser,” 

was naught but a “master of lazy shepherds, beggar-children, and farts.”109 On Meckhart’s Brief 

                                                           
103 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 16. 
104 His intention was to explain to the council “was hierauss für ein guts fruchtlein der Rebellion erwachsen kan,” 
referencing the Brief Refutation. Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 19.   
105 “Meckart aber richt alle sein Schreiben und Schreyen da hin/ dass sich jederman an den an den Priestern ärgern 
soll.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 22-23. 
106 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 24.  
107 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 38.  
108 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 23-24. 
109 After calling Meckhart “ein guter Rotbaertigter Danhauser,” Nass explains, “. . . darumb nennet man jn Magister, 
ein Meister der faulen Hierten / Furtz / vnnd Bettel Kind.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 25. For 
whatever reason, Meckhart’s facial hair is important to Nass, who references his red-beard repeatedly. Ibid. 24, 25, 
26, 40. 
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Refutation, Nass complained that there were not even any fresh lies in it—his chapters are 

cobbled together from other people’s work “like the children of whores,” peppered throughout 

with the “mouse-shit of his own ideas.”110 Later, he argued that Georg hated Latin because it was 

too hard for him, quipping that any Protestants who needed last rites from such a man better 

learn German fast (a critique which, for obvious contextual reasons, falls flat on its face). He also 

claimed that Meckhart was jealous of the Jesuits, and he attacked them because they would not 

let him into their learned society; his little baccalaureate does not even let him bless salt!111 

Meckhart’s family, moreover, is not spared from these assaults. Where Meckhart wrote that 

outside of the sacrament, the chalice is simply a chalice, Nass replied that it follows that 

Meckhart’s wife is only his wife when he is “using” her as such. 112 On several occasions he 

insinuates that Georg’s wife and daughter are whores.113  On marriage as a replacement for 

ordination, Lach later argued that Meckhart taught that all ministers must find a wife—one who 

was rich, pretty, submissive, and willing to wash his underwear on holy days.114 In an effort to 

explain why Georg “hated” the Virgin Mary, Lach says to look at his own upbringing. Georg 

was adopted by a preacher, who not only gave him his name, but also his poisoned teaching and 

Meckhartisch speech. His step-mother (Ziehmutter), moreover, shared her hatred of the saints 

with him, and she refused to allow him to receive a proper Christian education. With such a 

mother-figure in his life, no wonder he hates Mary.115 

                                                           
110 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 31. 
111 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 40.  
112 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 37. 
113 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 23, 26, 30, 37, 48, 50. 
114 “Zum sechsten/ So sey von noten / dass ein Priester ein Weib habe/ und ohne zweffel was derselbigen zugehört/ 
dass sie schön/ freundtlich/ reich/ willig/ und arbeytsam sey/ auch an den fürnembsten feyertagen die unflätigen 
wäsche/ jedermann zum Exempel/ öffentlich ausswachen/ Heilig Leut/ heilig werck.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und 
offentliche Bekanntnuss, 48.   
115 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 38: “wie dann auch dem Meckart/ dieser Nam Meckart/ nit 
angeboren ist/ sonder weyl er ein Findel Kind/ und von einem Predicanten also genannt erzogen /hat er auch das 
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As for Lutherans in general, they were all drunks and adulterers, according to their “Newest 

Testament,” Luther’s Table-Talk.116 Further, the Lutheran rite of confession is no sacrament, but 

the Devil’s shit.117 He continued that the Catholics had a thousand years of tradition and 

scholarship behind them, but in Augsburg even “Meckhart’s faith” (Glaub) is not uniformly 

followed. He has to update his doctrine week to week.118 It was “sinful” that Meckhart and the 

others received public money for their lies.119 Throughout, Nass also makes a concerted effort to 

de-humanize Lutherans, calling them animals and ascribing to them animalistic qualities. There 

are half a dozen instances where he calls Lutherans “dogs,” in addition to which he twice 

references that Lutherans will end up in their Hundtshimmel.120 At one point “Lach” cites Pater 

Nasus, who called Lutherans “snakes” (Nattern).121 The learned Meckhart, he writes, bleats 

(nachmeckern) at the Catholic Church, like a kid (Geiss) at its mother. In response to Meckhart’s 

critique that Catholics worshipped idols, Nass deftly replied that Meckhart was a billy goat 

(Geißbock), which was why he smelled that way.122   

But beyond the kind of low-brow, school-yard rhetoric we find above, Nass actually makes some 

more troubling assertions. He repeatedly calls Lutherans rebels, calling them a threat to lawful 

                                                           
Gifft der Lehr/ sampt der Meckerten Rede und Name von jhm geerbt/ wie dann sein Ziehe Mutter noch offt zu jm 
(als mir in der Herberg entdeckt worden) zu Gast kompt/ und wann sie nicht mit einem funff hundert fl. wie auch 
sonst vier Predigcanten daselbst/ bey den Newdorffischen/ da sie mit Wucher octo perceto fischen woellen und 
Krebs gefolgt) ein blossen gesetzt/ so wuerde es noch reichlicher zugehen/ aber also lassen sie jren Zorn und 
Fehlschuss an allen Gottes Heiligen auss/ wiewol sie solchen jhren Wucher/ Christlichen Lehrern nicht gebuerendt/ 
vertrucken/ so ist doch diss zu grob/ dass ein verworffener /verzetter Pfeyffers Son unnd findel Kind/ so die 
Geschrifft Manzer nent/ sich anderst mit keinen rechten wider der rechten Mutter Kinder auffleinen kan/ dann wie 
etwann Abimelech gethan/ darwider David im 49. Psalm klagt.” 
116 “. . .wie folgt auss dess Luthers Newesten Testament/ Tischrede genendt.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche 
Bekanntnuss, 28. 
117 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 35. 
118 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 37. 
119 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 45.  
120 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 31, 44. 
121 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 31. 
122  “[er] ist kein Mensch/ sonder ein Geyss Bock/ darumben stinckt er so.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche 
Bekanntnuss, 41. His attempt here was to say that the one claim had as much validity as the other.  
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authorities—both city and imperial.123 Anyone who held services in German, rather than Latin, 

he explained, was “no friend of the emperor’s.”124 Attempting to foment animosity between 

Augsburg’s Catholics and evangelicals, Nass claimed that “anyone who allowed a priest to lay 

an absolving hand on their head was Meckhart’s enemy.”125 He also does not pass up the 

opportunity to remind his readers about the songs Lutherans sing, like “Erhalt uns, Herr, bey 

deinem Wort.”126  

* * *  

A little later in that same year, 1578, Meckhart’s own response was brought to print, countering 

Nass’ invective with humor and paternal chastisement. He set up his work as a dialogue between 

himself and Nass, filling in Nass’ part with direct quotations. Meckhart meets his counterpart’s 

insults with context and alternate perspectives and interpretations, and he appears careful not to 

be overly confrontational. In his preface, he explains,  

When I first read this little book, I was astounded by its tone. I wondered how a man of 
God could be so full of impurity, when daily these priests wash themselves in holy water 
and other consecrated Creaturen, in addition to which, they have exorcists who are 
supposed to chase away such impure spirits.127 

When it occurred to him who the real author of this book was, however, Meckhart writes that he 

wished Nass would have made more of an effort to come talk to him while he was living in the 

city. They could have sat and talked all this out—there was no need for their disagreements to be 

                                                           
123 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 19, 44, 53. 
124 “Zum 23. Darnach will er kein Lateinische sonder Teutsche Sprach/ und baldt ein Teutsch Mess haben/ wie 
anderst thut/ ist nicht ein Freundt des Keysers.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 50   
125 “Wer jm die Hand läst auff den Kopff legen eines geweyhten Priesters in der Absolution/ ist dess Meckarts 
feindt.” Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 50.   
126 Nass, Newe Zeytung und offentliche Bekanntnuss, 52.  
127 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, x2v. 
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made public.128 He told Nass that he did not doubt that his scandalous work was written in a 

spirit of love for his own religion, but admonished him that such a work—so full of hate and 

jealousy—did nothing to serve his cause. He did not know what the Jesuits thought of it—maybe 

they saw it as a textbook (Formular buch); however, he had been told by several Catholics in the 

city that it was an embarrassment that brought only shame on them.129 Meckhart then thanked 

Nass for taking an interest in his sermons, and for buying his and his father’s books; only, he 

wished Nass would have paid a little more attention to what they taught.130  

One of Nass’ main critiques concerned the apparent disunity within Protestantism. To this, 

Meckhart conceded that, indeed, here in Augsburg they did things a little differently than 

elsewhere. On the absence of images in St. Ulrich, for example, he explains,  

It is true, I have never sought to place images or idols in this church, out of concern that 
my congregants might think I did so only to please the Catholics . . . But if it would make 
you more comfortable, the next time you come to one of our churches you could always 
bring a mirror…131 

On ceremonial differences between evangelical churches within the city, he asserts, 

                                                           
128 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, x2v-3r. “Wann er hette wöllen Christenlich und wol handlen / sollte 
er mich zuvor selber angesprochen / unnd mit mir aus H. schrifft Conferiert haben (sintemal er gelegenheyt 
deßelben hat gehabt) darnach in die Welt außschreiben / wie es mit ir unnd meiner Lehr ein gestalt hette. Es ist ein 
schlechte kunst / schmachwort / lügen und verfelschungen zusamen tragen / welches ein jetlicher Spitzbub kann / 
der das gewissen hinder die thür setzet.”  
129 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, x3r: “Es haben wol etlich Babisten kein gefallen daran gehabt und 
vermeldet / darmit werde dem Bapstumb nit nutz geschaffet / sonder vil mehr untraw / und Verachtung desselbigen 
erwecket. Nicht weiss ich /was die Jesuwiter darvon halten / ob sie es villeicht für ein Formular buch wöllen 
gebrauchen/ und die kunst stuck daraus ziehen.”   
130 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 38.    
131 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 21-22: “Daher wird ich verursacht in unser Kirchen kein Bildnuß 
auffs new zusetzen / damit ich nicht meinen zuhören ergerlich werde /in dem sie argwoneten / als wollte ich den 
Papisten solches zugefallen thun/ und hergegen die Papisten sich dessen ubernemem und darauff trotzen. . . Wann 
jhr aber lieber Magister Lach / ein andermal in einer Evangelischen Kirchen [kein] Gotzen kondt sehen/ so nembt 
ein Spiegel mit euch. . . “ 
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Although we may not always accord with other churches in ceremonial things—which, of 
course, is not necessary—we nevertheless share with other evangelicals the substance of 
the sacrament of the altar, according to Christ’s words of institution.132  

Against the critique that Meckhart’s “whorish” 1573 Brief Refutation was but a hodge-podge of 

various evangelical authors—not all of whom always agreed with one another—he replied that 

he made no apology for reading from a wide array of scholars. He judged a book by the quality 

of its ideas, and where he found something compelling, he employed it in his own work.133 As he 

stated in the preface to the Brief Refutation, he was not passing these ideas off as his own, but 

sought to present a synthesis of evangelical teaching.134 On Nass’ frequent use of Luther’s 

Tischreden to attack the credibility of evangelical ministers, Meckhart quipped that he would 

love to read the table-talk of some of your monks and priests! Wouldn’t that be quite the 

confession? Moreover, insofar as Nass’ references typically concerned the subject of drinking in 

the Table Talk, Meckhart mused on the wisdom of damning anyone who drank a glass of wine 

with dinner.135 Later in the work, he breaks into an extended biography of Luther. At the end, he 

explains that he thought this account may be instructive, as Nass, as Meckhart saw it, seemed not 

to have any idea who Luther actually was.136 

“In my time,” he continued, “I have had many conversations and debates with learned Catholics, 

especially during the diets. Never, though, have I been so abused and slandered as by your recent 

work.”137 Responding to several of his “critiques” of the Brief Refutation, Meckhart points out 

that throwing slander is not the same thing as pointing out errors. In fact, he added, “I have 

                                                           
132 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 20: “. . . unnd ob man schon in Ceremonien nicht mit anderen 
Kirchen durchauss ubereinstimpt /wölches auch nicht von nöten / so halten wirs doch was die Substanz dess 
Abendtmals belangt / mit anderen Evangelischen kirchen gleichförmig/ und der einsatzung Christi gemaß.” 
133 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 42-43.  
134 Meckhart, Grundtliche und kurtze Widerlegung, 10v.   
135 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 63-64.  
136 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 100-101. 
137 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 59: “Ich hab mein tag mit vilen gelehrten Papisten in Reichstagen / 
auch sonst/ conferiert/ aber so unverschampt schänden unnd schmehen bey keinem erfaren.” 
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greater cause than you to cast aspersions, except I see nothing praiseworthy in slander.”138 

Channeling his father, he writes 

You talk a lot, yet you prove little, and it’s no wonder that, like a spider, you take nothing 
but poison out of good flowers. Your heart has become bitter, and that bitterness colors 
everything you read in evangelical works.139  

On Nass’ more personal attacks, he says, “You often mentioned my wife and daughter and son, 

slandering their good names. . . which you did, by the way, under a false name. . . That is not the 

behavior of a Christian.”140  

At one point in his work, Nass claimed that, insofar as Meckhart questioned whether dedicated 

physical objects were necessary for spiritual devotion and ceremonies, he was practically a 

Schwenckfelder. To this, Georg replied that Nass himself often argued that priests had a special 

capacity to see the Creator in the created, and therefore had a singular ability and qualification to 

administer the sacraments. “But,” he asked,  

when a Christian comes upon a field of flowers, are they not moved to praise and thank 
God? Thus, could you not say that, in that instance, those flowers served a spiritual 
function (gebrauch)? In their natural, physical form, we can still recognize the work of 
the Almighty. Not because we altered them in any way, but because we viewed them 
with the blessing of the Word.141 

Thus, he continues, on days when the sun is shining bright, my wife setting out the family’s 

laundry to dry is not necessarily any less spiritual an act than that of Catholics worshipping their 

                                                           
138 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 69: “Ich hette wol mehr gelegenheit zuschemehen als du/ aber ich 
erkenne es nicht für loblich.” 
139 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 70: “Du redest vil und probierst wenig / und ist kein wunder / das 
du / als ein spinnen / nur Gifft auß gütten blümlin saugest. Dann dein Hertz ist dermassen erbitteret und vereiret / 
das es dir alles bitter und handig würt/ was du in den Evangelischen Bücheren lisest…”   
140 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 58.  
141 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 77: “Die geistliche / sprichst du könden den Schöpffer erkennen / 
durch die Geschöpff. Ergo, so mögen sie den Creaturen/ besondere geistliche krefften zulegen und mittheilen/ 
verstehe/ wölche zur  abthilckung der Sünden/ zu Leibs und der Seelen heil/ zur vertreibung der Teuffels und seiner 
Gespennst/ dienlich seind. Gleich als wenn ich sprach. Ein Christ der die Blümen auff dem Feld ansicht/ der würdt 
zum lob und preiss Gottes bewegt. Ergo, so kann er auch den Blümen geistliche Krafft unnd wirckung zulegen / So 
doch Gott uns die leibliche gebrauch  geordnet hat / nicht allein zum leiblichen gebrauch / sonder auch / das wir in 
jhrer natürlichen Gestalt unnd Krafft erkennen sollen / sein Allmächtigkeit.”  
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saints on holy days. Ultimately, it is the intention and faith which one brings to a task that marks 

it as pious. 

On the administration of last rites, which subject occupies a large portion of Nass’ work (by way 

of response to Meckhart’s most recent treatise), Meckhart insisted that it was not so much how a 

person died that gave value to their life, but how that person lived every day.142 As to Meckhart 

only administering to the dying in German, he replied simply that no one in Augsburg had ever 

requested he do otherwise. But, he offered, should you ever find yourself dying in Augsburg, I 

would be happy to give you the Latin rites—assuming you are not dying in a cloister or 

monastery, where they wouldn’t let me in, or else in the “French” (syphilitic) house, where I 

don’t speak the language.143  

In short, the overriding theme of this reply is best summed up by this: “As a man of God, you 

should be ashamed. It is one thing to say you are pious, another to actually be so.”144 He 

complained that men like Nass were quick to point out the flaws of others, but refused to 

recognize their own. “You play at being holy,” he accused, “but all you do is lead the people 

away from the light.”145 In his conclusion, Meckhart expressed his hope that, going forward, 

Nass would be more cautious (behütsamer) in his speech and writing, for it was not becoming of 

a Christian, much less a cleric, to resort to such slanderous and hateful speech. To be sure, many 

“on our side” have written zealous defenses of the Gospel, too, but there is a difference between 

defending one’s faith and that which you have written here, which is naught but slander. 

                                                           
142 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 64-65.  
143 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 59: “Wann du aber zu Augspurg Kranck legest/ doch nicht in einem 
Nonnen oder Münchkloster / darein ich nicht dörfte gehen / und auch nicht frantzösich werest / dann die selbe 
Sprach ich nicht verstand / so wolt ich mit dem Latein / bey dir wol ausskommen/ . . .”  
144 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 102. 
145 Meckhart, Widerlegung der Schmachschrifft, 108. 
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Meckhart then goes on to explain that Ambrose teaches that he who traffics in lies is a child of 

the devil. Priests, like fathers, are role-models; thus, concludes Meckhart, when we teach lies to 

our children, we consign them to damnation. Or, he closed, if you are not persuaded by that 

argument, let me remind you that what you wrote is actually prohibited by the Peace of 

Augsburg, for which offence there is a heavy punishment. Consider yourself warned.  

* * *  

When challenged publicly, Georg Meckhart took the proverbial high-road, insisting that they, as 

men of God, had to be held to a higher moral standard. There are certainly indications throughout 

Meckhart’s reply of tensions in the city between evangelicals and Catholics; however, there is 

also quite clearly a concern with managing and limiting those tensions. Why is it, then, that it is 

Müller, not Meckhart, who sets the tone and culture of confessional relations in the years leading 

to the 1584 riot?  

In October, 1577, Georg Müller presided over what appears to have been a mixed-confession 

wedding at Holy Cross. We have a record of these proceedings because apparently he caused 

quite the scandal, such that witness statements were taken after the fact.146 Four witnesses—three 

Catholic and one evangelical—all reported that the preacher used the occasion of this wedding 

sermon to accuse priests, nuns, and monks—those who abjured marriage—of being knaves, 

fools, and whores. All three Catholic witnesses interviewed expressed varying degrees of 

                                                           
146 Nowhere in the testimony is the identity of the preacher explicitly revealed. However, because the wedding was 
held at Holy Cross, that suggests two likely possibilities—either the church’s main preacher and ministerial senior 
Jakob Rülich, or the popular young deacon, Georg Müller. One of the witnesses interviewed—Sebastian Kempf, a 
Catholic shoemaker—said he did not know the name of the preacher, but said it was not the primary preacher (wiss 
aber nit wie er haiss, sei doch nit der grosser). It would be a remarkable thing if Rülich, who had been preaching in 
the city for close to 25 years without incident, suddenly spoke thus in front of a mixed-confessional audience. As we 
have seen, this behavior was much more characteristic of Müller. These witness statements can be found in StAA 
EWA 548: Archivalen- Verzeichniß, Prädicanten und Kirchenwesen Betr. Nr. 7: 1577.X.16. 
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surprise and indignation at these statements, and each noted the presence of prominent and 

notable Catholic citizens in the audience at the time. Müller’s indifference towards religious 

sensitivities was becoming—as we say today—the “new normal.” As outrageous and short-

sighted as this preaching sounds, what is remarkable is the fact that the chronicles all 

nevertheless uniformly report that Müller, by this point, was the most popular preacher in the 

city; and I would argue, not despite this preaching, but because of it.147  

The only way we can make sense of the man’s popularity is if we acknowledge a popular 

appetite for confessional adversarialism. More than twenty years before, when Melhorn 

employed the same tactics against his adversaries within the ministry, his congregation 

abandoned him. Early efforts to politicize Augsburg’s evangelical culture along Lutheran 

confessional lines were largely a failure, as they were seen by locals as an attempt to subvert the 

city’s unique identity and history. Moreover, in the 1550s, there was no desire to reignite conflict 

with their Catholic neighbors, which would have been all but unavoidable had the city adopted 

the Mecklenburg Order, with its bellicose, Lutheran tone. But when the Counter Reformation got 

under way in the city in the late 50s, it grew increasingly harder to ignore the background noise 

of confessionalization. The Counter Reformation, like the Reformation itself, was loud. Just as 

the evangelicals had their preaching houses and herumbsingen, so now did the Catholics again 

have their processions and bell-ringing and large pilgrimages. Moreover, this was a period of 

imperial diets, tournaments, and exorcisms. Beyond the noise, the Counter Reformation also 

acquired a face—that of the Jesuit priest. While, as we have seen, Augsburg’s Counter 

                                                           
147 On Müller’s popularity, see SuStBA 4 Aug Cod 135, 304; and Rein, no. 69. In each case, Müller’s popularity is 
used as a reference point for that of Johann Baptist Hebenstreit. Reportedly, his popularity was second only to 
Müller’s. Hebenstreit grew up with Müller in Augsburg, and like Müller, upon his appointment to the Franciscan 
church in 1577, Hebenstreit would also run afoul of city authorities for his anti-Catholic preaching. See the 
following chapter.  
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Reformation went far beyond this order, the Jesuits nonetheless became the most visible symbol 

of Catholic resurgence. And because they were still somewhat alien, they became an acceptable 

target for local evangelical angst. Broadsheets lampooned the Jesuits as bumbling exorcists. 

Polemics circulated, accusing the order of upsetting the peace and oppressing the local 

evangelical community.148  

The co-incidence, however, of the local Counter Reformation with one of the most tumultuous 

economic and social periods of Augsburg’s history, 1563-1573, is significant. The black-robed 

Jesuits rode into the city right alongside death and famine and plague. In case anyone suspected 

that they came in support of confessional peace, Catholic broadsheets circulated placing the 

Counter Reformation in a cosmological struggle for the soul of the empire. One of these was 

Johannes Nass’ 1569 Ecclesia Militans. Pictured here, its elaborate engraving depicts a horde of 

Lutheran beasts and monsters (Bestia Lutherana) marching to war against Catholicism; to the 

left of the detail below, we even see a Catholic church overrun by boar-like creatures. The 

message was clear: Luther’s army had taken the field already, and if the Catholics did not 

respond in kind, they would be overrun.  

                                                           
148 One of these is worth mention. It is an anonymous treatise on the question of whether evangelicals calling the 
pope “anti-christ” is a violation of the Peace of Augsburg. I found only the one manuscript copy of this work, and no 
published versions. StadtAA EWA 503: Ob der Theologen AC lehr, das der Röm. Papst der Antichrist sey, in der 
AC begriftes [und] dem Religionsfriden nicht zuwider sey? Although it is not dated, it is located in the catalogue for 
the Evangelische Wesenarchiv between two works dated 1555 and 1574. It also contains a reference to the “martyrs” 
in Paris, suggesting it was written in or after 1572. The author—anonymous, but almost certainly a minister—argues 
that the Jesuits—on account of the preachers’ use of “anti-christ”—repeatedly appealed to the emperor to have their 
ministry silenced. In short, he argues that nothing any of them have said is half so bad as that which the Jesuits 
preached from their pulpits daily. Ibid. 4v. He says that the pope is bent on conquering the world—just look at what 
the Jesuits are doing in America! The pope and these Jesuits calls us heretics to turn us into criminals. 7v-8r. They 
damn us and call us godless openly; why, then, is that not also a crime? How is our use of “anti-christ” worse? Ibid. 
9v. A little later, the author asserts that, according to the Peace, neither side had recourse to complain to the emperor 
when they hear something preached or written that they do not like; “however, it was imperative, for the sake of the 
city, that each side exercise modesty in their writing and preaching towards the other.” 10r. The central argument of 
this work seems to be that the evangelical and Catholic clergy had had an unspoken understanding of what was and 
what was not acceptable to say aloud. Since their arrival, though, the Jesuits have chosen to be offended by 
everything, and consider every critical word a criminal act worthy of punishment.  
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Figure 6: Detail. SuStBA 2. LW 2. Einblattdrucke nach 1500-(9):Johannes Nass, ECCLESSIA MILITANS. Ein wunderbarlicher 
gegenwurff/der Evangelischen fürbildung/ was yetziger zeit/ die streitbar/ heilig/ Christlichkirchen/ von allerley ketzern ihren 

ertzfeinden grewlichsten widersachen/ dultig erleidt/ unnd durch Gottes Gnad ubersteht. ([Munich], 1569). 

While the older ministers did not allow themselves to be goaded by this polemic, the high rate of 

turn-over within the ministry in the late 1560s-1570s provided opportunities for new voices to be 

heard. After the debacle of the Melhorn controversy, city leaders—both government and 

church—looked to reduce their dependency on Wittenberg by investing in local talent. They set 

up scholarships to train young men with local connections to take up positions within the 

ministry—in most cases having them study at both Wittenberg and Tübingen. But, as we will 

see, of these young local preachers appointed by the city in the 1570s—men like Mattheus 

Herbst, Georg Müller, Johann Baptist Meckhart, and Johann Baptist Hebenstreit—almost all of 

them became embroiled in serious confessional conflicts. They were the vanguard of the counter 

Counter-Reformation.We cannot overlook the fact that all of these men spent their formative, 

adolescent years in Augsburg in the 1560s during the height of that city’s own Counter 

Reformation. We have already seen how this experience influenced Johann Baptist Meckhart. 

Georg Müller, writing in the aftermath of the riot, wistfully claimed that the Augsburg of his 

childhood was one of absolute confessional peace and harmony; it was only when the Jesuits 

showed up, he insisted, that it all went to hell.149 As young men, Müller and the others learned 

                                                           
149 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, 8v-9r.  
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adversarialism from the Jesuits, as well as from preachers like Neuberger and Rem. Later, as 

preachers themselves, they taught it to their congregations.  

Late in 1578, recognizing Müller’s popularity, the city council sent him to Tübingen to finish his 

doctorate in theology, hoping, perhaps, that the time away might cool his passions. In 1579, with 

the elderly Georg Eckhardt submitting his resignation, the council and their church provosts 

elected to have Müller take up not only Eckhardt’s high-profile pulpit at St. Anna, but also to 

have him serve as a senior of the ministry, alongside Rülich. With these promotions, the city 

council’s message was clear—Georg Müller was to be their man going forward. 

* * * 

The people of Augsburg had to deal with very real problems in the 60s and 70s, to be sure, as did 

many communities in Central Europe at this time. Most of these other communities, though, 

were not bi-confessional; thus, the consequences of their clerics’ displacing blame onto 

confessional rivals (as was often the case, in some form or another) were less immediate and 

pronounced than they were in Augsburg.   

The triumph of Müller’s adversarialism over Meckhart’s irenicism was a decisive moment for 

Augsburg’s history, as it was here that the fragility of sixteenth-century bi-confessionalism was 

laid bare. Attitudes about inter-confessional relations—attitudes which were cultivated in 

aggressively mono-confessional universities—were imported into the churches of  bi-

confessional Augsburg, with little regard for any commitment to local co-existence. Augsburg 

became just another battlefield in the landscape of confessional Europe. 

The exchanges between Müller and Wolfschedel were characteristic of the resultant emerging 

hostility. For their part, the city council attempted to exert some restraint on the tone of this 
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discourse. By their own account, they insisted that theological critique was permissible, provided 

no one used their pulpit to attack anyone by name, or in any other way stir up discontent or 

animosity. This, at least, is how Rehlinger later described his government’s handling of the issue. 

In reality, the Meckhart and Nass exchange demonstrates the council’s reluctance—or perhaps 

inability—to enforce censorship and discipline on the city’s recidivist preachers. Nass, for 

example, evidently enjoyed free rein to call for the dismissal of the evangelical ministry, even to 

publicly berate the city government for continuing to support bi-confessionalism at all. Indeed, 

since 1556, influential voices in Augsburg had militated against the Peace, rejecting the 

underlying premise that bi-confessional co-existence was tolerable, or even possible. Some of 

these men, like Scheibenhart, Froeschel, and Nass, did not bother to mince words; others, like 

Müller, made the argument implicitly. Consequently, the tacit endorsement of these firebrands 

by city government—the lack of action against Nass, the promotion of Müller—placed the 

continuation of peaceful religious co-existence in jeopardy, and, as we will next see, fed into 

perceptions that the city government was complicit in its deterioration.  
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Chapter Eight:  
The Calendar Riot: Conceptually Expanded, Contextually 
Explored 
 
They sacked the armory first, then the granary. The guards attempted to blunt the force of the 

uprising by shutting tight the city’s inner gates, but in the Vorstadt, the butchers, enraged beyond 

reason, fell on the gate with cleavers, hammers, and axes, reducing it to a grim pile of kindling. 

Nervous, excited young men threw up rallying cries on every street corner, and thousands—

armed and angry—made their way to the center of the commotion, the city hall. Wherever the 

sound of gunfire could be heard, it was met with the banging of countless boards being nailed 

over store fronts, and furniture being dragged within homes to service as barricades. Throngs of 

opportunistic rioters made their way to the Fugger palace; others, with a mind bent to a darker 

purpose, went looking for Jesuits.1  This was Augsburg’s Calendar Riot.2 

                                                           
1 Thelot, 2:583v: “[dieweil] ward es in der ganzen statt lautbar und lieff das Volck, auss allen gassen der stadt, mitt 
hauffen zusammen, sambleten sich auch an allen Orthen mit gewehrten hand, so gut  ein jeder könde, in solcher 
Furiae, wurden als bald alle stadt thor gesperth, und im der Porten der vorstadt, die schluss Gätter gefelleth als dass 
aus dreyen vorstetten niemand hat in die innere stadt komen mögen, an katzenstadell seind uber die 1000 Mann ins 
zeughauss gefallen, und sich daraus bewerth gemacht, und mitt Gewalt, bey heilig kreizer Thor, durch die Maurer, 
das koren Hauses brechen wollen, daselbst haben sich in die 4000 Mann in ein schlacht ordnung gestellt, hat nur 
umb einen gefelt, der sei angefürt hätte, auch lust gehabet, den Jesuiten ein zu fallen. danoch wagen der starken hüt 
so im selben hausern gewest unterlassen worden.”  
Ibid. 584r:  “In Jacober Vorstadt war auch ein solches geschrey, als würd im wenig stunden , alles zugrundt gehen, 
etliche verwarden sich. Und die kleiner eingang in die stadt, dise keinen thor und gang aber wurden durch die 
Oberkeit balt gespert, der schluss gatter bey Bf Thor alss er gefält worden, ist uber ein halbe stundt nicht herunder 
gewest, wieder auffgezogen und geöffent worden die Furiae, von den Mezgeren, war so gross, dass sie den gatter 
auff hawen wollten. . .”  
2 There are quite a few extant published accounts of the riot, though among them there appear to be only three 
distinct contemporary sources. Most are based on the same source which, thanks to Thelot’s diligence in naming  
many of his sources, we can attribute to a publication by the Augsburg printer Hans Schultes (or Schuldthais), about 
whom I will have more to say in the next chapter. The other accounts are by Georg Müller, and by an anonymous 
author identifying himself only as a goldsmith. In this latter source, this is the goldsmith’s eyewitness and highly 
detailed account of the riot, particularly of the liberation of Müller from the Stadtvogt, in which skirmish the author 
purportedly participated. If the account is to be believed, this was all narrated in a letter to the author’s brother-in-
law in Erfurt a few days after the incident, and then anonymously brought to print there. I was not able to locate any 
extant copies of the Schultes’ narrative, but all of the references I cite from Thelot with respect to the riot are, by his 
own attribution, drawn from Schultes. The goldsmith account can be found in SuStBA 4 Aug 735 Nr. 6, 
Warhafftiger/ grüntlicher und erbermlicher Bericht/ von der grossen Uneinigkeit / Empörung und endlichen 
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Unlike much of the material covered in this work, the Kalenderstreit and the years leading up to 

it have received some excellent scholarly attention. With respect to its more polemical aspects, 

Alex J. Fisher and Allyson Creasman have examined the criminalization of expressions of 

popular discontent, alongside government attempts to investigate, prohibit, and punish these. 

What their work demonstrates is that, by the 1580s at least, the commitment to defend local 

Protestantism against what was perceived as Catholic aggression was widespread, indeed a 

popular undertaking. This activism was neither sudden nor limited, but the result of intense and 

prolonged social and cultural conditioning; thus, heavy-handed council efforts to stamp out 

things like the circulation of what it viewed as “seditious” songs and pamphlets were largely 

unsuccessful. Very recently, Helmut Grasser and Ann Tlusty made an important contribution to 

this field in their publication of the edited works of Jonas Losch. They compare Losch, an 

Augsburg weaver and composer, to Nuremberg’s Hans Sachs.3 From the late 1570s through the 

mid-1580s, Losch’s song composition was prolific, and while not all of it was polemical, those 

songs which were responded to a number of by now familiar topics: exorcisms, the polemics 

coming out of Ingolstadt, the Jesuits,  the greed of the city’s elite and the plight of the poor, papal 

conspiracies, and so on. 

Sean Dunwoody’s dissertation, notwithstanding its problematic treatment of the ministry, is also 

an important commentary on this period, insofar as it gives us essential insights into some of the 

political calculations the city council had to make in mediating between this local dissent and 

                                                           
Auffruhr der Bürgerschafft in Augspurg wider einen erbarn rath daselbst/ des newen Bapsts Calender wegen/ wei 
der selb entstanden/ und wie sie ihren Superintendens heimlich haben wöllen wegführen/ Aber durch sonderlicher 
schickung Gottes offennbaret/ aus der Feindt handt errettet worden. Alles gründlich und ordentlich einem der selbst 
mit und darbey gewesen/ an einen guten Freund geschrieben. M.P.[U]. N. (Erfurt: Johann Beck, 1584). 
3 Helmut Grasser and B. Ann Tlusty, eds., Jonas Losch, Teutscher Dichter und Componist. Die Lieder- und 
Reimspruchsammlung eines Augsburger Webers aus den Jahren 1579-1583 (Regensburg: Friedrich Pustet, 2015), 
58-60.  
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activism and pressures on the larger imperial stage. With respect to the city council’s and the 

governors’ overriding philosophy of government, Dunwoody writes: 

The common good, patriotism, and lordship were all articulated in a peculiarly Augsburg 
manner to avoid confessional identities and instead draw attention to those parts of social 
life that continued to be shared across the confessional boundaries. The inverse of this 
new politics was an increasingly delimited understanding of religion. Religion was 
understood in opposition to politics and measures were taken to differentiate the two in 
the activities that came to be associated with the one and the other, in the authorities 
responsible for each of the two sets of activities, and in the ways in which both politics 
and religion came to be seen as spatially mutually exclusive.4  
 

He sees the social upheaval of the calendar controversy as an episodic failure of the city 

government’s efforts to differentiate religion and politics in the public sphere, responsibility for 

which falls heavily on the “activism” of Georg Müller and the ministry, as well as on a newly-

energized cadre of zealously Catholic politicians disinterested in this differentiation. 

Dunwoody’s failure to differentiate between Müller and the rest of the ministry, however, creates 

the illusion of a united ministerial front, against which “united activism” the council was hard-

pressed to maintain order. This interpretation makes some sense, given the material he was 

using. The council (upon whose records he chiefly relied) invested a great deal of resources and 

faith into Müller, hoping that under him the city’s evangelical community might finally achieve 

some greater measure of cohesion. This was a going concern for the city government, for as soon 

as Augsburg shed the specter of Zwingli, it quickly found itself facing accusations of 

“Flaccianism,” and later, “Calvinism.” Despite the engagement of Eckhardt, Rülich, and 

Meckhart in the Concord movement, any non-conformity continued to be met with deep 

suspicion in the confessionally-charged landscape of late sixteenth-century Germany. If whole 

principalities could ostensibly fall away from Lutheranism into Calvinist heresy, who was to say 

that Augsburg, with its long history of idiosyncratic evangelical independence, might not also? 

