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Preface

More than 500 years ago, Martin Luther coined the term @wickau Prophetsd
These Prophets were radical reformers who wanted to work together with
Luther in the Reformation process. But the main protagonist of the Reforma-
tion refused and rejected their doctrine. Since then, the pejorative valuation
of the Zwickau Prophets has been a recurring theme in literature.

This prompted me to study the topic in a dissertation at the University of
Tldbingen (Faculty of Philosophy and History, Modern History) and to
scrutinize the common narrative. Advisors were Prof. Dr. Franz Brendle and
Prof. Dr. Marta Fata.

The German edition of the dissertation was printed in 2023 by the
Leipziger Universitatsverlag (ISBN 978-3-96023-549-1) under the title:

Die Zwickauer Propheten. Nicolaus Storch und die radikale Reformation.

This is the English version of the dissertation.

Berlin, February 2026 / Joachim Fichtel

Annotation

The English version has minor variances from the German edition. It was
translated from German, Old German and Latin. In some cases, the original
text in Latin or Old German is given in the footnotes. The illustrations of Old
German archive texts have been omitted and other images were added.

Text from primary sources is printed in italics. The names of authors from
the 16th century onwards are written in small capitals, unless they were
primarily actors. For books with several editions, the year of the first edition
is given in square brackets. Pages or columns, and, where required, lines
and numbers are given in footnotes.






1 Introduction

1.1 The Zwickau Prophets as Radical Reformers

Radical ideas were part of the Reformation. When Martin Luther®
(14831 1546) theses spread in 1517, a process was set in motion that
harbored the potential for radical change: centuries-old traditions
were questioned, shaken, and discarded. The pent-up dissatisfaction
among the common people and the resulting force of protest created
space for radical ideas. Religiously active laypeople in Zwickau, who
went down in history as Zwickau Prophets, could use this freedom
and, under the leadership of the clothier Nicolaus Storch (Storck)?,
they became part of the local Reformation. This religious lay move-
ment propagated radical teachings and its members practiced a new
belief, Luther was confronted with when the Zwickau Prophets pre-
sented themselves to Philipp Melanchthon (14971 1560) in Wittenberg
on 27 December 1521, claiming to be prophets and apostles.? Obvi-
ously deeply impressed, Melanchthon informed Elector Frederick the
Wise (1463i 1525) on the same day and stated that these men from
Zwickau were talking strange things about themselves.® Frederick
immediately requested a further, detailed report, in which Melanch-
thon then explained,

Initially, one of the things that moved me was as follows: On the day of
St. John the Evangelist, Claus Storck and two of his followers came to
me in Wittenberg and told me how a new movement had arisen in
Zwickau with guestions about the baptism of children and the faith of
godparents. They referred to Doctor Martinus. | was particularly struck
by Marcus Thome, who told me how he, like Storck, had special, certain
and concrete conversations with God.*

1 Storch is also known as Storck and similar (stork = Storch). The Latin version of
the name is Ciconia, the Greek Pelargos; His first name, Nicolaus, also has
variants: Nikolaus, Nikeln, Nikel, Niklas, Nicol, Niclas, Claus, Clas.

2 MBW = Melanchthons Briefwechsel. Kritische und kommentierte Gesamtaus-
gabe, ed. by HEINZ SCHEIBLE, vol. T 1: Texte 1i 254 (15141 1522), ed. by RICHARD
WETZEL, Stuttgart-Bad Cannstatt 1991, p. 417,14.

3 MBW T 1, p. 417,12.

4 MBW T 1, p. 428,61 13. Melanchthon®& communication to the elector is available
in the form of a copy by Spalatin, who recorded the entire process ina transcript:
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Nicolaus Storch from Zwickau, together with Marcus Thomae
Stubner and another companion, had gone to Melanchthon in Witten-
berg, where they caused a stir with their criticism of infant baptism
and their statement about personal conversations with God.

Melanchthon was simultaneously fascinated and unsettled, so he
immediately turned to Luther, who was hiding at Wartburg Castle, in
the opinion that only Luther could judge such a matter i Luther®
verdict then left nothing to be desired in terms of clarity: He believed
Satan to be at work here i | have always expected Satan,®> he wrote
back. Based on Melanchthon® communication, Luther concluded the
Zwickau Prophets had adopted doctrinal elements clearly deviating
from his own theological positions and, thus, that there was a spiritual
current within the Reformation movement that did not conform to his
teachings. He was by no means willing to accept this deviation.

With the appearance of the Zwickau Prophets in Wittenberg, Luther
suddenly felt that he stood in opposition to everything radical and he
did not hesitate to take a frontal stance. Consequently, a rift opened
within the Reformation movement as early as 1522. A new level of
conflict had emerged in the Reformation process: Luther® teachings
and those of the Zwickau Prophets together stood opposed not only
to the Catholic faith, but also to one another.

This was a turning point in the Reformation movement: Whereas
previously, despite differences between the various protagonists, not
least between Luther and Thomas Mintzer (1489i 1525), there had
only been the one Reformation movement, now however the rejection
of the Zwickau Prophetséoctrine had caused a rupture, and from then
on, the protagonists of such teachings were strictly separated from
Luther® Reformation and degraded to outsiders. Luther saw a very
serious schism here,® which had now been caused by the Zwickau
Prophets.

Melanchthon® and Amsdorf& letters of 27 December 1521 to the elector and to
Spalatin, Melanchthon& and Amsdorf& statements of January 1522, the elec-
tor& reply of 2 January and Melanchthon& subsequent reply (ThHStAW, EGA,
Reg. N 173, Spalatins Niederschrift der Verlautbarungen Melanchthons, Ams-
dorfs und Friedrichs des Weisen, fol. 1ai 15a). These records can be found in
the Landesarchiv Thiringen, Hauptstaatsarchiv Weimar, Ernestinisches Gesamt-
archiv in Weimar.

5 WABr 2 = Weimarer Ausgabe: D. Martin Luthers Werke. Kritische Gesamtaus-
gabe, Briefwechsel, vol. 2: 15201 1522, Weimar 1931, pp. 427, 1177 119.

6 WABr 2, p. 427,118f.
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From this point onward, he decisively distanced himself from all
radical currents, so that the flLutheran identitydwas not only formed in
the confrontation with the Catholic and Zwinglian side, but also in the
course of the stringent rejection of enthusiastic currents.” After his
return from Wartburg Castle in March 1522, Luther did everything to
eliminate the Zwickau Prophets from his Reformation movement and
at the same time to curb the development forced by Karlstadt (14861
1541) in Wittenberg.

The split in the Reformation movement had begun, and with it
began a struggle between the moderate and the radical forms of the
Reformation in the dHoly Roman Empire of the German Nationé Up to
this point i despite Luther& groundbreaking writings i no generally
applicable Reformation doctrine had yet emerged, and no binding
theological framework for the Reformation process had been defined.
At the beginning of the Reformation, there was a situation fin which
different approaches to the reform of church and society [...] could
have their saya® To the Zwickau Prophets, like numerous other
actors, the theological reform scenario, despite Luther®& predomin-
ance, must have seemed open and shapeable up to this point. Like-
wise, on the authoritieséside, until Luther was threatened with excom-
munication, the princes did not feel compelled to decisively combat
the Reformation movement underway, because the whole scenario
still appeared to be part of the fgeneral criticism of the church and
clergyd and the scope of that which was set in motion in 1517&
development wasinitially not recognized.

7 DURR, RENATE: Prophetie und Wunderglauben i zu den kulturellen Folgen der
Reformation, in: HZ 281 (2005), pp. 3i 32, pp. 19f. KARL HAHN expressed a very
similar opinion on this issue: fit was precisely the battle with the Zwickau
Prophets that was significant for this [the development of the Protestant church].
Only the enthusiastic spirits (Schwarmgeisterei) led Luther to the firm regulation
of the new church service and finally, as much as he initially resisted it, to the
dogmatic fixation of his doctrined(HAHN, KARL: Luther in Zwickau, in: Alt-Zwickau.
Beilage zur Zwickauer Zeitung, zugleich Neue Folge der Mitteilungen des Zwi-
ckauer Altertumsvereins 5 (1922), pp. 177 19, p. 19).

8  SeeBAr, GOTTFRIED: Der flinke Flugel der Reformationd in: GOTTFRIED SEEBAR:
Die Reformation und ihre AuBenseiter. Gesammelte Aufsatze und Vortrage.
Zum 60. Geburtstag des Autors, ed. by IRENE DINGEL & CHRISTINE KRESS, Gottin-
gen 1997, pp. 1511 164, p. 151.

9  WoLcasT, EIKE: Die deutschen Territorialfirsten und die friihe Reformation, in:
BERND MOELLER & STEPHEN E. BUCKWALTER (ed.): Die frihe Reformation in
Deutschland als Umbruch. Wissenschaftliches Symposion des Vereins fur
Reformationsgeschichte 1996, Gitersloh 1998, pp. 407i 434, pp. 413f.
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Figure 1: The ¢Holy Roman Empire of the German Nationd(Heiliges Romi-
sches Reich deutscher Nation) in the early sixteenth century. This dHoly
Roman Empirebis also called @®ld Empired (Altes Reich) or @he Empireb
(Reich) or Germany. The reference to dRomanéresults from the idea of drans-
latio imperiid(the transfer of the Empire), i.e., the continuation of the Roman
Empire, now as a Christian German Empire. This empire was an elective
monarchy with a federal structure, whereby various territories had different
degrees of connection to the central power. The centralized power of the
emperor (Kaiser) was rather weak, while the princes as rulers of the various
territories had a strong position. According to the Golden Bull from 1356, the
emperor was elected for life by seven prince-electors. Over the centuries,
the Old Empire shrank, ending in 1806 when the emperor abdicated the
crown. The dominions and reigns, which had already been largely indepen-
dent parts of the Old Empire, became now formally independent states.
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Only with the Edict of Worms in 1521 did the authorities react at the
level of the entire Empire.

The Zwickau Prophets represented radical religious ideas.
Following WiLLiams, they can be categorized as part of the radical
Reformation. WiLLiamsoéterm fRadical Reformationg with which he
distinguished the radicals as the fi:-ourth6Reformationofrom Luther-
ans, Calvinists, and Anglicans,® was recognized in the literature and
has become widely accepted.

GoEeRTz, however, considered the same term a ffailed typology.d*
He also questioned fivhether this concept of radicality should not also
include what Luther and Zwingli, Bucer, and Oecolampad set in
motiong*? as well as whether the Reformation should be generally
considered as a fradical eventa'® Although the Reformation, as a
break with the Catholic Church, is undisputedly an expression of

10 WiLLIamMs, GEORGE HUNTsTON: Documents lllustrative of the Radical Reformation,
in: GEORGE HUNTSTON WiLLIAMS, & ANGEL M. MERGAL (ed.): Spiritual and
Anabaptist Writers, in: The Library of Christian Classics 25 (1957), pp. 177 293,
pp. 19f. GUNTER MUHLPFORDT (1952) used the term fidadical reformation® even
before GEORGE HUNTSTON WiLLIAMS (MUHLPFORDT, GUNTER: Radikal i eine Kate-
gorie in Anwendung auf Reform, Reformation und Revolution, in: SIEGFRIED
Hover (ed.): Reform, Reformation, Revolution, Leipzig 1980, pp. 1561 166, p.
164). As early as 1844, KARL HAGEN mentioned the fradical tendencies of the
new Prophetso and recognized in Muntzer and the Anabaptists the fradical
directiono of the Reformation process (HAGEN, KaARL: Deutschlands literarische
und religitse Verhéltnisse im Reformationszeitalter, vol. 3: Der Geist der Refor-
mation und seine Gegensétze, vol. 2, Erlangen 1844, p. 52; p. 111). The term
dradical Reformationdwas then popularized in particular by GEORGE HUNTSTON
WiLLiamsé comprehensive account (WiLLIAMS, GEORGE HUNTSTON: The Radical
Reformation, Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1962). Since WiLLLIAMSOterm is
defined by the demarcation against Luther, Zwingli and the Anglicans and
WiLLiaMs included completely different religious groups under this term, for
example also Socinians and Unitarians, some of whom were formed decades
after Luther® appearance, it is in this respect a sweeping general term. Accord-
ing to WiLLIAMS, the time horizon for the dRadical Reformationfextends from 1516
to around 1579 (WiLLiAMS, GEORGE HUNTSTON: The Radical Reformation, 3rd
edn., Kirksville: Truman State University Press, 1992 [1962], p. xxxvi). See also
WOoHLFEIL, RAINER: Einflhrung in die Geschichte der deutschen Reformation,
Munich 1982.

11 GoEeRTz, HANS-JURGEN: Die Radikalitat reformatorischer Bewegungen. Pladoyer
fur ein kulturgeschichtliches Konzept, in: HANS-JURGEN GOERTZ & JAMES M.
STAYER (eds.): Radikalitat und Dissent im 16. Jahrhundert = Radicalism and
Dissent in the Sixteenth Century, Berlin 2002, pp. 291 41, p. 29. See also SEEBAR,
GoTTFRIED: Reformation, in: TRE = Theologische Realenzyklopéadie, ed. by
GERHARD MULLER et al., vol. 28, Berlin / New York 1997, pp. 386i 404.

12 GoerTtz: Radikalitat reformatorischer Bewegungen, p. 32.

13 GoerTtz: Radikalitat reformatorischer Bewegungen, p. 29.
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radicalism per se, differences can nevertheless be recognized among
the various actors, namely in the extent to which they distanced
themselves from Catholic doctrine and with regard to their ideas on
how to shape the desired innovation. There is also a further difference
in terms of origin: Whereas Luther and Zwingli had their roots in the
Church, the radical Reformation contained elements of the medieval
heresy, which was generally in opposition to the Church. Although the
radical Reformation was shaped by the confluence of various spiritual
currents and various religious elements, the influence of pre-Reforma-
tion, early Protestant movements cannot be overlooked.* Luther had
no connection with the latter.

The radical Reformation not only represented an increase in the
Lutheran potential for change, but also differed in its basic features.
Despite various similarities, the theological approach of the radicals
differed significantly from that of Luther or Zwingli. The radical
orientation found its expression above all in Storch® questioning of
infant baptism, which in the tradition of the Church was considered an
explicit mark of heretical teaching and was a primary point of conten-
tion as the disputes continued. The other main component of the doc-
trine of the Zwickau Prophets was articulated in the propagation of
visions and auditions as manifestations of the Holy Spirit. This spiritu-
alistic doctrine was vehemently rejected by Luther and when Mintzer
personally adapted parts of this teaching, the seeds of his alienation
from Luther were sown. Ultimately, the radical Reformation was about

14 Lupwic KELLER spoke of the fAltevangelischen Gemeindeno(Old Protestant con-
gregations) (KELLER, LubwiG: Zur Geschichte der Altevangelischen Gemeinden,
Vortrag, gehalten zu Berlin am 20. April 1887, Berlin 1887). REMBERT also
mentioned the fialt-evangelischen Gemeinden@ among which he counted Wal-
densians and Bohemian Brethren as well as some Beguines and Beghards
(REmMBERT, KaRrL: Die fWiedertaufero im Herzogtum Jilich. Studien zur Ge-
schichte der Reformation, besonders am Niederrhein, Berlin 1899, p. 89f.).
ERBKAM spoke of folder sects of the Middle Ageso (ERBKAM, HEINRICH WILHELM:
Geschichte der protestantischen Sekten im Zeitalter der Reformation, Hamburg
und Gotha 1848, p. 480). The doctrinal basis of the Old Protestant congregations
was the Bible (KELLER, LubwiG: Die Reformation und die &lteren Reformparteien.
In ihrem Zusammenhange dargestellt, Leipzig 1885, p. 37). Albigenses
(Cathars) or Flagellants were not counted among the Old Protestant commu-
nities. The Waldensians positioned themselves in opposition to the Cathars
(LAmBERT, MALcoLM: Die Haresie der Zeit, in: Jan Hus. Zwischen Zeiten, Vélkern,
Konfessionen. Vortrage des internationalen Symposions in Bayreuth vom 22. bis
26. September 1993, ed. by FERDINAND SEIBT et al., Munich 1997, p. 591 66, p.
59). Although there were major differences in doctrine between the Waldensians
and the Cathars, both were equally regarded as sectarians by the Church.
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a different religious model. Mlntzer finally realized that his radical
positions represented a Christian faith that did not agree with Luther,®
as he informed the Saxon elector in 1524. Due to these significant
differences within the Reformation movement, it seems sensible to
make an explicit differentiation and use the term dadicaldé as a
demarcation criterion and accordingly speak of the radical Reforma-
tion. Whereas the term dadical Reformation6has become common,
the term fiThe left wing of the Reformationdcoined by RoLAND BAINTON'®
has not been able to establish itself. BaInToN explained: fiThe left wing
is composed of those who separated church and state and rejected
the civil arm in matters of religion.d’ Although BainTon explicitly
referred to the Zwickau Prophets T AThe groups | have in mind in
rough chronological order are: first, the Zwickau Prophets [...]; then,
Thomas Muentzerd® i his definition does not do justice to the radical
Reformation movement in its initial phase, especially as the stringent
separation of church and state at the starting point did not correspond
to the ideas of the radicals, including the Zwickau Prophets.

In principle, it is not possible to speak of a closed radical Reforma-
tion orientation or even of a unified radical denomination that was
forming. There was a great deal of variance among the radicals in
terms of doctrinal content and, in the absence of a dominant doctrinal
authority, the corresponding fragmentation remained. Thus, although
there was confessional common ground, no confessional unity could
emerge. Nevertheless, the term d&radical Reformationdis suitable as a
criterion for classification and differentiation from the moderate
Lutheran or Zwinglian Reformation i not least because the potential
for religious and political change was incomparably greater than in the
latter two. Nonetheless, only one Reformation can be assumed i the
radical Reformation, despite its confrontation with the moderate

15 MSB = Thomas Muntzer. Schriften und Briefe. Kritische Gesamtausgabe.
Kritische Gesamtausgabe, ed. by GUNTHER FRANZ & PAUL KIRN, Gltersloh 1968,
p. 430,30.

16 BAINTON, ROLAND H.: The left wing of the Reformation, in: The Journal of Religion
21 (1941), pp. 124i 134, p. 124. As GUNTER MUHLPFORDT explained, this term
was not first used by BainTON (MUHLPFORDT: Radikal T eine Kategorie, p. 165),
HEGLER (1892), among others, already spoke of the fleft wing of Protestantismo
(HEGLER, ALFRED: Geist und Schrift bei Sebastian Franck. Eine Studie zur Ge-
schichte des Spiritualismus in der Reformationszeit, Freiburg i. Br. 1892, p. 14).

17 BAINTON: The left wing, p. 125.
18 BAINTON: The left wing, p. 125.
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Reformation, is to be understood as part of the one, overall Reforma-
tion.®

Because fivadicald|...] is a relative term@?, radicality in this context
has its reference in the existing religious and social status and finds
its expression in the extent of the desired change to the traditional.
Specifically, the Reformation process centered on the question of how
far the break with the Old faith should go, how drastic the change
could be, and what form the new faith would take. The radicals
advocated a clearer break with the Old faith than Luther did. They
wanted a radical and comprehensive innovation in religious life and
also demanded a change in socio-political conditions. The Zwickau
Prophets epitomize this form of Reformation radicalism.

During the Reformation, faith was the driving force behind action
and at the same time the object of confrontation. While at the starting
point of the Reformation there was a desire to change the existing
situation only moderately, a dynamic finally began to develop within
the framework of the reform efforts, ultimately not only resulting in
Church renewal, but also tending towards a development that would
lead to a completely changed church. Consequently, processes of
social change could also be expected.

On the Catholic side, there was initially a fundamental openness
to the desire for reform, even among loyal followers of the Church.
However, in the course of the innovation process initiated by Luther,
the fronts hardened, so that the clergy, the emperor, and parts of the
nobility opposed the Reformation, seeing the radical Reformation
segment as the even greater enemy. Nevertheless, Luther remained
the primary focus of the Catholic side as the one who was considered
responsible not only for the emerging schism in the Church, but also
for the rise of the radical movement in general. Luther was seen as
the promoter of these heretical groups such as the Waldensians,
Picards, Wyclifites, Hussites and others, all of which were just old
cries, old talk, old slogans, which, according to CocHLAus (14781 1552),

19 Whether one should speak of just one Reformation or of several, see HAMM,
BERNDT & MOELLER, BERND & WENDEBOURG, DOROTHEA: Reformationstheorien.
Ein kirchen-historischer Disput Giber Einheit und Vielfalt der Reformation, Géttin-
gen 1995.

20 MUHLPFORDT, GUNTER & WEIR, ULMAN: Kryptoradikalitat als Aufgabe der For-
schung, in: GUNTER MUHLPFORDT & ULMAN WEIR (eds.): Kryptoradikalitat in der
Frihneuzeit, Stuttgart 2009, pp. 91 16, p. 12.



21

you [Luther] as a new heretic, have brought up again.?* With regard
to the radical development in Zwickau, Duke George of Saxony
(14717 1539) said, Everything results from the teachings of Martin
[Luther] and his disciples.?? As the Catholic side focused on Luther as
an opponent, the substantive debate with the positions of the radicals
was conducted less from the Old believerso side than from the
Lutheran side, although the positions of the radicals differed even
more from Catholic doctrine than from Lutheré.

As much as the conviction that the Church is to be reformed
(Ecclesia reformanda est) prevailed in the late Middle Ages, there was
little consensus on how this reform should be organized. The struggle
for change developed into a battle for the right faith. The Reformation
became a broad-based conflict that challenged society as a whole.
Religious issues were central to the conflict.

The dispute between the moderate and radical reformers also
focused on theological aspects rather than social ones. Religion was
the subject of the conflict and the driving force behind the process of
change, not social criticism, even if biting criticism of social grievances
was occasionally leveled. Projected onto the actors as individuals, the
concern for personal salvation took center stage, while at the
ecclesiastical and social level, the motivation of the actors was not
limited to concern for the salvation of their fellow human beings, which
could be achieved through the right faith, but was also a battle for
privileges, positions, and power.

The protagonists of the time, in accordance with the prevailing,
religiously influenced worldview,? assumed that God was acting, and
this view formed the central pattern of thought and action both for
Luther?* and for the radical reformers. Historiography today generally
attempts to examine what happened, not least the question of the
emergence and implementation of the Reformation, on the basis of

21 LAUBE, ADOLF & WEIR, ULMAN (eds.): Flugschriften gegen die Reformation (15187
1524), Berlin 1997, p. 601,207 23.

22 GEss, FELICIAN (ed.): Akten und Briefe zur Kirchenpolitik Herzog Georgs von
Sachsen, vol. 1: 15171 1524, rept., Leipzig 1985 [1905], p. 210,11f.

23 BRENDLE, FRANZ: Das konfessionelle Zeitalter, Berlin 2010, p. 119.

24 SELGE, KURT-VICTOR: Das Autoritatengefiige der westlichen Christenheit im
Lutherkonflikt 1517 bis 1521, in: HZ 223 (1976), pp. 5911 617, p. 596. Helko
AUGUSTINUS OBERMAN also recognized this pattern of thought in the Swiss
reformer HEINRICH BULLINGER (OBERMAN, HEIKO AuGUSTINUS: Die Wirkung der
Reformation. Probleme und Perspektiven, Stuttgart 1987, p. 9).
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various ideas of urban Reformation and communal Reformation
(Gemeindereformation) or @eople’s Reformationé (&/olksreforma-
tiond?® versus princely Reformation or magisterial Reformation.?® The
radical Reformation with its components of a people® Reformation
stands in clear contrast to the princely Reformation.

In the initial phase of the Reformation, the interest of the people,
especially the @ommon mand(Gemeiner Mann),?’ in the new belief
and the willingness to adopt it were in the foreground, but these refor-
matory traits receded into the background when, from 1525 onwards,
it was primarily the princes who determined the process of change in
the sense of an authoritative ordinance of faith. The popularity of the
radical Reformation, both in Zwickau and throughout the Empire, did
not result from authoritarian requirements, but from the personal
convictions of the individual.

Such elements in the sense of a people& Reformation were
evident in the Zwickau Prophets and other radicals, leading to con-
frontation with the spiritual and secular authorities at an early stage
due to their theological radicalism and the immanence of a socio-
political potential for change. In the substantive debate, Luther in
particular became the opponent of the radical reformers. SmIRIN was
of the opinion that fthe dispute over the movement of the so-called
@rophetsdin the town of Zwickau (Saxony) played a decisive role in
the transition of the people®& Reformation to the open struggle against

% The term aVo b(Reformatiorn based bnithe people) was coined by
SMIRIN (SMIRIN, MOISEJ MENDELEVIC: Die Volksreformation des Thomas Munzer
und der grosse Bauernkrieg, 2nd edn., Berlin 1956 [1952], p. 6), whereby
SMIRING terminology, which can also be found in German Democratic Republic
historiography, emphasized not only religious but also socio-political aspects of
the reformatory process of change. (Gemeindereformation = thesis of commu-
nalism.)

26 |n addition: MOELLER, BERND: Reichsstadt und Reformation, Giitersloh 1962;
BLickLE, PETER: Gemeindereformation. Die Menschen des 16. Jahrhunderts auf
dem Weg zum Heil, Munich 1985; Hamm, BERNDT: Reformation fvon untenound
Reformation fivon obend Zur Problematik reformationshistorischer Klassifi-
zierungen, in: HANS R. GUGGISBERG & GOTTFRIED G. KRODEL & HANS FUGLISTER
(eds.): Die Reformation in Deutschland und Europa: Interpretationen und Debat-
ten. Beitrage zur gemeinsamen Konferenz der Society for Reformation Research
und des Vereins fur Reformationsgeschichte, 25i 30 September 1990, im
Deutschen Historischen Institut, Washington, D.C., ARG Sonderband, Gutersloh
1993, pp. 25671 293.

27 Gemeiner Mann = common man. This refers to the non-privileged section of the
population, i.e., not belonging to the nobility, the clergy, or the patriciate. In the
sixteenth century the proportion of the total population was over 90 per cent.
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Luther® party [...].5® REINER GRoR spoke of the fpeople& reformatory
movementoin Zwickau.?® Zwickau was the starting point of the radical
development and the first town to see a fight for a radical Reformation.
There, a sharp confrontation occurred between radical and moderate
forces. The Zwickau Prophets had raised the radical ideas of the
Reformation, and their confrontation with Luther in 1522 was ulti-
mately constitutive for the Empire-wide radical Reformation.

The 500-year dominance of a view of the Reformation based on
or compatible with historicism®, according to which Luther, the em-
peror, the pope, and princes are regarded as the actors in the struggle
about the Reformation, was significantly supplemented by PeTErR
BLICKLE® concept of communalism.®! This account was preceded by
BERND MOELLERG® reference to the imperial city as a key factor in the
Reformation,®? which, according to Kaurmann, fimade a decisive contri-
bution to the inclusion of socio-historical perspectives in the history of
the Reformationa® ScriBNER saw the Reformation as a kind of fsocial
eventa®* Although, as HANs-JURGEN GoeERTz emphasized, the Reforma-
tion was fmore than a &ocial movement@ the Reformation process
had the essential prerequisite that parts of society became open to
religious innovations and internalized the teachings of the Reforma-
tion. Without the willingness of the people to embrace new religious
ideas, these ideas would have come to nothing. The movement did
not begin with the principle of @uius regio T eius religio§® but rather

28 SMmIRIN: Volksreformation, p. 84.

29 GRog, REINER: Eine Denkschrift des Pfarrers Nikolaus Hausmann an den Rat zu
Zwickau von Ende 1529, in: Regionalgeschichtliche Beitrdge aus dem Bezirk
Karl-Marx-Stadt 4 (1982), pp. 581 67, p. 59).

30 The term diistoricismodis understood in different ways. Historicism here means
that important and formative personalities play an important role in shaping
history.

31 BuickLE: Gemeindereformation.

82 MoELLER: Reichsstadt und Reformation.

33 KAUFMANN, THOMAS: Einleitung, in: BERND MOELLER: Reichsstadt und Reforma-
tion. Neue Ausgabe. Mit einer Einleitung, ed. by THomAs KAauFMANN, Tlbingen
2011, pp. 1i 38, p. 3.

34 SCRIBNER, ROBERT WILLIAM: Popular culture and popular movements in Reforma-
tion Germany, London / Ronceverte: Hambledon Press, 1987, p. 145.

35 GOERTZ, HANS-JURGEN: Radikalitat der Reformation. Aufsatze und Abhand-
lungen, Géttingen 2007, p. 30.

3  The formula @uius regio 7 eius religiod(who rules determines the religion) was
established at the beginning of the seventeenth century by JOACHIM STEPHAN
(ScHINDLING, ANTON: Cuius regio, eius religio, in: LThK3 = Lexikon fir Theologie
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the path to the Reformation was paved by the openness of the people
and individuals to familiarize themselves with the new religious
doctrines, regardless of the requirements of the authorities. Despite
the approaches in the form of Social History that emerged in
Reformation research, especially in the second half of the twentieth
century®” in which greater consideration was given to the fact that,
according to ScrIBNER, fthe Protestant movements did not arise @x
nihilo@® and the fsocial groups and movementsé® now received
increased attention, however, with regard to the phenomenon of
openness to Reformation ideas, scholars almost completely ignored
the question of what role was played by the segment of the Old
Protestant communities, conventicles,*® and religious circles located
at the lower social level, in which the selective absorption of Reforma-
tion impulses was particularly intense. For centuries, a segment of the
population was distanced from the Church and had practiced a faith
that did not correspond to Catholic doctrine. These Old Protestant

und Kirche, ed. by WALTER KASPER et al., vol. 2, 3rd edn., Freiburg i. Br. 1994,
col. 1357).

37 In addition to MoELLER: Reichsstadt und Reformation and BLIcKLE: Gemeindere-
formation, these include, among others: SCRIBNER, ROBERT WiLLIAM & DixoN, C.
ScotT: The German Reformation, 2nd edn., Basingstoke / New York: Palgrave
Mcmillian, 2003 [1986]; DickeNs, A. GEOFFREY: Intellectual and Social Forces in
the German Reformation, in: WOLFGANG J. MOMMSEN & PETER ALTER & ROBERT
WILLIAM SCRIBNER (eds.): Stadtbirgertum und Adel in der Reformation. Studien
zur Sozialgeschichte der Reformation in England und Deutschland = The Urban
Classes, the Nobility and the Reformation. Studies on the Social History of the
Reformation in England and Germany, Stuttgart 1979, pp. 111 24. The historical
research in East Germany (GDR) also pursued a social-historical approach with
the term darly bourgeois revolution§ which was represented by STEINMETZ,
among others (STEINMETZ, Max: Reformation und Bauernkrieg in der Historio-
graphie der DDR, in: Historische Forschungen in der DDR. Analysen und
Berichte. Zum XI. Internationalen Historikerkongref3 in Stockholm August 1960,
ZfG Sonderheft 8 (1960), pp. 1421 162).

38 SCRIBNER, ROBERT WiLLIAM: Heterodoxie, Literalitat und Buchdruck in der friihen
Reformation, in: ROBERT WiLLIAM ScRIBNER: Religion und Kultur in Deutschland
140071 1800, ed. by LYNDAL ROPER, aus dem Amerikanischen von WOLFGANG
KaISER, Gottingen 2002 [1994], pp. 265i 289, p. 284.

39 BRADY, THOMAS A. Jr.: Robert W. Scribner, ein Historiker der deutschen Reforma-
tion, in: ROBERT WILLIAM ScRIBNER: Religion und Kultur in Deutschland 1400-
1800, ed. by LYNDAL ROPER, aus dem Amerikanischen von WOLFANG KAISER,
Gottingen 2002 [2001], pp. 2171 40, p. 25.

40 The term @onventicledis derived from the Latin @onventiculuméreferring religious,
non-official ecclesiastical, constantly recurring meetings of convinced believers
with the tendency to form a community or congregation of like-minded people.
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believers were united in conventicles and religious circles 1 in the run-
up to the Reformation mainly of Waldensian and also Bohemian-
Brotherly provenance. They had been able to develop and assert
themselves in secrecy, as a religious crypto-scene, despite repres-
sion and persecution. LINDsAY identified in the preliminary phase of the
Reformation a fhon-ecclesiastical religiong* in which he included not
only lay-supported groups such as Beguines and various brother-
hoods, but also, in particular, those sections of the population who
studied the numerous Bible texts already available in German at the
time.*? fit was the silent spread of a quiet, sincere, but non-ecclesi-
astical religiong*® emphasized Linpsay, who saw the existence of such
a religious movement as a key reason for the people® openness to
Reformation ideas.** This topic of the Old Protestant groups and their
influence on the Reformation has been largely ignored by recent
research:® fHistorians usually say nothing about this movement,
emphasized LiNnDsAY, although, according to RemBerT, fthe German
Reformation owes a good part of its tremendous successes to the
alliance of the followers of that ancient opposition [Old Protestant
congregations]a“*’ In Zwickau, the Old Protestant conventicle scene
was part of the Reformation process.

1.2 Subject and Intention of the Work

Firstly, this section describes the situation in the town Zwickau, the
starting point of the Zwickau Prophets. There, Nicolaus Storch® ideas
had found expression in the local conventicle scene and gave rise to

41 LINDsAY, THoMAS MARTIN: A History of the Reformation, vol. 1: The Reformation
in Germany from its beginning to the religious peace of Augsburg, Edinburgh: T.
& T. Clark, 1906, p. 139.

42 LiINDsAY: Reformation, pp. 1421 152.

43 LiNDsAY: Reformation, p. 139.

44 LINDsAY: Reformation, p. 114.

45 BERND MOELLER, for example, said: iTo my knowledge, there is virtually no
known evidence in Germany from the decades before Luther& appearance that
anyone would have denied a cleric the ability to impart salvationd (MOELLER,
BERND: Die Rezeption Luthers in der frihen Reformation, in: BERNDT HAMM &
BERND MOELLER & DOROTHEA WENDEBOURG: Reformationstheorien. Ein kirchen-
historischer Disput Uber Einheit und Vielfalt der Reformation, pp. 91 29, p. 24). In
heretical circles, however, the question of the worthy priest was always present.

46 LiNDsAY: Reformation, p. 139.

47 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 99.
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the so-called Secta Storchitarum as a religious group and spiritual
field of operation for the Zwickau Prophets. The influence of this non-
conformist religious movement on the local Reformation process is
shown. As the Secta Storchitarum has been little researched to
date,*® this topic is presented in detail. To expand their radius of action,
the Prophets finally went to the center of the Reformation in Witten-
berg to convince Luther and his circle of their teachings. The relevant
contacts and discussions are examined in detail.

At the core, the Zwickau Prophets are characterized by their
teaching. As this doctrine of the Prophets has not yet been detailed in
literature, its presentation takes up a great deal of space. Although
the doctrinal components are only fragmentary, they provide an
insight into the mindset of the Zwickau Prophets. As studies have
generally assumed that Storch& teachings originated in Bohemia, this
assumption is investigated alongside the question of the extent to
which spiritualistic and mystical elements are present in Zwickau
Prophetséteachings.

The effectiveness of the Zwickau Prophetséteachings often un-
folded indirectly, namely through the people they influenced. First and
foremost is Mintzer, who had learned about and adopted these ideas
in Zwickau. Karlstadt was also influenced by the Zwickau Prophets.
The extent of this influence is analyzed herein.

Due to the close connection to Muntzer, the question of involve-
ment in the PeasantséWar (1525) arises.

Controversial questions are also addressed as to the extent to
which the Zwickau Prophets can be attributed to the Anabaptist
movement and whether they were the first to carry out rebaptisms
during the Reformation period.

The intention of this work is to present the Zwickau Prophets and
their teachings, ideas, and strategies. This work is not primarily con-

48 BRAUER explained: fEven the existence of a Secta Storchitarum as a larger
organized separation from the church is doubtedo (BRAUER, SIEGFRIED: Die
Zwickauer Spottgedichte von 1521, in: SIEGFRIED BRAUER: Spottgedichte,
Traume und Polemik in den friihen Jahren der Reformation. Abhandlungen und
Aufsatze, ed. by HANS-JURGEN GOERTZ & EIKE WOLGAST mit einem Lebensbild
von HELMAR JUNGHANS, Leipzig 2000, pp. 91 57, p. 9). BRAUER referred to HOYER,
who stated: fin the MUntzerliterature, this remark in the Histories [about the
Secta Storchitarum] gradually becomes a group of heretics who however did not
exist in this formo(HOYER, SIEGFRIED: Die Zwickauer Storchianer i Vorlaufer der
Taufer?, in: Jahrbuch fur Regionalgeschichte 13 (1986), pp. 601 78, p. 66).
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cerned with the biography of Storch and his most important followers,
but presenting what the Zwickau Prophets encompass: the Zwickau
Prophets as actors in the Reformation, their theological positions, and
the challenge they posed above all to the protagonists of the Lutheran
Reformation. The object of this work is thus to nuance the depiction
of the Zwickau Prophets.

1.3 The State of Research

The Reformation is one of the central themes not only of church
history, but also of general historiography. The literature is corre-
spondingly extensive. Although Miintzer and Karlstadt, as the main
figures of the radical Reformation, were always overshadowed by
Luther and other reformers who were considered to be moderate, they
have nevertheless received extensive attention in the literature.*
The formative personalities of Anabaptism were also given their
place and status in the various treatises. The Zwickau Prophets, on
the other hand, were often mentioned only peripherally. Although
Storch and his followers are mentioned in almost every publication on
the Reformation,® they are stereotypically mentioned in passing. With
regard to the complexity of the Reformation, HANS JOACHIM HILLERBRAND
rightly stated: fHutten, Sickingen, Storch, or Eberlin are nhames that
come to mind no less than Karlstadt, Bucer, or Oecolampadius.&*
However, information about Storch and his circle is rather scarce. A
comprehensive treatment of this topic is a desideratum of research.

49 On Mintzer research: LOHSE, BERNHARD: Thomas Muintzer in neuer Sicht.
Muntzer im Licht der neueren Forschung und die Frage nach dem Ansatz seiner
Theologie, Hamburg 1991; DAMMASCHKE, MARION & VOGLER, GUNTER: Thomas
Muntzer. Bibliographie (15191 2012), Bibliotheca Dissidentium. Répertoire des
non-conformistes religieux des seizieme et dixseptiéme siécles, ed. by ANDRE
SEGUENNY & MARTIN ROTHKEGEL, vol. 28, Baden-Baden / Bouxwiller 2013; on
Karlstadt research: KERLER, MARTIN: Das Karlstadt-Bild in der Forschung, Tubin-
gen 2014.

50 The Zwickau Prophets can be found in German school books: fiThe appearance
of the @&wickau Prophets§ whom Luther criticized as @nthusiastic spiritsd
(Schwarmgeister), also caused confusion. [...] They boasted of prophetic gifts
and rejected infant baptismo (KalEr, EUGEN (ed.): Grundziige der Geschichte.
Mittelstufe, Ausgabe B, vol. 2: Vom Frankenreich bis zum Westfalischen
Frieden, 3rd edn., Frankfurt am Main et al. 1966 [1964], p. 193).

51 HiLLERBRAND, HANS JoAcHIM: Radicalism in the Early Reformation: Varieties of
Reformation in Church and Society, in: HANS JOACHIM HILLERBRAND (ed.): Radical
Tendencies in the Reformation: Divergent Perspectives, Kirksville: Sixteenth
Century Journal Publishers, 1988, pp. 25i 41, p. 25.
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This work thus attempts to picture comprehensively the Zwickau
Prophets. Throughout the centuries, the Zwickau Prophets were
regarded as misguided sectarians. Luther had laid the foundation for
this view. Melanchthon contributed significantly to the spread of this
view.

The statements of Luther and Melanchthon had a prejudicial char-
acter with regard to almost every other representation. The subse-
qguent literature not only bears Melanchthon®& stamp, but in many
cases simply compiles it, an approach SteinveTz reflected on as a
widespread legend about Storch.>?

This derivative understanding has for centuries influenced the
reception of the Zwickau Prophets. Martin Luther and Philipp Melan-
chthon had claimed authority of interpretation over the Zwickau
Prophets, and the dominance of their interpretations ceased to be
questioned.

Beyond the accounts of Luther and Melanchthon, however, the
writings of Georg Spalatin (14841 1545),% secretary to Frederick the
Wise, are informative, as are the notes of Melanchthon® confidant
JOACHIM CAMERARIUS (15001 1574).>

52 STEINMETZ, MAX: Das Miintzerbild von Martin Luther bis Friedrich Engels, Berlin
1971, p. 71.

53 Spalatin® records were published by: CYPRIAN, ERNST SALOMON: Georgii
Spalatini Annales Reformationis Oder Jahr-Bucher von der Reformation Lvtheri,
aus dessen Avtographo ans Licht gestellet von Ernst Salomon Cyprian, Leipzig
1718, pp. 52i 60. A part of Spalatin& records can be found in the original in the
Forschungs- und Landesbibliothek in Gotha (FLbG) under: Chart. A 340, Georg
Spalatin: Annalen der Wittenberger Reformation. The records of Spalatin, who
had the best information due to his proximity to Frederick the Wise, are an
important source.

54 CAMERARIUS, JoACHIM: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, totivs vitae cvrricvlo et
morte, implicata rervum memorabilivm [...]: Narratio diligens et accvrata loachimi
Camerarii Pabeperg, Leipzig 1566, pp. 43i53. A translation in German is
available: CAMERARIUS, JOACHIM: Das Leben Philipp Melanchthons, tbersetzt
von VoLKER WERNER mit einer Einfihrung und Anmerkungen versehen von HEINZ
ScHeBLE, LEIPzIG 2010. This translation is based on THEODOR STROBEL&
CAMERARIUS edition: Joachimi Camerarii: De Vita Philippi Melanchthonis narratio
[...], Halle 1777. CAMERARIUS is a useful source, especially as he had direct
contact with the Zwickau Prophets, having lived in Wittenberg from 1521 to 1526,
and was in close contact with Melanchthon, who was well informed about the
Zwickau Prophets. According to STEINMETZ, CAMERARIUSOremarks are of fgreat
significanceo (STEINMETZ: Mintzerbild, p. 68). OLAF KuHR, on the other hand,
spoke of: iCamerariusépolemical accounto (KuHR, OLAF: The Zwickau Prophets,
the Wittenberg Disturbances, and polemical Historiography, in: The Mennonite
Quarterly Review 70 (1996), pp. 203i 214, p. 213). However, CAMERARIUSO
accounts are of great source value.
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Numerous other authors also presented their various opinions on

the Zwickau Prophets in the sixteenth century, including: JOHANNES
GAsT (1544),% JOHANNES SLEIDANUS (1555),°® HEINRICH BULLINGER
(1560),%” JoHANNES MANLIUS (1562),8 GEORG FABRICIUS (1562),%° DAVID
CHYTRAUS (1564),%° JoHANN ScHUTz (1580),5! ABRAHAM BUCHOLZER
(1580),%2 JoHANN WIGAND (1582),5% HERMANN HAMELMANN (1586),54 Cas-

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

GAsT, JOHANNES: De Anabaptismi Exordio, Erroribvs, Historijs abominandis,
Confutationibus adiectis, Libri duo, autore loanne Gastio Brisacensi. Nunc
primum in lucem editi, Basel 1544, pp. 247f. GAsT adopted Melanchthon®
account from Nova Scholia; see also MELANCHTHON, PHILIPP: Nova scholia
Philippi Melanchthonis, in Prouerbia Salomonis, ad iusti pene commentarij
modum conscripta, Hagenau 1529, fol. 63bi 64a.

SLEIDANUS, JOHANNES: loan. Sleidani, De statv religionis et reipvblicae; Carolo
Qvinto Caesare, Commentarij. Cum Indice luculentiimo, StralRburg 1555, fol.
6lai 61b.

BULLINGER, HEINRICH: Der Widertéufferen vrsprung / firgang / Secten / wasen /
furnemme vnd gemeine jrer leer Artickel / [...] beschriben durch Heinrychen
Bullingern / dienern der kirchen zu Zurych. [...], Zurich 1560, fol. 1ai 2a.
MANLIUS, JOHANNES: Locorvm commvnivm Adloanne Manlio collectorum, Tomvs
Il. Vbi multiplicia exempla [...], Basel 1562 pp. 16f.

FABRICIUS, GEORG: loannis Rivii Atthendoriensis vita, descripta a Georgio
Fabricio, in: lohannis Rivii Atthendoriensis, uiri doctiss. de uera & salutari
Ecclesiae doctrina, de que pia hominis Christiani uita, opera theologica omnia,
in vnvm volvmen [...], Basel 1562, fol. U 4ilb 3 a , fol. b1la.
CHYTRAUS, DavID: Explicatio Apocalypsis loannis perspicva et brevis, tradita a
Davide Chytraeo, Wittenberg 1564, fol. B2ai B3a; CHYTRAUS, DAvID: Auslegung
Der Offenbarung Johannis / darin viel Artickel Christlicher lehr / viel historien /
[...] nutzlich erklert werden. Durch Davidem Chytraevm [...], Rostock 1568, fol.
b3ai b3b.

ScHUTZ, JOHANN: Serpens Antiqvvs, Die alte Schlange. Das ist: Der Sakraments
Teuffel / der sich in diesen letzten fehrlichen zeiten / mit 37. seiner firnembsten
Adiuuanten oder Obersten / aus dem Hellischen Reich / 6ffentlich ins Feld gelegt
/ die reine Euangelische [ é lere / [ é] v mb z wsdtdagegereden
Sacramentschwarm auffzurichten /v nd di eser Lande Ki
will ens. [ e] D u v efdrrern) 2w Rbigstedt Eislepdn 21580, fol.
201bi 203a.

BucHoLZER, ABRAHAM: Isagoge Chronologica, Id est: Opvscvlvm, ad annorvm
seriem in sacris bibliis contexendam [...]. Conscriptum ab Abrahamo Bucholcero
[...], Gorlitz 1580, fol. R5bT R6a.

WIGAND, JOHANN: De Anabaptismo Grassante Adhvc In Mvltis Germaniae,
Poloniae, Prvssiae, Belgicae Et Aliis Qvogve Locis, Dogmata Et Argumenta cum
refutationibus: collecta per lohannem Wigandum, D. Episcopum pomezanien-
sem. Additus est index [...], Leipzig 1582, p. 299.

HAMELMANN, HERMANN: Historiae Renati Evangelii deinde Schismatum Haere-
siumque; Anabaptistarum, exortarum In Urbe Monasteriensi Westphaliae, Ex-
plicatio, in: Hermanni Hamelmanni, opera generalogico-historica, De Westphalia
& Saxonia inferiori. In quibus non solum Res gestae Seculi XVI. & Anteriorum
temporum, tam Ecclesiasticae quam Politicae, fideliter [...] in unum volumen
congesta, Ab Ernesto Casim. Wasserbach. JGto. Accessit Vita Hamelmanni,

[ é]

rchen

[ é]
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PAR ULENBERG (1589),%° FRANZISKUS AGRICOLA (1591),%6 MARCUS WAGNER
(1596).57 In their, apart from Marcus WAGNER& comments, mostly brief
statements i these are presented below i the authors came, regard-
less of their confessional preference, to a pejorative statement about
the Prophets.

cum indice sufficientissimo, Lemgo 1711, pp. 11767 1181. Hamelmann pub-
lished the first part of his account in 1586 and 1587; the second part was written
in 1586, but not published until 1711.

65  ULENBERG, CAsPAR: Erhebliche vnd wichtige Ursachen / warumb die altgleubige
Catholische Christen bey dem alten waren Christenthumb [...] verharren: Wa-
rumb auch alle [...] sich wiederumb zum selbigen alten Christenthumb wenden
sollen. Allen [...] zum bericht zusammen gezogen / Durch Casparum Vlen-
bergium Lippiensem, Pastorn der Pfarr zu S. Cuniberts in C6ln / vnd Canonichen
des Stiffts daselbs, Cologne 1589, p. 261; p. 278; p. 350; pp. 374f; p. 662.

66 AGRICOLA, FRANZISKUS: Zweyter Euangelischer ProceR / von der Kinder Tauff /
das ist/wider allerley grewliche jrthumben dero Widdertauffer. [...] Durch Fran-
ciscum Agricolam, Pharrherrn zu Sittart, Cologne 1591, fol. t8ai t8b.

67 WAGNER, MARcus: Einfeltiger Bericht: Wie durch Nicolaum Storcken die Auffruhr
in Thuringen / vnd vmbligenden Revir / angefangen sey worden [...]. Durch: Mar-
cvm Wagnervm Seniorem, Firmariensem, Erfurt 1596, fol. 9ai 35a. MARcuUS
WAGNER, born around 1527 in Friemar, near Gotha, died in 1597, had studied in
Erfurt in 1547 and in Jena in 1548 and had been pastor in Bufleben, the neigh-
boring village to Friemar, since 1559. In the course of the synergistic dispute
about free will, he signed the Declaratio Victorini in 1562, as demanded by the
Ernestine Duke Johann Friedrich 1l (15297 1595), which expressed the Philippist
position, whereby MARcus WAGNER, as pastor [...] in Buffleben, submitted a
written statement on the occasion of the visitation, in which he claimed to be a
genuine Gnesio-Lutheran, but at the same time affirmed that he could agree with
what the visitator had said orally about D. Victorinj (FLbG, Chart. A 37,
Sammlung der Unterschriften in der Superintendentur Gotha, fol. 110ai 111a).
WAGNER lost his office around 1563. He then lived as a freelance historian and
author in Friemar. The primary source of his remarks about Storch was
Johannes Schneesing (d. 1567), pastor in Friemar, through whom WAGNER, by
his own admission, had been instructed in the Protestant faith. Johannes
Schneesing, a native of Frankfurt am Main, was oriented towards the Reforma-
tion from 1522 and became vicar to Pastor Johann Langenhayn (d. 1536) at St.
Margaret® in Gotha. Johannes Schneesing was probably in contact with Storch
from 152271 1525. From 1534 Johannes Schneesing was parish priestin Friemar.
Schneesing, who also called himself Chyomusus, had passed on information
about Storch to WAGNER, who utilized it in his writing. WAGNEr claimed to have
been informed about Storch by Schneesing not only verbally, but also in writing
(WAGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 16b). Marcus WAGNER& book dinfeltiger
Berichtbmay be counted among the fmost peculiar writings of the timeq but it
nevertheless provides various interesting pieces of information (STEINMETZ:
Muntzerbild, pp. 159f.). Only part of WAGNER® overall account can be regarded
as credible. WAGNER and Schneesing were opponents of Storch. For more
information on WAGNER, see KAUFMANN, THOMAS: Thomas Muntzer, ivwickauer
Propheteno und séchsische Radikale. Eine quellen- und traditionskritische
Untersuchung zu einer komplexen Konstellation, Mihlhausen 2010, pp. 19i 21,
note 38.
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The disparaging and degrading judgement continued also in the
seventeenth century, including with the Cologne Catholic theologian
ARNOLD MEesHovius (1617), who deplored Storch& sacrilegious
activities.®® ZacHarIAs THEOBALD (1623), a Protestant church historian,
spoke of the evil of enthusiasts, among whom Nicolaus Storch first
distinguished himself with his writings.%® The Zwickau chronicler
LorReENz WILHELM (1633) accused Storch of being responsible for the
Anabaptist swarm.” Tosias ScHmIDT (1656), another chronicler from
Zwickau, was outraged by these seditious and Anabaptist people’™
and HIERONYMUS KROMAYER (1670), a Lutheran theologian, was con-
vinced that Storch was the first to spread the seeds of this error.”
PAUL STOCKMANN (1692), a Lutheran pastor, saw this Nicolaus Storch
as the originator of the sect founded in 1521,7 and in the same way,
DANIEL COLBERG (1690), Lutheran professor at the University of Greifs-
wald, positioned himself against Storch as the founder of the Anabap-
tist doctrine: The first person to spread this seductive doctrine in
writing was Nicolaus Storch, priest at Zwickau.’

68 MEsHovIUs, ARNOLD: Historiae Anabaptisticae Libri Septem: Qvibvs eivs Sectae
in mvltiplices Sectas iam scissae, ortus, primi authores, progressus tam vio-
lentus quam fraudulentus [...], explicantur. Auctore Arnoldo Meshovio Lippiensi,
Cologne 1617, fol. (?) 2b.

69 THEOBALD, ZACHARIAS: Widertaufferischer Geist / Das ist: Glaubwirdiger vnd
Historischer Bericht / was Jammer vnd Elend die alten Widertauffer gestifftet vnd
angerichtet / [...] auR bewehrten Historien colligirt Durch M. Zachariam Theobal-
dum, dieser Zeit Pfarrern zu Krafftshof, Nuremberg 1623, p. 26.

0 WiLHELM, LORENZ: Descriptio urbis Cycneae. Das ist Warhafftige vnd Eigendliche
Beschreibung / der vhralten Stadt Zwickaw / Von ihrer Erbawung / Regenten /
vnd gelegenheit: Auch was sich sonsten in derselben zu Fried- vnd KriegséZeit
[ €] z u g eausgbewghatan archiven vnd Historicis zusammen getragen vnd
zum Druck verfertiget. Von Laurentio Wilhelmo. Obern Cantori alhier, Zwickau
1633, p. 217.

7L ScHwmIDT, ToBias: Chronica Cygnea, Oder Beschreibung Der sehr alten / Lob-
lichen / und Churfirstlichen Stadt Zwickaw / [...] durch M. Tobiam Schmidten von
Zwickau / Dienern am Wort Gottes daselbst in seinem Vaterlande zu S.
Katharinen, Teil 1, Zwickau 1656, p. 402.

72 KROMAYER, HIERONYMUS: Scrutinium Religionum Tum falsarum, Paganismi,
Muhammetismi, Judaismi, Catabaptismi [...], Opera ac Studio Hieronymi
Kromayeri [...], Leipzig 1670, p. 106.

73 STOCKMANN, PAuL: M. Pauli Stockmanni, Pastoris Beiernaumburgensis,
Elucidarius Haeresium, Schismatum [...], Ordine Alphabetico concinnatus; Cum
Epistola [...], Leipzig 1692, p. 24.

74 CoLBERG, EHREGOTT DaNIEL: Das Platonisch-Hermetisches Christenthum /
Begreiffend Die Historische Erzehlung vom Ursprung [...] ausgefertiget von M.
EhreGott Daniel Colberg [...], Frankfurt am Main / Leipzig 1690, p. 339.
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It was only GOTTFRIED ARNOLD (16661 1714) in his extensive work
&irchen- und Ketzer-Historie§ published in 1699, who distanced
himself from the common narrative by reporting impartially ”® on
Nicolaus Storch, Marcus Thomae Stubner, and Martin Cellarius as the
originators of the Anabaptist doctrine.”® Refraining from such a
positioning, JOHANN GEORG WALcH (1745) described the Zwickau
Prophets as fwill-o6the-wispsa’’ For PAuL TsCHACKERT (1893), Storch
was an fanarchist-communist demagogueg’® and HERMANN BARGE
(1905) placed the Zwickau Prophets fin the dull sphere of fermenting
fanaticisma’® The Zwickau senior teacher PauL WaPPLER (1908) then
imparted a much-noticed accent with his comments on Muntzer®
cooperation with the Zwickau Prophets. Although WaprpLER did not
deviate from the traditional viewpoint in his account, he introduced
more facts, and thus objectivity, into the discussion.®’ TRoELTSCH
(1912), on the other hand, attested that the Zwickau Prophets
frepresented the pneumatic enthusiasm [...] in the sense of an excited
religion of small people living on mystical fragmentsa® KarL HAHN
(1922), archivist in Zwickau, characterized the Zwickau Prophets as
follows: while iMlnzer escaped, the @azzel worms and the army of
rats and micedremained behinda® HeinricH BoEHMER (1923) spoke of
fStorchismq linking it with the characteristics of a AiTaborite gospel of
manslaughtera® JosepH Lortz (1939) recognized in the Zwickau

> ARNoOLD, GOTTFRIED: Ketzer-Historie, vol. 2, p. 265.

76 ARNOLD, GOTTFRIED: Gottfrid Arnolds Unparteyische Kirchen- und Ketzer-Historie
/ von Anfang des Neuen Testaments bil3 auff das Jahr Christi 1688, Anderer
Theil Der Kirchen- und Kéatzer-Historie / von Anno 1500, bil3 1688, Frankfurt am
Main 1699, p. 263.

7T WALCH, JOHANN GEORG (ed.): D. Martin Luthers [...] Samtliche Schriften, Funf-
zehenter Theil, Welcher die zur Reformationshistorie gehdrige Documenten von
1517. bis 1524. enthalt, nebst einem Vorbericht [...], Halle 1745, col. 2366.

78 TSCHACKERT, PAUL: Storch, Nicolaus, in: ADB 36 (1893), pp. 4421 445, p. 444,

79 BARGE, HERMANN: Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt, vol. 1: Karlstadt und die
Anfange der Reformation, 2nd edn., Nieuwkoop 1968 [1905], p. 403.

80 WAPPLER, PAUL: Thomas Miintzer in Zwickau und die fiZwickauer Propheteng
repr., Giitersloh 1966 [1908].

81 TROELTSCH, ERNST: Die Soziallehren der christlichen Kirchen und Gruppen, 2
Teilbde., repr., Tubingen 1994 [1912], p. 879.

82 HaHN: Luther in Zwickau, p. 18. HAHN was referring here to GOTTFRIED KELLERG
novella d&Jrsulad

8 BOEHMER, HEINRICH: Thomas Mintzer und das jlingste Deutschland, in: HEINRICH
BOHMER: Gesammelte Aufsatze. Mit einem Geleitwort von RUDOLF BOEHMER,
repr., Gotha 1927 [1923], pp. 1871 222, p. 203.
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Prophets fa dangerously explosive teachingo® while the &alwer
Kirchenlexikond(1941) referred to the fecstatic elementd® in Storch&
teaching, and in the d.exikon fur Theologie und Kirched HAENsLI (1965)
identified fradical, Prot[estant] enthusiastic spiritsa® SkaLweiT (1967)
saw fdisconcerting excessesg®’ and WiLHELM MAURER (1969) stated
bluntly, fHalf-educated and failed students, such as Melanchthon®
former protégé Markus Thoma, known as Stibner, were the undoing
of theologya® THomAs KAUFMANN took up the topic describing the
Zwickau Prophets (2010) as a fhistorically ephemeral appearanced®
and (2016) as a fshort-lived religious-cultural phenomenona®

Basically, in historiography, interest in the Zwickau Prophets was
overshadowed by other topics, and findings about Nicolaus Storch
and the Zwickau Prophets then became only the by-product of other
research foci.

Such peripheral mentions were particularly common in Mintzer
historiography research in the German Democratic Republic (East
Germany), which did not perpetuate the cliché of the despicable
Zwickau Prophets, but which, with regard to the radical Reformation,
focused in particular on socio-political components and explicitly
fopposed the clericalization of Reformation history. °® Thus, the

84 LorTz, JosePH ADAM: Die Reformation in Deutschland, vol. 1: Voraussetzungen,
Aufbruch, erste Entscheidung, 4th edn., Freiburg i. Br. 1962 [1939], p. 309.

8  Art. Zwickauer Propheten, in: Calwer Kirchenlexikon. Kirchlich-theologisches
Handworterbuch, ed. by FRIEDRICH KEPPLER, vol. 2, Stuttgart 1941, pp. 1414i
1415, p. 1414.

8  HaENSsLI, E.: Zwickauer Propheten, in: LThK2 = Lexikon fuir Theologie und Kirche,
ed. by JOSErF HOFER & KARL RAHNER, vol. 10, 2nd edn., Freiburg i. Br. 1965, p.
1431.

87 SKALWEIT, STEPHAN: Reich und Reformation, Berlin 1967, p. 154.

8  MAURER, WILHELM: Der junge Melanchthon zwischen Humanismus und Reforma-
tion, vol. 2: Der Theologe, Géttingen 1969, p. 231.

89 KAUFMANN: Miintzer, p. 91.

9%  KAUFMANN, THomMAs: Die Zwickauer Propheten, in: iMartinus halbenn ...a Zwi-
ckau und der reformatorische Umbruch, ed. by the Stadtverwaltung Zwickau,
Zwickau 2016, pp. 53i 62, p. 60. AMY NELSON BURNETT spoke (2023) of a myth:
A myth was born with Luther& rather casual dismissal of the three individuals
[Storch, Stlibner and a third person] who caused a stir in Wittenberg in the clos-
ing days of 1521. [ é] El ements of that myth can stil
of the Reformationdo(BURNETT, AMY NELSON: Karlstadt and the Zwickau Prophets,
in: ARG 114 (2023), pp. 1057 128, p. 105). BURNETT® essay was not published
until after the dissertation was submitted, which is why it is only mentioned briefly
here.

91 STEINMETZ: Reformation und Bauernkrieg, p. 160.
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subject matter, which was primarily religious, was not adequately and
comprehensively presented in the context of this historical research.

Notably, the English-language literature does not differ from the
German-language literature in its assessment of the Zwickau
Prophets. THomAs MARTIN LINDSAY (1906) believed that thanks to
Luther® intervention against the Zwickau Prophets in the form of the
Invocavit Sermons, fthe plague was stayeda® HArRoLD S. BENDER
(1952), on the other hand, despite his distance from the Zwickau
Prophetsddoctrine, came to the conclusion fthat the previous unjust
judgement of Storch will have to be revised in his favora® However,
BENDER® remarkable advance remained without further resonance.
FRANKLIN HAMLIN LITTELL (1952) associated the Zwickau Prophets with
fiMaccabeand Christianity”,** which is understood to indicate the
willingness to use violence.® WiLLiams (1962) was more reserved in
his judgement of the Zwickau Prophets and spoke only of the fradical
triumvirate in Zwickaud® with regard to the three men from Zwickau
who auditioned for Melanchthon. The claim that the Zwickau Prophets
propagated a gospel outside of the biblical basis can also be found in
English-language literature. BARD THoMPSON (1996) wrote, fiThey [the
Zwickau Prophets] professed to have received new revelations from
God quite apart from the Bible, whose relevance exceeded that of the
Biblea®” Until recently, research has essentially remained at the level
of WappLER& ffundamental studya® There is no denominationally
differentiated assessment of the Zwickau Prophets, Protestant and
Catholic authors are largely unanimous in their pejorative judgement,
and even Anabaptist literature, following Luther, still clings to the old

92 LINDSAY: Reformation, p. 317.

9 BENDER, HAROLD STAUFFER: Die Zwickauer Propheten, Thomas Miintzer und die
Téaufer, in: Theologische Zeitschrift 8 (1952), pp. 262i 278, p. 267. The first
publication was in German.

94 LITTELL, FRANKLIN HAMLIN: The Anabaptist View of the Church. A Study in the
Origins of Sectarian Protestantism, 2nd edn., Boston: Starr King Press, 1958
[1952], p. 11.

9%  WiLLAms: Radical Reformation, 3rd edn., p. 1297. GEORGE HUNTSTON WILLIAMS
stated: irhe Revolutionary or Maccabean Anabaptists thought of themselves in
their eschatological zeal as especially summoned to use force in advancing the
Kingdom.o

9%  WiLLiams: Radical Reformation, 3rd edn., p. 123.

97 THomPsON, BARD: Humanists and Reformers. A History of the Renaissance and
Reformation, Grand Rapids 1996, p. 406.

9%  KAUFMANN: Miintzer, p. 4.
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cliché. For centuries, the Zwickau Prophets were regarded as the
bearers of confused, obscure ideas, and nearly every treatise is
permeated by the narrative that they were a doubtful sectarian group
with dubious religious views and dangerous socio-political ones,
causing regional unrest in Zwickau, and thankfully Luther put them in
their place.

The more recent literature differs in this respect from the vigorous
and coarse vocabulary of earlier authors, influenced by Luther. Such
latter works are more restrained in their expression, but retain the
skeptical undertone.®® Even the fisevisionistbAnabaptist researchg!®
which began in the second half of the twentieth century and leveled
out many a prejudice about the Anabaptists,'? also left the Zwickau
Prophets out of the equation i nothing changed in their pejorative
assessment. Basically, the depictions of the Zwickau Prophets,
starting with Luther and Melanchthon, follow a long and continuous
line. Ultimately, no development in the sense of differentiating
assessments or clearly modifying accounts can be identified, let alone
a new interpretation.

Essentially, the original narrative was continued. There is only one
point where the pronouncements of the recent past differ from the
antecedents: while the authors of the past attached great importance
to the Prophets, today there is a tendency rather to marginalize them
T KuHr said: fAUntil the beginning of this century [twentieth century]
historians significantly overestimated the importance of the Zwickau
Prophetsal®?

Storch had experienced the same disparaging judgement from
Luther as Mintzer and Karlstadt. Luther considered the latter two to
be devils in the flesh,'°® and he wanted to hear the devil incarnate

99  See KAUFMANN, THOMAs: Geschichte der Reformation in Deutschland, repr.,
Berlin 2016 [2009], p. 456; ScHEIBLE, HEINZ: Melanchthon. Vermittler der Refor-
mation. Eine Biographie, Munich 2016, p. 84; ScHILLING, HEINz: Martin Luther.
Rebell in einer Zeit des Umbruchs, Sonderausgabe, Munich 2016 [2012], p. 293;

100 KauFMANN, THOMAS: Die deutsche Reformationsforschung seit dem Zweiten
Weltkrieg, in: ARG 100 (2009), pp. 151 47, p. 29.

101 DULMEN, RICHARD VAN: Reformation als Revolution. Soziale Bewegung und reli-
gidser Radikalismus in der deutschen Reformation, Munich 1977, pp. 170f.

102 KuHR: Zwickau Prophets, p. 204.

103 WATr 1 = Weimarer Ausgabe: D. Martin Luthers Werke. Kritische Gesamtaus-
gabe, Tischreden 1531746, 1st vol.: Tischreden aus der ersten Halfte der
drei3iger Jahre, Weimar 1912, p. 31,25.
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speak from the Zwickau Prophets.'® While the images of Mlntzer'®
and Karlstadt,'%® the main representatives of the radical Reformation,
shaped by Luther and Melanchthon, had since been revised, there
was no such revision in the case of the Zwickau Prophets. This
asymmetry raises the question of whether a new interpretation might
be apt. In this book, the common narrative is contradicted.

1.4 Sources

The source situation proved to be difficult. The Zwickau Prophets be-
longed to the lower segment of society, about which little was
generally publicized, and they developed their activities largely
undisturbed for only a short period of time.

There is not a single ego-document of Nicolaus Storch, the main
figure of the Zwickau Prophets. The same applies to his fellow
campaigners Stibner®” and Drechsel, who were active with him in
Wittenberg. Although it is unlikely that Storch never wrote anything,
no records of such documents exist.1%® While WAGNER (1596) believed
that Storch wrote down a false doctrine in secret!® and THEOBALD
(1623) claimed that Storch had put the unfortunate doctrine on

104 WATTr 1, p. 153,26.

105 EBeRT, KLAUS: Thomas Muntzer: Erzteufel oder Zerstérer der Unglaubigen?, in:
Thomas Miuntzer. Ein streitbarer Theologe zwischen Mystik und Revolution,
Herrenalber Protokolle 68, ed. by Evangelische Akademie Baden, Karlsruhe
1990, pp. 22i 41, p. 35i 41. With regard to the positions of Martin Luther and
Thomas Miintzer, GUNTER VOGLER wrote: fAiThe positions of both were legitimateo
(VOGLER, GUNTER: Thomas Muntzer i Irrweg oder Alternative? Pladoyer fir eine
andere Sicht, in: ARG 103 (2012), pp. 117 40, p. 32).

106 BARGE: Karlstadt, vol. 1, p. V.

107 By his own admission, Stiibner had not written anything (STROBEL, GEORG THEO-
DOR (ed.): Miscellaneen Literarischen Inhalts grof3tentheils aus ungedruckten
Quellen, 5. Sammlung, Nuremberg 1781, pp. 1197 130, p. 126).