                                                           
4 Dunwoody, 316.  
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Given the potential political ramifications of foregoing the legal protections granted by the Peace 

of Augsburg, the city’s Protestant political elite could not risk having their community’s 

orthodoxy called into question. Thus, they invested in Müller to allay these suspicions, just as 

their predecessors had done with Melhorn decades before. However, whereas Müller was the 

answer to one problem—cohesion within the evangelical community—what the council failed to 

realize was that he was only successful in this regard insofar as he opened an older wound. 

Müller was merely the latest in a long line of preachers to insist that Protestants and Catholics 

were adversaries, and that any show of disunity made their “side” weak and vulnerable. For all 

their doctrinal differences, men like Müller, Melhorn, Eder, and Nass were essentially the same 

with respect to their views on confessional dynamics. None of these confessional reformers had 

any sympathy or tolerance for those who tried to remain apart from confessional 

adversarialism—those Nass and Eder called the Neutrales or Mediatores. In short, Müller 

established his base of followers in Augsburg precisely by doing what the city council feared 

most, by helping to further politicize Augsburg Protestantism. Employing inflammatory rhetoric, 

prophetic and dire warnings, and doctrinal rigidity, he succeeded in achieving some intra-

confessional unity, but only at the expense of inter-confessional civility. The hour was late when 

the Augsburg council finally realized that its faith in Müller was ill-placed.  

* * * 

The purpose of this chapter is to look beyond the fact that there was enmity between Augsburg’s 

Protestants and Catholics in the 1580s, and to try to understand why that was so. The Calendar 

Controversy, along with the subsequent Vocation Controversy, were rather remarkable events, 

with far-reaching and long-lasting consequences. Their origins, however, are still nevertheless 

mired in certain assumptions. The crux of that narrative is this. Protestants and their ministry 
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(especially Müller) rejected Gregorian calendar reform because they saw it as an expansion of 

Catholic (we could also say “papal”) hegemony. Insofar as they saw reform of the calendar as an 

essentially spiritual matter, they rejected temporal authorities’ calls for obedience. Citing the 

same division of powers, they likewise rejected the council’s appropriation (really, exercise) of 

the right to call, appoint, and dismiss ministers in the vocation controversy, which grew out of 

the calendar crisis. 

But why did these calendar reforms become a cause célèbre in Augsburg, when in other 

Protestant states and cities they were typically implemented peacefully?5 To what extent was 

Augsburg Protestantism actually able to put forth a united front on this issue, and to what can we 

credit this unity? Just who was Georg Müller, anyway, and what was he preaching?  To date, 

satisfactory answers to these questions have not been given. Almost every attempt to make sense 

of this upheaval has either looked at it through the lens of the lay activists, or through the 

counter-activism of the city government. In many of these works, Georg Müller is present, but 

                                                           
5 A useful comparative analysis of the adoption of calendar reform in bi-confessional cities can be found in 
Warmbrunn, 359-86. In Dinkelsbühl, Ravensburg, and Biberach there was opposition to the Gregorian calendar; 
unlike Augsburg, however, it never came to violence. There were legal challenges, to be sure, but in many cases the 
opposition was passive—citizens simply ignored the new calendar and continued to follow the old as far and as long 
as they could, which in some cases could mean into the 1620s. In some cases, the evangelicals of these smaller bi-
confessional cities were just not in any position to stand up to the Catholic authorities within and around their city. 
One of the principal reasons the Calendar Controversy lasts as late as it does in Augsburg was because a large cohort 
of evangelical councilors took over leadership of this resistance after Müller’s expulsion, leveraging their extramural 
influence and contacts to rally broad political support for their cause. In a context like Ravensburg, however, neither 
the council nor the ministry was in any kind of position to reject the reforms altogether, and it was in large part the 
council’s willingess to compromise with the local ministry that accounted for the city’s relatively uneventful 
adoption of these reforms. Another factor which Warmbrunn cites in explaining why in most places the calendar 
was adopted peacefully was the position of the influential Tübingen theologians Jakob Andreae and Jakob 
Heerbrand, whom most of these cities ended up consulting. Significantly, they presented the calendar reforms as 
adiaphora. Incidentally, they wrote the same to Augsburg, but by that point the vocation controversy had joined the 
calendar affair. On vocation, the Tübingen theologians came down firmly on the side of the ministry. See 
Dunwoody, 352. For two other treatments of very different examples of Protestants adopting this calendar reform, 
see, for the case of the British, Malcolm Freiberg, “Going Gregorian, 1582-1572: A Summary View,” The Catholic 
Historical Review, 86, no. 1 (Jan., 2000): 1-19; and Rona Johnston Gordon, “ Controlling Time in the Habsburg 
Lands: The Introduction of the Gregorian Calendar in Austria below the Enns,”  Austrian History Yearbook, 40 
(April, 2009): 28-36.  
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the evidence presented to explain his involvement in the affair is almost exclusively drawn from 

those works he produced after the fact, which he produced specifically to protest his expulsion 

and to justify the stand he took. These are all undeniably important sources and avenues of 

scholarship, to which this present work is indebted; however, the almost total absence of the 

other ministers (beyond namelessly lining them up behind Müller) should by now give cause for 

skepticism. In Dunwoody’s work, we have the political calculus behind the adoption of calendar 

reform and the suppression of dissent. What we still need, though, is the ministerial calculus. 

What was at stake for these ministers in deciding whether or not to take that stand against these 

reforms, even against the will of the emperor himself? How far would they be willing to take 

their resistance, and to what end? For most of these ministers, individually, we cannot know 

these answers; however, we do have evidence for Müller and Meckhart, and through them we 

can see two very different paths going forward. 

This chapter will proceed in three parts. The first, as a response to historiographical convention, 

will focus on Georg Müller, the man alternately blamed and credited for the fierce opposition to 

the Gregorian calendar. I maintain that there was nothing within his vocation as a minister and as 

a theologian that compelled him to foment such bold and unyielding opposition to the calendar. 

These were decisions he made, and I will suggest some explanations as to why. Part two will 

then examine how Augsburg’s evangelicals responded and adapted to Müller’s leadership, 

especially within the crucible of two key events: the establishment of the Lutheran and Jesuit 

colleges in the city (1579-1582), and the 1582 diet of Augsburg. In the final part, we will turn to 

the riot itself (1584), and particularly to the role of the younger Meckharts in both starting and 

ending it.  
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The Making of Georg Müller 

For two years, evangelical ministers and politicians had been lobbying the city council not to 

ratify the imperial order mandating the adoption of the Gregorian calendar reform, interpreting it 

as a papal conspiracy to reassert Catholic hegemony over them. They viewed the reform almost 

exclusively in religious terms, and thus did not recognize the jurisdiction of any political 

authority—even the emperor—in its implementation, according to the articles of the Peace of 

Augsburg. When an imperial commission, established to hear appeals against the reform, 

ultimately upheld the original imperial decree, the Augsburg city council ratified it in their own 

motion.6 After that point, the politicians and preachers who continued to openly oppose the 

reforms were viewed as fomenting sedition. It was eventually determined that their chief 

advocate, the head of the evangelical ministry and college, Georg Müller, had to be silenced.   

On June 4th, 1584, confessional pressure which had been building for decades finally found 

release. Within moments of Georg Müller’s arrest, much of the city’s evangelical population 

began to take up arms. For years, Augsburg Protestants had been conditioned—by men like 

Müller—to fear the Catholics, and to fear their influence in city government. Now, it seemed, 

those fears were being realized. The ministry was under attack, as it had been in 1551, and as—

many had believed—nearly happened again in 1564. Despite deep ideological rifts within the 

ministry, Müller’s unflinching support among Augsburg’s Protestant political elite had elevated 

him to heights unknown to any of his predecessors. Preacher at St. Anna, senior of the ministry, 

and now, since 1582, also superintendent of the recently-built evangelical college—for many, 

                                                           
6 According to Stetten, the council was by this point under tremendous pressure from the Bishop of Augsburg to 
follow Bavaria’s example and adopt the reforms. Significantly, he notes that the motion was passed with the support 
of a number of Protestant councilors. Stetten, 2:660.  
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Müller had become both the face and the voice of local Protestantism. Over the last decade, his 

demagoguery had stoked up resentment and suspicion among his followers towards the “papists” 

and their agents, supported in no small part by a number of very real and very serious conflicts 

between evangelicals and Catholics in the city. Still, Müller and a number of his colleagues were 

the ones primarily responsible for giving these conflicts meaning—for setting them within a 

narrative of escalating persecution and oppression. We have already seen how Müller, in the 

1570s, promoted fears that what happened in Paris could very well happen in Augsburg. In 

another instance, Müller suggested that the Spanish intended to bring their “Inquisition” to 

Augsburg, just as they had against the “Lutherans” in France and the Netherlands.7 Further, 

during the 1582 diet of Augsburg, Müller gave a sermon, in the preface to which he described in 

detail the calumnies and abuses inflicted on local Protestants over the last few months. It is with 

obvious significance that he closed that preface by writing: “Given on the day of the holy apostle 

Bartholomew, with sorrowful remembrance of the horrific deeds which transpired ten years ago 

in France. In the year 1582, Augsburg.”8 

When the city council made the ill-informed decision on June 4 to have Müller arrested for 

sedition just before noon by a troop of armed guards, it was as if his prophesizing had come to 

pass, validating all his dire warnings of the last decade. In one of his later accounts—his 

Augspurgische Händel—he described the moment the first young man died in his defense, struck 

down by a “godless” Landsknecht:   

                                                           
7 The accusation can be found in Müller’s melodramatic poetic account of his arrest and escape from the city, a  
manuscript copy of which can be find in SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 96 S,  Warhafftige Comedia darin die Historia und 
Ursachen, des gefencknus , wie auch die Erledigung, des Ehrwürdigen und hoch gelärten Herrn Georgy Mülly, der 
Heyl. Schrifft Doctorn und Provessoris publicy der loblichen Universitet Jenna den 25 May, A. 1584 zu Augspurg 
und allen Güthertzigen Christen für aufen gestelt.a, 11r 
8 This can be found in a collection of seven of his sermons published in 1584, the dates for which range from 1581-
1583. See VD 16 M 5387: Georg Mylius, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen/ ungleiches jnnhalts/ dessen 
verzeichnuss an vmbgewendten Blat gefunden wirt (Lauingen: Leonhart Reinmichel, 1584), A3v.  
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As the young man lay dying, he asked those standing about whether it was done—
whether I was alive and safe. When they assured him that I was well, the man raised his 
hands towards heaven and gave thanks that God found his life worthy to take in lieu of 
mine. 9 

As the young man’s soul joined Christ in heaven, Müller reports that God sent a sign unto those 

below as a demonstration of his favor—a ring of light around the sun, which halo pierced the 

cloud and gloom of the day (others described it as a rainbow). By this sign, claimed the preacher, 

many thousands in the city were given comfort and hope. Employing similar imagery, almost 

every extant account of the preacher’s rescue that day includes some reference or another to 

divine intervention. When the Catholics came for Müller, it was ultimately God who effected his 

liberation.10 Müller’s own self-indulgent dramatization of his rescue – his Comedia—casts 

himself as a Christ-figure, who but for the intervention of God, would have suffered a most 

miserable death.11 God, he wrote, saw fit that day that his people should “triumph over their 

enemies”—the Jesuits and the “papist” council.  

However, there was nothing prophetic or inevitable about the day’s events. To be sure, with the 

benefit of hindsight and the study of sources, historians can piece together a narrative—a chain 

of events and processes which led the city to this point. As I have argued throughout this work, 

characteristic of this narrative was a gradual but steady cultivation of adversarial cultures and 

identities over two generations. Beyond mere animosity or tension—which, make no mistake, 

were important components—bi-confessional adversarialism in this context of Augsburg 

describes the process by which Protestantism and Catholicism where fixed as magnetic poles, 

                                                           
9 “Diesem mus ich zu danckbarem gedechtnis allhie so viel vermelden/ das da jm entlich auff sein vielfeltig fragen 
kurtz vor seinem abschied die Botschafftt angezeigt worden/ das ich noch bey leben unnd in guter verwarung sey/ er 
seine hende gen Himel auffgehaben/ und Gott gedancket hat/ das er mit seinem Leben mir mein Leben zufreisten 
von Gott wirdig geachtet worden: Bald darauff seine Seel Christo in seine hende bfohlen.” Müller, Augspurgische 
Händel, H5v.   
10 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, H5r: “…das niemand anders/ denn Gottes Hand uber mir gehalten/ und mich 
wider jre Gewalt gar mechtiglich geschützet habe.”  
11 Müller, Comedia, 8r. 
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between which—according to the rhetoric of its proponents—there could be no middle ground, 

no ambivalence. To be “adversaries” in this sense meant more than simply being in opposition to 

one another—it indicated a mutual interest in allowing both parties to be defined by that 

opposition—to take collective meaning and identity from the struggle itself. Doctrine, liturgy, 

and theology all mattered, but they typically lacked the pure narrative, rhetorical poignancy that 

only a contest between good and evil could provide. It is in the context of this process that we 

must place Müller. 

Politicians and other lay actors had a role to play in this process, but its chief proponents at the 

local level were more often than not clergy emboldened by political and confessional patrons. 

What we are looking at here is the transformation of the evangelical Reformation into what was 

becoming “Protestantism”—one part of a reciprocal politicization of early modern Christian 

religion. Since the 1550s, legal bi-confessionalism in Augsburg winnowed away the complexity 

of the Reformation’s early dynamism, until all that was left was “us and them.” Or, perhaps more 

accurately, “Us and Them and those.” For as much as Müller and his like-minded colleagues set 

their evangelical—Lutheran—faith in opposition to Catholicism, they nevertheless reserved a 

special distaste for non-conformists. For Melhorn and Ketzmann, Zwingli was the reason 

evangelicals remained divided and weak in the 1550s. By the late sixteenth century, it became 

Calvin. At the 1582 diet, for example, Catholics continued to point to Calvin and Flaccius as 

proof that Protestants—despite the Formula of Concord—had yet to surmount their own internal 

disagreements, a point which had men like Müller gnashing their teeth in frustration.12 Müller, 

after all, would make a career of painting Calvinists in Germany as murderers and heretics.13 

                                                           
12 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, A2v-3r.  
13 His disdain for non-conformist evangelicals is apparent early on, and he does not hesitate to calm them heretics. It 
is really not until the disputes over the exorcism in the early 1590s, though, that he starts to brand Calvinists 
“murderers” and “soul-robbers” as well.  
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And yet, with no want of irony, whenever he related the massacre of Huguenots in France, 

(which he evidently did quite often) he turned them into martyrs, and claimed them for the 

“Lutheran” community in Augsburg. Indeed, this appropriation of the St. Bartholomew’s Day 

Massacre fit perfectly the narrative of collective victimization which he was trying to cultivate. 

The animosity evangelicals had for one another always needs to be considered in the context of 

the Protestant-Catholic relationship. For preachers like Müller, the spread of Calvinist ideas in 

Germany chipped away at the unity of Lutheranism, weakening its position in the face of the 

Counter Reformation. Calvinists in France, however, who were subjected to tyranny and mass 

violence—they could be made useful. Their death and suffering at the hands of Catholics 

evidently redeemed them in Müller’s eyes.  

* * *  

Already, I have written a good deal here about Georg Müller. Müller, to be sure, must be given a 

great share of responsibility for the events that took place on June 4, as well as those leading up 

to it, but it would be naïve not to realize that he was as much a product of adversarialism as he 

was its later author. Georg (b. 1548) was born into and came of age in a city of various and 

divided religious beliefs and identities. While he evidently was unaware of it, the Augsburg of 

his childhood was deeply riven by spiritual and philosophical doubts. What was the true 

interpretation of the Gospel, and whose place was it to say? If a neighbor, through no fault of 

their own, were raised to believe the incorrect interpretation, were they still Christian? Could 

Christians and non-Christians live together in the same community?  

Müller described this time of his life as a bi-confessional golden-age, but he was unaware of the 

fact that Johann Meckhart and others had had to fight strenuously and with great patience to 
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preserve that peace.14 It perhaps never occurred to him that the city’s tenuous bi-confessional 

order was threatened as often by evangelical-Lutherans as by Catholics. After all, how could 

Protestants be to blame when they were always the victims? It is likely no coincidence, then, that 

his first awareness of confessional animosities appear in relation to his account of the Counter 

Reformation activities of the Jesuits in the 1560s. This timing makes sense, given that Georg’s 

coming-of-age coincided with the re-establishment of Catholic processions and public holidays, 

practices of which the young man would likely not have had any prior experience or memory—

practices which, given their sound and visibility, he could not easily ignore.  

It is also noteworthy that this public reassertion of Catholic culture took place against the 

backdrop of what we might call a supernatural renaissance in the popular imagination of 

European cities.15 In Augsburg, as elsewhere, the city’s printers both responded to and helped to 

create a market for pamphlets depicting the weird and wonderful, to a degree that outpaced any 

earlier output.16 Much of this genre was inspired by encounters and discoveries in the New 

World, but a great deal also took its inspiration from the spiritual anxieties of the post-

Reformation confessional context.17 The attribution to God of responsibility for things like war, 

                                                           
14 On the Peace of Augsburg, he writes, “Bey welchem friedwesen gemeine Bürgerschafft gegen einander in hohem 
und nidrigem Stand der besten vertrawlicheit gewonet/ und anderst beysammen nicht gehauset und gehandelt/ als 
wenn ganz und gar kein unterscheid der Religion/ sondern durchaus ein einiges und vergleichtes wesen were. Noch 
mehr ist ds vertrawen und friedsame ruhestand gewesen/ nach dem Anno 1555. der allgemeine Religionsfriede in 
Augspurg durch gemeine Stende des Reichs beschlossen/ und bey allen Stenden unverbrüchlich zu halten/ durch 
Kay. May. selbst zum höchsten ist verpeent und betewret worden. Müller, Augspurgische Händel, B1r. He continues 
describing this golden age for several pages, and then comes to the “arrival” of the Jesuits in 1564, which, he 
argued, marked the end of this peace. Ibid. B2. 
15 See Soergel, Wondrous in His Saints, 130-1, 147-50.  
16 Soergel, Wondrous in His Saints, 148. 
17 Soergel cites in particular Conrad Lykosthenes’ Prodigiorum ac Ostentorum Chronicon (Basel, 1557), which 
included over 670 illustrated instances of prodigies, including meteorological phenomena, abnormal births, comets, 
and monstra. Within this larger genre of supernatural prodigies, Soergel estimates that one fifth dealt with what we 
might consider natural disasters, while the other four fifths were about explicitly supernatural phenomena. Also 
illustrative of this burst of interest in prodigies and monstra is the (c. 1550) Augsburg Book of Miracles. Only 
recently discovered, this manuscript is filled with spectacular full-color illustrations of fantastic, biblical, folkloric, 
and supernatural signs and phenomena. See Till-Holger Borchert and Joshua P. Waterman, eds., The Book of 
Miracles (Cologne:Taschen, 2013).  
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famine, and plague, for example, also found voice in countless depictions of floods, earthquakes, 

and other natural disasters. These were typically cast as punishments for sin, but insofar as 

doctrinal heterodoxy was becoming one of the cardinal sins of late sixteenth-century Germany, it 

would be imprudent to dismiss this literature from our analysis of confessional cultures. The 

portents, miracles, and disasters which these works related injected a note of immediacy into the 

religiosity of urban Christians. After all, religion could hardly remain an issue of personal 

spirituality when the sins of confessional non-conformists threatened to bring disaster down on 

the whole city. Thus, religious identity and conformity became matters of urgent public 

discourse and concern. Much of the literature at the center of this discourse considered the 

consequences of sin on the individual, as in the case of increasingly ubiquitous morality 

polemics. In such cases, monsters were created to scare (or in some cases shame) individuals into 

abjuring specific sinful or otherwise socially unacceptable behaviors (see Figure 6). But in the 

case of natural disasters like plague and flooding, the monster is not an abstraction. These 

terrifying events actually happened. They were not simply monsters, but monstra—literally, they 

were taken as proof that God followed through on his threats to punish sin (see Figure 7).  
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Figure 7: SuStBA  2. LW. Einblatt nach 1500- (41): Das Figure 8: SuStBA  2. LW. Einblatt nach 1500- (320): Ein  
Thier so hie voraugen ist/ Nichts dann die                             Erschrockelich/ vnd grawsamens wunderzaichen/ so sich 
frommen Männer frist (Augsburg: Johann Klocker)18         zugetragen hat/ im Breissgaw unnder Herrschafte Badenwiler/ ain                   
                                                                                                halbe meyl von Neweburg/ am Rhein (Augsburg: Hans Moser, 1562).         
                                                                                                    

Thus, in the context of these catastrophic manifestations of God’s wrath, private sin and belief 

could quickly become an object of public concern. At the same time, however—even as this 

literature promised judgement—it also described miraculous manifestations of God’s mercy, 

such as when, in 1566, a farmer’s wife a little outside the city gave birth to quintuplets (Figure 

8); or, in 1569 just west of the city a single stalk of wheat sprouted 73 ears (Ähren). Yet another 

pamphlet reported that during a grain shortage in the year 1570, the skies over the village of Ried 

opened up, raining grain (Koren) on the fields of the grateful farmers (Figure 9).  

                                                           
18 This mythical “Bigorne” was famous for the fact that it only had an appetite for ‘submissive men’ who refused to 
beat their wives. In order to escape their scolding wives, these men lined up to be eaten by this creature.  
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Figure 9: SuStBA 2 LW Einblatt nach 1500- (307): Warhafftige         Figure 10: SuStBA 2 LW Einblatt nach 1500- (317): 
Beschreibung einer newen Wunderbegurt/ welche                                Untitled (Augsburg: Michael Manger, 1570).  
an ort und enden/ wie hernach genestet sich begeben hat  
(Augsburg: Mattheus Franck, 1566).  

As fantastic as these accounts may seem to modern audiences, many sixteenth-century Germans 

took them at face value, convinced that earth and its inhabitants were the prize in a cosmological 

struggle between God and the Devil. One of these believers, for example, was the influential 

Augsburg jurist Hieronymus Fröschel (whom we met in chapter six working in opposition to 

both Concord and the Peace of Augsburg). Fröschel believed that God aided the faithful by 

sending communications in the form of strange signs and omens. However, he also readily 

accepted the reality and presence of demons, witches, and succubi on this earthly plane.19 Thus, 

when he described Augsburg as a city divided between “those who served Christ and those who 

served Belial,” he was not speaking metaphorically.20 Catholics were “the Devil’s vermin” (des 

Teufels Ungeziefer), through whose blasphemy the whole city—the empire itself—was 

imperiled.21 

                                                           
19 Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel,” 70-72. 
20 Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel,” 20.   
21 Roth, “Der Augsburger Jurist Dr. Hieronymus Fröschel,” 30. 
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In this brief example of Fröschel, we can start to see a connection between doctrinal rigidity and 

a belief in the supernatural. If God and the Devil were actively engaged in the affairs of mortals, 

and if they were in direct competition with one another, then it was a matter of great importance 

that one belonged to the right “side.” If you were persuaded that the line between good and evil 

was real, then it suddenly became very important where that line fell. Here, we can make the 

connection with Georg Müller. Müller, himself, saw good and evil not as abstractions, but as 

motivating forces whose favor could be harnessed in this world to real effect. Take, for example, 

his advocacy of exorcism. Against Flaccians and Calvinists who rejected the practice (whom he 

collectively derides as Klüglinge and Newlinge),22 he wrote,  

I would very much like to know how these upstarts (Newlinge) would go about helping a 
possessed person [without recourse to exorcism]. . . I can see it now. They would stand 
about murmuring to each other. After a little while, they would mutter a little prayer, 
maybe read something out of one of their little books. Eventually, they would slap their 
hands together and sigh. I ask, how does any of this help the possessed? . . .  

However, when a real/proper (rechter) preacher were in that situation, they would call 
forth the power of their office and speak thus to the Devil: Away with you, Satan! Leave 
this poor soul in peace. Go hence from the body of this possessed person. This I demand 
of you, in the name of Jesus Christ!23 

                                                           
22 According to the Grimm dictionary, these were favorite insults employed by Luther against those he saw as 
sacramentarians.  
23 SuStBA 4 Th LtE 1010:  Georg Müller, Disputatio von Abschaffung des Exorcismi/ bey der heyligen Tauffe/ so 
gehalten von dem ehrwürdigen / achtbaren und hochgelerten herren Georgio Mylio, der heiligen Schrifft Doctoren/ 
unnd fürnemsten Professoren zu Jhena/ Anno 1591(Jena: Tobias Steinman, 1591), D2r-v: “Unnd das wir jetzt nicht 
viel mehr Spruche aus der schrifft wider diese Newlinge einfuhren/ so möchte ich doch gerne wissen/ wenn diese 
Leut solten zu einer angfochtenen oder besessnen Person gefordert werden/ (zu der gleichen fellen sie noch selten 
müssen  kommen sein) wie sie sich doch in solchen fellen vorhalten und bezaigen würden? Mich beduncket ich sehe 
es vor augen. Jetzt würde sie ein weilet was daher muncken/ bald würden sie etwan ein Gebettlein hierauss mutter/ 
bald etwas aus ein Büchlein lesen. Darnach ein weil die hende in einander schalgen und seuffzen. Ich meine ja/ also 
solt einer angefochtenen und besessenen Person geholfen sein? Hinder sich. Wenn sichs nun begebe/ das ein rechter 
Prediger zu solchem handel keme/ unnd Krafft seines tragenden Ampts den Teuffel also anredete/ und mit jhme also 
handelte. Troll dich Sathan/ lass diese arme Seel unangefochten/ fahr aus von dieses besessenen Menschen Leibe/ 
Diss gebiete ich dir in dem namen Jesus Christi/ der dir deinen Kopff zu tretten hat/ dessen auch dieser Mensch ein 
Tempel ist/ welchen du jetzt einzunemmen dich vormessen hast. Ach da würden diese newe Klüglinge stehen und 
starren wie die Klötze…”   
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Contrary to the assertions of his “Cow-brained” opponents, Müller asserted that God did not 

drive the daemonen from these people himself, but effected the exorcism through the work of his 

ministers.24 In the passage above, he is writing about exorcism in the more general sense of the 

world—emphasizing demonic possession as a bodily phenomenon. In the context in which he 

wrote this, though, his focus was on infant baptism as a spiritual form of exorcism.25 In the latter 

instance, what needed to be exorcized was not demonic (i.e. not from hell), but the spiritual 

manifestation of original sin. Unlike Flaccius and his cohort, Müller rejected the notion that 

humanity was fundamentally corrupted by the Fall. The damning taint of that sin could be 

purged, but only through a ritual cleansing conducted by a “true” minister of the Word. Barring 

such a ritual—baptismal exorcism—a child would belong to the Devil its entire life and beyond. 

In short, children were born into the Devil’s kingdom, and were only freed from that fate by the 

intervention of Christ working through a minister in such a baptism. The implications of this 

belief—which later in his life becomes one of Müller’s chief causes—were profound in a multi-

confessional context like late sixteenth-century Germany. If, as a child, you did not receive the 

proper baptismal rite, you belonged to the Devil. This belief demonstrates par excellence 

confessional adversarialism. Those fools who call themselves Lutherans, who teach that children 

do not come into this world damned, they, explained Müller, were fallen apostates;26 imposters, 

who have made an enemy of Luther. 27 

                                                           
24 Müller, Disputatio von Abschaffung des Exorcismi, C1r: “Was vor ein Kalbs gehirn haben denn diese newe 
Klüglinge?”  
25 That he believed firmly in both bodily and spiritual possession is established clearly at the beginning of this work. 
Müller, Disputatio von Abschaffung des Exorcismi, 4v.  
26 Müller, Disputatio von Abschaffung des Exorcismi, E2v: “Drumb so sind diese Leut von Doctoris Lutheri Lehr 
gentzlich abgefallen/ in dem sie lehren/ das die Kinder vor der heiligen Tauffe der gewalt des Teuffels nicht 
unterworffen/ noch vom Reich Gottes abgesondert sein.”  
27 Müller, Disputatio von Abschaffung des Exorcismi, E3r: “Weil sich denn die Ursachen in der that also vorhalten/ 
was wil denn dieser Kalenfincken hauff viel Wesen machen? Haben sie ja einmahl D. Lutheri sich zu feinden 
gemacht/ wie dörffen sie so unverschempter weise/ und mit Fuchsischer betriegligkeit handeln/ und noch Herren 
Lutheri namens sich rühmen/ und denselben zum Schanddeckel brauchen?”  
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In this exorcism example, we get a clear look at the shape and color of Georg Müller’s 

religiosity. It was combative and uncompromising– rigid and red hot. His belief in the ubiquity 

of the supernatural world around him only fueled his drive to purge Lutheranism of heterodoxy. 

Where Luther built a mighty fortress to protect his flock, men like Müller ringed it with a wall of 

fire, such that anyone who strayed too close to the edge would get burned. To him, the allure of 

Calvinism was no less damning than that of Catholicism. Thus, these fortifications were there as 

much to protect the faithful from the assaults of Müller’s Catholic enemies as they were to 

prevent Augsburgers from straying away from Luther. For Georg, the space between good and 

evil was not marked by a line, but by a circle, outside of which and all around loomed perdition. 

In his own words, Müller described himself as an apostle (als ein bestellter Mundbote), who saw 

it as his calling to protect his flock against the kingdom of Satan. The children brought to him in 

baptism belonged to that kingdom—they were born of the wrath of God. To those that argued 

against him that the devil’s power was broken by Christ’s sacrifice on the cross (and thus that 

exorcism was superfluous), he replied that Christ, through his sacrifice, gave us the means to 

break the devil’s power; it was still incumbent, though, upon his ordained (bestellte) ministers to 

                                                           
This question of the nature of exorcism nearly derailed the Concord movement at the last moment. The intention of 
Andreae and the other co-authors of the Formula of Concord had been to include the article on exorcism. But 
exorcism, by this point, had become so odious a concept to many Protestants that many theologians and even 
numerous princes, including Ludwig VI of the Palatinate, refused to adopt Concord so long as the article remained. 
Thus, against Andreae’s complaints, references to the rite were removed from many later editions. See The Book of 
Concord: The Confessions of the Evangelical Lutheran Church. Eds. Robert Kolb, Timothy J. Wengert, Charles P. 
Arand (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2000), 346-47. In the 1593 Decree of Upsala (Decretum Upsaliense) the 
Swedish church adopted a compromise position. The decree reads: “Concerning exorcism, we confess that we do 
not consider it so necessary at baptism that without it baptism would not be perfect; but as this ceremony well agrees 
with the baptismal act, reminding not the child, but those present, about the condition of man before baptism and 
about the efficacy of baptism, therefore we may in true Christian liberty, very properly use it in our churches. But in 
order that no one may take offence at the words that seem too severe, thinking that they mean a bodily possession, 
we have agreed to change them thus: viz for ‘Farhä’ etc., substitute ‘Vik här efran.’ yet we do not hereby condemn 
the churches in foreign countries and such persons in our kingdom as retain them and are neverthelesss one with us 
in faith.” Henry Eyster Jacobs, ed., The Book of Concord, Or, The Symbolical Books of the Evangelical Lutheran 
Church: With Historical Introduction, Notes, Appendices and Indices (Philadelphia: Sherman & Co., 1888), 305-
306. 
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employ those means, else the battle for those souls could still be lost.28 For him, Christ’s death 

was not the end of the war between good and evil, but the beginning.  

Illustrative of his belief in this contest is Müller’s attitude towards the Ascension. According to 

Müller, there was nothing meek about how Christ met his end. As was typically the case with 

Lutherans, Christ’s suffering was of great import to Georg. What is interesting, however, is that 

so, too, was Christ’s resistance (widerstand). Müller portrays the Ascension as the culmination of 

Christ’s year-long struggle against the fiercest and most evil (grimmigsten und böste feinden) 

enemies of God and man. More than simply a struggle, though, his trials were a form of 

combat—a bloody joust (ein blüttiges scharpfrennen) and a deadly, bloody battle (und tödtliche 

blütschlacht).29 In the end, owing to his dual natures (Gigas geminae substantiae), Christ was 

able to overcome and defeat these enemies. The word he uses to describe that victory, though, is 

“gallant” (Ritterlich); the gallant Christ defeated his enemies and won the field, which he then 

bequeathed to his church on earth, before returning to heaven in victory and triumph.30  

However, many today, continued Müller, do not understand the true substance or meaning of this 

story. Since Christ’s death on the cross—in the centuries after his great victory—the devil sought 

to prevent Christians from reaping the benefits of Christ’s Ascension, causing all manner of lies 

                                                           
28 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, C2r: “Eben also schliessen diese newe Klüglinge auch: Des 
Teuffels gewalt ist durch Christi Vordienst unnd Todt zerstöret worden… Es wissen aber solche Leut noch nicht/ 
das ein unterscheid ist/ unter dem Vordienst Christi/ unnd desselbigen austeilung. Item/ das ein unterscheid ist 
zwischen dem Werck der Erlösung Christi/ unnd desselbigen Werkes gebrauch oder zueignung. War ist es/ das der 
jenige durch Christi todt erwürget ist. . . aber wird nirgend andstwo ausgeteilet/ als durch den Dienst des Worts/ und 
gebrauch der Heiligen Sacramenta.” 
29 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, A4v: “Das ist allein ein kurte summa/ mit den aller 
mechtigsten/ grimmigsten und bösten feinden/ beides Gottes unnd der Menschen/ hat Er 33. gantzer Jar umb leib 
und leben kempffen/ ein blüttiges scharpfrennen/ und tödtliche blütschlacht halten müssen.” 
30 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, A4v-5r: “Als Er nun endtlich als der gewaltige Gigas 
geminae substantiae, der mächtige Gott unnd Menschen hold/ wider die Feind Ritterlich obgesiget/ das Feld mit lob 
erhalten/ unnd die Provinz seiner lieben Kirchen allhie auff Erden wol und ordenlich bestellet: wendet Er sich wider 
zur haimet/ und zeucht zu Hauss mit Sig/ Triumph/ und mit höchster Maiestet und Herligkeit.”   
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and corruptions to circulate respecting the event.31 Müller’s response was that Christians needed 

to be properly trained to see through the lies to the proper understanding of the day’s 

significance; but again, the way he says this bears note. “What can be done about all of this?” he 

writes, “How is a person to know whose interpretation is correct?” His response: we need to 

make sure our jousters (renner) run straight.32   

The use of this martial imagery in describing the Ascension is not only unusual, but for the 

context of Augsburg, it is highly significant. In 1584, although the Gregorian calendar had been 

legally implemented, many evangelicals still followed the Julian. The discrepancy between the 

two was such that celebrations of Ascension in the Catholic and evangelical churches were ten 

days apart. The Catholic celebration came and went, with the evangelical community noticeably 

abstaining from participation. To say that the council was displeased with this non-compliance 

would be an understatement; worse, though, would be if the ministers then held their own Julian 

Ascension, against which course Müller and the ministry were sternly warned. For days, the city 

waited in anticipation. Finally, the Saturday evening before the feast-day, the ministry met in 

their convent, and it was ultimately determined that their celebration of the holiday would go 

ahead as planned. Later that night, representatives of the city government came to Müller’s home 

with pleas and threats, trying to get him to back down, warning him that down this road lay only 

great danger.33 Undaunted, the next day the Ascension was marked in each of the city’s 

evangelical churches, after which point tensions quickly begin to escalate in the city.34 

                                                           
31 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, B3v.    
32 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, B4v: “Grad zu/ macht güte Renner/ sagt das alte 
Sprichtwort.” Idiomatically, Renner can refer either to the jouster or to the courser on which he rides. In this context, 
it does not seem to make a significant distinction.  
33 Thelot, 2:568r-v.  
34 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, H1v:  “Gehalten an dem Churfürstlichen Sächsischen Hof, 
den 6. Julii/ Anno 1582.”  
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* * *  

Earlier in July, 1582,  with the imperial diet underway in Augsburg, Müller delivered a sermon to 

the Saxon court set up in the city, the topic of which was confessional unity. “What a marvelous 

thing it was,” he exclaimed, “when Christians can come together in a spiritual consensus, joining 

their voices and courage to a common cause.”35 Nothing was more injurious to Christianity than 

internal division (innwendige Spaltung); thus, it was inspirational for him to look out on those 

assembled and see two groups of people—those of the Saxon court, alongside the citizens and 

residents of Augsburg—sitting together. Two peoples, sharing one faith. Many individuals (vil 

Menschen), and yet one single, shared religion (und doch ein einige und gleichformige Religion). 

One heart, one soul, one mind, and one resolve (müt). Those gathered here in the joyous name of 

the Formula of Concord, moreover, represented tens of thousands of others, both in the 

Augsburg and in the Saxon churches.36 Despite all the many controversies wafting about (die zu 

diser zeit schweben), seeking to undermine the unity of their faith, those gathered here 

recognized the Formula as the one true evangelical religion.  

Müller’s laudation of the Formula of Concord, however, was little separated from his 

condemnation of those who remained outside it. Unity, he explained, was only a praiseworthy 

thing when the basis of that unity was itself laudable. A group of murderers may share 

comradery with one another based on their shared sin, but that does not make their fellowship 

anything to celebrate.37 In that earlier sermon on the Ascension (included in the same published 

                                                           
35 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, H3r-v.  
36 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, J4r. 
37 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, H3v: “So redet nun der H. Königliche Prophet David nicht 
von jeglicher einigkeit und Concordien/ als da einer mit dem andern inn ungerechtigkeit und sünden einig ist/ wie 
Mörder seind/ oder da man einander zugefallen und zuverschonen/ offentliche jrrthumb in der Lehr lasset 
ungestraffet hingehen.”   
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collection), Müller declared that the devil’s scheming had unleashed all manner of false 

teachings on Christ’s ascension—some  had come to see it as merely a metaphorical ascension, 

others understood it exclusively in physical or spiritual terms. The worst of this ilk, though, were 

the leaping and dancing (gigelet und tantzet) sacramentarians who took the ascension to mean 

that Christ and his Church—given the distance between heaven and earth—had become alienated 

from one another.38 For Müller, who believed deeply that Christ worked through his ministers, 

empowering them with the Holy Spirit, this idea of alienation was abhorrent and could not be 

tolerated. However much unity was a goal towards which Christians should strive, that unity still 

had to be based in orthodoxy. Christ had granted the elect a free and clear path (einen freyen 

pass. . . gemachet) to heaven, and with his ascension had all but led them through himself.39 The 

heresies of the sacramentarians could not be allowed to defer them from that path. In the preface 

to this collection, he makes the point more forcefully, explaining that he decided to publish these 

sermons to rescue the reputation of the Augsburg Church from suspicion of Zwinglian and 

Calvinist heresies, by which accusations the preachers and their congregations were deeply and 

unfairly wounded during the last diet.40   

As uncompromising as Müller’s attitude towards Protestant non-conformity was, at around the 

same time we see a steep decline in his appraisal of the prospect of bi-confessional peace. In the 

same collection in which we find Müller’s sermon on Christian Love and Unity, we also find two 

sermons dedicated to exposing the danger to life and soul posed by the papacy. In the latter of 

                                                           
38 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, B4r: “Andere habes gröber gemachet /unnd im gegentheil 
Christum mit seiner Himmelfart so fern von uns gescheiden/ unnd auss der Himmelfart ein solliche verruckung und 
entfrembdung gemachet/ dz Christus wegen seienr Himmelfart hinfür nit mehr bey seiner Kirchen auff Erden im 
hochwürdigen Sacrament dess Abentmals sein könde.” Ibid. C1r: “Darumb das beste ist/ man lasse Himmelfart eine 
Himmelfart bleiben/ und bekenne einfaltig / das Christus warhafftigklich ubersich in die höhe gefaren seye.“  
39 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, C3v.  
40 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, A2r-3r. 
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these—the final sermon of the collection—Müller introduces a six-stage periodization of the 

history of the Catholic Church, ascribing to each a defining moniker. The first age (c. 1-300 CE), 

for example, was the age of Grace (Gunst), whereas the second (c. 300-600) in which the 

foundations of the papacy were conceived and constructed, was the age of Artifice (Kunst). 

These were followed by the four “Papal Ages” (Aalter des Bapstumbs): Glory (Pracht), Power 

(Macht), Wealth (Gut) and Blood (Blut).41 Müller explained that this fourth age, through which 

they were currently living, would be the last and, God willing, the pope would choke and drown 

in the blood of Christians.42  

To build up his argument, Müller expounds at length on some of the most notorious desecrations 

of the church under its many popes. Over the centuries, these popes each in their own way 

besmeared the papal chair, decorating their “nest” with filth, disorder, and all manner of scandals 

and vices. Through these abominations they transformed the papal seat into something vile.43 No 

misdeed is so great, he writes, that we cannot find it on the list of these sins. Of these, though, 

the worst had to be sorcery, practiced by no small number of popes. Among these wicked 

sorcerers (schröckliche Zauberer und Teüffelskünstler), the first was perhaps Gregory VII, who 

used his dark talents to kill off his rivals in order to ascend to the papal throne, using—among 

other devices—poisoned communion wafers.44  In his “war” with Henry IV, Gregory sacrificed 

the flesh of Christ (the transubstantiated host) to Satan, for which supplication he received the 

means necessary to defeat his foe.45 Then there was pope Sylvester II, who likewise used 

                                                           
41 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, b2v. (Note the lower-case pagination).   
42 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, b3rr: “Aber auff disem Staffel wirdt er sich versteigen/ 
unnd kein Alter mehr erfüllen mögen: sonder den Halss brechen/ unnd im Blüt der Christen (ob Gott will) ersauffen 
und ersticken müssen.”   
43 The nest reference corresponds with Müller’s calling the popes hoopoes (widehopff). These colorful birds are 
noted for their distinctive “crown” of feathers. 
44 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c1v.  
45 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c1v-2r.  
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devilish sorcery to get elected to papal office. On Pope John XII, Müller writes that historians 

call him a “wicked man and a monster of a person” (Sceleratus homo, & Monstrum hominis). 

Alexander VI, moreover, gave himself body and soul to the devil in exchange for power, like so 

many others before. At the council of Constance, the cardinals, even, denounced Pope John XXII 

as the “devil in the flesh.”46 Beyond sorcery and diablerie, though, he also lists off many other 

sins committed by popes. Sixtus III, for example, was a well-known sodomite, under whose 

reign and after whose example the custom became fashionable throughout Rome. By 1552, he 

claimed, the debauchery of the popes continued unabated. In Rome, under Julius III, there were 

no fewer than 24 000 prostitutes in the city, to whom the pope allegedly paid a monthly stipend 

Look, he says, at how such leaders of the Catholic Church treat their enemies. Some burn books, 

others bodies. They dig up and defile corpses. They cut the noses off their enemies’ faces, and 

pluck out their eyes. Recall, he exclaims, when pope Clement IV consigned the young Clement, 

Duke of Swabia, to a grizzly execution by strangulation.47 Finally, after relating a number of 

other “historical” examples, Müller comes to his point.  

I don’t tell you all of this because it gives me pleasure, or because, like the Catholics, I 
enjoy advertising other people’s shame and vice. In the past, during my tenure as a 
preacher, I kept silent about these papal misdeeds. However, I tell you all this now out of 
necessity (auss not). For the sake of the Gospel, it becomes increasingly urgent that we 
see the pope for what he is.48 

                                                           
46 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c2r: “Johann den drei und zweintzigsten/ nennen die 
Cardinal selb auff dem Concilio zu Costentz/ Incarnatum Diabolum, das ist/ ein leibhafftigen Teüffel. “He is 
obviously mistaken here—John XXIII reigned from 1958-1963. He was most likely referencing the long-serving 
Avignon pope, John XXII.  
47 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c3v.   
48 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c4v: “Welches alles nicht derohalben von mir erzehlet 
worden/ dass ich für mein Person lust und liebe habe/ andere Leut Schand unnd Untugent offenbar zumachen: wie 
ich dann biss anher solcher Bäptischen Thaten in zeit maines werenden Predigampts wol habe geschweigen könden/ 
unnd meines Theils nicht ungern geschwigen habe/ sondern diss wirdt auss not gemeldet/ dieweil bey disem hellen 
Liecht des Evangelii/ je lenger je mehr will von nötten sein/ dass man den Bapst kenne/ unnd wisse/ was er im Schilt 
führe.” 
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Thank God, he wrote, that Dr. Martin Luther freed us from this Egyptian tyranny and darkness 

through his godly Reformation.49 Nevertheless, today as ever, many are still ensorcelled by the 

pope and his agents and go about blind to his lies and corruption. But the greater blindness, 

though, must belong to those who know and confess the holy gospel, and yet who nevertheless 

have no disgust in their hearts towards the pope and his horrors.50  Müller explained that these 

evangelicals allow the pope and Catholics to go about their wicked business, letting them pass 

Decreta, and consenting to obey their orders (verwilligen inn seine Ordnungen), suggesting 

further that this passivity made them complicit in these same “horrors and lies.” “If only,” he 

lamented,   

they would heed the words which Luther wrote to his learned representatives and to the 
princes gathered at Schmalkald: God fill you with Christ’s love, and with hate for the 
pope! For Luther held as a highest truth—he knew in his heart—that the pope was his 
enemy.51 

Every good Christian should carry hate in their heart for the pope, and not sit idly by while his 

agents—Catholics—carried out his will. This was the message Georg Müller was teaching. It is 

fitting, perhaps, that he closed out this collection of sermons with the following: “Pope, we can 

no longer countenance your unctuous avarice, nor will we any longer feed your insatiable 

gluttony. The Devil is with you, but God is with us. Amen.”52 

                                                           
49 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c5r.  
50 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c5r-v:“Neben disem mache jeglicher verstendiger dise 
rechnung/ was bezauberte blindtheit es an vilen heutigs Tags sein müss/ die noch den Bapst für jhren Abgott halten/ 
wie bey etlichen Abergleubigen gesehen wirdt: Aber noch grössere blindtheit sey an denen/ die die Warheit des 
heiligen Evangelii wissen und bekennen/ und gleichwol nicht von hertzen abscheuch haben ab Bapst unnd seinen 
Greweln: sonder lassen es mit Bapst unnd Bapsthumb einen schlechten geringen Handel sein/ lassen seine Decreta 
passieren/ verwilligen inn seine Ordnungen/ die doch nicht anderst/ dann voll Grewels und betrugs seind.”                
51 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c5v: “Denen were zuwinschen/ das D. Luther den 
Gelehrten Abgesandten/ unnd Fürsten zu Schmalkald/ soll gewünschet haben/ da er Leibes schwacheit halben 
verreisen muste/ und bey der handlung nicht sein kundte/ wünschet er jhnen zum Valete: Deus impleat vos 
dilectione Christi, & odio Papae, Got erfülle euch mit der Liebe Christi/ unnd mit Hass des Bapstes. Dann Luther 
hielt es für ein hohe Weissheit unnd Gottseligkeit/ dem Bapst von hertzen fein sein.”  
52 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, c6r. This appears to be from a passage written to pope John 
XXII by the Greek Church on the eve of the Schism: Superbiam tuuam summan tolerare non possumus: Auaritiam 
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This was the man behind whom the city council and the church provosts had placed their 

support, hoping that he might unite the local evangelical community. By his own later accounts, 

he had done just that; he claimed that he was elected to the position of senior with the unanimous 

approval of the ministry.53 However, this was the testimony of a man who portrayed himself as a 

Christ-figure and as a living martyr, and who had his portrait displayed on the title page of his 

published works. As a historical witness, much of what he says, therefore, ought to be taken with 

a grain of salt. We can easily imagine within the ministry some reticence to embrace Müller’s 

path of adversarialism. Nevertheless, he was indeed a popular and influential preacher, and thus 

we have to take him seriously—the city authorities certainly did.  

* * *    

The preceding consideration of Georg’s psycho-spiritual worldview and upbringing takes us part 

of the way towards understanding the aggressiveness of his own ministry in Augsburg. As has 

already been shown, if not yet fully bi-confessional, adversarialism in Augsburg was already 

well advanced by the time Müller came into his own as a preacher. In short, Müller was to the 

controversies of the 1580s what Peter Canisius was to Augsburg’s Counter Reformation in the 

late 1550s and early 1560s. He was undeniably a key player in these events, but the calendar 

drama—like the Counter Reformation—was greater than any one man; actually, even calling it 

the “calendar” drama is rather reductive, but we continue to do so because it is an expedient way 

of describing what was really a composite event.  

                                                           
satiare non valemus. Diabolus tecum: Quoniam “Dominus nobiscum. Das ist zu Teutschem sovil gesagt: Bapst/ 
deinem uberschwencklichen Pracht mögen wir nicht dulden/ deinen inersättlichen Geitz könden wir nicht füllen. Der 
Teuffel ist mit dir. Dann Gott ist mit uns/ Amen.”  
53 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, J3r.  
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The second part of this chapter, therefore, will attempt to de-center the riot-narrative from its 

traditional historiographical fixtures of Müller and the Gregorian calendar, exploring a number 

of other key actors and incidents which either preceded or accompanied the calendar 

controversy. Moreover, to the extent possible, I will also endeavor here to give voice to the rest 

of the ministers, whose agency in the historiography of this pivotal period of Augsburg’s history 

is all-but non-existent.  

A City Trapped in a City 

Since 1560, numerous agents of the Counter Reformation had sought to bolster their minority 

position in Augsburg through the establishment of Jesuit college. Canisius, whose other 

responsibilities kept him away from the pulpit more often than he would have liked, saw this 

college as an indispensable training-ground for new priests and preachers.54 Cardinal Otto 

Truchsess, moreover, saw it as a way to re-gain a foothold in the city—a bastion of Catholicism 

independent of the meddling of temporal authorities. Among the chief opponents of the college 

at this early stage, though, were the local canons themselves. When Otto wrote to them 

expressing his desire to move forward with the project, they protested, arguing that the local 

Protestants detested the Jesuits, and they would see such a college as a grave threat.55 Although 

the Fuggers were prepared to finance this initiative, there was little political will to undertake any 

venture that could jeopardize the young and fragile bi-confessional order. Without broader 

political support among the locals, and without even the local Catholic clergy on board, these 

plans were ultimately put on hold.  

                                                           
54 Canisius was also working actively to establish colleges in other cities, like Mainz, and expanding existing 
universities, like that in Munich. Brodrick, 449-50. 
55 Brodrick, 434. PCE, 2:860-62. 
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By the late 1570s, however, circumstances had changed. In 1575, the Stadtpfleger Heinrich 

Rehlinger died, after 26 years of holding public office. Warmbrunn characterized his governance 

as one of stability and constancy, attributing the deterioration of bi-confessional peace to the 

Counter Reformation zeal of his long-serving successor, Anton Christoph Rehlinger (1575-

1589).56 In the small council, likewise, the confessional balance between evangelicals and 

Catholics began to shift in favor of the latter.57 The Jesuits, moreover, were by now firmly 

entrenched within the local Catholic clergy, owing in no small part to the steady leadership of 

Gregorius Rosephus in the cathedral. Thus it was that talk of opening a Jesuit college in the city 

resumed in earnest in the late 1570s. 

The hardening of confessional boundaries which Müller described in the mid-1560s (and which 

he helped to effect through the 1570s), persisted into the 1580s. On May 3, 1580, the city council 

sent a written warning to the Jesuit chapter in the city. In it, the councilors explained that they 

had consented to allow the Jesuits to build their school in good faith, in return for which they 

expected the Jesuits not to upset the religious peace. They indicated here that they were holding 

Rosephus responsible not only for the behavior of his Jesuit priests, but also for that of any 

students they might attract to the college.58  

To some extent, at least, it appears that this admonishment was unsuccessful. Again for the early 

1580s, we find reports that Jesuits were preaching that Catholics should avoid all unnecessary 

social contact with their evangelical neighbors—they should not attend evangelical weddings, 

                                                           
56 Warmbrunn, 139. 
57 A table of the confessional (Catholic/evagnelical) balance in Augsburg’s small council between 1555 and 1649can 
be found in Warmbrunn, 133. For a brief period in the early 1570s (1571-1572) the evangelicals actually had a small 
majority (23/22). Beginning in 1574, the Catholics handily retook the majority (25/20), which they held until the 
middle of the Thirty Years’ War.  
58 This letter can be found in SuStBA 2 Aug 324 vol. 7: Ratsdekrete1580, 266-67.  
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they should restrict their business ventures to Catholic partners and clients, and so on.59 Thus, it 

should not surprise that this expansion of the Jesuit presence in the city was a sore spot for 

evangelicals. Exemplary of this tension was an incident on August 2, 1581, which occurred just 

outside the construction site for the new college. 

According to a formal complaint submitted to the city council days later by the Jesuit Johann 

Völck, he had caught the deacon of Holy Cross, Johann Berlocher, lingering about the 

construction site in the early evening. Suspecting that he was there to cause some sort of 

sabotage, Völck confronted him, and the two got into a heated debate on the street, during the 

course of which, he claimed, he and his religion were slandered and abused, contrary to both the 

spirit and letter of the religious peace.60 In his complaint, he went so far as to prepare a list of 

thirteen questions which he suggested the council put to Berlocher. Among the other accusations 

which he levels in these, he wrote that Berlocher called their teachings “whorish” (hürisch), he 

attacked the doctrine of works, he declared that Catholics trampled the Scripture underfoot, 

claimed that all of their traditions were human inventions, and that they did not have any true 

sacraments. Völck also accused the Protestant ministry in general of using their pulpits to slander 

the Catholic clergy. At the close of their encounter, moreover, Völck claimed that when he 

extended a hand of fellowship to the minister, so that they might part without any ill-will, the 

gesture was disdainfully refused.  

                                                           
59 In one extreme case recoutned in several of the chronicles, the Jesuit preachers purportedly called for the 
disenfranchisement of evangelical citizens with respect to the annual city council elections. See, for example, 
Thelot, 2:516v-517r. Although examples like this are plentiful in the chronicles, I would certainly hesitate to 
attribute them wholesale to all of the city’s Catholic clergy. This kind of aggressive rhetoric does not seem 
consistent with Rosephus, and I have to wonder about the extent to which these chroniclers—at least in this 
instance— were drawing exclusively from Müller with respect to these reports.  
60 Völck’s initial complaint can be found in SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 311: Lästerpredige und Pasquille, Nr. 1, 
Interrogatoria eine Jesuiten an Herrn Joh. Berlacher, Diac. beym H. Creutz. dd. 5 Aug 1581, cum nota resoluti, 9r-
10r. A copy of Johann Berlocher’s response can be found in SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 95 Nr. 2, 1r-11v.  
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Berlocher was given the opportunity to respond to these charges, first before a council committee 

on August 12, and a week later before the church provosts, for which latter meeting he prepared 

a detailed written testimony recounting the events on August 2. He began that testimony by 

emphasizing that he had had absolutely no desire to upset the peace, or to cause any sort of 

scandal. He had, indeed, visited the construction site, but he had not intended any trouble. Earlier 

that afternoon, he had attended a wedding, at which both evangelicals and Catholics were 

present. There, he happened to make the acquaintance of a number of men who were working on 

the college, including the foreman of the masons. When he mentioned that he lived not far from 

where they were working, they asked him if he would like to come see the progress they had 

made. He admitted he was curious, and therefore agreed to stop by the site on the way home. As 

they were looking around, the door of the “Jesuit house,” which had evidently already been 

erected, opened, and Völck began to angrily accost the workers. When the Jesuit then turned on 

Berlocher, he tried to explain that he was a neighbor, and he told him about the wedding and the 

workers’ offer to show him around. The argument grew more heated, to the point that Berlocher 

finally protested the poor treatment he was receiving, arguing that as a fellow Christian, he 

should be treated with at least a modicum of civility.61 Völck, however, scoffed at his claim to 

Christian fellowship, and according to Berlocher, called him a heretic. Against the charge that he 

called Catholic teaching “whorish,” he insisted he had no recollection of ever using that word, 

adding that it was not customary for Lutheran preachers to use this word when preaching against 

papal doctrines. They did not need to resort to such name calling, he explained, when they could 

so easily demonstrate through disputation that Catholic doctrine and tradition was false. This 

                                                           
61 Berlocher, SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 95 Nr. 2, 3v-4r. This point is also corroborated in Völck’s testimony. Of the 
thirteen questions Völck presented to the council to ask Berlocher, the fifth reads: “ Ob er nit dass Disputierenz ein 
anfengen gewest, in dem er von mir hatt wollen probiert haben, das er ain Christ sey, hatt gnutzlich vermaint auss 
meiner prob zu schliessen, wan er nit Christ, das ich keiner sey.” SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 311, 9v.  
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challenge having been made, Völck and Berlocher evidently proceeded to get into what can only 

be described as a theological street-fight, drawing a small crowd of curious onlookers.  

Berlocher generally presents himself throughout all this as composed and genial, but at points he 

admits that his composure was hard to maintain. In one instance, the two were debating whether 

hanging a crucifix in the home constituted idolatry. Berlocher said that after Christ’s crucifixion, 

there was no need for further offerings (opfer). Völck allegedly responded that Christ had 

commanded that the sacrament be performed as an offering, evidence for which he gave in the 

form of the words “Hoc facite.” Unable to help himself, Berlocher laughed out loud at this, 

admonishing his opponent that even a child knew that those words referred to the administration 

of the host, and not to the cross itself.62 Understandably, Völck was upset by this admonishment, 

and at being laughed at by a minister outside the grounds of the Jesuit college, in front of a 

gathering of laypeople no less. Berlocher, then, was perhaps not as blameless as he suggests. 

Later in his testimony, moreover, he categorically denied saying anything slanderous about the 

Jesuits during this exchange, but in the very next sentence, qualified that claim by adding that 

everyone knew that he full well could have, given how deeply offensive the Jesuits and their 

teachings were to the Holy Scriptures.63  

Berlocher maintained that most of the charges brought against him and his fellow ministers were 

grossly taken out of context. He admitted that he and they often criticized Catholic ideas and 

doctrines—for example, the invocation of saints and the veneration of Mary. He insisted, though, 

that he had never intentionally slandered Catholics or their priests personally. Moreover, 

                                                           
62 According to Berlocher, Völck, defending the Catholic Mass, stated, “das sich Christus sich nachmal zu Opffern 
bevolchen hab, antwort er, Christus hab zu bevelchen, dann er hab gesagt Hoc facite. Darüber lache ich, das er mit 
solchen groben sachen soll herfür kommn, dann vermelde ich, ein kind versteht es, was das haist das Christi 
spruch.” Berlocher, SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 95 Nr.2, 6r.  
63 Berlocher, SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 95 Nr.2, 6v-7r.  
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responding to Völck’s complaint that Berlocher had said they were without any true sacraments 

(calling them Sakramentslöser), he clarified that he said this in the context of their disagreement 

over clerical marriage. Völck had attacked the fact that he was married, to which Berlocher 

replied that if you Jesuit priests hold marriage in such high regard—calling it a sacrament, 

even—why, then, do you abjure it? He was not saying that they were without any sacraments, 

only that clerical abstinence seemed inherently hypocritical.64  

In his conclusion, he argued that if he said anything that was construed to be offensive towards 

Catholicism, that was not his intention. As far as he understood it, he and Völck were two 

theologians exercising their vocational privilege in a disputation, in which context he was 

accordingly permitted to raise defensible critiques of Catholic doctrine and practice. He did not 

resort to any “political slander,” as was the custom, he claimed, of the Jesuits in their diatribes 

against the ministry; rather, once the Jesuit began slandering Luther and his religion in front of 

witnesses, Berlocher felt duty-bound to mount a defense.65  

What is interesting about this exchange is that in both cases, the men cited the presence of 

witnesses to justify why they had felt compelled to debate one another in such an unorthodox 

context. Neither could have hoped to convert the other, and so we must conclude that their 

disputation was principally for the benefit of these onlookers, and perhaps for the sake of their 

own pride. Neither cleric wanted to show the other any sign of weakness. At the same time, 

though, neither was willing to admit that they instigated the incident. Both explained their 

actions in reference to the lack of civility and respect shown to them by the other man. Völck 

was quick to assume the worst of Berlocher, and Berlocher was highly sensitive to the 

                                                           
64 Berlocher, SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 95 Nr.2, 9v.  
65 Berlocher, SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 95 Nr.2, 11v: “das ist vom mir zu rettung meines gewesen preceptores ehren, zur 
nottwendig Defension.” 
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mistreatment he received, switching quickly from defense to offense. Somehow, this chance 

encounter escalated rather rapidly to the point that it became a public contest between the city’s 

two confessions. What’s more, both men were deeply assured that they had done no wrong—

both, as a matter of fact, cited the same witnesses as evidence in their submissions to the council. 

Ultimately, it does not appear that any serious punitive repercussions came of these proceedings; 

however, in this incident, we have clear evidence that confessional rhetoric was not confined to 

the pulpit. Völck’s claim that the evangelical ministers slandered the Jesuits on the street may 

not, then, be so far-fetched—at least, insofar as Völck made no distinction between a critique of 

his religion and its doctrines and an attack on his own person. The vocational privilege which 

Berlocher claimed simply did not resonate with Völck, indeed, with many clerics of both 

religions. There was no neutral ground where Berlocher’s confessional critiques could pass as 

innocuous; by virtue of their heated disputation, the very street on which the men stood was 

transformed from a public space into a contested space.  

* * *  

Among evangelicals in Augsburg, the erection of the Jesuit college bode ill for the future of bi-

confessional peace. The very fact that the college had received permission to be built confirmed 

many people’s fears regarding the order’s influence over local government. Once it was 

completed, however, many also worried that the increased Jesuit presence would result in more 

frequent conversions to Catholicism.66 To the leaders of the local Protestant community, the 

answer was clear—they needed their own college.  

                                                           
66 Thelot, 2:517v. 
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Since the beginning of the Reformation, the principal evangelical school in the city was the St. 

Anna Gymnasium. Over the last twenty years, it was subject to significant overhaul by its 

director, Hieronymus Wolf, under whose guidance it greatly increased its enrollment, and 

acquired a standardized curriculum and division of classes. A consummate humanist and 

Melanchthonian reformer, Wolf was courted for the position because of his confessional 

impartiality. When he was hired in the late 1550s, it had been the intention of Stadtpfleger Hans 

Jakob Fugger that the school gradually abandon its Protestant orientation in favor of a more 

public, ecumenical character (even as money was being heavily invested in local Catholic 

schools).67 Most evangelical Augsburgers, therefore, rightly viewed Wolf’s appointment with a 

measure of distrust and, in, many cases, open disdain.  

Vera Jung, in her biographical treatment of Wolf, describes him being afflicted not only by 

varying degrees of agoraphobia and hypochondria, but also by a deep and immediate awareness 

of the supernatural world around him. In his own autobiography, composed towards the end of 

his life, he described all of the suffering and adversity he had endured over the years as a test 

from God—not so much a test of faith, rather, a test of character. In the 1540s, for example, 

while working as a teacher in Nuremberg, he became convinced that a cabal of witches had 

hexed him, and were trying to murder him. Instead of turning to the magistrates, or to either 

church or prayer for relief, as a remedy, he travelled throughout southern Germany seeking 

magical charms and talismans, and he visited baths purported to have special healing powers.68 

Throughout his life, he was obsessed with the supernatural, and carefully practiced astrology and 

                                                           
67 See Helmut Zäh, “Vom Augsburger Religionsfrieden bis zur Gründung des Annakollegs. Das Rektorat des 
Hieronymus Wolf (1557-1580) im Spiegel seines Briefwechsels,” in Karl-August Keil, ed., Das Gymnasium bei St. 
Anna in Augsburg: 475 Jahre von 1531 bis 2006 (Augsburg: Wissner, 2006), 43-46. 
68 Vera Jung, “Die Leiden des Hieronymus Wolf: Krankengeschichten eines Gelehrten im 16. Jahrhundert,” in 
Richard van Dülman, ed., Historische Anthropologie, Kultur - Gesellschaft –Alltag, vol. 9 nr. 3 (Cologne: Böhlau 
Verlag, 2001), 344-45. 
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other forms of prognostication, attempting to divine God’s will.69 While in Nuremberg, Wolf, 

unable to convince anyone else of the supernatural forces arrayed against him there, repeatedly 

petitioned the city council to allow him to quit his post. After a few years of this—convinced that 

he was mad—the city council finally allowed him to resign from his contract early.70 Following 

his departure from Nuremberg, he travelled a great deal over the next decade, spending time in 

Wittenberg, Strasbourg, Basel, and even Paris, before being hired by the Fuggers to look after 

the family library in Augsburg in 1551. In 1557, owing to his academic reputation as a humanist 

and to his influence among Augsburg’s patricians, he was placed in charge of reforming the 

city’s evangelical schools, which had fallen into some disarray since the death of Sixt Birck in 

1554.  

There is perhaps evidence that Wolf’s social and spiritual anxieties influenced his teaching 

philosophy. Hieronymus was never a healthy man—at least, according to his own appraisal. 

Alongside charms and talismans, though, one of the ways he sought to control his hallucinations 

and physical pain was through rigorous discipline. In his educational reforms, he stipulated 

that—should he be able to find the funds to hire appropriate teachers—he wanted his students 

(even the youngest) to attend between 4-5 hours of lessons a day.71 He also set strict deadlines 

for the advancement through his new curricula, advising that anyone who could not keep pace 

should be asked to leave the school.72 Citing Pliny, he insisted that any time spent outside of 

study was wasteful.73 His desire to understand and control both the natural and supernatural 

                                                           
69 Jung, “Die Leiden des Hieronymus Wolf,” 337-39. 
70 Jung, “Die Leiden des Hieronymus Wolf,” 343. 
71 Christiane Jörg, “Die Schulordnung des St. Anna-Gymnasiums Augsburgs von Hieronymus Wolf.” (Ph. D. diss., 
Ludwig-Maximilian University of Munich, 1985), 64. 
72 Jörg, “Die Schulordnung des St. Anna-Gymnasiums,” 67. 
73 Jörg, “Die Schulordnung des St. Anna-Gymnasiums,” 71: “wie es jene des Plinius ist: Alle Zeit ist verloren, die 
nicht fürs Studieren aufgewendet wird.”  
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worlds around him spurred Wolf to become a paragon of scholarly pursuit. Unfortunately, his 

total immersion in academia blinded him to many other aspects of human and social experience.  

While he saw no harm in parents teaching their children Luther’s small catechism in the home, 

he insisted that religious education in Augsburg should primarily be the province of the school. 

Rather alarmingly, he even asserted that his students should be exempted from attending the 

local preachers’ sermons. Advanced students, especially, should be encouraged instead to stay at 

home and study scripture for themselves, lest they get caught up in these querulous controversies 

(die zänkischen Auseinandersetzung) plaguing the city.74 In the context of the late 1550s, when 

he composed his school order, these conflicts (although not explicitly stated) likely referred to 

efforts by the likes of Neuberger and Rem to stamp out Meckhart’s legacy of confessional 

ambivalence. For Wolf, religion was as much an intellectual undertaking as it was spiritual. He 

scarcely attempted to hide his contempt for those who used the pulpit to pursue their 

confessional agendas, reducing complex and intricate theologies to abusive talking-points.  

In 1554, when Hans Jakob Fugger had first raised the possibility of Wolf taking over the school, 

Hieronymus was firmly set against the notion. In a letter to Camerarius, describing the state of 

                                                           
74 Jörg, “Die Schulordnung des St. Anna-Gymnasiums,” 77-78. “Daher soll es den Schülern freigestellt werden (da, 
wie Vergil sagt, der Wagenlenker von den Pferden mitgerissen wird und der Wagen nicht auf die Zügel hört), dass 
sie an jenen Predigten teilnehmen, die entweder ihre Eltern oder sie selbst gutheissen. Die aber, die ein wenig weiter 
fortgeschritten sind, sollen ermahnt werden, zu Hause die Hl. Schrift, besonders aber das Neue Testament, die 
Psalmen und die paränetischen Bücher Salomons und Sirachs morgens und abends, nachdem sie Gott demütig 
angerufen haben, zu lesen und dabei nicht so sehr um die zänkischen Auseinandersetzung, durch die meist die 
Wahrheit eingebüsset wird, als um die Lauterkeit des Lebens und um eine frome Haltung gegenüber Gott und den 
Menschen besorgt zu sein. . .    
 
Wer sich ernsthaft mit diesen Gedancken befasst, dem bleibt fürwahr keine Zeit übrig, um über die Religion (zumal 
auf unreligiöse Weise) zu streiten. Weil ich nicht weiss, ob dies sich für einen, der nicht in der Kirche lehrt, ziemt 
und, wie es sich für eben die oft ziemt, sie selbst gesehen haben, darf man es jungen Leuten wirklich auf keinen Fall 
zubiligen. Ich wünschte, dass diese (wie auch alle überige) nicht kleinlich, spitzfindig (um nicht zu sagen 
pedantisch) und unnütz über die Religion diskutieren, sondern genau und getrue nach der Religion leben. Was auch 
Gott (wenn ich mich nicht täusche) viel willkommener wäre; für die allgemeine Ruhe und für die Eintracht der 
Bürger untereinander, worin das Wohlergehen des Gemeinwesens begründet ist, wäre es ganz bestimmt weitauss 
förderlicher.” 
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things, he related how fiery sermons were regularly levelled from the pulpits of the local 

churches by inexperienced (unerfahren) young preachers. He added that there were some three 

or four decent older preachers about whom nobody complained; but the rest were alumni 

(Zöglinge) of the University of Wittenberg. These young men roared (brausen) far too loudly 

and with too little care for what they said, owing both to the fire of their youth and their 

ignorance of the political circumstances here.75 

In the context of a study of the long-term development of confessional adversarialism, one might 

well commend this disdain for politicizing the pulpit. Though a long-time friend and admirer of 

Melanchthon, Wolf’s commitment to his idiosyncratic humanist pursuits left him with little 

patience for confessional politics. While socializing of any sort appears to have been something 

of a chore for him, Wolf nonetheless amiably consorted with Catholics, Calvinists, and 

Lutherans alike. Again, following Fugger’s vision for the school, he even accepted numerous 

students from prominent Catholic families into the Gymnasium.  

In the grand scheme of things, however, Wolf ultimately added fuel to the fire of adversarialism. 

His association with the Fuggers, his acceptance of Catholic students, and his unveiled disrespect 

of the local ministry conspired to make him deeply unpopular with local Protestants, many of 

whom questioned his confessional allegiance, suspecting (perhaps rightly) that his appointment 

was part of a Catholic conspiracy to undermine the foundations of the local evangelical church. 