108 Some literature suggests that Nicolaus Storch was the author of the pamphlet
entitled: @das biechlin zaiget an wer der lebendig martrer sey auff erdrich / vnd
betrifft den Christlichen Glaubend This pamphlet comprises five leaves and was
printed by Erhard Oeglin in Augsburg around 1521 or 1522, with no indication of
an author. There is no indication that Storch was the author; neither the question
of baptism nor the work of the Spirit were addressed. The author described him-
self as follows: The booklet was made by someone who is considered a fool by
the world and who is a good Lutheran. That& why he who is an enemy of Luther
is an enemy of me (Biechlin, fol. bla). In the bibliography of Anabaptism,
however, Storch& authorship is taken into consideration (QGT = Quellen zur
Geschichte der Taufer, vol. 10: Bibliographie des Taufertums 15207 1630, ed. by
HANS JOACHIM HILLERBRAND, Glitersloh 1962, p. 121).

109 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 18a.
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paper,° no concrete evidence exists. Storch was probably denied
the opportunity to put his views and teachings into print, and
manuscripts appear to have been lost. On the other hand, there are
written records up to 1525 from Martin Cellarius and Gerhard
Westerburg, both of whom can be categorized as Zwickau Prophets,
thus originating within their period as Zwickau Prophets. In the case
of Cellarius, this is a relevant ego-document in the form of the writing
d&n Evangelium Nicodemi§ which expresses genuine teachings of the
Zwickau Prophets.!!! Westerburg® 46 d-rankfurt Articlesd? and two
writings on purgatory from 1523 are available,!'? although the latter
strongly reflect Karlstadt® thinking. Cellarius and Westerburg eventu-
ally moved closer to the Swiss Reformation, so that the testimonies
from this phase have only limited source value for the portrayal of the
Zwickau Prophets.

Due to this source situation, it was only partially possible to base
the present work on sources reproducing the Zwickau Prophetséown
statements. To a large extent, the work had to make do with state-
ments by others who reported on the Zwickau Prophets. However,
almost all of these people were hostile to the Prophets.

110 THeoBALD: Widertaufferischer Geist, p. 26.

11 Feucl, Lucia: Tra riforma ed eresia la giovinezza di Martin Borrhaus (149971
1528), Florence 1995, pp. 1991 204. The original is in the Geheimes Staatsarchiv
in Berlin: GStA PK, Staatsarchiv Kénigsberg, Berlin, XX. HBA | 2, Kasten 965,
M. Cellarius in Evangelium Nicodemi, fol. 3ai 4b. The designation commonly
used in the literature is: dn Evangelium Nicodemié Cellarius wrote his Nicodemus
treatise in East Prussia in 1525, at a time when he was convinced of the doctrine
of the Zwickau Prophets. CAMERARIUS pointed out that Cellarius had written a
great deal about this doctrine in East Prussia (CAMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanch-
thonis ortv, p. 48). (Orig.: [...] multa scripsit de doctrina illa.) Cellariusétreatise
does not list an addressee. The translation of the entire text can be found in the
appendix. Cellariuséremarks have nothing to do with the so-called dospel of
Nicodemi§ which was probably written in the fourth century and additionally in
the sixth century and does not correspond to the canonical writings. On the latter
Gospel of Nicodemi, see TISCHENDORF, KONSTANTIN VON (ed.): Evangelia Apo-
crypha. Adhibitis plurimis codicibus Graecis et Latinis maximam partem nunc
primum consultis atque ineditorum copia insignibus, Leipzig 1853.

112 | AUBE, ADOLF & SEIFFERT, HANS WERNER (eds.): Flugschriften der Bauernkriegs-
zeit, 2nd edn., Cologne / Vienna 1978 [1975], pp. 59i 64. Westerburg is con-
sidered the author of these articles.

113 WESTERBURG, GERHARD: Vom fegefewer vnd standt der verscheyden selen eyn
Chrystliche meynung durch Doctor Gerhart westerburch von Coellen Neulich
auszgangen, Cologne 1523; WESTERBURG, GERHARD: De pvrgatorio et animarvm
statv Gerhardi Vuesterburgij Coloniensis sententia ex sacris litteris Collecta,
Cologne 1523.
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A useful source proved to be the long-standing council clerk
system of Zwickau, with the corresponding minutes in which the
town& events were depicted in real time and which allow an insight
into the local situation at the time, including the turbulences of the
Reformation.''* The declarations of primal feuds, recorded in the
d.iber Proscriptorumg'*> which the council demanded from disgraced
citizens, are also revealing. The local chronicles are extensive,
offering valuable source material. The @wickau Annalsé of the
chronicler PauL GRerr,!® a contemporary living in the town, provided
authentic reports. Furthermore, the @swald Losansche Annalend
provide a detailed account of local events during the initial phase of
the Reformation process, although their author is unknown.'*” Other

114 The protocols, although not complete, provide valuable information about what
happened at the time. The meetings of the council were held up to three times a
week as scheduled. The resolutions were written down by the town clerk. The
records are available from 1510 onwards. As a salaried municipal official, the
town clerk was not a member of the council and therefore not entitled to vote,
but was included in the deliberations. Town clerks at the time were Johann Pfabe
until 1526, Johann Hofmann from 1526 to 1533 and Stephan Roth from 1528 to
1544, See also METZLER, REGINE (ed.): Stephan Roth 14927 1546. Stadtschreiber
in Zwickau und Bildungsbirger der Reformationszeit. Biographie. Edition der
Briefe seiner Freunde Franz Pehem, Altenburg, und Nicolaus Gunther, Torgau,
Leipzig 2008, pp. 13571 137.

115 StadtA Zwickau, Liber Proscriptorum 13521 1536, llix!, 135. Original title: Liber
Proscriptorum de anno 1367 ad annum 1536.

116 GREFF, PAUL: Zwickauer Annalen (Auszug von PETRUS ALBINUS), Abschrift durch
C. VoGEL angef. 1926 and 1927, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 149. PauL GReFF (1479
1554), chronicler and sacristan in Zwickau, was able to witness the events as a
contemporary witness. The original of his annals no longer exists, but there is a
copy by Petrus Albinus (1543i 1598).

117 FaBIAN, ERNsT: Die handschriftlichen Chroniken der Stadt Zwickau. I. Die (Osw.
Losanschen) Annalen der Stadt Schwanfeld oder Zwickau von 12311 1534, in:
Mitteilungen des Altertumsvereins fiir Zwickau und Umgegend 10 (1910), pp. 1i
68. The Oswald Losanschen (Lasanschen) Annalen were written starting in
15217 inceptae: anno 1521 (FaBiaN: Oswald Losansche Annalen, p. 17) i and,
with various addenda, cover the period from 1231 to 1542. Oswald Losan (14947
1567), mayor of Zwickau from around 1535, is not the author, but records by him
were included (BRAUER, HELMUT: Zur birgerlichen Chronistik der Stadt Zwickau
im 16. Jahrhundert, Diss., masch., Leipzig 1969, p. 104). Stephan Roth, town
clerk and rector of the Zwickau Latin school, is also not the author, but some
entries made after 1521 are by him (Oswald Losansche Annalen, VVorwort von
ERNST FABIAN, pp. 17 6). JoBuUs FINCELIUS (HioB FINCEL), professor in Jena in 1559
and doctor in Zwickau from 1582, summarized the events in Zwickau between
1522 and 1529 in 1587, using Oswald Losan®& annals and describing his
accounts as excerpts from Roth& chronicle (FLbG, Chart. A 397, JoBUS FINCELIUS
in Historia U. Cygneae, fol. 114a). Additions were also made by P. SCHUMANN
THE YOUNGER (15387 1595) (Oswald Losansche Annalen, Vorwort von ERNST
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useful sources include the dretweinschen Annalendwritten by JoHANN
TReTwWEIN'® and the dAnnales Cygneensedby PETER SCHUMANN, father
and son,*® which were written in the second half of the sixteenth
century. With the exception of the dretweinschen Annaleng the time
horizon of these chronicles extends over centuries, and the contents
are largely compilations; however, the period relevant to the present
work was also provided by the chroniclers, with their own additions,
and occupies many pages. Also significant are the distoriend
(Histories of Thomas Muntzer), depicting the escalation of the dispute
between the moderate and radical reformist forces in Zwickau,
compiled by an unknown author, probably in 1523.12°

The statements of the Zwickau Pastor Nikolaus Hausmann (ca.
1478i 1538),*2* who reported on the radical movement in Zwickau to

FaBiAN, p. 6). The original is probably no longer available due to war losses
(BRAUER, HELMUT: Zur birgerlichen Chronistik, p. 104, note 2).

118 TrReTweIN, HaNs: Handschriftiche Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 147. HANS
(JOoHANN) TRETWEING (ca. 1511/20 i ca. 1597) records cover the period from
1502 to 1565 (BRAUER, HELMUT: Zur birgerlichen Chronistik, p. 106f.). He
became GREFF® successor as sacristan at St. Mary& Church in 1554 and
probably wrote his annals from this time onwards.

119 ScHUMANN, PETER: Petri Schumanni Annales Cygneenses, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 59
(also listed under: No. LIXb, vol. 2). The present version is by PETER SCHUMANN
the Younger. The father of the same name (15157 1580) collected the material
together with his son and also made notes himself. It is a compilation which, in
addition to his own notes, includes content from the Losanschen Annalen, the
Tretwein-Annalen and the no longer existing notes of Wolf Meinhard and others,
whereby the Petri Schumanni Annales were written after 1582, but the compila-
tion of the material had already begun before 1550 (BRAUER, HELMUT: Zur
birgerlichen Chronistik, pp. 1027 105).

120 Historien von Thomas Mintzer, ed., transkribiert und mit einem Nachwort
versehen by SIEGFRIED BRAUER, Leipzig 1989. The contents were written by
various unidentified authors and the author who compiled the distorien von
Thomas Miintzer6is also unknown. Max STEINMETz assumed that the Zwickau
chronicler PauL GREFF (14791 1554) was the author (STEINMETZ: Mintzerbild, p.
179f)). SIEGFRIED BRAUER, however, considered Steinmetz& assumption to be
less likely (BRAUER, SIEGFRIED: Spottgedichte, p. 29). The distoriendwere dis-
covered by Karl Seidemann around 1840 in the Hauptstaatsarchiv in Dresden.
The original, which was probably written in 1523, is not available, but a copy
exists which was not produced before 1545. It is possible that additions were
made to the original text in the course of the copying, but without changing the
basic message. THoMAS KAUFMANN assumed that the dHistoriendprovide fsome
of the oldest and generally most reliable information on Mintzer& Zwickau
followerso (KAUFMANN: Mintzer, p. 22). On the dHistorien§ see also BRAUER,
SIEGFRIED: Spottgedichte, pp. 91 57.

121 On Hausmann, see PRELLER, LubwiG: Nicolaus Hausmann, der Reformator von
Zwickau und Anhalt. Zwei Gutachten von ihm Uber die Reformation von Zwickau,
sammt andern Beitrdgen zur Geschichte der Reformation daselbst, in: Zeitschrift
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the Ernestine court, first in 1521'?2 and then in 1525, provide
valuable source material. The visitators6records of the questioning
from 1529 are also informative.'** The reports by GEORG FABRICIUS
(15161 1571), published in 1562 and 1597, are also useful.}® Of
course, all these accounts are one-sided, not least because of their
religious connotations.

The source material is primarily located in Zwickau in the town
archives and in the Ratsschulbibliothek, as well as in the archives in
Weimar, Gotha, and Berlin. The various editions of letters, sermons,
table talks, and other statements by key players in the Reformation,
be they from Luther, Melanchthon, Spalatin, Mintzer, Karlstadt, or
others T provide information on the Zwickau Prophets, which has
sharpened the contours of the subject matter.

fur die historische Theologie 22, neue Folge 16 (1852), pp. 325i 379; CLEMEN,
OtT0: Nicolaus Hausmann, in: Alt-Zwickau. Beilage zur Zwickauer Zeitung,
zugleich neue Folge der Mitteilungen des Zwickauer Altertumsvereins 2 (1921),
pp. 6i 8; ScHmIDT, OswALD GoTTLoB: Nicolaus Hausmann, der Freund Luther.
Nach geschichtlichen Quellen dargestellt, Leipzig 1860.

122 KoLpg, THEODOR: Altester Bericht (iber die Zwickauer Propheten, in: Zeitschrift
fur Kirchengeschichte 5 (1882), pp. 32371 225.

123 PRELLER: Hausmann, pp. 368f.

124" The records are located in Weimar in the Thuringisches Hauptstaatsarchiv,
Ernestinisches Gesamtarchiv. These notes taken by the visitators are presume-
ably concepts that formed the basis for the fair copy in the form of the official
visitation reports. The latter can be found in the Sachsisches Hauptstaatsarchiv
in Dresden (HStAD 10088, Loc. 10598/5). These were edited by BUCHWALD:
BucHwALD, GEORG (ed.): Allerlei aus Drei Jahrhunderten. Beitrdge zur Kirchen-,
Schul- und Sittengeschichte der Ephorie Zwickau. I. Auerbach, Barenwalde,
Bockwa, Crossen, Culitzsch, Zwickau 1888. The concepts were not edited.

125 GEORG FABRICIUSONOtes were published in 1562: FABriClus: R v i uisb 3faa |

His reports on events in Zwickau, among other things, were also published in
1597: FaBRIcIUS, GEORG: Georgii Fabricii Chemnicensis Originvm lllvstrissimae
stirpis Saxonicae libri septem. Opvs avspiciis Divi Avgvsti Electoris et Dvcis
Saxoniae [...]. Cum privilegio Caesareo et Saxonico, Jena 1597, pp. 865f.
FaBRICIUS was able to rely on his teacher Johannes Rivius for his notes. Rivius
had been a teacher at the school in Zwickau for seven years from 1524 and had
married Anna Béarenwald from a well-known Zwickau family; he was also in
contact with PAuL GRerF, which meant that he had authentic knowledge of the
events surrounding Nicolaus Storch and the Secta Storchitarum there
(FaBricus: Ri vius, fol. U5b). Rivius was
to the group of Storch& opponents. FABRICIUS was in contact with Rivius from
1534, and also with Melanchthon and CAMERARIUS. On FABRICIUS, See SCHONE-
BAUM, HERBERT: Fabricius, Georg, in: NDB 4 (1959), pp. 7341 735. STEINMETZ
believed that FaBriciusdaccount of Zwickau fis therefore based on the best
sources and can be considered relatively reliableo (STEINmMETZ: Mintzerbild, p.
181). On Rivius, see SAXENBERGER, OTTO: Johannes Rivius, sein Leben und
seine Schriften, Breslau 1886.

U4b

nfl

uenc



41

Thus, even with a generally difficult sourcing situation, it was
possible to compile relevant information to describe the Zwickau
Prophets.
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2 Prophetae Cignaei 1T The Zwickau Prophets

2.1 The Origin of the Term &wickau Prophets 6

Melanchthon felt overwhelmed when Nicolaus Storch, Marcus
Thomae Stiibner, and another person came to see him in Wittenberg
on 27 December 1521, questioning infant baptism and reporting on
their personal conversations with God. Melanchthon was convinced
that Luther alone could provide clarity here.?® With the involvement
of Nikolaus von Amsdorf (1483i 1565), a confidant of Luther, he
decided to inform Luther. Amsdorf also wrote to Luther at the same
time.'?” Luther replied from Wartburg Castle, and in his letter of 13
January 1522 he referred to these three visitors from Zwickau as
Zwickau Prophets (Prophetae Cignaei).'?® This was the first time the
term @wickau Prophetséappeared. On January 17, Luther mentioned
these Zwickau Prophets again in a letter to Georg Spalatin,?® and on
April 12 he reported on the Zwickau Prophets to Johannes Lang.'* In
a letter dated 5 May 1522, again to Spalatin, he condemned the
teachings of the Zwickau Prophets.3! Luther had created the term,
and it has now existed for over 500 years.

2.2 The Circle of the Zwickau Prophets

Initially, the term Zwickau Prophets was applied to three men:
Nicolaus Storch, Marcus Thomae Stibner, and another unnamed
person who had visited Philipp Melanchthon in Wittenberg. The
unnamed person was probably someone with the name Drechsel,
because Luther later spoke of a Drechsel*® or quidam tornator, a
dresler*® and may have been referring to the third visitor. In any case,

126 MBW T 1, p.417,17.

127 These letters from Melanchthon and Amsdorf to Luther have not survived.
128 WABr 2, p. 423,61.

129 WABr 2, p. 443,4.

130 WABF 2, p. 495,41.

131 WABr 2, p. 515,10f.

182 WATY 5, p. 249,3.

133 WATT 3, p. 15,18. The Latin word tornator means Drechsler (turner) in German.
Luther was not referring here to the profession of his interlocutor, but probably
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the circle of Zwickau Prophets included a man named Drechsel,
whom Luther recognized as a follower of Stlibner'®* after his return
from the Wartburg. As the name Drechsel was common in Zwickau at
the time, it can be assumed that this meant one of the visitors from
Zwickau.'®® Otherwise, it could be assumed that this third visitor was
another Zwickau follower of Storch and that the same Drechsel made
contact with the Zwickau Prophets only in Wittenberg.

While the name Drechsel can be attributed with some justification
to this unnamed third visitor from Zwickau,**® dubious, however, is the
first name Thomas,**” used by WapPPLER. WAPPLER believed that Luther
spoke of Marcus Stiibner and Thomas Drechsel in his reference to
Marco & Thome'® in his letter to Spalatin. WappLER wanted to support
his assumption with the fact that, according to the register of the
Zwickau school brotherhood, there was a Thomas Drechsel in
Zwickau at the time.'®® However, based on his vita, the Thomas
Drechsel mentioned in the register of the school brotherhood, is
unlikely to have had any connections with Storch or the conventicle

Latinized the German name Drechsel or Drechsler, as he did with Miintzer, for
example, whom he called Monetarius (WATTr 4, p. 483,9). According to Spalatin®
translation of Melanchthon& letter, the third visitor was a weaver (ThHStAW,
EGA, Reg. N 173, Spalatins Niederschrift der Verlautbarungen Melanchthons,
Amsdorfs und Friedrichs des Weisen (transcript of Melanchthon&, Amsdorf&
and Frederick the Wise® announcements), fol. 2b).

134 WATr 2, p. 307,17.

135 Luther saw Drechsel as Stubner& follower and perceived similar positions in
both: As Marcus acted,; [...] so did Drechsel (WATr 5, pp. 249,17 3). Luther also
mentioned Drechsel in connection with the other Prophets (WATTr 2, pp. 306,271
307,29; WATr 3, pp. 13,271 16,11), from which it can be deduced that he
belonged to the Zwickau Prophets. Since Drechsel was a common name in
Zwickau, it cannot be proven, but it can be assumed that he came to Wittenberg
from there with Storch and Stiibner. Ultimately, the question of whether Drechsel
had already been in contact with Storch and Stiibner in Zwickau or whether it
was only in Wittenberg that they came into contact is of secondary importance.
The dialogue between Luther and Drechsel is of fundamental importance,
especially with regard to Luther& statement that he did not need prophecies, he
had the word of God (WATr 5, p. 249,6f.). This was Luther& foundation in his
confrontation with the Zwickau Prophets.

136 The name Drechsel is used below in the context of this work.
137 WaPPLER: MUntzer, p. 56. WAPPLER spoke of iThomas Drechsela

138 WABr 2, p. 597,28f. Luther said, the man [Storck] had a different opinion on
almost everything than Marcus & Thome. Luther sometimes referred to Miintzer
as Thomas, whereas he would hardly have called Drechsel by his first name; for
him, the latter was Drechsel or the tornator.

139 WaPPLER: MUntzer, p. 56, note 239.
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scene.’*® When Luther spoke of Thome in his letter, he probably
meant Thomas Miintzer,**' so not one Thomas Drechsel.

In this respect, the first name Thomas cannot be regarded as
certain, which is why it seems appropriate to speak only of Drechsel,
without mentioning a first name. So, Storch, Stibner, and Drechsel,
who presented themselves to Melanchthon as Prophets and
apostles,*? had come to Wittenberg to spread their teachings at the
center of the Reformation movement. Martin Cellarius and Gerhard
Westerburg 1 referring to Luther i can also be assigned to these three
men from Zwickau.'*® When Luther informed Spalatin of his
conversation with Marcus Thoma Stubner and Martin Cellarius on 12
April 1522, he spoke of Zwickau Prophets'** 1 Cellarius was therefore

140 Thomas Drechsel, mentioned in the register of the Zwickau school fraternity
d-raternitas scholariumd(Regestus pro fraternitate Scholarius), was the brother
of Petrus Drechsel, the founder of the school fraternity. He was included in this
register by Stephan Roth in 1520: Thomas Drechssell, the brother of Magister
Petrus Drechssell (FABIAN, ERNST: Die Zwickauer Schulbriiderschaft (Fraternitas
scholarium.), in: Mitteilungen des Altertumsvereins fir Zwickau und Umgegend
3(1891), pp. 501 81, p. 61). It cannot be assumed that Petrus Drechsel& brother
Thomas belonged to the Secta Storchitarum or travelled in conventicle circles.
The school fraternity practiced the Catholic belief and the old religious tradition.
The register of the school brotherhood served to commemorate during the four
annual masses for the souls those who had died (FasiaN: Schulbruderschaft pp.
59f.). Both Petrus Drechsel, who died in 1518, and Thomas Drechsel were
included in the register by Roth at the same time (RSB Zwickau, Fraternitas
scholarium, Ms. 47). It is not known whether Thomas Drechsel had already died
in 1520. Both brothers had obviously donated to the school, from which a
connection to the school can be deduced. Melanchthon, on the other hand,
considered the third visitor in 1521 to be uneducated (MBW T 1, p. 417,11).
Apparently, Thomas Drechsel was also a member of the Kaland Brotherhood
(BLUMBERG, CHRISTIAN GOTTHULFF: Kurtze Abbildung Des Kalandes [...], Chem-
nitz 1721, p. 137). Membership of the Kaland Brotherhood would tend to speak
against the membership in the Secta Storchitarum. Thus, there is no evidence
that the Thomas Drechsel listed in the school brotherhood directory was identical
to the person who had accompanied Storch to Wittenberg. Nevertheless,
WAaPPLER® view has largely prevailed in the literature to date, so that the first
name Thomas is generally attributed to Drechsel i a position that does not
appear tenable.

141 OTTO CLEMEN assumed that Thome meant Muntzer (WABr 2, p. 597, note 13).
However, as Mintzer himself stated, he had not taken part in the drophets 6
conversations6(MSB, pp. 546,231 547,2), which does not rule out the possibility
that Luther compared Storch®& statements with those of Muntzer.

42 MBW T 1, p. 417,14.

143 MULLER, NiKoLAuUs: Die Wittenberger Bewegung 1521 und 1522. Die Vorgéange
in und um Wittenberg wahrend Luthers Wartburgaufenthalt. Briefe, Akten u. dgl.
und Personalien, 2nd edn., Leipzig 1911 [1908/10], p. 137.

144 WABTr 2, p. 495,41f.
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a Zwickau Prophet for Luther, who saw him among them.* Further-
more, CAMERARIUS listed Cellarius together with Storch and Stibner in
his account of the Zwickau Prophets.’*¢ As part of his drophetsd
conversations® Luther then mentioned Cellarius in the same breath
as Marcus Thoma Stubner and Drechsel,'*” as well as Stibner and
Storch.#® Similarly, Luther® remark about Gerhard Westerburg i it
was Claus Storck, the leader of the Prophets [...], accompanied [...]
by Doctor Gerhard from Cologne'#® i suggests that he belonged to
the Zwickau Prophets. In this respect, the circle of the Zwickau
Prophets cannot be limited to the three visitors to Melanchthon, but
must be supplemented by Westerburg, who accompanied Storch to
the conversation with Luther, and also by Cellarius, who, according to
CAMERARIUS, ultimately became a leader in the circle of sympathizers
of the Zwickau Prophets in Wittenberg. Later, in 1525 in East Prussia,
Cellarius wrote down, according to CAMERARIUS, much [...] of this
teaching of the Zwickau Prophets,*®°.

Although Luther coined the term &wickau Prophetsd he occasion-
ally spoke of these new prophets®* and also used the disparaging
general term &chwarmerd (emotional religious fanatics). For him,
Storch was the fanatic.>2 WILHEIM MAURER attributed the authorship of
the term &chwarmerd® to Luther: fLuther first applied the name
emotional religious fanatics (Schwarmgeister) to Markus Stibner and
his comrades, the Zwickau Prophetsa®®* However, as early as 1521,

145 WABr 2, p. 493,27.

146 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, pp. 4471 53.

147 WATr 3, p. 13,271 16,11.

148 WATT 1, p. 153,26f.

149 WABr 2, p. 597,261 28. As a Zwickau Prophet, Westerburg had the same career
as Cellarius and from 1522 both belonged to the closest circle.

150 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 48.

151 WABTr 2, p. 493,17f.

152 WATr 1, p. 34,22. (Orig.:[ €] schwgr mer us

153 LeppiIN recommended favoiding the term &chwarmerd historiographicallyo
(LEPPIN, VOLKER: Schwéarmer, in: TRE 30 (1999), pp. 6281 629, p. 629). LOHSE
also rejected the term for research purposes (LoHSE, BERNHARD: Die Stellung der
fSchwarmeround Téaufer in der Reformationsgeschichte, in: ARG 60 (1969), pp.
51 26, p. 6).

154 MAURER, WILHELM: Luther und die Schwarmer, in: Schriften des Theologischen
Konvents Augsburgischen Bekenntnisses 6 (1952), pp. 7137, p. 11. Likewise
HeinOLD FAsT: fiThe term 6 S ¢ h w2 wa® eoinéd by Luther during the Refor-
mationo (FAsT, HEiNoLD (ed.): Der linke Fliigel der Reformation. Glaubenszeug-
nisse der Taufer, Spiritualisten, Schwarmer und Antitrinitarier, Bremen 1962, p.
XXVII). Schwarmer / Schwarmgeister = fanatics, dreamers, enthusiasts.
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the Zwickau mockery poems**® spoke of this fanatic spirit: O Thoma
Mintzer, holy man, when the enthusiastic spirit seizes you,'*® was
posted on the church door. Luther, in particular, gave weight to the
concept of religious enthusiasm (Schwarmerei), considering almost
everything not aligned with him to embody religious fanatism: for
example, the teachings of Muntzer, Karlstadt, Zwingli, and even the
Catholic doctrine®®’ i fultimately, he declared every non-Lutheran to
be an enthusiast (& ¢ h w2 r aft®&ln tide Jiterature, however, the term
&chwarmerbdseems to have been applied in particular to the Zwickau
Prophets. For THEOBALD (1623), Storch typified the religious fanatic par
excellence, so that he stated: So this is how the fanatics really are,
among whom Nicolaus Storch in particular stood out himself with his
writings.'®® At the end of the seventeenth century, GOTTFRIED ARNOLD
established that the name Schwarmer was already in use in the
previous century.'®® Luther did not categorize such religious fanatics
(&chwarmerd as Christians: A Christian never holds as firmly to his
Christ as a Jew or a fanatic holds to his doctrine.'®! In principle, no
organized movement or denominational group can be subsumed
under the term enthusiasts (G&chwarmerd.'®? In addition to that term,

155 The mocking poems (letters of shame and slander) have been handed down in
the distories of Thomas MiUintzerd See: Historien von Thomas Mintzer, without
page reference. In these letters, comprising 107 lines (Egran& pamphlet) and 91
lines (Muntzer& pamphlet), Mintzer and his opponent Egran were harshly
defamed by the opposing side. Even if the purpose of such a means of
communication was basically to damage the reputation of the other party and,
thus, emotions and exaggerations were expressed, they nevertheless offer a
considerable informational value. Letters of shame and slander were occasion-
ally a form of opinion piece at that time (BRAUER, SIEGFRIED: Spottgedichte, p.
15).

156 ThMA 3 = Thomas Mintzer-Ausgabe. Kritische Gesamtausgabe, ed. by HELMAR
JUNGHANS, vol. 3: Quellen zu Thomas Miintzer, bearb. von WIELAND HELD & SIEG-
FRIED HOYER, Leipzig 2004, p. 82,9f. Cf. also KAuFMANN: Mintzer, p. 91, note
306. Itis possible that the term enthusiastic spirit (Schwirmig geist) was included
in the copy of the distorien von Thomas Mintzeréonly after 1545 by the author
who compiled the Historien, see here footnote 120.

157 LoHsE: Schwarmer, p. 5.

158 MUHLPFORDT, GUNTER: Luther und die flLinkeno i Eine Untersuchung seiner
Schwarmerterminologie, in: Martin Luther. Leben, Werk, Wirkung, ed. by GUN-
TER VOGLER & SIEGFRIED HOYER & ADOLF LAUBE, Berlin 1983, pp. 3251 345, p. 333.

159 THeoBALD: Widertaufferischer Geist, p. 26.

160 ARNOLD, GOTTFRIED: Ketzer-Historie, Part 2, p. 228.

161 WATT 5, p. 248,41f.

162 GoTTFRIED SEEBAR emphasized that enthusiasts (Schwarmer) did not represent
a monolithic group, but that there was fan extremely differentiated scene of
fanaticso (SEesAr: Der linke Fligel, p. 151). HEINOLD FAST took a narrow view of
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the term @nthusiastsd was also commonly used for the Zwickau
Prophets. Melanchthon warned against these enthusiasts,'®® as did
Luther when he said, | am worried that more such enthusiasts will
come.'® Storch was later called an Anabaptist in Zwickau.6®

The term Zwickau Prophets reappeared in more recent literature
even before the twentieth century.®® It became the fdominant
academic termonot least due to WAPPLER® essay (1908).1¢” Based on
Luther® attribution, Storch, Stubner, Cellarius, Westerburg, and
Drechsel can be summarized under the term Zwickau Prophets. 168

Thomas Mintzer, on the other hand, cannot be counted among
the Zwickau Prophets, despite affinities between his theology and the
Zwickau Prophetsdteachings. Mintzer had close links with Storch
only until April 1521. Up to this point, the discussion about baptism

the term &chwarmerd(enthusiasts) and did not include the Anabaptists, but did
include Thomas Miintzer and others from the category of the Zwickau Prophets
(FasT: Der linke Flagel, pp. XXVIT XXXI).

163 MELANCHTHON, PHILIPP: Brevis et vtilis Commentarivs in priorem epistolam Pauli
ad Corinthios, & in aliquot capita secundae, Scriptus A Philippo Melanthone, Et
nunc primum excusus, Wittenberg 1561, fol. 102a. (Orig.: [ é ]nthusiasmos.)

164 WATT 4, p. 483,16.

165 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b.

166 KARL RuDOLF HAGENBACH spoke of the Zwickau Prophets as early as 1834
(HAGENBACH, KARL RubpOLF: Vorlesungen uber Wesen und Geschichte der
Reformation in Deutschland und der Schweiz mit stéter Beziehung auf die
Richtungen unserer Zeit, 2. Teil, Leipzig 1834, p. 32), and KARL HAGEN in 1844
(HAGeN: Deutschlands religiose Verhaltnisse, p. 48). HEINRICH WILHELM ERBKAM
listed the Zwickau Prophets in 1848 (ErBkAM: Sekten, p. 496), and GEORG
EbuarD STEITZ described Storch as a Zwickau Prophet in 1872 (STeITz, GEORG
EbuarD: Dr. Gerhard Westerburg, der Leiter des Burgeraufstandes zu Frankfurt
a. M. im Jahre 1525, in: Archiv fur Frankfurts Geschichte und Kunst, Neue Folge
5 (1872), pp. 1i 215, p. 6). PAuL TSCHACKERT used the term in ADB in 1893
(TscHACKERT: Storch, p. 442), and KARL REMBERT in 1899 (REMBERT: Wieder-
taufer, p. 34). OTTo LANGER mentioned the Zwickau Prophets in 1905 (LANGER,
OTT0: Zur religibsen Bewegung in Zwickau wahrend der Reformation, in: Mittei-
lungen des Altertumsvereins fir Zwickau und Umgegend 8 (1905), pp. 65i 70,
p. 65). The Zwickau Prophets can also be found in English-language literature
as early as the nineteenth century: In a book review in 1898 there was talk of the
fZwickau Prophetso (HEUVER, GERALD D.: Rezension zu: MARTIN VON NATHUSIUS:
Die christlich-socialen Ideen der Reformationszeit und ihre Herkunft, in: The
American Journal of Theology 2 (1898), pp. 9361 938, p. 937), and RICHARD
mentioned fthe Zwickau prophetsoin 1901 (RicHARD, J. W.: The Beginnings of
Protestant Worship in Germany and Switzerland, in: The American Journal of
Theology 5 (1901), pp. 24071 253, p. 247).

167 KAUFMANN: Mlintzer, p. 9, note 2.

168 |t is unknown whether Storch and his companions knew that they were called
Zwickau Prophets.
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had not yet arisen. However, when Luther called Storch and his
companions Zwickau Prophets, the question of baptism played a
decisive role in their teaching and in Luther® judgement, whereas for
Muntzer the question of baptism remained of secondary importance
even later.

Due to his stay in Zwickau, Luther saw Muntzer as directly related
to the Zwickau Prophets and spoke of Mintzer as a disciple of Storch
and Stibner,!® but avoided referring to him as a Zwickau Prophet.
Mintzer was also not involved in Luther® Wittenberg conversations
with the Zwickau Prophets, although he was there at the time.l’°
Obviously, Mintzer did not see himself as part of Storch®& group and,
conversely, was not counted by the Zwickau Prophets as part of their
circle. BARD THompsoN can be followed in his statement about Miintzer,
in that the latter was ftlosely associated with the Zwickau Prophets,
yet not one of thema!’* Nor was Karlstadt a Zwickau Prophet. When
Luther returned to Wittenberg from Wartburg Castle in March 1522,
he had various conversations with the five persons known by name
and evidently perceived them together as a sectarian group, which he
called Zwickau Prophets.

Storch, Stubner, Drechsel, Cellarius, and Westerburg are there-
fore considered Zwickau Prophets in the context of this book.1’?

169 WATT 2, p. 307,15. In his Table Talks, Luther also mentioned a conversation with
Muntzer in connection with the various ®rophets Talks6(WATr 2, p. 306f.), yet
for Luther Miintzer was not a Zwickau Prophet.

170 MSB, P. 546,231 547,2.

171 THomPsoN: Humanists and Reformers, p. 406.

172 WapPLER included these five people in his remarks on the Zwickau Prophets,
although he spoke of fthe three @wickau Prophets® Nicolaus Storch, Marcus
Thomae Stibner and (Thomas) Drechsel (WaAPPLER: Mintzer, p. 63; p. 78f.). In
RGG?, Ot1o CLEMEN listed Storch, Stiibner, and Drechsel, as well as Michael
(instead of Martin) Cellarius and Westerburg as Zwickau Prophets (CLEMEN,
OTTO: Zwickauer Propheten, in: RGG! = Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegen-
wart. Handworterbuch in gemeinverstandlicher Darstellung, ed. by FRIEDRICH
MICHAEL ScHIELE et al., vol. 5, Tubingen 1913, col. 2249f.). In RGG? nothing
changed in OtTo CLEMEN& account (CLEMEN, OTTO: Zwickauer Propheten, in:
RGG? = Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart. Handworterbuch fur Theo-
logie und Religionswissenschaft, ed. by HERMANN GUNKEL et al., vol. 5, 2nd edn.,
Tubingen 1931, col. 2150). In RGG3, GoEeTERs listed the same five people,
specifically referring to Storch, Drechsel and Stibner as Zwickau Prophets
(GOETERS, J. F. GERHARD: Zwickauer Propheten, in: RGG? = Die Religion in Ge-
schichte und Gegenwart. Handworterbuch fur Theologie und Religionswissen-
schaft, ed. by KURT GALLING et al., vol. 6, 3rd edn., Tibingen 1962, col. 1951).
HAaNs-PETER HASSE, on the other hand, did not mention Cellarius and Westerburg
in RGG*, but limited himself to Storch, Stiibner and Drechsel (HASSE, HANS-
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2.2.1 Nicolaus Storch

Nicolaus Storch was the leading figure within the Zwickau Prophets.
As a layman, who had probably been particularly active in religious
matters for many years, he had finally developed into the leading head

PETER: Zwickauer Propheten, in: RGG* = Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart.
Handworterbuch fir Theologie und Religionswissenschatft, ed. by HANS DIETER
BeTz et al., vol. 8, 4th edn., Tubingen 2005, col. 1943). E. HAENsLI explicitly
counted Storch, Stiibner and Drechsel among the Zwickau Prophets; he saw
Cellarius as influenced by them, while Westerburg remained unmentioned
(HAENSLI, E: Zwickauer Propheten, in: LThK? 10 (1965), col. 1431). PETER LUNING
limited himself to Storch, Stubner and Drechsel (LUNING, PETER: Zwickauer
Propheten, in: LThK3 10 (2001), col. 1523). While KAUFMANN in 2006 still asso-
ciated Drechsel with the Zwickau Prophets (KAUFMANN, THOMAS: Filzhut versus
Barett. Einige Uberlegungen zur Inszenierung von fiLebenound fiLehredin der
fruhen radikalen Reformation, in: Grenzen des Taufertums / Boundaries of
Anabaptism. Neue Forschungen. Beitrdge der Konferenz in Géttingen vom 23.7
27.08.2006, ed. by ANSELM SCHUBERT & ASTRID VON SCHLACHTA & MICHAEL
DRIEDGER, Gutersloh 2009, pp. 2731 294, pp. 274f., note 3), he assumed in 2010
that a Thomas Drechsel was not the third visitor to Melanchthon and should not
be attributed to the Zwickau Prophets (KAuFMANN: Mlntzer, p. 51, note 165; p.
90, note 305). In addition to Storch, Cellarius and Stubner, HAGENBACH also
mentioned Muntzer and Gabriel Didymus as Zwickau Prophets (HAGENBACH,
KaRL RuDOLF: Geschichte der Reformation in Deutschland und der Schweiz. Vor-
lesungen, 2 Teile, 3rd edn., Leipzig 1857 [1834], p. 33). TSCHACKERT also saw
Muntzer in connection with the Zwickau Prophets and spoke of ftheir leader
Thomas Minzero (TscHACKERT, PauL (ed.): Urkundenbuch zur Reformations-
geschichte des Herzogthums Preuf3en, vol. 1: Einleitung, repr., Osnabriick 1965
[1890], p. 184). Luther explicitly labelled Storch, Stiibner and Cellarius as well
as the third, unnamed visitor of Melanchthon as Zwickau Prophets. Since the
same facts apply to Cellarius as to Westerburg, the latter is accordingly a Zwi-
ckau Prophet, alongside Drechsel, as a follower of Stiibner (WATTr 2, p. 307,17),
and presumably Melanchthon& third visitor. Thus, following Luther& explana-
tions, Storch, Stubner, and Drechsel as well as Cellarius and Westerburg, who
joined them in Wittenberg, can be equally categorized as Zwickau Prophets. Two
more people could be added to these five: Luther® conversation with Storch and
Westerburg was also attended by a person in a long coat (WABr 2, p. 597,261
28) and CAMERARIUS reported an unknown person who was present at Luther®
conversation with Stubner and Cellarius (CAMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis
ortv, p. 51f.). Since nothing further is known about the latter two i they must have
been different people, because otherwise, atypically, one of the participants
would have taken part in a conversation with Luther twice 1 the circle of the
Zwickau Prophets is limited to the five persons known by name. However, if only
Storch, and Stubner were explicitly labelled as Zwickau Prophets, and Cellarius,
Westerburg, and Drechsel were to be counted among only their closest circle,
this varation would not significantly change the main message of the account
given here. Regardless of the status attributed to him, Cellarius wrote part of the
doctrine of the Zwickau Prophets in 1525 (CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanch-
thonis ortv, p. 48). In principle, it would be untenable to locate Cellarius outside
the circle of Prophets, since Luther explicitly labelled him a Zwickau Prophet.
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of the Zwickau conventicle scene, originally shaped by Waldensian
and Bohemian Brethren doctrines. As the Reformation began, Storch
was able to impart a new doctrine to this group, so that the entire
movement was then referred to by the people of Zwickau as Secta
Storchitarum.'”® Luther also recognized Storch as the leading figure
of these religious dissidents and spoke of their teacher Nicolaus
Storck!™ or referred to him as the leader of the Zwickau Prophets.1’®
Luther thought not much of him, and wrote to the Zwickau council in
1529 asking what useful things Storch and Muntzer would achieve as
useless screamers.'’® Storch was the formative figure of this faical
revival movementa!’’” He provided the impetus, created the corre-
sponding doctrine, convinced numerous followers, and thus estab-
lished the phenomenon known as the Zwickau Prophets since Luther®&
letter.

Documentary evidence exists of neither Storch& birth date nor his
birthplace,'”® but it can be assumed he was born in Zwickau in the
second half of the fifteenth century. Melanchthon referred to him as
Nicolaus Stork, a native of Zwickau,'”® and the Hof'® chronicle by
WIDMANN (15511 1617) also states that Storch was born in Zwickau.8!

173 ThMA 3, p. 86,241 87,1. The term Secta Storchitarum or Secta Storchiana is
used sporadically in this work. In the Reformation period, the term &ectdhad
negative connotations and was used in literature in a correspondingly pejorative
and vituperative way, but in the context of this work the term is to be understood
in a value-neutral way. In the early days of Christianity, the term sect did not yet
have a pejorative meaning. According to ERNST FEIL, Tertullian (ca. 160i 220)
and Roger Bacon (12207 ca. 1292) did not use the term sect in a derogatory
way for the Christian community (FeiL, ERNST: Religio. Die Geschichte eines neu-
zeitlichen Grundbegriffs vom Frihchristentum bis zur Reformation, Géttingen
1986, pp. 56f.; p. 119). Later, the term sect acquired a clearly negative connota-
tion. Not least Luther used the term pejoratively. In this work, terms such as sect,
heretic or schismatic are not used judgmentally.

74 WATT 2, p. 307,9.

175 WABr 2, p. 597,26.

176 WABr 18, p. 170,11.

177 KAUFMANN: Muntzer, p. 9.

178 In the council minutes from 1547, Storch& brother Jorge was described as an
old man who now wanted to be admitted to the bourgeois hospital because he
had been impoverished by the fire of his house (StadtA Zwickau, 1lIx 66, RP of
15 Aug. 1547, fol. 53Db).

179 MELANCHTHON: Brevis, fol. 102a. (Orig.: [...] Nicolaum Stork, natum Cygneae
[..])

180 Hof is a Franconian town near Bayreuth.

181 WiDMANN, ENocH: Der Wiedertaufer Nikolaus Storch und seine Anhanger in Hof.
Aus Enoch Widmanns handschriftlicher Chronik der Stadt Hof, mitgeteilt von
CHRISTIAN MEYER, in: Zeitschrift fir Kirchengeschichte 16 (1895), pp. 1171 124,
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Likewise, JOHANNES MaNLIUS (15351 16047?) wrote in 1562 of Claus
Storck [...], born in Zwickau.8?

The Storch family had existed in Zwickau since long before i an

entry about Jorge Storch, Nicolaus6brother, can be found in council
minutes from 1547, referred to as a man from a very old family.83
During the visitation in 1529, this Jorge Storch was discovered as a
member of the local conventicle scene and identified as Storch in front

182

p. 119. Enoch Widmann (Widman) went to Wittenberg in 1575 to study theology,
obtained his master® degree there and returned to his native town of Hof in
1581, where he worked as a teacher and finally rector. When writing his
chronicle, he could draw on the library bequeathed to him by the former
Franciscan monk Thomas Mothel (d. 1562), who had converted to the Reforma-
tion, as well as other records (PRUCKNER, JOHANN NicoLAUs: Synchronistik und
Lebensléaufe der Lehrer am Hofer Gymnasium von 1502 bis 1817, ed. by Nord-
oberfrankischer Verein fir Natur-, Geschichts- und Landeskunde, bearb. von
LOTHAR BoTscH et al., Hof 1999, p. 191). The chronicle was written by Enoch
Widmann in 1598 (QGT, vol. 2, Quellen zur Geschichte der Wiedertaufer, Mark-
graftum Brandenburg (Bayern 1. Abteilung), ed. by KARL SCHORNBAUM, Leipzig
1934, p. 4, note 1). Although ENocH WIDMANNG account contains both valid
information and extremely bizarre content, TSCHACKERT is convinced that fthis
report is, however, apparently reliabled(TscHACKERT: Storch, p. 444).

MANLIUS: Locorvm commvnivm, p. 16.

StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 66, RP (RP = Ratsprotokolle = council miutes) of 15 Aug.
1547, fol. 53b. (Orig.:[ é ] Z u i c.rThesStoech alas had obviously existed
in Zwickau for a long time. In 1331 a man with the name Johann Storch was
mentioned; in 1342 a priest, and in 1353 a vicar with the name Storch (Kunze,
JENS & STEINFUHRER, HENNING (Bearb.): Urkundenbuch der Stadt Zwickau, 1.
Teil: Die urkundliche Uberlieferung 1118i 1485, vol. 1: 1118i 1399, ed. by HEN-
NING STEINFUHRER, Peine 2014, pp. 60f; pp. 78f; pp. 108i 111). A man with the
name Hannus Storch was a councilor in Zwickau in 1375 (ProTze, HELMUT (ed.):
Das éalteste Zwickauer Stadtbuch (13757 1481) und seine Sprache. Nach Vorar-
beiten von Karl Steinmdiller unter Beriicksichtigung sachlicher, sprachgeschicht-
licher, lautlicher, grammatischer und syntaktischer Gesichtspunkte sowie durch
Einbeziehung aller Personennamen, Frankfurt am Main 2008, p. 63). A monetary
transaction was recorded in 1421 and a sale of land in 1455, in which persons
with the name Storch were involved (Kunze, JENS & STEINFUHRER, HENNING
(Bearb.): Urkundenbuch der Stadt Zwickau, 2. Teil: Das alteste Stadtbuch 1375-
1481, ed. by Jens Kunze, Hanover 2012, p. 161; pp. 409f.). The Konzeptbuch
(concept book) mentions in 1524 a Wolff Storch (StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 6, 7, Kon-
zeptbuch 152471 1526, fol. 5a). Nicolaus Storch may have belonged to the clan
of Peter Storch, who had studied theology at the university in Prague, then
worked there as a professor, left Prague in 1409, and was later involved in the
founding of the Leipzig University (FABIAN, ERNST: Zwei Zwickauer als Mitbe-
griinder der Leipziger Universitat, in: Mitteilungen des Altertumsvereins fiir Zwi-
ckau und Umgegend 11 (1914), pp. 131 24, p. 23). This Peter Storch appeared
as one of the jurors in the trial against John Hus at the council in Constance in
1415 (PALACKY, FRANZ: Geschichte von Bohmen. Grof3tentheils nach Urkunden
und Handschriften, vol. 3, 1. Teil: Bohmen unter Kénig Wenzel 1V, bis zum
Ausbruch des Hussitenkireges. Vom Jahre 13781 1419, Prague 1845, p. 331).
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of the gate,’®* and it was said of him that his brother was an arch-
Thomist'® 1 Nicolaus Storch, Jorge& brother, was therefore con-
sidered an arch-Thomist, meaning a convinced and loyal follower of
Thomas Mintzer. Zwickau was Storch& place of work and center of
life for many years, and Luther referred to him in his Table Talks as
man of Zwickau.®

Nicolaus Storch had probably attended the local Latin school and
then studied the liberal arts.’®” He was a clothmaker by profession,
probably a master, and belonged to the clothmakersoguild.'® His clan
may have experienced social decline, like many clothmakers, when
their trade became dependent on those who had become financially
strong through silver mining in nearby town of Schneeberg.®®

Melanchthon saw Storch as a fanatical man who did not properly
teach about the faith,’*® and he recommended avoiding such a
haughty person.®* Above all, he saw him as the founder of rebaptism:
So from one man, Storch, all those directions of the Anabaptists have
emanated.®2 Melanchthon also claimed that Storch had reported that
angels had appeared to tell him that he would be the one to renew the
church.?®® For Melanchthon, Storch was, according to Kuroprka, the
fcardinal example of contemporary heresya!®* Fasricius character-
ized Storch as an impudent and bad person,'*® in whose behavior
boldness vied with incompetence.'®® CamerARrIus attested that he had
realized his plans with great determination,®” while ManLius was
convinced that Storch had deceived people in many ways.%®

184 ThHStAW, EGA, Reg. li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen Sektenwesen, fol. 34a.

185 ThHStAW, EGA, Reg. li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen Sektenwesen, fol. 36b.

186 WATT 2, p. 307,9f.

187 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 23a.

188  ThMA 3, p. 86,16. (Orig.: [ € knapperey.)

189 Schneeberg, see here the map on p. 61.

190 MELANCHTHON: Brevis, fol. 102a.

191 MEeLANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 64a.

192 MBW T 4/1, p. 60,15f.

193 CR 15 = Corpus Reformatorum, Philippi Melanchthonis opera quae supersunt
omnia, ed. by KARL GOTTLIEB BRETSCHNEIDER, Vol. 15, Halle 1848, col. 1160.

194 KuropkaA, NicoLE: Philipp Melanchthon: Wissenschaft und Gesellschaft. Ein
Gelehrter im Dienst der Kirche (15267 1532), Tubingen 2002, p. 111.

195 FaBRICIUS: Originvm, p. 865.

196 FaBRICIUS: Rivius, fol. b1la.

197 CamMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 47.

198 ManNLIus: Locorvm commvnivm, p. 16.
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2.2.2 Marcus Thomae Stibner

Stubner was one of Storch& closest confidants. Born around 15001%°
in Elsterberg as the son of a bathhouse owner,?® Stiibner enrolled in
Leipzig in 1515 and completed his studies there in 1517 with a bache-
lor& degree.?** On 26 May 1518, he enrolled in Wittenberg,?°? which
brought him into closer contact with Melanchthon. In the course of
1521, he probably came into contact with Storch and Muntzer and
gave up his studies in Wittenberg as a result. According to CAMERA-
RIUS, the abandonment of his studies was in accordance with grounds
that knowledge does not come from science, but is a gift from God.?%
Stlibner went to Prague with Muntzer for six months.?°* He then joined
Storch again and accompanied him to Wittenberg in December 1521.
CAMERARIUS, Who had got to know Stiibner personally in Wittenberg,
attested that he stood out from the crowd of Storch& followers.2%

2.2.3 Drechsel

Drechsel appeared only in the course of a vehement dispute with
Luther, in which he presented himself as a convinced supporter of the
Zwickau Prophetsodoctrine.?° When his prophetic statements did not
meet with Luther® approval, Drechsel was outraged.?®” Luther con-
sidered Drechsel to be under the influence of Stubner, in particular,
and labelled him his follower.2%®

199 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 48.

200 WaPPLER: MUntzer, p. 56.

201 CLEMEN, OTTO: Kleine Schriften zur Reformationsgeschichte (18977 1944), ed.
by ERNST KocH, vol. 8 (1898i 1950), repr., Leipzig 1987, p. 4, note 1.

202 MSB, p. 369, note 2.

203 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 46.

204 The literature assumes that it was Stiibner who accompanied Miintzer to Prague.
SusaN KARANT-NUNN, for example, considered Stibner to be Miintzer& compan-
ion (KARANT-NUNN, SusaN C.: Zwickau in Transition, 15001 1547: The Reforma-
tion as an Agent of Change, Columbus 1987, pp. 108f.). HOYER held the same
view (Hover: Storchianer, p. 68). BRAUER and VOGLER, on the other hand,
questioned Stibner& stay in Prague (BRAUER, SIEGFRIED & VOGLER, GUNTER:
Thomas Miintzer. Neu Ordnung machen in der Welt. Eine Biographie, Gitersloh
2016, p. 130).

205 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 45.

206 WATT 3, p. 15,18i 16,4.

207 WATT 3, p. 14,19.

208 WATr 2, p. 307,17.
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2.2.4 Martin Cellarius

Cellarius was probably one of the first whom the Zwickau Prophets
could convince of their teachings in Wittenberg. The appearance of
the three men from Zwickau at the turn of the year 1521 into 1522
caused quite a stir in Wittenberg. Amsdorf, who believed he was
already in the apocalyptic end times and declared, the day of the Lord
is near,?*® was initially impressed by the Zwickau visitors, and soon
other residents of Wittenberg were as well. Apparently, numerous
followers of the doctrine of the Zwickau Prophets were won over in
the center of the Reformation, including Martin Cellarius.

Cellarius, originally called Borrhaus, was born in Stuttgart in 1499
to honorable parents, citizens of Stuttgart,?!° as he wrote in his auto-
biography. He later also called himself Cellarius from Stuttgart.?!! He
was brought up by a relative named Simon Hauskeller (d. 1544), an
educated citizen who was well-liked by Duke Ulrich of Wirttemberg
(14871 1550),22 and whose Latinized name &ellariuséMartin Borr-
haus then adopted due to this family situation.?*® Martin Cellarius had
enrolled in Tdbingen on 4 March 1512 and studied philosophy and
theology until 1515. By his own admission, he there had become a
Scotist.?** He completed his studies with a Magister Artium.?'®> At the
University of Tubingen, he came into closer contact with his fellow
student Melanchthon.

He then made contact with Johannes Reuchlin (14551 1522) and
later with John Eck (148671 1543), at whose chair in Ingolstadt he
studied from August 1519. When the plague broke out in Ingolstadt in

209 MULLER, NikoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 138.

210 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 295. Cellariusdautobiography dNarratio de Martini Borrhai
vita. Anno 1559. Basileaebwas not printed at the time. The handwritten original
is in Basel. Felici edited the 21-page work, see FEeLici: Borrhaus, pp. 295 305.

211 TsCHACKERT, PAUL (ed.): Urkundenbuch zur Reformationsgeschichte des Her-
zogthums Preuf3en, vol. 2: Urkunden, erster Theil, 1523 bis 1541, repr., Osna-
briick 1965 [1890], p. 150, no. 438.

212 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 295.

213 BAckus, IRENA: Martin Borrhaus (Cellarius), Bibliotheca Dissidentium. Répertoire
des non-conformistes religieux des seizieme et dix-septiéme siécles, ed. by
ANDRE SEGUENNY & JEAN ROTT, vol. 2, Baden-Baden 1981, p. 11.

214 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 297. Cellarius became a sympathizer of J. D. Scotus (12661
1308). Scotus said that man is not forced to his salvation, but accepts God& offer
voluntarily.

215 Backus: Cellarius, p. 11.
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1521 and a personal dispute arouse between him and Eck over his
claim to a place of refuge in the monastery,?® he then went to Witten-
berg in mid-1521 to get to know Luther® teachings more closely and
carefully,?!” as he emphasized. Not least because of his opposition to
John Eck, he turned to the opposing religious side and finally became
familiar with Luther®& theology by reading his treatise &/on der Freiheit
eines Christenmenschend(On the Freedom of a Christian),?'8 which
prompted him to state that he was [...] filled with an inspiration of the
divine spirit.?'° At this point, said Cellarius, he felt great appreciation
for Martin Luther and his teachings.??°

In Wittenberg he maintained close contact with Melanchthon,
formerly his fellow student in Tibingen and an old friend, in whose
house he could stay??* and who, as an expression of his trust, com-
missioned him to teach the students in mathematics.??? When he
came into contact with the Zwickau Prophets in 1522, he adopted their
teachings and advocated it vehemently. CameRARIUs stated that
Cellarius stubbornly adhered to the Zwickau Prophets and finally even
became the leader of the circle they founded in Wittenberg??® and that
he was the most ardent representative of the Zwickau Prophetsé
doctrine there.??* Luther described him as one of these same new
Prophets.??®

2.2.5 Gerhard Westerburg

Westerburg was born in Cologne probably in 1494 and came from a
wealthy family. He enrolled at the University of Cologne on 25 October
1514226 and acquired his master® degree in 1515, after having previ-

216 FRIESEN, ABRAHAM: Martin Cellarius. In der Grauzone der Ketzerei, in: HANS-
JURGEN GOERTZ (ed.): Radikale Reformatoren. 21 biographische Skizzen von
Thomas Mintzer bis Paracelsus, Munich 1978, pp. 210i 222, p. 211.

217 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 296.

218 WA 7 = Weimarer Ausgabe: D. Martin Luthers Werke. Kritische Gesamtaus-
gabe, 7th vol., Weimar 1897, pp. 207 38.

219 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 297.

220 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 297.

221 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 297.

222 FeLici: Borrhaus, pp. 297f.

223 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 48.

224 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 51.

225 WABr 2, p. 493,17f.

226 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 3.
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ously studied the liberal arts in Trier.??” He had been influenced by
Thomism at the University of Cologne.??® From Cologne, he went to
the renowned Bologna, where he obtained his doctorate in jurispru-
dence, probably in 1517. During his stay in Bologna, a visit to Rome
led to his estrangement from the Church due to his impressions of the
grievances in this city,??° which is why he became interested in Refor-
mation endeavors at an early stage. Westerburg had already come
into contact with Storch® teachings in Cologne.?®® He had presumably
then heard about the activities of the Zwickau Prophets in Wittenberg,
which is why he set off there in 1522 and then ftlosely joinedothem.?3!
Westerburg was impressed by the prophetic elements of their teach-
ings.?*2 He accompanied Storch to the conversation with Luther,?33
and he seemed to have been on particularly good terms with Storch.
Luther, indeed, believed that Westerburg had been taken in by the
Zwickau Prophets.?34

In the course of the Wittenberg talks between Luther and the Zwi-
ckau Prophets, Westerburg appeared as a Zwickau Prophet and was
categorized as such by Luther.?®

2.3 Luther & Distancing from the Zwickau Prophets

Storch had come to Wittenberg with Stiibner and Drechsel in the hope
of gaining approval for their doctrine from Luther, the central figure of

227 \WOoODBRIDGE, RusstLL: Gerhard Westerburg, in: Bibliotheca Dissidentium.
Répertoire des non-conformistes religieux des seizieme e dixseptieme siecles,
ed. by ANDRE SEGUENNY & MARTIN ROTHKEGEL, vol. 27, Baden-Baden / Bouxwiller
2012, pp. 151 79, p. 15.

228 WooDBRIDGE: Westerburg, p. 15.

229 WESTERBURG, GERHARD: Wie die Hochgelerten von Co6lln Doctores in der Gottheit
vnd Ketzermeister / den Doctor Gerhart Westerburg des Fegfewrs half [...]
verdampt haben. Wie [...] / alles clarlich angezeygt, Marburg 1533, fol. Alb.

230 WABr 2, p. 515,107 12. STeEITZ assumed that Westerburg had made the acquaint-
ance of one of Storch& femissariesoas late as 1521 (SteiTz: Westerburg, p. 6).
KaRL REMBERT believed that Nicolaus Storch was personally in Cologne during
this time and passed on his teachings to Westerburg (REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p.
34). Presumably it was not Storch who was in Cologne, but one of his represent-
atives.

231 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 8.

232 WABr 2, p. 515,12.

233 WABr 2, p. 597,261 28.

234 WABr 2, p. 515,10f.

235 WABT 2, p. 515,81 13.
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the Reformation. However, due to Melanchthon® and Amsdorf&
letters, Luther immediately distanced himself. He recognized a
peculiar spirit in the Zwickau Prophets.?*¢ While still at Wartburg
Castle, he became convinced that this same prophetic teaching was
now the greatest danger to his work to date. On 5 March 1522, Luther
had let the elector know, everything that has been done to me so far
in this matter has been only dishonor and nothing,?*” but now, as
Luther wanted to make clear, this current attack was severe. The term
@wickau Prophetsg as used by Luther, was not least an expression
of his distance and rejection. Back from Wartburg Castle, he adopted
an outwardly defensive and confrontational stance, condemning the
Prophets outright. This view became even more entrenched in his
mind, so that he finally saw Satan raging in his flock through the
appearance of the Zwickau Prophets,?® as he told his friend, the
Zwickau Pastor Hausmann, on 17 March 1522. Luther®& judgement
not only shaped the general view of the Zwickau Prophets at the time,
but also in the centuries that followed. Storch and his companions had
come to Wittenberg i referring to Luther i and they obviously wanted
to be part of Luther® Reformation. However, Luther rejected them,
dismissed their teachings, and eliminated them from dis6Reformation
movement. KAUFMANN stated, fit was not least due to the rejection they
received from the Wittenbergers that Storch, Stiibner, Westerburg,
Cellarius, Muntzer and Karlstadt became the starting figures of the
radical Reformation, which was multifaceted in itself.&*°

The radical reformers ultimately stood apart from the mainstream
of the Reformation represented by Luther and, thus, formed the
radical wing of the Reformation process. Basically, the term Zwickau
Prophets stands not only for individual people, but also for a specific
doctrine and a religious movement. This lay movement was rooted in
Zwickau, where Storch had become active in the local conventicle
scene.

23  WABr 2, p. 425,22.
237 \WABr 2, p. 454,28f.
238 WABTr 2, p. 474,13.
239 KAUFMANN: Miintzer, p. 112,
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3 Radical Reformatory Endeavors in Zwickau

3.1 Zwickau at the Time of the Reformation

The starting point and first place of activity of the Zwickau Prophets
was Zwickau, at that time the largest and most important town in
Ernestine Saxony, with over 7,000 inhabitants.?*° First mentioned in a
document in 1118 under the name Zcwickaw?*! and probably in pos-
session of city rights since 1212,2*? Zwickau became an imperial city

:
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Yo\
4

i
T

Figure 2: Zwickau (Cygnea), by Matthdus Merian the Elder, 1650. Zwickau
was the largest town in Ernestine Saxony.

240 For the number of inhabitants, cf. BRAUER, HELMUT: Zur burgerlichen Chronistik,
p. 60; KAHLEYR, JuLIA: Die Burger von Zwickau und ihre Kirche. Kirchliche Institu-
tionen und stadtische Frommigkeit im spaten Mittelalter, Leipzig 2013, p. 46.
HELMUT PROTZE stated 7,677 inhabitants for the year 1536 (PrRoTzE: Das alteste
Zwickauer Stadtbuch, p. 11). It can be assumed that the census included inhabit-
ants from the age of 12.

241 KUNZE & STEINFUHRER: Urkundenbuch, 1. Teil, vol. 1: 11181 1399, p. 3.

242 KAHLEYR: Burger von Zwickau, p. 44. STEINFUHRER considered it possible that
Zwickau got the titel downd(Stadterhebung) already under Barbarossa, who
reigned from 11527 1190 (KuNze & STEINFUHRER: Urkundenbuch, 1. Teil, vol. 1:
1118i 1399, Einleitung, p. XVI).
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in 1290 or 1291 and stood, thus, not under the rule of a prince, but
lost this status again in 13482%° and remained a Saxon territorial city
thereafter. The Electorate of Saxony, which belonged to the Ernestine
line,?** was governed from 1486 by Frederick the Wise with the assis-
tance of his brother and later successor Duke John the Steadfast
(1468i 1532), who was in office after Frederick from 1525 to 1532.
One speaks of the fmild reign of the brothers Frederick the Wise and
Duke Johna?*® At Frederick® request, there was an administrative
division between the two brothers in 1513, which gave Duke John
responsibility for various parts of the electorate, including Zwickau.?4¢

This division ultimately favored the spread of Lutheran doctrine in
Zwickau, as John had shown sympathy for the Reformation earlier
than his brother did.?*” The division of the administration with the
resulting requirement for close coordination between Frederick®
advisors and John® made governing rather more difficult,?*® with the
result that there was more space to design the administrative tasks,
especially for the Zwickau Council. There had been a town council
since 1273,%° which established a strong position over time. At the
beginning of the sixteenth century, it consisted of 24 mostly wealthy
and respected men, 12 of whom held office each year. The election or
appointment took place within the council, the citizens did not vote.?*°
The councilors were confirmed by the elector,?*! who also appointed

243 GRog, REINER: Zwickau in der ersten Halfte des 16. Jahrhunderts, in: 500 Jahre
Ratsschulbibliothek Zwickau 14987 1998, ed. by the Ratsschulbibliothek Zwikau,
Zwickau 1998, pp. 1601 175, p. 160.

244 |n 1485, the fmain division of the entire House of Wettin [...] occurred for family-
internal reasonsq@ which led to the division into an Ernestine and Albertine part
of the land (KLEIN, THOMAS: Ernestinisches Sachsen, kleinere thiringische
Gebiete, in: ANTON SCHINDLING & WALTER ZIEGLER (ed.): Die Territorien des
Reichs im Zeitalter der Reformation und Konfessionalisierung. Land und Konfes-
sion 150071 1650, vol. 4: Mittleres Deutschland, Munster 1992, pp. 81 39, p. 11).

245 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 328.

246 MULLER, ERNST: Die Mutschierung von 1513 im ernestinischen Sachsen, in: Jahr-
buch fur Regionalgeschichte 14 (1987), pp. 173i 182, p. 179.

247 LEPPIN, VOLKER: Martin Luther, 2nd edn., Darmstadt 2010 [2006], p. 265.

248 MULLER, ERNST: Mutschierung, p. 182.

249 KUNZE & STEINFUHRER: Urkundenbuch, 1. Teil, vol. 1: 11181 1399, Einleitung, p.
XVII.

250 Brop, CARL: Rat und Beamte der kurfirstlichen Stadt Zwickau 14851 1547. Ein
Beitrag zur Verwaltungsgeschichte, Zwickau 1927, p. 3.

251 BRAUER, HELMUT: Wider den Rat. Der Zwickauer Konflikt 1516/17, Leipzig 1999,
p. 54.
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individual councilors himself on a case-by-case basis.?*? In fact, the
elector had a permanent right of veto and was represented locally by
a bailiff who attended the council meetings. The elector occasionally
stayed in Zwickau and resided in his Castle Osterstein (Weil3enstein).
The council was led and represented externally by an annually
changing mayor. At the beginning of the Reformation, the majority of
the councilors were in favor of humanism and developed sympathies
for Martin Luther and the Reformation process.?>® The highly regarded
Zwickau school system,?* which had probably been in operation
since 1291, crystallized the influence of humanism. Jews had lived in
Zwickau since the fourteenth century and had a synagogue in the
Judengasse.?®

Zwickau was not only the largest, but also the richest town in
Ernestine Saxony. The silver mining in nearby Schneeberg, which
began in 1475, had brought prosperity, but also social upheaval.?®
Some burghers became very wealthy, while a not inconsiderable
proportion of the town& population, especially those working in the
traditional weaving trade, did not benefit from this development, but
rather came under economic pressure. Even so, Zwickau was a
prosperous town overall at the beginning of the 16th century.?’

252 HErzoG, EmIL: Chronik der Kreisstadt Zwickau, 2. Teil: Jahresgeschichte in zwei
Abtheilungen, Zwickau 1845, p. 191.

258 HerzoG: Chronik, 2. Teil, pp. 146f.

254 NAGEL, DIETRICH: Von der Zwickauer Schulbibliothek zur Regional- und For-
schungsbibliothek Sudwestsachsens. Eine geschichtliche Betrachtung zum
Wandel ihrer Funktion, in: 500 Jahre Ratsschulbibliothek Zwickau 14987 1998,
ed. by Ratsschulbibliothek Zwickau, Zwickau 1998, pp. 107 36, p. 10.

255 The presence of Jews is documented as early as 1330; a synagogue existed in
the Jiidengasse (see here the map on p. 62) until 1504 (Das historische Stadtbild
Zwickaus, p. 18). There were around 40 Jews living in Zwickau at the time, who
were expelled in 1504 as part of a mandate against Jews issued for Saxony,
although some were afterwards able to settle again, but then had to leave the
town again in 1536 for allegedly setting fires; subsequently, individual Jews were
able to settle again until they were expelled anew in 1543 (DIAMANT, ADOLF: Zur
Chronik der Juden in Zwickau. Dem Gedenken einer kleinen jidischen Gemeinde
in Sachsen, Frankfurt am Main 1971, p. 6). There were conversions from Juda-
ism to Christianity: PAuL GREFF reported of a Jew who was baptized in 1500: In
1500, a Jew from Zwickau was baptized on S. Sebastianus in the evening and
was given the name Sebastian (GReFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 53). The Urfehde-
buch records the following for 1525: Christoff Karschbach a baptized Jew
(StadtA Zwickau, Liber Proscriptorum 13521 1536, llIx*, 135, fol. 80b).