He was the man in charge of teaching their children evangelical religion, yet no one was quite 

sure what he himself believed. According to Warmbrunn, many doubted that he was even 

                                                           
75 Zäh, 42: “Es gibt hier drei oder vier ältere Prediger, über die sich so gut wie niemand beklagt. Die übrigen sind 
Zöglinge der Wittenberger Universität und bezeugen und verehren Dr. Melanchthon als ihren Lehrer. Diese brausen 
gleichsam durch das Feuer ihrer Jugend und die Unkenntnis der politischen Verhältnisse bisweilen zu heftig auf und 
reden zu wenig mit Bedacht.”   
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evangelical to begin with.76  When he allowed Catholic students into the school, he was called a 

“Papistenfreund.”77 Shortly after trying to replace Meckhart’s small catechism in the Gymnasium 

with Luther’s, he complained that he was being publicly slandered as a result—the local 

Protestants denounced him as a “shifty renewed of pastry” (als gerissener Erneuerer des 

Papismus).78  

His poor relationship with the broader evangelical population was long a source of aggravation 

for him. Only five years into his commission, Wolf was so fed up with Augsburg that he had 

begun entertaining job offers from other cities.79 While he was eventually persuaded to stay at 

his post by his patrician patrons, he does not appear to have ever fully reconciled with the local 

evangelical community. According to Jung, one of the chief purposes of Wolf’s autobiography 

later in life was to set the record straight in the face of all of the slander and rumors that had 

dogged him throughout his time in Augsburg.80 

* * *  

Wolf’s death in October, 1580, provided an opportunity to rethink the education of Augsburg 

evangelicals. The Gymnasium was a cherished institution, but it lacked the resources and 

mandate to train and prepare young citizens for ministerial office. Moreover, with a Jesuit 

                                                           
76 Warmbrunn, 279. 
77 Zäh, 45. 
78 Ibid. 46. The logic of this accusation is at first glance hard to follow, but it makes sense in the aftermath of the 
Melhorn controversy, and in the context of the renewed strife between the likes of Neuberger and Held. It was not—
I presume—that local evangelicals objected to Luther’s catechism itself; rather, the custom had been and remained 
that they employed Meckhart’s catechisms instead. Thus, the move to displace the catechism of the recently 
deceased Meckhart likely would have been viewed as an effort to unneccesarily re-ignite the evangelical in-fighting 
of the early 1550s– which in-fighting would have only benefited the local Catholics and their new partners, the 
Jesuits.   
79 See G. Mezger, “Wolf, Hieronymus,” in Allgemeine Deutsche Biographie 43 (1898): 755-757. 
80 Jung, 334. See also Wolf’s letters to Camerarius during his tenure as director. These letters, especially, emphasize 
his deep dissatisfaction with the city, which, on Noveber 11, 1567, he describes as “einer wissenschaftsfeindlichen 
Stadt.” Zäh, 45.  
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college being built right in the city, the Gymnasium’s ostensibly non-confessional orientation—

cultivated by the likes of Fugger and Wolf—meant that the balance of confessional influence in 

the city would have greatly shifted in favor of the Catholics. In the months that followed, 

therefore, the political, social, and spiritual leaders of Augsburg Protestantism began to take up a 

collection in order to fund the construction of a new college. The letter which circulated in this 

fundraising effort bore the signatures of a number of Protestant mayors and councilors, both 

church provosts, and both senioren of the ministry—Rülich and Müller.81 In it, the authors asked 

that out of concern for the prosperity of the evangelical religion in this city, that the reader not 

only lend their support to this endeavor, but that they also open their purses (ihre hand und 

taschen auff zu thun).82 They dared not petition the city government for public money for this 

project, so instead they resolved to fund it themselves. Significantly, however, they concluded 

the letter with a warning to be careful to only pass this letter into “safe hands;” they were 

specifically worried that someone might make copies, or otherwise make public its contents.83 

The fundraising itself, though, could not have been too secretive, as the ministers themselves 

were soliciting contributions during services.84  

By February, 1581, they had not only met, but exceeded their fundraising goals. Thelot, citing 

the account books kept for this project, provides a list of every significant donation, ranging from 

100 to 6000 [fl].85 The donors themselves represent a broad cross-section of the citizenry, 

including members of all three estates—the Patrizier, the Mehrergesellschaft, and the Gemein. 

                                                           
81 A description and lengthy excerpt of this letter, along with its list of signatories, can be found in Thelot, 2:518v-
19v. 
82 Thelot, 2:519r.   
83 Thelot, 2:519r: “[wir] frindtlich bitten dieselbe zu sichern handen auff zuheben, damit sie von niemandt 
abgeschriben, oder in weitere hand dann [sicher] gebiet und disen werk frommen [mag] hingebracht und auss 
gespreng werden.” 
84 Thelot, 2:520r.   
85 The sum-total raised in these four months came to 26200 [fl]. Thelot, 2:520v-523r.  



447 
 

Among them, we find politicians, public servants, widows, artisans, and physicians. In many 

cases, the donations were made on behalf of whole families, and in other cases, professional 

associations. It is worth noting, too, that on this same list of donors we find the Stadtvogt 

Augustin Weissier, who, in the polemics which emerge after the riot, is regularly portrayed as the 

arch-fiend of the evangelical religion.  

The site on which the college was to be built was purchased from Philipp Fugger. Shortly after 

the organizers of this project broke ground on its construction, however, Fugger learned that a 

Protestant college was to be erected on that site. In a suit to the city council, he claimed that the 

land had been purchased under false pretenses, and demanded that all construction cease 

immediately. Dejected, yet still determined to see the college built, the evangelicals began 

looking for a new site. Evidently, though, Fugger had used his considerable influence to deter 

anyone from providing them with the land they needed.86 Before long, this affair stirred up such 

enmity that it finally came to the attention of the governors and the small council, who 

previously, it would seem, had no awareness of it. The sudden involvement of the highest 

authorities of city government was viewed with trepidation, especially insofar as they made clear 

their displeasure that such a large public project had been undertaken without their knowledge or 

blessing.87 To mollify that displeasure, the organizers of the project submitted an explanation to 

the council, in which they emphasized the financial plight of their school and its students. In 

short, they argued that many Ingenia in the city were not being cultivated to the best of their 

potential. The gymnasium never had enough money, and the students themselves could hardly 

                                                           
86 Thelot, 2:523v: “Umb rühe und fridens willen, würde ihm Fuggern solches ein gewilligkeit, aber es ward im 
bawen kein platz weder gross noch klein gefunden, derentwegen dess Fuggers neyd [], wider iren bawen gefallen.” 
87 Thelot, 2:524r: “Dann die herren Stattpfleger und gehaimern, liessen sich eines häftigen unwillen und missfallen 
ab disen werck offentlich vernemen, deren ursachen das solches alles, bis anhero ohne ihr vorwissen und vergunst 
fürgenommen, und niemandt wissen möge, ob es böss oder günst gemeint were.” 
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afford things like board or even books and other supplies. They therefore wanted to not only 

build the college, but to also set up endowments to make sure students had all of their needs met. 

In providing for those students, moreover, they added that this would allow the administrators 

and teachers to hold them to stricter discipline and diligence. There was nothing in this endeavor 

that could harm the public good; rather, it would serve an important social service, especially 

with respect to the children of poorer families.88  

Following the conclusion of the hearing into the establishment of this new college, the city-

government issued a formal determination. First, they affirmed that this was a worthy project, 

and for that reason would lend it their formal support; on top of which, they also upheld the 

purchase of the Fugger property, allowing them to go ahead and build their school there. Again, 

however, they reiterated that out of respect for the council’s authority, all of this should have 

been done with their knowledge and blessing from the beginning. Second, on the issue of 

establishing endowments, the council permitted the organizers to raise the necessary funds over 

the course of the next year, provided the ministers did not use their pulpit to help with this 

collection. Third, with respect to teaching or any other activities on the grounds of the new 

school, everything needed to accord with the religious peace in the city, and must conform to the 

Augsburg Confession. Further, insofar as the credentials and discipline of students and teachers 

were a matter of public interest, the council held the right to monitor these. To that end, they 

authorized the establishment of a third church provost position, whose responsibility it would be 

to oversee the school and any and all endowments. The final article of this decree made clear that 

this undertaking would only succeed if it proceeded in good faith. No one at the school—neither 

                                                           
88 A full copy of this letter can be found in Thelot, 2:544r-526v.   
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the administrators, teachers, students, nor staff—could be found to be fomenting animosity 

between or within the city’s two religions.89  

While this decree was a victory for the evangelical community, it did not go unanswered by 

those who had sought to undermine the project, especially not by the heavily Catholic councils.90 

Over the course of the next year, nine public endowments established by the city government 

decades previous to fund students in the study of evangelical theology disappeared. Many of the 

serving ministers in Augsburg had benefited from these very funds, including Müller, Meckhart, 

Bächlin, Hebenstreit, and others. In this case, the explanation given by the council was that the 

money had been redirected to other projects, including the Blatterhaus.91 The chronicles, 

however, paint a different picture. The perception, at least, was that these funds were being 

denied to evangelicals because, as far as the Catholic council was concerned, the evangelical 

community no longer needed these public funds, as they appeared capable of raising the money 

themselves.92 The St. Martin’s endowment, for example, which supported six students, was not 

de-funded; rather, evangelicals were henceforth not permitted to apply for it—an important 

distinction.93 In another example of retaliation, the Catholic school superintendent 

(Oberschulherr) forbade the use of catechisms in the city’s German schools.94 According to 

                                                           
89 Thelot’s ad verbum copy of this decree, dated, March 16, 1581, can be found in Thelot, 2:526v-531v. A detailed 
summary of this decree can likewise be find in Stetten, 2:636-37.   
90 For the last few decades, the number of Catholics and evangelicals on the small council, for example, had been 
fairly close to parity. By the 1580s, though, that started to change. After the 1580 election, there were 25 Catholics 
and 20 evangelicals on the small council. Stetten, 2:632. Stetten is careful to point out that it was a cohort of 
Catholic councillors on the small council that were primarily responsible for leading the opposition to the 
evangelical college. Ibid. 636. See also Warmbrunn, 133.  
91 See Dunwoody, 340, fn. 43. 
92 Thelot, 2:532r-v. Against the complaints of the preachers, Rehlinger later shot back that the college had not 
needed any more funding—it already had the resources to “supply a small principality with preachers.” He claimed 
the school could train up to 30 students at a time, despite the fact that the city only supported 14 ministers. SuStBA 
4 Aug 735 Nr. 24: [Anton Christoph Rehlinger], Der Herren Pfleger vnd Geheimen Räth des h. Reichsstatt 
Augspurg. . . gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel. . . (Augsburg: Valentin Schoenigk, 1587), F2r.  
93 Stetten, 2:637. According to Stetten, the St. Martin’s Stipendium had been around for forty years by the time 
evangelicals were cut off from it. 
94 Stetten, 2:638. See also Müller, Augspurgische Händel, 41.  
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Thelot, the explanation he gave was that catechistic education was supposed to be the 

responsibility of parents, not teachers.95 This move was protested vigorously by the 

administrators and teachers of the evangelical schools, and before long the decree was reversed 

by the city council. Still, the attempt to ban the catechism from the schools was part of an 

escalation of Catholic attacks on the evangelical community. Specifically, these Catholic 

politicians and their Jesuit supporters targeted Protestants’ access to public funds and services. 

Between November and December, 1581, for example, there was a concerted effort made by 

both the Jesuits and their allies in the city government to reinstate the Ave Maria in the city 

hospital, making its recitation a mandatory requirement of the patients’ residence and alms.96  

Another incident which had Augsburg on edge was the expulsion of evangelicals from the town 

of Pfersee, a short walk beyond the city walls. Martin Zobel, the evangelical philanthropist who 

had donated a public hospice (Pilgerhaus) to the city, 97 and who was a major backer of the 

college undertaking, had purchased rights of lordship over the town back in 1579, in no small 

part to protect the evangelicals living there.98 Although Pfersee was, literally, in Augsburg’s back 

yard, it belonged to the county of Burgau. For years the residents were left undisturbed, but 

during the course of 1581, the margrave became increasingly involved in the affairs of the town, 

harassing and arresting its residents. By October, citing the Peace of Augsburg and the Catholic 

                                                           
95 Thelot, 2:532v-533r. 
96 Thelot, 2:533v. See also Müller, Augspurgische Händel, C6v-7v. Müller says that the order actually came down 
from one of the two Stadtpfleger, whose son was then serving as the administrator of the hospital. It is unclear 
whether this was Fugger or Rehlinger, or whether it was even so. Still, Müller complained that there were many sick 
and elderly residents of the hospital who simply could not give up the care they were receiving, and thus were made 
to recite the Ave Maria before and after every meal, against their consciences.  
97 The hospital referenced was established in 1579, after the land and property was purchased by Martin Zobel, and 
donated to the gemeinen Almosen-Seckel. As a condition of that donation, Zobel extracted a promise that it would be 
made available to anyone who needed, regardless of their religion, or whether they were registered citizens. Stetten, 
2:624. 
98 See generally Dunwoodys treatment of Zobel’s legal disputes with the Margrave of Burgau, the city of Augsburg, 
and the imperial court, 328-30. 
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margrave’s jurisdiction over the town, the entirety of its evangelical population was expelled—

150 Protestants, all of whom, presumably, had attended services just down the road in Augsburg, 

and who would have been known to the Augsburg community. According to Dunwoody, who 

worked on the legal appeals made by these exiles, they were given six months to leave town. 

However, both Stetten and Dunwoody report that their appeals for aid from the Augsburg 

council largely fell on deaf ears.99  

Shortly after this, a similar incident occurred just south of Augsburg in the village of Göggingen, 

which fell under the authority of the bishop of Augsburg. Göggingen was, as today, essentially a 

suburb of the city, where more than a few evangelical patricians had their estates. As Dunwoody 

explains, the bishop’s power and authority here were more tenuous than had been the case with 

the margrave in Pfersee; thus, the bishop, Marquart von Bergen, proceeded to prohibit the 

settlement of new evangelicals in the town, without actually demanding the expulsion of those 

already living there.100 In this case, once the bishop’s agents began harassing villagers attending 

services in the city, the Augsburg council did get involved, providing a lawyer to help with 

mediation. Ultimately, however, beyond securing a tepid assurance that the resident Göggingen 

evangelicals were not in imminent threat and would be permitted to remain, Augsburg’s 

intervention was unable to entirely lift the burden placed on the villagers by the bishop’s 

attention. In fact, when the council at Dillingen reported to Augsburg that the Göggingen 

evangelicals were complicit in fomenting local confessional conflict, Augsburg began to 

                                                           
99 Stetten, 2:641; Dunwoody, 329. 
100 See Dunwoody, 330-35, where he examines the legal dispute between the patrician widow Barbara Rehlinger, 
who had taken up the cause of the Göggingen evangelicals, and the bishop’s court in Dillingen.  



452 
 

disentangle itself from involvement in the affair, leaving the locals to continue their legal appeals 

on their own.101 

* * *  

Even before we can begin to talk about the calendar reforms, therefore, we need to recognize that 

Augsburg was heading towards something bad. Faith in the impartiality of the city government 

was quickly eroding. More and more, evangelical philanthropists were opening up their purses to 

ensure that everyone had access to the same rights and public services as Catholic citizens—to 

things like hospitals, scholarships, schools, and religious worship. The optics of all of this 

advocacy, organizing, fundraising, and endowment clearly worried the Catholic-dominated city 

government, as they no doubt viewed in this organization the appropriation of responsibilities 

that were supposed to be exclusively theirs. It was almost as if the evangelicals were forming 

their own informal government.  

Worsening the situation, the de facto spokesperson of the evangelical community for the last two 

and a half decades, Johann Baptist Haintzel, passed away on October 25, 1581—only five 

months after the death of his brother, burgomaster Paul Haintzel. Both of these men, though 

Johann especially, had been among the chief architects of the new college, and together they had 

long provided their co-religionists with stable and stalwart political representation. Both men, 

moreover, had been patrons of Georg Müller (by now, through their influence, the director of the 

college), and it was no surprise that he delivered their funeral sermons, in each case to large 

crowds. In his sermon for Johann Baptist, Müller reminded his audience that God sent storms 

and plague and wars unto them not simply to sadden them and cause them worry, but also to 

                                                           
101 Dunwoody, 336-37. 
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shock them (sondern schröcken auch)—to remind them that God punished sin.102 The death of 

such a hero as Haintzel, he continued, was no less of a plague on them. But while this should be 

a time of reflection on their own sins and on their own impending mortality, it should not be 

entirely a time of despair. Losing such men as Paul and Johann Baptist did not mean that their 

community would be bereft of the council and leadership which they had for so long provided; 

new leaders would come forward to take their place.103 As for Haintzel, he said that they should 

not be saddened for him. On earth he had been in militante Ecclesia—consumed by the quarrels 

and contests of the churches here, constantly fighting and arguing.104 Now, though, he was 

among the elect (Ausserwölten) in the triumphante Ecclesia. Were Haintzel here now, Müller 

concluded, he would tell you to be comforted—trust in your preachers, councilors, and 

magistrates, for they will do right by your community, your church, and your schools. 

* * *   

In the spring and throughout the summer of 1582, many of the potentates of the empire travelled 

with their court to Augsburg, where Emperor Rudolph II had called an imperial diet. On June 27, 

the emperor himself arrived in the city at the head of 2,200 soldiers.105 Müller wrote on the 

                                                           
102 See Müller’s funeral sermon for Johann Baptist Haintzel (dated October 25, 1581) in Sieben undertschidliche 
Christliche Predigen, O3v. 
103 Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, O4r.   
104 Müller, speaking in Haintzel’s voice, writes: “Ich habe schon empfangen die unsterbliche Kron der ewigen 
Seligkeit/ dem Tod haben ich zudancken/ der mir nichts genommen/ aber unsägliche herrlichkeit gegeben hat. Zuvor 
ware ich in militante Ecclesia, in der streittenden/ und auff Erden angefochtenen Kirchen/ selbs auch in stettigem 
kampff und streit: Nun aber bin ich in triumphante Ecclesia, bey der versamlung der Ausserwölten/ da nichts ist 
dann ewige frewd und wonne.” Müller, Sieben undertschidliche Christliche Predigen, S1r. In Lutheran theology 
more generally, these two terms (miltante Ecclesia/ triumphante Ecclesia) typically refer to the Christian’s struggle 
against their own sin, though it can also reference someone who serves the church. See, for example, Eric Lund, ed., 
Seventeenth-Century Lutheran Meditations and Hymns (New Jersey: Paulist Press, 2011), 97, 99, 137, 159, 176. The 
meaning which Müller seems to ascribe to these terms, though—specifically, conflict between churches—is 
unusual, insofar as that service he provided defending one church from another is described in overwhelmingly 
martial terms; he really seems to be describing a specificially militant service—the kind of usage that was more 
common in medieval literature referencing the crusading orders. 
105 Thelot, 2:554r. 
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entrance of this host of soldiers that it was as though the city had been conquered in war.106 He 

also added that Catholics in the city were emboldened by the emperor’s presence, and daily they 

abused and slandered evangelicals and their faith.107 The fact that the city itself retained the 

services of a significant number of fighting men to help keep the peace did little to ease Müller’s 

concerns.108 This diet, like most every other diet, brought with it all manner of trials and 

pressures. Early on, for example, the city government found itself in a dispute with the imperial 

marshal Conrad von Pappenheim, who claimed jurisdiction not only over all foreign merchants 

in the city, but also soldiers. As had happened in the years after the Schmalkaldic War, 

Pappenheim, without consulting the council, began to quarter his troops in the homes of local 

citizens, with little thought given to permission or compensation.109 Citing imperial custom, he 

also informed the city government that he was taking command of the city’s own forces, asking 

them for a full accounting of the city watch. This was only the beginning of a long series of 

conflicts between the marshal and the council during the diet, a full account of which is not 

possible here.110 What is important to realize is that Müller’s perception that the city was 

“occupied” may not have been too far off the mark. According to Dunwoody, the plight of the 

Pfersee refugees, who had mostly resettled in the city, was, “the talk of the town during the 

diet.”111 To many evangelicals, it might have seemed as though the walls around them were 

closing in. Müller, for example, relates a rather disturbing “tumult” that took place during the 

diet. A foreign knave (ein Welscher Bub) from the court of the cardinal of Trent walked into the 

                                                           
106 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, C7v.  
107 There is likely some truth to this claim. Shortly after it was announced in January, 1582, that the diet would be 
held in Augsburg, Rosephus was preaching openly against Müller, such that the city had to (again) send him a 
written warning to respect the religious peace. See Stetten, 2:642. 
108 Stetten, 2:649-50. 
109 Stetten, 2:650. 
110 See Stetten, 2:650-54.  
111 Dunwoody, 329.  
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afternoon services of an evangelical church, brandishing both a sword and dirk in his hands, with 

a pistol stuck into the front of his pants. He began to accost the worshippers, calling the women 

“hussies” (Weibsbilder), and he abused the preacher with obscenities and slander, all the while 

waving about his weapons. Many panicked and rushed to get outside, during the course of which 

chaos, claims Müller, a number of young and old parishioners, along with a few pregnant 

women, were trampled or otherwise injured. He then reports that outside on the street, a Catholic 

mayor happened to witness the congregation in flight, laughing at them and hurling his own 

insults. This latter detail seems dubious, but such was Müller’s influence that we should assume 

that if he was repeating this story, then people would have believed it to be so.112 Subsequently 

the man was arrested by the city guard; before long, though, he was released into the custody of 

the marshal, who had him hanged.  

If details of this account seem embellished, there is nonetheless no doubt that the incident took 

place.113 Recall that in 1550, when the city was occupied by the forces of Charles V, a similar 

incident occurred at St. Ulrich; and again during the 1559 diet, soldiers in the employ of Prince 

Philipp attacked Wilhelm Hausmann at the hospital church.114 The attack in 1582, explained 

Müller, was part of a pattern of violence that began to unfold during that summer, for which he 

gives a further example in the relation of a street-fight between a local craftsmen and a drunken 

                                                           
112 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, C8r-9r. Unfortunately, Müller’s account is the only version I have been able to 
find of this incident. Thelot records it as well, but as was his custom, he copied the source verbatim, in this case 
adding no new information. Thelot, 2:556v-557v. References to this incident appear in other chronicles as well, but 
they, too, seem entirely derived from Müller.See for example SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 337-40. 
113 Rehlinger himself corrobortes the incident, though he claims that the Catholic mayor in question was only trying 
to calm the fleeing congregation, not abuse them. Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, G2v-3r.  
114 Both of these churches were in the city’s southernmost quarter, where the emperor and his court traditionally 
resided during their stay. While Müller does not say where this most recent attack took place, either of these would 
be the most likely candidate. 
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priest.115 These Catholics “had their foot on the throat of the evangelical church,” on account of 

which the word “rebellion” was being heard more and more frequently.116  

It was during all this commotion and social and religious tension that the calendar controversy 

has its origins. That summer, Emperor Rudolph mandated the empire-wide adoption of Gregory 

XIII’ s new calendar, first introduced earlier that year in February in the papal bull Inter 

gravissimas.117 Evangelicals in Augsburg, and to varying degrees elsewhere, opposed these 

reforms for a host of reasons, some of which reasons we have seen here in this work, while 

others can be found in the traditional historiography.118 Especially for Augsburg, though, the 

escalating confessional troubles—all the violence and the back-biting—have to be added to the 

reasons why so many Augsburg Protestants opposed the calendar. We have to acknowledge that 

the support Müller brought with him in opposition to the calendar did not originate necessarily 

                                                           
115 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, C9r.   
116 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, D1r: “Wird des orts allein zu dem Ende erzelet/ das man sehen möge/ wie 
gewaltig und gleich dringenlich sich die Papisten zu den Evangelischen genötiget/ dieselbige zu unterdrucken/ der 
Kirchen auff den Hals zutreten/ unnd (wie greifflich scheinet) die uberauswillige und gedültige Bürgerschafft einmal 
zuentrüsten/ und gleich wider jren willen zur undgedult zu reitzen sich bearbeitet haben/ in meinung/ da solches mit 
aller wenigstem erfolget/ sie mit etwas schein jhr gewönlichs Auffrhur und Rebellion gesang singen/ und den lang 
gefasten gewalt und hinderhaltenen fürsatz desto füglicher ins werck richten und vollbringen köndten.”  
117 According to the bull, the reforms were supposed to take effect October 4, 1582; the day following was to be 
considered October 15, a measure intended to correct the seasonal drift caused by the Julian calendar over the 
centuries. 
118 Other reasons for opposing the calendar were often commercial. Cities in predominantly Protestant areas—who 
relied on trade with other Protestant cities—did not want to upset that trade with discordant calendars. This was one 
of the arguments the opponents of the reforms in Augsburg employed, insisting that they not adopt anything until the 
entirety of the estates of the empire had come to a final decision on the matter. Another reason for protesting the 
calendar, of special importance to Augsburg, was that raised by the butchers’ association. Following the Catholic 
calendar would mean more fasting and prohibitions on the sale and consumption of meat, which translated into less 
business for a profession which, in Augsburg, was close to 100% evangelical. On the butchers generally, see 
Warmbrunn, 364. Historically, the butchers did not take well to being told when they could sell their product. In 
September, 1556, for example, the city council passed a decree limiting the amount of meat that could be sold, and 
when. When the Marktknecht made to post that decree in the butchers’ alley, however, it started a riot. The man was 
beaten and thrown to the ground, and the decree was torn up. Afterwards, sixteen butchers were arrested for their 
part in the fracas. See StadtAA Strafamt, Strafbuch 98, 1554-1562: 1556.IX.17, 59v. For another instance of the 
butchers assaulting the Marktknecht, see Ibid. 104r. Further examples of violence can be found under the year 1560. 
Generally, any time that the council posted decrees regulating the sale of meat (typically in times of famine or 
inflation), the butchers took it poorly, and there was usually some violence, to say nothing of the verbal abuses 
recorded. The early 1560s and early 1570s provide plentiful evidence for this. 
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with the calendar itself, but was carried along from his anti-Catholic, especially anti-Jesuit 

campaigning. For him, this calendar business was most certainly not, as Andreae and Heerbrand 

eventually came to suggest, a matter of adiaphora. Of course, Müller was far from alone in 

leading this resistance; the church provosts and most of the evangelical mayors and councilors—

the city’s evangelical elite—were at times no less invested in this resistance, and all accounts 

indicate they had broad and energetic popular support. 

In a world reduced to good and evil, reduced to a contest between Christ and the pope—the kind 

of world Müller preached regularly from the pulpit—there could be little differentiation between 

Gregory’s reforms and the abuses and persecutions (perceived and real) experienced by 

Augsburg Protestants. The city government’s ratification of these reforms—despite the loud 

protests of many evangelical councilors—must have only confirmed to many what they had long 

feared—their voice in local government no longer carried any weight.  

The Prodigal Son Returns 

As the storm gathered in the dying weeks of 1583, the ministry paused to pay respect to two of 

their own. On November 7, the 63-year-old Georg Eckhardt passed away. Owing to poor health, 

Eckhardt had been retired since 1580; however, he had been such a stabilizing force within the 

evangelical community during his twenty five year ministry that if his death was not entirely 

unexpected, it was nevertheless a heavy blow. Only days later, though, Rülich’s deacon, the 

young Johann Berlocher, 33, fell gravely ill, and over the next few weeks his health declined 

very suddenly.119 One night, Johann Georg Gross, the deacon at St. Ulrich, came by the 

                                                           
119 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 340. According to the chronicle, he fell deathly ill “um Martini” (November 11), such 
that he could not preach, nor even leave his bed.  
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Berlocher home to check in on him. They talked into the night, and before Gross left, Berlocher 

gave him a letter which he asked be read at his funeral. A few days after that, he was dead.  

The funeral was held at Holy Cross. Before the funeral sermon proper, and in front of a packed 

house, Gross read that letter Berlocher had prepared for him. He was grateful, it read, for three 

blessings in his life. The first was that as a young man, he had been led out of the “terrible 

darkness” of papistry into the light of the Gospel. The second was that he received his ordination 

in Augsburg, his fatherland. There, he strove all his days to be worthy of his calling. Against the 

“enemies of God and truth,” he battled gallantly (manlich und ritterlich.  . .gekempft), just as he 

knew Christ had fought for him. His third blessing, though was also his greatest regret. He left 

behind four small children, and his wife was expecting a fifth. He worried about their future, and 

wondered whether it would have not been better had they died with him. But since that was not 

God’s will, he entrusted their care into the hands of his brothers, the ministers, trusting that they 

would do what was best for them.120 Following the letter, Rülich, whom Berlocher had viewed as 

a mentor, gave the funeral sermon.121 

* * *  

Berlocher’s death compounded the problem leftover from Eckhardt’s retirement in 1580. 

Eckhardt’s position at St. Anna had been filled by Müller, but the ministry was still left short-

handed by this shuffle.122 At this critical juncture in Augsburg’s history—when much of the 

                                                           
120 This letter can be found in Thelot, 2:543v-545r. 
121 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 346.  
122 Until 1582, Holy Cross appears to have been without a deacon, until Berlocher was transferred there from St. 
George. After this point, all of the primary preaching positions and deaconries appear filled. It is unclear, but it in 
the absence of any new ministerial hires, it appears that this deficit was likely filled by closing the chapels of St. 
Servatius and St. Wolfgang just outside the city walls, where young preachers oftentimes had their first pulpits. As 
there was a lull in plague cases in this period, the Blatterhaus may also not have had a preacher. The fact that they 
were looking to replace two vacancies is confirmed in Müller, Augspurgische Händel, 85-86.  
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ministry was locked in a very public confrontation with the city council over  a slew of issues, 

not least of which was their continued non-compliance with the calendar reforms—what should 

have been a routine appointment process was deeply invested with political significance. By 

January, Müller already had two men in mind for these posts—Moses Pflacher and Conrad 

Kirchner.123 About Kirchner there does not appear to be a great deal known. Pflacher, on the 

other hand, was already an accomplished theologian. Having received his doctorate in Tübingen, 

he had been preaching in Ortenburg, and already had a number of publications to his name. By 

all appearances, he was an ideal candidate.  

According to the procedures established during the reconstitution of the local evangelical church 

in 1552, Müller, as one of the senioren of the ministry, presented his recommendations to the 

church provosts, and with their approval, he expected their appointment to be formally approved 

by the Stadtpfleger. Despite the current conflict between the ministry and the city government, 

Müller does not appear to have had any awareness that his agitation over the calendar affair 

could have negatively impacted the reception of his recommendations. In fact, he seems to have 

all-but promised the position to Pflacher. We can deduce this, given that in April, 1584, Pflacher 

published a sermon directed against the “weeds” of Zwingli and Calvin. Notably, on the title 

page of that work, Pflacher described himself as a former preacher of Ortenburg, and as a soon-

to-be (angehender) servant of the church of Augsburg.124 

                                                           
123 See 4 Cod Aug 135, 296; and Stetten, 2:665. 
124 “Gehalten zu Ortenburg/ auff den funfften Sontag nach Epiphaniae/ auss dem Evangelio Matthei 13. Cap. vom 
Unkraut under dem Waitzen. Durch M. Mosen Pflacher/ gewesten Predigern daselbst: Nun aber angehenden 
Dienern der Evangelischen Kirchen in Augspurg.”  VD16 P 2383: Moses Pflacher, Christliche Predig Von dem 
vnkraut des Zwinglischen vnd Calvinischen Jrrthumbs Was es auff dem Acker des Herren für schaden thu vnnd wie 
weit ess sich aussbreyte; Gehalten zu Ortenburg, auff den fünfften Sontag nach Epiphaniae (Regensburg: Johan 
Burger, 1584), A1r.  
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Pflacher’s rejection by the Stadtpfleger likely owed to more than his association with Müller 

(though that, too, no doubt hurt his cause). If we look at Pflacher’s 1584 sermon on the Unkraut, 

for example, we see that however much he may have been an orthodox Lutheran, his work was 

deeply adversarial. The titular weeds in this sermon were Zwinglians and Calvinists. Pflacher 

explained, however, that they were only symptoms of a deeper problem. For centuries, Christians 

had grown complacent, allowing their Church to decay and fall into corruption and disrepair. 

God, in order to shock Christendom out of its ungrateful stupor, allowed Satan to sow his hellish 

weeds across the face of the earth. In the east these gave rise to Mohammed; in the west, the 

Antichrist in Rome. As blasphemous as the Quran was, he asserted, the papal decrees and 

decretals of the Antichrist had so choked the garden of Christendom with blasphemies and false 

teachings that they were taking over.125 For Pflacher, it was the duty of the minister to wield the 

spiritual sword of his ministry (the Gospel) against these and all other weeds: “Not only to teach, 

but also to strike. Not only to sow, but also to weed. Not only to plant and grow, but also to root 

out, break, destroy, and lay waste to these weeds.”126 The only reason he was not using this 

sermon to strike directly at the papist weeds, he explained, was because already that year they 

had heard a great deal on that subject.127  

                                                           
125 Pflacher, Christliche Predig Von dem vnkraut des Zwinglischen vnd Calvinischen Jrrthumbs, A4v-B1r: “Ja 
[Gott] hat es darbey nit bleyben lassen/ sonder weil die undanckbar welt vom schlaff der sicherheit nicht auffwachen 
wolt/ gebraucht sich der böse arglistige feind der nachschlaffenden zeyt/ fahet allgemach an/ sein Teuflich 
Hellisches Unkraut zu säen/ im Orient gegen auffgang der Sonnen durch den Mahomet: Im Occident und nidergang 
der Sonnen/ durch den Babst und Babstumb. Dann wie der Mahomet in seinem Türckischen Alcoran grewliche 
Gottslesterung wider der Son Gottes aussgesprengt: Also hat der Antichrist zu Rom Decret und Decretalen. . . soviel 
Abgötterey/ Aberglauben und falschen Gottesdienst gesäet und gepflantzet/ das der Acker der Christlichen Kirchen 
beynahet damit uberwachsen/ gantz und gar eingenommen werden.” 
126 Pflacher, Christliche Predig Von dem vnkraut des Zwinglischen vnd Calvinischen Jrrthumbs, B1v: “Damit sie 
sollen nicht allein lehren/ sonder auch wehren. Nicht allein säen, sonder auch getten. Nicht allein bawen und 
pflantzen, sonder auch aussreissen/ zerbrechen/ verstören und verderben.” 
127 Pflacher, Christliche Predig Von dem vnkraut des Zwinglischen vnd Calvinischen Jrrthumbs, B2r: “Weil ihr aber 
vom Unkraut des Babsts und Babstums/ das jar uber zum offtermals höret/ wie das infelix Lolium/ in der Kirchen 
Gottes dominiere und herrsche: So wil ich aus anlass des heutigen Evangelions allein reden vom Unkraut des 
Zwinglischen unnd Calvinischen Irrthumbs. . .” 
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According to Dunwoody, citing a letter written in 1584 by the Stadtpfleger to the imperial vice-

chancellor Sigmund Vieheuser, Fugger and Rehlinger lamented Müller’s “obstinacy” in this 

matter of new appointments. Dunwoody writes,  

Müller, the Stadtpfleger continued, sought to bring such men to Augsburg, so that he 
would earn himself allies in his efforts to set astir the citizenry of Augsburg. From their 
perspective, the Stadtpfleger thought it was Müller and his minions who threatened the 
delicate distinctions between politics and religion. It was feared that Müller and ministers 
of his sort would use their religious authority and their religious function as a means to 
wrest political control from the council.128 

Dunwoody also uncovered another letter written by no less an author than emperor Rudolph 

himself, in which he complained to the Augsburg council that news had reached him that Georg 

Müller was boasting that he had, “driven a virtual wedge between the citizens of Augsburg, 

working one side up against the other, indeed that he sought to start an uprising.”129 It is entirely 

understandable, then, why the Stadtpfleger took the unprecedented step of rejecting these 

nominees. The last thing they wanted to do was embolden Müller by providing him with fresh 

allies. Besides, they already had someone else in mind.  