256 BRAUER, HELMUT: Wider den Rat, p. 43.

257 Zwickau® tax revenue was four times as high as that of Dresden (GRog:
Zwickau, p. 163).
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Figure 3: The area around Zwickau in the early sixteenth century.?58

258 The Map is based on: BLASCHKE, KARLHEINZ: Atlas zur Geschichte und Landes-
kunde von Sachsen, Karte C Ill 1, ed. by Sachsische Akademie der Wissen-
schaften, Dresden 2011. The district of Schneeberg was jointly administered by
the Ernestines and Albertines. The lordship of Wildenfels was free of the Empire,
and in 1533 it was enfeoffed by the Ernestines, who were also feudal lords of the
nobles of Reuss. The feudal lords of the Schénburg dominion were the
Albertines and, for part of that dominion, the Bohemian king. (On the lordship of
Wildenfels, see BONHOFF, LEO: Der urspriingliche Umfang der Grafschaft Harten-
stein, in: Neues Archiv fir Sachsische Geschichte und Altertumskunde 27
(1906), pp. 2091 281; on the Reuss dominion, see MAJER, FRIEDRICH: Chronik
des Furstlichen Hauses der Reussen von Plauen, Weimar / Leipzig 1811; on the
lordship of Schoénburg, see MULLER, CONRAD: Schdnburg. Geschichte des
Hauses bis zur Reformation, Leipzig 1931).
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Niedertor

Figure 4: Zwickau in the early sixteenth century.25°

259

Sources used: fPlan der Kreisstadt Zwickau [...] 18360by EmiL HERzOG (HERZOG,
EwmiL: Chronik der Kreisstadt Zwickau, 1 Teil: Topographie und Statistik, Zwickau
1839, Annex l); fHistorischer Stadtgrundri von Zwickau 15./16. Jahrhunderto
von H. DRecHSLER (Das historische Stadtbild Zwickaus, 15./16. Jh., ed. by
Stadtisches Museum Zwickau, Zwickau 1986, Anlage); flLageplan Klosterbezirk
in Zwickaud by GERHARD ROCHLITZER (REBEGGIANI, MATTEO: Zur Umsetzung der
Reformation in Zwickau in den Jahren 152171525, in: Erneuerung und
Eigensinn. Zwickaus Weg durch die Reformation, ed. by Kulturamt Zwickau,
Zwickau 2017, pp. 331 37, p. 36).
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From 1520 to 1522, during the time of religious upheaval, the
plague also occurred.

In terms of church law, Zwickau belonged to the diocese of Naum-
burg-Zeitz. From 1517 to 1541, Philipp of Wittelsbach (14801 1541),
who was also Bishop of Freising, was the responsible administrator.
Count Palatine Philipp was generally open to ecclesiastical reforms
and was initially reluctant to act against the Reformation,?®® which
gave space for the Zwickau Reformation process in its early stages.

At the beginning of the sixteenth century, Zwickau was a town in
which the Catholic faith was practiced intensively and in many ways.
In addition to a monastery church, there were seven other churches?5!
and various chapels. Due to 44 designated fiefs, a large number of
clergymen could be active. In addition to the church services and
other religious activities, there was an extensive system of various
brotherhoods among the townspeople, in which laypeople, many of
whom were tradesmen, joined together to cultivate religious and
social life.

The monastery system had long been well-developed. With its 40
monks, the Franciscan monastery,?? which had been in existence
since 1231, was very influential.?®> The Cistercian monks of
Grunhain maintained the so-called &riinhainer Hoféas an economic
estate.?®* Furthermore Dominicans, Carthusians, Antonites, and
Carmelites had rights in Zwickau.?®® In addition, there had been a
convent of Beguines since 1354, which was inhabited by up to 10
women,?%® who were generally referred to as nuns. Many people in
Zwickau found the strong presence of monastic demands oppressive,

260 Germania Sacra. Historisch-statistische Beschreibung der Kirche des Alten
Reiches, ed. by Max Planck Institut fir Geschichte, Neue Folge 35, 1: Die Bis-
tumer der Kirchenprovinz Magdeburg. Das Bistum Naumburg, 1, 1: Die Di6zese,
bearb. von HEINZ WIESSNER, Berlin / New York 1997, p. 954.

261 BRAUER, HELMUT: Zwickau vom Ausgang des Spatmittelalters bis zum Beginn
des 17. Jahrhunderts, in: Chronik Zwickau, vol. 1: Von den Anfangen bis zum
18. Jahrhundert, Dresden 2017, pp. 851 117, p. 99.

262 Franciscan monastery, see here the map on p. 62.

263 KAHLEYR: Blrger von Zwickau, p. 145. EMIL HERzoG assumed that there were up
to 80 monks (HErzoG: Chronik, 1st part, p. 156).

264 @runhainer Hofg see here the map on p. 62.

265 VoicT, JORG: Die Franziskaner in Zwickau und die Frommigkeit in der Stadt und

im Umland, in: ™Mar ti nus hal benn én. Zwi ckau

Umbruch, ed. by Stadtverwaltung Zwickau, Zwickau 2016, pp. 351 40, pp. 36f.
266 KAHLEYR: Citizens of Zwickau, pp. 162i 164.

und
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Figure 5: Guild house, built in 15227 1525 for the clothiers and other guilds.
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so that the monks had a rather bad reputation. In spite of their
pronounced piety, many people were latently dissatisfied with the
situation of the Church.2’

A special feature of Zwickau® religious life was the existence of a
local conventicle scene. Numerous Waldensians had been living in
the Saxon-Thuringian region since the fourteenth century,?® which
finally spread to the Zwickau area. Due to its proximity to Bohemia,
this nonconformist scene was infiltrated in the fifteenth century,
initially by Taborite influences, and later by Bohemian Brethren
especially, so that a Waldensian and Hussite-influenced conventicle
system existed in the run-up to the Reformation.®

Such groups were part of the heretical scene or Old Protestant
movement that was widespread throughout the Old Empire at the
time,?’° which traditionally existed in concealment as a crypto-scene,
and disguised its religious deviance in a nicodemistic manner. In the
course of the incipient Reformation process, this religious scene
modified itself and established itself locally under the name Secta
Storchitarum. According to JosepH LoRTz, Zwickau was an important
crystallization point in the fepidemic of religious enthusiasm in the
early days of the Reformationa?’*

3.2 The Secta Storchitarum as a Religious Group

Then the Secta Storchiana came into being,?’> wrote the Zwickau
chronicler PauL GRerr about the emergence of the Storch movement.
In the dHistorien von Thomas Mintzer§ it is said, this is how the Secta

267 WAPPLER: MUntzer, p. 16.

268 FLADE, PAUL: Romische Inquisition in Mitteldeutschland, insbesondere in den
sachsischen Léandern, in: BeitrAge zur Sé&chsischen Kirchengeschichte 11
(1896), pp. 581 86, pp. 77f. The Waldensians of the 14th century and those of
the following centuries differed from the Waldensians of the early period (12th
century). Peter Waldo / Valdes (Petrus Waldus) from Lyon, for example, who
founded the Waldensians, always wanted to remain part of the Catholic Church
despite various hostilities, whereas the later Waldensians had deliberately
broken with the Church.

269 BOEHMER, HEINRICH: Die Waldenser von Zwickau und Umgegend, in: Neues Ar-
chiv fir Sachsische Geschichte und Altertumskunde 36 (1915), pp. 17 38, p. 38.

270 REMBERT: Anabaptists, pp. 891 91.
211 LorTz: Reformation, p. 315.
212 GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 109.



66

Storchitarum developed [...].2”® The terms Secta Storchiana and
Secta Storchitarum were used to describe the formation of a specific
religious group in Zwickau in the early days of the Reformation. The
reference to Storch was an expression of the dominant influence of
Storch in this conventicle scene 7 Nickel Storch, who was followed,?"*
GREFF noted. This religious movement had come into existence when
Storch successfully implanted his special doctrine in the Zwickau
conventicle. The original Waldensian community had thus undergone
a realignment, and Storch had become the formative leading figure,
so that this group was named after him. Secta Storchitarum has
become a common term in recent literature.?’®

The Secta Storchitarum was the religious community of the
Zwickau Prophets?’® and formed their basis and field of operation.
This lay religious scene developed its specific profile in the course of
the Reformation. The existence of the Secta Storchitarum gave the
Zwickau Reformation process its special flavor.

3.2.1 The Origin of the Secta Storchitarum

Heretical, Old Protestant groups had existed in the Holy Roman
Empire of the German Nation for centuries.?’”” Most of these were
Waldensians, who had already appeared in the German-speaking
area in the twelfth century?’® and, despite being branded as heretics
and persecuted, had been able to spread funtil all of Germany was

273 ThMA 3, pp. 86,241 87,1.

214 GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 112.

275 In his 1908 essay on the Zwickau Prophets, WAPPLER spoke of Secta
Storchitarum (WAPPLER: Miintzer, p. 32). In contrast, in SEIDEMANNG 1842 edition
of the distoriend this term is only found in the appendix (SEIDEMANN, JOHANN
KarL: Thomas Muntzer. Eine Biographie, nach den im Koniglich Séchsischen
Hauptstaatsarchive zu Dresden vorhandenen Quellen bearb., Dresden / Leipzig
1842, p. 110).

276 Although the term Zwickau Prophets as such was only coined by Luther in Wit-
tenberg in 1522, the basic pattern of what characterized the Zwickau Prophets
already existed in Zwickau before then. In the literature, the term Zwickau
Prophets is used for the period before Storch& journey to Wittenberg. SIEGFRIED
BRAUER already spoke of the Zwickau Prophets when Mintzer was still in
Zwickau (BRAUER, SIEGFRIED: Mintzers Feuerruf in Zwickau, in: Herbergen der
Christenheit. Jahrbuch fir deutsche Kirchengeschichte 8 (1971), pp. 1271 153,
p. 145), as did OTT0 LANGER (LANGER: Zur religidsen Bewegung, p. 65).

277 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 89f.

278 | AMBERT: Héaresie der Zeit, p. 60.
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filled with them [...]a%"° A report by the Pseudo-Reiner (Passau
Anonymus)?®° shows that these Waldensians (Leonists) were also
active in the thirteenth century and penetrated Germany.?®! In the
fourteenth century, they were under strong pressure from the authori-
ties,?®2 but nonetheless they could assert themselves especially in
Saxony, Swabia, Bavaria,?® and in Thuringia.?®* The number of such
pre-Reformation groups in the Old Empire was probably not insignifi-
cant.?®

There was a AWaldensian communityoin Zwickau in the fifteenth
century,?% which was finally exposed. The heresy trial in 1462 caused

219 LeA, HENRY CHARLES: Geschichte der Inquisition im Mittelalter. Autorisierte
Ubersetzung, bearb. von HEINZ WIECK & MAX RACHEL, revised and ed. by JOSEPH
HANSEN, vol. 2: Die Inquisition in den verschiedenen christlichen Landern, repr.,
Aalen 1980 [1909], pp. 449f.

280 The name Pseudo-Reiner or Passauer Anonymus refers to an anonymous
author who compiled information about heretics, including Waldensians, which
had been obtained in the course of inquisitorial measures. Initially, these records
were attributed to the inquisitor Reiner (Reinerius Sacconus, d. around 1262).
After it was recognized that these were not only Reiner& records, but primarily
various anonymous contributions, a correction was made in the literature using
the term Pseudo-Reiner or Passauer Anonymus, which WiLHELM PREGER used
(PREGER, WILHELM: Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Waldesier im Mittelalter, in:
Abhandlungen der Historischen Classe der Koniglich Bayerischen Akademie der
Wissenschaften, vol. 13, 1. Teil, Munich 1875, pp. 1811 250, pp. 185f.). ALEXAN-
DER PATscHovsKY dated the composition of the report by the Pseudo-Reiner to
the period from 12607 1266 (PATSCHOVSKY, ALEXANDER: Der Passauer Anony-
mus. Ein Sammelwerk tber Ketzer, Juden, Antichrist aus der Mitte des 13.
Jahrhunderts, Stuttgart 1968, pp. 1381 146). The original version of the compila-
tion of Pseudo-Reiner, including the Reiner texts, is not available (PATSCHOVSKY:
Passauer Anonymus, p. 2). Jakob Gretser (15621 1625) had published excerpts
from the report of the Pseudo-Reiner in 1613 as an account of Reiner, although
it was not actually Reiner® version, but a compilation, which also included the
Reiner text (PATscHOVsSKY: Passauer Anonymus, p. 6). Jakob Gretser& version
was included in the Maxima bibliotheca under: Reineri Ordinis Praedicatorum,
contra Waldenses Haereticos, Liber. Nunc primum integre ex manuscripto
Codice editus. Per Jacobvm Gretservm Societatis lesv (Maxima bibliotheca
vetervm patrvm, et antiqvorvm scriptorvm ecclesiasticorvm. [...] Tomvs
vigesimvsqvintvs, Continens Scriptores ab ann. Christi 1200. ad ann. 1300, Lyon
1677, pp. 262i 277).

281 Maxima bibliotheca, p. 264.

282 | AMBERT: Haresie der Zeit, p. 59.

283 |LEA: Inquisition, vol. 2, p. 451.

284 FLADE: Inquisition in Mitteldeutschland, p. 60; p. 77f.

285 FLADE, PauL: Das rémische Inquisitionsverfahren in Deutschland bis zu den
Hexenprozessen, repr., Aalen 1972 [1902], pp. 16i 18. There are said to have
been around 80,000 Waldensians in Austria in the 14th century.

286 \WAaPPLER: MUntzer, p. 17. WAPPLER assumed that Petrus von Dresden, who had
influenced the Hussites in the sense of the Lord& Supper &Gub utraqued left
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quite a stir. As the Losan Annals record, Those who were erring in the
faith were found in Zwickau, Glauchau, and Crimmitschau, who were
then crushed with severe imprisonment and other tortures.?®” The
inquisition proceedings had revealed that these erring people were
Waldensians.?® Of the 27 men accused, one from Zwickau was
sentenced to death, but was pardoned after intercession, so that only
one person from Altenburg, who had already died naturally, was
sentenced to death posthumously.?®® The accused Waldensians
epitomized the classic sectarian or conventicle system of the Middle
Ages.

Waldensians were generally regarded as fiBible-believing here-
tics@?*® Such religious dissidents usually disguised themselves by
attending official Church services and formally participating in general
religious customs,?®* while remaining internally distanced from the
Church and holding thouse servicesa?®? In general, the conventicle
scene met secretly and in disguise, preferably in private houses,
barns, cellars,?*® or remote farmsteads, sometimes also outdoors,?**
often at night, basically conspiratorially. What the Zwickau conventicle
scene actually looked like between 1462 and the beginning of the
Reformation process is not documented in any sources. In the course
of the inquisition proceedings in 1462, this Waldensian community

corresponding traces in Zwickau (WApPPLER: Muntzer, p. 17). According to
HerzoG, Petrus von Dresden was the rector of the Zwickau Latin school for five
years, where he spread fHussite principlesd (HERzOG, EmiL: Geschichte des
Zwickauer Gymnasiums. Eine Gedenkschrift zur Einweihungsfeier des neuen
Gymnasialgebaudes, Zwickau 1869, p. 4f.). He is said to have been expelled
from Zwickau in 1414 (FLADE: Inquisition in Mitteldeutschland, p. 80). However
more recent research doubts the presence of Peter of Dresden in Zwickau. See
also KaHLEYR: Birger von Zwickau, p. 490.

287 FaBIAN: Oswald Losansche Annalen, p. 23. GREFF also reported on this: 1462:
Heretics have come to light in Zwickau, Glauchau and Crimmitschau, also in
Altenburg; they have been captured and condemned (GREFF: Zwickauer
Annalen, p. 27). Altenburg, see here the map on p. 221.

288 BoEHMER: Waldenser, p. 26. (Orig.: Irrige des Glaubens [ €] .

289 BoEHMER: Waldenser, pp. 22f.

290 HauprT, HERMANN: Die religiosen Sekten in Franken vor der Reformation, in:
Festgabe zur dritten S&cularfeier der Justus-Maximilians-Universitat zu Wurz-
burg, dargestellt von V. GRAMICH & HERMANN HAUPT & K. K. MULLER, Wirzburg
1882, pp. 55i 114, p. 71.

291 ReMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 90; Boehmer: Waldenser, p. 34.

292 KELLER: Reformation, p. 83.

293 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 96.

294 KELLER: Reformation, p. 85.
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may have temporarily evaporated, albeit with a tendency to slowly
restructure itself once the situation had calmed down.?®® BoEHMER
assumed that in the second half of the 15th century there were
Waldensian and Taborite-influenced believers in Zwickau

fivho had completely broken with the hierarchical church, who only ac-
cepted the Bible and, like the Storchites later, had themselves preached
in didden placesbby laymen and, what is the main thing, were already
extremely receptive to all radical ideas but especially to the ideas of the
Taborites; i.e., it is proven that on the eve of the Reformation in Zwickau
and the surrounding area the conditions for the emergence of such
movements as those of Storch and Muntzer [...] were present.&%

A nonconformist religious scene existed long before the Reforma-
tion began. Due to its proximity to Bohemia, Hussite influence was
also reflected in this Zwickau Waldensian community.?®” Waldensian
circles in particular were open to such Hussite infiltration. KAuFMANN
assumed that the Zwickau Prophets drew ffrom sources of pre-
Reformation Hussite or Waldensian spiritualityo?%® adding that: fiThere
is [...] no sufficient reason to deny a connection between the lay piety
that became virulent in Zwickau in 1520/1 and pre-Reformation
&ectarian historyd&@®® Hover also suspected the influence of fimedieval
heresiesoin the Zwickau conventicle scene,*° whereby he assumed
with regard to the emergence of the Secta Storchitarum that Storch
and his followers grew out of the local brotherhood system,*** namely
the Corpus Christi Brotherhood.3? In the same way, STEINMETZ located
the origin of the Secta Storchitarum in this brotherhood.*® However,
this attribution seems doubtful, as although Storch belonged to the

295 BOEHMER: Waldenser, p. 34.

2%  BoOEHMER: Waldenser, p. 36.

297 ELLIGER: Muntzer, pp. 122f.

298 KAUFMANN: Geschichte der Reformation, p. 455.

299 KAUFMANN: Miintzer, p. 48.

300 Hover: Storchianer, p. 60.

301 A comprehensive account of the brotherhoods in Zwickau can be found in:
KaHLEYR: Blrger von Zwickau, pp. 43071 455.

302 HoveR: Storchianer, p. 64. In 1475, the cloth weavers of Zwickau had formed a
brotherhood in connection with the so-called cloth squireséaltar (Knappenaltar)
in St. Catherine® Church, following the custom common at the time (HERzOG:
Chronik, 2. Teil, pp. 135f.; pp. 9107 912).

303 STEINMETZ, MAX: Thomas Mintzers Weg nach Allstedt. Eine Studie zu seiner
Friihentwicklung, Berlin 1988, p. 141.
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guild as a clothmaker,® he probably did not belong to the brother-
hood. Even if Storch was formally a member of this brotherhood,
moreover, he could not have derived his specific religious ideas from
it. As Hover emphasized, it is fas good as impossible that heretical
tendencies were awake in it [the brotherhood]a®®® As a welfare
organization, the Corpus Christi Brotherhood was a strong-hold of
Old-faith piety and operated within the doctrinal framework of the Old
church. The brotherhood focused on Corpus Christi processions.3%
Such activities in particular were contrary to Storch& basic religious
beliefs. As the Corpus Christi brotherhood could not have influenced
Storch, so other similar brotherhoods could not have been decisive
for Storch& new spiritual orientation. A brotherhood was a genuine
component of Catholic religiosity, to which the Secta Storchitarum
stood in marked contrast. In this respect, religious life in the brother-
hoods could not have been the source from which Storch drew his
new ideas.

An explanation of the emergence of the Secta Storchitarum with
a social gradient, as offered by ANNE-ROSE FROHLICH, iS also not
convincing. She wrote,

fAbove all, it was the impoverished clothiers who formed a mass [...]
susceptible to fantastic temptations. We understand that here, on this
soil favorable for the development of radical enthusiasm, the teachings
of Niklas Storch were able to growa3o”

Social imbalances do not explain the emergence of new religious
ideas. The majority of the followers of the Secta Storchitarum may
have belonged to the lower classes; for instance, the Hundsgasse, 3%
where Storch& group had a local center of gravity, was not inhabited
by wealthy citizens 1 however social status does not explain the
emergence and spread of a heretical group. The social component

304 ThMA 3, p. 86,16.
305 HovYEeR: Storchianer, p. 64.
306 KAHLEYR: Blrger von Zwickau, p. 445.
307 FROHLICH, ANNE-RosE: Die Einflihrung der Reformation in Zwickau, Zwickau
1919, p. 12. ANNE-ROSE FROHLICH& work also appeared in: Mitteilungen des
Altertumsvereins fur Zwickau und Umgegend 12 (1919).
308 The chronicler TRETWEIN reported in his annals that the paving of the Hunds-
gasse began in 1520 (TReTwWEIN: Handschriftiche Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms.
147, fol. 19b). Hundsgasse, see here the map on p. 62. Other streets in Zwickau
had probably been paved much earlier. Hundsgasse means iDog& Str eet 0.
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was not a decisive factor in the formation of the Secta Storchitarum
and played a marginal role at best, especially as it was concerned
with religious content.

WAPPLER Ssaw the emergence of the Secta Storchitarum in
connection with Luther®& appearance and believed that in Zwickau,
fprobably under the direct impression of Luther®& main reformatory
writings of 1520, a conventicle Christianity had formed, which [...] had
a large followinga®®® However, such a religious scene is unlikely to
have emerged as a result of Luther@ Reformation writings, as his
relevant work @n the Freedom of a Christianbwas published in Wit-
tenberg in November 1520, and a distinct conventicle system could
hardly have formed within a short period of time on the basis of this
writing. In any case, Luther®& writings did not lead to the formation of
conventicles. There is also a serious contradiction: How could a group
such as the Secta Storchitarum, which clearly diverged from Luther in
its spiritual orientation, have been formed on the basis of Luther®
teachings? HaHN, on the other hand, was convinced that sectarianism
had been widespread in Zwickau for generations and spoke of the
fold Zwickau sectarian blood63!° He explained,

firhe center of this movement was the Hundsgasse [...]. Poor cloth-
makers lived here [...], dreamers and fanatics who were filled with anti-
clerical, Waldensian and Hussite-communist ideas from their parents
and grandparents, and who constantly filled themselves with new ideas
in conspiratorial meetings, where women also had their say.¢!

Building on this traditional conventicle system, Storch must have
formed the Secta Storchitarum. At the time when the Reformation
process began and spread in Zwickau, an Old Protestant group of
Waldensian and Bohemian-Brethren orientation, was obviously the
basis for the emergence of the Secta Storchitarum.

309 WAPPLER, PAUL (Bearb.): Die Tauferbewegung in Thuringen von 1526i 1584, ed.
by thiringische historische Kommission, Jena 1913, p. 8. HAROLD STAUFFER
BENDER also believed that the conventicle-church in Zwickau was fvery probably
due to the influence of Luther& reformatory writings of 15200(BENDER: Zwickauer
Propheten, p. 266). GOTTFRIED ARNOLD assumed a connection between Luther®
writing &/on der Freiheit eines Christenmenschend(On the Freedom of a Chris-
tian) and the emergence of Storch& conventicle (ARNOLD, GOTTFRIED: Ketzer-
Historie, Teil 2, p. 264).

810 HaHN: Luther in Zwickau, p. 18.

311 HaHN: Luther in Zwickau, p. 17.
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The precise indication of the existence of such a pre-Reformation
community was provided by Pastor Nikolaus Hausmann in his 1525
report®'? to Duke John. In it, he explicitly referred to the fact that at the
beginning of the Reformation process the people from the conventicle
circles had diligently helped to promote the Gospel but had now fallen
away and characterized them as those who were experts in the Holy
Scriptures, had abandoned the false doctrine, and had recognized
their blindness.?!® By referring to a community whose followers were
experts in the Holy Scriptures, Hausmann was not characterizing the
general population of Old believers, but rather Waldensian-influenced
people of the conventicle scene. Catholic believers were not generally
considered to know the Bible, but the Waldensians were. Pastor
Hausmann could not have been referring to membership of the
Catholic Church with the attested false doctrine either, because
everyone came from a Catholic background, including himself as an
ordained priest. Hausmann spoke here of blindness in the sense of
heresy to characterize a special group, thereby distinguishing this
community as a long-established special group from the religious
community as a whole. Consequently, before the beginning of the
Reformation process, an Old Protestant community characterized by
Waldensianism already existed, from which the Secta Storchitarum
ultimately emerged. In addition to the Waldensian influence, the
Taborite and above all the Bohemian Brethren (Czech Brethren)
influence was also evident in this group.

The infiltration of the conventicle system, which was widespread
throughout the Empire, came primarily from the Bohemian Brethren.
Despite persecution, they had been able to maintain their noncon-
formist religiousness in Bohemia and represented a significant
movement in the first half of the sixteenth century, being also active
externally. The influence of the Bohemian-Brethren in the Zwickau
conventicle scene is expressed in the dlistoriend and in the
provocative detter of shame and slanderéwritten in 1521. In that letter,
similarities between the Secta Storchitarum and Bohemian heretics
were explicitly emphasized i As is customary with the Picards, who

312 pastor Nikolaus Hausmann wrote the so-called d&Reformation Reportséfor the
Ernestine Duke John the Steadfast in around 1523 and 1525, in which he
reported on the development of the Reformation in Zwickau (PRELLER: Haus-
mann, pp. 347i 379).

313 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
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turn a cobbler or tailor into a preacher®* i and it was posted on the
church doors in Zwickau. The metaphor of cobbler and tailor referred
to Peter Chelcicky (ca. 1390i 1460) and Gregor (d. 1473), two
important founding fathers of the Bohemian Brethren: Peter Chelcicky
was considered a cobbler,*® Gregor a tailor.3'® The characteristics of
the Bohemian Brethren were evidently familiar in Zwickau. The name
Picards also referred to Bohemia. Mintzer, who had been working as
a preacher in Zwickau since May 1520, was then vilified as a yellow-
colored Picardian villain®'” in the course of his conflicts and thus
brought close to the Waldensians and Bohemian Brethren, precisely
because of his connection to the Zwickau Prophets. In his report to
Duke John in December 1521, Hausmann had also spoken of a
Picardian and heretical following.3!® His reference to the fact that the
whole of Zwickau was in danger of getting a Picardian name3®
attached to it in the course of the conventicle activities also clarifies
the same background of Storch& community.

This Waldensian current, also influenced by the Bohemian-
Brethren conventicle scene, had therefore already existed in Zwickau
for years or decades. The inquisition proceedings of 1462 had
evidently not led to the extinction of this Old Protestant group. Despite
often harsh judgements, inquisition proceedings could not completely
stifle such heretical movements in most cases, but only temporarily
contain them, so that over time the previous situation returned.3?° In
this respect, despite the inquisition proceedings carried out in 1462, it
can be assumed that dissidentism existed in Zwickau long before the
reformatory innovation process began. The ground was thereby

314 ThMA 3, p. 86,20f.

315 PEscHKE, ERHARD: Die Theologie der Bohmischen Briider in ihrer Friihzeit, vol.
1: Das Abendmahl. 1. Untersuchungen, Stuttgart 1935, p. 108. The term cobbler
in this sense had already appeared in Bohemia in 1415 (MULLER, JOSEPH
THEODOR: Geschichte der Bohmischen Briider, vol. 1: 14001 1528, Herrnhut
1931, pp. 25f.). On Chelcicky: WAGNER, MURRAY L.: Petr Chelcicky. A Radical
Separatist in Hussite Bohemia, Foreword by JAROLD K. ZEMAN, Scottdale: Herald
Press, 1983.

316 paLACKY, FRANZ: Geschichte von Béhmen. GroRtentheils nach Urkunden und
Handschriften, vol. 4: Das Zeitalter Georgs von Podebrad, 1. Teil: Die Zeit von
1439 bis zu K. Ladislaws Tode 1457, Prague 1857, p. 484.

317 ThMA 3, p. 84,31.

318 KoLpE: Altester Bericht, p. 324.

319 KoLDE: Altester Bericht, p. 324.

320 FLADE: Inquisitionsverfahren in Deutschland, p. 16; KELLER: Reformation, p. 253.
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prepared for the emergence of a movement such as the Secta
Storchitarum at the starting point of the Reformation. According to
CLEMEN, Zwickau was fa soil predisposed to religious enthusiasmg32
which nourished Storch and his like-minded comrades.

Basically, nonconformist ideas were often preserved and
cultivated within the family and in small circles in the segment of the
population infiltrated by heretical ideas. Although the practice of faith
in society at the time was generally strongly orientated towards official
Church offers, there was also private, family-based communication of
religious content.®?2 For example, Melanchthon (1536) reported from
the interrogation of Hans Schleier i who had not had his child
baptized i that he had not referred to Thomas Mintzer, but when
asked where he got his doctrine from, he said that his parents had
pointed out the suffering of Christ to him and that he had been taught
by his parents that the pope& statutes were insufficient.32® Part of the
population was infiltrated with other beliefs in addition to Catholic
doctrine. In society at the time, although religious practice was
outwardly uniformly, a segment could be influenced by heretical ideas
where alternative religious beliefs were often practiced within families
over generations,®* 1 fpassed on from generation to generation in a
fixed form for centuriesq®® as KeLLeErR made clear. As LINDSAY
explained, iThere was a simple evangelical family religion in number-
less German homes in the end of the fifteenth centurya®?®

Such conventicle people tried to behave as inconspicuously as
possible, since any public exposure was dangerous. In this respect,
the lack of records is nothing out of the ordinary.?” Documentation of
this phenomenon in medieval society was primarily found when
inquisition proceedings were held. As dissidents often managed to
remain hidden, it can be assumed that a much larger number of such
groups existed than are recorded in court records. Knowledge of

821 CLEMEN: Kleine Schriften, p. 3.

322 | |NDsAY: Reformation, p. 121.

323 CR 3, col. 18.

324 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 88; LAMBERT: Haresie der Zeit, p. 62.
825 KELLER: Reformation, p. 40.

326 | iNDsAY: Reformation, p. 127.

827 Although the council minutes in Zwickau, which were recorded since 1510, do
give no indication of the existence of a conventicle scene, this absence does not
mean that none existed.
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heretical phenomena was anchored in the collective memory of
people throughout the Empire, not least due to sensational inquisition
proceedings. Executions of heretics, which were perceived differently
by the population than other executions, were imprinted on people®
consciousness regionally and contributed to anti-clericalism and, on
the other hand, to a subliminal sympathy for the persecuted.

The entire conventicle scene was traditionally a clandestine,
informally organized, poorly structured subculture that was always
intent on camouflage and constantly striving to avoid detection. It
avoided coming into contact or even conflict with the official struc-
tures. In many cases, the beliefs practiced in this way were more
introverted than ritualized. In the Middle Ages, there was ultimately no
uniform faith and homogeneous community of believers, who had
internalized exclusively the doctrines of the Roman Church. ERNST
TROELTSCH stated, fimedieval cultural Catholicism was always accom-
panied by the complementary movement of the sect [...]a%?® According
to KarRL REMBERT, this complementary movement included fthe @®ld
Protestant communities® which included Waldensians, Bohemian
Brethren, individual convents of Beguines and Beghards, etc.a%?®
However, he added, AWhen Luther now openly opposed the Old
church and found almost universal approval, they [the Old Protestant
congregations] also dared to emerge from their seclusion in the belief
that their longheld ideals would now be realized.° Almost every-
where, the Reformation process set the Old Protestant groups free to
gradually abandon their strict concealment and come out into the
open. In many cases, they integrated themselves into the Lutheran
Reformation and then into the emerging structures of the new Luther-
an church.

In Zwickau, on the other hand, with the advent of the Reformation,
the conventicle scene began to leave its covert nature behind, but
only temporarily became an integral part of the Lutheran innovation
movement and soon showed independent development. The tradi-
tional self-image of the conventicle scene began to change radically
during this phase and ultimately led to a completely new behavior in
Zwickau T it was no longer about maintaining a hidden outsider

328 TROELTSCH: Soziallehren, vol. 2, p. 794.
329 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, pp. 89f.
330  REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 93.
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position, but about being part of the socially relevant, religious
innovation process in public. The prevailing approach was no longer
to operate covertly in the background but to go on the offensive in
public. Religious life in society as a whole was now to be influenced
and shaped from the perspective of the conventicle people i instead
of remaining isolated in secrecy as a crypto-scene as before. The
Reformation process had created the appropriate freedom and thus
the prerequisite for Storch to form the Secta Storchitarum, building on
the long-established conventicle scene.

3.2.2 The Emergence of t he Secta Storchitarum

And a saying was formed, Secta Storchitarum®3 1 this is how the pre-
ceding development was described in the distoriendin 1521. This
Storch group had emerged in the course of the upheavals of the
Reformation. Secta Storchitarum is an assigned term, a Zwickau
creation not conceived by the members of this religious group them-
selves, but by their opponents and then attributed to them T with a
contemptuous undertone. This term was probably not originally
created by the vernacular, but due to the Latin connotation, it likely
originated from a clerical or humanist background. It was then
popularized by the vernacular.

The term Secta Storchitarum came about in the course of Mlnt-
zer® conflicts with Sylvius Egranus (ca. 14801 1537),%%2 his fellow
preacher at St. Mary& Church.?*® The controversy resulted primarily
from Mduintzer& close collaboration with Storch and the Secta
Storchitarum. When Muntzer came to Zwickau in May 1520, he had
initially preached at St. Mary®& Church, before moving to St.
Catherine® Church in October 1520.3%4 St. Catherine® Church was
also visited by the residents of the Hundsgasse, where numerous
conventicle members lived, with whom Thomas Mduntzer as the
preacher now came into contact. In particular, he came into closer

331 ThMA 3, pp. 86,241 87,1.

332 ThMA 3, pp. 86,8i 87,8.

333 St. Mary® Church, see here the map on p. 62. St. Mary& Church was the main
church in the city.

334 ThMA 3, p. 86,12i 87,8. For St. Catherin® Church, see KRAUSE, HANS-JOACHIM:
Die Katharinenkirche zu Zwickau, Berlin 1989. St. Catherin® Church, see here
the map on p. 62.
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contact with Nicolaus Storch. This relationship then gained general
recognition because Mintzer had commended Storch. As recorded in
the distoriend Magister Thomas had commended the clothmakers,
especially one by the name of Nickell Storch, whom he had praised
from the pulpit.>*®> Mintzer thus gave the conventicle system a boost,
and it became a topic of conversation in the town, so much so that it
was talked about openly.>*¢ As a result, the conventicle scene went
under the name Secta Storchitarum.

The exact point in time when Storch appeared with his specific
doctrine, and when thus, the modification from the pre-Reformation,
Hussite-influenced Waldensian group to the Secta Storchitarum took
place, cannot be determined exactly, so that GERHARD BRENDLERG
statement can be agreed with, fHow long Storch had been doing this
before Miintzer& arrival in Zwickau cannot be determined from the
sources.0®” On the other hand, there are indications that the Secta
Storchitarum was founded and established around 1519 or 1520.
SIEGFRIED HOYER® View that the Secta Storchitarum only freally took
shapeodin the period after Miuntzer®& departure until the interrogation
by the city council, i.e., between April and December 1521, cannot
be endorsed, nor can GUNTER VOGLER® assumption that the Secta
Storchitarum developed its profile only after MlUntzer& disappear-
ance.®® The terms Secta Storchitarum** and Secta Storchiana®*
had already emerged in the course of the controversy surrounding
Muntzer. According to this view, the Secta Storchitarum had been
active long before Miintzer& departure and had a clear profile at that
time, not least due to its organizational structure with 84 representa-
tives.342

With regard to the time horizon of the development phase, it can
be ruled out that the process of forming the Secta Storchitarum may
have begun parallel to MlUntzer® activities. At the time of Mintzer&
activitiesatSt.Ca t h e rChurcle, these was no reason to found anew

335 ThMA 3, p. 86,151 17.

336 ThMA 3, p. 87,1.

337  BRENDLER, GERHARD: Thomas Muntzer. Geist und Faust, Berlin 1989, p. 65.
338  HovEeRr: Storchianer, p. 69.

339 VOGLER, GUNTER: Thomas Muntzer, Berlin 1989, p. 89.
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341 GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 109.

342 ThMA 3, p. 87,1f.
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Figure 6: St. Catherine& Church in Zwickau, probably built in the
12th century and first mentioned in a document in 1219; in the
course of various alterations in the second half of the 15th

century, the church roughly took on its present form.
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community alongside the church. After all, this church community, led
by Miuntzer, had incorporated numerous Storchian elements and
largely represented the radical doctrine corresponding to the ideas of
Storch and his followers, so that consequently there would have been
no interest from any side in founding a new religious community at
this time, not least against the background that such groups always
had a disparaging sectarian image. There is also no reason why
Muntzer, as a duly appointed clergyman, should have established a
religious community in addition to his church congregation i a
preacher who has the majority of the entire town behind him does not
establish a quasi-sectarian group, on the side, then named after a
layman. The incipient modification of the original Waldensian conven-
ticle and the formation of the Secta Storchitarum can therefore only
have taken place before Mintzer& move to St. Catherine®& Church.
The broad, public perception of this entire development on the part of
the Zwickau population, however, probably took place in the course
of Mintzer& cooperation with Storch, i.e., at the end of 1520. It was
precisely Mintzer® singling out of Storch that gave the conventicle
system a public reputation, and the term Secta Storchitarum arose in
response to this.

The emergence of a group such as the Secta Storchitarum was
enabled not least by the fact that Luther had initiated the Reformation
process. Previously, such a nonconformist scene would hardly have
been able to develop, as it was the Reformation process that provided
the ideal basis for religious innovation. Due to the general openness
to reform at this time, there was also movement in the Waldensian
community, so that the conventicle people were prepared to accept
new doctrine.

Initially, the Lutheran influence had an impacti Pastor Hausmann
attested to the members of the conventicle that they had at first pro-
moted the Gospel diligently.3*® This account regards the beginning of
the Reformation process, with the dissemination of Luther® theses,
and not the phase when Miintzer was in Zwickau i Pastor Hausmann
would not have found any praise for the acceptance of Thomas
Muntzer& sermon.

Consequently, these members of the conventicle must have
welcomed and adopted Luther& teachings early on, possibly at the

343 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
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time when the first news arrived from Wittenberg. At this time, Luther
was primarily attacking indulgences, and his message was
consistently well received in conventicle circles. At the same time, he
was also perceived as someone who stood up against ecclesiastical
rigidities, for which he earned undivided approval in the Old Protestant
circles.

During this phase, the conventicle in Zwickau became part of the
reformatory process that was in its early stages. The Lutheran
influence thus preceded Storch&. However, as Storch& teachings
were soon also readily accepted by the conventicle members,
Hausmann eventually complained about the rapid seductions.3**
Hausmann was obviously irritated that the conventicle people had
initially accepted the Lutheran doctrine, but had then also become
receptive to Storch& ideas.

The adoption of Lutheran doctrine was important because it
enabled these Waldensian nonconformists to shed their sectarian
image. During this phase, the conventicle scene deviated from
tradition, gaining a completely different status, and became part of the
generally recognized Lutheran innovation process. This develop-
ment changed the perception of this heresy, which had been stigma-
tized for centuries. By adopting Lutheran components, it was recog-
nized as an integral part of the Reformation process. Now an open
situation arose in which this religious scene could operate largely
unhindered, in the traditional manner with separate meetings. These
meetings no longer had to occur in secret, but were public and freely
accessible.

The new situation was evident both locally in Zwickau and
nationwide. As long as the conventicle people were considered to be
followers of Luther, they were initially able to act freely wherever the
reformatory process was not hindered.

During this phase, however, the process of modifying the
originally Waldensian and then Lutheran-influenced community began
in Zwickau in the sense of a further development into the Secta
Storchitarum. When this new formation in the sense of Storch®&
influence became apparent, the Zwickau conventicle scene fell back
into the old sectarian status in the general judgement locally, as
expressed not least by the name Secta Storchitarum. The Storchians

344 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
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were now once again regarded as sectarians and met with the
traditional rejection.

Nevertheless, the new freedom could not be immediately
restricted again, as the entire Reformation scene was in flux, and the
open situation that had once arisen for the conventicle system could
not be immediately reversed. However, the fronts began to harden
again after only a brief phase of freedom, and after Muntzer®& depar-
ture, Pastor Hausmann was outraged that these people, as he
believed, would fall away from the right doctrine.34°

In this general mood of awakening and upheaval Storch had
obviously found no major obstacles to implant his doctrine in the con-
venticle, despite the fact that it had been influenced by Waldensian-
Hussite ideas for decades and that Lutheran ideas had already found
expression. At the same time, Storch® ideas were probably initially
perceived by the conventicle people as an integral part of the entire
Reformation process, so that the reception of Luther® theses and
Storch® teachings merged. At that time, many Zwickauers still saw
Storch®& components as a genuine part of the Reformation process of
change and as a supplement to Lutheran teachings rather than a
contradiction. Initially, Storch himself did not see his positions in
opposition to Luther, but rather as an extension of the Reformation
doctrine. At the beginning of the Reformation, the Secta Storchitarum
saw itself as part of the innovation movement initiated by Luther, and
it was initially perceived in this way from the outside. It was only later
that opposing positions emerged, which is why the Storch group was
then rejected and why Hausmann deplored sects in his report.34®

The Waldensian and Hussite-influenced community seems to
have opened itself up to the new ideas as a whole; there were appar-
ently no secessions. The entire Old Protestant conventicle had thus
reformed itself in the course of the incipient Reformation process,
whereby Lutherds theses werttbutinitiall
Storchdés influence was ultimately even

With regard to the formation phase of the Secta Storchitarum, it
thus becomes clear that these specific Storchian elements were intro-
duced into the conventicle scene in the period after 1517. At the same

345 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
346 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
347 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
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time, it can be recognized that the formation of the Secta Storchitarum
mu st have taken place before M¢ntzer 06:c¢
i nedbs Church.

This timeline becomes clear from the fact that, according to the
OHiIi stori enbo, the term Secta Storchit a
M¢nt zer s fierce dispute with Egranus
Church, in late 1520 or early 1521. However, as Storch 6 s gr oup was
not constituted in a formal founding act as Secta Storchitarum, but
already existed at this time as an established community to which this
nickname was then attached, the beginnings of the Secta Storchi-
tarum must have been some time earlier. In this respect, it can be
assumed that this community shaped by Storch had come into being
l ong before M¢ntzerds conflicts escal e
same ti me, Hausmanndés explanations sh
influence was not already present in the course of the dissemination
of Lutherds theses in 1517 and 1518, a:
took place first, and it weagtosnly aft
and finally the apostasy from Luther occurred. As the initial Lutheran
influence was decisive for a while, it was probably not until 1519 or
1520 that Storcho6és reorientation and t
Storchitarum began. The explicit establishment and consolidation of
the Secta Storchitarum probably occurred over in the course of 1520.
According to this, an independent, nonconformist community with

Storchdés doctrinal orientation already
Zwickau.

It was Storch, not Mintzer, who had given this group its orien-
tation. During his wultimately short t

Mintzer would have been unable to influence the original Waldensian
conventicle in this way. Moreover, the relevant doctrinal elements
were not originally par tcoudfotihdyent zer 6 s
conveyed such a doctrine at all. It was only after Mintzer had adopted
the doctrine of the working of the Spirit from Storch that he advocated
this religi oummvementshad eBi¢erged withatsMint-
zerd6s involvement.

Thus, the Reformation process, which got underway relatively
early in Zwickau, enabled the transformation of the conventicle scene
from a Waldensian and Bohemian Brethren-influenced crypto-com-
munity, after a phase of Lutheran influence, to the Secta Storchitarum,



Figure 7: St. Mary&
Church in Zwickau.
The origins of the
church date back to
the twelfth century.
In 1650, the tower
burned down after
being struck by
lightning and was
rebuilt in a modified
form.
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as Storch® ideas became formative. The emergence of the Secta
Storchitarum can therefore be explained as a process that began in
the course of the Reformation, building on an existing Old Protestant
conventicle, absorbing Lutheran impulses and developing further in
its dissidentism into a group that ultimately set itself apart from both
Lutheran and Catholic doctrine. Conversely, the rapid progress of the
Reformation process in this town also favors the existence of an
active conventicle scene, because if there was one, there was usually
a relatively rapid opening up to Luther® teachings. Such an opening
up was the case in Zwickau, where the conventicle members were
among the first to welcome Luther® theses and actively participate in
the Reformation process. In the course of the modification brought
about by Storch, this community operated under the name Secta
Storchitarum.

The chronicler PETER ScHuMANN referred to the members of the
Secta Storchitarum as the Storchians,?*® and Lorenz WiLHELM (1633)
also spoke of the Storchians,**® while in more recent literature they
were referred to as fiStorchiansdby EmiL HERzoG,?*° as fStorchitesoby
HEINRICH BOEHMER,*! and as iStorchiansoby WALTER ELLIGER.3%?

The term Secta Storchitarum, emphasized in the distoriend
seems to have been used in Zwickau for only a limited period of time,
however, in contrast to the group itself, the term probably disap-
peared again soon after, presumably because the Storchians in
particular did not want to accept the name, which was perceived as
derogatory. The name Secta Storchitarum does not appear in the
council minutes; instead, the minutes refer to the residents of the
Hundsgasse etc.®2 The reference was to the Hundsgasse, near St.
Catherine® Church, where many Storchians lived and where a
meeting place for the conventicle people may long have existed. Still,
the description residents of the Hundsgasse was as derogatory as
Secta Storchitarum. Hausmann used the term enthusiasts®* or men-

348 SCHUMANN: Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 59, fol. 136b.

349 WiLHELM: Descriptio, p. 217. ( Or i g .seind Btliele Burger alhie / als die
Storchischen / vnnd i hre anh@nger |/

350 Herzoa: Chronik, 2. Teil, p. 933.

351 BoEHMER: Waldenser, p. 36.

352 ELLIGER, WALTER: Thomas Muntzer. Leben und Werk, 3rd edn., Goéttingen 1976
[1960], p. 164.

353 StadtA Zwickau, llix 60a, RP of 18 Dec. 1521, fol. 17d. (Orig.: Hundtsgessr etc.)

354 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.

deC M¢nze
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tioned some unchristian and heretical alliances in his report to Duke
John.®%® The Losan Annals speak of conventicles and alliances etc.%®
The term alliances was presumably intended to emphasize the
dangerous nature of the whole scene. This characterization made the
authorities to take notice, as secret alliances were generally associ-
ated with a threat to rule.

Not least, the city council felt challenged by the religious activities
of the Secta Storchitarum. In a council protocol from 1521, it was
recorded that the clothier squires etc. and other people besides them
were suspected of setting up a secret brotherhood among their
followers.®®" In the course of the visitation carried out in 1529, there
was then talk of the Mintzerian and similar seductive sects.**® In his
annals, PETER SCHUMANN spoke of the Storch and Mintzer gangs.®%®
For CamERARIUS, Who had personal contact with the Zwickau Prophets
in Wittenberg, this Zwickau group was a raging sect.*° Melanchthon
was also aware that there was a specific movement behind Storch, in
his understanding a gang, which he referred to as Storch& gang.3¢*

Other contemporary authors took note of the developments in
Zwickau and included the religious community there in their descrip-
tions without explicitly using the term Secta Storchitarum. The stigma-
tizing term sect was commonly used. JOHANNES SLEIDANUS (15061
1556), one of the most renowned authors of the time, wrote of a sect
of several people who pretended to have conversations with God.32

355 KoLDE: Altester Bericht, p. 323. (Orig.:[ €] et zl iche wuncristliche v
vorpundtnuf3.) According to OTTO H. BRANDT, Hausmann® letter was addressed
to Duke John (Johann) and not, as stated by KoLDpe, to Elector Frederick
(Friedrich) (ThMB = Thomas Muntzer. Sein Leben und seine Schriften, ed. and
introduced by OTTO H. BRANDT, Jena 1933, p. 51). NikoLAUS MULLER, however,
shared KoLDE® view, that Frederick was addressed (MULLER, NikoLAus: Witten-
berger Bewegung, pp. 142f., note 4). As the responsibility for the administration
of Zwickau did not lie with the elector, but with Duke John, it can be assumed
that the latter was the | e t taddressee.

356 FaBIAN: Oswald Losansche Annalen, p. 59.

357 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 14 Dec. 1521, fol. 16b.

358 BucHwaALD: Allerlei, p. 22.

359 ScHuMANN: Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 59, fol. 138a.

360 CamMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 43.

361 MBW T 4/1, p. 60,8.

362 S| EIDANUS, JOHANNES: Warhaftige Beschreibung aller gaistlichen vnnd Welt-
lichen sachen / so sich vndter dem jetzigen GroBmechtigsten Keiser Carolo v.
verlauffen haben / Erstlich von dem Hochgelerten Herren Johanne Sleydano [...]
/ Auf3 dem rechten Lateinischen Original in gut Hoch Teutsch / viel besser dann
zuvor / vbersetzet, Frankfurt am Main 1557, fol. 31b.



86

JOHANNES SLEIDANUS was convinced that Mintzer had emerged from
this workshop and moved the location of the events to the River
Saale,®® citing the Storch movement, which had started in Zwickau.
HEINRICH BULLINGER (15041 1575), leader of the Swiss Reformation
after Zwingli and declared opponent of the radicals, also located
Storch and his group on the Saale:

Around the year of Christ 1521 and 1522, restless spirits, including a
nobleman by the name of Niclaus Storck, set out down by the Saale in
Saxony, claiming that they had dreams and visions and revelations from
God, inspired by heaven.364

In further literary accounts, JoHANN WIGAND (15231 1587), a Protestant
theologian and advocate of Lutheranism, assumed that the new thing,
i.e., the new religious phenomenon had first been sparked in Zwickau
by Mintzer, Storch, and Stibner.*®® The theologian and Bible
translator CaspArR ULENBERG (15491 1617), who converted to the
Catholic faith, spoke of Storck& nest.*®® Franziskus Agricola (15401
1621), a Catholic reform priest, published a pamphlet against
rebaptism in 1591, in which he explained: This Anabaptist and
rebaptized sect was reestablished in Saxony and Thuringia in 1522
and 1523, although actually by the devil, by a man caught in error,
Niclas Storck.3¢” KromAYER (16101 1670), a Protestant church historian
with a strict Lutheran orientation, identified Storch as the Zwickau
pastor and spoke of the Anabaptist sect.368

Luther attached little importance to the Secta Storchitarum as an
organizational unit, instead perceiving the Prophets as individuals and
then succinctly describing them as enthusiasts. Yet Storch& group
received abundant attention in the literature, despite not being listed
under the name Secta Storchitarum, but rather under the general term
sect. Ultimately, the Secta Storchitarum only had local significance as
a religious group, but it formed the organizational framework in which
Storch® ideas could flourish and spread.

363 SLEIDANUS: De statv religionis, fol. 61a. Saale is a river in the territory of Saxony
and Thuringia.

364 BULLINGER: Der Widertoufferen vrsprung, fol. 1b.

365 WicaND: De anabaptismo, p. 299.

366 ULENBERG: Ursachen, p. 261.

367 AGRICOLA: Euangelischer ProceR, fol. t8ai t8.

368 KROMAYER: Scrutinium, p. 106.
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3.2.3 Nicolaus Storch 1 The Initiator

Without Storch, the Secta Storchitarum would not have existed in its
specific form. Storch was the founder and leader of the Secta Storchi-
tarum, spiritus rector of the whole 7 it was not for nothing that this
group bore his name. It is not known how Storch was religiously moti-
vated.*®® It can be assumed that he had been active in the Zwickau
conventicle scene for a long time, long before the inception of the
Reformation, and that he there had been taught the AWaldensian
background®™ as part of his religious socialization, which had a
stronger influence on him than the Catholic tradition.

Storch& knowledge of the Bible speaks for the longstanding
connection to Waldensianism i Muntzer described him as someone
who knew the Bible very well.3"* As Storch had not studied theology,
his extensive knowledge of the Bible, which he had acquired along-
side his work as a clothier, suggests a longstanding affiliation with the
conventicle. At the same time, it can be assumed that he already held
an authoritative position in the Waldensian community before the
beginning of the Reformation, which ultimately enabled him to modify
the conventicle scene.

In the course of the incipient reformation process, Storch began to
develop a doctrine that exceeded the previous Waldensian teachings
and the scope of the traditional conventicle scene. Storch did not
abandon the Waldensian foundation, but added new elements to the
existing doctrine. After the Lutheran doctrine had initially found its way
into the Waldensian community, Storch obviously began to advocate
his ideas so boldly and convincingly that they were then modified in
line with Storch& specific style. In the Secta Storchitarum, Storch
emphasized spiritual manifestations such as dreams, spiritual visions,
and auditions. Knowledge of the Bible and visions obviously gave
Storch authority and recognition in Zwickau, not only within the
conventicle scene, but ultimately also with Muntzer: So, Magister
Thomas highlighted this Nickel Stoch,®”? was recorded in the
distoriend

369 Storch& career is probably best explained by an individual religious awakening
in the sense of a personal spiritual experience of a pneumatological nature.

370 KAUFMANN: Miintzer, p. 118.

371 ThMA 3, p. 86,17f.

872 ThMA 3, p. 86,21f.
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During this entire development, Storch himself was undergoing a
personal exploration process. Until Muntzer& dismissal in April 1521,
the rejection of infant baptism, for example, was not yet an issue; for
instance, nothing was said about the question of baptism in the
mocking poems. However, baptism became all the more central to the
debate in December during the interrogations before the city
council.®”® Storch had evidently developed his new attitude towards
traditional baptism only in the second half of 1521. The Secta
Storchitarum was therefore in its formative phase at this time. Starting
from a pre-Reformation, Waldensian and Bohemian Brethren-influ-
enced conventicle group, Storch®& teachings gradually shaped it into
the Secta Storchitarum with a clearly independent profile, ultimately
distinct from the classic image of Waldensian congregations.

Storch embodied the spiritual authority within the Secta Storchi-
tarum. For example, during the interrogation in December 1521,
Hausmann had to realize that Storch& teachings were firmly an-
chored in this community: the Storchian Erhard Forster openly stated
that he was not prepared to back down from his position unless Storch
was refuted.®”* Storch& teachings had obviously met with a great
response in Zwickau and had found convinced followers.

However, there was also harsh resistance to this teaching,
particularly among the representatives of the authorities; while the
majority of these also wanted religious innovations, they did not want
Storch®. As a lay preacher, Storch met with strict rejection from the
clergy and was recognized only by Mintzer, who had given Storch
the highest recognition when he honored him so highly in the pulpit,
saying that he was under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit.3”> This
expression of approval suggests a cooperative, friendly relationship
between the two. The visitators who came to Zwickau in 1529
regarded Storch as a staunch supporter of Mintzer.3”® Storch was the
central figure of the Secta Storchitarum, not Muntzer®”” i the

373 KoLDE: Altester Bericht, p. 323.

874 FaBIAN: Oswald Losansche Annalen, pp. 62f.

375 ThMA 3, p. 86,167 18.

376 ThHStAW, EGA, Reg. li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen Sektenwesen, fol. 36b.

377 JoHANN KARL SEIDEMANN rather saw Miintzer in the central position and, with
regard to the 12 apostles and 72 disciples, thought that Miintzer fvas regarded
as their lord and master [...J0O(SEIDEMANN: Mintzer, p. 11). In the distorien6there
is mention of Master Thomas (ThMA 3, p. 85,24), in a supplement to Egran®
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chronicler ScHumann spoke of their master Nicol Storch.®”® Josus
FINCELIUS also used the term master Nickl Storch in 1587.3"° The use
of the term dnaster6again points to the Waldensian origin of the Secta
Storchitarum, as it was customary for outsiders to refer to the Walden-
sian elders as masters.38°

Muntzer had certainly been able to influence the conventicle scene
in the second half of his stay in Zwickau, and it also formed part of his
field of activity. Above all it acted as a support in his troubled situation,
but Mintzer was not the master of the Secta Storchitarum, not its
leader, he had not founded it and had not given it its character. Storch
was the central figure in the Secta Storchitarum, and as long as he
was in Zwickau, it remained under his influence and leadership.

3.2.4 The Structure of the Secta Storchitarum

They conspired and gathered 12 apostles and 72 other disciples
together,®! can be found in the distoriend Fasricius reported the
same thing: They assembled 12 apostles and 72 disciples from
among the loose people.®®? The whole structure functioned as a
spiritual council: a council, called the 12 apostles and 72 disciples.3#
Obviously, a religious grouping organized and structured with 84
delegates, which existed alongside the Church, was a novelty and
received appropriate attention. The conventicle scene in the Middle
Ages tended to be informally organized and generally lacked fixed
structures. Occasionally, there were organizational consolidations
when circumstances permitted,®* but even then, such a grouping
remained as hidden as possible, as the conventicle scene existed

detter of shame and slanderd Part of Thomas Mintzer® detter of shame and
slanderg on the other hand, is the passage: See what else is attached to you by
the 12 apostles and above all by the master (ThMA 3, p. 90,11f.), whereby
Nicolaus Storch was probably meant here. Cf. also the facsimile of the original
published by SIEGFRIED BRAUER: Historien. Miintzer® title as master does not
affect Storch& status or his leading role in the Secta Storchitarum.

378 SCHUMANN: Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 59, fol. 137a.

879 FLbG, Chart. A 397, JoBus FINCELIUS in Historia U. Cygneae, fol. 114a.

380 KELLER: Reformation, p. 78; BoEHMER: Waldenser, p. 27.

381 ThMA 3, p. 87,1f.

382 FABRICIUS: Ri v i us ,(Orid.:oCreauerdntLha de plebe infima, duodecim
Apostolos, duos item & septuaginta discipulost.)

383 FaBIAN: Oswald Losansche Annalen, p. 59.

384 KELLER: Reformation, p. 82; p. 85.
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generally in disguise. This changed in the course of the Reformation.
Concrete structures were now formed in the Zwickau conventicle
scene. Attempts were made to establish an organization that would
be suitable to spread Storch® teachings by assigning functions and
offices. The formal structure in the form of 84 representatives gave
the Secta Storchitarum an organizational profile. This organizing effort
also demonstrates the independent character of this community,
despite the close collaboration with Mintzer® St. Catherine®& Church.
This structure was probably modeled on the New Testament, accord-
ing to which Jesus called 72 men in addition to the 12 apostles,*® who
then travelled across the country to spread the gospel.*® Following in
the footsteps of the Waldensians and Bohemian Brethren, Storch
obviously wanted to base the organization of his religious community
on the New Testament.®” The structuring of the conventicle scene
was evident not only in the allocation of offices, but also in the organi-
zation of various meetings. In Zwickau there was a ramified system of
lay sermons, i.e., private meetings at various locations where
Storchians came together. As the detter of shame and slanderéshows,
Storch had organized conventicle meetings,®® thus organizing a
whole network of meeting places where the followers of the Secta
Storchitarum gathered. According to traditional conventicle practice,
the Storchians probably did not meet during the general church
service, but at other times. They met in various places, preferably in
private homes, but now in public due to the freedom granted by the
Reformation process during this phase. It was then possible for some-
one from the inner circle of the Secta Storchitarum to invite neighbors
and friends to the conventicle in their own home and hold a meeting
with perhaps two dozen visitors.*® It might be that T after reading a

385 Bible, Luke 6:13.

386  Bible, Luke 10:1.

387 KELLER: Reformation, p. 37 According to Lubwic KELLER, the Waldensians had a
so-called fCollegium of Apostleso(p. 75) or fthe diaconate as a preparatory stage
for the preaching professiono(p. 80). The appointment of the 84 commissioners
in the Secta Storchitarum could have been analogous to such a diaconate.

388 ThMA 3, p. 86,20. (Orig.: [...] winckell predigten auff gericht.)

389 As the houses did not normally have larger rooms, the number of participants
was limited. A case from 1535 can be cited as an indication of the usual size of
such gatherings, where 16 people came together for a secret meeting in
Kleineutersdorf in the house of the miller Hans Peil3ker (WAPPLER: Tauferbe-
wegung, p. 396). Kleineutersdorf, see here the map on p. 221. On the scale of
Anabaptist meetings, see CLASEN, CLAUS-PETER: Anabaptism. A Social History,
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Bible text®° i several participants, including women, took the floor to
preach and talk about their personal experiences of faith. Presumably,
in accordance with general conventicle practice, free prayers®* were
also said alongside formal prayers such as the Lord& Prayer.**2 There
may also have been singing.3%

Such small-scale services were not structured in a formalistic
manner, but occurred in a familiar atmosphere. However, the fol-
lowers of the Secta Storchitarum do not seem to have limited their
zeal for spreading the faith to private gatherings i Leonhard
Koppinger probably also passed on the message in the pubs, which

15257 1618: Switzerland, Austria, Moravia, South and Central Germany, Ithaca
/ London: Cornell University Press, 1972, pp. 67f.

3% During the 1529 visitation, it was established that Bible texts were read aloud in
these conventicles: One reads a chapter from the Bible (ThHStAW, EGA, Reg.
li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen Sektenwesen, fol. 36a), Hans Gebhardt had
let it be known.

391 KELLER: Reformation, p. 251.
392 WAaPPLER: Anabaptist Movement, p. 350.

393 Although nothing concrete is known about the cultivation of Christian hymns in
the Zwickau conventicle scene, singing i as far as the circumstances allowed i
became a fundamental part of the conventicle system in general. At the begin-
ning of the Reformation process, the hymn as such did not come into its own.
Lutheré first hymn dates from 1523, followed by din feste Burg ist unser Gottd
(& Mighty Fortress is our God in around 1527. The hymn was also important
to Mintzer, as can be seen in his ®eutsches Kirchenamtd (German Church
Office) (1523) (MSB, pp. 251 155), although the hymns listed are translations or
transcriptions (BRAUER, SIEGFRIED: Thomas Mintzers Liedschaffen. Die theolo-
gischen Intentionen der Hymnenubertragungen im Allstedter Gottesdienst von
1523/24 und im Abendmabhlslied Mintzers, in: Lutherjahrbuch 41 (1974), pp. 451
102, pp. 53i 55). In the Anabaptist movement, the hymn finally became very
important. A song from 1527 is known, which was sung by Anabaptists in Baiers-
dorf (WapPPLER: Tauferbewegung, p. 248); its authorship is attributed to either Hut
or Muntzer (BRAUER, SIEGFRIED: Muntzers Liedschaffen, pp. 88f.). The first song
by an Anabaptist was probably written by Felix Mantz before 1527 (WOLKAN,
RubpoLF: Die Lieder der Wiedertaufer. Ein Beitrag zur deutschen und nieder-
landischen Litteratur- und Kirchengeschichte, Berlin 1903, pp. 8f.). Songs were
occasionally sung at Anabaptist meetings (WAPPLER: Téauferbewegung, p. 350).
Although the nonconformist scene had to operate in secret and could only be
sung to a limited extent during private church services, songs were part of the
service. In Kleineutersdorf 16 people were gathered in a private meeting and
they sung in their service and when they were captured, even on their way to the
prison they sung (Wappler: Tauferbewegung, p 396). A Christian song repertoire
gradually developed in Anabaptism. Songs were also widespread among the
Bohemian Brethren, whose first hymnal was published in 1501 (MULLER, JOSEPH:
Bohmische Brider, vol. 1, p. 295). Due to the Bohemian Brethrend sifluence in
the Zwickau conventicle, it can be assumed that songs were part of practiced
religiosity in the Secta Storchitarum, especially after the stigma against them was
softened.
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is why he had to promise in his primal feud oath that he would no
longer talk about such things on the beer benches.3%

There were numerous conventicles in various places in Zwickau,
which had been organized by Storch, who had taken it upon himself
to do s0.2% Storch had not just limited himself to preaching in con-
venticle meetings, but had set up a whole system of such events.
Obviously, Mintzer was also part of the conventicle system, as he
even had held conventicle meetings as an official preacher.3%

During this phase, fthe conventicle system in Zwickau seems to
have become more and more prevalentq®®’ according to WAPPLER.
This form of nonconformist religiosity went beyond the traditional
framework of the medieval conventicle, clarifying that the Secta
Storchitarum was not an inconspicuous, informal group alongside the
official church, nor was it a loosely organized circle of a few religious
dissidents, but a firmly established organization with a concrete struc-
ture, a special strategy, although lacking official recognition or legiti-
macy.3%

3.2.5 The Size of the Secta Storchitarum

In his communication to Duke John in December 1521, Hausmann
characterized the Secta Storchitarum as a large and stir causing
unchristian, heretical alliance.**® In 1525, he reported that they had
grown to such an extent that they were being talked about publicly.*®
Hausmann must therefore have considered this group to be large and
important, whereby the Secta Storchitarum not only attracted
attention in Zwickau, but, according to the council minutes, also in the
surrounding area, where people were surprised 1 to the disgrace of
the council and the entire town 7 that women were also allowed to
preach in the conventicle circles.*0

394 StadtA Zwickau, Liber Proscriptorum 13527 1536, 1lIx*, 135, fol. 72b.
395 GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 109.

3% ThMA 3, p. 86,14.

397 WAPPLER: MUntzer, p. 32.

3% HovEer: Storchianer, p. 66.

399 KoLpE: Altester Bericht, p. 323.

400 ThMA 3, p. 87,1.

401 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 60a, RP of 14 Dec. 1521, fol. 16b.
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In the Middle Ages, a heretical group was usually publicly
registered when it came to an inquisition trial. The situation in Zwickau
was completely different in the early years of the Reformation, when
the conventicle scene was openly recognized in the life of the town.
The extent to which the scene had developed becomes clear from the
fact that this development was reflected in local chronicles. In prin-
ciple, it is difficult to determine the size of a group of this type, as
membership or follower status was based on conviction and not on
formal criteria.

Itis also likely that not every follower or sympathizer identified with
the Secta Storchitarum to the same extent; instead, there was an
inner circle of particularly convinced followers and a circle of sympa-
thizers on the periphery. Among the latter, identification with this com-
munity was rather weak, and the conventicles were probably attended
only sporadically. However, the trend towards greater commitment
and closer affiliation may have started during the phase of heightened
conflict, especially after Miintzer& departure, with the result that the
number of convinced followers increased.

In principle, a parallel structure between church and conventicle
can be assumed in Zwickau at that time. The followers of the Secta
Storchitarum were also formally regarded as belonging to the church
and also still saw themselves as members of the general church i
with full conviction as long as Mlintzer was in office. At the beginning
of the 1520s, the church question was still open. In the early phase of
the Reformation, despite their differing beliefs, Old believers, followers
of Luther, and Storchians, formally regarded themselves as part of the
one church, which they hoped would take the desired form. They often
took part in the same official church events, while many also took
advantage of what the Secta Storchitarum had to offer and attended
the conventicle. During this phase, there were still many overlaps as
an expression of commonality in the religious life of the Zwickau
population as a whole. However, certain church members, primarily
those orienting themselves towards the Secta Storchitarum, showed
signs of becoming more and more detached from the church. Some
are likely to have avoided the church& offers in general.

In the absence of a definitive delimitation, only estimates are pos-
sible with regard to size. A rough estimate of the number can be
derived from the 12 apostles and 72 disciples. It can be assumed that
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these figures were concrete. If the numbers had been given only
symbolically and if this circle of followers, which was formed according
to New Testament specifications, had consisted of only a handful of
people, such a fact would certainly have become the subject of
ridicule, not least in the mocking poems. The sources give no reason
to doubt this number.“*2 These apostles and disciples belonged to the
inner circle of the Secta Storchitarum. It can be assumed that only
men were considered for such offices as apostles and deacons,
despite the diverse spiritual activities of women.*%® Furthermore, it can
be assumed that there were other men in the Secta Storchitarum in
addition to the 84 ministers. Based on the social structure of the time,
according to which some of the followers from the ranks of the
clothiers, especially the apprentices and auxiliary clothmakers, were
mostly not married, but at the same time, for every married man there
was a wife and other members of the household, who normally
followed the religious orientation of the head of the family, a number
of several hundred Storchians can be deduced, meaning that in
relation to the total population of more than 7,000, a proportion of over
five per cent can be assumed. A further indication of such an order of
magnitude can be found in the number of the clothier squires. As the
Secta Storchitarum was fed not least by these clothier squires,*** the
number of them also provides a certain benchmark for the number of

402 FaBriCIUS:Ri v i us , FABaN: Oswalbd1l @sansche Annalen, p. 59; ThMA 3,
p. 90,10f.

403 No archival report mentions a woman for these functions (ThMA 3, p. 87,11 8;
FABRICIUS: Rivius, fol. bla). The awarding of suc
caused disapproval. For example, preaching or clerically active women were
mentioned in the council minutes (StadtA Zwickau, lIx 60a, RP of 14 Dec. 1521,
fol. 16b). They were also listed in the visitation report and, for example, a
prominent position was attributed to the Vetterin: Master of all women and a
notorious sectarian (BucHwALD: Allerlei, p. 24). However, it cannot be concluded
from this record that spiritual @fficesé were awarded to women within the
dissident scene. Based on the customs later practiced by the Anabaptists, it can
also be assumed that such tasks were not carried out by women. STAYER
explained: Airhe more tightly organized Anabaptist communities such as the
Hutterites and Mennonites restricted leadership tasks to men. There is no record
of women being baptized or administering the Lord& Suppero (STAYER, JAMES
M.: Taufer / Tauferische Gemeinschaften, in: TRE 32 (2001), pp. 5971 617, p.
614). Anna Schneidemantel& statement in the interrogation that they baptized
each other and that she herself was also baptized differently (WAPPLER:
Tauferbewegung, pp. 398f.) is probably not to be understood as meaning that
women baptized.

404 ThMA 3, p. 86,13f.
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members in the Zwickau conventicle. In 1531, there were 271 male
and 31 female clothier squires in Zwickau;*® 10 years earlier, the
number was probably similar. As Storch had great influence over the
clothiers i GEoRrc FaBRIcius believed that Storch had the people of his
trade firmly in his hands*® 7 it can be assumed that the majority of
the clothier squires were connected to the Secta Storchitarum.*%
Although certainly not all the clothiers belonged to the Secta Storchi-
tarum, some even of the auxiliary clothiers were married,*®® from
which it can be deduced that whole families from among the clothiers
also took part in the conventicle.

In addition, other professions were represented in the Secta
Storchitarum alongside the clothiers i the council suspected that
these clothier squires etc. and other people besides them were mem-
bers of this secret brotherhood.**® Among those specifically known as
Storchians are a cattle dealer*'® and a master stonemason.*'!* The
Secta Storchitarum was not an association of craftsmen, but was
organized by memberséconvictions and was therefore open to various
professions. Hence, the number of Storchians can be deduced from
the circumstances to the effect that the aforementioned order of
magnitude is also confirmed from this perspective. In this respect, it
seems realistic to assume that five per cent or more of the population
were followers of the Secta Storchitarum, which meant that it had
reached a size that was atypical for medieval heretical circles. In
addition, an indication of the size of the Secta Storchitarum and its
numerous sympathizers can be derived from the composition of the
council: Two of the 12 or 24 councilors supported the Secta Storchi-

405 KoLTzscH, ERNsT: Die Tirkensteuer Zwickau Pfingsten 1531, masch., Wilkau-
Hasslau 1968, p. 3 (Ratsschulbibliothek Zwickau, EK 171).

406 FaBRicius: Originvm, p. 865.

407 Although the clothier squires lived in the households of the clothier families, they
only had limited family connections (this limitation applied not least to the
apprentices who came from outside the town) and were therefore open to take
part in community activities. Obviously, Storch& conventicle structure was able
to make an adequate offer for these young people, so that they joined the Secta
Storchitarum.

408 The following entries can be found in the Turkensteuer-Register of 1531: An
Austrian with his wife, clothier squires (StadtA Zwickau, A*All 171 19a, fol. 101b).
Likewise: Michel von Rosben, a clothier squire and a chambermaid (StadtA
Zwickau, A*All 171 19a, fol. 83b).

409 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 14 Dec. 1521, fol. 16b.

410 Historien, mit einem Nachwort von SIEGFRIED BRAUER, p. VI.

411 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 60a, RP of 4 June 1522, fol. 41a.
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tarum, and Pastor Hausmann complained that these would help to
strengthen the same bunch.**? If the composition of the council is
considered representative of the religious preferences of the Zwickau
population, this number indicates a relatively high proportion of
sympathizers, and at the same time it becomes clear that Storch&
ideas had permeated urban society. The Secta Storchitarum was the
talk of the town in Zwickau,*'® precisely because it was important and
caused a stir. The latter could be the case only if it was of a corre-
sponding size.

In addition to the monastery church, Zwickau had seven public
churches for its more than 7,000 inhabitants, of which St. Mary& and
St. Catherine® Churches were the largest.** As Mintzer had become
popular as a preacher, and not just from the immediate vicinity of St.
Catherine®& Church, the number of people who believed themselves
to be in contact with Mintzer probably exceeded a thousand, and his
sympathizers possibly even formed the majority of the population i
Miintzer saw almost the entire town behind him,*'®> and Fasricius knew
that the masses in Zwickau were enthusiastic about Mintzer: The
crowd listened to him with great enthusiasm.*® After Muintzer& depar-
ture, the Secta Storchitarum was the spiritual point of orientation and
at the same time the catch basin for Mlntzer& sympathizers, at least
for those in whom his teachings had left deeper traces. Although
certainly not all those who had listened to Mintzer with enthusiasm
became members of the Secta Storchitarum, the number of followers
and sympathizers is likely to have increased further in the wake of
Mintzer& departure, exceeding the previous number of a few hun-
dred. This meant that the conventicle scene in Zwickau was not only
a significant religious factor, but also a social one.

412 KoLpEe: Altester Bericht, p. 324. Another sympathizer of the Storchians, and also
a friend of Mlntzer, in the council was the former mayor Erasmus Stella, who
died on 2 April 1521.

413 ThMA 3, p. 87,1.

414 In addition to St. Mary®, St. Catherine& and the monastery church, there were
two other churches inside the city walls and three outside; there were also
various chapels in the city (WiLHELM: Descriptio, p. 69). In 1536 there were 387
houses outside the town walls (HERzoG: Chronik, 1. Teil, p. 79); over a third of
the population lived outside the walls.

415 ThMA 2 = Thomas Miintzer Ausgabe. Kritische Gesamtausgabe, ed. by HELMAR
JUNGHANS & ARMIN KOHNLE, vol. 2: Thomas Mintzer Briefwechsel, bearb. von
SIEGFRIED BRAUER & MANFRED KOBUCH, Leipzig 2010, p. 48,11.

416 Eapricius: Rivius, fol. bila.
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In this constellation, the Secta Storchitarum may not only have
embodied a competing model to the Lutheran Reformation movement
in terms of doctrine, but the question may have arisen in Zwickau as
to whether this Storch movement would develop into a concrete
ecclesiastical competitor for the Reformation church conceived by
Pastor Hausmann, precisely because of its large numbers.

It was not for nothing that Hausmann pointed out in his letter to
Duke John that the sect was influential and large, and three years
later he was still concerned that these enthusiasts had many [...]
attached to them and were intent on division.**” In December 1521,
Hausmann had complained to the Duke about the Storchians*® and
then in 1525 he again drastically described the unresolved problems
with this nonconformist scene. The background to such behavior must
have been the size and importance of the Secta Storchitarum, as
otherwise Hausmann would not have been so insistent in asking the
duke for assistance from the authorities in the fight against the Secta
Storchitarum.

3.2.6 The Strategy of the Secta Storchitarum

Obviously, the Secta Storchitarum aimed to spread its teachings
nation-wide. By appointing authorized persons, Storch& ideas were
to be made known to a wide audience. Although the structure of 12
apostles and 72 deacons also served to strengthen the internal organ-
ization, it primarily indicates an offensive orientation concerned with
the external dissemination of the doctrine. In this respect, Storch&
objective could not have been limited to making his teachings known
only in Zwickau. There must have been an intention to spread the
Zwickau Prophetséteachings as widely as possible with the 84 func-
tionaries.

As this structure was already established at the beginning of the
Reformation process, it can be concluded that Storch saw the need
to spread his own ideas quite early on, at a time when he did not yet
consider himself to be in confrontation with Luther, but rather saw his
teachings as a supplement to Luther& Reformation message. Never-
theless, Storch clearly did not want to rely on what would come from

417 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 369.
418 KoLpEe: Altester Bericht, p. 324.



98

Luther or be disseminated by the Wittenbergers with regard to his own
reformatory ideas. He was therefore well aware that he could teach
and convey something that differed from Luther. In this respect, an
approach becomes visible here that reveals independent, reformatory
features. While Luther already saw himself at this point as the person
who was to pull the strings, Storch acted independently without
involving Luther. Storch not only wanted Luther®& teachings to be
adopted by the people, but also to spread his own so that they would
be received and accepted throughout the country i the Zwickau
Prophets had come to Wittenberg to teach,*® as Melanchthon then
learned from their explanations. Without such an objective, it would
have made little sense to commission 84 people. It cannot therefore
be denied that there was a concrete approach to the comprehensive
dissemination of the Zwickau Prophetséteachings. One of those who
had learned about Storch& teachings in this way was Gerhard
Westerburg, who had already come into contact with a Storchian in
Cologne in 1521.42°

In principle, the Zwickau Prophets did not want to limit themselves
to their home town Zwickau; they endeavored to penetrate the whole
country. In addition, they obviously tried to spread their teachings not
only orally, but also in books. As was disapprovingly noted in the
council minutes, there was an attempt to circulate a book after
Mintzer& departure. This intention had met with resistance from
Hausmann, which is why the matter was immediately referred to the
municipal authorities. On 17 August 1521, the council discussed the
pastor& request regarding those who would dare to write a booklet,
which they, as ignorant people, were not entitled to do and in which
some of the articles were unchristian, and the decision was not long
in coming to grant the pastor all support in his intention to prevent
this.*? It is unclear whether the booklet was intended to be distributed
in a printed or handwritten form. There was no printing press in Zwi-
ckau at the time. However, the basic intention was not only to hold
conventicles, but also to disseminate the special teaching elements
in the long term.

419 MBW T 1, p. 417,12f. (Orig.: [...] ad docendum.)
420 WABTr 2, p. 515,101 12.

421 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 17 Aug. 1521, fol. 49b. If there was a deviation
from the official doctrine, the corresponding content was considered unchristian.
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3.2.7 The Self-Image of the Secta Storchitarum

The Secta Storchitarum was by no means a fleeting group, but had
an identity-forming character for its followers, presumably to an even
greater extent than the Waldensian conventicle before it.

The Secta Storchitarum represented a community of believers
who had internalized Storch& teachings. Ultimately, this religious
community embodied a kind of secondary church, with a tendency to
eventually become a substitute church in Zwickau 7 the latter
probably during the phase when Mintzer was expelled and Pastor
Hausmann offered no space for Storch& doctrine. Formally, the
Storchians belonged to the official church. If there were great affinities
between the teachings of the church on the one hand and Storch&
teachings on the other, the Storchians were relatively close to the
official church and the independence of the conventicle tended to fade
into the background. If, by contrast, the church and the conventicle
were in a tough confrontation with each other, the official church
affiliation of these nonconformists depreciated, and the conventicle
became a secondary or even a substitute church. The more dissatis-
fied the Storchians were with the official church, the more the function
of the Secta Storchitarum as a kind of substitute church must have
come to the fore. In Zwickau, the Secta Storchitarum was therefore
particularly close to Muntzer® church and at best loosely connected
to Egran® church and subsequently Hausmann& church. However,
even during the phase of particularly close cooperation between
Muntzer and the Storchians, the Secta Storchitarum did not dissolve
into Miintzer& church community. In the vernacular, the name Secta
Storchitarum emerged in the course of the escalation of the conflict
between Egran and Muntzer, thus during the time of the resulting
close connection between Muntzer and the conventicle,*?? clarifying
that the Secta Storchitarum was also perceived as an independent
entity during this phase.

In principle, Storch& teachings formed the actual spiritual frame
of reference for the followers of the Secta Storchitarum. This framing
was demonstrated by the testimony not only of Erhard Forster, but
also of Hans von der Freistadt and Franz Kolarth, who affirmed in their

422 ThMA 3, pp. 86,121 87,8.
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interrogations in 1521 that they would not abandon their convictions
unless Storch was refuted.*??

It was only after Storch& departure for Wittenberg at the end of
1521 that his influence weakened, which was particularly evident in
the question of baptism, as there seems to have been a difference of
opinion between him and the Secta Storchitarum on this issue as a
result of his departure: At the interrogation in December 1521, thus
still under Storch® influence, the question of baptism was explicitly
discussed, but hardly at all thereafter. Only the clothier squire Bern-
furer is said to have spoken disparagingly about infant baptism in
public in 1523.4% Hausmann did not mention the issue of baptism at
all in the report he wrote for Duke John in 1525.

Obviously, Storch was primarily the protagonist of the other bap-
tism or, as BACHMANN considered, rebaptisms were carried out fguietly
and unnoticed by the worlddduring this time in Zwickau.*?® However,
this presumption seems unlikely, especially as the Secta Storchitarum
was a large movement at this time, and Hausmann, who as a pastor,
watched the whole scene with suspicious eyes, would have been
aware of baptisms being carried out, and would certainly not have
concealed such events in his report to the Duke. However, the ques-
tioning of infant baptism must have remained an internal issue in the
Secta Storchitarum.

The interrogation of numerous Storchians in December 1521 was
a turning point in the authoritiesé dealings with the dissidents.
Although Miintzer& expulsion in April must already have constituted
a snub of the Storchians, their interrogation before the council and the
clergy probably contributed to a significant intensification of the entire
conflict. The fronts hardened. By the end of 1521, it was clear that the
final break had occurred and that the dissidents were to be rigorously
combated. GrRerr saw the Storchians as convinced schismatics.*?® In

423 GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, pp. 112f.

424 SCHUMANN: Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 59, fol. 142b. In the Liber Proscriptorum,
however, there is no indication that the squire Bernfurer raised the question of
baptism at the time (StadtA Zwickau, Liber Proscriptorum 13527 1536, IlIx*, 135,
fol. 75b).

425 BACHMANN, RICHARD (Bearb.): Niclas Storch, der Anfanger der Zwickauer
Wiedertaufer. Ein Lebensbild aus dem Reformationszeitalter auf Grund der in
der konigl. 6ffentl. Bibliothek zu Dresden wie auf der Rathsbibliothek zu Zwickau
vorhandenen Nachrichten, Zwickau 1880, pp. 11f.

426 GRerF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 112. (Orig.: [...] certi schismatici.)
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1525, Hausmann complained in the same way that the @nthusiastso
were intent on separation.

During this phase, the Storchians emphasized the independence
of their conventicle and distanced themselves even more from Haus-
mann& church. Ultimately, the Secta Storchitarum was forced to take
the path of separation. Storch& original approach was not aimed at
separation, but at penetrating the existing Reformation process, and
in this respect, neither the secondary church, nor the replacement
church, nor a counter-church was sought from the original and genuine
approach. Storch wanted to infiltrate and permeate general religious
life with his teachings. In the phase when Muntzer was working at St.
Catherine& Church, Storch® idea had been realized. He presumably
wanted to repeat this in December 1521 when he went to Wittenberg,
now not with Miintzer but with Luther.

As the basis of the Zwickau Prophets, the Secta Storchitarum was
an independent organization with its own doctrine and at the same
time offered its numerous followers a spiritual framework for orienta-
tion. It had become an important factor in the Zwickau Reformation
process and could present itself undeniably as a real player.

3.3 The Secta Storchitarum in the Zwickau
Reformation Process

3.3.1 The Actors at the Beginning of the Reformation Process

Soon after their publication, Luther® theses had also become known
in Zwickau, where the development initiated by Luther in Wittenberg
had found fthe liveliest echo from its first beginningso*?” due to its
geographical proximity and membership of the same principality.
Finally, the local conventicle scene had shown great openness to
Luther& teachings and immediately supported the Reformation
process.*?® Similarly, Luther& writings also resonated in humanist-
influenced circles, namely with Hermann Muhlpfort (d. 1534), Stephan
Roth (14921 1546), and Georg Agricola (14941 1555). While the

427 FaBIAN, ERNST: Zwickauer Gelegenheitspoesie im 16. Jahrhundert, in: Mittei-
lungen des Altertumsvereins fiir Zwickau und Umgegend 10 (1910), pp. 1291
139, p. 130.

428 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
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majority of the population was in favor of reformatory innovations, the
Franciscan monks in particular put up stiff resistance. ANNE-ROSE
FROHLICH commented on the initial phase of the Reformation:

"In any case, the ideas of the Reformation did not meet with a population
of uniform masses in Zwickau. [...] The most diverse currents surged
through each other: naive, faithful ecclesiasticism and old faith along-
side the budding longing for the new proclamation among the citizens
[...], the enlightenment of the Erasmians, the quiet, constant activity of
hidden brotherly circles, finally restless, enthusiastic elements pushing
forward T this was to become the ground for the Zwickau Reforma-
tion."429

This constellation gave rise to various areas of tension in which the
conventicle scene attempted to assert itself as an actor. The Reforma-
tion process had created the space in which a man like Storch could
operate.

Luther® criticism of the Old faith had met with great approval in
the Old Protestant circles, whose followers had been rejecting parts
of Catholic doctrine for generations. In contrast to Luther, however,
the nonconformist, Old Protestant groups had not been able to spread
their message to the public for centuries. They welcomed Luther®
actions all the more.

The incipient Reformation movement initially favored the conven-
ticle system in Zwickau, and Storch and his people helped to ensure
that Luther® theses were well received. This interaction occurred in
ignorance of the differing partiesérespective goals and later ended in
confrontation. Without the Reformation process initiated by Luther,
the Zwickau Waldensian community, even under Storch®& leadership,
would not have progressed beyond the limited framework of an Old
Protestant community or medieval heretical group. Luther had opened
the door to the Zwickau conventicle scene, allowing it to establish
itself in the town and to become a player in the reformatory innovation
process. Later, hardened fronts faced each other.

In most areas of the Empire, the pre-Reformation, Old Protestant
communities merged with the established Lutheran church structures
or later turned to the Anabaptists out of disappointment with the new
church. However, a different development took place in Zwickau. After

429 FroOHLICH: Reformation in Zwickau, pp. 12f.
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Luther® message had initially found favor in the conventicle circles, it
was soon supplemented by Storch®& ideas, and the latter ultimately
emerged as the dominant competitor to the Lutheran. Storch& radical-
ism was already apparent in the early phase, even during the sup-
posed agreement with Luther. Storch& activities gave the Zwickau
Reformation process its special character. Storch& teachings were
practiced in the local conventicle scene.

As every religious change in medieval and early modern society
also had a socio-political relevance, the city council felt challenged
when Storch& teachings became influential. It corresponded to the
generally recognized view at the time and also, in accordance with
the councilorsésense of status,** to the self-image of the councilors,
that they would have a say in important religious matters. In Zwickau,
the position of the councilors was further strengthened by the eco-
nomic prosperity and the associated tax payments, not least through
loans to the elector.

Over the centuries, the Zwickau council had generally endeavored
to increase its powers to assume a strong position in the city® power
structure. This in turn was important for the Reformation process in
the territorial city of Zwickau, as the majority of the council very soon
sympathized with the Reformation movement, and with Luther per-
sonally.

In contrast, the elector& local representative, Knight Wolff von
Weibach (Weissenbach),**! who was bailiff in Zwickau from 1513 to
1535,4%2 had no personal preferences in matters of religion, but was
concerned with peace and order in the city. In addition, he was also
often absent from Zwickau,*** which further strengthened the position
of the council. With the approval of the elector and his co-ruling
brother, the council took the lead in the Reformation process and was
determined to push through Lutheran innovations. Although the elec-

430 When a dispute arose in 1537 between the Zwickau Council and Leonhard Beyer
(14941 1552) over the powers of the pastor, it was recorded in the council
minutes: He should by no means be granted such powers, but these matters
should be regarded as a matter for the council (StadtA Zwickau, 1lIx 64a, RP of
22 Jan. 1537, fol. 19a).

431 On Wolf von WeiRbach, see HELD, WIELAND: Der Zwickauer Amtmann Wolf v.
WeilRenbach und seine Haltung zu Thomas Muntzer, in: ZfG 39 (1991), pp. 5771
586.

432 WiLHELM: Descriptio, p. 50.

433 Brop: Rat und Beamte, p. 5.



104

tor and his brother had the final say, the council had the de facto
initiative to regulate the city® affairs and the administrative density
generally concentrated in the council with its supervision of the
numerous municipal offices*** gave the councilors the necessary
weight, which they now used to enforce the religious innovation proc-
ess.

The council was not a monolithic bloc in matters of religion, but
was divided into groups. The strongest faction with great sympathies
for Luther was formed around Hermann Miuhlpfort, who had been a
member of the council since 1511 and from 1521 alternated annually
with Lorenz Barensprung as mayor. The faction around the former
mayor and highly respected city councilor Stella, which ultimately
stood by Muntzer, was considerably smaller. The two councilors who
then, much to Hausmann& displeasure, sided with the Secta Storchi-
tarum during the confrontational escalation may also have belonged
to the smaller faction. The Lutheran faction dominated the council.
ANNE-RosE FROHLICH saw Muhlpfort as the driving force behind the
Lutheran Reformation process and the council as an forgan for
Hermann Muhlpfort& willa**® According to DoeLLE, the councilors were
fcompletely under Luther® spella*® The council increasingly
sympathized with Luther, and the majority stringently rejected the
conventicle system as part of the religious innovation.

The majority faction of the council wanted the Lutheran Reforma-
tion. The right of patronage to appoint preachers, which the council
had held since 1505, was of great importance.**” Making use of this
right, the councilors brought Sylvius Egranus from Chemnitz to
Zwickau as a preacher in 1516.%*® Egranusoéreal name was Johannes

434 On the duties of the council and subordinate officials, see Brop: Rat und
Beamte.

435 FRoOHLICH: Reformation in Zwickau, p. 49.

436 DoELLE, FERDINAND: Reformationsgeschichtliches aus Kursachsen. Vertreibung
der Franziskaner aus Altenburg und Zwickau, Miunster 1933, p. 44.

437 FrROHLICH: Reformation in Zwickau, p. 15.

438 |n the distorien von Thomas Miintzer6Egran stay in Zwickau was said to have
lasted almost five years: For almost the fifth year in a row, he preached his
doctrine well and in a Christian manner and made it known to the public (Histo-
rien). Cf. also ThMA 3, p. 86,9f. Thus Egran, starting in 1521, probably began
his work in Zwickau in 1516. HuerT KIRCHNER dated the beginning of Egran®
activity to 1515 (KIRCHNER, HUBERT: Johannes Sylvius Egranus. Ein Beitrag zum
Verhéltnis von Reformation und Humanismus, Berlin 1961, p. 7), WAPPLER to
1517 (WAPPLER: Muntzer, p. 19).
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Wildenauer, but he had adopted the name degrandor d&granusbafter
his birthplace of Eger in Bohemia; he modeled himself on Erasmus of
Rotterdam and, according to FaBricus, referred to himself as
Erasmianum.** In Leipzig Egran began studying at the artist faculty
in 1500 and graduated as Magister Artium around 1507.44° He began
to be interested in Luther® teachings at an early stage, but without
taking any lasting reformatory steps. Ultimately, he turned out to be a
preacher who did not genuinely represent Luther& teachings.
KIRCHNER said: fEgran didn@ want to be Lutheran-Protestant or Roman
Catholic, he wanted to be a humanist.d*! Nevertheless, he was con-
sidered a supporter of the Reformation and was favorably supported
by the council.

Egran had already earned Luther& respect in 1518 in the course
of his dispute with the Franciscan monks, when he campaigned
against the legend of St. Anne, which was upheld in Zwickau.**? To-
gether with Egran, who proved to be an extended arm of the council,
Mdihlpfort in particular worked continuously to implement Luther®
ideas. Egran himself showed little reformatory profile and was by no
means a driving force in the Reformation process.

When Friedrich Myconius (Mecum, 1490i 1546), a former Francis-
can monk and opponent of the indulgence preacher Johann Tetzel,
appeared in Zwickau for a short time as a guest preacher in 1518, his
reformatory message was well received.*** Obviously, some of the
town®& population was already more advanced in their Reformation
beliefs than Egran, the supposed guarantor of Lutheran innovations.

The sympathy for Myconiusdpreaching was probably not only due
to a widespread anti-clerical attitude in parts of the Zwickau popula-
tion, but also to the existence of this Old Protestant, Waldensian-
Hussite community, which was particularly open to the Reformation

439 FagRricius: Rivius, fol. bla.

440 KIRCHNER: Egranus, p. 7.

441 KIRCHNER: Egranus, p. 10.

442 CLEMEN, OTTO: Johannes Sylvius Egranus, in: Mitteilungen des Altertumsvereins
fur Zwickau und Umgegend 6 (1899), pp. 17 39, pp. 41 9. According to the legend,
St. Anne entered into three marriages. Egran contradicted this idea with his
statement that Galomedwas the name of a woman, so this name could not stand
for one of Anne& alleged three husbands (DORFLER-DIERKEN, ANGELIKA: Die
Verehrung der heiligen Anna in Spatmittelalter und friher Neuzeit, Gottingen
1992, p. 138).

443 Herzoa: Chronik, 2. Teil, pp. 186f.
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message. In Zwickau in this early phase, the progressive develop-
ment of the Reformation did not primarily result from the activities of
a church official, as was the case in various other towns, but rather
very much from the interest of a section of the town& population in
religious innovation, which was particularly present among the mem-
bers of the conventicle.

The fact that a monk left the Franciscan monastery in 1519 and
that Georg Agricola, director of the Zwickau Greek school, cam-
paigned against Tetzel& indulgences in the same year shows just
how lasting the influence of the Reformation had become within a
short space of time.*** Although still regarded as a fLutheran preach-
ero*® Egran expressed his sympathy for the Reformation process
cautiously at best, but the people from the conventicle scene did so
all the more clearly with their lay preacher Nicolaus Storch.

Although there was a certain degree of agreement between the
conventicle scene and Egran on the fundamental question of an affir-
mation of reformatory innovations, there were clear differences with
regard to the extent of the desired change. In addition to the question
of how deep the process of renewal should go, the clergy& funda-
mental rejection of the conventicle scene was part of the irreconcilable
opposition.

Even a joint recognition of Luther as a reformer could not bridge
the differences. Conversely, the conventicle people showed their
distance from the established clergy, with Egran not least feeling their
aversion, as he remained essentially attached to Catholic doctrine.*46
Personally, this well-paid preacher, who appreciated a comfortable
life, was not respected by the often less well-off followers of the
nonconformist scene. Egran, for his part, was firmly opposed to the
kind of Christianity practiced in the conventicle scene and condemned
it as a bad habit: Magister Egranus criticized such and other bad

444 Herzoa: Chronik, 2. Teil, p. 189.

445 JUNGHANS, HELMAR: Die Ausbreitung der Reformation von 15171 1539, in: HELMAR
JUNGHANS (ed.): Das Jahrhundert der Reformation in Sachsen, 2nd edn., Leipzig
2005 [1989], pp. 37i 67, p. 41.

446 |n 1519, Egran spoke of the key power of the Church and emphasized the
position of priests: Whose sins you remit (BucHwALD, GEORG (ed.): Ungedruckte
Predigten des Johann Sylvius Egranus (gehalten in Zwickau und Joachimsthal
15191 1522), Leipzig 1911, p. 8). (Orig.: Quorum remiseritis peccata.) At the end
of 1520 he demanded: The Blessed Virgin Mary is to be praised most highly (p.
32). (Orig.: Beata virgo laudatur maxime.)
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habits [...] in the pulpit,**” was said in the distoriend Storch was the
antipode to the convinced humanist Egran, to whom the conventicle
scene remained strange and mysterious and who always kept his
distance.

Despite these differences and the latent potential for conflict, there
had been no major clashes until Mintzer® arrival. The heretic scene
had always been accustomed to avoiding open confrontation as far
as possible. Always threatened by the Inquisition, the conventicle
people had never dared to attack official preachers in public in the
past.

Even if this basic attitude had loosened in the course of the Refor-
mation process, this former crypto-scene still had to first fully develop
the new freedom for itself by continually feeling its way forward, to
then come up with its own accents in the wider public and dare to
directly confront the established structures. The latter was enabled
above all by Miintzer& appearance in Zwickau.

3.3.2 Cooperation between the Secta Storchitarum and Mintzer

In May 1520, Mlntzer came to Zwickau to replace his fellow preacher
Egran while he was on holiday. At this time, Mintzer was a convinced
Lutheran. Born around 1490 in Stolberg in the Harz Mountains, he
had initially enrolled at the university in Leipzig to study liberal arts in
1506 and then, after an interim phase in 1512, went to the university
in Frankfurt (Oder),**® where he probably graduated with a Master of
Arts degree in 1515.44° He was likely ordained a priest in 1514.4%
Mintzer did not join a religious order, but taught as a secular clergy-
man. He became a follower of Luther probably during his occasional
visits to Wittenberg.**! He had his first major confrontation with the
Old believers in Jiterbog in 1519, when he came into conflict with

447 ThMA 3, p. 87,3f.

448 DAMMASCHKE & VOGLER: Thomas Miintzer Bibliographie, p. 15. On Muntzer&
career, see also ELLIGER: MUntzer, pp. 91 73.

449 ELLIGER: Muntzer, p. 36.

450 WoLGAsT, EIKE: Thomas Muntzer (1489/14901 1525), in: IRENE DINGEL & VOLKER
LeprIN (ed.): Reformatorenlexikon, Darmstadt 2014, pp. 1747182, p. 174. A
specific date for Muntzer& ordination cannot be identified; BRAUER and VOGLER
mention 17 December 1513 or 15 April 1514 (BRAUER & VOGLER: MUntzer, p. 51).

451 STEINMETZ: Muntzers Weg, p. 98.
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the clergy there and received support from Luther.*>? After a stay of
only a few months in Beuditz as a confessor in the nunnery, Mintzer
went to Zwickau, probably at the instigation of Egran,**® in May
1520,%* where he continued his dispute with the Old believers,
especially the monks.

Muntzer® appearance in Zwickau was immediately provocative
and polarizing, and from day one he saw himself as someone who
proclaimed the right and true faith. In his very first sermon on 17 May
1520,%° he sharply attacked the monks with the metaphor that they
had mouths so big that one could cut off a pound and they would still
have mouths enough.*¢

Mintzer caused quite a stir with his offensive criticism and
received a great deal of approval, gaining him great support in the city
from both the council and the wider population. In particular, the
radicals around Storch soon showed great sympathy for this out-
spoken preacher. FROHLICH considered Zwickau as fthe city of Miinz-
erian unrest and secretly fantastic Storchian propagandaa“®’

Mintzer was responsible for the radicalization of the entire
Reformation process and, after his move to St. Catherine® Church,
his challenging attitude also influenced the conventicle people, who
felt strengthened by this official churchman,*® as the mocking poems
say. Egran, on the other hand, was always hostile to the conventicle
scene. The entire conventicle scene represented a kind of opposition
to the established church system per se and now the conventicle
people saw themselves strengthened by Muntzer. If they had previ-
ously sympathized with Luther, but not with the hesitant Egran, a
change began to take place. The longer Mintzer was in Zwickau, the
more he gained the sympathy of the entire nonconformist scene, and
the more Muntzer became convinced of their teachings.

Initially, the confrontation with the monks dominated events. They
sued Miintzer to the bishopric for the public abuse they had suffered

452 ThMA 3, p. 54,11 7.

453 CLEMEN: Kleine Schriften, p. 3.

454 It cannot be assumed that Miintzer was already in Zwickau in April 1520 (ThMA
3, pp. 56i 58).

455 According to the distoriend however, Mntzer first sermon took place on 13
May 1520 (ThMA 3, pp. 81,71 82,1).

456 ThMA 3, p. 57,1i 3.

457 FROHLICH: Reformation in Zwickau, p. 13.

48 ThMA 3, p. 87,3.
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Figure 8: The Monument of Thomas Muntzer at his birthplace
in Stolberg in the Harz Mountains (1989).
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as a result of his inaugural sermon, whereupon Heinrich Schmidberg,
chancellor of the bishopric, turned to the council, albeit without achiev-
ing much. The council stood unreservedly behind Mintzer, despite
the provocations towards the monks, but possibly also precisely
because of these provocations. Nevertheless, the council now asked
Mintzer to involve Luther. In a letter dated 13 July 1520, Mintzer
declared his loyalty to Luther. He addressed him as Jesus be with you
[...] dearest father and expressed his willingness to seek Luther®
advice.*® As an obviously genuine Lutheran, Mintzer was at this
point an fenergetic advocate of Lutheran ideasd®® and fsaw himself
as a representative of the Reformation set in motion by Luthera?*6!
Storch® teaching had no effect on Mintzer at this time, making it clear
that Muntzer was a loyal Lutheran without Storch& influence. While
Muntzer was still unconditionally supported by the council in his
dispute with the monks, the opposition of the electoral bailiff Wolff von
WeilRbach was already becoming apparent. He summoned Mintzer
and the Franciscan monks to a joint discussion and then called on the
council to admonish Miintzer.*%? The bailiff obviously wanted to put
the bold preacher in his place and expected the council to distance
itself from Mduntzer. It was recorded in the council minutes that the
council was not to assist the magister this time.*®® From this point
onwards, Muntzer no longer had the full support of the authorities.
Nevertheless, the council wanted to keep Mintzer in Zwickau and
when Egran, as planned, resumed his position as preacher on 1
October 1520 after his absence, Mintzer had to vacate the more
prestigious St. Mary®& Church, but was now given St. Catherine®
Church. This event was soon followed by a confrontation between
Mintzer and Egran. The reason for this confrontation was not that
Muntzer perceived the move to St. Catherine® Church as a disad-
vantage or felt snubbed by the comparatively low salary;*®* rather, the
dispute in the second phase of Mintzer®& stay in Zwickau was
primarily about doctrinal issues. The differences arose from the fact
that Mintzer, as a preacher at St. Catherine® Church, which was

459 ThMA 2, p. 45,1f. (Orig.: Jesus tecum. [...] suauissime pater.)
460 STEINMETZ: Muntzers Weg, p. 121.

461 ELLIGER: Mintzer, p. 184.

462 ThMA 3, pp. 66,1i 67,12.

463 ThMA 3, p. 67,15f.

464 STEINMETZ: Muntzers Weg, p. 124.
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attended by numerous conventicle people, now found himself in the
wake of Storch& group, which had its stronghold in the nearby street
called Hundsgasse. Mintzer now learned to know and appreciate
Storch®& teachings. He publicly emphasized Storch in the pulpit as a
leader and prominent representative of this lay movement and
explicitly attested to his biblical knowledge.*¢®

The longer the Reformation process went on, the more it became
clear that Egran, preacher at St. Mary& Church, embodied a reli-
giosity fundamentally different from that of Mlntzer, preacher at the
neighboring St. Catherine®& Church, although both were seen as
supporters of the Reformation process. The reason for the discrep-
ancies was not least the teachings of Storch, which Miintzer began to
adopt more and more. He was bold in going on the offensive with
these ideas.*®® In Zwickau, there was now not only the general
opposition between supporters and opponents of the Reformation, but
also the conflict within the Reformation movement, which became of
central importance. On the one side stood Egran and the council
majority as representatives of the Lutheran, moderate direction, and
on the other side stood Storch and Muntzer as protagonists of a
radical development. In this phase, the Reformation process was not
about promoting Lutheran doctrine as before, but rather a competing
theological reorientation, and radicalization occurred due to Storch®&
influence. As a figurehead, Miintzer drove this development forward,
while the spiritual basis of this reorientation stemmed largely from
Storch& teachings.*¢’

Muntzer® increasing rapprochement with Storch further deep-
ened the contrast between him and Egran. The differences with Egran
now moved more and more into the foreground of the Zwickau
Reformation events, without peace having been restored on the other
front, namely the conflict with the monks. On 26 December 1520, the

465 ThMA 3, p. 86,17f.

466 Scribner used the term fevangelical movemento for the movement around
Muntzer and Storch (ScriBNER: Popular culture, p. 153).

467 |t is possible that Storch& influence also led Muntzer to distance himself further
from Catholic doctrine. According to Stefan Roth& transcript, Mintzer had stated
in his sermon on 8 September 1520: Between God and man, the Virgin Mary is
the mediator (MSB, p. 518,6f.). Later, such statements about Mary were no
longer made (ThMA 1 = Thomas-Muntzer-Ausgabe. Kritische Gesamtausgabe,
ed. by HELMAR JUNGHANS & ARMIN KOHNLE, vol. 1: Thomas Muintzer Schriften,
Manuskripte und Notizen, ed. by ARMIN KOHNLE et al., Leipzig 2017, p. 471).
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smoldering conflict with the Catholic side escalated when the Old-
believer priest Niklas Hofer*® from Marienthal,*®® who had gone to
Mintzer& church service in conspiracy, was brutally chased out of the
church after being recognized by the churchgoers.*”® Pastor Hofer
turned to the bishop, whereupon the episcopal official Caspar Tham
wanted to summon Mintzer to Zeitz, MUntzer brusquely refused,
however.** The council accepted Muntzer& stance and decided to
send a delegation to the bishop on 14 January 1521 to appease
him.*”2 The matter ended with Pastor Hofer being forced out, again
illustrating the extent to which Mintzer was protected when it came to
dealing with the Old believers.

In the conflict with the Catholic side, the new influence to which
Mintzer was exposed through Storch played a subordinate role, al-
though there were major differences between Catholic and Storchian
doctrine. The conventicle people had welcomed Luther& theses early
on and helped to ensure that his reformatory impulse was taken up in
Zwickau, resulting in a fundamental confrontation with the Old believ-
ers. In general, however, the Catholic side perceived Reformation
approaches as a Lutheran cause, and there was hardly any differen-
tiating consideration of the Reformation process. Many Old believers
thought like CocHLAus, who described Luther as the author of evil, who
had turned people away from the true faith with his Hussite
endeavors.*”® This view also prevailed in the case of Zwickau. Duke
George of Saxony, an outspoken opponent of all Reformation
endeavors, wrote to his Ernestine cousin Duke John in 1521 that the
entire development in Zwickau stemmed from Luther®& teachings and
the fact that these were tolerated and nothing was done about
them.*”* In the debate about the Reformation in Zwickau, however,

468 Niclas Hofer is said to have been stabbed to death by a follower of Miintzer in
1523 (HerzoG: Chronik, 2. Teil, p. 190, note 2). With regard to the perpetrator,
this claim is probably fictional.

469 Marienthal, see here the map on p. 61. On Marienthal, see KAHLEYR: Blrger von
Zwickau, pp. 931 96.

470 ThMA 3, pp. 72,61 73,4.

41 ThMA 3, p. 77,1i 4.

472 ThMA 3, p. 78,61 11. The delegation to the bishop in Zeitz consisted of six
members, including two councilors and two clergymen (BRAUER & VOGLER:
Muntzer, p. 115).

473 LauBke: Flugschriften gegen die Reformation (15181 1524), p. 389,7.
474 GEss: Akten, vol. 1, p. 210,12f.
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the scene was marked above all by conflicts within the community of
those in favor of religious innovation.

Starting in the spring of 1521, there was a fundamental estrange-
ment between Mintzer and the city council, which gave the whole
conflict a further, explosive dimension. Mlntzer could then rely only
on the general population and, above all, on the Secta Storchitarum.
This support gave Storch the opportunity to exert even more influ-
ence. With Mintzer& rapprochement alongside the Secta Storchi-
tarum, Storch®& teachings moved to the center of the debate surround-
ing the reformatory innovation process in Zwickau. Muntzer had modi-
fied his originally purely Lutheran orientation with Storch& doctrine
and incorporated key elements of it into his own theology.

This adoption of Storchian notions was of decisive importance for
further developments. The dispute was not based on a social divide,
but on religious issues. Mintzer had not become an advocate for the
poor people at St. Catherine& Church when he got to know the
churchgoers there, mainly less wealthy clothiers. Rather, his first
sermon clarified, that social issues had been with him long before and
this engagement was by no means the primary cause of his conflicts
in Zwickau, instead, the new doctrine was the object of the confron-
tation. According to OTTo HaHN, Muntzer ffell [...] under the influence
of the radicals [...], whose spokesman and prophet was Nicolaus
Storcha*™

Storch& teaching on the Holy Spirit, combined with manifestations
such as visions and auditions, enthused Miintzer i he now let his
followers know that he was certain he had the Holy Spirit.*”® From his
time in Zwickau, Mintzer emphasized the Holy Spirit in his theology
in a special way. Luther later stated during his Table Talks, Mlntzer
said that the external word was nothing, it needed the Spirit.*”” The
foundation for Mintzer® orientation had been laid by Storch, with the
result, that fa new, unbridgeable antagonism between the two
opponents [Mintzer and Egran] evidently broke out precisely in the
understanding of the Spiritd*’® As ELLIGER explained, Egran faith was
based on the fintellectual receptiono of religious content, whereby

475 HaHN: Luther in Zwickau, p. 18.
476 ThMA 3, p. 86,18f.

477 WATT 1, p. 598,21f.

478 ELLIGER: Mintzer, p. 165.
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finner experience played a secondary role at besta*’® For Storch and
Mintzer, on the other hand, religious experience was paramount. The
emphasis on a Christianity of spiritual experience, as opposed to a
Christianity of primarily mental knowledge of biblical content and
formal participation in rituals, may ultimately have been the basis of
this conflict, both in Zwickau and in the subsequent disputes, not only
between Egran and Muntzer, but also between Luther and Mintzer
and as well as between Luther and the Zwickau Prophets.

On the basis of his new insight, Muntzer did not shy away from
sharply attacking his colleague at St. Mary& Church, as it was a
matter of differences on key theological issues, and the radical nature
of the Reformation process itself was also up for discussion. The
confrontation was therefore based on central questions, because as
ELLIGER said, Mlntzer could not be convinced by fsome of Egran®
reformatory approachesothat this humanistically orientated preacher
had understood the essence of the Reformation.*®° Egran epitomized
extremely moderate change, while Muintzer advocated radical
innovation and radical faith i which he in turn had adopted from
Storch. Egran, on the other hand, rigorously rejected Storch& reli-
giosity. ELLIGER stated:

"What he [Egran] ironized and criticized was the strange phenomenon
of Zwickau Storchianism; he had drawn the conclusion from the peculiar
speeches of the Storchians that they compared themselves to the
apostles of primitive Christianity, boasted of the apostlesé spiritual
equipment, which now was also given to them for their work and that
they felt to be called to the renewal of Christianity out of such a spirit.
He had turned against these new apostles".48!

Mintzer referred to these fundamental differences, which were part
of the confrontation in Zwickau between the protagonists of a radical
or moderate Reformation development, presumably in spring 1521, in
a list of 24 points, which he ironically entitled Propositiones probi viri
d. Egrani.*® With his own pen, Mintzer let his competitor Egran have

479 ELLIGER, WALTER: AuRenseiter der Reformation: Thomas Mintzer. Ein Knecht
Gottes, Gottingen 1975, p. 9.

480 ELLIGER: Muntzer, p. 147.

481 ELLIGER: Mintzer, pp. 164f.

482 MSB, pp. 513i515. (Propositiones probi viri d. Egrani = Ideas of Egran, the
upright man of God.) Although it is not undisputed in the literature, it can reason-
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his say as a pseudo-author to present Egran& positions. Obviously,
Muntzer wanted to make the differences between himself and his
opponent explicit, so he resorted to this stylistic device. These d&ro-
positionesdwere the reflection of Miintzerd theology,*® as ANNEMARIE
LoHMANN said, and at the same time they made clear what Mlntzer
thought was wrong with Egran& theology. In the d’ropositionesg he
publicly presented his view of the work of the Holy Spirit in clear
contrast to Egran, in turn pointing to the central importance of Storch&®
influence. According to Mintzer, Egran had proclaimed that only the
apostles of the early church had been filled with the Holy Spirit: Only
the apostles had the Holy Spirit.8* Mintzer® thesis 22 was even
clearer, according to which he accused Egran of saying: No one has
had the Holy Spirit for 1000 years.*®® Mintzer, who had adopted
Storch& views, vehemently opposed such a position, as he had
obviously perceived Egran to have done. Mintzer advocated Storch&
teachings.

The emphasis on spiritual manifestations was central to the Secta
Storchitarum at the time, so Miintzer& actions in the spring of 1521
were an expression of the close collaboration between him and Storch.
However, despite his rapprochement with Storch, Mlntzer never
became a man of the conventicle, but remained a churchman, and in
return the Secta Storchitarum retained its independence i while at the
same time maintaining the best possible understanding with Muntzer,
to whom the Storchians showed their respect as the servant of God
who preaches well and correctly.*®

The dispute between Miintzer and Egran fundamentally changed
the whole situation, as this was a conflict within the Reformation
movement and affected not only the two preachers, but also those
around them. Such a sharp dispute between the supporters of the
Reformation was a novelty in the previous Reformation process. This
conflict moved to the center of the discussions in Zwickau, while at
the same time Muntzer& confrontation with the OIld believers con-

ably be assumed that the propositions originate from Muintzer. Miintzer spoke
ironically here about Egran.

483 | oHMANN, ANNEMARIE: Zur geistigen Entwicklung Thomas Muntzers, repr., Hil-
desheim 1972 [1931], p. 14.

484 MSB, p. 515,7. (Orig.: Soli apostoli habuerunt spiritum sanctum.)
485 MSB, p. 515,9. (Orig.: In mille annis nullus hominum habuit spiritum sanctum.)
48 ThMA 3, p. 87,20f.
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tinued. In this respect, Mintzer overstretched his front lines. The
support of his church congregation and the Secta Storchitarum was
insufficient in the conflict with the phalanx of the council, the electoral
bailiff, Egran, humanists and, on the other hand, the monks. However,
Mintzer stuck to his position and continued to agitate in his own
special way. He was not afraid to intensify his cooperation with Storch
and his community.

However, Muntzer did not want a conflict with Luther in these
disputes,*®” whom he still respected and whose dominant position he
accepted. For Storch, too, Luther was still a recognized authority,
which is why he wanted to gain a foothold in Wittenberg at the end of
1521 by appealing to Luther.

At no time did Storch deliberately estrange Muntzer from Luther;
the rift inevitably opened up due to doctrinal differences. Although
Mintzer remained loyal to Luther during the dispute with Egran, he
was increasingly criticized in Wittenberg. Johann Agricola (1494i
1566), the close confidant of Luther, admonished him at the beginning
of 1521 not to rage excessively.*®® The Wittenbergers were keen to
maintain good relations with the town council and the electoral bailiff.
In the same letter, Agricola reproached Mintzer because alleged
friends of Mintzer had claimed that he was causing bloodshed.®
Muntzer had written to Luther on 13 July 1520 that he would simply
fight by proclaiming the trumpet of God& word.*®® Obviously, any
violent solution remained still far from Muntzer& mind at this time.*%!
Nevertheless, he was already suspected of wanting to resort to
violence in Zwickau: Oh Thomas, you bloodthirsty man*®? was then
written in the mocking poems in the course of his departure. However,
Mintzer acted out his conflicts only verbally in Zwickau. As bold and
accentuated Muntzer® behavior seemed, and as provocative his

487 KIRCHNER: Egranus, p. 60.

488 ThMA 2, p. 74,6f.

48 ThMA 2, p. 74,9f.

4% ThMA 2, p. 52,10.
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connection to conventicle circles was, violence did not appear to have
been part of his strategy at this time.

The challenging behavior of Miintzer and Storch must also be seen
in context: Luther® behavior towards the Catholic side at the time was
extremely provocative, as illustrated, for example, by the burning of
the bull threatening excommunication. Luther& behavior was well
known and widely admired. Luther®& example may also have en-
couraged the radicals in Zwickau to make an accentuated appear-
ance.

However, Luther®& provocation was aimed primarily at the Catholic
Church, while Mintzer and the Secta Storchitarum had clashed with
Egran, a man of the Reformation movement who represented the
position of Luther and the council in Zwickau. This confrontation
centered on the question of the radical nature of the entire innovation
process in Zwickau. Although the Wittenbergers were radical in their
confrontation with the Catholic side, they endeavored to keep their
own cause within a moderate framework with regard to official struc-
tures. They did not want a conflict with well-disposed authorities i the
Wittenbergersdappeals to Mintzer were not about Egran, but about
the council and the Ernestine court, whose goodwill they did not want
to gamble away.

Mayor Mduhlpfort and the council majority were convinced of
Luther® authority and did not want to follow Mintzer& radical path. In
Zwickau, Mintzer& path was increasingly perceived as Storch& path
and, thus, as sectarian. Accordingly, the local authorities distanced
themselves from Mintzer. Gradually, the teachings of Storch and
Muntzer became viewed as incompatible with Luther® theology.

Even in the early stages, Luther saw himself as the leader of the
Reformation process and Wittenberg as its center, from where the
directives were to be issued. The Wittenbergers wanted to shape and
control the movement. However, Luther could not direct develop-
ments in Zwickau in detail.*®® At this time, he was under great pres-
sure from his own troubled situation, because during the turbulence
in Zwickau surrounding Storch, Muntzer, and Egran, he was threat-
ened with excommunication and faced a journey to Worms. Neverthe-
less, it is noticeable that Zwickau remained in the focus of the Witten-
bergers. However, it was not possible to control Mintzer or the

493 STEINMETZ: Muntzers Weg, p. 138.
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Zwickau development from Wittenberg. The tensions between Luther
and Muntzer intensified. The primary cause of the estrangement was
Storch®& teachings. At this time, Storch was probably largely ignored
by Luther, information about him in Wittenberg is likely to have been
sparse at best, and in any case, people were fundamentally fixated
on Muntzer as the cause of the Zwickau turmoil.

Luther could not imagine a conventicle scene as an actor in the
Reformation process at all, nor would he have wanted one. Despite
the fsubtle anti-clericalismo that was probably present in his father
Hans Luder® house,** Luther had experienced a genuinely Catholic
socialization. Neither Martin Luther nor his ancestors had come into
closer contact with the medieval heretical movement,**® so that Old
Protestant ideas had not rubbed off on him. Luther was not interested
in such nonconformist groups.*®® Throughout his life, he remained
distanced from such communities, for example the Waldensians,
whom he certified to be in error: Waldensians have apostatized.*®” He
behaved similarly with regard to the Bohemian Brethren. Although for
a time he had no ill opinion of the latter i | no longer have a bad
opinion of the Picards,*®® he let his friend Hausmann know i however,
the fgreat divideoultimately remained.*%°

As Luther stated in his pamphlet Against the Heavenly Prophetso
he was convinced with regard to nonconformist groups that a murder-
ous, secret devil was creeping around in these conventicles, doing
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harm and spreading his poison.5® Any influence from Storch was not
compatible with Luther® ideas.

In the course of the Zwickau disputes, Luther had initially dis-
tanced himself from Muntzer mainly because of his conflicts with the
council. The influence of Storch& teachings, already present in
Muntzer, was probably not yet transparent to the Wittenbergers at this
time. As the Reformation process progressed, though, Luther rejected
his former comrade-in-arms, not least because he had adopted large
parts of Storch® teachings.

In Zwickau, the doctrinal differences within the Reformation move-
ment led to an intensification of the disputes and in the spring of 1521,
a fpulpit ward®® broke out between Muntzer and Egran. Although
Egran had been in Zwickau for much longer and held the more
lucrative position as preacher at St. Mary& Church, he was over-
shadowed by Muntzer. Before Muntzer® appearance, Egran could
play the bearer of hope for reform, who would initiate the desired
process of religious renewal. However, after the charismatic Miintzer
became active in Zwickau, Egran stood in his shadow. Miintzer won
over the masses,**? set the tone, and took center stage, while Egran
was side-lined. Even the benevolence of Mihlpfort, who felt close to
Egran because his recommendation had prompted Luther to dedicate
his treatise @n the Freedom of a Christian6to Muhlpfort, did nothing
to change this.

By mid-December 1520, less than a quarter of a year back in office,
Egran had already decided to ask the council for leave again®® i
Joachimsthal*®* was now his destination. Obviously, he no longer saw
any prospects for himself in Zwickau at this point i probably because
he believed Miintzer& position to be unshakeable. In fact, Mlntzer
still had the council® trust in December 1520, which was expressed
not least because he was asked to work alongside Luther to find a
successor to Egran.®®® Soon afterwards, however, circumstances
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changed: The council distanced itself from Mintzer, and Egran®
departure was ultimately delayed by six months.

Mintzer continued to be active in his own way and radicalized the
Reformation process, intensifying his opponentso resistance, such
that it became more than verbal. In February 1521, during Carnival,
his windows were smashed. The council dealt with the matter, but
without any result, although it was assumed that the son of the
sacristan knew more details.®® In this agitated situation, the council
called on Muntzer and Egran to come to an amicable understanding
and accused both of errors and mistakes.®®” This seemingly
conciliatory position could not hide the fact that Miintzer was no longer
contributing to the council& reformatory goals at this point, but had
become a burden for the council. On March 6, the whole town was
even called together, due to the escalating conflict, to admonish and
emphatically warn the people because of the preachers and priests
that no one should gather a crowd of followers around them or cause
a riot, under penalty of corporal punishment and fines.>® As STEINVETZ
surmised, the council was concerned about the close connection
between Mintzer and the clothier squires.®®® The clothier squires
were perceived by the council as a potential source of unrest, not least
in view of the fact that there were close links between Muntzer, Storch,
the Secta Storchitarum and the clothier squires 1 Miuntzer had
instrumentalized the clothier squires,>° it was said in the distoriend
Mintzer and Storch in particular influenced the clothier squires.>!!
Although these clothier squires were not identical to the Secta Storchi-
tarum, numerous Storchians were obviously among them.

In all matters relating to alliances, which the council always
feared, the religious connotation was always present, even in relation
to the clothier squires. The whole of urban life was religiously inter-
woven and increasingly polarized in the same situation, so the
authorities also feared the socio-political repercussions of religious
dissent and wanted to prevent possible unrest. The large number of
Mintzer®& and Storch& followers must have worried a number of

506 ThMA 3, p. 79,51 7.

507 ThMA 3, p. 79,8f.

508 ThMA 3, p. 80,3i 5.

509 STEINMETZ: Mintzers Weg, p. 141.
510 ThMA 3, p. 86,15f.

511 FaBRICIUS: Originvm, p. 865.
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councilors. The councilors saw Muntzer® and Storch& circle as a
dangerous group of people whom they did not understand, suspected,
and considered potentially dangerous. The situation in Zwickau was
tense. As the chronicler ScHumANN reported, Mintzer had shouted fire,
fire from his house several times in the early hours of 10 April 1521.512
The Egran faction accused him of a knavery.®*® However, it may have
been a fsecret signal®* to his followers to rehearse how assistance
could have been mobilized if necessary.

Mintzer& followers were still numerous, and most Zwickau
residents showed solidarity with him; not least, the Storchians stood
by his side. The connection between Muntzer and Storch became
increasingly close: Muntzer [...] joined forces with this Nicolaus
Storch,®'® Fasricius knew. In Zwickau, a connection had been forged
that was groundbreaking at the time. For centuries, everywhere in the
Christian culture, sect and church were in a classic contradiction and
opposed to each other. The heretics tried to disguise themselves by
pretending to be part of the church, but hiding their true faith and
primarily participating pro forma in church life. A fundamental change
had emerged in Zwickau: The Storchians were consciously and
willingly part of the church, namely Mintzer& church. Muntzer had
explicitly honored Storch from the pulpit. Instead of warning against
the sect, as was traditionally done, the Secta Storchitarum was recog-
nized by Mintzer. Mintzer and Storch had even jointly organized
conventicle meetings.®'® Egran later complained to Luther that Miint-
zer had favored private meetings: he made friends of the private
conventicles in an unspeakable way.*'’ To Egran& chagrin, such
activities must have flourished in Zwickau at the time. This religious
scene was generally perceived as having the connotations with Bohe-
mia,>!® so appeared all the more suspicious.

Muntzer had long since adopted significant parts of Storch&
teachings. In consequence, the Secta Storchitarum became even

512 ScHUMANN: Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 59, fol. 129a. Cf. ThMA 3, p. 81,17 3.

513 ThMA 3, p. 85,8.
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stronger and played an increasingly important role in the Zwickau
Reformation process. Thanks to Miintzer& support, the group around
Storch clearly distinguished itself and set the tone in the Reformation
process, while at the same time Mintzer& distress led to his even
stronger rapprochement with Storch. Mintzer®& public declaration that
Storch had a significant spiritual position®*® was a groundbreaking
reappraisal of Storch i Luther& call for the priesthood of all believers
may have been the background here.5?° However, Mintzer took the
whole thing to the next level by singling out a person from the conven-
ticle scene and even calling for such laymen to become prelates and
pastors.5?! This call corresponded to a previously unknown valoriza-
tion of such heretics. It not only expressed the recognition of the
Zwickau conventicle, but even attributed a kind of leadership compe-
tence to it. The Storchians must have seen Mintzer® praise for
Storch as an extraordinary honor: The previously scorned, sectarian
nonconformists had now been recognized by an official churchman
and their teachings had been declared a guideline. Mintzer& actions
went beyond the pale. Mlntzer acted at a time when the Edict of
Worms had not yet been promulgated,>?? and in this respect he was
recognized as a priest and man of the Church. He did not appear as
a heretic, but as a recognized preacher in Church office, and as such
he was also respected by the majority of the Zwickau population.
Someone like Storch, on the other hand, was traditionally regarded in
society as an exotic with a tendency towards sectarianism, simply
persona non grata. At best, such people were generally accepted as
dubious outsiders, at worst they were regarded as heretics;
accordingly, the Church treated such dissidents at best with contempt,
at worst with the stake. Mlntzer, as a duly appointed preacher, now
officially elevated a person, even from the pulpit, as a role model who
represented the old heresy and made Storch someone who should be
above the priests.

To the people of Zwickau, this endorsement of Storch must have
seemed like a complete break with the past. Mintzer and Storch i
who would traditionally have been mortal enemies i were now friends.

519 ThMA 3, p. 86,151 18. (Orig.: [...] hoch erkantt im geyst.)
520 KAUFMANN: Mintzer, pp. 23f.

521 ThMA 3, p. 86,23.

522 The Edict of Worms was issued on 8 May 1521.
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A priest and a heretic worked hand in hand 1 the upheavals could
hardly have been more radical.

For centuries, the officially appointed clergyman had been the
designated enemy of all heretics, and now he was supported by such
people; conversely, the ordinary clergyman traditionally knew no
greater adversary than the heretic, to whom he now paid full tribute.
In Zwickau, the iron law of the fundamental opposition between
church and sect was turned on its head: Adversaries had become
allies. Now the heretic was highly respected instead of despised,
honored instead of reviled, a teacher instead of someone to be taught.
For generations, the heretic had been regarded as a false teacher and
now he was suddenly a sage, and was supposed to be a prelate. This
reversal was a novelty, a breaking of taboos that could hardly have
been greater in view of 1000 years of church history. Zwickau i so it
seemed i had become a place of striking upheaval. For the
Storchians in particular, this development must have seemed like the
dawn of a new era. If those who for years or decades, perhaps for
generations, had had to eke out their religious lives underground,
often under persecution and even the threat of the stake, were now
being honored and even given precedence, the whole occurrence
must have seemed like a scenario hardly imaginable: Storch®
doctrine had been declared the right doctrine by the city® official and
at the same time most respected theologian.

Muntzer displayed an almost unprecedented religious radicalism
here. At the same time, this scenario also represented a fundamental
upheaval for the conventicle people i such cooperation with an official
clergyman was something completely new and extraordinary. The
significance of this development was also recognized at the time in
Zwickau.

The entirety of the events was reflected in the local chronicle:
Mintzer had praised [...] and acknowledged him [Storch] from the
pulpit,>?® it was said in the distorien6and GRerr explained, The laity
must become our prelates and pastors, he [Mintzer] said, publicly
about Storch from the pulpit.’** BRrenpLER expressed himself
cautiously, fBut it is certain that Mintzer praised him [Storch] from the

523 ThMA 3, p. 86,21 23.

524 GREFr: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 109. (Orig.: Die leyhen mussen vnser Praelaten
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pulpit and thus gave this small community a certain public reputation
and gave it a boost.&? In fact, Storch& reputation and the position of
the Secta Storchitarum were exorbitantly strengthened by Mintzer®
behavior and, in this respect, the Secta Storchitarum largely owed its
revaluation to Muntzer, who was highly respected by the mass of
Zwickau® population and whose word carried weight. Mintzer gave
this nonconformist scene an unprecedented reputation. fiStorch&
followers multiplied rapidlyg®?® said Fasian. In their wildest expecta-
tions, Storch and his followers may already have speculated that in
the not-too-distant future they would be able to stand alongside
Mintzer and use the religiousness they had shaped to establish in
Zwickau the generally recognized doctrine of the church.

However, this euphoria in the radical movement was countered
by the same degree of alienation on the other side. As much as such
a development appealed to the Storchians, in the group around Egran
and Muhlpfort such radical upheavals were obviously met with great
disapproval: It is miserable that many sects and a lot of strange things
are happening,®?’ as had been recorded in the Losan®& Annals.
Inevitably, the fronts increasingly hardened and the conflict became
fiercer. The electoral bailiff and various councilors must have been
extremely disconcerted by this development. In their eyes, Storch®
teaching was a sectarian doctrine of which they were suspicious, and
Mintzer& behavior seemed improper to them: He held more
conventicle meetings than was acceptable for a worthy priest.>?® In
the eyes of his opponents, Mintzer& behavior no longer had anything
to do with a worthy priest. FaBricius spoke of an obviously frenzied
man,>?® which is how Miintzer was now perceived in humanist circles.
Mintzer& behavior was disapproved of; he was no longer the man of
the council. Storch had never been the man of the council. The initial
sympathy for Mintzer increasingly turned into the opposite and in
spring 1521 the council was anxious to get rid of Mintzer.

Mintzer and Storch had the approval and recognition of the
people, but not of the established society; the local nobles and rich

525 BRENDLER: Mintzer, p. 65.
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people, the patricians and notables 7 with a few exceptions 7 kept
their distance. A Storch-style Reformation in Zwickau was probably
even less desirable to the humanist and Lutheran-influenced majority
of the council than was the retention of the Old faith. The humanists
on the council and around the Latin school wanted to leave behind
what they perceived as the incrustation of the Old faith, but a religious
redesign along the lines of Miuntzer and Storch was too radical for
them. Muntzer® cooperation with Storch had alienated them from
Mduntzer.

It was not only the religious teachings of the Secta Storchitarum
that caused the councilors to distance themselves, but also concerns
about their social status. The lives of medieval heretics were charac-
terized by restrictions and disadvantages, whereas the world of the
patricians was characterized by wealth and influence, the religious
dissidents were despised, and the councilors were highly respected.
Medieval heretics, not least the Waldensian ones, generally refused
to take an oath,>*° which excluded them from any office i an abstruse
behavior from the point of view of the councilors, especially as an
official office was of outstanding importance to them. Even though
Storch and the Secta Storchitarum had broken away from such
characteristics of medieval heresies as the refusal to take an oath®3!
and were not fleeing the world, the reputation of these old customs
lingered on. In the eyes of outsiders, the heretic was surrounded by
an aura of dubiousness. If Miintzer cooperated with the Secta Storchi-
tarum, he could no longer be the council®& friend. If Mintzer& theo-
logy, and therefore Storch& teachings, were to become universally
valid in Zwickau, the councilors feared that this theology would
become binding for everyone with regard to the traditionally binding
nature of church teachings 1 an idea that the councilors did not want
to accept. Luther® approach, on the other hand, was perceived as an
impulse for liberation from an encrusted religious system. The choice
of title for his work &@n the Freedom of a Christiand dedicated to
Muhlpfort, may have contributed to this perception, and Luther®
emphasis on the intellectual perception and acceptance of the biblical

530  KELLER: Reformation, p. 6.

531 The author of Mlntzer& pamphlet, as a member of the Secta Storchitarum, said
in confirmation of his statement: | say it under oath (ThMA 3, p. 88,20). From this
statement it can be concluded that the oath was not taboo in the conventicle
scene at that time.
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text was fundamentally better suited to the mindset of a humanist than
the experiential faith of Storch or Mintzer. At the same time, Luther
avoided any questioning of authoritarian structures, or endeavored to
strengthen them, so that Luther came into conflict with no councilor at
this point, while Mintzer and Storch contributed to uncertainty here,
precisely because of their close connection to the clothier squires,
who were seen as rebellious. 532

The council supported Luther and took a stand against Mintzer,
in particular against Muntzer influenced by Storch. The entire con-
stellation signified the conflict between the radical and moderate
factions of the Reformation process. This confrontation had long since
overshadowed the original dispute with the Catholic side. The conflict
focused on Miintzer and Egran in particular, but was actually a dispute
about the nature and intensity of the change being sought in Zwickau
in the course of the Reformation process. Ultimately, it was about the
guestion of religion and the question of power: What kind of new faith
would prevail and who would determine what happened 1 would there
be a radical change in line with Mintzer and Storch& ideas, or would
the council prevail? The conflict took its course.

3.3.3 Mintzer & Failure in Zwickau

The council was aware that blocking the radical efforts would be
difficult. The Secta Storchitarum formed the hard core of those in favor
of radical change, and Mintzer enjoyed great sympathy among the
general population, so it must have seemed advisable for the city
authorities to avoid a clumsy, open confrontation as far as possible.
Egran was presumably now part of a strategy to keep him in Zwickau
as a counterpoint to Mintzer until the council had achieved its goal.
As a result, Egran® request for leave was not granted in December
1520, and he remained in Zwickau for another six months. The
postponement was not due to the situation in Joachimsthal, but to the
situation in Zwickau. It was probably the council& plan to push Egran
forward in this dispute so that the whole problem could be presented
as a religious, internal Reformation conflict.

The confrontation reached its climax in mid-April 1521 with the
public posting of pamphlets. In these so-called detters of shame and

532 BRENDLER: Miintzer, p. 68.
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slander@ posted on the church doors, both parties to the conflict
polemicized against their respective opponents with mocking poems.
TRETWEIN reported, On Sunday Misericordias domini, five insulting
letters about Magister Egranus were posted in public. These are said
to have originated from Muntzer.>*® On 14 April 1521, five copies of
this pamphlet, peppered with invective against Egran, were posted to
mobilize public opinion in Miuntzer® favor. In the same way, Egran®
followers had also resorted to such a means of agitation and also
publicly disparaged Muntzer through their pamphlet. The date of the
posting of Egran® pamphlet is unknown, and it is therefore impossible
to say with absolute certainty which side first took this step, bound to
inflame the whole confrontation even more, considerably aggravating
the already seething situation in Zwickau. There is much to suggest
Egran first used this fiveapond3* as part of his actions and published
the pamphlet between April 10 and 14.%%° Miintzer® faction was prob-
ably not the first to act, as Mintzer could not have been interested in
escalating the conflict due to his precarious situation.®* In these vitu-

533 ThMA 3, p. 90,16f.
534 BRAUER, SIEGFRIED: Spottgedichte, p. 43.

535 On 10 April there was Muntzer® fire call, which was mentioned in Egran®
pamphlet, so that it was therefore not written before 10 April.