Ever since his expulsion in 1576, Johann Baptist Meckhart had been working to come home. He 

had leaned heavily on Neuberger as an intermediary, under whom he had served at the 

Franciscan church, and through whom he sought to plead his case to the city council.130 Many 

were evidently sympathetic to his cause, but it was not until 1584 that the stars aligned in his 

favor. The Verbitterung between Augsburg evangelicals and Catholics, to use Stetten’s word, 

was quickly reaching new levels. Towards the end of 1583, an anonymous pasquille against 

Müller was found nailed to St. Anna. In it, the Catholic author decried Müller and all other 

                                                           
128 Dunwoody, 341. 
129 StadtAA, RS, EWA 509, Emperor Rudolf to Augsburg Council, dated 1583 October 18: “…sich in vil weeg 
hochlich bemuhet vnnd beflissen, wie Er die Burgerschafft vnnd baider Religionsverwandten daselbsten an ainander 
hetzen, vnnd sambt seinen Gesellen ain aufflauff erweckhen möchte...”; quoted in Dunwoody, 350, fn. 62.  
130 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 294-95.  
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Lutheran (Lottereinischen), Zwinglian, and Calvinist preachers as soul-robbers, disturbers of the 

peace, and enemies of the “true imperial church.”131 When, in January, the council posted its 

latest decree mandating the city-wide adherence of the new calendar, this occasioned new rounds 

of protests, particularly from the butchers, as a result of which protest their leaders were arrested, 

and their stalls turned over to their foreign competitors.132 It was also right around this same 

time, according to Müller, that “young papist councilors in the Perlach Square were calling for 

the church provosts to lose their heads if they didn’t give up their opposition to the calendar.”133 

It was in this context that Neuberger and Georg Meckhart met with Rehlinger, suggesting that 

the time had come to reinstate Johann Baptist.134 Given the alternatives presented to him, the 

Stadtpfleger was receptive to the idea, and so he summoned Meckhart from Württemberg. It is 

unclear what promises, if any, Neuberger and the elder Meckhart had to make in this regard, but 

Johann Baptist’s appointment came with conditions. First, he had to unequivocally support the 

council’s position on calendar reform; second, he had to defend the council’s right to appoint 

ministers; and third, he had to use his office to encourage obedience to the council, and to plant 

the seeds of Christian and fraternal love and  unity between the citizens of each religion, the old 

and the new.135 

Müller was incensed when he learned that the young Meckhart had been appointed in the place 

of his nominees. Before Meckhart could be inducted into the ministerial convent, Müller and 

                                                           
131 The pasquille can be found in SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 311: Lästerpredige und Pasquille, Nr. 2: Copia des 
Schmähchbriefs wieder H. Doctor Müller d. 30/20 Oct. 1583, gefunden bey der St. Anna kirchen Augsburg, 11v. 
132 Stetten, 2:664. 
133 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, D7r: “Die junge unverjarne Senatores papistici haben sich als bald auff offenem 
platz vernemen lassen, die kirchenpfleger hetten verdient, das jnen die kopff als bald dem Perlach weren 
abgeschalgen worden.” 
134 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 295-96 
135 Johann Baptist Meckhart’s contract, or “Confession,” can be found in StadtAA EWA Unterschidl. Prädicanten 
Bestallungen, neben einig andern, ihre Personen angesenden sachen [ehr]. Nr. 1 The document is dated February 
17, 1584.  
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others interrogated him about the circumstances of his appointment. What kind of deal had he 

struck? Was he there to help or hinder them? When asked for his position on the calendar and on 

ministerial appointments, the young man denied the rumors circulating about him, which 

suggested that he was working for the enemy; the answers he provided, however, were 

nonetheless seen as “suspicious and divisive,” and only served to frustrate Müller even more.136 

Meckhart, insofar as his appointment was viewed as a usurpation of the ministry’s self-

governance, was effectively tainted—Müller, among other ministers, would have nothing to do 

with him, and they continued to refuse to admit him into their ranks, despite increasingly 

impatient interventions from the Stadtpfleger. When Johann Baptist tried to take up his pulpit as 

deacon at Holy Cross, he found that Johann Baptist Hebenstreit, one of the deacons at the 

Franciscan church, had been ordered by Müller to preach at both churches for the foreseeable 

future.137  

Meckhart was in an unenviable position. As far as he saw it, neither the calendar affair nor the 

budding vocation controversy offended his conscience unduly, nor did they contradict his faith as 

an orthodox minister of the Augsburg Confession. When his grandfather stood up to the 

government in 1551—that was a different story. In that case, Johann Meckhart had been 

defending the fundamental rites and sacraments of their faith. But this? In a very real way, 

though, these issues were preventing Johann Baptist from following his calling and doing his job. 

When he tried to equivocate and side-step these controversies, his faith and confessional 

                                                           
136 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 296: “Diss geschrey kam bald aus, daher würdt Mekhart von den predigern ins convent 
erfordert, umb von ihme zuerfahren ob deme also seye, aber er läugnet, redete mit gar verdachten  und 
zweispaltischen worten wegen des berüffs und newen calenders, und wolt mit der sprach nit recht heraus, welches 
D. Müller nit wenig verdross.” 
137 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 297. 
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allegiance were called into question.138 In the spring, Müller wrote to Tübingen asking 

Heerbrand and Andreae’s positions on the appointment of Meckhart. They wrote back that what 

was done was done, but added an admonishment for Meckhart that he should stand with the 

ministry in order to protect the independence of their church from political interference.139 Not 

wanting to get drawn into their protests, Meckhart, upon receipt of this letter, immediately turned 

it over to the council.140 

 In the political contest between a government and a ministry that increasingly came to view one 

another as opposing sides, the middle-space in which Meckhart could simply do the spiritual 

work which he had been trained to do was quickly eroding. In a bid to surmount the opposition 

against his appointment, Johann Baptist Meckhart made one final appeal to the ministry. He 

opened that appeal with the observation that in 1537, it was the city council that dismissed the 

city’s Catholic clergy from their clerical positions in Augsburg’s churches. He also noted that the 

evangelical ministry, including his grandfather, had supported the council in this decree at the 

time. That act of dismissal—the defining act of the new evangelical government in Augsburg—

                                                           
138 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 297: “Die stattpfleger zum öffnen an die prediger begehrt disen Meckhart auf zu 
nehmen, und predigen zu lassen, da auch die gemein sorg gang  das er soll helffer werden zum heiligen kreuz an M. 
Johann Berlachers statt, geschah es doch nit, dan damahlen M. Johann Baptista Hebenstreit die mittagspredig alda 
verrichtet, und wolt er ihn bey S. Jacob (a chapel attached to the Franciscan church) auch nit einkommen lassen, das 
also Meckhart sich wider die prediger müss legen, und wolte gar nit bestehen, das er ainmal etwas hette 
fürgenommen, oder von den stadtpfleger wäre angemüthet worden,  so der Augspurgische Confession zu wider 
were, sondern man hab allein begehrt, das sie mach den neuen Calender die fest und feirtag verrichten solten, 
welches er mit güten gewissen wol thun könnte.” Dunwoody writes that suspicion of Meckhart’s faith was also to be 
found among some of the Protestant councilors involved in the controversy, including Antony Felix Welser, who, 
during interrogation, concluded that Meckhart could not be a Protestant, given that he was appointed by a papist 
Stadtpfleger. See StadtAA, RS, Geh R, Religionsakten, Serie B, Kalendarstreitsakten, vol. 59; cited in Dunwoody, 
368, fn. 105.  
139 They included the calendar reforms in this interference, but were nonetheless more flexible on this issue. In June, 
in the aftermath of the riot, for example, they wrote to the ministry (sans Müller) that they should just accept the new 
calendar, for the sake of peace. They also added that even if they could not fully trust Meckhart to support them, 
given the present circumstances, they should be more accomodating towards the young preacher. Ibid, 595v. For 
more on the Tübingen theologians counsel in the matter of Meckhart’s appointment, see SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 
299-300, as well as Dunwoody, 352. 
140 Dunwoody, 352.  
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established a precedent, he argued. They may not like it, but the precedent cut both ways; the 

council had final say over ministerial appointments, and could exercise that right in matters 

where civil order was at issue. To the accusation that he was a papal pawn, he produced letters 

from Neuberger, showing that not only did he have Neuberger’s support, but also that he had had 

the support of the late Paul and Johann Baptist Haintzel.141 That he also happened to have the 

support of the Catholic Stadtpfleger should not disqualify him, he concluded. At some point in 

these proceedings, moreover, Johann Baptist’s father appears to have openly intervened, for he, 

too, soon falls out favor with the Müller-led ministry; unfortunately, the circumstances and form 

of that intervention are unclear.142 Its consequence, though, was that, according to Thelot, 

members of the ministry subsequently began to fear that Georg might disclose their “secrets” to 

the council for further political favors, and so they shunned him too. 

* * *  

Johann Baptist Meckhart would eventually be given a pulpit, but only after the Calendar Riot. 

But before we can get to the riot or its aftermath, we need to try to place Georg Meckhart in all 

this controversy. The contest which I established in the preceding chapters between Müller and 

Meckhart—between adversarialism and moderation—finally came to a head in early 1584. For 

years, prominent voices in the city government had backed Müller, giving him the chance to 

grow his influence. Now that they could no longer control him, the city government began to 

split along confessional lines. In April, for example, fifteen Protestant councilors resigned their 

positions in protest of the calendar and vocation affairs; those evangelicals who declined to 

                                                           
141 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 298-99.  
142 Thelot, 2:513r: “aber vill gedachten Meckhart hatt mitt disen, allen mehr nicht auss gericht, alss das ihn die 
anderen prädiger, nicht mehr ins Convent lassen wolten, und ist sein leiblicher Vatter bey den prädigern in grosse 
ungnad gefallen, dan sie darauss schlüssen, dass er macht ihr gehaimbnus offenbaren, ihne dardurch ein gunst zu 
machen.” 
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follow suit—preferring instead to try to work within the government—were branded traitors and 

evangelical imposters.143 By late May, the council took the drastic step of dismissing the four de 

facto leaders of the political opposition to the calendar—the three church provosts, and the 

councilor Ulrich Herwart—and confined them to house arrest.144Augsburg, therefore, was 

careening towards a precipice. Or, as Warmbrunn so eloquently puts it, all that was needed was a 

single spark to set off this powder keg.145 Thus, the Stadtpfleger’s determination to secure the 

appointment of Johann Baptist should be seen in this context as a last-ditch effort to steer the 

evangelical community back towards Meckhart and his message of moderation. 

Although we have few details of Georg Meckhart’s activities in the early 1580s, by 1584 he was 

writing again. If we want to understand why the city government decided to place their faith in 

Meckhart in the midst of all this tumult, it is instructive to have a look at some of his works from 

the early months of that year. The more substantive of these was a treatise bearing the title, Why 

A Christian Should Turn away from Catholicism, and Give Themselves to The Gospel.146 At a 

glance, this title seems to suggest an adversarial tone, but that is far from the case. In the preface, 

he explains that for a while now, evangelicals in the city had been asking him to prepare a work 

that might allow them to mount a defense (widerstand) to the pressures on them to convert—

something that could fortify their faith and commitment to the Augsburg Confession. They 

pointed out to him that the Catholics were constantly publishing treatises small and large against 

                                                           
143 Thelot, 2:564v: “Was diser zeith im rath , ist gehandelt worden, wegen der Calendar sach ist alwegen ausser der 
evang. raths herren beysein  beschehen, auss genommen der 5 perosnen, nemblichen Jeronimus Rehm  (kriegs herr), 
Georg Sulzer (baw herr), Michael Mair (zur welche hernach auch tretten sein) Otto Laugingen (buergermeister) und 
Stephan Endorffer  (baw herr), welche alle sich zu den papisten, alss Heichler geschlagen, und ihnen mächtig 
geheichelt, und mit ihnen zu Rath gangen sein.” 
144 Stetten, 2:666. 
145 Warmbrunn, 365: “So bedurfte es nur eines Funkens, um das Pulverfass explodieren zu lassen.” 
146 SuStBA 4 Aug 912: Georg Meckhart, Vrsachen, Warumb ein Christ./ dem seiner Seelen Heil vnnd Seligkeit 
angelegen ist/ vom Bapstumb soll abtretten, vnd sich zu der Evangelischen kirchen vnd Lehr begeben. (Tübingen: 
Georg Gruppenbach, 1585). The preface to this work is dated February 24, 1584.  
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their faith, which they had neither the time nor money to buy and read.147 What they were asking 

of him, as he saw it, was something similar to his 1574 Brief Refutation—a collection of 

responses average (gemeine) Christians could use in defending themselves and their faith from 

Catholic critiques, as well as from confessional rhetoric. Given the context in which he was 

preparing this work, however, it was important to him that through this work he give neither 

license nor encouragement to those with “wicked tongues,” who seek only ever to disparage and 

attack. Thus, what the reader will find here has only to do with the honor of God and the welfare 

of the Christian Church.148   

Largely absent from this work are two figures: Luther and the Antichrist. As we have seen, 

neither Johann nor Georg Meckhart ever adopted the Lutheran identity for themselves, and 

where Georg did use the term previously, it was heavily qualified, and always in the context of 

opposing rhetoric. Here, though, it is quite clear that this work has nothing to do with Luther or a 

Lutheran Church. As he saw it, the Formula of Concord had made the concept of “Lutheranism” 

effectively obsolete. The evangelical church was not the “true, Catholic and Christian Church” 

because of Luther, but because it was based in Scripture and the Gospel, confirmed by their 

society of learned theologians and ministers. The primary intention of this work was to provide 

evangelicals with the means to defend themselves against Catholic critiques; however, Meckhart 

also expressed his hope that if the opportunity presented itself, that this work could be used to 

                                                           
147Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, A2r-v: “Zum theil auch denen/ so die warheit bereit 
ergrissen/ dass sie darbey durch die gnad gottes nit allein erhalten/ sonder auch den papisten mögen ein widerstand 
thon/ oder/ wa es Gelegenheit hat/ denselbigen zur Warheit behülfflich sein. Darnach so haben mich fromme und 
gottselige Personen gebetten/ wölche mitten under den Papisten wohnen/ ich wolte mich diser Arbeit understehen/ 
wölchen ich solchs nicht hab mögen abschlagen/ sonderlich weil sie täglich von den widerwertigen angefochten 
werden/ unnd wol bedörffen/ dass sie gesterckt/ Unnd dess grunds der warheit je lenger je mehr erinnert werden. Es 
kommen auch bey den Papisten stetigs herfür mancherley Tractetlen/ neben den grossen Operibus, dardurch sie den 
gemeinen Mann/ so grosse Bücher zukauffen/ und zulesen nicht Gelegenheit hat/ begeren zuverfähren. 
148 Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, A2v: “Dörffen uns aber ettlicher böser Zungen 
fürbringen/ nicht lassen verhindern/ wölche in der Art haben/ alles zu tadeln und zuvernichten: Sonder hierin allein 
sehen auff die Ehr Gottes/ und die Wolfhart der Christlichen Kirchen.” 
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help the readers’ Catholic neighbors to turn towards the Gospel.149 One of the principal ways this 

conversion might be achieved was through the mutual abjuration of confessional borders. It 

would be easier for Christians to hear the gospel if they could tune out the din of confessional 

rhetoric; and the most expedient way to achieve this clarity and focus was to tear down the 

Lutheran fortifications along that confessional border, allowing each side a look at what lay 

beyond.  

That Meckhart genuinely believed his message could potentially resonate with Catholics is 

corroborated in the sources he employs. In line with his 1577 treatise directed at Augsburg’s 

weltweise Catholics, almost exclusively, he uses scripture, the Church Fathers, contemporary 

Catholic publications,150 and pre-Reformation historical works to make his arguments.151 In other 

words, he used evidence that would not immediately be dismissed as confessionally biased. And 

while he was quite explicit in his preface that the ideas he was presenting were not new, he is 

careful not to cite evangelical authors. The purpose of this well-intentioned plagiarism was to 

remove the stigma of confessional bias so that the reader could focus on the underlying ideas and 

messages he wished to convey. At one point he even asks patience of his “Christian reader” on 

                                                           
149 Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, A2r. 
150 Examples of these include the published proceedings of the councils of Constance (p. 94) and of Trent (p. 106). 
In other instances, the exact title of the work he is citing is not always clear, as when he cites “Thes. Ingolst. Anno 
1564.” Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, 5, or when he references the “epistles” of Andreas 
Fabricus, or the Censura of the Jesuits of Cologne. Ibid.131. Some of the works he cites, though, may have been 
more familiar to local audiences, such as Johann Fabri’s book on the evangelical mass, which was published in 
Augsburg during the Interim, causing quite a stir.  
151 See for example, part two of the work, where he critiques the papal church’s obsession with hierarchy, arguing 
that by virtue of thecompetitive—and at times, bloodthirsty—process by which Catholics chose their popes, only the 
most ambitious and amoral men came out on top. Here he cites frequently Bartolomeo Platina’s 1479 Vitæ 
Pontificum. Meckhart brings up many of the same rumors and scandals that Müller uses in his sermons on the 
history of the papacy. The difference, though, is that Meckhart does not argue that these scandals necessarilly 
happened; rather, he uses them to demonstrate the ill-will generated by the perennial contest to decide the next pope. 
He points out, for example, how frequently one pope would reverse the decisions of his predecessors, and at times 
even condemn them. Platina here offers a good example of that animosity. On account of his humanist activities, he 
was imprisoned and tortured by one pope (Paul II), only to be elevated and honored by the next (Sixtus IV). See 
Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, 57-74.  
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account of his only using Catholic sources, explaining that it is important to know what Catholics 

believe about Christ, according to their own words—all the while assuring them that he will 

demonstrate where these beliefs contradict scripture. This exercise, he concluded, will help 

simple Christians better understand Catholic teaching and, implicitly, the issues which divided 

them.152  

Meckhart is also quick to point out early and at multiple points in the work that there were a 

good deal of practices and teachings to be found within Catholicism that were not necessarily in 

conflict with the Gospel, however much these might have been mixed in with other errors and 

corruptions. Again, this echoes his 1577 refrain about not throwing the baby out with the 

bathwater. He cites specifically, for example, the fact that Catholics sang David’s psalms, that 

they prayed the Our Father, that they taught and sang the suffering of Christ, and that they kept 

some of the same sacraments. He stops short of calling these aspects of the Catholic faith 

laudable, however, insofar as it was the spirit in which Christians participated in these, along 

with how they understood them, that ultimately determined their value.153 Still, this recognition 

of common ground, to which he returns towards the end of the work in his exposition of the 

meaning of the word “catholic,” is an important theme throughout.154 

The primary instance where the Antichrist appears here is in reference to the persecution of 

Anabaptists and evangelicals in places like France, Spain, and the Netherlands. It was by the 

Anti-Christ’s will that the pope and his agents imprisoned and executed their “fellow” Christians, 

                                                           
152 Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, 84: “Will derowegen solches klärlich auss jren eignen 
Scribenten beweisen/ und in fürnembsten Artickeln alein (weil ich mich der kürtzen befleiss) menigklich bekandt 
machen/ was sie von Christo halten. Bitt aber den Christlichen Leser/ dass er keinen verdruss darab hab/ weil etlichs 
wider gemeldet würdt/ wölches zuvor in Antithesi Göttlicher unnd Bäpstischer Lehr/ auch ein wenig ist angedeutet 
worden/ weil solche widerholung dem einfeltigen zu mehrer Erklärung dienet.” 
153 Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, 2-3.  
154 Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, 136-40.  
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as though they were thieves and murders. Their tyrannical Inquisition, moreover, made lords and 

princes in every land complicit in this persecution, with the result that many innocent Christians 

were killed.155 Perhaps most telling of the spirit of this work was the philosophy Meckhart 

espoused with respect to the treatment of those viewed as “heretics.” Unlike the Old Testament, 

he explained, nowhere in the Gospel does it say to kill heretics; rather, it teaches that the 

Antichrist can be overcome only with the spirit of the Word (Geist des Mundes), which is to say, 

the spiritual sword. But, he continues, if you cannot convince a person that they are in error using 

this spiritual sword, then let them be. It helps no one if they are executed, for how can a dead 

man convert? Rather, leave off, because even if you could not convert that person, at some point 

in the future the opportunity and occasion to convert might still find them. As Christ taught, do 

not tear out the weeds, but leave them to the Final Judgement (Matth. 13.).156   

Written only months before the Kalenderstreit reached its climax, it is also worth noting that 

nowhere in this work do either the calendar or vocation controversies appear. The closest we find 

to a critique of temporal authorities’ appropriation of spiritual authority is in the discussion of 

punishing heretics, and earlier in his critique of the office of the pope. There, he writes that the 

popes attempted to establish themselves as lords over all humanity, just as the sun rules over the 

planets. Similarly, just as the moon keeps some of this dignity for itself in the sun’s reflection, so 

too does the emperor try to hold on to some of that authority.157 Ultimately, however, the 

calendar and the right of vocation are not present here. Meckhart does not engage either of these 

                                                           
155 Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, 130-31.  
156 Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, 132: “Unnd ob sie schon so bald nicht wolten weichen 
von jhrem Jrrthumb/ so solle doch jhnen die zeit nit abgeschnitten werden/ darinnen sie villeicht möchten zur 
Bekerung kommen. Dann wa ein Ketzer getödtet würdt/ so hilfft man jhm zum verderben Leibs und der Seel/ und 
erzeucht jm die gelegenheit der Buss. Daher so ermanet Paulus (Tit.3.) dass man ein Ketzerischen Menschen nach 
einer oder anderer Ermanung solle meiden/ nicht tödten. Unnd Christus will das Unkraut nicht aussreutten/ sonder 
biss zur zeit der Endt stehen lassen (Matth.13.).”  
157 Meckhart, Vrsachen. Warumb ein Christ… soll abtretten, 59. 
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issues. Just as he managed to stay largely apart from the confessional animosities of the 1560s 

and 1570s, his later works also consciously avoided being baited by politics. This is not to say, 

however, that he did not have an opinion in these matters.  

For Meckhart’s thoughts on the calendar and vocation controversies, we have to first go back to 

his 1577 work on dying as a Catholic. It is here, more than half a decade before either of these 

controversies got under way, that we can begin to locate Georg’s position on these subjects. 

Ostensibly writing to an audience of Catholics who had begun to see cracks forming in the 

authority and traditions of the Roman Church, there were a great many practices which Meckhart 

advised them to flee. Notably, these were anything that had to do with salvation or the 

forgiveness of sin, which, according to Meckhart, had no basis in scripture. These included the 

veneration of images and saints, the use of consecrated candles and oil, pilgrimages, indulgences, 

and so on. However, he maintained that there was no harm in continuing Catholic traditions that 

were neither established nor forbidden by scripture—adiaphora, as he called them. One of these 

traditions, for example, was voluntarily abstaining from meat on Fridays. In the next breath, 

though, he added to this the celebration of “special holidays” (bestimpte feyrtage).158 

Unfortunately, he does not linger on this topic, but the implications of his characterization of the 

celebration of holidays as adiaphora strongly suggest that Meckhart was not among those 

agitating against the Gregorian reforms.  

Since at least as early as 1571, Georg Meckhart annually delivered a sermon to mark the 

beginning of the new year. In 1587, however, he was in Ulm, in exile. Therefore, he decided to 

publish his sermon, with the hope that it would find its way to his congregation back home.159 As 

                                                           
158 Georg Meckhart (1577), 56v.  
159 SuStBA 4 Aug 913: Georg Meckhart, Eine Christliche newe Jarspredigt/ von dem Hochzeitlichen Kleide/ 
Matthei am 22. Capittel/ Gehalten zu Augspurg/ Bey Sanct Ulrichs Kirchen. Durch M. Georgium Meckhart/ so uber 
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he explained in the preface to that work, that sermon was actually the very same one he had 

given to mark the start of 1584, and which he had elected to give every year since. Its substance 

was the parable of the wedding garment (Matth: 22), but between the lines he says a good deal 

more.  

He began by explaining that he would not comment on any of the circumstances which had 

brought them to this point. His desire was to provide his reader with comfort, which would 

become a difficult task, indeed, should the city censors and magistrates take offence at this work. 

He had hoped and prayed that he and his family would have been able to return home by now, 

but such was evidently not God’s will, and so he remained patient, and counselled them to do the 

same. He decided to send them the sermon that he did because, given present circumstances, it 

was the most useful he could think of. He would probably preach the same sermon in 1588, too, 

he added.  

In short, the parable in Matth. 22 tells the story of a king who threw a great feast to mark his 

son’s wedding; however, when no one in his city came to the feast—instead, going about their 

daily lives—the king had many of these citizens slaughtered. When he tried again, this time 

forcing guests to attend, one man showed up wearing nothing but rags and his faith. Enraged at 

what he naïvely took to be an insult, the king ordered his servants to bind the man hand and foot 

and cast him into the outer darkness, where there would be naught but weeping and gnashing of 

teeth. The moral of the parable was that “many are called, but few are chosen,” and that those 

who are chosen ought to prepare themselves for difficult days.160 The years immediately 

following the riot were a time of deprivation, suspicion, and learned paranoia for those 

                                                           
die 31. Jar in ernandter pfarr prediger des Göttlichen Worts gewesen ist/ und jetzund erst von den Papisten ins 
Exilium vertrieben worden (Tübingen: Alexander Hock, 1587).  
160 Meckhart, Eine Christliche newe Jarspredigt, A4r: “Dann viel sind beruffen, aber wenig sind ausserwehlt.” 
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Protestants still living in Augsburg. But however much Catholic rulers might take away from 

them—their political leaders, their ministry, their traditions, their sense of security—as long as 

they still had their faith, they would remain the best-dressed at the wedding.  

Curiously, Meckhart prefaced his relation of the parable with a discussion of calendars. God, he 

wrote, had a plan when, at the beginning of time, he created days, months and years; just as he 

did when he set the sun and moon in the heavens. These great beacons, explains Meckhart, help 

us not only to keep track of time, but also help us distinguish between spiritual and worldly 

things.161 However, historically, peoples of this world have followed many different calendars. 

The Egyptians, for example, started their calendar in the fall, while the Jews began theirs in 

March. We Christians have always had our own calendar. In part it has followed the decree of 

the Roman emperor Julius who, with the help of Egyptian scholars, divided the year into twelve 

months, and placed its beginning when the days were shortest, and the seas the calmest. But for 

us, as Christians, the beginning of the year is a time to celebrate the birth of our savior, and the 

end of the covenant of the Law.162 It is a time of gift-giving, of making promises, and of 

reflection on the year past.  

Implicit within this discussion is an important message. Matthew 22 is not only where we find 

the parable of the wedding garment, but also the proverb “render unto Caesar.” The Julian 

                                                           
161 Meckhart, Eine Christliche newe Jarspredigt, A1r-v: “Ir geliebten im Herren/ Es ist nicht ohne sondere ursach 
geschehen/ das Gott der allmechtige gleich im anfang die zeit/ jar/ tag und monat geben hat/ Auch darneben zwey 
gewaltige liechter/ son und mon/  an den Himmel gesetzt, den selbigen ordenliche bewegung und lauff gegeben/ 
dadurch man die zeit unterschieden kann/ und wissen/ wann sich etwas in geistlichen und weltlichen sachen 
zugetragen hab.” 
162 Meckhart, Eine Christliche newe Jarspredigt, A1v: “Wir Christen aber/  fahen das Jar an/ nicht allein nach 
ordnung Julii der ersten Römischen Keysers/ welcher mit hulff der gelehrten auss Egypto/ das jar in zwolff monat 
getheilt/ und den anfang  desselbigen auff die zeit geordnet/ da der Tager wider zu nimt/ und das Meer am rühigsten 
ist/ sodnern auch zu der zeit / als Christus usner einger Heyland ist in dieser Welt geboren worden/ dun durch die 
Beschneidung sich dem gestz unterworffen/ auff das er uns von dem Fluch des gesetztes erledigte/ und der 
Beschneidung des Herzens/ von allen sündern und untugenden erinnerte.”  
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calendar which many in Augsburg had defended so vociferously had its origins in not one, but 

two sources. On the one hand, there was the Roman “emperor” Julius, along with his Egyptian 

scholars; and on the other, there was the birth of Christ, and the beginning of a new Christian era. 

By the light of the sun and moon, they should be able to distinguish between the spiritual and the 

worldly. It was Julius who divided the year into days and months, but it was Christ who gave 

meaning to the new year. Thus, if Emperor Rudolph wanted to change the division of days and 

months, they should render unto him that right. What mattered for Christians was not how the 

year was divided, but what they individually did with each new one.  

Meckhart continued by explaining that Christians give gifts at the beginning of each new year in 

order to remind one another of the gift God gave in Christ, with the promise that all those who 

kept faith in Him would be saved. This year, he admonished, demonstrate your faith in Christ by 

letting go of all the hate and jealousy which you built up over the last year.163 Think back, 

moreover, on your sins of the last few years, including those for which you have already been 

absolved. He then counseled his readers to think on their sins against God, as well as on those 

against their neighbors, through which they risked losing their precious wedding garment, adding 

that for a great many of them, they needed to also think on the grave sins which they had 

committed in the name of the Gospel. Writing to “those of you who ignored the warnings of your 

teachers, those of you whose Christianity did not extend beyond the tongue,” he includes a final 

call to self-examination and repentance.164   

                                                           
163 Meckhart, Eine Christliche newe Jarspredigt, A1v.  
164 Meckhart, Eine Christliche newe Jarspredigt, C1r: “Liebe Chrsiten, führet doch zu herzen und bedencket fleissig, 
in was sundern ir da vergangnen Jar gelegen seindt, da ihr vielfältig nicht allein wider Gott und den nechsten 
gehandelt habt, sondern auch viel unter euch, dieselbigen haben verteidigen wöllen, und daruber das Hochzeitliche 
Kleid verloren, oder dermassen verderbt und besuldet, das es zu keiner hochzeitlichen zier mehr gedienet hat. . . 
Was für sund und laster haben ihre viel getrieben, unter dem schein des Evangelii, und die trewe warnungen ihrer 
Lehrer in Lufft geschlagen, und also das Christenthumb allein auff der zungen geführt, und dannoch aller sachen 
rechte wöllen haben.” 
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June 4, 1584 (according to the new calendar) 

It was a cloudy day. A little before noon, a group of young goldsmiths were walking about town 

on their lunch break, talking, laughing, and, occasionally, covering their noses.165 In places 

where they had not been torn down, the city council’s ubiquitous decrees mandating the adoption 

of the Gregorian calendar had been ceremoniously covered in horse-shit. As the young men were 

passing close to St. Anna on the way to pick up a friend, though, they were suddenly distracted 

from the smell. Out of nowhere, the late-morning calm which they had been enjoying was all at 

once shattered by the not-distant screams of women and children. Running to investigate, they 

soon came to the source of the tumult. In front of the evangelical college, a troop of armed and 

armored halberdiers ringed about the entrance of the superintendent’s residence. From a nearby 

window, a woman called down to the newcomers that it was the Stadtvogt—he had come with a 

group of eighteen landsknechts to take Dr. Müller out of the city, to deliver him to the Duke of 

Bavaria, and thence, to the judgement of the pope.166 Through the front door and in the window 

above, the young men could see Müller’s children and pregnant wife wailing and begging that he 

be spared. The young men grew afraid, they had no idea what to do. They watched as the doctor 

was dragged outside, pleading, fruitlessly, that he be allowed to say goodbye to his family. As he 

was dragged around back, the men, heartbroken, listened as Müller broke into a hymn. As they 

followed behind the departing wagon, they joined in. Soon, as they made their way through the 

street, their ranks began to swell. A group of shoemakers and tailors fell in with them. Others, 

hearing their cause, raced through the street, raising the alarm.167 As those that remained 

                                                           
165 The first part of this calendar-riot narrative draws heavily from the goldsmith’s account introduced above in fn. 2:  
SuStBA 4 Aug 735 Nr. 6, Warhafftige. . .Berichtt. . . an einen guten Freund geschrieben. 
166 Warhafftige. . .Berichtt. . . an einen guten Freund geschrieben, 2v. This belief was also expressed in Müller’s 
Augspurgische Händel, H4r-v. According to Müller, “The pope had already set the oil boiling.”  
167 According to Müller’s Augspurgische Händel, these runners went about warning everyone that they were about 
to have a “Paris wedding” (Parisische Hochzeit). H3r.  
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continued after the wagon and its precious cargo, together they swore that they would free 

Müller, or give their lives in the attempt.168 

At the Gögginger gate, the wagon and its train suddenly came to an abrupt halt; something, or 

someone, was blocking their path.169 Seizing the opportunity, one of the goldsmiths began to cry, 

“Now, my brothers. Now is the time!” The young craftsmen drew their motley weapons and fell 

on the soldiers, and as they did, from within the wagon they heard the Stadtvogt shout to “just 

run the boy over.”  

Two of the craftsmen were immediately shot dead, and others were wounded in the course of the 

fighting, but, in the end, the battle was theirs. Excepting those who, like the Stadtvogt, had 

managed to flee, all of the landsknechts lay on the ground—several had been beaten to death, 

others stabbed. With the doctor safe among them, and hearing the city watch calling for 

reinforcements, the young men moved further into the city, to a burgher’s house just off the 

Perlach square. There, they fortified their position, and they waited and watched as Stadtvogt 

Weissier arrayed three hundred reinforcements about their position, firing shots into the building 

to test their defenses.  

                                                           
168 SuStBA 4 Aug 735 Nr. 6, 3r: “Da sie solches hörten, haben wir uns alsbald zusamen geschworen, unser leib und 
leben für den Doctor zulassen.”  
169 Depending on which of the three accounts you read, this was either a young boy, a young girl, or a young 
servant-woman. The Schultes and Müller accounts also describe the fact that as the wagon proceeded towards the 
Gögginger gate, a child—filled with divine strength—miraculously managed to shut one of the gate-doors, thereby 
preventing the wagon from leaving the city. The purported role of children in this episode attested to in Figure 10 
below.  
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Figure 11: This image was pasted without title or accompanying information into SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 127: Cronica der Statt 
Augspurg Welche sich anfangat in Anno 1576/ Nemblich zu der zeit als sich die Gedruckte Cronica Marci Welser endiget, und 
glichsam eine Continuation dessen ist, biss auff diese unser gegenwertige zeit beschrieben, durch I.I.R Augsburg. This 
chronicle’s account is almost certainly based on Schultes’, given that it is essentially identical to that in Thelot. This would 
suggest that the image may have come from the Schultes publication. A copy of this image can also be found in Friedrich 
Blendinger and Wolfgang Zorn, Augsburg: Geschichte in Bilddokumenten (Munich: Beck, 1976), 185, bearing the title: 
Entführung des Augsburger Predigers Dr. Georg Miller. 

As the afternoon wore on, all over the city citizens rallied to arms. By mid-afternoon Weissier 

had had to give up his hope of recapturing Müller, being forced to pull back his forces to defend 

the Rathaus, where the city government had taken refuge. He and his several hundred guardsmen 

were all that stood between the council and a mob of angry citizens likely several thousand 

strong.170 Shots were fired from the crowd and from nearby buildings—some aimed at the 

                                                           
170 Most accounts put the crowd at the Perlach Square at a few thousand, which is reasonable.The account by the 
goldsmith, who was purportedly in the center of all this action, put that figure closer to 20,000. This is obviously 
much too high (perhaps half the city’s population!) but this hyperbole speaks to how the narrator may have viewed 
events as he experienced them. Two thousand armed and angry citizens could well have sounded and looked like 
tweny thousand in the heat of the moment.   
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Rathaus, others into the muster of guards. For hours, the city hall was under siege (belagert); 171  

and although it never came to an open melee, skirmishes between the crowd and soldiers left at 

least one dead, and reportedly quite a few wounded.172 At some point during this standoff, news 

began to circulate that Müller’s wife, owing to the great stress of the day, had gone into 

premature labor, and her prognosis was grim.173 Tensions grew. 

Weissier stood his ground, trying to reason with the crowd. He explained that he had only been 

carrying out the Stadtpfleger’s orders. However, as the crowd continue to press in on him and his 

men, Weissier finally ordered his guards to fire blindly above the mob, hoping to scare them 

back.174 In response, the crowd returned fire, and the Stadvogt himself took one in the arm,175 

while, according to one account, standing next to him his squire (Leibjunge) was killed.176 

Various demands rang out from the crowd at this time. Some called for the council to release 

Müller,177 others demanded that all of the ministers be let go.178 Evidently, no one was quite sure 

what was happening. Müller, by this point, had already slipped out of the city, and none of the 

other ministers had been arrested. Nevertheless, several spokespeople for the crowd warned their 

                                                           
171 Here, too, accounts vary. Between one and four hours are the most frequent estimates, although the Schultes 
accounts added that tensions may generally in the city did not start to settle until about six in the evening.  
172 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 400. Just how many may have died is unclear. The account in Thelot seems to suggest 
that although there were wounded on both sides of this fighting, only one person was killed. Thelot, 2:581v, 586r. 
173 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 127, 22v. 
174 Stetten, 2:668. 
175 Thelot, 2:584v: “damals geschicht ein schluss, auss einen Hauss, Daniel Mairs kaufmans, gleich bey den brunnen 
oberhalb dess [_bergs], dar durch würde der stadt vogt im lincken arm getroffen, der fiehle zu boden und starcks 
aufs rathaus gefürth worden.” 
176 According to the guildsman’s account, Weissier and his squire were shot during the siege of the burgher’s house. 
Those trapped inside returned fire, “und schüsst des stadtvogt Leibjungen todt, und den stadt vogt durch einen arm.” 
4r. Allother accounts, though, say the Stadtvogt was not struck until the standoff in fornt of the city hall; these, 
however, make no mention of a Leibjunge. See, for example, Stetten, 668; Thelot, 584v. See also SuStBA 2 Cod 
Aug 127, 21v. 
177 Müller’s account, unsurprisingly, has the crowd demanding only his return. Thelot also describes them calling for 
Müller’s return, but he also describes in detail the looting of the armory, the granary, and the Fugger palace, in 
addition to some of the more whipped-up rioters going out looking for Jesuits. Müller’s release, therefore, was a part 
of what the crowd was after, but we have to acknowledge a much broader, collective act of catharsis.  
178 The goldsmith’s account, interestingly, has them demanding the release of the preachers (plural). SuStBA 4 Aug 
735, 4r. 