536 In the literature, the question of which side first posted its pamphlet of the
mockery poem is disputed. WAPPLER assumed that the Egran side had initiated
this agitational act a(WappLER: Mintzer, p. 39). WIELAND HELD and SIEGFRIED
Hover assumed the opposite and believed that Miintzer® side had been the first
to act (ThMA 3, p. 90, note 4). SIEGFRIED BRAUER also argued to the effect that
the Muntzer faction had posted their mockery poem first (BRAUER, SIEGFRIED:
Spottgedichte, pp. 11f.). BRAUER based his view on the letter mentioned in
Egran& mockery poem, according to the distoriend You also know how you did
it during Lent, so thatyouwoul d not be forgotten [é] vyou ha:
from the honorable Egran (ThMA 3, p. 85,127 15). However, this letter does not
refer to Mintzer® pamphlet but to the dPropositionesdMSB, pp. 5131 515). In the
d’ropositiones§ Miintzer apparently let Egran speak by making him the pseudo-
author of his own views, referring to Egran® theological positions. The remarks:
so that you would not be f or goceflectavhat [ é] you
happened here in terms of Mintzer& pseudo-authorship. The following should
also be noted: If the letter as Mintzer®& pamphlet had been written by the
Storchians, BRAUER assumed this, during Lent, i.e., from 24i 30 March 1521, as
Egran& mocking poem speaks of, then the question arises as to how the Egran
people could have known this, since the pamphlet was not posted until April 14.
The dropositionesd on the other hand, had been published by Muntzer in March,
as far as can be recognized, so that Egran could refer to them. Moreover, there
would be no explanation as to why Mintzer& followers had already written a
pamphlet during Lent, but only published it around three weeks later. Egran®
mockery poem provides another clue that it may have preceded: Mintzer was
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perative pamphlets, the feuding groups denounced each other. Mint-
zer was portrayed as a Picardian villain, mendacious and bloodthirsty,
driven by a rapturous spirit: O Thoma, what spirit teaches you this,
that you throw around at the pulpit with hate and your heart desires
bloodshed,>*” was the public denunciation. Egran, on the other hand,
came off no better, facing accusations of being a heretical villain®®
and servant of the rich.>* The Storchians regarded him as an arch-
heretic®*® and prophet of the Antichrist,>*! while Muintzer was for them
the servant of God.>*? Miintzer& detter of shame and slanderéwas
written by a Storchian, namely the least of the 72 disciples,>* as he
described himself. He obviously had the backing of the entire Secta
Storchitarum, because at the end of the diatribe it was pointed out that
the preacher Egran would be confronted with something threatening
by the 12 apostles.>** The whole scenario was probably agreed upon
by Muntzer. Presumably, the formal assumption of responsibility by
the Secta Storchitarum was intended to relieve Muntzer of his burden
in the tense situation, at the same time emphasized the Storchians
solidarity with Mintzer.

The pamphlets symbolized the climax of the conflict and showed
how the groupings were so hostile to each other that communication

reprimanded for the fact that the same letter did not show any authorsbnames
(ThMA 3, p. 85,17), Egran® mockery poem also did not show any authors. Now
it would be inappropriate to criticize the lack of authors in Mintzer& i allegedly
i precedent mockery poem and then not name any in his own mockery poem.
Consequently, letter must have meant the dPropositioneséof a pseudo-author.
With regard to the date given, a further indication can be found that Egran& pam-
phlet was written beforehand. Muntzer initiated the fire call on April 10, a Wed-
nesday, which was commented on in Egran® mockery poem: In the same week,
early before daybreak, you swarm with impetuosity and shouts of fire (ThMA 3,
p. 85,2f.). If the fire call took place in the same week as Egran& mockery poem
was written, it could only have been written till Saturday April 13; the new week
began on 14 April and Mintzer& pamphlet was posted on April 14. It can
therefore be assumed that Egran& detter of shame and slanderéwas the first.
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was no longer possible. The final sentence of Egran& pamphlet was
unequivocal, telling Mintzer to go: Thomas get out.>*® The die was
cast, Mlntzer could no longer stay in Zwickau.

Although this dispute had centered on Muntzer, the vilification was
also aimed at the Secta Storchitarum. Miuntzer was criticized not least
because of his close links to the conventicle scene: You let your spirit
float into all conventicles,>* the Egran faction had accused him. As a
result of the collaboration between Mintzer and Storch, the Secta
Storchitarum had become part of the open conflict, further weakening
Mintzer& position. Mintzer no longer had the trust of the authorities
and was forced to leave.

Ultimately, Muntzer had no chance in this situation. He could
choose between a halfway decent exit or being kicked out. Muntzer
preferred the more pleasant solution, which was also more elegant for
both sides: a farewell with a fee i Muntzer was still able to receive his
outstanding preacher& salary of 25 guilders.®*’ This approach suited
everyone, including the council, who did not want a major conflict,
especially as Miuntzer had considerable support among the common
people.

Before Miintzer left Zwickau on 16 April 1521, however, that day
another event unfolded which could have escalated the conflict. The
clothier squires, nearly 60 in number, had secretly prepared weapons
in Burkhardt®& house in the wake of Miintzer® dismissal.>*® According
to FaBrIcius, several of the 12 apostles and 72 disciples of the Secta
Storchitarum were also involved in this action.>*® The council and the
bailiff must have been informed of this threat, as the bailiff immedi-
ately had everyone arrested in anticipation of rebellious activities, so
that the action was over before it had even really begun. By their own
admission, these clothier squires wanted to escort Thomas.>*° What
was probably best organized in this supposed uprising were the
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countermeasures taken by the authorities, while the clothier squiresé
action was rather amateurish.

Neither Mlntzer nor Storch instigated this protest, but rather Hans
von der Freistadt. He belonged to the leading circle of the Secta
Storchitarum and later confessed in his primal feud oath of 31
December 1521 that he had held a meeting because of Thomas,
which then turned into a riot in the city.®*! Regarding his own role, he
said: | was one of the leaders and initiators.>®? Hans von der Freistadt
was imprisoned for a few days as part of this action, but did not have
to leave Zwickau at this point. The other participants were released
after just one day®>® 1 presumably the council did not want any unrest
in the city and did not want a confrontation with other supporters of
Thomas Muntzer.

Simultaneously, the behavior of the authorities shows that i
although there was talk afterwards of the clothier squiresdriot®* 1
likely no riot occurred, otherwise Hans Freistadt, as the leader, would
not have received such a lenient punishment. Even so, in his letter to
Luther, dated 9 June 1523, Mintzer spoke of a tumult that had taken
him by surprise and claimed that without his moderating influence on
the clothier squires, the lives of the council members would have been
in great danger.>** Miintzer might have prevented a further escalation.
Numerous Storchians were involved in this action, in which weapons
were provided in the Burghardt& house. In addition to Hans Freistadt,
coconspirator Steffan Har eyn Weyll is known by name and was later
punished severely for his refusal to be summoned for questioning,>°®
not least because of his involvement in this clothier squiresbaction.>®’
Members of the Secta Storchitarum might have constituted the major-
ity of those involved, especially as Hans von der Freistadt led the
action. Basically, the initiation of such an action was a novelty with
regard to the heretic scene, as it was a break with a centuries-old
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conventicle tradition: The Storchians now appeared offensively.
Although they avoided bloodshed, they carried weapons and dis-
played behavior unthinkable in earlier times for the heretical circles,
which were considered extremely cautious.

Despite this sensational action by the clothier squires, the basic
principle of the radical-reformatory activities remained intact, namely
that Storch and Milntzer did not want to stir up unrest or riots in
Zwickau. Their message was primarily religious in nature. The funda-
mental willingness to criticize the behavior of the council in Zwickau
had already become apparent in 1516, when the council had been
refused homage,®® without the existence of a radical reformist
background. Mintzer and Storch had not moved the population of
Zwickau to protest on a large scale, but Storch as a man of the
common people and Muntzer as a critic of the behavior of the clergy
probably contributed to the facts that social aspects took on sharper
contours and that dissatisfaction with grievances became louder. In
general, the expectation of a future change in political and social
conditions was anchored in radical circles. Ultimately, however, it was
the radical religious message that polarized the social climate in the
city. Basically, the whole debate in Zwickau remained a primarily reli-
gious matter.

Mintzer& departure was ultimately the result of a decisive power
struggle. The moderate reformatory line of the council majority, asso-
ciated with Egran and Luther, had been able to assert itself against
the radicals around Miintzer and Storch. Although Storch was not the
prominent representative of this confrontation in this context, he was
the spiritual father and, alongside Mintzer, the representative and
originator of what the authorities rejected. Miintzer& suspension was
a loss for Storch and the Secta Storchitarum, as the entire conventicle
system had benefited from his recognized position. Mintzer had
notably advanced the religiousness characterized by Storch into the
transition from a limited religious awakening to a radical Reformation
movement.

While Storch could reach only a comparatively small part of the
population, Miintzer moved the masses, and Zwickau residents were
largely behind him. By cooperating with Mintzer, Storch& belief
system had achieved a broad impact.

558 Cf. BRAUER, HELMUT: Wider den Rat.
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Ultimately, Mintzer was not dismissed because, as GERHARD
BRENDLER explained, he was closely associated with the clothier
squires who were in opposition to the council®*® or because the was
consideredq as Max STeINvVETz surmised, fa kind of initiator or
motivator of the clothier squiresémovementq®®® but because his model
of Reformation was no longer compatible with the council® ideas.
Mintzer& departure was due to his religious radicalism, and this in
turn was due to his rapprochement with Storch. Miuntzer had already
brought his social attitude and willingness to engage in conflict with
the Old believers with him when he came to Zwickau. This attitude
earned him widespread sympathy, even among the town& upper
classes. It was only in the course of his cooperation with Storch that
the council® attitude changed. The council did not want a Reformation
in Muntzer® style or Storch&. Muntzer had to go. As someone who
fights for the truth in the world,%®! he bid farewell to the city in which
he had adopted a new theological orientation.

Mintzer® departure®®? immediately followed that of Egran, who
gave his official farewell sermon that same week. He was not wanted
as Zwickau® reformer. After Egran had apparently fulfilled his
purpose in line with the council® strategy, he was soon allowed to
move to Joachimsthal.®®® The council had managed to utilize Egran
for its own purposes i he was useful as a counterpoint to Mintzer
during the phase of conflict escalation. As soon as he had fulfilled his
task, he could leave. This farewell to Egran, Mintzer rival, at almost
the same time as Miintzer& own departure, was intended to weaken
the potential for protest that had been brewing over Mintzer&
dismissal.

Obviously, the council feared potential resistance from Muntzer
and Storch®& supporters. Such fears were probably also the reason
why the council and the electoral bailiff of the duke made the decision

559 BRENDLER: Miintzer, p. 68.

560 STEINMETZ: MUntzers Weg, p. 146.

561 MSB, p. 564,6.

562 Muntzer went to Saaz in Bohemia and then to Prague with the intention of
becoming active on a larger scale. He had already written letters to Prague
beforehand, presumably not because he expected to leave Zwickau soon, but
out of a fundamental interest in Huséplace of work, with whom he saw himself in
a spiritual kinship.

563 Muntzer had left Zwickau on 16 April 1521. Egran preached his farewell sermon
on April 21 (CLEMEN: Egranus, p. 26).
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to separate from Mintzer together®® and why the decision was
publicized jointly.

Muntzer had undergone a decisive change of direction. Before his
stay in Zwickau, he had been a convinced Lutheran, but afterwards
he advocated a different theology. The antagonism between Mlntzer
and Luther was seeded by Storch& teachings and subsequently
became so entrenched that Mlntzer wrote to the elector on 3 August
1524: After all, this is my serious opinion: | preach such a Christian
faith that does not agree with Luther.5%® The starting point for these
theological differences had been Zwickau, specifically the influence of
Storch. According to the chronicler GrRerr, Mintzer had left behind
disputes and heretical errors the like of which had not been heard in
living memory, which had earned Zwickau a bad and Bohemian
reputation.5%®

In Zwickau, the course was now set for the moderate, Lutheran
Reformation. The pastor who was supposed to implement the coun-
cil® ideas and lead them to success was Hausmann, who, as can be
seen from the council minutes, had already been voted for by
consensus®®’ on 4 February 1521. The councilors had therefore been
on the lookout for a new, suitable man long before Mlntzer& depar-
ture.

3.3.4 The Implementation of the Lutheran Reformation in
Zwickau

Nikolaus Hausmann took office on 18 May 1521 and remained pastor
in Zwickau for a decade. He is regarded as the reformer of Zwickau
and Anhalt.>®® Hausmann came from a wealthy family from Freiberg;
his father was the electoral mint master.>*® He enrolled at the Univer-
sity of Leipzig in 1498, graduated as a Master of Arts there in 1503,
was ordained a priest in Altenburg, and had been working as a

564 FaBlAN: Oswald Losansche Annalen, pp. 59f.

565 MSB, p. 430,29f.

566  GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 105.

567  StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 4 Feb. 1521, fol. 18a.

568 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 325. Anhalt is a principality in the neighborhood of Sax-
ony.

569 GRrog: Hausmann, p. 58.
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preacher in Schneeberg since 1519.57° There, he received an offer
from the Zwickau council, who were keen to recruit Hausmann as a
pastor. GRerF described him in his chronicle as a very noble man®"*
and the chronicler FiINcELIUS knew that Hausmann was a gentle, holy
man.>’2 For the Anabaptist Hans Sturm, on the other hand, Hausmann
was the greatest devil of all during the interrogation in Zwickau in
1529.573

Hausmann was held in high esteem by both Luther and Melanch-
thon. During his time in office, he corresponded extensively with
Luther and was careful to always seek his advice and backing on
important issues.>’* Before taking up his post, Hausmann had pre-
sumably stipulated that Muntzer had to be dismissed before he came
to Zwickau. Everyone involved probably assumed that Hausmann
could be successful only if Mlntzer was gone, as it was thought that
only without Muntzer could his followers be won over to Hausmann
line. Moreover, Miuntzer& personality profile would have made any
competitor look weak. Hausmann worked closely with the council and
in return received its support, with the council claiming the final say 1
a position that could not be shaken. As early as 1521, the close
cooperation between the representatives of ecclesiastical innovation
and the Reformation-oriented authorities, which was so typical of the
entire Reformation process, occurred in Zwickau through the inter-
action between the pastor and the council. In the end, both the monks
and the Secta Storchitarum had to capitulate to this constellation in
Zwickau.

Initially, however, Hausmann faced a tough battle on two fronts:
The confrontation with the Storchians and the conflict with the Old
believers, especially the Franciscan monks. During the Peasantsé
War, shortly before the Battle of Frankenhausen, he announced that
the sectarians caused great annoyance, but that the monks were no
less harmful.>"®

570 ScHMIDT, OSWALD GOTTLOB: Hausmann, pp. 8i 10.
571 GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 106. (Orig.: [...] vir humanissimus.)
572 FLbG, Chart. A 397, JoBus FINCELIUS in Historia U. Cygneae, fol. 114a.

573 WAPPLER, PAUL: Inquisition und Ketzerprozesse in Zwickau zur Reformationszeit.
Dargestellt im Zusammenhang mit der Entwicklung der Ansichten Luthers und
Melanchthons Uber Glaubens- und Gewissensfreiheit, Leipzig 1908, p. 174.

574 CLEMEN: Hausmann, p. 7.
575 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 369.
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3.3.4.1 The Lutheran Reformation versus Old Believers

The majority of the councilors aimed to completely remove the Cath-
olic elements. After Mintzer& departure and Egran&, the preacher
positions at both large churches were filled by the council. Johann
Zeidler was appointed to St. Mary& Church, and Wolfgang Zeuner, to
St. Catherine® Church.>’® Hausmann presided over the preachers as
pastor.

The goal of enforcing the Lutheran Reformation was consistently
pursued. Hausmann fought for one, common faith in the town; a
faction of the Old believers was not tolerated. When a number of Zwi-
ckau residents preferred to go to the monastery church during the
official church service in 1522, this preference was met with extreme
disapproval. According to the council minutes, they were to be
dissuaded from their wayward behavior.5’” Apparently, some Old
believers did not want to listen to the Reformation sermons, but
wanted to practice their Catholic faith in the monastery. The council
would not tolerate this desire. The commitment to a uniformly prac-
ticed religion was firmly established, and it disallowed the existence
of several faiths in the city. Hausmann, together with the city authori-
ties, saw both the existence of the Secta Storchitarum and the pres-
ence of Old believers as fundamentally disrupting the unity of the faith,
which is why he rigorously advanced his ideas.

In the confrontation with the Catholic side, the focus was
particularly on the monks. The Griinhain Cistercian monastery, which
as a field monastery had the privilege of its own jurisdiction, much to
the displeasure of the council, was a thorn in the side. When a farmer
was imprisoned in this monastery, the outraged crowd stormed the
d&rinhainer Hoféin March 1522, probably with the approval of the
council, and the farmer was freed. As GRerF reported in his annals, all
the furnishings were demolished and the pictures were smashed.>"®
This attack on the monastery was not an action by the Secta Storchi-
tarum, but an expression of the anti-clericalism then present among
the general population and occasionally occurring in this form

576 Johann Zeidler had to leave Zwickau again in 1523 because he opposed the
council; he was replaced by Paul Lindemann (StadtA Zwickau, Ilix 61, RP of 15
July 1523, fol. 53b; RP of 8 Aug. 1523, fol. 56b).

577 StadtA Zwickau, ll1x 60a, RP of 13 Jan. 1522, fol. 20a.

578  GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 113.
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throughout the Old Empire. The d&runhainer Hoféwas not abolished
by this action, but it signaled that monastery establishments were no
longer welcome.

The Franciscan monastery was more important than the &run-
hainer Hofé Hausmann was determined to get rid of the Franciscans.
Various restrictions were imposed on the monastery, including an
authorization requirement for the admission of new monks.5”® The
restrictions on begging were drastic,*®° because this measure affected
the monastery® livelihood. The Franciscans, as a fistronghold of the
Old-faith opposition@>8! persistently fought back against this restric-
tion.>®2 However, the ongoing process in which the monks lost their
rights and privileges continued. In the fight against the Franciscan
monastery, an agreement made with the Bishop of Naumburg in
1488, in which the council was appointed as the supreme ruler of the
monastery,®®® provided an almost ideal tool. This right of supervision
was originally intended to support the Franciscans, but had the
opposite effect during the Reformation, so that the council could close
the monastery on 2 May 1525, despite fierce protests from the monks.
The chronicler ScHumanN reported about the monks, So, they moved
out of their old nest, where they had been for 294 years.®* The council
gave them a farewell drink on the day they were thrown out, and each
monk was promised 20 guilders. This behavior clarifies that the Old
believers were treated differently than the intransigent Storchians and
later the Anabaptists. Nevertheless, these gestures cannot conceal
that the council did everything in its power to get rid of the monks as
representatives of the Old church and to eliminate Catholic religiosity
from Zwickau. Individual citizens later kept their distance from the
emerging new church and clung to the Old faith. Such individuals
were ultimately tolerated but with limited rights, reflected in various
ways, among them less dignified funeral ceremonies in accordance
with Melanchthon@ instructions.&

579 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 61, RP of 19 Sept. 1523, fol. 67a.
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582 StadtA Zwickau, ll1x 61, RP of 9 Feb. 1525, fol. 36b.
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Hausmann had faced opposition from the supra-regional clerical
structures right from the start. In August 1522, the auxiliary bishop
made an official visit to Zwickau to oppose this forced reformatory
development.>® However, even a bishop could not meaningfully
prevail against the coalition of pastor and council, especially as the
elector let things take their course. Hausmann continued undeterred
in his quest for reformatory change and gradually introduced funda-
mental innovations, including &Gub utraque6at communion and the
reading of the sermon text in German. TRETWEIN& notes on the year
1524 reveal the following: On Palm Sunday (March 22), people in
Zwickau began to read Mass in German as well and the sacrament
was distributed in both forms and the Gospel reading was done in
German.%®” A little later, the ciborium was removed: On Sunday
Exaudi [May 8] the sacrament was taken out of the little house and no
longer put back.>® The altar rails in St. Catherine® Church were
demolished.5%

At the beginning of 1525, the last Catholic worship customs were
abolished,>® so that the Reformation was effectively introduced in
Zwickau as early as 1525.5

The Secta Storchitarum agreed to this accelerated development,
as such ecclesiastical customs had long been rejected by the
conventicle people. There was a consensus between the Storchians
and the Lutherans that they were happy to dispense with various
elements rooted in the Catholic tradition and to get rid of the monks
and monasteries. Conversely, the Catholic side also attached no
value to the existence of the Secta Storchitarum. Such groups were
considered even more heretical than the Lutherans. For this reason,
there was no joint defense front. Although Hausmann was the out-
spoken opponent of both the Storchians and the Catholics, they
formed no coalition against the pastor. Furthermore, no links seem to
have connected the Beguines and the Secta Storchitarum. As a
tertiary community, the Zwickau Beguines provided services for the

586 FroHLICH: Reformation in Zwickau, p. 19.

587  TReTwEIN: Handschriftiche Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 147, fol. 24b. Palm
Sunday 1524 = March 20.
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Franciscan monastery and apparently belonged to the category of
Beguines genuinely rooted in the Catholic faith.5%?

Despite their shared situation of oppression, Storchians and Old
believers kept their distance from each other. In case of doubt, the
Lutheran pastor was closer to the Storchians than the monks and,
conversely, the Catholic side saw fewer differences with Hausmann
on doctrinal issues than with the Secta Storchitarum. Hausmann did
not have to fear any cooperation among his opponents.

Hausmann also included book printing in his strategy for imple-
menting the Reformation. In 1523, with the favorable approval of the
Zwickau council, Augsburg-born printer Hans Schénsperger, together
with Georg Gastel, who then took over the management, founded a
printing press in Zwickau intended to serve the cause of the
Reformation. In February 1525, Hausmann, together with the preach-
ers Zeyner and Lindenau, published the pamphlet dJnterrichdt vnd
warnung@ in which he articulated his endeavors for religious
renewal.>®® In this document, he stated that he had not issued his
decrees without informing the gracious Bishop of Freisingen and
Naumburg.®®* Simultaneously, he expressly referred to the consent of
the town council. It was the pastor& attempt to exonerate himself in
the dispute with the Catholic side and to present all his actions as
lawful.

The main processes that turned Zwickau into a Lutheran reformed
town at an early stage took place before the Diet of Speyer in 1526,
specifically under the official validity of the Edict of Worms of 1521,
clearly demonstrating in turn the strong position of the Zwickau
council. Unhindered by the Ernestine dynasty, it pushed through the
Reformation in Zwickau together with the Lutheran pastor. While
Mintzer opposed the monks primarily with emotional appeals, Pas-
tor Hausmann took a strategically determined approach and, in

592 In the fourteenth century, the Waldensians occasionally disguised themselves
as Beguines to escape persecution. It can be assumed that there was no uniform
spiritual orientation in the convents over the centuries (KELLER: Reformation, pp.
27f.). In the sixteenth century, the Waldensian flavor of Beguines was non-
existent. There was no Waldensian influence among the Beguines in Zwickau.

593 CrLaus, HELMUT: Die Zwickauer Drucke des 16. Jahrhunderts, Teil 1. Johann
Schoénsperger 15237 1528. Gabriel Kantz 15277 1529, Gotha 1985, p. 122.

594 HausmANN, NICOLAUS & ZEUNER, WOLFGANG & LINDENAU, PauL: Unterrichdt vnd
warnung an die Kirch zu Zwickaw / mit etzlichen Artickeln dem Closteruolck do-
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cooperation with the town council, rigorously eliminated Catholic life
in the town 1 Zwickau was supposed to be a genuinely Lutheran
reformed town.

3.3.4.2 The Lutheran Reformation versus the Secta Storchitarum

In addition to the conflict with the Old believers, Hausmann faced an
even tougher battle with the Secta Storchitarum. CLEMEN noted,
fHausmann could deal with the papists in Zwickau more quickly and
easily than with the disciples of Muintzer and Storch.®® Originally, the
council and Hausmann had expected exactly the opposite. With
Mintzer& departure, they thought they had solved the whole problem
with the radical current. They perceived main danger to be in Mintzer,
and with the departure of that figurehead, it was expected that the
radical element, specifically the Secta Storchitarum, would subse-
guently lose all significance. Storch seemed far less dangerous and
initially received little official attention. This perception likely explains
why he was left unchallenged following Mlntzer& expulsion. Before
Hausmann had taken up his pastorate in Zwickau, Luther had been
concerned to warn his friend about the pope and clerical structures i
you will have the pope and the bishops as youréenemy,> he had let
him know 1 but Luther did not recognize any problems in connection
with the conventicle scene at the time. A year later, after the Zwickau
Prophets had appeared in Wittenberg, he wrote a letter to Hausmann
describing the danger which these Prophets posed i their spirit would
be deceitful and fraudulent, and they would spread monstrosities and
cause great harm,>’ Luther warned. Initially, Luther had located the
differences and turbulence within the Zwickau Reformation move-
ment primarily in Miintzer® personality and not in a conventicle. For
Luther, it seemed rather impossible that the Reformation process
could be influenced by a sect. In Zwickau, however, the significant
dissident movement was simply a reality, and its influence on the
development of the Reformation could not be denied. With the
departure of Muntzer, the radical movement had lost a pillar of sup-
port, but the conflict had continued without any fundamental change.

595 CLEMEN: Hausmann, p. 7.
596  WABr 2, p. 291,24f.
597 WABr 2, p. 474,81 11.



140

The followers of the Secta Storchitarum were convinced of Storch®
teachings and insisted on them. The radical wing of the Zwickau
Reformation movement remained in existence, and Hausmann was
unable to neutralize it.

The numerical strength of the Secta Storchitarum had initially in-
creased with Mlntzer® departure, and the contours of the noncon-
formism practiced there had subsequently become even sharper.
What Mintzer had previously embodied was now sought by many
Zwickauers in the Secta Storchitarum. This strengthened their posi-
tion as a group alongside the official church.

In the second half of his Zwickau phase, Mintzer had contributed
to the leveling of the general and age-old antagonism between church
and the heretical scene, when under his aegis there had been a
harmonious coexistence between the church and the conventicles,
specifically St. Catherine® Church and Secta Storchitarum. Under
Pastor Hausmann, the situation was reversed, and the old antagonism
reemerged. In a letter to the elector dated 7 September 1521,
Hausmann emphasized that he was in Zwickau to resist the ravening
wolves and that it was a matter of uprooting the weeds that had been
planted in the people.>® This metaphor referred to the Storchians or
the ideas of Muntzer and Storch, which were present in parts of the
Zwickau population and had been cultivated since Mintzer® depar-
ture, especially in the Secta Storchitarum. Hausmannwas not prepared
to accept a group like the Secta Storchitarum. He expressed the
difference between his doctrine and the Prophetsédoctrine, which he
considered to be fanatical, in his writing dJnterrichdt vnd warnungé
(1525), in which he also spoke out against the conventicle system and
emphasized the avoidance of harmful sects®®® and identified that only
those who were appointed by the congregation were allowed to
preach.6°

Hausmann did not want a separate Reformation group; he
emphatically opposed the diversity®* and stood up for the one, com-
mon faith in the city. As a pastor, he waged a long, unyielding fight
against these enthusiasts, as he called them. The old rift between

598  ThMA 3, p. 101,131 17.
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church and conventicle had widened again in Zwickau and the
Storchians found themselves in a situation with regard to the official
church that was similar to the former status of medieval heretics.
However, unlike before, the Storchians were larger in number and
more fearless in their behavior, so that Hausmann initially found no
way of effectively combating or containing them. Instead, the fronts
hardened.

In the course of Miintzer® activities at St. Catherine®& Church, the
question of whether the Secta Storchitarum would develop into a
secondary church did not even arise, as Storch could feel part of the
official church in association with Mintzer, and in fact Mintzer largely
represented what the Storchians imagined a church to be. As long as
Mintzer was in his position at St. Catherine&, the Storchians remained
integrated into his church. Attendees at St. Catherine& Church in
Zwickau were referred to as Catharinists®%? and regarded as a special
kind of churchgoer i you took St. Catherine® Church with diligence,®%
was written in Egran® detter of shame and slander§ in a kind of
accusation against Muntzer.

After Mintzer® time, the Secta Storchitarum again sharply dis-
tanced itself from the official church and, thus, tended to become a
secondary church, which is why Hausmann had to fear that the Secta
Storchitarum was about to form a kind of substitute church, ultimately
a church of the Zwickau Prophets, in which the doctrine of Storch
would be practiced. In his report to Duke John, Hausmann said that
this was a haughty people who were separating themselves, and he
complained that these people were intent on separation and divi-
sion.5%4

The tendency of the Secta Storchitarum towards ecclesiastical in-
dependence, which Hausmann feared, may indeed have been
present. However, the concrete tendency towards stringent separa-
tion had emerged primarily in the course of the Secta Storchitarum
being completely eliminated from the reformatory process for which
Hausmann was now responsible. The only option shown to the
Storchians was the integration into Hausmann®& church. No space
was offered to the Secta Storchitarum; the only options left were self-

602 FaplaN: Oswald Losansche Annalen, p. 60.
603 ThMA 3, p. 82,23.
604  PRELLER: Hausmann, pp. 368f.
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abandonment by accepting Hausmann®& guidelines or separatism as
a form of resistance. As the dissidents did not want to conform, they
took the path of separation. For many, the Secta Storchitarum now
became a kind of confessional alternative after Muntzer® dismissal,
but for Hausmann it became a competitor and a major challenge. As
a pastor, he was extremely outraged by this separatist behavior of the
Storchians, as it clashed sharply with his own ideas. Hausmann did
not want a second Reformation group and certainly not a second
Reformation church. He endeavored to integrate the Storchians into
the church structures that he was in the process of creating. However,
despite many endeavors, he obviously did not succeed in integrating
them. In May 1525, he complained vehemently about this separa-
tion,%% as he called the tendencies towards division, and feared the
separated church.

This conflict did not initially lead to an open confrontation with the
Storchians, however. The resistance of the conventicle people was
tenacious and also subtle. The hard core of these dissidents was used
to operating in religious crypto-structures and maneuvering between
church affiliation and conventicle. Although Hausmann was extremely
hostile to the Secta Storchitarum, he was unable to stop the conven-
ticle activities before the PeasantsGWar and the Battle of Frankenhau-
sen. The Storchians persistently adhered to their doctrine, whereby
their relationship with the official church became increasingly weaker
and the tendency towards separation stronger. For the Storchians,
integration into Hausmann® church would have meant giving up
central parts of their doctrine and ultimately discontinuing the conven-
ticle system. However, they were obviously intrinsically motivated by
their religious status and wanted to maintain Storch& teachings.
GREFF spoke of their error in faith and attested that the Storchians
remained in error.5%

Even common interests could not conceal the central differences
between Storch& doctrine and Luther® theology. Hausmann and the
conventicle people were united in their fundamental rejection of Cath-
olic ecclesiasticism and their affirmation of Reformation innovations.
Yet this agreement did not cause the Storchians to switch to Haus-
mann® side, and in view of the various similarities it was difficult for

605  PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 369.
606  GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 112.
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Hausmann to establish a clear dividing line. While the demarcation
from the Old faith, especially in relation to the monks, was relatively
simple, the situation with the Storchians was much more complicated,
as there were similarities in terms of the Reformation, which were
perceived accordingly by the Zwickau population. Hausmann& tactics
would have faced incomprehension there if he had immediately and
rigorously fought the Storchians. The Secta Storchitarum was not
rejected by the majority of the Zwickau population, but was seen by
many non-Storchians as part of the innovation process. In addition,
most people in Zwickau believed that the Storchians lived a convince-
ing faith. Furthermore, the exercise of local ecclesiastical measures
was fundamentally problematic for Hausmann, as every restriction in
matters of religion was at once a reflection of the conflicts that the
Lutheran people themselves had to wage with Old-faith authorities
throughout the Empire. As a result, Hausmann could not pursue an
emphatically repressive policy. Harsh measures would risk further
entrenching the nonconformist position of the Storchians, which might
increase solidarity with the radical reformist movement among the
Zwickau population. In Zwickau, widespread sympathy for Mintzer
and Storch persisted, and the multitude of Storchians posed a prob-
lem for Hausmann not be underestimated. For this reason, he initially
acted cautiously and avoided open confrontation with the Storchians
in the first few months of his two-sided struggle. The level of restraint
was probably largely due to the fact that Miintzer®& departure had
been met with outrage by many in Zwickau. Therefore, it must have
seemed advisable to Hausmann not to add fuel to the fire. At the same
time, there were still individual sympathizers of Muntzer and Storch in
the council who prevented a tougher approach.®®’ For these reasons,
Hausmann refrained from taking drastic measures against the Secta
Storchitarum until December 1521, and only after outside interven-
tion steps were taken against the Storchians.

3.3.4.3 The Intensification of the Conflict over the Secta
Storchitarum

Duke George the Bearded from Albertine Saxony, a fighter for the Old
faith, had denounced the situation in Zwickau to his Ernestine cousin

607 KoLpE: Altester Bericht, p. 324.
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Duke John, brother of Frederick the Wise, in a letter dated 21 Novem-
ber 1521: It was said that a priest in Zwickau had been pelted with
stones while carrying the holy sacrament.® The priest, Wolff Musler,
chaplain at St. Catherine® Church, had presented the Eucharistic
elements on May 9 probably provocatively and in a tradition manner,
which outraged those churchgoers, the fCatharinistsii who were
influenced by Mintzer and Storch, so that they, as recorded in the
Losan Annals, threw stones at the priest carrying the sacrament and
did not spare the sacrament.5%® While the Albertine Duke George was
aware of such events in Zwickau, Duke John was forced to realize
that he knew nothing of such occurrences in disétown, as he stated
in his reply to George: | am surprised, if this is the case, that | have
not been informed of this by my own. | will not fail to make enquiries
in this matter.®1® Obviously John was annoyed that he had to be
informed of such events by his cousin. When John then turned to the
Zwickau council, there was great unrest there. Action was taken
immediately.

Firstly, under pressure from the council, the master craftsman
Kuhn had to dismiss the Storchian Hans von der Freistadt from his
employment: It was decided that Christoph Kuhn should give Hans
von der Freistadt leave of absence and dismiss him.5*' Alongside
Storch, Hans von der Freistadt was a leading figure in the religious
dissident scene, which the council was now vigorously combating.
The focus was also on Caspar Teucher and especially his wife. The
councilors decided to interrogate Caspar Teucher and his wife about
their error and, if possible, to instruct them®? and to prohibit the
Teucher woman from preaching.?®* As the councilors suspected a

608  Gess: Akten, vol. 1, p. 210,7f. Furthermore, Duke George, wrote: There are also
said to be some rioters who have no faith but the delusion that when they die,
their soul and body will die (p. 210,81 10). Georg probably meant the Secta
Storchitarum by some rioters, although the accusation was probably a misinter-
pretation in the context of the denial of purgatory and not a new doctrine. The
extensive religious activities of the Storchians are inconceivable without the
notion of an afterlife.

609 Faplan: Oswald Losansche Annalen, p. 60.

610 GEess: Akten, vol. 1, pp. 216,261 217,1.

611  StadtA Zwickau, llix 60a, RP of 14 Dec. 1521, fol. 16b. Hans von der Freistadt
came from Austria. The council apparently took more rigorous action against
foreigners than against locals.

612 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 16 Dec. 1521, fol. 17c.

613 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 60a, RP of 14 Dec. 1521, fol. 16b.
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secret brotherhood behind this religious behavior, they even wanted
to investigate undercover and appoint confidants in secret in order to
get to the bottom of the matter.5** The councilors were determined to
take rigorous action: Storch and many of his followers were now
summoned, 21 people in total, to be interrogated by the clergy on 16
and 17 December 1521.%% Four of those summoned®® did not want
to appear and complained to Wolfgang Beham (Wolff Béhm), Wolff
von WeiRRbach& representative,®’ but their complaints were met with
extreme disapproval and resulted in a severe punishment for one of
them.®!® In the end, sixteen people were interrogated, including two
women.5%® The focus was particularly on Storch as the central figure
in the conventicle system. He was to be interrogated on December 17
in order to answer a number of erroneous Bohemian pieces.®?°
However, Storch preferred not to attend the interrogation, instead
leaving Zwickau promptly as these harsh repressive measures
unfolded: Storch did not want to appear and disappeared,®?* reported
GREFF. Storch escaped to Wittenberg.

In Zwickau, the importance now assumed by the occurrence and
the seriousness with which it was taken are evident in the fact that the
interrogation of the 16 Storchians was attended by various clergymen,

614 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 14 Dec. 1521, fol. 16b.

615 Herzoa: Chronik, 2. Teil, p. 194.

616 They were: Steffan Har eyn Weyll, Caspar Jorge, Georg Beyrrewtter and
Balthasar Ferber (StadtA Zwickau, Il1x 60a, RP of 18 Dec. 1521, fol. 17d). Georg
Beyrrewtter had previously been one of the heads of the Corpus Christi Brother-
hood (BRAUER & VOGLER: MUntzer, p. 104).

617 Brob: Rat und Beamte, p. 5. Wolfgang Beham was in office from 15137 1552.

618  StadtA Zwickau, Illx 60a, RP of 18 Dec. 1521, fol. 17d. Steffan Har eyn Weyll
had been involved in the clothier squireséuprising at Mintzer& dismissal in April
1521 and was now to be punished all the more severely.

619 KoLpEe: Altester Bericht, p. 323. The following persons are known by name:
Jacob Schneyder, Hans Bruschweyn, Hans Tech, Hans Gebhardt, Heinrich
Gebhardt, Rudloff, Ludwig Reudnitz (StadtA Zwickau, llIx 60a, RP of 1 Jan.
1522, on fol. 18). Also interrogated were: Hans von der Freistadt, Erhard Forster
from Neustadt near Vienna and Franz Kolarth (GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p.
112). Caspar Teucher and his wife were also summoned for interrogation
(StadtA Zwickau, llIx 60a, RP of 18 Dec. 1521, fol. 17c). In addition, the clothier
squire Leonhard Koppinger had been questioned and then imprisoned (StadtA
Zwickau, Liber Proscriptorum 13527 1536, llIxt, 135, fol. 72b). Steffan Har eyn
Weyll, Caspar Jorge, Balthasar Ferber and Georg Beyrrewtter, who had
complained to the tax officer about the summons (StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP
of 18 Dec. 1521, fol. 17d), had obviously not appeared for the interrogation.

620 ScHumMANN: Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 59, fol. 137a.

621 GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 112.
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several councilors, and two mayors, both the incumbent Muhlpfort
and his predecessor Barensprung. While a number of Storchians
obviously allowed themselves to be convinced or intimidated by the
clergy during these interrogations, Hans von der Freistadt, Franz
Kolarth, and Erhard Forster, referring to Storch, affirmed their
intention to adhere to their doctrine, with Forster emphasizing that he
believed Mintzer and Storch more than the pastors and magis-
trates.®?2 The subsequent council resolution of December 18 provided
for the interrogated men to be handed over to Duke John for further
action if necessary, to terrify them and the rest of their followers.6%3
Although the transfer was then cancelled,?* it was clearly expressed
that an end was to be put to the conventicle system. The council not
only relied on threats and reprisals, but also on prison sentences and
expulsions. Hans von der Freistadt and Leonhard Koppinger were
imprisoned.2°> Hans von der Freistadt was accused of having brought
an unchristian name to the city of Zwickau,®® and Koppinger was
accused of speaking against the Christian faith.6?” Both were forced
to swear a primal feud oath and leave Zwickau. When Hans von der
Freistadt had initiated the clothier squiresérevolt a few months earlier
in the wake of Mlntzer& departure, he had not yet been expelled from
the city. Now, in the course of the measures against the Secta Storchi-
tarum, he had to leave Zwickau.

The council was determined to put an end to this religious
movement. The letters from Duke George and from Duke John had
changed the situation in Zwickau, such that Hausmann and the
councilors were under pressure. As an introduction to their report to
Duke John, they replied in a correspondingly submissive manner:

With painful regret and lamenting with humility, we must state that
unfortunately here in your princely grace® honorable city and our
beloved fatherland, a number of unchristian and heretical alliances,
which are strong and large, have formed.5%®

622 GReFr: Zwickauer Annalen, pp. 112f.

623 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 18 Dec. 1521, fol. 17d. In the council minutes,
these people were referred to as Hundtsgessr (fol. 17d).

624 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 60a, RP of 18 Dec. 1521, fol. 17d.

625  StadtA Zwickau, Liber Proscriptorum 13521 1536, llIx%, 135, fol. 72ai 72b.

626 ThMA 3, p. 103,10f.

627 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 1 Jan. 1522, fol. 18b.

628 KoLpE: Altester Bericht, p. 323.



147

They then listed what had come to light during the interrogation: Some
of the interrogated Storchians were said to have doubts as to whether
the faith of the godparents would help the child at baptism, and,
moreover, would opine man should not be taught by the Holy
Scriptures, but by the Spirit, and they would reject prayer for the
dead.5?°

Hausmann described these views as cruel naughtiness and made
it clear that they were an unchristian and Picardian group.®®® He
expressed regret that priests were mocked and that their houses were
pelted with stones at night.53!

Pastor Hausmann had written this letter together with seven
colleagues, probably at the request of the council, which here was
involving the clergy to emphasize its responsibility for this undesirable
religious development.

Duke Georg® original letter and Hausmann& reply show that not
all of these accusations were aimed specifically at the Storchians, but
rather addressed the situation in Zwickau in general, which had been
stirred up by the Reformation. Nevertheless, the consequences were
particularly serious for the Storchians. Hausmann signaled to the
duke that he intended to take action against the sectarians and asked
him for help from the authorities. He even asked for protection against
the Picardian and heretical group.5%?

This request for protection indicates that the Secta Storchitarum
had significance and weight, so that Hausmann believed he needed
princely help. Hausmann then also explained in his letter why this
movement had not been extinguished long ago: He would have to
lament the fact that some of the councilors were themselves support-
ers of the group and protected these sectarians, meaning that all of
the efforts of Hermann Muhlpfort and other councilors had come to
nothing.5*® The two councilors Nikel Parth and Christof Kuhn had
apparently been protecting the Storchians. In response, according to
the council minutes, both were strongly reproached for these matters,
and therefore suspended and for some time not invited to the

629 KoLDE: Altester Bericht, pp. 323f.
630 KoLDE: Altester Bericht, p. 324.
631 KoLDE: Altester Bericht, p. 324.
632 KoLpE: Altester Bericht, p. 324.
633 KoLDE: Altester Bericht, p. 324.
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council.®** As Pastor Hausmann was very submissive, he exonerated
the council, especially Muhlpfort, and stated that Mihlpfort had now
taken matters into his own hands and that all the councilors were now
quite willing to do their part.®*® Duke John& displeasure must have
been clearly felt in Zwickau, as it was one reason action was taken so
quickly. Duke John& letter is dated 3 December 1521 and Haus-
mannd& reply, in which he reports on the interrogation that had already
taken place, December 18. For many years afterward, Duke John
appeared to remain suspicious of the town of Zwickau. His resent-
ment subsided only after the PeasantséWar, when he could enter
Zwickau in triumph.

For Hausmann and the council, however, the interrogation of
these Storchians in December 1521 was not the end of the matter;
the conventicle scene continued to exist.5% As early as January 1522,
the councilors realized that some women were discussing various
nonconformist unchristian teachings, whereupon it was decided that
the matter should be uncovered and brought under control.®®” Any
religious deviation was to be rigorously combated.

However, Hausmann and the council wanted not only to exert
pressure, but also to convince with a reformatory message to deal
with the Secta Storchitarum and neutralize the dissident scene. Luther
was therefore invited to Zwickau. He came on 29 April 1522 and
preached four times within two days. According to DoeLLE, Luther had
come fin response to a call for help from the council and the clergy to
put a stop to Claus Storch& fanaticisma®3®

The council did everything it could to give Luther a big stage: Invita-
tions had been issued in advance, so that on May 1 people from the
surrounding villages and towns flocked to Zwickau® market square,
where the town hall window then became Luther®& pulpit. The

634 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 1 Jan. 1522, fol. 18b. Nikel Parth and Christof
Kuhn were later readmitted. Nikel Parth seems to have retained his view,
because he said, Carnival was invented by the devil (StadtA Zwickau, llIx 64,
RP of 27 Jan. 1535, fol. 30a).

635  KoLpE: Altester Bericht, p. 325.

636 MARTIN BRECHT® assumption that the fZwickau Circledwas broken up at the end
of 1521 (BRECHT, MARTIN: Zwickauer Propheten, in: Evangelisches Lexikon fir
Theologie und Gemeinde, ed. by HELMUT BURKHARDT et al., vol. 3, 2nd edn.,
Wuppertal 1998, p. 2224) is incorrect.

637 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 60a, RP of 13 Jan. 1522, fol. 20a.

638 DoELLE: Reformationsgeschichtliches, p. 65.
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chronicler TRETWEIN significantly noted that Luther preached from the
town hall onto the market square,®*® in front of an estimated 14,000 to
20,000 people.5® Grerr wrote of over 20,000 visitors and was
convinced that never in living memory has such a large crowd been
seen in Zwickau.®*! Luther also preached in the monastery and at the
castle.5? In his sermons, he did not fail to clarify that children were to
be baptized.®*® In addition, as TReTweiN noted, he reprimanded a
number of vices.®* In his report to Spalatin on 5 May 1522, Luther
then wrote in retrospect, Thomas has done monstrous things together
with his followers.%4°

Apparently, Luther was surprised at the extent of the influence that
Mintzer and Storch had exerted and had realized to his great dis-
pleasure that despite Mintzer& expulsion and Storch& departure, the
Zwickau Prophetsadoctrine endured. He mentioned nothing of the Old
believers to Spalatin, obviously no longer seeing them as the main
threat to the desired innovation.

With Luther® appearance, the council believed that it had
decisively strengthened the Lutheran Reformation movement. Pre-
sumably not only now, when Luther had come to Zwickau, but now all
the more conspicuously, the Storchians realized that Luther was
completely on the opposing side.

Luther® appearance must have made it unmistakably clear
Storch® teachings were now wholly disconnected from the Lutheran
Reformation, considered a foreign body of thought that not only
Hausmann and the council, but also Luther himself, wanted to
eliminate. Luther® appearance, as well as the subsequent invitation
to the Lutheran preacher Kaspar Guttel as a guest speaker,546 was
only part of the strategy against the Storchians, expressed in the
endeavor to win them over. The other part consisted of ongoing
repressive measures.

On 7 May 1522, the council felt compelled to investigate and, if
necessary, to act against the followers of Magister Thomas with

639 TreTwEIN: Handschriftliche Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 147, fol. 23a.

640 FaBlAN: Oswald Losansche Annalen, p. 66. Marketplace, see the map on p. 61.
641 GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 114.

642 Castle (WeiRenstein / Osterstein Castle), see here the map on p. 62.

643 WA 10/3, p. 112,141,

644  TrReTweIN: Handschriftliche Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 147, fol. 23a.

645 WABr 2, p. 515,13f.

646 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 61, RP of 1 July 1523, fol. 49a.
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serious, harsh words and threats of punishment.®*” The school was
also targeted by the council in the course of these enforced efforts, so
that 16 pupils were expelled,%® because they had obviously adhered
to the freligious aberrationsd*® of Miintzer and Storch. Presumably,
these pupils came from homes that adhered to Storch& teachings or
had been influenced by Mintzer®& activities at the school i Muntzer
had probably taught at the school®® at times, due to his initially
healthy relations with headmaster Agricola.®s! In expelling these 16
pupils, the council felt it had to ensure that a leading class was not
formed that had adopted Storch and Miuntzer& ideas.

The councilors always endeavored resist religious dissent. In
December 1522, Christoff Bernfurer from Aussig was prosecuted
because, according to the council minutes, he had been a supporter
of enthusiasm and inappropriate spiritual activity and of Mintzer®&
sects.®®? In February 1523, Bernfurer caused another incident when
he publicly contradicted the preacher in the church with harsh words
and was then imprisoned and finally expelled from the city for five
years.%3

The authorities reacted harshly to such incidents. In 1524, three
men from the dissident scene who did not share Luther® view of the
Lord® Supper also felt the effects of this reaction: Marcus Thamb was
forced to flee, while Hans Tschepner and Wolff Fogelgesangk had to
recant.®>* Fogelgesangk must have caused great displeasure with his
statement, | praise Doctor Karlstadt, Magister Thomas, and Nicolaus
Storch.%%® The council wanted to use repressive measures to set the
tone and discipline the nonconformist scene.

647 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 7 May 1522, fol. 36b.

648 WIiLHELM: Descriptio, p. 218.

649 FroHLICH: Reformation in Zwickau, p. 40.

650 VoGLER: Miintzer, p. 80.

651 ThMA 2, p. 53,1.

652 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 61, RP of 3 Dec. 1522, fol. 15b. (Orig.: [ € §chwirmmherey
vnd vnartt der geyster vnd ThomaRen secten anhangichtt.)

653  StadtA Zwickau, Liber Proscriptorum 13527 1536, IlIx, 135, fol. 75b. The term
Anabaptist was added to this record of the original vow as a later addendum. Cf.
also ScHUMANN: Annalen, RSB Zwickau, Ms. 59, fol. 142b; WAPPLER: Miintzer,
p. 91.

654 LANGER: Zur religiosen Bewegung, pp. 67i 70. These minutes of the council
about Fogelgesangk, Thamp and Tschepner are from the so-called Abtrag-Buch,
Stadtarchiv Zwickau.

655 | ANGER: Zur religiosen Bewegung, pp. 67f.
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Pastor Hausmann was also suspicious of various books,®*® so that
he complained vehemently in 1525: Dond the various printers also
occasionally cause damage? %’ He said that there were a lot of
rapturous and blasphemous little books that should not have been
printed or should have been burnt.®*® In PReLLER& judgement, this
remark represents fprobably the first trace of censorship in the sense
of specific Lutheran theology0%® However, Hausmann had already
acted against the dissemination of nonconformist ideas in 1521, when
there was still no printing press in Zwickau, as well as preventing the
publication of a book from the ranks of the Secta Storchitarum.®° The
council® repressive measures were probably ultimately successful
with regard to the printing press, but they show that the radical
reformist influence was present in various places in Zwickau up until
1525, and this influence continued to challenge the municipal
authorities. It was not least the obstinacy of the Storchians T FABRICIUS

656  The Zwickau printing works published books by JOHANN LOCHER, for example.
He had written: You only hang the little thieves, you take your hat off to the big
ones (LocHER, JOHANN: Ein tzeytlang geschwigner christlicher Brider auch vmb
der warheit willen veryagt / [...], Zwickau 1523, fol. D4a). Although JOHANN
LocHER was considered a Lutheran and was associated with Muhlpfort (ZOLL-
NER, WALTER: Johannes Locher i ein Kadmpfer der Bauernkriegszeit, in: MAx
STEINMETZ et al. (eds.): Der deutsche Bauernkrieg und Thomas Mintzer, Leipzig
1976, pp. 1911 197, p. 192), he was extremely socially critical. However, Locher
had positioned himself against the Secta Storchitarum (SCHOTTENLOHER, KARL:
Der Minchner Buchdrucker Hans Schobser 1500i 1530. Mit einem Anhang: Wer
ist Johann Locher von Munchen, repr., Nieuwkoop 1967 [1925], p. 116). Radical
content was printed in Zwickau. URsuLA WEIDA& book (1524) also has a striking
peculiarity: The preface quotes the biblical text of the book of Joel, which is un-
related to the rest of the content: It shall come to pass in the last days, says God,
I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh, and your young men shall see visions,
and your daughters shall prophesy (WEDA, URsuLA: Wyder das vnchristlich
schreyben vnd Lesterbuch / des Apts Simon zu Pegaw vnnd seyner Brider.
Durch Vrsula Weydin Schdésserin zu Eyssenbergk / Eyn gegriindt Christlich
schrifft Goétlich wort vnnd Ehelich leben belangende, Zwickau 1524, fol. Ala).
Here, elements compatible with the teachings of the Zwickau Prophets were
emphasized on the title page, which suggests a certain sympathy on the part of
the printer for radical positions. DOMROSE, however, was of the opinion that
WEIDA had prefixed this quote fin order to justify herself as a female author from
the outseto (DOMROSE, SONJA: Frauen der Reformationszeit. Gelehrt, mutig und
glaubensfest, Gottingen 2010, p. 36). It is not known whether Georg Gastel, as
the person responsible for the print shop, maintained contact with the Zwickau
dissident circles.

657  PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 371.

658  PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 371.

659 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 345.

660  StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 17 August 1521, fol. 49b.
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spoke of resisting [...] people®®! i that caused the council problems.
The Secta Storchitarum could not be compared with the earlier,
socially isolated, reclusive, medieval heretical groups.

In Zwickau, as in other areas of the Old Empire, the Reformation
process had precipitated the emergence or appearance of religious
movements that not only deviated from Catholic doctrine, but as soon
became apparent, also distanced themselves from Luther. The Old
Protestant movement, which had existed long before, had been put in
a position to participate in the freedom that the Reformation process
brought with it in the course of the development of the Reformation
and could initially present itself far better in such a context than in the
centuries before. In the beginning, this dissident scene sympathized
strongly with Luther and joined the Lutheran Reformation process in
many places, but the disillusionment with Luther® Reformation that
soon set in caused some of the Old Protestant communities to
distance themselves.

As the teachings of the Old church had no longer been convincing
for Luther, now the radical reformers and the followers of the Old
Protestant groups found themselves increasingly no longer convinced
by Luther& teachings, as many associated fimoral laxityd with this
doctrine of justification by faith alone.®®? The radical movement in
Zwickau was not born out of disappointment with Luther, but through
Storch® initiative, and at the same time the way in which the Lutheran
faith was practiced in Zwickau may not have fulfilled the original
expectations of Mintzer and Storch& sympathizers. Such unmet
expectations may present one reason Hausmann had so little success
in his struggle with the Storchians. Elsewhere in the Empire too,
disappointed hopes regarding the Lutheran Reformation led to an
openness to radical alternatives, later giving rise to Anabaptism.

661  FABRICIUS: Rivius, fol. b1la.

662 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 554. In 1531, the Anabaptist Adam Angersbach, a
blacksmith from Niederhaun declared in Vacha, near Eisenach, in an interroga-
tion that he had seen little good come from the preaching of the Lutheran pastors
up to this point other than all offence, licentiousness and harlotry, and that it was
more evil and worse than under the papacy, and that where God& word, the truth
and the Holy Spirit were righteously taught, it bore fruit, people turned away from
sin and reformed themselves. That is why he could not recognize that God&
word was truly being taught through them, because the preachers themselves
publicly lead a sinful, wicked life. [...] Therefore he did not believe that they [the
Lutheran preachers] had the Holy Spirit (WaPPLER: Téauferbewegung, p. 328).
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Initially, it seemed that the Reformation would absorb the unortho-
dox conventicle Christianity of the dissidents, but a contrary trend
soon emerged: The conventicle scene began to gain strength again,
throughout the Old Empire. The latter happened not only to Luther®
annoyance, but also to the great displeasure of the representatives of
the Old faith, who saw a further and even greater danger in it than in
Luther® Reformation and took an extremely hostile stance against
this religious scene. In the resolution passed by the Catholic princes
in Regensburg in 1524 under the leadership of the Habsburg Arch-
duke Ferdinand (15031 1564), who became emperor after Charles V,
there was talk of old heresies being revived by Martin Luther, his
followers and others.®®® The focus here was on radical reformist
endeavors, which is why it was explicitly stated that no sermons at
hidden places were permitted.®%* Private preachings at hidden places
were the characteristic feature of the conventicle scene. This passage
of the Regensburg proclamation was aimed at religious movements
in the style of the Secta Storchitarum, whose religiosity, practiced as
an alternative to the Lutheran movement and also contrary to the Old
church, was to be prevented. Due to the offensive actions of its
protagonists, this radical faith now seemed far more dangerous than
the earlier medieval heretical groups. Even before the Peasants6War,
the authorities had become alert to radical tendencies. It became
increasingly clear that the development initiated by Luther would lead
not only to changes in the Lutheran sense, but to radical movements
increasingly emerging, and gaining strength, in the process of
establishing themselves in society. At this point, the authorities felt
particularly challenged and began to react extremely repressively.
While the conventicle Christianity had initially been able to leave the
centuries-old stigmatization behind by showing solidarity with Luther
and through the intermittent cooperation of the conventicle scene and
the Lutheran Reformation, the distancing from Luther that soon set in
caused a gradual relapse into the old grid: the conventicle people
were generally regarded as heretics and sectarians again i the entire
nonconformist scene now lost all acceptance. In this respect, it can
be said that the phase of relatively great religious freedom, the open
situation that existed at the beginning of the Reformation process, had

663 | auBE: Flugschriften gegen die Reformation (15181 1524), p. 692,27f.
664 Lauske: Flugschriften gegen die Reformation (15181 1524), p. 693,38f.
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already passed its peak before the Peasantsé War began, and
tendencies became visible through which this window of religious
freedom began to close again for the conventicle Christianity 7 not
only in Zwickau, but throughout the Old Empire. After the Peasantsd
War, the radical religious scene was finally thrown back to its former
status as a crypto group T in the Battle of Frankenhausen, not only
did the peasant army suffer a defeat, but also the radical reformatory
element.

In Zwickau, the front lines had hardened long before the Peasants6
War and the Battle of Frankenhausen. At the beginning of 1525,
Storch wanted to return to Zwickau and wrote to the mayor in January,
who then presented the request to the council. In the council minutes
it is noted that he [Storch] should be left outside and have nothing to
do with him.%% It is not known what prompted Storch to want to regain
a foothold in his home town. He probably thought that circumstances
had changed as a result of the peasant uprising and that he would be
granted access. However, this was not the case, and the council was
not at all willing to grant Storch entry, as this allowance would have
strengthened religious dissidentism in the town.

However, all the restrictive measures taken by the ecclesiastical
and secular authorities in Zwickau to curb the Secta Storchitarum had
not brought the desired result i the conventicle system remained in
place. The Storchians did not want to give up and switch to the
Lutheran side. Neither Mintzer®& departure nor Storch& escape, nor
punitive measures, nor Luther® series of sermons had brought the
radical Reformation movement to a standstill. Pastor Hausmann
expressed his displeasure about this tenacity in a letter to Duke John
on 3 May 1525, who became elector after the death of his brother
Frederick on May 5. In his treatise, Hausmann labelled the Storchians
swindlers.®®® The term Secta Storchitarum no longer seems to have
been in common use at this time. For Hausmann, these dissidents
were frauds and &windlers§ a haughty people whom he accused of
pretending to know much more than other people.®®” They would
cause great trouble,®® he complained and revealed his disappoint-

665  StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 61, RP of 28 Jan. 1525, fol. 32b.
666 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
667 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 369.
668  PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 369.
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ment that the Storchians did not accept the Lutheran doctrine. The
enthusiasts, he wrote, were worse than the Catholics and would make
it worse than the Bohemians and worse than what had ever been
done by the pope, the high schools, or the monks.%®® When Haus-
mann declared the Storchians to be worse than the Hussites, the
pope and the monks, it was an expression of rejection that could not
have been clearer. He apparently did not assume that their activities
would diminish, but feared that they would continue to spread and
become independent from the church. He complained that these
people [...] were staying in the conventicle,®° instead of becoming
part of his church. He had recently explicity condemned religious
activities outside the authority of an appointed clergyman:

Likewise, no one in the Christian congregation should take up any office
unless he has been expressly sent by God or elected, called, and
accepted by the congregation. Without such an election and calling, no
one should preach God& word publicly.672

The behavior of the Storchians revealed a form of independence that
Hausmann disapproved of in the extreme and which he feared could
end in an independent church, because for some people in Zwickau
the relationship to the Secta Storchitarum was much closer than to
the new Lutheran church that was forming.

With his report to Duke John, Pastor Hausmann gave himself a
damning testimony of all his attempts to fight the Storchians or to bring
them to the Lutheran side. More than three years had passed since
the interrogation of December 1521 without the situation having
changed. The pastor® strategy to contain the radical element in the
Zwickau Reformation movement had clearly not been successful.
Many Zwickau residents clung to Storch& teachings with great
tenacity. Apparently, they benefited from the structures created by
Storch. The basic idea of a broad-based lay movement was now
clearly paying off, because despite the departure of Muntzer, who had
given the movement its social weight, and the disappearance of
Storch, who had given the movement its spiritual profile, this grouping
had not been significantly weakened. As Hans von der Freistadt had

669  PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 369.
670 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368. (Orig.: [...] sich zu Winkel halt.)
671 HAUSMANN & ZEUNER & LINDENAU: Unterrichtdt vnd warnung, fol. Adb.
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already been expelled from Zwickau at the end of 1521, Hans and
Heinrich Gebhardt may have acted as leaders; Mintzer mentioned
the Gebhardt brothers in his so-called Confession of 1525 and spoke
of their followers.®> The two brothers were probably already part of
the leadership circle of the Secta Storchitarum under Storch. Despite
Storch& absence, religious dissidentism could assert itself in Zwi-
ckau.

When Hausmann wrote his report to Duke John at the beginning
of May 1525, there were three religious factions in Zwickau: the
Catholic, the Lutheran, and the radical. At that time, the Catholic ele-
ment was probably only weakly represented in the wider population
of Zwickau, while the Storch faction was relatively strong, alongside
the Lutheran. It was not the social difference or a general opposition
to the town council that made the Storchians refuse to switch to the
Lutheran side; rather, Storch& doctrine was so firmly anchored that
they did not want to give it up. The Storchians obviously recognized
clear differences between Storch® message and the teachings of
Hausmann and Luther, and apparently many Zwickauers were con-
vinced by Storch®& doctrine.

In 1525, Pastor Hausmann once again sought help from the duke
in his fight against the Secta Storchitarum with his letter about the
swindlers. While he was writing the report, it became apparent that he
would gain the upper hand against the Catholic side and when he
signed the letter on May 3, the monks had been expelled from their
monastery the day before. But he had not been able to eliminate the
Storchians. Now he obviously wanted to concentrate on the Secta
Storchitarum. This intention may have been due not least to the
escalating developments in the Peasants6War, which Hausmann also
perceived as threatening: The common man is becoming indignant
and almost no appeasement will help,®”® he let Duke John know. He
wrote the report in the course of the peasant unrest, at a time when
the radical forces appeared dangerous. Mintzer was in contact with
the peasants and still had sympathizers in Zwickau 1 a situation that
Hausmann perceived as threatening, in view of the numerical strength
of the Secta Storchitarum. In an earlier report to Duke John, probably
written in 1523, he had made no mention of the Storchians, but had

672 MSB, p. 547,7.
673 PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 376.
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complained all the more about the monastery and the clerical struc-
tures.’* At that time, he was obviously mainly fighting against the
Catholic side. In May 1525, the conflict with the followers of the Secta
Storchitarum came back into focus. His statements clarify that he
expected a tough confrontation. He seemed to be at a loss as to how
he should approach the matter, especially as he made no mention of
a planned course of action. He had a simple fear: If no action is taken,
the further development will be worse than the beginning.6”> What
finally came to his aid in this conflict were new framework conditions
that would materialize shortly afterwards and completely change the
situation in Zwickau.

3.3.4.4 The Success of the Lutheran Reformation

The victory of the princes in the Battle of Frankenhausen on 15 May
1525 created a new religious-political situation throughout the Old
Empire. The entire situation changed as a result of the suppression of
the peasantsérevolt and the subsequent resolute fight against all
radical religiosity throughout the Empire. Not only the peasants, but
indirectly also the radical reformers had suffered a defeat in
Frankenhausen that was to have serious repercussions. This new
overall constellation now also formed the basis in Zwickau for largely
stifling nonconformist religiosity.

The entire movement, which had introverted Storch® ideas, was
now confronted with completely different circumstances. The new
situation led to a radical change in the Secta Storchitarum, not least
with regard to the self-confidence of these dissidents. The latter must
have suffered from the fact that Muntzer, whom they all knew
personally, had failed and ended up on the scaffold. Resignation must
now have spread among many of them, leading to a distancing and
turning away from religious dissidentism. The Secta Storchitarum lost
its inner strength and outward vigor i a process of decimation began,
which probably caused the whole movement to melt into a small
community within a short space of time. In the end, the dissident
scene was only a shadow of its former greatness. Its status had
fundamentally changed.

674  PRELLER: Hausmann, pp. 3471 365.
675  PRELLER: Hausmann, p. 368.
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As Mintzer was the main figure in the PeasantséWar, his former
center of activity, Zwickau, also became the focus of retribution after
the victory of the princes. When interrogated before his execution,
Muntzer had spoken of his former Zwickau companions Storch,
Stubner, and the two Gebhardt brothers.6”® Connections between
Muntzer and Zwickau could be deduced, which was one reason why
this town was on the agenda for the demonstration of princely power.
Elector John entered Zwickau in triumph on 2 July 1525 with an army
of over 2,000 men, including 1,500 on horseback®’ to hold a blood
court. Although the town had provided the duke with a contingent of
200 soldiers during the Peasants6War®® and refused the request of
the rebellious Reinsdorf peasants to hand over guns,®’® supporters of
Mintzer were suspected in Zwickau, especially in the neighboring,
rural villages, so numerous arrests were made. In the course of the
interrogations, which were then carried out under torture, a number of
death sentences were passed.®® It is unlikely that there were any
followers of the Secta Storchitarum among those sentenced. Although
Muntzer had stated in his confession that Heinrich and Hans Gebhardt
from the Hundsgasse in Zwickau with their followers®®! had been part
of his alliance, it seems doubtful that there was any concrete involve-
ment in the Peasants6War from the ranks of the conventicle scene.%8?
However, the basic concerns of the peasants had met with under-
standing in the Secta Storchitarum, as in all radical circles, and they
were unquestionably sympathizers of Mintzer, who was held in high
esteem by all.

When Hausmann succeeded in having all the death sentences
overturned by intervening with the elector,®®® he could record a
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significant success for himself and his cause, and he may also have
gained the respect of the Storchians, who had previously been hostile
to him. Hausmann had intervened with the elector in favor of the death
row prisoners out of his Christian convictions, and in his successful
appeal, probably gladly seized the opportunity to gain a reputation
among all Zwickauers, not least among the conventicle people,
through his determined advocacy i it was not common at the time for
all death sentences to be overturned, and Grerr was then able to note
this in his chronicle: Thank God that it ended with us mercifully and
without bloodshed.®8

The fundamentally changed constellation and the increased pres-
sure from the authorities on the dissident scene had created a new
situation. The Storchians now had only the choice of either integrating
fully into the Lutheran church, remaining hidden, or suffering harsh
persecution and possibly having to flee. The changed circumstances
extinguished the open toleration of a group such as the Secta Storchi-
tarum. Hausmann could now integrate the majority of the Secta
Storchitarum into his church structures. The Storch movement, which
had previously posed great challenges to the authorities, had now
dwindled down to a small remnant.

However, the heretical movement could not be completely
dissolved 7 a small, hard core, comparable to the conventicle group
of old, continued to exist. In the course of the visitation in 1529, it was
established that various errors of the Miintzerian and similar seductive
sects still remained.®8 Overall, however, Hausmann had been victori-
ous in his two-front war, now also over the Storchians. In the course
of 1525, he succeeded in enforcing the unity of faith in the Lutheran-
Reformation orientation.

In the religious dispute, Luther, Hausmann, and the council had
asserted their ideas on the alignment of the Reformation. The popu-
lation of Old believers was reformed, and most of Storchians were
now integrated into the new church. Zwickau had become a Protes-
tant town by 1525, apart from Catholic and nonconformist fringe
segments. There could no longer be any talk of a competing, radical
Reformational force, or a kind of third denomination i Luther® teach-
ings had attained monopoly status.

684  GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 141.
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The scenario in Zwickau clarifies that it was impossible to imple-
ment a radical model of Reformation in the Holy Roman Empire of the
German Nation, as an fempire of princesg®® against the will of the
princes. Frederick the Wise had identified an expression of unchristian
and Picardian nature in the radical processes.%’ His successor, John
the Steadfast, was prepared to meet all radical tendencies with
serious and severe punishment.®®® The Zwickau council acted as an
extension of the princes against the radical tendencies. After Luther,
in cooperation with the authorities, had rigorously blocked radical
developments, it was no longer possible for the radicals to push
through their ideas. With Muntzer® defeat in the Peasants6War, the
attempt to bring about a new Empire-wide constellation of power had
failed; so too, finally, the possibility of a radical Reformation model in
Zwickau.

3.4 Religious Dissidentism in Zwickau after the
Peasants 0War

Despite the new situation and the intensified combat against religious
dissidentism, a covert nonconformist scene remained in Zwickau, as
everywhere in the Old Empire, as an expression of nonconformism
towards both Catholic and Lutheran doctrine.

The Peasantsé War had further increased the distrust and
aversion of the ecclesiastical and secular authorities towards radical
reformatory forces and made the fight against religious dissent, which
was now primarily identified as Anabaptism, a matter of course for the
rulers. On 4 January 1528, Charles V called for consistent action
against the Anabaptists: You, as authorities, should have taken more
committed and tougher action against such aberrations as rebaptism
[...],%8% the emperor reprimanded. The climax of the official repression
against the radicals was the imperial decree of April 1529 in Speyer,
when the arbitrary execution of Anabaptists became a requirement in
the Old Empire:

68 BRENDLE, FRANZ: Dynastie, Reich und Reformation. Die wirttembergischen
Herzdge Ulrich und Christoph, die Habsburger und Frankreich, Stuttgart 1998,
p. 16.

687 MULLER, NIKOLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 143.

688 \WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 165.

689 \WappPLER: Tauferbewegung, p. 268.



161

Since a new sect of rebaptism has also recently arisen, which has been
forbidden [ é Jand condemned many hundreds of years ago ..., His
Majesty ... has issued a lawful constitution, statute and ordinance ... that
all Anabaptists and rebaptized persons, men, and women, of reason-
able age, shall be condemned without prior examination by the
ecclesiastical judges and be brought from natural life to death [ €, by
fire, sword, or the like.6%

This imperial decree was unanimously approved by all the estates re-
presented at the Diet. It was the same Diet that became by the protes-
tation (protestatio) constitutive for the Lutheran confession i and for
Protestants in general T while it was intended to be the death-blow for
the radical movement.

While the onset of the Reformation had initially brought unimag-
ined freedoms for religious dissidentism, the situation reversed after
a few years. No longer was there any room for radical religious
endeavors in the aftermath of the PeasantsdWar. Nevertheless, a
radical element remained active in the religious dispute throughout
the Empire. Nonconformist endeavors also continued in Zwickau after
the PeasantsdWar, and the local conventicle scene survived for the
next few decades, despite all pressure.

As early as September 1525, the council had to deal with corre-
sponding incidents. Bartholomdus Kraus was suspected of heretical
activities and imprisoned, against which he lodged a complaint and
pointed out how innocent he was in prison because of the Gospel.5%!
In January 1528, the Zwickau council was of the opinion that a great
deal of religious fanatism had again arisen, which is why it was
decided that warnings should be given in the most faithful and diligent
manner.®®2 Shortly afterwards, Zwickau was again confronted with the
same problem when, on 24 February 1528, Elector John& mandate
was delivered, with which he wanted to combat those who were
supporters of rebaptism throughout Ernestine Saxony.%%

For Zwickau, the order for posting the mandate was as follows: You
are to post one on the town hall and the other on the door of the parish

690 KThGQ = Kirchen- und Theologiegeschichte in Quellen. Ein Arbeitsbuch, ed. by
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church, and also have it read out on Sundays after the end of the
sermon [...].%%* Diligently, the council decided, according to the
minutes of February 26, to admonish the citizens on the basis of the
order of our most gracious Duke concerning the enthusiasts, Anabap-
tists and sacramenters.®®® No one was exposed as an Anabaptist, but
fears of underlying heretical tendencies continued to preoccupy the
authorities. In the same year, 1528, the council also deemed it neces-
sary

to admonish and warn the entire community [...] about rebaptism and
also because some were going around trying to persuade the poor,
simpleminded people not only to rebaptize but also to reject the
sacrament.5%

To combat dissidentism, the Saxon court ultimately relied on
visitations. Hausmann had already written in his report to the elector
in 1525: Visitation is truly a noble work.®®” The background to
Hausmann® request for visitations was the experience he had had as
a pastor with religious dissent for years. When Elector John decided
to carry out visitations in Ernestine Saxony, Zwickau was among his
favorite destinations, which is why he insisted that things be carried
out there and not delayed.®*® The council of Zwickau had already dealt
with the visitation in advance and decided on 9 December 1528 to
make a list with regard to the articles in the elector& letter to sub-
sequently discuss the results.5%°

In January 1529, the visitators, including Spalatin, began their
work in Zwickau. Their investigations found a variety of heretical
activities, ultimately based on the influence of Storch and Muntzer.
Corresponding religious influence obviously endured. The names of
17 people were recorded, including the brothers Hans and Heinrich
Gebhardt, Peter von Rol3ner, Gregor Schmid, a man named Storch,
and the women Cratzber, Vetter, Reudnitz, Teucher, and New-
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merker.”® The question of the extent to which the clothier squires [...]
were poisoned was also raised.”

Evidently, not every member of the council aligned with
Lutheranism: Some of the council apparently did not go to the
sacrament either,’*? the visitators discovered. Nikel Parth was
probably one of those not attending. Hans and Heinrich Gebhardt
were under general suspicion due to their suspected former member-
ship in Muntzer@ alliance, and the visitators knew about Jorge
Storck’® that his brother had worked closely with Miintzer as an arch-
Thomist.”® The name Storch was associated with the sectarian issue,
such that Jorge Storch was specifically questioned. However, it
seems that the visitators could not discern much concrete information
about Storch at the gate.”® He doesnd know whether he has a [...]
sect,’® they noted. He had probably given evasive answers to such
questions. However, it had become clear that he was opposed to
Pastor Hausmann& church: He does not go to church,’®” they
recorded.

Obviously a nonconformist religious scene persisted in Zwickau,
with conspiratorial meetings that might have convened at Jorge
Storch® house, but certainly did convene at Hans Gebhardt& house:
In Hans Gebhart& house they often get together, men and women
[...]; they say someone is reading a chapter from the Bible, also from
Revelation.”® There were also joint meetings at the houses of the
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women Cratzberin and Teucherin: At the Kratzberin and Neu-
markerin [Neumarkerin is deleted in the original], the Teucherin etc.
they come together,’® was recorded by the visitation commission.
The women Teucherin and Reudnitzin seemed particularly dangerous
to the visitators, who were convinced that they would incite the
others.”*® As some of the accused were the same people who had
already been prosecuted for nonconformist activities in 1521,
presumably conventicle activity continued uninterrupted. That is, the
dissidentism according to Storch®& teaching had also persisted during
the critical phase immediately after the Peasants6War. As noted in
the visitation records, Franz Rosler has not taken communion in the
last six years. [...] Hans Gebhardt has not taken communion in the
last four years.™! It also came to light that Georg Jacob Schmid, a
Barbier at Oberer Steinweg, had not attended the sermon for [...] five
years.”'2 As such, a number of Zwickau residents had rejected the
official Lutheran line for years and had not integrated themselves into
Hausmann& church: They were not seen in any church, neither man
nor woman,’*® noted the visitators. Instead of attending church, the
conventicle system was obviously practiced zealously.

The number of these conventicle people seems to have been
considerable i there were many of them,’** as the midwife Katharina
testified. The commission assumed that there were twenty women,
not one of whom took communion.”*® In addition, the visitators
identified numerous men who belonged to the conventicle scene’®
and noted that both the men and the women were said to be
enthusiasts.”!’ Finally, they concluded, it was a large sect with many
children.”® The conventicle scene in Zwickau in 1529 comprised a
few dozen people, men and women, who met in several places. The
commission had probably not been able to track down all the dissi-
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dents. The visitatorsdreference to many children also suggests that
they were concerned about the further numerical development.”® It
was noted, This is a major sectarianism.’?°

During their investigations, the visitators came across heretical
ideas with regard to communion and baptism. The members of the
conventicle considered the sacrament to be plain bread and wine and
did not respect it as a sacrament,’?! it was said. With regard to the
baptism of children, it was said: Martha Teucherin thinks nothing of
baptism and says it is a dog& bath.”??> Specifically, the Teucherin is
said to have contradicted the godparent®& confession and questioned
infant baptism with the words, No child should be baptized unless of
a receptive age, as Christ was when he was baptized by John.”??
Presumably, she was not alone in this view.

In the course of the enquiry, the commission concluded that
various women in particular, such as the Cratzberin and the
Reudnitzin, but above all the Vetterin and Teucherin, were hardened
sectarians: Jorg Vetterin and Caspar Teucherin are said to have
started the matter first,’?* was recorded. In addition to a false under-
standing of baptism and communion, the accusation against some of
these women also centered on marriage issues i they allegedly said
that marriage was nothing.’?® The preaching of some women was also
met with extreme disapproval i she wanted to preach, it was said
about the Teucherin.”2®

In the course of the detailed interviews, the suspected group of
people was emphatically warned by the visitation commission to
behave in a Christian manner.”?’ Further discussions then occurred
in the presence of the council, during which the accused were
threatened that they would be severely punished if they did not

719 |t cannot be assumed that there were special worship programs for children in
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stop.”?® Some of those summoned were obviously willing to be
instructed, while the Cratzberin had shown herself to be stubborn, as
had the Vetterin, which is why the commission decreed that both had
to sell their house and farm and avoid the principality.?°

The council then discussed the matter again on February 1, not
only concerning the two women, but also Burgkhart Pulfermacher and
Peter von RoRner,”®® who were apparently also regarded as stubborn
sectarians. In the course of the hearing before the council, Ro3ner
was able to exonerate himself, as his answers were such that the
councilors no longer had any suspicion about him.”®! On the other
hand, the Cratzberin and the Vetterin remained stubborn according
the opinion of the council, as did Pulfermacher. As the council minutes
show, the latter was even to be questioned under torture,”*? on the
instructions of the visitators, in order to investigate with vigor what his
attitude was with regard to the issues of the questioning list.”?
However, the bailiff of Vogtsberg, Christoph von der Planitz, spoke up
in favor of Pulfermacher, and his request was granted by the
council.”®* The Cratzberin and the Vetterin, on the other hand, were
ordered to leave Zwickau by 1 May 1529.7%

Against the expulsion of the Cratzberin, a clothmaker,”® her
husband sent a petition to Elector John, who then decided to grant
her mercy, with the proviso of a public revocation in front of the people
and as a warning to all.”*” In the presence of the pastor and several
councilors, the Cratzberin then recanted in the monastery.”® The
Vetterin, however, was not granted clemency, although Spalatin had
intervened in her favor,” as the council had reservations for various
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reasons,’® as they stated. The councilors evidently considered the
Vetterin to be particularly dangerous, and in the event of her presence
it was feared that she might subsequently be a tool of the devil to lead
even more people into this error,”*! as they gave message to Spalatin.
The Vetterin® suspected missionary behavior precisely seemed
dangerous to the councilors. In any case, this woman had already
attracted attention, as it was established that in former times she had
already been questioned by the councilors and the pastor.”? She was
also regarded by the visitators as a master of whom the clergy were
convinced: She must have messed up a lot.”*® The potential for
trouble was still seen in terms of nonconformist behavior, so a person
like the Vetterin was not tolerated in the town.

The visitation had shown that, even years after the PeasantsdWar,
views on baptism and the Lord& Supper differed enduringly from the
Lutheran line. As Muntzer did not focus on baptism and the Lord®
Supper, it is clear that this scene was not influenced by Mintzer, but
primarily by Storch. In Zwickau, Storch® ideas were stubbornly ad-
hered to.

Despite the mandates from the duke, despite repressive mea-
sures, and despite the social penetration of the town along Lutheran
lines, nonconformist religious elements continued to exist.

A new case caused an even greater stir immediately after the
visitators left: The Anabaptist Hans Sturm from Freistadt was arrested
in Zwickau in February 1529. Hans Sturm had previously been in
Buchholz and had then travelled to Zwickau, presumably because it
was known in Anabaptist circles that like-minded people could be
found here. He was to convey greetings to the Cratzberin from her
brother.”** The council soon became aware of him, had him arrested,
and charged him with Anabaptism. Hans Sturm was subjected to
detailed questioning under torture.”® During this questioning, he
claimed not to have known Storch personally: As the interrogation
protocol recorded, He thought not much of people, neither of Luther,

740 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 63, RP of 31 July 1529, fol. 110a.

741 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 166.

742 ThHStAW, EGA, Reg. li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen Sektenwesen, fol. 37a.
743 ThHStAW, EGA, Reg. li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen Sektenwesen, fol. 37a.
744 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 168.

745 WAPPLER: Inquisition, pp. 311 39; pp. 168i 177.
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nor of Mlntzer, nor of Storch, whom he had never met, but of God.”*®
At the same time, he openly stated that Miintzer had been wronged.”’
He saw Luther as the pope of the new church: Martinus your pope,’®
he had said. In the subsequent proceedings, he was transferred to
Leipzig and sentenced to death. The elector did not like the judgment,
which is why he had him brought to Luther. On 8 April 1529, Luther
wrote to his friend Hausmann that Hans Sturm must be mad or
possessed by Satan and that Mintzer® poison was not yet harm-
less.”® As Sturm could not be dissuaded from his convictions even in
Wittenberg, he was sentenced to life imprisonment, which he suffered
until his death at Schweinitz Castle, near Wittenberg.”°

Luther had changed his position on the question of heretics: In
1522 he denied any violence against heretics,”®* in 1528 he pleaded
for the expulsion of Anabaptists,”2in 1529 the Wittenberg theologians
recommended prison sentences,’® and when Melanchthon emphati-
cally demanded the death penalty against Anabaptists in an expert
opinion for the elector in October 1530,7%* Luther added the following:
| like it, Martin Luth.”®®> While Luther was shocked by the execution of
two followers of his doctrine at the stake in Brussels in 1523,%¢ he
later joined Melanchthon in considering the death penalty for undis-
cerning radicals to be an appropriate instrument for defending the
right faith.”” Luther® attitude reflected the situation in the Old Empire.
At the beginning of the Reformation, there was a certain amount of

746 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 169.

747 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 169.

748 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 169.

749 WABr 5, p. 49,171 21.

780 Schweinitz, see here p. 185. Hans Sturm died in prison in Schweinitz in 1530.

751 WABT 2, p. 444,17f.

752 WABr 4, p. 499.

753 This attitude was evident in the case of Hans Sturm, who was sentenced to
prison following a decision by the Wittenberg theologians (WAPPLER: Inquisition,
p. 54).

754 MBW T 5, pp. 391 43.

S5 MBW T 5, p. 43,92. (Orig.: Placet mihi Martino Luth.)

756 Luther wrote the hymn din neues Lied wir heben and(WA 35, pp. 4117 415) in
the wake of the execution of Johannes Esch and Heinrich Voes.

757 See also SEEBAR, GOTTFRIED: Luthers Stellung zur Verfolgung der Taufer und
ihre Bedeutung fur den deutschen Protestantismus, in: GOTTFRIED SEEBAR: Die
Reformation und ihre AuBenseiter. Gesammelte Aufsatze und Vortrage. Zum 60.
Geburtstag des Autors, ed. by IRENE DINGEL & CHRISTINE KRESS, Gottingen 1997,
pp. 2671 282.
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freedom for religious dissidents, but in the second half of the 1520s,
a harsh wave of persecution against @nthusiastséand Anabaptists
began, with hundreds of executions. The authorities vigorously
endeavored to stamp out this type of religiosity.

Zwickau also continued to be the focus of the Ernestine court with
regard to radical religious movements and was obviously viewed as a
town with sectarian tendencies. John Frederick (1503i 1554), repre-
senting his father, Elector John, addressed the Zwickau council at the
beginning of March 1529 to reprimand the error and the hustle of the
sects in Zwickau.”*® On 14 April 1529, the council decided to have the
elector® mandate against the enthusiasts read out from the pulpit™®
T any attempt at religious dissidentism was to be rigorously combated
and nipped in the bud. However, a tendency towards heretical teach-
ings persisted in the neighborhood of Catherine® Church: his [Munt-
zeres] teachings were still present today, especially in St. Catherine®
Church,® the preacher Soranus informed the council in February
1531 to express his concern about this situation.

However, despite the recurring flare-up of religious dissidentism,
Hausmann had succeeded overall in consolidating the church struc-
tures in the way of Lutheranism. However, the controversy surround-
ing the dismissal of the preacher Soranus was disappointing for him.
The council had suspended Soranus from office because of his
coarse behavior, without consulting Hausmann. Hausmann, sup-
ported by Luther, strongly opposed the council& behavior. Both par-
ties appealed to the elector. Finally, the council was the victor in this
dispute.’®* Hausmann therefore left Zwickau, deeply offended, in June
1531.7%2 The initially tight understanding between the council and the
pastor had already loosened beforehand, so that Hausmann&
position had weakened.”®® This dispute between the councilors and

758 ThHStAW, EGA, Reg. li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen das Sektenwesen, fol.
79a.

759 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 63, RP of 14 April 1529, fol. 80bi 81a.

760 StadtA Zwickau, Akte, die Unstimmigkeiten zwischen dem Rat zu Zwickau und
den Pfarrern Soranus, Cordatus u. Hausmann betreffend, A*Alll 1, Nr. 15. See
also FaBlaN, ERNST: Der Streit Luthers mit dem Zwickauer Rate im Jahre 1531,
in: Mitteilungen des Altertumsvereins fur Zwickau und Umgegend 8 (1905), pp.
711139, p. 89.

761 On the dispute between Hausmann and the Council, cf. FaBiAN: Der Streit
Luthers, pp. 717 139.

762 Hausmann then took up a pastorate in Dessau and later in Freiberg / Saxony.

763 FaBlAN: Luther® dispute with the Zwickau Council, p. 82.
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Hausmann ultimately also affected the relationship between Luther
and the Zwickau council, as well as that between Luther and Muhlpfort
personally. Luther gave free rein to his displeasure: We helped them
against Storch and Mintzer and sent them pious people, but they
wond have it.”** Luther was so incensed that he even declared his
continued hostility: | remain an enemy of the Zwickauers.’® In a letter
to the council in 1529, he had not shied away from characterizing the
Zwickauers as a very impudent people.”®®

Significantly, the council asserted itself in the dispute over the
preacher Laurentius Soranus, as it had previously done in the case of
the preacher Paul Lindenau’®’ and also afterwards in the dispute over
the preacher Conrad Cordatus.”®® The council endeavored to maintain
its strong position and asserted its claims in the new church, not least
when it came to filling the parish and preacher positions.”®®

Hausmann& departure did nothing to change the situation in
regard to dissidentism; heresy remained in Zwickau. Although the
second visitation procedure in 1533 and 1534 brought no conspicu-
ous features to light,”’° the question of heretical activities was always
in the air. In May 1534, the dean of the Latin school, Hieronymus

764 WATT 2, pp. 491,23f.
765 WATT 2, p. 491,19.
766 WABr 18, p. 171,14f. (Orig.: [...] eyn recht frech volck.)

767 Lindenau had attacked Mayor Muhlpfort from the pulpit and therefore had to
leave (CLEMEN: Kleine Schriften, pp. 182f.).

768 The council was alienated by Cordatuséway of preaching, which is why he was
dismissed (FaBIaN: Der Streit Luthers, pp. 1021 125).

769 The dispute over the dismissal of the preachers Soranus and Cordatus had
ended with the Council having prevailed against both of them. However, in the
course of the dispute, it was stipulated that the appointment and dismissal of
preachers was occur only after consultation with the elector (FABIAN: Der Streit
Luthers, p. 123). However, this stipulation did not mean a fundamental change
in the situation, as the elector generally had the final say over the Council.
BRAUER, however, saw this development as a fvictory for the electord (BRAUER,
HeLmuT: Zwickau und Martin Luther. Die gesellschaftlichen Auseinander-
setzungen um die stédtische Kirchenpolitik in Zwickau (15277 1531), Chemnitz
1983, p. 57).

770 FaBiaN, ERNST: Die Protokolle der zweiten Kirchenvisitation zu Zwickau, Crimmit-
schau, Werdau und Schneeberg 1533 und 1534, in: Mitteilungen des Altertums-
vereins fur Zwickau und Umgegend 7 (1902), pp. 33i 140, pp. 118i 131. Georg
Pro3 from Ebersbrunn near Zwickau had been admonished by the visitators
because he had refused to pay his financial contribution to the church. Prof3 was
later also prosecuted for his religious errors (WAPPLER: Inquisition, pp. 118i 120).
ProRéreligious views differed from Storch®& teachings, which is why he cannot
be counted as part of the same Zwickau conventicle.
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Nopus, came under suspicion of heresy due to a letter from the bailiff
of Herzogenaurach, but he was able to exonerate himself and retain
his office.””* However, the issue of the Anabaptists remained a hotly
contested in Zwickau. According to the council minutes of 31 January
1536, a council member had been informed that there would be a
number of meetings of clothier squires and others where people
would secretly sneak into houses and, it was said, preach about
rebaptism.”’2 Consequently, there were still secret meetings in private
homes, but unlike at the beginning of the 1520s, these meetings no
longer took place publicly or semi-publicly after the PeasantséWar.
Instead, to avoid attracting attention, those attending the conventicles
had no choice but to sneak into homes. As early as 1529, the visitators
had noted that the doors remained locked during conspiratorial
meetings: At the Neumerckerin, they were also said to get together
and lock the house.””® The old state of insecurity obviously prevailed
again, as the conventicle circles had to meet behind closed doors to
avoid being denounced and thus to protect themselves, even from
uninvited guests. Ultimately, they were forced back into secrecy.

The council suspected heretical activities, particularly in the area
surrounding St. Catherine® Church. For this reason, in 1536 the
group of people there were again to be kept under surveillance so that
immediate action could be taken if necessary to eradicate such evil.””
According to the council minutes, a city official was instructed to carry
out investigations by judges and aldermen so that this error could be
resisted in time,””® and in Culitzsch, a village partly under Zwickau

771 CLEMEN: Kleine Schriften, pp. 1237 125. During a visit to his old home in Herzo-
genaurach, Nopus had come under suspicion of infatuation. The corresponding
accusations from Herzogenaurach were rejected by the Zwickau council and
Nopus remained in office. Clemen suspected that Nopus was inclined towards
Zwingli® view of the Lord& Supper (CLEMEN: Kleine Schriften, p. 124). Finally,
Nopus wanted to end his teaching activities in Zwickau in 1536 (StadtA Zwickau,
IlIx 64, RP of 29 April 1536, fol. 51b). Nopus later became a Protestant super-
intendent (HERzOG: Zwickauer Gymnasium, p. 87f.). Nopus was recognized by
the visitators in 1529, so that they wrote: Hieronimus Nopus, Graecus, is also a
capable person (ZorN, GUNTER (ed.): Akten der Kirchen- und Schulvisitationen
in Zwickau und Umgebung 1529 bis 1556, unter Mitarbeit von BENNY DRESSEL,
mit einer Landkarte von GERHARD ROCHLITZER, Langenweil3bach 2008, p. 17).

772 StadtA Zwickau, ll1x 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b.
73 ThHStAW, EGA, Reg. li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen Sektenwesen, fol. 29a.
774 StadtA Zwickau, lIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b.
775 StadtA Zwickau, ll1x 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b.
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jurisdiction,’”® he was to make enquiries about a woman who had also
been poisoned with this Anabaptist doctrine.””” No concrete results of
these measures are known, but the council® activities show that the
Anabaptist problem remained.

In 1536, Storch once again became the center of attention, as the
councilors suspected that he was in the vicinity of Zwickau: The
council was also to watch out for Nikel Storch, who was now said to
be in the area, lest he gather a following around him, but in any case
he would be expelled from the city.””® According to the minutes, the
council referred to Storch as an Anabaptist’’® as a matter of course
and feared that he might gather a following around him.

Storch still seemed dangerous, and in any case, he would not be
tolerated in the city. Since December 1521, Storch had been persona
non grata in Zwickau as someone who had rejected infant baptism
and was now labelled as an Anabaptist. In the course of the action
against the Anabaptists in 1536, their activities were suspected in the
area where the Secta Storchitarum was centered in 1520 and 1521,
specifically in the vicinity of St. Catherine®& Church: It is therefore
decided that the councilors should all [...] take diligent care of it,
especially in the area around St. Catherine®& Church,’® the council
minutes recorded in 1536. In 1521, the council had spoken of the
people of the Hundsgasse,’®! and in the 1529 visitation protocol, the
people of the Hundsgasse were mentioned again.’®? Consequently, it
was assumed that the heretical movement in Zwickau, based on
Storch® activities, continued throughout the entire period. Finally, the
same names that were repeatedly identified in the course of the
investigations as adherents of the conventicle scene prove the conti-
nuity.

The serious fight against dissidentism and the conventicle scene
remained on the agenda in Zwickau. On 10 April 1536, Elector John

776 | glpoLDT, HuGo: Geschichte der Kirchfahrt Culitzsch mit Niedercrinitz 13007
1900. Auf Grund von Quellen dargestellt, Kirchberg 1900, p. 7. Culitzsch, see
here the map on p. 61.

777 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b. (Orig.. [ €] mi t
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widdertauffischen Il)ere auch vergifftet [é].

778 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b.

719 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b. (Orig.: Widdertauffer.)

780 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b.

781 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 60a, RP of 18 Dec. 1521, fol. 17d. (Orig.: Hundtsgessr.)
78  ThHStAW, EGA, Reg. li 245, Visitation zu Zwickau gegen Sektenwesen, fol. 36b.
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Frederick of Saxony, who had been in power since 1532, issued a
mandate addressed to the Zwickau council, which was directed not
only against rebaptism, but also against the misunderstanding of the
sacrament.”® |t forbade preaching or holding assemblies in homes
and other places.’® The term assembly’® was now increasingly used
for the various gatherings of Anabaptists, including by the council.
Whether he knew of assemblies in towns, villages, or farmsteads, 8¢
was one of the questions in Peter Pestel® interrogation in 1536.
According to the mandate, it was not only rebaptism that was to be
fought in the strongest possible terms, but conventicles in general, as
any religious gathering of this kind was generally prohibited unless it
was formally sanctioned by the official church. The punishment for
offences was thus: All this will result in the loss of life and property.’®’
It did not stop at threats of punishment. In his chronicle, TRETWEIN
reported on an execution in 1536: On the Friday after Corpus Christi,
an Anabaptist was put to the sword on the commons near the beer
bridge.”®® The person in question was Peter Pestel from Schnee-
berg,”®® who had been interrogated, tortured, and executed in Zwi-
ckau. Presumably, he had links with the conventicle scene in Zwickau.
Religious dissidents generally maintained contact with each other
across local borders, as the inquisition proceedings of 1462 against
the Waldensians had already demonstrated.”®® Pestel® basic tenor
reflected the teachings of the Zwickau Prophets, not least with regard

78 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 181.

784 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 181.

785 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b. (Orig.: [ € Yersamlungen.)
The term &ersammlungd (Assembly / Congregation) became common in
separatist circles as a term for the church service and the church community. In
1537, Jacoff Storger declared in an interrogation in Muhlhausen that he was
called by God and the assembly to travel around the country and preach
(WapPPLER: Tauferbewegung, p. 429). Even centuries later, the term &er-
sammlungéremained in commonly use in German Free Churches in the above
sense.

786 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 187.

787 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 181.

788 TRETWEIN: Handschriftliche Annalen, RBS Zwickau, Ms. 147, fol. 50a.

789 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 83. According to SEEBAR, the execution rate in Electoral
Saxony was above average in relation to other Protestant areas (SEEBAR: Luthers
Stellung, p. 281).

70 In the inquisition proceedings in 1462, it became clear that there were
connections between the Waldensians in Zwickau, Glauchau, Crimmitschau and
Altenburg (GREFF: Zwickauer Annalen, p. 27; BoenMER: Waldenser, pp. 1i 38).
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to religious inspiration. In the interrogation, he had explained that he
had set out from his fellow brethren under the inspiration of the Holy
Spirit, to fulfil the will of the heavenly Father, whether he could find
any pious person who wanted to convert.”! Rebaptism and inspira-
tion of the Holy Spirit, as well as the missionary concern, had
obviously come to light as components of Storch& teaching in Peter
Pestel, which meant that he was considered dangerous and was
executed. The authorities wanted to eradicate the radical religious
element and by setting such examples it was achieved in Zwickau that
all conventicles and heretical movements disappeared from the public
eye and withdrew completely into silence and seclusiona?’®?

The council took meticulous action against the Anabaptists, as a
self-imposed directive to the councilors shows: The resolution read as
follows: That the gentlemen all together and each of them individually
should diligently watch out [...] and if anyone is discovered in these
places who is suspected of doing so, action should be taken in good
time [...].”®3 Despite meticulous efforts to combat it, however, religious
dissidence could not be eradicated in Zwickau. There were also
Anabaptists in the neighborhood, in Schénau and Haara,’”®* as well as
in Schneeberg. A master tailor named Hans Steinsdorf was baptized
there in 1537. A year later, he was imprisoned in Zwickau together
with his like-minded fellow Hans Hamster and subjected to interroga-
tions.” The records say nothing about a conviction, fbut,0according
to WAPPLER, fthere can be no doubt that after all the practice against
@bstinate hereticséat that time in the Electorate of Saxony, Steinsdorf
and Hamster [...] were now also judged with the sworda’®®

In 1545, the Zwickau clergy once again acted against alleged
Anabaptists in Platten”™’ in the Ore Mountains. Four men there,
including the schoolmaster Johannes Tundtscher, had questioned the
meaning of the Lutheran baptismal exorcism’? in the pub and were

791 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 189.

792 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 96.

793 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b.

794 WappPLER: Tauferbewegung, pp. 398f. Schonau and Haara, see the map on p. 60.

795 WAPPLER: Inquisition, pp. 967 117.

796 WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 117.

97 Platten was founded in 1532 as a minersosettiement. Platten, see here p. 61.

798 Luther had stated in his baptismal booklet: | adjure you, unclean spirit, by the
name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, that you go forth and
depart from this servant of Jesus Christ (WA 19, p. 540,41 6). This statement
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denounced to the pastor, with the result that they were finally
subjected to interrogation in Zwickau.”®® As the defendants con-
vincingly confessed their Lutheran faith,2% they were released, but the
schoolmaster was relieved of his post. According to WAPPLER, this
case also showed fivhat terrible religious coercion [...] prevailed at
that time in the motherland of the Lutheran Reformation, in Electoral
Saxonya®+?

In the same year, 1545, Elector John Frederick was outraged at
how the cruel, terrible, and pernicious sect of rebaptism was again
appearing back and forth in the area of the official town Zwickau,
whereby he suspected Georg von Uttenhof zur Silberstrae®®? of
tolerating Anabaptists in his properties in Silberstral3e. However, as a
nobleman, Georg von Uttenhof could downplay the matter. Elector
John Frederick, who was very keen to eradicate the Anabaptist move-
ment, had been deeply involved in the whole process.

When John Frederick lost the Battle of Mihlberg in the Schmalkal-
dic War in 1547 and Zwickau subsequently became part of Albertine
Saxony, where the Reformation had also been introduced in 1539,
nothing changed in Zwickau with regard to religious dissidentism. An
incident in 1548, involving Matheus Lother, the wine steward in
Zwickau, evidences this ongoing dissent. Matheus Lother, a map-
maker, had come from Freiberg in 1537, and according to the council
minutes, was accepted as a citizen in Zwickau.®%® Moreover, on 7 April
1544 he was appointed to the office of a wine steward by the council,
whose trust he had been able to gain.®%* In 1548, at the time of the
Interim, Lother wrote a detailed report, formally addressed to his son

refers to the minor exorcism during the baptismal liturgy. On the origins of baptis-
mal exorcism, see DOLGER, FRANz JOsSEPH: Der Taufexorzismus im christlichen
Altertum, Wirzburg 1906.

799 WAPPLER: Inquisition, pp. 1221 128.

800 WaPPLER: Inquisition, pp. 2081 211.

801 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 129.

802 The village of Silberstrale is located on the road between Zwickau and Schnee-
berg, see here the map on p. 61.

803 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 64a, RP of 10 Nov. 1537, fol. 12b. (Orig.: [...] Carten-
macher.) Presumably, Lother had cartographic knowledge, because of his
origins in the mining town of Freiberg. Cartenmacher could also mean playing-
card maker in German, but although there were playing card makers in nearby
Altenburg, playing cards were rejected in such religious circles, so Matheus
Lother was in this respect not active as a playing-card maker.

804 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 65a, RP of 7 April 1544, fol. 28b.
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and daughter, in which he explained his religious views. There was
great uncertainty in Ernestine Saxony at the time after the Battle of
Mihlberg: Since our most gracious lord and elector was captured,
God help us, how frightened were those who wanted to be Protes-
tant,8% Lother wrote. The Interim, with which Emperor Charles V
sought a freturn to the Old church while granting the lay chalice and
the marriage of priestsq®°® was perceived as threatening in all
Lutheran areas and in Zwickau.

Matheus Lother was suspected of belonging to the religious
dissent scene and was therefore observed by the Lutheran clergy and
the council. There were fears that he could be a representative of a
local conventicle Christianity and act as a preacher. Lother& writing
was actually confiscated and scrutinized by a commission, which
discovered abundant heresy in it. In his treatise on the Christian faith,
Lother had stated: Such a person must then suffer, so that one says:
You are a conventicle preacher, an enthusiast and rebaptizer, you
should be expelled from the city.2%” There was obviously a current of
religious dissident in Zwickau at the time. Unlike the Secta Storchi-
tarum of the past, this conventicle system probably existed primarily
informally without a concrete, organizational structure. It was possible
to act only covertly. Lother counted himself as part of the Protestant
church and spoke of us Lutherans, but at the same time took a critical
stance towards the official church by blatantly warning others: If you
want to be saved and escape hell [...] do not rely on the church
sermon alone.®® He recommended practicing the Christian faith in
addition to the church, in the homes: In church you should hear and
learn, at home you should practice and deepen with reading, praying,
pondering and reflecting.8®® He took a stand against purgatory®l© as
well as against violence in matters of faith. With regard to the Interim,
he said, No one should defend themselves with violence and no
sword should be drawn!®?! Mystical or chiliastic content does not

805 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, pp. 145f.

806 BRENDLE, FRANZ: Ulrich von Wiurttemberg (14877 1550), in: SUSAN RICHTER &
ARMIN KOHNLE (eds.): Herrschaft und Glaubenswechsel. Die Firstenreformation
im Reich und Europa in 28 Biographien, Heidelberg 2016, pp. 1471 163, p. 159.
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808 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 147.

809 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 162.

810 WaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 157.

811 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 156.
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appear in Lother& booklet.8? Furthermore, office and oath were
evidently accepted in this conventicle group, especially as Lother had
been sworn in to the office of a wine steward.?® As the main author
of the accusations, Superintendent Leonhard Bayer, left Zwickau at
the beginning of 1549, the further proceedings finally came to
nothing.8* Lother® writing was preserved as an authentic testimony
of a religious dissident.

A few years later, Matheus Lother clashed with the council,
probably again over religious matters. He was to be punished
because, as recorded in the council minutes, he had harbored Hoffner
and lautenschlegr, presumably fellow believers from nearby.8®
Subsequently, Lother remained in the focus of the church authorities
in Zwickau. According to the council minutes, in 1563 he was accused
by the pastor out of concern that he would not only personally err in
some important articles of faith, but [...] would also lead other people
in his neighborhood astray.?'® Both the pastor and the council were
suspicious of Lother, and the rejection of nonconformist behavior
remained.

A well-disguised conventicle scene existed under Lother&
leadership. This group showed affinities with Storch®& teaching: The
Holy Spirit, which is received, will lead and guide,?'’ Lother was
convinced. Although Lother, as can be seen from his writing, did not
explicitly speak of visions or dreams and the question of baptism,
which was so important to Storch, was not specifically addressed,
there were similarities with the Zwickau Prophetsédoctrine with regard
to the special religious model, which was not based on the institution
of the church 1 Lother believed that the church alone was not
sufficient, because what was taught there did not always apply.8*®

The nonconformist group around Matheus Lother expressed a
considerable dissidentism, which in this case was located within the

812 StadtA Zwickau, A*AllI1, no. 29. The manuscript comprises 73 leaves.

813 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 65a, RP of 7 April 1544, fol. 28b.

814 WaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 143. Leonhard Bayer had also conducted the proceed-
ings against Tundtscher and the other accused from Platten (WAPPLER:
Inquisition, p. 208).

815 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 67, RP of 14 March 1554, fol. 24a.

816  StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 67b, RP of 22 May 1563, fol. 50a.

817 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 151.

818 WAaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 147.
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Protestant church. Lother® writing does not reveal the program of a
separatist group, but ultimately a dissident phenomenon within the
new church: Affiliation with the official Protestant church was explicitly
affirmed, but at the same time a honconformist attitude to this church
was adopted in various doctrinal segments. The conventicle led by
Lother was therefore primarily an informal religious community
alongside the Protestant church, without any tendency towards a
substitute church, a clear differentiation from Secta Storchitarum.
Matheus Lother®& conventicle Christianity is likely to have used the
elements generally recommended and recognized by Luther, such as
home devotions®!® and the spiritual responsibility of the so-called
Christian house father,??° as niches or camouflage to operate a simple
conventicle system. This conventicle system had the special feature
that a kind of parallel structure to the church existed: such dissidents
belonged willingly and with conviction to the Protestant church and
cultivated their faith in private, conspiratorial circles in the more
intensive way they desired.8?

Consequently, a moderate dissident scene had developed in
Zwickau after the earlier radical dissidentism i so a nonconformist
religious scene remained. However, from the official side, any kind of
conventicle was fundamentally undesirable. Melanchthon generally
wanted not only Anabaptists, but also secret preaching and con-
venticles to be banned in the Protestant area,®? and saw such
clandestine religious practice as intolerable blasphemy.8? For Luther,
Anabaptist preachers were poisonous sneaks,®* and as early as
1530 he had argued in favor of their execution in view of the fear of
associated seditious activities: The authorities should hand such

819 Luther: But as far as certain articles of Scripture are concerned, they should be
preached in public as well as read and taught to the servants in their homes (WA
31/1, p. 210,12i 14).

820 Luther entitled the Small Catechism as follows: The Ten Commandments, as a
householder should explain them simply to his servants. Mar: Luther: (WA 30/1,
p. 243,8i 10).

821 The conventicle around Lother represented a model that then became wide-
spread in Pietism in the seventeenth century and was practiced for centuries:
The Pietists were members of the (national) German Protestant church and at
the same time cultivated their religiosity in communities alongside the church in
their preferred way.

822 MBW T 5, p. 40,11 7.

823 MBW T 5, p. 41,361 38.

824 WA 31/1, p. 212,371.
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rascals over to the right master, who is called Master Hans.®?° Even if
such ideas were not implemented consistently, the basic message left
nothing to be desired in terms of clarity and posed an acute threat to
religious dissidents in Protestant areas. The same applied to Catholic
areas. Lother lamented this persecution of dissenters in his writing:

If a Christian accepts such [the correct gospel] with seriousness [...], he
must be martyred and killed by the pope and reviled and blasphemed
by the cleverest protestants as a enthusiast and Anabaptist, and must
allow himself to be led like a sheep to the slaughter.826

Anabaptists and enthusiasts continued to be dealt with harshly, often
sentenced to death, even more frequently under Catholic rule than
under Protestant rule. 87

Another difference between Catholic and Protestant areas was
that the followers of the conventicle circles, provided they were not
separatist, generally wanted to establish links with the Protestant
Church, while distance was maintained from the Catholic Church or
relationships to the latter were maintained more pro forma and as
camouflage. The followers of the non-separatist conventicles nor-
mally rejected Catholic doctrine, but recognized the Lutheran doctrine
to a large extent i despite their critical stance towards the church i
and occasionally supplemented it with their own doctrinal segments
to shape their personal faith. TRoELTSCH pointed out that Protestantism
had the sect fboth within itself and alongside itg while Catholicism, on
the other hand, had the heretical movements as a concomitant
phenomenon with regard to the content of faith primarily alongside
it,3%® and mostly in opposition to it.

Religious dissidentism struggled in both Catholic and Protestant
areas. Ultimately, there were only two ways to counter persecution:
camouflage or flight. Practiced dissidentism was an illegal state, even
in Protestant areas, despite sincerely practiced church membership.
Melanchthon encouraged the Saxon Elector John Frederick to take
vigorous action against conventicles: For the authorities must in no

825 WA 31/1, p. 212,3f. Master Hans meant: executioner.
826 \WaPPLER: Inquisition, p. 163.

827 CLASEN: Anabaptism, p. 373.

828 TROELTSCH: Soziallehren, Teilbd. 2, p. 794.
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way suffer this secret sneaking together, nor does it do any good.
Therefore, the authorities should and must rightly put a stop to it.82°

In Zwickau, the authorities had been confronted with the phenom-
enon of religious dissidentism for decades and had tried to suppress
it. Nevertheless, a conventicle scene persisted. The Secta Storchi-
tarum and the subsequent nonconformist religious circles practiced
religious dissent under extremely difficult conditions over a period
from 1519 or 1520 to 1560 and beyond, despite the caesura resulting
from the Peasants6War. Although there was basically no room for
conventicles in the course of the comprehensive penetration of
Lutheran teachings and directives into social and church life, and they
had to operate conspiratorially, a current of religious dissident could
assert itself.

This conventicle system had become influential in Zwickau during
a brief phase in the early days of the Reformation, when the traditional
framework could be broken, but afterwards it had to be content with a
marginal existence according to the classical conventicle pattern from
which the Secta Storchitarum had emerged at the beginning of the
Reformation.

828 CR 4, col. 738.



181

4 Rejection in Wittenberg

In December 1521, Storch had come under massive pressure as the
leader of the Zwickau conventicle scene and, when summoned for
interrogation, had felt compelled to escape his hometown to Witten-
berg. The move to Wittenberg was presumably in line with his basic
plans, but the specific timing probably less so. Storch did not intend
to go to Wittenberg for asylum, especially as this was also Ernestine
territory, meaning he could not be safe there from measures taken
against him by the authorities. He had chosen Wittenberg as his desti-

Figure 9: Wittenberg, by Heinrich Petri, woodcut, 1578.

nation to expand his own opportunities for action at the center of the
Reformation movement, in conjunction with Luther, who was to be
won over to the doctrine of the Zwickau Prophets.

Nicolaus Storch was aware of the differences between his
doctrine and Luther®, and the previous dispute about Thomas Mint-
zer must have reinforced his doubts about Luther. Yet, he could
assume that the Reformation development forced by Karlstadt since
mid-1521, with its tendency towards radicalization i this was known
in Zwickau®® i was taking place with Luther® consent. This likelihood

830 According to Frederick the Wise, the Wittenberg development was considered
heretical everywhere (MULLER, NikoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 141).
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probably encouraged Storch to hope his radical ideas would be heard
in Wittenberg. Although at this point Storch did not see himself as
aligned with Luther, he also did not yet see himself as eliminated from
the Lutheran Reformation movement. Therefore, when he visited
Melanchthon together with Stiibner and Drechsel, he logically referred
to Luther with the intention of presenting the doctrine of the Zwickau
Prophets to him to gain his interest and approval.

Despite Luther® absence, Storch must have assumed that
Luther still held the dominant position. Storchd pursuit of cooperation
expressed his desire for a unified Reformation process, which he
wanted to help shape. At the time, he still saw his doctrine as part of
the whole of the Reformation and not as a separate branch. He did
not then conceive of gaining recognition for an alternative, inde-
pendent concept of Reformation; rather after the previous experience
with Mintzer, his aim was to achieve a unified overall direction, to the
effect that Storch® components should complement Luther®
theology. When Storch, Stibner, and Drechsel went to Melanchthon
in Wittenberg on 27 December 1521, the town was in motion: The
papal ban against Luther, his bold appearance before the emperor in
Worms, his subsequent disappearance, and now Karlstadt& radical-
ization had created a turbulent atmosphere in this town of barely
4,000 inhabitants,®! which was further inflamed by the appearance of
the Prophets from Zwickau.?3? JAGeR said, fiThe sensation they caused
in Wittenberg was great.3*® According to CAMERARIUS, people who
wanted to stir things up were constantly appearing to shake others up
with their ideas.?3* Spalatin commented on 1521,

In addition, the devil also intervened in a powerful way in that Storck
and Thoma Marx, two clothiers, came to Wittenberg at the time when
Doctor Martinus was absent and feigned such spirituality and heavenly
revelations that they caused trouble for almost the entire University of
Wittenberg.835

831 KLEIN: Ernestinisches Sachsen, p. 12.

832 Heussl, KARL: Kompendium der Kirchengeschichte, 18th edn., Tlbingen 1991
[1907i 09], p. 287.

833 JAGER, C. F.: Andreas Bodenstein von Carlstadt. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der
Reformationszeit aus Originalquellen gegeben, Stuttgart 1856, p. 259.

834 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 43.

835 FLbG, Chart. A 340, Georg Spalatin: Annalen der Wittenberger Reformation, fol.
31b.
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4.1 Confrontation between the Zwickau Prophets and
Melanchthon

Melanchthon reacted ambivalently when the three men from Zwickau
confronted him with their teachings. He immediately realized with
surprise that the theological views of Stiibner, whom he knew from his
earlier studies, had fundamentally changed. Nevertheless, Melanch-
thon attested that he had essentially understood the Lutheran doctrine
correctly. At the same time, Melanchthon quickly came to the con-
clusion, as CAMERARIUS believed, that he was no longer up to the task
himself and therefore wanted to hand the whole matter over to
Luther.8% Karlstadt had obviously not been involved by Melanchthon,
although Karlstadt was the leader of the Wittenberg Reformation
process at the time. Storch had not initially approached Karlstadt
either, but had sought out Melanchthon, Luther® closest confidant,
probably due to Stibner& personal acquaintance. However, as Felix
Ulscenius reported, Stiibner went to Karlstadt as early as 1 January
1522, while Storch and Drechsel apparently preferred to leave Witten-
berg.8’

Melanchthon, together with Amsdorf, had felt compelled immedi-
ately to inform Frederick the Wise and his secretary Spalatin, as well
as Luther, about the visit from Zwickau.®%® The involvement of the
elector is an indication that Melanchthon and Amsdorf, who supported
him, were very insecure, but at the same time attached considerable
importance to these Prophets from Zwickau. As the elector was
extremely disconcerted by previous developments in Wittenberg,®*
Melanchthon believed that the spread of a new doctrine should not
take place without the elector® knowledge. In his letter to Frederick
the Wise, Melanchthon referred to the danger posed by the three men

836 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 50. (CAMERARIUS: But when
Philippus was overwhelmed by the complexity of the matters and tasks he had
to deal with and felt that he was no longer up to the tasks imposed on him, and
because he also recognized the imminent great danger, he persuaded Luther to
return to Wittenberg with his own numerous letters and those of others.)

837 MULLER, NIkoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 136. For more information on
Ulscenius, see MULLER, NikoLAus: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 12, note 2.

838  Melanchthon letter to the elector is dated 27 December 1521 (MBW T 1, p.
415). Melanchthon® letter to Luther has been lost; Luther& reply was sent from
Wartburg Castle on 13 January 1522.

839 MULLER, NIKOLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 142.
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Figure 10: Philipp Melanchton Monument in Wittenberg (1865).

in order to find understanding for why he was confronting the sover-
eign with a theological question.84°

In response to the letters from Melanchthon and Amsdorf, the
elector sought a report and ordered both of them to Prettin on 1 Janu-
ary 1522, where he stopped off on his way to his hunting lodge in
Lochau,®*! seeking protection there from the plague. When Melanch-

840 At the same time as Melanchthon® letter to the elector, an accompanying letter
was sent to Spalatin by Melanchthon and Amsdorf.

841 The castle (hunting lodge) in Lochau, near Prettin, was demolished in 1572 and
subsequently rebuilt under the name Annaburg; Lochau was then given the
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thon and Amsdorf arrived in Prettin, the elector had already travelled
on, but sent them a message via Spalatin and Haubold von Einsiedel

(d. 1522)84 that they should prepare a written report.

Wittenberg
@

® Schweinitz

® Lochau / Annaburg

Prettin
® @ Lichtenberg

Torgau @

Figure 11: The area around Wittenberg.

Melanchthon then explained the following: Claus Storck had come
to him with two companions from Zwickau to inform him about the
movement there, whereby they had questioned the meaning of infant
baptism and claimed that they would have direct conversations with
God and only preach what God called them to0.8** As Melanchthon
assured, they would understand the main articles of the Scripture
correctly, yet they would also speak strange things.8* They would be
concerned with baptism and talking to God. The latter did not concern

name Annaburg in the course of rebuilding (ScHmIDT, OTTO EDUARD: Kur-
sachsische Streifzlige, Leipzig 1902, pp. 75i 79). Prettin, Lochau / Annaburg and

Lichtenberg, see here the map on p. 185.
842 Haubold von Einsiedel was a supporter of the Reformation.
843 MBW T 1, p. 428,61 14.
844 MBW T 1, p. 428,14i 16.
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him much, Melanchthon assured, but the questions relating to
baptism would move him all the more, as Augustine had also
discussed the baptism of children a great deal, but had not achieved
much with it.8*5 He had to ask himself whether the devil was attacking
a particularly weak point here.®* Luther® judgement was needed,?4’
Melanchthon affirmed. Referring to Melanchthon, Amsdorf stated in
his report that these people from Zwickau [...] boasted that they had
the spirit of God and spoke with God.8* He justified his presentation
to the elector by saying that these people had caused a riot in Zwickau
and that he and Melanchthon wanted to prevent such chaos in
Wittenberg.2*® According to Spalatin, these reports were first sent
from Prettin to Lichtenberg®° and were then presented to the elector
in Lochau.

On 2 January 1522, Spalatin, together with Haubold von Einsiedel,
recorded the elector® reply to Melanchthon and Amsdorf. In it, they
explained that the elector was surprised that he, as a layman, was
involved here; it was not his place to consider how and by whom these
men should be instructed.®! In any case, as elector, he would be
dissatisfied with the whole Wittenberg development and feared that
they as men from Wittenberg would be labelled heretics everywhere.
They from Wittenberg had already done enough damage and should
certainly not burden themselves with these people.®®? Although he
would know that God could act through ordinary people, there could
be a danger of deception because they were the instigators of the
outrage in Zwickau, of which he had already been informed by his
brother and his cousin.®®® These reports would have dealt with infant
baptism and the question of whether a person should be taught by the

845 MBW T 1, p. 428,24i 28.

846 MBW T 1, p. 428,26f.

847 MBW T 1, p. 428,22f.

848 MULLER, NikoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 140.

849 MULLER, NIKOLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, pp. 140f.

850 MULLER, NIKoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 139. Lichtenberg / Lichtenburg,
situated on the road from Prettin to Lochau (Annaburg), had been founded by
the Antonites as a monastery; the monastery was dissolved in 1525 (ScHMIDT,
OT1T0 EDUARD: Kurséchsische Streifziige, pp. 1801 183). The correspondence
was probably initially sent to Lichtenberg in order to seal it off from the plague.

851 MULLER, NIKoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 141.

852 MULLER, NIKoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, pp. 141f.

853 MULLER, NIKOLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 142.
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Scriptures or by the Spirit alone, as well as questions about the refusal
to pray for the dead and other cruel bad behavior that would ascribe
an unchristian and Picardian name to the town of Zwickau.®* As these
men from Zwickau posed a danger, precautions should be taken.%
Thus Spalatin recorded the elector& opinion.

With regard to Melanchthon® request for Luther® return, Spalatin
informed him that the elector did not want Luther to come to Witten-
berg to interrogate these men, as the emperor@ commandment ap-
plied.®¢ Melanchthon gratefully accepted this answer and apologized
for having confronted the elector with this matter, but he asserted, that
it could have been a matter of sedition that they had wanted to
forestall, and now they were trying to get rid of these people again.®®’

Melanchthon had thus found his position, which he subsequently
represented with vehemence. The initial interest in Storch& message
had turned into the opposite, and now Melanchthon was determined
to fight this doctrine. He received affirmation of this determination from
Luther® reply in the letter of 13 January 1522, in which the views of
the Zwickau Prophets were rejected outright.88 Melanchthon subse-
quently endeavored to outdo Luther in his fight against the Zwickau
Prophets. He now found the openness he had initially shown rather
disgraceful and said in a letter to Myconius that he had been foolishly
lenient at first.2>°® CAMERARIUS Was also convinced that Melanchthon®
position and also his credibility had something to do with these
matters.®® In 1699, GoTTFRIED ARNOLD stated in his dKetzer-Historied
that Melanchthon had initially partially agreed with this doctrine and
had been deeply impressed by the Prophetsé explanations.®®!
Me | a n c hinitialambévaence obviously acted like a fstingdoon him
afterwards,®®2 which is why he in turn became an outspoken opponent

854 MULLER, NikoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, pp. 142f.

855 MULLER, NIKoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 144,

856 MULLER, NIkoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 143.

857 MULLER, NikoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, pp. 144f.

858 WABT 2, pp. 424 427.

859  MBW T 4/1, p. 60,8f.

860 CamMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 53. (CAMERARIUS: | have described
the whole thing in detail because Philipp Melanchthon& work, endeavors,
actions, plans and credibility were interwoven with these things and all the
challenges.)

861  ARNOLD, GOTTFRIED: Ketzer-Historie, Teil 2, p. 263.

862 MAURER: Melanchthon, vol. 2: Der Theologe, p. 210.
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of the Zwickau Prophets, with the result that his new, derogatory
judgement about them became, due to the corresponding literary
dissemination, the general view, the ftommunis opinio in the Prot-
estant worldg®® as Max STeiINnmETz was convinced. In his various
accounts, Melanchthon generally referred to the fact that he had
personal contact with Storch: | have met Nicolaus Storck,® he let it
be known.

As part of his smear campaign, Melanchthon made some dubious
claims: Storch would have asserted that he had been promised regen-
cy over the earth within the next four years so that he could establish
a holy state led by holy men i the angel& message would have been:
You shall sit on the chair of Gabriel, which Storch, as Melanchthon
affirmed, regarded as a personal promise for this regency.8%

Melanchthon evidently suspected Storch of chiliastic plans, which
he felt he had to warn against. However, the main focus of
Melanchthon& criticism remained the question of baptism. Storch
would have been the originator of Anabaptism, he claimed, and
through his machinations the entire sect of Anabaptists had
emerged®®® 7 he would have been the first to saturate the whole of
Germany with this poison.8’ Storch would be a man who speaks in
the manner of enthusiasts, who demeans the sacraments and
preaches a false faith.8® He would also claim to be shown by God in
a dream everything he wanted 2%° and would boast that he could
recognize the elect immediately.8”° According to Melanchthon, Storch
would advocate wearing poor clothing and speaking little as a
prerequisite for receiving the Spirit.2’! In the course of the Peasants6
War, Melanchthon suspected Storch& actual involvement in the
uprising and wanted to find out shortly before the Battle of

863 STEINMETZ: MUntzerbild, p. 62.

864 MELANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 63b. (Orig.: Ego uidi Nicolaum Storck.)

85 MBW T 2, p. 289,91 14. (Orig.: Du solt sitzen im stul Gabriel.) According to
medieval terminology, stul (chair) is to be equated with throne (SPAHR, GEBHARD:
Kreuz und Blut Christi in der Kunst Weingartens. Eine ikonographische Studie,
Constance 1962, p. 49).

86 MBW T 4/1, pp. 60,8f.

867 MELANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 63b; MBW T 4/1, p. 60,15f.

868 MELANCHTHON: Brevis, fol. 102ai 102b.

869  MELANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 63b.

870 MEeLANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 64a.

871 MELANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 64a.
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Frankenhausen whether Storch, this new prophet, was there: | also
desire to know whether Clas Stork, the new prophet [ €,]is among
the peasants.8’? However, Storch was obviously not in Franken-
hausen.

Melanchthon did not shy away from making dubious claims. As far
as recognizable, he had two encounters with Storch: first in December
1521, when the three visitors from Zwickau came to see him, and a
little later in the course of Luther® discussions with the Prophets. The
content of these conversations is known and provides no evidence for
the accuracy of Melanchthon® abstruse claims.®”® A further meeting
between Melanchthon and Storch can be ruled out. There is also no
indication Stubner or Cellarius, with whom Melanchthon was in con-
tact, would have communicated these dubious contentions. Melanch-
thond source for his information remains nebulous. Nevertheless, his
statements became the guideline in the assessment of the Zwickau
Prophets.

4.2 Confrontation between the Zwickau Prophets and
Luther

After Luther was informed of the appearance of the three prophets
from Zwickau by Melanchthon and Amsdorf in his hiding place at
Wartburg Castle, he immediately reacted harshly. Prior to this point,
when Storch and his friends were still active in Zwickau, Luther
probably perceived them only vaguely, although there had been
extensive correspondence between Wittenberg and Zwickau in 1521
during the dispute over Muntzer. Luther had associated the Zwickau
problem exclusively with Miintzer, and until Mlintzer® departure, the
baptismal question, which was patrticularly troubling to Luther, had not
been raised in Zwickau anyway. However, when Luther now received
the content of Storch& teachings from Melanchthon, he realized the
significance and scope of Storch& ideas.

In his reply to Melanchthon on 13 January 1522, Luther warned
him to test the spirits and pointed out that he had not yet heard
anything with regard to these prophets that Satan could not have

872 MBW T 2, p. 289,8f.
873 WATT 2, pp. 306,271 307,26.
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done.®” He referred to the absolutely necessary confirmation of the
spiritual ministry by a human authority or by a divine miracle i it was
not enough, he emphasized, for these three men to refer to mere
revelations.8”® As far as baptism was concerned, Luther explicitly
committed himself to infant baptism.8’® This rather long letter, with its
extensive statements on ministerial authority and the question of
baptism, indicates that Luther took the matter very seriously.

In the letter to Amsdorf, also dated January 13, Luther confirmed
that the matter of the Zwickau Prophets seemed suspicious to him i
extremely suspicious®”’” 7 and referred to the biblical passages
Deuteronomy 13 and 1 John 4,878 which warn against false prophets.
Luther had thus clearly positioned himself: For him, the Zwickau
Prophets belonged to the category of false prophets, who should be
guarded against and prevented from seducing others. In a letter to
Spalatin dated 17 January 1522, Luther then spoke out against any
bloodshed.®”® According to him, these two burning logs, Storch and
Stuibner, could be dealt with without sword and fire.8 As moderate
as Luther was here, in that he did not want to fight another doctrine
with the sword, the gap between him and the Prophets was never-
theless clearly expressed. He used the term burning logs, which
according to Isaiah 7:4%! symbolizes the kings Rezin and Pekach,
enemies who are not to be feared, to characterize the Zwickau
Prophets as opponents and heretics. In this respect, Luther already
clearly distanced himself in January 1522, which was to characterize
everything that followed. His disparaging judgement of the Zwickau
Prophets was clear. He emphasized to Spalatin that his return to
Wittenberg had now become necessary.8?

Luther was concerned about the potential influence of these proph-
ets from Zwickau and had therefore decided to leave Wartburg Castle,
citing his translation of the New Testament as justification,®2 which

874 WABTr 2, p. 424,91 14.

875 WABT 2, pp. 424,147 425,21.

876 \WABT 2, pp. 425,437 427,126.

877 WABr 2, p. 423,64f. (Orig.: Mihi [...] vehementer suspectum [ €.)
878 WABTr 2, p. 423,61f.
879 WABr 2, p. 444,17f.
880 WABr 2, p. 444,12f.
881 WABT 2, p. 444, note 8.
882 WABT 2, p. 444,81 10.
883 WABr 2, p. 427,129.
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INERARNE Winnny

Figure 12: Wartburg Castle in Eisenach, where Luther was hidden after
being put under ban by Emperor Charles V. There he translated
the New Testament from Latin into German in 11 weeks.

he claimed he could not complete without the support of his Witten-
berg friends.s8 Apparently, however, Luther®& decision to return
ultimately resulted from the fear that the Zwickau Prophets would
destroy his entire work. While he had previously approved of the
Wittenberg movement, despite all of Karlstadt& radical measures, he
now saw the appearance of these prophets as an acute danger to the
further development of the Reformation, and he was convinced that
he had to return to Wittenberg immediately. Officially, however, Luther
did not want to associate his return with the Zwickau Prophets: | am
not returning because of these Zwickau Prophets,®® he let Spalatin
know. Spalatin, however, recorded the following in his notes:

In the year 1521, when Doctor Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt,
Storck and other rioters and erroneous spirits in Wittenberg were
causing many serious errors and Doctor Martin Luther saw that if he

884 WABr 2, p. 423,50f. Luther completed the translation of the New Testament
within 11 weeks at Wartburg Castle; the work did not go to press until September
1522 in Wittenberg.

885 WABT 2, p. 443,4.
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stayed away any longer, things would get much worse, he left his prison,
and Pathmos and came back to Wittenberg.86

In the same way, CAMERARIUS saw Luther® return in connection with
the appearance of the Zwickau Prophets and believed that Melanch-
thon had persuaded Luther to return to Wittenberg through his
numerous letters.® In his biography of Luther, published in 1566,
JOHANNES MATHESIUS (15041 1565) was also convinced that because of
the false brethren Luther decided to return to his church and the
preaching chair in Wittenberg, regardless of whether he was already
under the pope& ban and under secular and double ban and whether
his sovereign would be therefore displeased about it.8 In more
recent literature, the same view was expressed by WapPLER, who has
explicitly linked Luther® desire to return to Wittenberg with the
Zwickau Prophets: fit was precisely the appearance of the Zwickau
Prophets and especially their rejection of infant baptism and fides
aliena that first suggested to him the idea of returning to Witten-
berg.&® With his endeavor to return to Wittenberg, Luther expressed
that he attached great importance to the appearance of the Zwickau
Prophets and considered them dangerous in view of the expected
developments i until mid-March 1522.8%

886 CypRIAN: Spalatini Annales, p. 53.
887 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 50.

888 MATHESIUS, JOHANNES: Historien / Von des Ehrwirdigen in Gott Seligen thewren
Manns Gottes / Doctoris Martini Luthers / anfang / lehr / leben vnd sterben [...] /
Durch den Alten Herrn M. Mathesium gestelt / vnd alles fiir sein seligen Ende
verfertigt, Nuremberg 1566, fol. I3b.

889 WaPPLER: Mlntzer, p. 72. Fides aliena = the faith of the godparents.

890 Unlike OLAF KUHR: Thus, by January 6, 1522 all three radicals from Zwickau 1
Stlibner, Storch, and Drechsel i had left Wittenberg. Nothing is known of their
whereabouts between that date and Luther& return [...]. Nowhere do the sources
regarding the Wittenberg disturbances make reference to the Zwickau Prophets,
and nothing indicates that they had a noticeable influence on the further course
of events (KuHR: Zwickau Prophets, p. 209). This view is unlikely to correspond
to the actual circumstances. CAMERARIUS said that Stiibner was in Wittenberg for
six months (CAMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 49), and that the
Zwickau Prophets had built up a circle of like-minded people by the time Luther
arrived (CAMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 48; p. 51). Spalatin
believed that they were causing trouble for the whole university (CYPRIAN:
Spalatini Annales, p. 52) and that Luther had returned because of the Prophets
(CyprIAN: Spalatini Annales, p. 53). If the Prophets had played no role in the
Wittenberg movement, Luther® return in March 1522 1 against the elector® will
I cannot be explained. The same applies to Luther® letter to Hausmann of 17
March 1522, in which he expressed his fears about the Prophets (WABr 2, p.
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Figure 13: Martin Luther Monument in Wittenberg (1821).

Luther had wanted to leave Wartburg Castle again in the not-too-
distant future, as soon as political circumstances would allow. Up to
this point, he had not gone to Wittenberg out of consideration for the
elector. But now, Luther& intention to return became concrete.
Evidently, he saw the teachings of the Zwickau Prophets as a great

474,81 11). Luther would not have needed to preach his Invocavit Sermons and
would not have had to put Karlstadt out of action if the Prophetséteachings had
not been important or if he had not feared their influence, because he had liked
the &Karlstadt-onlyéWittenberg movement (WABr 2, p. 410, 18). Luther changed
his behavior as a result of the appearance of the Zwickau Prophets.
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Figure 14: The Bible, Book of Psalms with commentary (1624).
After Luther had translated the Bible, it was distributed on a massive scale
and thus shaped the German language. The Bible was the basis of both
the Lutheran and radical Reformation.
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danger to his cause. If the radicalization of the Reformation process
that had begun under Karlstadt had been decisive for Luther& depar-
ture from Wartburg Castle, he would have been forced to return to
Wittenberg months earlier, especially as the developments in
Wittenberg had long since taken on radical traits. On 6 October 1521,
Gabriel Zwilling (14871 1558), a preacher and former monk, had
caused quite a stir when he called for people to stay away from the
traditional mass in his sermon.8%! At the beginning of December, there
were even violent riots against priests. The Zwickau student Muhl-
pfort, referring to the events in Wittenberg on December 2, reported
that the priests were driven out of the church by force and were not
allowed to say mass.®®? Immediately afterwards, the tumult continued
with attacks on the Wittenberg Franciscan monastery.®®> None of
these events prompted Luther to press for his return. He could not
have been unaware of these events, especially as he was secretly in
Wittenberg for three days starting 5 December 1521.8%

However, this radicalization had not affected Luther®& fundamental
affirmation of the Wittenberg developments until the appearance of
the Zwickau Prophets: Everything | see and hear pleases me very
much,®% he wrote to Spalatin on 5 December 1521. He had obviously
liked everything, so that he was not at all alienated by the radicaliza-
tion at first. Up to this point, there was also no attempt to restrict Karl-
stadt, who had been driving this development since June 1521, or to
take the reins out of his hands. By the beginning of January 1522,
Luther had not only agreed with what was happening in Wittenberg,
he had supported the whole development.®% It was therefore not the
previous radicalization in Wittenberg that prompted Luther to want to

891 BaRGE: Karlstadt, vol. 1, p. 313.

892 FaBIAN, ERNST: Zwei gleichzeitige Berichte von Zwickauern Uber die Witten-
berger Unruhen 1521 und 1522, in: Mitteilungen des Altertumsvereins fir Zwi-
ckau und Umgegend 11 (1914), pp. 251 30, p. 27.

893 OEHMIG, STEFAN: Die Wittenberger Bewegung 1521/22 und ihre Folgen im Lichte
alter und neuer Fragestellungen. Ein Beitrag zum Thema (Territorial-)Stadt und
Reformation, in: STEFAN OeHMIG (ed.): 700 Jahre Wittenberg. Stadt, Universitét,
Reformation, Weimar 1995, pp. 971 130, p. 104.

894 MULLER, NIkoLAUs: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 159: Luther had stopped off in
Leipzig on his way from Wartburg Castle and left there on 4 December 1521, so
that he probably arrived in Wittenberg on December 5.

8% \WABT 2, p. 410,18.

8% |n a letter to Spalatin dated 15 August 1521, Luther was critical of parts of Karl-
stadt® theology (WABr 2, p. 380,22). In the letter to Amsdorf of 9 November
1521, he spoke of disagreement (WABr 2, p. 390,14). However, these differences



196

return, but the appearance of the Zwickau Prophets and the fear that
the Wittenberg movement could be influenced by them. Luther felt
that this potential influence jeopardized all of his previous work.
Against the express wishes of the elector, who had told him in
February 1522 that he should not go to Wittenberg,®®’ he initiated the
measures for his return. BARGe commented on this decision:

firhe change that took place in Luther®& assessment of the Wittenberg
movement during the months of January to February 1522 will always
remain a psychological problem. Until the first days of January, he had
accompanied every step forward that was taken in Wittenberg with loud
applause. [...] His trust in his Wittenbergers seems to have been shaken
for the first time by Melanchthon and Amsdorf& worrying reports about
the Zwickau Prophets.&%

Luther feared that Karlstadt would cooperate with the Zwickau Proph-
ets,8° causing him great unrest. Luther initially considered the
Prophets as part of the Reformation and regarded their teachings as
part of the reformatory development, as a derailed product of the
religious fermentation process, so to speak. However, he saw Satan®
work all the more in the fact that differences to his doctrinal views
arose from these circles, from within his own ranks, resistance to his
theology arose.®® With regard to baptism, Luther and Melanchthon
had recognized that the traditional doctrine of baptism had a
weakness with regard to the central message of the Reformation,
namely justification by faith, which became clear with the Zwickau
Prophetsbopen rejection of infant baptism. Erekam explained:

fit was faith in the subjective sense that Luther had primarily used to
oppose the Catholic doctrine of works sanctification. The teaching about
the vicarious power of the faith of the godparents, with which Luther had
previously defended infant baptism, could no longer satisfy this height-
ened awareness of the subjective significance of faith. It was therefore

were evidently not fundamental, especially as Luther subsequently affirmed that
he liked the Wittenberg movement, which was initiated from Karlstadt.