479 
 

counterparts on the other side that their patience had run out, and that if any of the councilors 

wanted to leave here alive, they had best give them their preachers.179 The council’s 

representatives offered to let them have their holidays hereafter, and they offered amnesty to the 

church provosts and councilors who had led the failed legal challenge against the calendar, and 

who had been arrested as a result. The crowd responded that this was not enough, and another 

volley of shots peppered the city hall.  

By now desperate, and realizing the crowd was only getting more agitated, the Stadtpfleger sent 

for the preachers Georg Meckhart and Martin Rieger.180 When they arrived, the council entreated 

them to try to restore order and to calm the crowd. Realizing the danger the city was in, 

Meckhart and Rieger agreed, and they went down into the crowd in the square. Through tearful 

admonishments, they bade them be calm and to go home to their families. They had assurances 

that Müller would be let go, and they pleaded that all would be set right the next day. Satisfied 

with this, the crowd began to disperse, until only a few dozen stragglers remained behind.   

In all the accounts of this riot, there are differences—some small, others larger. Some of these 

were told from the perspective of certain actors, others dealt with the situation more broadly. The 

one thing they all agree on, though, is that if it had not been for these two preachers, there would 

have been a bloodbath.181  

                                                           
179 SuStBA 4 Aug 735, 4r: “Da hat die Gemeine ihre Gassenheuptleut ausgeschossen und zu den herren auffs 
rathaus geschickt, und inen sagen lassen, Sie hetten lang genug ihren trotz geduldet, weren derwegen da, und wolten 
ihre predicanten haben; wo aber nicht, so wollen sie ihrer keinen mit dem leben davon kommen lassen.” 
180 The identity of these two is confirmed in all of the accounts based on Schultes. See, for example, SuStBA 4 Cod 
Aug 135, 420. 
181 The critical intervention of the preacehers in the Perlach Square is noted in all three accounts:  
Thelot, 2:585v-586r (based on Schultes): “Da nun der stadtpfleger sahe, das die gemein, nitt wolten abziehen, hatt er 
aus den pradigcanten beschickt. So schon ob sie dem Rathaus erschien waren, nemblich Georg Meckharden, der 
pfarrer zu St. Ulrich, und M. Martin Riegeren, den helffer zu St. Anna, angeredt das sie hin auff den perlen gehen 
solten, die gemain zuver mögen abzuziehen, mit dem versprechen, Dr. Miller soll ihnen wider werden. Darauff 
giengen sie herab zum Volck, und vermanten die gemein mit weinende augen, sy wolten und solten zufriden sein, 
und ein jeder wider nach hauss sich begeben, dann der rath versprechen ihnen Dr. Miller ihnen wider zugeben, auf 
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* * * 

In bi-confessional Augsburg, the steady escalation of confessional rhetoric between the years 

1555 and 1584 seemed to be leading towards something. It would be overly-determinative to say 

that the Calendar Riot was inevitable; at the same time, however, given the momentum and 

extent of this confessional polarization, some sort of outburst of violence should not surprise. So 

deftly did confessional proponents make hay out of any adversarial aggression, real or imagined, 

that public faith in the longevity of bi-confessional peace was sorely undermined. The city 

council, to which many looked in the hopes of taming this aggression, appeared weak and 

divided against itself. For evangelicals, the pope and his Jesuits held rein in the city’s council 

chambers. One only had to look at the controversial appointment of Hieronymus Wolf as school 

superintendent; or at the erection of the Jesuit College; or at the obstruction of the evangelical’s 

own school, and so on. For Catholics, the organization and fundraising of evangelical leaders 

                                                           
solches wehlte die gemein, auss dem hauffen bey 50 man, erliche, verständige Manner, und schicken die mitt den 
herren pradige hinauff im rath, umb zuvernemmen, ob der rath solches zusagen halten wolte, da gab ihnen der rath 
die böse worte (aber auss falschem herzen) und versprach ihnen , der Dr. Miller , soll innen wider werden, und 
morgen, wolle mann ihnen , einen guthen bescheidt geben, die auss schlüs glaubten disen ihren falschen worten , 
sonderlich dem Stadtpfleger Rehlinger, giengen herab zum Volck, und zeigten ihnen solches an, die gemein liess 
sich begütigen, zohen im friden widerumben haimb zu haus, und ward alles still im der stadt. Wan dass nicht 
geschehen were, das nur ein eineger man wehre auff den platz bliben und umbkomme, so hatten die grosse haupter 
dran [genierst], und were ein grosses bluth badt darauss vervolgt, der stadt pfleger und sein ander papistischen Raths 
herren , danck es Gott und der herren prädigern, die solches grosses ubel abgewendet haben.”   
 
SuStBA 4 Aug 735 Nr. 6, 4r-v: “aber die Gemein wolte noch nicht zu frieden sein, und theten etliche schuess, bis 
dass sie ihre Predicanten von dem Rathaus sahen herunter gehen, welche die gemeine abgepochet [abpflücken]. Sind 
also in der kurzweil ettliche im stich blieben, des doctor Müllers weib ist schanger gewesen, und im erschröknis mit 
dem kinde tod blieben. Desgleichen auch sein schwester und viel man und weibs personen im erschrecknis 
gestorben. Ich aber für meinen Person dancke dem Allmechtigen Gott, der mich in solcher Leibesgefahr gantz 
vätterlich heütet hat. Er wölle auch ferner/ uns/ unsern Herrn Superintendents, und alle evangelsiche Lerer und 
frommer Christen/ hinfürder durch seine heilige Engel für solchen und dergleichen Unfried, und allerly 
widerwertigkeit gnediglich behütten, und uns allen bey seinem allein seeligmachenden Wort in dieser gantz 
betrübten gefehrlichen und letzten zeiten, genediglichen, bis an unser endt, erhalten. Dis habe ich euch lieber 
Schwager, weil ich euch allen in den Schutz und Schurm des Allerhohesten befehlen. Datum Augspurg, den 27 
May, im Jahr 1584.” 
 
Müller’s Augspurgische Händel: “Da jnen [the crowd] aber noch etlich stunden von der endern Predigern 
zugesprochen unnd angezaigt worden/ das mir am Leben nichts widerwertiges begegnet/ unnd ich nu in guter 
sicherheit sey: haben sie es geschehen/ und sich von den plätzen abteidingen und ganz gedültig behanden lassen.  
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outside of those same chambers seemed to present a challenge to the authority of the lawful city 

government. The public defiance, moreover, of imperial resolutions concerning calendar reform 

and vocation had a very rebellious air to it. Nevertheless, there remained those for whom conflict 

was not the only way forward—moderates like Meckhart, who placed their faith in compromise 

and ongoing social-religious dialogue. Indeed, in time, city leaders began to recognize the danger 

ahead, turning instead towards Meckhart. Unfortunately, the ill-considered decision to remove 

Müller by force doomed their last-ditch efforts to right the ship.  

In the final chapter, we will see how the contest over the public memory of the riot and its 

origins completes this process of bi-confessional adversarialism which I have been developing. 

As much as this struggle was about assigning blame, it was also about claiming the authority to 

interpret, qualify, and dictate confessional identities, and to determine the relative value of these 

identities in a strictly bi-confessional political-religious context.  
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Chapter Nine:  
Caught in No-Man’s Land: The Vocation Controversy 
 

In the years following the riot, a number of published narratives competed with one another in a 

bid to explain the event—to explain what had gone wrong, and who was to blame. The most 

insistent of these accounts were those by Georg Müller and Anton Christoph Rehlinger. In his, 

Müller wrote that before the “arrival” of the Jesuits in 1564 (to which arrival he credited the city 

government’s backing), Augsburg was entirely peaceful and that there had been absolutely no ill-

will between Catholics and evangelicals. Rehlinger, for his part, wrote back that before the 

arrival of Müller in 1572, Augsburg was entirely peaceful and that there had been absolutely no 

ill-will between Catholics and evangelicals. As far as Müller was concerned, all of the “innocent 

blood and spilt tears” were the fault of Rehlinger and his underlings alone.1 To hear Rehlinger 

put it, though, the city’s Catholics were entirely blameless in this affair, and all of the blame fell 

solely on Müller and his “co-conspirators” (conspirirten / conspiratores).2 

When dealing with bitterly conflicting sources like these, the instinct of the historian is to 

approach contradictions with a healthy dose of skepticism, without giving preference to either 

source. There seems to be a tendency to let our guard down, though, in instances where the two 

sources agree. Here, both sources, for example, begin with the assumption that the citizens of 

Augsburg all peacefully co-existed before a certain point, irrespective of their religious 

differences. I would argue, however, that this “peace in Augsburg” was in fact, to a large extent, 

a rhetorical construction—a means by which to heighten the sense of tragedy in this whole affair. 

                                                           
1 Müller, Augspurgische Händel, B1r-3v, H5r.  
2 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, C3r, K2r, P1r, Q2r.  
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In both cases, these men described something that had been lost, blaming one another. However, 

simplifying the narrative to such a degree, both parties overlooked the fact that it was only ever 

at best a fragile peace. By consolidating blame as they do, they overlook the systemic problems 

that paved the way for the Kalenderstreit, in which they were both undeniably complicit.  

The reality of the matter lies somewhere in between these two trenches. In what follows of this 

final chapter, I will address the events and circumstances which led from the riot to the expulsion 

of the ministry, just over two years later. I will address, moreover, how and why, in the aftermath 

of this tumult, the history and memory of the city’s post-Reformation narrative became such a 

hotly contested subject in published sources.  

Simmering Tensions and Unresolved Appointments 

In the days following the riot, thousands of citizens left Augsburg, many with children and 

baggage trains in tow.3 While the city had been spared the worst consequences of the riot, it was 

not lost to most that the crisis was far from over. Over the next few nights, the council 

clandestinely bolstered its position by bringing in hundreds of landsknechts, many of whom were 

on loan from Bavaria. The inner gates were shut tight, and in addition to imposing curfews, the 

council posted decrees against carrying weapons or assembling in large groups. Despite these 

ordinances, groups of armed craftsmen—again, mostly young men—brazenly took to the street, 

daring the mercenaries to start something. 4 Meanwhile, rumors had been spreading, most of 

which concerned the intentions of the Duke of Bavaria. When, on one occasion, a fire broke out 

                                                           
3 The chronicle in SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 127 relates that on the day following the riot (June 5, by the new calendar), 
300 people (mostly families), left the city. It then records that by the day after that, the number had risen to 3000, 
including both those who left of their own volition, as well as those ordered to leave by the council. Ibid. 22v, 23r. 
Thelot puts the exodus on the first day at around 2000, with another 3000 leaving over the next few days, adding the 
note that many left because they feared some sort of reprisal. Thelot, 2:590v-591r.  
4 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug. 32, 868v 
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in the city, word spread quickly that it was actually a signal for Bavarian forces to begin their 

assault on Augsburg. In response, armed citizens ran up and down the streets raising the alarm, 

and block captains descended on the Perlach Square, looking for answers. In the end, the fire was 

just a fire, but what the Augsburgers read in the smoke was much more ominous. As one 

chronicler described it, the realization had begun to sink in that they had let the advantage slip 

from their hands, and were now facing the consequences of their actions.5 

It would be several days before the rhythms of daily life would begin to resume. Eventually, 

shops would re-open and the gates would be unlocked, but a sense of deep frustration abided. On 

June 7, Christoph Neuberger levelled a blistering sermon against his congregation for having 

taken up arms against the city government. Rather than trying to solve the situation with spears 

and guns, he preached, they should have turned to prayers. Dumbfounded, the congregation 

threw back, “We did it for you! You told us to stand firm in our beliefs!” after which they added, 

“ the next time we see preachers being carted off in a wagon, we’ll be sure to stay at home, if this 

is the thanks we have earned.”6  Later that afternoon, that frustration was temporarily set aside to 

mourn the dead. A funeral service was held for Müller’s wife and child, at which Rülich gave the 

sermon. According to the chronicles, no funeral in the city had ever drawn as large a crowd.7 As 

the week wore on, though, frustration and sadness gave way to fear. It was soon reported that 

those who had fled the city were receiving a cold welcome. Many were turned away from the 

nearby towns on the grounds that they lacked the means to support so many refugees. Word soon 

reached Augsburg, though, that many more were being arrested. According to rumor, Wilhelm V 

                                                           
5 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug. 127, 22v-23r. 
6 Thelot, 2:592v: “wass gescheht, ist von irrent wegen geschehen, mann kann ein ander mal wol zu hauss bleiben, 
und wan sie die prädiger alle mitt einander sehen auf einen karrer oder wagen hinauss füren, so wolten sie nit mehr, 
auss ihren haussern gehen, weil sie dis mals so ein schlechten danck verdienst hätten.” 
7 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 127, 23v. SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 420. 
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of Bavaria, under the influence of the Jesuits in Munich, had issued a decree calling for the arrest 

of any Augsburgers fleeing the city, on the assumption that their flight was proof of their 

complicity in the riot.8 Thelot suggests that as many as 6,000 citizens were arrested on account of 

this. In each case, it seems that everyone was eventually released, but not before a third of the 

value of their possessions was confiscated, in addition to which a hefty fine was placed on each 

member of the household arrested. With no safe haven to be found in the countryside, most 

returned to Augsburg, even more frustrated than when they had fled.  

Ferdinand, writing to Augsburg from Innsbruck shortly thereafter, warned the council that this 

kind of sedition—the rioting—could not go unpunished. Repeatedly, he referenced the fact that 

the rioters had taken up arms and rebelled (aufgelainth) not only against the “divinely ordained” 

city government, but also against the dignity and authority of the emperor.9 Insofar as these 

armed oath breakers had set themselves against the Peace of Augsburg (den allgemeinen 

Religionsfriden) they must be subject to judgement, pain, and punishment (in die peens und 

straffen der rechter.  . . gefallen). Any rioters that were found in Austria, he added, would be 

justly punished for their crimes, and the archduke admonished the Augsburg council to follow 

their example.   

                                                           
8 Thelot, 2:593v. He adds that not only were the refugees being arrested, but Augsburg merchants and traders were 
likewise turned away from all Bavarian markets. Ibid. 594r. See also SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 442. Stetten writes 
that it was not only Wilhelm, but also Archduke Ferdinand of Austria who issued this decree; though in this case, 
the arrest warrant sprecifically targeted those Augsburgers “so bey dem letzten Tumult gewesen.” It is unclear if this 
meant those who were participants of the rioting, or simply those who were in the city at the time (assuming a 
distinction). See Stetten, 2:672.  
9 StadtAA Katholische Wesenarchiv F 54 no. 3: Augsburg. Mandat der Erherzog Ferdinand von Ostereich, wegen 
der in der Reichstadt Augsburg uber [angsten] der newen Kalender:  “Das unns bestendiglich anlangst, wellicher 
massen sich die Bürger zu Augspurg, so sich der Evangelische der Augsburger Confession und lehr nemmen, vieler 
einen Rath daselbsten, als ir [hat]  Gott dergesetzten Obrigkeit, deren sy zu allen gehorsamb gelobt, geschworen, 
und auch von gewisens  [] zugehorsamben schuldig seind, in einem offnen aufflauf Sedition und aufrühr mit 
gewehrter Hanndt und an etliches orts zusammen gerottierts Lauffs thadtlich und bösslich aufgelainth, und wider 
erwelte ir aigne Obrigkeit. ire hand mit wehres und waffen, frevenlich und Seditiose aufgehebt haben.” This letter is 
dated June 10, 1584.  
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Back in Augsburg, the city magistrates apparently took this recommendation to heart, as many 

citizens continued to be rounded up and arrested for their part in the riot.10 Among these we find 

the publisher and song-writer Jonas Losch, who was interrogated for spreading seditious and 

scandalous polemics against the pope and the Jesuits. At one point during his interrogation, the 

magistrate asked if had not also participated in the riot, and whether he had been among those 

who had “thrown a Jesuit out a window.”11  After four days of interrogation and torture, he 

finally confessed to having written one of the songs which they attributed to him, yet insisted 

that the most offensive elements of the songs circulating in the streets (for example, the bit about 

the defenestration) were added later without his knowledge or consent.12 In early August, Hans 

Schultes was likewise arrested for publishing his “seditious” account of the riot.13 The bar for 

sedition, however, was evidently quite low. Sebastian Veithart, for example, was arrested for 

calling the city magistrates who arrested Müller “mamelukes.” In his defense, he explained that 

he only said this in frustration after another man had said the exact same thing about the 

preachers to him.14 Similarly, on July 11, Martin Heigle was arrested for publicly questioning the 

council’s right to expel Müller, and for recounting stories about the skirmish at the Gögginger 

gate. Evidently, he had been telling folks that Müller had been freed by upwards of two hundred 

junge leut. When the magistrate demanded to know how he had knowledge of this event, he 

explained that he was a carter who had been hauling a load of meat and beer, and that he 

                                                           
10 In addition to the corresponding Strafbuch for this year, see also the file in the StadtAA labelled Ad Kalenderstreit 
Criminalia, 1583-1589. This collection is filled with interrogation records related to arrests made leading up to, 
during, and following the riot.  
11 StadtAA Ad Kalenderstreit Criminalia, 1583-1589: 1584.IX.03: Jonas Losch, Buchdrucker. To this, Losch 
responded, “Er hab den Jesuiter die fenster nit eingeworffen, wiss auch nit welcher es gethon, unnd seit von irer 
keinem beschehen.” 
12 For the alteration of these contrafacta after their initial composition, see generally chapter two in Alex Fisher, 
titled, “Protestant Song and Criminality.” See in particular his treatment of the interrogations of composers Abraham 
Schädlin and Jonas Losch. Ibid. 27-49.  
13 See. StadtAA Urgichten: 1584.08.03: Hans Schuldthais, Buchdrucker.  
14 StadtAA Ad Kalenderstreit Criminalia, 1583-1589: 1584.VII: Sebastian Veithart.  
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innocently came upon the fracas as he was bringing his goods into the city. After “much 

torture”—in this case, the strappado—the magistrate accepted his explanation that he had been 

“robbed of his reason” when he spoke so publicly about the riot, and granted him clemency.15   

It was against this backdrop of retribution that the Augsburg ministry locked themselves in 

deliberation with city councilors in an effort to find a way forward on the issue of the calendar. 

For a little over a week, these talks continued behind closed doors. While this was going on, the 

preachers were told to stall; political representatives of the city’s evangelical community were 

busy rallying support from other princes and cities for their cause, and it was their belief that 

through the intervention of the likes of Ulm, Württemberg and Neuburg, they might yet be able 

to prevent the imposition of the new calendar. By June 13, however, some within the ministry 

had begun to express a willingness to concede the matter, provided they received certain 

assurances. The council, though—out of patience and no longer willing to negotiate—laid the 

issue out bare: the imperial commission had already settled the matter. Either the preachers 

demonstrated their obedience to the emperor’s authority, or there would be dire consequences, 

not only for them, but for the local evangelical church.16 No doubt helping to make the ministry’s 

decision easier, a letter arrived that same day from Andreae and Heerbrand in Tübingen, 

counseling them not to press the issue too far. 

The next day, trumpets sounded throughout the city as it was proclaimed that the ministry, along 

with evangelical representatives of each of the city’s chambers, had agreed to implement the 

calendar reforms.17 Significantly, that decree also absolved the city government of all 

responsibility for the riot, lauding it for sparing no effort in preventing undue bloodshed. Finally, 

                                                           
15 StadtAA Ad Kalenderstreit Criminalia, 1583-1589: 1584.VII.11: Martin Heigle.  
16 Thelot, 2:595r-v. 
17 For the full text of this decree, dated June 14, 1584, see Thelot, 2:595v-600r.  
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it added the note that the representatives of Ulm and the Protestant princes who had come to 

Augsburg to help support the cause of the local evangelical community had likewise given their 

assent to this decree, (thereby quashing any hope that their community could expect any 

assistance from allies outside the city). 

This decree, and the circumstances which led to its proclamation, demonstrate the scope of the 

cultural and political rift which kept the city mired in adversarialism. Rehlinger and the city 

government admitted no complicity whatsoever—be it direct or indirect—in the events which led 

to the uprising. They either could not fathom that they were anything but victims, or else they 

intentionally redirected all of the blame away from themselves. In Rehlinger’s 1587 account, for 

example, he laid that blame solely at the feet of the Müllerisch “conspirators.” Given his claim to 

being a champion of civic order and religious peace, it would not due for him to blame the 

evangelical community directly; thus, he created a category of Müllerische Christen, which he 

occasionally also referred to as the  Müllerisch mob (hauff), party (parthey), or “faction.”18 But 

by trying to define the opposition in association with Müller, he implicated many thousands of 

local Protestants in his transgressions, along with most of the ministry and evangelical 

councilors. Giving him the benefit of the doubt, one might suppose that perhaps Rehlinger 

thought he was giving evangelicals a way out—a chance to clear their names and wash their 

hands of the uprising. The fact of the matter remains, however, that the council’s actions in the 

months and years to follow—the many arrests, interrogations, expulsions and so on—betray their 

underlying motivations.19 Namely, they were not interested in compromise, and they saw no 

need for reconciliation. In short, the definition of a Müllerisch Christian came to mean anyone 

                                                           
18 For examples of this language, see Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, C1r, G3v, L3v, O2r, and 
Q2r.  
19 For further examples of the council’s heavy-handed prosecution of dissent beyond those already described, see the 
list of arrests and expulsions in SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 127, 24v-25r.  
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who did not uncompromisingly submit to the absolute authority of the city government. Müller 

and his “overly-affected” preachers, he wrote, had misled their congregations and fed them lies 

about the calendar; however, if the people had just paid the council the respect it was owed, all of 

this could have been avoided.20  

* * *   

Rehlinger would later boast that all he had had to do to bring the ministry in line was get rid of 

Müller, and that as soon as he was out of the city, the preachers became much more pliant and 

obedient. In fact, he used their public acceptance of the calendar as a vindication of his decision 

to arrest Müller, irrespective of the consequent tumult. 21 While it is true that they, as a body, did 

come to accept the calendar, the preachers nevertheless felt impelled to qualify that acceptance. 

On the morning of Pentecost, each preacher delivered a prepared statement from their pulpits, 

explaining why so many of them had reversed their positions. That statement opened with and 

repeatedly emphasized the danger and enmity which their resistance to these reforms had 

occasioned, and ultimately concluded that the cost and the risks were simply too great. The 

preachers explained that these reforms could not undermine the foundation of their church—they 

would still preach the gospel and administer the sacraments as they had before, and so they asked 

for their congregations’ patience. They also added that they had assurances that the council 

would not interfere any further in church matters, and that the council was eager to put the riot 

behind it.22  

                                                           
20 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, K1v.  
21 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, O3r:  “In demselben ist auch ein E. Rath nit unrecht daran 
gewesen/ noch siner hoffnung betrogen worden/ dann als D. Müller auss der Statt kommen/ haben die andere 
Predicanten sich behandeln unnd bewegen lassen/ den newen calender bey den Evangelischen kirchen auch 
anzunemen.” 
22 The text of this announcement can be found in Thelot, 2:601v-602r.  
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With the calendar-matter all but settled,23 there nonetheless remained several issues unresolved. 

For one, the positions of the church provosts needed to be re-filled, as did much of the 

evangelical representation in city government. In addition to these political appointments, there 

was of course still the issue of vocation—Johann Baptist still needed a pulpit, and St. Anna itself 

was without a regular preacher, following Müller’s ouster. This matter had to be handled 

delicately, though, for despite the preachers’ call for calm, tensions still simmered. Thelot 

reports, for example, that Rehlinger was still the target of regular verbal abuse on the streets.24 

Also illustrative of this tension was the arrest of the box-maker (kistler) and competitive 

marksman Rudolph Bosshart. In August, 1584, he was arrested for publicly declaring his 

intention to murder the architects of the new calendar in the city—namely, the Jesuits. It was 

reported to the magistrates that Bosshart had been overheard saying that the next time the priests 

held one of their processions in his neighborhood, he was going to find a nice high window from 

which to shoot these fiends in the head.25 

With these tensions in mind, though nevertheless bristling at what they perceived as the council’s 

usurpation of their right to appoint preachers, the senioren of the ministry (with Neuberger 

taking Müller’s place) grudgingly consented on July 17 to allow the younger Meckhart a 

ministry in the hospices outside the city wall, as well as in the plague house, which was by this 

point starting to see renewed increases in the incidence of plague.26 Despite this less-than-

enviable ministry, Johann Baptist appears to have thrived in this role, even becoming something 

                                                           
23 While its implementation was effectively complete, the process of its adoption and normalization was still 
underway, and it would be years before the Julian calendar fell entirely out of use.  
24 Thelot, 2:604v 
25 StadtAA Urgichten: Bosshart, Rudolph, 1584. VIII.22, 29, 31, 1v-2r. In his defense, he explained that he had only 
spoken out of anger after having been insulted and laughed at in the street near his home by a pair of priests.  
26 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 353, 68v. The hospices referenced were St. Servatius and St. Wolfgang, which were founded 
as leper-houses. For more on the city’s hospitals and hospices, see Claudia Stein, Negotiating the French Pox in 
Early Modern Germany: The History of Medicine in Context (Farnham: Ashgate, 2009).  
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of a celebrity in his own right, thanks in no small part to the animosity shown him by some of the 

other preachers. Ironically, he continued to be so bitterly attacked in some of these sermons that 

hundreds of Augsburgers—driven as much by curiosity as anything—actually went outside the 

city walls to the leper-house to hear Meckhart’s sermons—to find out for themselves what this 

preacher was all about.27 What they heard in his Trostpredigen appealed to them, and Meckhart 

gradually started to build up his own following among those put off by the bitterness which had 

become so commonplace within the city.   

The matter of the second ministerial vacancy, though, took an even more complicated turn than 

Meckhart’s had. As we have seen, in the months before his arrest, Müller had been courting a 

number of preachers, hoping to bring them to Augsburg. One of these was his childhood friend, 

Elias Ehinger, son of Johannes Ehinger, who had stood with Held and Meckhart against the 

Bishop d’Arras in 1551. Following in his father’s footsteps, Ehinger had been preaching in 

Oettingen for the last twelve years, but had been discussing with Müller the possibility of 

returning home. Thelot, citing one of Müller’s letters to Ehinger, asserts that Müller was eager to 

have his friend return to Augsburg, calling him a worthy preacher.28 

Purportedly unaware of what had transpired, Ehinger showed up in Augsburg in August, hoping 

to discuss the possibility of his appointment with Müller in person. When he learned about the 

riot, though, and about Müller’s flight, he approached Stadtpfleger Rehlinger directly, telling him 

that it was his understanding that they now had a vacancy, and that he would be happy to serve 

his fatherland any way he could.29 Rehlinger questioned him about the calendar, to which he 

                                                           
27 SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 353, 68v. See also Thelot, 2:513v. 
28 Thelot, 2:609r. The biography of Ehinger in SuStBA 2 cod Aug 353 includes this same source verbatim. See Ibid. 
Verzeichniß der Prediger von Augsburg mit deren Biographien, 1517 bis 1732, 71v-73r.  
29 Ehinger arrived in Augsburg August 28, 1584. Given how quickly Ehinger offered to take his friend’s position 
upon arrival, it is entirely possible that Elias new about the riot and Müller’s expulsion before setting out from 
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replied that he had no objections. The Stadtpfleger then had Ehinger questioned by the 

“ministry” to assess his orthodoxy and qualifications. Who, exactly, performed this assessment is 

not stated, though it is quite clear that the ministers as a whole were not receptive to the idea of 

another council-appointed preacher.30 We might deduce, however, that Ehinger’s assessment was 

likely facilitated by Georg Meckhart. As part of his interview, Ehinger was asked to deliver a 

number of sermons—one on Genesis, and another on the sacrament of the altar. Evidently, 

however, Elias had not brought any of his books with him to help him prepare these sermons, 

and none of the other ministers—except Meckhart—would let him use theirs. Significantly, 

according to the source which Thelot was citing here, Meckhart was still nevertheless careful not 

to unduly alienate the rest of the ministry. Though he lent Ehinger use of his library, it was only 

“in his garden in secret.”31  

Ehinger’s sermons were apparently well-received, for he subsequently received a Vocationsbrief 

from the Stadtpfleger as a result, which he then dutifully presented to the senioren. After about 

six weeks of serving as a deacon at the Franciscan church, however, Ehinger was suddenly asked 

by the senioren to refrain from giving sermons. They explained to him that the issue of his 

                                                           
Oettingen. It may very well be that this was the reason he came to the city in the first place—visiting Müller may 
have just been a pretext for showing up and applying for his job.  
30 Dunwoody assumes that Rülich and Neuberger performed the examination, given that they were the senioren of 
the ministry. The source which he cites (SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 353) does not actually say this. Still, under normal 
circumstances, this deduction would nevertheless be logical. Ehinger’s appointment, however, was not normal, and 
there is reason to wonder about the circumstances of his examination. The most pressing question is why the two 
senioren, who were so stalwartly opposed to Rehlinger appointing preachers to their ministry, would have 
consensted to legitimize Ehinger’s candidacy by going through the process of examining him. There is also a 
question as to whether he passed these examinations, and whether he might have been examined more than once. In 
1585, the councilor Carl Reyhling claimed that Ehinger had not passed his examination. He clearly, however, passed 
to the satisfaction of the Stadtpfleger, who presented him with a Vocationsbrief. It may be that the senioren deemed 
him unqualified, but that the Stadtpfleger disregarded this assessment, perhaps having him examined a second time 
by a less biased judge. Or, it could be that they skipped the senioren altogether and went straight to someone else—
perhaps Meckhart; in this case, the perception of Ehinger’s having failed the exams might owe more to the 
circumstances of his examination. The specific details here are unclear, but what is clear is that what should have 
been a routine examination of a highly qualified candidate was politicized to the point of absurdity.  
31 Thelot, 2:609v.  
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appointment would have to be put on hold for approximately six months or so, pending the 

resolution of the issue of vocation with the city council.32 The cause of this unexpected turnabout 

appears to have been a letter written by Müller. Despite the council’s ardent efforts to control 

what went in and out of the city, letters from Müller continued to reach his friends and allies 

back in Augsburg, one of which had addressed the possibility of Elias’ appointment. Despite all 

other considerations, wrote Müller, because Ehinger had been appointed by the Stadtpfleger, the 

ministry should no sooner admit him into their ranks than Meckhart.33  Ehinger suddenly found 

himself caught between a rock and a hard place (zwischen zweyen stielen nider säss)—he had 

already been released from his last preaching post by the count, and yet, despite being appointed 

by the city government here in Augsburg, the other preachers would not let him preach. 

Eventually, before the year was out, he was, in fact, allowed to resume his duties as a deacon at 

the Franciscan church—it is unclear exactly when and how this was ultimately accomplished. 

What is clear, though—according to a formal complaint filed by Johann Baptist later that year—

is that both Meckhart and Ehinger continued to be the subjects of ongoing abuse from some of 

the other ministers for quite some time.34  Excepting “one or two” of them, the Augsburg 

ministry simply could not look past Rehlinger’s seal on their letters of vocation.35  

                                                           
32 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 474-75: “hatten die prediger undter dessen ihr meinung geendert, wie man sagte, auf ein 
schreiben so von D. Miller in dessen von Ulm alhero kommen, darin er die prediger vermahnet diesen Ehinger so 
wenig als den Meckhart, weil sie vom stadtpfleger angenommen werden, in ihr Collegium und zum predigen auf 
zunemmen, sondern der Ehinger anzureden, das er ein halb jahr stillstanndt und sich des predigens enthalte, biss 
man sich mit den stadtpfleger des berüffs der prediger halben vergleichen hette, dessen Ehinger nit wenig 
erschröckht, wüste nit wie er sich halten solte, allweile er vom stadtpfleger albereith angenommen, und wolte das er 
aufsteig und predig sollte, auch vom grafen schon erlaub genommen hatte, damit müste er doch zufriden sein.” 
33 Thelot, 2:610r. 
34 This source is referenced in Stetten, 665 as Acta, die Strittigkeiten zwischen Johann Meckhart und denen 
Kirchenpflegern auch Minist. Evang. zu Augspurg betreffend, in annis 1584, in Act. Eccles. Evang. L.B. n. 15. 16. 
24 in A.P. Dunwoody cites what I suspect is the same document in  StadtAA, RS, Geh R, Religionsakten 
41, 1584 (undated). I did not have the chance to examine this document personally. See Dunwoody, 342-43.  
35 Thelot, 2:610v.  
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A Tale of Two Cities 

Understanding the vocation controversy requires us, first and foremost, to accept a simple 

truth—that among advocates on both sides of the issue, there was a pronounced lack of trust. 

Negotiations on the issue could not proceed in good faith because neither side respected the 

other’s position or arguments. The rhetoric of adversarialism had accomplished its goal and 

evolved into something else. It had become, by this point, almost a psycho-emotional presence, 

which sought to mollify its hosts’ social and spiritual anxieties by feeding on the complexity of 

the world around it, breaking down reality into a simple, easily digestible narrative of good and 

evil, or right and wrong. We can see evidence of this evolution, for example, in the way both 

parties attempted to re-write history regarding the issue of vocation. 