897  WABr 2, p. 451,631 66.

898  BARGE: Karlstadt, vol. 1, p. 434.
899 BaRGE: Karlstadt, vol. 1, p. 436.
90  WABTr 2, p. 427,1171 119.



197

natural that there were some in Wittenberg who, inspired by the
concerns of the Zwickau Prophets, took offence at infant baptism.&%!

DOLLINGER® judgement was similar:

firhey [the Anabaptists from Zwickau] denied infant baptism on exactly
the same grounds and with the same right with which Luther had
previously attacked and rejected the sacraments and institutions of the
church, and caused Melanchthon, who knew nothing to counter them,
great embarrassment.d%?

Questioning infant baptism was a serious breach of taboo, especially
as it cast doubt on a tradition that had existed for over 1,000 years.
Luther now spoke of the main danger to his cause in relation to the
teachings of the Zwickau Prophets and wanted to return to Witten-
berg. CAMERARIUS was convinced that without Luther& timely return,
the whole Wittenberg cause would not only have suffered serious
damage, but would have ended.®®® Melanchthon& letter had made
Luther realize the extent of the differences, and he began to react
sharply. The Zwickau Prophets were the initial spark for him to
distance himself from all radical tendencies within the Reformation
movement. Luther recognized serious differences and spoke of
schism as early as January 1522.%* This was the point at which he
set the course for his further confrontation with radical forces.

In the course of Melanchthon® letter on the teachings of the
Zwickau Prophets, Luther had to assume the existence of a radical
wing within the Reformation movement. Previously, this radical wing
had not existed in Luther® perception, regardless of the activities of
Muntzer or Karlstadt. So far there had also been no differences
between Melanchthon and Karlstadt. As late as the end of September
1521, Karlstadt was still paying the highest praise to the extremely
learned Philipp Melanchthon.®® There was a consensus, and Melan-

901  ErBkAM: Sekten, p. 505.

902 DOLLINGER, IGNAZ VON: Luther, eine Skizze, Freiburg i. Br. 1851, p. 24.
DOLLINGER® intention was not to approve rebaptism, but to scrutinize Luther.

903 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, pp. 50f. (Orig.: [...] res Vuittem-
bergensis.)

904  WABr 2, p. 427,119.

905  KARLSTADT, ANDREAS: De legis litera sive carne, & spiritu. Andreae Boden.

Carolostadij Enarratio, Wittenberg 1521, Alb. (Orig.: [ € ] docti ssi mo

Melanchthoni.)

Phili
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chthon did not distance himself from Karlstadt® activities until the
appearance of the Zwickau Prophets. Likewise, Luther did not
assume that Muntzer and Karlstadt had fundamentally different doc-
trines until the beginning of January 1522. With regard to the Zwickau
Prophets, however, he made a different judgement. Here he immedi-
ately recognized fundamental differences, and this is where the
decisive turning point occurred. With the appearance of the Zwickau
Prophets, Luther® attitude towards radical tendencies had changed
fundamentally. After his return from Wartburg Castle, Luther® attitude
became even more entrenched. In a letter to Hausmann dated 17
March 1522, at a time when he had probably not yet had a personal
conversation with them, he described the Zwickau Prophets as deceit-
ful and seditious prophets who would spread monstrosities and cause
much mischief.®®® He even saw them as the greatest threat to his
entire work and was convinced, Satan has tried to do a lot of bad
things here in my enclosure.®*” On the same day, he wrote to his friend
Nikolaus Gerbel in Strassburg that, despite the imperial and papal
grimness, he had to go to Wittenberg to throw out the wolf that had
broken into his sheepfold.®®® He identified that wolf which had broken
in, as the Zwickau Prophets. Thus, from Luther& point of view, the
Zwickau Prophetsédoctrine posed the greatest risk to the success of
his cause at this time, and he saw the main threat in the extremely
radical development he now feared. Luther® verdict on the Zwickau
Prophets was clear: | have always expected Satan to plant this sore,
but he did not want to do it through the papists. Among ourselves and
among our own, this serious division was caused.®® Luther had
clearly positioned the Zwickau Prophets as the outright enemies of his
work. Luther maintained this position henceforth.

Now in Wittenberg, the same situation had occurred, as in Zwi-
ckau before, the community favoring the Reformation split. In the case
of Wittenberg, this division ultimately resulted in the splitting of the
entire Reformation movement into a moderate and a radical branch.
With the appearance of the Zwickau Prophets, Luther began to
change his attitude towards Karlstadt: The Zwickau Prophets had

906  WABTr 2, p. 474,81 11.

97 WABTr 2, p. 474,13.

908 WABTr 2, p. 476,10f.

908 WABTr 2, p. 427,1171 119.
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sensitized Luther to the fact that the Reformation movement could
take the wrong direction. Luther may have been informed by
Melanchthon that Frederick the Wise had rigorously rejected the
Zwickau Prophets in his statement of 2 January 1522. Since Duke
George& intervention, Frederick had not been on good terms with
Zwickau. As a matter of principle, Luther did not want to run the risk
of creating in Wittenberg a situation like in Zwickau and thereby
antagonizing the elector. The previous turbulences in Zwickau were
probably no longer associated by Luther solely with Mintzer, but
increasingly with the Zwickau Prophets, and a Zwickau problem for
Wittenberg had to be ruled out. That was Luther® endeavor. The fear
of an undesirable development prompted him to act.

Although the fronts in Wittenberg between Luther and Melanch-
thon, on the one hand, and the Zwickau Prophets, on the other, had
already been staked out by mid-January 1522, the Prophets initially
remained a challenge for Melanchthon, who was obviously unable to
effectively oppose their teachings.

In the short phase leading up to Luther& arrival, the Zwickau
Prophets were able to support Karlstadt® reformatory endeavors. In
this respect, they contributed to further radicalization. They also
established a circle of sympathizers i a congregation i in Witten-
berg, which Stuibner led.®'° Following the Zwickau model of coopera-
tion between the Secta Storchitarum and Muntzer, this group was
supposed to act alongside the Lutheran structures, but not against
them.

As long as the Zwickau Prophets were not definitively eliminated
from the Lutheran Reformation, and thus still hoped to help shape the
process of reformatory change within the framework of the Lutheran
movement, they avoided confrontation and did not choose the course
of separation. Until Luther® return, there had apparently been no
opposition to Luther within the circle founded by the Zwickau Prophets
in Wittenberg i even in the first few days after Luther® return, one of
this group had still spoken favorably of Luther.®*' Apparently, the
followers of the Zwickau Prophets had not been instructed to take a

910 CamMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 51.

911 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 51. (CAMERARIUS: At that time,
one of Marcusdconfidants was asked whether he thought Doctor Luther was
excellent? Whereupon he actually said that it seemed to him as if he had not
heard the voice of a man, but of an angel.)
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negative attitude towards Luther. After the Invocavit Sermons,
however, and in the course of further developments in Wittenberg,
this circle was inevitably at odds with Luther, especially as these
nonconformists were determined to stick to their preconceived
opinions.%*?

Until Luther® reentry into the Wittenberg scene, Storch and espe-
cially Stiibner could accelerate the development that Karlstadt had
long since set in motion, for example by advocating iconoclasm.
However, they had only a short period of time to do so. Luther was
back in Wittenberg from 6 March 1522 and immediately tried control.
Through the Invocavit Sermons, eight in a row,°®® he succeeded
completely. Luther asserted himself and restored the relations of
power in his favor expeditiously.

In March 1522, the dispute regarded not only theological differ-
ences, but also the question of power. Luther denied parts of his own
teachings during this phase, backpedaling. In this situation, he re-
curred the old and was not afraid to appear in a monk®& habit, even
though he was distanced from monastic life.!* Luther& behavior was
probably based on a move to get the whole situation under control
again. Karlstadt was in control of the radical development, and Luther
could not win a competitive battle here. By questioning radicalism,
t hough, he <could di mi niHe bondérmed|
Karlstadt® line with the flimsy argument that consideration had to be
given to the people, specifically to the weak in faith, even while the
people were in no way irritated by this radical development. The
alleged need for restraint towards the weak in faith was probably more
of a pretext than an expression of concern for insecure believers.®*®
The consideration mentioned by Paul in the Bible could, as BARGE said,

stadt

Ahardly be applied to the present si

912 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 51.
913 \WA 10/3, pp. 1i 64.

914 In 1521, during his stay at Wartburg Castle, Luther had written de votis
monasticis Martini Lvtheri ivdicivmd in which he distanced himself from the
monastic system and, not least, affirmed the resignation of monks and nuns from
the monasteries (WA 8, pp. 573i 669).

915 MARTIN BRECHT saw this matter differently: fiThis argument [concern for the weak]
is too serious to be dismissed as a mere tactic or a pretextual reason for some-
thing elsed(BRECHT, MARTIN: Luther und die Wittenberger Reformation wahrend
der Wartburgzeit, in: Martin Luther. Leben, Werk, Wirkung, ed. by GUNTER
VOGLER & SIEGFRIED HOYER & ADOLF LAUBE, Berlin 1983, pp. 73i 90, p. 86).
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Figure 15: Stadtkirche (Town Church) in Wittenberg, where Luther
gave his Invocavit Sermons in 1522.
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substantially r e i nt e °'p AftertLatlier had regained complete
control of the situation in Wittenberg within a few days, his moderate
Reformation position formed the basis on which he could be sure of
the elector® backing. In consternation, Karlstadt stood on the
sidelines. Although he had essentially implemented only what corre-
sponded to Luther® previous teachings, he was marginalized. Karl-
stadt expressed his disappointment in a lamenting letter to his friend
Hektor Pémer: Martin is actually beginning to revoke his own teaching
at this point.®*’

This dispute had been about the leading position in the Reforma-
tion process, and this position was now back with Luther. As Karlstadt
was ostracized, so too were the Zwickau Prophets. Stiibner, who was
the leader of this circle of the Zwickau Prophets in Wittenberg,®'® had
been out of town at the exact time Luther returned, and Storch was in
Wittenberg only sporadically anyway, so that the circle of sympa-
thizers was without leadership at this stage and offered no resistance
to Luther. In any case, the Zwickau Prophets did not represent a
serious opponent for Luther with regard to the question of power.
Although they had found supporters, the time was too short for them
to establish themselves in Wittenberg in the long term. Melanchthon
is likely to have passed on the relevant information to his friends in
Wittenberg in a targeted manner, due to the elector® attitude, of which
he had been aware since the first days of January, and likely as well
to have conveyed Luther®& positioning, so that many doors were
closed to the Zwickau Prophets from the very beginning. Luther®
return further exacerbated this situation. Nevertheless, the group
around Sttibner, to which Cellarius also belonged, agreed to stick to
their own views®'® and to reject Luther® new reformatory orientation.

After Luther had prevailed across the board within a very short
time, his fear of the influence of the Zwickau Prophets diminished.
They no longer posed a threat to him. It was the Zwickau Prophets

916 BARGE: Karlstadt, vol. 1, p. 444.

917 BUBENHEIMER, ULRICH: Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt und seine frankische
Heimat. Mit einem Brief Bodensteins an Hektor Pémer in Nirnberg vom 27. Mérz
1522, in: ULRICH BUBENHEIMER & STEFAN OEHMIG (eds.): Querdenker der
Reformation. Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt und seine frihe Wirkung, Wirz-
burg 2001, pp. 15i 48, p. 46.

918 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 45.

919 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 51.
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who had persuaded Luther to take a radical break: It was not Karlstadt
and not Muntzer who ultimately gave him the reason to curb the
development of the Reformation and steer it in a more moderate
direction, but the Zwickau Prophets.

Despite the situational shift, the Zwickau Prophets still wanted to
make personal contact with Luther to present their teachings i which
is why they had come to Wittenberg. Although Luther& aversion had
become even more entrenched, he prepared, albeit reluctantly, to talk
to the Prophets.®?® He certainly had a special interest in getting to
know them better. While Luther had distanced himself from the three
visitors from Zwickau after receiving Melanchthon® message about
them, the Zwickau Prophets, on the other hand, may not have given
up all hope of convincing Luther of their doctrine. Not least their
experiences with Mintzer and Karlstadt, who had shown themselves
to be open to their teachings, may have fueled the Prophets6hopes
that they would also meet with Luther& interest. However, Luther®
distant attitude since his return from the Wartburg could not have
remained hidden from them, and their expectations were therefore
probably low in advance of the talks.

Between March and presumably May 1522, three d&’rophets Con-
versationsotook place.??! Luther held these discussions with Storch,

920 CamMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 51. (Orig.: [...] aegre [...].)

921 Luther reported on these encounters several times, especially in his letters and
Table Talks. The account in the letters was contemporary, while the records of
Luther& statements at the Table Talks date mainly from the 1530s. The Table
Talks were recorded by various authors, including Conrad Cordatus, who had
previously been a preacher in Zwickau and was familiar with the issues sur-
rounding Storch and the Zwickau Prophets. The Table Talks are a valuable
source with regard to the Zwickau Prophets. Texts by Johannes Aurifaber, who
lived in Luther® house and also co-wrote his talks, were not included in this work,
as Aurifaber made his own additions and these texts are therefore considered
controversial. On the source value of the Table Talks, see JUNGHANS, HELMAR:
Luthers Tischreden. Geschichte ihrer Ausgaben und Editionen, in: KATHARINA
BARENFANGER & VOLKER LEPPIN & STEFAN MICHEL (eds.): Martin Luthers Tisch-
reden. Neuansétze der Forschung, Tubingen 2013, pp. 71 19; LEPPIN, VOLKER:
Erinnerungssplitter. Zur Problematik der Tischreden als Quelle von Luthers
Biographie, in: KATHARINA BARENFANGER & VOLKER LEPPIN & STEFAN MICHEL
(eds.): Martin Luthers Tischreden. Neuansétze der Forschung, Tibingen 2013,
pp. 477 61; SCHAUFELE, WOLF-FRIEDRICH: Zur handschriftlichen Uberlieferung der
Tischreden Martin Luthers und ihrer Edition, in: KATHARINA BARENFANGER &
VOLKER LEPPIN & STEFAN MICHEL (eds.): Martin Luthers Tischreden. Neuansatze
der Forschung, Tibingen 2013, pp. 1137 125; StoLT, BIRGIT: Luthers beliebte
Tischreden und Probleme ihrer Neuausgabe, in: Theologische Literaturzeitung
139 (2014), col. 13671 145.
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Stubner, Drechsel, Cellarius, and Westerburg, with at least one, pos-
sibly two, other unnamed persons present on the side of the Zwickau
Prophets. 922

4.2.1 Luther & Conversation with Stibner and Cellarius

Luther held the first d&rophetsd conversationd with Stubner and
Cellarius. As Storch was only occasionally in Wittenberg, Stiibner had
become the local leader within the Zwickau Prophets 1 probably also
because he knew the town from his student days and was on principle
able to use his acquaintance with Melanchthon in particular for a vari-
ety of contacts. Stiibner apparently had great talent in communicating
the Prophetsé doctrine, so that he quickly succeeded in gaining
followers, including Cellarius, who then rapidly became a zealous
advocate of this doctrine and ultimately played a leading role along-
side Stlibner in this Wittenberg group of the Zwickau Prophets.®%
Although Stlbner had positioned himself contrary to the new
Lutheran line in the course of Luther& reentry into the Wittenberg
scene, Melanchthon still let him stay with him so that he would know
for sure what these people would teach,??* according to CAMERARIUS.
At the beginning of April 1522,%%° Stiibner and Cellarius were
given the opportunity to have a conversation with Luther in the

922 An unnamed person was present at Luther& conversation with Storch and
Westerburg (WABr 2, p. 597,261 28) and CAMERARIUS also reported an unknown
person who had attended Luther® conversation with Stiibner (CAMERARIUS: De
Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, pp. 51f.). In connection with the &rophets Conver-
sations, Luther also mentioned a meeting with Mintzer in his Table Talks (WATr
2, p. 307,15f.) as well as an encounter with a man from Holland who wanted to
discuss a pot of beer or two with him (WATr 3, p. 16,121 14). The latter did not
present any content with the Prophetsddoctrine and is unlikely to have been in
contact with the Zwickau Prophets.

923 CAMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 48. (CAMERARIUS: The leader was
Martin Cellarius.)

924 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 48.

925 This conversation between Luther, Stiibner and Cellarius probably took place
between March 27 and 11 April 1522. Luther had finished his Invocavit Sermons
on March 16. He had not previously mentioned the Zwickau Prophets in his letter
of March 13 to Spalatin (WABr 2, pp. 470f.). On March 17, he had written to
Pastor Hausmann and briefly referred to the Zwickau Prophets, but did not give
any further details (WABr 2, pp. 474f.), allowing the conclusion that he not yet
had any discussions with them at this time. On March 26, Luther again did not
mention the Zwickau Prophets in his letter to Hausmann (WABr 2, pp. 482f.). On
April 12 he then reported to Spalatin on the conversation with Stibner and
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presence of Melanchthon. This conversation was the most interesting
and revealing of all those Luther had with the Zwickau Prophets. The
main point of this conversation was a prophetic sign that Luther
demanded and Stubner presented. For people like the Zwickau Proph-
ets, Luther expected two alternative criteria to prove their legitimacy:
the existence of a proper appointment in office or evidence of a super-
natural sign. He now demanded the latter from Stlbner with the
words: | will not agree with you nor believe you unless you perform
signs.%?¢ Luther had obviously insisted on such a sign: From whom |
persistently demanded a sign,®?’ he confessed in his Table Talks.
When Stibner initially refused Luther& request, Luther challenged
him with the words: My God will forbid your God that you perform a
sign.®?® Stubner then offered, by virtue of spiritual inspiration, to tell
Luther what Luther was currently thinking about in order to provide
the requested sign.®?° Luther agreed and demanded Stiibner reveal
his thoughts, to which Stiibner immediately replied boldly that Luther
was at that moment considering in his thoughts whether the teaching
of the Zwickau Prophets was correct after all T quod sua vera esset
doctrina (that his teaching is right).*®® According to CAMERARIUS,
Stlbner said: So that you [...], Luther, may recognize that | have the
Spirit of God, | will reveal to you what you are currently considering in
your mind i and it is this: You are beginning to be inclined to believe
that my teaching is correct.®®! Luther had indeed thought this at that
moment, as he later admitted, but he was not prepared to admit it
straight away, instead initially denying it and putting Sttibner off until

Cellarius (WABr 2, p. 493,171 29) and on 12 April he mentioned this conversation
in his letter to Johannes Lang (WABr 2, p. 495,411 45). Cellarius left Wittenberg
on April 12. Accordingly, the conversation occurred after 26 March and before
April 12. CAMERARIUS also reported on this conversation, stating that the Zwickau
Prophets had appeared as a threesome (CAMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis
ortv, pp. 51f.).

926 WATr 3, p. 13,28f. (Orig.: Ego tecum non convenio nec credo tibi, nisi signa
feceris.)

927 WATT 2, p. 306,32.

928 WATT 2, p. 306,34f.

928 WATTr 2, p. 307,1f.

930 WATT 2, p. 307,2i 4.

931 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 52. (Orig.: Vt scias [...], Lutere,
me spiritu Dei praeditum esse, ego, quid in animo tuo conceperis, sum
indicaturus, idque est: Te incipere inclinari ad haec vt meam doctrinam veram
esse credas.)
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the next day, only to finally confirm that the latter had got it right T he
had then told him quod res erat (that it was s0),°*? Luther conceded.
At the same time, he hurled the Bible verse from Zechariah 3:2 at
Stubner: The Lord rebuke you, Satan,®? to make it clear that he saw
no divine influences behind Stibner& inspiration.

Due to Luther®& demand for signs, Stibner had felt compelled to
prove his spiritual legitimacy and the correctness of his inspiration in
this way. As his statement was correct, Luther found himself on the
defensive. Based on his own claim and in accordance with the agree-
ment he had made with Stiibner, Luther should have implicitly been
convinced by Stibner. Instead, he insinuated satanic influences i a
view that he confirmed in his letter to Spalatin: We have clearly
convicted Satan.®3* skaLweiT saw this test as a fspiritualistic experi-
mentoand believed that Luther had interpreted the whole event fas a
sign of satanic forces, which he saw at work in the enthusiasts.®* Yet
it was Luther who had called for such an experiment. Nevertheless,
Stibner& approach met with Luther®& fundamental rejection. If
Stubner& prophecy had failed, he would not have received Luther®
approval either.

It can therefore be assumed that Luther would have rejected any
answer. Luther did not accept an open-ended situation; the judgement
was apparently already clear from the outset. Luther had probably
only entered into the agreement on the assumption that Stlbner
would not be able to provide him with the required sign. By virtue of
his own behavior, Luther called himself into question here. Never-
theless, the reception of the event is almost entirely in Luther® favor:
LEoPOLD VON RANKE commented as follows:

firhey [the Prophets] answered him: as proof of their divine mission, they
would tell him what he was thinking at that moment; since he allowed it,
they told him that he now felt an inclination towards them in his soul.
Luther exclaimed: &od punish you, Satan he later admitted that this
had indeed happened to him; but the very fact that they were right he
regarded as a sign of satanic, not divine powers; he dismissed them by,
as it were, challenging their spirit against his God. If we abstract from

932 WATT 2, p. 307,47 6.

933 WATTr 2, p. 307,61 8. (Orig.: [...] increpet in te Dominus, Satan.)
934 WABT 2, p. 495,44f.

935 SKALWEIT: Reformation, p. 157.
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the brusqueness of his expression, this struggle between two opposing
spirits, a corrupting and a protecting genius, has a deep, grandiose
truth. P36

RANKE meant to say that Luther had the right spirit, but Stiibner and
the Zwickau Prophets had the wrong one. WILHELM ZIMMERMANN also
mentioned this incident in his description of the Peasantsé War,
although refraining from judgement:

fLuther rejected them [the Zwickau Prophets]; but when they told him,
as proof of their heavenly mission and their gifts, what he was thinking
at the moment, and when they were right in saying that he felt an
inclination towards them at that moment, then even Luther had to admit
to them spirit, special inherent powers, but he only saw in them not
divine, but demonic, satanic powers6d3’

As ZIMMERMANN explained, some saw the spirit of God at work here,
while others saw a fimagic spirita®®

Luther summarized the occurrence as Stubner& attempt to con-
vince him of this doctrine in a doubtful way: The prophet Marcus
wanted to draw me over to his way of thinking in a dubious way.%3

Luther® conversation with Stiibner also contained other striking
components. Before Stubner revealed Luther® thoughts, he had
initially responded to Luther& request for signs with the remark that
he, Luther, would see enough signs:®* In 7 years you will see signs!
T which Luther subsequently interpreted as a reference to the Peas-
antsOWar: And the peasantsorevolt soon followed.*** However, the
PeasantsdWar took place after three years, not seven.

As Luther explained, Stibner developed his theory of talent,
coarseness, sensitivity, boredom®?2 in the course of the conversation
and thus presented a doctrine of stages®® of personal sanctification,

936 RANKE, LEOPOLD VON: Deutsche Geschichte im Zeitalter der Reformation. Unge-
kiurzte Textausgabe, Vienna 1934 [18391 1843], p. 255.

937 ZIMMERMANN, WILHELM: Der groRRe deutsche Bauernkrieg. Volksausgabe, repr.,
Berlin 1989 [1891/1841i 1843], p. 167.

938  ZIMMERMANN: Bauernkrieg, p. 167.

938 WATT 4, p. 483,9f.

940 WATT 2, p. 306,32f.

941 WATT 3, pp. 13,291 14,1.

942 WATT 3, p. 15,8f.

943 OTTO BRANDT interpreted this stage theory as follows: firhis mental process
begins with d@nburdeningg in which the person puts off the gross sins. It
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whereby, according to Luther, Stiibner emphasized his ability to
recognize the respective spiritual stage that the believer had reached:
When | look at someone, | can recognize what kind of talent [spiritual
ability] he has,®* Stibner had stated. In response to Luther& enquiry
as to what talent he, Luther, had, Stibner apparently did not hesitate
to attest that the headman of the Reformation was only in the first
degree, certifying that he could still attain a higher degree, which he,
Stlibner, had already achieved.®*® Stiibner thus placed Luther below
his own clerical rank. Stiibner® respect for Luther does not appear to
have been particularly great.

An understanding was not possible on this basis. From Luther&
point of view, no common ground could be found, so he definitely
wanted to distance himself from such Prophets, especially as he had
realized that Stlibner was not prepared to be taught and instructed by
him. According to Luther, the latter replied to such attempts: God
himself shall not take away my teaching!®* Although it was primarily
Stibner who led the conversation, Cellarius also had his say,
although Luther, according to his own statement, initially had no
intention of talking to him.®*” According to Luther, Cellarius then
wanted to flatter him by saying that his calling was higher than that of
the apostles.®® But Luther, as he explained, had clearly expressed
his view with the words: Oh, what am | compared to the apostles!®*
When he had not responded to Cellariuso flattery, the latter then,
according to Luther, insulted him far more violently than he had initially
flattered him.%° Cellarius would have been completely furious,®! as
Luther reported. For Luther, Cellarius was boastful and proud,®?
concluding, He pretended great holiness and wanted to make me
greater than an apostle. [...] | also think he cheated me.%3

progresses via @stonishment§ where the person reflects on sin and grace, to
&tudyd where the person endeavors to improve, and ends in doredomq the
complete falling asleep of feeling and willo(ThMB, pp. 26f.).
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Luther concluded that the spirit of the new prophets exhibited
proudly and unruly behavior, that these Prophets would not listen to
him, and that they were spreading false doctrine. He had only endured
the discussions with them, he then told Spalatin.®®* Luther drew the
conclusion from the dispute with Stiibner and Cellarius that they had
a different God than he, namely Satan, whom he had exposed.®®

The main point of the conversation was the question of proofing
the legitimization, which Luther demanded by way of proof of a super-
natural sign.®*® However, Luther® behavior seems questionable at
this point.

RIEGLER explained,

"Luther demands here an extraordinary ability, namely the gift of
miracles and the working of miracles, which he neither possessed nor
performed, and shows himself here in the most striking contradiction
with himself, in that he used all kinds of twists and turns to help himself
out of a tight spot.i?57

Luther® position also seems strange with regard to the second com-
ponent of the proof of legitimacy generally advocated by Luther,
namely formal appointment to office. Anyone of the kind of these
Zwickau Prophets would, as Luther later stated, be unmasked with
reference to the vocation i who had instructed them to sneak in or
come and preach in the conventicle.®*® He was convinced that this
one thing (that they came sneaking in without orders and without
being asked) showed them to be the devil& messengers and
teachers.%°

In this context, the question arises as to how Luther judged his
own vocation at the time: As a priest, he was in the line of apostolic

94 \WABF 2, p. 493,17f.

955 WABT 2, p. 495,44f.

956 For Luther, the question of vocation was of great importance. According to Ros-
SLER, Luther made a fundamental distinction between fthe vocatio immediata of
the prophets and apostles, who were called directly by God, and the vocatio
mediata, which takes place through peopled (ROssLER, DIETRICH: Grundrif3 der
Praktischen Theologie, 2nd edn., Berlin / New York 1994 [1986], p. 122).

97 RIEGLER, JOHANN GEORG: Christ-katholische Dogmatik, historisch, biblisch,
patristisch, symbolisch, polemisch-apologetisch, praktisch dargestellt, 2. Teil:
Generelle Dogmatik, Bamberg 1846, p. 553.

958 WA 30/3, p. 518,151 17.

959 WA 30/3, p. 518,191 21.
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succession and thus ultimately commissioned by the pope, whom he
considered to be the Antichrist and by whom he had been excom-
municated. The imperial authority had outlawed him, and when he left
Wartburg Castle in 1522, he was by no means summoned by the
elector. Nevertheless, Luther believed that he could derive the funda-
mental legitimization of his appointment from the papal and imperial
orders and his sworn office, as he later explained.®®® With regard to
the Zwickau Prophets, however, he was convinced that he had
caused them distress with the question of their calling: Vocation hurts
the devil very much. When Storkius, the Zwickau fanatic and the like
came to us, we drove them into a corner with nothing else but the
vocation i by whom they had been called to teach.%?

Luther® rigorous rejection of the Zwickau Prophets was rein-
forced by his conversation with Stiibner and Cellarius. In his eyes,
these Prophets were simply fanatics and enthusiasts with whom he
wanted nothing to do. His initial apprehensions, which he already had
at Wartburg Castle after Melanchthon®& communication, were now
confirmed. Without missing any of the clarity of his stance, he
commented in his Table Talks: | was talking to the devil incarnate back
then, when | was talking to Markus [Stibner], Martin Cellarius, and
the Stork.%?2

4.2.2 Luther & Conversation with Storch and Westerburg

Shortly after the conversation with Stibner and Cellarius, Storch
came to Luther.®® In principle, this conversation would have been the
most important, as Storch was the intellectual head of the Zwickau
Prophetsod doctrine. However, Storch had not been able to gain a
meaningful foothold in Wittenberg, as he was only occasionally in the
city and could stay there only to limited extent i less freely.®®* The
latter limitation may have arisen from fear of persecution in Wittenberg
after his escape from Zwickau. He surely knew nothing of the elector®
basic attitude of initially not wanting to use official force against the

960 WA 31/1, p. 212,107 12.

91 WATT 1, p. 34,211 24.

%2 \WATT 1, p. 153,26f.

93 WATT 2, p. 307,9.

964 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 46.
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Prophets.®® After the course of the previous conversation between
Luther, Stubner, and Cellarius, all those involved must have entered
this meeting with low expectations. It was presumably the interest in
getting to know each other personally that led to this conversation
taking place at all.

Storch appeared accompanied by Westerburg and another,
unnamed person.®®® According to Luther, the conversation primarily
centered on the question of baptism. As Luther said, Storch constantly
spoke about baptism, but then raised the question, What is baptism
supposed to do? A handful of water [...] will not wash the soul.%’
Luther concluded that Storch was mocking the idea that a handful of
water could save people and lead to eternal salvation, whereupon
Luther declared that he did not agree with Storch& opinion and
affirmed that this water, in conjunction with the Word of God, could
bring about the salvation of the soul.®®® Luther was convinced that
Storch was driven by a frivolous spirit and was contradicting him-
self,°%° especially as Storch had obviously emphasized the question
of baptism, on the one hand, and apparently weakened the impor-
tance of baptism, on the other. However, Storch presumably wanted
to clarify that the question of baptism was not about an external
gesture and that he fundamentally rejected the sacramental nature of
baptism.

Luther also expressed his astonishment with regard to the clothing:
Storch had appeared like a lansquenet and the unknown participant
had worn a long robe.*”® This appearance was clearly important to
Luther, because in his treatise &ider die himmlischen Propheten6
(Against the Heavenly Prophets) he said that the Prophets wanted
people to wear grey clothes.®”* WaGNER also later referred to Storch®
grey clothing as a striking sign of his public appearance in his treatise
on Storch.®”2 Whether Storch wanted to express something specific

985 MULLER, NIKOLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 144.

966  WABT 2, p. 597,261 28.

%7 WA 37, p. 176,31f.

98 WATT 2, p. 307,111 14.

99  WABr 2, p. 597,30.

970 WABr 2, p. 597,261 28.

971 WA 18, p. 137,25.

972 WAGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 21a. As MARCUS WAGNER reported, Storch wore
a long, grey coat and a hat with a wide brim. A report by the Nuremberg
magistrate from 1527 shows that Hans Hut dressed similarly: his clothing
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with this appearance or wore the same clothes for reasons of practi-
cality cannot be determined. However, since the other participant,
who was not named, had also worn a long coat, conspicuously for
Luther 1 Claus Storck [...], accompanied by another in a long coat®”®
T this clothing was probably indeed a sign of publicity. However, in
view of the fact that the Prophets did not rely on violence at this or any
later time, no militancy can be inferred from this garb.

When Luther spoke about Stibner, Storch is said to have replied
that Stiibner could say whatever he wanted.®”* In his letter to Spalatin,
Luther mentioned that Storch and Stiibner were of different opinions:
And the man disagreed with Marcus and Thome on almost every-
thing.%”®> What Westerburg and the other, unnamed participant
contributed to the conversation is not known. Luther, however, spoke
favorably of Westerburg to Spalatin and expressed his regret that this
outstanding young man from Cologne had fallen into the clutches of
the Prophets, but he would hope that Westerburg would soon develop
in a healthy way.®® Storch, on the other hand, was a superficial
person in Luther® eyes.”’

Ultimately, this dialogue brought no rapprochement, but on the
contrary, it only deepened the rift. Storch must have lost the last,
vague hope of winning Luther over to his doctrine. Luther& harsh and
devastating judgement was clear: This is how Satan plays with peo-
ple.o"

consisted of a grey overcoat and, depending on the occasion, a black or grey
wide hat and grey trousers (QGT, vol. 5: Bayern, 2. Abteilung, Reichsstadte:
Regensburg, Kaufbeuren, Rothenburg, Nordlingen, Schweinfurt, Weienburg,
ed. by KARL SCHORNBAUM, Gitersloh 1951, p. 8,281 30). However, Hut did not
want to prescribe a binding dress code for Anabaptists (GUDERIAN, HANS: Die
Taufer in Augsburg. Ihre Geschichte und ihr Erbe. Ein Beitrag zur 2000-Jahr-
Feier der Stadt Augsburg, Pfaffenhofen 1984, pp. 42f.). It is doubtful whether the
wearing of grey clothing was associated with fsoluntary humiliation and
renunciation of the worldg which, according to Christian iconography, the color
grey was intended to express, especially among the Franciscans (Article
Farbensymbolik, in: HANNELORE SACHS & ERNST BADSTUBNER & HELGA NEUMANN:
Christliche Ikonographie in Stichworten, 7th edn., Munich / Berlin 1998 [1973],
pp. 133i 135, p. 135).
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4.2.3 Luther & Conversation with Drechsel

The meeting between Luther and Drechsel occurred after the conver-
sation with Storch®”® and was probably brief. A certain Drechsler came
to me, commented Luther in the Table Talks on his discussion with
Drechsel.®® Tornator was Luther& Latin term for Drechsel, and he
assumed that he was primarily under the influence of Stiibner.%!

While the other conversations were planned, this one seems to
have come about spontaneously on Drechsel& initiative, as Luther
noted that he was just about to leave his house when Drechsel ap-
proached him quite cheekily.%82

Drechsel wanted to convince Luther of his visions and said:
Doctor, | have a message for you.%® He shared his spiritual visions
with him and emphasized that he knew by virtue of his divine mission
that God was angry with this world.*®* He would derive the latter from
the visionary show of a cloud that had been revealed to him as a
supernatural inspiration.®®® Luther, however, did not consider
Drechsel® statements to be divinely inspired, explaining that it was
already written in the Bible that God was angry with this world: It is
known from the whole of Scripture that God is angry with the world.%8®
When he then sharply admonished Drechsel not to play with the name
of God,%" Luther said, the latter replied in a rage that Wittenberg
would perish in six weeks.®®® Qutraged, Drechsel left with the state-
ment: Anyone who doesnd say what Luther wants to hear must be
considered a fool!%°

According to Luther® conviction, Drechsel could not be dissuaded
from his doctrine any more than Sttibner.®® Drechsel had not minced
his words and said what was probably circulating in the radical circles
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in Wittenberg, namely the criticism of Luther& claim to the monopoly
of opinion in matters of doctrine.%!

Luther®@ comments on his conversation with Drechsel reveal a
characteristic and fundamental feature of his confrontation with the
Zwickau Prophets: Luther made it clear that he did not need these
prophecies and visions. The written word of God, in which everything
was said, was sufficient: Should he tell me something that | did not
already know,*®? was his comment on Drechsel.

4.3 Karlstadt and the Zwickau Prophets

The Zwickau Prophets were fundamentally keen to come into contact
with leading figures in the Reformation. In this respect, Karlstadt must
also have been their favorite interest as a representative of radical
Wittenberg developments.

Karlstadt, whose real name was Andreas Rudolf Bodenstein,
named himself after his birthplace, the Franconian town of Karlstadt,
where he was born in 1486 and grew up in a wealthy family.®%® Karl-
stadt had embarked on an ecclesiastical career and was ordained a
priest in 1510. In 1499, he enrolled at the University of Erfurt, from
where he went to Cologne and finally to Wittenberg in 1505. In the
same year, he obtained his Magister Artium degree and was appointed
professor in 1511. Luther received his doctorate from him in 1512.%%
Together with Luther, he took part in the Leipzig Disputation in 1519,
but was immediately overshadowed by Luther. He was then temporar-
ily in Denmark, before returning to Wittenberg in June 1521, where he
became a central figure in the Reformation, which became increase-
ingly radical during Luther& absence. Karlstadt tended to follow a
more radical Reformation course than Luther, but believed himself to
be in harmony with Luther. The provisional climax of Karlstadt®

91 The provost of Stendal, Wolfgang Redorffer (d. 1559), reported similarly on
Luther& dominance (LAuBk: Flugschriften gegen die Reformation (15187 1524),
pp. 418,351 419,9).

992 WATT 5, p. 249,6f.

993 BURNETT, AMY NELSON: Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt (14861 1541), in: IRENE
DINGEL & VOLKER LEPPIN (eds.): Reformatorenlexikon, Darmstadt 2014, pp. 451
51, p. 45.

994 BARGE: Karlstadt, vol. 1, p. 70. BARGE has provided a comprehensive account of
Karlstadt® life. See BARGE, HERMANN: Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt, 2 vols.,
2nd edn., Nieuwkoop 1968 [1905].
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radicalization was the Last Supper &ub utraquebon 25 December
1521 in the packed Castle Church (Schlosskirche) in Wittenberg. 9°

Karlstadt was pulling the strings of the Wittenberg movement at
the time, which is why he was of particular interest to the Zwickau
Prophets, and they had sought contact with him. As Ulscenius wrote
to CapiTo (14781 1541) on 1 January 1522, the Zwickau Prophets had
already spoken to Karlstadt at this time, just a few days after their
arrival in Wittenberg.®® Johannes Briesmann (1488i 1549), Lutheran
pastor in Konigsberg, also mentioned in his letter to Luther that the
Prophets had been in contact with Karlstadt during their stay in Wit-
tenberg at the beginning of 1522: | remember having seen this man
[Gerhard Westerburg] in Wittenberg in Karlstadt® house more than
20 years ago, when at that time those fanatics Nicolaus Storcsius and
a certain Marcus from Zwickau were spreading their teachings.%’
CAMERARIUS spoke of the fact that the Zwickau Prophets could count
on the support of some influential men, including Karlstadt.*®

Karlstadt, unlike Luther, did not see himself attacked in his theo-
logical way of thinking by the Zwickau Prophets, but rather strength-
ened in his radicalism, as Spalatin explained: Over this, Doctor
Andres Bodenstein von Karlstadt and others became even more
determined to take both elements of the reverend sacrament, and to
storm, burn and do away with the images and paintings.®®° CAMERARIUS
also reported that the Zwickau Prophets in Wittenberg had advocated
changes in the handling of the Eucharist and demanded the rigorous
removal of the images:

They absolutely wanted two things to be changed immediately: they
demanded a different rite for the Eucharist and they insisted on the
removal of the images and statues placed in the churches. They not

995 BARGE: Karlstadt, vol. 1, pp. 357i 361. With regard to the question of Gub
utraqued(both elements) in the Lord®& supper: In the course of Luther® return to
Wittenberg in 1522, sub una was again served; &ub utraquedwas only to be
permitted in exceptional cases (JUNGHANS, HELMAR: Freiheit und Ordnung bei
Luther wahrend der Wittenberger Bewegung und der Visitationen. Franz Lau
zum 65. Geburtstag, in: Theologische Literaturzeitung. Monatsschrift fiir das
gesamte Gebiet der Theologie und Religionswissenschaft 97 (1972), col. 95i
104, col. 99).

9% MULLER, NIKOLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 136.
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998  CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 49.

999 CyPRIAN: Spalatini Annales, p. 52.
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only wanted them torn down and taken away, but also publicly removed
and demolished or burnt in contempt because of the idolatry committed
by worshipping them.1000

In January 1522, a contract was reached between Karlstadt and the
Wittenberg city council regarding the removal of the images. Karlstadt
and the Zwickau Prophets were probably largely in agreement
regarding the handling of images.

Karlstadt seems to have shown a fundamental openness to the
Zwickau Prophetséteachings. His writing at the time on the Old Tes-
tament prophet Malachi, in which he explained with regard to
prophetic elements that God had sent all his Prophets in this way,1°%
shows a corresponding influence. Overall, however, the positions of
the Zwickau Prophets were considerably more radical than Karl-
stadt®.

Ultimately, the collaboration between Karlstadt and the Prophets
was not very intensive, as the time until Luther& reappearance was
relatively short. When Luther returned from the Wartburg Castle and
soon took the reins again, neither Karlstadt nor the Zwickau Prophets
could influence the Wittenberg Reformation process. Even close
cooperation would not have changed this, and in any case, after
Luther® dominant appearance, any connection between the Zwickau
Prophets and Karlstadt ultimately represented a coalition of losers
from which nothing could be made to shape the Reformation process.
Nevertheless, the Zwickau Prophets continued to maintain contact
with Karlstadt. Westerburg in particular, who was related to Karlstadt
through his marriage of Karlstadt® sister-in-law,%%? had excellent
relations with him.

Luther was thus convinced of Storch& influence on Karlstadt.
However, the collaboration he feared between the Zwickau Prophets
and Karlstadt had only existed for a short time in Wittenberg, which is
why the Zwickau Prophets had only a rudimentary influence on the
development of the Reformation there.

1000 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 49.

1001 KARLSTADT, ANDREAS: Predig oder Homilien vber den Propheten Malachiam
genant. Andres Boden. von Carolstat. In der Christlichen stat Wittemberg, Augs-
burg 1522, fol. A2b.

1002 WABr 10, p. 211,23; BARGE, HERMANN: Andreas Bodenstein von Karlstadt, vol.
2: Karlstadt als Vorkampfer des laienchristlichen Puritanismus, 2nd edn.,
Nieuwkoop 1968 [1905], p. 18.
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4.4 The Failure of the Zwickau Prophets in Wittenberg

Ultimately, Luther foiled the Zwickau Prophetsdattempt to help shape
the Reformation process in Wittenberg. By mid-March 1522, Luther
was once again firmly in control of the Reformation process. Anyone
who lacked his favor was an outsider and was ousted from the
mainstream of the Reformation movement, which he dominated.
Luther® judgement of the Zwickau Prophets was devastating already
following the delivery of Melanchthon& initial information. His direct
discussions with them cemented this position: Their doctrine went
beyond Scripture and was also contrary to Scripture,'®® he told
Spalatin. He summarized that he had dealt with the devil in the flesh
in his conversations with Stiibner, Cellarius, and Storch.1%

When Luther and the elector had learned of the appearance of the
Prophets in Wittenberg, both immediately set out on a course of
confrontation in an attempt to limit their influence. To justify his de-
parture from Wartburg Castle, Luther had expressed his fear to the
elector on 5 March 1522 that the devil wanted to take the place com-
pletely.1°%® He was referring to the Zwickau Prophets, not to Karlstadt,
because everything that Karlstadt had initiated up to the Prophetsé
appearance was, in Luther& previous judgement, compatible with his
own reformatory ideas and had pleased him. He saw the danger in
the teachings of the Zwickau Prophets, especially in the feared collab-
oration between them and Karlstadt.

The distancing of the elector i who had not only been warned of
the Zwickau Prophets by Melanchthon& letter of 27 December 1521,
but already in the course of Hausmann® letter to Duke John of 18
December 1521, when the latter had subsequently informed his
brother Frederick the Wise of the Zwickau events i combined with
Luther& harsh condemnation of their theological positions. In conse-
quence, the Zwickau Prophets were denied access to church and
social life in Wittenberg and could be only marginally active.'°°® Even

1003 WABF 2, p. 493,25. (Orig.: [...] vitra & contra scripturas.)
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1006 johann Pfab a student from Zwickau, reported to Mihlpfort on the events in
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assumed that the Prophets from Zwickau did not immediately become very well
known in Wittenberg.
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though the elector had initially reacted with a certain amount of
restraint, his attitude was unmistakable: they were Picards in his
eyes.1%7 Luther, on the other hand, had the full support of the authori-
ties, and with his reentry into the Wittenberg scene, the situation of
the Zwickau Prophets had become hopeless.

The course for a radicalization of the Wittenberg development had
already been set by Karlstadt before the appearance of the Prophets,
so that Storch and his friends had essentially only contributed to an
intensification of the radical tendencies, whereby a distinct form of
radicalism was represented by the Zwickau Prophets than had previ-
ously been expressed in the Wittenberg movement. Karlstadt had not
raised the question of baptism, and the special effects of the Spirit
had not been discussed. A qualitatively different radicalism was
inherent in the doctrine of the Zwickau Prophets than in the Witten-
berg movement under Karlstadt.

Despite the short period of time between their first appearance at
the end of December 1521 and Luther return, the Zwickau Prophets
had attracted attention and approval i as CAMERARIUS testified, they
were welcomed by most, %% and Stiibner persuaded quite a few
people to adopt his views.10%° All contemporary reports on the Zwickau
Prophets suggest that they had met with approval from many and
found numerous followers.

After Luther decided the question of power in his favor within a
very short space of time in March 1522, he blocked any radical orien-
tation and set priorities that neither Karlstadt nor the Zwickau Proph-
ets wanted to support.

In doing so, Luther returned to positions that he had previously left
behind and which he now instrumentalized. He emphatically claimed
primacy for himself. He had obviously changed at Wartburg Castle,
his &?athmosoé In BARGE® judgement of the situation then, fiNobody
dared to openly contradict Lutherii®® Yet the Wittenberg citizen
Valten Bader had not hesitated to publicly wish Luther out of the city
and was the mouthpiece of many.1°

1007 MULLER, NIKoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 143.
1008 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 46.
1009 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 48.
1010 BarGE: Karlstadt, vol. 1, pp. 446f.

1011 OeHMmIG: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 125.
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Karlstadt& motive for the radicalization of the Reformation proc-
ess was not to act in competition or confrontation with Luther i he had
always considered himself to be in line with Luther in his activities.
Storch did not want a confrontation either, but rather to win Luther over
to his ideas. The break came instead from Luther. If the Zwickau
Prophets had hoped on their way to Wittenberg to convince Luther,
this hope wilted: During their stay in Wittenberg, they were in the end
labeled outsiders, heretics, and sectarians. The attempt to gain a
foothold in Wittenberg had failed.

Luther® rejection caused the Reformation to split. While the
conflict among the supporters of the Reformation in Zwickau was both
a local matter and a manifest contrast between the conventicle scene
and church structures, in Wittenberg it was about the Reformation
movement as a whole. Luther recognized fundamental differences
between his theology and the doctrine of the Zwickau Prophets and
was convinced that these Prophets would jeopardize his entire work,
such that he rigorously rejected their teachings. In his chronicle of
heretics, GOTTFRIED ARNOLD assessed the confrontation between Luther
and the Zwickau Prophets as a serious turning point in the still young
Reformation: The first split occurred among the Lutherans with people
who were called enthusiasts and new Prophets.1912

Storch in particular no longer had a public platform to spread the
Prophetsddoctrine, as he had at times previously in Zwickau and as
he had hoped for on a larger scale through Luther. The opposite
transpired. Storch was relegated to a status similar to that of a
medieval heretic. The Wittenberg appearance signaled a decisive

turning point for the Zwickau Prophets 7 Lut her 6 s @t

shattered their plans to exert supra-regional influence and contour the
Lutheran reformation process.

1012 ARNOLD, GOTTFRIED: Ketzer-Historie, Teil 2, p. 227.
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5 Separate Paths after the Failure
in Wittenberg

After their failure in Wittenberg, the Zwickau Prophets finally had no
place in the Lutheran reformatory process, so they now took the path
of separation. In the course of their further activities, they no longer
proceeded as a group, but as individual actors.

5.1 Storch® Wandering

After his most recent conversation with Luther, Storch was no longer
able to work in Wittenberg. As he was in implicit danger of being called
to account by the authorities due to his escape from Zwickau, he had
no choice but to lead the life of a travelling missionary. From then on,
he had to find niches and operate largely in secret to spread his
teachings and, later, even to survive. The alternative would have been
to recant, which was out of the question for Storch.

Storch had become persona non grata more quickly than Mintzer
and Karlstadt. While Miuntzer could still preach to princes in July 1524
and Karlstadt was expelled from Orlamiinde®®® only in September
1524, Storch was deprived of all ground in Zwickau as early as 1521
and then in Wittenberg in the course of 1522.

After the PeasantsOWar, not least as a result of the mandates
against the Anabaptist movement, this situation worsened further. In
the end, it did not matter that Storch, unlike Mintzer, had never dared
to take the big political plunge, nevertheless, he was deemed a
dangerous rebel. Possibly after the Peasants6War, but in any case in
the course of the extensive persecution of the Anabaptists, the
authorship of the Zwickau Prophetsédoctrine alone would have been
reason enough to burn him at the stake.'®* As Melanchthon
explained, Elector Frederick the Wise had already turned his wrath
against Storch in 1522: Prince Frederick was very angry with
Storch.1°*® Storch had to go underground and lead a wandering life,
but he managed to survive.

1013 QOrlamiinde, see here the map on p. 221.
1014 See also WAPPLER: Muntzer, p. 90.
1015 MBW T 4/1, p. 60,10f.
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Figure 16: The area around the River Saale, where Storch spent some time.

After he left Wittenberg, the focus of his new activities was in the
Saxon-Thuringian area,'%*®where he began to develop his activities
as an Anabaptist. Melanchthon reported that Storch wandered around
secretly and was thus able to gather people convinced of his teach-
ings in many places.t0%’

Starting in 1523, he is said to have begun baptizing his followers.
As Chytraus (1568) explained, Storch started the Anabaptist sect in
1523.1018 wacNER (1596) also reported that Storch, as a false proph-
et,91° took steps towards rebaptism in Thuringia in 1523 by advising
people that they should be baptized again.'®?° wWacner spoke of
Nicolaus Storck in Alich.1%2t Major Anabaptist activities appear to have
happened in the village of Alich near Erfurt. In 1527, more than 20

1016 The Thuringian region was divided geographically into various dominions, with
the Saxon dukes occupying a dominant position.

1017 MeLANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 64a.
1018 CHyTRAUS: Auslegung, fol. b3a.

1019 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 10a.
1020 WagGNEeR: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 23b.

1021 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 10a. Alich, near Erfurt, is now spelt Alach. Alach
was part of the territory of the Electorate of Mainz; since the twelfth century there
had been a monastic estate of the Benedictines from Erfurt. Alach, see here the
map on p. 221.
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people were baptized there,°?? and in 1534 an interrogation took
place with 15 baptized people'®?® i a connection with Storch& activi-
ties can be assumed.

Apparently, Storch initially wandered primarily through the
Thuringian region. He stayed in the area around Gotha and Erfurt,
including in the Electorate of Mainz dominion there,'°?* as well as in
Orlamiinde and in the Vogtland,%% then later in Hof, as well as in
Upper and Lower Germany.'°%® TheoeaLD& (1623) assertion that
Storch travelled to the Meissen region and then tried to find a place to
stay with his followers in Joachimsthal under the Counts Schlick,
which they refused, is less likely.1°?” On the other hand, Storch may
have occasionally stayed near Zwickau to maintain contact with the
Secta Storchitarum. Although Storch only had very limited oppor-
tunities to spread his teachings, he seems to have succeeded in
finding numerous interested people during this phase and winning
them over to his faith. Melanchthon was convinced that Storch had
reached quite a few [...] people through his cumulative work,°?® and
CAMERARIUS spoke of numerous seduced people.0?®

According to WAGNER, Storch preferably visited festive events or
children& baptisms, as well as taverns and funfairs, to win over the
poor, incomprehensible laymen [...] for his teachings through his
sweet, lovely, profound apocalyptic sermons,®® and with them he
then held conventicles, meetings, and brotherhood gatherings and
practiced the spiritual doctrine.*®! These people were then accepted
into a covenant, with their names entered in a distorted register
Bible.1%%2 According to WAGNER, Storch thus gained many followers
and incited them to rebellion, also influencing men such as Muntzer,

1022 WapPLER, PAUL: Die Stellung Kursachsens und des Landgrafen Philipp von
Hessen zur Tauferbewegung, Minster 1910, p. 131.

1023 WappLER: Tauferbewegung, p. 365.

1024 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 10a.

1025 WacGNEeR: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 23a.

1026 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 10b.

1027 TheoBALD: Widertaufferischer Geist, p. 26. Joachimsthal in Bohemia, see here
the map on p. 61.

1028 MELANCHTHON: Brevis, fol. 102 b.

1029 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 44.

1030 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 10a.

1031 WacGNEeR: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 10b.

1032 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 10b.
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Hatzer, Pfeiffer, and STrauss.'*® Based on Storch& teachings, writ-
ten in eight articles, many peasants would have joined the revolt.1034
WAGNER placed these eight articles i Nicolaus Storck® articles 1 at
the center of his report on Storch, claiming that these articles were
binding for all of Storch& followers and were intended to establish an
empire.1%% WaGNER®& source for these articles is unknown. STEINMETZ
assumed that the content had been revised by WaGNER and that the
articles were based on an older tradition from various sources.'*¢ The
eight articles were probably not entirely fictitious, as various contents
can be verified. However, even if a significant part of these eight
articles were WAGNER® inventions, they still carry weight, as they were
of lasting importance in terms of the reception of Storch and his entire
movement, and they shaped opinions regarding the Zwickau Proph-
ets. For example, WapPLER listed all eight articles almost unabridged
in his essay on the Prophets,'®" as did OtTo BRaNDT in his MUntzer
edition.'%%® Furthermore, TscHACKERT published a brief summary of all
articles in ADB,'%*® and EgserT claimed, AWe are quite well informed
about the world of thought of the &@wickau Prophets§ as the dight
Articlesdby Nikolaus Storch have been handed down.it%° Nerverthe-
less, the validity of a significant proportion of WAGNERG statements
about Storch& activities is doubtful.

In the eight articles that Storch supposedly made the basis of his
covenant, statements were made about marriage, government,
baptism, the so-called inner word, and free will.

1033 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 10a. Ludwig Hatzer and Heinrich Pfeiffer were
radicals, and JAkOB STRAUSS can also be counted among the radicals. On Ludwig
Hatzer, see GOETERS, J. F. GERHARD: Ludwig Hatzer (ca. 1500 bis 1529).
Spiritualist und Antitrinitarier. Eine Randfigur der frihen Téauferbewegung,
Gutersloh 1957; on Heinrich Pfeiffer, see Merx, OTT0: Thomas Munzer und
Heinrich Pfeiffer 15231 1525. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des Bauernkrieges in
Thiringen, Teil 1: Thomas Minzer und Heinrich Pfeiffer bis zum Ausbruch des
Bauernkrieges, Gottingen 1889; on JAKOB STRAUSS, see BOSSERT, GUSTAV:
Strauss, Jakob, in: ADB 36 (1893), pp. 5351 538.

1034 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 11b.

1035 WacGNEeR: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 11a.

1036 STEINMETZ: Miintzerbild, p. 161.

1037 WapPLER: MUntzer, pp. 81i 86.

1038 ThMB, pp. 53i 59.

1039 TscHACKERT: Storch, p. 443. ADB = Allgemeine Deutsche Biographie (Universal
German Biography).

1040 EgeRT, KLAUS: Thomas Miintzer. Von Eigensinn und Widerspruch, Frankfurt am
Main 1987, p. 85.
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The first three articles dealt with marriage. The central statement
was that one should not keep a marriage covenant [...], everyone
should take wives as often as the carnal desire overcomes him.1% In
another passage, WAGNER explained, So the devil also intervenes
terribly on the other side through the Anabaptists Storck, Mntzer,
Hatzer, Hubmaier, and all their followers and teaches that one should
take women as often as one desires.%*? A plump strategy of disavowal
seems to have been employed here. ZscHABITz stated, firhis com-
pletely contradicts the vita, according to which the sectarians recom-
mended particular care when choosing a husband.#%? SteinmETZ
surmised that with regard to the writing of these marriage articles, the
so-called d-riends of the bloodd (Blutsfreunde)'*** had provided the
fimpetus for the formulationfi®*> These driends of the blooddwere
accused of cristiren,% that is, promiscuous behavior in the course of
religious rituals. However, as the same sect of the d-riends of the
bloodddid not appear near Erfurt until around 1550, it is not possible
to establish a factual link to the year 1523, so to the Zwickau Prophets.
This defamatory portrayal by WacNER fits in with the widespread bad
habit at the time of accusing the protagonists of the various religious
fractions of libertine behavior in the course of the debate, whereby
dubious statements were not spared.'®’ Heresiology was always

1041 WacGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 11a.
1042 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 35a.

1043 ZscHABITZ, GERHARD: Zur mitteldeutschen Wiedertauferbewegung nach dem
grofRen Bauernkrieg, Berlin 1958, p. 137.

1044 These so-called d-riends of the bloodddo not appear to have been Anabaptists.
As the accused Hans Kindervater affirmed during the interrogation, children were
baptized in this sect: People were doing him and his society an injustice by
calling them Anabaptists, because they would not be baptized in any other way.
He also said that they had their children baptized for the sake of the people.
(WappPLER: Tauferbewegung, p. 485). It should be noted that in the case of the
d-riends of the blood§ confessions were forced under torture. Some of the state-
ments about the libertine behavior of the d-riends of the bloodéwere probably
invented.

1045 STEINMETZ: Miintzerbild, p. 161.

1046 WappPLER: Tauferbewegung, p. 484; pp. 1897 206.

1047 Thomas Mintzer was also accused of such misdemeanors (WATr 1, p. 37,221
25). Because the heretical groups often met at night seems to have fueled the
imagination of their opponents, which is why, for example, they were asked
during the interrogation in 1527: And what dealings would they have had with
the women and maids, since they met at night? (WappPLER: Tauferbewegung, p.
238). Such accusations were then regularly rejected, as for example in 1529 by
the Anabaptist Georg Braun: It was also not true that the women and virgins
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associated with accusations of libertine behavior, which were levelled
at heretics 1 LARGIER spoke of fincriminating topoi of an inquisitorial
discoursefil®® The veracity of such accusations is doubtful in many
cases.

According to WAGNER, the content of his remarks about Storch
came from Pastor Schneesing,**® who had claimed that Storch was
an unchaste person who [...] would say openly in public: Women were
made for everyone® flesh and blood and everything should be com-
mon.1%% wagNErR made such allegations about Storch without citing
any corresponding, concrete behavior. Ultimately, his accusations
were not based on accusing Storch of specific offences, but on the
assertion that Storch& teaching contained statements about the
permissibility and acceptance of a libertine lifestyle.

WAGNER& statements contradict CAMERARIUSGreport, according to
which Storch had rebuked the behavior of the clergy as reprehensible
to clarify that a church led by such men could not be the Church [...]
of Christ.1%! Consequently, Storch would have contradicted himself
if, on the one hand, he had denounced immorality and then, at the
same time, recommended such behavior in accordance with his own
teaching.

WAGNER® claims also do not fit into the context in which Storch
acted. No protagonist of a radical reformatory development would
have propagated a religiously disguised sexual permissiveness
against the background of a generally recognized strict moral code at
the time to gain followers.1®2 In Storch® conventicle milieu in
particular, such a doctrine would have been tantamount to breaking
an absolute taboo. Moral correctness was seen as an indicator of the

among them should be mean, as they were said to be, because that would not
be divine, but diabolical (WaPPLER: Tauferbewegung, p. 309).

1048 | aARGIER, NikLAUS: Das Phantasma der Nacktheit: Sexualitéat, Héaresie und
Beichte. Eine Skizze, in: KATIA GVOzDEVA & HANS RUDOLF VELTEN (eds.): Scham
und Schamlosigkeit. Grenzverletzungen in Literatur und Kultur der Vormoderne,
Berlin / Boston 2011, pp. 351i 362, pp. 351f.

1049 On Schneesing, see here note 67.

1050 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 21a.

1051 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 44.

1052 The so-called Adamite group in Bohemia, in which promiscuity is said to have
been part of the religious cult, had around 1421 emerged in the course of Hussite
innovations and was quickly eradicated. Such forms of religiosity had never been
able to gain widespread acceptance in Western or Occidental culture. See here
pp. 356f.
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legitimacy of the propagated doctrine. Many of Storch& followers
were recruited from OIld Protestant communities such as the
Waldensians, who generally attached great importance to morally
correct behavior. According to the Pseudo-Reiner® inquisition report,
the Waldensians were considered to be very strict on morals: They
were extremely chaste.'®2 The interrogation report on Peter Pestel,
who was executed in Zwickau in 1536, stated, He also says that hone
of them had more than a single wife.%* Storch would not have found
approval among his circle of sympathizers with the teaching of sexual
freedom. In a situation where a person as locally prominent as Storch
was primed to be disavowed, and in the transparent milieu of a town
like Zwickau, the breach of recognized moral standards would have
meant the end of such religious activity. He would probably also have
come into conflict with the authorities. In Zwickau adultery, for exam-
ple, was punished on a case-by-case basis with imprisonment or
expulsion, both before 15201%% and in the period thereafter.1% Any
such misbehavior by Storch would have been a welcome opportunity
not only to silence him, but also to sanction him. When Hausmann
reported on the Secta Storchitarum in 1521, he made no reference to
the propagation of any libertine doctrines. It can therefore be assumed
that WAGNER® accounts in the first three articles are simply inventions.

The fourth article was about everything being common.%7 Storch
would have wanted everything in common,'%® because man was cre-
ated equal by God and had only been given the task of ruling over the
creature, but not over other people.1°° However, Storch& overall be-
havior and the behavior of those around him, who were influenced by
him, give no indication thata general communization was being sought.

The fifth article should oblige people to resist the spiritual and
secular authorities: Therefore, all authorities, both spiritual and sec-
ular, should either be completely removed from office or killed with the

1053 Maxima bibliotheca, p. 272. (Orig.: Casti etiam sunt, maxime.)

1054 WapPLER: Inquisition, p. 189. According to his own statement during the inter-
rogation in prison, Peter Pestel had married an Anabaptist woman six years
earlier, but she had left him again after three years (WAPPLER: Inquisition, p. 188).

1055 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 60, RP of 7 Dec. 1517, fol. 8b.
1056 StadtA Zwickau, llIx 64a, RP of 18 Oct. 1536, fol. 5b.
1057 WacGNEeR: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 11b.

1058 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 20b.

1059 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 11b.
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sword.1%®0 According to WAGNER, these proclamations were linked to
the Peasants6War: Many peasants in Thuringia gathered together
and began the work.1%! Here too, the claim contradicts the facts:
Storch did not support the PeasantséWar activities.

The sixth article dealt with baptism. It did not initially address
rebaptism, but rejected infant baptism: No child shall be baptized with
water.1%2 |nfant baptism was not necessary, it was said, because if
the child died, it would not be condemned, provided the father was a
pious man.%%® According to WAGNER, rebaptism was a genuine part of
the program in Storck& community: Those who wanted to belong to
his community were advised by Storck to be baptized again. This was
the origin of rebaptism in our time.1%* WaGNER® Statements fit into the
context. WAGNER dated the beginning of Storch& activities as an Ana-
baptist to 1523, not when Storch was in Wittenberg. It is very unlikely
Storch had already carried out rebaptisms in Zwickau or Wittenberg.
CaMERARIUs did state that the Zwickau Prophets were concerned with
leaving the Old church and forming a new one for those who had been
rebaptized: It would be necessary to leave this [Church] and found
another [church]. And those who would agree to this were to be
received through rebaptism.1%° However, CameERARIUS probably did
not have the situation in Wittenberg in mind when he wrote this record
in 1566, but rather the later or fundamental procedure among Storch&
followers.

If Storch had already practiced rebaptism in Wittenberg back then,
this practice would not have gone unnoticed and would have pro-
voked corresponding reactions. The reports on the various activities
of the Zwickau Prophets up to 1522 mention nothing specific about
rebaptism, so it can be assumed that they were not yet practicing
rebaptism in Zwickau and Wittenberg. This situation becomes
particularly clear in the case of Westerburg. He was baptized 1534 in
Minster. If he had been baptized by Storch before-hand, he would

1060 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 11b.
1061 WacGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 11b.
1062 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 15a.
1063 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 15a.
1064 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 23b.

1065 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p.44. (Orig.:.[ é] ex il la discede
hanc institui oportere. Et quibus hoc [ € placere, eos denuo baptismo initiandos
esse.)
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not have been baptized in Munster. Storch had therefore obviously
not practiced rebaptism in Wittenberg in 1522, and before that in
Zwickau, otherwise Westerburg would also have been baptized by
him. For Westerburg, who belonged to the inner circle of Zwickau
Prophets, rebaptism would have been obligatory,° if it had been
practiced by Storch at that time. It can therefore be assumed that
Storch became active as an Anabaptist only after the Wittenberg
phase. The year 1523, given by WaAGNER as the beginning of this
Anabaptist activity, coincides with Storch® vita: After he had turned
his back on Wittenberg in 1522 and before he was in Hof in 1524 and
1525, he was active in Thuringia around 1523. Luther was also
convinced that Storch was in this region in 1523 and 1524 and was in
contact with Karlstadt, then pastor in Orlamiinde.1%’ The beginning of
rebaptism in the Reformation is therefore located with Storch,
although not in Zwickau, but in Thuringia. It can be inferred from
WAGNER® explanations that there was no strict compulsion to
rebaptize in Storch& community, but that Storch advised rebaptism;
yet, based on the importance of baptism propagated by Storch, it can
be assumed that he emphatically tried to convince his followers of
rebaptism.

The seventh article referred to the outer and inner word. Accord-
ing to WAGNER, Storch had urged, the external, audible divine word
preached by the pastors [...] is only a jugglery,*°®® and had recom-
mended, you can dispense with all that and accept in your homes [...]
the revelation of the Spirit, who certainly works and teaches you what
you should and should not do.°®® The inner word, meaning divine
inspiration, was emphasized. Hausmann had made the same state-
ment about the Secta Storchitarum.1°’° The facts presented by Wac-
NER with regard to revelations of the Spirit probably accurately reflect
Storch®& position, whereas, on the other hand, it cannot be assumed
that Storch, as an established Bible expert, had contempt for the
external word, the Biblical text.

1066 |t can be assumed that baptism was obligatory for the closest circle of the Proph-
ets.

1067 WABT 3, p. 256,20.

1068 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 15b. (Orig.: Das eusserliche horliche Goattliche
Wort / das die Pfaffen pre)digen / [é] ist

1069 WacGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 16a.
1070 KoLpE: Altester Bericht, pp. 323f.



229

The conclusion was the eighth article, a statement on free will.
According to WAGNER, Storch had claimed, everyone has free will 107t
The emphasis on free will fits into the overall structure of the Zwickau
Prophetsddoctrine, so that this statement probably correctly repre-
sents Storch& position. This teaching is a counterpoint to Luther, who
had written in @e servo arbitriodthat free will is exclusively a divine
matter and no one but the divine majesty has free will.1072

According to WAGNER, he had not only been told these eight
articles orally by Schneesing, but had also taken them from his written
notes.10”3

WAGNER went on to say about the followers of the Storch com-
munity that they had many miraculous visions and revelations in their
dreams. Some claimed that they were given visions when they were
awake.%* WaGNEeR also referred to the sacraments and knew that
Storch& followers no longer wanted to respect the sacraments.197®
Melanchthon made a similar statement about Storch: He had nothing
but derision for preaching, baptism, and the Lord® Supper.1°7®

According to WAGNER, there was a portrait of Storch, on the basis
of which WAGNER made his report of Storch& appearance as a man
with goggle-eyes'®”” and as a rather gaunt person who thought
nothing of the splendor of the world, but simply strode along in a long,
wrinkle-free, grey robe and showed himself with a broad hat on his
head.%”® The portrait is said to be by Johannes Schneesing, who was
not only a pastor, but also an fexcellent paintera°”®

As WAGNER reported, Schneesing was convinced that Storch was
controlled and possessed by the worst enemy of the human race, the
devil.1%® The danger of Storch would have been that anyone who

1071 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 16b.
1072 WA 18, p. 636,28f.