Before proceeding to these sources, it is important to recognize who the players were in this 

latest drama. During the calendar controversy, the preachers had been at the forefront of the 

resistance, principally owing to the charismatic and bellicose leadership of Müller. After the riot, 

though, and after their formal endorsement of the calendar, they seem to have become somewhat 

more demure. They still issued a number of formal protests over the vocation matter, but by now 

the chief advocates of the local church’s independence were not the preachers themselves, but 

the evangelicals in the city government. Chief among them were the mayors Christoph Welser 

(d.j.), Johann Baptist Haintzel (d. j.), and the councilors Hans Jenisch, Christoph Rosenberger, 

and Carl Reyhing.36 In 1585, they would be among the three mayors and thirteen evangelical 

                                                           
36 Reyhling’s name additionally appears as either Reyhing or Reiching, and his first name is as often spelt Carol as 
Carl. In my notes I also have instances where his surname is spelt Reything, though this may be due to an error in 
transcription. Presented with these choices, and unable to find his name in secondary literature, I elected to use the 
version found in the title of his testimony regarding his interrogation before the imperial commission in 1585. This 
can be found in the Ulm Stadtarchiv A [6046]: Carol Reyhlings Verzaichnus was sich mit Ime Zuegetragen 
nachedem 25. July allten und den 4. Augustii Newen Callenders alls die kay Commissarii ankhommen, bis auff den 
30. Juluu allten, oden 9. Augustii Newen Callender, Da Ime die Statt versagt worden. Anno 1585.  
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councilors exiled by the Stadtpfleger for their political efforts in the course of the vocation 

controversy. In large part, their banishment owed to their success in rallying support for their 

cause outside the city, winning powerful allies in the princes of Württemberg, Neuburg, and 

Brandenburg, in addition to the city council of Ulm. From exile, from their base of operations in 

that city, the exiles only stepped up their efforts in a prolific influence-gathering campaign, in the 

service of which they branded their cohort “the oppressed evangelicals of Augsburg.”37   

On the other side of the issue were the two Stadtpfleger, Rehlinger and Fugger, the majority-

Catholic small council, and their allies among the Jesuits and the city’s Catholic patricians. Their 

most important partners in this matter, however, were still Ferdinand and the imperial courts. As 

it had done in the matter of the calendar, the city council in 1585 deferred responsibility for 

legally executing its case by inviting an imperial commission to do it for them. This commission, 

which the evangelicals dubbed the “inquisition,” altered the parameters of the debate such that 

the vocation controversy was reduced to a simple, black and white matter of obedience. But 

heavy-handed as this commission was, those arguing the Catholic position did not rely on 

intimidation alone. In order to undermine the historical foundations of the evangelical position 

on vocation, they also targeted the Augsburg public directly, publishing a history of ministerial 

                                                           
37 Several hundred of this group’s letters have survived, and were collected and copied into a remarkable file in the 
Ulm Stadtarchiv A [53721]: Prothocollum Ulmense, Aller fürnembsten Acten sachen, so alda, dahin und von 
dannen an andere orth (wegen der Betrangten Evangelischen Bürgerscahfft zu Augspurg) geschriben und   
gehandelt worden. 3 volumes. This collection, covering a ten year period (1583-1593), totals 2426 pages of 
correspondence. A number of these items are duplicated, insofar as the exiled cohort might send the same 
supplication to three or four destinations. In other cases, whole treatises were included in this correspondences, as in 
the case of thee cohort’s drafting a response to Rehlinger’s account of the Kalenderstreit. Many of the letters bear 
the names of specific authors, though most of the more formal supplications are signed “Der betrangeten 
Evangelischen Bürgerschafft zu Augspurg.” 
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appointments since the establishment of the Carolingian constitution following the 1552 Treaty 

of Passau.38  

The preface to this work explained that a scurrilous book had recently been published which 

claimed that the city government of Augsburg historically had no right to call or appoint 

preachers, and that that right had always been the purview of the ministry and the church 

provosts.39  The purpose of this work, here, was to set the record straight, and to demonstrate to 

the people of Augsburg by way of evidence that ministerial appointments had always fallen 

under the jurisdiction of the council. What then follows are a collection of copied letters sent by 

or to the city council, demonstrating its leading role in securing and confirming the appointment 

of new preachers. This correspondence references the appointments of Johann Matsperger, Peter 

Ketzmann, Jacob Rülich, Wilhelm Hausmann, Franz Tucher, Christoph Jacobellus, Martin 

Rieger, and Johann Georg Gross. Following these, this work claimed that the council had many 

more original letters regarding other ministers, as well.40  It then added that in other cases where 

the church provosts were primarily responsible for appointments, it should be understood, in no 

uncertain terms, that the church provosts served at the pleasure and under the authority of the 

Stadtpfleger. Since the creation of the office in 1552, the provosts had never been independent, 

nor was there anything in the city constitution that guaranteed the position, or mandated that 

these provosts even had to be evangelical. That the provosts had always been evangelical was a 

                                                           
38 An original published copy of this work can be found among a number of other original sources collected together 
with the Thelot chronicle. Some of Thelot’s sources were pasted or sewn directly into the volumes of the chronicle, 
but others, like this one, are loose, and can be found before the chronicle in the box for volume 2. This work is titled, 
Warhafftiger Kurzer Bericht/ Wie es mit Berüffung eund Bestellung der Kircherndiener Augspurgischer Confession/ 
in der Statt Augspurg jeder zeyt gehalten worden ([Augsburg], 1585). It bears the signature SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 12 
nr. 1.  
39 Although it does not explicitly state which work this was, it was almost certainly a reference to one of several 
works produced by Müller since his expulsion in 1584.  
40 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 12 nr.1, 15r. 
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courtesy extended by the Catholic Stadtpfleger in the interest of civil peace.41  It further 

acknowledged that although the city council had absolute authority over ius nominandi, vocandi, 

praesentandi, et confirmandi, it nevertheless valued the input and recommendations of the 

ministry and the provosts. Ultimately, however, it had a responsibility to make sure that only 

honorable, knowledgeable, and pious men were appointed to these important positions; they 

could not allow heretics,42 murderers, or thieves to be given care of the city’s souls.43  

Technically, everything claimed in this history was accurate. According to the Carolingian 

constitution, almost all real political authority effectively flowed through the Stadtpfleger and, to 

a somewhat lesser extent, the small council. Since the Interim, all appointments were authorized 

by the city council, and in many cases were even directly facilitated by it. What is really 

interesting here, though, is the way the author (or authors) of this work presented their evidence. 

The thesis here is explicitly that the patrician regime had always had the authority to appoint 

preachers, which authority it had exercised frequently over the last three and a half decades. 

Consider, however, the examples it offers to the reader. To be sure, Rieger and Gross were still 

ministers in relatively good standing. Wilhelm Hausmann, likewise, was well-liked before his 

untimely death. For his part, Rülich had a long, mostly trouble-free history in the city (if we 

forgive his support of Melhorn in his first couple years in the city). In fact, in Rehlinger’s 

polemic the next year, he claimed that the late senior had been an important factor in bringing 

the ministry around to the calendar reforms following the riot (a claim which is contradicted in 

the chronicles).44 The other four appointees, however, tell a different story. Ketzmann, reading 

                                                           
41 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 12 nr.1, 15v-16r. 
42 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 12 nr.1, 16v-17r. 
43 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug S 12 nr.1, 2r.  
44 Compare Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel K3r, and SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 458. The 
chronicle states that Rülich was one of the last of the preachers to come around to the calendar reforms, and was still 
speaking out against it for some time after the riot.  
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the writing on the wall, fled the city in 1555 before he could be fired like Martin Rauch and, a 

little later, Georg Melhorn. Matsperger would be fired because of the animosity he stirred up 

during the descensus conflict. It is unclear why Jacobellus left, but it may have had something to 

do with the Jesuits, or because he refused to sign the Formula of Concord, (or both). Tucher then 

quit shortly after Jacobellus’ departure, possibly because of a feud with Neuberger and Rem. 

From a historical standpoint, then, these four examples were clearly not success stories. 

Nevertheless, throughout this work there is no indication whatsoever of how these men served 

after their appointments—all that mattered was the circumstances of their appointment. There 

were several letters here, for example, related to the hiring of Ketzmann, including one by 

Melanchthon in which he referred to the preacher as an honorable, peace-loving man, who was 

neither “disorderly, proud, nor quarrelsome.” This, clearly, did not end up being the case. 

Moreover, it is telling that despite its claim to have absolute authority over the church provosts, 

there was not the slightest admission here that the authority of the Stadtpfleger translated into 

responsibility for appointments made by those same provosts. In other words, Rehlinger and 

Fugger had authority over the provosts, but still were somehow not to blame for their actions, 

like, for example, hiring and promoting Müller (which actions they themselves authorized).  

On the evangelical side of the debate, the principal argument put forth by both the preachers and 

politicians was that allowing the Catholic-dominated city council full authority over ius 

vocationis constituted a violation of the Peace of Augsburg, which edict stipulated a division of 

powers between temporal and spiritual authorities. How could they maintain the orthodoxy and 

tenor of their confession if they could not control who had access to their pulpits? In a 1586 

supplication to the princes of Neuburg, Brandenburg, and Württemberg, Christoph Neuberger 

wrote that he could not accept the premise that vocation was strictly a political issue—not when 
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the pope’s hand could be seen pulling the strings, and not when the Stadtpfleger stood poised to 

use violence to enforce his order (mit gewehrte und gewappnete hände).45 In this context, only a 

few weeks after the ministry was expelled, he lamented that with so many thousands of 

landsknechts in the city, the citizens were terrified into silence. At this rate, he explained—with 

no one speaking on behalf of the evangelical community—it will only be a matter of time before 

the pope himself is appointing preachers in Augsburg. 46 He concludes with a refrain we find 

repeated often in these sources—that the pope, or the Jesuits, or whoever the case may be, did 

not necessarily need to be so brazen as to appoint priests to evangelical pulpits (although he 

would not put it past them). Instead, his fear was that they would appoint either “Interimists” or 

other “evangelical sectarians,” like the Flaccians.47 We have seen already that this term—

Flaccian—could mean many different things, depending on the context in which it was used. 

Here, though, it almost certainly was used to denigrate those evangelicals who remained outside 

of the Concord movement. The Catholics did not have to attack Lutheranism directly; they 

simply had to encourage it destroy itself by helping drive a wedge into the basis of their 

confessional unity. The year before, two of the exiled evangelical mayors of Augsburg, Johann 

Baptist Haintzel (d.j.) and Christoph Welser (d.j.), expressed similar concerns in a letter to the 

court of Württemberg. The Stadtpfleger of Augsburg, they asserted, had become the Jesuits’ 

Helffer, whom they used to undermine the foundations of the city’s evangelical schools and 

churches. The goal of this scheming, they continued, was to ultimately call to question the 

                                                           
45 Ulm Stadtarchiv 5372: Prothocollum Ulmense Aller fürnembsten Acten sachen, so alda, dahin und von dannen an 
andere orth (wegen der Betrangten Evangelischen Bürgerscahfft zu Augspurg) geschriben und gehandelt worden 
von 29 Julij anno 85 bis den 19. ermelts monats anno 1586. Nr. 1, 438v-439r. This letter was dated 1584.VII.19.   
46 Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr.1: 440v-441r.  
47 Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr.1: 441r-v: “unnd durch diss mittel eintweder bäbtische oder Interimistische, oder 
doch zum wenigsten untaugliche, sectierische lehrer zu die evangelische kirchen (wie alberaith als  wir bericht, 
Flaccianische zu Augspurg auffgestellt), von tag zu tag je lenger je mehr, heimblich der mit gewalt it 
[eingeschalchet] und eingefiert werden.” The Flaccians he referenced here having already been appointed, following 
the example of Müller, were most likely Johann Baptist Meckhart and Elias Ehinger.  
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orthodoxy of the local Protestant community, and thence to drive them out of the city as 

heretics.48 These same men, writing years later in 1589, described the new ministers in Augsburg 

as “poisonous snakes” who only wore the “guise” of true preachers.49 

At issue here, fundamentally, was the fact that the preachers and the evangelical politicians 

simply could not trust Catholics in the city government to act in their best interest. In the decades 

since the Interim, this had become a conditioned response. Even before the waves of resignations 

and dismissals  of evangelical councilors, mayors and ministers between 1583 and 1586, the 

sense was—rightly, as it turned out—that Catholics enjoyed a disproportionate amount of 

authority and influence within the government (despite the overwhelming majority of 

evangelicals within the citizenry). Of course, since Augsburg’s surrender to Charles the V in 

1548, this had always been the case, even in those rare years where evangelicals held a slim 

majority in the small council. This disparate power was not a new reality in the 1580s, only it 

had become much more pronounced during the course of the Kalenderstreit. But believing that 

Catholics held more political influence than Protestants is not the same thing as believing the 

“papists” were out to get you. One missing ingredient was the Jesuits and their college. In almost 

every instance where disparity of confessional political representation was invoked as 

justification for opposing the imperial resolution on vocation, we very often find the explanation 

that the Jesuits were the authors of that disparity.50 The Jesuit college was viewed as the seal on 

an alliance between the Jesuits and the city government. All the calamities that followed the 

                                                           
48 See the copy of this letter in Ibid. sent by Pfalzgrav Philip Ludwig to the elector of Saxony, 6v-11v.  
49 Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr.2: 874r. Complaining that the evangelicals of Augsburg were allegedly being forced 
against their will to attend these preachers’ services, the exiles wrote, “dass vil tausend einfaltige Christen, solch 
gifft der eingeschlaichten sectierischen lehr und glauben, under denn schein der AC, unwissender ding gezogen, und 
also ein gantze christliche gemaind hierdurch pausatim verunreint und verfiert worden werhren. This was in a letter 
to the Pfalzgrav, dated 1589.VII.04.  
50 See Müller, Augspurgische Händel, 25-26; and Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr. 1: 3r-v, 5r-v, 8v-9r, 334r; 
Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr. 2: 831v-832r; Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr. 3: 648v-649v.   
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establishment of that school—the violence during the 1582 diet, the Gregorian calendar, the 

persecution of evangelicals in Pfersee, the arrest of Müller—could be (whether fairly or not) 

traced back to the Jesuits. In the evangelical polemics of Müller and the Augsburg exiles, they 

were the architects of a conspiracy bent on destroying the evangelical community in Augsburg 

or, in some cases, the empire itself.51  

This word, conspiracy (Conspiration) gets thrown around a great deal in these sources, by both 

Catholics and Protestants.52 Rehlinger would later write a good deal about the Müllerisch 

conspiracy, but even a year after the preacher’s exile, the city council and the imperial 

commission insisted that an evangelical conspiracy persisted in the city. One exemplary source 

for setting out the relationship of the these two parties, and for demonstrating their mutual 

distrust, is the first-person testimony of councilor Carl Reyhling, in which he describes the 

interrogation of him and his fellow councilors by the commission just prior to their exile. This 

testimony covers the period of interrogations between August 5th and 9th, 1585. On the first day 

of these proceedings, he describes being led into the council chambers by a guard to find the 

thirteen other councilors implicated in their resistance, alongside several of the evangelical 

mayors. All around them, the chamber was filled with the small council, the two Stadtpfleger, 

the sitting Catholic mayors, as well as dignitaries from the Bavarian and imperial courts, and 

even the count of Oettingen himself, who was leading the commission. Over the course of days, 

the councilors and mayors were marched in and out of that chamber—sometimes together, often 

alone. Mayor Welser, it was believed, was the chief of this conspiracy, and Reyhling describes 

                                                           
51 See, for example, the letter written by Haintzel and Welser to the counil in Ulm in Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr. 1:  
2v-6r. 
52 For this usage among the evanglicals, see Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr. 2: 869v; and Ulm Stadtarchiv A [6046] 
Carol Reyhlings Verzaichnus, 5r. In Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, see A3r, F2v, G4v, L3v, 
R3v. 
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how he would be questioned for hours at a time while the rest of them were forced to wait 

outside the chambers. In one instance, they were all led to the council chamber at 6am, only to be 

made to wait in an antechamber for three hours while Welser was questioned privately. 

However, because the accused would regularly all conference with one another back in Welser’s 

house after the days’ proceedings, we have some information as to what went on behind those 

closed doors. Welser, for example, tried to explain that all this talk about a conspiracy was 

simply a misunderstanding gone too far. He argued that evangelicals and Catholics had lived in 

peace since 1555, and that for his part, he bore no ill will or hatred towards any Catholics, and 

did not have a single Catholic enemy.53 Only, they could not accept the commission’s ruling on 

vocation. The next day, each of the councilors was interrogated about Welser—about what he 

had been saying about vocation, about the imperial commission, and about what he might have 

said concerning its authority to rule in this matter. Additionally, they were asked about their own 

personal beliefs—did they believe that vocation was merely a spiritual matter, did they think 

Catholics and evangelicals could live together?  

After the initial rounds of questioning, only one councilor, Hans Sigmund Stambler, broke ranks, 

throwing himself on the mercy of the commission. Those who remained turned to the ministry 

for assistance in articulating their defense. With the help of Johann Georg Gross, they drafted a 

collective statement explaining why they could not accept the commission’s decision on 

vocation—it was against their consciences, against the Peace of Augsburg, and so on. They 

submitted this statement on August 7. Upon review, however, they were told that this document 

could not be accepted as evidence, for it was not, in fact, relevant to the proceedings at hand. 

Count Wilhelm explained that they were not here to re-open an issue that had already been 

                                                           
53 Ulm Stadtarchiv A [6046] Carol Reyhlings Verzaichnus, 2v. 
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settled by the imperial commission; rather, they were here to figure out if the councilors could be 

obedient and loyal.54 Striking a conciliatory note, Oettingen assured the evangelicals that they 

could have trust in their government, could trust that the city council would only appoint 

suitable, orthodox preachers to their ministry, and that they would hire learned and honorable 

church provosts to help them make these selections. At this, Reyhling himself rather boldly 

spoke up, saying that that would be fine if they could, indeed, trust that these appointees would 

be educated, orthodox ministers of the Augsburg Confession. However, he questioned the will 

and ability of the council to properly examine candidates. If these council appointees were 

supposed to be agreeable (annemblich) to them, why, then did Rehlinger force Johann Baptist 

Meckhart on them against their will, or why Ehinger, who had not even “passed his 

examination”?55 Astonishingly, Reyhling writes that Wilhelm agreed with him on this point that 

it had been wrong for Rehlinger to force these appointments, and that it would not happen again. 

He then added that, for their part, the councilors needed to rethink their opposition; Welser, 

claimed the count, had already come around, and so, too, should they. When they asked for a 

recess so that they could confer with one another and with the preachers, though, this was 

denied. When Reyhling continued to protest, the count, frustrated, responded, “It’s clear to me 

now that you only want this recess to plot something.”56 In response, Reyhling tried to explain 

                                                           
54 Ulm Stadtarchiv A [6046] Carol Reyhlings Verzaichnus, 4v.  
55 Ulm Stadtarchiv A [6046] Carol Reyhlings Verzaichnus, 4v: “darauff ich abermals vermeldet, warumb dann der 
stattpfleger Rehlinher vor disen, unns dem Jüngen Meckhart, und dem Ehinger haben wöllen auftringen, wider 
unsern willen, da doch der ain, alls der Ehinger in examine nit bestannden.” This statement raises some interesting 
questions. It may be that discrediting Ehinger by claiming he had failed his examination was simply part of the 
revisionist rhetoric employed in this controversy. Our other source for this examination, Thelot, said he passed these 
examinations and was given a Vocationsbrief by the Stadtpfleger. Given Müller’s high praise of Ehinger before the 
Streit, and given that Elias had been trained in Wittenberg and had already been teaching for 12 years, it seems 
highly unlikely that he was unqualified for the position. However, if, as I suggested earlier, his examination may 
have been conducted by Georg Meckhart, the invalidation of Ehinger’s exams may shed some light on the extent to 
which the elder Meckhart had “fallen out of favor” with the rest of the ministry.  
56 Ulm Stadtarchiv A [6046] Carol Reyhlings Verzaichnus, 5r: “Gab mir der Canntzler zu antwort, er sehe wol das 
ich durch dasselbige begerte ein Conspiration zu machen.”  
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that he had no desire to plot anything, much less to cause an uproar (auffruhr). The commission, 

though, was not convinced.  

After this point, the proceedings became much less compromising. On the next day, each 

councilor was led into the council chambers and asked directly whether, as citizens of Augsburg, 

they had not taken an oath to obey the council. Next, they were asked whether, as councilors of 

that city, they had not also taken a similar oath to obey the emperor. Reyhling, like the others, 

responded that whatever oaths they may have made in the past, their oath to God the Almighty 

superseded those.57 They could not accept the imperial resolution on vocation, because it bore 

the wrong seal. Reyhling asked the count to trust that his refusal to accept this resolution was not 

borne of disobedience or animosity, but was fundamentally a matter of conscience. By way of 

reply, Wilhelm had the councilors removed at once from the chamber. The next day, the 

dissenting councilors and mayors were ordered, under imperial authority, to be gone from the 

city before nightfall.  

* * *  

In the months and years after the expulsion, the exiles continually pressed the point that they had 

been expelled by the Catholics, and not by any lawful temporal authority—the assumption being 

here that the two roles were incompatible in the context of the current issue of vocation. When 

Reyhling looked around the council chambers in 1585, what he described were “papist” 

councilors and senatores.58  When the exiles described the imperial commission, it was always 

the “papist” commission, or sometimes, the papist Inquisition.59 The exiles therefore demanded 

                                                           
57 Ulm Stadtarchiv A [6046] Carol Reyhlings Verzaichnus, 5v, 6r, 6v.  
58 Ulm Stadtarchiv A [6046] Carol Reyhlings Verzaichnus, 2r, 2v, 3r.  
59 Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr. 1: 4r, 25r.   
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that their case be re-heard by a bi-confessional imperial commission, according to what they saw 

as the precedent (Herkommen) set by the Treaty of Passau in 1552.60  Moreover, they frequently 

argued that their objections against the imperial resolution on vocation where too quickly 

dismissed as sedition and rebellion, for which they credited the council’s 1585 published history 

on the matter. That work, they said, had publically undermined and pre-judged their case before 

it could even be heard by the commission.61 In short, the issue had never received a proper 

hearing; from the beginning on it had always simply been a matter of obedience. And how could 

they be obedient to an authority which they could not trust to be impartial?  

The publication of Müller’s Augspurgische Händel in 1586 greatly raised the profile of the 

exiles’ cause, but it also effectively shut the door on the exiles’ request for a bi-confessional 

appeal. Indeed, it was not long before Rehlinger responded with his own account, refuting point 

by point all of the “lies and sedition” found within Müller’s book. It is here that the charge of 

conspiracy was most forcefully made. He characterized this conspiracy as “partisan” 

(partialischen), and asserted that its pretense at being religious was a fraud—it was deceptione 

vanae Religionis.62 Among Müller and his people one could scarcely even find the “shadow of 

Christian living or Christian charity” (schier kein vmbra Christianae vitae aut charitatis mehr 

erschinen ist).63  Further, he also accused the preachers and their co-conspirators of regularly 

misrepresenting the facts.  

A number of Rehlinger’s accusations were valid. For example, he pointed out that when Johann 

Baptist Haintzel (d. ä.) signed an agreement to found the evangelical college, one of the articles 

                                                           
60 Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr.1: 4r, 4v, 5r, 25r. 
61 Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr.1: 339v-344v.  
62 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, A3r. 
63 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, M4v. 
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of that agreement stipulated that anyone affiliated with the school who in any way undermined 

the authority of the city government would be removed from their position immediately. Thus, 

when Müller, the superintendent of the college, openly defied the council’s calendar reforms, he 

was in breach of that contract.64 Moreover, he accused Müller, in particular, of presenting a 

history about which he had no personal experience, as when Müller wrote about the Jesuit 

Counter Reformation activities in the 1560s. By 1564, responded Rehlinger, you were no longer 

even in the city, and received all of your information second-hand, which “rumors” you then 

passed off as fact.65 Additionally, Rehlinger claimed that within the local evangelical church, 

with respect to doctrine and teaching, there had never been one single “mass” or “order.” Within 

the spectrum of what was permitted by the Augsburg Confession, each preacher was free to teach 

and practice what they deemed fit.66 This lack of liturgical unity had always been a sore spot for 

Müller and his partisans. As everyone knew, wrote Rehlinger, before 1548 there were no 

Lutherans in Augsburg, only Zwinglians. In order to repudiate this past, however, Müller and his 

cohort tirelessly attacked the likes of Musculus and Wolfhart from the pulpit. However, 

Rehlinger points out that in the Augspurgische Händel, Müller had claimed that the Augsburg 

ministry had been appointing orthodox preachers for nearly sixty years. Müller, therefore, 

changed his story depending on which side of his mouth he was speaking out of. For his part, 

claimed Rehlinger, he had actually done less to try censor the ministry than Müller had. The only 

                                                           
64 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, F2r-3r.  
65 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, B2r.  
66 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, C4r: “Der Lehr und doctrinalien halben hat man in 
Augsburg den Predicanten nye kein mass oder ordnung gegeben/ sondern jnen vil mehr frey gelassen ob der Cantzel 
alles das zu lehren / unnd zu tractirn/ was der Augs: Confession gemess/ und derselben Leher noturfft ist.” The part 
about their not having a common order is obviously untrue, but Rehlinger’s comment on the diversity of teaching 
and practice within the ministry is corroborated on both sides of the Nass-Meckhart exchange in 1578-1579. See 
chapter 8.  
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time the city council intervened, he explained, was when someone was attacked personally from 

the pulpit.  

Despite these reasonable critiques, however, Rehlinger repeatedly gives cause to question his 

impartiality and innocence. Müller argued that there had been a pattern of oppression leading up 

to the Kalenderstreit, for which he gave a series of examples (many of which we have seen). 

Rehlinger was far too dismissive of these. For example, where Müller complained about Johann 

Nass’ preaching in the city in 1577-1578, the Stadtpfleger replied that the council had nothing 

whatsoever to do with him. Because Nass was never formally given a preaching office by the 

canons, the council had no ius vocationis over him. This explanation, though, ignored the fact 

that Nass published an entire tirade against Georg Meckhart, and that he lobbied the council to 

dismiss the Protestant preachers, criticizing them for paying a salary to heretics. Rehlinger’s 

excuse also ignored the fact that Nass had been preaching in the basilica and cathedral without a 

preaching commission. For any one of these reasons, the council had a number of legal recourses 

available to them to address the ministers’ complaints, apart from invoking ius vocationis. 

Commenting later on the controversy between Berlocher and Völck in 1581, Rehlinger asserted 

that Berlocher deserved to have spent time in the tower for slandering the Jesuit so publicly, and 

that he only escaped that fate because of the intervention of a sympathetic mayor.67 As we have 

seen, though, there is no comparing the level of invective in Nass to the theological exchange 

between Berlocher and Völck (however heated it might have become). Further, where their 

theological street-fight was viewed by perhaps half a dozen spectators, Nass had preached in 

both of the city’s largest Catholic churches, with patricians, mayors, and the Stadtpfleger in 

attendance. To say that Berlocher ought to have been held accountable as a “disturber of the 

                                                           
67 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, G2r-v. 
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peace” while at the same time absolving Nass was, to say the least, disingenuous. We see a 

similar kind of spin with respect to the assault on the evangelical congregation during the 1582 

diet. Rehlinger did not dispute the fact of the attack, but again, he refused to be held accountable 

for the actions of an outsider (frembde).68 He also pointed out that following the attack, he had 

ordered landsknechts to be posted at the doors of every evangelical church in the city for the 

remainder of the diet. Not once did the ministers ever thank him for that!69 

Rehlinger’s frustration with Müller is quite evident throughout his refutation, especially with 

respect to the personal attacks on his own character and competency, and his defensiveness 

likely accounts for his absolute refusal to acknowledge that any of Müller’s complaints were 

legitimate. In many cases, though, he takes this refusal further, actually casting the evangelicals 

as the aggressors and the Catholics as victims. In 1583, for instance, in response to the preacher’s 

claim that the Catholics on the council had their foot on the throat of the evangelical community, 

Rehlinger did not deny that this sentiment was widespread, but dismissed it as not based in 

reality—it was a fiction, he claimed, created by the conspirators. There were never any plans to 

expel the preachers or the evangelical community, and no one was planning a slaughter. He then 

added that if anyone should have been worried, it should have been the local Catholics, given the 

way Müller was stirring up the Protestants.70  Probably the most stunning instance of revisionist 

prestidigitation in this work, though, had to do with Rehlinger’s presentation of the threat of 

violence during the riot. In the months leading up to that event, it was the council, not the 

evangelicals, that felt threatened. Towards the end of 1583, the rumors spreading about the 

                                                           
68 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, G2v. The one point Rehlinger does dispute here is the 
account of the Catholic mayor hurling insults at the fleeing evangelicals. Rehlinger claims that the mayor was only 
admonishing them to calm and order. He also adds that the mayor did not confront the landsknecht at the time 
because he did not have any guards with him.  
69 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, G3r. 
70 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, Q1r. 
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possibility of a massacre had taken on new urgency, and the preachers did absolutely nothing to 

discredit those rumors. As people became scared, he went on, they began to stockpile guns and 

other weapons in their homes, and secretly brought mercenaries into the city.71 It was only in 

response to the perception that the people were preparing for something that the council began to 

bring in hundreds of extra landsknechts to bolster the city guard.72 Rehlinger maintained that it 

was they—the council—who were under threat, a fear which, he asserted, was vindicated on the 

day of the riot, when hundreds of rioters gathered outside his own home calling for his death.73 

Moreover, of the fact that the riot was pre-meditated, he had no doubt. He asked, against whom 

did so many thousands of armed citizens suddenly spring into action, if not against the lawful 

city government?74 What do you call that, but seditio? 

On the question of who did what to whom on the day of the riot, Rehlinger, like Müller, painted 

the other as the sole aggressor. Müller stated that not a single Catholic was killed that day, and 

that the evangelicals were attacked by the landsknechts, and not the other way around. Rehlinger, 

though, doubled-down. Not only did his landsknechts show remarkable discipline in not 

attacking anyone, they did not “harm a single hair on any evangelical’s head.”75  He actually uses 

                                                           
71 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, K4r. 
72 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, K4r: “Die ursach aber dise Guardia zustercken/ von Doctor 
Müllern und seinem anhang/ nit mit willen empfangen. Dann als im erregten Calender stritt der gemein Mann gegen 
der Oberkeit auffs höchst verbittert gemacht/ und gentzlich beredt ware/ er müsst unnd wurde gantz und gar umb 
sein Religion kommen/ unnd die Catholischen der Oberkeit hetten auss der Jesuiter anstifftung  lang hero nichts 
anders im sinn getragen unnd noch: da hat es villeicht die Evangelische Burgerschafft von der Gemaind gar in 
Harnisch zubringen noch an dem gefellt/ dz man jnen die aller gröste forcht jres gewisen undergangs einagen 
müssen/ ob sie dardurch (anderst kann man es nicht achten) zu einem offendtlichen auffstand zubringen weren/ 
welcher vilen Menschen hoffnung gemess/ wie Doctor Müllers Missiven auss Ulm zuerkennen gegeben/ das mittel 
hett sein mögen die Catholischen von der Oberkeit/ oder aus der Statt/ oder gar umb jhr leben zubringen. . . von den 
Cantzlen hat man auch vil kläglichs jämmerliches geschreys etlich wochen lang täglich gehört/ . . . Hierauff ist 
alssbald inn der Statt ein solche rüstung zur gegenwehr. . .”  
73 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, S1r. 
74 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, S1r. “Und wider wen waren sonst sovil tausent Burger 
zusamen gelauffen und in die wörn gesprungen?”   
75 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, L1v: “Sonst nit ein mensch in der gantzen stat durch die 
Guardia verletzt/ auch keinem Burger durch die Oberkeit (wie man pflegt zusagen ) ein Haar gekrümpt.” Just after 
this, he writes, if a young man did die trying to free Müller at the Gögginger gate, as Müller claimed, then according 
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this alleged discipline to make the case that the evangelicals had never had anything to fear from 

the landsknechts. When Meckhart and Rieger arrived at the square to calm the mob, the only 

lives they saved that day were those of the rioters.76 For if an entire banner of soldiers had 

intended or been ordered to use force that day, who could have stopped them?77 At several 

points, Rehlinger even goes so far as to suggest that Müller was disappointed that the whole 

thing did not end in a bloodbath, as he had been prophesizing.78 This about-face is telling. One 

moment Müller and his conspirators posed a grave and imminent threat to the city, but in the 

next, they are completely harmless, and at the mercy of the city guard. Rehlinger cannot seem to 

make up his mind. If at no point the landsknechts employed force, one wonders, though, what 

they were doing all the while the rioters looted and plundered (to which looting he repeatedly 

attests). Moreover, it begs the question, what really happened at the Gögginger gate? Every other 

account describes fighting, and, if not in every case deaths, then certainly injuries and bloodshed. 

To hear Rehlinger put it though, these guards simply handed Müller over without ever touching 

their weapons.  

In the end, both of these official accounts of the riot—Müller’s and Rehlinger’s—were deeply 

entrenched in a culture of adversarialism. Müller insisted the council had been sending spies 

(spionen) to infiltrate his sermons, and Rehlinger saw conspiracies everywhere he turned. If the 

result of all this was not so tragic, it would almost be amusing, especially insofar as both men 

claimed to hold the principles of the Religionsfriden in the highest regard. The way they 

reconciled their paranoia with this belief, though, was by redefining the labels which they 

                                                           
to the circumstances of that account, that man’s death was not their fault. If Müller had not been so self-involved—if 
he had simply admonished the fool to just go home—then he would still be alive. 
76 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, S1r. 
77 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, O3v, S1r.  
78 Rehlinger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, S1v.  
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attached to their adversaries. Müller had no quarrel with local Catholics, he claimed, only with 

the Jesuits and the “papist” council. Rehlinger, for his part, bore no enmity towards the 

evangelicals, only to the Müllerischen sect/faction/mob/conspiracy. If the names of the 

adversaries changed, the state of adversarialism in Augsburg nevertheless persisted. While these 

nominal distinctions might have served to satisfy the agendas of men like Müller and Rehlinger, 

these labels nevertheless exacerbated the state of bi-confessional tension in the city even further. 

While no doubt someone like Georg Meckhart would have resented Müller’s populist rhetoric, 

the ideological and cultural divisions within Augsburg Protestantism were not hard and fast 

borders. If not every evangelical rose up against the council in 1584, we should not assume they 

did not still share the rioters’ grievances. Therefore, by consistently de-legitimizing all of the 

complaints which Müller and the other preachers brought to the council, and which they later 

voiced publicly, the council, and Rehlinger in particular, ignored the very real and valid concerns 

which had long been eroding the evangelicals’ trust in the impartiality of the city government.  

On the other hand, those preachers who, beginning in the 1560s, attributed all of the city’s woes 

to the Jesuits and their patrons likewise failed to examine the situation objectively. They had 

some rational complaints—especially concerning the exorcisms—but as we have seen, thanks to 

the likes of Melhorn and Scheibenhart, tensions between evangelical and Catholic clergy were 

already strained before the Jesuits ever arrived. The notion that the Jesuits were entirely to blame 

for the city’s problems was about as close to reality as Ursula Fugger’s claims that her household 

was beset by demons and spirits. These were enemies of convenience created out of deep anxiety 

and confusion to make the world seem more comprehensible. But while the Jesuits did 

eventually put a stop to the exorcisms, the evangelical narratives demonizing the order thrived. 

In a letter to Pfalzgrav Phillip Ludwig in 1589, for example, the Augsburg exiles expressed their 
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hope that that they might yet be able to return to their homes and goods back in the city. In a 

more abstract sense, though, they also added that they wanted to return to the days when the 

religions in Augsburg were at peace, and when the citizens were united, as it was before the 

Jesuits slithered in (eingeschlaicht).79 

As for the preachers’ defining their other adversaries as the “papist” council, in doing so they 

denied themselves a number of opportunities for non-partisan cooperation—opportunities to de-

escalate tensions and find a way forward. One such opportunity was the appointment of Johann 

Baptist Meckhart. This was a gifted, bright young preacher who had already been accepted by 

the ministry once, and who had lost his appointment because of an overly-exuberant defense of 

their confession. How he came to be labelled a Flaccian, a Calvinist, and “poisonous snake” by 

the same ministers who once lamented his dismissal lies at the heart of this story. In 1583, none 

of the preachers bore ill-will towards Johann Baptist, but within the span of about six months, 

many of those same preachers had learned to hate him, not because of anything he did, but 

because of the way he was presented to them—because of the taint of his association with 

Rehlinger.  

In short, we cannot put all of the responsibility for the Kalenderstreit on Rehlinger and his 

council, no more than we can solely put it on Müller and his zuvil affectionirte Predicanten. 

These answers are too easy, and they overlook a central theme of Augsburg’s post-Reformation 

narrative; namely, that peace is difficult to achieve, and takes patience and, above all, empathy to 

maintain. These qualities, sadly, were often all too rare in bi-confessional Augsburg, where the 

slow creep of partisan polarization over the course of several generations gradually gave rise to 

                                                           
79 Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr.2: 832r: “wider anheimbs  zu unseren haab und güttern, vor gütter zeit khommen, 
wehren damit ober und under thonen beeder religionen in ernvesten friden und bürgerlicher einigkeit, wie hievor, 
ehe die Jesuiter daselbst eingeschlaicht.” 
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demagogues and would-be autocrats. Confessional purity and partisan loyalty were two heads of 

the same beast—a kind of Cerberus, or hellhound, that preyed on people’s insecurities in a time 

of prolonged and profound spiritual, political, and economic turmoil. The comfort of belonging 

to a confessional community lay in its rhetorical absolutes. To know that one belonged to the 

community of the saved—to have certainty and take comfort from that knowledge—one had to 

be taught to recognize the damned. More than a theological abstraction, this kind of cultural 

predestination became a lens through which early modern Germans increasingly came to view 

the world around them as the sixteenth century ran its course.  

* ** 

“It is a curious thing,” wrote the eighteenth-century chronicler Paul von Stetten, “that when a 

single preacher was exiled in 1584, there was a great uproar and riot; and yet, scarce two years 

later, when eleven preachers were exiled all at once, there was no outcry, not the slightest 

disorder.”80  

For months following the expulsion of the politicians, the ministry kept up its own modest 

resistance to the imperial resolution on vocation. While there are no indications that they used 

their pulpits to rally support for their cause, they nevertheless tried to keep a dialogue going with 

the council, refusing to accept that the imperial commission’s resolution was the end of the 

matter. An excellent source for this dialogue is a publication printed in 1586 under the emperor’s 

authority. It was a collection of correspondence and decrees pertaining to the Augsburg vocation 

controversy, and included not only the emperor’s own intervention in the matter, but also 

                                                           
80 Stetten, 2:696: “und ist sich zu verwundern, dass da Anno 1584, bey Ausschaffung des einigen D. Mylii ein so 
grosser Auflauf entstanden, dieses mal, da zu gleicher zeit 11 prediger die Stadt raumen müssen, sich kein Mensch 
darwider gesetzt, oder die geringste unruhe anzufangen  begehret.” 
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supplications from the council to the emperor, from the ministry to the council, as well as the 

final council decree ordering the expulsion of the ministry on July 13, 1586.81 Equally useful is 

the collection of letters and supplications published in response by the exiled preachers later that 

year, in which they presented their defense in full, rather than in extraction.82  

One of the issues at the heart of this discourse was not necessarily that the council had authority 

over vocation, but that the decisions were ultimately made by Catholics. In a recommendation to 

the city council, the commission recommended that the issue might be helped by ensuring that 

one of the two Stadtpfleger was actually evangelical. In August, 1585, Hans Welser was 

appointed Stadtpfleger in Fugger’s place.83 The council also appointed three new evangelical 

church provosts. Despite these appointments, however, the preachers were not swayed. 

After months of failed negotiations with no easy resolution in sight, and with the exiled 

politicians continuing to rally support from princes, theologians, and councils throughout 

Germany, the Augsburg council finally wrote directly to the emperor, pleading with him not to 

listen to those who were demanding a reversal of the imperial resolution. On January 30, 1586, 

Rudolph obliged their petition, sending them a decree in his own name, confirming support for 

their case. As he had in September, 1585, he again clearly presented the issue as one of 

obedience, both to the city council and to the emperor.84 Moreover, the emperor denounced the 

                                                           
81 VD16 D 1294 Rudolf II, Heiliges Römisches Reich, Kaiser, Publication der Röm. Kay. May. zwischen der 
Oberkeit unnd den Kirchendienern Augspurgischer Confession, in der Statt Augspurg, und irer anhengigen 
ergangnen letster resolution, sampt angehengtem bericht, was darauff die Herrn Kirchendiener an die Oberkeit 
supplicirt, und was inen die Herrn Stattpfleger und Gehaime auff solches weytter anzaigen und fürhalten lassen 
(Augsburg, 1586).  
82 See SuStBA 4 Aug 735 15: Etliche Schrifften, so die Evangelische aus Augspurg verstossene Prediger/ zu 
besserm bericht der sachen/ in Druck verfertiget (1586).  
83 It is not immediately clear if Welser was evangelical or Catholic. Like the Rehlingers, the Welser clan had 
adherents of both religions. In any case, though, even If he was an evangelical, his appointment certainly did not 
resolve the controversy. 
84 See Etliche Schrifften, so die Evangelische aus Augspurg verstossene Prediger, A2v-3v. For a copy of the 1585 
decree in Rudolph’s name, see SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 32, 918r-919v.  
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interference of the Protestant princes in this matter, admonishing them to obedience and civility. 

Bolstered by this decree, in June the council issued another warning to the ministry. The matter 

was settled—according to the emperor, they wrote, the issue of vocation fell under temporal 

authority. To the preachers’ refrain that the resolution violated the Peace of Augsburg, they 

replied that the preachers could not pick and choose which imperial decrees they would obey. 

The emperor, here and now, was ordering them to obey, and that was that. They had asked for an 

impartial appeal of their case—well, who could be more impartial than the emperor?85  

Georg Meckhart’s participation in this ongoing protest requires a little explanation. After all, he 

himself had gone to Rehlinger to help get his son re-appointed in the city. His thoughts on 

vocation, however, can be found in a chapter of his 1577 treatise. He divides this short chapter 

into two parts: the first tackled who had the authority to call and appoint preachers, and the 

second looked at what made a preacher suitable for the office. Citing the examples of the 

apostles, he stated that he had no doubt that ministers had the authority to ordain other ministers. 

However, insofar as the preaching office was ultimately protected and sustained by city 

authorities, these appointments had to have their consent. Even as they protected the preachers, 

the authorities (Obrigkeit) were responsible for their behavior, and therefore had a say in who 

was appointed.86 As for the criteria for a good candidate, the first point Meckhart makes is that 

they should not be overly ambitious—they should not invade (mit boesen Praticken eintringe) 

the pulpit, but go through proper channels and be invited to the post by both ministerial and 

                                                           
85 VD16 D 1294, D1v.  
86 Georg Meckahrt (1577), 17r. After listing a series of examples of the apostles appointing ministers, he then adds: 
“Auss welchen Exemplen wir erkennen moegen/ das die Kirchendiener haben macht/ an stat der Kirchen ainen 
Mitbrueder inn das Predigampt zu ordinieren. Zu welchen beruf auch der Oberkait verwilligung solle kommen/ weil 
sy das Predigampt schuetzet/ und den Dieneren underhaltung zu geben schuldig ist.”  
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magisterial authorities. He also warned to be wary of any preachers who strive for a bishop’s 

chair.87 

Although he presses the point about needing the council’s consent for appointments, he 

nevertheless emphasizes the importance that the ministry be perceived as harmonious. Although 

he rejected the notion that appointments constituted a sacrament, he nevertheless asserted that it 

would be useful if there was some way to communicate to a congregation that newly-appointed 

preachers had the backing of the entire ministry. In the climate in which the vocation controversy 

developed, with trust in such short supply, we can suppose that Meckhart likely became 

convinced that this show of unity would have been impossible were vocation to begin with the 

council, rather than end with it. In any case, his signature stood beside Neuberger’s at the top of 

each of the ministry’s supplications in this affair, leaving little doubt as to the decision he had 

ultimately reached.  

* * *  

The ministry, fully aware that the issue was quickly reaching a critical juncture, nevertheless 

issued one final statement on June 28. They tried to explain that their motives in this protest had 

always been clear. There was nothing defiant or disorderly about their refusal to accept the 

resolution. They were adamant that vocation had to be seen as a spiritual matter, and that as 

ministers of God, they would be betraying their consciences if they conceded this issue. They 

pleaded with the council not to confuse their crisis of conscience with a lack of obedience. They 

wanted to be obedient in all matters which fell under the authority of the council and the 

emperor, but insisted that clerical vocation simply was not one of those. Finally, they asked for 

                                                           
87 Meckahrt (1577), 17v.   
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an 18 day extension of their case—one last chance to change their minds.88 Eleven of the 

ministers signed their names to this supplication (the entire ministry, excepting Ehinger and 

Johann Baptist Meckhart). In response, the Stadtpfleger, on July 1, issued an ultimatum. If there 

was any further protesting the matter, the ministry would be sacked and replaced with more 

virtuous (taugendliche) preachers.89  

Over the next two weeks, the council and the Stadtpfleger were inundated with supplications and 

visits by representatives of Brandenburg, Württemberg, Neuburg, and Ulm each of whom arrived 

with considerable entourages. By, July 15, the Stadtpfleger apparently had had enough, evidently 

assuming that the preachers were responsible for this very direct intervention. Over several days, 

they began to quietly increase the city watch until finally, on Thursday, July17, they issued a 

public proclamation. Because the preachers had ignored the fatherly admonishments of the 

emperor, the Stadtpfleger, and the small council, they were hereby and henceforth divested of 

their preaching vocation and they were ordered to leave the city by the next sunrise, and their 

families to do the same three days hence.  

What’s interesting here, though, is that the council did not present this divestment and dismissal 

as their own doing; rather, they claimed that the preachers had chosen to surrender their pulpits, 

and had chosen to abandon their congregations. In the council’s last directive, they explained, 

they had put a simple question to each and every one of the ministers: do you wish to continue to 

serve as ministers in Augsburg? Ignoring everything else that went along with that question, 

when the preachers did not respond with an unequivocal yes, the council used this answer to try 

                                                           
88 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug. 135, 479.  
89 A copy of this letter can be found in SuStBA 2 Cod Aug 32, 939v-941v.   
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to publically absolve itself of any wrong-doing.90 The preachers, of course, saw things 

differently. In response to the council publishing its perspective of the vocation controversy, they 

published their own that same year. Right near the beginning, they declared that not only had 

they neither chosen nor desired to leave the city, but in fact, they had done everything in their 

power—short of violating their consciences or upsetting the peace—to remain.91 They had 

begged the council and the commission not to dismiss them over this issue. Look at the pitiable 

state in which their wives and children were now living, they said—they had certainly not chosen 

this. They had known there could well be consequences for their refusal to submit, but they 

insisted nevertheless that their cause was just.  

Among their justifications for resistance to the resolution—many of which we have already 

seen—they also argued that only the local ministry was qualified to examine new nominees for 

ministerial office. For one, they explained, a potential preacher’s character and piety were as 

crucial as their education and orthodoxy. These candidates were expected to hear confessions 

and grant absolution—the ministry needed to be satisfied, therefore, that these men were guided 

by the Holy Spirit.92 Second, “foreign” (ausslendische) testimonials and university degrees did 

not necessarily make one qualified for the job. The council could not use these to pre-judge a 

candidate before the ministers themselves had had a chance to examine him.93 Finally, it was 

critical that a candidate not only be qualified to minister God’s Word, but that they were 

                                                           
90 Etliche Schrifften, so die Evangelische aus Augspurg verstossene Prediger, 3v: “den der dieselben wird man 
achten, das sie (ihrer rat den 28 Juni ubergebennen erclerung gemess) der cantzel und alle Kirchen alhie nicht weiter 
dienen wollen.” 
91 Etliche Schrifften, so die Evangelische aus Augspurg verstossene Prediger, 2v: “Da denn jeglichen 
unparteyischen Leser unser eigene Schrifft, wie auch der von unserer Obrigkeit gegebener letzter abschied, unsers 
erachtens gnugsam zuerkennen, ja mit henden zu greiffen geben wird, das wir urlaub nicht allein nicht begehret, 
oder usnere uns anbefohlene Kirchen zuverlassen jemals bedacht, sondern zum aller flehenlichsten darfür gebeten, 
uns aber dennoch urlaub wider unsern willen neben mitfolgender ernstlicher schneller ausschaffung, gegeben 
worden.” 
92 Etliche Schrifften, so die Evangelische aus Augspurg verstossene Prediger, B3r.  
93 Etliche Schrifften, so die Evangelische aus Augspurg verstossene Prediger, C1v.  
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perceived to be qualified by their congregation. If a parishioner had any doubts about the 

character or quality of their minister, then their ability to hear the Word of God through him 

could be greatly hindered.94  

This latter point about perception reveals one of the great unresolved contradictions in this whole 

affair. Towards the end of the ministers’ supplication to the council in June, they explained that 

for years their ministry had been unfairly attacked and abused, and on account of a few 

variations in their church ceremonies, they were branded enemies of the gospel and of the 

Augsburg Confession. A little after this, though, commenting further on the qualifications of a 

good preacher, they wrote that a zealous, educated, orthodox preacher was more desirable than a 

passive, peaceful, yet poorly educated one. Would such a preacher as the latter be able to 

persuade his congregation to live good Christian lives? Moreover, what is civil peace worth, 

when it comes at the cost of eternal salvation?95 In one instance, therefore, they seem to be 

complaining about zealous confessional advocates, and in the next, they defend them. 

This push and pull between pastoral moderation and zealous orthodoxy—between Christian 

morality and conformity—had been there from the start of Augsburg’s bi-confessional story, 

parts of it no doubt even carried over from the previous generation. Through Johann Meckhart’s 

dispute with Melhorn, through Hoffaeus’ bout with the young Wendel Völck, or Jacobellus’ 

stand against Ursula Fugger, not to mention in the divergent ideological orientations of the two 

men whose signatures appeared immediately after each of the supplications in this collection, 

Neuberger and Georg Meckhart: the contest between the Confessionisten and the Mediatores 

may not have taken center stage in the high-drama of confessionalization, but it was always 

                                                           
94 Etliche Schrifften, so die Evangelische aus Augspurg verstossene Prediger, B3v.  
95 Etliche Schrifften, so die Evangelische aus Augspurg verstossene Prediger, C2v.  
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there. If Augsburg’s story has anything to teach us, it is foremost that bi-confessional 

relationships were never black and white. Co-existence was governed by a composite of 

dynamics, perhaps best represented by something like a Cartesian plane. On the broader political 

stage of early modern Europe, the Catholic-Protestant axis has undoubtedly enjoyed greater 

prominence. However, as I have endeavored to show here, conflict and co-existence between 

religions owed greatly to the measure of a different axis.  

Goodbye, Farewell, and Amen.  

The aftermath of the expulsion decree is best described in one of the anonymous chronicles in 

the Staats- und Stadtbibliothek in Augsburg.96 Shortly after learning that he was suddenly out of 

a job, Zacharias Bächlin sat with his brother-in-law, the bookbinder Hieronymus Miller, in the 

hospital church. “We’re done for,” he lamented, “We couldn’t do what they asked of us, and now 

we’re being exiled as a result. Where I am to go? I have a house full of children!”97 The next 

morning, before he left the city, he took to the pulpit in St. Anna to give one final sermon in 

Augsburg. In it, he prayed with “sharp words” that God would ultimately deny victory to the 

pope and the Jesuits, but he also admonished the congregation to remain calm and quiet 

throughout the coming days, and to be obedient to the council. He had hoped never again to see 

the day when the entire evangelical ministry would be sent into exile like this, but here they 

were.98  

                                                           
96 It is not clear what this account is based on, but given the level of anecdotal detail, and given that it was still using 
the Julian calendar to describe these events, it is reasonable to assume that it was based on a contemporary source. 
See SuStBA 4 Cod. Aug. 135, 483-94.   
97 SuStBA 4 Cod. Aug. 135, 483-84: “Als Herr Zacharias Bechler Pfarrer in spital sahe, das es an ein scheid gehen 
würde, in dem die prediger ainmal den paptischen rat den beruff der prediger nit einwillig konndten, ward er sehr 
betrübt, und sagtein seine schwager Jeronimus Miller buchbinder, uns ist wol fürgeschnitten, wir können dise sach 
nit annemen, nemmen wirs nit an so müssen wir aus der statt, wo will ich aber hin, ich hab das haus voll kinder.” 
98 Bächlin was not the only preacher to offer a parting sermon to the city. Martin Rieger also took his turn at the St. 
Anna pulpit, giving a sermon on Matth. 13, in which he argued for the importance of being able to distinguish the 
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After he had said his piece, he paid a visit to his mother, seeking comfort and assurance. She 

reminded him, “You have heard often enough from your father and me how we survived the last 

exile in 1551, even with you children in tow. We never knew where we would find shelter from 

one day to the next, but we made it all the same. So shall you.”99 It was with tears in his eyes that 

he finally bid her, and his home, farewell. 

* * * 

Following a similar scene, bidding farewell to his parents and his brothers and sisters, Johann 

Baptist Meckhart was despondent. Thanks to the circumstances of their vocation, he and Ehinger 

had remained apart from the conflict between the council and the ministry. Really, it was not as 

though they could protest the council’s right of vocation when they themselves were appointed 

by the Stadtpfleger. Suddenly, however, they were alone—for the moment, at least, they 

constituted the city’s entire evangelical ministry. Orders came down from the Stadtpfleger 

through the church provosts that they were to immediately take up preaching duties in St. Anna. 

Ehinger was to give the morning sermons, and Meckhart the evening Kinderpredig. Under any 

other circumstances, these promotions would have been cause for celebration. Meckhart, 

though—especially—was not handling the transition well. He did not feel right preaching in St. 

Anna under the circumstances, nor did he feel qualified to be preaching before such a large 

congregation.100 He requested, therefore, that he be allowed to return to his ministry in the leper 

and plague chapels. The provosts explained to him that his appointment to St. Anna had come 

                                                           
“fine pearl” of the Gospel from cheap imitators. Although, like Bächlin, he admonished his audience to calm and 
obedience, he nevertheless told them that they would have to discern for themselves whether their replacements 
offered the truth of the Gospel or not. See VD16 R 2346, Martin Rieger, Ein Christliche Predig von dem verborgnen 
Schatz und köstlichen Perlein Matth. am 13 (Tübingen: Alexander Hock, 1586).     
99 SuStBA 4 Cod. Aug. 135, 485. 
100 SuStBA 4 Cod. Aug. 135, 487.  
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from Rehlinger himself, and they were not about to gainsay him. Word of Meckhart’s sorry state 

eventually reached Rehlinger, who ordered the provosts to bring him in line and to make sure he 

kept preaching.  

Within the next couple days, new ministers started to be appointed to the vacant posts, having 

been recruited expeditiously from Nördlingen and Nuremberg. Meckhart, though, was still 

wrestling with a decision. The sound of “his father’s bells at St. Ulrich” ringing again horrified 

him.101  Though he felt abandoned, many of his father’s friends and parishioners tried to comfort 

him. Was he planning to stay on, they asked. He had not decided, he would reply. On August 5, 

he was visited by a woman who had once served in his father’s household. She told him that she 

was deeply saddened by what had befallen his family, and he replied that he was too. But what 

was he to do? Was it God’s will that all this had happened? Would it have been better if his 

father and the others, for the sake of peace, had stayed and accepted things as they were?  

After a few more days, still undecided as to whether he would stay in Augsburg or follow his 

father’s example, the decision was finally made for him. Out of patience, Rehlinger sent word to 

Meckhart that he had been formally dismissed. His refusal to commit to his ministry and stand 

beside the new preachers was undermining their reception in the city. Moreover, Rehlinger took 

Meckhart’s reticence to take up his new vocation as a sign of contempt (verachtung). He was 

therefore ordered to leave the city within three days. From Augsburg, as his father and a number 

of the other preachers and their families had done before, he made his way west towards Ulm.  

The preachers and their families were received warmly and with great sympathy in Ulm, just as 

the exiled evangelical politicians had been the previous year. The burden of caring for so many 

                                                           
101 SuStBA 4 Cod. Aug. 135, 488. 
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people, though, was a heavy one, and the conditions under which the exiles had to live were less 

than ideal, especially for those with large families. Towards the end of the summer, a 

representative of the Augsburg council was in the city on business, and he agreed to meet with 

Johann Baptist. The young man, in a show of humility, threw himself at the other man’s feet, 

(einen diemütigen füssfall zuthun) begging mercy for his father and family. Meckhart confessed 

his great wrongs (bekent sein gross unrecht), and asked for some sort of leniency.102 This plea 

was rebuffed. 

The year 1586 had been an uncommonly cold one, and the plight of the exiles only worsened. In 

early winter, Johann Baptist’s mother had fallen gravely ill, and his father was left to care for his 

brothers and sisters. In December, Johann Baptist rather boldly made a trip back to Augsburg, 

where he quietly met with Elias Ehinger. He explained the situation, and asked Ehinger if he 

could intercede on his behalf to help him get his old position back so that he could help support 

his family. Ehinger agreed, but to no avail. The message he brought back from the Stadtpfleger 

was that Johann Baptist had had a chance to join the new ministry in the summer, but had made 

his decision.103  

In April the next year, he was finally able to find a ministry near Regensburg. Like Meckhart, 

many of the other exiled preachers were also back on their feet before too long. Thanks to the 

network of contacts the exiled politicians had established over the last few years, they were able 

to find new pulpits for most of the exiled preachers. Bächlin, Gross, and Neuberger all found 

positions in Württemberg; others found posts in Neuburg or, like Johann Baptist, in the Upper 

Palatinate. Georg Meckhart, whose wife died in the winter of 1587, was one of the last to leave 

                                                           
102 The author of this report is unclear. See StadtAA LS 1586.VIII.07, Extract aines schribens auss Ulm, den 7 
Augusti 1586. Stilo Antiquo. 
103 SuStBA 4 Cod Aug 135, 492-93.  
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Ulm. But eventually, in 1588, thanks to the help of Reyhling and Haintzel, he, too, started 

preaching again outside Ansbach.104  

* * * 

In the beginning of his chronicle of the Kalenderstreit, Abraham Thelot opened with a rather 

bleak portrayal of the state of affairs in Europe. He wrote about war, famine, plague and 

inflation; about the St. Bartholomew’s Day Massacre, and the sack of Antwerp; about a young 

mother so poor she strangled her own children rather than allow them to slowly starve to death. 

After relating these horrors, he interrupted the narrative with a discussion of the comfort which 

could be found in the Psalms in times such as these. Ruminating on the wisdom of David, 

particularly in reference to Psalm 103, he wrote that just as a father takes pity on his children, so, 

too, does the Lord over those in his flock, for he knows what kind of creatures we are. We are 

dust. In our lives, we are like so much grass in a field, blooming for a while like a flower, until 

the first winds come, and then we are gone—as if we were never there.105  

It was in this same pensive spirit that Thelot ended his chronicle. Addressing his conclusion to 

“My dear son and worthy reader,” he explained that you see now why this account was so long. 

In this conflict between the magistracy and the evangelical citizens, together with their 

preachers, neither side would give ground, each refusing to yield to the other.106 In time, the 

evangelicals came to adopt the calendar, but, he reflects, think what could have all been avoided 

if the evangelicals had only obeyed and accepted the “papist” calendar from the beginning. In the 

                                                           
104 Most of the exiled councilors’ letters on behalf of the preachers can be found in Prothocollum Ulmense, Nr.2, and 
were written between 1586 and 1588.  
105 Thelot, 2:504r-505v.   
106 Thelot, 2:614r: “wie dass kein theil oder parthey der andern, hatt weichen oder nachgeben wollen, jedoch 
entlichen, die Catholische Obrigkeit oder Magistratt, durch hillf und bestandt dess Kaysers die ober hand und das 
feld erhalten.” 
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heat of the moment, they forgot the words of Peter and Paul, both sides allowing a rotten spirit 

(rotten geist) to take them by the noses. One side used laws (gebot), the other the ban (verbot); 

one side said do it, so the other said leave it. In the end, he explains, it took both sides to break 

apart Christian liberty and bring on the Streit.107 Not one of us is perfect, though. We all have our 

flaws.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
107 Thelot, 2:614r: “es hatt hierinen mit den rotten gaist eine andere nasen und beschaffen [halt], dem mit den papst 
zu brechen beyde die christlichen freyhait, und seind beede wider christlich, der papst thuts durch gebot, der rotten 
gasit aber durchs verbot , der papst haist thuen, rott gaist haist lassen, wie dann die gaistliche freyhait durch die 
zweyerley gebrochen würdt.” 
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Conclusion 

 

Adversarialism is more than the sum of its rhetoric. It is a deeply entrenched and contagious 

mode of thinking and feeling, with very real consequences for the social, cultural and political 

fabric of a community. Here, in the narrative I have been relating, we have repeatedly seen 

religious identities expressed in binary opposition to one another, the most general example of 

which was the Christian-heretic binary; or, perhaps better capturing the tone of this pairing, we 

could figure it as Christ vs. the Antichrist. In the sixteenth century, this was not a new dichotomy 

in the imaginations of early-modern Christians. As long as there have been people calling 

themselves Christians, there have been non-conformists, or heretics. What makes this 

phenomenon so interesting in an early-modern context, though, is the power and profusion of 

exclusionary modes of thinking. To be sure, there were opportunities for coexistence and 

toleration. Catholics and Protestants might well, for example, get a beer together after work, or 

attend weddings together. In his refutation of Müller’s Augspurgische Händel, Anton Christoph 

Rehlinger wrote that it was absurd to say that there were Catholic priests telling their 

congregations not to marry outside the faith, given that inter-faith marriages still took place in 

Augsburg.1 Obviously, however, the fact of the latter does not disprove the reality of the former.  

                                                           
1 These false equivalencies are characteristic of Rehlinger’s rhetorical style. In another example, recounting the 
calendar riot, he claimed that the extraordinary discipline and restraint shown by the landsknechts during the riot 
demonstrated that the fact the the evangelicals’ fears about the growing presence of soldiers in the city were 
unfounded. For one, this claim that the landsknechts did not employ force is highly dubious, and is widely and 
vividly contradicted by the other sources. Further, he seems to miss the point that it was not simply the landsknecht 
the people feared, but it was those who had hired them—namely, the council itself. Rehlinger’s account can be 
found in SuStBA 4 Aug 735 Nr. 24: Georg Tradel, Der HH. Pfleger und Geheimen Räth, des heil. Reichs Stadt 
Augspurg warhaffter gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel. . . (Augsburg: Valentin Schönigk, 1587). Tradel 
was one of the council’s chief jurists and advocates. Why this work is attributed to Tradel in the archival signature is 
not clear. His name does not appear on the title page, and Rehlinger explicitly identifies himself as the author of this 
work on more than a dozen occasions. Hereafter, I will simply reference this work as “Rehlinger.” 



527 
 

 

Early-modern adversarialism was systemic. Its reach, therefore, depended on the strength and 

penetration of the systems which conveyed it. In Augsburg, these were manifold. The city was a 

major center of printing, for instance, in which upwards of fifty printers might be competing with 

one another at any given time. If the publication of religious materials was heavily policed in the 

city, these printers nonetheless found new appetites to indulge. Luther and the pope might have 

been off-limits, but God and the devil were fair game, and the drama of their cosmological and 

earthly contests made for good reading. If one believed that God sent floods to punish sin, then it 

was not much of a stretch to believe that the devil allowed his hellhounds to gorge themselves on 

those sins you left unconfessed. Moreover, if one believed in the immediacy of supernatural 

forces—corroborating accounts of which fed the local print industry—then orthodoxy and 

orthopraxy became matters of highest significance to the formation of collective religious 

identities in the city. This was, to borrow Benedict Anderson’s term, a form of print-capitalism. 

Only, the “nation” here was not Augsburg. For evangelicals, it was something like the nation of 

the elect, which identity was often asynchronous with the often half-hearted and occasionally 

duplicitous attempts by the city government to cultivate a shared civic identity.  

Print-capitalism is an important component of our story, and it is part of the reason why I looked 

in such great detail at what the preachers and theologians brought to print for vernacular 

audiences. Day-to-day preaching likely ranged between rote, dry scriptural commentary and 

bombastic, off-the-cuff pontificating; in many cases all we are left with are very general 

impressions of how a preacher behaved at the pulpit. Published sermons and treatises, however, 

were very different creatures. For one, they were public and permanent statements of beliefs, 

which meant that they could be traded, interrogated, dissected, and even in some instances, 
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prosecuted. Their authors could more easily be held accountable for them. More than that, 

though—more than what they said—we have to look at how those beliefs were articulated—at 

the tone of argumentation, which was often much less easy to police.2 It is at the level of tone 

that adversarialism most easily infiltrated the pastoral duties of a preacher, infecting, in due 

course, their congregations as well. But to understand the provenance of this adversarial tone, we 

need to look at confessions.  

Whether we are talking about the Augsburg Confession, Calvin’s Institutes of the Christian 

Religion, or Loyola’s Spiritual Exercises, the major, defining documents of early-modern 

Christian religiosity all relied heavily on exclusion in defining the substance of the faith and 

doctrine which they promoted. For Luther’s followers, exclusion was most prominent respecting 

Catholicism and so-called papal religion. Calvin, on the other hand, had to situate his religion in 

relation to both the Augsburg Confession and Catholicism. If Loyola was less interested in 

establishing these doctrinal distinctions, he was nevertheless heavily interested in discerning 

good from evil. In each of these three cases, and more besides, the religion was described both in 

terms of what it was, but also significantly by what it was not. Given the range of beliefs which 

came to prominence in the sixteenth century—often separated from one another by a single idea 

or practice—definition through exclusion was an expedient way of compartmentalizing complex 

theologies for lay audiences. Where we run into the problem, however, is in the trenches of local 

ministration. Recall Melanchthon’s frustration with the missionaries he sent to Augsburg in the 

1550s. As he expressed to Haintzel, he had admonished them, repeatedly, not to foment ill-will 

                                                           
2 For example, according to Rehlinger, the magistrates only became interested in what was being said from the 
pulpit when the preachers attacked someone by name; otherwise, they tried not to unduly interfere. Whether this 
claim was true or not (and there is some cause for doubt), the reluctance of the magistrates to get involved 
demonstrates at least some sensitivity to the fact that council-overreach was a growing concern among Augsburg 
evangelicals. Rehliger, Gegenbericht der Augspurgischen Händel, C4r.  
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or try to move too quickly with reforms. However, by the 1550s, the mode of adversarial 

thinking embraced by men like Melhorn had already begun to supplant the grand-theologians 

and architects of confessional religion. Melanchthon had written exclusionary identity into the 

Augsburg Confession for practical, heuristic reasons. Now, though, it had taken on a life all of its 

own. For the first generations of men raised in the institutions of confessional religion—the 

catechism, the university, the consistory, the confessional—“definition-by-exclusion” was 

ubiquitous, and adversarialism was quickly becoming dogmatic.  

There was, of course, resistance. Many communities caught between competing confessions—

notably, the imperial free cities of Swabia, or cities like Strasbourg on the edge of the empire—

struggled hard to find a way to reconcile these competing faiths and to mitigate the social sting 

of their adversarialism, giving rise to what has been described as multi- or non-confessional 

reformations. In many such cases, adversarial energy was deflected towards more vulnerable and 

convenient targets like Anabaptists, spiritualists, or Jews. On a broader scale, there were also 

early attempts at formal doctrinal reconciliation, most notably in the Wittenberg Concord. 

The Schmalkaldic War and the consequent Augsburg Interim, however, returned the Catholic-

Protestant relationship to the forefront of religious consciousness mid-way through the century. 

The fact that confessional competition within the empire had jumped off the page and onto the 

battlefield irrevocably changed the place of adversarialism within early-modern German religion. 

In Augsburg, the most poignant expression of this change was the 1551 expulsion of the ministry 

on the related charges of sedition and fomenting rebellion. Shortly thereafter, of course, the 

winds of fortune changed, and the Treaty of Passau and the Peace of Augsburg established a 

legal framework for co-existence between Catholics and evangelicals in specific contexts. But 

that framework, though, was only one side of the proverbial coin. Where many historians have 
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seen co-existence, men like Johann and Georg Meckhart saw a gathering storm—a coerced and 

at times artificial consolidation of evangelical communities under one banner, joined together in 

common cause to “curb the Turks’ and Papists’ swords.”  The unbridled hostility of a number of 

self-styled “Lutheran” reformers against attempts by the local ministry to remain apart from this 

muster in the 1550s demonstrates the tenacity of Luther’s clarion call. In extreme cases (the likes 

of which we readily find in Augsburg) any doctrinal or liturgical non-conformity was construed 

as grounds for excommunication from the community of the elect, the justification for which was 

typically that it made their “side” vulnerable to Catholic critiques that there was no evangelical 

consensus. Thus, we should always acknowledge that the animosity between evangelicals was 

not disconnected from animosity between Protestants and Catholics. In many cases, this disunity 

among evangelicals mattered primarily precisely because it was being watched by Catholics.  

Of course, early modern adversarialism was present beyond the walls of Augsburg. We saw it in 

Ravensburg, Ulm, and Hamburg; we hear about it in France, the Netherlands, and Franconia; and 

we saw new manifestations of it each time an imperial diet was held in Augsburg. Put simply, it 

was a form of zealotry that interpreted non-conformity as an inherently hostile act. Bi-

confessional adversarialism, though, was largely unique to Augsburg, at least in this period. 

There were other imperial cities that were legally bi-confessional, but none of these suffered the 

same amount of attention from the empire’s competing, confessionalizing states and churches, 

and as a result, religious and social anxieties were not exploited there to the degree they were in 

Augsburg. Geographically, economically, symbolically: Augsburg was the prize over which the 

Confessionisten fought, a fact which placed Augsburg at the center of the confessional map of 

late sixteenth-century Germany.  
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In the early stages of writing this dissertation, I had intended to include a chapter extending the 

study beyond 1586, looking specifically at adversarialism in the context of the spread of 

Calvinism into Germany. Ultimately, I ran out of space in which to do that, but the parallels with 

my findings for bi-confessional Augsburg were quite compelling, and I believe this comparison 

would make an excellent avenue for future study. The diffusion of Calvinist ideas into Lutheran 

territories and cities creates, in many instances, what are essentially bi-confessional cities. And 

here, not surprisingly, we find similar symbolic and rhetorical strategies being employed. What’s 

more, we find in these areas increasing numbers of exorcisms. For a time, even, Exorcism 

becomes a hallmark of Lutheran identity—a way of distinguishing it from its Calvinist rival.  

Towards a closing remark, I would suggest that we take these lessons learned from bi-

confessional Augsburg and apply them to the bi-confessional Holy Roman Empire in a macro-

historical context. In many ways, Augsburg’s bi-confessional narrative was uniqe; however, I am 

nevertheless convinced that the adversarialism which lay at the foundation of that narrative was 

symptomatic of a kind of broader, cultural confessionalization.  

* * * 

The word “rhetoric” in modern parlance has taken on a superficial connotation, making it easy to 

dismiss. However, if we dismiss what preachers in contexts like Augsburg were actually saying 

to their congregations—if we do not take their words and arguments seriously, and if we do not 

consider how they were received, even in the absence of ideal source material—we risk 

overlooking a fundamental part of the lived experience of many early modern Christians. Here, 

context becomes critical to appreciating the potency of rhetoric. In Augsburg in the period 

studied here, violence in the name of religion may not have been a daily phenomenon, but there 

was nevertheless a good deal of religious animosity and mistrust in the city, and at the same time 



532 
 

that there was a great deal of violence and suffering. If there was often little or no direct 

historical, causal relationship between these, we still should not discount perceptions. When, in 

1564, Magdalena Gessler ran home in tears, believing the ministry was about to be expelled, was 

her sense of victimization any less real than when she was physically tortured by the city 

government for believing it to be so? When Susanna Roschmann and Catharina Gutlebin were 

forced to participate in the dramatization of Ursula Fugger’s supernatural anxieties, the 

evangelicals who took to the street were not doing so to show their appreciation for the 

exorcisms, but because they believed these young women were being abused. Further, it was, by 

his own account, the perception and belief that the Jesuits were plotting to destroy Augsburg 

Protestantism that led Müller to preach that a Parisian-style, Jesuit-led massacre could happen 

there, too; and it was largely because of the success of this fear-mongering that Müller attracted 

the following and influence he did. So not only did he draw from existing popular concerns, but 

by incorporating them into his sermons and polemics, he fed back into them, amplifying these 

anxieties to the point of crisis.  

Why, then, have historians as of yet not taken these perceptions into considerations? The answer, 

in short, owes to the realization of the process which I have been describing here—adversarial 

bi-confessionalism. Insofar as historians have tended to approach the Kalenderstreit as a conflict 

with two clearly demarcated and articulated sides, this assumption has heavily influenced the 

periodization and parameters of the conflict. As we saw, these two presumed sides—Müller’s 

ministry and the city government under Anton Christoph Rehlinger—each published its own 

lengthy, official accounts of the calendar and vocation controversies after the fact, each 

attempting to control the narrative. Consequently, owing to the scholarly attention paid to this 

admittedly provocative rhetorical competition (especially at the expense of other ministerial 
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voices), we find within the historiography of the Kalenderstreit the reification of two ultimately 

questionable and diametrically opposed narratives; and preceding these, a tendency towards the 

celebration of a bi-confessional golden age that probably never existed.  
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