1078 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 16b.
1074 \WacGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 23b.
1075 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 20b.
1076 MeLANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 64a.
1077 WAGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 20a.
1078 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 21a.

1079 | ANGBECKER, EMANUEL CHRISTIAN GOTTLOB (ed.): Gesang-Blatter aus dem sech-
zehnten Jahrhundert mit einer kurzen Nachricht vom ersten Anfang des evange-
lischen Kirchenliedes [...], Berlin 1838, p. 24. Friemar, see here the map on p.
221.

1080 \WagGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 21b.
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heard him once was quickly seduced and could not get away from
him.1%! Thus, as WAGNER explained, Storck had produced many
storks of his kind in Thuringia.'%%? CAMERARIUS also stated that Storch&
teaching had been widely disseminated and had met with interest
everywhere, because this teaching had conveyed freedom and hope
for new regency i whereby, according to CAMERARIUS, Storch had
opined that he personally was entitled to this regency.1%83

Following his stay in the Saxon-Thuringian region, Storch trav-
elled to Franconia, where he settled in Hof in 1524, probably for a
period of nine months.%® The Hof chronicler ENocH WibMANN (15511
1617), who had been able to gather information about Storch from an
estate,'® reportedo n St or ¢ h 6VBDMaStaccount tontairs
some extremely abstruse content. For example, Storch was said to
have stolen food to eat it lavishly, claiming that it had been brought to
him by the angel Gabriel.1%® As dubious as such accounts are, they
show, according to STeiInmETZ, fhow much the figure of Nikolaus Storch
had already become legendary at the time and occupied people®
imaginationsal®’ In addition to the abstruse descriptions, ENocH
WIDMANNG account also contains indications of how Storch developed
his missionary work. According to the account, he sought out
craftsmen in his trade, got himself hired, gained their trust, and then
tried to win them over to his faith. In Hof, he took up residence with
the mayor and cloth weaver Klinger.1% |t may also have been
characteristic of Storch that he did not stay in one place for long and
almost always worked in silence.'%®® In this way, Storch apparently
organized both his camouflage and the dissemination of his teach-
ings. He is said to have won over the former monk Hans Lew to his
cause. Hans Lew then, as WipmMaNN knew, proclaimed the gospel

1081 WacGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 20bi 21a.

1082 \WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 25b.

1083 CamMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 46. (CAMERARIUS: They were wel-
comed by many because they gave hope for general freedom and a changed
rule, which, it was believed, had been promised to Storch.)

1084 BACHMANN: Storch, p. 32.

1085 See here note 181.

1086 \W/ipmMANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 123.

1087 STEINMETZ: Miintzerbild, p. 155.

1088 \W/|pMANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 122.

1089 \WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 121.

1090 WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 122. According to ENOCH WIDMANN,
Hans Lew had preached outdoors on 1 August 1525 and was subsequently
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here [...] in a grand and enthusiastic manner in front of the assembled
people under the guidance of his teacher Niclas Storch from
Zwickau.'®! Because of his propagation of this doctrine, Lew was
finally expelled from Hof. In the course of his expulsion, Lew then
implored his followers to adhere to this faith and spoke of the main
object of faith, Christ.10%2

Lew® further written statements provide insight into his teachings
and through him into Storch&, whereby Hans Lew emphasized the
following elements: Man is a temple of the Holy Spirit and every
believer can be changed into a new person, but only those who are
born again attain eternal life; the word of God can be preached
correctly by those who surrender themselves completely to God and
renounce their own desires, sin, and pride.?®® Hans Lew was also
convinced that true Christians would be persecuted for this reason.0%
It can also be inferred from Lew®& statements that communion was
served with both elements.°®> These contents of Lew and Storchd s
teachings, as conveyed by WiDmANN, fit into the context and cohere
with the overall picture.

According to WibmanNG descriptions, Storch and his followers had
such apparitions that they saw visions in dreams, but also in broad
daylight and, under the guidance of the devil, revealed secret and
hidden things and proclaimed future events.%® Storch, this fluttering
spirit, as WIDMANN claimed, taught that a new authority had to be
established, in which he, Storch, would be the central man, because
the angel Gabriel (in good German: the devil) [...] had said these
words: You shall sit on my throne.%’

expelled from Hof on account of his statements (WIDMANN, ENOCH: Chronik der
Stadt Hof, p. 117.). In the course of this, Hans Lew wrote a report to his followers
in which he explained his views. ENocH WIDMANN reproduced this report,
presenting Hans Lew& statements in a relatively objective manner. ENOCH
WIDMANNG own account of Storch, on the other hand, was quite different, some-
times really dubious. In this respect, it can be assumed that the latter was partly
a creation and exaggeration by ENocH WIDMANN. On Hans Lew, see KAUFMANN:
Mintzer, p. 34, note 104.

1091 WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 117.

1092 \WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 118.

1093 \WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 118. (Orig.:[ é Jfein newes geboren.)

1094 WipMmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 117.

1095 WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 119.

10% \WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 120.

1097 WipMmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 120.
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As WipmanN claimed, the shameful and harmful error of the Ana-
baptists was due to Storch: Whoever listened to him and believed his
enthusiasm was baptized anew.%® According to this, Storch prac-
ticed rebaptism in Hof in 1524.1%%° |n addition, as WibMANN empha-
sized, Mintzer and Karlstadt had moved in Storch& wake and the
peasantsOrevolt was also connected with him.}° He dazzled the
people with his black art and beguiled almost the entire city,'°? but
always he enjoyed a high reputation among his followers,!%? as
WIDMANN expressed. WIDMANNG claims are indeed dubious.

Whether Storch travelled from Hof to Strassburg at the end of
1524 or the beginning of 1525 seems questionable. Although Domini-
cus Schleupner (ca. 1483i 1547), a Protestant theologian, mentioned
in his letter of 2 December 1524 to CaPITO, also a Protestant preacher,
that Storch was expected in Strassburg as the leader of this mob,
which was believed to be the new plague,''®® nothing is known of
Storch®& activities there. It cannot be ruled out that Storch had plans
to do so, as Strassburg was a potential target for anyone suffering
religious persecution at the time 1 religious dissidents who deviated
from Luther® line were generally tolerated in the city.!!** However, it
is doubtful whether Storch actually stayed in Strassburg.!1 Anyway,
Storch roamed through a large part of Germany,''% as JoHANNES

1098 WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, pp. 120f.

1099 STEINMETZ assumed that the report about Storch& anabaptist activities in Hof
was not real, but a later invention (STEINMETZ: Mintzerbild, p. 156).

1100 WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 121.

1101 WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 123.

1102 \WipmANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 124.

1103 QGT, vol. 7: ElsaR, Teil 1: Stadt StraRburg 1522i 1532, bearb. von MANFRED
KREBS & HANS GEORG ROTT, Gilitersloh 1959, pp. 23,191 24,5. BAUMAN assumes,
that Storch was in Strassburg: in[ € 1524 Nicolas Storch arrived in Strassburgo
(BAumAN, CLARENCE: The Spiritual Legacy of Hans Denck. Interpretation and
Translation of Key Texts, Leiden et al. 1991, p. 13).

1104 BreNDLE, FRANZ: Reformation und konfessionelles Zeitalter, in: MICHAEL ERBE
(ed.): Das Elsass. Historische Landschaft im Wandel der Zeiten, Stuttgart 2002,
pp. 61i 84, pp. 70f.

1105 QGT, vol. 7: ElsaR, Teil 1, p. 24, note 2. Any contacts between Nicolaus Storch
and Melchior Hoffman or Ursula and Lienhard Jost are not known. On Jost, see
GREEN, JONATHAN: The Lost Book of the Strasbourg Prophets: Orality, Literacy,
and Enactment in Lienhard Jost& Visions, in: The Sixteenth Century Journal 46
(2015), pp. 313i 329. On Melchior Hoffman, see DEPPERMANN, KLAUS: Melchior
Hoffman. Soziale Unruhen und apokalyptische Visionen im Zeitalter der Refor-
mation, Géttingen 1979.

1106 MaNLIUs: Locorvm commvnivm, p. 16.
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ManLius, pupil of Melanchthon, explained in his @ollectanead which
was widespread at the time.107

CaMERARIUS claimed that Storch had pretended to be illiterate to
suggest that he had received his knowledge of the Bible through
inspiration.!1% According to WAGNER, however, Storch had not studied
anything special in artibus liberalibus (liberal arts),*1% but, if he really
studied anything, he then was not an illiterate. There had been a Latin
school in Zwickau since the thirteenth century. Education had a high
priority in Zwickau since time immemorial. As Storch came from a
formerly presumably wealthy clothier clan, it was probably a family
tradition to attend this school, so it can be assumed that Storch had
an education. The fact that Storch knew how to write is also evident
from council minutes, which record that Storch had written to the
mayor: Since he wrote to the mayor [...].}*%° Similarly, Muntzer®&
statement from June 1521, according to which he was waiting for a
written message from Storch before travelling to Prague,!!!! also
suggests that Storch was not illiterate.

There is no reason to assume Storch renounced his teachings at
any time. He obviously managed to propagate his ideas and survive
despite persecution. As far as is known, Storch was never impris-
oned!*? and was never brought to trial. As a prominent exponent of
enthusiasm and rebaptism, his arrest would have caused a stir and
been publicized. Accordingly, if he had been convicted and executed,
the relevant court records should have been available. Since nothing
is otherwise documented, it can be assumed that Storch died of
natural causes. As someone who senses every breath,'® as
Faericius described him, Storch obviously had the talent to always
leave in good time in the event of danger. Just as he had managed to

1107 STEINMETZ: Mintzerbild, p. 63.

1108 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 45.
1109 WaGNER: Einfeltiger Bericht, fol. 23a.

1110 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 61, RP of 28 Jan. 1525, fol. 32b.
111 MSB, p. 370,8.

1112 GERBERT claimed, that Storch had been imprisoned in Strassburg in 1524 (GER-
BERT, CAMILL: Geschichte der Strassburger Sectenbewegung zur Zeit der Refor-
mation 15247 1534, Strassburg 1889, p. 2). ROHRICH stated that Storch had been
expelled from Strassburg in 1524 (ROHRICH, TIMOTHEUS WILHELM: Geschichte der
Reformation im Elsass und besonders in StraRburg, nach gleichzeitigen Quellen
bearb., Teil 1, Erste Lieferung, Strassburg 1830, pp. 328f.).

1113 FapRricius: Originvm, p. 866.
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do in Zwickau in 1521, he is likely to have escaped all his later catch-
poles.

Whether Storch lived as a married man is unknown. He evidently
left few traces behind, but found like-minded people everywhere with
whom he could always find support and was thus able to survive in a
hostile environment. He continued to spread his ideas, well disguised,
long after the Peasants6é War. Based on Melanchthon® report, in
which it was claimed that Storch died in a Munich inn while on the run
shortly after Miintzer& execution,'# 1525 was long regarded as the
year of his death. However, since Storch, according to Zwickau coun-
cil minutes from 15386, is said to be here now,**® so it can be assumed
that he died after 1536.11® No concrete information exists regarding
the time and manner of Storch& death.

Storch had initially moved in the slipstream of Luther and Muntzer:
Luther® impetus for the Reformation was the basis for a man like
Storch finding the opportunity to openly spread nonconformist reli-
gious activities, and then it was Muntzer who, through his popularity,
had given the doctrine of the Prophets a broad impact. In his religious
thinking, however, Storch was independent of both.

Storch& general reputation among many of his contempora-
ries,!1” as well as in posterity, could hardly have been worse. During
the Reformation, Storch was the first to question infant baptism,
probably carried out the first rebaptisms, propagated the work of the

1114 MELANCHTHON: Brevis, fol. 102b. However, Melanchthon did not write this until
1561, whereas he had still let it be known in 1529: Nicolaus himself is still
travelling far and wide (MELANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 64a). Cf. also KUROPKA:
Philipp Melanchthon, p. 111.

1115 StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 64, RP of 31 Jan. 1536, fol. 33b. According to the council
minutes, it was feared that Storch wanted to settle in Zwickau again. Whether
this fear was based on concrete or only vague information cannot be determined.
However, such an entry in the council minutes would hardly have been made on
the basis of a mere rumor. It can be assumed that Storch actually had contacts
with Zwickau at the time; therefore, 1525 could not have been the year of his
death.

1116 Storch& brother Jorge was considered an old man by the councilors in 1547
(StadtA Zwickau, IlIx 66, RP of 15 Aug. 1547, fol. 53b). It is not known whether
Storch outlived his brother Jorge.

1117 STEINMETZ drew a parallel between the perception of Storch and Faust (14801
1540), suggesting that both had occupied people& imagination, although Faust
far more than Storch (STEINMETZ: Miintzer, p. 70). Ultimately, Storch and Faust
each represented the antipode of the other. Johann Georg Faust is said to have
stayed in Wittenberg between 15257 1532. Luther mentioned Faust in the context
of his Table Talks (WATTr 1, p. 534,201 24).
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Holy Spirit, convinced numerous people of his teachings, influenced
Mintzer and Karlstadt, and ultimately acted as the founder of the
radical Reformation, cementing his reputation as a heretic. Storch
was generally the focus of vilification. All the faults and vices generally
attributed to a heretic were seen to coalesce in the person of Storch:
schwermerus (enthusiast),!*'® Tirck,'*® Anabaptist, false teacher,
slimeball, preacher of violence, agitator, swindler, immoralist,
fCommunistq*?° vagabond. For his contemporaries and subsequent
generations, Storch was the classic type of religious dissident who
embodied all facets of the reprehensible.

5.2 Stubner & Activities in Wittenberg

Marcus Thomae Stiibner was the leader of the Zwickau Prophets in
Wittenberg. He spent six months there trying to influence the develop-
ment of the Reformation. There is a relevant report on his activities,
presumably written by AMBROSIUS WILKEN, pastor in Dobin near Witten-
berg, which he entitled: Zeitung aus Wittenberg [ é.F2! This account
was written immediately after 6 January 1522, and thus in the course
of the events.’'?? wiLken had no personal contact with Stiibner, but
reproduced the statements of third parties.

As WILKEN reported, Stlbner questioned Luther& authority by
claiming that he was only mostly right, but not always, and that there
would be another with a higher spirit.1*?® According to WiLken, when
asked whether he [Stiibner] had preached and who had called him,

1118 WATT 1, p. 34,22.

1119 ARNOLD, GOTTFRIED: Ketzer-Historie, Teil 2, p. 264. Here: Tirck = Supporter of
the threatening Turks.

1120 TscHACKERT: Storch, p. 442.

1121 The complete title: iZeitung aus Wittenberg, wie es Anno 1521 und 22 als Luther
auf seinem Pathmos war wund Kar |l.StReset
had published this report in 1781 under the title fNachricht von Carlstadts
erregten Unruhen in Wittenbergq stating that the author was a clergyman who
had witnessed everything himself, but whose name was not known (STOBEL:
Miscellaneen, p. 117). The text is attributed fvith good reasonso (KAUFMANN:
Muntzer, p. 75) to AMBROSIUS WILKEN, who came from Wittenberg and was a
pastor in Dobien at the time (MULLER, NIkoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, pp.
151f., note 3). Stlibner was not mentioned by name in this report, but the content
of this account clearly points to Stiibner.

1122 MULLER, NikoLAUS: Wittenberger Bewegung, p. 152, note 4.
1123 STROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 127.
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he replied: our Lord God.'*?* Stiibner had been asked various things
[...] whether he had also written books, to which he had said: no, our
Lord God had forbidden him to do s0.11%> According to WILKENG report,
not everything Stubner said seemed credible; some of it was con-
sidered to be rubbish and fantasy.'!?® Sttibner had said that the Turk
would conquer Germany and that soon, in about five, six or seven
years, there would be such a change in the world that no unbeliever
or wicked sinner would remain alive.!*?” Then there would be one
baptism, although the baptism of incomprehensible children would not
actually be a baptism.1128

According to WiLkeN, Melanchthon was so appalled by Stibner®
views that he forbade the students to keep in touch with him .12
However, Melanchthon continued to let Stlibner stay with him to keep
an eye on him,’** as CaMmERARIUS suspected. By his own admission,
CAMERARIUS Was in personal contact with Stiibner!'3! and could there-
fore give an authentic account of his activities. According to CAMERA-
RIUS, Stibner would have given up his studies in Wittenberg, possibly
due to the influence of these sectarians, as science was of little
importance to them; it would have been customary in this raging
sect!® to seek knowledge from God and prefer not to engage in
science.'’® Stiibner had shown great missionary talent and had
persuaded quite a few people to adopt the doctrine of the Zwickau
Prophets.!3* He insisted that his findings were based on divine
inspiration.!** CamERARIUS obviously did not think much of Stibner

1124 gtROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 126.

1125 STROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 126.

1126 gTROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 126.

1127 gTrROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 127.

1128 STROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 127.

1129 gTROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 126.

1130 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, pp. 47f. (CAMERARIUS: To know for
sure what these people teach.)

1131 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 47. (CAMERARIUS: [...] we saw
Marcus there and often spoke with him.)

1132 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 43.

1133 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 46.

1134 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 48.

1135 CamMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 45. (CAMERARIUS: So that he
could excel in the explanation and interpretation of Holy Scripture, Marcus
boasted that this [fullness of wisdom] had been given and entrusted to him by
God.)
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and believed that he was contradicting himself.11%® CaAmERARIUS Wanted
to prove the latter with a strange story about an incident according to
which Stiibner had fallen asleep in Melanchthon® presence and then,
on waking up, had told him that he had seen Chrysostom!'*” in a
dream with a sad expression on his face in purgatory, which, accord-
ing to CAMERARIUS, had caused Melanchthon to criticize Stibner®
confusion, as he was making such speeches about purgatory, which
they had considered to be refuted in earlier discussions.'*3® CamERA-
RIusécomments appear questionable, as in 1522 Melanchthon had not
yet taken a non-traditional position on the subject of purgatory.t13
WILKEN also reported on Stiibner® stay in Prague.'** In the course
of Muntzer® departure from Zwickau, Stibner had accompanied him
to Prague. At the time, Mlntzer was very keen to be accompanied by

1136 CamERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 49. (CAMERARIUS: Melanchthon
[...], who had received Marcus favorably, knew full well that everything he would
say would be devoid of content and contradictory in itself.)

1137 John Chrysostom (ca. 3447 407) was a teacher of the Church and Patriarch of
Constantinople.

1138 CamMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 50. (CAMERARIUS: Once, when
Philip [...] was writing, Marcus sat opposite him [...] and fell asleep. After a short
time, he woke up again, sat up, looked at Philip and asked him abruptly what he
thought of John Chrysostom [...]: Then Marcus said straight out that he had seen
the latter in purgatory with a sad countenance. Thereupon [...] Philip went away,
horrified at such great confusion in Marcus, who was now expressing such a
view of purgatory, which they had rejected in other discussions as strange and
false.)

1139 In the Loci Communes (1521), there is nothing about purgatory (MELANCHTHON,
PHiLiPP: Loci Communes 1521, Lateinisch - Deutsch, Ubersetzt und mit kom-
mentierenden Anmerkungen versehen von HORST GEORG POHLMANN, Gltersloh
1993). Luther told Amsdorf on 13 January 1522 that he did not share the tradi-
tional doctrine of purgatory with regard to the idea of a specific place, nor the
view that every deceased person was either in heaven, hell or purgatory, but that
he nevertheless assumed the existence of purgatory (WABr 2, pp. 422,27i
423,44). In May 1522, Luther made it optional to pray for the dead (WA 10/3, p.
112,221 34), from which it can be deduced that he had not yet rejected the idea
of purgatory, and in 1525 he dismissed questions about purgatory as irrelevant
(WA 18, p. 786,271 29) and also 1525 he spoke of purgatory (WA 18, p. 361,22).
Melanchthon said nothing about purgatory as part of his elaboration of the
Augsburg Confession. It was not until mid-1530 that Luther officially rejected the
doctrine of purgatory (KocH, ERNST: Fegefeuer, in: TRE 11 (1983), pp. 69i 78, p.
74) and, in the course of this, Melanchthon also adopted this position. When
CAMERARIUS wrote his account in 1566, the official Lutheran position had been
established, but not yet at the time when Stlibner stayed with Melanchthon. In
this respect, it is incomprehensible how Melanchthon could have held the view
on purgatory presented by CAMERARIUS as early as 1522.

1140 STROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 126.
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this educated man''#! on his journey to Prague, so that he wrote to
him on 8 June 1521: Make sure you are there tomorrow, | would like
to discuss many things with you.'*? The two obviously had a personal
relationship of trust and a common theological basis.

From the Bohemian side, the following was then recorded in
Prague: In this year, a learned German from Doctor Martin Luther
came to Bohemia, the magister and monk Thomas, together with a
second from Zwickau.'*® Muntzer wrote his manifesto in Prague,'44
whose content was presumably fully shared by Stibner. As WiLKEN
reported, Stiibner preached in Prague, but people there refused to
accept him and threw stones at him.**> Miintzer and Stiibner were
forced to leave Prague again.'46

Stlbner subsequently rejoined Storch and accompanied him to
Wittenberg in December 1521. There, Stubner was able to convince
numerous Wittenbergers of the doctrine of the Prophets, but not
Luther. After the outcome of his conversation with Luther, Stiibner
tried to keep in touch from nearby Kemberg and not let the thread of
conversation break, but received no response. Luther was convinced
that Sttbner would not be dissuaded from his false doctrine.'4’
Stubner had no choice, but to finally leave Wittenberg in mid-1522.

After his stay in Wittenberg, Stibner®& trail is lost. GOTTFRIED
ArRNoLD stated that he then travelled together with Cellarius to
Francken / Swabia / Switzerland / and the Netherlands.*'#*® Nothing is
known about his further activities or other dates in his life.

5.3 Drechsel & Brief Appearance

Drechsel occupied a less important position within the Zwickau Proph-
ets. His trace is lost after the Wittenberg appearance. Essentially, all
that is known of him is his heated dialogue with Luther.114°

1141 ThMA 2, p. 84,1.

1142 ThMA 2, p. 85,1.

1143 ThMA 3, p. 105. (The original is written in Czech.)

1144 \|SB, pp. 4917 494.

1145 STROBEL: Miscellaneen, p. 126.

1146 ThMA 3, p. 107,4.

1147 \WATT 5, p. 249, 1f.

1148 ARNOLD, GOTTFRIED: Ketzer-Historie, part 2, p. 264.

1149 WATT 2, p. 307,171 26; WATr 3, p. 14,117 19; WATT 5, p. 249,17 9.
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5.4 Cellarius 6Path from the Zwickau Prophets
to the Swiss Reformation

Luther was outraged by the behavior of Cellarius, whom he said was
fuming with rage and unruly in behavior.'*° After his conversation with
Luther, Cellarius was no longer allowed to stay in Wittenberg.
Although he had still enrolled at the university on 7 April 1522,115! this
enroliment did not help him, and he had to leave. Melanchthon had
also distanced himself. Cellarius left Wittenberg on April 12.11%2 He
now began a life of travelling, which, as he mentioned in his auto-
biographical account in 1559, first took him back to his hometown in
Swabia, then to Krakow and Danzig (Gdansk)!'*® and in 1524 to
Zurich. There he came into contact with Zwingli (14841 1531) and
Felix Mantz (1498i 1527).11%* He was united with Mantz in his rejection
of infant baptism!**® and he also let Balthasar Hubmaier (ca. 1485i
1528), who was active as an Anabaptist in Waldshut in spring 1525,
know that he considered infant baptism an abomination before
God.!*%® This attitude towards the question of baptism was probably
the reason for his dispute with Zwingli, which is why he had to leave
Zurich again.

Martin Cellarius then travelled to East Prussia. Details about his
stay there, including in Konigsberg, starting in June 1525 are
known.*®" Cellarius obviously intended to spread his teachings,
which at this time were still the teachings of the Zwickau Prophets, in
East Prussia. As he stated in his autobiography, his aim in applying
for a position as a preacher was to proclaim the gospel of Jesus Christ

1150 WABT 2, p. 495,417 43.

1151 Backus: Cellarius, p. 11.

1152 Backus: Cellarius, p. 11.

1153 Feici: Borrhaus, p. 298.

1154 Backus: Cellarius, p. 12.

1155 RIGGENBACH, BERNHARD: Martin Borrhaus (Cellarius), ein Sonderling aus der
Reformationszeit, in: Basler Jahrbuch o. Nr. (1900), pp. 471 84, p. 58.

1156 QGT, vol. 9: Balthasar Hubmaier. Schriften, ed. by GUNNAR WESTIN & TORSTEN
BERGSTEN, Gltersloh 1962, p. 238.

1157 According to his autobiography, Cellarius lived for some time at a castle of the
Deutsch Orden (Teutonic Order) in Lithuania: He travelled to Lithuania to a castle
[ é Where the Knights of St. John [...] lived (FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 299). (Orig.:
Lituaniam profectus in castro [ é] i-n quo [ é]
bant.)
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in Prussia i he did not want to cause division.*'*® In the course of his
application for a post, he was met with skepticism by Paul Speratus
(14841 1551), court preacher to Duke Albert of Prussia (14901 1568),
and by Johann Briesmann, Lutheran preacher at Konigsberg Cathe-
dral and confidant of Duke Albert. Speratus wrote to Luther on 11
June 1525: Martin Cellarius, who has appeared here, seems to have

Figure: 17: Konigsberg in East Prussia, by Petrus Bertinus, copperplate,
1616. In East Prussia, probably in Kbnigsberg, Cellarius wrote
a lot about the doctrine of the Zwickau Prophets.

similarities in spirit with Mintzer and Karlstadt, which is why his spirit
must be examined.'®® Briesmann also turned to Luther, and in his
letter of 15 June 1525 linked Cellarius with Storch and Stibner, writ-
ing, Martin Cellarius came to us, who had left Wittenberg three years
ago with Storch and Marcus, those prophets.t'®® Moreover, Bries-

1158 Feici: Borrhaus, p. 299.
1159 TscHACKERT: Urkundenbuch zur Reformationsgeschichte, vol. 2, p. 122, no. 362.
1160 WABT 3, p. 532,10i 12.
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mann accused Cellarius of being a weakling with an unspeakably
quick-tempered spirit.1*®? Cellarius was suspected of still being
influenced by Miintzer!'®2 and was subsequently subjected to probing
guestions.

His chiliastic ideas in particular caused irritation, so that Speratus
asked him in his reply (refutatio)'*®® to refrain from them: | beg you,
come to your senses.!'® The differences in theological views ulti-
mately led to Cellarius being arrested and forced to stand trial. He was
obviously unable to exonerate himself. The proceedings ended with
Cellarius not being given a job, but requiring an examination by
Luther. Under pressure, he had to sign an undertaking on 9 February
1526 to go to Wittenberg and be instructed by Luther. In this declara-
tion of commitment, he formally confessed to having spread teachings
in the principality through word and writing that would be considered
erroneous there, and he had to explicitly confirm this commitment: But
since | would not desist from this, his princely grace has seen
Christian reasons, to give me a Christian-based warning.1® Cellarius
was forced to leave Konigsberg within three days and was not allowed
to stay anywhere for longer than two days on his journey to Witten-
berg. Luther had recommended sending Cellarius to him, so that he
could instruct him in detail. TscHACKERT believed that had he not been
prevented, Cellarius would have begun to fdangerously disruptothe
Lutheran Reformation in Kénigsberg in 1525 just as he had in Witten-
berg in 1522.1166

During his time in East Prussia, Martin Cellarius had written his
Nicodemus treatise dn Evangelium Nicodemid'®” Speratus must have

1161 WABr 3, p. 532,11f. Briesmann: This man is indeed a weakling and has an
unspeakably quick-tempered spirit.

1162 Fgyici: Borrhaus, p. 212.

1163 FeLici: Borrhaus, pp. 2051 214. 1525 Refutatio was noted in the margin with
another manuscript (GStA PK, Staatsarchiv Konigsberg, Berlin, XX. HBA | 2,
Kasten 965, Sperati Refutatio opinionis (chiliasticae) M. Cellarii (1525), fol. 1a).
According to TscHACKERT, the marginal note was Speratusé manuscript
(TscHAckerT: Urkundenbuch zur Reformationsgeschichte, vol. 2, pp. 143f., no.
422). Cosack was of the same opinion as TSCHACKERT (COSACK, CARL JOHANN:
Paulus Speratus. Leben und Lieder. Ein Beitrag zur Reformationsgeschichte,
besonders zur PreuRischen, wie zur Hymnologie, Braunschweig 1861, p. 415).

1164 Feici: Borrhaus, p. 214.

1165 TscHACKERT: Urkundenbuch zur Reformationsgeschichte, vol. 2, p. 150, no. 438.

1166 TscHACKERT: Urkundenbuch zur Reformationsgeschichte, vol. 1, p. 184.

1167 FeLici: Borrhaus, pp. 1991 204.
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have known this writing, as he had written on it in his own hand:
Cellarij in Euangelium Nicodemi.''%® |n it, Cellarius referred to the
conversation between Jesus and Nicodemus depicted in the New
Testament.!'® In his four-page treatise, written in Latin, Cellarius
portrayed Nicodemus as a man who had not initially experienced any
supernatural revelation, which is why the essence of the biblical faith
had remained hidden from him.1’° The focus of his explanations was
the work of the Holy Spirit: The Spirit gives life because he is from
God,'*"* wrote Cellarius, referring to the significance of baptism with
the Spirit and fire.*’2 Obviously, the work of the Spirit remained a
central theme for Cellarius, identifying him as still a Zwickau Prophet.
However, he did not leave water baptism unmentioned and quoted
Romans 6: d¢-or all of us who have been baptized in Christ Jesus have
been baptized into his deathd''”® Although he did not specify his
remarks, he was probably not referring to infant baptism, as he had
previously described it to the Anabaptist Hubmaier as an atrocity.'"*
However, he did not speak openly of the rejection of infant baptism or
subsequent baptism of faith. Whether he favored rebaptism explicitly
at this point cannot be deduced.

In his Nicodemus treatise, Cellarius did not address chiliastic
questions. Although he spoke of the kingdom of God, he was referring
to the spiritual kingdom of Christ, attained through rebirth,*’> namely
through the rebirth of the individual @ut of water and the Spiritd''’® as
he explained. The discussion with Speratus about various aspects of

1168 GStA PK, Staatsarchiv Konigsberg, Berlin, XX. HBA | 2, Kasten 965, In
Euangelium Nicodemi, fol. 4b; TscHAckeRT: Urkundenbuch zur Reformations-
geschichte, vol. 2, p. 143, no. 421.

1169 Biple, Joh. 3:1i 21.

1170 Fepici: Borrhaus, p. 200. Cellarius: This Nicodemus first had knowledge of Christ
as a natural man and that he came from God on the basis of his deeds; but
because this knowledge came from outside, without a personal revelation from
the heavenly Father and without light from God, who dwells in secret, Christ did
not consider this knowledge sufficient.

171 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 200.

1172 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 200. Cellarius: John the Baptist, forerunner of Christ, pointed
out the manner of this flow when he said: & baptize you with water unto
repentance; he that cometh after me shall baptize with the Spirit and with fire.

1173 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 201.

1174 QGT, vol. 9: Hubmaier, p. 238.

1175 FeLici: BoRRHAUS, p. 200 Cellarius referred to the biblical passage John 3:3
(Feuici: Borrhaus, p. 200, note 7).

1176 FeLici: BORRHAUS, p. 200. Cellarius quoted from John 3:5 (FeLici: Borrhaus, p.
200, note 8).
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chiliasm apparently resulted from a targeted interrogation. Cellarius
had obviously not raised chiliastic questions on his own initiative or
wanted to make them the subject of his future preaching, but the
Konigsberg clergy had become suspicious and raised the issue. In
this respect, it cannot be assumed that chiliasm was of central
importance to Cellarius. However, the Kdnigsberg theologians had
insisted on a review by Luther, so that Cellarius had to make the
difficult journey to Wittenberg in February 1526 i the conversation
with Luther in 1522 had ended in a heated dispute.

He was then received by Luther in Wittenberg and, as Cellarius
made clear, subjected to an examination.!*’” The discussions with
Luther centered on topics such as predestination and the work of the
Holy Spirit in the Old and New Testaments, as well as the question of
whether the Holy Spirit abolished ministerial structures, and the
comparison between infant baptism and Old Testament circumcision
and further various chiliastic aspects.!'’® According to Cellarius, his
statements were partly met with approval and partly with rejection.”®
Luther had shown himself to be pleasant and sociable in personal
dialogue, but sharp and fierce in public, Cellarius explained.!1&

Melanchthon then noted discrepancies between Luther& and
Cellariusopositions, particularly on chiliastic doctrinal issues, and said
that Cellarius was stubborn and unreasonable, that Cellarius would
dream of the New Jerusalem, but that it was hoped that he would still
find his way back to sound doctrine: He argued with us about the new
kingdom and about the New Jerusalem, of which he dreamed
longingly. | really hope that this little man will return to his senses at
some point, Melanchthon wrote. 18!

In the course of his discussions with Luther, Cellarius evidently
changed his views to gain Luther& approval. By the end of this
Wittenberg @pprenticeship§ Cellarius had been instructed in
Lutheranism and distanced himself from the Zwickau Prophetsd
doctrine to such an extent that Luther recommended him for Kénigs-

1177 Fevici: Borrhaus, p. 300.
1178 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 300.
1179 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 301.
1180 Feici: Borrhaus, p. 300.

1181 MBW T 2, p. 409,3i 5. In his letter to Johannes Briesmann, dated from February
/ March 1526, Melanchthon distanced himself from Cellarius with reference to
his ideas on the New Jerusalem.
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berg again. However, Cellarius did not then go to Konigsberg, but to
Stuttgart and from there to Strassburg. Despite Luther& instruction,
he had not become a genuine Lutheran.'® Their differing views on
the Lord®& Supper played a significant role in this matter.1® After
Luther® instruction, though, Cellarius was no longer a Zwickau Proph-
et in terms of his convictions. In Strassburg, where he arrived in
November 1526, he wrote his book ®e operibvs Deibby 1527.1184 In
this book, it becomes clear that he had set himself apart from Storch&
line: it does not contain the typical elements of the Prophetsddoctrine
i infant baptism is not rejected, and visions are not propagated.t® In
1527, Cellarius held different views than before; he was no longer a
Zwickau Prophet. GoTTFrRIED ARNOLD spoke of a revocation in his book
6 K e tHzi esrt .98 GersERT also assumed that Cellarius had given
up the Zwickau Prophetsédoctrine at this point.''8” Cellarius obviously
wanted to adapt to the circumstances, first in Strassburg and later in
Basel.

In his autobiography, Cellarius mentioned the harsh confrontation
with Luther in the Wittenberg d’rophetsdconversations6from 1522,
whereby he mentioned no names, but pointed out that he had
assumed at the time that some men would represent the faith with a
burning zeal''® i meaning Storch, Drechsel, and not least Stiibner,
with whom he had visited Luther. This reference was probably inten-
ded as an explanation or apology with regard to his persistence at the
time in defense of the Zwickau Prophetsédoctrine.

In Strassburg, he then came into close contact with Wolfgang
CapPITO, a Lutheran preacher, whom he was soon able to convince that
he had adopted a new theological point of view. In the preface to ®e
operibvs Dei§ CapriTo was full of praise for him and spoke of our
Cellarius.''®® Nevertheless, Cellarius was not deterred from cultivating

1182 RIGGENBACH: Borrhaus, p. 56.

1183 Fgpici: Borrhaus, p. 301.

1184 CELLARIUS, MARTIN: De operibvs Dei, Martino Cellario authore, Strassburg 1527.
Cellarius had already started writing this book in East Prussia.

1185 CeLLARIUS: De operibvs Dei.

1186 ARNOLD, GOTTFRIED: Ketzer-Historie, Teil 2, p. 263.

1187 GERBERT: Strassburger Sectenbewegung, p. 25.

1188 Fgpici: Borrhaus, p. 298.

1189 CeLLARIUS: De operibvs Dei. Praefatio von Fabricius Capito, fol. 7a. Cf. on this
HEIMBUCHER, MARTIN: Prophetische Auslegung. Das reformatorische Profil des
Wolfgang Fabricius Capito ausgehend von seinen Kommentaren zu Habakuk
und Hosea, Frankfurt am Main 2008, pp. 3177 337.
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contacts with the Anabaptists Ludwig Hatzer (d. 1529) and Hans
Denck (14951 1527), although he did not gain their recognition. The
differences with Hans Denck arose primarily due to their divergent
views on free will, especially as Cellarius now advocated predestina-
tion: justification occurs through faith in God& providence and
predestination,’'® he explained. Cellarius was still not a friend of
infant baptism in principle, but for the sake of unity he wanted infant
baptism to continue to be practiced as long as the majority of believers
had not recognized its reprehensibility.!'®* However, he publicly
condemned the Anabaptists in Strassburg and positioned himself on
Zwingli® side during the execution of the Swiss Anabaptist Felix
Mantz in 1527.11%2 However, his differences with Zwingli remained on
the issue of baptism. MARTIN BuTzer (14917 1551), preacher in Strass-
burg, wrote to Zwingli in 1528: Cellarius is indeed dominated by the
Anabaptist spirit.!*®® Cellarius wanted not to ascribe any fsalvific
effectoto infant baptism, which is why Zwingli maintained his reserva-
tions against him.11%4

Together with CapriTo, Cellarius favored the idea of a future return
of the Jews to their ancestral land of Israel with the establishment of
Jewish rule. 1%

On 24 July 1527 in Strassburg, Cellarius married Odilia von Uten-
heim, of whom he said, referring to the Bible: A wise woman is from
the Lord.!'% This marriage was associated with social advancement
for him. He remained in Strassburg until Odilia& death in 1536 and
then moved to Basel. In the course of this move, he changed his name
back to Borrhaus, probably to clarify that he had finally moved away
from his previous positions.*'’ In Basel, he remarried, made contact
with the university, found the support of his friend Simon Grynédus

1190 CeLLARIUS: De operibvs Dei, fol. 2a.

1191 FrieseN: Cellarius, p. 219.

1192 GERBERT: Strassburger Sectenbewegung, p. 69.

1193 Egul, EmiL et al. (eds.): Huldreich Zwinglis samtliche Werke, vol. 9, Leipzig 1925,
p. 427,5f. MARTIN BUTZER is also called BUCER.

1194 RIGGENBACH: Borrhaus, pp. 67f.

1195 QGT, vol. 7: ElsaR, 1. Teil, pp. 164,107 12; EcLI: Zwinglis samtliche Werke, vol.
8, p. 775,2f. It can be assumed that this statement from Cellarius and CAPITO
was not motivated by a desire to get rid of the Jews, but rather by a reference to
the biblical promise that the dispersion of the Jews would come to an end.

1196 Feici: Borrhaus, p. 301.

1197 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 149.
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(149371 1541),'1% and was offered a professorship in December 1541,
initially as the Chair of Rhetoric, later as the Chair of the Old
Testament, and finally, in 1546, 1553, and probably in 1564, he could
hold the office of university rector, which was limited to one year.1%°
He had obviously come to terms with the prevailing doctrine in Basel,
but without conforming to everything. For example, he cultivated
contacts with the reviled Michel Servet (ca. 15091 1553) and
sometimes held anti-Trinitarian positions.*?®® However, he had long
since given up the doctrine of the Zwickau Prophets. He now respect-
fully recognized Melanchthon as a man who had made outstanding
contributions to science.'?! Nevertheless, Cellarius still held on to
various views with which he positioned himself in opposition to Luther,
Zwingli, BULLINGER, and BuTzer: He took the Swiss position on the
guestion of the Lord& Supper and wanted infant baptism to be
practiced only for reasons of tradition, and his attitude towards Servet
was further met with disconcertment. Cellarius also remained in
contact with Karlstadt and Westerburg, as well as with David Joris (ca.
15011 1556) and Kaspar von Schwenckfeld (14901 1561). Basically,
he endeavored to live in peace with everyone, as he asserted.'?%
Finally, in 1542 Cellarius advocated the publication of a Latin
version of the Koran in the expectation that knowledge of its content
would enable to better argue against Islam.*?°3 He also studied Greek
philosophy intensively, in particular Aristotle, whereby he wanted the
insights from philosophy to be understood as a supplement to the
Christian faith and not as a substitute. He emphasized the importance
of the secular sciences and attempted to combine them with reli-
gion.*?%* Furthermore, he devoted himself to astronomy and geo-
graphy as well as to secret, inexplicable, naturally incomprehensible

1198 On Grynaus, see THOMMEN, RUDOLF: Geschichte der Universitat Basel 1532i
1632, Basel 1889, pp. 1097 113.

1199 Backus: Cellarius, p. 13.

1200 SeepAR, GOTTFRIED: Geschichte des Christentums lll. Spatmittelalter i Reforma-
tion i Konfessionalisierung, Stuttgart 2006, p. 164.

1201 CELLARIUS, MARTIN: Martini Borrhai in Cosmographiae Elementa Commentatio.

Astronomica. Geographica. Libellus [..

1202 Fgyici: Borrhaus, p. 303.

1203 Backus: Cellarius, p. 13. Cellarius was in favor of the publication by Bibliander
(15097 1564) of the d.ex Mahumet pseudopropheted a translation produced in
1143 by Ketenensis (11107 ca. 1160). He did not want to promote the Islam.

1204 Backus: Cellarius, p. 14.
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things,*?% concrete to alchemy, and he cultivated contact with Hans
Rust von Trub (Drub), a writer, poet, and alchemist.*2°® During his time
in Basel, he probably entered into a third marriage.?°” Having had to
support himself for a time by working as a craftsman, he had now
become wealthy. The theology he taught publicly was undisputed in
Basel and he was held in high esteem as a professor.

Cellarius had developed an extensive literary activity over decades.
With the exception of the work dn Evangelium Nicodemi§ he wrote his
books and treatises outside of the phase in which he can be attributed
to the Zwickau Prophets.'?%® And accordingly his works, starting with
®e operibus Deid do not reflect the teachings of the Zwickau Proph-
ets, but rather express his theological reorientation, which occurred
under Luther®& supervision in 1526.

His religious life showed many changes. He was a Scotist during
his studies in Tubingen, then an interested student of Reuchlin and
Eck, soon afterwards a Lutheran, then an enthusiastic Zwickau
Prophet, finally Lutheran again and at last convinced by Swiss theo-
logy T but without shying away from keeping in touch with Servet,
respecting ancient philosophers, or stopping at alchemy. While he
had written a treatise on the conversation between Jesus and
Nicodemus in 1525 as a Zwickau Prophet in East Prussia, from which
TscHACKeRT deduced that he had wanted to become active in East
Prussia as an fevangelistd?® i Cellarius had spoken of those written
in the Book of Life'?'® i the turning point came in 1526, when his
theology was corrected by Luther. In 1522, he had still resisted Luther
and not allowed himself to be swayed from his own convictions, but
in 1526 he probably no longer saw any room for a radical reformist
position and swung towards the moderate line. However, a certain
nonconformism seems to have stuck with Cellarius and run like a red
thread through his life, so that he did not want to completely conform
anywhere. On 11 October 1564, he succumbed to the plague, which
was killing thousands in Basel at the time.

1205 FeLici: Borrhaus, p. 304.

1206 Backus: Cellarius, p. 14.

1207 Backus: Cellarius, p. 14.

1208 gee list in BAckHus: Cellarius, pp. 15f.

1209 TscHACKERT: Urkundenbuch zur Reformationsgeschichte, vol. 1, p. 184.

1210 Fepici: Borrhaus, p. 202. (Orig.: [...] scriptorum in libro vitae.) Cf. on this Bible:
Vulgate, Biblia Sacra, iuxta Vulgatam versionem, 4th edn., Stuttgart 1994 [1969],
Rev. 20,121 15.
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5.5 Westerburg & Approach to Karlstadt and
the Swiss Reformation

Gerhard Westerburg had already made initial contact with a represen-
tative of the Zwickau Prophets in Cologne, through which he had
become aware of their teachings.’?!! He then went to Wittenberg
probably in the spring of 1522, where he joined the Zwickau Proph-
ets. In a letter to Spalatin dated 5 May 1522, Luther praised him as a
sincere man of noble birth who had begun to seek the truth.'?? As
Westerburg had Luther® favor, he did not have to leave Wittenberg
after the failure of the &rophets 6 o n v e r s. Hawevernhe did not
subsequently turn to Luther, but maintained close contact with Karl-
stadt and was influenced by his theology. When Karlstadt went to
Orlamiinde in the summer of 1523, Westerburg followed him and
settled in Jena.

In 1523 the writings &om fegefewerband d®e Pvrgatoriod (About
Purgatory) were written, in which Westerburg attacked the traditional
doctrine of purgatory with the remark: There is no justification from
the Word of God that it exists.’?®® RusseL WoOODBRIDGE Ssaid, fHe
[Westerburg] desired to open the people& eyes to the truth about
purgatory, but he also desired to remove the financial burden placed
on the people through the teaching of the Churcha'?* Westerburg
understood purgatory as a fire (which is spiritual),'?'® thus redefining
the term and developing a view contrary to Catholic doctrine. In doing
so, he orientated himself on Karlstadt. Storch is unlikely to have
shared these views on purgatory, nor Westerburg® comments on
praying for the dead: Whoever wants to continue praying for souls, |
leave him his well-meaning conviction,'?1® Westerburg wrote. Storch,
on the other hand, had vehemently opposed prayer for the dead, what
Hausmann had declared to be a cruel naughtiness in the interrogation
of the Storchians in 1521.1?Y" Storch& and Westerburg& positions
may also have differed on the issue of baptism, as Storch was proba-

1211 \WABr 2, p. 515,101 12.

1212 WABTr 2, p. 515,81 11.

1213 WESTERBURG: Vom fegefewer, fol. B3a.
1214 WooDBRIDGE: Westerburg, p. 47.

1215 WESTERBURG: Vom fegefewer, fol. B4b.
1216 WESTERBURG: Vom fegefewer, fol. C3a.
1217 KoLpE: Altester Bericht, p. 324.
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Figure 18: The church in Orlamiinde where Karlstadt preached.

bly already practicing rebaptism in 1523, while Westerburg confined
himself to a rejection of infant baptism. Based on these divergent
positions, it can be assumed that from mid-1522 onwards, the
Zwickau Prophets developed different doctrinal opinions on a case-
by-case basis, so that, despite fundamental similarities, there were
also opinions not shared equally by all. Nevertheless, STeiTz& assump-
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tion that Westerburg had ffreed himself from the prophetic dreams of
the Zwickau Prophets [...] around 15233*?® seems just as inaccurate
as BARGE® similar assumption.'?’® Storch& influence may have
weakened, and Westerburg now adopted a more moderate position
with regard to the significance of visions, for example by explicitly
pointing out in his remarks on purgatory that he was not arguing on
the basis of inspirations;'??° nevertheless, he remained attached to
essential parts of the doctrine of the Prophets, not least with regard to
the fundamental religious model, which decoupled eternal salvation
from an institutional framework i Westerburg wrote in 1523, But if
anyone sincerely accepts Christ in earthly life, he has eternal life.*??

Karlstadt had to leave Orlaminde in 1524, and Westerburg was
also expelled. In agreement with Karlstadt, he traveled to Switzerland
in September 1524 and met there in October with the later Zurich
Anabaptists, including Mantz, to discuss the issue of baptism, with
Westerburg positioning himself together with Karlstadt against infant
baptism. Westerburg was still in the radical movement.

His next important stop was Frankfurt am Main, where he settled
at the beginning of 1525 and became the leader of the uprising there
in April,*222 which lasted until mid-May 1525. This uprising T SIGRID
JaHNs spoke of the fFrankfurt guild revoltd??® i was not a brutally ini-
tiated uprising, but a demand for reform expressed in 46 articles by
the citizens striving for change. This so-called Article Letter was writ-
ten by Westerburg!??* and bore similarities to the Twelve Articles from
Memmingen. Although Westerburg came from a wealthy background,
he was keen to limit the power of the patricians in Frankfurt i an
attitude anchored in Storch& doctrine and which probably formed the
intellectual background for this doctrine. According to SteiTz, these
articles on the reorganization of urban life showed an rinterweaving of
religious and political motivesa!?® Westerburg advocated an imple-

1218 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 36.

1219 BaRGE: Karlstadt, vol. 2, p. 17.

1220 WEsSTERBURG: Vom fegefewer, fol. A3a.

1221 WESTERBURG: Vom fegefewer, fol. B2a.

1222 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 1.

1223 JaHNs, SIGRID: Frankfurt, Reformation und Schmalkaldischer Bund. Die
Reformations-, Reichs- und Bundnispolitik der Reichsstadt Frankfurt am Main
15257 1536, Frankfurt am Main 1976, p. 40.

1224 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 81.

1225 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 84.
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Figure 19: Frankfurt am Main, by Matthdus Merian the Elder, copperplate,
1655 [1646]. Gerhard Westerburg® activities in the city were aimed at
realizing Christian principles also in politics and economics.

me n t thelcombination of religious and political ideas for improving
the worldoas part of the Zwickau Prophetsodoctrine.'?? He explained
the reasons for these 46 articles:

Since then, we owe obedience to God more than to men [Acts 5:29], it
is very necessary for us to abandon ungodliness and begin to behave
in a godly, brotherly way, to the glory of God Almighty [...] and to reform
ourselves.t2?7

Among the demands made were the election of pastors by the council
and congregation, the abolition of the great vice of fornication, and the

1226 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 164.
1227 | ausk: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, p. 59,121 17.
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removal of legal and tax privileges for clergymen.'??® Monks should
no longer be allowed to beg, preach, or hear confessions.'??® The
catalogue of demands included social aspects such as cheap food
through price reductions, a ban on usurious interest, the introduction
of the common chest,*>*° and the abolition of the small tithe.*?3! Even
the beginnings of a professional code of conduct for the trades came
to light: No one should be accepted as a master craftsman [...] unless
he had learned the trade.'?®? A similar demand was made for the
election of a councilor:

If a councilor should in future resign due to death, a sincere, honest,
sensible man, who is experienced and capable, should be elected in
loyalty and not friendship or other motives should be decisive, as had
previously been the case.1233

With regard to the common land, it was stated: Where there is a free
pasture in or out of the town, the same belongs to the general
public.12%

This written request, formally presented to the council, did not
express a willingness for violent change or brutal rebellion, but was
about restricting the privileges of the patricians and improving the
situation of the poor. There were also no threats against people of
other faiths: there is no mention of the clergy being put to death,
monks and nuns were to be able to remain in their monasteries at
their own request,?® and at no point was the demand for @mnia sunt
communiad (community of property) raised. Although the demands
articulated here harbored considerable potential for change, they did
not question the structures of authority as such, but were intended to
limit the power of the rulers and strengthen the rights of the lower
classes. Westerburg® activities in Frankfurt corresponded to the
basic conception of the Zwickau Prophets, also with regard to the
inclusion of socio-political components in the process of change,

1228 | auBE: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, p. 59,217 35.

1229 | ausk: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, p. 60,3f.

1230 | ausE: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, pp. 60,121 61,15.
1231 | auBk: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, p. 63,24f.

1232 | auBk: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, p. 63,11 3.

1233 | auBE: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, p. 63,187 21.

1234 | auBE: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, p. 62,15f.

1235 | ausk: Flugschriften der Bauernkriegszeit, p. 60,5i 7.
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demanded not least by the Frankfurt guilds.'?*® Westerburg& political
objectives obviously resulted from the Zwickau Prophetséteachings,
especially as neither Karlstadt nor the Swiss Anabaptists i the latter
he had previously visited i had such components of reformatory ideas
and Westerburg had never been in close contact with Muntzer.
Storch®& influence may have been felt at this point, especially as
Storch had been associated with the guild system as a clothier. Even
if the political dimension was less pronounced than with Muntzer,
Westerburg did not express a socio-political abstinence. The Zwickau
Prophetsbapproach was geared towards wanting to shape political
affairs and making demands aimed not only at their religious
followers, but also concerned with general social issues.

Although the uprising in Frankfurt revealed a bold and daring en-
deavor, it remained non-violent and had a socially transformative
rather than a socially disruptive objective. The council was even able
to remain in office and was supplemented only by a new, competing
decision-making body, the so-called Committee of Ten, made up of
various citizens, which attempted to implement the demands made.
In the end, the entire request for change remained within a moderate
framework. However, Melanchthon® assertion that, without God&
protection, Westerburg would have slaughtered all the rich,'*7 is
significant. This passage also shows how little such accusations,
especially coming from Melanchthon, were true, but Melanchthon still
saw Westerburg in the vicinity of Mintzer.'?®® In fact, however,
Westerburg proved that the Zwickau Prophets had distanced them-
selves from Muntzer and denied his option of violence.

The uprising in Frankfurt failed. After a few weeks, the city council
resumed control, and on 15 May 1525 they demanded that Wester-
burg, not officially a citizen of Frankfurt, leave the city the next day.
Westerburg resisted and objected, but to no avail i on May 17 he left
Frankfurt, leaving his wife and children behind. In his farewell letter to
the Frankfurt council, he stated that he was neither a Karlstadtian nor
Lutheran, but that he believed in Christ the Crucified.*?*° He did not
mention Storch in this context. Melanchthon, however, emphasized

1236 JaHNs: Frankfurt, Reformation und Schmalkaldischer Bund, p. 39. The guilds
played an important role in this moderate uprising.

1237 MBW T 2, p. 318,237 25.

1238 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 96.

1239 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 91.
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Westerburg® connection to Storch all the more and described him as
a zealot in Storch& wake, who had wanted to change the power
relations and had obviously only been driven out of Frankfurt by divine
intervention. 1240

Immediately after his expulsion from Frankfurt in May 1525, Wes-
terburg went to Cologne, where he soon clashed with the clergy and
the city council over his writings on purgatory and was given the
disreputable name of Dr. Fegefeuer (Dr. Purgatory). Although he long
defended himself against the persecution of his opponents thanks
substantially support of influential friends,*?*! he was finally brought to
trial in January 1526 and asked to recant. He refused to do so in
several hearings, always referring to the Bible.

Even before the judgement was pronounced in the dispute with
the city council, Westerburg had left Cologne for Esslingen, then the
seat of the Imperial Chamber Court (Reichskammergericht). A few
days later, he was actually condemned in Cologne as a stubborn
Lutheran heretic and put under excommunication, with the proviso
that the secular authorities punish him without bloodshed. However,
Westerburg could successfully appeal to the Imperial Chamber Court,
which forbade any punishment of life, limb or property.

Westerburg returned to Cologne in 1526 and lived there
unmolested with his wife and seven children until 1533. During this
time, he spread his ideas and maintained contacts with other
supporters of the Reformation.'?*? He was also close to Peter Flie-
steden, who was executed as a heretic together with Adolf Claren-
bach in Cologne in 1529.1243 In 1533, Westerburg had a report of his
disputes with the Cologne Council printed, concluding his remarks
with a reference to Luther& hymn & Mighty Fortress is our Godd!?*

In 1533, the Anabaptist rule was established in Munster. Wester-
burg received the first news of this with enthusiasm. KARL REMBERT

1240 MBW T 2, p. 318,22f.

1241 ReEMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 42.

1242 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 165.

1243 RupPRICH, HANS: Die deutsche Literatur vom spaten Mittelalter bis zum Barock,
2. Teil: Das Zeitalter der Reformation 15207 1570, Munich 1973, p. 75.
Fliesteden and Clarenbach are regarded as the first German martyrs of the
Reformation era (BAutz, FRIEDRICH WILHELM: Clarenbach, Adolf, in: Biogra-
phisch-Bibliographisches Kirchenlexikon, ed. by FRIEDRICH WILHELM BAUTZ, vol.
1, Hamm 1975, col. 10257 1026, col. 1025).

1244 WESTERBURG: Wie die Hochgelerten von Colin, fol. O4a.
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attributed this enthusiasm to Storch& continuing influence.?4
Westerburg now travelled to Minster and was baptized there in
January 1534 by Heinrich Roll (d. 1534) in the house of Knipperdolling
(ca. 149571 1536).1%46 After his baptism, he returned to Cologne and
founded an Anabaptist congregation there, carrying out rebaptisms
himself.1247

With regard to Westerburg®& sympathy for Anabaptist rule in
Munster, Steitz wondered fhow a man of Westerburg& sober mind
[...] could still allow himself to be carried away by this enthusiasma4
However, Westerburg was in Minster before the notorious aberra-
tions occurred there: It was not until January 1534 the brutal leader of
the Anabaptists, John of Leiden (15091 1536), arrived in Minster from
Holland, followed by another in February, Jan Matthys (15007 1534),
and polygamy was not introduced until mid-1534. Based on his
experiences in Frankfurt, Westerburg must have been much more
convinced by the formation of the Minster city council on the basis of
an election with the participation of the people than the usual
procedure of appointing offices in a closed circle of patricians or the
princely directive for the appointment of offices. In this respect, there
was little reason for Westerburg to take offence at the conduct in
Munster until the beginning of 1534 against the background of the
Zwickau Prophetsddoctrine. On the other hand, the Anabaptist rule in
Minster does not seem to have completely convinced him, so that he
returned to Cologne after his baptism.

At this point, Westerburg had not yet lost his radical potential. In
the course of the intensified denunciation of Anabaptism that soon
followed, Westerburg probably had no choice but to cease his
Anabaptist activities in Cologne and avoid the public eye. He evidently
managed to live in seclusion for years, as nothing is known about him
until 1542.

It was probably during this time that he gave up his radical posi-
tions and broke with the doctrine of the Zwickau Prophets. He also
seems to have abandoned Karlstadt& earlier positions from the Orla-
munde period, with the exception of his understanding of the Lord&

1245 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 35.
1246 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 45.
1247 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 161.

1248 STEITZ: Westerburg, pp. 162f.
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Supper. Westerburg began to move closer to the Swiss Reformation,
precisely because of his agreement on the question of the Lord®&
Supper.

In 1542, he then sought an office under Duke Albert of Prussia. In
the course of his work in East Prussia, which began on August 22, he
emphasized to Albert, | do not see why children should be deprived
of this sacrament of baptism.'?*® He had distanced himself from the
Anabaptists and now advocated infant baptism again, stating that alll
his children had been baptized.1?° He had left the Storch line. In the
course of his work in the service of Duke Albert, however, Westerburg
encountered reservations among the Lutherans there due to serious
differences on the question of the Lord® Supper,’?*! in which he
insisted on the position of Karlstadt and Zwingli. Melanchthon also felt
compelled to warn the duke about Westerburg because of his
previous association with Storch. Melanchthon wrote to Duke Albert
on 18 February 1543:

So, | cannot hide from Your Royal Grace that | am very worried that
Doctor Westerburg of Cologne will cause trouble because he has been
travelling around with Claus Stork and these prophets who first raised
the issue of rebaptism and stirred up many evil opinions at the time. This
really needs to be kept in mind.1252

Westerburg® work in East Prussia finally came to an end after just
10 months: The duke dismissed him from his post and expelled him
from the duchy.?®® His dissenting view of the Lutheran Lord& Supper
was the main reason why a number of councilors at Albert& court had
sought his dismissal.

It is not known where Westerburg went from East Prussia. At the
beginning of the second half of 1545, he was in Zurich with BULLINGER
and met with Cellarius.'?® He then travelled to Bonn, where on

1249 TscHACKERT, PAUL (ed.): Urkundenbuch zur Reformationsgeschichte des Her-
zogthums Preuf3en, vol. 3: Urkunden, zweiter Theil, 1542 bis 1549, Leipzig 1890,
p. 21, no. 1465.

1250 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 166 Westerburgd first child was still born in Saxony, i.e.,
in spring 1525 at the latest (STeiTz: Westerburg, p. 13; p. 39). It is not known
when the child& baptism took place.

1251 WooDBRIDGE: Westerburg, p. 17.

1252 CR 5, col. 42.

1253 TscHACKERT: Urkundenbuch zur Reformationsgeschichte, vol. 3, p. 40, no. 1542.

1254 STEITZ: Westerburg, pp. 1907 193.
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October 12 he met with Hermann von Wied (14771 1552),'2% his
former adversary, then still Archbishop of Cologne, who had now
switched to the Reformation, much to Westerburg& delight. He had
high hopes for this shift, but these were dashed in the course of the
Schmalkaldic War 7 a bitter disappointment for Westerburg. He left
the Electorate of Cologne in 1547 and travelled to East Frisia, where
he worked as a preacher. There, he also encountered the Polish
priest Jan Laski (14991 1560), who had converted to the Reforma-
tion.125¢ Westerburg died in Dykhausen in Friesland in 1558. After
passing through various stages, his path of faith in the Reformation
had finally ended in the Reformed Church.'?>” REmBERT came to the
following conclusion:

ONesterburg witnessed and experienced the entire development of
Anabaptism, travelling the entire path of the radical fanatical movement
of his time from the Zwickau Prophets to the Minster Anabaptists. His
life is the mirror image of this movement in miniature.d258

5.6 The Decline of the Zwickau Prophet sdBMovement

After the circle of Zwickau Prophets had dispersed due to the failure
in Wittenberg, no one succeeded in establishing their doctrine on a
larger scale. Despite his many activities, Storch could not establish a
group comparable in size and importance to the Secta Storchitarum
anywhere. From 1522 onwards, he primarily had to cultivate individual
contacts and limit himself to small groups, which he formed in large
numbers across the region,'?* including in Hof, where he soon had a
following.126° Spalatin wrote about various nonconformist circles in his
annals for 1524:

The dreamers, the spirit people, who only want to deal with revelation
and the spirit and reject and despise the external, spoken word of God,

1255 On Hermann von Wied, see BADEA, ANDREEA: Kurfurstliche Praeminenz, Landes-
herrschaft und Reform. Das Scheitern der Kélner Reformation unter Hermann
von Wied, Minster 2009.

1256 STEITZ: Westerburg, p. 195. On Jan Laski, see SMip, MENNO: Laski, Jan, in: TRE
20 (1990), pp. 448i 451.

1257 gtEITZ: Westerburg, p. 2.

1258 REMBERT: Wiedertaufer, p. 34.

1259 MEeLANCHTHON: Nova scholia, fol. 64a.

1260 \WiDMANN, ENocH: Chronik der Stadt Hof, p. 122.
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went so far as to reject infant baptism and call baptism just a handful of
water, even a dog baptism.1261

These groups, which not only rejected traditional baptism but also
propagated spiritual effects, may have been founded by Storch,
among others.

Westerburg® attempt at innovation in Frankfurt had failed, and he
soon had to cease his Anabaptist activities in Cologne. He finally
turned to the Swiss Reformation.

He was preceded on this path by Cellarius, who had already turned
away from the Zwickau Prophetsd doctrine in 1526 and obviously
became more and more distant as time went on.

Nothing is known about Stiibner and Drechsel& further activities.

Storch was probably still active as an itinerant preacher for a long
time and was regarded as an Anabaptist. He was forced to operate in
secret.

Luther had been an insurmountable barrier for the Zwickau Proph-
ets, blocking their path to a broader impact. However, the doctrine
propagated by Storch continued to be effective. The content that the
Zwickau Prophets had introduced into the Reformation discourse re-
mained a subject of further debate and continued to pose a challenge
to the various players in the Reformation process. After the Peasants6
War, the alternate idea of baptism, raised by Storch, as a fundamental
heresy was among the main points of contention in the nationwide
religious debate.

1261 CyprIAN: Spalatini Annales, pp. 92f.



259

6 The Zwickau Prophets and the
Peasants 6War

Storch was of the opinion that he had been promised rule over the
new empire and that this would soon dawn. These were the begin-
nings of the misfortune and suffering that engulfed Germany,'?2
CAMERARIUS claimed with regard to the PeasantsdWar. Luther also
associated the Zwickau Prophets with the Peasants6 War and
accused Stubner of having had an uprising in mind as early as
15221263 phyt the PeasantsdWar, which claimed tens of thousands of
lives took place in 1524 and 1525. Melanchthon suspected that Storch
was directly involved in the peasant army.'?%* Storch was obviously
not in the peasant army, however, nor were the other Zwickau Proph-
ets. Nevertheless, they were associated with the Peasants6War. Not
least, Melanchthon placed the peasant uprising in a religious context
as the fvork of the devilg!?®®> as zoLLNER made clear. Melanchthon
saw this uprising as being closely linked to the radical reformist
movement initiated by Mintzer and Storch, and he stated that the
devil [...] had awakened many false and harmful preachers, causing
[...] great bloodshed.16%

According to HeiNz ScHEIBLE, Melanchthon wanted to emphasize
not only Mintzer® but also Storch& co-responsibility with regard to
the PeasantsdWar, namely in relation to the spiritual basis on which
the Peasantsd6War happened: fHe [Melanchthon] was not so much
concerned with Mintzer® acts of violence and their cessation as with
exposing the spirit behind this movement, and that is the spirit of the

1262 CaMERARIUS: De Philippi Melanchthonis ortv, p. 47.

1263 WATT 3, p. 15,41 6.

1264 MBW T 2, p. 289,8f.

1265 ZGLLNER, WALTER: Melanchthons Stellung zum Bauernkrieg, in: Philipp Melanch-
thon 14971 1560, ed. by the Melanchthon-Komitee der Deutschen Demokra-
tischen Republik, vol. 1: Philipp Melanchthon. Humanist, Reformator, Praecep-
tor Germaniae, Berlin 1963, pp. 1741189, p. 175. Cf. also STEINMETZ, MAX:
Philipp Melanchthon tber Thomas Mintzer und Nikolaus Storch. Beitrage zur
Auffassung der Volksreformation in der Geschichtsschreibung des 16. Jahr-
hunderts, in: Philipp Melanchthon 14971 1560, ed. by the Melanchthon-Komitee
der Deutschen Demokratischen Republik, vol. 1: Humanist, Reformator, Prae-
ceptor Germaniae, Berlin 1963, pp. 1381 173, p. 138.

1266 \MELANCHTHON: Histori, fol. AA2a.
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Figure 20: Memorial stone (1962) for the Great Peasants6War. The Battle
of Frankenhausen took place on this hill in 1525.

Zwi c kau P onghis eespect, ScHeBLE ultimately saw Storch
as the actual spiritual author, and Muntzer as the practical one in
addition to the spiritual one, which is why he believed: iStorch is only
to be rejected theologically; Miintzer is also politically dangerous.d?%
Not only Luther, Melanchthon, and CamMERARIUS, but also numerous
other authors associated the PeasantséWar with the teachings of the
Zwickau Prophets. ERAsmus ALBERUS (ca. 15001 1553), for example,
linked the Zwickau Prophets to the PeasantséWar (1553): Satan sets
up a cruel game [...] and arouses Nicolaus Storck, Thomas Miintzer
and others, through whose teachings the Peasantsd Revolt was
caused.'?®9 HERMANN HAMELMANN (15261 1595), a Lutheran theologian,
also saw (1568) Storch as Muntzer® teacher and the instigator of the

1267 ScHEIBLE, HEINZ: Melanchthon. Eine Biographie, Munich 1997, p. 80.

1268 ScHEIBLE: Melanchthon, 1997, p. 81.

1269 ALBERUS, ERASMUS: Widder die verfluchte lere der Carlstader / vnd alle firnemste
Heubter der Sacramentirer / Rottengeyster / widderteuffer / Sacramentlesterer /
Eheschender / Musicaverechter / Bildstirmer / feiertagfeinde / vnd verwister
aller guten ordnung. Erasmus Alberus [...], Neubrandenburg 1556, fol. +1a.



